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Preface

This is a book about Thomas and the Gospels. That “and™ is worth under-
lining. The book is not just about the Gospel of Thomas, but also about the
Synoptic Gospels. It explores the relationship between Thomas and the Syn-
optic Gospels, an exploration that will at times require some detailed dis-
cussion of the Synoptics Gospels themselves. This makes the book unusual.
In spite of the fact that it remains one of the most vexed questions in the
study of Christian origins, not a single monograph in English explores the
case that Thomas knew the Synoptic Gospels.

Many studies of the Gospel of Thomas work hard to try to understand
the evolution of this enigmatic text, but they remain ambivalent about the
idea that Thomas was familiar with the Synoptic Gospels. It may be the case,
though, that Thomas’s relationship with the Synoptics provides a gateway to
the study of the Gospel. Once one has considered the evidence for Thomas’s
knowledge of the Synoptic Gospels, questions about how, when, and why
the author used the Synoptics naturally follow.

Although many readers will, quite understandably, wish to dip into
selected chapters, this book attempts to construct an argument in order
along the following lines. In chapter 1 (“First Impressions”), I explore the
way that the issue appears on early acquaintance with it, looking at some
of the general arguments offered for an independent Thomas, and drawing
attention to the telling argument from Thomas’s parallels to every strand
of Synoptic data. in chapter 2 (“Verbatim Agreement between Thomas and
the Synoptics™}, I argue that there has been a missing step in many dis-
cussions of Thomas’s relationship to the Synoptics and that the verbatim
agrcements suggest a direct relationship between Thomas and the Synoptic
Gospels. In chapters 3 to 6 [ argue that this relationship is one of Thomas’s

vi



Preface

familiarity with the Synoptics, established by “Diagnostic Shards™ (chapter
3) of Matthean redaction (chapter 4) and Lukan redaction (chapter 5) ap-
pearing in Thomas, with a special case saved for its own chapter, Thomas 79
and Luke (chapter 6). One of the characteristics of Thomas’s appropriation
of the Synoptics is the phenomenon of “The Missing Middle” (chapter 7},
where the middle section of Synoptic sayings and parables goes missing
in the Thomasine parallel, sometimes leaving an inconcinnity. Phenom-
ena like this lead to questions about the manner of Thomas’s knowledge
of the Synoptics, which raises questions about orality and literacy in the
early Christian movement. In chapter 8 (“Orality, Literacy, and Thomas”) |
explore the renewed stress on orality in recent scholarship and suggest that
the role played by literacy should not be underestimated, and that there are
difficulties with the search far primitive oral traditions in Themas. in chap-
ter g (“Dating Thomas and the Gospels”) I argue that the Synoptic Gospels
postdate 70 ce and that Thomas postdates 135 CE. In chapter 10 (“Secrecy,
Authority, and Legitimation: How and Why Thomas used the Synoptics”) 1
contend that Thomas reworked material from the Synoptic Gospels in order
to lend legitimacy to his sayings, to previde an authentic-sounding Synop-
tic voice for its secret, living Jesus.

This book is ambitious in only one respect, the attempt to argue the
case for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptic Gospels, a case that [ think
is stronger than it is usually perceived to be. i have not attempted to solve
all the problems faced by scholars of the Gospel of Thomas, and I have tried
to keep thediscussion focused on this key issue, an issue that as astudent of
the Synoptic Problem I find to be one of particular interest.

Since my previous book was an attack on a well-beloved and time-
honored element in New Testament studies, the Q hypothesis, I have faced
a dilemma in writing thisbook that is like Elizabeth Bennett’s predicament
as she ponders Mr. Collins’s proposal. “An unhappy alternative is before
you, Elizabeth. From this day you must be a stranger to one of your parents.
Your mother will never see you again if you do not marry Mr. Collins, and
I will never see you again if you do” I think that the case against Q helps
one to see the ease for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics, but I am
aware that this is a view that will alienate some of my readers, who remain
attached to Q. But I risk alienating others if I pretend to ownership of a
hypothesis against which I am a public opponent. My solution bas been
to proceed by working on the basis of the generally held common ground
of Markan priority, for which I have been an enthusiastic advocate, and to
point to possible ditficulties with the use of the Q hypothesis to bolster the
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case tor Thomas’s independence, but at the same time to relegate discussion
of Lukes familiarity with Matthew to the footnotes. I hope that the case
has not been expounded with pride, and that it will not be received with
prejudice.

Except where otherwise stated, English translations are my own.

I would like to thank my colleagues in the Religion Department at
Duke University, as well as in the Graduate Program in Relision, for their
encouragement and interest while I have been writing this book. I would
like to otfer special thanks to those who have read all or parts of the manu-
script, and have offered many helpful comments and criticisms, especially
Loren Rosson, Stephen Carlson, Ken Olson, Michael Grondin, Jetfrey Pe-
terson, and Andrew Bernhard. And the biggest thank-you isto Viola, Em-
ily, and Lauren for their love, support, and patience.

I wish [ had managed to finish this book before Michael Goulder’s
death in January 2010. Although he was not a scholar of the Gospel of
Thomas his brilliant contributions to the study of Christian origins, still un-
derestimated or ignored by too many, have influenced my own thinking in
many ways. He would always ask about the progress of the book and would
love to discuss it. I cannot now present him with a copy, but I can at least
dedicate it to his memory, with gratitude and great affection.
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CHAPTER 1

First Impressions

The Gospel of Thomas is the noncanonical gospel par excellence. It has been
studied more than all the other noncanonical gospels put together, and for
good reason.' Among all of the extant gospels that did not make it into the
New Testament canon, this is the one that has the best claim to antiquity,
the only one that provides the potential for extended reflection on the say-
ings of the historical Jesus.” However much we may wish to draw attention
to the importance of understanding the development of Christianity in the
second century, reaching back into the first century is still far more attrac-
tive to most historians of Christian origins. There is romance in the idea
that this text, so recently discovered, could provide a special witness to the
earliest phase of Christianity.*

For many, the text takes its place in a dynamic early Christian world
in which variety and diversity are the chief characteristics. Words like “or-
thodoxy” are firmly out of favor. Talk of “Christianities” is in. Indeed, the
discovery of the Gospel of Thomas provided a catalyst for the development
of this perspective in which it now plays such a major role. The impetus for

L Bart D. Eheman, Jasus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millenniun (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 71, describes it as “without question the most signifieant Christian
book discevered in modern times.”

2. Its main competitors for attention in historical Jesus studies do not feature sayings
trom Jesus’ ministry. Our only maor extant fragm ent of the Gospel of Peter, for example, deals
witl: the passion and resurrection.

3. See Stevan L. Davies, “Thomas: The Fourth Synoptic Gospel;’ BA 46/1 (1983): 6-9, 12-
14, for an illustration of this kind of enthusiasm: “The Gospel of Thomas was buried away for
1600 years and has been wished away for another 30. It should now be taken very seriously.
Not only is it a fourth synoptic gospe]l — itis aQ, too™ (14).



Thomas and the Gospels

this new approach, in some senses its manifesto, was Trgectories through
Early Christianity by James Robinson and Helmut Koester, first published
in 1971.* The book was in part a development of and in part a reaction to
Rudolf Bultmann’s views, now packaged for a new era. Early Christian di-
versity looms large, and newly discovered early Christian texts take their
place in a world of competing trajectories. The Gospel of Thomas, unavail-
able in full to Bultmann when he was writing his seminal History of the Syn-
optic Tradition,” now rises to new prominence alongside the hypothetical
source Q, as two early witnesses to a passion-free, sayings-based trajectory
in early Christianity, which contrasted with the passion-centered, Pauline-
influenced versions of Christianity that later won the day.

Trajectories has influenced a generation of scholarship oa Christian
origins, and its legacy is perhaps most pronounced in the key contributions
of scholarslike Robert Funk® and John Dominic Crossan,” most famous for
their prominence in the Jesus Seminar,® who have applied a model that pri-
oritizes Q and Thamas in historical Jesus research. The responsible histori-
cal Jesus scholar now works outside canonical boundaries, and those who
ignore texts like Thomas are chastised for their canonical bias. They are seen
as engaging in a kind of stubborn, confessional attempt to skew the field by
ignoring much of the best evidence.

Many of the major books published on Thomas in the last generation
are indebted to a model of Christian origins that is inspired by Trajectories.
Perhaps most ‘inportantly, Stephen Patterson’s influential Gospel of Thomas
and Jesus argues the case for an early, autonomous Thomas that enables us
to reassess its witness to the historical Jesus and the movement he inspired.”

4 James M. Robinsen and Helmut Koester, Trajectories through Early Chuistianity (Phil-
adelphia: Fortress, 1971).

5. Rudolf Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (ET; 2nd ed.; Oxfard: Blackwell,
1968). It is worth noting that Bultmann already took full advantage of the P.Qxy. fragments
that were later discovered to be early Greek fragmentary witnesses to the Gospel of Thomas.

6. See, for example, Robert Funk, Honest o Jesus: Jesus for a New Millennium (San Fran-
cisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996).

7. John Pominic Cressan. 1he Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranaan Jewish Peas-
ant (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991); idem, The Birth of Christianity: Discover-
ing What Happened i» the Years Immediately After the Execution of Jesus (Sen Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, 1998).

8. Robert W. Funk, Roy Hoover, and the Jesus Seminaz, The Five Gospels: The Search for
the Authentic Words of Jesus (New York: Macmillan. 1993).

9. Stephen J. Patterson, The Gospel of Thonras and Jesus (Foundations and Facets; So-
noma, CA: Polebridge, 1993).



First Impressions

The idea that Thomasis familiar with the Gospels can seem unwelcome.
If Thomas derives much of the material it shares with the Synoptics from
the Synoptics themselves, then one of the key elements in the Trajectories
model disappears. No longer would Thomas be an early, independent wit-
ness to primitive Jesus wradition or to early, variant Christian ideologies. It
is easy, in such circumstances, for a case in favor of Thomas’s knowledge of
the Synopties to be seen as something of a recalcitrant, spoilsport attempt to
hark back to a position that is now passé.'? Unless there are new arguments,
and new perspectives, the case for an autonomous Thomasremains a highly
attractive one to anyone interested in exploring the diversity of early Chris-
tianity. Given the difh culty in making progress in scholarship, some might
feel that the last thing we want is to undo the fine work of the last generation
and to set back the clock to a bland, monochrome view of Christian origins.

If the case for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics is now some-
times regarded as old-fashioned or reactionary,'’ it is further damaged, in
the minds of some, by its association with a particular ideological stance.
Thomas’s tamiliarity with the Synoptics is often regarded as an essentially
conservative case, argued by those who are keen to police canconical bound-
aries and align the earliest forms of Christianity with emerging orthodoxy.
The crucified and risen Savior then remains the heart of a unified early
Christian kerygma, witnessed alike by the evangelists, Paul, the General
Epistles, and Revelation. The perception is understandable.'? Several schol-
ars who identify themselves as evangelicals are among those who argue for
a later, dependent Thomas,"* and the relegation of Thomas to the second
century is becoming a major theme in scholarly works of Christian apolo-

10. Cf. Ron Cameron, “Ancient Myths and Modern Theoiies of the Gospel of Thontas
and Christian Origins, in Ron Cameron and Merrill P. Miller, eds., Redexcribing Christian
Origins (SBLSymS 28: Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature. 2004), 89-108 (91): “The effects
of subordinating the Gospel of Thomas to the canonical Gospels are especizlly pernicious, in
that Thomasis not taken sriously as a Gospel worthy of study in its own right. but is reduced
to the status of a textual variant 1r the histor y of the Synoptic tradition.”

11. Ap1il PeConick, “Human Memory in the Sayings of Jesus,” in Tora Thatcher, ed., fe-
sus, the Voice, and the Text: Beyond the Oral and Written Gospel (Waco: Baylor University
Press, 2008), 135-80, “It is my firm opinion that the lime has come for the theory of Thomas’s
literary dependence to be put to bed™ (179}.

12. See. for emmple, Kbyne R. Snodgrass, “The Gospel of Thomas: A Secondary Gospel.”
Sacond Century 7{1 (1989-90): 19-38{23); repr. in Craig A. Evans, ed., The Historical Jesus, vol
4 Lives of Jesus and Jesus Outside the Bible (London: Routledge, 200.}), 2g1-3t0 {page tefer-
ences throughout this book are to the original publication).

13. Most recently Nicholas Perrin, Thomas: The Other Gospel (Louisville: Westminster
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getics.'* We should be wary of the notion, however, that a late or dependent
Thomas always and inevitably proceeds from a conservative or apologetic
scholarly stance. Assessing scholarly trends is rarely straightforward and it
is frequently unhelpful. The easy categorizing of viewpoints into one camp
or another can lead to summary dismissals and failure to study the evi-
dence.

Although Thomas has a clearly defined role in evangelical Christian
apologetics, it does not follow that all those arguing for Thomas’s famil-
iarity with the Synoptics are motivated by the desire to defend the faith.
Some scholars known as broadly conservative in some areas are advocates
of an early, independent Thomas,'* and there are well-known skeptics who
see it as a later, Gnostic text.'® In other words, the expectation of a neces-
sary alignment between a particular ideological ssance and a given view
on Thomas’s relationship to the Synoptics is oversimplifying and unhelpful.
At the risk of sounding hackneyed or even naive, it remains important to
underline that whatever the presuppositions of the scholars invelved, it has
always been argument and evidence that matter. Scholarship on the Gos-
pel of Thomas is at its worst when those perceived to be on different sides
simply reweat into entrenched positions without engaging carefully what is
actually being said by one another. This is not to argue for a return to mod-
ernist delusions about the possibility of a neutral and objective perspective
on history, but rather to remind ourselves that the presence of presupposi-

John Knox, 2007); idem, Thomas and Tatian: The Relationship between the Gospef of’ﬁwmas
and the Dialessaren (Academia Biblies 5; Atlanta: Societs of Bibliesl Literature, 2002).

14. For example, Craig A. Evans, Fabsicating Jesus: How Modern Scholars Bistort the
Gospels (Downers Grove, IL: interVarsity Press, 2006), lists the following in the front matter
(7) as “fact™: “The Gospel of Thomas . . . is late, not early; secondary, notauthentic. Contrary to
what a few scholars maintain, the Gospel of Thomas originated in Syria and prebably no ear-
lier than the end of the second century” The discussion of Thomas is in chapter 3 (52-77). See
similarly Darrell L. Bockand Daniel B. Wallace, Dethroning Jesus: Exposing Popular Cultiires
Quest to Unsaat the Biblical Christ (Nashville: Nelson, 2007), 105-30, devoied In refuting the
claim that “The Gospe! of 1homas radically alters our understanding of the real Jesus”

15. For example, Gerd Theissen; see further belew, $-9.

16. For example, Michael Goulder, Luke: A New Paradigin (JSNT Sup 20; Shefhield: Slef-
field Aesdemic Press, 1989). 23, 25, 131-82 n. 40; and Bart Ehrman, fesus, Apocalyptic Prophet,
71-78. Ehiman holds open the possibility that Thomas presesves independently aitested say-
ings of Jesus but does not think that it provides any signifieant help in the historical Jesus
quest. See also Ehrman’s Lost Christianities: The Battle for Scripture and the Faiths We Never
Knew (Oxford: Oxford: University Press, 2003), “Thie Discovery of an Ancient Fergery;’ 47-66.



First Impressions

tions should not be used as an excuse to ignore uncongenial evidence or to
engage in easy dismissal of opposing views.

Dependence or Familiarity?

In the early days of Thomas scholarship, following the publication of the
Coptic text in 1959,"” the majority view was that Thomas knew the Synoptic
Gospels.'® These days, essays on the state of the question tend to represent
the debate as a scholarly split, half on the side of Thomas’s independence,
half on the side of its dependence on the Synoptics," though some claim
that the scales are tipping in favor of Thomasine independence,™ or that
there is a kind of geographical split, with those in North America more in-
clined to see Thomas as independent, and those in Europe more inclined to

17. A. Guillaumont, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till, and Yassah ‘Abd al Masih, eds.,
The Gospel According to Thomas: Coptic Text Established and Translated (Leiden: Brll, 1959).

18. See in particular Robert M. Grant, David Noel Freedman, and William R. Schoedel,
The Secret Sayings of jesus: The Gnostic Gospel of Thomas (L.ondon: Collins, 1960); and Wolf-
gang Schrage, Das Verhidiltnis des Thomas-Evangeliams zar synoptischen Tradition and zu den
koptischen Evangelien-ibersetzungen: Zugleich ein Beitrag zur gnostischen Synoptikerdeutung
(BZNW 2g; Berlin: Tépelmann, 1964); but note also Harvey K. McArthur, “The Gospel Ac-
cording to Thomas,’ in Harvey K. McArthur, ed., New Testament Sidelights Essays in Honor
o Alexander Converse Purdy (Hartford: Hartford Seminary Foundation Press, 1960), 43-77
Thekey early works to argue against a simple dependence on the Synoptics were by G. Quis-
pel: see especially “Ibe Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament,” VC 1 (1957): 189-207:
“L’Evangile selon Thomas etle Diatessaron,” VC 13 (1959): 87-117; “I'Evangile selon Thomas et
le “Texte Ocaidental” du Nouveau Testament;” VC 14 {(1960): 204-13; and “Seme Remarks on
the Gospel of Thomas,” NTS 5 (1958-59): 276-90.

19. James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Rementberad (Christianity in the Making 1; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003}, for example, says, “I'rom early days following its initial publication {1959),
opinion has been a2lmost equally divided as to whether the Gospe of Thomas knew and drew
from the Synoptics (and John) or isa witaess toan early form of the Jesus tradition prior to
the Synoptics and independent of the Synoptics as such” (a61-62).

20. Stephen ]. Patterson, “Understanding the Gospel of Thomas Today; in Stephen J.
Patterson, James M. Robinson, and Hans-Gebhard Bethge, The Fifth Gospel: The Gospel of
Thomas Comes of Age (Hatrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998), 55-75, “Most schdlars
working on Themas today share this view;” viz. that the evidence does not support the idea
that “Thomas was geneiated out of the synopaic texts through wholesale berrowing of mate-
rial™ (67-68). Already in 1988, Christopher Tuckett warned about the differing claims made
about what constitutes the majority view, “Thomas and the Synoptics,” NovT 30/2 (1988):
132-57 (132).

S
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see Thomas as familiar with the Synoptics.>* Others claim that the question
itself is fundamentally wrongheaded, and that we should instead be ask-
ing about the evolution of the document, and its complex interactions with
synoptic-like traditions across many years.?* The one view that is rarely
canvassed is that Thomas was used by one or more of the Synoptic Gospels,
perhaps surprising given the number of scholars who wish to date Thomas
early.??

One of the difficulties with these discussions is that they are often
framed in terms of “literary dependence” and “independence,’** but these
terms can beunhelpful. The term “literary™ inevitably makes us think about
scribes, books, and copying, imagery that may be inappropriate for a book
like Thomas that gives so clear an impression of orality and aurality. The
book is filled with what is said and heard, with mouths and speaking, with
ears and listening. Writing and reading are seldom mentioned.?> Could a

21. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 10, spoke in 1993 of “a certain ‘continental
drift;” but Plisch, who characterizes the original divide as between an "Anglo-Saxon and
especially American fioni” represented by Koester and Robinson, and “the Gaiman frent”
represented by Schrage, sees the older controversies as “rather fruitless” and “increasingly ir-
relevant” (Uwe-Kassten Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Originul Text with Cornenentary [Sett-
gan: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2008), 15). He rightly notes, “The geographical distribution
of research provides only a tendency; there have always been exponents of each view on both
sides of the Atlartic,” 5 n. 17. Recent German publisations on Thomas include those on hoth
sides of the issue: Enno Edzard Popkes, Das Mensdienbild des Thomasevangeliums (WUNT
206; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), on the side of Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics;
and Thomas Z&ckler, Jesi: Lekren im Thomasevangelium (Nag Hammadi and Manichaean
Studies 47; Leiden: Brill. 1999). on the side of independence.

22 This approach is especially characterishic of April DeConick, who seesihe Gospel as
a “rolling co:pus.” beginning as a “Kernel Gospel™ and accreting materials over years o pro-
duce our Thomas. There were some contacts with Synoptic materials in this process, but that
contact is rarely determinanive for Thomas'scontent. See most fully April DeConick, Recover-
ing the Original Gospel of Thomas: A History of the Gospel and {tsGrowth (LNTS 286; London:
T & T Clark, 2003); idem, The Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation: With a Commeuntary
and New English Translation of the Complete Gospel (LNTS 287; London: T & T Clark, z006).

23. See Stevan L. Davies, "Mark’s Use of the Gospel of Thomas.” Neofesfamnentica 30
(1996): 307-34, for a useful exception #o this general rule. See too Gregory |. Riley, “Influence
of Thomas Christianity on Luke 12:14 and 5:39;" HTR 882 (1995): 229-35.

24. Patterson, fer example, characterizes i as “the dependency thesis.” Gospel of Thomas
and Jesus, 10; and in the pages that follow he speaks about “literary dependence;” “patterns of
dependence;’ and so on.

25. Theonly exception, however, is important — the incipit. See below, 144-45 and 173-
79-
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text that is apparently so oral in nature be literarily dependent on other
texts?

Moreover, the term “dependent” can be taken to suggest that Thom-
as is a fundamentally derivative gospel, and that the most important thing
about it is its relation to the Synoptic Gospels. Given that only about half
of Thomas has parallels with the Synoptics, it may be that the most important
thing about Thomas is not the Synoptic parallel material but rather the non-
Synoptic material.*® Perhaps it is in the non-Synoptic half that we will learn
most about the origins and nature of the Gospd of Thomas. It may be prefer-
able, therefore, to move the terminology away from “dependence” or “inde-
pendence” and instead to talk about “familiarity,” “knowledge” or “use” These
terms allow us to ask whether Thomas knows the Synoptic Gospels, without
prejudging the extent of their influence on its authors thinking. It could be
that Thomas uses the Synoptic Gospels as source material, but that the author
does so critically and creatively, and not in a “dependent” or derivative way.

The same kind of issue rears its head in discussions of John and the
Synoptics, in which one can argue that the links between the texts amount
to John's “knowledge of ” rather than “dependence on” the Synoptics. Simi-
lar issues are relevant also in discussion of second-century texts that are
familiar with but not necessarily dependent on the canonical Gospels.”
Even in discussions of the Synoptic Gospels, with their very high level of
verbatim agreement, many prefer to talk about “knowledge” rather than
“dependence” given the rather loaded nature of the latter term.?* The term
“dependence” is therefore best avoided in discussions of Thomas's relation-
ship to the Synoptics given its potential to mislead rather than to clarify.

26. Cf. Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 19: “Dependence on the canenical Gospels by
itself will not explain the character of the Gospel of Themas. In fact, it may explain only a
refatively small portion of the collection. That Thomas is dependent in some sayings does not
mean that it is dependent in all iis savings.” Note the similarly cautious comments of Tuckett,
“Thomas and the Synopties:” 156-57; but contrast Charles W. Hedrick, “Thomas and the S¥n-
optics: Aiming at a Consensus,” Second Century 7/1(1989-90): 39-56, who speaks about “those
who argue that Thonias depends only on the Synoptic Gospels” (52).

27. For the latter, see particularly Andrew Gregory, “Reflections on Method: What
Constitutes the Use of the Writings That Later Formed the New Testament in the Apostolic
Fatliers?” in Andrew Gregory and Chnstopher Tuckett,eds., The Reception of the New Testa-
ment in the Apostolic Fathers (@xford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 61-82.

28. As ene among many ecxamples, Michael Goulder regularly spesks about Luke’s
“knowledge of " Matthew rathez than his dependence on him, e.g.. “Lule’s Knowledge of
Matthew;” in Georg Strecker, ed., Minor Agreements: Symposium Goftingen :99: (Gottinger
theelegsche Arbeiten 30; Gottingen: Vandenheeck & Ruprecht, ¢993), 143-60.



Thomas and the Gospels
The Case for Thomasine Independence

Discussions of the state of play in scholarship are, of course, only ever a
prelude to the examination of the key questions, and it is necessary to turn
to the arguments themselves. Many find the case for Thomas's indepen-
dence of the Synoptic Gospels appealing. Those dipping into the discussion
through textbooks, popular introductions, summaries, and websites will
encounter some general-level arguments that sound impressive. While de-
tailed exegetical work is of course important, it is also necessary to address
the introductory level and summary argumentsthat are so often found per-
suasive. For many, the case is settled before the dewailed work has begun,
not least because of the forthright statement of the case. Indeed, the stan-
dard scholarly edition of the Gospel of Thomas provides an introduction to
the issue that simply asseris the independence view as if it is self-evidently
plausible. It does not even mention the alternative, that Thomas knew and
used the Synoptics.”’

Similarly, Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, in their popular textbook
on the historical Jesus, state the case for independence with no consider-
ation of the alternative. They offer three primary reasons for seeing Thomas
as independent of the Synoptics under the headings of genre, order, and tra-
dition history.* On genre, they write: “Asa collection of sayings, the Gospel
of Thomas embodies one of the earliest genres of framework in which the
Jesus tradition was handed down”*! On order, they say: “The order of the

29. “The Gospel According to Thomas,” in Bentley Layton, ed, Nag Hammadi Codex I,
2-7 (2 vols.; NHS 20-21; Coptic Gnostic Library; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 1:38-130; intvoduction by
Helmut Koester, 38-49 (42). Koester’sinwroductory texibook is similarly single-minded about
Thomas's independence, Introduction to the New Testament, vol. 2: History and Literature of
Early Christianity (2nd ed.: Berlin: de Gruster, 2000), 154-58.

30. Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, The Historical Jesus: A Compichensive Guide (ET;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 38- 10.

31 Theissen and Merz, Historical Jasus, 38. See Richard Valantasis, The Gospel of Thomas
(New Testament Readings; London: Routledge, 1997}, 2, for a good example of this argument
in practice: “The Synoptic Sayings Source @ that Matihew and Luke used was considered a
collection of sayings of Jesus wishout any narrative frame. The content of this Synoptic Say-
ings Source Q could only b e established by cemparing the sayings common to Matthew and
Luke and by then recenstructing the eommon text; the genre of collections of ‘sayings of
jesus’ remained theosetical. With the discovery of the Gospel of Thomas in Ceptic, scholars
finally had an actual document in the same genre as had been theorized, an existent gospel
composed only of sayirigs of Jesus in a collection of sayirgs™ (emphasis added). See similarly
Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 9.
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logia in the Gospel of Thomas is completely independent of the Synoptic
Gospels; this is a strong indication that the logia which they have in com-
mon have not been taken over from the Synoptic Gospels”*?* And on tradi-
tion history, they write: “Often the Gospel of Thomas offers logia in a form
which interms of the history of the tradition is earlier than the Synoptics”**
These general, popular-level assertions summarize arguments in favor
of Thomas’s independence that are often found in the literature. There are
problems with each of them, and it will be helpful to take each in turn.

Geanre

The argument from the genre of Thomas requires appeal to the existence
of the hypothetical Synoptic source Q, which by definition predates both
Matthew and Luke since, according to the Two-Source Theory, it is a major
source for botl. The argument will be unimpressive to those who are not
persuaded by arguments for the existence of Q, for whom a direct link be-
tween Matthew and Luke is more plausible than their independence of one
another.**

But Q skeptics should not be the only ones to have problems with th'is
argument. The argument is circular. The prablem with using the Q hy-
pathesis to support an early Thomas is that it reverses the usual way that
this argument is configured. As it is normally expressed, the existence of a
sayings gaspel like Thomas makes the existence of Q more likely. In ather
words, doubts about the existence of sayings gaspels like Q are put to rest
with the discovery of Thomas.>> But if Thomas is to be used as evidence in
favor of the existence of sayings gospels, and so to support the existence of
Q, itis circular to argue that the existence of Q bolsters the idea of an early
Thomas. The matter might be different if there were other extant examples

32. Theissen and Mesz, Historical Jesus, 39.

33. Ibad.

34. See further my Case Against Q: Studies in Markan Priori'ty and the Synoptic Problem
(Harrisburg: Trinity Press intemational, 2002).

35. See, for example, Robert E. Van Voorst, Jesus Outside the New Testament (Grand
Rapids: Ecrdmans, 2000), 137, “The discovery of Thie Gospel of Thomas in 1443 silenced those
who claimed that there was no analogy in early Christianity for a collection of Jesus sayings
without a nariative framework.” Van Voerst does not, however, name these scholars who
were “silenced.”
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of first-century sayings gospels like Thomas, but there are not.>® Appeals to
“the collection of logia behind Mark 4™ simply beg the question. What we
have are first-century narrative gospek in which sayings clusters like Mark
4 are embedded . We do not ha ve extant examples of the kind of gospel say-
ings collections that the genre argument re quires. Of course they may ha ve
existed, but argu ments like this, based only on what may havebeen the case,
are inevitably weaker than arguments that draw on extant materials.

Even if Q theorists are right about the existence of the hypot hetical
document, though, the argument that aligns Thomas and Q cannot be par-
ticuladly strong. It is true that there are certain basic generic similarities
between Thomas and what is known of Q. As Qs reconstructed, itisrich in
sayings material, and Thomas is almost entirely made up of sayings. Neither
has a Pass on Narrative. Beyond the introductory-level sketch, however,
it may be the generic differences, rather than the similarities, that prove
re vealing. It is not just that the reconstructed Q features discourses that
contrast with the enigmatic and pit hy sayings in Thomas, but it is also a
question of order. Thomas is made up of a series of loosely arran ged sayings
wit h no overarching narrative structure of any kind. By contrast, a careful
reading of the text of Q as reconstructed by the International Q Project®®
re veals a narrative sequence, wit h one incident building on top of another,
with later ind dents presupposing earlier incidents. Thus John the Baptist is
introduced (Q 3:2)*? and loeated in the region around the Jordan (Q 5:3);

36. There are, on the other hand, many examples of tractates that focus on sayings
among the Nag Hammadi document. Werner Kelber, “Sayings Collection and Sayings Gos-
pel: A Study in the Clustering Management of Knowledge,” Language & Conununication g
(1989): 213-24 (215), counts ninethat “are eitherin part ori# toto structured around the model
of sayings, or dialoguc genre;” listing the Apociyphon of James, the Apociyphon of John, the
Gospel of Thomas, the Book of Thomas the Contender, the Sophia of Jesus Christ, the Dialogue
of the Savior, the First Apocalypse of james, the Second Apocalypse of James, and the Lefter
of Peter to Philip. tlowever, Kelber aligns Thomas not with those tractates in the Nag Ilam-
madi library but with “those early Chiistian sayings collections which were in part vsed and
revrsed by the narrative gospels, as was the case with Q™ (221).

37. Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 38: and many others, e_g_, Koester, “Introduc-
ton, 42; Patterson. Gospel of Thomas, n7,and see further below, 160.

38. Jarres M. Robinson, Paul Hoffmann, and John S. Kleppenberg, The Critical Edition
of Q: Synapsis Including the Gaspels of Matthew and Luke, Mark and Thomas witk English, Ger-
man, and French Translations of Q and Thomas (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000).

39. In this context, in which 1 am taking for granted the existence of Q and the recon-
struction of the IQP, it makes sense to use the convention of representing Q versesby their
Lukan enumeration, though it is 2 convention with which, as a Q skepiic, I Lave some dif -
ficulties. See f urther vy “When isa Text nota Text? The Quasi-Text-Critical Approach of the
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crowds come to him for baptism (Q 3.7); he speaks to them about repen-
tance (Q 3:7b-8); and he prophesies a “coming one” to whom he is subordi-
nated (Q 3:16-17). Jesus is introduced and the Spirit descends on him, and
he is called God’s Son (Q 3:21-22); the Spirit then sends him to the wilder-
ness, where he is tested as God’s Son (Q 4:1-13); he is in Nazara (Nazareth;
Q 4:16); he preaches a major Sermon (Q 6:20-49); and after he has finished
speaking, he enters Capernaum (Q 7:1), where he heals a centurion’s boy
(Q 7:1b-10). Messengers from John the Baptist, who is now imprisoned, ask
about whether Jesus is indeed the “coming one” (Q7:18-35), andthe ensuing
discourse #akes for granted that Jesus heals people and preaches good news
to the poor, all in fulfillment of the Scriptures. and likewise the teaching
presupposes that Jesus associates with ta.x collectors and sinners, and that
he is criticized for doing so.

This narrative sequence is quite unlike anything in Thomas. The best
explanation for the diff erences is source-critical rather than genre-critical. ™
Among the transitional editorial connections (Q 3:2, 21-22; 4:1, ?16; 7:1, 18-
24) is one that has the clear residue of Matthean redaction, Q 7:1, “And it
came to pass when he .. . ended these sayings. . . ” This narrative segue
echoes the first of the five typically Matthean end-of-disceurse editorial
markers (Matt. 7:28; 11:1; 13:53; 19:1; 26:1). A source-critical solution accounts
for the narrative sequence, with Luke paralleling elements in Matthew’s
non-Markan sequence {Matt. 3-21; Luke 3-7), a sequence that dissipates as
Matthew follows closely the Markan sequence from Matt. 12 to the end of
his Gospel.

Buta commitment to a Q-skeptical solution to this problem is not nec-
essary to see the clear contrast between Q and Thomas. The genre argument
for the early, independent nature of Thomas breaks down when it emerges
that Q and Thomas are so dissimilar.

The contrast between Q and Thomas should not be underestimated
given that narrative elements are generally much less likely to make it
into a reconstruction of a hypothetical document like Q than are sayings.
Overall, the evangelists are inclined to be more conservative with sayings
material than they are with narrative material.** Moreover, a lot of the Q
sayings presuppose the narrative development of the Synoptics: John the

International @ Project” in Mark Goodacre and Nicholas Perrin. eds., Questioning Q (Dow-
ners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1005), 1t5-26.

40. For the full argument. see my Case Against Q, chapter 9.

41. See, for example, the figures in Charles E. Cariston and Dennis Norfin, “"Once More
— Statistics and Q7 HTR 64 (1971): 5¢-78 (71).
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Baptist’s introduciion, preaching, baptism of repentance, prophecy about
Jesus, criticism of Herod, arrest, and imprisonment; Jesus’ pregress from
Nazara to Capernaum to Jerusalem; his call of the Twelve, his healing
activity, his preaching to the poor, his quoting of Scripture, his associ-
ating with tax collectors and sinners, his death, exaltation, and return.
While Thomas has at best narrative fragments,*? loose shards of minimal
context of the kind that give certain sayings some coherence, Q has a sus-
tained narrative sequence, a flow of cause-and-effect action presupposed
and illustrated in saying after saying, especially in the first third of the
document.*?

Perhaps the danger with these observations is that they work at the de-
tailed, nuanced level, where the point about the generic similarity of Thomas
and Qs often made at a fairly basic level of appeal, one of those “firstimpres-
sions” that make an impact on new studens. Such appeals have two simple
points: both Thomas and Q are predominantly made up of sayings,** and
both Thomas and Q lack a Passion Narrative. Helmut Koester, for example,
frames it as follows:

One of the most striking features of the Gospel of Thomas is its silence
on the matter of Jesus’ death and resurrection — the keystone of Paul’s
missionary proclamation. But Thomas is not alone in this silence. The
Synoptic Sayings Source (Q), uscd by Matthew and Luke, also does not
consider Jesus’ death a part of the Christian message. And it is like-
wise not interesled in stories and reports about the resurrection and
subsequent appearances of the risen Lord. The Gospel of Thomas and
Q challenge the assumption that the early church was unanimous in
making Jesus” death and resurrection the fulcrum of Christian faith.

42. For an interesting take on these nawrative fragments, arguing that Thomas’s sayings
are extracted from a cemmentary, see Hans-Martin Schenke, "On the Compositional [listory
of the Gospel of Thomas,’ Foundations and Facets Forum tof1-2 (1994): 9-30.

43. Itisworth underlining that there are narrasve elements found within cerpain sayings
in Thomas, most clearly in the key conversalion in Tlvem 13, 0n which see especially Valania-
sis. Gospel of Thomas, 73-78. The key diference between Qand Thomas s over the developing
narrative sequence.

44 Note, for example, Stevan L Davves’s summary statement, “Because of its primitive
literary form (the list) and its lack of elabarate theories of Christ. and because it does not
quote the New Testament verbasim, the Gospel of Thomas appeass to be a very early text,
perhaps one of the earliest pieces of Christian writing,” in The Gospel of Thomas and Christian
Wisdom (2nd ed.; Ocegon House, CA: Bardic Peess, 2005), xi. Fer the claim about verbau'm
quowstion, see chapter 2 below.
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Both documents presuppose that Jesus’ significance lay in his words,
and in his words alone.*’

This is a helpful description of Thomas, which is well characterized as a
“sayings gospel” in whichsalvation is found in thehearing and interpreting
of Jesus’ words. It is emphasized right at the beginning of the document, in
Thom. 1, “Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not experi-
ence death”; and the theme continues throughout the book, with repeated
references to Jesus’ words,

“If you become my disciples and listen to my words, these stones will
minister to you.” (Thom. 19)

“Many times have you desired to liear these words which I am saying to
you, and you have no one else to hear them from.” (Thom. 38)

It is brought home with the repetition of “Whoever has ears to hear, let
them hear!” on frequent occasions (Thom:. 8, 21, 24, 63, 65, 96}. For Thomas,
what Jesus says and how the interpreter hears are paramount. In Koester’s
words, it is indeed the case that its interest is in “his words, and his words
alone”

There are major problems, however, with seeing Q in the same way. It
illustrates the danger of trying to force the one, hypothetical document into
the generic straitjacket ot the other, exsant document. While Jesus’ words
are clearly imparsant in Q, Jesus’ deeds appear to be equally important, with
illustrations of Jesus’ wonder-working activity (Q 7:1-10, Centurion’s Boy;
Q 7:22, Healing of Many; Q n:14, Exorcism) alongside reflections on what
they tell the readers about Jesus. When John the Baptist's messengers want
to find out if Jesus is indeed the “coming one” their master prophesied, Jesus
confirms his identity not primarily by means of his teaching but instead by
means of his wonder-working activity (Q 7:22). When Chorazin and Beth-
saida are condemned, it is for rejecting Jesus” mighty works, not his words
(Q10:13-15).%

Thereis a further dithculty with the generic comparison between Thom-
asand Q — it functions to deflect attention away from generic comparisons

45. Helmut Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History and Development (Harmi's-
burg: Trinity Press International, 1990), 86.

46. The only hint of this in Thomas is Thom. 14, in which Jesus commands the disciples
to “heal the sick.”
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between Thomas and similar materials from the second century. There is
no shortage of analogous works, as has long been recognized. Koester and
Robinson themselves noted the generic parallels to Thomas among second-
century texts and suggested that the Gattung of logoi sophdn (sayings of the
wise) had a “snosticizing proclivity.”¥ Q functions in this model to help
anchor Thomas to the earlier period. Without it, Thomas loses that anchor,
and finds itself on a current heading for the early to middle second century.

Caution is necessary, in any case, over inventories that compare nar-
ratives with sayings collections and then assign greater antiquity to the lat-
ter.* It is an appeal of such generality and vagueness as to be unhelpful.
After all, narratives had been around for centuries, as had books of sayings.
Neither has an obviously greater antiquity, and there is no reason to imag-
ine that the earliest Christians began with sayings collections and only later
moved on to narrative books. Nor is the situation any different when we
look for hints about the types of traditional material in early circulation.
One of our earliest extant Christian texts, 1 Corinthians, shows knowledge
of both narrative material about Jesus (1 Cor. 11:23-26; 15:3-7) and individual
sayings (7:10-11; 9:14), just as we might have expected. All in all, the argu-
ment for Thomas’s antiquity based on its supposed generic similarity to Q
is not strong. This comparison between a hypothetical source and an extant
text only works on a sketchy level, assuming an unproven greater antiquity
for sayings books over narrative books that detracts attention from more
fruitful parallels in the second century.

Order

The argument from the difference in order between the Synoptics and
Thomas is at first sight impressive. Given the large number of parallel say-

47. James M. Robinson, "LOGOI SOPHON: On the Gaitung of Q in Robinson and
Koesler, Trajectories, 71-113.

48. Already made in Oscar Culltnann, “The Gospel of Thomas and the Problem of the
Age of the Tradition Consained Therein: A Sucvey; inferpretation 16 (1962): 418-38, “In gen-
eral, such collections of Logia were probably, along with Testimonia from the Old Testament,
the oldest Christian literary types. The rabbinical Picke Aboth could be cited as an analogy.
... Itis, finally, very natural that before the narrative of his life was drawn up the words of
Jesus would have been handed on” (433). Contrast Tjitze Baarda, “The Gospel of Thomas.’
PIBA 26 (2003): 46-65, “Tlieidea — that sayings waditions precede aarvatives — is merely an
unproven hypothesis™ (54).
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ings in Thomas and the Synoptics, it is surprising that there are so few par-
allels in order. Yet the argument proceeds in large part from the unrealis-
tic expectations that are thrown up by our familiarity with the Synoptics,
where parallels in order are so frequent and sustained. It is easy to default
to thinking that the remarkable extent of the parallel order amongMatthew,
Mark, and Luke is somehow the norm. Stephen Patterson thus begins his
discussion of the question by looking at the agreements in wording and
order among the Synoptics, looking for the same kind of thing in relation
to Thomas and the Synoptics. He regards itas a requirement in a theory of
literary dependence for the scholar to demonstrate that “the sequence of
individual pericopae in each text is substantially the same”*’

The extracrdinary degree of agreement among the Synoptics has
spoiled us. It has created unrealistic expectations when we look at other
similar documen®s.” Moreover, the argument essentially reverses a valid
positive argument about literary relationships such that it becomes a flawed
negative argument about literary relationships. It is true, in discussions of
the common order among the Synoptics, that the substantial agreement in
order among Matthew, Mark, and Luke necessitates theories #f a literary re-
lationship. But one cannot legitimately reverse that positive argument and
make the absence of substantial agreement in order a sign of the lack of lit-
erary relationship. The relative lack of agreement in order between Thomas
and the Synoptics of course leaves a literary link still to be demonstrated,
but it does not show the absence of a literary link.

It is important to remind ourselves also that one of the reasons for the
sustained agreements in order among the Synoptics is the key presence of
common narrative sequence. The Synoptic evangelists are much more con-
servative in the order of narrative material than they are in the order of
sayings material. This is particularly the case in the double tradition mate-
rial, which often appears in different contexts in Matthew and Luke. Either
Matthew or Luke (or both) has removed a lot of double tradition sayings
material from the contexts in which he found it. Given that Thomas has no
narrative contexts into which to slot its sayings material, it is not surpris-
ing that its sayings appear in a very different order from that found in the
Synoptics.

49. Patwerson, Gospel of Thomas, 16.

50. Some might argue that the same is true with respect %o the relationship between
John and the Synoptics. Patierson’s analogy between Thomas-Synophic comparison and john-
Synopuic cemparison (Gospel of Thomas, 12-16) may be an unhelpful analogy for this reason.
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Furthermore, the abbreviated, disconnected nature of the Thomasine say-
ings lends itself to a looser structure. The form of the sayings relates directly
to Thomas’s redactional profile, the mysterious Gospel in which enigmatic,
self-contained sayings, at best only loosely related to one another, are stacked
up in baffling succession. The very success of the Gospel lies in its attempt to
unnerve the reader, especially the outsider. This disconcerting aim reinforces
the necessity for mysterious, pithy sayings, largely devoid of contextual clues
to their interpretation. If Thomas’s redactional aims require particular foumns,
those forms themselves cohere with Thomas’s order, or lack of it.

This is a point to which we will return, and one that requires a little
more exploration. For the purposes of this discussion about order, the im-
portant thing is to notice the way in which the author of Thomas is able to
compound the nature of his enigma by surprising the hearer with constant
changes of gear. It is not just the sayings themselves that shock and surprise,
but also the bizarre juxtaposition of apparently contrasting ideas, side by
side. This is a key point: if the author of Thomas is aiming at coherence,
he has failed. It is unlikely, however, that he is attempting to be coherent.
Rather, his Gospel is aiming at enigma, and this is why it announces itself
as an enigma from the beginning (Incipit, 1), and why it orders sayings in
this apparently incomprehensible way. If one thing is clear about Thomas,
it is that it is not clear. Modern interpreters with their bright ideas about
Thomas’s arrangement run the risk of attempting to explain what the author
wishes to leave unexplained, bluntvng the author’s purpose by artificially
conjoining and deciphering sayings that resist that kind of work.

In other words, we are righily surprised by the difference between the
order of sayings in Thomas and the Synopties, but this ditference does not
need to be explained as due to Thomas’s ignorance of the Synoptics. It may
be that the author wishes to retain elements from the Synoptics in order to
give his Jesus the sound of authenticity, while depriving the reader of the
kind of interpretive contextual clues that lead the reader of the Synoptics
in particular directions. It could be that the ditference in order between
Thomas and the Synoptics says much more about the author’s redactional
agenda than it docs about the author’s source material.>

51. See also the useful comments in Tuckett, “Thomas and the Synopwss,” 139-40, espe-
cially 140, “Further. the claim that Th has no logical order of its own. and hence the order of
Th must reflect the erder of a seurce {which therefoie cannot be the synopa'c gespels), really
only pushes the problem one stage further back. Whatare we to make of the equally formless
source(s) which lie(s) behind Th? ifthe formlessness of Th is problematic, ascribing the order
to a prior seurce merelly wansfers the problem. It does not selve it”
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Two further poinw are relevant in this context. First, as everyone ac-
knowledges, there are certain key agreements in order between Thomas and
the Synoptics (most notably 16.1-2 and 3; 55.1 and 2; 65 and 66), and these
require explanation.’? These agreements may be the result of the kind of
familiarity with the texts that is so great that they went almost unnoticed
by the author of Thomas, whose policy was elsewhere to decontextualize
Synoptic sayings.

Second, thelack of common order in Thomas’s sayings may simply be
a corollary of the first argument for Thomasine independence discussed
above, concerning Thomas’s genre. The assumption that sayings gospels
would tend to bave major agreements in order with the Synoptics proceeds
in part from the Q hypothesis, according to which Matthew and especially
Luke retain the order of many of the sayings from their source document.
In the absence of Q, though, we do not have another extant example of a
first-century sayings gospel that shares sayings with the Synoptics, and so it
is dithcult to know what exactly we ought to expect.

The argument from lack of common order, then, does not necessarily
point to Thomas’s independence. It imposes an expectation derived from the
sustained agreements in order ammong Matthew, Mark, and Luke, agreements
that are unusually strong and result in part at least from their shared narrative
structure. The self-consciously enigmatic nature of Thomas’s sayings collec-
tion precludes the likelihood of that kind of sustained logical sequence.

Tradition History

The third major argument for the primitivity and independence of Thomas
is almost certainly the most influential, and it requires a good deal more
exploration than the previous two, and it will be a topic that will continue
to rear its head in a variety of ways throughout our study. It is worth pay-
ing some preliminary attention to the issues here, though, in an attempt to
make clear how the argument works, and what to look for as the discussion
develops.
The argument from tradition history is effectively stated by Patterson:

If Thomas were dependent upon the synoptic gospels, it would be pos-
sible to detect in the case of every Thomas-synoptic parallel the same

52. Noted by, among others, DeCom'ck, Original Gospel, 17.
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tradition-historical development behind both the Thomas version of the
sayng and one or more of the synoptic versions. That 1s, Thomas” author/
editor, in taking up the synoptic version, wounld have inherited all of the
accumnulated tradition-historical baggage owned by the synoptic text,
and then added to it hisor her own redactional twist. In the following
texts this is not the case. Rather than reflecting the same tradition-histor-
ical development that stands bebind their synoptic counterparts, these
Thomas sayings seem to be the product of a tradition-history which,
though exhibiting the same tendencies operative within the synoptic tra-
dition, is in jts own specific details quite unique. This means, of course,
that these sayings are not dependent upon their synoptic counterparts,
but rather derive from a parallel 2nd separate tradition.>*

Like the previous two arguments for Thomas’s independence, this one
has a certain basic appeal. It sounds persuasive, but closer examination re-
veals problems. The model Patterson assumes to be necessary for Thoma-
sine dependence on the Synoptics is not in fact used by anyone, nor is it
one that is required by the case. The issue under discussion is whether the
author of Thomas is familiar with the Synoptic Gospels, and it is in principle
likely that in taking over source material, he would not retain everything
in the material he is using. Writers are not obliged to take over everything
they find in their sources, and it is never surprising to see authors editing
material to suit their needs. indeed, onemight expect the author of Thomas
to edit source material in order to reflect his distinctive agenda, not least if
the text is aimingto be enigmatic.

The model that Patterson argucs against is one that imagines the snow-
ball rolling down the hill, accreting fresh snow, but retaining what it already
has. The image is an unhelpful one when one is dealing with authors and
texts. Indeed, it is not particularly helpful even when one is dealing with
oral tradition history.

The point is illustrated by the example of inter-Synoptic dependence.
We have little trouble in seeing Maithew and Luke redacting Mark with-
out inheriting all of the tradition-historical baggage owned by the Markan
text. Even a relatively short amount of time with a Gospel synopsis will
provide the reader with plenty of examples of Matthew and Luke radically

53. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 18. For a succinctand forthright version of the
same argument, see Koester, “Inzoduction,” 42, “A comparison with the Synoptic parallels
demonstrates . . . that the forms of the sayings in the GTh are either more original than they
or developed from forras which are more original”
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altering their source material. Where Matthew rewrites Mark’s story of the
Gerasene demoniac (Mark 5:1-20 // Matt. 8:28-34),>' the bulk of that story is
absent from his much shorter version, but few would take seriously the idea
that Matthew is independent from Mark here. Or when Matthew retells the
story of John the Baptist’s death (Matt. i 4:1-12), his far shorter version is de-
monstrably secondary to Mark’s more primitive version (Mark 6:14-29),>
and yet it lacks many of the latter’s details. To use Patterson’s terminology,
Matthew has left lots of the “tradition-historical baggage” behind.

The situation is no diiferent when it comes to sayvngs material. When
one evangelist is working from a source, he may or may not carry over
elements that illustrate that saying’s tradition history. The deuble-barreled
pronouncement in Mark 2:27-28, “The Sabbath is made for humanity, not
humanity for the Sabbath; therefare the Son of Man is Lord even of the
Sabbath,” is revised by both Matthew (Matt. ¥2:8) and Luke (Luke 6:5) to
include only the second half of the pronouncement. Neither apparently felt
obliged to retain both halves of the saying that they inherited. Examples like
this could be multiplied. It is simply not the case in Synoptic comparison
that one pericope, when taken over by a later writer, necessarity drags with
it all the traditional features from the earlier version. Indeed, it is a com-
mon fallacy in the discussion of the Synoptic Problem to assume that the
evangelists’ default position was to avoid omssion of material from their
sources. Sometimes they omitted material; sometimes they retained mate-
rial; it is never straightforward to predict how they might behave on a given
occasion.”®

In other words, Patterson has raised the bar too high for the notion of
Thomasine familiarity with the Synoptics, asking for a standard that would
make Matthew independent of Mark, and Luke from both. It is unrealistic
to expect Thomas to have taken over all “the accumulated tradition-histor-
ical baggage” from the Synoptics. The difftculty arises in part because the

54. I assume Markan priority here and throughout. My arguments in favor of Marlan
priority are found in The Case Against Q, chapter 2; The Synoptic Piablem- A Way Througir the
Maze (Biblical Seminar 80o; Sheffield: Shetfield Academic Press, 3001). chapter 3; and “Fatigue
in the Synoptics,” N TS 44 (1998): 45-58.

55. “Fatigue in the Synoptics,” 46-37,32.

56. The fallacy arises in part because of the nature of the Two-Source Theory, one of the
advantages of which is that it invaves the least amount of large-scale omission of any of the
major theories. Mattheiy and Luke both include most of Mark and Q. Hosvever, even on the
Two-Source Theory, Matthew and Luke are both involved in semelarge-scale omission aad a
great deal of smaller-scale, intra-pericope omission.
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model being used is an evolutionary one, a model with too great a debt
to classical form criticism and too little attention to Thomas’s redactional
interests. Even granted the self-consciously enigmatic nature of the Gospel
of Thomas, it is possible to isolate several important redactional traits that
control ifs author’s selection and editing of the material it has in parallel
with the Synoptics.

These three general arguments, from genre, order, and tradition his-
tory, are less persuasive on closer inspection than they might appear at first.
If there are question marks against the persuasiveness of these arguments
for Thomas's independence, it is worth turning more directly to the case for
Thomas’s knowledge of the Synoptics. The best beginning point is a strong
general observation about the parallels between Thomas and the Synoptics.

The Spread of Traditions

Not everyone who argues in favor of Thomas’s familiarity with the Syn-
optics devotes a whole book to the topic; a few pages are often considered
sutficient. One such example is John P. Meier, who in the first volume of his
major, multivolume project on the historical Jesus, explains why he does
not make Thomas one of his major sources in the quest. He makes an obser-
vation that deserves serious attention: there are broad parallels to many dif -
ferent strands in the Synoptic Gospels (and John)} in Thomas.” He writes:

This broad “spread” of Jesus’ sayings over so many different streams of ca-
nonical Gospel tradition (and redaction!) forces us to face a fundamental
question: Is it likely that the very early source of Jesus’ sayings that the
Gospel of Thomas supposedly drew upon conta'ined within itself material
belonging to such diverse branches of 1st-century Christian tradition as
Q. special M, special L, Matthean and Lucan redaction, the triple tradi-
tion, and possibly the Johannine tradition? What were the source, locus,

57. This argument is not often taken seriously in the literature. The exceptions are |.-D.
Kaestls, “Lutilisation de {’Evangile de Thomas dans la recherche actuelle sur les paroles de Jé-
sus,” in D. Margueiat, E. Norelli and J.-M. Poftet, eds., Jésus de Nazareth: Nouvelles appraches
d'une énigme (Monde de la Bible 38; Geneva: Labor et Fides. 1998), 373-95 (382-83); David
E. Aune, "Assessing the Histoncal Value of the Apocry-phal Jesus Traditions: A Critique of
Conflicting Methodolegies,” in [. Schroter and R. Brucker, eds.. Historische Jesus (BZNW 14;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002), 243-72 (255-56); and Stevan Davies, Gospel of Tliomas, xx-xxii. On
all three, see below.
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and composition of this incredibly broad yet very early tradition? Who
were its bearers? Is it really conceivable that there was some early Chris-
tian source that embraced within itself all these different strands of what
became the canonical Gospels?**

Meier’s observation, that Thomas apparently has parallels with every
type of Synoptic material,*® repays some additional reflection. If anything,
Meier’s statement of the spread of parallels is somewhat conservative, since
Thomas features more than just triple tradition, double tradition, M, L,
Matthean redaction, and Lukan redaction. Thomas also has parallels to Spe-
cial Mark (Mark 4:29 // Thom. 21.10, Sickle and Harvest) and to tripletradi-
tion material in which there are major agreements between Matthew and
Luke (Matt. 13:31-32 // Mark 4:30-32 // Luke 13:18-19 // Thom. 20, Mustard
Seed; Matt. 12:31-32 // Mark 3:28-30 // Luke 12:10 // Thom. 44, Blasphemy
against the Spirit; Mait. 10:8-13 // Mark 6:7-12 // Luke 9:1-6 // Luke 10:5-9
/1 Thom. 14.4, Mission Instruction).®® The parallel to Special Mark material
is particularly noteworthy given that Special Mark is such a small set of
material.

The strands of Synoptic material found in Thomas, therefore, are the
following:

o Triple tradition (Matthew // Mark // Luke)

o Double tradition (Matthew // Luke, not Mark)

o Triple tradition in which Mark is not the middle term (Matthew //
Mark // Luke with major agreements between Matthew and Luke)

« Special Matthew

- Special Luke

« Special Mark

58. John P. Meier, A Ma:ginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus (4 vols; New York-
Doubleday, 1991-2009): 1137

59. Snodgrass makes the same kind of argument, bui more briefly, “Gespel of Thomas,"
24-25, though with more stress on John. See ako Craig L. Blomberg, “Tradition and Redac-
tion in the Parables of the Gospel of Thomas,™ in David Wenham, ed., Gospel Perspectives, vol.
s The Jesus Tradition Qutside the Gospels (Shetlield: JSOT Press, 1984), 177-205 (180-81); and
Craig Evans, Ancient Texts for New Testawmnent Studiess A Guide to the Background Literature
(Peabody. MA: Hendrickson, 2005), 258.

60. This material is more commonly called "Mark-Q overlap” but the use of this descrip-
tor actually prejudges the question of the origin of this matertal. The more neutral description
of thy's material notes that this is iriple-traditi'on matesal in which there are major agreements
between Matthew and Luke. See my Case Against Q, 52-54 and 163-65.
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» Matthean redaction of Mark (materi a found only in Matthew’s appar-
ent additions to Mark)

o Lukan redaction of Mark (material found only in Lukes apparent ad-
ditions to Mark)

The mos t qu estion able pieces here are, of course, “Matthean and Luk an
re dac tion” because these migh t seem to beg the qu & tion. If it were agreed
that Thomas features Matthean and Iuk an materi al that is clearly re dac-
tion al, then the discussion coud end at that point. Under these circum-
stances, Thomas woul d be sking over material that Matthewand Luke had
themselves contributed to their Gospek and it woul d be clear that Thomas
is familiar with their Gospels rather than their traditions. In this context,
however, the terms can be used without prejudice, as referring sioply to
material in Matthew’s or Luke’s iriple tradition that is not found in Mk,
whatever the explanation for that materi al might be.®" It is a fact that this
materi al is presentin Thomas. The dispute is over th e origin of this material,
whether in oral tradi tions shar ed by Thomas wi th Luke and Matthew** or in
Thomas’s knowled ge of Matthew and Luke s Gospels.

The spread is remarkable since it touches on every strand of Synop tic
data. No grou p of materi al is absent.*> How can this be explaine d? For Meier,
it is clear evidence of Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics and it is un-
surprung beeause Thomas is simply deriving the material from a range of
different contexts in the Synoptic texts.  Thomas were independent, Meier
argues, it would be remarkable that the author had access to multiple source
materials that went on to form the basis of all three Synopties.

This cersainly sounds like a strong argument. How plausible is it that
Thomas could have k nown so full a range of traditions at an early date, in-
dependenty of the Synoptics? David Aune offers sever a points in response
to Meier, but most are in the nature of corrections and darifications.** He
notes that those defending an independent Thomas do not presuppose "a

61. For full discussion of MaLiR and LukeR material in Thomas, see [urther chapters 3-6
belew.

62. This explanation is used frequently by Sieber, e.g., below, 71. Cf. Patterson, below, 83.

63. Cf_ the related phenomenon pointed out by H K. McArthur, “The Dependence of
the Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics.” ExpT 71 (1959-60): 286-87, “Again, if the Gospel
of Themas was compleiely independent of Matthew is it not a cun'ous coincidence that it
includes all seven of the Parables of the Kingdom found in Mt 13? (see Logia 8, 9, 20, 57, 76,
96, 109)” (287).

64. Anne, “Assessing,” 255-56.
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single, very early source,” in Meier’s phrase,®> and he doubts Thomas’s de-
pendence on John, both useful clarifications to Meier’s framing of the argu-
ment. More substantively, he goes on to note that Thomas is the first docu-
ment to feature parallels to this range of Synoptic material, and that “the
next author to exhibit a similar pattern of dependence on the Synoptics is
Justin Martyr,” an analogy that may shed light on Thomas’s own familiarity
with the Synoptics.®® Further, Aune places a question mark against Meier’s
assertion that the M material paralleled in Thomas might be Matthew’s re-
dactional creations, noting that this is only a possibility.*”

There are few other critical responses to Meier’s argument in the lit-
erature. Thomas scholars either do not know the argument or they do not
appreciate it. How else might it be answered? Some might say that the very
way that the argument is set up depends on its conclusion. Is it circular?
Meier’s argument defines the ditferent strands of tradition intrasynoptically
and then proceeds to extrasynoptic comparison with Thomas. Perhaps one
could do the same with the other Gospels. If one were to take any one Gos-
pel out of the mix, and compare it with the different strands in the remain-
ing three, would each one extracted not show the same paral els with every
one of the isolated strands? Under this kind of argument, could one make a
case for any one of the Gospels to be dependent on al: the others?%®

A counterargumentlike this would fail to get to the heart of Meier’s ar-
gument. He is contrasting two differing scenarios, and attempting to show
why one is more plausible than the other. One scenario, the one he sup-

65. Simifarly Kaestli, “I'Gtilisation,” 383.

66. See below, 123-27.

67. Aune goes on (256), “Further, Meier's view that a single attested inssance of the de-
pendence of Thomas on a passage which is a Masthcan creation or exhibits Matthean redac-
tional features proves that Thomas knew and used the Gospel of Matthew is simply not cor-
rect. The complex origins and redactions of Thomas are such that the dependence of a single
logron on the Gospel of Matthew proves only the dependence of that logjon.” But if Thomas
shows knowledge of a perisope that is Matthew’s own creation, thn's greal v increases the like-
lihood that Thomas knows Matthew’s Gospel. There are in fact good esamples of Tiiomas’s
familiarity with M material; see below, 73-8a.

68. In practice, it does not work beeause there are no parallels that occur exclusively
in Mark, Luk-e, and Thomas. If one were to take Matihew. Mark, and Thomas together, for
example, and look for patterns of agreemnent and disagieement, with a view to isolating the
strands, one would find that Luke has pacallels with Matthew alone, Mark alone, Thomras
alone, Matthew // Mark, and Matthew // Thomas ¢(hut not Mark // Thomas). So too if we
were to take Mark out of the equation, work out the diff erent agreements and disagreements
among Matthew, Luke, and Thomas, we would then find agreements with Matthew alone,
Luke alone, Tliomas alone, Matthew // Luke, Matthew {/Tlzomas (but not Luke // Thomas).

23



Thomas and the Gospels

ports, explains the parallels with the multiple strands by suggesting that
Thomas has taken varieties of materials from across all three Synoptics,
thereby picking up material from each of the different strands. The other
scenario is that Thomas is independent and early, and on this scenario the
only way that its author can have gained access to this range of ditfering
strands is through having access to a comprehensive range of oral tradi-
tions, working on the assumption that at least some of the differing strands
come from a disparate range of materials. *°

Of course it may be the case that Thomas accesses these traditions be-
fore they have divided into the differingstrands,” but if this is the case, then
early Christian oral tradition was considerably more unified and homoge-
neous than is usually thought, especially by those advocating Thomasine
independence.” It seems that advocates of Thomasine independence have
two available paths for the origins of Thomass Synoptic material. Either it
emerges from a large body of oral tradition at a point before it separated
into different strands, in which case early Christian tradition is censiderably
more homogeneous and all-encompassing than was previously thought, or
Thomas is indeed familiar with a remarkably diverse set of waditions, able
to dip into every pot of tradition that fed the later Synoptic Gospels. Neither
path is likely to be attractive to advocates of Thomasine independence, for
whom Thomas is often seen as “the off spring of an autonomous stream of
early Christian tradition””? Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptic Gospels
provides the more economical and persuasive model here.”*

69. Stevan Daviess response. Gospel of Thomas, xxi. misses this point when he says, “If
we look for another ancient Cliristran text that eontains ‘such an incredibly broad range of
traditions’ . . . we do find one, and it is the Gospel of Matthew!™ Davies repeats the claim for
Luke. But for Meier, Matihew s dependent on Mark, Q, and M, and thisiange of waditi'ons
results from Matthew’s knowledge of those texts. His argement is that if THomas is indepen-
dent, its author knows a broader range of traditions at an eailier date.

70. This is effeciively Kaisth's response, “[utilisation;” 383, “Les paraltéles avec Q, M,
and L et la triple tradition peuvent tvés bien avoir coexisté dans une tradition antérieure i la
rédactson des évangles synoptigues.”

71. Risto Uro, “Thomas and the Oral Gospel Tradition,’ in Riste Uro, ed, Thomas at the
Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Studies of the New Tessament and Its World; Ed-
inburgh: T & T Clark. 1998), 8-32 (20), makes thus point in criticism of Pateerson and others,
*“To argue that such an amount of common material entered into the Gospel of Thomas basi-
cally through an ‘unmizxzed’ oral transmission presupposes a view of a very solid tradition”

72. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 0.

73. DeConick’s model of a “rolling cotpus” (Recovering, passim; Original Gospel, pass un}
might at first seem o be cxernpt from the problems here because, on an evolutionary model,
one could argue that different pieces accrele and accrue at different tirmes and in diff erent
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The apparent spread of different strands of Synoptic material in Thomas is
highly suggestive. It makes better sense on the assumption that Thomas is
familiar with the Synoptic Gospels than on the assumption that its author
had independemnt access to every traditional swream that ultimately fed into
the Synoptics. However, the discussion about Thomas’s familiarity with the
Synoptics will mot be settled by general observation and argument. Much of
the scholarly debate has involved detailed, exegetical analysis, and the plau-
sibility of any case for Thomas's knowledge of the Synoptics stands or falls
on the basis of the analysis of the parallels. The first key step, often missed in
these discussions, is to take a close look at Thomas for verbatim agreement
with the Synaptic Gospels. Are the texts close enough to eswablish familiar-
ity? If the only commonalities are a word here and a phrase there, perhaps
some kind of mutual knowledge of oral tradition will be the best option. If,
on the other hand, there are eases where Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels
show verbatim agreement over more extended passages, then the case for a
direct link between the texts will be stronger.

places, leading to a diversity of traditions. However, almost all of the Synoptic parallels to
Thomas occur in WeConick’s “Kernel Gospel,” Le., at the earliestpointin the Gospel’s devel-
opment, and before any exposure to the Synoptic Gospels. (Exceptions include Thwm. 5 //
Luke17:20-21,L;and Thom. 145 // Matt. 15:11, MattR.) Thus the Kernel Gospel appears to have
links to the full range of different gaoups of mawrial, Mask, Q, M, L, and so em, ata very eaily
stage, a scenario that becomes even more unlikely when one bears in mind that DeComnick
does not see the “Kernel Gospel™ as a source for the Synoptics. Thie “Kernel Gospel” therefere
highlights the range of traditiens problem ir: a striking way.
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CHAPTER 2

Verbatim A greement between
Thomas and the Synoptics

Nag Hammadi and Oxyrhynchus

The usual starting point for modern discussion of the Gospel of Thomas is
1945," when Muhammad ‘Ali, his brothers, and others” stumbled upon an
ancient jar containing twelve leather-bound codices® while they were out
searching for fertilizer near Nag Hammadi in Egypt.* It is, in a sense, an
obvious starting point because it represent the moment at which a com-
plete textual witness to the Gospel of Thomas is finally unearthed after cen-

1. See, for example, Patterson et al,, Fifth Gospel, 1.

2. It is practically impossible to work out who was present with ‘Ali at he discovery;
sec further . 6 below. For what follows, see James M. Robinson, “The Discovery of the Nag
Hammadi Codices,” BA 42/4 (1979): 206-2.; idem, “From Cliff to Caiso: The Story of the
Discoverers and the Middlemen of the Nag Hammadi Codices.” in Bernard Barc, Collogre
international sur les textes de Nag Hammadi: Québec, 22-235 aout 1978 (Biblioth'eque copte de
Nag Hammadi 1; Québec: Presses de 'Universiié Laval, 1981), 21-58; idem, ed.. The Nag Ham-
madi Library in English, 3xrd ed. (Leiden: Brill, 1988); idem, ed., The Facsimile Edition of the
Nag Hammadi Cadices: Intraduction (Leiden: Brill, 198.4).

3. Itis often said that the jar contained thirieen codices. which may not be strictly cor-
rect. There are twvelve extant codices, and one traceate from a thirteenth was found inside
Codex VI See Robinson, Nag Hammadi Libwary, 10; idem, “Discovery,” 214. However, the
question of the number of codices found in the different versions of the story is not straight-
torward. See further my forthcoming arm'cle, “How Reliable Is the Story of the Nag Harmmadi
Discovery?”

4 Although widely used in the earlier literature, the town name Chenoboskion eventu-
ally gave way to Nag ITammadi as the more memorable place association for the discoveries.
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turies of having been lost. Moreover, in a field like this, so often a matter of
books, libraries, studies, and texss, the storyof the Nag Hammadidiscovery
injects a little bit of sensation. It has a memorable date, the year the Second
World War ended;® its discoverer has a memorable name, one shared with
the most famous boxer of the twentieth century;® and it has an exotic and
dramatic story. James Robinson’ brilliantly told narrative is one of the most
memorable tales in the history of the search for ancient texts, the rival of
the best kind of historical fiction. Robinson himself has retold the story on
countless occasions,” and others have followed his lead.?

The most memorable passage relates to events that took place not long
after the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices, events that prevented ‘Ali
from revisiting the site of their discovery for decades until accompanied by
Robinson. ‘Alis father was murdered in May 1945, and he got the chance to
avenge the killing in early 1946:

Sometime between a few days and a month after the discovery of the
codices, Ahmad [the alleged murderer] was sitting beside the road near
Muhammad ‘Ali’s home in al-Qasr. He was asleep with his head between
his knees and a jug of sugarcane molasses for sale beside him. On learn-
ing that their victim slept defenceless nearby, ‘Ali Muhammad Khalifah’s
widow, ‘Umm Ahmad — who had told her seven sons to keep their malt-

5- Theend of the war ismentioned in the account given in Jolm Dart, Ray Riegert, and
John Dominic Crossan, Unearthing the Lost Words of fesiss The Discovery and Text of the
Gospel of Thomas (Berkeley: Seastone, 1998), 85. Robinson settled on the date December 1945
after considerable nncettarnty in eastier {iterature. Tt is now universally given as the date of
discovery. The date is worked out on the basis that Muhammad ‘Ali reports having discovered
the documents about six months after the musderof his fathe'r, which Robinson is able to date
through ofhichal documentation to 7 May 1945. ‘Ali claimed to have been digging for fertilizer
befere Coptic Christmas (6 January), which brings the discovery to “about December 1945"
(“Discovery]” 209). The date is plausible but not watertight — Robinson dees not report of -
ficia! documentation for the subsequent revenge murder, and ‘A#’s memory of thiity years
previously was demonstrably deficient in other respects (see n. 6 below).

6. In several of Robinson’s accounts, the person who actually unearthed the pol conta'in-
ing the fexts, ‘Ali’s vounger brother. had the much less memorable name. Abu al-Mayd (Rob-
inson, “Discovery,” 208, 213). In others of Robinson’s accounts. Abi al-Majd is not present;
only ‘Ali and Khalifzh ace there (Nag Hammadi Library, 21)_ In the alternative, more recent
version provided in Tobias Churton, The Gnostics (Londan: Weidenfeld & Niselson, 1987),
9, only ‘Aliis present

7. See n. 2 above for details.

8. Compelling versions include Elaine Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels {New York: Random
Iiouse, 1979): xiii-xv; and Dart et af, Unearthing, 3-9.
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tocks sharp — handed these instruments to her sons to avenge her. They
fell upon Ahmad Isma’il pitilessly. Abu al-Majd, then a teenager, brags
that he struck the first blow straight to the head. After having hacked Ah-
mad lsma’il to pieces limb by limb, they cut out liis heart and consumed
it among them — the ultimate act of blood revenge.’

The outrageous and appalling story provides a sensational intreduction to
the study of the Gospd of Thomas, and it is difficult to resist bringing it
forward as a supporting feature before presenting Thomas, the main event,
whether in the classroom or in the introductory essay.

Yet the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices is not really where the
story of the modern study of the Gospel of Thomas begins. Bernard Grenfell
and Arthur Hunt’s discovery of the Oxyrhynchus papyri half a century ear-
lier’® does not have the drama of Robinson’s account of the Nag Hammadi
discovery with its illiterate peasants stumbling upon texts of sreat value
without realizing what they have found, let alone the associated drama of
blood feuds. Rather, their story is one of two Oxford fellows meticulously
excavating an old Egyptian rubbish dump, looking for scraps of manu-
scripts. Its main moment of drama comes not from any cannibalism but
from spotting a piece of papyrus with a rare word, x&pgog (“speck”), and
immediately thinking of Jesus’ saying about specks and beams.'* Altogether
they found three fragments of Thomas, P.Oxy. 1, P.Oxy. 654, and P.Oxy. 655,
though it was only after the Nag Hammadi find that scholars really knew
what they were.

At the center of the Oxyrhynchus finds are people a little more like
most of us, literate, middie-class, Western academics with an interest in
ancient texts, but the import of their discovery should not be downplayed.
The Oxyrhynchus fragments of Thomas are in Greek rather than Coptic;
they are far earlier than the Nag Hammadi codices;'* they come from three

9. Robinsen, “Discovery, 209.

10. B. P Greafell and ArthurS. Hunt, AOC{A IHZOY: Sayings of Our Lord from an
Early Greak Papyrus Discoverad and Edited, with Translation and Commentary (Egypt Ex-
ploration Fund; London: H. Frowde. 1897); idem, New Sayings of Jesus and Fragment of a Lost
Gospel froni @xyrhynchus (Egypt Exploration Fund; London: H. Frowde, 1904); idem, The
Oxyrhynchus Papyri. vols. 1and 4 (London: Egypt Exploration Fund. 1893, 1904).

11. Bernard P. Grenfell, “The Oldest Recerd of Chri'st’s Life,” McClure'’s Magazine, Oct.
1897, 1022-30 (1027).

12. Harold W. Attridge, “The Gospel Accerding to Thomas: Appendix: The Greek Frag-
ments,” in Layton, ed., Nag Hammadi Cedex 11, 2-7, 1:95-128 {96-98), suggests the following
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separate witnesses to the Gospel of Thomas; and they are likely to represent
earlier witnesses to the Gospe! of Thomas."?

The difficulty is, of course, that the Oxyrhynchus papyriare so much
more fragmentary than Nag Hammadi Codex II. Taking the three Greek
witnesses together, they compriseless than half of what we know of Thomas
from the Coptic witness, and they are all in the first half of the book.™
But textual scholarship involves the scrutiny of all the earliest and best evi-
dence, and since the extant witnesses of Thomasare so few, we cannot afford
to be fussy. The Greek evidence should be given its proper place, and the
tendency to play it down should be resisted.!” The tendency among some
scholars to describe the book as “Coptic Thomas,” for example, is unfortu-
nate since it confuses the literary work with one of its textual witnesses.'
The term Gospel o f Thomas should be used for the literary work, and its
textual witnesses can then be accurately identified.

The marginalization of the Greek textual witnesses has several damag-
ing etfects on Thomas scholarship, the most important of which is the ten-
dency to neglect the verbatim agreement, in Greek, between Thomas and
the Synoptic Gospels. The more that scholars give special attention to the
Coptic, the less they are inclined to realize the striking nature of Thomas’s
parallels with the Synoptics. In order to underline the point, it will be worth
beginning with the first and most extensive of the agreements, an agree-
ment that deserves more notice than it has been given. Indeed, we can be-
gin at the very beginning, with the first piece of the first fragment found by
Grenfell and Hunt in 1897.%"

dates: P.Oxy. 1: shortly after 200; P.Oxy. 654: mid-thizd century; POxy. 655: 200-250. Broadly,
these follow Grenfell and Hunt’s originai suggestions.

13. There is also a tendency in the scholarship to homogenize the three Greek witnesses
as if they come from the same textual witness 1ather than from three separate textual ones.

14. The exception is Thom. 77.2-3, which eccurs alongside Thom. 30 in P.0xy. L

15. One of the majyor exceptions lo the tendency 15 Valantasis, Gospel of Thomas, who
begins by studying the Greek evidence as "A Window on the Gospel of Thomas™ (chapter 2),
only subsequently e move on to the Coptic witness (chapter 3). Valantasis complains, *'These
have recently received little attention in the scholatly literature and they have been virtually
ignored by the popular press” (27).

16. For example, Armin D. Baum, “The Anoaymity of the New Testament History
Books: A Stylistic Device in the Context of Greco-Roman and Ancient Near Eastern Litera-
ture, NovT 56 {2008): 120-42 (322).

i7. Grenfelland Hunt, A@TJA IHI@Y.
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Verbatim Agreement in Thomas: The Case of P.Oxy. 1.1-4

Saying 26 of the Gospel of Thomas is witnessed in P.Oxy. 1.1-4, and it features
a thirteen-word verbatim agreement with Luke 6:42, differing only in the

placement of a single word:

Matt. 7:5

Luke 6:42

P.Oxy. 1.1-4 (Thoin. 26)

Drokpitd, EkPale
npwTov

¢k Tov O@Baiuotv god
v doxév

«ai 161 SuaPréweic
éxpaleiv ro kapgog
£« Zob GeBaAuod Tob
adelgov gov

Unokputa, Ekfaie
np@TOV TV doKOV
¢k o0 Ogdaipov ood

kai T07e SraPAEweic

1O KapPog 1o
¢v 1@ SgBalp@ tod
adedgov cov éxPaleiv

«ai 161 SiaPhéweic
éxPaleiv vO k@p@Pog 10
¢v @ SgBalud Ted
adedgob gov

Hypocritesd! First cast out
the beam from your own

eye, and then you will

see clearly to cast out

the speck from your
brother’s eye.

Hypocrites! First cast out
the beam from yourown

eye, and then you will
see clearly to cast out

the speck that is in vour

and then vou will
see clear]y to cast out
the speck thatisin your

brother’s eve.

brother’s eve.

The only difference between Thomas and Luke 6:42 (NA¥) is the position
of éxBaleiv (“to cast out™), at the end of the sentence in Luke 6:42, but after
duaBréyerg (“you will see™) in P.Oxy. 1, apparently agreeing with Matt. 7:5.
Of course, one has to be wary in comparing a manuscript fragment with
a critical edition, and it is worth bearing in mind that when Grenfell and
Hunt looked at P.Oxy. 1, they saw a text that “agrees exactly” with Luke'®

18. AOT'IA IHZOY ., 10. Henry Barxlay Swete off ered a swift corrective here, “The editors
say that the logion agrees exactly with Luke. It does agree exactly with the R.T. of Luke, but
not with WH, who following B and some important cursives, place 2xfaketv at the end of tlze
sentence; nor with the ‘Western™ text, which has év v dgflalio for e év Tw s@OaApw, and
thus assimilates Luke to Matthew. Thisis a point of no little interest, and ought to be weighed
before we iufer a Lucan tendency in the new logia” (“The Oxyrhynchus Fragmeat,” ExpT 8
[1897): 540-50, 568 [546]). Cf. Charles Tavlor, Tire Oxyrhynchus Logia and the Apaocryphal
Goaspels (Oxford: Clarendon, 1899}, 6-7. Simon Gatheicole, “Luke ia the Gospel of Thouias
NTS 57 {2010): 114- 44 {135-36), speculates that there may have been theee stages in the devel-
opment of the text, from the form witnessed in P73 B \¥ (= XA~¥) to the version witnessed in
& A C, perhaps influenced by Matthew, to ‘Higrmas's eeproduction of the latter:but he rightly
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What is clear, though, is that the degree of agreement between Thomas and
Luke here is impressive.

The agreement between Thomas and Luke (// Matthew) is all the more
striking in that the witness to Thomas is fragmentary. Although eaution is
required about considering what is not present in the papyrus, it is worth
noting that the P.Oxy. 1 frasment here begins halfivay through a sentence.
The structure, beginning with xai téte SraPAéweig (“and then you will see”),
implies the presence of something very similar to what Matthew and Luke
provide as the first clause in the sentence.”

This example is all the more remarkable in that it is not the kind of
agreement that comes from liturgical recitation, creedal formula, or famil-
iar phrase. The agreement includes several rare words of the kind that are
traditionally used to make the case for a literary link between the Synoptic
Gospels.?® xapepog (“speck”) occurs only here in the New Tzstament, and
diaBAénw (“see”) occurs only here and in Mark 8:25.>* It is the kind of agree-
ment that points to direct contact between the texts in question.

The importance of the verbatim agreement here is generally overlooked
in the literature, in line with the tendency in Thomas scholarship to focus
on Coptic Thomas and to relegate discussion of the Oxyrhynchus fragments
to the footnotes. Stephen Patterson, for example, mentions P.Oxy.1.1-4 only
in order to explain its deficiency in helping to ascertain the Greek Vorlage

underlines the kev point, “What this saying does confirmn is the extreme likelihood of a liter-
ary relationship between Thomas and the Symoptics at the Greek stage- the stiiking string of
very similar Greek words ts surely instructive on this point” (136).

19. Already seen in Joseph A.Fitzmyes, “The Ozyrhynchus Logoi of Jesus and the Coptic
Gospel According to Thomas,” Theological Studies 20 (1959): 505-60; repr. in Essays on the
Semitic Back ground of the New Testament (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1971),333-433 (388-
89). See too R. McL.Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas (London: Mowbray, 196e), 53.
Cf. Plisch, Gospel of Thonias, 92, who notes that the Greektext here is closer to Matthew and
Luke than is the Coptic and concludes that “the similarity benwveen the two versions must
originally havebeen greater.

2. John Hawkins, Horae Synopti cae: Contributions to the Study of the Synopti ¢ Problem
(2nd ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1909}, part 11, section I, is devoted to “Identities in Language”
that contain “constructions or words which are so very unusual or even peculiar, that the use
of written Greek decuments is prima facie suggested by them™ (s4). Hawkins also notes the
oddity of the insertion of words between the atticle and its noun, tijv 8z 2v & o® $99aiud
Sokdv (Matt. 7:3) /¥ Tiiv v 10 d¢9alpw eov Sokdv (Luke 6:42), as evidence for a literary link
(Horae Synopticae, 57). Sadly, the P.Oxy. 1 parallel is lacking here, and it is impossible to tell
from the Coptic how the phrase might have been constructed in its source.

21. Cf. Hawkins, Horae Synopti cae, 64. 1lawkins also notes that xap@e¢ occurs once in
the LXX (Gen. 8:11) and that SiafAénw is absent from the LXX.
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of Copti'c Thom. 26, withoutnoting how far the extant text agrees with Luke
(and Matthew).” April DeConick speaks of “the fact that the saying also
reflects the characteristics of orally transmitted materials, common words
and phrases with varying sequences and inflections,” but this is weak.?®
The texts, in Greek, are practieally identical. Verbatim agreement like this
is actually character’istic of direct contact between texts and net of “orally
transmitted materials” Indeed, it is diagnostic of that contact. And even if
the Greek were to show variation 1n sequence and inflection, this would
hardly point to oral contact since it is the very stuff of synoptic dependence,
where verbatim agreement is interspersed with minor editorial variations.
The reason we know that there is a literary relationship among the Synoptic
Gospels is exactly this kind of evidence, verbatim agreement between texts.

After all, no one seriously thinks that the verbatim agreement between
Matt. 7:3-5 and Luke 6:41-42 is due to oral tradition. A literary explanation,
whether in terms of Luke’s knowledge of Matthew or in terms of their mu-
tual knowledge of Q, is rightly the consensus in the literature.”* Those argu-
ing the contrary would have a dificult job. And yet this Greek fragment of
Thomas shows the same degree of verbatim agreement. We would be well
advised to treat the text of Thomas here as we treat the texts of Matthew
and Luke, and to conclude that strong verbatim agreement does indeed il-
lustrate a direct link between texts.

The oversight on this agreement is particularly surprising given that
Thom. 26 was the first piece of Thomas to see the light of day back in Janu-
ary 1897, forming the firstfour I'mes of the first fragment of 2homas to have
been seen by anyone, as far as we know, for over a millennium. It is a re-
minder of the importance of beginning the story of thediscovery of Thomas

22, Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 29-31.

23. DeConick, Original Gospel, 128. DeConick’s discussion (Original Gospel, 127-29)
focuses unnecessarily swongly on the Copiic. DeConick is here discussing John Sieber, “A
Redactional Analysis of the S$¥ynoptic Gospels with regard to the Question of the Sources of
the Gospel according to Thomas™ (PhD diss., Claremont Graduate School, 1966; Ann Arbor:
University Microfilms International, 1976), 72-74, who argues for oral transmission. If ver-
batim agreement of thu's nature does noi point to direct contact between texts. then there is
no literary relationshi’p among the Synoptic Gospels. Her English wanslations of the texts in
synopsis (303} do not show how close Themas sin POxy. 1to Luke; for example, “and” and
“thatis” are not underlined in Luke 6:42.

24. Those aiguing for an oral compenent to Q admit that passages like this, with high
verbatim agreement, must have been the result of direct contact betvveen texls, e.g.. Dunn,
Jesus Remembered, 231, “the degree of cleseness is such that the passages qualify as good evi-
dence for the existence of a Q dociument.”
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in the right place. Grenfell describes the dramatic moment when his col-
league Hunt noty ced the word xdpgog (“speck™) in P.Oxy. 1, as he was sifting
through the fragments discovered on the second day of their excavations.*®
Knowing it to be a rare word, he immediately thought of Matt. 7:3-5 // Luke
6:41-42.2¢ In the early scholarship on the fragments, the verbatim agree-
ment here between Matthew, Luke, and P.Oxy. 1 was often mentioned, and
if was taken for granted that the similarity was striking.

As time has passed, the remarkable similarity of these parallel texts has
been forgotten and i significance ignored. The reason for this may lie not
only in the marginalization of the Greek witness but also in a failure to
appreciate the importance of verbatim agreement, and what it can tell us
about the relationship between literary works. It will be worth pausing to
consider the role that verbatim agreement should play in these discussions.

Appreciating the Importance of Verbatim Agreement

In any study of the relationship between texts, it is essential to ask the ques-
tion about the degree of similarity between the texts. It is a key element
in beginning discussion of the Synoptic Problem, for example, to establish
just how similar the Synopties are to one another. Likewise in discussions
of the relationship between John and the Synoptics, much time is spent
analyzing the minor verbal agreements between the texts, and the divided
opinions on that issue often come down to how significant one finds those
agreements.*” Surprisingly, this vital first step is almost always mssed out
in discussions of the relationship between Thomas and the Synoptics. Most
proceed straight to the second step, which asks whether possible Synoptic
redactional elements are present in Thomas.**

25. Grenfell, “Oldest Record; 1027.

26. See n. 18 above.

27. See, for example, D. Moody Smith, fohn Among the Gospels (2nd «d.; Columbia, SC:
University of Soutt: Carolina Press, 2001), 2-3. It is worth noting that john does not contain
anything like the string of words in agreement thai one finds, on occasion, between Thoras
and the Synoptics. The longest strings of agreement between John and the Synoptics are five
to seven words (e.g., Mark 2:9,"Eyzipz wai Gpov t0v xp Gfattov gov wai mapinarzr, John 5:8,

"Eyape apov rov kpapai1iov cou kai nepueared). There is also a nine-word agreement, ap|v
Aéyw Opiv 11 € € Upav tapadwoer pe, at John 13:21 and Mark 248 = Matt. 26:21.

28. For example, John Dominic Crossan, Four Other Gospels: Shadows on the Contours
of Cariort {Minneapolis: Seabury, 1983), 36. in spite of speaking of the need for “proper meth-
odology,” Crossan begns by asking whether redactional traiis from one text are present in
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To an extent, the omission is understandable. Our only complete tex-
tual witness of Thomas is in Coptic, and comparisons between Greek texts
of the Synoptics and the Coptic text of Thomas are far from straightforward.
There is the danger that the interpreter keen to stress similarities might in-
advertently introduce parallel wording into retroversions from the Coptic
to the Greek, just as theinterpreter who is keen to stress differences might
create greater distance between the texts.”® But the difficulties in the task
should not be our invitation to sidestep something so important. It is easy
to overstate the complexity of the process of comparing Coptic texts with
Greek ones; and, more importantly, the Oxyrhynchus fragments of Thomas,
P.Oxy. 1, 654, and 655, need to be taken seriously.*®

[f there is some direct contact between the texts in the Log and Speck
saying, it is worth searching for direct contact in other sayings wo. Indeed,
direct consact becomes more persuasive if there are further examples of
verbatim agreement. Finding other examples of verbatim agreement with
the Synoptics among the relatively small sample of Thomas that 1s contained
in P.Oxy. 1, 654, and 655 might sound like a tall order, but in fact there
are several more noteworthy agreements of six to eight words. Moreover,
several of these feature words or expressions that are rare enough to raise
attention.” The first of these is in the Oxyrhynchus text of Thomas 3, in
comparison with Luke 17:21:

another. The prior question is surely: is there any verbatim or near-verbatim agreement be-
tween the texts in question such as to suggest the possibility of direct knowledge one way
or the other? Similarty, Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 84-85, begins his discussion of
Thomas's relationship to the Synophics without any analysis of the degree of agreement be-
tween the texts.

29. DeConick, Ongiral Gospel. 209-316. attempts to overcome the difiiculty by produc-
ing a synopsis of *Verbal Similanties between Thomas and the Synoptics™ This synopsis is
usefulin enabling one to see quickly the range 2nd extent of the paraliels, though a2 closerlook
at the parallels in Greek is of course necesmcy bor serous work on the issue.

30.1 am persuaded that the otiginal language of the Gospel of Thomas was Greek, but see
Perrin. Thomas and Tatran, for the view that the work was originally in Syriac. Perrin's thesis
is summarized in his Thomas, the Other Gospel {London: SPCK. 2007}, 73-106. In response
to Pemrin’s project, see especially P. | Williams, “Alleged Syriac Catchwords in the Gospel of
Thomas.” VC 63/t (2009): 71-82.

31. Agarn, this clement is often ignorcd in discuscions of Thomas-Synoptic relations, but
see Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas. 26, “I would suggest that the appearance of hapax tego-
mena or other rare words from oae of the canonical Gospels in a parallel saying in Thomas
sheuld be considered as proof of dependence on the canonical Gospels.”
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Verbatim Agreement between Thomas and the Synoptics

P Oxy. 654.15-16, Thom. 3 // Luke 17:21

Luke 17:20-21 P.OXY. 654.15-16> Thom. 3.1-3
Enepwtyfe’ g 6 Und Ty @aproaiwv Aéyer In(oov)c: éav] oiEAxkovreg
r:6te Epye tac i) Backeia v © O0d Npag [eirworv dpiv- Bov] i facikeia
anexpiln alrroi€ xai eimev, o1 £v ovpalvy, Dpdc gBnostal] tTa
Epxetar ] Paciheia 100 Beov peta mereiva Tob otplavos- éav &7 sintwoy
Rapatpr £ws. 21 0068 ¢po oy idov 8]11 RS thv yAv 2otliv,
@ ) Exel i ol yap sicehe govtai] oi ixB0s¢ TéC
8aAa[ooi; popBacav]w.q bpac- xaj
) Pacileia Tob Beod fvrdg bpav i Bao[iAsia 100 Beob]* fvtdg budv
foniv [2]ot [xaxroc . . .

Once Jesus was asked by the Pharisees | Jesus says, “(If] those who lead us™

when the kingdom of God was [say to you, See], the kingdom is in
coming,and he answered them, “The heaven, then the birds o fheaven [will
kingdom of God is not coming with precede you. If they say,) ‘It is under
things that can be observed; 21 nor will | the earth, then the fish of the sea [will
they say, “Behold here!” or “Behold enter it, preceding] you. And

there!” For the kingdom of God is the [kingdom of God] is

within vou” within vou [and it is outside you].”

<I veconaaruct the kicuna here with 1086201, following Faemyer, “Oxythynchus Logoi,” 376-77, and others.
Grenfell and Hunt, New Sajtngs, 15-16. resonstracted the 3acuna here with wov ovpav@y, and they are fol-
lewad by DeConick, @7 Guspt, 51-52, among others. DeConick rightly poles that “kingdom ofGod™
ap pears in fAcmasonly in the Greek of Thom. 27, but this is enimpressive given that Thom. 27 and the say-
ing under discussion are the only two references ¥ “kingdam™ anywhere in the Oxyrhynchus fragments of
Thomas. [n other words, there are 1o extant examples of “Xingdem of heaven” in Greck Thomas. Sec alse
the discussion in W_Schrage, “Evangelienzimte in dea Oxyrhynchus. og)en und im kopwachen Themas-
Evangelium,” in W. Eltester and E H. Kettler, eds.. Apephoreta Fotxdwift fir Enwt Haenchen (BZNW 30;
Beriin: Topeimagn, 1964), 251-68 (258). Moreover, “kangdom of heaven™ would not work well in context
here, where Jesus has just degied that the kangdom is to be found in heaven (the sky). On “kingdom of
heaven"® as an emample of Mawhezo redactional phrasiog iafluencing Thosmas, 3¢ fartber helow, 66-69.

T fipag is wsnally ereended te 3ig in line with the Ceptic 18771 { Faemyes, “Oxyrtryochus Logoi.” 376),
now often without comment in teanslasions of ghe Greek (e.g_, DeCon ek, Original Gaspet 51).

The text is incomplete here, but what we have suggests something like
a seven-word verbatim agreement between Luke and Thomas, i PaciAeia
100 Be0¥ £viog Dpdv écuv . . ., “the kingdom of God is within you . . . "*2
This is a striking and unusual expression, and one that has generated mul-
tiple different attempis at translation (“within you,” “among you,” “in your

midst”),** an oddity that increases the likelihood of a direct link between
32. The uncertainty is over the fact that &wo and a half words are missing, ¢} fac|iAcia

100 fz0b], but “kingdem of God™ is mest Likely here.
33. Plisch, Gospel of Tliomas, 43, rightly notes: “The interpretation of the expression in
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Luke and Thomas. The expression év1dG bp@v égtev is not found anywhere
in Greek literature prior to Luke 17:21 and Thom. 3. In other words, it is
not a common, everyday expression of the kind that would be passed on
naturally via oral tradition. It is exactly the kind of agreement that leads us,
when looking at agreements among the Synoptics, to postulate a direct link.

Our own familiarity with the expression from Luke may explain why
we do not find it striking, at first, when we see it in Thomas. Moreover, at-
tempts to discount this striking agreement by appealing to ditferences be-
tween Thomas and Luke elsewhere miss the point. Patterson, for example,
says that “apart from this final clause the two sayings have virtually no ver-
bal correspondence, so that a direct literary relationship between them can
be ruled out.™* But absence of agreement for part of the saying says noth-
ing about the presence of agreement for part of the saying.>> The verbatim
agreement here, featuring an unparalleled and unusual expression, isa sign
of direct contact between texts.

P. Oxy. 654.25-26, Thom. 4.2-3// Matt. 19:30 // Mark 10:31

Another example of verbatim agreement between the Synoptics and Greek
Thomas is worth mentioning. It is at P.Oxy. 654.25-26:

Matt. 19:30 Markio:31 P.Oxy. 654, Tham. 4.2-3
moAAoi 82 Zcoviat woAlot 8¢ Ecovial 6t nioAAoiZcovtal
fparToL FEoyaroL Kai npdtor fEayaror kai Joi] n[poTor foyator kai] oi
EoYaTol MpOTOL Eoyatol mp@ToL E0YaToL MP@TOL
And many who are first And many who are first For many who are f[irst]
will be last and last will be last and the last will be [last and] the last
first. first. first.

Luke. ... has always been a major headache for scholars, especially the percepiion of the

Greek adverb ‘within® (enfos)” For a helpful discussion, see Joseph Fitzmver, The Gospel Ac-
cowding to Luke: Introduction, Translation, and Notes (2 vols; AB; Garden City, NY: Double-
day. 1981-85), 2:1161-62, who favors either “within your grasp™ or “among(st} ycu” for Luke.
34. Pattersen, Gospel of Thomas, 72. Patterson only quotes the Coptic in comparison
with Luke’s Greek, and the Oxyrhyachus fragment is relegated to only a footnote in Engbsh
translatien. The striking agreesnent in Greek s hidden from the seader.
35. This is what I call “the plagiarist’s charter.” See further on this point below, 54-56.
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Matthew and Mark here ditfer only in the plural article (oi) that may ap-
pear in Mark, something that is shared with Thomas. if the article is read,
eight out of Thomas’s nine words®® agree with Mark. Without it, seven out
of nine agree, likewise with Matthew. On its own, a memorable aphorism
like this might not be enough to demonstrate a direct link between texts.*”
As part of a curulative case, however, it adds weight to the other examples
of verbatim agreement between Greek Thomas and the Synoptics.>® That
aphorisms like this are easier to hold in the memory does net of necessity
mean that Thornas gained his knowledge of it from an oral tradition inde-
pendent of the Synoptics. It begs the question to assume that the memory
is of a version in oral iradition. The very memorability of aphorisms like
this makes them good candidates for getting picked up, by Thomas, from
a familiar text. Moreover, that there are varianis of the same saying in the
Synoptics (Matt. 20:16; Luke 13:30) illustrates that there is more than one
way to say, “The first will be last and the last first.”*

36. Grenfell and Hunt, New Sayings, 18, made this reconstruction. and it has been al-
mest universally fellowed (Ataidge, “Greck Fragments,” a13). DeConick, @rigiual Gospel, 57,
recenstructs witheut the way, “There isonly room for 12 letters. So the 15 letters prepescd by
Attridge look to me to be implausble.” But this kind of precisi'on oveneaches the evidence.
POxy. 654 is 7.8 un. wide; Lany Hurtado, “The Greek Fragments of the Guspel of Thwrrias as
Artef acts: Papytologieal Observations on PapyTus Oxyrlivnchus 1, Papyrus ®xythynchus 654
and Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 655, in Jorg Frey, Enno Edzard Popkes, and Jens Schroter, eds.,
Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung — Rezeption — Theologie (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2008), 19-
32 (25), follows Ann'dge (“Greek Fragments,” 98) in estimating an original column about 9
<m. wide, which would give room for 26-36 letters per line. Grenfell and Hunt’s reconstruc-
tion of line =3, followed by Attridge, adds 15 lettets to the extant 18 {note that dn is wrnitten
above the line and should not be counted), producing a line of 33 letters. This is well within
the stated range, and it aveids the odd sentence with ne conjunctioa suggested by DeConick.

37. Note, however, John C. Poirier’s important caution. “notonly is the esact wording of
an aphorism more easily remembered than the wording of nonaphorisms . .. but the precise
wording of an aphorism is also more ingredient to the aphorism 2s 2 traditional/semantic
unit and is therefore less dispenssble” {"Memory, Written Souices, and the Synoptic Problem:
A Respense to Robert K. Mclver and Marre Caroll,” JBL 123 [2004]: 315-22). For a full and
helpful discussion, see D. E. Aune, “Oral Tradition and the Aphorisms of Jesus,” in H. Wan-
brough, ed., Jesus and the Oral Gospel Trudition (JSNTSup 64; Sheffield: [S®T Press), 21:-65,
especially 237-38.

38. Cf. Michael Fieger, Bas Thomascvongelium: Einleitung. Kommentar und Systematik
(Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen n.f. 22; Munster: Aschendorff, 1991), 28-30, who argues
for Thomasine dependence on Matt. 19:30 // Mark 10:31, in 2 passage partly derived from
Schrage, Verhaltnis, 32-34, but with the addition of a stronger consideration of the Greek
evidence.

39. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 19-20, discusses only the Coptic evidence and so does
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P.Oxy. 654.29-31, Thom. 5.2 // Luke 8:17

Luke 8227 P.Oxy. 654.29-31, Thom. 5.2

ob yap éoTiv kpunToV & 0b avepdv [o0 yap {o]niv kpunTdv S 00 gave[pdv
YEVIjoETAL, 0U8E ANOKpLPOV S 0V ) yeviioetai], kai teBappévov d o[vk
YvwoBij xai i pavepov £A0y. yepOoetai]

For nothing is hidden that will not be For nothing is hidden that will not be
made manifest, nor is anything secret made manifest, norburied that will

thatwill not become known and come not be raised.
to light.

The text of P.Oxy. 654 is fragmentary, but according to the standard and un-
controversial reconstructions, there is an eight-word verbatim agreement
between Thomas and Luke, once again the kind of agreement that points to
a direct link between the texts.*

DeConick draws attention to the divergence between Thomi. s and the
other clements in Luke 817" but this ncgates the impact madeby areas of
agrecement by appcaling to arcas of disagreement.*? The presence of non-
agrecement in a saying should not be allowed to detract from striking cx-
amples of verbatim agreement in the same saying. Pattersons suggestion
that Coptic Thomas “represents the more original version” in sayings 5 and
6 lcaves uncxplained the verbatim agreement in the Greek.**

not deal with the close verbatim agreement in Greek. tle provides an English translation of
P.Oxy. 654.21-27 on 19 n. 6, but he does not duscuss it.

40. Cf. Tuckett, “Thomas and the Symopticss 145-46. McArthur, “Dependence;” 287,
drew attentien to this example; see further below, 82-84.

41. Original Gospel, 61, “Is this phrase enough to prove Lukan dependence especially
when the rest of Logion 5.2 is wildly divergent érom Luke 8.7, particularly the final clause of
the passage wiuch is net known in the Thomasine parallel?”

42. On this “plagiarist’s charter,” see further below, 54-56.

43. Patierson. Gospel of Thomas. 22. “There is no reason to suppose that Thomas could
not have composcd the saying in this way without direct knowledge of Luke 8.1727 Paticrson
discusses the related texts and suggests influence from Q on Luke 8:17, but the range of parai-
lels illustrates the range of diff erent ways there are to construct a similar saying, so making
the ceincidental agreement here all the more strilang.
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P.Oxy. 655 (Col. 2.19-23), Thosn. 39.3// Matt. 10:16

Mati. 10:16 Thom. 39.3, P.OXy. 655

yiveaBe oUv gpdvipor G ot [bueic) 8¢ yei[veoBe @pdvi]uot wlg oi
Gspe 15 KAl axépauot wg ai dgeig kai & |képaifor dgai
nEpOTEpal nepiote]pali]

Mati. 10116 Thom. 39.3, P.Oxy. 655

Therefore be as wie as serpentsand as | But be as wise as serpentsand as
innocent as doves. innocent as doves.

Although the text of P.Oxy. 655 is highly fragmentary, the reconstruction
here is not dithicult, especially as there is no good reason to think that the
Coptic fails to translate the Greek quite closely.** While caution is necessary
where texts are fragmentary, it lookslike the agreement here between Mat-
thew and Thomas may have been close, possibly a nine-word consecutive
string.®’

There are, therefore, several examples of verbatim agreements between
the Gospel of Thomas and the Svnoptic Gospels in Greek.*® Given that the
Greek evidence for Thomas is so fragmentary, this is an important observa-
tion. It raises a further question. If there is major verbatim agreement in the
Greek, is there any way of estimating the degree of verbatim agreement that
might have existed in other sayings that do nothave parallels in the Greek?

14. See Fitzmmyer, “Oxychynchus Logois” 414.

45. The spellingof yiveoBe / ysiveaOs diffecs, but note that ysiveobe is the spelling of Co-
dex Valicanus and severz other uncials. It is possible also that Gieek Thomas lacked the at-
ticles in oi d¢€u; and ai nepraTepai; the text is sometimes reconstructed this way, e.g., Plisch,
Gospel of Thomas, 38, and BeCon<k, Original Gospel, 160.

16. POxy.1.36-41 (Thom. 31), otk Fouv dexccds apogrirs v t§) nlac)pide adton, is also
very close to Luke 4:24, oUdzis npag@ing dextdg éoav £v ) Aaid avrov. @n this parallel,
see further below, 84-86. Similarly, POxy. 635.117 (Thowui. 36) exhibits substantial signs of
verbatim agreement with Matt. 6:25-30 // Luke 12:22-28. However, the text is too fragmentary
tor one to be confident about the degree of verbatim agreement. See further on this passage
below, 60-63.

39



Thomas and the Gospels
What about the Coptic?

Although the agreement between the extant Greek fragments of Thomas
and the Synoptics is striking, especially given the fragmentary nature of
those papyri, it is worth taking a look at Coptic Thomas to cenfirm that
a similar pattern might be evidenced in its Greek Vorlage. This is not a
straightforward task. Hypothetical retroversions can be a minefield, com-
plicated by the fact that the Coptic text tends to be further removed from
the language of the Synoptics than are the Greek fragments.*” And there is
always the thorny problem of experimental bias, the risk of retroverting to
a Greek text that fits one’s theory better.

Nevertheless, one can go for help to the Greek retroversions made by
Heinrich Greeven*® and, more recently, the team led by Hans-Gebhard
Bethge.*” By working with their retroversions rather than providing new
ones, we can at least avoid the dithiculty of deliberately choosing Greek
wording that will enhance the verbatim agreement with the Synoptics.*® It
is important to acknowledge that this kind of comparison is an imprecise
art and that care is necessary. But it ean provide a cautious confirmation
that the kind of verbatim agreement witnessed in the Oxyrhyachus frag-
ments might also have obtained in the Greek Vorlage of Coptic Thomas. 1
will offer three illustrative parallels, the first of which is Matt. 15:11 // Thom.

14.5.5

47 See further below, 59-63.

18. Albert Huck., Synopsis of the First Three Gospels, 13th ed., fundamentally revised by
Heinrich Greeven (Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1981).

49. “Appendix 1: Evangelium Thomae Copticum,” in Kurt Aland, ed., Synopsis Quattuor
Evangeliorum (15th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2001), 517-46. Plisch (Gospel of
Thomas, 35) notes that he and judith Hartenstein prepared the Greek retroversion. It appears
also in Plisch, Gospel of Thomas., ad loc.

50. tis, of course, necessary to be cautious with these Greek retroversions. Christopher
Tuckett suggests care, “And, for examgle, in cases where the Greek and Coptic exist but differ
frem each other. itisby¥ no means clear that the diff erences are due to a Greek version lring
bchind the present Coptic text; the differences could just as easly have arisen when the text
was translated into Coph'c™ (review of Uwe-Karsten Plisch, The Gospel of Thornas: Original
Text with Commentary, RBL fhitp-fiwww.bookreviews.org] (2009).

51. For more on this example, see below, 70-72.
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Mati. 151

Thom. 14.5 (Coptic)

Thom. 14.5
(retroversion)

ov 16 eigepydusvov

£ig 16 oTONa

woLVO1 Tav avlpwmov,
aAla 1o éxmopevOuEVOVY
£ 10D aTOpaToC

TOUTO KOLVOl TOV
avlpwmnov.

AETIREWK AP €20YN
2HTETHTANPO

QUAX WM THYTH a1
2AAa NETINHY €3G
21 TETITANPO® NITOY
NETUAX22H THYTH.

oV yag Toeigepyduevov
£ TO oTONa VPGV
KOLVWGEeL V&S,

aAAda 10 éxmopevouEVOY
£k TOD gTduatog PGV

TOUTO KOIVWOEL VUGS,

Matt. 15:11

Thom. 14.5

Not what goes into the mouth

For not what goes into your mouth

defiles a person, but what comes out of
the mouth, thi's defiles a persen.

will defile you, but what comes out of
your mouth — this will defile you.

Bethge's Greek retroversion provides a text that is very close to Matt. 15:13,
in structurc and much of the detail. The adjustment to the second person

plural in Thomas is necessary given the contexiual second persen plural
throughout 7hom. 14. Otherwise, the language is very clese.>? DeConick’s
English translations provide seventeen consecutive words in common be-

tween the two.>?

A second example is Thom. 73.

noliic, oi 52 épyatar
ohiyor- Sefj@nre obv

100 KUpioL Tod Beprapiod
dnw( éxPaln épydrac™™

£ic 7OV Bepropdy adTob.

Matt. 9:37-38 // Thom. 73 (Coptic) Thom. 73

Luke 10:2 (retroversion)
16Te AfyeL 101G pabnraig | AEXEICXE Aéye: 'Irjoovg-
airov* 6 uév Beproudc m2c MEl O piv Bepiopde

HAWWY HEPTATHC AE

COBK’ CONC AE
HOXOEIC

. edIBNEX" SPraTHC

molig, oi 8¢ fpyartai
dhiyor- Senfnte 8¢
100 Kupiov

iva éxpaAn épyatag

EROA” EMPC.

gig¢ Tov Beprapdv.

52. On the resumpiive ov7og, see below, 71 n. 22.
53. DeCenick, Original Gospel, 91, 301.
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“The harvest is great, but the woikers
are few; pray therefore the Lord of the
harvest to send workers into his

Matt. 9:37-38 // Luke 10:2 Thom. 73
Then he says to his disciples, Jesus says,

“The harvest is great but the workers
are few;and pray the Lord

to send workers into the

harvest.” harvest.”

*Luke 10:2, EAEYEVY §2 190G atiovc
*>*Luke 10:2 NA*"reverses the order. i ..., spydtog S@ain.

The agreement between Thomas and Matthew // Luke is very close.
Sixteen out of eighteen words in the Greek retroversion (corresponding
to fourteen out of sixteen in Coptic) agree with Matthew and Luke, and
variations are only minor.> The agreement includes language that, while
common in the Synoptics, is unusual in Thomas, CONC (“pray;” only here),
EPTaTHC (“worker,” only here), MEI . . . A€ (“On the one hand . . . on
the other;” only here),*® iaWw (“great,” only here), COBK (“small,” only here
and in Thom. 20, where it parallels Matt. 13:32 // Mark 4:31). The near iden-
tity of the language in Matthew // Luke and 7Thomas is an indicator of a
direct relationship between the texts, and the relatively unusual nature of a
lot of the language in Thomas already provides a suggestion of the direction
of the relationship, from the Synoptics to Thomas.>®

54. See Schrage. Verhaltnis, 153-54, for discussion of the degree of similarity between
Coptic Thomas and Sahu'dic Coptic Matthew and Luke; and cf. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas,
56, fer a cTitique. Patterson rightly netes that the differences between the texis are likely to
“reflect diff erences in the Greek texts which underlie these Coptic translations,” but he goes
en to suggest that “Thomas and the synoptics have appropriated this saying frem the oral
tradition independently of one another.” a conclusion less likely given the close verbatim
agreement between Thomas and Matthew // Luke,and the markedly un-Thomasine language,
especially the MEII . . . A& structure.

55. See also Thomtas 9, where H¥EN occurs without A€ The peraliels. Mark 4:4-5 /# Luke
8:5-6have pév. .. xa; Matt 13:4-5 hasuév. . . 8¢

56. The verbatim agreement is ofien noticed but is seldom discussed. Because Matthew
and Luke are practically identiesl here, there is no room, for those who accept the Q hy-
pothess’s, for the discavery of redactional features in Matthew and Luke. Patterson, Gospe!
of Thomas, 61, says, “Neither Matthew ner Luke has lilely changed a thing in the traditien
they received from Q; therefore. it is simply impossible to show on the basis of content that
Tliernas made use of Matthew and / er Luke in acquiring this saying” (cf also J. Sieber, “Re-
dactional Analysis;” 208-9: and DeConick, Original Gospel, 231). This illustrates the danger
with searching solely for redactional features i the case for or against Thomasine familiarity
with the Synoptics. The first step has to be the isolation of verbatim agreement of the kind
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The third example is similar.

Matt. 8:20 // Luke 9:58* Tihiom. 86 (Coptic) Thom. 86 {retroversion)

xai Aéyeravtw é Ingodg, | EXEICXE Aéye1 Tnooie:

ai AAWTTEKEG [nE2qmop [ai aAdnexec

@wleodg Exovonv OYNTIaY HOYIE]IHE Exyov]aw (Toig) [euwleoic

KaiTA feTava AYW 22 AATE (abr@v)] xaita netava

ToU obpavod OTITaY HHAY Exa [Twv])

KATaoKN VIO OELS, MMTEY M2 KaTagknvwav

o 8¢ vidc Tou nowpe s\ (abTwv), 6 8¢ vidg ToD

avBpanov ook Eyel HOPWHE HITa( avBpwmov ovx Exet

Ty kegaliiv kAivn EPIKENTS( A0S v kegaiv (adTob) kAivy
ugriron (o) xai avaradoqron.

“Matthew and Luke are identical hece; only the intemduction differs, wheee Luke has eimev for Matthew’s
AfyeL.

Matt. 8:20// Luke 9:58 Thom. 86

Foxes have holes and the birdsof the Foxes have their holes and the biids
air have nests, but the Son of Man has have their nest, but the Son of Man has
nowhere to lay his head. nowhere to lay his head and rest.

The degree of verbatim agreement between Matthew, Luke, and Greek
Thomas here is likely to have been strong, with at most minor variations®”
alongside the distinctively Thomasine final twist, H{4MTON HM{0)(, “and
rest” Advocates of Thomasine independence rarely comment on the de-
gree of closeness between the texws here. The issue is bypassed because of
the verbatim agreement (100 percent identity) between Matthew and Luke,
which means, on the standard paradigm, that there is no redactional inter-
vention from Matthew or Luke. As soon as this exact form of the saying is
attributed to Q, there is no redactional Synoptic fingerprint that requires

.58

explanation;>® and, as usual, the verbatim agreement simply goes without

we see here, verbatim agreement that is all the more stiiking when it features so much un-
Thomasine langnage.

57. As Plisch pointts out (Gospel of Thomas, 196), “The many possessive articles in the
Coptic text do not give information about the Greek vorage [sicl, since they are idiomatic
in Coptic. The Coptic Iransiation of Matt 8.20 and Luke 9:58 displys the same possessive
articles”

58. Patlerson, Gospel of Thomas, 61, is typical here. ilowever, some rethinking of the Q
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notice. This is in spite of the fact that the verbatim identity in Matthew
and Luke is itself explained in terms of a literary link, whether their mu-
tual knowledge of Q or Luke’s use of Matthew. The oversight is unfortunate
given the degree of similarity between Thomas and the Synoptics here, and
it illustrates the difficulty with isnoring the presence of verbatim agree-
ment between 1Thomas and the Synoptics. While judgments involving ret-
roverted Greek are, of course, provisional, the agreement between Thomas
and the Synoptics may include the uncommon words gwAedg (*hole”} and
xatackivwots (“dwelling”), both of which eccur only here in the New Tes-
tament.””

This representative selection of examples illustrates that the Greek
underlying the Coptic translation is likely to confirm the impression made
by the Oxyrhynchus fragmenus, that there arefrequent and extended ver-
batim parallels between Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels. Of course it is
necessary to be cautious about hypothetical Vorlagen, but it is worth bear-
ing in mind that, if anything, the Coptic text is likely to be further away
from the Synoptic parallels than the Greek underlying it was. In every
place where we can at least get a window on the Greek textual witness, via
the Oxyrhynchus fragments, the latter are closer to the Synoptics than is
the Coptic.®°

Coming to Terms with Verbatim Agreement

One of the ditficulties with coming to terms with the verbatim agreement
between Thomas and the Synoptics is that there san be unrealistic expec-
tations. The extent of verbatim agreement among the Synoptics prepares
our imagination for something that is quite unusual. The bar is simply too
high. We are so familiar with the really high proportion of agreement here

hypothesis may provide an additional challenge hece in that Matthew is the evangelist who
shows strong preference for this kind of paired anirpal imagery; see Michael Goulder, Like,
463; idem, “Is Q a Juggernaut?” JBL 15 (2996): 667-81(680-81). Goulder does not discuss the
evidence from Thomas, but it is worth adding that most of the animal pairs in Thomas (39,
serpents and doves, Matt. 1016; Thom. 76, moth and worm, Matt. 6:19; Thom. 93, dogs and
swine, Matti. 7:6) are shared with the Synopties. The exceptions are Thom. 3 (fish and birds)
and 102 (dogs and oxen).

59. Cf. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, 63. pwAeés is absent from the LXX. xaracxiivwoig
occurs five times in the LXX butalways in the context of the temple and the divine presence.

60. See further below, 50-63.
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that we begin to treat it as a norm rather than as an anomaly.® In other
words, when we look at the extent of verbatim agreement between Matthew
and Mark and contrast it with the extent of verbatim agreement between
Matthew and Thomas, we are naturally disappointed with the latter.5* De-
Conick, for example, notes, “The exact verbal agreement, lengthy sequences
of words, and secondary features shared between the Triple Tradition ver-
sions and the Quelle versions far exceed anything we find in the Gospel of
Thomas,”®® but it does not follow that Thomas is unfamilrar with the Syn-
optics.**

In other words, the reminder about the sheer difference between intra-
Synoptic agreement and Synoptic-1Thomas agreement is a useful one, but
the observation all too easily discourages us from taking Synoptic-1homas
agreement suthciently seriously. After all, the evidence of one document’s
familiarity with another is not a matter of percentages.®” If twenty percent
of a student’s essay shows clear signs of plagiarism, it would be no coun-
terargument for the student to complain that the remaining eighty percent
of the essay was his or her own work. If there is evidence in Thomas of
familiarity with one or more of the Synoptics, it is no counterargument that
in many other places Thomas shows no traces of familiarity. Thus when
Patterson is summarizing his case against Thomas’s dependence on the

61. Cf. Gatheccole, “Luke in the Gospel of Thomas,” n7. On the proper understanding of
the high levels of verbatim agrieement in the doubletraditionand how this points Lo a literary
relationship, see John Kloppenborg, “Variation in the Reproduction of the Double Tradition
and an Oral Q7" ETL 83/1 (2007): 53-80.

62. Patterson contextualizes his discussion of Thomas’s relationship ta the Synoptics by
looking at the agreement in order and content among the Synoptics. a dis:ussion that may
gencrate unrealistic expectabions about the degree of verbatim agrecmentbetween Thomas
and the Synoptics; see especially Gospe! o f Thomas, 12-16.

63. DeConick, Original Gospel, 23. ("Quelle” is DeConick’s characteristic term for Q.)
Given the evidence of the Oxyrhynchus papyri, especially the P.Oxy. 1 witness to TTom. 26,
she may be overstating a little hete.

64.DeConi<k’s position,setoutin both Recovering and Original Gospel, is that the ofder
claims about dependence are too simplistic and that one can only fully understand Thomas il
one appreciates the oral milieu of the work’s evolution and development.

65. This is the serious wealsness in Eta Linnemanns arguments ageinst literary depen-
dence in the Synoptic Gospels, Is There a Synaptic Problem? Rethinking the Literary Depen-
dence of the First Three Gospels {Grand Rapids: Baker. 1992). Einnemann gathers together a
range of percentag es of agreement among thic Synoptics and regards the fisures as low, asiif
absence of agreement in some places takes away from the presence of agreement in other
places.

66. Sce further on this point below, 54-56.
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Synoptics, he acknowledges the argument that Thomas sometrmes parallels
Synopticredaction and adds that “thereare indeed several places where this
appears to be true”;*” but he goes on to comment: “But taken together, these
instances do not suggest any consistent pattern of borrowing. And they are
far outnumbered by the many sayings that show no knowledge at all of their
synoptic counterparts, and in many cases appear to come from a stage in
the tradition that is more primitive.”**

In order for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synopties to be established,
one only requires knowledge of the Synoptics in certain places. It does not
need to be a “consistent pattern.” And even if more primitive traditions are
contained in Thomas, this is relevant only to the issue of Thomas’s knowl-
edge of oral traditions, and is not directly relevant to the questioa of literary
priority. It is jimportant here, as elsewhere in discussions of intra-Gospel
relationships, to avoid confusingliterary priority and theage of traditions.®’

This general problem is exacerbated by the fact that there isa tendency
in Thomas scholarship to set up the debate as one of whether Thomas is
totally dependent on the Synoptics. When DeConick summarizes issues in
Thomas studies, she characterizes one viewpoint as arguing that Thomas
“was a late Gnostic gospel entirely dependent on the canonical Gospels,””®
a viewpoint that would be impossible to defend given that half of Thomas
is unparalleled in the Synoptics. Indeed, those who argue that Thomas is
familiar with the Synoptics usually add that this only takes us so far in ex-
plaining the document. Klyne Snodgrass, for example, argues that “it is de-
pendent on the canonical Gospels for some of its material,” adding, “That
Thomas is dependent in some sayings does not mean that it is dependent in
all its sayings”;”" and similar statemen#s are commonplace.”

On the whole, the issue of verbatim agreement between Thomas and
the Synoptics is simply not discussed in the literature, so the key evidence
for a direct link between the texts can go unnoticed. Althoughiit is a strong
method to look for clear cases of Synoptic redaction in Thomas, those cases
do not always appear in texts exhibiting large-scale verbatim agreement,
and texts like Thon. 26 can be neglected.

If we arc insufhiciently impressed with verbatim agreemcents of up to

67. Patterson, Fifth Gospel, 66.

68. Ibid.. 67.

69. See further my Case Against @, 65.

70. AprilDeConick, “The Gospel of Thomas.” E4T 118 (2007): 469-79 (469).

71. Snedgrass, “Gospell of Thomas,” 19.

72. Note in partcular Tuckett’s helpful cemments in “Thomas and the Synoptics;” 156.
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thirteen words in ancient texts like th'is it might be worth closing with an
analogy from contemporary writing that demonstrates knowledge of one
text by another in a relatively short sequence of words. We began the chap-
ter with James Robinson’s often told story of the discovery of the Nag Ham-
madi documents. The story is repeated in a drastically abbreviated version
by the New Testament scholar who has done more than any other to stress
the importance of orality, Werner Kelber:"?

James Robinson* Werner Kelber

The date of the discovervof the Nag
Hammadi codices can be established
by two murders — not altogether

uncommon happenings in the blood

feuds still found ia rural Egvpt! . ..

... They fell upon Ahmad Isma'il
pitilessly. Abual-Majd, then a
teenager, brags that he struck the

first blow straight to the head. After
having hacked Ahmad Ismz2’il to pieces
limb by limb, they cutouthis heart

and consumed it among them — the

The general area of the discoveryis
deeply ruial and virtually untouched
by urban, Egyptian culture. Peasants
in this part of the world live in a

prel iterze society, forever involved
in blood feuds among each otherand
against neighboring villages, and not
averse to taking the law into their
own hands. Members ofthe family
who made the discovery were bef ore
and afterwards victims of brutal
murders. They were hacked to pieces
limb by limb, their hearts cut out and
consumed by the murderers — the

ultimate act of blood revenge. ultimate act of blood revenge. It is now

admitted that considerable damage

and losses occuired as the manuscripts
wete divided up by the Islamic natives
who did not recognize their true
significance. . ..

*Rebinsen. “Diseevery, 209. There are mraitiple versioas of the story, but this is tbe one that Kelber refers
w (“Gnosis,” 42).

Kelber’s account has only a limited number of words in common with
Robinson’s, but even if Kelber had not provided the reader with the source

73. Wemner H. Kelber, “Gnosis and the Origins of Christianity, in Kenneth Keu}man,
ed.. Critical Moments in Reli gious History {(Macon. GA: Mercer University Press.1983), 41-58
(42). Kelber's redaction of Robinsen has ineroduced some errers into his version in a way
analogous to Maithew’s redaction of Mack and Thomas’s redaction of the Symoptics, e.g., the
members of the family who made the discovery were not just “victims of brutal murders™ but
also murderers themselves.
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of his information,”* we would be able to tell that he was reliant on Robin-
son because of the phrase, “the ultimate act of blood revenge” The phrase is
very uncommon, and I have been unable to ind it anywhere other than in
accounts about the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices, and only after
1979.”* It would be special pleading to suggest that Kelber could have gone
out to al-Qasr and interviewed the same people Robinson interviewed in
the 1970s, and happened to characterize events using the identical phrase.”®
No, this is an example of a direct link between texts, reflected in a six-word
verbatim agreement.

Although it is an imporsant step in the case for Thomas’s familiarity
with the Synoptic Gospels, noticing the presence of verbatim agreement
only takes one so far. Verbatim agreement of the kind seen in texts like
Thom. 26 illustrates that there is a direct link between Thomas and the Syn-
optics. It does not. in itself, say anything about the direction of the link. The
next key step is to ask whether there are examples of Synoptic redactional
features that show up in Thomas. Are there signs of Matthew’s or Luke’s
hands in the material that Thomas shares with them? The next four chapters
are devoted to illustrating that these signs are present, and that the evidence
suggests that Thomas was indeed familiar with the Synoptics.

7% See above.

75- The earliest is Pagels, Gnostic Gospels, xiv {but quoting Robinson). In some versions,
the exact phrase is used, as in the Kelber version above. Sometimes, even when one word is
changed, the debt to Robinson remains clear, e.g, “the quintessential act of blood vengeance;”
Marvin Meyer, The Grostic Discoveries. Thie Impact of the Nag Hammadi Libyary (San Fran-
cisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2006), 18: or “the extreme act of blood vengeance,” Ehrnan, Los¢
Christianifres, 52.

76. Indeed, it is possible %o get an idea of what a variant oral account tooks like. Mu-
hammad ‘Ali was interviewed for a British television docementary in 1987 The Gnostics. His
account has sorne features in common with Robinson’s, but it is radieslly different in other
respects. The documentary iteelf is now difbcult to find, but see Churton, Grostics. On the
point in question here, Churton repoits Ali as saving, “I took my kaife and cut out his heart
and ate most of his pieces” (11). At best, there are individual vocabulary items in common, but
there are no lengthy sequences of werds.
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CHAPTER 3

Diagnostic Shards

Introduction

The extent of verbatim agreement between Thomas and the Synoptics has
been insuthciently explored in previous studies, though several striking ex-
amples suggest direct lines connecting the Synoptic Gospels to Thomas. But
this only takes us part of the way. What is required is some indication of
which waythelines should be drawn. When we work on the Synoptic Prob-
ler, establishing some kind of literary link between the Synoptics is only
the first step. The next step is to look for evidence of one text’s familiarity
with another. Here there is an accepted method: the search for distinctive,
redactional features of one text appearing in another. And so here the key
question is whether Thomas features distinctive, redactional features from
the Synoptic Gospels.

Therehave been several good arguments for Thomas’s knowledge of the
Synoptics utilizing this straightforward method. The investigator isolates
a feature that is clearly redactional in a given Gospel and then shows how
Thomas parallels that very redactional feature. Under such circumstances,
it follows that Thomas is likely to have derived the feature from that Gospel
and not from its source.' The theory itself is little disputed.” Indeed, ad-

1. Harvey K. McArctlur, “The Gospel According to Thomas,” in Harvey K. McActhur,
ed., New Testament Sideligh!s: Essaysin Honor nf Alewander Converse Purd)' (Hartford: Hart-
ford Seminary Foundation Press. 1960), 43-77 (61. 65. 68); Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,"
25-26; Tuckett, “Thomas and the Synoptics;” 140-45 et pasés'ni;, Schrage, Verkiiltnis, 4 et passim;
Fieger, Das Thomasevangelium, 6-7 et passim. Meiet, Marginal Jew, 1:123-39,especially 137-38,
mah-es this one of the major grounds for seeing Thomas as sewendary to the Synoptics.

2. Andrew Gregory, “Prior or Posterior? The Gospel of the Ebionites and the Gospel of
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vocates of Thomas’s independence tend to agree that if a suthicient number
of strong examples of Synoptic redaction could be found in Thomas, this
would indicate Thomas’s familiarity with the Synopties.

The First Beatitude (Matt. 5:3 // Luke 6:20 // Thomn. 34)

The dithculty is that evidence of the Synoptic evangelists® redaction is of-
ten said to be absent from Thomas. John Dominic Crossan, in stressing the
importance of proper methodology in the discussion, draws attention to a
parallel that for him clearly illustrates Thomas’s independence of the Syn-
optics, the first beatitude:*

Mail. 5:3 Luke 6:20 Thowus. 54

nexeicxe
flaKapiol o1itrwyol 1w jlakdpiot ot icrwyol 211H> X2 PIOC NS IHRE
TIVEVHATIO TL AVTOW ot vpeTEPQ xX€ TUTIt
sonv ) Badeia £0Tiv i) Pacdeia TE TMITEPO
Twvovpavwv tovbeov IIHORYE
Blessed are the poorin | Blessed are the poor, Blessed are the poor,
spirit, for theirs for yours for yours
is the kingdom isthe kingdom is the kingdom
of the heavens of God of the heavens

Crossan explains how the parallel points clearly to Thomas’s indepen-
dence from the Synoptics:

One example may again suthce. The first beatitude in Luke 6:20b has
“Blessed are you poor, for yours is the kingdom of God,” but in Mall
5:3, “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.”
Scholars had long considered that “in spirit” was a personal, redactional
addition by Matthew himself. Now in Gos. Thom. 54 we have, “Blessed
are the poor, for yours is the Kingdom of Heaven.” Precisely what is miss-
ing is the proposed editorial addition of Matthew. But what if one objects

Luke]” NTS 51 (2003): 34.4-60 (348), asseqiates this “wydcly recognized entesion” with Helmut
Koester, Synopti'sche Uberlieferung bet den Apostolischen Vatern (TU 65; Berlin: Akademie,
1857), 3; idem, “Wri'tten Gospels or ®cal Tradition?™ /BL 113 (1994): 293-97.

3. Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 35-37; cf. idem, Birth of Christianity, 117 -t8.
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that Thomas has simply copied Luke here? That will not work. One would
have at least to argue that Thomas (a) took the third person “the poor”
from Matthew, then (b) the second person “yours™ from Leke, and (<)
returned to Matthew for the final “Kingdom of Heaven.” it might be sim-
pler to suggest that Tliomas was mentally unstable.*

The rhetoric is powerful but the argument is weak. Thomas’s version is in
fact very similar to Luke’s version, and there is little trouble in imagining
Thomas having taken over the beatitude largely from Luke. There is a good
case for suggesting that Thomas was repeating the Lukan version, adding a
reminiscence of the Matthean “kingdom ofthe heavens” at the end.

The problem arises in Crossan’s description of the data. His contrast
between Luke’s “you poor” against Thormas’s “the poor™ is an error, presum-
ably introduced by comparing the RSV of Luke, which translates paxdapior
ol rwxol as “Blessed are you poor,” with Thomas Lambdin’s translation
of Thomas, which translates 2[1IM2KAPIOC NE U2HKE as “Blessed are the
poor”® There is in fact no difference here between Luke and Thomas. Both
Bethge and Greeven provide the only plausible Greek retroversion, and it is
identical with Luke, with the exception only of Twv ovpavwv (“of the heav-
ens”) at the end, hence paxapiot oi nrwyxoi drt vuetépa €ativ iy Bacireia T@v
ovpavdv (“Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of the heavens™).

In other words, Thom. 54 differs only in using “kingdom of the heavens”
instead of “kingdom of God?” For this last phrase, itis indeed the case that
Thomas shows knowledge of one of Maithews most distinctive phrases,®
but Crossan’ suggestion that a kind of implausible criss-cross copying
would have been involved is an unimaggnative caricature, not least given
that mixed versions of Synoptic sayings are a common feature of Gospel
quotations from the second century onward.’

4. Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 37.

5. Craig Evans, Fabricating fesus, 75-76, criticizes Crossan on the ssme point, but un-
necessarily explains the parallels in terms of Thomas’s dependence on a Syriac Matthew, not
noticing that the contrast between Luke and Tltemas in “Blessed are you poor” and “Blessed
are the poor™ is apparent and not real. Charles L. Quarles, “The Use of the Gospel of Thomas
inthe Research on the Historical jesus of John Bominic Crossan,” CBQ 69 {(2007): 517-36. also
has a convoluted explnation. He says tha t “oi sttwyoi in Luke is likely vocative™ (522) and that
“the awkward shift™ in Thomas is “best explained as a product of mixed dependence in which
the third person is borrowed from Matthew and the second person is borrswed frem Luke”
(522). But ot ntwxoi cannot be v oeative here, and Thomas is very close to Luke.

6. See below, 66-69.

7. Cf. Quarlles, “Use of the Gospel of Thomas,” 519, diaws attention to the differently
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It is true, of course, that Thomas lacks Matthew’s qualification “in spir-
it,” but all this shows is Thomas’s preference for the simpler Lukan version
over the more obscure Matthean phrase. Even if Cressaa is right that “in
spirit” is a Matthean redactional element,? its absence from Thomas says
nothing at all about Thomas’s independence. In other words, there are no
grounds here for insisting on Thomas’s independence, still less for doubting
the author’s mental stability.’

Searching for Synoptic Redaction

Arguments like Crossan’s are not strong, but his perspective is shared by
others who have argued for Thomas’s independence. According to scholars
like John Sieber'® and Stephen Patterson,'! apparent examples of Synoptic
redaction in Thomas can be explained in a variety of different ways: appeal
to oral tradition, coincidence, and textual assimilation.'? Before we look at

mited form (Matthew’s atirdv for Luke's prréipa) in Polycarp, Phil. 2.3, paxapior o ttw)oi. . .
87 avzary Zotiv f) facrAeia o Bzob, “If Polycarp could mix texts in this fashien, the author
of Thomas could have done so as well swithout any suspicion of mental instability.”

8. Sce iy Case Agarnst Q, chapter 3 for the argument thal this beatitude is best under-
stood as Luke’s redact1onal reworking of Matthew, subsequently copied by Thoras. Luke’s Je-
sus characteristically begins his sermon with a blessing on “the poor ™ (cf. 416-3e); he engages
in eschatological reversal involving ihe rich (cf. :52-53; 16:19-31); and the disciples, who have
“left everything” to follow Jesus (5:11R, 28R), are the ones being addressed (6:20). Of course
if Luke is responsible for this redactional reformulation o f Matthew, Thornas’s version clearly
shows lis knowledge of Luke. n this context, however, I am simply attempting o show the
weakness of Crossan’s argurnent for Thomas’s independence of Matthew and Luke, not io
argue against Q.

9. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 42- 14, argues: “When one lool for more posi-
tive evidence that Thomas represents an independent tradiiion, the tradition history of the
beatitudes provides some helpful clues™ (43), but hu's tradition history takes fer granted the
existence of Q 1ather than arguing for it. He notes, for example, that “not one of those [be-
atitudes] added by Matthew turns up in Thornas™ and that “there are no Thomas parallels io
Luke’s woes. the one thing that eould possibly link Thomas o Luke’s 1ex¢” {.13), statements
that assurne that the four beatitudes in Luke 6:2e-23 are the original Q beat'tudes, expanded
with extra beatitudes by Matthew in Matt. 5:2-12 and by Luke with woes (6:24-26) in Luke
6:20-26.

10. Sieber. “Redactional Analysis”

11. Patteison, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus.

12. The situation with the minor agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark
in discussionsof the Synoptic Problem is analogous. it has often been pointed out that those
whe hold to the independence of Maithew and iuke have a “d«vide and conquer” approach
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specific examples of Synoptic redaction in Thomas in chapters 4-6, it willbe
worth pausing o reflect on some of the perceived ditfi culties with the case,
one of which is that those who argue against Thomas’s familiarity with the
Synoptics tend to assume that cases of familiarity have to look like the Syn-
optics because they are enticed by the especially close relationship between
the Synoptics themselves.

In discussing the question of Thomas’s relationship to the Synoptics,
Patterson works by comparison with the Synoptic Problem, rightly suggest-
ing that the Synoptic data demand a theory of a literary relationship.'? His
point is that the parallels in content and order between Thomas and the
Synoptics are not like the parallels in content and order among the Syn-
optics. The distance between Thomas and the Synoptics is more like the
distance between John and the Synoptics.

There are, of course, significant points of contact between thetwo areas
of study, but it is important to remember the points of divergence too0. In
particular, the data set for comparison between Thomas and the Synoptics
is smaller than the data set for comparison between the Synoptics. In other
words, the extent of overlap between Matthew, Mark, and Luke is so much
greater than the extent of overlap between those three Gospels and Thomas,
that one would expect the number of examples of Synoptic redaction in
Thomas to be much smaller than the number of examples of Markan redac-
tion in Matthew, Matthean redaction in Luke, and so on.

Moreover, the genre difference between the Synoptic Gospels and the
Gospel of Thomas reduces the number of possible examples of Synoptic re-
daction in Thomas. As a sayings gospel, Thomas only parallels the sayings
in the narrative gospels. This is not a trivial point. Our ability to detect
Synoptic redaction is at its best in the Kind of narrative segues that are very
common in the Synoptics but practically absent from ZThomas.**

that diminishes the overall impact of the minor agreementsas evidence for Luke’s knowledge
of Matthew. See further my Case Against Q, chapter 8, especially 163-65.

13. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 12-16. Like many New Testament scholars,
Patterson refracts the data that give rise to the Synoptic Problem through its most popular
solution, the Two-Source Theory. Nevertheless, he is right that the data he isolates (parallel
order and content} do demand a literary soluton to the problem. His suggestion that the
differences between John and the Synoptics rule out “literary dependence” (14),0n the other
hand. maybe a little overstated.

14. Cf. Snodgrass, “Gospel of Tltomas," 26: “The difticulty with the redactional elements
is that Thomas does not have narrative material or com positional seams, the places where we
would expect to find the largest cencenwations of the evangelists” own wording”” The same
is also true with cespect to John and the Synoptics; the sheer dufference in the crafting of the
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Further, the attempt to isolate parallels that feature the redactional
stamp of one evangelist on another’s work will often inevitably involve mi-
nutiae.’” By definition, something that is distinctive of one writer is less
likely to appear when another writer takes it over. All too often, the redac-
tional stamp in question will be something that at first appears minor. We
should not be ashamed of this. Crimes are sometimes solved with the DNA
extracted from a single hair left on the victim’s clothing.

Moreover, not every element in an evangelist’s redaction will be loaded
withtheological interest or significance. When we teach redaction criticism,
we focus — inevisably — on the major, theologically interesting diff erences
between the Gospels, like 8ixatoovr (righteousness) in Matthew,'® but
such famous redactional themes will not necessarily be the ones that are
picked up in Thomas.'” One of the difficulties with Sieber’s study of the
question is just this, that he looks for redactional traits that are invested
with theological weight and plays down the more mundane but neverthe-
less diagnostic Synoptic redactional elements that appear in Thomas.*®

The Plagharist’s Charter

There is a related point. Arguments against Thomas’s {amiliarity with the
Synoptics sometimes set a ssandard that would allow plagiarist to go un-
punished. It is sometimes said that the absence of agreement in parts of
certain Synoptic-Thomas parallels indicates Thomas's ignorance of the Syn-

narrative makes it difficult to spot parallel narrative segues. Yet even here theagreement at
Matt. 26:46 /1 Mark 14:42 // John 14231, ¢ye"pe0Bs Gywprv, “Arise,let usleave,” may be an indi-
cator of a direct link between the texts. So too in Themas, a careful look oceasionally reveals
knowledge of Synoptic narrative framing, e.g., Thom. 79; see chapter 6 below.

15. Sieber, “Redactional Analysis,” 17, suggesis: “In order to call a reading a redactional
trace, one must be able to attri’bute that reading to a particular evangelist’s theological intent”;
but this sets the bar too high. Not all evidence of redaction is connected with “theologs'cal
intent” Authors regularly leave much more subtie clues about their style.

16. Tuckett’s example, “Thomas and the Synoptics.™ 141.

17. Nevertheless, Thiomas does feature Matthew’s preferred redactional term “kingdom
of heaven” on three ocessions (2a, 54, 154}, the first two in paralletl with Matthean redaction
of Mark. on which see further below, 66-69. So too Luke’s inierest in hearing God's wiil and
doing it (Thom. 7¢a // Luke 11:27-28; see further befow, chapter 6).

18. Cf. Tuckett, “Thomas and the Synoptics,” 141, “Sieber tended to ignore the smaller,
theologically lesssignificant,, details in the gospels. Bui it is recognized by most that the evan-
gelists’ redactional activity was not confined to such theological 'bombshells’ as Sikaroavvy!”
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optic saying as a whole. The ditficulty with this line of argament can be
illustrated from teachers’ experiences of plagiar 1sn in student work. While
from time to time unwise students plagiarize an entire essay from the In-
ternet, it is far more common for students to plagiarize only parts of essays.
When the students in question are accused of plagiarism, it is no excuse for
them to point to the amount of material that they have not taken over. No
reasonable disciplinary body would accept the lack of copying in parts of
the paper asan excuse for the copying in other parts of the paper, or as evi-
dence that the copied parts are not copied.'” Nor is this just the case in rela-
tion to student plagiarism. The relevant legal rule is clear: “No plagiarist can
excuse the wrong by showing how much of his work he did not pirate”*°

On a related topic, when discussing the occurrence of “Pharisees and
scribes” (MPAPICAIOC MU HTPAHMATEYC) in Thom. 39 // Matt. 2313,
Dennis Ingolfsland offers a helpful analogy. Patterson here suggests that the
“Pharisees and scribes” pairing is due to textual assimilation to Matthew,
adding, “If Thomas were intentionally borrowing this topos from Mat-
thew one would expect to see it incorporated into Thomas’ ewn text more
frequently”®! Ingolfsland replies:

Imagine that a writer copied, with slight alterations, a paragraph from
Patterson’s book and that Patterson charges that writer with plagiarism.
As evidence, Paiterson cites the fact that not only does the accused pla-
giarizer’s work agree substantially with Patterson’s book, but the writer
inclzded the phrase “gnosticizing proclwities” which is a characteristic
phrase of Pallerson’s, occurring not less than seven times in one short
chapler (chapier eight) of Patierson’s book The judge rules in the plagia-
rizer’s favor, however, saying that if the writer had really been copying

19.1t is of eourse true that punishments may differ in seventy in 1elation to the degree
of plagiarism in a given paper, e.g., the online plagrarism detection service turnitin states, “If
even a small partofa work is found tohave been plagrarized. itis still considered a copyrght
violation. However, the amount that was copied probably will have a bearing on the sever-
ity of the punishment. A work that is almost entirely plagiarized will almost certainly incur
greater penalties thana work that only includes a small amountof plagyarized material,” “Pla-
garism FAQs,” Plagiarism dot org, http:/fwwiv.plagiarism.org/plag_article_plagiarism_faq
Jhtml, accessed 15 Jjune 2011.

20. Sheldon v. Metro-Goldwyn Picteres Cotp., 81 F2d 49,56 (2d Cir.). | am grateful to
Stephen Carlson for the legal source here.

21. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 36.
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from Patterson, “we would expect to see the phrase more frequently” in
the plagiarizer’s work.[tis doubtful that Patterson would be convinced.”

Examples of what 1 label “the plagiarist’s charter” have already been
encountered in the discussion of verbatim agreement between Thomasand
the Synoptics®* and further examples will be discussed in chapters 4 and 5.

* * *

Itis, then, a mirage to imagine that the examples of Synoptic redaction
in Thomas are too few or too weak. We should make sure that we do not
allow ourselves to be spoiled by the Synoptics. It is a mistake to think of
the Synoptic interrelations as thenorm, as the benchmark against which to
measure all other cases of source usage, as is the case also in the issue of the
extent of verbatim agreement.*

In other words, the search for Synoptic redactional features in Thomas
is a search for indicators, for signs, that Thomas is familiar with the Syn-
optic Gospels themselves. These indieators are actually quite common in
Thomas, but it is easy to play them down if one begins with unrealistic ex-
pectations. To use an analogy from archaeology, what we are lookingfor are
diagnostic shards®* In an archaeological dig, not every find oflers equally
useful evidence for identif ying the materials; even fewer finds provide help-
ful dating evidence. We should not fret, then, when particular parallels do
not show obvious signs of Synoptic redaction. That is exactly what we ought
to expect, and the situation is the same with other pairs of parallel texts
where one is the source for the other, including often between the Synoptic
Gospels. As Christopher Tuckett points out,

it is almost inevitable that, if Th is dependent on our gospels {at however
many stages removed) for his synoptic-type material, not every saying
will conveniently contain a parallel to a redactional element in the syn-

22. Demu's Ingolfsland, “The Gospel of Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels.” online ar-
ticle, http://dennis-ingoltsland blogspot.com/2009/04/gospel-of-thomas-and-synoptic-gos
pels.html, accessed 15 June 2001

23. See above, 36 and 38.

24. See chapter 2 above, espanally 44-46.

25. | am grateful to Ken Olson for the analogy. See Jonathan Reed. 17:e Har perCeoliins
Visual Guide to the New Testament: What Archasology Reveols about the First Ciri stians (New
Yerk: HarperCollins, 2007), 18-20.
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optic gospels. It is far more likely that sometimes Th will parallel only
traditional elements.*®

There is, of course, a danger that the attempt to moderate unrealis-
tic expectations might be taken as an apology for paucity of evidence. It is
worth stating clearly, therefore, that the thesis argued here is that the pres-
ence of Synoptic redactional material in Thomas is frequent and significant.
It is actually far greater than one ought to expect given the size of the data
set and the nature of the material. The evidence is sufficient to establish
Thomasine familiarity with the Synoptic Gospels.

Beforebeginning to look at examples of Synoptic redaction in Thorus,
however, we need to address one further potential complication, because
for some scholars the presence of Synoptic redaction in Thomas will not
settle the issue. Clear examples of Synoptic redaction in Thomas might, it is
argued, simply draw attention to the possibility of Thomas’s harmonization
to the Synoptics in the process of its textual history.

Textual Assimilation?

If it becomes clear that some Synoptic redactional features are present in
Thonus, could it be that this is explicable on the theory that Thomas is,
essentially, autonomous? Could the work itself have emerged in isolation
from the Synoptic Gospels but then become corrupted through textual as-
similation, as it was copied by scribes familiar with the Synoptics? When
Patterson concedes the presence of several Synoptic redactienal elements
in Thomas, this is how he explains the situation. For him, they point not
to direct knowledge of the Synoptics but instead to scribal harmonization.
Patterson argues that the set of such examples is “very small” (32, 39, 45.3,
104.1, 104.3), and that this makes it unlikely that Thomas depends on the
Synoptics. He explains:

It is impossible that Nag Hammadi Codex 2, and the many copies of
Thomas which stand between our extant Thomas manuscripts and the
original, were immune to the almost universal phenomenon of scribal
error, especially that of harmonization. That the present text of Thomas
has such text-critical commonplaces is to be expected; it is only a matter
of identifying where they occur. Since the text as a whole does not rely

26. Tuckett, “Thomas and the Synoptics,” 157.
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upon the synoptic tradition, it is reasonable to assign the handful of in-
stances in which wnfluence from a synoptic text is likely, to the phenom-
enon of textual assimitation.?*

Patterson’s point deserves to be taken seriously, and it should not be
sidestepped in a bid to keep the contours of the debate as simple as pos-
sible. The issue of the relationships among ancient texts is often complex,
and our explanatory models all too often create the impression that compli-
cated interrelationships, in which there were hundreds of points of contact
and divergence between texts and traditions, can be reduced to simple, uni-
directional diagranis with only two or three dots and arrows.?® Indeed, the
situation is especially complicated with respect to Thomas and the Synop-
tics, where the one group of texts {the Synoptics) has thousands of textual
witnesses and another (Thomas) has only four, three of them fragmentary
and the other in Coptic. Who knows how our picture would change if we
had a clearer textual history for Thomas?>’

However, Patterson’s appeal to the possibility of scribal harmoni-
zation carries with it a problem that is seldom acknowledged. Like all
appeals to absent evidence, the absent evidence might actually resolve
itself in the opposite direction from that desired by the advocate. In
other words, it needs to be acknowledged that if we had more textu-
al evidence, it might provide more examples of Synoptic redaction in
Thomas and not tewer. The gaps in the data set might, if filled, provide
serious counterevidence for Patterson’s theory. The question we need to
ask is whether there isanyreason to imagine that the absent data would

27. Patterson, Gosped of Thomasand Jesus, 95. Sce similarly S. Davies, “Thomas, Gospel
of;” in David Noel Freedman, Allen C. My-ers, and Astrid B. Beck, eds.. Eevdmans Dictionary
of the Bible {Grand Rapids: Eerdmans. 2000), 1303-4 (1303); John S. Kloppenborg Verbin,
“The Life and Sayings of Jesus,” in Mack Allan Powell, ed, The New Testament Today (Louis-
ville: Westminster John Knoz, 1999), 10-30 (12).

28. See John S. Kloppenborg Verbin, Excavating @: The History and Setting of the Suy-
ings Gospel (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000), 50-54, for some uselul reflections on what we are
doing when we model Synoptic relationships, especially 51. 71t is imapossible to factor into
our models the many imponderables that may have contributed to ithe composition of the
gospels, for this would have the effect of destroving the explanatory power of the model. . . .
Hypotheses are heuristic models intended to aid compiehens sm and discevery; they do not
ceplicate reality”

29. See David Parker, The Living Texts of the Gospels (Carabridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997), 103-23, for a discussion of the problems (and possibilities) generated by allowing
textual criticism to interact properly with study of the Synoptic Problem.
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support the theory of an autonomous Thomas, and here there are addi-
tional problems.

Patterson’s argument is based on a general appeal concerning scribal
harmonization in early Christian texts, and it is certainly true that there are
many examples of harmonization in these texts.® But it would be a mistake to
regard the phenomenon as universal and irresistible. Some texts harmonize
more than others. We should not assume that the scribe of Coptic Thomas
harmonizes to the Gospels.*' But is there any way to be more certain? Is it
simply a matter of dealing with assumptions? Happily, we are notin the dark
on this issue, and there is a way to getsome help.

Patterson’s tive examples of Synoptic redaction in Thomas are all in
Coptic Thomas. It is worth asking, therefore, whether, with the limited
textual evidence we have, the Coptic appears to show greater signs than
the Oxyrhynchus fragments of proximity to the Synoptic Gospels. Is it a
text that aligns itself with the harmonization theory or not?*?> On repeated
occasions, the Coptic text of Thomas is further removed from the text of
the Synoptics than are the Oxyrhynchus fragments. Several of the exam-
ples discussed in chapter 2 above are cases in point; for example, Thom. 26
(P-Oxy. 1.1-4) exhibits a thirteen-word verbatim agreement with Matt. 7:5
{/ Luke 6:42, where the structure of the Greek differs from the structure of
the Coptic.*?

Similarly, in Thom. 3.2-3 the Greek (P.Oxy. 654.25-26) is again closer to
the Synoptics than the Coptic, with an entire extra clause:

30. For a useful discussion of harmon’izasion and the Synoptic Preblem, see Gordon Fee,
“Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem: @n the Problem of Hannonization in
the Gospels.” in Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New
Testament Textual Criticiste (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 174-82.

31. Examples of Coptic Themnas’s harmoniaation to Coptic New Testament texts are sel-
dom persuasive and apparent agreements agsinst the Greek are usually the natural resnlt of
the translation process. Sieber, “Redactional Analysts,™78-79, followed by DeConick, Ori ginal
Gospel, 264-65, suggests that logion 93 is a case where the scribe of Coptic Thomas bas been
influenced by the wording of Sahidic Matthew (cf. Schrage, Veahdltnis, 179-81), but the links
are unimpressive.

32. Cf. Andrew Gregery, The Raception of Luke-Acts in the Period before Irenaeus: Look-
ing for Luke in the Second Century (WUNT 2/169; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2003), 137. Gregory notes
the problem that the @xyrhynchus fraginenis pose f or Patterson’s harmoniaation hypothesis.

33. See above, 30-33. The Greek reiroversions from the Coptic make this point effec-
tively; e.g., sec Pliscb, Gospel of Thomas, 9u, on this saying.
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Mark 10:31™

Thom. 4.2-3 (P.Oxy. 654)

Thom. 4.2-3 (Coptic)
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And many who are first
will be Jast and [the] last

For many who are flirst
will be last and] the last

For many who are first
will be fast.

first. first

* See alse Matt. 19:30. which is 2lmost identieal to Mark hete; cf also Matt. 20:16 // Luke 13:30, which are
also simuiarbut lack the cons&uction with ;oAdol

“+On the reconstruction with wai (Grenfell and Hust; Ataidge), sece above, 37 n. 36.

Once again, the Coptic clearly does not show any signs of harmonization to
the Synoptics. Quite the contrary.

The clearest example, though, is Thom. 36, which provides extensive
parallel content to the Synoptics that is absent from the Coptic. (See the
table on pp. 62-63.)

This Oxyrhynchus fragment witnesses to a text type that is radically
closer to the Synoptics than is the Coptic text. The brief version in Coptic
Thomas parallels only Matt. 6:25 // Luke 12:22, whereas the Greek fragment
providesa tuller version of that verse, which is much closer to the Synoptics,
and then it has additional parallels to Mait. 6:27 // Luke 12:25%* and Matt.
6:28// Luke 12:27. Indeed, the latter parallel, far from being an irrelevant or
accidental harmonization to the Synoptics, is now a celebrated example of
an early variation of a Jesus saying in Greek, with ov &aivetv (“do not card™)
appearing in Greek Thomas in contrast to avtaverv (“grow”™) appearing in
Matthew and Luke.*® The Greek fragment here represents a stage of trans-
mission that is more primitive than the Coptic, and the latter appears to be

34. See previous mote.

35- 00 Laivovow also appears in Matt. 6:28 R™. James M. Robinson and Christoph Heil
argue that a san'bal error in Q led to thereading witnessed by Matthew and Luke. They have
published multiple versions of the argument, seven of which are reproduced in James M.
Robinson (ed. Christeph Heiland Joseph Verhevden), The Sayings Gospel Q: Collected Essay's
(BETL 189; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 713-886. Robinson’s and Heil’s thesis is
unnecessarily complex. Matt. 6:28 R™is actually irrelevant to their case since they are not
arguing that o0 foivowaw Was the oiiginal reading in Matthew. A range of possibilitics ex-
ists, one of which is that both Greek Thomas and the scribe of Matt. 6:28 R™made the saiue
emendation (or “errer™) by changing o0 &iverv to «bkavav. Here, as often, the appeal to Q
complicates rather than clanfies.
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an abbreviation.*® The Oxyrhynchus Greek fragment is close enough to the
texts of Matthew and Luke to make clear that the Coptictext is along way
from harmonizing, but at the same time it is not so close to Matthew and
Luke as to be wnder suspicion from harmonization itself. What we have
here is clear counterevidence to the thesis of scribal harmonization in Cop-
tic Thomas. The latter is further removed from the Synoptics than are the
earlier Greek fragments.

We should, of course, be eareful to avoid the assumption that the Oxy-
rhynchus fragments approximate the Greek text that was the Vorlage for the
Coptic translation. It is easy to be seduced by the fact that the fragments are
closer in date to and in the same language as the Synoptic Gospels andso
to imagine thatwe are necessarily looking at something very similar to the
text the Coptic translator saw.’” Nevertheless, we have to work with extant
evidence rather than absent daa, and while caution is necessary, t is worth
underlining that the extant textual evidence does not support the hypothe-
sis of scribal harmonization in Coptic Thomas. In other words, the interest-
ing theoretical possibility of a harmonizing Coptic Thomas is not supported
by the actual textualevidence. Appeal to absent textual evidence only serves
to emphasize the possibility that a fuller model would show more and not
fewer examples of Synoptic redaction in Thomas. On balance, then, it is
important to take the presence of Synoptic redaction in Thomas seriously.

% * *

36. M. Marcovich, “Textual Criticism on the Gospel of Thomas, JTS 20 (1969): 5374
(70). sees this as “a clear example of a drastic cutting of the original text of the G11: by the
redactor of [the] Cloptic] . ... in his zcal to bring lagion 36 logically as close as possible to the
following logion 37.” Similarly, DeComi'ck, Original Gospel, 149, “The longer version provided
by the Greek appears to be earlier than the Coptic buncation”; Patterson, Gospei of Thomas,
76 0. 298, wriles, “It is also possible tiete has been some residual influence from the synoptic
text on the Oxyrhymchus version of Thomas, which, for whatever reason, fails to show up in
the Nag Hammadi verston.” Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 106, is less certain: “The brevity of the
Coptic text of the saying is quite typical of the Gospel of Thomas, but the long version of the
Greek text is rather unusual” Butboth are characteristically much shorter than the Synoptic
parallels. It may be that we should reckon with a trajectory whereby the scribes of Coptic
Thomas continue along the abbreviating 1oute of easly Greek Thomas. For a thesis that re-
quires a harmonizing tendency in Nag Hammadi Thomas., Patterson’s “for whatever reason”
here is preblemati'c.

37. Moreover, itis important to remember also that the scribe of the NH IT text of Thom-
asisunlikely tobe the same person who translated the text from Greck Our Coptic 1ext may
be several texts removed from the first translation into Coptic.
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Diagnostic Shards

Thom. 36 Thom. 36

Matt. 6:25-30 Luke 12:22-28 (P.Oxy. 655) (NH 11)
He saidto his [Jesus says, Jesus says,
Therefore | disciples, “Therefore

1 tell you, I tell you,
do not worry about | do not worry about | “Do not be “Do not be
your life, your Ife, anxious] from anxious from
what you will eat what you will eat, morning morning
or what you will orabout yourbody, | [until evening until evening
drink, or about what you will wear. and] from and from

your body, what
you will wear. Is
not life more than
food, and the
body more than
clothing? ... 27
And can any of you
by worrying add a
single hour to your
span of lite?

28 And

why do you woirry
about clothing?
Consider the lilies
of the field,

how they grow:
they neither toil
nor spin, 29 yet
Itell you, even
Solomon in all

his glory was not
clothed like one
of these. 30 But if
God so clothes the
arass of the field,
which is alive today
and tomorrow is
thrown into the
oven, will he not
much more clothe
you — you of little
faith?

23 For life is more
than food, and the
body more than
clothing. . .. 25
And een any of you
by worrying add a
single hour to your
span of life? 26 If
then you are not
able io do so small
a thing as that,
whydo you worry
about the rest? 2
Consider the lilies,

how they grow:
they nejther toil
nor spin; yet

[tell you, even
Solomon ia all

his glory was not
clothed like one

of these. 28 But if
Goad so clothes the
grass of the fteld,
which is alive today
and tomorrow is
thrown into the
oven, how much
more will he clothe
you — you of little
faith?

evening funtil]
morning, neither
[about] your
[food] and what
[you will] eat,
[nor] about [your
clothing] and
what you [wil]
wear.

[You are far]
better than

the [lilies]

which
[neither] card
nor [spin]. As for
you, when you
have no garment,
what fwill you
puton)? Who
might add to
your stature?* He
will give you your
garment.”

evening until
morning

about

what you will

»

wear.

*For this sentence. cE Matt. 6:27 /f Luke 1225, «@pocivar &t Tiv Ax'iav avvob wxov £va, wbich is
sometimes transiated “to add ope cubit bo his beight” (cf KJV; NIV margan).
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Given the number of good examples of Synoptic redaction in Thomas, it
will be worth taking a little time to discuss them. Chapter 4 will focus on ex-
amples from Matthew, chapter 5 on examples from Luke, and chapter 6 on
one particularly strong example from Luke that requires some additional
space. Most of these examples have been noticed in the literature before,
and strong cases have been made. I am bringing them forward again here
not because previous cases have been inadequate but because they have
been ignored or underestimated. I will try to explain why the counterargu-
ments are unpersuasive and in several cases 1 will offer some fresh argu-
ments and evidence.

In setting out the evidence for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics
in each of the following cases, [ will add a synopsis of the relevant evidence
from the Synoptics and Thomas. It is one of the major shortcomings of dis-
cussions of Thomas’s relationship with the Synoptics that no synopsis of
Thomas and the Synoptics is available,’® so that scholars are not able to see
quickly and straightforwardly the evidence in favor of familiarity. Even the
more meticulous scholars who set out the evidence from each of the Gos-
pels fail to present this evidence in a two-, three-, or four-column synopsis
in order to help their readers to see how the texts are related.” It may be
that this lack of good visual arrangement of the data has itself contributed

38. An early example of good pract.ce here is McArthur, “Gespel According to Thomas,”
57-65, though his synopses are in English and are not word-aligned. Hans- Gebhard Bethge
prepared “Appendix 1: Evangelium Thomae copticum,” which helpfully appears in the context
of the most widely used Synopsis of the Gospels (Aland, ed., Synopsis Quatiwor Evangelio-
rum), but no verlically aligned synopsis of Thomas and the Gospels is pievided. Thomas is
added to Robinsen et al.. Critical Edition of Q. but the synopsis is only available for passages
where Thamasparallels double tiadition material. A recent example of gond practiceis Gatl-
ercole, “Luke in the Gospel of Thomas” John Dominic Crossan’s popular Sayings Paraflels: A
Workbook for the Jesus Tradition (Phitadelphia: Fortress, 1986), is a useful English-language
collection of savings parallels organized by form, but there is no line alignment, let alone
word alignment.

39. DeComnu'ck, for example, helpfully sets out all the evidence from Tfromas. Coptic and
Greek, with parallels both from the Synoplics and other literalure, thioughout her commentary
(Original Gospel, 44-298), but she does not place them in veriically aligned synopsis format.
DeConicks appendix listing “Verbal Similacities Between Thomasand the Synopiics™ in English
translation, with agreements underlined (Qriginal Go sprd, 2199-316), isa step (orward, but it isin
two columns, with Thomas on the left and the Synopties on the right. with no word alignment
or line alignment of the lind necessary for the selationships between the texts te be cleasty
visualized. One of the difficulties with the contrastiag English translations used by DeCom'ck
is that Thomasis given in gender-inclusive language, “If a blind person leads a blind person .. ”
and the Synopiics in androcentric language, “if a blind man leads a blind man . . " (304, etc.).
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to the view that Thomas is independent of the Synoptics. Thus the relation-
ship among the Synoptics, which everyone agreesis a literary relationship,
is illustrated and confirmed when one consults the synopsis. The relation-
ship of the Synoptics to Thomas, rarely illustrated in a vertical synopsis,
remains a matter of confusion to many who are unacquainted with the data
and who are unable to visualize the material mentally.*’

40. The potential for an electronic synopsis of Thomas is helpfully illustrated by John
Marshall, Five Gospel Parallels (1996-2001), htip://www.utoronto.ca/religien/synopsis/. ‘This
uses frames technology to lay out a simple synopsis in English, with parallel eolumns for the
canonical Gospels and Thomas. Itilluswates that somethingmore sophisticated, in Greek and
Coptic, ought to be achievable.
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CHAPTER 4

Matthean Redaction in Thomas

Since the discovery of the Gospel of Thomas, several scholars have drawn
attention to places in the text that mirror Synoptic redactional elements.
Such diagnostic shards provide the signs that Thomas was familiar with the
Synoptic Gospels and that the work was not independent. Several of these
occur in parallels with the Gospel of Matthew and stillmore occur in paral-
lels with the Gospel of Luke. The Thomas/Luke parallels will be the focus
of chapters 5 and 6. In this chapter, several examples of Matthean redaction
appearing in Thomas will suggest Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew.

The Kingdom of Heaven (Thom. 20, 54)

Even the beginner in biblical studies knows that “the kingdom of heaven,” or
more accurately “kingdom of the heavens” (5} BagiAela Tcav ovpavav), is
one of Matthew’s most characteristic expressions. ®ne would struggle to find
anything more clearly and distinctively Matthean. It occurs thirty-two times
in his Gespeland never in Mark, John,' or Luke-Acts. It appears frequently in
Matthew’ redactional reworkings of Mark.” If we cannot attribute this phrase
to Matthew’s hand, then we caninot atéribute any phrase to Matthew’s hand.

The term “kingdom of the heavens” occurs three times in the Gos pel of
Thomas,® on two oceasions in parallel with Matthew:

1. With the exception of a weakly attested vartant in Joha 3:5.

2. Matt 3:2; 4117 R; 5:5 QD; 5:10 QD; 5:39 QD (2x); 5:20; 7:21 QD; 8:11 QD; 10:7 QD; uma
QP; 112 QP31 Ria3:245 13:31 Ri33:33 QP 13:44, 45, 47,52 16:19;18:1 R; 18:3 R 18:4 R;18:23;
19:12, 143 19:23 R; 20:15 22:3; 2313 QD; 250,

3. The third occurrence is 14, which has no parallelin the Synoptics. See n. 18 below.
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Matthean Redaction in Thomas

Matt. 5:3 Luke6:20 Thom. 54
NEXEIC X€
HAKAPLOL O TTWXOL T® | Paxdplol Oi ATw)O 2TIHAKAPI®C HE NI2HKE
nvevpat 6T avTav ot vpeTEpa XETWTH
égniv fj Pacikeia £¢ativ i) Pacikeia TE€ TMIITEPO
TI@V obpavav 1000z00 HHOHYE
Blessed are the poorin | Blessedarethe poor, Blessed are the poor,
spitit, for theirs for yours for yours
is the kingdom is the kingdom is the kingdom
of the heavens. of Ged. of the heavens.
Matt. 13:31 Mark 4:30-31 Luke13:18-19 Thom. 20
AMnv Kai #Aeyev, Mag | EAeyevody, nexe
napapoliv opoi@cwpev Ty | Tivedpoia éotiv | HHAGHTHC N1IC
napéBnkev pacdeiav tov 1 Pactkeia X€ XO00C €POll
avtoig Aédywv, Beow, i} &v Tivi tovu Bsov, xai XETHMITEPO
‘Opoia Zativ ) abvtiv napaPoldj Tivt OpIBoW HHOHY S
Bacideia 1@V Bapev; GG xokkw | adrhv; poia ECTIUTWI ENIH.
obpavov kdxkw OwWAnEwS. - - - £0Tiv KOKK(Q nexaq uay
GIVATEWC.- - - . CLVATIEWC. - - - XE ECTHTWI
AVEABIAS T
WAT2M. ...

He put another And he said, Therefore he sa'd, | Thedisciples
parable before “Hovw shall we “To what is the said to Jesus,
them, saying, compare the kingdom of Ged “Tell us what
“The kingdom kingdom of like, and to what the kingdom of
of the heavens God, or in what shall I compare the heavens is
is like a grain parable shall we it? It is like a like.” He said to
of mustard put it? Like a grain of mustard them, “It is like a
seed...” grain of mustard seed...” grain of mustard

seed...” seed...”

In both Matt. 5:3* and 13:31,° the phrase “kingdom of the heavens” is
reasonably seen to come from the evangelist's hand. On each of these oc-

4. Onthe Two-Source TheorY, Matthew isredacting Q in Matt. 5:3, and the wording of Q
6:20 iIs reconstructed as “kingdom of God™ by the 1@P. On the Farrer theory, we do not have
access to Matthew’s source material here, but theie is no reason to doubt that it is the evan-

gelist who is contributing this phrase given his established redactional usage elsewhere. For
further comments en Thomas’s use of the beamtude in Matt 5:3 // Luke 6:20, see above, 50-52.
5. On the Two-Source Theory, the Mustard Seed parable is a Mark-Q overlap passage
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Thomas and the Gospels

casions, Thomas’s parallel to the Synoptics appears to have been influenced
by the redactional phrase that is so distinctive of Matthew.®

Stephen Patterson is unimpressed by the occurrence of this phrase in
Thom. 20 and 54, and he says that “Thomas avoids reference to ‘God’ no less
assiduously than Matthew, and never refers to ‘God’s kingdom’”” But this
is a mistake born out of the Coptic priority fallacy, which treats the Coptic
witness to the Gospel of Thomas as if it is the only witness.® It is true that
the term “kingdom of God” is absent from Coptic Thomas, but it is present
in P.Oxy. 1.4-8 (Thom. 27)° and probably also P.Oxy. 654.15-16 (Thom. 3).1°
Even if it were true, Patterson is assuming the standard but dubious notion
that the use of “kingdom of the heavens” is due to avoidance of the divine
name, so that the phrase can be “attributed to common Jewish roots.™!

The general failure to see the strikingly Matthean nature of “the king-
dom of the heavens” in Thomas may result from the tendency to underesti-
mate just how unusual the term is among early Jewish and early Christian
works. As Jonathan Pennington notes, “kingdom of heaven is found only in
literature which postdates Matthew.™? It is not in the Old Testament or in
the Dead Sea Scrolls; it is not in the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha. Among

and the term “kingdom of the heaveas™ is. Matthew’s cedactienal additien v Mark and Q,
both of which had “kingdom of God” On the Farrer theory too, the term is redactional, an
element in Matthew’s revision of Mark. The term “kingdom of the heavens” is used repeatedly
in Matt. 13 (see n_ 2 above).

6. Surpn'singly, it is rare to see this example of Matthean redaction in Thomas discussed
in the literature. But see Schrage, Verhaltnis, 62 (Jhiom. 20) and 18-19 (Thom. 54); cf. 31.
Similarly Fieger, THomasevangelium, 91, “Bies kann somitein Zeichen der Ablangigkert des
ThEv von Mt sein” (Th om. 20). See further Jens Schroter. “Bie Herausforderung einer theolo-
gischen Interpretation des Thomasevangeliums,” in Jorg Frey, Enno Eaard Popkes, and Jens
Schroter, Das Thomasevargelium. Entstehung — Rezeption — Theologie (BZNW 157+, Berlin:
de Gruyter, 2008), 435-59 (448-50).

7. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 28, in discussion of Thom. 20. CE. Sieber, “Redactional
Analysis,” 163-65- Quarles, “Use of the Gospe! of Thomas,” also engeges in the Coptic priority
fallacy here: “Thomas never uses the phrase ‘kingdom of God™™ (522).

8. See further Chapter 2 above.

9. DeConick, Original Gospel, 129, suggests that the term “of God” is “a scribal addition
in the Greek,” bui with only tworeferences to “kingdom™ in the Oxyrhynchus fragments. here
and m Thom. 3, it is impossible to say what the tendencies of the Greek scubes of Hiomas
mighthavebeen.

10. Seeabove, 335.

11 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 28.

1. Jonathan T. Pennington, Haaven and Earth in the Gospel of Matthew (NovTSup 126;
Leiden: Bril}, 2007), 3.
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Matthean Redaction in Thomas

Christian works, it only begins to appear in the mid-second century, in Jus-
tin Martyr, the Pseudo-Clementines, and elsewhere. It is absent from the
works we know to have come from the earliest period, like Paul’s Epistles,
which always use the term “kingdom of God™"?

Moreover, the tendency to see the term as an attempt at offering a rev-
erential circumlocution for the dzvine name, always questionable given Mat-
thew’s frequent use elsewhere of Bed¢ (“"God™), is increasingly seen now to be
dubious.'* The term “kingdom of the heavens” is invested with importance for
Matthew, symbolizing atheology in which heaven and earth are in tension and
seeking eschatological resolution.'> The disciples areto prayfor this (6:10), they
are given authority that whatever they bind or loose on earth will be bound or
loosed in heaven (16:19; 18:18), and the “kingdom ofthe heavens” language is
best understood in line with this thought and not as a mere phrasal variation.*

Furthermore, if Thomas was trying to avoid the term “kingdom of

God,” there were plenty of options available other than the distinctive

Matthean phrase, whether “kingdom” alone or “kingdom of the Father,”"’

both of which are common in Thomas.'®

13. Rom. 14977 1 Cor. 4:20: 6:9,10; 15:50; Gal. 5:21; Col. 4:11: 2 Thess. 1:5. Cf. 1 Cor. 15:24,
“the kingdom™; 1 Thess. zaz, “the God whe calls yeu e his ewn kingdom and glery”™; Eph. 55,
“kingdom of Christ and God™; Rev. 12:10, “kingdom of our God””

14. See in pariicular Pennington, Heawen and Earth; on the phrase see also Robert Fes-
ter, “Why on Earth Use "Kingdom of Heaven? Matthew's Terminology Revisited,” NTS 48
(2002): 487-99-

15. So Penn ingon. Haaven and Earth.

16. It is also worth noticing the unusual nature of the pluzal keavens, see Pennington,
Heaven and Earth, 3, 5, et passim.

17. For a helpful study of “lingdom” language in Hiomas, sce Pheme Perkins, “The Re-
jected Jesus and the Kingdom Sajings.” in Charles W. Hedrick. ed., e Historical Jesus and
the Rejected Gospels (Semeia 44; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature. 1988), 79-94, though
she begr'ns with: “Absence of the expression ‘Kingdom of God’ may reflect the ahsence of
the term *God’ from the Gospel of Thomas generally. [t occurs only in log- 100™ (83). This is
another instance of the Coptic priority fallacy (discussing the Coptic text as if it is the only
witness to Thomas).

18. This leaves unanswered the occurrence of “kingdom of the heavens™ also in Thom.
114, which has no Matithean parallel, but thys may simply show that the distinctively Matthean
locution had made sufficient impact on the author that he used it on this extra occasion, in
spite of his general preference for other “kingdom™ terms. The point is that the distinctive,
pervasive nature of the phrase in Matthew and its peesence in two panallel sayings in Hiomas
are impressive. Justin MartyT is further along the same trajectory, paralleling several of Mat-
thew’s “kingdom of the heavens” sayings but akso adding “kingdom of the¢ heavens™ on his
own (1 Apol. 15, when quoting Matt. 5:29 // Mati 18:9).
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Matt. 15:11 // Thom. 14, Out of the Mouth

Matt. 15:10-12

Mark 7:24-15

Thom. 14.5

Kai npookaAecape vog
tOv dxAov einev
avtoiG AxoveTe
Xai ouweTe-
oUTO

tloepXOUEVOV £iG

10 gTOpa Ketvol 1oV
dvBpwnov,

aAla 1o éxnopevouevov
£K T@D OTOUATOC TOUTO

Kai tpookalzcapevog
RAAw TOv GxAov EAsyev
airoig, Axovoarté Hov
TAVTEC KAl GUVETE:
obdév touv E&whev
10D avhpwmov
EIOOPEVOPE VOV EiG
advtov 8 Svvarat
Kovawcal adtov,

&AAQ Tk 2k TOD
«vOpwnov
éknopeudueva

0TV TQ KOIVODVTIA TOV

NETWR LK FAP €20V
2l TETUTANOPO
UNXW2H THY T 2
AAAX METNINY €O

2tt TETHTANPO IITOY

O TWAX22H THYTII.

KOowvol 1dv
dvBpwnov. &vOpwrov.
And he called the And he ealled the

people to him
and said to them, “Hear
and
understand:
not what
goes
into the mouth
defiles a person, but
what comes
out of the mouth, this
defiles

a person.”

people to him again,
and said to them, “Hear
me, all of you, and
understand: there is
nothing outside a
person that by going
into them can
defile them; but the
things that come
out ofa person are what
defile

them.”

For what

goes
into your mouth will not
defile you, but
what comes
out of your mouth— it is
that which will defile

you”

Whereas the previous example is a case of astriking Mattheanism finding its
way into different contexts in Thomas, this example is a little different. It is,
nevertheless, straightforward in its simplicity,” at least for those who hold
to Markan priority.?® Matthew redacts Mark by adding “into the mouth
.. . out of the mouth,” and Thomas parallels this redactional addition. The
parallels form part of the pericope Matt. 15:1-20, commonly and correctly

19. See already in McArthur, “Gospel According to Thomas,’ 61; idem, “Dependence;”
286.

20. Risto Ure, “Thomas and the Oral Gospel Tradimon,” 23-26, argues effectevely that
“Matt. 15.11 is a Matthean reformmulatien based on Mark 7.15™ (26).
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Matthean Redaction in Thomas

taken to be Matthew’s redactional reworking of Mark 7:1-23. The texts are
close to one another, and little in Matthew’s pericope does not make sense
as Matthew’s characteristic reworking of Mark. In other words, there is no
reason to imagine that he takes over the gloss “into the mouth” from an
independent tradition. He makes the same gloss twice again in this pas-
sage (Matt. 15:17 // Mark 7:18 and Matt. 15:18// Mark 7:20), and it is a word
that occurs frequently in Matthew.* He is simply engaging in characteristic
Matthean clarification of Mark, and Thomas takes over the gloss.?

Those arguing foran independent Thomas suggest either that Matthew
is redacting Mark in line with an independent source,?? or that both Mat-
thew and Thomas are independently attempting to clarif y the saying.** The
dithculty with the former is that it is unnecessary to postulate independent
sources for what is simply a chrif ying addition.?* The more economical ex-
planation is that Matthew has reworked Mark in characteristic fashion and
Thomas is showing his knowledge of that redaction. The latter explanation,
from coincidental redaction, has the advantage of conceding that 7homas,
like Matthew, is secondary to Mark; but it is problematic in that Matthew
has a known tendency to make these kinds of clarificatory additions to
Mark. Thomas, by contrast, is regularly more obscure than the Synoptic
evangelists.”®

21. atéra ("mouth”) is found frequently in Matthew and Luke, who often have the word
where parallels lack it: Matt 44 LXXQD: 5:2 QD:12:34 QC:13:35 LXX M: 15:11 R (2x): 1517 R:
15:18 R; 17:27 M ;1826 LXX M: 21116 LXX R; Luke 2:6:, 70: 4:22: 6:45 QC- 1159 QD; 19:22 QD:;
21215 R; 21:34 R; 22:71 R

22_ There is another possible sign of Thomas carrying over Matthean redaction here.
Bethge retroverts the Coptic TTOU NETUAXX2M THY T (“it is that which will defile you™)
to ToUto xowvwoe Upag (contrast Greeven: Earar T korvoiv Uuacg). This kind of resumptive
ovto6 is feund elsewhere in Matthew's redaction of Mark, e.g.. Matt. 13:19, z0, 23.

23. Sieber, “Redactional Analysis,” 192-93; Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 111.

24. Partersen, Gospel of Thomas: 25 n. 33, “The subject maiter is, after all, ‘eating’; that
both specify what goes into the ‘mouth’ could easily be ascribed to an independent effort by
both authors to <larify the saying.™

25. See also Jammes D. G. Dunn, “Jesusand Ritual Purity: A Study of the Tradition-History
of Mark 715" in E Refoulé, ed., A cause de Evangile: Etudes sur les Synoptiques et les Actes
offertes au P, Jacques Dupont (LD 123; Paris: Cerf. 1985). 251-76; repr. in James D. G. Dunn,
Jesus, Paid and the Law {London: SPCK, 1990), 37-60. Dunn suggests that beth Matthew and
Thomas know a v-ariant Q version of the logion not attested in Luke.

26. Notealso theintrusive prescnce of “Heal the sick among them” in Thoni 14 4. Grant
and Freedman, Secret Sayings, 106,comment on theanomalous nature of this element: “This
command has nothing whatever to do with the subject he is discussing, and it breaks the
continuity of his thought into pieces. Why did he include it? Because it is found in Luke
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The previous fwo examples feature items that at first appear to be rela-
tively minor in Thomas, a distinctive phrase (*kingdom of the heavens™) and
a Matthean redactional addition to Mark (out of the mouth”). I suggested
in chapter 3 that it is important not to play down these kinds of diagnostic
shards and that it is in the nature of the ease that a lot of the evidence in
given parallels will appear to be minor. Other examples of Matthean redac-
tion in Thomas are similar in nature. When “the Pharisees and the scribes”
appear in Thom. 39 (MP2PICAIOC MII IFP2MHA. TEYC), the reader who
knows the Synoptic Gospels might not be particularly impressed with so
familiar a pairing of ansagonists. But the appearance of the pairingis usu-
ally taken as a sign. of Matthew’s redaction in the paratlel (Matt. 23:13 // Luke
12:53) not least because the pairing is characteristic of the evangelist (Matt.
5:20; 12:38; 15:1);*” and, we mightadd, it is the way he has setup his version
of the discourse where it appears, with the Pharisees and scribes occupying
the place of importance at the outset (Matt. 23:2), and repeated six times
in the discourse (23:13, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27).2* In spite of its relatively minor
appearance, it is enough to suggest to Patterson that there must have been
some influence from Matthew in the textual tradition of Thomas,*® even if
not in the original composition.*

10:9, directly after the words about eating what isset before you.” DeConick, Original Gespel,
89-90, is unconvinced. Like almost all the Synoptic parallels it is one of her “lernel savings.”
However, the “heal the sick” command is anomalous not only here in logion 14, but also in
Thomas as a whole. Nowhere else d ces Thomas show any interest in Jesus' or his disciples’
healing activity. Rather. it looks like a little Synoptic fragment, picked up by #Hemas from
Luke10:9.

27. Thus the IQP regerds the pairing as Matthean redaction and tentatively reconstructs
with Luke’s vouxoi Contrast Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 92, who reconstructs with
“Pharisees and scribes.” suggesting atso that '“thomas preserves the original form of thts say-
ing”” For a critique s@e Christopher M. Tuckett, "Q and Thomas Evidence of a Primitive
‘Wisdom Gospel'? A Response to H. Koester,” ETL 67 (1991): 34660 {334).

28_ Examples like this are suggestive rather than conclusive. Thomas bas the pairing in
reverse order, “Pharisces and scaibes™ rather than “scribes and Pharisces” And while most
Q theorists see the “scribes and Pharisees™ here as Matthew’s own addition to the Q verse
attested also in Luke 11:53, Q skeptics are geaerally less sangu'ine about theis ability to recon-
struct Matthew's source material here. Moreaver, the pairing is found on one cear occasion
in Mark, at 75 (cf. also Mark 2:16, “scribes of the Pharisees™; and 721); so, unlike “kingdom of
the heavens,” it is not so clearly a distinctive Matthean phrasing.

29. Patterson, Gospel of Themas, 36, notes that thesc arc “typscally Matthaean opponents™
but suggests that the absence of the pairing else where in Thomas tells against “systematic use
of Mattheiv in the composition of the Thomas collection.™ To borrow a phrase from Farrer,
this is “a plea against apparent evidence” When loodking for Synoptic redaction in Tltemats, it
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Matthean Redaction in Thomas

Nevertheless, without wishingtohave unrealistic expectations, it would
be encouraging also to see something in Thomas that exhibits Matthean in-
fluence at the pericope level and not just the phrasal level. As it happens,
there is something like this, but it is often missed in the literature — the
parable of the Wheat and the Tares.

The Wheat and the Tares (Matt. 13:24-30 // Thom. s7)

The parable of the Wheat and the Tares provides a particularly telling ex-
ample of a Synaptic parable that is taken over secondarily in 7homas. Al-
though the possibility of Thomas’s use of Matthew is sometimes discussed
in the literature, one important element, the apparent parallel with Mark’s
Seed Growing Secretly, is rarely mentioned,? so it is worth saking a mo-
ment to lay out the case. Matthew’s parable appears to be his redactional
expansion of Mark’s parabie of the Seed Growing Secretly (Mark 4:26-29).**
Here are the three pericopae in parallel:

15 in the nature of the casce that the evangelisw’ characteristic expressiens will eccur only ec-
casionally. If they were to occur more frequently, they would get attributed to common eariy
tradition (as Patterson does with “kingdom of heaven, above). For more or the issueof har-
moniation, see above, 56-63; and on this example see above, 55-56. Reinhard Nordsieck, Pas
Thomas-Evangelium: Einleitung; Zur Frage des historischen Jesus; Korumentiewmgaller 114 Lo-
gien (3rd ed.; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2006), 168-69, attempts to play down
the importance of the paralle] between Matthew and Thomas and argues for independence.

30. Comparison with the Greek witness is not much help. P@xy. 655 is really fragmen-
tary in this saying, and nothing remains of lines 39-40 whcre the key pluase would have
occurred. Nevertheless, Fitzmyer, “Oxythyanchus Logoi,” 413, reconstructs the text with oi
yopoaio xai oi ypappareis, for which there is certainly enough space.

31. See further below, n. 43.

32- Neither Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 15-46, nor BeConick, Origiral Gospel, 193-95,
for example, mentions ihe Seed Growing Secretly in this connection. It is not even listed
among DeConick’s “literature parallels” (194-95).

33.Michael Goulder, Midrask and Lection in Matthew {(London: SPCK, 1974), 367, traces
the view to H. ]. Holzmann, Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament (3td ed.; Tibingen:
Mobr, 1901), 248. See R. H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on His Handbook for a Miwed
Church Under Persecution {(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 261-65, for a persuasive case that
“Matthew composed this parable by conftam'ng the paiables of the sower and the sced grow-
ing by itself and by adding a bit of John the Baptist's preaching. His constructing the parable
rules out extracanonical derivamon of the version in Gos. Thom. 57 (263). See too Donald Se-
nior, Matthew (Abingdon New Testament Commentaries; Nashville: Abingdon, 1998), 152-54.
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Mark 4:26-29

Matt. 13:24-30

Thom. 57
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a man who casts
seed upon the soil;
27andhe goesto bed
at night

and gets up by day,
and the seed sprouts
and graws — haw,

he himself does not
know. 28 The soil
produces crops by
itself; first the blade,
then the head, then
the mature grain in
the head. 29 But when
the crop permits, he
immediately putsin
the sickle, because the
harvest has come.”

a man who sowed good
seed in his field;

25 but while the people
were sleeping, his enemy
came and

sowed weeds among the
wheat, and went away.

26 So when the plants
came up and bore grain,
then the weeds appeared
also. 27 And the servants
of the householder came
and said to him, Sir, did
you not sow good seed in
your field? How then has it
weeds?” 28 He said to them,
‘An enemy hasdone this’
The servants said to him,
“Then do you want us to go
and gather them?” 29 But he
said, ‘Ne:lestin gathering
the weeds you 1oet up

the wheat along with them.
30 Let beth grow tegether
until the harvest; and at
harvest time | will tell the
reapers, Gather the weeds
first and bind them in
bundles to be burned, but
gather the wheat inte my
barn.™”

Mark 4:26-29 Matt.13:24-30 Thom. 57
26 And he was 24 Another parable he put Jesus

saying, “The | before them, saying, “The says, “The
kingdom of God kingdom efthe heavens kingdom of the Father
is like may be compared to is like

a man who had [good)
seed.

Has enemy
came by night and
sowed weeds among the
good seed.

The man did not allow
them to pull up the
weeds: he sid to them,
‘I am afraid that you will
ge intending to pull up
the weeds and pull up
the wheatalong with
them’

For on the day of the

harvest the weeds will
be plainly visible, and
they will be pulled up

and burned.”

There are several reasons for seeing Matthew’s parable as his redac-
tional expansion of Mark’s Seed Growing Secreily:**

34. Cf. Charles W. F. Smith, “The Mixed State of the Church in Matthew’s Gespel?” JBL
82 (1963): 149-68 (150-53). C. H. Podd set the standard for the rejection of the notion that the
Wheat and the Tarcs and the Seed Growing Secretly are parallel, Parables of the Kingdom {cev.
ed.; New York: Scribner, 196t), 137. Khyne R. Snodgrass, Stories with Intent: A Comprehensive
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1. Parallel Order. Matthew’s Wheatand Tares appears in the same place
in Matthew as the Seed Growing Secretly appears in Mark, immediately be-
fore the parable of the Mustard Seed (Matt. 13:31-32 // Mark 4:30-32), and
just after the interpretation of the Sower (Matt. 13:18-23 // Mark 4:13-20).%°
In terms of placement, this is Matthew’s parallel to Mark’s parable.

2. The Lack of Matthean Omissions of Markan Material. It is worth
bearing in mind, moreover, that few pieces of Mark have no parallel in Mat-
thew. All of them are odd Markan narrative pericopae {Mark 7:32-36: Deaf
Mute; Mark 8:22-26: Blind Man of Bethsaida; Mark 14:51-52: Man Runs
Away Naked).*® Indeed, this would be the only Markan parable not to ap-
pear in Matthew. It is reasonable to conceptualize the Wheat and the Tares
as in some sense Matthew’s version of Mark’s Seed Growing Secretly.

3. Parallel Content. Matthew’s parable shares the same skeleton as Mark’s
parable, and they have several motifs in common.?” In both stories, a man
sows a seed, the seed grows while he sleeps, and then there is a harvest. The
words in common are faciAsia (kingdom ), avOpwmog (person), kafsvdw (to
sleep), Practavw (to sprout, grow), xdptog (grass), citeg (wheat), xkapmig
(fruit), Oepiopds (harvest). Some of these words are common and it would
be easy to play down their importance. But fAadtavw israre in the Gospels.
[t occurs only here, in parallel, in Mark 4:27 and Matt. 13-.5.°* And it is a
mistake to overlook the importance of clusters of common words, especially
when the words in question are all connecied with key momenss in the plot.>*
It is not as if the only words in common are “and,” “but,” and “therefore””

Guide to the Parables of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eexdmans, 2008), 199-200, also 1esists the idea
that the Wheat and the Tares is Matthew’s redactional reworking of the Seed Growing Se-
cretly, though he thinks that Thomi. 57 is dependent on Mart. 13:24-30 (195-96, 200).

35. Mark 4:21-25 intervenes in Mark, but the material here has all already been used by
Matthew (5:15; 10:26: 7:2; 13712).

36.Seemy Case Against Q, 32-54.

37. Dodd, Parables, 137, simpty denies that the parable is Matthew’s elaboration of Mark’s
Seed Grew ug Secretly: “This does aot seem o me in the feast prebable. The Matthaean
parable stands on its own feet” For a thorough attempt to refute the idea that Matthew’s
Wheat and the Tares is derived from Mark’s Seed Growing Secretly, see Ramesh Khatry, “The
Authenticity of the Parable of the Wheat and the Tares and Its Interpretation™ (PhD diss.,
Westmiaster College, 1991).

38. The only two other occurrences in the New Testament are at Heb. 9:4 and Jas. 5:18.
Cf. Goulder, Midrash, 368, “xa8e5dw, PAactavw, and xdptog are neither commoa wordsnor
inevitable in a harvest parable.”

39. See further David R. Caichpole, “John tlhe Baptist, jesus and the Parable of the Tares,
SJT 31 (1978): 557-70; and for ceunterargument, Khairy, “Authenticity,” 20-22.
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The Matthean parable is, of course, significantly longer than the Mar-
kan one, and it has a key new element, the introduction of an enemy sow-
ing weeds among the wheat, elements that point to Matthean redaction of
Mark.

4. Matthean Imagery and Thought in the Additional Material. The
fresh elements in the parable feature characteristically Matthean imagery
and thought, and they align so well with the interpretation provided by
Matthew in 13:36-43 that it seems likely that it is Matthew himself who re-
dacted the Markan parable to produce the Matthean allegory:*°

o The Enemy: The protagonist has an “enemy” (¢x9po¢, 13:25, 28), identi-
fied as the devil (6tafoAog) in the interpretation (13:39). It is a major
feature of Matthew’s thought that the enemy, the evil one, the devil
stands in opposition to Jesus/the Son of Man and that his influence
continues until the eschaton, when the great separation will take place
(25:41).

o Wheat/weeds contrast: As well as introducing the character of the en-
emy, Matthew introduces the kind of stark, black-and-white contrast
that characterizes his Gospel’s imagery and thought, first introduced in
John the Baptist’s speech (Matt. 3:10, 12 // Luke 3:9, 17), but found also
in the parable of the Sheep and Goats (Matt. 25:3i-46) and elsewhere.
There are no shades; the ten virgins are either wise or foolish (Matt.
25:1-13); the fish are either good or bad (Matt. 13:48).

+ Separation at the eschaton: The separation between good and evil
comes at the eschaton, often expressed in harvest imagery in Matthew,
as here. Wheat and chaff are separated, the wheat to the barn and the
chaffto be burned (Matt. 3:12); the good and bad fish are separated, “the
wicked from among the righteous” (Matt. 13:48-49); and the separation
of good and bad sets up the context for the parable of the Sheep and
the Goats, “He will separate them from one another, as the shepherd
separates the sheep from the goats” (25:32). Agricultural and harvest
imagery do appear to be congenial to Thomas (Thom. 21, 45, 57, 73),
but the motif of apocalyptic separation is not, and is found only here.*!

« Eternal Fire: After the separation has taken place, the key image for the

40. See Goulder. Midmsh, 367-69.

q1. Cf. Thom. mi.1-3, “Jesus says, “The heavens will roll up, and the corth before you. And
whoever isliving from the Living One will not see death.” which suggests adivision between
the in-group and the out-group, alongside cosmic imagery. However, as uswal in Thomads, it is
death rather than judgment that separates. See further below, 186-87.
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punishment of the wicked is eternal, unquenchable fire, en repeated
occasions {Matt. 310, 12; 7:19; 13:50, “into the furnace of fire™; 25:41,
where the goats go to “the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his
angels”). It is a view of hell that coheres with its description as a place
of “weeping and gnashing of teeth” (Matt. 8:12 // Luke 13:28; Matt. 13:42,
305 22:13; 24:51; 25:30)-

» Waiting until the eschaton: A large part of the Wheat and the Tares
is given over to the issue of waiting to uproot the tares until the har-
vest. The impartance of waiting is a repeated theme in Jesus’ parables
in Matthew, perhaps because the delay of the parousia had become a
key concern by the time Matthew was writing. The theme is particu-
larly marked in Matt. 24-25, “My master is not coming for a long time”
(24:48); “the bridegroom was delaying™ (25:5); “after a long time the
master of those slaves came™ (25:19). This theme, of good behavior in
the interim in the face of the sudden return of the Lord, is key to Mat-
thew’s ethics.

Matthew seems to have creatively expanded the Markan parable, re-
taining the skeleton structure but adding elements that transform the par-
able into a tvpical Matthean allegory of good and evil, the devil, a mixed
present world, separation, and future judgment, aligning it with Matthean
imagery and themes found often elsewhere.

If Matthew has redacted the Markan Seed Growing Secretly to create
the parable of the Wheat and the Tares, then Thomas’s familiarity with the
parable has to be traced to Matithew. In other words, there is no earlier form
of the parable on which Thomas could be drawing except, of course, the
Seed Growing Secretly, which he also knows (Thom. 21.10).**

Ifthe parable of the Wheat and the Tares is Matthew’s redactional cre-
ation, it is worth asking whether there are other ways in which Thomas
demonstrates its familiarity with Matthew here. A further element that ap-
parently shows Thomas’s secondary nature here is the parable’s “missing
middle,” and its resulting lack of an antecedent for 112 (“them”) in Thom.
57.3, IEXa( 1IAY. “he said to them, . . " which Wolfgang Schrage took to

42. That the eontemporary interpreter is able to see Mattheyv’s Wheat and Tares parable
as his expansion of Mark’s Seed Giowing Secretly does not, of cowmse, mean that Thomas was
able to do the same. That Zhomas has a parallel to Mark’s Seed Growing Secretly, one of the
few pieces of special Markan material, is itself a swiking phenomenon in the case for Tiiomas’s
knowledge of the Syneplics (see above, 21). See further below, 8o n. 49.
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be a sign of Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew.* This characteristic feature
of Thomas’s use of source material will be treated in detail below (chapter7).

Those inclined to see Thomas as independent of the Synoptics have
never, to my knowledge, discussed the difhculty that arises when Matthew’s
Wheat and Tares is seen as a redactional expansion of Mark’s Seed Growing
Secretly. This is a good example of the dithculty sometimes faced in discus-
sions of Thomas and the Synoptics, where issues that are well known in
discussions of inter-Synoptic relations have not yet trickled down to discus-
sions of Synoptic-Thomas relations. Nevertheless, those inclined toward an
independent Thomas usually note the presence of some features in Thom-
as’s version that are uncongenial, and it is claimed that Thomas witnesses to
an alternative version of the parable.**

It is not just the missing antecedent in the missing middle of the par-
able, however, that points to the secondary and dependent nature of Thom-
as’s version. Even Helmut Koester, a champion of an independent, non-
apocalyptic Thomas, admits that the burning of the weeds at the harvest
time is “possibly a reference to the last judgment.”* Indeed, this is as good
an example as any of a foreign element in Thomas, an apocalyptic, allegori-
cal Synoptic residue.*®

In summary, the presence of this parable in Thomas provides strong
grounds for seeing Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew. Matthew’s parable
is best understood as his redactional re-creation of Mark’s Seed Grow-
ing Secretly, appear'ing at the same point in the narrative, with a similar

43. Schrage, Verhaltnis, 124-26. The point is largely conceded by those arguing for
Thomasine independence. but alongside the suggestion that Thomas is familiar with a hy-
pothet’cal alternam’ve vession; sec J. Sieber, “Redaciional Analysi's,” 168-69; Patteison, Gospel
of Thomas, 46. Cf. DeConick, Original Gospel, 194, who suggests that “both versions of the
parable represent later developments of an earlier form no longer extant.” See also R. McL.
Wilson, Studies, 91.

44. See previous note.

45. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 103.

46. In contrast, for exarmple, wthe daim of Ron Cameron, “Parable and Interpretation
in the Gospel of Thomas,” Foundations & Facefs Forum 242 (1986): 3-39 (19 and 3 4). Cf. Funk
and Hoover. Five Gospels, 505: “Although the version in Thomas lacks the appended allegori-
cal interpretanon, there is a distant echo of the final apocalyptic judgment made explicit in
Matthew. This note is alien to Thomas, so i must have been introduced into the Christian
tradim’'on at an early date, probably by ihe first followers of Jesus who had been disciples of
John the Baptist.” It is siriking to see how the theory of Themas’s independence can lead to
this kind of convoluted selution, when the theory of familiarity with Matthew’s versyon with
its distincmve emphases is both more ecenomical and more plausible.
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structure, and featuring much of the same vocabulary, including one word
(PAacTtdvw, “to grow™) found only here. The elements that are not paral-
leled in Mark are so pervasively Matthean in thought, word, and image that
postulation of an additional Matthew-like Vorlage is unnecessary. And the
parable does not sit particularly well in Thomas, not least given the residue
of apocalyptic imagery that Thomas usually takes care to avoid.*

The curiosity is why 7Thomas includes the parable at all. It is worth not-
ing an apparent fondness for the parables of Matt. 13, every one of which is
paralleled in Thomas (Thom. 8 [/ Matt. 13:47-50, Wise Fisherman; Thom. 9
/] Matt. 13:3-8, Sower; Thom. 20 [/ Matt. 13:31-32, Mussard Seed; Thom. 76
/] Matt. 13:45-46, Pearl; Thom. 96 // Matt. 13:33, Leaven).*® It is a familiarity
that extends also to Mark 4, with a parallel to Mark’s Seed Growing Secretly
(Thom. 21 // Mark. 4:29)*” and parallels to the wording of Mark’s version of
the Mustard Seed (Mark 4:30-32), examples that may point to Thomasine
knowledge also of Mark.*® If indeed Thomas shows his familiarity with the
Synoptic Gospels in this material, it isclear thathe has a particular fondness
for agricultural imagery but that he dislikes the allegorical explanations of
the parables in the Synoptics (Matt. 13:18-23 // Mark 4:13-20 // Luke 8:11-15,
interpretation of the Sower; Matt. 13:36-43, inter pretation of the Wheat and
Tares; Matt. 13:49-50, interpretation of the Dragnet), and these are dropped.
Unlike the Synoptics, Thomas does not have Jesus expounding the meaning
of the parables to those in his circle (Mark 4:10-12 and par.); it is the one
who interprews the secret sayings who finds life (Incipit).

47- Cf_John W. Marshall, “The Gospel of Themas andthe Cynic Jesns,” in William E. Ar-
nafand Michel Desjardins, eds.. ¥VWhose Historical Jests? (Studies in Christianity and Judaism
7: Waterloo, Ont: Wilfrid Laurier Universsity Press, 1997), 37-60, “The intense eschatology
of this kingdom saying is at odds with the tendency within Themas to picture the kingdom
without eatastrophic eschatology™ (55), though Marshall worle with an independent Wiomas
model.

48. Cf. McActhur, “Dependence;” 287 “Agein, if the Gospel of Thomas 1vas completely
independent of Matthew is it not a curious coincidence that it includes all seven of the Para-
bles of the Kingdom found in Mt 13? {see Logia 8, 9,20, 57, 76, 96)”

49. Thomas’s parallel to Mark’s Seed Graw ug Secretly probably shows that like many
modern New Testament scholars, the avthor of Thomas thought of Maithew’s Wheatand the
Tares not as an expanded version of Mark’s parable, but as independent of it. The presence
of parallels to both in 7homas in no way defracts from the ease for Matthew’s redactional
expansion of the Markan parable. It does, however, suggest that Thomas may well have been
familiar with Mark as well as Matthew. See further above, 21, and 78 n. 42.

50. On the evidence for Thomas’s Mustard Seed showing tamiliarity with Mark’s version
of the paable, see Tuckett, “Thormas and the Synoptics,” 149-53.
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Conclusion

The agreed method for detecting signs of Thomas’s familiarity with the Syn-
optic Gospels is the presence of Synoptic redactional elements in Thomas.
Several clear cases of Matthean redaction appear in Thomas. Three eases
are worth special attention. First, “the kingdom of the heavens,” one of the
evangelist’s most distinctive, pervasive, and famous usages, though fre-
quently underestimated, appears twice in Thomas in parallels with Matthew
(Thom. 20, 54). Second, in a passage where Matthew is dependent on Mark
(Matt. 15:u // Mark 7:15), the evangelist’s redactional rewording, “into the
mouth” and “out of the mouth,” appears in Thomas’s parallel (1hom. 14).
Third, Matthews thoroughly characteristic imagery, thought, and language
in the parable of the Wheat and the Tares (Matt. 13:24-30) finds its way into
Thomas’s secondary version (Thom. 57).

Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew’s Gospel, though, only takes us part
of the way. In looking at the extent of the verbatim agreement between
Thomas and the Synoptics in chapter 2, we noticed several clear cases where
Thomas was close also to Luke’s Gospel. It is important, therefore, also to
look at the possibility that Thomas parallels Lukan redactional features.
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CHAPTER 5

Lukan Redaction in Thomas

Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew is strongly suggested by several cases
where Matthean redaction appears in the Gospel of Thomas. The same is
true of Luke in Thomas. There are clear examples of the hand ef the thizd
evangelist appearing in material where Thomas parallels Luke. These make
up the major subject of this chapter. The first example is similar to the par-
allel between Matt. 15:11 and Thom. 14.5. There Matthew’s modification of
Mark appeared in the Thomasine parallel. Here Luke, in triple tradition
material, modifies his Markan source and Thomas shows familiarity with
the Lukan version.’

Mark 4:22// Luke 8:17 // Thom. 5 (P. Oxy. 654.29-31)

Mark g4:22 Luke 8:17 Thom. 5 (P.Oxy. 654.29-31)
oD yap EGTLV KPURTOY QU yap £0TIv KpunTHV [o¥ yap éoltiv kpumTdv
gav un tva gavepwdi, 8 ol gavepdv o ov gave[pov
oVBE éyéveTo yevijoetal, oudg yevijoeTau], ks
andxkpuoyv aAX’ (va amdkpu@ev 3 ob uf teBappévov o o[vx
€A £ic pavepov. yvwobi] xal eig pavepov | éyepbBiioetan]
£A0n.

1. As in the previeus chapter and throughout, I am assuming Markan prionty, for which
L have argued elsewhere (see above, 19 n. 54, for ref erences).
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Mark 4:22 Luke 8:17 Thom. 5 {P.Oxy. 654.29-31)
For there is nothing For nothing is hidden For nothing is hidden
hidden except to that will not be made that will not be made
be manifested, nor manifest, noris manifest, nor buried that
is anything hidden anythiag secret that will | will not be raised.
except to come to light. | notbecome knownand

come to light.

One of the values of this example is that it features in POxy. 654.2 Al-
though the Greek witness here is fragmentary, the impressive eight-word
verbatim agreement with Luke has already sparked interest.* What is fur-
ther striking here is that the agreement occurs with material that is an ele-
ment in Luke’s redactional rephrasing of Mark.* Where Mark uses the aor-
ist passive subjunctive of pavepbw (to manifest) in the clause v pi) tva
@avepwbi) (except to be manifested), Luke rephrases with the relative pro-
noun, anegative, the future middle of yivopat (to make) and the adjective
@avepec (manifest).” This kind of rephrasing might seem trivial, but the
very triviality of the difterences draws attention to a key point. It is the kind
of rephrasing that is best explained on the grounds of Luke’s own literary
styie — there is no need to appeal to a substantive, variant oral tradition to
explain Luke’s literary rewriting. It is a matter of style and not of substance.
Luke has rephrased Mark, and Thomas parallels this Lukan rephrasing.

Those who argue against Thomas’s famiharity with the Synoptics are gen-
erally on the back foot here. Patterson invokes Q (Matt. 10:26b // Luke 12:2b),
suggesting that it is evidence for the circulation of a variant form of the saying,
aform that may have influenced the Lukan redaction in 8217.° But the double
tradition version of the sayingsimply draws attention to the fact that it is pos-

2. Tuckett, “Thomas and ihe Synoptics,” 143, mistakenly attributes it to P.Oxy. 1 but
rightly stresses that “the existence of the verbal agreement in Greek must have some force
here” (146)-

3. Above, 38.

4. On this example see McArthur, “Dependence;’ 287; Tuckett, “Thomas and tlie Syn-
optics’ 145-46; Schrage, “Evangelienz’state,” 259-60; and Gathercole, “Luke in the Gospel of
Thomas,” 125. Sce also the discussion in John S. Kloppenborg, The Tenants in the Vineyard
(WUNT 195; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 244-46.

5. Thiskind of construction is actually rare in the Gospels. Luke uses a similarly con-
structed clause, relative pionoun + negative + future middle indicative, in 21::5, £ y@ yép ddow
VAV GTOMA Kl ooPiav N ov duvijgovial AvTiiGTIval f] RVTETEIY &TavTEs oi RVTIKEIMEVOL DLV,

6. Pattersen, Gospel of Thomas, 21-22; his 6 00 pavepdv yevqorsras (21) sheuld read ¢ ov
PpavepoOV yevijosTan
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sible to word aphorisms like this diff erently; Matt. 10:26 and Luke 12:2 both have
a relative pronoun’ but otherwise do not have each of the Lukan medifications
found in 817.* DeConick asks, “Is this phrase enough to prove Lukan depen-
denceespecially when therest of L[ogion] 5.2 is wildly divergent from Luke 8.7,
particularly the final clause of the passage which is not known in the Thoma-
sine parallel?”™ But this isanother instance of the plagiarist’s charter!® Evidence
of divergence from Luke in parts of Thom. 5'"* does not rule out evidence of
dependence on Luke in the parallelat hand that features verbatim agreement.'?

Mark 6:4 // Luke 4:24 // Thom. 31 (P.Oxy. 1.36-41)

Thom. 31 (P.Oxy. 1.36-

Mark6:4 Luke 4:24 1)

At yer' I(roovg)-
ovx Zariv

etnev 88, Apijv Aéyw

Opiv St odeig

wai £Aeyev avroig O
Inoobg 611 Ok EoTiv

ftpo@i Trlg &tioC £ iy
£v 17) marpd avtov
xai &v TOIG guYYEVEDOIV
adTod kai £V Tij oMiq

npogiinig dextdcéoniv
£v i) mtatpidi avrow.

Sextde npogiyTig
év 1) rav)pidL avrTov,
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And he said, “"Amen,
I say to you that no

prophet is accepted
in his home couantry”

And Jesus was saying fo
them, “A prophet is not
without honor except

in his home country and
among his relatives and
in his house™

Jesus says, “A prophet is
not accepted

in his home eountry,
nor does a physician
perform healings for
those who know him.”

~This receastruction of the Geeek is from J.-E Méoard, LEvawygike slos Thomas HS 5; Leiden: Brill,
1975), 1°7.

7. Greeven reads the relative pronoun in Mark 4:22 too (and also n before xpunTov), ov
Yap £0nv 1 Kpumaey & dav ¢if) Tva pavepuwbiy.

8. The variant foun of the saying in Th omnas 6 also does not alter the case for Thomas’s
knowledge of the ! ukan redactional wording in Luke $a7.

9. DeConick. Or? ginal Gospel, 61.

10. See above, 54-56.

13. For the interesting parallel to the second half of the saving as witnessed by P.Oxy.
634, sec the Oxyrhynchus bunial shroud presented in H.-Ch. Puech, “Un logion de jésus sur
bandelette funéraire.” RHR 147 (1955): 126-29.

12. Nordsieck concedes ihe likelihood of Thormtas’s familianity with Luke, at least via oral
tradition, even if not directly, Thomas-Evangelinm, 43-46.
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Lukan Redaction in Thomas

The word dex1dg (accepted)®’ is used here in Thom. 31 (P.@xy. 1.36-41)
in the saying, “A prophet is not accepied (§sx1é<) in his home country”” This
is striking because it is the word that is used in Luke’s redactional reformu-
lation (Luke 4:24) of Mark, who has atpog (Mark 6:4 // Matt. 13:57). On
the premise of Markan priority, Luke is rewording his Markan source in the
light of his (Luke’s) recent quotation of Isa. 58:5 earlier in thesame passage
(Luke 4:19), where dcx16( is also used.

As Snodgrass points out,*? the word is uncommon in the New Testa-
reent. It occurs only here (Luke 4:19, 24) in the Gospel tradition.'* It is Lu-
kan redaction of Mark, appearing here in Thomas. Apparently, the exaraple
satisfies the desired criterion with little fuss. Indeed, several of those who
argue for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics highlight the case,'®a case
that is appealing in its siraplicity because it is straightforward to see Lukes
redaction of Mark, a redaction that appears here in Thomas, and which is
available in one of the Greek fragments, P.Oxy. 1, so that no retroversion
from the Coptic is necessary.'”

Life is rarely so simple, however, and the literature contains several ar-
guments for Thomas’s independence, as when Sieber argues that Luke was
familiar with a pre-Markan version of the logion, and that he chose this over

13. The Coptic here in NH 87, 5-6 is @M, which cozresponds to Wik in the Coptic of
Luke 4:24, io contrast to CHW for &upec at Mark 6.4 // Mait. 13:57. See also Schrage, Verhiilt-
nis, 75; and Fieger, Thomasevangelium, 117-18.

14 Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 31-32. DeConick, Original Gospel, 140, misreads
Snodgrass’s argument as appealing to “a hapax legomenon, appearing nowhere else in the
Gospels,” but the word 8zxvé¢appearstwice here in Luke, in 4:19 and 24, and this is the key
issue in the argument made by Snodgrass and others.

15. See also Acts 10:33; 2 Cor. 6:2, which quotes isa. 49.8; and Phil. 428.

16. Schrage, Verhaltnis, 75-77, H. Schurmann, “Das Thomasevangelium und das lu-
leanische Sondergut.” BZ 7 (1963): 236-60 (237-38): repr. in H. Schiirmann, Tmditionsgeschicht-
liche Untersuchungen zu den synoptischen Evangelien (Dusseldecf-. Patmos-Verlag, 1968), 228-
47: McAnthur, “Gospel Aceording to Thomas,” 68-69: Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 31-32:
Fieger, Thomasevangelium, 11;-18; Tuckeit, “Thomas and the Synoptics;’ 1¢3, but with more
caution; Gathercole, “Luke inthe Gospel of Thomas, 126.

17. Cf. W. ). Lyons, “A Prophet Is Rejected in His Home Town (Mark 6.4 and Parallels): A
Study in the Methadological (In)Consistency of the Jesus Seminar,” JSHJ 6 (2008): 59-84, “By
altering the Markan saVing so that the wo rd dexrdc (acceptable’) is repeated within a context
of rejection only five vecses later, Luke has created a deeply ironic echo, foregrounding the no-
tion of what is or is nnt acceptable for his ensuing account onfJesus” ministry. Since the word
Sextdg possesses a positive connomation, the sonditional constructron that was necessary for
Mark’s negamve term Gryrec (‘without honour’) was rendered redundant. The Lukan saying
was thus simplified into an absolute sentence™ {71).



Thomas and the Gospels

Mark’s version because he had happened to use the word 8extog recently, in
his quotation of Isa. 58:5."® But this convoluted explanation is hardly more
plaus'ble than the simpler alternative, that Luke has redacted Mark'® and that
Thomas shows his knowledge of that redaction. It is only the presence of the
parallel in Thomas and the attempt to establish its independence of the Syn-
opties that generates arguments of the kind supported by Sieber. The argu-
ment for independence is then bolstered by an appeal to Bultmann,”® whose
form-critical analysis here works on the basis of the problematic notion that
brief apophthegmata like that found in 7hom. 31 necessarily precede narra-
tive, a form-critical “canon” that does not ssand up to scrutiny.*

In short, then, both 1hom. 5 and Thom. 31 provide good examples of
Luke’s redaction of Mark appearing in the Thomasine parallels, pointing
to Thomas’s familiarity with the Gospel of Luke. These exaniples are all the
stronger for featuring in two of the Greek witnesses of 1homas, P.Oxy. 1
and 634, where there are no issues about translation or retroversion. Given
the limited extent of the Oxyrhynchus fragments, and the limited set of
triple tradition parallel examples among them, it is necessary also to look
at examples of Lukan redaction appearing in Coptic Thomas, including this
example from the Lukan special material.

18. Sieber, “Redactional Analys'is, 22-23. Seealso Helmut Koester, “GNOMAT DIAPHO-
ROTI: The Origin and Nature of Div-ersification in the History of Early Chrisiianity,” HTR 58
(1965): 279-318; repr. in Robinson and Koester, Trjectories, 114-57 (129-31); Patterson, Gos-
pel of Thomas, 31-32; DeConick, Original Gospel, 120-41. Zockler, Jesu Lehsen, 43-44, invokes
Bultmann and Wendling against Schrage {see a. 20 below) but remarkably discusses only the
Markan parallel and does not menwon Luke

19. For the ease that Luke 4:16-30 in toto is Lulee’s redaction of Mark 6:1-6. and is not
based on independent traditi'onal matenal, sec Goulder, Luke, 299-310.

20. All those mentioned in n. 18 cite Bultmann. History of the Synoptic Tradition, 31-32,
with appro wl, itself dependent here on Emil Wendling, Die Entstefrung des Martus-Evange-
liums: Philologische Unitersuchungen (Tub uzen: Mohr, 1908), 53-36. But Bulimann’s thesis is
not economical. He recognizes that Luke constructs 4:16-30 on the pattern of Mark 6:1-6, but
then addsthat he uses the “nepaPols) which had been handed down inanothercontext™ (32).
Mariin Dibelius, From Tiad:tion to Gospel (ET: London: Ivor Nicholson and Watson, 1934),
is more cautous, ‘I no fonger believe that the whole passage had been developed out of this
say'ing” (110). Another element at work here is the apparently prophetic nature of Bultmann’s
form-czitical analysis: he only had the Oxythynchus fragments to work with. But there is
nothingimpressive about the apparent foresight. Those arguing for Thomasine independence
ar¢ indebted to Robinson and Koester’s Trajectories modcl, which develops out of Bultmann’s
legacy.

2i. On the problems with the kind of form-critical analysis thatassumes that the 1cadi-
tien begins with compact sayvings and expands to larger naceative units, see below, 145-50.
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Rich Fool (Luke 12:15-21 // Thom. 63)

Thomas’s parable of the Rich Fool features several Lukan elements. These
elements are often played down in the literature, and the case for Thomas
having derived its version from Luke is underestimated. As usual, it helps
to view Thomas in synopsis in order to see the similarities and differences

as clearly as possible:

Lvke12:15-21

Thom. 63

12215 einev 8¢ npoG avTolG. Opate kai
@vAdaaeols and naong mAsovefiag,
Gt oUK £v T@ Teplooceety Tivi i) (o
autov £GTIV EK TRV LAGPXOVIWY QUTE.
16 einev 82 mopafoliv npodg avroi
Aédywv-

avBpamov TLveg Aoucion DPOPNCEY
1 Xwpa. 17 xai Siedoyileto év davek
Afywv- T 10131Gw, OTLOVK Exw OV
ovvadw Tovg Kapmovg pov; 18 kai
£ITEV. TOUTO TOVIoW, xabeAd@ pov Tag
amodikag kai geilovag oikodopiiow
xai ovvalw éxel mavra TOV gitov Kai
taayaba pov. 19 kai 2pw Th) yoxy
pov- Yoy, Exeig toAla ayaba keipeva
£ig #1n) MOAAG- &vanavow, @aye, Tis,
eb@paivov. 20 einev & avr@ 6 Beoc:
agpwyv, TaVT] T VUKTI TV yuxiv cov
ATAITOVSIY ANd 6ou- & 8% f|tothasac,
tiviEoTay; 21 obTwG 6 Onoavpilwv
£avT® Kai un € Bedv TAoUTGV.

neExXEC xe

HEYTI OYPWHE HOAAOYCIOC
EVTITA MMAY 11222 NIXPHM2
AEX2( XE THaP XPWL lit> XPHMA
XEKAAC EEmAX0TaAWR]C2
HTaTWEE HTANOY2 HIAE2WP
IIKAPNOC Wina. X E P sPw2
LAY

HAEL ENeqHESYE SPO0Y 2H
OSUZHT

AY W 21l TOYWH ETHHAY agHOY

RETEYH HaXE HHO(Y
H2PEUCBTM
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Luke 12:15-21

Thom. 63

15 Then he said to them, “Watch out!
Be on your guard against all Xinds of
greed; a man’s life does not conmsist in
the abundance of his possessions.”

16 And he told them this parable: “The

a good crop. 17 He thoughtto himself,
‘What shall I do? I have no place to

store my crops.’

18 Then he said, “This is what I will do.
1 will tear down my barns and build
bigger ones, and there I will store all
my grain and my goods. 19 And I will

things laid up for many years. Takelife
easy; eat, diink, and be merry™

very night your life will be demanded
from you. Then who will get what yon
have prepared for yourself?’

21 This is how it will be with anyone
whao stares up things: fr him.self hat is
not rich toward God.”

ground of a certain rich man produced

say to myself, “You have plenty of good

20 But God said to him, “You fool! This

Jesus said:

“Thete was a rich man who had many
possessions.

He said: ‘I will use my wealth to sow
ray field, to plant, to fill my barn with
harvest, so that need will not touch
me.

Such were the things that he thought
in his heart. But during that night, he
died.

Whoever has ears to hear, let them
hear!”

The Lukan nature of the parable is clear from several features, all of which

are shared by Thomas:

1. Example Story

There are four “example stories” among the Gospel parables. None is in

Matthew; none is in Mark. All four appear in Luke, and just one of them,

the Rich Fool, has a parallel in 2homas:

88

The Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37)

The Rich Fool (Luke 12:15-21 // Thom. 63)

The Rich Man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31)

The Pharisee and the Tax Collector (Luke 18:9-14)




Lukan Redaction in Thomas

These Beispielerzalilungen or “illustration stories” have been recognized
as unique in the parable tradition since Jiilicher.** It is a self-explanatory
category, defined by B. B. Scott as a story that has “no figurative element but
offers an example of correct behavior or of negative behavier to avoid.”*
Unlike other parables, this one has a straightforward moral designed to be
drawn directly from the narration itself, the point being that the accumula-
tion of wealth is futile given the unpredictable arrival of death.

The example story is a Lukan trademark, and it is continuous with oth-
er features typical of his approach to parables, which have more developed,
three-dimensional human characters, with a marked ethical, hortatory di-
mension. Somewhat surprisingly, literature on Thomas rarely notices that
the Rich Fool is an example story, a symptom of the comman ditficulty of
Thomas experts and Synoptic experts not talking to one another.

2. Rich, Poor, and Eschatological Rever sal

One of the pervasive themes of Luke’s Gospel is eschatological reversal, es-
pecially involving rich and poor. It is in the signature pieces of the Magni-
ficat (1:46-55), the Beatitudes and Woes {6:20-26), and the parable of Dives
and Lazarus (16:19-31). The rule, for Luke, is that the poor will be rewarded
and the rich will receive nothing — the roles will be reversed.*! This par-
able plays into that scenario, with the rich man unable to enjoy his wealth.
Although Thomas too has iw fair share of anti-rich sentiment (see below),
this is the only occasion where fate intervenes to level the scores, in contrast
with Luke.

3. Interior Monologue

Interior monologue, or soliloquy, is a regular feature of Luke’s parables. His
characters frequently give the reader insight into their motivations through
soliloquy, the Prodigal Son in 15:17-19, the Unjust Steward in 16:3-4, the Un-

23 A lilicher. Die Glerchnisraden Jesu (2nd ed.; 2 vols; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck|, 1910),
1:112-25 and 583-64t. Tircker (see n. 23) notes that the distinction actually predates Jiilicker.

23 B. B. Scott, Hear Then the Parable: A Commentary on the Parables of Jesus (Min-
neapolis: Fortzess, 1989), 9. The major discussion of example stories is found in Jeffrey T.
Tucker, Exainple Storiess Perspectives on Four Paiables in the Gospel of Luke USNTSup 162
Shetheld: Sheffieid Asademic Press, 1998). Tucker wishes to erase the classificauon but I am
notpersuaded; sec myreviewitin RRT 6 (1999): 387-88_ See further my Goulder and the Cos-
pels: An Examination of a New Paradigin (JSNTSup 133; Sheffield: Shefheld Academic Press,
1996), 213-16.

24. See further my Case Against Q, 136-38.
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just Judge in 18:4b-5.>> There is just one example outside Luke, in the Ten-
ants in the Vineyard (Mark 12:6 // Matt. 21:37 // Luke 20:13), where Luke
enhances the soliloquy he takes over from Mark. Moreover, Luke’s solilo-
quies have a distinctive form: the characters reflect on their circumstances,
sometimes with i moumjow (What shall I do?), and they follow on with a
statement about what they will do.?*

Thomas, by contrast, only has interior monologue in parallel with the
Synoptics, here in the Rich Fool, and briefly in the Tenants in the Vine-
yard.*” Of course, one might say that this is not a Lukanism taken over by
1homas. One could argue that Luke has enhanced the soliloquy here, in the
parable of the Rich Fool, to make it conform more closely to his parable
soliloquies elsewhere, so that an earlier version of the parable might have
looked more like the version in Thomas. Careful attention to the synopsis of
Luke and Thomas, however, makes this unlikely. Luke sets up the soliloquy
in characteristic fashion, xai dteAeyilete év éavt® Aéywv (“and he debated
in himself, saying . . . ;” Luke 12:17). This is missing in Zhormas’s secasting of
the parable. It has just the typically terse Thomasine NEXa.(| X€E (“he said
...”), which leaves open the possibility that the man is saying this aloud
to an audience. But then the author appears to betray his knowledge of
the earlier element in the Lukan narrative, in a manner analogous to Syn-
optic editorial fatigue, when he writes a€l nene(Meey e cPeeyY oM
neq2uT (“such were the things he was thinking in his heart™). As with his
recasting of the parable of the Wheat and the Tares, the phenomenen of the
missing middle rears its head.?® Here, as there, Thomas drops the middle
part of a story only to betray his knowledge of it in the subsequent mate-
rial, inadvertently showing the reader his familiarity with the Synoptics. In
cases like this, the author of Thomas appears to be a much less sophisticated
storyteller than the Synoptic authors, especially Luke.”

25. Notice also the Pharisee’s and the tax collector’s prayers in 18:9-14.

26. See my Goulder and the Gospels, 169-71, for lurther desail.

27. Here too Thomas shows his famihiarity with the Lukan version of the parable. Thom-
as’s HEWaK (“perhiaps™) parallels Luke’siows (“perhaps,” Inke 20:13) in the vineyard owner’s
soliloquy; this occurs only here in the New Testament. and tt€@K occurs only in tbis pas-
sage, twice. in Thomas; <f. Schrage, Verkaltnis. 140.

28. See below, 111-12.

29. The interror monologue is seldom discussed in literature about the refationship be-
tween Thomas and Luke. A rarc exocepti'on s Philip Sellew, “Intenor Monologue as a Nanative
Device in the Parables of Luke,” JBL 11 (1992): 239-53, who helptully descnbes interior mono-
logue as “a signature device of Luke the author™ (25t). He dees not, however, see Thomas as
dependent on Luke feor the device heie because he wodks with thie auionomous Thomas model.
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There is agood case, then, for seeing f eatures that characterize the hand
of Luke getting carried over into Thomas, the very form of the parable as
an “example story,” eschatological reversal involving rich and poor, and the
use of interior monologue. However, Thomas’s Rich Fool is eften regarded
as clearly independent from Luke. For Patterson, it is “all but impossible”
that Thomas derived his version of the parable from Luke 12:16-21.>° He sug-
gests that the Lukan version of this parable features major embellishments.
The wealth of the man and the size of the harvest are stressed (12:18-19); the
divine scolding is explicit (12:20); Luke has a “generalizing conclusion™ lack-
ing in Thomas; and the framing of the unitis Lukan, with additional mate-
rial introducing the parable (12:13-14 // Thom. 72) and a different speech
following on from it (Luke 12:22-31 /f Matt. 6:25-34; cf. Thom. 36). Thomas,
Patterson says, has none of these features. Where he has parallels to the ma-
terial Luke uses to frame this unit (Thom. 72 and 36), these appear in differ-
ent parts of his collection. Thomas itself has secondary features, he says, but
they are ditferent from Luke’s. Thus Thomasappearsto be ignorant of Luke’s
specific version of this parable. Patterson concludes that he has derived it
from a separate tradition history.*

This is not the most fruitful way to find out whether Thomas knows
Luke. The absence of certain alleged secondary elements in Thomas need
not indicate Thomas’s ignorance of Luke. It mightsimply show that Thomas
chose not to use certain elements in Luke, especially as most of the elements
listed by Patterson are about the narrative framing of the parable in Luke
and not about the parableitself. Thomas rarely has the same narrative frame
as any Synoptic pericope, and it is unsurprising that the sayings gospel is
consistent in lacking that narrative frame here.

Moreover, a good case can be made for Thomas’s knowledge of the Lu-
kan framing of the parable, which he has transferred to another context:

3e. Patterson. Gospel of Thomas, 48.

31. Ibid., 47-48. Similarty Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, t55, “This logion seems simpler and
morearchaiccompared to . .. Luke 12:16-21. The Thomas version is cettainly not derived from
Luke’s versi'on of the narrative, which conbains several secendary elements”” Riley, “1nfluence
of Thomas Christianity,” contends that this parallel provides evidence of Thomasine redac-
tion appearing in Luke, since nep1owng (divider, aibitrator) is more congenial to Thomas than
to Luke. His contenti'on that the word is new and awkward in Luke is unnecessary;it comes
quite naturally from jepicagfan in Luke 1213. And pepurtic is not a “title for Jesus or a title
for Jesus to deny” in Luke (231); it is simply part of a characteristicalty Lukan narrative setup.
That the term is cengenial to Thomas is probably the eccason for Thomas's use of it and inter-
estin 1t
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Luke 12:213-14 Thom. 72

einev 8¢ T 2k TOO SxAov adTgr [Re]xe oyploH]e td XE
Sidackale, tind T adelepw pov XOOCItACHHY Wix EYRAOADWE
pepioacfal pet’ £pod tv kAnpovoplav. | TNz y FARASIWE HFHAEL

14 6 82 cinev avTW- &vBpwns, TV ue nexad 12 xX€ w NPwHe M 0e
KATEQTHOEV KPITT|Y f] peproTHv £’ NTa2xAT iipeEqnRE

VUES, AUKOTY AREUMA-SNTHC NEXA(

1AY XE HH cEWeeriipeynowe

And someone from the crowd Aman

said to him, “Teacher, tell my brother to | szid to him, “Tell my brothers to
divide the inherivance w'th divide my father’s possesstans with
me.” But he said to him, “Man, who me” Hesaid to him,"“ O man, who
appointed me as judge or arbitrator has made mea divider?” He turned
over you?” to his disciples and said, “I am not a

divider, am 177

The texts are very close to one another, and pieptoTii¢ (divider, arbitrator)
appears only here, in Luke 12:14, in the New Testament.?” The correspond-
ing NWWE appears only here in Thomas.”>” The material is transformed in
Thomas from Luke’s introductory foil comment to a ireestanding logion,
recraflied 1 support Themas's oft-repeated Lheme of singularity and divi-
sion, where it provides a fine excuse for Thomas to add a concluding saying,
“I am not adivider, am 12" much more congenial to Thomas’s interests than
it would be in its Lukan context before the parable of the Rich Foo

Reminders of its origin in Luke are evident not only in the Lukan in-
troductory foil from an anonymous member of the crowd introduced by

LBAl

32. On the text-critieal issues here, see the authoridative artticle by Tjitze Baarda, "Luke
1213-14: Text and Transmission from Mar-ion to Augustine,” in ). Heldemman and S. J.
Noorda, eds., Eady Transiussion of Words of fesus: Thomas, Tatan and the Text of the New
Testament (Amsterdam: VU Boekhandel and Uitgeverij, 1983}, n7-72, which concludes that
the original reading in Luke 12:14 is kgemqjv ] peproiv (131).

33. Three times in Tho:n. 72, but nowhere else in Thiomas. Both Bethge and Greeven
retrevert to pspi0Tiic. Seealso MW (divide) in Thom. 61. 1t is worth remembering Snodgrass’s
comments ("Gospel of Thomas." 26} about the hapax legomena as signs of Thoinas’s familiar-
ity with Luke Snodgrass is not here indfmed 10 press the occurrence of this one since it is in
L material ("Gospel of Thomas,” 35). The point ean be nuanced. though, by separating the
discussion into two stages — 8rst, the evvdence of a direct link between the texa (cf. chapter
2 above); and second, the evidence of Lukan redaction in Hsemas.

34. The case for Luke’s knowledge of Thorrn. 72 is made in Riley, “Influence of Thomas
Christiamty™; and refuted in Gathercole, “Luke in the Gospel o f Thomas,” 139-41.
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11§ (cf. 9:57; 11:27; 13:23; 14:15),>” but also in the use of the vocative &vOpwmne
(O, man), used three times elsewhere by Luke (5:20; 22:58, 60), each time
in redactional additions to Mark,™ and here paralleled in Thomas (W
MPWHE).*” Furthermore, the motif of brothers asking about their inheri-
tance has a distinctly Lukan ring. Luke’s parable of the Prodigal Son (15:11-
32) has a similar setting, with two brothers and an inheritance up for grabs.
The adoption and development of a similar idea here may well be due to the
evangelist.>®

The only elements in Patterson’s list that are not related to Luke’s nar-
rative frame are the additional details about the wealth of the man, the size
of the harvest (Luke 12:18-19), and the explicit divine rebuke (12:20). These
difterences are not surprising. The lack of detail here is typical of the ten-
dency toward greater brevity in his parables. In other words, it is asymptom
of his typical redactional tendency rather than a witness to form-critically
derived greater primitivity.** And it is difficult to imagine Thomas includ-
ing divine speech of the kind that occurs here in Luke (with 8¢6¢, 12:20).*°
Not only do we never hear God’s voice in Thomas; we rarely hear about God
(Dcé¢) at all, and when the character does occur, the context is negative
(Thom. 100).™

The dithculty with Patterson’s argument, though, is that it proceeds on
thebasis of the differences between Thomasand Luke. The case for Thomas’s
familiarity with Luke proceeds rather fram an analysis of the similarities

35. See further on this Lukanism below, 100-102.

36. Cf. Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas.” 35; Baarda, “Luke 12.13-14," 160.

37. The usage is not, however, alien in Thomas. NPWHE occurs againr in Salome’s ad-
dress to Jesus in Thom. 61. @n the minor difference between Coptic Thormas and Luke here,
see Baardo, “Luke 12.13-14," 159, “Onc should not shiess the small incongruity between (@
NPAHE) [c] and Luke (GvBpwne alone). In keeping with Koine usage, the use of the vocative
particle @ is not frequent in the New Testament” (The word “Thomas™ should be supplied
after “between’)

38. For the case that the framing is a Lulean creation, see Goulder, Luke, 535-36, but
already suggested in A. Loisy, LEvangile selon Luc (Paris: E. Nourry, 1924), 344-45. For Schiir-
man, “Thomasevangelium,” 2.43-14, Thomas is dependent on Luke, but Luke is here depen-
dent on Q.

39. See further below. 145-50.

40. God appears as a characteronly in other Lukan parables, Luke 18:1-3 (Unjust Judge),
“there was a judge who neither feared God nor had respect for people. . . . “Though I have no
fear of God and ne respect for anyone’ (vv. 2 and 4; f. v2 7); and Luke 18:9-14 (Pharisec and
Tax Collector), “God, I thank you. .. . God, be merciful to me” (vv. 11 and 13).

4i. Note also the occurrence of “kingdom of God™ ia Thom. 27 (P.Oxy. 1} and possibly in
Thom. 3 (POxy. 654); see further above, 35.
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between the two texw, and noting the distinctively Lukan natuse of the
common features. The parable of the Rich Fool is strikingly Lukan, and a
good case can be made that Luke is the source of Thomas’s knowledge of
the parable.

Given the Lukan nature of the parable, it is worth asking why it misht
have appealed to Thomas. What were the features that might have made this
example story stand out to Thomas where others of Luke’s example stories
did not? It is always important to ask these questions since it is clear that,
on the assumption of Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics, he hasa large
number of parables to choose from, and there are many apparent rejects.
Here it is easy to imagine what might have attracted Thomas to the parable.
1t has a negative attitude to worldly wealth, and this wealth is associated
with death. Hostility to wealth & found throughout Thomas, perhaps most
clearly in 110, *Whoever finds the world and becomes rich, let them re-
nounce the world”” Death is a major theme in the Gospel of Thomas.*> Unlike
Mark and Matthew, in Luke and 7Thomas natural death appears in parables,
Dives and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31) and the Hidden Treasure (Thom. 109), a
point that may reflect the later dates of Luke and Thomas when compared
with Mark and Matthew, which only have violent or eschatological deaths.

No doubt Thomas found in this story a narrative that illustrated the im-
portance of seeking Jesus while there is still the chance to do so, expressed
clearly in the typically Thomasine saying 59, which occurs only shortly be-
fore the parable of the Rich Fool, “Take heed of the Living One while you
are alive, lest you die and seek to see him and be unable to do so.” Here,
in logion 63, is a man who does not take heed of the Living One while he
is alive, instead falling prey to the corrupting worldly wealth that Thomas
so despises. It is not surprising that Thomas found this story cengenial, in
spite of the fact that its form and storytelling techniques are not Thomasine
staples.

It is straightforward to see why Luke’s other three example steries would
not have appealed to Thomas. None is congenial. Luke 16:19-31 (Dives and
Lazarus) is all about the afterlife, Abraham’s bosom and Hades, with which
Thomas is unconcerned, and still less the climax of the story about resur-
rection from the dcad and listening to Moses and the prophets, about which

42. Sce further below, 186-87. Death and dying appearsin a variety of ways in Thomas:
avoiding experiencing death (Zhom. 1, 18, 19, 85, 211); death and coepses (Thom. 11); death
robbing one of the chance io seek the living one (Thom. 59); one dying, one living (thom. 61);
ene’s images net dying (Thom. 84); man with the trcasure feld dies (Thom. 109).
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Thomas has nothing positive to say.*” The Pharisee and the Tax Collector
(Luke 18:9-14) tells a story about two men at prayer in the temple; Thomas
has no positive references to the temple or to prayer or to God,** the key
motifs in this parable. The Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) would also have
been uncongenial to Thomas, with its grounding in key Old Testament texts
like Deut. 6:5 and Lev. 19:18, and still further with its ethic of helping the
stranger, which is foreign to Thomas.*

Factors like these make Thomass familiarity with Luke’s Rich Fool
much more likely than is usually assumed. The dithculty, though, when
analyzing Thomasine parallels with L material is that there are no other
extant versions with which to compare Thomas. For those who are inclined
toward a conservative perspective on L, it might always be claimed that the
Thomas version independently witnesses to a version of the parable inde-
pendent of Luke. DeConick, for ins#ance, thinks of it as “a fine example of
an independent oral multiform.”*® Like Patterson and others, though, she
does not comment on or account for the pervasively Lukan elements like
the example story and the rich man’s soliloquy. Others have missed the Lu-
kan nature of the parable because it sometimes gets treated as a Q parable,
in spite of its lack of parallel in Matthew;*” a classification that can throw
people off the scent. An origin in Q also fails to account for the Lukan cast
of the parable.

If there is a pre-Lukan source for the Rich Fool, though, one does not
have to look far. Sirach 11:17-19 has a short parable that may well have influ-
enced Luke:*®

43. See furtherbelow, 187-91.

44. For the temnple, there is only Thom. 71, on which see below. 167-68. For Wromas and
God, see above, 93. For Thormas and prayer. note especially Thosn. 14, “1f you pray, you will be
condemned™; and cf. Thom. 104.

15 Perhaps too, “Be gassers-by” in Wrom. 42 rather eontradicts the parable of the Good
Samaritan, where the ones who passed by are the villains of the piece. The only place where

Thomas implies contact with outsides is in Thornt. 14, “When you go into any land and walk
about in the districts, if they receive you, eat what they will set before you, and heal the sick
ameng them™; but even here the all-imporsant prerequisite is, “if they receireyou.”

46. DeConick, On genal Gospel, 208.

47. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 97-98. for example, deals with this parable as part
of his discussion of Thomas’s parallels with Q, without even noting the lack of a Matthean
parallel The pericope does not make it into e Critical Edition of Q. 324-25.

48. I am grateful to Stevan Davies for drawing my attention to this parallel, which is
carely neted inthe literature on Thomas.
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17 The Lord’s gift remains with the devout, and his favor brings lasting
success. 18 One becomnes rich through diligence and self-denial, and the
reward allotted to him is this: 19 when he says, “I have found rest, and
now [ shall feast on my goods!” he does not kaow how long it will be
until he leaves themn to others and dies. (NRSV)

Given Luke’s apparent familiarity with Ben Sira elsewhere in his
Gospel,*” and Thornas’s apparent ignorance of Ben Sira, it is more likely that
the story is mediated to Thomas via Luke than that he has independently
adapted it, particularly given the Lukan nature of several of the elements
common to Luke and 7Thomas.>®

Conclusion

Several parallels petween 7homas and Luke show clear sigas of Lukan re-
daction and suggest Thomas’s familiarity with the third Gospel. Luke’s re-
wording of a triple tradition passage (Luke 8:17) appears verbatim in one of
the Greek witnesses of Thomas, at Thom. 5. Similarly, in Thom. 31 another of
the Greek witnesses features Luke’s own redactional rewording of another
triple tradition passage {(Luke 4:24). A turther example occurs in the L ma-
terial, where several distinctively Lukan elements in the Rich Fool parable
(Luke 12:15-21) appear in the parallel in 7hom. 63. These diagnostic shards
point to Thomas’s familiarity w-ith Luke’s Gospel. But there is one example
that is stronger than any of these, and it deserves a chapter of its own.

29. NA* lists the following garallels Sir. 1:30, cf. Acts 13:10; Sir. 4:3¢, cf. A<k 20:35; Sir.
10:14, cf. Luke 1:52; Sir. 11219, cf. Luke 10:19; Sir. 1926, cf. Acts 12210, Sir. 24:32, cf. Acts 2:3g; Sir.
28:7,<f. Acts 17:30; Sir. 28218, cf . Luke 21:2.4; Sir_ 35212, of. Acts 1034, Sir- 35:23, of. Luke 187; Sir.
367, cf. Acts 2:11; Sir. 48:5, cf. Luke 7:22; Sir. 48220, cf. Luke 1a7; 9:8; Sir. 48:12, cf. Acts 2:4; Sir.
48:31,cf. Acts 12:23; Sir. 50:20, cf. Luke 24 20; Sir. 30:22, cf. Luke 24:53; Sir. 317, cf. Matt. niz2s /f
Luke 10:21. Luke 10:19 in that list isan error for Luke 12:19 (eorrect in the margia of the latter).

50. Snodgrass does not see any “dicect dependence™ on the Ben Siia passage, but he dis-
cusses it in terms of “Jesus’ familiarity with literature such as Sirach™ (Storzes wvih Intent, 397).
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CHAPTER 6

A Special Case: Thomas 79 and Luke

One saying in Thomas proves so strikingly Lukan that it deserves separate
treatment. Thonas 79 features language, setting, imagery; and theology that
are so at home in Luke that the term “diagnostic shards” risks understating
the case for Thomas’s familiarity with Luke. Moreover, while the parallel has
occasionally been noticed in the scholarship, its potential fer pointing to
Thomas’s relationship with Luke has generally been underestimated.

As usual, it is helpful to begin with a synopsis of the passages. Thomas
79 has parallels to two passages in Luke, 12:27-28 and 23:29. The latter is an
element in Luke’s Passion Narrative, and a little extra Lukan context willbe
helpful.

Luke 11:27-28; 23:27-31 Thom. 79

‘Eyévero 82 &v 1@ Aéyelv avTov Tadbra
£napada T« @uvijv yovi) éx 1ob 6YAov | MNexe eyc2iM[€] 1. 2H NHHYE

ginev abr@- Maxapiaj xokia X€ neeT[C] [)e2H

1} faoTd0aCd OF K ai Laotoi 0dg 1220 22POK 2. YW NKI[B]E €UT22
tBiilacag- 28 adrog St einev- Mevouv Cal®YUK nexad Wa[c] xe
Hakapiol oi axovoveg TOV Adyov HECR.TOY INENT 22CWIH AM.OrOC
Tob B20v xai uAaccovTeg. HEIWT aYaPe2 cPo(| 2N ®YHE
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Luke 11:27-28; 23:27-31

Thom. 79

23:27 HxodovBe1d¢ avt@ nov
nATBoG Tov Aaod xai yvvatkwv at
gxoItovTo Kai é8prjvouv

avtov. 28 arpayeic 02 MPdC ahTac ¢
Inoovg einev- Ovyatépes Tepovoalijy,
Wi KAQETE EN Epé. AYV €9’ EauTag
kAaiete kat xi 1A TEKVA Lp@v,

29 &1t oL Epxovral fjppar év aig
é¢podorv, Maxapiau

ai orelpat kai at koAt al

oUK £y£vvriaav Kai pactol ot

ovk EBpeyav. 30 ToTe GpEovrat Aéyew
wi Speorv- [lecete ¢’ fuag, kai voig
Bouvvoig, Kakvyare ijpag- 31 611 i

&v W Dypw EVAW Tavta nowdowy, év
™w Enpid Ti yévnrae,

OYi21200Y M2P QWS
NTETNXOOC XE IESIA
TC H®2H T2 €EIETE
MITCW 2YW 1KRE U EL
EMMNOY'T EPWTE.

11:27 And it came to pass while he was
saying these things: that

a certain woman from the crowd
raised her voice and said to him,
“Blessed are the womb that bore you
and the breasts that you sucked!”

28 But he said, “Blessed rather are
those who hear the word

of God and keep it!”

A woman in the crowd

sard to him,

“Blessed are the womb that bore you
and the breasts that nourished you.”
He said to her, “Blessed are

tho se who have heard the word

of the Father and have truly kept it.

23:27 And following him was a large
crowd of the people, and of women
who were mourring and lamenting
him. 28 But Jesus, turning to them,
said, “Daughters of Jerusalem,

stop weeping for me, but weep for
yourselves and for your children.

29 For behold, the days are coming
when they will say, ‘Blessed are the
barren, and the wombs that never
bore, and the breasts that never
nursed’ 30 Then they will begia to say
to the mountains, ‘Fall on us, and to
the hills, “Cover us’ 31 For if they do
these things when the tree is green,
what will happen when it is dry?”

For there will be days

when you will say, ‘Blessed is the
womb that has not

conceived and the breasts that have
not given milk’™
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A Special Case: Thomas 79 and Luke

In the first half of Thom. 79, the parallel with Luke 11:27-28 is very close.
The only differences of substance are the absence in Thomas of an equivalent
to Luke’s éndpacd . . . gwviv (raised her voice)! and the absence in Thom-
as of any equivalent of Luke’s uevoov (rather). The only element present in
Thomas’s version that is lacking in Luke is 211 OYME (truly, in truth).?

Other variations are at best minor: NKIBE ENTA2 CGAllOYWK (the
breasts that nourished you) for pastoi ol¢ é0nAacag (breasts that you
sucked), IMUEUTA2CGWTH (Jthose] who have heard) for oi akovovtec (those
who hear), and HREKDT (of the father) for To0 8e0d (of God). The indefi-
nite article (OY) in ®YC2IME (a woman) might be regarded as equivalent
to Luke’s indefinite pronoun in tig yvvi] (a certain woman).?

Thetwo texts are very close, and most of the variations are of the kind
that translation of a Greek original would explain. If we were looking at this
degree of agreement among the Synoptics, we would incline oward literary
relationship of some kind. There is so little variation here that the idea of
Thomas’s independence from Luke is problematic.*

The Lukan Nature of Luke 11:27-28

Similarity between the texts is, however, only the first step in making a
case for Thomas’s familiarity with Luke. It is necessary to proceed to the
key question of the presence of Lukan features in the text in question. it is

1. #eaipw is chartacteri'stic of Luke (here, 6:20;16:23: 18:3; 21:28; 245501 Acts 1:9; 21145 14:1;
22:22; 27:40).

2. Cf. Plisch, Cospe! of Thomas, 186, “The enhancing adverb ‘truly’ could have becn add-
ed by the Gospel of Thomas.”

3. Cf. Greevens’s retroversion of 7hom. 79 into Greek, which begins, Einev avt@ 1ig yovi
£x Tod &xAov, which is very close to Luke m:27. Greeven's full retroversion for the first half
of Thom. 79 is: Eintev att@ g yuvi] éx o0 dxdou pakapia | xokia § Bactdoacd oz ai oi
ueovoi oi Opéwavré( oc. Einev auti)- tanépiot 0i axodokvisg TOV Adyov rob fatpas (kai)
guialavreg autédv &1 dAnbeiag. Bethge's retroversion is quite similar but reverses the posi-
tion of 1«¢ and yuvA) and has AA@w¢ spvAatav avtov rather than @uAdfavreg avtov &
nPziac.

4. The possibility that Thomas and Lukeare both dependent on Q or earlier versions of
Q (hinted, for example, by Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 152-53) is here a moot point.
The IQP’s Criti'cal Text does notinclude Luke m:27-28, but in any case my argument in this
chapter is that Thomas shows knowledge of Luke in the form in which we have it. and that
this version is heavily redacted by Luke. Thus, even if one wants to postulate an origin in Q,
the version famibar to Thomas will be Luke’s, not Q.
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surprising that this parallel has evaded serious attention in the discussion
of the relationship between Thomas and the Synoptics.> One of the major
factors here may be its status, like the Rich Fool (Luke 12:16-21 // Thom. 63,
above), as Special Lukan material® It is, of course, much more straight-
forward to observe Lukan redaction when there are parallels in Mark and
Matthew, but redaction criticism does notneed to be suspended whenever
the reader turns to material found only in one Gospel. Here there is a text
with a distinctively Lukan character, shot through with features that are
typical of his writing. And the parallel features in Thomas are in some ways
anomalous.” Let us first sake the Lukan features in turn. in each case we will
look at the feature to see whether it is in some way unusual or anomalous
in Thomas.

Foil Questions and Comments from Anonymous Individuals

There are several examples in Luke of foil questions or comiments from
anonymous individuals that lead up to Jesus’ sayings, five of them with ttg
(someone, a certain person):

9:57: KALTOPEVOUE VW VAV T@ VEVT 08 (R EINE VEIGTIPOGaDTOV- AkOAo VO oW
GOt SROV £av AngpyT] . - . (contrast Matt. 8:19, £i§ ypappateds).

As they were going along the road, a certain person said to him, “I will
follow you wherever yon go .. ” (contrast Matt. 8:19, “a scribe”).

11:27: Eyéveto 8t &v 1@ Aéyerv adtodv Tabta EMGpacd Tic Qwviy yuvh £k

5. But see Smodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 36-37; and Schrage. Verhaltnis, 164-68.
Schrage makes much of the change to second person plural in the second half of Tfi0m. 79.
He suggests that it makes sense only on the understanding that it has in view the address io
“Paughters of Jerusalem” in the parallel Luke 23:28-29. Schrage’s point is suggestive rather
than cenclusive since Luke 23:29 does not have a second person plural here; cf. Patterson,
Gospd of Thomas, 60 n. 217. However, Patlersons comment that “nothing of Luke’s redac-
tional hand isto be found™ here in Thomas (Gospel of Thomas, 60) is premature.

6. See, far example, DeConu'ck, Original Gospel, 242-43. Somewhat surprisingly, Bovon
thinks that the case for Thomas’s knowledge of Luke is weaker here than elsewhere in the L
material; see F. Bovon, “Sayings Specific to Lule inthe Gospel of Thomas.” in New Testawnent
and Christian Apocry pha: Collected Studies (\WUNT 2/237; Tubingen: Mobr, 2609), 161-73
(163-69).

7. Schrage, Verbidltnis, 5, suggests that thus is the only place in Thontas wheve one sees an
example of the Synoptics’ framing (Rahmennotiz).
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ToU O Aov ei:Tev adT®- Makapia f) kotdia fj faotacaca ae xai pactoi 0dg
¢Bacag- - ..

And it camee to pass while he was saying these things that 2 certain wom-
an from the crowd raised her voice and said to him. . ..

1213 Elnev 3¢ 116 éx 1o SxAov aut@- Ailddoxale, eaé 1@ ddeApq pov
KepicacBalL peT’ Epod THV KAnpovopiav.

And someone from the crowd said to him, “Teacheg, tell my brother to
divide the inheritance with me” (. Thom. 72, above).

15:23: elnev 8¢ g avT. Kopie, €i GAiyot oi cwlapevoy;

And someone said to him, “Lord, is it a few whowill be saved?” (contrast
Matt. 7:13).

142150 Akoboag 8¢ T TV GUVAVAKEPEVOY TAUTA EIEV  ADTR.
Maxapiog; 06 TL; payeTar aptov év Ti] pactAtia Tov Becv.

And when a certain one among those reclining with him heard these
things. he said to him. “Blessed is the one who will eatbread in the king-
dom of God!” (contrast Matt. 22:2 and Zhom. 64).

Foil comments and questions are common in the Synoptics,® and they
are found in Thomas too (e.g., 91, 99, 100, and 104), but the distinctive feature
in the five cases listed above is that these are the only places in the Gospel
tradition where teaching is introduced by foil comments from anonymous
individuals, always Tt (someone, a certain person).” This feature appears at
least five times in Luke, and it is probably due to his own redaction, especially
since, on three of the occasions (9:57; 13:23; 14:15), thereis a conirast with Mat-
thew.’® The only tunes that it appears to occur in Thomas, in 72 and 79, it is
parallel to Luke.

8. For an analysis, see my¥ Goulder and the Gospels, 146-49.

9. Patrick L. ®ickerson draws attention to this feature as an aspect of the distinctive
Lukan “new character nairative” in “The New Character Narrative in Luke-Acts and the Syn-
optic Problem.” JBL 116/2 (1997): 291-312.

10. For @ skeptics, these will be exammples of Lukan redaci’'ven of Matthew. For @ theo-
rists, these will be examples of Lukan redaction of ®. On each occasion here, the IQP regards
the Lukan wording as redactional and not due to Q.

11. See above, 92-93, for Thom. 7.
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There are other features in common between Luke 11:27 and the foil
questions and comments listed above. The woman’s remark in Luke 11:27
has a striking similarity to the man’s remark in 14:15. On both occasions
there is a misplaced macarism on the lips of someone other than Jesus (con-
trast Thom. 64), on both occasions in need of correction by Jesus.!” More-
over, 11:27 is like 1213 in that the person asking the f oil question or making
the comment is someone “from the crowd” (contrast Thom. 72), which in-
troduces the next point.

The Crowd

One of the most striking featuresof this parallel is the occurrence in Thomas
of the term “the crowd™ (MMHWE), its sole occurrence in the text. It comes
as a surprise at this point in the Gospel of Thomas, the first and last time
that “the crowd” appears, in massive contrast to Luke’s Gospel, where “the
crowd” is ubiquitous. Indeed, in the previous saying (Thom. 78) it is implied
that Jesus and his disciples are not part of the rather large group traveling
through Israel that is found in Luke’s central section but are, rather, those
who have “come out to the countryside”**

The presence of the crowd is particularly surprising given 7homas’s
stress on the “secret” nature of the sayings contained in his book {especially
in the Incipit).'* There is a marked contrast with Luke, where “the crowd/s”
are present throughout, especially in the ceniral section (11:14, 27, 29; 121,
13, 54 1314, 17; 14:25; 18:36). In other words, the crowd is superfluous and
out of place here in Thomas but coherent, important, and pervasive here in

Luke.”

12. So Goulder, Luke, 91, “cloying piety”™; cf. my Goulder and the Gospels, 146-50.

13. The problem bere is compounded by the question of the implied audience in Thiow:.
78 and elsewhere. The most recentty mentioned explicit audience was “the disciples™ in Thon.
72, but it is not clear whether one can speak of an “implied audience” for many of Thouias’s
sayings given the worlks lack of narrative coherence and setting.

14.1 am grateful o Andrew Bernbard for this point.

15. Cf. Schrage, Verhdltnis, 165.
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Gynecology

Thomas refers to gynecological details only here in Thom. 79, in parallel
with Luke’s typical usage in 11:27-28 and 23:29.'® Of all the evangelists, Luke
is the one most inclined to use this imagery. KotAia (womb) occurs again
at Luke 1215, 41, 42, 44; 2:21; Acts 3:2; and 14:8;'” and pacvol (breasts) oc-
curs only in Luke among the (eanonical) Gospels, here in 11:27 and 23:29.*°
Indeed, the combination of elements, Jesus’ mother, womb, and blessing,
occurs also in Luke 1:41-44, clearly closely related to 11:27-28:

And when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, the babe leaped in her
womb; and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit and she exclaimed
with a loud cry: “Blessed are you among women, and blessed is the fruit
of your womb! And why is this granted me, that the mother of my Lord
should come to me? For behold, when the voice of your greeting came to
my ears, the babe in my womb leaped for joy.”

This comes in material usually thought to have been carefully crafted
by Luke and its similarity in imagery, theme, and vocabulary to 11:27-28 is
difficult to miss. It might be objected, of course, that there is some tension
between the eontent of the two passages. Mary is blessed in Luke 1:41-44, but
the woman’s blessing in 11:27-28 is now supplemented or even corrected by
Jesus.'® But to press this tension would be to miss the point. The parallel clus-
ter of Lukan themes, imagery, and vocabulary is striking and due attention
should be paid, as always in Luke, to order. Luke 1:41-44 is the appropriate
place for a macarism on “the fruit of your womb,” Jesus. Inthe central section

16. Note that 2H occursalso in Thom. 69, but here it means “belly” Further, in Thom. 22
there is reference to infants “taking milk" or “being suckled.” I am grateful to Mike Grondin
for this point.

7. xo\i« = womb occurs elsewhere in the Synoptic Gospels only at Matt. 19:12. Other
uses of xotAia (= belly) occur at Matt. 12:40; Matt. 25:27 // Mark 7:19; and in some manuscripts
of Luke 1516.

18. See also Rev. 1:13.

19. It may be that ysvovv should not be taken in an adversatu've sense. The corrective
“Yea, rather,” of the K]V may be preferable given thai Luke elsewhere uses ovxi. Aéyw dpiv to
express contradiction (12:51;13:3, 5). Margaret E. Thrall, Graek Particles in the New Testament:
Linguistic and Exegetical Studies (New Testament Tools and Studies 3; Leiden: Brill, 1962),
34-33, notes too that for atbirmation Luke uses vai (7:26; 10:21; 1:515 12:5); ¢f. also C. F. D.
Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek (2nd ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1460), 163, “an introducu'on to a new statement correcting or modifying a foregoing
statemnent.”
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of Luke, on the other hand, the woman is dewacting from what is important,
which is to hear the word of God and to do it, arguably the major theme of
these chapters and indeed of the whole Gospel, the nextkey topic.

Hearing the Word of God and Keeping It

Luke 11:28 features phraseology and motifs that are distinctively Lukan.
“Hearing the word of God™ (axovertv Tdv Adyov tob Beod) is amajor preoc-
cupation of Luke and one of the clearest aspects of his agenda.*® It recurs
often and particularly in redactional changes to Mark.?! In 5:1, for example,
Luke writes: “While the people pressed upon him to hear the word of God
(&xovewv OV AGyov 1o 6e0D), he was standing by the lake of Gennesaret
.. 7 (df. Mark 1:16-20 // Matt. 4:18-22).

Similarly, Luke accentuates the theme in his version of the interpreta-
tion of the Sower (8:11-12): “Now the parable is this: The seed is the word of
God (6 AOyos Tob Oeob). The ones along the path are those whohave heard
... (oi axovoavteg)” (cf. Mark 4:14-15: “The sower sows the word [6 Adyog].
And these are the ones along the path, where the word is sown; when they
hear .. . [dtav akodwov]”; cf. also Matt. 13:18-19).

Most striking, however, is Luke’s redaction of the saying at the conclu-
sion of the Mother and Brothers pericope (8:19-21), which he has moved to
the conclusion of his parable chapter (8:4-18), where it acts as a comment
on it:

20. This feature is picked up briefly by Risto Uro, “the words ‘hear the word of God and
keep it’ (cf. Luke 3:21) have a Lukan flavor. The similar expression in Womas may therefore
reveal a Lukan redaction™ ("Is Thomas an Encratite Gospel?™ in Risto Uro, ed., Thomas at the
Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas [Studies of the New Testament and Its World;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1998],140-62 [148 n. 29]). See too the slightly ditfersnt version of
the same essay, “Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language in the Gospel of Thomas,” in Halvor
Moxnes, ed., Constiucting Ealy Christian Fanulies: Fanuly as Social Redlity and Metaphor
(London & New York: Routledge, 1997), 216-34 (221). The feature is usvally missed in scholar-
ship on Thonias.

21, This is working, of course, on the assumption of Marlean priozity. For those who do
not accept Markan prionty, it is worth noting that all the examples also make sense on the
assumption that Luke’s sole written source was Matihew.
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Mark3:335 Luke 8:21

8¢ [yap] &v ronjoq 1o Bédnua Tod HATEP ROV Kai GdeA@oi POV 0UTOL E1Gv
Beov, outog aded i Hov kai adeAgr) ot tov Adyov tob Bzob adxodoviec Kaj
Xai EnNInp €6 Tiv. IO DVTEG.

[For] whoever does the will of Ged, My mother and my brether, these are
this one is my brother and sister and those who hear the woid of God and
mother. do it.

This example is all the more interesting because it is closely related to
the passage under discussion, Luke 11:27-28. Family ties are in question
and Jesus corrects a worldly misapprehension with a spiritual pronounce-
ment. And here, as in his redaction of Mark 335, Luke uses his distinctive
language of hearing the word of God and doing (notéw, 8:21) or keeping
(¢vAdoow, 11:28) it2?

It might be objected that hearing the word of God and doing it sounds
like a cliché, a commonplace in the Hebrew Bible and in early Judaism.
Even if this is true, authors choose their clichés in accordance with their
interests, and the key point here is that it is indeed a penchant specifically
of Luke. The “word of God” (Aéyo¢ Tov Bc0v) occurs only once in Matthew
and once in Mark (Mait. 15:6 // Mark 7:13), and the usage here is in marked
contrast to the usage in Luke. Here it is clearly referring to Scripture and
not to the preaching of the gospel, which tends to be the sense in which the
term is used by Luke. It is used in this sense not only in Luke in the passages
quoted above, but often in Acts (4:33; 6:2, 7; 8:14; 11:1; 12:24;513:5, 7 46;17:13;
18:11). Sometimes one “receives” the word of God (8¢8exta 1] Zapapeia tov
Adyov tob Be0D, Acts 8:14; ta £6vr| £8¢€avro Tov Adyov 1o Beod, Acts 11:1)
or “hears” it (Akovgm 1OV Adyov Tov Bcov, Acts 13.7). Sunilarly, the term
“the word of the Lord” (6 Adyog Tov kupiov) occurs regularly in this con-
nection in Acts (8:25; 13:44, 48, 49; 15:35, 36; 16:32; 19:10), On one occasion
(19:10) again with axoGerv.

{t seems clear that “hearing the word of God and keeping it” has a dis-
tinctively Lukan ring, but it is worth noting that both the theme and the
language in whichitis expressed are not quiteat home in Thomas. The term
“the word” in the singular (TAOI®C) occurs only here in Thomas.** It fol-

22. puAACGw tee is characteristic of Luke (Matt. 19:20 // Mark 10:20 // Luke 18:21; Luke
2:8; 8:29; 11:21; here; 12:15; Acts 7:53; 12:4; 16243 2124, 25; 22:20; 23:35; 28:16).

23. The term translated "word™ here i1s A@OC, which is, of veurse, a Greek loanword.
It may be significant that the preferred term in Ceptic Thomas is (Wa X& (Incipit, Thom. 1, 13
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lows, of course, that “word of the Father™ is otherwise absent from Thomas.
But more importantly, the theme is not consonant with one of the key, re-
peated emphases of Thomas, the importance of hearing the words (plural)
of Jesus. In Thom. 19, for example, Jesus says:

If you become my disciples and listen to my words, these stones will min-
ister to you.

Likewise in Thom. 38 Jesus says:

Many times have you desired to hear these words which I am saying to
you, and you have no one else to hear them from.

Again the stress is on listening to Jesus” words, which appear to be exclusive
to him, something clear also from Thom. 17:

[ shall give you what no eye lias seen and what no ear has heard and what
no hand has touched and what has never occurred to the human mind.

Nor will even the most casual reader of Thomas fail to notice the repeated for-
mula that is familiar from the Synoptics but much more common in Thomas:

Whoever has ears to hear, let tliem hear! (7hom. 8, 21, 24, 63, 65, 96)

The Incipit and the first saying in Thomas clearly emphasize this message,
on the importance of properly listening to Jesus’ sayings:

These are the secret sayings which the living Jesus spoke and which Did-
ymos Judas Thomas wrote down. And he said, “Whoever finds the inter-
pretation of these sayings will not experience death.”**

In short, a key theme in Thomas is that one finds life by properly listen-
ing to the sayings of Jesus.>* The matter of “hearing the word of the Father
and truly keeping it” in Thom. 79 is not at home here, and it is not at home

ftwice], 19, 38; cf. 52). Perhaps Coptic Thomas's Greek Vodage here had Aéyoc. But note that
Adyog (plural) occurs twice in P.@xy: 654 (Incipitand Thom. 1).

24. Cf. alse Thom. 43: "Who are you, that you should say these things to us?”

25. CI. Koester, “"GN@®MAI DIAPHOROIL,” 139, who rightly notesthat the fundamental
theological tendency of the Gospel of Thomas is “the view that the Jesus who spoke these
words was and is the Living One, and thus gives life through hus words™
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because it has come to Thomas from Luke, for whom this is, by contrast, a
major and distinctive emphasis.

There Will Be Days

The presence of a distinctively Lukan saying in Thomas raises the question
of why Thomas includes it and how it functions in his book of sayings. The
answer touches on Thomas’s method of working with the Synoptics, and it
requires a closer look at the second half of Thom. 79 with its parallel in Luke
23:29. Here Thomas is again close to Luke, though with greater variation
than in the parallel with Luke 11:27-28. The blessing (“Blessed is”/“Blessed
are”) and the gynecologieel imagery (“womb™ and “breasts™) are common
to Luke 23:29 and Thom. 79, and Thomas’s familiarity with Luke may also
be indicated by the parallel “the days are coming” (Epxovrai fluépat, Luke)
or “there will be days” (@Y11211200Y . . . 1IAWWIE, Coptic Thomas) since
that expression is characteristically Lukan (cf. Luke 5:35; 17:22;19:43; 21:6).%¢

The second half of Thom. 79 therefore seems to draw closely on Luke
23:29 and shows the reader how Thomas uses similar Synoptic content in
order to adjust the meaning of a saying. In Luke 11:27-28 all the emphasis
goes on Jesus’ blessing on those who hear the word of God and keep it. Luke
23:29 is a lament that takes place as Jesus addresses women in the crowd on
his way to crucifixion. Thom. 79 connects these two sayings from ditferent
contexts that use the same imagery, and the connection may show his de-
gree of familiarity with Luke, where the wording and imagery of one say'ing
trigger a memory of another.

In bringing together these two sayings from ditferent contex®s in Luke,
and with only minimal changes, Thomas is able to evoke the ascetic agenda
that is a running theme throughout his work. The combined sayings in Thom.
79 proceed through successive stages, where first the blessing on fesus’ moth-
er'’s womb and breasts is replaced by a blessing on those who hear the word of
the Father. Then there is the time, now fulfilled in the writer’s day, when the
true blessing is on the celibate woman, whose womb does not bear children
and whose breasts do not nurse them.?” This woman is like the one for whom

26. Cf. Snodgrass. “Gospel of Thomas,” 36; Luke 5:33, éAedoovral fyépas, is paralleled in
Matt. ¢:15 // Mark 2:20, but the other usages arc in Luke only. The expression OY11 2IR@@Y
1IWWIE occurs agein in Coptic Thom. 38.

27. Cf. E. F. Bruce, “The Gospel of Thomas,”™ Raith and Thought 92/1 (1961): 3-23, “The
first part of this saying, found in Luke xi. 27, orig'inally implies that there is something more
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Jesus answers Simen Peter’s query in the last saying of Thomas. She is like the
woman who has achieved the ultimate goal of becoming male (114). So, by
juxtaposing two sayings from Luke that are linked in their imagery, Thomas
is able to serve one of his favorite redactional agendas, notwithstanding the
clues he has left behind about the sources of his new conswucsion.

Conclusion

Thomas 79 and Luke 11:27-28 and 23:29 are parallel texts that, when one
allows for differences in language, have very similar wording. In several
key respects, this wording is distinctively Lukan. The style, thought, and
terminology of this passage are common elsewhere in Luke and are paral-
leled in agreed redactional reworkings of Mark and Matthew (or Q). There
is a Lukan foil comment framed with 1i¢, gynecological imagery, and, most
importantly, a thoroughly Lukan stress on “hearing the word of God [my
Father] and keeping it”?® Since the same features are, on the whele, anoma-
lous in Thomas, the conclusion from the data is that Thomas is indeed fa-
miliar with Luke’s Gospel.*

wonderful than being the mother of Jesus — namely, doing the will of God. But here this
sayingis linked to the following one 1n such a way as to suggest that the bearing of children
is contrary to the Father’s will, and that those who renounce maniage and family hif e are te
be congratulated. This, of course, completely dehistoricises the second part of the saying,
where Jesus i n Luke xxiii. 29 is not laying down a permanent principle, but telling the weeping
women on the Via Dolorosa that, when the impending distress overtakes Jerusalem, childless
women will have something to be thanK{ul for” (14)-

28. 1 leave open the question of whether Luke is responsible fer the creation of this
passage in toto. In view of the pervasive Lukan nature of these verses, Lukan creation seems
quite likely, but accepting this is not necessary to the argument for Thomasine dependence.
It might be that Luke had a source in his tradition for these verses and that he redacted the
source in characteristic manner, introducing bis favorite imagery, thought, and vocabulary.
The key point is that Thomas shaces thie distinctively Lulen elements, whether these are due
to full Lukan composition or Lukan jedacts’ on of traditional material.

29. I am grateful to Stev-an Davies for some helpful, critieal comments on a much earlier
draft of this chapter. I would also ke to thank Stephen Carlson, Andrew Becnhard, and Mi-
chael Grondin for helpful comments.
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CHAPTER 7

The Missing Middle in Thomas

Introduction

In chapters 4—-6 we looked at places where Thomas features parallels to Mat-
thew’s and Luke’s redactional work. These parallels suggest that the author
of Gospel of Thomas was familiar with the Synoptic Gospels rather than
their sources. Having drawn attention to this key evidence for Thomas’s fa-
miliarity with the Synoptics, it will be worth taking some time to focus on
one of the ways in which the author works with his Synoptic source mate-
rial. This chapter presents evidence of the way that the author of Thomas of -
ten redacts the materral he takes over from the Synoptics in a phenomenon
that I call “the missingmiddle”

Unlike the Synoptic evangelists, especially Luke, the author of Thomas
is not a soph’sticated storytieller, and sometimes Thomas misses key parts
of a given story or saying. On several occasions we see the phenomenon of
the missing middle, whereby Thomas fails to narrate the middle part of a
siven parable or saying. Sometimes the account presupposes the material
that has not been narrated, and the story would be unintelligible to anyone
unfamiliar with the Synoptic accounts. There are several examples of the
phenomenon.
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The Parable of the Wheat and the Tares (Thom. 57; Matt. 13:24-30)

Several examples of the missing middle occur in Thomas’s parable material.
The parable of the Wheat and the Tares' repays a careful look:?

Matt. 13:24-30 Thom. s7

24 Another parable he put before them, | Jesus says,

saying, “The kingdom of heaven may “Thekingdom of the Father is like
be compared to a man who sowed a man who had
good seed in his field; 25 but while the [good] seed.

people were sleeping, his enemy came His enemy came by night and
and sowed weeds among the wheat, sowed weeds among the goed seed.

and went away. 26 So when the plants
came up and bore grain, then the weeds
appeared also. 27 And the servaats of the
householder came and said to him, ‘Siz,
did you not sow good seed in your field?
How then does it have weeds?” 28 He
said to them, ‘An enemy has done this’
The servants said to him, “Then doyou | The man did not allow them to pull up
want us to go and gather them?” 29 But the weeds; he said t o them, 1 am afraid

hesaid, ‘No; lest in gathering that you will go intending te pull up
the weeds you zoot up the thc weeds and pull up the wheat along

wheat along with them. 30 Let both with them’

grow together until the harvest; and For on the day of the haivest the weeds

at harvest time I will tell the reapers, will be plainly visible,

Gather the weeds first and bind them and they will be pulled up
in bundies to be burned, but gather the | and burned.”
wheat into my barn.”

The middle of the story is missing in Thomas’s version, to the detriment
of its narrative flow and logic. The missing middle part of the story; which is
present in Matthew (13:26-28), coniinues the narration, with the weeds com-
ing up and servants introduced who begin a conversation with their mas-
ter. Setting the passages alongside one another in synopsis (above) illustrates
the large white space — the missing middle — where the relevant material
is present in Matthew but absent from Thomas. When Thontas resumes the
story, it turns out that his omission of the middle has serious consequences.

1.Secabove, 75-84, for the sase that the parable of the Wheat and the Tares is Matthew’s
redactional expansion of Mark’s Seed Growing Secretly (Mask 4:26-29) and that Thomas is
familiar with the Matthean version.

2. For Greck and Coptic synopsis of the passage, see above, 74.
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He has not introduced the servans, and so he has no antecedent for “them”
(Mne NPWME KOOY ... NexXad iy, “the man did not allow them . . .he
said to them™), rendering this part of the story intelligible only to those al-
ready familiar with Matthew. Wolfsang Schrage rishtly took this to be a sign
of Thomas’s familiarity with Matthew.? The story is poorly told and Thomas’s
inconcinnity appears to result from his abbreviation of Matthew’s version.

Rich Fool (Luke 12:15-21 // Thom. 63)

The parable of the Rich Fool provides another clear emample of the

phenomenon:*
Luke 12:15-21 Thom. 63
15 Then he sa1d to them, “Watch out! Jesvs sard:

Be on your guard against all kinds of
greed; a man’s life does not consist in
the abundance of his possessions.”

t6 And hetold themthis parable: “The

ground of a certain rich man produced
a good crop. 17 He thought to himself,
‘What shall I do? I have no place to
store my crops’

18 Then he said, "This is what I will do.
1 will teat down my baens and build
bigger ones, and there I will store all
my grain and my goods. 19 And I will

“There was a 1ich man who had many
POSSCSSI01S.

He said: ‘I will use my wealth to
sew my field, so plaat; to fill my barn
with harvest, sothat need willnot
touch me’

say to myself, “You have plenty of good
things laid up for many years. Take life
easy; cat, drink, and be merry””

3. Schrage, Verhidltnis, 124-26. Hugh Montefiore, "A Comparison ef the Parables of the Gos-
pel According to Thomas and of the Svnoptic Gospels,” in H. E. W. Tusner and H. Montefiore,
Thomas and the Evangelists, Studies in Biblical Theology 35 (Lendoa: SC.M Press, 1962), 51, scesit
as “a suiking instance of compression to the point of absurdity” The point is lacgely conceded by
these arguing for Thomasine independence, but alongstde the suggestien that Thomas is famil-
iar with a hypothetical alterative verston; see Sieber, “Redactional Analysis.” 168-6g; Patterson,
Gospel of Thiomas, 46. Cf. DeConick, @riguial Gospel, 194, who suggests that “both versions of tie
parable represeat later developments ¢ fan earlier form n o longer extnt.” However, these ad hoc
explanatiens do not tzke seriously the feature of the missing middle as a characteristic of Thomas's
redaction in narrative matexial, nor do they discuss the thesis that Matthew, by reworking Mark
4226-29 {Seed Grawing Secreily), is the originator ef the parable; see n. 1 above.

4 Fer Greek and Coptic synopsis of the passage, see above, 8;.
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Luke 12:15-21 Thom. 63

20 But God said to him, ‘You fool! This
very night your life will be demanded Such were the things that he thought
from you. Then whio will get what you | in hus heart. But during thatnight, he
have prepared for yourself?’ died.

21 This is how it will be with anyone
who stores up things for himself but is
not rich toward God.”

Whoever has ears to hear, let them
hear!”

Thomas lacks the middle part of Luke’s story, 12:18b-19, in which the
rich fool is refiecting on his apparent great fortune, in characteristic Lukan
fashion,” ‘And T will say to myself, "You have plenty of good things laid up
for many years. Take life easy; eat, drink, and be merry.” Thomas’s fool is
thinking things in his heart, but the tull content of Luke’s versien provides
a much better antecedent than the blander, truncated soliloquy of Thomas'’s

version.

‘I'ribute to Caesar (Mark 12:13-17 // "thom. 100)

That the missing middle is a characteristic feature of Thonmas’s apparent
lack of storytelling ability and not the effect of Thomas’s closeness to raw,
primitive oral traditions of Jesus’ parables is confirmed by the fact that the
same feature occurs in Thomas outside the narrative parables. The Tribute
to Caesar story (Matt. 22:15-22 // Mark 12:13-17 // Luke 20:20-26 // Thom.
100) provides another example of the phenomenon:

5. Fer a study of Lulan sohloquy in the parable tradition, see @y Goulder and the Gos-
pels. 169-71; &. above, 89-91.
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Mark 12:13-17

Thom. 100

13 Kai aitoo téAAovay Apd¢ avtov
Tivag Tav Gapigaiwy kai T@v
Hpwdiavav Tva advtdv aypedcwoty
Aoyw. 14 xai EABOVTES Adyouoiv abtw,
ABdoxale, oldapev d 1 dAAnBiG i

xai ov 1£Aet goL epi 0VJevac, ov yap
PATE K Eic TpOOWNOV &VvBpwAWY,
GAN’ & a8t 1 Tijv 00OV Tou Beov
S18dcxelc. FEeomv Sodvat kfjvagov
Kaioap 1] 03: Sopev fj uf Swpev; 150
82 eidwg avt@v v dndkpicrv eiev
avtots Ti ue nepalete; pépeté ot
Snvapiov tvaidw. 16 oi 8¢ fjveykav.
xai Aéyei avtolg, Tiveg 1} cikav abm
xai 1) &uypagd; ot 82 einav avtd,
Kaioapog. 17 6 8¢ Trjooug eine v avioig,
Ta Katoapog dnddore Kaloapt xai 1a
100 Beo¥ 1@ Be@. Kai £€eBavpalovin’
avTQ.

AYTCERE IC AYNOYB
AT NEXAY N> (" XE NS THIT
dKRAICAHP” CEANTE MHON HIMOM

nexayay xe
T U2 KAICAP HIKAICAP § Ha
MY TE HNNOYTE AYW NETE
nweIne M2 TIREI

13 Then they sent to him some
Pharisees and some Herodians to

trap him in what he said. 14 Aad they
came and said to him, “Teacher, we
know thatyou a1e sincere, and show
deference to no one; for you do not
regard people with partiality, but
teach the way of God in accordance
with tiuth. Is it lawful to pay taxesto
Caesar, or not? 35 Should we pay them,
or should we not?” Butknowing their
hypocni'sy, he said to them, “Why are
you putting me to the test? Bring me
adenarius and let me seeit” 16 And
they brought one. Then he said to
them, “Whose head is this, and whose
title?” They answered, “Caesar’s”

17 Jesus said to them, “Give to Caesar
the things that are Caesars, and to
God the things that are God’s.” And

they were utterly amazed at him.

They showed Jesusa gold coin and said
to him, “Caesar’s agents are exacting
taxes from us”

He said to them, “Give to Caesar
the things thatare Caesar’s, give %o
God the things that are God’s,and give
to me that which is mine.”

Here Thomas lacks the middle part of the Synoptic story in which it is
revealed that the coin bears Caesar’s image (Matt. 22:20-21a /f Mark 12:16 //
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Luke 20:24).% In order for the story to make sense, this exchange is crucial.
That the coin has Caesar’s image on it provides the catalyst for the shared
aphorism, “Give to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. . . ” Without that
exchange, the showing of the coin is pointless, a fragment left over from the
Synoptic version in which the feature is coherent.® Thomas appears to have
drastically abbreviated the Synoptic story,” but the act of abbreviation, in
which the key middle section is omitted, has led to the kind of inconcinnity
that betrays the redactor’s hand.’

This rather clumsy feature of Thomas's storytelling may come from the
author’s familiarity with the Synoptic stories he is retelling. In the rush to
retell the familiar story, he does not notice that key parts have been left

6. Gathercole, “Luke in the Gospel of Thomas,” 135, notes the presence of two minor
agreements between Thiomas and Luke against Mark, which may indicate Thoras's farniliar-
ity with the Lukan version of the pericope. For the point at harid, though, the missing middle
in Thomas can be illustrated in comparison with any of the Synoptic accounts.

7 Note the close agreement here between the Synoptic formulation, Ta Kaicapog
anddote Kaicap kai 1a tob B0l @ Bs@, and the Thomasine formulation, 1 & K2C2P”
HKCAP T 1o THOYTE HMOY TE, which both Greeven and Bethge retrovert to Greek as
anodote 74 Kaioapog Kaigapt. a1odote 1a -0v Bzod 1ip 8e@. See further on verbatim agree-
ments above, chapter 2.

8. Cf. Plisch, Gospet of Thomas, 219, “In the Thomas version, showing Jesus a gold coin
at the beginning of the scene is hardly motivated.” Similarly Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 77,
“The showing of the coin to Jesus has very little point in this account. It is almost like a residue
in a Gospel which is predominantly discourse.” “Residue” is the right word, though Crassan
does not think that Thonas’s residue is from the Synoplic narrative.

9. Contrast Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 69, who sees the Synoptic version as “much
more highly developed” and Thomas’s version as “the simplest form of chreia” ‘This works
with the form-critical trajectory from simple to complex, endemic in much 7homas schol-
arship but contradicted by literary analysis of the Synoptic and later texts. Far from being
“clearly secondary to the primitive version found in Thomas,” the Synoptic version makes
good sense as the cohcrent source from which Thomas derives his incoherent one. Cr. Koes-
ter, Ancient Christian Gospels, 112, for a similar view, though with an illustralive (English)
synopsis {with an error in the verse numbers, “Mark 12:14-16").

10. Compare the abbreviation of the story in Justin, 1 Apol. 7, “for at that time some
-ameto him and asked him if one ought to pay tribute to Caesar; and he answered, ‘Tell me,
~hose image does the coin bear?" And they said, ‘Caesar’s” And again he answered them,
Render thercfore to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things thatare God's™
\s in Thomas, the abbreviation leads to inconcinnity, though a different one. Here the ques-
ion about the image on the coin is asked without the coin first having been produced. Asin
homas it is easy to miss the inconcinnity because of our familiarity with the Synoptic story.
ee further on Justin below, 123-27. Baarda, “Gospel of Thomas.” 60, also draws attention to
he same abbreviation of the story in Clement, Extracts of Theodotus, 86.3; and Pistis Sophia
I.n3.
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out. This may be a casualty of writing a sayings gospel rather than a narra-
tive gospel. The Synoptic writers are all, to varying degrees, used to writing
mini-narratives in their Gospels, and on the whole they make a good job of
it. But Thomas is focused on shorter, self-contained sayings, with minimal
narrative settings. When it comes to writing a fuller narrative, the author ot
Thomas is not as well practiced as the Synoptic evangelists.

We might ask, though, how we can be clear that this is a feature ot
Thomas’s redaction rather than the reflection of ditfering oral traditions.
There are several signs that the phenomenon is a product of Thormias’s re-
daction. One of them is the creation of continuity errors in the examples
above. Such continuity errors in parallel narrative material are often indica-
tors of the secondary nature of the work in which they appear. The phenom-
enon has similarities with examples of fatigue in the Synoptics,'' whereby
the inconcinnities'* found in certain triple tradition and double tradition
pericopac appear to have been generated by Matthew’s and Luke’s edito-
rial fatigue. They make distinctive redactional changes at the beginning of
pericopae but lapse into the wording of their source as they go through.'?
Thomas is a little different in that the inconcinnity is generated by the loss
of material from the middle of the pericope, but the phenomenon is analo-
gous, as narrative coherence is lost in secondary editing of a more coherent
prior versien.

But a further sign that this is due to the author’s own editorial activity
is that the feature is found across different types of material, not only in
parables (YWheat and Tares; Rich Fool, above) and narrative (Tribute to Cae-
sar, above), but also in discourse and sayings material. The phenomenon
appears to be related not to specific forms but rather to a repeated pattern
of editing material. In other words, the missing middle makes better sense
on redaction-critical grounds, where the focus is on the author’s redaction
of his sources, than on form-critical grounds, where the focus is on the
character of the tradition.

1. Goodacre, “Fatigue.”

12. The term “inconcinnity™ in this context is from W. D. Davies and Dale Allison, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to Saint Matthew (3 vols; ICC;
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988-97), 1:1107.

13. [ argue thal the phenomenon points to Markan priority in the triple tradition mate-
rial and Luke’s use of Matthew in double tradition material.
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Log and Speck (Matt. 7:3-5 // Luke 6:41-42 // Thom. 26)

The next example of the feature is found in a pericope we have already dis-
cussed as showing the kind of verbatim agreement between Thomas and the
Synoptics that points to a direct link between the texts, Matt. 7:3-5 // Luke
6:41-42 // Thom. 26," in which all of Matt. 7:4 // Luke 6:42a is missing:

Matt. 7:3-5 Luke 6:41-42 Thom. 26

Jesus said, “You see the
speck in your
bzother’s eye, but you
do not seethelog

1 your own eye.

41 Why do you see the
speck that is in youz

3 Why do you see the
speck thatis in your
brother’s eye, but brother’s eye, but

do not notice the log do not notice the log
that that

is in your own eye? is in your own eye?

4 Or how can you say
to your biother,

“Let me ke

the speck out of your
eye,” when there is

the log

in your own eye? 5

You hypocrite, first take
the log out of your own
eye, and then you will
see clearly to take the
speck out of your
brother’s eye.

42 Or how can you say
to your biothes,
“Brother, let me take out
the speck that isin your
eye, when you youzself
do not see the log that is
LD your own eye?

You hypociite, first sake
the log out of your own
eye, and then you will
see cleaily to take out
the speck thatisin your
brother’s eye.

Fizst take

the log out of yourown
eye, and then you will
see clearly to take out
the speck that is in your
beother’s eye.™

3L

* The translation here works with the Greek of P.Oxv. 1.1-4, where xai té1e assumes the
presence of a first clause like the one found in Matthew and Luke here. See further above,

As usual, Thomas relates the saying using many fewer words, but the

abbreviation is done not by means of simple summary but rather by means
of omitting a chunk of text from the middle of the passage. Although the
omission here does not generate a glaring inconcinnity, the Thomas version
lacks the narrative logic of the Synoptic version. In all three acceunts, there
is a statement first of all about seeing, but only Matthew and Luke then
introduce the attempts at the removal of the speck, the necessary comic

14. Chapter 2, above.
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prelude to the exhortation to remove the log from one’s own eye. Thomas
retains the removal of the log at the end, but in losing the prior attempt at
the removal of the speck, he loses the joyful absurdity of the Synoptic pas-
sage. Thomas’s inability to make the comedy work as well as it does in the
Synoptic version is a reminder that Zhomas’s alleged oral qualities are often
more rumored than real. The memorable version is the one that is found in
Matthew and Luke, which lends itself so well to dramatic performance or
recitation."?

Once again, Thomas’s redactional pattern is clear. Funk and Hoover
suggest that the Thomasine version is “simpler” and therefore more primi-
tive than the version found in Matthew and Luke,'® but this illustrates not
only the form-critical fallacy of equating greater simplicity with greater
primitivity," but also the importance of paying attention to patterns of re-
daction in Thomas. In a pericope in which close verbatim agreement sug-
gests a direct link between the texts, Thomas shows signs of having abbrevi-
ated his source text, producing a less coherent, secondary version.'®

The Outside of the Cup (Matt. 23:25-26 // Luke 11:39-41 // Thom. 89)

There are still further examples of the missing middle, even in quite short
sayings:

15. The comic potentral of the Synoptic version is illustrated in the animated Jesus fiim
1he Miracle Maker {dir. Derek W. Hayes and Stanislav Sokolov,1999).

16. “Thomas” version of this humorous comparison is simpler than the form found in Q,
which suggests that ihe latter has been expanded. . . . Thomas does not usethe word ‘phony”
— someone who pretends to be someone he or she isnt — so this element may be second-
ary. The Q version is also redundant {lines -+-5 in the Q version repeat tines 1-2)” (Funk and
Hoover, Five Gospels, 488). But Matt. 74 // Luke 6:42a is not “reducdant.™ The attempt at the
removal of the speck is the comic presupposition fer the conclusion of the passage.

17. See further on this below, 145-50.

18. Given the fragmensary nature of POxy: 1. it is possible that the missing middle was
not present in the Greek textual tsadition but was made instead by the Coptic wanshtor.
However, arguments from textual silence often cut both ways, and it is 2n equal theoretical
possibility that the Copiic translator elim’inated examples of the missing middle by further
abbreviating material in hus Vorlage. See further below, 121.

117
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Matt. 23:25-26

Luke 11:39-41

Thont. 89

25 Oval vuiv, ypappateig
kai Gapioaior bitokprrai,
61t kaBapilere 10 EEwbev
10D notrpiov kal TG
napoyidog,

EowBev 88 yépovay €8
apraync kai akpaociag,
26 Gapioale TuAE,
kaBapioov mpwmToV TO
£VTOC TOD TOTHPIOL, Tva
yévntar kai 16 £KT0¢
avTov kabapov.

39 eliev 82 6 xVPLOC TPOG
avtdv, NUw Dpeig ol
Daploatol

10 £Ewbev
TOV notilpiov Kai Tob
mivaxog kaBapilete, 10
8¢ Eowbev DLWV yéuel
apmnayng xai imrovnpiag.
40 GPpoVveg, o) O
noifoag 10 €§wbev kai 1O
gowBev éneinoev;

41 ARV & EvovTa doTE
£Aenpootvry, kai idov
navra kabapa vuiv £otiv.

Mexe IC xXe

ETHSOY TETICILES
HOC2 HROX'
MAOOOTHPION

TSTUPHOSE 2N
XE MEHT22TAMIO
MG H2OYN ATO(
O OS2 TARMO
HOICA NBOA

25 Woe to you, scribes and
Pharisees, hvpocrites! For
you cleanse the outside of
the cup and the plate,

but inside they are full of
greed and self-indulgence.
| Blind Pharisees! Cleanse

| first the inside of the cup
and plate, so that the
outside also will be clean.

And the Lord said to him,

“Now you Pharisees
cleanse the outside of
the cup and the plate;
but your inside is full of
greed and evil.

You fools! Did not

the one who made the
outside make the inside
too? But give alms for
the things that are within
and, behold, all things are
clean to you”

Jesus says,

“Why do you
wash -he outside of
the cup?

Do ycu not
understand that

the one who made
the inside is the one
who made¢ the outside
too?”

In both Matthew and Luke, Jesus rebukes the (scribes and) Pharisees
for cleansing the outside of the cup and plate. In parallel, Thomas, with no
specific audience delineated, asks, “VWhy do you wash the outside of the
cup?™® Bul whereas in Matthew and Luke Jesus then explains the point by

19. Typically, Tromas’s dehistoricizing creates an isolated saying with no clear referent
for those who wash the outside of the cup. The saving works better in Matthews and Luke’s
polemical context. The debate about the cleansing of the outside of the cup is an intra-Phari-
saic one (see E. P. Sanders, Jewish Lawv from Jesus to the Mishrah [Philadelphia: Trinity Press
International, 1990}, 203-4). not atall appropriate for an imagined audience of Jesus’ disciples,
who in Thomas and the Synoptics are hardly depicted as scrupulous about particular Phari-
saic oral traditions.
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adding that they have greed and evil within, this middle section of the say-
ing is missing in Thomas. The Synoptic conclusion, which speaks of both
the outside and the inside, is then paralleled again in Thomas, tollowing the
Lukan wording.?® It is another case of a missing middle generating an in-
concinnity. In Thom. 89.2 there is no context tor the mention ot “the inside.”
Its comment that “the one that made the inside is the one who made the
outside too” does not make sense without that missing element.?' As Plisch
notes, “It seems that there is a link missing that would bring the statement
to the level of the metaphoric application.”**

“What you will wear” (Matt. 6:25-30 // Luke 12:22-28 // Thom. 36
(P.Oxy. 655)

It might perhaps be objected that the missing middle is a feature ofthe Cop-
tic scribe’s inability to transcribe his text etectively, a kind of text-critical
accident that has nothing to do with the author of Thomas. However, this
does not appear to be the case since there is a strong example of the missing
middle in one of the Greek witnesses, Thornas 36 in POxy. 655.°

20. Plisch, Gospel of Thomms, 200, notes: “The second sentence has an almast verbatim
parallel in Luke w.go. ... Il we had proof that Luke 11.40 were a Lukan redaction, then Gos.
Thom. 89 would litcrarily be dependent on Luke 11.40™ If Goulder is right {Like, 518-19, 525-
26), then Luke is redacting Matthew here and so he is responsible for the wordng. Plisch
goes on to note that Thomas “lacks the undoubterdly Lukan addition, “You fools!™ However,
this rebuke would have been inappropriate in Thomas, where the audience is unnamed. Note
that several textual and patristic witnesses have the reverse order of inside/outside in Luke,
which increases the extent of the verbatim agrecment hetween Luke and Thomas; d. Schrage,
Verhdltnis, 170-71; but contrast Patterson., Gospel of Thomas, 62.

21. T am grateful te Simon Gathercole for pointing out this example of a missing middle
tome.

22. Plisch, Gospe! of Thomas, zo1. Contrast Funk and Hoover, Five Gospels, 520, who re-
port the Jesus Seminar's rating of the Themus version as pink and the Synoptic version as gray:

23. For the svnopsis in Greek and Coptic, sce above, 62,
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Mat¢. 6:25-30

Luke 12:22-28

Thom. 36 (P.Oxy. 655)

25 Therefore I tell you,
do not worry about your

life,

what you will eat or
what you will drink,
or about your body,

what you will wear. Is
not life more than food,
and the body more than
clothing?.. .27 And can
any of you by worrying
add a single hour to
your span of Jife? 28 And
why do you worry about
clothing?

Consider the lilies of the
field, how they grow:
they neither toilnor
spin, 29 yet] tell you,
even Solomon in all his
glory was not clothed
like one of these.

30 But if God so clothes
the grass of the field,
which is alive today and
tomorrow is thrown into
the oven, will he not
much more clothe you
— you of little faith?

22 He said to his disciples,
“Therefore I tell you,
do not worry about your

life,

what you will eat,
or about your body,

what you will wear. 23 For
life is more than food,
and the body more than
clothing. . . . 25 And can
any of you by worrying
add a single hour to
your span of life? 26 If
then you are notable to
do so small a thing as
that, why do you worry
ahmit the rest?

27 Consider the lilies,
how they grow:

they neither toil nor
spin; yet I tell you,

even Solomon in all his
glory was not clothed
like one of these.

28 But if God so clothes
the grass of the field,
which is alive today and
tomorzow is theown into
theoven, how much
more will he clothe you
— you of little faith!™

jesus says,

“Do not be anxious])
from morning [until
evening and] from
evening [until]
morning, ne ther
[about) your [food] and
what [you will] eat,

[nor] about [your
clothing] and
what you [will] wear.

[You are far] better
than the (lilies] which
[neither] card nor
[spin]. As for you,
when you have no
garment, what [will you
put on]? Who might
add to your stature?

He will give you your
garment.”

Thomas 36 has parallels to Matt. 6:25 // Luke 12:22 and Matt. 6:28b-
30 // Luke 12:27-28, but it is missing Matt. 6:26b-28a // Luke 12:23-26. In
other words, there is a large white space in the middle of the passage in
Thomas, which can be seen clearly once it is laid out in synopsis alongside
Matthew and Luke. The missing middile generates a minor inconcinnity.

120
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Like the later Synoptics, Thomas begins with the exhortation not to be wor-
ried about food or clothing. In the section missing from Thomas, though,
Matthew and Luke deal with the first of these issues, food. Where Thomas
rejoins the Synoptics, they are talking about the second of these, clothing.
Thomas therefore has the exhortation not to be worried about food and
clothing, but only the poetic justification for avoiding worry about cloth-
ing. The missing middle does not here generate a glaring ineoncinnity, but
the fuller Synoptic version provides a logical progression from exhortation
to poetic justification that, as usual, is better crafted and more rhetorically
powerful than the Thomas version. It is another reminder to be wary of the
notion that 7homas is somehow more characteristically “oral” than are the
Synoptic Gospels. Its text is significantly less memorable than its Synoptic
counterpart.®

The presence of this example in one of the Greek witnesses suggests
that the missing middle is a feature of Thomas’s redaction, not of scribal
error. Indeed, the Coptic text in this example actually eliminates the phe-
nomenon by retaining only the first part of the saying.”® It is possible that
other examples have also been lost in the Coptic text.>

As far as | am aware, this feature of Thomas’s (lack of} storytelling abil-
ity has not been discussed in the scholarship before. It may be an example
of canonical bias, whereby the Synoptics exercise a kind of normative influ-
ence on our reading of Thomas. Because of our familiarity with the Synoptic
stories, we unconsciously find ourselves filling in the blanks in the story so
that we do not notice that key antecedent elements have been dropped.

Our failure to notice the feature may also result from the lack of good
Thomas-Synoptic synopses. Setiing the Synoptic accounts alongside Thomas
enables us to see the missing middle. Constructing synopses in our minds is
not easy, and it is not surprising that we fiind ourselves searching for explana-

24. One further example of a missing middle in Wiomas is in the Tenants in the Vine-
yard {Matt. 21:33-46 // Mark 12:1-12/f Luke 20:9-19 /f Thom. 65-66). Gathercole, “Luke in the
Gos pel of Thomas,” 128, notes that THomas's explanation for the killing of the son is strange:
“The Symoptics” explanation may not make psychological or legel sense, but it at least makes
narrative sense. The Thomas version is less clear, and looks like it might be an abbreviation
which has made the narrative no longer make good sense- there is a missing presupposition
here.”

23. See the discussion above, 66-63.

26. Unfortunately, the only other emmple in this chapter to be witnessed in the Oxy-
rhynchus fragments is Thoin. 26 in POxy. 1.1-4, but only the end of the saying is present in
the Greek.

121



Thomas and the Gospels

tions along the lines of conciseness and primitivity rather than abbreviation
and redaction.

One might ask what further evidence could help to explain the phe-
nomenon in Thomas. Are we right to be seeking a redaction-critical ex-
planation, whereby Thomas abbreviates his Synoptic source material, leav-
ing out key middle sections, or would a form-critical explanation, whereby
Thomas witnesses to independent oral forms of these stories, be preferable?
One means of exploring the question would be toask if contemporary anal-
ogies could shed light on the data. There is a striking example of the “miss-
ing middie” phenomenon in F C. Bartlett’s experiments with memory in
the early 1930s.>” He gave his subjects a text called “The War ol the Ghosts”
and asked them to read the text a couple of times, and then he tested them
for recall of the piece after selected periods of time, with interesting results,
including a good example of an individual retelling the story without its
middle section (in his first retelling, twenty hours after his reading of the
text).*® This kind of memory of a written text might appear to provide a
good parallel for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics, but we should be
cautious. Bartlett's experiments do not re-create anything like the condi-
tions that may be in view in antiquity, with communal texts read aloud by
the literate to the community over a period of time, not a single unf amiliar
text read by a modern individual and then recalled. So while analysis of the
way that moderns attempt to recall texts can stimulate our retlections on
antiquity, we should be clear that this is a question of analogy, not experi-
mental verification.

When in another context April DeConick® discusses Bartlett’s work,
she suggests taking it forward by developing experiments of our own.
Spending time on teld experiments, she proposes, could help us to get a
handle on the working of memory in antiquity. Unfortunately, in the ab-
sence of a TARDIS, we do not have access to the workings of the ancient
mind exceptin so far as those workings are crystallized in texts. But while
the kind of fieldwork that is available to contemporary practitioners of oral
history is not available to those doing ancient history, we should not be
discouraged. Our “field” is ancient texts, and the good news is that Thomas

27. k. C. Bartlett, Remenibering: A Study in Experintemal and Social Psychology (1932;
xepr. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

28. Ibid.. 72-73.

29. April DeConick, “Human Memory and the Sayings of Jesus,” in Tom Thatcher,ed., fe-
<sus, the Voice, and the Text: Beyond the Oral and Written Gospel {(Waco: Baylor University

_Press, 2008}, 135-80.
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The Missing Middle in Thomas

is not the only text in antiquity that features extensive parallels with the
Svnoptic Gospels.

The most striking early Christian parallel to this feature in Thomas
is found in the writings of Justin Martyr.>® The parallel is particularly il-
luminating not only because Justin may well be a close contemporary of
Thomas™ but also because he quotes and alludes to a lot of the sayings ma-
terial from the Synoptics.** In 1 Apology, in his discussion of swearing, for
example, Justin omits a chunk of material from the passage in Matthew he
is quoting:

Matt. 5:34-37 1 Apol. 16.5

ITepi 8¢ To0 pny Gpevoval dAwg 1aAndn
34 Eya ¢ Aéyw Lpiv Ot \éyeawv acel, abtw¢ napexedevoato:
uf opdoar OAwg- prTe &v T ovpavy, M1 opoonte SAw.

| 071 Bpovog EaTiv TOD BE0D: 35 prjTe €V
0 Y, O Dnonedioy €ativ Tav Toddv
avtov- e €ig’leposdiuvpa, STt mOAG
£oTiv TOD peydAov PaoAéwe: 36 priTe
£V 1) KEPaAR} gov Opoang, 6TL ov

‘ Svvacal piav tpixa Aevkiv nofjaai i

uékarvav. 37 Eotw 8t 6 Adyog tuav vai "Ectw 8¢ bpwv 10 val
vai, ob 0¥ 1 3¢ nepLoady vai, kai 10 ot ol 10 6¢ meEPIOTOV
TOUTWY €K TOD TOVIPOU £0TIV. ToUTWY €K TOO MOVIPOL.

30. John Halsey Wood Jr. suggests that the use of Gospel material in second-century
Christian writers could shed light en Thormas, “The New Testament Gospels and the Gospel
uf Thomas: A New Direction.” NTS 53 (2005): $79-95. He discusses Justin Martyr on 590-91.

1. See chapter 9 below.

32. Some caution is, of course, required in sceking parallels in material where Synoptic
dependence s itself disputed. For contrasting vicws, see Edouard Massaux, The /n fluence of
the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature Before Saint Irenaeus, vol. 3: The Apolo-
gists and the Didachie (ET: New Gospel Studies 5/3; Macon, GA: Mercer University Press,
1993): and Kuester, Synoptische Uberlie ferung; and the discussion by F. Neirynck in Massaux,
xiii-xxiv. In order to avoid begging the question, the verbatim agreement between Justin and
the Synoptics in the examples chosen here is so close as to make a direct link between them
highly likely. For the methodological issues involved in discussing the use of the Gospels in
the Apostolic Fathers, see Gregory, Reception of Luke-Acts, 7-15: and Gregory and Tuckett,
“Reflections on Method.”
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Matt. 5:34-37

1Apol. 16.5

34 But Isay to you, Do not swear
atall, either by heaven, for it is the
throne of God, 35 orby the earth, for i
is his footstool, or by Jerusalem, for it
is the city of the great King. 36 And do
not swear by your head, for you eannot
make one hair white or black. 37 But
letyour word be “Yes, Yes” or “No,
No”; anything more than this comes
from the evil one.

And with regard to our not swearing at
all, and always speaking the truth, he
commanded as follows: “Do not swear

at all;

but
let your Yes be Yes and your No,
No; anything more than thiscomes
from the evil one”

As in several examples of Thomas-Synoptic comparisons, the middle
section of the Synoptic passage is missing. Justin has verbatim agreement
with the opening of Matt. 5:34 (pf) dpdoar dAwg, “Do not swear at all”),
almost verbatim agreement with Matt. 5:37,>* but all of Matt. 5:34b-36 is
missing.”*

Justin’s parallel to Matt. 7:15-20 in 1 Apol. 16.13 shows a similar pattern
in its use of Matthew:

Matt. 7:15-20 1Apol. 16.13

15 (lpooéxeTe do1d TOV YEUVIOMPOPITIGV,

ofTiveg Epxovral mpdg LIpag &v
¢évOupaaiv

npoPdarwv, Eowlev 8¢ siowv Adkot
dpitayeq. 16 Gd TV KapRWY aQUTWV

nolXoi yap fj§ovotv éni tH ovopari
Hov, £{wlev piv Eviedupivor dégpatu
npopérwv, Eowbev 5& Svreg AvkoL
apiayeg £x Twy £pywv avTwv

£meyvarocoBe avrong. émyvaoeoe avtovs.
thirt oVAAéyovaLy Ard &xavbav

otaguld f and TpiPéAwv goxa;

33. The veibatim agreement enabies us to identify the source as Matt. 5:34-37 rather than
the paralle] Jas. 5:12 (so alse Koester. Ancient Christian Gospels, 363, though hesees Justin as
queting a catechism influenced by beih). Cf. Massaux, Influence, 3:26-27, "A literary contact
with Mt. is evident” (27).

34. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 363, rightly noies: “The absence of Mati. 5.3¢4b-36
is probably due to omissi'on on the part of justin”
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Matt. 7:15-20

1Apol. 16.13

17 oUTwe Rav 8€vdpov ayabav
KapMovs kaAlovg wotet, 16 62 canpdv
Sévdpev kapitolg nnovrpolig notEL

18 ov duvarai S£vdpov ayabov
KQapitovg ovHpoug KaEly, oudi
Sévdpov canpodv kapmoug kaAoug
HoELv. 19 nav dEvSpov i nowovv
Kapiov KaAbv EKKOGTTETAL KAl £ig TP
pdAAstal 20dpa ye and TV kApIOVY
attwv ¢ryvaoecsBe avtoic.

#nav 0 8£vpov, ju) nowovv
Kapiov Kakov, EKKGITETAL Kai €' up

BPéAArtarL

15 Beware of false prophets, who come
to you in

sheep’s clothing but inwardly are
ravenous wolves. 16 By their frunits you
will know them. Are grapes gathered
from thorus, or figs fom thistles? 17 ln
the sa me way, every good tree bears
good fruit, but the bad tree bears bad
fruit. 18 A good tree cannot bear bad
#ruit, nor ¢an a bad tree bear good
fruit.

19 Evezy tree that does not bear good
fruit is cut down and cast mito the

fire. 20 Therefore from ther fruits you
will know them.

For many will come
in my name, dressed outwardly in
sheep’s clothing, but who inwardly are
ravenous wolves. By their works youn
shall know them.

Every tree that does not bear good
fruit is cut down and cast into the
fire.

The abbreviation of the saying by Justin is achieved not by means of

summarizing but by means of omitting the middlesection, here Matt. 7:17-
18. The missing middle creates a less poetic, less coherent flow of thought
in Justin than in Matthew. In Justin the tree and fruit imagery emerges sud-
denly with the image of judgment, rather than with Matthew’s explication
of good tree/good fruit, bad tree/bad fruit.

Justin does the same thing with respect to Luke:

Luke 12:48

1 Apol. 17.4

Ilavzi 8% #6691 wOAD, TOAD
{yrBioerat tap” avtov- kai @
napiBevto moAd, nepiocdTEPOV
aitroovoLvy avtov.

w mAéov Edwkev & Beog ,

nAfov
anartrBiceraitap’ adrov.
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CHAPTER 8

Orality, Literacy, and Thomas

Introduction

There is an emerging consensus in recent studies of Thomas that orality’
provides the key to studying the Gospel. The mode of Thomas’s origin, de-
velopment, and composition is an oral one.” It is difficult to underestimate
the importance of this perspective, but it is an issue that requires a little un-
raveling. Although often treated together, two elements in this discussion
require separate attention. The frst is a proposition that relates to Chris-
tian origins scholarship in general The second relates more specifically to
Thomas. The general claim is that in order to understand the full range of
early Christian documents, one needs to take seriously the burgeoning lit-
erature on orality and to engage with a properly informed understanding
of oral tradition.® The more specific claim is that the Gospel of Thomas can
only be properly understood as the product of an “oral mind,” the result of
an “eral disposition” that contrasts with the scribal mentality that charac-
terizes certain other early Christian documents.

1. The term “oralsty”™ has been developed in contradistinciion to “literacy™ and is most
closely associated with the important and influential work of Walter Ong, Orality and Lit-
eracy: The Technologizing of the Word (London: Methuen, 1982). However, Ong’s contrast
betswveen oral cultures and literate cultures often falls out of view in discussions of orality in
scholarship on Christian origins, where cleaily litetate authors are said to be moving in an
oral culture.

2. Penin, Thomas and Tatiax, is an exceptron here

3. For useful overviews see Kelly R. Ixverson, “Orality and the Gospels: A Survey of Re-
cent Research,” Currents in Biblical Research 8 (2009): 71-106; and Holly E. Hearon, “The
Implicat’'ons of ‘Orality” for Studres of the Biblical Text)” Oral Tradition 19/1 (2004): 96-107.
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The Missing Middle in Thoma:

The examples of missing middles in Justins quotations from the Syn-
optics®” may illustrate that the phenomenon in Thomas has a comfortable
parallel in a literary context in the mid-second century. They incline u:
against the view that Thomas’s frequent brevity with respect to the Synop-
tics is related in any way to primitivity. Such a view runs directly counter tc
alot of the reccived wisdom on the origins of the Gospe! of Thomus, as wel
as to a certain reconstruction of trajectories in early Christianity, and it wil
require further exploration. In the next chapter, we will look at the questior
of orality, literacy, and Thomas, exploring the grounds for the claim thai

Thomas is primitive in genre and form, and close to the ora! traditions thai
characterized early Christianity.

37. There are other possible examples of the same thing, e.g.. 1 Apol. 16.7 /1 Matt. 1916-17
{1 Mark 1021718 // Luke 18:18-19, where Justin omits the linking dialogue, “Why do you call
me good?” (Mark and Luke) or “Why do you ask me about what is gaod?” (Matthew).
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CHAPTER 8

Orality, Literacy, and Thomas

Introduction

There is an emerging consensus in recent studies of Thomas that orality’
provides the key to studying the Gospel. The mode of Thomas’s origin, de-
velopment, and composition is an oral one.” It is difficult to underestimate
the importance of this perspective, but it is an issue that requires a little un-
raveling. Although often treated together, two elements in this discussion
require separate attention. The frst is a proposition that relates to Chris-
tian origins scholarship in general The second relates more specifically to
Thomas. The general claim is that in order to understand the full range of
early Christian documents, one needs to take seriously the burgeoning lit-
erature on orality and to engage with a properly informed understanding
of oral tradition.® The more specific claim is that the Gospel of Thomas can
only be properly understood as the product of an “oral mind,” the result of
an “eral disposition” that contrasts with the scribal mentality that charac-
terizes certain other early Christian documents.

1. The term “oralsty”™ has been developed in contradistinciion to “literacy™ and is most
closely associated with the important and influential work of Walter Ong, Orality and Lit-
eracy: The Technologizing of the Word (London: Methuen, 1982). However. Ong’s contrast
betsveen oral cultures and literate cultures often falls out of view in discussions of orality in
scholarship on Christian otigins, where cleaily ktetate authors are said to be moving in an
oral culture.

2. Penrin, Themas and Tatiar, is an exceptron here

3. For useful overviews see Kelly R. Iverson. “Orality and the Gospels: A Survey of Re-
cent Research,” Currents in Biblical Research 8 (2009): 71-106; and Holly E. Hearon, “The
Implications of ‘Orality” for Studres of the Biblical Text;” Oral Tradition 19/1 (2004): 96-107.
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These diff erent claims are sometimes confused and they are sometimes
discussed as if they are the same thing. Unfortunately, this pattern charac-
terizes much ofthe discussion of orality andliteracy in early Christianity, an
area that is frequently marked by a lack of clarity. The two different claims
are partly in contrast with one another, and since it is quite possible to have
differing views en each, I willbegin by addressing some of the aspectsin the
general discussion about orality and Christian origins, and I will then move
to the elements in the discussion of Thomas asa product of an oral culture.”

The basic point that { hope to underline is that the world of early Chris-
tian texts and tradents is best understood as a world in which there wasa
vibrant interaction between orality and literacy, the ear and the eye, text
and tradition. It is a very different world from the one we Itve in, but carica-
tures of our literate world can be damaging to a proper appreciation ot how
orality and literacy interacted in antiqusty and how the Gospel of Thomas
found its place in that world.”

Understanding these issues is important in the context of the argument
of this book for several reasons. [ have argued that Thomas is directly linked
with the Synoptic Gospels, that its author is familiar with them. This kind
of thesis inevitably risks being characterized as belonging to an outmod-
ed “literary paradigm” that has been superseded by a new paradigm that
stresses orality at every turn.® [t is easy to caricature a theory in which there
are direct links between tex® as a matter of “scissors and paste,” and to ac-
cuse those who hold such theories as belonging to another generation. It is
only by careful consideration of the complex issues surrounding orality and

4. For a helpful discussion of some of the key issues in relation to Tlromas, see especially
Ure, “Thomas and the Oral Gospel Tradimon.”

5. See Rafael Rodriguez, "Reading and Hearing in Ancient Contexts,” /SNT 32 (2009):
151-78, for ahelpful criique of the recent discussion of orality and literacy 1n early Christian-
ity.

6. DeConick, “Gospel of Thomas,” 474, writes, "Did semeone not sit down with a pen in
hand and writeit, perhaps relying on written sources like the New Testament Gospels? This
type of answer [sic] reveals the enormous distance between ourselves and ancient people,
betiveen our world of information technology and their world of memory and story. Their
culture wasone dominated by memory and orality, punctuated only by occasions of reading
and wiiting ™

7. DeConick, for example, describes what she calls “the literate model” as a matter of
“sciscors and paste” (Recovering, 43, citing MeL. Wilson, Studies, 48). She also crincizes Per-
rin’s Thomas and Tafian as a “cut-and-paste model” (Recovering, 48). The now antiquated
metaphor of “scissers and paste™ is, of course, only ever used in scholarship to dharacterize
and se criticize the views of opponents.
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literacy in early Christianity that we will be able to navigate our way to a
clear understanding of the relationship between Thomas and the Synoptics.

Moreover, many of the standard arguments in favor of Thomas’s inde-
pendence of the Synoptics are apparently enhanced when they are restated
as part of a model that conceptualizes the world of Thomas as a world of
rampant orality. Arguments about the brevity of Thomas’s sayings, or about
the lack of allegory in its parables, take an older form-critical view of the
development of the tradition and update them by reeasting them as ex-
amples of oral traditions appropriated by an author (or authors) with an
oral mentality. Misperceptions about orality and literacy in antiquity can
obscure the case for Thomas'’s familiarity with the Synoptics, and they need
to be taken seriously.

In this chapter, we will begin by exploring the claim that a proper un-
derstanding of orality transforms the task of examining the literary deposit
from early Christianity. I will argue that the corrective offered by scholars
like James Dunn actually underestimates the importance of literacy among
early Christian authors and tradents, whose world we should reconstruct as
one characterized by a lively interaction between text and tradition. I will
suggest further that Thomas is best understood as a representative of that
same world of text and tradition, and that attempts to locate it as a special
representative of a kind of oral mind are misguided.

Orality, Literacy, and Chriistian Origins

In an important article, James Dunn® oifers a major challenge to students
of Christian origins, arguing that we are so influenced by the “literary para-
digm” within which we do our work that we are ill equipped to understand
the “oral culture” within which the early Christian authors moved.’ The

8. James D. G. Dunn, “Alteting the Default Setting: Re-envisaging the Early Transmis-
sion of the Jesus Tradition,” NTS 49/2 {2003): 139-75. See also Dunn, fesus Remembered. Be-
cause Dunn does not have a lot to say about Thomas in his analysis of early Christian orality,
his study marks a useful starting point for investigstion of the general claims about orality.
For Punn’s views on Thomas, see fesus Remembered. 161-65.

9. Cf. Werner Kelbey, The @1al and the Written Gospel: The Herineneutics of Speaking
and Writing in the Syroptic Tradition, Mark, Paul. and Q (Phifadelphra: Fortress, 1983), 32:
“Liteiacy is so deeply implanted in every twenticth-century biblical scholar that it is dithcult
to avoid thinking of it as the normal means of communiestion and the sole measure of lan-
guage.” Aswith Dunn, the overstatement wheieby literacy is configured as the “sole measure”™
of language among moderas s snking.
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literary paradigmm is a kind of “default setting,” and we need training to free
ourselves from this way of thinking because it is seriously distorting our
scholarship. Dunn summarizes his approach:

In a word, we natusally, habitually and instinctively work within a liter-
ary paradigm. We are, therefore, in no fit stale to appreciate how a non-
literary culture, an oral culture, functions. And if we are to enter empa-
thetically into such a culture it is essential that we become conscious of
our hterary paradigm and make deliberate efforts to step outside it and
to free ourselves from its inherited predispositions. It becomes necessary
to alter the default settings given by the literary shaped software of ocur
mental computers.*

Appealing to the pioneering work of Albert Lerd and Milman Parry,
and quoting Walter Ong,"" Dunn is particularly impressed with Kenneth
Bailey’s model of “informal controlled oral tradition,” which is based on
anccdotal evidence.'? Dunn builds a case for understanding the origins,

10. Dunn, "Altering,’ 142.

11. Albert Bates Loid, The Singer of Tales (Cambn dge: Harvard University Press, 1960);
Ong, ®ality and Literary.. It is cenunon for New Tesiament scholars te appeal 10 Lord and
Parzy without bearing in mind Lord’s own disastrous attempt to apply his insy'ghts to the
New Testament in Albert B. Lord, “The Gospels as Oral Traditional Literatuse;” in William O.
Walker Jr,ed., The Relationshi ps among the Gospels: An Interdisci plinary Dialogue (San Anto-
nio: Trinity University Press, 1978), 33-91- Lord’s artr'cle illustrates the problem with attempt-
ing to transfer the insights from The Singer of Tales % the study of Christian origins without
first understanding the nature of the Synoptic Problem and related issues.

12. Kenneth Bailev, “Informal Controlled Oral Tradition and the S¥noptic Gospels,” AJT
5 (1991): 34-34 = Themelios 20/2 (:993): 4-11; idem, “*Middle Eastesa Oral Traditvon and the
Synoptic Gospels,” Ex pT106 (1995): 363-67. Dunn appealscepeatedly to the Bailey model, also
in Jesus Rememberwd and in “[esus in Oral Memory: The Initial Stages of the Jesus Tradition,”
in D. Donnelly, ed., fesus: A Collogiéium in the Holy Land (London: Continuum, 2001), 84-
145- This aspect of Dunn’s case has been weakened by Theodore J. Weeden’s exposing of seri-
ous problems in Bailey’s work, “Kenneth Bailey’s Theory of Oral Tradition: A Theory Con-
tested by Its Evidence,” JSHf 7 (2009): 3-43- Dunn’s reply, “Kenneth Bailey’s Theory of Oral
Tradition: Critiquing Thecdore Weeden's Critique,” JSH] 7 {2009). 44-62, defends Bailey’s
anecdotal evidence, asking, “Are personal experiences stretching over several decades o be
dismissed simply because they are recorded with an anecdotal casualness that the scientific
mind abhors?” (48). ithe answer to which is yes, if we are serious about academic study. At
best, Bailey’s materials can piovide useful analogyes fer modeling early Clasistian tradition.
Others who bhave appealed to Bailey include DeConick, Recovering, 29; idem, “Gospel of
Thomas," 475; N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Christian Origins and the Ques-
tien of Ged 2; London: SPCK, 1996), 133-36. See too Teience Mournet, Oral Tradition and
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development, and even the writing down of the Jesus tradition under the
heading of orality. He does not deny the role played by texts and by relation-
ships between texts, but for Dunn orality is always at the forefront."?

Dunn’s thesis, which coheres with a broader movement in New Testa-
ment studies, ' provides a welcome corrective to our text-obsessed minds,
our library- and study-based contemporary academic perspective on the
world. Sometimes it takes a shock to jolt scholars out of the kind of com-
placent, unexamined assumptions that form the backdrop to their every-
day activities, and Dunn is clearly attempting to turn on the electricity to
achicve a massive paradigm shift. But shock treatment can be counterpro-
ductive; and while the stimulus to think is successful, the attempt to shift
paradigms is less so."*

One of the difficulties with Dunn's perspective is its starting point. He
overstates the case for the extent of our immersion in a literary culture. He
describes us as “children of Gutenberg and Caxton.” “We belong,” he says,
“to cultures shaped by the book. Our everyday currency is the learned arti-
cle and monograph. Libraries are our natural habitat.”'® There is, of course,
some truth in this; no one would deny the importance of the book in our
culture. But what Dunn is talking about here is not so much our culture in
general, but the academic subculture of research and writing. Even within
that subculture, our literary research interacts with oral and aural elements.

Literary Dependency: Yariability and Stability in the Syrnoptic Tradition and Q \WWUNT 2/19s;
Tabingen: Mohr Sicbeck, 2005), 90-91, 185-90. et passim, for a sympathetic critique of Bailey.

13. For discussion of Dunn, see also Samucl Byrskog, “A New Perspective on the Jesus
Tradition: Retlections on James D. G. Dunn’s Jesies Remembered,” ]SNT 26 (2004): 459-71; and
Birger Gerhardsson, “The Secret of the Transmission of the Unwritten Jesus ‘Tradition,” NTS
51 (200%): 1-18.

13. Itis a movement that owes a great deal 10 Kelber, Oral and Writtes. For a recent dis-
cussion of Kelber, see Tom Thatcher, “Bevond Texts and “[raditions: Werner Kelber's Media
History of Christian Origins,” in Tom Thatcher, ed., Jesus, the Voice, and the Text: Beyond the
Oral and the Written Gospel (Waco: Baylor University Press), 1-26.

15. Iverson, “Orality and the Gospels,” 77. suggests that a “paradigm shift” influenced by
the work of Parry, Lord, Havelock. and Ong is “still being plaved out today.’

16. “Default,” 142. While scholars of our generation may still be children of Caxton and
Gutenberg, scholars of this generation are children of Bill Gates and Tim Berners-Lee. It is
easy to underestimate the radical change in learning brought about by a generation of digi-
tal natives, who are usually taught by digital immigrants like us. See Marc Prensky, “Digital
Natives, Digital Immigrants,” On the Horizon 9/5 (2001); idem. “Digital Natives, Digital Im-
migrants, Part 2: Do they really think differently?” On the Horizon 9/6 (z001), reproduced
&t Marc Prensky, http://www.marcprensky.com/, accessed 23 August 20u1. See further on this
below.
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Our primary means of communicating our scholarship is the classroom,
which is all about speaking and hearing in interaction with the primary
texts being studied and the secondary texts that help. The oral interaction
in the classroom is a major contributor to the development of the scholar’s
thoughts.

In the preparation of our scholarship, the oral plays a key role. Dunns
own article began lite as a Society for New Testament Studies presidential
address in 2002. 'The interaction between written dratt, oral presentation,
revised drafts in the light of live questioning — these are the staples of
the development of academic work. Thus where Dunn conceptualizes the
scholar as living in the library, one might just as readily characterize the
enterprise as one of interaction in which solitary library time is only one
feature, and not necessarily the most important feature.

Outside that academic subculture, our world is still permeated by oral-
ity. Many more people receive their news through television and radio —
oral media — than through newspapers. And many who do use newsspapers
are now no longer simply reading them, but they are combining the reading
experience with watching online videos, listening to podcasts, and so on.
We are living in a culture in which the very term “reader” is once again
changing. The avid “reader” of The Guardian or The New York Times now
incorporates activities that involve no reading at all, listening to podcasts
and audio streaming and watching embedded video.

This is not to say, of course, that our world is a nonliterary one but to
point out that it is easy for academics to underestimate the extent to which
orality and literacy interact in our own culture. Dunn suggests, “In an over-
whelmingly literary culture our experience of orality is usually restricted to
casual gossip and the serendipitous reminiscences of college reunions,”’ a
surprising statement given the many other manilestations of orality in our
culture.'® The spoken word is everywhere. For many, the written word is
secondary. To be literate does not mean that the written word is always and
inevitably primary, or that we always think along literary lines. The case of’
knowledge of the Bible is itselt instructive. As those who have taught the
New Testament know, the student’s knowledge of the texts is often received
through oral tradition, not through direct familiarity with the text. Few

17. “Default,” 139,
18. If “literacy” s broadly defined as the ability to read (and sometimes to write), orality

should be defined as the ability to communicate by the spoken voice, without prejudice to the
specific questions of orimary orality, secondary orality, and the oral cultures, oral societies, or

oral minds who are ¢ngaging in the communication.
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people who think they know the Christmas story get their knewledge di-
rectly from reading Matthew 1-2 and Luke 1-2,let alone the Protevangelium
of James or the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew. Their knowledge is conveyed
through our culture’s oral tradition and its harmonized and legendary ver-
sions of thesstory so frequently retold and reenacted.”

The point is not to attempt to narrow the gap between the ancient
world and the contemporary world. The key task of the ancient historian is
to convey some sense of the great differences between the worlds we study
and our own, and. to avoid anachronistic readings influenced by our own
way of looking at things.?® The point rather is that in our attempts to con-
ceptualize the ancient world, we should be careful not to lapse into carica-
ture of the contemporary world, and so to warp our perception of Christian
origins. If we were to imagine the person who in a millennium is reading
Dunn’s scholarship, looking for information about how we communicate
with one another in the early-twenty-ficst century, that researcher would
have little idea of how we actually live our lives. We live in [ibraries (“our
natural habitat”) and we trade in monographs and learned articles (“our
everyday currency”). Where Dunn is exploring the analogy of a computer’s
“default setting,” he conceives of the computer solely in word-processing
terms and not as a communications device that incorporates oral and aural
features. For many contemporary academics, the computer has two basic
functions, word processing and email, literate activities in continuity with
the typewriter and the letter writing that they replaced.?

19. Knowledge of film versions Like Jesus of Nazareth (dir. Franco Zefbrelli, 1977} and The
Nativity Story (dir. Cat herine Hardwicke; 2006) further informs the contemporary mind.and
the aural/visual encounter remains primary. There is rich potential {or research into thi's kind
of encounter, all the more interesting in that such films versions are themselves informed by
interaction with traditions of harmonized retellings of the biblical versions.

20. @n the cultural difference see Philip Esler, New Testament Tieology: Communion
and Community (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005} 171-72.

21. Of course. some academics understand and use technology effectively in their re-
search and teaching, but there remarns a gap between scholais and studenk. Scholars’ per-
ceptions of their abilities with technology are different from students” perceptions of their
abilities. See, for example, Scott Jaschik, “Technology Gap,” Inside Higher Ed, November 3
2009, htip://www.insidehighered.com/news/2009/1t/05/survey.
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Secondary Orality

Indeed, the computer analogy may be appropriate in a way not anticipated
by Dunn. His analogy conceptualizes the computer as a writing machine,
a kind of glorified electronic typewriter, but it is much more than that: a
communications device, a telephone, a radio, a television set, a games con-
sole, and so on. Just before the dawn of the computer revolution, the radical
change in communications culture was already encouraging Ong to con-
ceptualize our culture as something other than a purely literate one. “The
electronic age,” he said, “is also an age of ‘secondary orality, the orality of
telephones, radio, and television, which depends on writing and print tor
its existence.”??

Ong was prescient in his realization of the emerging importance of sec-
ondary orality, something he was already discussing in 1971,>* but the gen-
eration that separates us from Ong’s important studies has demonstrated
an explosion in secondary orality of the kind that he could hardly have
imagined. Biblical scholars who repeatedly appeal to Ong as if his work will
lend theirs a trendy legitimacy would do well to retlect on our own cultural
distance from Ong. When he conceptualizes secondary orality, his list of
electronic devices now looks dated. He speaks, for example, of “the ‘second-
ary orality’ of present-day high-technology culture, in which a new orality
is sustained by telephone, radio, television and other electronic devices that
depend for their existence and functioning on writing and print’*

Ong’s reference to “telephone, radio, television and other electronic de-
vices” illustrates that the computer revolution has hardly dawned. When,
twelve years later, Robert Fowler is exploring “How the secondary orality
of the electronic age can awaken us to the primary orality of antiquity;” his
list of what is involved in the discussion of secondary orality includes the
followwing: “However, by means of our computers, telephones, televisions,
VCRs, CD players, and tape recorders, hypertext breaks into our cozy study,
grabs us by the scruff of the next [sic}, and plunges us full-bore into the
advent(ure) of secondary orality."*

22. Ong, Orality and Literacy, 3.

23. Walter Ong, Rfietoric, Romance and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expres-
sion and Culture (Ithaca: Cornell University Peess, 1971), chapter 12, especially 299.

24. Orality and Literacy, n.

25. Robert Fowler, "How the Secondary Orality of the Electronic Age Can Awaken Us
to the Primary Orality of Antiquity, or What Hypertext Can ‘leach Us About the Bible, with
Retlections on the lithical and Political issues of the Electronic Frontier,” paper presented te
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Fowler provides a snapshot of a moment in the development of the
culture of secondary orality, and there are items in this list that were absent
from Ong’s list. And now Fowler’s 1994 list looks dated. VCRs and tape re-
corders have gone the way of vinyl before them. Tape is no more. We would
now talk about DVDs, blu-ray, DVRs, downloads, blackberries, iTunes,
podcasts, P2P, streaming — and this list too will soon begin to look dated
to those now reading this book written in 2012. It is easy to see that one is
living in a revolution when the itemsin the list are changing so rapidly.

Reflection on this revolution in secondary orality illustrates the extent
to which academics can underestimate how orality works in our culture,
a fact that influences the way that the discussion of antiquity is framed.
On one level, there is nothing surprising here; we speak of what we know.
Ong himself is a case in point. When he discusses television and radio, he
instinctively thinks in terms of political figures and their oratory.* On the
only occasion that he specifies a particular radio program, it is “a recently
published series of radio lectures” by Claude Lévi-Strauss.*” Perhaps it is
unsurprising, therefore, that Ong thinks in terms of television, radio, and
electronic devices “that depend for their existence and functioning on writ-
ing and print” There is, of course, a lot of truth in this. The existence of
radio and television is inconceivable without writing, and a great deal of
television and radio depends on the carefully planned script, especially
drama and documentary. Nevertheless, television and radio, to say noth-
ing of the Internet, podcasting, and more, have gone beyond “print” even
il the interaction betiveen orality and literacy remains essential.** A lot of
the content of television, radio, the [nternet, and podcasts is spontaneous
and not formally dependent on writing or print. Sports coverage and some
reality TV programs are obvious examples, but it is a discussion that could
provide many more.

The difliculty for academics who reflect on these issues is that they
are inclined to play down orality in contemporary culture, a situation that
leads to exaggerated, even romanticized notions of the primary orality of
the past. While it is indeed essential for the ancient historian to grasp the

:1e Semistics and Exegesis Section, Society of Biblical Literature Annual Mceting, Chicago.
November 19, 1984, reproduced at httpi//homepages.bw.edu/~rfowler/pubsfsecondoral/in
Jex.html.

26. Ordlity and Literacy, 136-37.

27. Ibid., 174.

28. Podcasting, for example, is an oral medium that is often unscripted, but the process
A editing, tagging, and uploading is inconceivable without literacy.
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utter ditference of the ancient world from ours, and to attempt to under-
stand how orality and literacy interacted in antiquity, miscenceptualizing
the contemporary world can make the problem worse, not least by encour-
aging a kind of binary opposites approach according to which the ancient
world is characterized by orality and our world is characterized by literacy.
However usefu! it might be, in teaching and summary communication, to
emphasize this kind of complete contrast, the reality is more complex. It is
a matter of understanding the ditferent ways in which oralily and literacy
interact then and now.

In so far as contemporary orality and literacy can be reducedto simple
descriptors, terms like “print-determined™ or “print-dominated™*’ are not
particularly helpful. Instead, we should engage seriously with the second-
ary orality of our culture without overemphasizing elements in the rarefied
atmosphere of the academic subculture.

“Secondary Orality” in New Testament Scholarship

The meaning of the term “secondary orality” in Ong’s work is clear, and it
has been developed to embrace the ways in which the orality of the elec-
tronic media impacts on contemporary literacy.* In recent years, however,
a new and completely ditterent usage has become common in New Testa-
ment scholarship. The new meaning of “secondary orality™ relates it to the
ancient world rather than the contemporary wworld, and uses it to refer to
indirect familiarity with texts through oral tradition. 1t has become espe-
cially prevalent in discussions of Thomas to describe a familiarity with the
Synoptic Gospels that is mediated through oral tradition.

The new use of the term derives from Werner Kelber, who uses it in this
way in his influential 1983 book, 1The Oral and the Written Gospel: “Obvi-
ously, orality derived from texts is not the same as primary orality, which
operates without the aid of texts. The passion narrative is largely built on
texts and texts recycled into the oral medium, that is, secondary orality*

Later, Kelber explains the propertics of this “secondary orality.” Texts

29. Dunn, “Default) 15e, speaks of “our print-determined default seiting™ and the
“blinkers of a mindset formed by our print-dominated heritage™; f. Kelber, Orat and Writ-
ten, xv, “I have wotien this book ont of a vencern for what scemed o be a disproportionatcely
print-oriented heremeneuti’'c in our study of the Bible”

30. Cf. Ruth Spiclinann, “Secondary Orality]” TIC Talk 53 (2002): 1-4.

31. Kelber, Oral and the Written Gospel, 197
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were “fixed and in a sense dead, permanently open to visual inspection and
the object of unceasing etforts at interpretation,” but at the same time they
were “meant to be read aloud and heard”; and so, “If this text enters the
world of hearers by being read aloud, it functions as secondary orality.” The
contrast with “primary orality” is striking in that “the story narrated is one
that was never heard in primary orality, for it comprises textually tiltered
and contrived language.”?

The difficulty with Kelber’s usage of the term is not only that it is con-
fusing to co-opt a term that is already used to refer to something com-
pletely different, but also that it works with a static and unidirectional mod-
el, whereby fixed text is appropriated orally. It plays down the interaction
between text and tradition, underestimating the role played by texts in the
earliest period, and overestimating the fixed nature of texts from Mark on-
ward.” The term “secondary” orality here functions to emphasize that it is
an orality that is derivative of the fixed text, with no link to the oral tradi-
tion from which the text was derived.

For Kelber, “secondary orality” does not yet have the nuance it has
developed more recently. Kelber is speaking about texts being read aloud,
not about knowledge of texts mediated through oral tradition. There is no
discussion of interaction between text and tradition, and there is not yet a
specific reference to Thomas. The term is used with reference to Thoinas for
the first time in Klyne Snodgrass’s article on Thomas,*>® where he attempts to
make clear that he is not suggesting that Thomas copied from the Synoptics
but rather that Thormas is “witness of a ‘secondary orality”” This is the usage
that has subsequently become popular in discussions of Thomas, and which
is associated especially with Risto Uro.*® Like Kelber, Uro uses it in self-

32. Ibid,, 217-18. Kelber’s departure from Ong’s usc of the term “secondary orality” is
self-conscious: “In communications theory secondary orality usually refers to electronicaily
mediated sound. We would suggest a ditferentiation of three types of orality: primary orality,
textually mediated or secondary orality, and electronically mediated or tertiary orality™ ( The
Oral and the Written Gospel, 226 n. 118). This categorization has not caught on.

33. [n recent work, Kelber has shown some modification of his earlier views on fixed
texts, largely under the influence of Parker, Living Text; e.g., Werner Kelber, “Orality and
Biblical Studies: A Review Essay” RBL 12 (2007): 22-25, htip://wwwbookreviews.org/
pdf/2120_67 44.pdf.

34. Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 28. Snodgrass funtnotes Kelber for “the expression,”
zpparently realizing that he is using it dift erently.

3s. Lro’s key article on the topic is “‘Secondary Orality’ in the Gospel of Thomas? Lo-
gion 14 as a Test Case.” Forum 9/3-4 (1993): 305-29; repr. as “7Thomas and the Oral Gospel
Tradition,” in Risto Uro, ed., Thomas at the Crossrouads, 8-32. For the concept Uro also cites
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conscious differentiation from the standard usage in orality studies,’® bu:
his usage aligns with that of Snodgrass, to refer to the indirect dependence
on the Synoptic Gospels mediated orally.>” DeConick uses the term in the
same sense,’ as a convenient shorthand for the possibility of oral media-
tion of Synoptic texts to Thomas.

The use of the term in the study of early Christianity is problematic not
just because of the confusion with its use in Ong but also because it leads
to an unrealistic appreciation of the dynamics of early Christian discourse.
¥What is required is something a little more nuanced. The use of “secondary
orality” with reterence to Christian origins effectively elevates a kind of pri-
mary orality to an importance it never had, and it detracts attention fron-
the tact that texts were often composed and almost always mediated orally.
In other words, we should be thinking about a kind of dynamic interac-
tion between orality and literacy, between text and tradition, throughout
the early period.

Wherever we look in early Christianity, we see this interaction between
text and tradition. Traditions crystallize in texts, and texts stimulate the tra-
dition. When Luke sets out to write an account of the things that have been
fulfilled among the early Christians (Luke 1:1-4), he self-consciously claims
to have knowledge of both texts and traditions, of other narratives and of
the things that have been passed on by eyewitnesses. And the analysis of the
Gospel itself makes sense as the product of that interaction, between writ-
ten texts and oral traditions.”

Moreover, it is well known that Papias also witnesses to the desire
to access material about Jesus not only through texts but also by word of
mouth.*® Once again, it is a matter of both eye and ear, text and tradition. So

Ernst Haenchen, “Literatur zum Thomasevangelium,” Theologische Rundschau 27 (1961): 147-
78 (178).

36. Uro, Thowas at the Crossroads, 10 n. 11

37. For a turther comment, see also Risto Uro, Thomas: Secking the Historical Context of
the Gospel of ‘thomas {London: Continuum, 2003), chapter s, especially 109.

38. As far as [ can tell, it does not appear in the first of her two sister volumes, Recovering
,but it occurs frequently in the second, Original Gospel, at 18, 21, 22, 24,53,89,94,111. 134, 140,
167, 169.188, 194, 200. 20t, 208, 215, 215, 261, and 269.

39. I have argued elsewhere that one should pay serious attention to the role played by
oral tradition in the composition of Luke {(Goulder and the Gospels, part 2., especially 28.4-86;
Case Against Q, 63-66).

40. The famous statement about the “living, abiding voice” is in Eusebius, HE 3.39.4, but
t is worth adding that Eusebius's quotations of Papias (3.39.1-16) feature muitiple references
to hearing and memory alongside the references to the literary works like Mark and Matthew,
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too Justin Martyr. The means by which the Christians he knew were access-
ing the gospel materials was by the reading aloud, in church, of what they
conceptualized as “the memoirs of the apostles,” and this reading aloud was
subsequently interpreted and expounded.™

This is not simply a matter of what was happening at the end of the first
century and in the first half of the second. The same interaction character-
izes the evidence as far back as we can go. Indeed, the difficulty with “sec-
ondary orality” is the implication that there was a primary orality, which
conjures up a world of illiterate tradents and detracts from an understand-
ing of the roles played by orality and literacy in early Christi'anity. To see
the point, it is worth reflecting on the question of the literacy of those who
passed on the tradition from the first.

Literate Tradents

A facetious comment attributed to the pseudonymous blogger N. T. Wrong
underlines the literacy of the biblical authors: “Of those who wrote biblical
books, the literacy rate was 100%.”*” Everyone, of course, knows this, but
not everyone reflects on the roles played by the literate elite in a larsely il-
literate culture.** In order to understand a text, we begin by exploring the
world of the author, a world that presupposes literacy even where that au-
thor is surrounded by illiteracy. It is true that the majority of the hearers
of early Christian texts were illiterate, from the slave at the dinner table
to the stall holder at the marketplace; but those composing texts, copying
texts, and reading texts aloud were by definition literate. In other words, it
is essential to take seriously the role played by the literate in a culture where
there was widespread illiteracy, and to come to terms with the role played

1John and 1 Peter. Papias’s knowledge of the Synoptic Gospels alongside his ctaims to knowl-
edge of tradition combined with “strange parables and teachings of the Savior™ and “other
more mythical things™ sounds like a good analogue for the Gospe of Themsas.

41. Jus'n Martyy. 2 Apol. 67, "the memoirs of the apostles or the writings of the prophets
are read, as long as time permits; then, when the reader has ceased, the president verbally
instructs, and exhorts to the imitati'on of these good things.”

32. N. T. Wrong, “The Relative Unimportance of @ral Culture for Interpreting Biblical
Books,” The N. T. Wrong Blog, 14 November 2008, htip-//ntwiong.wordpress.com/2008/v1/15/
the-relative-unimportance-of-oral-culture-for-interpreting-bibliesl-books/.

43. Studies of the questson invariably steess iltiteracy in the majority of the population as
if this establishes the oral mind-set of the authors of the texts.
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by this elite. As Harry Gamble says, “In a community in which texts had a
constitutive importance and only a few people were literate, it was inevi-
table that those who were able to explicate texts would acquire authority for
that reason alone™?

In early Christianity, there were many poor illiterates, but the literate
elite were those who had command over the traditional material.** There-
fore descriptions of the world in which early Christians moved as an “oral
culture” or of their mind-set as an “oral mentality” are unhelpful.*® Their
world is one more accurately characterized as involving a rich interac-
tion between orality and literacy, what Vernon Robbins calls a “rhetorical
culture.™*” Nor is this world one that only emerges with the writ'ng of the

44. Harry Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Ealy Cliristian
Texts{New Haven: Yale University Press. 1995), 9-10.For the issue of the power wielded by the
literate elite, see Joanna Dewey, “From Storvtelling to \Vritten Text: The Loss of Early Chris-
tian Women's Voices,” BT B 26 (:¢996): 71-78; idemn, “Textuality in an Oral Culture: A Survey of
Pauline Traditions.” in Joanna Dewey, ed., Orality and Textuality in Early Ckristian Literature
(Semcia 63; Atlanta: Scholars Press), 37-63; for a recent critique see Rodriguez, “Reading and
Hearing,” 168-70.

45. One of the values of themodel proposed by B iger Gerhardsson, Memory and Manu-
suri pt: @ral Tradition and Written Trwnistission i Rubbinic Jidaisin and Early Clwistiaeit y;
with Traditvon and Tran smission in Eody Christranity (combined ed ; Biblical Resource Series:
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), is that ii takes seriousty the coles played by literate teachers
in the earliest Christian moveme ni, in contrast to the model proposed by Bailey andfollowed
by Dunn (see above, 131-32), which providesa poor analogy for the circumstances of the earfi-
est Christian tradents. Bailey is dealing with groups of illiterates who share material with one
another, without injluence from a literste elite group.

46. Cf. Rodriguez, “Reading and Hearing.” 157, "Nevertheless, we find compelling rea-
sens 10 demur at the concept of an ‘oial mentality; and cspecially at the hopelessly vague
‘oral culture, both of which continue to be influential within NT research. Analyses of oral
tradition and its functions in wider cultural patterns, including the use of written texts, have
pointed out for well over a decade how remarkably imprecise and vacuous is the concept ondf
mentality.” On the pervasiveness of literacy in antr'quity, see also Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guard-
ians of Lefters: Literacy, Power, and the Transinitters of Early Christian Literuture (Oxferd:
Oxford University Press, 2009}, especially chapter 1.

47. Vernon Rabbms, “Oral, Rhetorical. and Literary Cultures A Respense.” in). Dewey,
ed., Ordlity and Textuality, 75-92; and “Intcrfaces of Orality and Literature in the Gospel of
Mark;” in R. Horsley, ]. Draper and ]. Foley {eds ) Performing the Gospel: @rality, Memory,
and Mark: Essays Dedicatad to Werner Kelber (M mnepolis: Fortress, 2006), 125-46. In rela-
tion to Thomas, however, Robbins overcstimates the exteni of its “oral intertexture”™; see be-
low, 143-45- On rhetori’cal culture, and the interaction between oral and ritten composition,
see also DcConick, Radiscovering, 26-37. For the "uterplay between oral and written tradi-
tiens, see Uro, “Thomas and Oral Gospel Tradition,” 13-19.
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Gospels. From the early decades of the Jesus movement, it seems that the
oral tradition presupposes literacy and literate tradents.

Almost all of the early Christian tradents we know appear to havebeen
literate.*® The best known, Paul, was of course literate, and his sharing of Je-
sus tradition in placeslike 1 Cor. 7:10-11, 9214, and 11:23-26 is a case of a liter-
ate tradent sharing Jesus tradition with another literate tradent (the reader
of the letter), who will then share that tradition with his or her hearers.
Here there is a clear example of the kind of interaction between orality and
literacy that characterizes the development of Christian origins, or, more
specifically, between literate tradents and illiterate (and literate) hearers of
the tradition. Presumably Apollos too was literate (e.g., Acts 18:24), and so
were Silas, Timothy, and, it seems, Phoebe, Barnabas, Prisca, Aquila, and
many others. If we can trust Luke, it is broadly implied that James too is lit-
erate (Acts 15:20), and his importance in the emerging Christian movement
(cf. Josephus, Ant. 20) may also sugsest literacy.

It is reasonable to assume that such people were participating as lit-
erate tradents in a culture in which there was interaction between orality
and literacy, but it is possible also to go further than this. The tradition
itself presupposes literate tradents. In 1 Cor. 15:3-5 Paul presents what he has
received as of first importance and which he also passed on to the Corin-
thians (rtapédwxa yap dutv év npdvotg 8 kai tapéAaPov), “that Christ died
for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that he was buried, and that he
was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures.” In other words, the
content of the tradition invokes what is written. It is ditficult to imagine
illiterate tradents having success with the sharing of material that itself pre-
supposes literacy in this way.*’

48. The exceptions are Peter and John, who are represented by Luke as aypapjsator {Acts
4:13), sometimes translated as “illiterate” It may be that Luke here implies “vneducated” or
“unschooled™ rather than illiterate given that he also depicts Peter as quoting extensively, ver-
batim, from the Hebrew Bible (or perhaps more accucately here in Acts, the LXX). Neverthe-
less, it is a useful reminder of the possible existence of illiterate tradent in the early period.

9. Cf. Gerhardsson, “Secret,” 13, for a critique of Duan along related lines: “The gospel
traditron, both the sayings of Jesus and the nanatives about him, differs ftom nen-Jewish oral
tradition also by being strongly impregnated with @T words, themes and motifs, allusions,
and sometymes also quotations. This fact shows, mereover, that Jesus and bis disciples didnot
move within an oral society. Sacred wTitinge played an important role in Jewish life, and had
for many centuries influenced thinking and speaking, and listening to lessoss, in services,
at studr'es, in discussions and on other occasons within the spiritual life of the community”
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[s Thomas an Oral Gospel?

The pertinent question for our purposes, however, is whether Thomas too
participates in that world in which text interacts with tradition or whether it
proceeds from a different mind-set and a dit erent social location, a gospel
with a fundamentally oral state of mind to be contrasted with the Synopties
and their scribal dimensions. It is a key Question in any study of Thomas’s
use of sources to find out if Thomas’s relationship to the tradition is differ-
ent from the scribal relationship that characterizes intra-Synoptic relation-
ships. For Vernon Robbins, the key to studying 7homas’s relationship to
the tradition is to understand its “oral intertexture.” He draws attention to
“orality as a social location in the Gospel of Thomas™ by making the follow-
ing important observation:

An amazing fact about the Gos. Thom. is its complete lack of appeal to
written text. In contrast to the canonical gospels, the narrator never says,
“As it is written in Isaiah the prophet” (Mark 121), “For so it is written by
the prophet” (Matt2:5), "As it is written in the book of the words of fsaiah
the prophet” (Luke 3:4), or “For these things took place that the writ-
ing might be fulfilled” (John 19:36). In addition, the narrator of the Gos.
‘lhom. never attributes to jesus a statement like “Have you never read
what David did . . ” (Mark 2:25), “It is written, “‘One does not [1ve by bread
alone’™” (Luke 4:4//Matt 4:4), “This is he of whom it is written . . ” (Matt
11:10), “What is written in the law? How do you read?” (Luke 10:26), or
“Itis written in the prophets, ‘And they shallallbe taughtby God’” (John
6:45). All the canonical gospels contain an orientation teward “what is
written” both at the level of the narration of the story and in speech at-
tributed to Jesus.*®

The observation is brilliant, but the conclusion that Robbins derives
from this observation is problematic. He sees this lack of interest in written
text as a symptom of Thomas’s social location, so that Thomas’s relationship
to the Synoptic Gospels is that of “oral intertexture” rather than “scribal
intertexture.” But some reflection on the “scribal” features isolated by Rob-
bins confirms that these come less from social location than from generic

50. Vernen K. Rebbins,“Rhetorical Compositionand Souices in the Gespel of Thomas,”
in Society of Biblieal Literature 1997 Seminar Papers (Attanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 86-114
(88), repreduced at hitp//www.seligion.emory.edu/faculty/robbins/Pdis/RhetCompThemas
.pdf. *Mark 1217 1s an error fer Mark 1:2.
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preference. In so far as we can discover anything about Thomas’s location, it
is a scribal one. The document is prefaced with the claim that it is “the secret
words of the living Jesus which Bid ymos Judas Thomas wrote down?”*' The
appearance of orality is a necessity of the genre chosen, the book of sayings.
At the risk of stating the obvious, sayings are by their nature oral and any
book of sayings will inevitably have the characteristics of speech, of orality,
at least if its author has done his or her job properly.>?

So in Thomas we should not expect to see repeated comments from
the narrator of the kind that we find in narratives like Matthew, Mark, and
Luke. Nor would we expect to find narrative reflection on Jesus’ deeds of the
kind we find there. Thomas does not report any deeds of Jesus, so itsauthor
hardly bhas the context to say, “These things happenedin order to fulfill. .. "
The book does not have a prominent narrator, and the author’s fundamen-
tal conceit is that this is a collection of secret sayings. The interpretation of
the sayings is not revealed in the text; they are to be sought and found as a
means to eternal life (lacipit; Thom. 1).

It is worth adding that Thomas’s lack of reference to reading and writ-
ing (after the Incipit) probably says as much about its attitude to the Old
Testament as it does about its attitude to scribal culture in general. Thomas
takes a negative stance toward the Hebrew Scriptures. The disciples, who
appeal to the twenty-four prophets who spoke about Jesus, are told that
they are speaking about the dead (Thom. 52). These dead prophets are never
mentioned in Thomas. Indeed, the only relevant Old Testament character is
Adam and the only relevant story is Genesis 1-2.*

51. Robbins does notrefer to the Incipit in this article.

52. Cf. Kelber, “Sayings Collection,” 22323, for useful 1ellecmons on the interface be-
tween writing and orality in Tomas. including the claim that “the sayinge gospel is perhaps
best described as an interface between orality and writing, seeking a rapprochement with
both worlds™ (223). However, the idea of twe gospel genres in the early period, the narra-
tive gospel and the sayings gospel, each with “different compositional and transmissional
processes,” requ tresan early Gospel of Thomas to be aligned with the Q hypothesis so that
there are two representatives of the sayings gospel genre in the first century rather than none.

53- On Thomas and the Old Testament, see further belew, 187-91. Robbins, “Rhetori-
cal Composition,” 88-89, contrasts the allusion o Ps. 118:22 in Matt. 21:42 // Mark 12:10-11
/1 Luke 2017 with Thom. 66. While Mark’s Jesus shows “extended scribal relation to that
writien text,” Thomas’s Jesus “does not refer to his speech as writien text, and the recitation
embedsa brief word string of the biblical text in the manner of preverbial memeory and per-
formance. . . . The Gos. Thom. version is free from “scribal’ influence.” But this is a function
not only of Momas’s attitude to the Old Testament, wha'¢h it never explicitly quotes, but alse
of its genre. Mark’s Jesus is engaging in controversy dialogues with oppenenis over shared
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The point is contirmed when we remember that a similar situation
obtains in many other texts found in the Nag Hammadi library. Like the
Gospel of Thomas, the Book of Thomas the Contender has an introductory
saying about what is written down (here by Mathias, 138.1-4), but afterward
there are no references to books, scribes, writing, or reading. The Gospel of
Philip, the Acts of Peter and the Twelve Apostles, the Dialogue of the Savior,
and the Second Apocalypse of James are all likewise lacking in any references
to reading or writing. Allogenes refers only to writing what is revealed, once,
at the end of the book (68.16-21). So too the Apocalypse of Adam has one
referencc to writing, at the end of the book, when the revelations are written

“upon a rock of truth,” not having been committed to a book (8s.3-11). In
each case, it is a function of genrc and theological preference, the absence
of self-conscious engagement with the Hebrew Bible, and the pretense of
enigmatic pronouncement or revelatory discourse.

In other words, what we have in Thornas is not a matter of “erality as
social Jocation” but rather sayings gospel as generic preference. It is in this
generic decision, to write a book of sayings rather than, say, another narra-
tive gospel, that we gain insight into how Thiomas used the Synoptics. It is
too easy to confuse genre (sayings book) with origins and tradition history.
Indeed, it is a mark of the success of Thomas’s project that we go digging
for oral traditions behind the book, ultimately looking for a location in the
historical Jesus’ own ministry, rather than reflecting on how it is that one
puts a book like this together, and what its author’s choice of genre tells us
about his theological preferences.

The Legacy of Ferm Criticism

The difficulty, however, is that several of 7homas’s sayings resemble the
imagined appearance of those sayings in the primitive Jesus tradition. This
appearance of primitivity is not easily unimagined and requires a little ex-
tra thought. The idea that Thomas features primitive sayings emerges from
the legacy of classical form criticism of the Gospels, and it is an approach
that is particularly well illustrated by the work of the Jesus Seminar. Robert
Funk’s “Rules of Oral Evidence,’** which guided their work, are anything
e T

foundations (1he [Hebrew Scriptures), whereas Thomas's Jesus proclainis enigmas to his inner
circle of confidants.

54. Robert W. Funk, “Rules of Oral Evidence: Determining the Authentic Sayings ef
Jesus:” ‘e Fourth R 412 (1991): 8-10; repr. in Bernard Brandon Scott, ed.. Finding the Histori-
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but “rules”>> They are form-critical assertions that do not stand up to scru-
tiny. The most serious problem is related to the bogus “rule” about sim-
plicity. According to Funk, “At the earliest stage of the tradition we should
expect to find single aphorisms and parables and not extended clusters or
discourses.”® He spells it out in the following way:

The simpler, the earlier

A. The simpler torms of sayings and parables are more likely to be orig-
inal with Jesus

B. More complicated forms may mask earlier and simple forms.*’

Funk illustrates the phenomenon by drawing atten:ion to Luke’s ver-
sion of the first beatitude, “Blessed are the poor” {(Luke 6:20), suggesting
that Luke has retained the Q version whereas Matthew has “spiritual-
ized” it.>® The simple illustration masks a sleight of hand. As soon as one
is discussing the first beatitude, ene has left the realm of form criticism
and entered the world of source and redaction criticism. Funk does not
believe that Matthew and Luke have independently derived this be-
atitude from a freely circulating oral version, retained by one and “spiri-
tualized” by the other. He thinks that both have a copy of a Q text that
each modifies in his own way. And in source criticism, there is no such
rule as “the simpler, the earlier.” The evangelists may well expand mate-
rial they inherit; they may distill or summarize it. Earlier sources may
feature more elaborate material; they may feature less elaborate material.
Even if this were a genuine example of a form independently derived from
one or more oral originals, though, there is still no such rule as “the simpler,
the earlier.” It only appears in the guise of a “rule” because frequent repeti-

cal Jesus: Rules of Evidence (Jesus Seminar Guides; Sonoma: Polebridge, 2008), 25-29. Page
references are to the reprinted version.

55. For critiques of the “rules of evidence” of others in the Jesus Seminar, see William
Herzog,. Jesus, Justice and the Reign of Goa A Ministry of Liberation (Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2000), 36-41. For a general omment, see Rafael Rodriguez. Structuring Early
Christian Memory: Jesus in Tradition, Performance, and Text (LNTS 407; London: T & T
Clark, 2009), 19-21.

56. Funk, “Rules;’ 2;.

s7. Ibid.

s8. Although my point here is to draw attention to the way in which alleged oral evi-
dence is illustrated from literary parallels, the point is also weak on the level of the liter-
ary parallels — the first beatitude in Luke makes good narrative, theclogical, and contextual
sense as Luke’s redaction of Matt. 5:3; see my Case Against Q, chapter 2.
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tion and use in New Testament studies lend it thatappearance.>® The Jesus
Seminar uses it repeatedly, as when, for example, they write with respect to
Thom. 26: “Thomas’ version of this humorous comparison is simpler than
the form found in Q, which suggests that the latter has been expanded.”®®
Or on Thom. 31 they write: “The earliest form of the saying is probably the
aphorism consisting of a single line found in Thom 31:1; Luke 4:24; and John
4:44 (the simpler form is usually the earlier). This adage is characteristic of
the short, easily remembered, and, in this case, ironical remark that lent
itself to oral transmission, and was typical of Jesus as a sage and prophet.”™®

This kind of perspective is not limited to the Jesus Seminar. It is of-
ten found elsewhere. Koester, for example, sees the “Mothers and Broth-
ers’ pericope in Thom. 99 as “a brief chria, lacking any of Mark’s elaborate
introductory setting of the stage and discourse.”®* Or Gerd Liidemann, in
commenting on the parable of the Sower (Mark 4:2-9 // Thom. g),says, “On
the whole we must regard the version of Thomas as older than that of Mark,
because it is simpler”®

But “simplicity” is in the eye of the beholder. In discussions of Thomas’s
parallels with the Synoptics, the “simpler” form often turns out simply to be
the shorter one, the one that takes up less space on the page. Thomas’s brev-
ity is more clearly a function of the author’s redaction than of his source
material. Thomasis often more brief than Matthew, Mark, and Luke in Syn-
optic parallels. The table below illusirates the number of words taken by
each of the Synoptics and Thomas to tell the parallel parables.*

59. With respect to the Gospel of Thomas, McArthur already warned in 1960 that “the
shorter is not necessarviy the more priminve” (“Gospel According to Thomas,” 67).

60. Funk and Hoover, Five Gospels, 88.

61. Ibid., 491. Fer the Theowras version as showing familarity with Luke’s redaction of
Mark, seeabove, §4-86.

62. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 110. Koester erroneously gives the reference in
Mark as 3:31-34 cather than 3:31-35. See further n. 65 below. Koester's ercatment of Tliomas
100 (Ancient Christian Gospds, uz) is similar — it is another “brief chria” lacking the extra
Markan material.

63. Gerd Lidemann, fesus after Two Thousand Yaars: What He Really Said and Did,
with contributions by Frank Schleritt and Martina Jaassen {(Loandon: SC.M. 2000), 28. Fred
Lapham, Infroduction to the New Testament Apocarypha (London: T & T Clark, 2003), ns,
notes that some see Thoinas’s Sower as more primitive because it is shocter, but he vightly
notes that dependent texts are often shortet. including Luke's triple tradiw on material.

64. For purposes of compaiison, I have used English tiansfations fer each (Eambdin
for Thomas and the RSV for the Synoptics) in order that the word lengths are not artificially
skewed given the differences between the Coptic and Greek; I have also limited the countsto
Jesus’ words so that the lengthier Synoptic nasrabive iniroduchions do not inflate their figures.
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Parable Matthew Mark Luke Thomas
Sower 101 106 75 73
Tenants 150 133 166 127
Banquet 252 — 200 243
Tares 151 — e 82
Rich Fool — — 17 55
Mustard Seed 56 73 49 32
Leaven 23 — 29 32
Lost Sheep 13 — 175 52

Although Luke is usually taken to be later than Mark, he is shorter than
Mark in the Sower, Mustard Seed, and Tenanis.* Similarly, Thomas’s perico-
pae are often shorter than their Synopiic parallels (Sower, Mustard Seed, Ten-
ants, Tares, Rich Fool, Lost Sheep). And where Thomas takes fewer words to
narrate parables than do the Synoptic parallels, the abbreviation is sometimes
at the cost of the coherence of the piece. The abbreviations are sometimes
made in unhelpful places, especially in the middle of the picce (see chapter 7
above). Here Thomas’s brevity has litite to do with form-critical primitivity®®
and much more to do with cditorial tendency.®”

The problem with oversimplified pictures about brevity and simplicity in
the carly tradition is that they often forge ahead without engaging with E. P.

65. Luke’s greater brevity in these places is telling and it is reflected in his redaction of
Mark outside the parable tradition too. The Mother and Brothers pericope (Matt. 12:46-50 //
Mark 3:31-35// Luke 8:19-21// Thom. 99) is greatly abbreviated in Luke asitisako in :0mas.
Patterson, Gospel of 1iomas, 67-68, sees the Lukan and Thomasine versiens as “less embel-
lished” and derived from a “less developed, parallel tradition.” but it is much more straight-
forward to see Luke abbreviating Mark, as ofien, and o see 1#10mas here doing the same.

66. Cf. Baarda, “Gospel of Thomas,’ 60, “The form-critical argument that a short form
is always more authentic than the longer form seems strong, but isin my view questionable,’
commenting on Thom. 100.

67. The same point could be extended 1o other second-century authots like Justin Mar-
tvr, whose version of the parable of the Seiver is much shorter thaa any of the Synoptic ver-
sions (Dialogtte with Trypho 125.1-2); cf. 1 Clem. 25.5. Massaux, Ir fluence of the Gospel, 14,
comments on Justin’s parallel with Matt. 19:n-12 in 1 Apol. 154, “This method [of copying
and inverting] seems to show that the sayings of Christ, brief and short, as reported by Justin,
sometimes owe theyrbrevni'ty to the apologs st himself”
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Sanders’s Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition.*® The book appears to have
bypassed a generation of scholars of a particular persuasion.®® Since some still
remain unfamiliar with the book,™ it is worth quoting Sanders’s own conclu-
sion from the study in the later textbook coauthored with Margaret Davies:

When we study in detail the form critical “laws” of the development
and change of the material, we discover that none of them holds good.
A comparison of the quotations of Jesus’ sayings in second- and third-
century literature with the synoptic versions does not reveal that the
sayings tended to become longer and more detailed, or shorter and less
detailed. Individual tellers might expand or abbreviate, might elaborate
or epitomize. There are no general laws about length and detail.”*

But the tendencies model is not easily shifted. It is easy to understand
and casy to apply. It is one of those tools that proves its uscfulness to the
biblical scholar in applications that explain the development of the Gospcl
tradition and promise to shed light on the historical Jesus. And it is peda-
gogically powerful. In classroom sessions where lecturers have an hour to

68. E. P. Sanders, The Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni.
versity Press, 1969).

69. The dificulty caused by ignoring Sanders is pointed out by Snodgrass, “Gospel of
Thomas,” 21. For a cecent helpful summary and comment, see Christopher Tuckett, “Form
Criticism,” in Wermer Kelber and Samuel Byrskog, eds_, Jesus in Memor y: Traditions in Oral
and Scribal Perspextives (Waco: Baylor University P ress, 2009),20-38 (33):fora recent critique
see Mournet, Oral Tradition, 25-36.

70. But see the comment in Kelber, T1ie O1al and the Wiitten Gospel, 7, which com-
mends Sanders for his critique of the form critics while criticizing hiro fer presuming that the
developments of oral tiadition and written tradiw'en are comparable: “in wmking this course
he acted out of the conviction he shared with Buitmann — and a majority ef New Testament
scholars, one suspects — sonceraing the irrelevance of a distinction betwveen oral and writ-
ten tradition: * . . the tendencies of one are presumably the tendencies of the other™™ (quoting
Sanders, Tendencies, 8). The aiticism results from a failure to appreciate the purpose of Sand-
ers’s study, which is to supply what was lacking in the form critics” approach to the literature-
“The form critics did notderive the laws (rom or apply the lawsto the Gospels systematically,
nor did they earfy out a systematic investigation of changes in the post-esnonical literature.
Itis the purpose of this study to meet this last defect™ (Tendencies, 26). Moreover. the focus of
Sanders’s study includes the Synoptic Pioblem, in which Kelber has no iaterest (see further
below, n. 80).

71. E. P. Sandeis and Margaret Davies, Studying the S ynoptic Gospels {Philadelphia: Trin-
ity Press International, 1989), 127-28, #ommenting in contexton Bultmann, History; Bibelius,
From Tradition to Gospel; and Vincent Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tiadition (London:
Macmillan, 1033).
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explain form criticism to new students, the tendencies approach offers the
chance of illustrating an observable evolutionary model of early Christian
tradition. But the model is wrong, and however great the apparent utility, it
needs to be abandoned.

The Mode of Thomas’s Access to the Synoptics

Before leaving the topic of this chapter, it is worthasking about the manner
of Thomas’s use of the Synoptic Gospels. If the idea of “scissors-and-paste”
access is a caricature of the theory of literary dependence,”” s there a more
nuanced way that the interpreter can imagine Thomas’s mode of accessing
the Synoptic Gospels? Since the author does not inform us how he used
his source material, it is a matter of informed speculation, based on clues
drawn from the internal evidence and from the way that others proceeded.

One major clue is the presence of several sequences of words in verba-
tim agreement beiween Thomas and the Synoptics (chapter 2 abeve), which
means that the author is highly likely, on occasions, to have consulted the
Synoptic Gospels directly. These will be occasions where the author has ob-
tained a copy of Matthew or Luke,”” either his own or copies belonging to
his church or community, and has looked up a passage in order to check
the wording. It is a reasonable guess that the author would be dictating his
work, like many authors in antiquity,”* so it is unnecessary to imagine the
writing taking place simultaneously with source consultation.”” it is quite
possible too that the author used wax wablets in order to make notes for his
composition.”®

The other major clue that the Gospel of Thomas provides is the order
of its sayings. The relative lack of parallels in order between Thomas and

72. See above, 129.

73- The rellative scarcity of Johannine material makes it less likely that the author has a
copy of a Four Gospels codex, though itis possible that he has access 10 a sopy of a Gospels
codex and focuses prumrily on Matthew and Luke.

74. Includ'ing, of course, our best-known witness, Paul (Rom. 16:22; cf. 1 Cor. 16:21; Gal.
6:11).

75- For a study ef the issues involved with writing in antiquity, and how this impacts
the Synopti'c Problem, sec R. A. Derrenbacker Jr., Ancient Comipositional Practices and the
Synoptic Problem (BETL 186: Leuven: Peeters, 2005).

76. See John C. Poirier, “The Roll, the Codex, the Wax Tablet, and the Synepti'c Prob-
lem,” JSN'T 35 (2012): 3-30.

150



Oradlity, Literacy, and Thomas

the Synoptics suggests that the author was regularly accessing the Synoptic
materials from his memory of the texts he was using. While it 5 not im-
possible that the author was physically inding his key texts, the logistical
efforts involved in that enterprise are far greater than those involved with
recalling texts from memory. Moreover, memory is associative, and many
of Thomas’s links look as if they could be the result of simple associations
in memory. [t is commonly said that Thomas works by “catchword” (Stich-
wort) connection, and it is undoubtedly the case that many of the links be-
tween sayings make sense onthis basis. These links may often be the result
of memory associations,”” and it is worth adding that the links between
sayings are not limited to the word level. Sometimes there arelinks between
sayings in thought and imagery, which may also be signals of memory as-
sociation. The case of Thom. 79 (chapter 6 above) makes the point clearly.
In material thatshows a marked dependence on Luke, the author associates
material from disparate parts of the Gospel (Luke 11:27-28 and 23:28-29)
that share the same imagery and vocabulary. It is the kind of association
that may show that the author has a good mental recall of the text of Luke.”™

Nevertheless, if Thomas is often accessing the Synoptic Gespels through
memory of the texts, this may mean that some of the variations from the
Synoptics are due to memory distortion as well as intentional redaction.
The phenomenon of the missing middle (chapter 7 above) may itself be an
illustration of this. The author is recalling texts in an incomplete way, and
leaving out key sections from the middle of the passages in question. Once
again, though, the possibility of consultation of the texts, alongside access
from memory, should not be ruled out. Sequences of sayings like 63 (Rich
Fool}, 64 (Great Banquet), 65 (Tenants in the Vineyard), and 66 (Rejected
Stone) may point to the author working in sequence through the Gospel of
Luke (12:15-21; 14:15-24; 20:9-16, 17).

77 See Patterson, Gospel of Thontas, 100-102, for a list of catchwords and the suggestion
that “one could well imagine an editor assemnbling these savings simply as he or she remem-
bered them, catchwords triggering the recollaction of each new saving. In this case the catch-
words will not have been part of any conscious destgn on the part of the editor, but simply
the result of his or her own process of eemembering™ (s02). Patterson imagines the process as
taking place with respect to “an o1al stage in the &adition;” but catchwoids are just as likely to
work with respect to memory of texts too.

78. If this explanam’on of the catchword connections is on the s3ght lines, it makes it less
likely that the estchwords in Titomas retate to “along history of oral corposition” (PeConick,
Recovering, 48). The catchwords may be the result of memory associations in the author’s
cecall rather than evolving as mnemonic triggers for the person perferming the text.
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Conclusion

A chapter like this runs the risk of being misheard. Many scholars are cur-
rently rediscovering the importance of oral tradition; others are seeing
their approach to Christian origins transformed by consideration of oral-
ity. When one is in the midst of a changing perception in the scholarship,
whether or not it ends up being a genuine “paradigm shift,” it can be dif-
ticult to retain the right balance. Consideration of orality in the wider aca-
demic guild has undoubtedly played a major and often successtul part in
encouraging the reassessment of orality and literacy in early Christianity.”
The danger, however, is that enthusiasm for the new perspective can dis-
tort as well as entighten, and the eagerness to embrace the study of orality
can lead to ignorance of areas like the study of the relationship between
the texts. It is a case in point that a great deal of the study of orality takes
place to the neglect of any serious understanding of issues in the Synoptic
Problem.*® Moreover, our desire to understand orality in the ancient world
should not be confused with our ability to gain access to the oral traditions
and oral performances that are, in their very nature, lost, except in so far as
they are crystallized in the texts that we have been studying all along.®!

I have suggested in this chapter that while it is helpful to reflecton the

79. Note also the emerging study of memory in much recent New Testament scholar-
ship. Sec especially Anthony Le Donne, The Historiographical Jests: Memory, Typology; and
the Son of David (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2009); and Alan Kirk, “Memory,” in Kelber
and Byrskog, ods., Jesus in Memory, 155-72, and the literature cited there.

80. The common confusion of the Two-Source Theory with the literary relationship
between the Synoptic Gospels illustrates the ditticulty; see. e.g.. Werner Kelber, “The Two-
Source Hypothesis, the classic explanatory model accounting for the interrelationship ol the
three synoptic gospels, has been traditionally formulated as a literary problem that is 1o be
examined in literary terms and subject to a literary resolution, leaving no room for oral in-
terfacing, the poetics of gospel narrativity, and memorial activities” (“Oral Tradition in Bible
and New Testament Studies,” Orat Tradition 1841 {2003]: 40-42 [41]). The Two-Source Theory
is a solution to “the literary problem”; it is not the problem itself. See similarly Dunn, “Alter-
ing the Default Setting,” 158; idem, Jesus, Paul, and the Gospels (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
20m), 27-28, where “the force of the standard two-source theory” is found in the degrec of
agreement between the Synoptic Gospels. That Dunn thinks that the degree ol agreement
between the Synoplics establishes the plausibility of the Twwo-Source Theory may illustrate the
presence of a “default setting” in his scholarship.

81. There is a massive contrast here between the study of recent oral tradition and the
study of oral tradition in antiquity. Oral historv projects now allow us to access the stories and
memories of individuals who have never committed them 10 writing. The study of orality in
antiquity remains a matter of the study of texts.
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role played by orality in antiquity, there are the potentials for the distortiorm
both of the contemporary world and the ancient world. There is sometimes
an inclination to caricature our own literate world in the light ot the aca—
demic subculture in which we move and. at the same time, to exaggerates
the role played by orality in antiquity by making claims that do not takes
seriously the importance of the literacy of the elite who carried the tradi-
tions and composed the texts. Understanding the world in which the early—
Christians moved is about understanding the role played by both texts and
traditions. In the light ot the interaction between orality and literacy, the
emergence of the term “secondary orality” within New Testarment studies-
should probably be avoided, and it should be retained only to describe con-
temporary electronic communications.

The Gospel of Thomas has played a special role in the discussion of oral-
ity, but the claim that it has a fundamentally oral disposition or that it is
the product of an oral slate of mind requires some caution. The appear-
ance of orality is a product of ‘Thomas’s genre, the savings gospel, itself no
doubt intluenced by its theological preterence, its inclination to play down
the Old Testament, and its characterization of [esus as the enigmatic “Liv-
ing One.” the interpretation of whose sayings has the potential to impart
eternal life If this reading is right, the sayings that have parallels with the
Synoptics do not emerge from a primitive oral tradition but from Themas’s
self-conscious extraction of congenial material. This, of course, raises the
question about how and why Thomas would engage in this kind of use of
the Synoptics, and this is the topic of Chapter 10.
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CHAPTER 9

Dating Thomas and the Gospels

Preliminaries

When one reflects on the case for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics,
there are broader, related questions that require exploration, questions
about how, when, and why Thomas read the Synoptics. At first sight, the
most straightforward of these questions relates to dating, the subject of the
current chapter. Its apparent straightforwardness might, however, be ms-
leading. The subject requires some care, beginning with discussion of the
dating of other early Christian warks, especially those ta which Thomas is
related.

One of the aspects of studying the dating of early Christian documents
is the temptation to shoot toa quickly for absalute dates, without first at-
tempting to establish relationships between documents. I have waited until
chapter 9 to discuss the issue for this reason, to avoid attempting to pin-
point Thomas to a particular date without first assessing its relationship to
the Synoptic Gospels. One of the virtues of B. H. Streeter’s classic Four Gos-
pels' is that it takes seriously the necessity to work on Gospel relationships
before attempting to establish the dates of the Gospels. However much we
might find matters like the Synoptic Problem not to our taste, itis essential
to get on top of such things if we are to get some feeling for the most plau-
sible relationship of the Gospels to one another. it is a necessary prior step
bef are attempting ta fix the Gospels to a specific date or range of dates.

Anather aspect of the prablem is the pedagogical advantage of keep-

1. Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins Twmating of the Manu-
217 pt Tradition, Sources, Authoiship and Dates(London: Macmillan, 1924).
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ing the dating simple. Like other issues in the study of Christian origins,
our research is atfected by the need to teach the topic in a comprehensible
way, to find a cempelling narrative, and to make the points memorable. The
standard picture used in introductory courses on the New Testament and
Christian origins is remarkably easy to grasp, and it is pedagogically useful.
Every decade in the first century from the 4o0s on is covered. Paul writes in
the 4os and 50s, Mark in the 6os, Matthew in the 7o0s, Luke in the 80s, and
John in the gos. Other assorted items that are of lesser interest punctuate
this pattern, and the noncanonicals are safely dated in the second century
and beyond. This broad dating leads to a developmental model with easy-
to-define markers and phases. The oral period lasts for a generation, during
which Paul witnesses to the expansion of Christianity; Mark is the first to
write a life of Jesus, utilizing those oral traditions but under Paul’s influence;
then, firmly in the post-70 period, Matthewbuilds on Mark but re-Judaizes
it, while Luke does the same thing either at the same time or a little later.
The picture is completed with John, writing his spiritual Gospel in the gos
or the turn of the century. The neatness of the picture, though, should act
as a warning to reexamine the basis for these judgments. How secure is
the general picture, what are the complications, and how does it impact on
Thomas?

Before we take a closer look at these issues, it will be worth asking some
preliminary questions in order to make sure that the discussion is placed on
as sound a footing as possible. Several of these issues recapitulate themes
that we have visited already, but it is nevertheless important to underline
that the process of discussing ancient literary works, and relationships be-
tween ancient literary works, involves a necessary element of simplifying.
The process of attempting to articulate the key issues in a coherent fashion
inevitably means that the model m ightbe mstaken for the reality.

What Is a Literary Work?

It is easy to engage in this kind of discussion without thinking through the
broader issues of what it means to talk about “texts” and “literary works” in
antiquity. It is somewhat hackneyed to point out the obvious facts that none
of the autographs have survived and that there were no printing presses, but
textual critics rightly remind us to behave as if we actually know that that
is the ease.? Too often, we lapse into treating the scholarly constructs as if
they are the actual artifacts that they can only aspire to be. At the very least,

2. See especially Parker, Living Text
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we need to keep remindingourselves in discussions like this that we are not
dealing with fixed poin®% and known entities but with reconstructions and
approximations.

A Works Evolution

There is a related issue here, that the more we become text-critically sen-
sitive, the more we are inclined to reflect on the evolution of the literary
works we think we know. When we try to date Mark’s Gospel, what are
we dating? Something that approximates to our scholarly reconstructions
of Mark 1:1-16:8 or something akin to what the vast majority of witnesses
have, a Mark that goes on beyond 16:82 When we try to date John, are we
imagining a version with or without the Pericope Aduiterae, with or without
chapter 212 When we date Thomas, are we dating textual antecedents to the
Oxyrhynchus fragments, where Coptic Thomas’s saying 77 is found with
saying 30, or constructs more akin to the Coptic? This kind of question
is sometimes framed as if it is exclusive to antiquity, but even in the print
culture of the twentieth century, a literary work’s history is often about a
date range rather than a fixed point in time. When we refer to John Knox’s
Chapters in a Life of Paul, are we dating it to its original influential edition in
1954 or the revised version of 1989, in which he reacts to critics of his earlier
work?® Sometimes our attempts to date literary works too precisely ignore
what we know to be the case: documents are not static entities even today,
let alone in antiquity.*

Text and Tradition
There is a further related issue that can lead to confusion. We sometimes
speak as if a literary work 1s as early as the traditions it contains. Or, to put it
in another way, we confuse tradition history with a document’s dating. Thus
a document first penned in the year 8o ce might contain good traditions
from the early 30s. One first penned in the 6os might be full of historically
dubious legends. We should be careful to make sure that in attempting to
date a document we are not simply dating the traditions contained in that
literary work.

It is not my intention, though, to talk only about the difficulties in-

3. John Knox, Chaptersin a Life of Paul (195.4; rev. ed., London: SCM, 1989). To make it
stillmorecomplicated, we could insist too that even the 1954 edition featured revised versions
of articles wri'tten in the 1930s.

4 Ci. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 115, fer similar cauiion. But see further below, 161-62.
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volved in the task at hand, but rather to make sure that certarn warnings are
in place before embarking on the journey ahead. Itis important to be clear
that this discussion of the dating of literary works takes place in a context
that admits that there are complexities but that aims for the greatest degree
of clarity possible.

Arguments for an Early Date

Establishing the latest possible date for the Gospel of Thomas is relatively
straightforward. A work can be no later than its earliest textual witness, and
in the case of Thomas, this is P.Oxy. 1, dated by Grenfell and Hunt to c. 200
CE. a date that has continued to command consensus.” Where Thomas falls
in the period that dates from the earliest years of the Christian movement,
though, is more difficuit to establish. Here one’s verdict will be determined
in large part by the answers given to questions about Thormas’s familiar-
ity with the Synoptics.® Although an independent or autonomous Thomas
does not require an early date,” clearly it becomes increasingly difficult to
imagine a late Thomas remaining uninfluenced by the Synoptic Gospels,
especially Matthew.

For Stephen Patterson, there are three major indications of Thomas’s
early date. The first argument is its appeal to authority.® Like Matt. 16:13-20
or the deutero-Pauline epistles, Thomas sits comfortably in the “last de-
cades of the first century;” as a text that appeals to the authority of particular
individuals, not as “apostles” or as members of “the twelve.” The Incipit and

5. See above, 28-29 n. 12. The scholar who piesses clesest to this termims ad quem is
Perrin, Thomas and Tatian, for whom the terminus a quo is set by Tatian’s Diatessaron, setting
up a fairly narrew window for the composidion of Thomas, at the end of the second centusy.
Fer his defense of this dating, see Permin, Thomas, the Other Gospel, 97-99.

6. Cf. Ron Cameron, “Thomas, Gospel of,” ABD 6:535-10 (536), “If Ges. Thom. is a say-
ings collection based on an autonomous tradition, and not a gospel harmony conflated from
the N'T; then a date of composition in, say, the last decades of the 15t centusy would be more
likely than a mid-to-late-2d-century date”

7 As recognized by Patierson, Gospel of Thomas, 113.

8_Theargument is developed from Koester, “Tntroduction,” 39, “the type of appeal to
apostolic authority,” and 40-41. Although Koester states the case for an early date as if it is
sclf-evident, these arguments are contioversial. In 1977 Bruce Lincoln spoke of the Gospel’s
dating in “the first half of the second century A.D.” as “now generally accepted” (“Thomas-
Gospel and Thomas-Community: A New Approach to a Familiar Text,” NoyT 19 1977]: 65-76
[65n.1]}.
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Thom. 13 (Peter, Matthew, and Thomas) and Thomi. 12 (James) itlustrate this
phenomenon, and Patterson says:

The text thus dates to a period in which authority was still personal, or
dependent upon a leader’s personal charisma and powers of persua-
sion, and not yet apostolic properly speaking. The latter depends upon a
nostalgia, in which “the apostles™ have become venerated figures in the
community’s foundational stories, a view not shared by Thomas (cf. esp.
Thom 43, 51, and 52). All of this would suggest a date close to Paul, who
feels no compunction about maligning the reputation of an apostolic
leader when he feels so compelled (cf. Gal 2:11-12), or to Mark, who often
portrays the “disciples™ as simple dunderheads. By contrast, at the end of
the first century Luke can smooth over all of these difficulties to portray
a single, harmonious, apostolic church guided and unified by the Holy
Spirit.”

The sketch is intriguing, but the argument becomes unconvincing as soon
as we begin reflecting on the literature. The earliest works do, in fact, refer
to “the apostles” and “the twelve” as authoritative groups. Indeed, 1 Cor.
15:1-11 lists appearances to Peter and “the twelve,” and to James and “all the
apostles,” in the context of an authoritative teaching that Paul has received
and passed on “as of first importance.” This is hardly Paul speaking with a
kind of nostalgic distance. Individual authority in these undoubtedly first-
century Christian texts can quite casily be flanked by appeal to apostolic
status (cf. 1 Cor. 9:1), and the deutero-Paulines likewise appeal to “the foun-
dation of apostles and prophets” (Eph. 2:20)."

Unlike these first-century texts, Tlomas does not appeal to “apostolic”
authority as apostolic authority. James (Thom. 12), for whom heaven and
earth came into being, comes closest to playing this role. He is, of course,
a major figure in early Christianity (1 Cor. 15:7; Gal. 1:19; 2:9, 12; Acts 15:13;
21:18), but this James is not so much the brother of Jesus as James “the Just”
(AIK2OC) of later Christian reflection. The designation of “the Just” is not
found in the Gospels, Acts, or Paul but is characteristic of later Christian

9. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, n6. Thoniasis getting alittle earlier here as one progress-
es through the argument, beginning — along with the deutero-Paulines and Matthew — in
the latter decades of the first century, and ending up — along with Paul and Mark — nearer

to the mid-first century.
10. For some nuanced retlections on “authority and autonomy™ in Thtonas, see Uro,

‘Thomas, 80-105.
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sources like Hegesippus and Clement of Alexandria.'' The presence of
James, then, is certainly consonant with a later date,'? all the more as others
of Thomas’s favorite characters similarly straddle both centuries (Salome,
Mary, and ‘Thomas)."”

Patterson’s second argument reverts to the issue of Thomas’s alleged
generic similarity to Q, and the position they share as examples of say-
ings collections within early Christianity: “The sayings collection as a lit-
erary form belongs to the earliest period of Christian literary activity, as
evidenced by Q"' Like the source behind Mark 4, Q was absorbed into
narrative gospels and so obliterated. The loss of Thomas then ensures the
triumph of the narrative gospel and the death of this primitive form. For
Q skeptics, arguments like this will have little appeal, and for them Thomas
does not have the analogical mooring in the first century. Others too might
perceive problems with the argument. Although a key ingredient of Koester
and Robinson’s Trajectorics model, Thomas fits just as easily into a scheme
where it provides a bridging text to the revelation discourses of the second
century and beyond. It is not an example of a lost literary form from the first
century but rather an emerging literary form in the second. Thomas does
not yet feature that explicit post-resurrection setting that characterizes texts
like Dialogue of the Savior, but it marks a clear step in that direction, with its
“living Jesus” and its lack of historicizing tendency,'*

Patterson’s third argument is based on the lack of Christological titles
in Thomas. Following Koester, he notes that Thomas does not use the titles
“Messiah,” “Lord,” or “Son of Man."*® “Koester invites comparison,” Patter-

1. Eusebius, HE 2.1.3; 2.23.4. On James in Thomas see John Painter, Just james: The
Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1999), 160-63; and Uro,
Thomas, 84-88 and 93-97.

12. See also the apparent prominence of James to the Naassenes (Hippolytus, Re futation
of All Heresies 5.7.4; cf. 10.9.3), noted by William R. Schoedel, “Naassene Themes in the Coptic
Gospel of Thomas,” VC 14 (1960): 225-34 (232-33).

13. Salome: Thom. 6y; Mark 15:40; 16:1; First Apocalypse of James 40.25-26; Mary: Thom.
14; Mark 15:40-16:8 and parallels. As in many second- and third-century works, including
the Gospel of Mary. Pistis Sophia, and Dialogue of the Savior, Mary in Thomas is not specifi-
cally “Magdalene" in contrast with all four canonical Gospels. Indeed, it is often impossible to
work out which Mary is being referenced in the second- and third-century texts. See further
the essays collected in F Stanley Jones, Which Mary? The Murys of Ealy Christian Tradition
(SBLSymS 19; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002).

14. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, n7y.

15. On the sayings gospel argument, see also above, 9-14.

16. Paterson, Gospel of Thomas, 18, citing Koester, *Introduction,” 40. See also Koester,
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son notes, “with cther early sayings collections such as Q, which he haslong
argued originally did not include sayings identifying Jesus with an apoca-
lyptic Son of Man™'” Unfortunately, there are no “other early sayings col-
lection such as Q" and even within Q the absence of Christological titles is
something that one can only establish by means of a literary stratigraphy”*
that is by no means accepted by all Q scholars. The support for this argu-
ment, therefore, is a matter of accepting a particular means of stratifying a
hypothetical document. Yet even granting those arguments does not estab-
lish an early date for Thomas. It only tells us about Thomas’s Christology,
or lack of it.'? After all, the earliest extant Christian works, like 1 Thessalo-
nians, are rich in Christological titles, especially “Christ” and “Lord.”
Patterson’s arguments for Thomas’s early date do not setlle the issue.
The key difficulty, though, remains the evidence for Thomas's familiarity
with the Synoptic Gospels. In order to gain a sense of Thomas's date, it is
necessary to retlect on the dating of the Synoptic Gospels themselves.

Dating the Synoptic Gospels

It, as [ have argued in the previous chapters, Thowmas is familiar with the
Synoptic Gospels. the book of course postdates them. If Thomas knew and
used the Synoptic Gospels, then the ferminus a quo for the composition
of Thomas can be determined in the attempt to find the dates at which the
Synoptic Gospels were written.”® This is no easy task, and is itself a matter
of debate. Nevertheless, there are reasons not to be daunted. First, the case
for Markan priority remains strong, and it is the broad consensus in New

Ancient Christian Gospels, 86. the occurrence of “Son of Man” in Thom. 86 is regarded as
“not titular.”

17. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 118. See also Patterson et al,, Fijth Gospel, 43.

18. Patterson, and later Koester, endorse Kloppenborg's stratigraphical analysis of Q in
support of the view that “the early, formative layerof Q” is the one with which Thomas should
be compared {Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 18; Koester. Ancierit Christian Gospels, 87).

19. Note too that Thom. 13 teatures discussion of Christology. and implies a rejection of
the conceptions of Jesus represented by the mainstream Christian figures Peter and Matthew,
in favor of a Christology of enigma and revelation associated with the hero Thomas.

20. Contrast Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 113, “The fact that Thomas is not dependent
upon the svnoptic gospels is informative insofar a; it means that these texts, the latest (Luke)
having been written perhaps near the end of the first century, do not ofler a terminus a quo for
Thomas.” He speaks ofthis “fact” again in 113 n. 1, though rightly noting that an independent
fhomuas is not necessarily an early ‘Thomas. contrasting Stevan Davies, Gospel of Thomas, 145.
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Testament scholarship for good reason.? My advocacy of Markan priority
combined with. Luke’s use of Matthew?? is more controversial, but it only
impacts the current discussion marginally. On the Farrer theory, Luke is
writing later than Matthew, and so Thomas becomes the fourth document
in a trajectory from Mark to Matthew to Luke to Thomas, but this is not
greatly difterent from the Two-Source Theory, where Thomas would still
be a fourth document, but without the direct line of genealogical descent
passing through Matthew to Luke to Thomas. For Two-Source theorists
who hold that Thomas knows the Synoptics, it does not make a great deal
of difference, for dating discussions, whether Matthew and Luke are inde-
pendent. Indeed, for some Two-Source theorists, Luke is writing later than
Matthew, notwithstanding his independence of him.*

Second, the case fora post-7o dating for Mark is strong, and geining in
momentum in recent scholarship. Although it might be overstating the case
to speak about a post-7o0 Mark as an emerging consensus, several recent
works place the onus on those wishing to argue the opposite. The impor-
tance of this is obvious. Since Mark is the first in the sequence of literary
works, dating Mark is a very helpful way of moving forward. If Mark post-
dates 70, so do Matthew, Luke, and Thomas.

Before tackling that question, however, it is important to underline a
key point about the dating game. The discussion & inevitably clouded by
the complications of textual tradition (observable) and textual tradition
(hypothesized). We discussed above some of the dithculties involved with
a literary work’s evolution, i range of dates, and the inevitable dithculties
that this ean cause the historian. Nevertheless, it is possible to speak reason-
ably about the dating of the literary works as long as one bears these kinds
of difficulties in mind. History, especiallyancient history;, often needs to deal
in approximations. It is a heuristic and nota descriptive discipline, and rea-
soned discussion of the date of given works is achievable provided one pro-
ceeds with care. Too often, appeal to uncertainty is given as an excuse for
failure to think through literary relationships and dates in a disciplined way.

21. Nevertheless, scholaes should avoid the complacency of simply appealing to consen-
sus on issues like this lest like other consensus views, it turns out to be weaker than we had
imagined. My defense of the case for Markan prierity is foand in Case Against @, chapter 2;
Synoptic Problem, chapters 3-4; and “Fatigue in the Synopties.”

22. Defended in my Case Against @.

23. Most radically this is the case for scholars like Bueton L. Mack, for whom Matthew
is dated in thelate 8os and Luke in 120; see his Who Wrote the New Testament? e Making of
the Christian Myth (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1995), 161 and 167.
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It is important, for example, o distinguish clearly between the date of
a given work and the date of the traditions it contains and to avoid allow-
ing document dating to get bound up with tradition history. How, then,
should we conceive the question of dating a literary work? It should refer,
one maght argue, to the date of the given literary work as an ebservable,
substantive entity with recognizable parameters such that it distinguishes
itself from other works.>* Matthew, for example, is recognizably Matthew
and not Mark, even though it contains a lot of Mark. Luke is recognizably
Luke; it is not Matthew and it is not Mark, even though it conmins a lot of
the shape and the subssance of those works. In this kind of discussion, then,
we need to be clear about what it is we are irying to date. We are dating the
literary works to which our textsbear witness, and not prior oral traditions,
written traditions, or hypothetical earlier versions of the work in question.
In this context, we are not investigating the dating of elements within the
larger, later literary work; we are attempting to date the work itself.

A work can be no earlier than its most recent datable tradition. This is
why, when we come to Mark, the question of its knowledge of the destruc-
tion of the temple is so important. If Mark is familiar with the events of
70, the presence of traditions earlier than 70 is irrelevant. Thus when Gerd
Theissen argues that Mark’s Little Apocalypse (Mark 13) and Passion Nar-
rative (Mark 14-15) can be dated to the late 30s or early 40s, he is neverthe-
less still able to locate the production of Mark’s Gospel in the early 7os, so
distinguishing clearly between the date of the literary work and the history
of its constituent elemenss.*

James Crossley’s Date of Mark’s Gospel*® provides a case in point. Cross-
ley argues against the consensus that Mark should be dated somewhere in
the region 65-75 CE, suggesting instead that Mark’s knowledge of Jewish
law, and the assumptions he makes about it, make best sense at a very early
point, as early as the mid- to late 3os or early 40s. One of the book’s virtues
is that it effectively strengthens the case for a law-observant historical Jesus,

24. The most important word hereis “substantive” Itis nght 1o stressthe fluidity of tie
boundaries to a given literary work, but it is easy also to use this as an excuse to refrain from
serious discussion about the dating of that literary work as a substantve entiy.It is worth
asking, for example, whether DeConick’s hypothetisal “Kernel Gospel” isany more the Gospel
of Thornas than Matthew’s Gospel is Mark’s Gospel

25. Gerd Theissen, The Gospels in Context: Social and Political History i the Synoptic
Tradition (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 125-65 and 166-200.

26. James G. Crossley, The Date of Marks Gospel: Insight from the Law in Earliest Chris-
tianity (JSNTSup 266; London: T & T Clark Internam'onal, 2004).
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and Crossley’s arguments to that end are effective. The book is less persua-
sive, though, in closing the gap that is usually theorized between Jesus in
the early 30s and Mark in the late 60s or early 70s.>” The notion that the
originating circumstances of the tradition correlate directly with the per-
spective of the evangelist is problematic. It may be that Mark is sometimes a
faithful retailer of traditional material > It is always going tobe a tall order
to demonstrate that assumptions apparently made in given traditions are
identical with assumptions made by the author of the work in which they
appear.

Moreover, where there are clear signs of Markan redaction, they point
away from Crossley’s thesis. In the key passage about hand washingin Mark
7. the narrator’s framing of the material explains that hand washing before
eating food is something practiced by “the Pharisees and all the Jews™ (xai
niavres oi'Jovdaior). This does not set up the debate as an intra-Jewish one
of the kind that Crossley’s thesis requires. The practice of hand washing is
established as something that “alt the Jews” do, and which Jesus’ disciples
do not do (7:2, 5), setting up a contrast that Jesus’ words ther speak into, a
contrast that makes good sense on the standard grounds that Mark is ad-
dressinglater Christian concerns. For Crossley, the reference here to “ali the
Jews” is a Markan exaggeration,”® but this concedes the ground about the
accuracy and precision of Mark’s knowledge of Judar'sm that isa major and
necessary element in his case.*®

27. Cf. Pavid Gowler’s review of Crossleys subsequent Wity Christianity Happened in
CBQ 69{2007): 815-16 {816), “Jesus’ Torah observance could still have been adequately repre-
sented by Mark in the 60s.”

28. Cf. Charles Talbert’s review tn Perspaciives in Religious Studies 3314 {2006): 524-27
(527), “This is a prevocative thesis. Its a;guments, however, are a housc of cacds, exegetically
and logically. If Jesus "1sportrayed as a Torah-observant Jew in the Synopt'is, it is debatable
that Matthew and Luke reflect early church controversies in their support of such a view. It
may be simpler to say thatJesusis so pertrayed because that was the church’s memory of him.
Such a portrayal, in discontinuity with early church controversies, argues for the historicity
ofthe depiction.” See David Instone Brewer's ceview in JTS 57/2 (2006): 64;-50. for a similar
critique, though Instone Brewer is attracted by Crossley’s “startling exegesis” of Mark 719-

29. Crossley, Date, 184-85. Crossley refers to a similar exaggeration in Letter of Aristeas
305-6,but this does nothelp his ease given that the author of Aristeas is assuming the persona
of a Gentile, aflecting an outsider perspective to make his point.

30. There is a further difficulty with Crossley’s attempts %o date the Gospel early — his
assurnption that Gentrle Chiistians in the early period were observing biblical laws {Dare,
chapter 5). Paula Fredriksen, in ap article not discussed by Crossley, argues persuasively that
in the early period it was assumed that Gentiles were included in the people of God without
the necessi'ty for conversion to judaism. lThe idea of circumcising Gentiles was an innovation
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If Crossley’s eff ort to rethink the dating of Mark is unsuccessful, it is
nevertheless worth asking how secure the standard dating is. Since 2003
four studies have reinforced the grounds for locating Mark in the aftermath
of 70.*' Although these four disagree with one another on the details (e.s.,
the precise referent of Mark 13:14),>* all agree on the significance of Mark
13:1-2, “Do you see these great buildings? Not one stone will be left upon
another which will not be torn down” For many, so blatant a prediction
of the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem settles the question of Mark’s
date — it is written in full knowledge of the disastrous events of 70. For
Kloppenborg, “The fact that this seems to correspond so precisely to what
occurred invites the conclusion that it was formulated (or reformulated) ex
eventu.>* For Roskam, “the evangelist could not have presented the predic-
tion of the destruction of the temple as an utterance of Jesus with such firm-
ness unless he was very certain about jis fulfilment.”** Objections to this
view are ably discussed by Incigneri,*® who stresses Maik’s “over-arching
concentration on the Temple,”* the destruction of which is so important in
his narrative that it is implausible to imagine that it was still standing when
Mark wrote.>’

One of the standard arguments against the idea that Mark shows
knowledse of the destruction of Jerusalem is the reassertion of the text’s

in some parts of the emerging Christian movement, in Antioch, Jerusalem, and Galatia. See
“Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentilesand Apocalyptic Hope~ Another Look at Galatians 1
and 2,” JTS 42 (1991): 532-64. Crossley ’s assumption that avoidance of biblical law was intro-
duced later, and that it involved a change of policy for Paul, is unnecessary.

3it. Brian |. Inagneri, The Gospel to the Romans The Setting and Rhetoric of Mark’s
Gospel (Biblisel Interpretation Sestes 65, Leiden: Brill. 2003); H. N. Rosleam, The Purpose
of the Gospel of Mark én Jts Historical and Social Context (NovTSup 114; Leiden: Bsill, 2004);
Adam Winn, The Pur pose of Mark’s Gospek An Early Response to Roman Imperisi Propagunda
(WUNT 245; Tubingen: Mohr Sisbeck, 2008): and John $. Kloppenborg, “Evocatio Deorum
and the Date of Mark,” JBL 124/3 {2003): 419-30. incigneri, Roslam, and Kloppenborg are
wTitten independentiy of one another, and independently of Crossley.

32. Roskam follows Lihrmann in seeing a reference to the Roman general or his army
(Pur pose, 90-91); Incigneti is certain that Titus isin view (Gospel, 130-33).

33. Kloppenborg, “Evocatio daorum,” 431. Thekey textis fosephus, I W. 7, espexially 7.-4-

34- Rosleam, Purpose, 86.

35. Incigneri, Gospel, chapter 3, "No Stone upon Another;’ isa detailed and persuasive
argument in favor of a post-70 date for Mark.

36.1bid., 134

37. For the centrality of the temple theme in Mark. see further Thomas R. Hatina, “the
Focus of Mark 13:24-27 — The Parousa, or the Destruction of the Temple?” BBR 6 (1996):
43-66.
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own character here as prediction, In his Introduction to the New Testament,
for example, David A. DeSilva suggests, “The primary rcason many schol-
ars tend to date Mark’s Gospel after 70 CE is the presupposition that jesus
could not foresee the destruction of Jerusalem — an ideological conviction
clearly not shared by all.”*® But this kind of appeal, while popular, tends not
to take seriously the literary function of predictions in narrative texts like
Mark.*® Successlul predictions play a major role in the narrative, reintorc-
ing the authority of the one making the prediction and confirming the ac-
curacy of the text’s theological view.™ It is like reading Jeremiah. It works
because the reader knows that the prophecies of doom turned out to be
correct. Tt is about when prophec y succeeds,

The text makes sense as Mark’s attempt to signal, in a past-7o context,
that the event familiar to his readers was anticipated by Jesus, in word (13:2,
14) and deed (11:12-21) and in the symbolism of his death, when the veil of
the temple was torn in two (15:38). The framing ot the narrative requires
knowledge of the destruction of the temple for its literary impact to be felt.
It is a perspective that is underlined by the first of the taunts leveled when
Jesus is crucified, “So! You who are going to destroy the temple and build
itin three days, come down from the cross and save yourself!” (15:29-30).*"
For the irony to work, the reader has to understand that the temple has
been destroyed;* the mockers look foolish from the privileged perspective
of the post-7e reader, who now sees that Jesus’ death is the moment when
the temple was proleptically destroyed, the Deity departing as the cunain

38. David A. DeSilva, An Introduction to the New Testament ( Downers Growe, [1: Inter-
Varsity P’ress, 200.4), 196. Similarly Donald Guthrie, New Testarmon btrodmtion (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsily Press, 1971), 54, and often clsewhere,

39. Cf. Kloppenborg, “Lrocatio deorum.” who stresses the role played by the Merary
matif ol evocation deorton echoed here in Mark, e.g., 446, “This raises 3 crucial disaxram
between omens and rituals that (allegedly) occurred before the events, and their literary and
historiographic use in narrative.”

40. Cf. Winn, Purpase of Marks Gospel, 57-58.

41. L am grateful to Ken Olson lor alerting me 10 the importance of this ket @ a paper,
“You who would destroy this temple,” presented at Lthe British New Testament Confeversce
Synoptics Seminar in September 200s. Olson points out that the other taunts on the cross are
presumed true: Jesus saved others (35:31), he is the Christ, the king of Israel (s532). the Son
of God (15:39).

42. CL. Incigneri, Gaspel, 152-53, “Ironically, it is true: he is in the process of destroying
it and building a new vne, commencing with his willingness to die so that all will hear the
gaspel. As the readers know that the new temple. the Church, had already been buik. for the
i.rouy of 15.29 to work fully, the temple, too, must alrcady have been destruyed.” Cf. Oanald H.
Tuel, A Master of Surprise: Mark {nterpreted (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), 82.
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is torn, the event of destruction interpreted through Gospel narrative and
prophecy.

Dating of Subsequent Gospels

If Mark is written after 70, and if Matthew, Luke, and “Thomas all postdate
Mark, il is worth asking whether indications in Matthew, Luke, and Thomas
correlate with this picturc. For J. A. T. Robinson, it was the lack of reference

o 70 anywhere in the New ‘Testament that proved decisive in his attempts
at redating:

the single most datable . . . event of the period —- the fall of Jerusalem in
AD 70, and with it Lthe collapse ofinstitutional Judaism based on the tem-
ple — 1s never once mentioned as a past fact. 1t is, of course, predicted;
and thesc prediclions are, in some cases at least, assumed to be written
(or written up) after the event. But the silence is nevertheless as signifi-
cant as the silence tor Sherlock Holmes of the dog that did not bark.*

The claim is unimpressive, though, given that most of the literary works
in question are either written in the pre-7o period (Paul’s Letters) or sct in
the pre-7o period (Gospels and Acts). What is remarkable is that literary
works sct a generation before 70 appear to speak so clearly about the de-
struction of the temple. For Robinson, “lhat Jesus could have predicted the
doom of]Jerusalem and its sanctuary is no more inherently improbable than
that another Jesus, the son of Ananias, should have done so in the autumn
of 62.7** ‘the problem for this perspective is that Jesus ben Ananias’s proph-
ecy occurs in a literary work that postdates 70, Josephus's Jewish War. As
with Marls, itis important to ask the question abowt the literary function of
the prediction in the narrative, here in a work that climaxes with the story
of Jerusalem's destruction.*®

Indecd, a comparison between Jesus ben Ananias in Josephus and Je-

43. John A. T. Robinsen, Redating the New Testament (London: SCM, 1976). 13.

44. Ibid,, 1s.

45. Cf. C. A, Fvans, “Predictions uf the Destruction of the Herodian Temple in the
Pscudepigrapha, Qumran Scrolls and Related Texts,” /SP 10 (1992): 89-147, which atlempts
“to Jdctermine as precisely as possible the significance of Jesus’ prophiccy and the way it would

have been understood by his contemporaries” (91) rather than to look at the literary function
of predictions of the destruction ot the temple in narratives like Mark.
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sus of Nazareth in Matthew and Luke provides further striking parallels.
The oracle Matt. 23:37-39 // Luke 13:34-35 has marked similarities with the
oracle in fewish War 6.300-301, the same threefold focus on the people, the
city, the temple. Jesus ben Ananias cries “a voice against Jerusalem.” and Je-
sus laments “Jerusalem, Jerusalem.” Jesus ben Ananias singles out “the holy
house,” and Jesus says, “Behold, your house is forsaken”” Jesus ben Ananias
raises “a voice against this whole people,” just as Jesus exclaims, “how often
would I have gathered your children.” Moreover, the same context in Jose-
phus features a portent ot voices being heard in Lthe temple saying, “we are
departing from hence” (petaPaivopev évredBev, J.W. 6.299), similar to the
implication here in Matthew and Luke thal God has left the temple — “Be-
hold your house is forsaken and desolate™ (Matt. 23:38).*¢ Such prophecics
and portents function similarly in each of the lexts and they point to a post-
70 dating.

Finding rcferences to the destruction of the temple in Thomas mighl
be thought less likely. Given its genre (sayings gospel in which narratives
about the temple are absent) and theological proclivity (the relative lack of
so-called apocalyptic eschatology), one might not cxpect to see references
in Thomas to the destruction of the temple. However, Thiom. 71, “I shall
destroy this house and no ane will be able to rebuild it,” does appear to be
a reference to this event, in a saying that is reminiscent of Jesus’ reported

words in Matthew and Mark:*’

Mall. 26:61 Mark 14:58 Thom. 71

"Hpeic froveapey avtod | MUXEIC X

Obrog E@ny:
Aéyovtog 8t Eyw

Advapal _
kataAdoat TV vaov Tod | KATaALow TOV vadv tHaWOPIYP
Beov TOTOV TOV XEpomointov | HIIES]IHSL
kal Std Tpuvv Hiepdv Kai O1d TpL@V HUEPDV XYW M ASRY

dAdov dxeponoinrev

olkodopuow: HAWKO T

NCaBAAA} .. .*

oixodopjoau.

46. Sce further my Case Against Q, 23-28. in which [ urgue tor the post-yo dating of
Matthew and Luke. Al that point, | had not seen how strong the case was lor a post-70 Mark.
47. C[. also John 229, which has the saying on Jesus® lips (as in Thonas).
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Matt. 26:61 Marki14:58 Thom. 71

“This man seid, “We heard him say, jesus says,

‘lam able to destrov the | ‘I will destroy this “I will destcov this

temple of God temple made with hands | house,

and to build it after three | and after three days, I and no one will be able

days.” will build another not to build it [except me].”
made with hands’™”

~The saying falls at the bottom of a damaged page. This reconstruction, IKCaRX AT (“ex-
cept me”) is due to Hans-Martin Schenke, “Bemerkungen zu =71 des Thomas-Evangeli-
vms,” Enchoria: Zeitschrift fur Demostistik und Koptologie 27 (2001): 120-26; also followed
by Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 171. DeConuck, Original Gospel, 226, mentions the damage
also at the top left of the next page of the manuscript and notes, “This malces the recon-
struction of the last portion ofpsaaying 71 and the last portion of 7z very difftcult,’ but this
should read *. . . the fitst portion of 72."

There are hints of the Synoptic saying in Thomas’s formulation, Mark’s
bold “I will destrey this temple” resembling Thomas’s “I will destroy this
house,” and Matthew’s redactional reformulation with “[ am able . . ”
(80vapar . . .) perhaps leading 0 7hornas’s “no one will be able to build it”
(MIT A2 2Y TAWK@T().*® The matter of special interest in Thormas’s formu-
lation is this latter clause, which hints at a date after Bar Kokhbas rebellion,
placing Thormnas after 135 cE. Now no one will be able to rebuild the temple.

This raises the question whether anything else might corroborate the
hint. Is there anything else in Thomas that points to the post-135 period?
Thomas 68 provides a strong clue that Thomas indeed postdates 133, in ma-
terial that appears in a redactional addition to material paralleled in Mat-
thew and Luke:

48. Bethge's Greek retroversion hereis Aéya’ Inceus xerakiuow [todrov 16v] oikov kai
o0dc &, Svvijoetar oixeSepijo&t 0OV [y fuov].
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Matt. 5:10-11

Luke 6:22

Thom. 68

10 Ltakaptot oi
SedwypEvot §vexev
Sikatoovvng, 811 aLTOWV
eariv | BaotAela T@v
ovpavv,

11 paxkdapioi £6Te

6iav oveldblowatv

OHaG kal Suvdwory

kai e{nwatv mav
novipdv kad' LWy
WeLdOLLEVOL EVEREV EpOD.

Makapioi éate
étrav juonowaolv
Opacg oi dvbpwnol, kai
otTav apopiaecty VHAg
Kai Oveldiawav Kai
EkPaAwotv o dvurla
VROV WS ovnpav

£veka ToU viov

100 dvBpwnov,

NMNexao e Xe

NTW 1T IHHAKAPION
20 TaN EYWAIIMEC 1E
THYTTLNCESPAIDRE
IO T

AYD COHAIC X
STOMOC 2M 1 I
GINPAYAIWRS HAMGY TN
apai oy’

18 Blessed are those who
are persecuted for the
suke of righleousness
because theirs is the
kingdom of the heavens.
1 Blessed are you when
they insult and persecute
you and spcak falsely
cvery evil against you for
my sake.

Blessed are you when
people hate you and
ostracize you and cast
oul your name as cvil
for the sake of the Son
of Man.

Jesus says,

“Blessed are you when
they hate you and
persecute you.

But they (themscelves)
will find no place at the
place where they have
persccuted you.”

The first half of the saying closely parallels Matt. s:10-11 and Luke 6:22,
the eighth and fourth beatitudes in their respective lists.*® Thomas’s formu-

49. Matt. s:n1 is somctimes called the ninth beatitude, but it is more clearly an explica-
tion and application of the cighth beatitude in 5:10, applying it dircctly (“Blessed are you .. ")
lo the audience, just as 6:14-15 (“For if you forgive others. . "} expounds and applies a key part
ol the Lord’s Prayer (6:9-13). Luke 6:22 picks up Matt. s:11 since it is congenial to his second
person plural approach throughout his beatitudes and woes. For the beatitudes as deriving
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lation has clements in common with both Matthew and Luke, from which
it may derive.” The new, interpretive clause added in Thomas appcears to
reflect a post-135 date, as Hans-Martin Schenke suggests:

‘This saying reads — according to the only possible understanding of the
lext as it is transmilted — “And they (i.e. your persecutors themselves)
will not (any longer) find a (dwelling-)place there where they persecuted
you” ‘lhe reference here can only be to Palestine, or more especially, to
Jerusalem. ‘This threat of retaliation, as a vaticinium ex eventu, shares in
principle the same perspectival voice as Thomas 71, except that it no lon-
ger points to the destruction of the temple that took placc in the year 70
C.E. but indeed to the banishment of the Jews from Jerusalem atter the
year 135 C.E., at the end of the Bar Kochba rebellion.*!

‘The dating of this saying to the post-Bar Kochba period is, of course,
a strong indicator of the date of the Gospel of Thomas. Plisch sees the torce
of Schenke's case and agrees that the saying points to a date atter 135. He
suggests, however, that the second clause “found its way into the Gospel of
Thomas as a commenting gloss”*? It is true that the clause has the character
of a “commenting gloss” or “an interpretative clause,”® but given the coher-
ence of Thom. 68 with Thom. 71, the “commenting gloss” is more likely the
author’'s comment on the (known) Synoptic parallels than a later scribe’s
comment on a (hypothetical) earlier version of the text. Where our textual
base is thin, as it is with the Gospel of Thomas, itis always worth considering
conjectures about scribal additions and textual accretions; but in the case of
Thom. 68, the basis for the conjecture is weak, and the evidence it provides
for a date in the post-135 period should be taken seriously.

from Q, sce C. M. Tuckett, “The Beatitudes: A Source-Critical Study,” with a reply by M. D.
Goulder, NovT 25 (1983): 193-216.

50. Bethge’s and Greeven's retroversions are identical: Aéyed Insovg: pakapioi £ote drav
otjowav Hpag kai Sivwotv Hpag, and they are especially close to Luke, with a five-word
verbatim agreement. DeConick, Original Gospel, 220. is not persuaded that Thamas is here
familiar with the Synoptics (though her “Luke 5.22" should read “luke 6.227). Pallerson,
Gospel of Thomas, 51-53, treats Thom. 68-69 together and argues: for independence from the
Synoptics.

s1. Schenke, “On the Compositivnal History,” 28,

s2. Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 166.

53. DeConick, Original Gospel, 222. For her, the first clause is a “kernel” saying (219-20),
like almost all the Synoptic parallels, and the sccond sentence is an “accretion” (221-22), like
almost all of the non Synoptic material. DeConick is not, however, persuaded of the post-135
date (222).
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Conclusion

It is important, at the end of the chapter as at the beginning, to remember
that the dating of literary works is preearious, and that the issue is com-
plicated by questions about texts, traditions, and successive editions. Even
in the case of a once-lost work like Thomas, we are dealing with a living
literary work that changed. But the fact that Thomas, like other works from
antiquity, was not a rigidly fixed text should not tempt us inte sidestepping
the telltale signs of when the work was written. The dating of the Gospel
of Thomas to the 140s makes good sense of a book that witnesses to the
destruction of the temple (Thom. 71} and apparently presupposes the Bar
Kokhba revalt (Thom. 68), indications that cohere with the work’s familiar-
ity with the Synoptic Gospels, all of which themselves appear to postdate
70. But if Thomas is a product of the mid-second century, written by an
author who was familiar with the Synoptic Gospels, this raises a fascinating
question: Why did Thomas use the Synoptics?
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CHAPTER 10

Secrecy, Authority, and Legitimation:
How and Why Thomas Used the Synoptics

I have argued in this book that the author of the Gospel of Thomas was fa-
miliar with the Synoptic Gospels and that he shows his knowledge of them
in his composition. If a date in the 140s makes best sense of the evidence,
it is worth asking how and why Thomas used the Synoptics. After all, it is
by no means a given that early Christian sayings collections should feature
cxtensive parallels to the Synoptic Gospels. Thomas’s multiple cases of Syn-
optic sayings contrasts with works likc the Gospel of Mary and the Dialogue
of the Savior, which are relatively poor in such material. In this final chapter,
I suggest that Thomas’s usc of the Synoptics is an authenticating device, a
mcans by which the author can charge his newer, stranger material with
an authenticity it derives by association with older, more familiar mate-
rial. It is no accident, in other words, that Thomas interlaces Synoptic and
non-Synoptic material, two or three sayings at a time, always keeping the
sound of the Synoptic Jesus close at hand while interweaving sayings from
Thomas’s enigmatic, secret Jesus.

One of the difficuliies, though, with some scholarship on the Gospel of
Thomas is the extent of the influence from form criticism.' Redaction criti-
cism has still not made the kind of impact on Thomas that it has in studies
of the Synoptic Gospels. The treatment of Thomas as a mine rather than as
aliterary artifact can discourage us from spending time trying te appreciate
the book as a whole, and attempting to hear its distinctive voice. It is easy
to understand the temptation. The desire to ind more material on the hs-

1. See abeve, 145- 50 and elsewhere.
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torical Jesus and the first generations of the Christian movesment has led us
into the temptation to treat the writer of Thomas as an archivist rather than
an author, and to see our task as one that involves sifting, categorizing, and
dating the materials we find, discovering kernels, cores, and other kinds of
traditional material. A redaction-critical approach would spend less time
mining and more time looking for the voice of the redactor, attempting to
understand the key moments in the work, the repeated emphases, and the
molding of the source material.

The warnings were already seen by some of the early investigators of
Thomas, but they have not always been heeded.? Grant and Freedman here
had some insight into the new discovery at atime when redaction criticism
was just beginning to break onto the scene.’ They saw that the interpreter
should begin by taking seriously the Incipit of the book:

In form, the sayings contained in the Gospel of Thomas fulfill the expec-
tations which a reader would derive from the Preface to the book. Since
they are wosrds spoken by “Jesus the Living,” the reader would expect
to find that they resembled what is to be found in the Church’s gospels.
Since they arc sccret words, be would expect most of them to be at least
slightly diff erent from what was known publicly. And, since a blessing is
given to him “who will find the interpretation of these words,” the reader
would expect to find many of them mysterious, or at least set in a new
context which makes understanding difficult. All these features are to be
found in the sayings and in their arrangement.*

Although the quotation appears a little dated because of the gender-
exclusive language and the references to “the Church’s gospels,” it is nev-
ertheless a prescient overview of Thomas. Like a lot of early scholarship
on Thomas, it is more forgotten than refuted. Certain viewpoints that now
appear a little naive, alongside a now unfashionable emphasis on Zhomas’s
Gnostic character, all too easily provide excuses for scholars to ignore those
like Grant and Freedman. In several respects, however, they show an ap-
preciation of what Thomas is about, how it understands itsclf and how it

2. Cf. Grant and Freedman, Secret Sayings, 103: “To analyze the Gospel of Thomason the
basi'sof the literary forms it employs, however, does not do us much good.”

3. Grant and Frcedman’s Secret Sayings was published in 1960, the same year that Hans
Conzelmann’s seminal redaction-critical work, The Theology of St Luke (London: Faber &
Faber, 1960), was translated into Engb'sh.

4. Grant and Freedman, Secret Sayings, 102.
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was formed, not least because they knew the importance of beginning in
the right place, for it is a good idea to begin, as the King advised the White
Rabbit, at the beginning.

Thomas’s Literary Conceit

These are the secret sayings that the living Jesus spoke and that Did ymos
Judas Thomas wrote down. And he said, "Whoever finds the interpretation
of these sayings will not taste death.”

(Incipit; Saying t)

[t might sound trite to suggest that the best way to understand the nature of
Thomas is to take its openingseriously, and yet some have ignored certain
signals in the Incipit and first saying. One of these, the importance of the
author as scribe, who establishes the genreand outlook of the book as a col-
lection of “secret sayings,” is routinely overlooked in favor of a romanticized
notion of an oral mind and an oral culture. If Thomas’s oral nature is a con-
sequence of his generic preference rather than his social location {chapter
8, above), the book requires a conceit like the one chosen by Thomas: Jesus
speaks and Didymos Judas Thomas writes.

For the literary conceit to work effectively, the Gospel of Thomas uses
the technique of authorial self-representation, itself a clear indication of the
lateness of Thomas in comparison with the Synoptic Gospels.® The Synoptic
Gospels are anonymous and avoid attempting to project an authorial pres-
ence to lend authority to their work.®Only Luke among the Synoptics has a

5. lsmo Dunderberg, “Thomas and the Beloved Disciple.” in Uro, ed., Thomas at the
Crossroads, 65-88, especially 80-88, uses the term “authorial fiction." itself denved from John
Kloppenborg, The Forration of Q: Trajectories in Ancient Wisdom Collections(Studies in An-
tiquity and Chiistianity; Philadelphia: Foitress, 1987), 263-316. [ prefer the term “authorial
self-representation™ because it characterizes the process more precisely and less prejudicially,
and uses terminology familiar in literary criticism.

6. Baum, “Anonymity; arguesthat the anonymity of the Gospels follows in the tradition
of the anonymity of the history books of the Hebrew Bible, in contrast with the tendency for
authors to be named in Greco-Roman teXis contemporary with the Gospels. Baum’s observa-
tions may shed some light on the discussion here, but he sees too sharp a division between
the canonical Gospels and “the author of the Coptic Gospel of Thomas™ {122). fi is true that
John is anonymous while Thomas is not, but both have similar degrees of authorial self-rep-
resentation. Further, anonymity is not necessarily used because of the “priority of the subyect
maiter” or the desire of the authors to remain invisible behind authoritative traditions, as
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narrator who uses the first person (Luke 1:1-4; cf. the “we passages” in Acts}),
and even here the author himself remains anonymous. By contrast, Thomas
has a bold declaration of authorship right at the beginning. There is some
comparison here with John’s Gospel, which in this respect is on the road to
the kind of authorial self -representation that is explicit in Thomas. The au-
thor of the Fourth Gospel makes claims to have been present at the events
he is narrating, at the cross in 19:33, and then as the author approaches the
end of the book:

John 21:24: O%%éG éomv 6 padnmiy 6 paprvpwv mepi TOvTwY Kai &
ypayag radra, kai oidapev dte dAnBng avtod i paprupia éoTiv.

This is the disciple who testifies to these things and the one who wrote
these things down,and we know that his testimony is true.

This is similar in style and literary function to the Incipit of Thomas:

00101 01 ASYO1 Of amdkpuepor obs EAaAioev “Inoovg 6 (av kai Eypayev
Tovdag 6 xai Bwpas

Theseare the secret sayings which theliving Jesus spokeand which Judas

whois also Thomas wrote down.

Both texts speak about “these things” or “these words” in a way that draws
attention to the contents of the Gospel alongside a declaration of authorial
witness to those words or deeds. In both, the authorial self-representation
legitimizes the message of the book in a way absent from the earlier Gospels
but found explicitly in later Christian works like the Protevangelium of James
and the Gospel of Peter.’” John’s clarm enables the author to establish his Gos-

Baum claims. Anonymity may have a marked rhetorical function, for example, the attempt
to present a narrati've as having an inevitable course with an inevitable goal, the unalterable
result of divine activity in history.

7. Profevangelium 23.1, again with ypa@w {write) and obrog (this), éyw 8: takwfeg o
Ypayag TV icvopiav Tabtayv . . - ("And I, James, the one who wrote thisaccunt . . ); Gospel
of Pefer 60, “But I, Simon Peter, and my brother Andrew. took our nets and went off to the
sea. . . © Cf. Dunderberg, “Thomas and the Beleved Disciple,” 88, commenting on John and
Thomas, “Ihe way authenticating figures ate gresented in these gospels connects them with
Christian writings that are later thaa the earliest gospels. in which such ascriptions are still
lacking. However, in these gospels authoiial ficmon has assumed less concrcte forms than in
some other early Christi'an wiitings. This indicates that they still stand at the threshold of the
development which gradually led to increasingly cencrete ways of authenticating pseudepi-
graphical writings in early Christianity”
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pel's authority — he knows that the things he repor#® are true because he was
there. In Thomas the sameis true, but there is also a further step:not only was
the author present but he was privy to secret teachings, teachings that previde
the way to salvation (Incipit; cf. Thom. 13).

The importance of secrecy in Thomas should not be played down. It is
a casualty of the many discussions about whether Thomas is Gnostic, ac-
cording to which we ask about the applicability of an external label,® that
we pay too little attention to the work’s self-description as a “secret” book.
1homas is an apocryphal gospel It is proud to conceptualize itself in this
way, as presenting “the secret words™ or “the hidden words™ {oi Adyot ot
anodkpuipot)® that the living Jesus spoke. This is not to use the term “apoc-
ryphal” in the disparaging and marginalized sense of orthodox Christians
looking at works of which they disapprove. Rather, it is to underline the way
thatthe work wishes to be characterized, as owninga label that provides the
key for the proper understanding.

There is, in other words, a trajectory among these early Christian texts,
from the absence ef authorial self -representation in Mark and Matthew, to
hints in Luke and Acts (with the first person found in Luke 1:1-4 as well as
in the “we” passages in Acts), to the marked but nevertheless still unnamed
authorial presence in John, to the explicit self-representation of Didymos
Judas Thomas in Thomas's Incipit, anaming that also leads the reader to pay
special attention to Thom. 13.

A similar literary conceit is common in second- and third-century
Christian works. It is findamental to the aitempt to claim apostolic author-
ity for an unusual text, and to lend legitimacy to works that are properly
called apocryphal. The pretense of the apostolic scribe being present in Je-
sus’ lifetime, hearing his sayings and writing them down, proved a powerful
way of claiming authority and legitimasion. An elaborate version of this
maneuver is found in the Apocryphon of James (1.8-2.19):

8. Although see Thom. 3.5-6, “When vou come ®0 know (yv®) yourselves, then you
will be known (yvidczofai), and you will cealize that you are children of the living Father.
But if you do not come %0 know (yviceafis) yourselves, then you exist in poverty and you
are poverty.” See also below, 181-82. The point about Themas as apocryphal, however, is that
andxpugon is a descriptor that characterizes the sayings asannouanced in the Incipit.

9. The word améxpugor has {o be reconstructed here in P.@xy. 654, but it is practieally
certain that this is what stood behind Coptic €©HI (erroneously transcribed as EOHT in
DeConick, Original Gospel, 44} since it fits the space comfortably and coheres with the ap-
pareat purpose of the Gospel. 2w, 2Hr1, 20M- (io be hidden) is among Thomas's favorite
vocabulary: here, 3, 6, 32, 33, 39, 83, 96, 108, t09.
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Since you asked that 1 send you a secret book which was revealed to

me and Peter by the Lord, | could not turn you away or gainsay (?) you;
but I have wrilten it in thec Hebrew alphabet and sent it to you and you
alone. But since you are a minister of the salvation of the saints, endeavor
carnestly and take care not 10 rehearse this text to many — this that the
Savior clid not wish 1o tell to all of us, his twelve disciples. But blessed will
they be who will be saved through the faith of this discourse.

[also sent you, ten months ago, another secret book which the Savior
had revealed to me. Under the circumstances, however, regard that one
as revealed to me, James; but this one. . . .

... the twelve disciples [were] all sitting together and recalling what the
Savior had said to cach one of them, whether in secret or openly, and
[putting it] in books. {But [] was writing that which was in {my book] —
lo, the Savior appearcd, [after] departing from [us while we] gazed after

him. 10

It is in some respects the fruition of a growing consciousness of predeces-
sor works, from the noAoi (many) of Luke’s pretace (Luke 1:1), to the many
other books that could fill the world in the last verse of John (John 21:25),
now to the explicit claim thal there were multiple books aboul Jesus. The
author acknowledges the existence of other gospels, written by apostles,
some public and somc not, but makes a claim to special, secret revelation,
hidden even from other disciples, and it is a revelation that brings salva-
tion. These are themes that are present also in Thomas, and they are given
prominence, first here at the beginning of the book and then, with further

reflection, in Thom. 13:"

Jesus said to his disciples, “Comparc me to somcone and tell me whoin 1
am like.” Simon Peter said to him, “You are like a righteous angel” Mat-

10, Lranslation by Francis E. Williams in James M. Robinson, ed., The Nag ITanmnucli
Library in English (San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1990). 29-37 (30). For a discussion of the
Apacryphon of James, see Ron Cameron, Sayings Traditions in the Apacryphon of James (H'1'S
34; Philadelphia: Fortress 1984). For a useful introduction. see Koester. Ancient Christian Gos-
pels, 187-200.

t1. See similarly Book of Thomas the Contender 138, “The hidden sayings thal the Savior
spoke to Judas Thomas, which I, Matthaias, in turn recorded. 1 was walking, listening to them
speak with each other” (trans. Marvin Meyer, in Marvin Meyer, ed.. The Nag Hammadi Scrip-

tures [New York: HarperCollins, 2007), 239).
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thew said to him, “You are like a wise philosopher” Thomas said to him,
“Master, my mouth is wholly incapable of saying whom you are like.”
Jesus said, “I am not your master. Because you have drunk, you have be-
come intoxicated by the bubbling spring that 1 have measured out” And
he took him and withdrew and told him three things. When Thomas re-
turned to his companions, they asked him, “What did Jesus say to you?”
Thomas said to them, “If T tell you one of the tlings that he told me, you
will pick up stones and throw them at me; a fire will come out of the

stones and burn you up”

This revealing exchange should be taken seriously. Its importance is
sometimes played down, not least because there is no chance that the ex-
change is authentic, and Themas research can be so interested in the histori-
cal Jesus and early Christian tradition that it damages our ability to appreci-
ate the book on its own terms. The Incipit, which announces this book as
“the secret sayings of the living Jesus, which Didymos Judas Thomas wrote
down,” introduces Thomas and warns the reader to pay special attention
to any future appearance of the character. So when Thomas reappears, in
Thiom. 13, the reader should be ready to read and the hearer ready to listen.
This is how the Gospel of Thomas flags the importance of what is said here,
and a redaction-critical approach to the book alerts us to its importance.

As well as legitimizing the role of Thomas’s alleged author, the exchange
cleverly situates the book over against Christian Gospels that are already
becoming authoritative by virtue of their popularity and greater antiquity.**
The singling out of Peter may be because of his connection with Mark’s
Gospel, already witnessed in this period in Papias,'* and the mention of

:2. See Francis Watson, “The Fourfold Gospel,” in Stephen C. Barton, ed., The Cam-
bridge Companion to the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 34-52 (37-
39); and Perrin, Thomas: The Other Gospel, 107-24. CE. Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ:
Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 462, “Whereas the
Synoptic scenes all reflect the familiar early Christian advocacy ofJesus” messianic status over
against inadequate estimates from outside the circle of faith. Gos. Thom. 13 clearly represents
an intramural effort to ridicule the christological belicfs of other Christian circles in favor of
another religious outlook that is cryptically presented in Gos. Thoin. This secret view of Jesus
iccounts for the absence of familiar christological titles in Gos. Thom.” Cf. Valantasis, Gospel
of Thomas, 78, “The real subject of this narrative sequence does not revolve about Jesus’ iden-
iity, but Thomas’ authority as a spiritual guide and revealer.”

13. Eusebius, HF 3.39.14-15. 'The point is only that Peter isalready associated with Mark's
Gospel in this period, the early to middle second century, when 7iomas was written (above,
‘hapter 9), with no prejudice to questions of the historical origin of Mark’s Gospel.
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Matthew may also be because of the Gospel now bearing his name, his main
claim to fame in early Christianity."* It is not these disciples but Thomas
who has it right, in an exchange that encourages the initiate to go beyond
the public writings in those other Gospels,and to trump them with its own
private revelation.?

It would be well nigh impossible for the author of Thomas to think
of replacing the Synoptic Gospels at this point, and he does not try that.
Instead, his best bet is to accept their existence but to attempt to transcend
them by means of the fiction of special revelation and hidden sayings to a
key figure, Judas Thomas the twin. The incident remains iniriguing because
of the forbidden “three words” spoken to Thomas, and while guessing at
what is implied may be irresistible,"® the point is, of course, that the reader
of the Gospel cannot know what was said without extra revelation. It is
here that the Gospel of Thomas poins most clearly beyond itself to an in-
terpreter who will unlock the secrets of the book. The book is constructed
as a gateway text that invites the reader into a world that might sound like
the world of early Chr atianity, but which has its own, private knowledge,
to be revealed only to those here represented by the character of Thomas.'’

14 Surpni'singly, Patterson himself notes the possibility: “Therather pointed criticism of
Matthew and Peter in Thom. 13 suggests ihat perhaps the author of thys saying has in view the
Gospel of Matthew and the particular form of Chtistianity associated withit™; see Patterson,
etal, Fifth Gospel, 52. Compare Matthew’s prominence in the Dialogue of the Savior.

15. That Luke and John are not represented in the exchange coheres with a dating for
Thomas in the 1403 (see above, chapter 9). At this point, these Gospels are a little newer on
the scene in comparison with Mark and Maithew. Of course, it would be harder to find a way
of plausibly representing Luke in this exchange, but featuring john would have been very
straightfersvard.

16. The most intriguing sug@gestion remains that of Grant and Freedman, Secret Sayings,
134: “We conclude that the words are probably the secret words of the Naassenes: Caulacan,
Saulasau, Zee=sor (Isaiah 28a0; Hippolytus, Ref., 5. 8, 5); aceording to the Basilidians, Jesus
‘descended in the name Caulacau’ (Irenaeus, Ady. haer:, 1, 24, 6). It is his secret Gnostic name
which be is revealing to Thomas”

17. Lincoln, “Thomas-Gospel,” 68-69, speaks of “a seeming paradex in the nature
of Thomas,” adding, “On the onehand, it prociaims itseif io be secret, or % contain secrets, as
in the Prologue . . . . But on the other hand, the text was widely circulated, and states that this
isasit should be™ (e.g.. say}g 33). Lincoln eontinues, “ This contradiction. however, @an be ac-
counted for by recognizing that Thomas, like Ptolemacus” Letfer to Floia and numerous other
religious documents, is a text that is addressed at the sarne time {o initiates and non-1nitiates
alike. Thus, the fact that the Thomras-community possessed secret knowledge was proclaimed
loudly to outsvders, but the nature of that knowledge and its trie meaning were disclosed only
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The Authenticating Voice of the Synoptic Jesus

The use of Synoptic parallels in order to authenticate the sayings in the Gos-
pel of Thomas provides a reason why Thomas uses the Synoptic Gospels so
much (half of the book) and how it can have so much additional material
too (half of the book). The Synoptic material legitimizes the strange new
material, interweaving the familiar with the unique, so providing a new
and quite ditterent voice for Jesus that at the same time is plausible enough
to sound authentic to Thomas’s earliest audiences.'® The Synoptic sayings
are, in other words, the necessary baggage that Thomas chooses to carry to
make the voice of his newly constructed “living Jesus” sound sufficiently
similar to the known voice of Jesus familiar to hisaudience.'” They are there
to evoke the autharity of Jesus, with one foot in the tradition and one foot
in the new Thomasine theology. It is a reinvention of the Synoptic Jesus, a
redactional rewriting of his distinctive voice. The hearer thinks that this is
Jesus because he talks like the Synoptic Jesus, at least half the time. It is just
that this Jesus does not talkabout the Son of Man or the future kingdom of
God, and instead encourages followers to become solitary, to make the two
one, and to cast off the things of bodily existence.

This theory has the further advantage of explaining why Thamas is ap-
parently so reticent to employ Johannine sayings. If his reason for using
Synoptic material is legitimation, extensive borrowing from John’s Gospel
may have been less effective. At a time when John is still battling for ac-
ceptance in some Christvan 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 say-
ings from John are not going to help with that.

within the community itseif in a program of detailed instruction whi'ch musthave lasted over
a period of several years.”

18. The Fourth Gospel does sornething suilac but uses a cornpletely different technique.
Rather than mixing his new sayings material with sayings 1aken over from the Synopti'cs,
John inserts his new sayings matertal into a Synoptic-type natrative culminating in the pas-
sion and resurrection.

19. Cf. M. R. James, “The New Sayings of Christ,” Contemporary Review 72 (Juty-De-
cember 1897): 153-60, already on the basis of P.Oxy. 1: “Iiis something in faveur of the new
sayings that they are found in company with the old. Something, not everything. The forger is
well advised, it may be answeied, who does not trustentrely to his own powers of invention,
but uses sorne materials atleast which he finds ready % his hand. On the other hand, if these
Logia can be in any sense described as a forgery, they are a foegery of a class 1omlly new to us™
(:57). On Thomas as an ancient foigery, see Eheman, Lost Christiaruties, 47-66.
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Theway in which the Synoptic materialis appropriated in order to gen-
erate authenticity is sometimes at the level of entire sayings or parables.
The parables of the Sower (Thom. 9), the Mustard Seed (Thom. 20), and
the Leaven (ZThom. 96), for example, are taken over with only limited revi-
sions. Similarly, the sayings about the Log and Speck (Thom. 26), the great
harvest (Thom. 73), and foxes’ holes (Thom. 86) are all repeated with only
minor changes. In these cases, the Synoptic sayings function in the broader
context as a means of allaying the impact of the striking new sayings, re-
orienting the reader who might otherwise suspect that Thomas’ Jesus does
not speak with the same authority as the more familiar Jesus of the Synoptic
Gospels.

On other occasions, echoes of Synoptic sayings lend distinctive Thom-
asine sayings a veneer of authenticity, as in Thom. 106, where a drastically
abbreviated version of the Synoptic Mountain saying (Matt. 17:20; Luke
17:6; Mark 11:23; Matt. 21:21; cf. 1 Cor. 13:2) isblended into typically Thoma-
sine materialabout makingthe two one:

Jesus says, “When you make the two one, you will become the sons of
man, and when vou say, ‘Mountain, move away. it will move away.”

Here the fizst half of the saying is typical Thomasine redaction, about
the desirability of singularity and becoming one (Thom. 4, 11, 22, 23), but it
is given an added, authenticating ring by being associated with the Synoptic
saying about moving the mountain. In all of the Synoptic versions of the
saying, “faith” (mioTig, movevw) is the key;*® but faith has no role to play
in Thomas’s theology, occurring only once (MCTEYE, Thom. 91), in one
of the interlocutors’ foils in need of correction by Jesus, in another passage
that uses Synoptic imagery in the service of an adjusted theology:

They said to him, “Tell us who you are so that we may believe (MICTEYE)
in you.” He said to them, “You examine the face of the skyand the earth,

but the one who is before you, you have not known (COYWil), and you
do not know {C@OYN) how to assess this opportunity”*

The metaphor is derived from the parallel in Matt. 16:2-3 /f Luke 12:54-

20. Thomas 48 has a similar version of the same saving. again without the “faith™ element
found in the Syneptic parallels.
21. "Assess this opportunity™ is Plisch’s translation (Gospe! of Thomas, 204).
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56.”2 The interlocutors’ language of faith in Jesus, so familiar from the New
Testament and other early Christian works, is corrected by the preferred
Thomasine language of “knowledge”** But the change is effected, as in
Thom. 106, by borrowing memorable Synoptic imagery, there of the mov-
ing mountain and here of the examination of the sky and the earth. The
imagery remains but the theology has changed.

There are other ways that the Synoptic material is used. Sometimes
Thomas takes an entire Synoptic saying and simply adds a minor twist in
order to make it reflect his distinctive theology, as with Thom. 16, for ex-
ample, where the addition of the final clause turns a Synoptic saying about
the devastation wrought by the eschaten into a comment on the ultimate
aspiration of Thomasine solitary existence. It is one of the most lengthy
and sustained parallels between Thomas and the Synoptics, yet the saying is
transformed by the new clause:**

23. Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 204. notes the similarity in literary structure between Luke
and Thomas, though he contrases Luke’s Soxspaiav with the retreverted napaizay in omas
and suggests “indepen dent tiaditions.” DeConick, Original Gospel, 260-61, suggests “an early
multiform developed in the field of oral performance.” She has Joxypagawv for doxpalery
three Wimes {260).

23. COOYN COY W1+ (know}) occurs 25 times in Thomas in 20 sayings: Thom. 3 (3x), 5.
12. 16. 13, 19, 31, 46, 51. 56, 65 (21), 67, 69, 78, 80, 91 (21), 97 103, 105, 109 (2x). The language
here (in lom. 1) picks up from yboxsre in Matt. 16:3 and oibuare in Luke 12:56, but the
knowledge in Thomas is knowledge of Jesus and, typically, not of the eschaton, as in Matthew
and Luke.

23 The saying is double tradition, Matt. 10:34-36 // Luke 12:51.53 but Thowas's wording
is closer to the Lulwan version. If Goulder (Luke, 2:553-56) is right that Luke is here redacwng
Matthew, then Thomas is here showing femiliarity with the Lulwan redaction of Matthew. But
Q theoiists too incline towaid reeonstructing Q in line with Matthew here; seeespecially the
IQP reconstruction (with Luke 12:52 not included in the critical text of Q) and note Tuckett’s
arguments for Thomas’s familiarity with Matthean and especially Lukan redaction of this
saying, “Q and Thomas.” 356-57+ idem, “Thomas and the Symoptics,” 146. Contsast Patterson,
Gospel of Thomas, 25-26, who argues for Thomas's independence; and DeConick, Original
Gospel, 96, who appeals to “pre-synoptic oral variants.”
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l

Luke 12:51-53

Thomn. 16

51 SOKETTE OTL EPAVNV mapeyEVOUNV
Sovvat &v 1} YIIi 0Uxi Aéyw Dpiv, aAX'
fj SlapepLapoy.

52 £oovTatl yap amwé rod vov

aEvTE Ev Evi oixy Srapgpeptapévor,
Tpeis émi uoiv xai dvo éni

1161y, 33 BrapepioBicovrar matip ént
vi@ xai VIO émi maTpi,

pAtp &ni oy Buyarépa xat Buydtnp
£m v pnrépa, itevBepa éni TRV
vOuenNy avti¢ Kat vopgn éni v
nev@epav:.

Mexe IC Xe Taxa eYMEEY e

8l PPWME XE NTAEIEI ENOYXE

NOY SR 8XH MKOGHOC Ay
CECOOYN all XE A1 2NOY XS
HINMHUPX EXI MKA2 OYKW'T
OYCHUIE OYNOAEMOCG.

oYl TOY a.p Haww[nel

21 OYHEL OYH WOMT

NABIE EXH CHAY YW CHaY €XIN
WOMT NEIWT XM

MWHPE 2Y W NMWHPS EXH OSIOT

HMOUAXOC

51 Do you think that
1 have come 10 bring peace to the
world? No, | tell you, but rather

division!

52 From now on five

in one household will be divided,
three against two and two

against three; 53 they will be divided:
father against son and son

against father, mother against
daughter and daughter against
mother, mother-in-law against her
daughter-in-law and daughter-in-law

against mother-in-law

Jesus said, “People think, perhaps, that
it is peace which I have come to cast
upon the world. They do not know that
it is division which I have come to cast
upon the earth: fire, sword, and war.
For there will be five

in a house:
three will be against two and two

against three, the
father against the son andthe son

against the father.

And they will stand as solitaries.” J

Here the intrusion of the new, non-Synoptic Thomasine elementat the
end of the saying replaces the last part of the saying in Lukeand renders it
unintelligible. ‘The math in Luke 12:52-53 is ceherent.?* There ire five pco-
ple in the house, a father and a mother, a married son and his wile, and a

25. Goulder, Luke, r104-5 and 2:554, notes Luke's preference for fives aril tens; we my

analysis in Goulder and the Gospels, 267-70.
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daughter, so there can be “three against tivo and two against three” Thomas
begins with five in the house, continues with “three against two and two
against three,” but then only gets as far as listing father and son, rendering
all of the previous sentence pointless.>® It is a typical act of Thomasine ab-
breviation of the kind that is now familiar,* but here the inconcinnity may
result from the author’s rush to get to a redactional addition that transforms
the saying and gives it a new meaning.

Given Thomas’s disdain for “division,”*® the saying might at first ap-
pear out of place,*® but Tlionias is attracted by the anti- familial potential of
the saying, as elsewhere,’® and to deliver the desired meaning he adds this
clause, “And they will stand as solitaries,” as typical a piece of Thomasine re-
daction as one could find, including the vocabulary MOHAXOC (Usolitary™;
cf. Thom. 49 and 75) and W2E€ €paT= (“stand.” Thom. 18 |2x], 23 [2x], 28
[2x], 50 [2x], 75, and 99).”!

Eschatology

One of the elements in these Thomasine transformations of Synoptic say-
ings is the adjustment of the eschatological viewpoint found there. Warn-
ings of coming judgment and imminent apocalypse have little place in

26. Contrast Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 94. “Also missing in the Gospe! of Thom-
as is the pedantic, and certainly secondary, erargement of the family relationships at the end
of Luke 12:53” It is not so much a matter of pedantry as coherence, but for Koester the term
“secondary” is naturally found alongside “enlargement” because of the torm-«ritical trajec-
tory ot simple to complex.

27. See above, especially Chaptery,

28. Cf. Snodgrass, “Gospel of Themas,” 31, “Thomas has followed Luke in the redactional
change from uaxatpav (Matthew 10:34) to Siapepiopov, which is a hapax legomenon” De-
Conick, @riginal Gospel, 94, misreads Snodgrass: “K. Snodgrass points out that Siapepiopog
is a hapax legomenon, occurring in Luke six times and Acts twice.” The word would not,
of course, be a hapax If it occurred six times in Luke. Those figures arc for the related verb
dapepiCey (Snodgrass, “Gospel of Thomas,” 31 n. 50).

29. Cf. Thom. 72,1 am not a divider, am [2”; and see above, 92.

30. See above (Chapter 6} on Them. 79, tor example.

31. DeConick, Original Gospel, 98-99, rightly notices the redactional nature of the new
sentence, though she uses her standard language of “accretion.” My suggestion, however, is
that the Syneptic saying (her “kernel saying”) was not a primary piece of tradition that natu-
rally gained the new clause by “accrual” (99), but rather that the author selected the Synoptic
saying in order to give his celebration of the one who stands solitary the sound of the authen-
tic Synoplic lesus.
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Thormas, for whom salvation is found in interpreting the sayings of the liv-
ing Jesus, knowing oneself and becoming a living spirit through singular-
ity and the solitary existence that characterized Eden. The ditheulty is, of
course, that the Synoptic Gospels are so shot through with an apocalyptic
eschatology that it is dithcult fully to cxcise it even when engaging in drastic
reappropriation of imagery and language.*

Thomas's distinctive take on eschatology is clear from Thom. 18:

The disciples said to Jesus, “Tell us how our end will be.” Jesus said, “I lave
you discovered, then, the beginning, that you look for the end? For where
the beginning is, there will the end be. Blessed is he who will take his
place in the beginning; he will know the end and will not taste death.”

The saying provides the key o Thomas’s attitude to eschatology. As
so often, the views of the disciples or other interlocutors represent views
that require correction. The disciples are represented as tocusing on the
eschaton, just like the Synoplic Gospels and a lot of other early Christian
literature, whereas Thomas wishes to stress instead “the beginning”** This
is signature Thomas matcrial, with the theme of not tasting death (guaxt
TRE a1 FIMOY) returning after its introduction in Thom. 1.>* The aspiration
of the Thomasine Christian is to return lo Eden, to the prefalicn state, so
that the corporcal existence and everything associated with it, like sex and
clothing and eating corpses (Thon1. 60), no longer obtains.

Thomas’s clear redactional focus on protology rather than eschatology
has a major effect on the author’s selection of Synoptic material. There are,
of course, no eschatological discourses here, like Mark 13, and the Synoptic
parables have their apocalyptic edges shaved ofl. Where he repeats Synoptic
refercnces to the kingdom of God, he chooses those that are most condu-
cive to his perspeclive and reconfigures them. 1.uke 17:20-21 is a particular
Favorite, and therc are elements from the passage at both ends of the Gospel
(“the kingdom of God is within you .. ..” Thom. 3; “They will not say, ‘Look,
here! or, ‘Look there!' . .. Thom. 113).

32. See espevially the residual apocalyptic of Matthew’s Wheat and the Tares in “thom.

57 (above, 77-79).

33. See Stevan Davices, “The Christology and Protology of the Gospel of Thons,” JBL 1m1
(1992): 663-82; and Elaine Pagels, “Exegesis of Genesis 1 in the Gospels ot Thomas and John,”
JBL 118 (1999): :477-96. .

34, IR XI TS 2 ANHOY. See also Thom. 19 and 83. The phrase is tamiliar from Matt.
16:28 // IMark 9:a // Luke 9:27 and Jobhn 8:51-52, 58.
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The shift in perspective between the Synoptics and Thomas is clear in
relation to attitudes to death. Where Matthew and Mark speak about the
future, natural death is scarcely ever in view. Instead, people are snatched
away at the eschaton, or go to their judgment (e.g., Matt. 13:39-43, 49; 16:27;
19:27-30; 22:13; 24:26-31; 25:30, 31-46; Mark 13:26-27). The perspective begins
to change, though, with Luke. Now natural deaths appear, notably on two
occasions in the L parable material, the Rich Fool (Luke 12:13-21) and Dives
and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31), both of which feature rich men dying, and not
at the end of the age. In the second of these example stories, the rest of the
world continues on its ordinary way while Dives is in Hades and Lazarus is
in Abraham’s bosom. These other worlds coexist while Dives’s brothers still
have the chance to repent on earth.

Thomas, typically, is further along the same trajectory. Although there
are references to violent death (e.g., Thom. 98), the references to natural
death are more common than they are in the Synoptics:

Thomas 59: Jesus said, “Take beed of the living one while you are alive, lest
vou die and seek to see him and be unable to do so.”

Thomas 59 occurs in a cluster of material in which life and death is a key
thread, from Thom. 58-61 and again in 63. Dying is the momeant that pre-
vents the hearer from taking heed of Jesus. Not surprisingly, the Rich Fool
is one of the parables Thomas finds attractive — it nicely illustrates the
perspective found in Thom. 56. Indeed, Thomas’s parallel to the Rich Fool
(Luke 12:15-21// Thom. 63) ends with the narration of the man’s death (“that
same night he died”) rather than the death simply being implied in God’s
address, as in Luke.

Natural death is now a feature in the parable material, and Thom. 109
exhibits the same phenomenon:

Jesus said, “The kingdom is like a man who had a hidden treasure in his
field without knowing it. And after he died, lie left it to his sen. The son
did not know (about the treasure). He inherited the field and sold it. And
the one who bought it went ploughing and found the treasure. He began
to lend money at interest to whomever he wished”

Perhaps the clearest example of the phenomenon occurs in Thomas’s version
of the double tradition saying in Matt. 24:40-41 // Luke 17:34-35. Thomas is
closest to Luke’s version of the saying, but both Matthew and Luke speak of
people being “taken” rather than dying:
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Luke 17:34-35 Thom. 61

I tell you, in that night there will be Jesus said,

two in one bed. One will “Two will rest on a bed: the one will
be taken and the other left. There will die, and the other will live.”

be two women grinding together. One
will be taken and the other lcft.

Thomas comes from a time when natural deaths are finding their way
into the representation of Jesus’ teaching. It is a sign that Thormas belongs
to a slightly later historical context, but it is also a sign of its author’s need
to rework the eschatological material that is so pervasive in the Synoptics.

For the author of the Gospel of Thomas, incorporating the Synoptic ma-
terial into his very different work is not a straightforward task. It is not only
the difference in genre but also the difference in perspective that will have
made the task a challenging one. Where they speak about faith, Thomas
wishes to speak about knowledge. Where they speak about the eschaton,
Thomas wishes to speak about becoming solitary. It is not surprising that
from time to time Thomas is tough to read. There is one area, however,
where Thomas's incorporation of Synoptic material represents a particular
challenge: the issue of the use of the Old Testament.

The Old Testament

Thomas's perspective on the Hebrew Scriptures differs radically from the
perspective in the Synoptics. The distinctive, non-Synoptic elements in
Thomas provide the clue to its perspective. As with eschatology, Jesus’ re-
sponse to one of the disciples’ foil questions is instructive,” with the dis-
ciples again representing an expected viewpoint that requires refutation.

35. Cf. Milton Moreland, “The Twenty-Four Prophets of Israel Are Dead: Gospel of
‘Thomas 52 as a Critique of Early Christian Hermeneutics.” in Jon Ma. Asgeirsson, April D).
DeCenick, and Risto Uro, eds.. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: “The Social and Cultural
World of the Gospel of Thomas (L.eiden: Brill, 2006), 75-91 (77): “By framing the teachings of
Jesus as cryptic retorts Lo the disciples’ questions. Thomas stressed the imperatival teaching
of Jesus, presenting Jesus as the true authority figure who clearly initiated and supported
only the Thomasine community. For the true followers — the ones who could interpret the
sayings (the Thomasine community) — the inquiring disciples’ lack of understanding in the
dialogues is directly proportionate to Jesus’ knowledge (and thus the knowledge of those true
followers who know ‘what is in front of their face’ [Gos. Thom. 5}).”
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Thomas s2 has the disciples expressing a view of the Old Testament that
sounds like the view found in the canonical Gospels, Paul, Hebrews, and

elsewhere, and Jesus’ reply is unambiguously negative:

His disciples said to him, “Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel, and all
of them spoke in you” He said to them, “You have omitted the one living
in your presence and have spoken (only) of the dead.”

This saying is signature Thomas material. 'lhe “Living One” (NG TON)
is its favorite title for Jesus, signaled in the Incipit and again in sayings 59
and 111, where it occurs, as here, in contrast with “death” and “the decad.”
The disciples’ foil statemenlt is correcled by a single statement from Jesus in
the distinctive ‘Thomasine tashion (cf. ‘thom. 6, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 43, 51, 53,
99, 113). The “twenty-four prophets” must refer to the twenty-four books of
the Hebrew Scriptures, a number first attested in 4 Lzra 14.45.%° ‘lhere is a

.

straightforward disdain here for the Scriptures. Jesus is the “Living Onc™;
the prophets of the Old 'lestament are “the dead.”

The saying is in striking contrast to the pervasive, unremitting patterns,
allusions, and quotations of the Old Testament in the Synoptic Gospels. The
contrast here between Thomas and the Synoptics should not be ignored or
played down." It is the only place where Tornas speaks of lCPaHA (Isracl),
and her prophets are not celebrated. Far from calling the heroes of Hebrew
Scripture “the dcad,” the Synoplic Jesus corrects the Sadducces’ mislaken
view of the resurrection by reconfiguring “the God of Abraham, Isaac, and

36. Thomas s2 has further links with 4 Ezra 14.44-47, the carliest extant witness to Old
Testament books numbering “twenty four,” in particular the selt-conscious appeal to special,
private revelation to be found ourside the public books. 1 am grateful o Stephen Carlson,
“Thomas and the Twenty-Four Pruphets,” Ilypolyposeis blog, http://www.hypotyposeis.org/
weblog/2007/05/thomas-and-twenty-four- prophets.html (30 May 2007), tor this point. Sce
Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 133, for the oddity of the number twenty-four here with “prophets.”
For more on the number twenty-four here, see Baarda, "Thomas and the Old lestament,”
11-12,

37. Funk and Hoover's remark (Five Gospels, 503), “The saying appears to retlect a time
when Christianity was no longer a Judean sect, but had become largely gentile,” drastically un-
derestimales the character of a saying that scvers the living Jesus from the Old Testament. De-
Conick, Original Gospel, 185, suggests: “The disciples arc rebuked for thinking that the proph-
els bore witness (o Jesus, when, in tact, Jesus, the Living God, is the one whose testimony
must be heard and heeded,” and she compares John 5:36-40, “this tradition . . . in a nascenl
form.” But John allirms what Thormas does not athrm, that “the scriptures . . . bear witness to
me” (John 5:39). Augustine, Contra adversaritam Legis et Proplictarum 2.4.14, witnesses Lo the
saying; but, in contrasting it with Luke 24:27, illustrutes that he did not think it so innocuous.
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b” as «GGod of the living and not the dead” (Matt. 22:32 // Mark 12:27

Jaco b -20;18) it is important here to listen to Thomas's distinctive voice

i \,Oi,:j harimonizing his views with those of the Synoptic (and other

Christian) authors. The book’s radical stance on the Old Testament

cit in s1ying 52, and it is not contradicted by anything clsewhere in
38

and to &
early
is expll
7}10"1(15-' ! . : ]
he author of Thomas shows disdain for the Old Testament in

Since the ™% 0 = . : . i
ique mraterial, it is not surprising that his selection and redaction of

un 0 d -
i " )tiL(]I material appears to reflect the same attitude. Scripture fulfillment
P ntirely absent from Thormas.>® There is not a single occasion

themes are ¢ . . .

hen Thotas self-consciously draws attention to an explicit Old Testament
i Lation. Where Old Testament texts appear in Thomas, they are appar-
quotation-

Jiated through the Synoptics and there is no independent access to
ently I:;e']}mnuw 2110, “When the grain ripened, he came quickly with his
1hem" his hand and reaped it,” is reminiscent of Joel 3:13 (4:13 LXX), “Put
sickle "']-kle ior the harvest is ripe!” but it appears to have been mediated to
in s = gh Mark 4:29, “Immediately he puts in the sickle because the

; s throu
omas througi ™ £29: .
" st has come *' which is closer to Joel than Thomasis.*?
arvest i ‘ ' . ' _
s The same pattern recurs elsewhere in Thomas. His version of the Mus-
{1

as’s only reference to an Old Testament character is Adam {sayings 46 and &),
38. Thom iith Thomas's interest in a restored Eden. Thomas 46, a version of Matt. 11:11//
which cohe‘res ‘:i -al of Thomas’s redaction of the Synoptics, eliminating all references tound
Luke 7:28: 15 I:Vh;b prophecy and prophets (Matt. 11:9-10, 13-14; Luke 7:26-27). In Thoras,
in those conte john the Baptist” simply means all human beings from the first man to the
“From Adam "O‘ Gilles Quispel, “Das Thomasevangelium und das Alte Testament,” in W. C.
most recf‘ﬂt- SJ“ \;:.llh'.\'.ftlﬂlt’ﬂ”fﬂ et Patristica Eine Freundesgabe, Herrn Professor Dr. Oscar
van Unnik. l“ -;“.,,, g0. Geburistag tiberreichit (NovTSup 6; Leiden: Brill, 1962), 243-48, for
Cullrunnt 2 :};I‘,m s reverenced the Old ‘Testament; and for a refutation see Tjitze Baarda,
the case tha ""nwmas and the Old Testament,” PIBA 26 (2003): 1-23.
“The GOS.Pel P pot it the discussion of Vernon Robbins, above, 143-43.
Pah mrl— sion 18 Thom. 17, which (distantly) echoes 1sa. 64:4 but does not appear in
40. The cx'-(’lloses‘ early Christian panallel is 1 Cor. 2:9, but the saying is often found in
the Goapf"ﬁ. 1#8 iaph"" e.g.. Acts of Peter 39 and Acts of Thomas 36. See McL. Wilson, Studies,
early Ch”s“_an Jgand preedman, Secret Sayings, 137.
102-3; and Gr.m{_ (yyscnt (in a burry) may reflect Mark’s redactional ev80¢ (immediatety).
¢ 'mmmbbl' here in Thomas. Greeven and Bethge bolh retrovert with Tayéwc.
gcriH appears Of v Gospel of Thonas, 29, notes that Mark is closer to Joel but suggests that
42, PaFtch.)lT' sa\';ng fi l:mn his own tradition-historical stream. C§, Robbins, “Rhetorical
Tomas derw? x.ht“'h;] noles that this saying nd Tfrom. 66 come closest to verbai recitation
CO"‘P"":;i;:;t.ii‘f'“’ but adds that Thomas's relat ionship to these Old Testament texts is not
?sfct::;a(lzias it isin the Synopics.
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tard Seed (7Thom. 20) featurcs the notc that the branch (singular) “hbecomes
a shelter for birds of the sky” (IHYWWNE HCKSTINTIZAASTE H1-AE), which
is further removed from Dan. 4:12, Ezek. 17:23, and 31:6 than are the Synop-
tic versions (Matt. 13:31-32 // Mark 4:30-32 // Luke 13:218-19).** Similarly, the
wording of Thon. 66, “Jesus says, ‘Show me the stone that the builders re-
jected. It is the cornerstone,” is further removed from Ps. n8.22 (LXX) than
is the Synoptic quolation in the same context (Matt. 21:42 // Mark 12:10-11//
Luke 20:17), at the end of the parable of the Tenants in the Vineyard (Matt.
21:33-46 // Mark 12:1-12 // Luke 20:9-19).** Moreover, the abscnce of refer-
ence to Isaiah 5in Thomas's version ol the Tenants in the Vineyard parable
(Thom. Gs) cohercs with the same tendency.*®

The point may go deeper still, to the very naturc of Thomas's choice
of genre, the sayings gospel. The Synoplic evangelists’ use of narrative is
intimately connected with the view that the gospel is narrated in fulfillment
of Scripture. Building on the earliest Christian conviction that Christ died
for our sins according to the Scriptures (1 Cor. 15:3), the evangelists narrate
Jesus’ story as the story of his [ulfillment of Scripture, the Messiah born in
Bethlehem who evangclizes the poor and heals the lame, whose destiny is to
die and rise as the prophets foretold. ‘Iheir use of Scripture is not a second-
ary overlay to the evangelizing project but appears to be integral Lo the very

43. Already ubserved in Montefiore, "A Comparison of the Parables of the Gospel Ac
cording to Thomas and of the Synoptic Gospels,” in H. E. W. 'lurner and H. Montefiore,
thomas and the Lvangelists, Studies in Biblical Theology 35 (T.ondon: SCM DPress, 1962), $1.
Montefiore also notes the absence of Old Testament allusions in “fhion, 65, the Tenants in the
Vineyard, and he comments that Thom. 16 is “further away from Micah 7:6 than the synoptic
versions in Matt. 10:35 and Luke 12,52 drawing attention to “thom. s2 (51 n. 4). However,
Plisch, Gospel of Thomus, 79, regards it as self-evident that the Old Testament references in
the Synoptics are secondary: “the end of the parable seems much simpler and more original
than its synoplic parallels where the wording was clearly changed with allusions to the Old
Testament in mind.”

44. See Gathercole, "Luke in the Gospel of Thomas,” 127-31, lor the case that Thomas is
here dependent on Luke. Thomas and Luke, unlike Mark and Matthew. lack a parallel to Ps.
18:23 (L.XX).

45. [uke too (Luke 20:9) loses most of the Isa. 5:2 reference, and it is Lukes version of the
parable that is closest to Thomas's. For the links between Thomas and Lukc here, see Gather
cale, “Luke in the Gospel of Thomas, 127-31. Kloppenborg, lenants in the Vineyard, 263, notes
that “this is the only saying in the Gos. Thomi. where the synaptic parallel has a biblical refer-
ence which ‘Thomas cntirely lacks” and adds, “Tt is logically fallacious Lo inter Irom a single
instance to a general tendency in order 1o ‘explain’ that single instance.” ‘The paint is true with
respect to biblical references that Thomas “entirely lacks,” but Hromas has a clear tendency
10 be further removed from the Old Testament where it shares parallels with the Synoptics.
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idea of writing a gospel. Given what Thom. 52 says, and what his redaction
of the Synoptics confirms, Thomas does not see Jesus’ identity as bound
up in his fulfillment of the Scriptures and of Israel’s destiny. Once again it
seems that his decision to write a sayings gospel is not an accident of his so-
cial location or proximity to carly sayings traditions. Thomas’s identity as a
sayings gospel is connected with its negative attitude to the Hebrew Bible.*¢

Conclusion

The difhiculty with some contemporary scholarship on Thomas is that it is
still working with a kind of evolutionary perspective. It is as if Thomas stud-
ies are still stuck where Synoptic studies were in the 19205 and 1930s, begin-
ning with the alleged traditional material and then attempting to explain
how the Gospel was built up from there, so that passages like the Incipit
and Thom. 13, far from being the hermeneutical keys to the work, become
later accretions, their importance marginalized. The ideal is to use a model
like the one used for other early Christian works, and to begin from the
top, starting with what the document says about itself, and continuing the
exploration from there. The analogy of Luke’s Gospel may be helpful. No
one seriously sidelines the preface (Luke 1:1-4) if they are trying to under-
stand the Gospel. They begin trom the way the work characterizes itself and
they do not relegate it to a later layer to be trumped by censideration of the
formative materials.

The Gospd of Thomas is proud to present itself as a book of the secret
sayings of the living Jesus, secret sayings that point beyond themselves, that
invite the hearer to discover the true, Thomasine interpretation that leads
to life. Ultimately, though, the modern scholar’s search is a frustrating one.
Just as Peter, Matthew, and his companionsare not allowed to hear the three
secret words that Jesus shared with Thomas, so too we can only get hints of
the Gospe! of Thomas’s purpose. That some insist on Thomas’s Gnosticism
while others vigorously deny it illustrates the success of Themas’s project.
Thomas reinvents Jesus as the mysterious, enigmatic Living One who some-
times sounds suspiciously like the Synoptic Jesus but who, in the end, is not
the same man. He preaches but he does not heal; he speaks in parables but

46. Marcion’s alternative route, to compile a narrative gospel frem which the ®ld Testa.
ment references are exwr'cated, is likewy'se an attempt to gain legmmacy for his viewpoint by
adopting the now familiar genre, while adapting it.
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he is not the Son of Man. He uses familiar metaphors but he does not quote
the Scriptures; he speaks of the kingdom but he does not expect the end.
Thomas’s Jesus does not speak about the passion, and his disciples do not
witness the resurrection. The Gospel of Thomas’s genius is that it conveys
its radical difference from the Synoptic Gospels by hiding its theology in
words and images it derives tfrom them.
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Halt a century ago, Oscar Cullmann derided the idea that Thomas was a
“fifth gospel” as a “silly rumor™ It is now something boldly claimed in
book titles.? The Gospel of Thomas has come of age, and il has an assured
place in a scholars’ canon of key texts on Jesus and early Christianity. The
appreciation of Thomas’s value, and its elevation to the highest place in the
study of Christian origins, should encourage us 10 consider Thornas among
the Gospels, and to pay serious attention to the case for its familiarity with
the Synoptics.

I have argued in a series of steps that the Gospel of Thomas knew and
used the Synoplic Gospels, with special reference to Matthew and Luke. First
impressions can instill a sense of prejudice against the idea that Thomas knew
the Synoptics, but the general arguments in tavor of independence turn aut to
be weaker than we might at first have imagined; and the presence of parallels
in Thomas to every strand of Synoplic data, including triple tradition, double
tradition, special Matthew, special Luke, suggests direct contact between the
works (chapter 1 above), a view confirmed by the evidence of verbatim agree-
ment between Thomas and the Synoptics (chapter 2). a slep in the discussion
that is often missed. The Oxyrhynchus fragment of Thorm. 26 (P.Oxy. 1), which
features a thirteen-word verbatim agreement with texts of L.uke 6:42 (// Matt.
7:5), is particularly striking.

But verbatim agreement only takes us so far. ‘The diagnostic shards

1. Cullmann, “Gospel ot 'Thomas,” 419, “the silly rumor has aiready gone around about a
fifth gospel™; ¢f. Fitzmyer, “Oxyrhynchus Logoi,” 419.

2. Patterson et al., Fifth Gospel, theugh the term “fifth Gospel” is not used in the body of
the book; cf. Funk and Hoover, Five Gospels.
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(chapter 3) that are provided by the presence, in Thomas, of Matthean re-
daction (chapter 4) and Lukan redaction (chapters 5-6) are telling. Thomas
has parallels to places where Matthew and Lukeare clearly redacting Mar-
kan material, as well as to material that is shot through with the thought
and imagery that is characteristic of the evangelists. When Thomas uses the
Synoptics, its author does not always do so in a coherent fashion, and there
is a tendency to reproduce passages with their middles missing (chapter 7).

The burgeoning interest in orality in antiquity might be thought to tell
against a case for Thomas’s familiarity with the Synoptics, but in chapter 8 I
suggested that when studying the interaction between orality and literacy,
the role played by literacy in Christian origins should not be underesti-
mated. Thomas does not witness to orality as social location but sayings
gospel as generic preference. Chapter 9 played the dating game and sug-
gested that the Synoptics make best sense in a post-7o CE context, and that
Thomas emerges after 135 ce. Chapter 10 explored how and why Thomas
used the Synoptic Gospels, suggesting that Synoptic material provides the
means by which the work authenticates the secret sayings of its living Jesus.

The “Fifth Gospel” tag may ultimately be more of a curse than a bless-
ing. It is a bit like being labeled “the fifth Beatle.” However legendary a pro-
ducer George Martin was, however greata manager Brian Epstein was, nei-
ther will ever come close to the recognition earned by John, Paul, George,
and Ringo. Thomas is worth reading as Thomas, as a brilliant attempt to
re-create Jesus’ words in i% own voice, drawing on the Synoptics but tran-
scending them by providing new twists on the old sayings, and adding
many more from its own, secret treasure chest. Itis not disparaging to char-
acterize Thomas as it wishes to be characterized, as an apocryphal work, full
of mysteries that tease the interpreter to search for the key to eternal life, by
listening to the voice of its living Jesus. This is a text for the inner circle, the
enlightened elite, one out of a thousand and two out of ten thousand, those
who aspire to see the Living One in a world-renouncing new Eden.

That we want to pull Thomas into the first century and to see it as an
independent witness to early Jesus tradition may say something about our
scholarly anxictics. The ancient historian’s task is a thankless one, endlessly
grappling with the same, limited source material as we look for hitherto un-
discovered insights, desperate for some scrap of new data. We are naturally
inclined to pore over a fascinating text like Thomas, still a relatively recent
discovery, and hope that in it we can find some witness to the topic that
interests many of us more than any other, the historical Jesus.

It is a temptation, however, that we will be wise to resist. The privi-
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leging of Thomas has several damaging eifects on the way that we pursue
our scholarship. For onething, the excessive attention given to Thomas can
detract attention from the many other noncanonical texts of interest. More
books seemn to be written about Thomas than about all the other Nag Ham-
madi tractates put together. It is a disappointing irony that the charge of
canonical bias has often resulted in the attempt to canonize Thomas rather
than to pay serious attention to the full range of noncanonical works.

Sirnilarly, the search for a first-century parallel for Thomas encourages
comparisons with the hypothetical text Q, and unnecessarily complicates
the already fraught quest of the historical Jesus. Thomas is nothing like Q
or, rather, Q as it is reconstructed by those who are persuaded that Luke
wrote independently of Matthew. As in the study ofQ, so too in the study of
Thomas, paying caretul attention to the relationship between literary works
helps to dispel certain myths of Christian origins.

Our sources for the study of the historical Jesus and Christian origins
are more limited than we would like them to be, but our coasciousness of
the problem should not give rise to wishful thinking. Where the gaps in our
knowledge cannot be filled in by informed speculation, an honest confes-
sion of ignorance may have to sufhce. If this sounds unduly negative, it is
worth bearing in mind that there are certain gains to facing up to the fact
that Thomas is not, after all, the scholars’ holy grail. One of these is that the
literary history of early Chriistianity turas out to be a little more straightfor-
ward than we had previously imagined. There is a genealogical relationship
among the key works that enables us to map a trajectory that has a greater
elegance than those reconstructed by Helmut Koester and James Robinson.
Thomas is familiar with the Synoptic Gospels just as Luke too is familiar
with predecessor Gospels. Matthewknows Mark, who stands at the begin-
ning of the entire process, though preceded by traditions witnessed by Paul,
and preached by him in the first generation.’

The attempt to elevate Thomas to “Fifth Gospel” status in the end only
serves to draw attention to its differences from the Synoptic Gospels. Al-
though it has many parallels with them, the Gospel of Thomas distinguishes
itself from the Synopties in genre, literary conceit, and antiquity. To grant
Thomas “Fifth Gospel” status encourages a kind of ahistorical privileging
of one noncanonical gospel over many others. In other words, it is time to
let Thomas be Thomas, to hear the gospel as the character of Thomas hears

3. This is not to say, of course, that there may not have been other lost textsand tradi-
tions but rather to .construct our model on the basis of the ones we have.
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it within the text (Thom. 13), as something secret, something surprising,
something other. It may not be the lost, best source for Jesus traditions, a
rediscovered voice from a primitive, oral past; butit is a fascinating artifact
offering an early, enigmatic portrait of an esoteric Jesus. Thomas’s genius is
in making his living Jesus sound suthciently similar to the Synoptic Jesus
to give him authority while allowing his new, distinctive voice te emerge. It
may not be the “Fifth Gospel,” but it deserves the special place it has earned
in the scholar’s canon.
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