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chapter one
INTRODUCTION
“Was ist also Wahrheit? Ein bewegliches Heer von Metaphern, Metonymien, Anthropomorphismen . . . ”1

. Introduction
ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ
ⲁⲧⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄

There is a rebirth and an image of rebirth. It is truly necessary to be born
again by means of the image!
(Gos. Phil. .–)
ⲉⲥϣⲁⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ϭⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲥⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̄ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄

When she becomes renewed she will ascend, praising the Father and her
brother, this one through whom she was saved. Thus the soul will be saved
through the rebirth.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

In both the above quoted excerpts taken from the Nag Hammadi treatises
the Gospel of Philip (NHC II,) and the Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,),
salvation is presented as attainable only by means of a rebirth. But how are
we to understand these references to rebirth? And are the two tractates
referring to the same concept, or are they simply using similar terms?
And what is the nature of the interpretive processes that come into play
when we try to make sense of these statements?

. Bodily Based Cognitive Models
On a basic level the excerpts quoted above refer to biological procreative
processes. At the same time it is quite clear that the imagery is not to be
1 Friedrich Nietzsche, “Über Wahrheit und Lüge im aussermoralischen Sinn,” in
Werke in Sechs Bänden ( vols.; ed. Karl Schlechta; Munich: Carl Hanser Verlag, ),
:.
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understood literally. Rather, the references to rebirth in these texts must
be understood, at least in part, as references to ritual processes, and they
must be seen in connection with related imagery utilised in these two
Nag Hammadi tractates. For these texts not only speak about rebirth,
but also refer to a broad range of related concepts relating to procreation
and kinship relations, like marriage, fornication and prostitution, fathers,
sons, spouses, and siblings. All of these concepts play important roles in
discourses that centre around questions of salvation and ritual practice,
often in combination with other familiar concepts derived from embodied experience such as eating and seeing.
But how does such imagery function within the specific literary contexts of the two selected texts? Why and to what effect do these texts
focus as they do on procreative and often sexually connotative imagery?
How is bodily based imagery used to explicate important elements of the
religious life, and how are we to know when and to what extent such
references are to be understood metaphorically? In short, how are we
to understand the vividly changing and allusive use of such concepts in
these ancient texts?

. Allusions and Intertextuality
In addition to the use and function of cognitive models derived from or
related to embodied experience, however, there is also another important aspect of these texts that must be taken equally into consideration.
Most studies on the Nag Hammadi tractates mention parallels, influences
and borrowings from Scripture, but few have actually analysed the patterns and functions of such intertextual connections from a literary perspective. This is especially the case with regard to the use of allusions.2
As Lowell Edmunds states it, “while philologists postulate lacunae, mark
cruces that defy conjecture, and diagnose anomalies that defy exegesis,
with profound calm they pass over undiscerned and undiscernible allusions.”3 The study of allusions is not without its methodological problems, however, for, as Earl Miner has perceptively put it, “the test for

2 For a notable exception to this tendency, see Louis Painchaud, “The Use of Scripture
in Gnostic Literature,” JECS  (): –.
3 Lowell Edmunds, Intertextuality and the Reading of Roman Poetry (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, ), . See chapter  for a theoretical discussion of allusions
and intertextuality.
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allusion is that it is a phenomenon that some reader or readers may fail
to observe.”4 In the passage from Exeg. Soul quoted above, for example, it
is perfectly possible to read and make meaningful sense of the sentences
without recognising any scriptural allusions, while the interpretive combination of texts that arises from seeing, for instance, an allusion to Titus
: and / or  Tim : may significantly alter the interpretive process and
hence the production of meaning prompted by a reading of this passage.5
I am therefore convinced that new insights may be gained from our texts
by paying closer attention to the patterns of intertextuality on display in
them, including the use of allusions.6
In both the selected texts, references to Scripture are pervasive, ranging from explicit quotations to the faintest of allusions. The importance
of taking such references fully into account in our analysis of the meaning
potential of the texts becomes especially clear in light of the practice of
memorisation of Scripture in the cultural milieus where we may plausibly situate these tractates’ intended audiences.7 As Jostein Børtnes rightly
stresses with regard to the use of memorised Scripture in the authorial
practices of late antiquity, “the emphasis on memorization does not mean
that the texts stored in the memory were also to be reproduced verbatim
in rhetorical or literary practice. On the contrary, in rhetoric the whole
point was that memorized texts could be played around with, taken apart,
and recombined into new patterns and new discourses.”8 Exactly this
kind of playful recombination and repatterning of texts in rhetoric is an
4

Earl Miner, “Allusion,” in The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics (ed.
Alex Preminger and T.V.F. Brogan; Princeton: Princeton University Press, ), .
5 See the analysis of this passage in chapter  of the present study.
6 As Claes Schaar puts it on a general basis, “The colossal mass of commentaries
and annotations dealing with classical, medieval and Renaissance texts covers matter
which, transformed to infracontextual patterns, might enrich the appreciation of the
surface contexts by being incorporated in a large-scale semiotic system: ‘absent structures’
perhaps on the printed page, but very much present in attentive readers’ minds. By
merely providing ‘parallels to’ the edited textual material such stuff has little more than
antiquarian interest and remains, unexplored, on display in museums: a great Prince
in prison lies” (Claes Schaar, “Linear Sequence, Spatial Structure, Complex Sign, and
Vertical Context System,” Poetics  []: –).
7 See, e.g., Birger Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript: Oral Tradition and Written
Transmission in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity (ASNU ; Lund: Gleerup,
).
8 Jostein Børtnes, “Rhetoric and Mental Images in Gregory,” in Gregory of Nazianzus:
Images and Reflections (ed. Jostein Børtnes and Thomas Hägg; Copenhagen: Museum
Tusculanum Press, ), . Cf. also Mary J. Carruthers, The Craft of Thought: Meditation, Rhetoric, and the Making of Images, – (Cambridge Studies in Medieval
Literature ; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –.
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important focus of the present study. Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. both thrive
on combining allusions, paraphrases, and citations of different authoritative intertexts in their rhetorically highly ornamental and evocative discourses on central Christian tenets and practices. In the present study the
main perspective will, however, be from the point of view of the reader,
rather than the author. And as we shall see from the analyses in chapters
 and , readers who had mnemonically internalised considerable portions of Scripture may indeed be regarded as the ideal readers of these
two Nag Hammadi texts.

. A New Approach
In this study we will see how rituals and Scripture are interpreted in reciprocal processes where concepts based on basic embodied experience are
central. Methodologically the investigation is built around a two-pronged
approach to the selected texts, namely an analysis of the interpretive combination of conceptual structures and of texts.
The way in which the above outlined questions are tackled in the
present study constitutes in many ways a new approach to the study of
the Nag Hammadi texts. Since my aim is to study the texts from the perspective of the reader, and since the experience of reading is dependent
on the functions of the human mind in integrating new information with
old, it would seem to be highly relevant to take into account new perspectives on the study of literature and reading developed within the cognitive sciences, that is, theories of reading that do not ignore newer perspectives from fields such as cognitive neuroscience, cognitive psychology and cognitive linguistics, but which base the study of literature and
interpretation on recent theories of basic mental processes such as memory, conceptualisation, and creativity. For, as Mary Carruthers has perceptively put it, “in order to create, in order to think at all, human beings
require some mental tool or machine, and that ‘machine’ lives in the intricate networks of their own memory.”9 All creative thinking, including
interpretation of texts, is thus intimately connected with the functions of
memory and mental representations. The present study focuses on the
process of interpretation from the perspective of how the human mind
makes sense of a text by means of the creation and integration of multiple

9

Carruthers, Craft of Thought, .
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mental representations, in a production of meaning that will always be in
constant and crucial dependence on context, prior knowledge, individual
idiosyncrasies, and social constraints.
The study is thus based on an analysis of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. using
recent theories developed within the multidisciplinary field of cognitive
poetics.10 Instead of trying to get at the minds of the ancient authors and
their intentions, the selected texts are here approached from the perspective of the potential patterns of thought prompted in a reading of these
texts. In short, the question concerns how the selected texts trigger ways
of thinking about important issues relating to the world, the self, reality,
and salvation. By adapting to the analysis of allusions and intertextuality a cognitive theoretical perspective developed primarily with a view to
the study of metaphor, metonymy and related phenomena, this study also
constitutes an attempt to analyse these subjects from a unified methodological perspective grounded in the study of human cognition.

. The Texts: The Exegesis on the
Soul and the Gospel of Philip
Why, among the around fifty tractates that make up the contents of the
Nag Hammadi Codices, choose specifically Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. as
the subjects of the present inquiry? There are several reasons for this
choice. For a start, these are two of the Nag Hammadi tractates that most
clearly combine the use of scriptural allusions and citations with direct
references to ritual actions, and in doing so they employ strikingly similar
imagery based on embodied experience. Concepts like procreation and
birth / rebirth, together with related concepts like marriage, prostitution,
and fornication, are prominent in both texts. Moreover, both texts are
among the few Nag Hammadi tractates that contain references to the
much debated concept of the “bridal chamber.” Furthermore, both Exeg.
Soul and Gos. Phil. eschew the kind of complicated mythological and
cosmological systems we find in many of the other Nag Hammadi texts,
such as for example the Apocryphon of John and the Tripartite Tractate,
while focussing on the importance of transformation through ritual
practice, using concepts taken from basic embodied experience, partly
metaphorically and partly metonymically, in soteriologically charged

10

For a discussion and definition of cognitive poetics, see chapter .
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discourses where familiar everyday concepts are referenced in order both
to explicate and to establish realities on an ontologically higher level.
Finally, the two texts are also united by the fact that they have come down
to us as parts of the same codex, being the third and sixth tractates of Nag
Hammadi Codex II. In sum, then, the texts were chosen on the basis of
similarities of imagery and for their combination of scriptural exegesis
and mystagogy.11
For all their similarities, however, the two texts are also quite different.
One of them, Exeg. Soul, is quite short and sports a relatively straightforward narrative framework, while the other, Gos. Phil., is both considerably longer, highly complicated, and has no narrative framework. Due
to these differences I have chosen to treat Exeg. Soul first, in chapter ,
and the more complicated Gos. Phil. after it, in chapter . In this way the
usability of the methodological framework established in chapter  can
be shown to be fruitfully employed on the shorter and simpler Exeg. Soul
first, before it is then put to use on the more difficult Gos. Phil. Finally, in
chapter , the two texts are compared from the perspective of the preceding analysis, highlighting similarities and differences between the two in
their use of metaphors and Scripture, in their treatment of rituals, and in
their overall theologies.
.. The Manuscript: Nag Hammadi Codex II
Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. are two of the seven tractates that make up the
contents of Nag Hammadi Codex II, the other texts in this codex being
the Apocryphon of John (NHC II,), the Gospel of Thomas (NHC II,),
the Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II,), On the Origin of the World
(NHC II,), and the Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC II,).12
11

None of the other Nag Hammadi texts display all of the features enumerated above.
For a detailed description of the codex, see Søren Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis:
The Coptic Text of the Apocryphon Johannis in the Nag Hammadi Codex II with Translation, Introduction and Commentary (ATDan ; Copenhagen: Munksgaard, ), –.
For details on especially the palaeography, dialect and orthography of the Codex, see
also Bentley Layton, “Introduction,” in Gospel According to Thomas, Gospel According to
Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi Codex II,– Together with XIII,*, Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ;
NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. For details on the binding of the codex, see also Linda
K. Ogden, “The Binding of Codex II,” in Gospel According to Thomas, Gospel According to
Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi
Codex II,– Together with XIII,*, Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –.
12
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The most relevant comparative material for Codex II is of course the
other Nag Hammadi Codices. The only one of these for which we have
a firm terminus post quem is Codex VII, which contains a letter in the
cartonnage dated to October , and hence Codex VII must have been
manufactured later than this date.13 The terminus ante quem is more
problematic, however, since it is pretty much impossible to know how
much later this letter was put to use as cartonnage, and hence how much
later the codex was manufactured. It could have been the same year,
but it could also very well have been fifty or maybe even one hundred
years later.14 Moreover, while there is datable material in the cartonnage
of Codex VII, Codex II is one of the three Nag Hammadi codices that
did not have any papyrus fragments at all as cartonnage. This codex
must therefore be dated on purely palaeographical grounds and on the
grounds of its similarity with the other Nag Hammadi codices, especially
Codex VII, and other comparable codices of the period.15 On such
grounds Codex II has been dated by some to the first half of the fourth
century,16 and by others to the late fourth or early fifth century.17 The
most detailed attempt at dating Codex II was made by Søren Giversen in
his edition of Apoc. John. Giversen there dated the codex to between the
years  and  on codicological and palaeographic grounds.18 These
are, however, highly uncertain criteria when it comes to dating Coptic
manuscripts.19 Moreover, Giversen’s dating is based on a comparison of
13 See J.W.B. Barns, et al., Nag Hammadi Codices: Greek and Coptic Papyri from the
Cartonnage of the Covers (NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), , ; cf. also Stephen Emmel,
“Religious Tradition, Textual Transmission, and the Nag Hammadi Codices,” in The Nag
Hammadi Library After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature
Commemoration (ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–.
14 Cf. Stephen Emmel, “The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses to the Production
and Transmission of Gnostic (and Other) Traditions,” in Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (ed. Jörg Frey, et al.; BZNW ; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
), .
15 See Hans-Martin Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium (Nag Hammadi-Codex II,):
neu herausgegeben, übersetzt und erklärt (TUGAL ; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, ),
.
16 See, e.g., Schenke, Philippus-Evangelium, –.
17 See, e.g., Wesley W. Isenberg, “The Coptic Gospel According to Philip” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Chicago, ), –.
18 See Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis, –, , ; Søren Giversen, Filipsevangeliet:
Indledning, studier, oversættelse og noter (Copenhagen: Gads, ), .
19 See, e.g., Frederik Wisse, “The Coptic Versions of the New Testament,” in The Text of
the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis: A Volume
in Honor of Bruce M. Metzger (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; SD ; Grand
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Codex II with a very small number of other manuscripts, many of which
are themselves of uncertain date, and on some questionable arguments.20
These factors combine to make his dating decidedly less than certain. In
summary, there does not seem to be any firm evidence that allows us to
establish with any certainty either a terminus post quem or a terminus
ante quem for Codex II. On the scant evidence available to us, then,
even though the manuscript may conceivably have been manufactured
as early as the first half of the fourth century it seems wise to allow for
the possibility that the codex may actually have been manufactured as
late as the fifth century.21
Despite the fact that it has often been assumed that the Nag Hammadi
codices were buried as a result of Athanasius’ festal letter of  or the
anti-Origenist purge that followed the death of Evagrius Ponticus in
,22 we actually have no firm indications with regard to the date of their
burial.23 The pottery bowl that was used to seal the jar containing the
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, ), . Wisse urges “great caution” in dating early Coptic
biblical papyri (ibid.), and points out that “dates are often assigned by papyrologists whose
expertise is Greek rather than Coptic palaeography. It is telling that the late Paul E. Kahle,
Jr., one of the few scholars with a broad knowledge of Coptic texts, generally preferred
considerably later dates than those assigned by Greek papyrologists” (ibid., n. ). Wisse
states with regard to Greek palaeography that one “can normally only claim to be accurate
within about  years. Some papyrologists venture to pinpoint dates within  years,
but this is seldom warranted on palaeographical grounds alone, and would be totally
inappropriate for Coptic MSS” (ibid.,  n. ). Emmel puts it in even stronger terms,
stating that “I shudder to think of what uncertain ground we tread when considering
Coptic paleography and codicology” (Emmel, “The Coptic Gnostic Texts,” ). On Coptic
palaeography, cf. also Bentley Layton, “Towards a New Coptic Palaeography,” in Acts of
the Second International Congress of Coptic Studies: Roma, – September  (ed. Tito
Orlandi and Frederik Wisse; Rome: C.I.M., ), –.
20 The lack of pagination is for instance taken as “a sign of primitiveness and age”
(Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis, ).
21 Cf. Emmel, “The Coptic Gnostic Texts,” .
22 See, e.g., Armand Veilleux, “Monasticism and Gnosis in Egypt,” in The Roots of
Egyptian Christianity (ed. Birger A. Pearson and James E. Goehring; SAC; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, ), .
23 As Armand Veilleux puts it with regard to Athanasius’ festal letter, “the connection
between that letter and the burying of the Nag Hammadi library is one of those scientific
hypotheses that are put forward without any real proof, and then are repeated by everyone
as if they had been demonstrated” (Veilleux, “Monasticism and Gnosis in Egypt,” –
; cf. also Aloys Grillmeier, From the Council of Chalcedon [] to Gregory the
Great [–]: The Church of Alexandria with Nubia and Ethiopia After  [vol. ,
Part  of Christ in Christian Tradition; in collaboration with Theresia Hainthaler, trans.
O.C. Dean, Jr.; London: Mowbray, ], ). As for the related question of who
manufactured, used, or commissioned the Nag Hammadi codices, the jury is still out. I
will not discuss this question in the present study, but for the state of the question, see esp.
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codices is typical of the fourth and fifth centuries,24 but it is not possible
to determine when the jar and the codices where actually buried.25 There
are indications that a burial shortly after Athanasius’ festal letter of 
might be too early, however, as it seems clear that such materials were in
circulation in Upper Egypt around the middle of the fifth century.26
.. Issues of Translation and Transmission
It is generally held that the Nag Hammadi texts are translations,27 but
what is the relationship between the preserved Coptic texts and their
hypothetical originals? “Based on what we know generally of the development of written Coptic, it is most likely that the translations were made
Alexandr Khosroyev, Die Bibliothek von Nag Hammadi: Einige Probleme des Christentums
in Ägypten während der ersten Jahrhunderte (Arbeiten zum spätantiken und koptischen
Ägypten ; Altenberge: Oros Verlag, ); James E. Goehring, “The Provenance of the
Nag Hammadi Codices Once More,” in Ascetica, Gnostica, Liturgica, Orientalia: Papers
Presented at the Thirteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford
 (ed. Maurice F. Wiles and Edward Yarnold; StPatr ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –
; Hugo Lundhaug, “Nag Hammadi-kodeksene og den tidlige monastiske tradisjon i
Egypt,” Meddelanden Från Collegium Patristicum Lundense  (): –.
24 On the pottery bowl used to seal the jar, see James E. Goehring, “An Early Roman
Bowl from the Monastery of Pachomius at Pbow and the Milieu of the Nag Hammadi
Codices,” in Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica: Mélanges offerts à Wolf-Peter Funk (ed.
Louis Painchaud and Paul-Hubert Poirier; BCNH, Études ; Québec: Les Presses de
l’Université Laval, ), –. Such bowls were in use between ca. – ce (see
ibid.,  n. ;  n. ).
25 See Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
26 See, e.g., Dioscorus of Alexandria, Epistula ad Sinuthium; Shenoute, I Am Amazed;
Tito Orlandi, “A Catechesis Against Apocryphal Texts by Shenute and the Gnostic Texts of
Nag Hammadi,” HTR : (): –; Grillmeier, The Church of Alexandria, –;
Dwight W. Young, “The Milieu of Nag Hammadi: Some Historical Considerations,” VC
 (): –; D.W. Johnson, “Coptic Reactions to Gnosticism and Manichaeism,”
Mus  (): –; Jon F. Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism in Early Christianity:
Epiphanius of Cyprus and the Legacy of Origen (North American Patristic Society Patristic
Monograph Series ; Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, ), –; Elizabeth
A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy: The Cultural Construction of an Early Christian
Debate (Princeton: Princeton University Press, ), –. For the view that the Nag
Hammadi codices were probably buried in the fifth century, see, e.g., Young, “The Milieu
of Nag Hammadi,” ; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
27 For Exeg. Soul, see, e.g., Peter Nagel, “Die Septuaginta-Zitate in der koptischgnostischen ‘Exegese über die Seele’ (Nag Hammadi Codex II),” APF  (): –
; Peter Nagel, “Die Septuaginta in den Nag Hammadi-Teksten,” in The Nag Hammadi
Texts in the History of Religions: Proceedings of the International Conference at the Royal
Academy of Sciences and Letters in Copenhagen, September –, , on the Occasion
of the th Anniversary of the Nag Hammadi Discovery (ed. Søren Giversen, et al.;
Historisk-Filosofiske Skrifter ; Copenhagen: The Royal Danish Academy of Sciences
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sometime after the mid-to-late third century,” argues Stephen Emmel,
but he adds the important caveat that “only for the works in Codices I,
VII, and XI can we be relatively confident that they were already translated by the end of the fourth century.”28 Michael Williams has pointed
out that there has been a tendency among scholars of the Nag Hammadi tractates “to equate rather too facilely or thoughtlessly the ‘text’ of
a given writing only with what is after all our own modern text-critical
‘guess-timate’ about the ‘original,’ skipping past on our way perfectly real,
physical copies of that writing that someone did use.”29 Emmel notes that
scholars mostly “take it for granted that the Nag Hammadi tractates bear
some more or less close relationship to a hypothetical original composition, and we move back and forth between the Coptic text we have
and the original we would like to have.”30 He rightly points out that this
practice is tantamount to traversing a minefield, for “the Coptic phases
of transmission pose nearly insurmountable barriers to recovering the
translators’ Vorlagen. It is not yet clear to what extent we can even recover
the original texts of the Coptic translations.”31 Analysing the preserved
Coptic texts, translations or not, thus seems to be a much less hypothetical venture than trying to analyse their lost Vorlagen, not to mention the
hypothetical originals. Despite this, however, “there is one obvious task
that has not yet been carried out thoroughly and consistently,” Emmel
points out, “that is, to read the Nag Hammadi Codices as a part of Coptic literature.”32 Such a task involves reading “the texts exactly as we have

and Letters, ), –; Jean-Marie Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme (NH II, ): Texte établi
et présenté (BCNH Section “Textes” ; Québec: Les Presses de l’Université Laval, ),
; for Gos. Phil., see, e.g., Eric Segelberg, “The Antiochene Background of the Gospel
of Philip,” BSAC  (): ; Wesley W. Isenberg, “The Gospel According to Philip:
Introduction,” in Gospel According to Thomas, Gospel According to Philip, Hypostasis of the
Archons, and Indexes (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi Codex II,– Together
with XIII,*, Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ),
; Schenke, Philippus-Evangelium, ; Walter C. Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos
(PTS ; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, ), ; Bentley Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures: A
New Translation with Annotations and Introductions (London: SCM Press, ), –
; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, –.
28 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
29 Michael Allen Williams, “Response to the Papers of Karen King, Frederik Wisse,
Michael Waldstein and Sergio La Porta,” in The Nag Hammadi Library After Fifty Years:
Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration (ed. John D. Turner
and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
30 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” –, Emmel’s emphasis.
31 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
32 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” , Emmel’s emphasis.
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them in the Nag Hammadi Codices in an effort to reconstruct the reading
experience of whoever owned each of the Codices.”33
Now, my aim in this study is not to reconstruct the experience of
reading Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. by those who owned Codex II. Such
an enterprise would also need to take fully into account the other five
tractates of the codex and how all seven of them interact in a reading
of the codex as a whole. This kind of approach is outside the scope
of the present study, however, due to the expansive nature of such an
undertaking. What I have tried to do is more modest, but still not far
removed from Emmel’s suggestion, as I do aim to focus on the reading
experience of the Coptic texts of Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul as we find
them in Nag Hammadi Codex II. I have tried to read the two selected
tractates as much as possible on their own terms, both independently
of each other and independently of the rest of the texts in Codex II and
the other Nag Hammadi codices. But although I do not focus strictly on
the manuscript as such, neither do I try to get back to any hypothetical
originals or Vorlagen.
What are the implications of such an approach? My focus on the texts
as we have them in the preserved manuscript means that, although it has
been argued that our Coptic versions presuppose Greek originals, I will
stick to an analysis of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. from the point of view
of how the texts function in their Coptic form. This choice is motivated
firstly by the fact that for both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. we have only this
one single manuscript witness and we cannot possibly know the extent or
nature of the changes that may have been made to the texts,34 whether in
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Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
As Bentley Layton has noted, “in the case of the Nag Hammadi manuscripts it
is crucially important to observe that the original language (Greek) is precisely what
we do not have.” I cannot, however, agree with Layton’s rather optimistic conclusion
that “if we cannot reconstruct that lost Greek original on paper, still we can hope to
approximate the ancient author’s own culture and thought through a recovery of its
meaning in a sympathetic English translation keyed to a commentary oriented above all
towards Greek usage. Conceivably the ancient Coptic version might be substituted for the
English translation: but since ancientness in itself is no virtue, and since Coptic diction is
notoriously nonphilosophical, modern ‘classicist’s English’ (provided that it is accurate)
will probably be in closer touch with the ancient author’s Hellenistic thought than ancient
Coptic, whose nuances of diction, philosophical or otherwise, are largely lost upon us
and in any case are certainly not Greek” (Bentley Layton, “The Recovery of Gnosticism:
The Philologist’s Task in the Investigation of Nag Hammadi,” SecCent  []: ).
Robert McL. Wilson, however, argues for a rather different solution: “Is [the translator]
to translate the Coptic as it stands, obscurities and all, or the Greek which he can more
34
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their possible translation from Greek into Coptic or in their later Coptic
phases of transmission.35 Moreover, as Ariel Shisha-Halevy has pointed
out,
no argument can be raised for a direct Greek-system influence on the
choice of a distinctive form in Coptic, while the motivation for the Coptic translator’s choice must yet stem from, be triggered by the Greek text in
some way. The translator “improves” on the Greek, by necessity, since Coptic makes distinctions the Greek does not, and choice in the re-writing by
the Coptic writer-translator must be made, by the exigencies of the Coptic system. This then often results in additional or different information
being introduced into the text, and trying to comprehend or determine
the function-meaning of the Coptic by the Greek as a simple point of reference is fundamentally wrong.36

As Chris Reintges rightly notes, “where a Greek source is missing, the
distinction between original and translated literature becomes a moot
point,” and, as he points out, “the originality of some work can generally
not be determined on the basis of linguistic criteria alone.”37 I have thus
deemed it to be the most sound approach to simply stick to the texts as
they have actually been preserved, in the language in which they have
been preserved, and not to try to analyse them on the basis of the Greek
originals we think may lie behind the Coptic texts
Another reason for this approach is that there are good chances that
the texts might have been substantially altered at one or more stages in
their transmission. The simple fact that both Exeg. Soul and especially
Gos. Phil. deal with the interpretation of liturgy makes such changes especially likely, since as Paul Bradshaw has persuasively argued, “documents
dealing with liturgical matters are particularly prone to editorial corrections so as to give authoritative status to current worship practices.”38

or less confidently suspect to lie behind it? The answer must surely be ‘Translate the
Coptic’ ” (Robert McL. Wilson, “The Trials of a Translator: Some Translation Problems in
the Nag Hammadi Texts,” in Les Textes de Nag Hammadi: Colloque du Centre d’Histoire des
Religions [Strasbourg, – octobre ] [ed. Jacques-É. Ménard; NHS ; Leiden: Brill,
], ). Cf. also Ariel Shisha-Halevy’s sober assessment of the relationship between a
Coptic translation and its Greek original, quoted below.
35 Cf. Emmel, “Religious Tradition”.
36 Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “Future, Present, Narrative Past: A Triple Note on Oxyrhynchite Tempuslehre,” Hallesche Beiträge zur Orientwissenschaft  (): –.
37 Chris H. Reintges, Coptic Egyptian (Sahidic Dialect): A Learner’s Grammar (Afrikawissenschaftliche Lehrbücher ; Köln: Rüdiger Köppe Verlag, ), .
38 Paul F. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and
Methods for the Study of Early Liturgy (nd rev. and enl. ed.; London: SPCK, ), .
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This, he stresses, includes all phases of transmission, including the translation of works from one language to another.39 Bradshaw refers to this as
“living literature,” that is, “material which circulates within a community
and forms a part of its heritage and tradition but which is constantly subject to revision and rewriting to reflect changing historical and cultural
circumstances.”40 Moreover, we know from the case of the first text of
Codex II, Apoc. John, which is also known from three additional copies,41
that texts like the singularly attested Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul may also
have existed in very different versions. What Bradshaw terms “living literature” is “characterized by the existence of multiple recensions, sometimes exhibiting quantitive differences (i.e., longer and shorter versions)
and sometimes qualitive differences (i.e., various ways of saying the same
thing, often with no clear reflection of a single Urtext), and sometimes
both.”42 These characteristics all fit with regard to Apoc. John, and there
is no reason why Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul should not be equally good
examples of such “living literature.”
Unfortunately Nag Hammadi Codex II has come to us somewhat
damaged. The codex has been marred by “a systematic worm” which
in the case of Gos. Phil. “ate a broad path through the lower part of
every page of this work,” as Kendrick Grobel puts it,43 and although the
situation is better with regard to Exeg. Soul, even here there are many
instances of unrestorable damage to the text. I have chosen to adopt a
conservative approach with regard to the restoration of the many lacunae
in this manuscript. The fact that we do not have additional attestation for
either Gos. Phil. or Exeg. Soul renders proper textual criticism practically
impossible.44 Moreover, in the case of Gos. Phil. the unpredictable and
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Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, .
Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, . See also Paul F. Bradshaw, “Liturgy and ‘Living
Literature’,” in Liturgy in Dialogue: Essays in Memory of Ronald Jasper (ed. Paul Bradshaw
and Bryan Spinks; London: SPCK, ), –.
41 In addition to the version preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II, Apoc. John is
also found in Codex III (NHC III,), Codex IV (NHC IV,), and in Codex Papyrus
Berolinensis  (BG ,). All versions are conveniently published in the synoptic
critical edition by Michael Waldstein and Frederik Wisse, eds., The Apocryphon of John:
Synopsis of Nag Hammadi Codices II,; III,; and IV, with BG , (NHS ; Leiden:
Brill, ).
42 Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, .
43 Kendrick Grobel, review of Robert McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip: Translated
from the Coptic Text, with an Introduction and Commentary, JBL : (): .
44 Cf. Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
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seemingly disjointed nature of the text is such that only the most limited
reconstructions may be made with any kind of certainty. Therefore, in
order not to distort our actual source material, I will here rely as little as
possible on reconstructions of lacunae or emendations of the preserved
Coptic text, since such reconstructions are by necessity often of a highly
conjectural nature.45 The approach taken in the present study is thus
in line with that of Søren Giversen in rejecting the kind of procedure
adopted by, e.g., Hans-Martin Schenke, who has tried to reconstruct
most of Gos. Phil.’s lacunae, and especially in rejecting a tendency among
certain scholars to be somewhat too eager to emend parts of the text that
have actually been preserved.46
In summary, my focus is close to the approach Emmel terms a “Coptic
reading” of the Nag Hammadi Codices, by being in effect a study of the
Coptic texts in the phase of transmission that is as close to the actual
manuscript as possible, without specifically reading the texts strictly as
parts of that manuscript. While, as Emmel has pointed out, such a reading
would tell us little about the hypothetical originals as such, “the results
of this Coptic reading would probably contribute insights that would
be valuable for the more hypothetical investigation of the composition
phase.”47 The “attraction” of such a reading, as Emmel puts it,
is that the codices are our primary data, and presumably they were read by
someone—or at least they were laboriously created for that purpose. Hence
such a “Coptic reading” takes us (in theory) the shortest distance into

45 In the words of Bentley Layton, “Nag Hammadi editors have approached emendation in widely divergent ways. One extreme pole is occupied by a circle of scholars based
in East Berlin,” whose style, according to Layton, “was characterized by severe emendation that sometimes went far beyond the stock-in-trade of homoeoteleuton, dittography,
and metathesis,” (Layton, “Recovery of Gnosticism,” –).
46 As Giversen puts it, “Er formålet . . . at lade den foreliggende tekst komme til sin
ret, således at den ikke siger mere, men heller ikke mindre end den dokumentariske bevidnelse i teksten og de slutninger, man med nødvendighed må drage udfra det bevarede,
berettiger til, da må der være tale om en ganske anderledes anvendelse af konjekturer
. . . De bevarede dele af en tekst må være grundlaget . . .” (Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ,
and cf. –; cf. also Layton, “Recovery of Gnosticism,” : “Speculative restoration
and restoration of unpredictable matters of fact have no value”). For Schenke’s approach,
see esp. Hans-Martin Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus: Ein Evangelium der
Valentinianer aus dem Funde von Nag-Hamadi,” TLZ : (): –. With regard to
Gos. Phil., Schenke’s approach is even more questionable in light of his view of the text as
a florilegium (see chapter  of the present study), due to the obvious fact that the textual
reconstruction of a florilegium must of necessity be fraught with even more uncertainties
than the reconstruction of a single coherent composition.
47 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
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the minefield of the texts’ complex history of transmission, and therefore
should provide us with more certain—albeit quite different—results than
other readings.48

In line with a Coptic reading of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil., I have chosen
throughout this study to quote the possible New Testament intertexts
in Coptic rather than, or in addition to, the Greek, since these Coptic
translations often show us more clearly the intertextual potential of a
Coptic reading of the selected Nag Hammadi texts. Although these Nag
Hammadi texts often do not seem to refer to the exact versions of the
Coptic New Testament texts as we find them in preserved Coptic New
Testament manuscripts,49 neither is it possible to discern any specific
underlying Greek text. In any case, I think that in many cases it should
better capture the reading experience of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. in their
preserved Coptic versions to refer to Coptic versions of the scriptural
intertexts.
A few words must also be said concerning the versions of the scriptural texts that are employed. The only (almost) complete edition of the
Sahidic New Testament is that of George William Horner, published
between  and .50 Unfortunately Horner’s edition of the Sahidic
New Testament is, as Wisse puts it, “completely inadequate and out of
date.”51 Since the publication of Horner’s edition many better and earlier manuscripts have come to light, and it has also become clear that
Horner’s treatment of the manuscripts to which he had access was often
both incomplete and inaccurate.52 I have therefore mainly used Hans
Quecke’s excellent editions of Mark, Luke, and John from earlier and
48 Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” –. For an almost exactly opposite approach, see
Layton, “Recovery of Gnosticism,” .
49 Cf., e.g., Hans-Georg Gaffron, Studien zum koptischen Philippusevangelium unter
besonderer Berücksichtigung der Sakramente (Bonn: Rheinischen Friedrich-WilhelmsUniversität, ), –.
50 George William Horner, ed. and trans., The Coptic Version of the New Testament
in the Southern Dialect, Otherwise Called Sahidic and Thebaic, with Critical Apparatus,
Literal English Translation, Register of Fragments and Estimate of the Version ( vols.;
Oxford: Clarendon Press, –).
51 Wisse, “The Coptic Versions,” . See also Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions
of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitations (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, ), .
52 See Metzger, The Early Versions, ; Paul E. Kahle, ed., Bala"izah: Coptic Texts from
Deir el-Bala"izah in Upper Egypt ( vols.; London: Oxford University Press, ), :.
Horner’s edition thus cannot give us a complete picture of the variants of late antique New
Testament translations into Sahidic. A new critical edition of the Sahidic New Testament
is therefore badly needed (see Metzger, The Early Versions, ).



chapter one

better manuscripts in the Palau-Ribes collection in Barcelona,53 Gonzalo Aranda Perez’ edition of Matthew from a manuscript in the Pierpont
Morgan Library in New York,54 Herbert Thompson’s edition of Acts and
the Pauline epistles from early manuscripts in the Chester Beatty Library
in Dublin,55 Karlheinz Schüssler’s edition of the Catholic epistles,56 and
E.A. Wallis Budge’s edition of Revelation.57 Where not otherwise stated,
these are the editions of the Coptic New Testament texts that are cited
throughout this study.58
Although a thorough comparative analysis of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil.
in relation to other sources of the period is outside the scope of the
present study, some forerays into comparative territory are made, in line
with the Coptic reading of the texts, focussing primarily on material of a
later date than what is usually invoked in studies of these texts, and with
a special eye to Coptic material.

. The Nag Hammadi Library and “Gnosticism”
As is the case with a majority of the Nag Hammadi tractates, Exeg.
Soul and Gos. Phil. have usually been treated in relation to the category
of “Gnosticism.” Frederik Wisse argued already in the early eighties,
however, that “the individual [Nag Hammadi] tractates can no longer be
assumed to be Gnostic,” and pointed out that “it is not enough to be able
to claim that a writing can be read in a Gnostic way or that it seems to
presuppose Gnostic ideas, for that can be said of many ancient writings
53 Hans Quecke, Das Markusevangelium saïdisch: Text der Handschrift PPalau Rib.
Inv.-Nr.  mit den Varianten der Handschrift M  (PapyCast ; Rome / Barcelona:
Papyrologica Castroctaviana, ); Hans Quecke, Das Lukasevangelium saïdisch: Text
der Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv.-Nr.  mit den Varianten der Handschrift M  (PapyCast ; Rome / Barcelona: Papyrologica Castroctaviana, ); Hans Quecke, Das Johannesevangelium saïdisch: Text der Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv.-Nr.  mit den Varianten
der Handschriften  und  der Chester Beatty Library und der Handschrift M 
(PapyCast ; Rome / Barcelona: Papyrologica Castroctaviana, ).
54 Gonzalo Aranda Perez, El Evangelio de San Mateo en Copto Sahidico (Textos y
Estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” ; Madrid: C.S.I.C., ).
55 Herbert Thompson, ed., The Coptic Version of the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline
Epistles in the Sahidic Dialect (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).
56 Karlheinz Schüssler, Die katolischen Briefe in der koptischen (sahidischen) Version (
vols.; CSCO –, Scriptores Coptici –; Leuven: Peeters, ).
57 E.A. Wallis Budge, ed., Coptic Biblical Texts in the Dialect of Upper Egypt (London:
British Museum, ).
58 The quotations from these editions have been orthographically normalised. All
translations are my own.
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which are clearly not Gnostic in origin.”59 While Wisse only critiqued the
categorisation of Nag Hammadi tractates as “gnostic,” and not the category of “Gnosticism” as such,60 a direct challenge of the category itself
followed a little over a decade later. In his important book Rethinking
“Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category, Michael
Williams mounted the first extended case against the use of the category
in the study of the Nag Hammadi texts. He here delineated two main
approaches to the definition of “Gnosticism” among modern scholars.61
The first approach, according to Williams, has been to ground the category in the self-definition, or at least self-designation, of certain figures and groups in antiquity,62 while the second approach has been to
define “Gnosticism” typologically.63 Williams challenged the validity of
the results of both of these approaches. Following partly in the footsteps of Morton Smith,64 Williams showed self-definition to be an inadequate criterion on the grounds that there is in fact scant evidence in the
sources for its actual use among the groups or texts it has customarily
been used to label. Moreover, as Morton Smith had already pointed out
in an important paper at the Yale conference on “Gnosticism” in , the
sources where the use of gnostikos as a self-definition is actually attested
are those which are not usually classified as “Gnostic,” but are instead Platonic sources and Christian sources usually considered to belong to the
Christian “mainstream,” the writings of Clement of Alexandria being the
prime example.65 As for the typological definition, Williams systematically challenged the various constituent parts of the typological construct
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Frederik Wisse, “Prolegomena to the Study of the New Testament and Gnosis,” in
The New Testament and Gnosis: Essays in Honour of Robert McL. Wilson (ed. A.H.B. Logan
and A.J.M. Wedderburn; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), .
60 Wisse argued that “apart from the Hermetic tractates in Codex VI, none of the tractates fits comfortably into the sect descriptions of the heresiologists. For those which have
affinities with the ancient reports of the teachings of the Valentinians one would have to
assume that they represent a previously unknown branch or sect” (Wisse, “Prolegomena,”
).
61 See Michael Allen Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling
a Dubious Category (Princeton: Princeton University Press, ), –.
62 See Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, esp. , –.
63 See Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, esp. –, –.
64 See Morton Smith, review of Ugo Bianchi, The Origins of Gnosticism, JBL  ():
–; Morton Smith, “The History of the Term Gnostikos,” in Sethian Gnosticism (ed.
Bentley Layton; vol.  of The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International
Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut, March –, ; SHR ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –.
65 See M. Smith, “History of the Term Gnostikos.”
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of “Gnosticism” throughout his Rethinking “Gnosticism”, and showed the
net result to be a category which is untenable as a heuristic device with
regard to our late antique sources, demonstrating how the frequently
contradictory cognitive models embodied in the category of “Gnosticism” have distorted interpretation of the actual texts that have usually
been regarded as primary sources of the category, most prominently
those of the Nag Hammadi Codices.66 More recently, Karen King has
extended Williams’ critique by showing convincingly how modern scholars in their use of the category have often mistaken the early Christian
heresiologists’ rhetoric for facts, and have thus persistently reinscribed
the church fathers’ agendas, perpetuating their caricatured descriptions
of their opponents and their delineations of orthodoxy and heresy.67 In
summary, the studies of Williams and King supplement each other well
and combine to render problematic any further scholarly use of “Gnosticism” as a category, especially in relation to texts like those contained in
the Nag Hammadi codices.
In the history of scholarship the use of the category of “Gnosticism” has
over the years contributed to the production of an abundance of perceptive and interesting interpretations of the Nag Hammadi texts and other
late antique sources. However, the category has also blocked from view
a great number of alternative interpretations of the same material, interpretations that may be brought to light by bringing other categories and
interpretive frameworks to bear on the sources.68 Moreover, it is crucial
not only to question the way in which “Gnosticism” has been employed
66 See Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”; Michael Allen Williams, “Was There a Gnostic Religion? Strategies for a Clearer Analysis,” in Was There a Gnostic Religion? (ed. Antti
Marjanen; Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society ; Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical
Society, ), –. Cf. also Michel R. Desjardins, “Rethinking the Study of Gnosticism,” R&T : /  (): –; Hugo Lundhaug, “ ‘Gnostisisme’ og ‘Valentinianisme’: To problematiske kategorier i studiet av Nag Hammadi-biblioteket og tidlig kristendom,” Chaos  (): –.
67 See esp. Karen L. King, What is Gnosticism? (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press / Harvard University Press, ); Karen L. King, “The Origins of Gnosticism and the Identity
of Christianity,” in Was There a Gnostic Religion? (ed. Antti Marjanen; Publications of
the Finnish Exegetical Society ; Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical Society, ), –.
The patristic texts in question are in particular Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, Clement of
Alexandria, Stromata and Excerpta ex Theodoto, Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium, Tertullian, Adversus Valentinianos and De praescriptione haereticorum, Origen,
Commentarii in evangelium Joannis, Epiphanius, Panarion.
68 Viewed in this light, it may be argued that it is not so much the “Gnosticism”
category as such that is the problem, as its hegemonic position as the category of analysis
with regard to a selection of late antique sources, most notably the Nag Hammadi
tractates.
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as a heuristic device for the purpose of understanding individual texts,
but also to question the way in which it has been used to organise our late
antique sources. Interpretations of the sources are intimately connected
with their classification, and the classification of a majority of Nag Hammadi tractates as “Gnostic” has tended to set these sources apart from
other early Christian sources, leading to their being interpreted in opposition to the latter rather than as parts of broadly the same category.
In her book on Apoc. John, Karen King summarises the situation well
when she states that the Nag Hammadi texts
have challenged and continue to challenge what we thought we knew was
the theological nature of Gnosticism. So now that we have pulled back
from our preconceptions and begun to ask, what is Gnosticism? It seems
clear that the term carries so much intellectual baggage that it must be set
aside in order to begin to examine the texts afresh.69

As King argues, rather than generalise concerning the beliefs of “Gnostics” and “Sethians” (and I would here add “Valentinians” as another category that is ripe for deconstruction)70 we should instead “talk about particular texts. The goal is not to create the perfect category (an impossibility in any case), but to make these texts available for critical and constructive work, whether in historical reconstruction or theology.”71 This
is exactly the aim of the present study, to read Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil.
as examples of early Christianity in a broad sense, rather than reading
them in terms of their “deviance from the posited purity of Christian
origins,” as King puts it.72 In order to escape the problems convincingly
presented in such detail by Williams and King, I have in the present study
chosen to abandon not only the term, but also the category of “Gnosticism” altogether.73 In doing so I hope to show more clearly, on the selected
Nag Hammadi tractates’ own terms, how these Christian texts interpret
Scripture and ritual practice in conjunction, and how in this process they
employ conceptual blends74 based on embodied experience in their reasoning and rhetoric.

69 Karen L. King, The Secret Revelation of John (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, ), ix.
70 Cf. Lundhaug, “ ‘Gnostisisme’ og ‘Valentinianisme’.”
71 King, Secret Revelation of John, ix.
72 King, Secret Revelation of John, ix.
73 This approach has also recently been argued by Desjardins, “Rethinking the Study
of Gnosticism”. See also Lundhaug, “ ‘Gnostisisme’ og ‘Valentinianisme’.”
74 This term is discussed in chapter .

chapter two
THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES
“Reading entails an immense labor of
imaginative construction.”1

. Conceptual and Intertextual Blending
While reading texts from the Nag Hammadi corpus, one is frequently
confronted with densely allusive and seemingly incoherent passages saturated with opaque symbolism and strange imagery, creating interpretive
knots that are notoriously difficult to untie. The problems caused by such
passages, and the very complexity of texts like Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul,
have prompted me to search for new interpretive tools that may help us
confront them.
“The best place to begin analyzing discourses,” Philip Eubanks suggests, “is often with its salient metaphors and metonymies. One important advantage of this approach is that it helps us to locate a discourse’s
principal and most rhetorically potent ideas.”2 However, as Eubanks
emphasises, it is not enough just to identify key metaphors and metonymies. What is needed is a thorough analysis of the function of such
devices in discourse.3 This chapter constitutes an attempt to outline a
common theoretical framework for analysing the interlinking functions
of metaphors, intertextuality and related phenomena in the texts under
scrutiny. My aim is to show how such a theoretical framework may prove
to be a valuable tool in the interpretation of these and other texts from
Antiquity, and how it may also provide the basis for a unified approach
to theorising about their broader contexts.

1 Elaine Scarry, “On Vivacity: The Difference Between Daydreaming and ImaginingUnder-Authorial-Instruction,” Representations  (): .
2 Philip Eubanks, “Globalization, ‘Corporate Rule,’ and Blended Worlds: A Conceptual-Rhetorical Analysis of Metaphor, Metonymy, and Conceptual Blending,” Metaphor
and Symbol : (): .
3 See Eubanks, “Globalization,” .
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The approach that is outlined in the present chapter is very much
inspired by the steadily increasing body of research into metaphor and
related subjects within the cognitive sciences. More specifically it may
be said to fall within the boundaries of the emerging multi-disciplinary
field that may be referred to as cognitive poetics, i.e., the application of
the cognitive sciences to the study of literature.4 As Keith Oatley defines
it,
cognitive science is about knowledge, conscious and unconscious, about
how it is represented, how it is used by human and artificial minds, and
how it may be organised for particular purposes. It is interdisciplinary and
multi-methodological. Cognitive poetics shares the same commitments to
be broad rather than narrow. It derives from psychology, linguistics, and
literary theory. Its field is literature, including texts that are read, movies
and plays that are seen, poetry that is heard.5

Although it is texts from the Nag Hammadi Codices that are the focus of
the present study, the methodology that will presently be outlined should
be applicable to the study of any text, literary or otherwise.

4

For the notion of cognitive poetics I am using here, see, e.g., Peter Stockwell, Cognitive Poetics: An Introduction (London: Routledge, ); Joanna Gavins and Gerard
Steen, eds., Cognitive Poetics in Practice (London: Routledge, ). Note that this is a
much broader understanding of cognitive poetics than that of Reuven Tsur who first
coined the term (see e.g., Reuven Tsur, “Aspects of Cognitive Poetics,” in Cognitive Stylistics: Language and Cognition in Text Analysis [ed. Elena Semino and Jonathan Culpeper;
Linguistic Approaches to Literature ; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, ], –; cf.
Margaret H. Freeman, “Poetry and the Scope of Metaphor: Toward a Cognitive Theory
of Literature,” in Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads: A Cognitive Perspective [ed.
Antonio Barcelona; Topics in English Linguistics ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ],
–,  n. ). For the relationship between cognitive poetics and literary theory on
the one hand and the cognitive sciences on the other, see esp. Gerard Steen and Joanna
Gavins, “Contextualising Cognitive Poetics,” in Cognitive Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna
Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), –; Alan Richardson, “Studies
in Literature and Cognition: A Field Map,” in The Work of Fiction: Cognition, Culture,
and Complexity (ed. Alan Richardson and Ellen Spolsky; Aldershot: Ashgate, ), –
; H. Porter Abbott, “Cognitive Literary Studies: The ‘Second Generation’,” Poetics Today
: (): –; Margaret H. Freeman, “The Fall of the Wall Between Literary Studies and Linguistics: Cognitive Poetics,” in Cognitive Linguistics: Current Applications and
Future Perspectives (ed. Gitte Kristiansen, et al.; Applications of Cognitive Linguistics ;
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ), –.
5 Keith Oatley, “Writingandreading: The Future of Cognitive Poetics,” in Cognitive
Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), –
. See also Freeman, “Poetry,” –.
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.. Metaphor
The study of metaphor underwent a major shift with the publication of
Lakoff and Johnson’s Metaphors We Live By in .6 As Gerard Steen
humorously puts it, “in the beginning was Aristotle. Then there were
the Dark Ages, which lasted until . And then there was Lakoff . . . ”7
This is of course a gross simplification of the history of metaphor theory,8
but it is nevertheless an apt illustration of the substantial impact of the
cognitive linguistic approach to metaphor in the wake of Lakoff and
Johnson’s seminal work. Before giving a short overview of the basic tenets
of the cognitive theory of metaphor as formulated by Lakoff and Johnson
and their followers, however, a few words should be said concerning what
we may call the “traditional” view of metaphor, the pre-Lakoffian one
prevalent in Steen’s metaphorical “Dark Ages.”
... Traditional Theories of Metaphor
According to the traditional view, metaphor is basically a mode of expression, a linguistic element pertaining merely to style and ornamentation,
simply a figure of speech,9 and is regarded as something fundamentally
different from literal language. Indeed, as Seana Coulson and Teenie Matlock have put it using a zoological metaphor, “in traditional linguistic
theory, literal and nonliteral meanings are seen as two different beasts,
only one of which is well behaved.”10 In his recent overview of cognitive theories of metaphor, Zoltán Kövecses lists five main features of the

6

George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, ).
7 Gerard Steen, “Metaphor and Language and Literature: A Cognitive Perspective,”
Language and Literature : (): .
8 For a more balanced view, and an overview of some of the philosophical precursors
of the cognitive theory of metaphor, see Olaf Jäkel, “Kant, Blumenberg, Weinrich: Some
Forgotten Contributions to the Cognitive Theory of Metaphor,” in Metaphor in Cognitive
Linguistics: Selected Papers from the Fifth International Cognitive Linguistics Conference:
Amsterdam, July  (ed. Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr. and Gerard J. Steen; Amsterdam Studies
in the Theory and History of Linguistic Science—Current Issues in Linguistic Theory ;
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, ), –.
9 See, e.g., Doreen Innes, “Metaphor, Simile, and Allegory as Ornaments of Style,” in
Metaphor, Allegory, and the Classical Tradition: Ancient Thought and Modern Revisions
(ed. G.R. Boys-Stones; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –, esp. .
10 Seana Coulson and Teenie Matlock, “Metaphor and the Space Structuring Model,”
Metaphor and Symbol : /  (): .
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traditional view: () Metaphor is a “linguistic phenomenon,” which is
used consciously or deliberately by talented authors or speakers () “for
some artistic or rhetorical purpose.” () It is based on principles of
similarity, and () requires special talent and conscious use. In sum,
() metaphor is held to be merely a figure of speech which we can
manage very well without.11 Moreover, from the traditional point of view
only new metaphors are regarded as real metaphors, while entrenched,
conventional ones are often labelled as “dead metaphors.”12
... Cognitive Theories of Metaphor
In , Lakoff and Johnson challenged the traditional view of metaphor
on all points in a book which, in their own words, “revealed the need
to rethink some of the most fundamental ideas in the study of mind:
meaning, truth, the nature of thought, and the role of the body in the
shaping of mind.”13 Lakoff and Johnson’s self-congratulatory tone aside,
Metaphors We Live By ushered in a new theory of metaphor, a cognitive linguistic theory whose basic theoretical manifestation is conventionally referred to as Conceptual Metaphor Theory.14 This name stems
from the fact that, in contrast to the traditional view, the cognitive linguistic theory of metaphor asserts that metaphor is primarily a means
of conceptualisation.15 This means that it is basically a mode of thinking, and metaphorical expressions in language are from this perspective only secondary manifestations of more fundamental conceptual patterns of thought.16 It follows from this basic premise that metaphor is

11

Zoltán Kövecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, ), vii–viii.
12 See, e.g., Peter Crisp, “Conceptual Metaphor and Its Expressions,” in Cognitive
Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), .
13 George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, “Afterword, ,” in Metaphors We Live By: With
a New Afterword (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ), .
14 For a convenient overview of Conceptual Metaphor Theory, see George Lakoff, “The
Contemporary Theory of Metaphor,” in Metaphor and Thought (nd ed.; ed. Andrew
Ortony; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –; Kövecses, Metaphor;
Vyvyan Evans and Melanie Green, Cognitive Linguistics: An Introduction (Mahwah, New
Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum, ), –; Joseph Grady, “Metaphor,” in The Oxford
Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics (ed. Dirk Geeraerts and Hubert Cuyckens; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ), –.
15 See, e.g., Masako K. Hiraga, Metaphor and Iconicity: A Cognitive Approach to
Analysing Texts (Houndmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, ), .
16 See, e.g., Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, –.
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not the sole property of people with a special talent. Metaphor is on the
contrary regarded as being essential to the way we think in our everyday lives and does not in principle require any extra mental effort.17 Furthermore, from the cognitive linguistic perspective, metaphor is not even
necessarily based on similarity, but instead on rather different processes
of thought.18 Finally, metaphors that have become conventionalised have,
from this perspective, done so because they have proved their worth as
important cognitive devices and thus, far from being “dead,” they are
often very much alive in everyday thought.19 Metaphor is thus “one of
the main muscles of thought,” as Keith Oatley puts it with a striking
metaphor.20
It must be emphasised that there is an important distinction in the
cognitive linguistic theory of metaphor between metaphorical linguistic
expressions on the one hand, and the conceptual metaphors of which
they are manifestations on the other. For example, the expression “he
was at a crossroads in life” is regarded as an expression of the underlying
conceptual metaphor life is a journey. From this perspective a single
conceptual metaphor may therefore underlie, and motivate, many different metaphorical linguistic expressions. The conceptual metaphor life
is a journey can, for example, also engender metaphorical expressions
like “her life lacked direction” or “they were heading towards unhappiness.”

17

On the latter point, see also Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., “Psycholinguistic Comments
on Metaphor Identification,” Language and Literature : (): .
18 For a summary of these points, see, e.g., Kövecses, Metaphor, viii.
19 Cf., e.g., Crisp, “Conceptual Metaphor,” . As DesCamp and Sweetser point out,
the view that some metaphors are “dead” is a fallacy based on the common misconception
that ordinary language is literal (Mary Therese DesCamp and Eve E. Sweetser, “Metaphors
for God: Why and How Do Our Choices Matter for Humans? The Application of Contemporary Cognitive Linguistics Research to the Debate on God and Metaphor,” Pastoral Psychology : []: ). Raymond Gibbs, Paula Lenz Costa Lima, and Edson
Francozo state that conventional metaphorical expressions, which are often labelled as
dead metaphors, “reflect enduring conceptual mappings” and are thus far from being
dead. They reserve the notion of “dead metaphors” for those metaphors that “express
metaphorical relations that are opaque to contemporary speakers” (Raymond W. Gibbs,
Jr., et al., “Metaphor is Grounded in Embodied Experience,” Journal of Pragmatics 
[]: ).
20 Oatley, “Writingandreading,” .
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... Conceptual Metaphor Theory
At the heart of Conceptual Metaphor Theory21 lies the concept of mappings between domains.22 More specifically, Conceptual Metaphor Theory posits the mappings of counterpart relations between conceptual
domains in such a way that conceptual structure from a source domain is
projected onto the target domain it is being used to understand, according to the formula a is b. In the case of the life is a journey example,
elements and structure are projected from the source domain of journey onto the target domain of life with the intent of conceptualising the
latter by means of the former. Thus, in our example of the metaphorical linguistic expression “he was at a crossroads in life,” the image of the
crossroads and the structure of travelling on a road is taken from the
domain of journey and projected onto the domain of life in order to
conceptualise an important stage within the life of the person in question. We use the domain of journey in order to better understand life,
that is, we use conceptual structure from a more concrete domain (journey) in order to make sense of a more abstract one (life). In the same
way, the concept of father may be used to conceptualise god, in the conceptual metaphor god is a father, and death may be conceptualised
as sleep in death is sleep. It is indeed an important general principle of
Conceptual Metaphor Theory that structure is projected in one direction
from a more concrete source domain in order to make sense of a more
abstract target domain, and not vice versa. This general rule is known as
the principle of unidirectionality,23 which is an important part of Lakoff
and Turner’s Invariance Hypothesis.24
It should also be noted that from the perspective of cognitive poetics, phenomena that used to be treated separately from metaphor by
the traditional theory can instead be regarded within the framework of
21

For a very clear presentation of Conceptual Metaphor Theory, see Kövecses, Metaphor; Lakoff, “Contemporary Theory.” For a convenient overview of a large selection of
conventional conceptual metaphors, see George Lakoff and Mark Turner, More Than Cool
Reason: A Field Guide to Poetic Metaphor (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ).
22 See, e.g., Hiraga, Metaphor and Iconicity, –.
23 See, e.g., Kövecses, Metaphor, , .
24 See Lakoff and Turner, More Than Cool Reason; George Lakoff, “The Invariance
Hypothesis: Is Abstract Reason Based on Image-Schemas?” Cognitive Linguistics :
(): –; Mark Turner, “Aspects of the Invariance Hypothesis,” Cognitive Linguistics
: (): –. But see the important critique of this principle in Peter Stockwell,
“The Inflexibility of Invariance,” Language and Literature : (): –, and the
discussion below.
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Conceptual Metaphor Theory as different expressions of the same phenomenon of cross-space mapping, such as, for example, simile (understood as explicit metaphor) and allegory (understood as sustained or
extended metaphor).25 These may now be seen as basically the same kind
of beast—well behaved or not—relying on essentially the same cognitive
processes.
... The Scope of the Source and the Range of the Target
Conceptual metaphors are employed as powerful cognitive tools enabling
the readers or listeners to think about abstract and difficult theological
concepts in terms of more concrete and familiar concepts and imagery.
Since a source domain will always highlight only certain aspects of the
target, however, several different source domains are often utilised in
order to make sense of a single target. We thus find that different conceptual metaphors, that may even be mutually contradictory, are often
used to highlight different aspects of a given target domain. Life may be
a journey, but it may also, for instance, be a day, as in the expression “in
the evening of life.” Similarly, death may also be conceived of in terms of
departure rather than sleep,26 and god may be, for example, a shepherd, a king, or a fortress. As Raymond Gibbs puts it, “conceptual
metaphors may be used to access different knowledge on different occasions as people immediately conceptualise some abstract target domain
given a particular task.”27 A related phenomenon is the use of the same
source to illuminate several different targets. love is a journey, but an
argument may also be a journey, and death may be a journey. Zoltán
Kövecses refers to these phenomena as the “range of the target” and the

25

Peter Crisp, for example, defines an extended metaphor as a metaphor extending
over several clauses, and an allegory as a superextended metaphor, by which he means
an extended metaphor with no direct references to the metaphorical target (see Peter
Crisp, “Allegory, Blending, and Possible Situations,” Metaphor and Symbol : []:
–).
26 For an analysis of the interplay between various conceptual metaphors for death
in the Nag Hammadi tractate Treat. Res., see Hugo Lundhaug, “ ‘These Are the Symbols
and Likenesses of the Resurrection’: Conceptualizations of Death and Transformation
in the Treatise on the Resurrection (NHC I,),” in Metamorphoses: Resurrection, Body
and Transformative Practices in Early Christianity (ed. Turid Karlsen Seim and Jorunn
Økland; Ekstasis: Religious Experience from Antiquity to the Middle Ages ; Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, ), –.
27 Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., “Prototypes in Dynamic Meaning Construal,” in Cognitive
Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), .
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“scope of the source” respectively,28 and, as we shall see in the following
chapters, both of these phenomena are frequently and effectively utilised
as literary devices in the Nag Hammadi texts.
.. Metonymy
Having dealt at some length with metaphor, we should also briefly consider how another related phenomenon, that of metonymy, relates to
Conceptual Metaphor Theory.29 What we may refer to as Conceptual
Metonymy Theory is, not surprisingly, closely related to Conceptual
Metaphor Theory, but while Conceptual Metaphor Theory works on the
basis of an a is b formula, Conceptual Metonymy Theory works instead
according to the formula a for b. In Kövecses and Radden’s definition,
“Metonymy is a cognitive process in which one conceptual entity, the
vehicle, provides mental access to another conceptual entity, the target, within the same domain, or ICM.”30 One thing, a, referred to as
the vehicle entity, is thus seen to stand for another, b, referred to as the
target entity.31 An example of this is the common author for work
metonymy as in the expression “he was reading Shakespeare.” Metonymy
is distinguished from metaphor mainly by the fact that a and b are associated within a single domain or domain matrix, and by the fact that a and
28 For Zoltán Kövecses’ concepts of the scope of the source and range of the target
in metaphorical relations, see Zoltán Kövecses, “The Scope of Metaphor,” in Metaphor
and Metonymy at the Crossroads: A Cognitive Perspective (ed. Antonio Barcelona; Topics
in English Linguistics ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ), –; Zoltán Kövecses,
Metaphor in Culture: Universality and Variation (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, ), –, –.
29 As with conceptual metaphors it should be remembered that in recent work within
cognitive linguistics the term metonymy has a significantly extended meaning in relation
to what we may be used to from more traditional theories. Most recent treatments
regard, e.g., what has traditionally been referred to as synecdoche simply as one type
of metonymic relation among many (for an argument in favor of keeping metonymy
and synecdoche as separate concepts within cognitive linguistics, however, see Kenichi Seto, “Distinguishing Metonymy from Synecdoche,” in Metonymy in Language and
Thought [ed. Klaus-Uwe Panther and Günter Radden; Human Cognitive Processing ;
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, ], –).
30 Zoltán Kövecses and Günter Radden, “Metonymy: Developing a Cognitive Linguistic View,” Cognitive Linguistics : (): . They contrast this definition with the traditional view of metonymy as “a figure of speech in which the name of one thing is used
in place of that of another associated with or suggested by it” (ibid., ). The acronym
ICM refers to George Lakoff ’s concept of Idealized Cognitive Models (see George Lakoff,
Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal about the Mind [Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, ] and the discussion below).
31 See Kövecses, Metaphor, .
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b are not blended.32 However, metaphor and metonymy also interact in
interesting ways, as will become clear throughout the present study.33 In
some cases, as when baptism is described in terms of washing, metaphors
have a metonymic basis. In other cases there are important metonymic
connections to either of the input spaces that are indispensable to the
meaning production and rhetoric of the texts under scrutiny.
.. Blending Theory
Conceptual Metaphor Theory is a useful theory when it comes to the
analysis of simple metaphorical relations. However, there are instances
where it fails to account for the complexity of the material. According to
the way metaphorical relations are conceptualised within the framework
of Conceptual Metaphor Theory, structure is projected from a source
domain to a single target domain. Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner,
however, have come up with a new theory that tackles more complex
cases of metaphorical and non-metaphorical projection. This is known
variously as the theory of Conceptual Integration, Mental Binding, Conceptual Blending, or simply Blending Theory.34 In a recent paper, Turner

32

William Croft and D. Alan Cruse, Cognitive Linguistics (Cambridge Textbooks in
Linguistics; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), . Croft and Cruse also
add the characteristic that “any correspondences (in the Lakoffian sense) between A and
B are coincidental and not relevant to the message” (ibid.), but this does not always seem
to be the case, as we will see in the analyses in the following chapters. For the notion of
blending referred to here, see below.
33 See, e.g., Croft and Cruse, Cognitive Linguistics, –.
34 For a concise and comprehensive account of Blending Theory see esp. Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” Cognitive Science :
(): –; but see also Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner, The Way We Think:
Conceptual Blending and the Mind’s Hidden Complexities (New York: Basic Books, );
Mark Turner, The Literary Mind: The Origins of Thought and Language (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ); Seana Coulson and Todd Oakley, “Blending Basics,” Cognitive
Linguistics : /  (): –; Coulson and Matlock, “Metaphor”; Seana Coulson, Semantic Leaps: Frame-Shifting and Conceptual Blending in Meaning Construction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ); Joseph Grady, “Cognitive Mechanisms of Conceptual Integration,” Cognitive Linguistics : /  (): –; Joseph
Grady, et al., “Blending and Metaphor,” in Metaphor in Cognitive Linguistics: Selected
Papers from the Fifth International Cognitive Linguistics Conference: Amsterdam, July
 (ed. Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr. and Gerard J. Steen; Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History of Linguistic Science—Current Issues in Linguistic Theory ; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, ), –; Kövecses, Metaphor, –; Crisp, “Conceptual Metaphor,” –; Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, –; Grady,
“Metaphor,” –; Mark Turner, “Conceptual Integration,” in The Oxford Handbook of
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describes the basic idea of conceptual blending as “the mental operation of combining two mental packets of meaning . . . selectively and
under constraints to create a third mental packet of meaning that has
new, emergent meaning.”35 The way in which this works is a bit more
complicated, however. Blending Theory is in part inspired by Conceptual Metaphor Theory, but it also depends crucially upon Fauconnier’s
previous research on mental spaces,36 and on his theory of cross-space
mappings between such mental spaces.37 These mental spaces are, in FauCognitive Linguistics (ed. Dirk Geeraerts and Hubert Cuyckens; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –. For a treatment of some special cases of blending, see Gilles
Fauconnier and Mark Turner, “Metonymy and Conceptual Integration,” in Metonymy in
Language and Thought (ed. Klaus-Uwe Panther and Günther Radden; Human Cognitive
Processing ; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, ), –; Gilles Fauconnier and Mark
Turner, “Polysemy and Conceptual Blending,” in Polysemy: Flexible Patterns of Meaning in
Mind and Language (ed. Brigitte Nerlich, et al.; Trends in Linguistics: Studies and Monographs ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ), –. For examples of the application of
Blending Theory to some specific issues, see Gilles Fauconnier, “Methods and Generalizations,” in Cognitive Linguistics: Foundations, Scope, and Methodology (ed. Theo Janssen
and Gisela Redeker; Cognitive Linguistics Research ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ),
–; Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner, “Compression and Global Insight,” Cognitive Linguistics : /  (): –; Eve Sweetser, “Compositionality and Blending: Semantic Composition in a Cognitively Realistic Framework,” in Cognitive Linguistics: Foundations, Scope, and Methodology (ed. Theo Janssen and Gisela Redeker; Cognitive Linguistics Research ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ), –; Eve Sweetser,
“Blended Spaces and Performativity,” Cognitive Linguistics : /  (): –. For
a positive evaluation of Blending Theory from the point of view of cognitive psychology,
see Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., “Making Good Psychology Out of Blending Theory,” Cognitive
Linguistics : /  (): –. For a positive evaluation of the computational feasibility of Blending Theory, see Tony Veale and Diarmuid O’Donoghue, “Computation and
Blending,” Cognitive Linguistics : /  (): –. For an overview of some historical predecessors of Blending Theory, see Brigitte Nerlich and David D. Clarke, “Blending
the Past and the Present: Conceptual and Linguistic Integration, –,” in Metaphor
and Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast (ed. René Dirven and Ralf Pörings; Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter, ), –.
35 Mark Turner, “The Cognitive Study of Art, Language, and Literature,” Poetics Today
: (): .
36 Gilles Fauconnier, Mental Spaces: Aspects of Meaning Construction in Natural Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).
37 See Gilles Fauconnier, Mappings in Thought and Language (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, ). For more on mental space theory, see Eve Sweetser and Gilles
Fauconnier, “Cognitive Links and Domains: Basic Aspects of Mental Space Theory,”
in Spaces, Worlds, and Grammar (ed. Gilles Fauconnier and Eve Sweetser; Cognitive
Theory of Language and Culture; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ), –. For
the applicability of mental space theory to the analysis of literature, see Elena Semino,
“Possible Worlds and Mental Spaces in Hemingway’s ‘A Very Short Story’,” in Cognitive
Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), –
.
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connier and Turner’s definition, “small conceptual packets constructed as
we think and talk, for purposes of local understanding and action.”38 Such
mental spaces are specific short term cognitive constructs that depend on
other more stable longer term knowledge structures such as domains,39
and are “structured by frames and cognitive models.”40 A mental space
is thus not the same as a domain, although it is often structured by one
or more domains. Mental spaces also include additional contextual, cultural, and other background structure in addition to specifically domainderived information.41 In short, the theory of mental spaces is a general
model for the description of “interconnections between parts of complex
conceptual structures.”42 “The crucial characteristic of a mental space,” as
Eve Sweetser puts it, “is that there can be systematic cognitive mappings
between it and other mental spaces, with consequences for (inter alia)
reference.”43
While Conceptual Metaphor Theory reckons with just two domains,
the source and the target, and the mappings between them, Blending
Theory operates with a minimum of four mental spaces in a so-called
Conceptual Integration Network.44 In such a network there is a minimum
of two Input spaces, plus a so-called Generic space that contains what
is common to the two input spaces, and a Blended space made up of
elements and structure projected from the two input spaces as well
as elements and structure emerging from within the blend itself (see
fig. ).45 The number of possible input spaces is not limited to just

38

Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” ; Fauconnier and
Turner, The Way We Think, , ; Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner, “Blending as
a Central Process of Grammar,” in Conceptual Structure, Discourse and Language (ed.
Adele E. Goldberg; Stanford: CSLI Publications, ), . Cf. Grady, et al., “Blending
and Metaphor,” .
39 See Grady, et al., “Blending and Metaphor,” ; Kövecses, Metaphor, –.
40 Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” ; Fauconnier and
Turner, The Way We Think, ; see also Fauconnier, Mappings, ; Sweetser, “Compositionality and Blending,” .
41 See Hiraga, Metaphor and Iconicity, .
42 Sweetser, “Compositionality and Blending,” –.
43 Sweetser, “Compositionality and Blending,” .
44 For a concise description of the Conceptual Integration Network model, see Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” –.
45 This figure is based on the one found in Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think,
. The four circles represent mental spaces, the black dots represent the elements of
the mental spaces, the white dots represent emergent elements, the solid lines represent
counterpart mappings, the dotted lines represent cross-space projections, and the square
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two, however; they are potentially infinite. Moreover, while Conceptual
Metaphor Theory sees the mappings between its two domains as being
unidirectional, with transfer of conceptual structure from the source
domain to the target, but not the other way around, Blending Theory
conceives of its cross-space projections as being able in principle to move
in both directions. Blending Theory also covers all kinds of conceptual
blending, not just metaphorical relations. In sum, Blending Theory is a
theory of considerably greater complexity and scope than Conceptual
Metaphor Theory.
The process of blending operates according to certain “structural and
dynamic principles.”46 Take for instance the interpretation of the eucharistic elements as the body and blood of Christ. In this Conceptual
Integration Network (see fig. ) the eucharistic elements constitute one
of the input spaces, while the other is constituted by the body and
blood of Christ. A conceptual blend depends on cross-space mappings of
counterpart relations between the input spaces, and selective projection
of elements and structure from these into the blended space. In this
example, there are counterpart mappings between the bread and wine
in Input space  with, respectively, the body and blood of Christ in Input
space . The common features emerging from the counterpart mappings
between these elements in the two input spaces make up the generic
space, in this case, for example, the abstract generic feature of “solid” is
common to the bread and the body, while “liquid” as well as “red colour”
are common to the blood and the wine. Finally, selected elements and
structure of both input spaces are projected into the blended space,47
where the eucharistic elements are identified as the body and blood of
Christ. In this particular Conceptual Integration Network it is also of
note that the eucharistic bread and wine serve as material anchors for
the blend.48

represents a structuring frame. Veale and O’Donoghue add a fifth “constructor space” to
this basic four-space model of conceptual blending in order to make it even more useful for computational purposes (Veale and O’Donoghue, “Computation and Blending,”
esp. –).
46 See Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” .
47 In the figure (fig. ) I have included only the elements that are actually projected.
48 For the concept of material anchors, see Edwin Hutchins, “Material Anchors for
Conceptual Blends,” Journal of Pragmatics : (): –. For a Blending
Theory analysis of rituals, including the Eucharist, see Sweetser, “Blended Spaces and
Performativity.”
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In addition to dealing with such projections between mental spaces,
Blending Theory also accounts for so-called emergent structure, that is,
structure and elements emerging in the blend that have no counterparts
in the input spaces. According to Fauconnier and Turner, the principle of
emergent structure works in the following way.49 First, in what they call
“composition,” the blend is created by the elements selectively projected
from the input spaces putting elements from each of the input spaces
in new relations to each other. This process of composition often, but
not always, entails fusion in the blend of some of the elements projected
into it. Then, through the process of “completion,” patterns in the blend
that have come into being through the process of “composition” evoke
information in long-term memory that is used to fill in the blend around
the already composed elements. And finally, in the third stage, the stage
of “elaboration,” the event in the blended space is simulated mentally
(this is often referred to as the “running of the blend”). In this process
the blend may be elaborated upon in ways that are in principle limitless.
In the Eucharist example, it is only in the blend that the bread and
wine become identified with the body and blood of Christ, and therefore
it is only in the blend that the consumption of the bread and the wine is
understood as the consumption of the body and blood of Christ. Indeed,
consuming the body and blood of Christ is only possible in the blended
space, since only here is it possible to regard his body and blood as food
and drink, which are the exclusive properties of the first input space and
projected to the blend from there. Also, only in the blend does the eating
and drinking of the bread and wine come to imply such entailments as the
unification with Christ. We may thus say that the ritual of the Eucharist is
dependent on the blend depicted here, and that the eucharistic elements
are its material anchors.
The blend resulting from a Conceptual Integration Network often
contains events and imagery that may be impossible in the real world,
but which may still be of great cognitive value. For example, the concept of the Grim Reaper, a hooded skeleton with a scythe representing death, is patently absurd and implausible in the real world, but that
does not detract from the usefulness of the blend as a cognitive model.50
49 For a concise account of this process, see Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual
Integration Networks.”
50 For a Blending Theory analysis of the concept of the Grim Reaper, see, e.g., Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, –.
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In this blend, specific aspects of death are “brought to life” in a manner that is both vivid and easy to remember, which thus illustrates the
common phenomenon that “productive inference . . . can arise from
implausible blends constructed in mental spaces,” as Seana Coulson puts
it.51
It should be noted that once a Conceptual Integration Network has
been established we do not do our mental work exclusively within the
blended space, but we use the network as a whole. In the words of
Fauconnier and Turner, “we know the connection of the blend to the
input spaces, and the way that structure or inferences developed in
the blend translates back to the input spaces. We work over all four
spaces simultaneously, but the blend gives us structure, integration, and
efficiency not available in the other spaces.”52 It is also important to note
that structure and elements from the blend may in turn be projected
backwards to the input spaces, which may create yet new inferences and
modify the input spaces in the process.53 Depending on the discursive
and situational context, the same Conceptual Integration Network may
thus give rise to quite different and complex results in the blended space.
Moreover, the process of running the blend may also call up new input
spaces, recruit new structure, elements, and frames, and contribute to the
creation of new blends. Indeed, the blended space itself may become an
input space in another Conceptual Integration Network.54
The functions of the fourth space in the network, the generic space,
also need to be mentioned. What is common to the input spaces, often
abstract structure, constitutes the generic space, which maps onto the
counterparts.55 The primary function of the generic space is thus one
of cohesion, contributing towards keeping the network together, but, in
addition, this space may also facilitate the recruitment of further input
spaces to the blend. In the words of Seana Coulson, “the ability to reframe
something at a higher level of abstraction (as in a representation evoked
in the generic space of a frame network) may serve as a retrieval cue

51 Seana Coulson, “Semantic Leaps: The Role of Frame-Shifting and Conceptual
Blending in Meaning Construction” (Ph.D. diss., University of California, San Diego,
), .
52 Fauconnier and Turner, “Blending,” .
53 For backward projection, see Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” , .
54 See, e.g., Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, .
55 See, e.g., Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” –, .
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for frames which would have been otherwise unavailable.”56 It should be
noted, however, that in more complex Conceptual Integration Networks,
with more than two input spaces, the latter need not all share the same
generic space,57 but having a shared generic space makes the network as
a whole more cohesive.
... Vital Relations
Looking more closely at the cross-space mappings of counterpart relations between input spaces, the so-called “outer-space” links, and the
“inner-space” links between elements within a single mental space, Fauconnier and Turner enumerate fifteen different types of links, termed
“vital relations” between elements mapped in this way. These links range
from such properties as Analogy, Representation, and Similarity, to Time
and Space.58 It is a major feature of blending that outer-space vital relations tend to be scaled down, strengthened, and compressed to innerspace relations in the blend.59 For example, in the Eucharist-blend, described above, there are outer-space vital relations of similarity and representation between, respectively, wine and blood, and bread and body,
that are compressed to identity in the blend.
What governs the compression of vital relations is first of all the overarching goal, postulated by Fauconnier and Turner, to “achieve human
scale” in the blend. Among the most notable subgoals of this process is
to “strengthen vital relations,” “compress what is diffuse,” and to “obtain
global insight.”60 What this means in less technical terms is that the
56 Coulson, “Semantic Leaps,” . Coulson is here discussing a so-called frame
network, but the principle holds true for any kind of network. As we shall see below,
the notion of the generic space plays an important part in conceptualising the functions
of a canon in interpretation from the perspective of Blending Theory.
57 See Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, .
58 For a description and list of the fifteen different vital relations, see Fauconnier and
Turner, The Way We Think, –. The fifteen vital relations are as follows: Change,
Identity, Time, Space, Cause-Effect, Part-Whole, Representation, Role, Analogy, Disanalogy, Property, Similarity, Category, Intentionality, and Uniqueness. Joseph Grady argues
convincingly for the addition of Correlation to this list (see Joseph Grady, “Primary
Metaphors as Inputs to Conceptual Blends,” Journal of Pragmatics : []: –
).
59 “Blends systematically scale down relations, compress relations into others, and
even create new relations” (Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, ).
60 See, e.g., Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, –. Recently Carl Bache
and Anders Hougaard have argued convincingly in favour of balancing Fauconnier and
Turner’s focus on conceptual integration and compression by also introducing the idea
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purpose of blending is to compress and simplify complex mental structures to a scale at which they become more easily manageable to the
human mind, making it possible to think in terms of familiar objects,
actions, and situations.61 Examples of this are when the entire history of
evolution is thought of in terms of the time-scale of a single day, making it possible to state that while the dinosaurs appeared on the scene at
 pm, humans only showed up at the stroke of midnight,62 or when we
reduce the sun and the planets to the size of melons, oranges, and other
fruits in order to enable us to grasp more easily their relative sizes and
the vast distances between them in the solar system. Similarly, the concept of god is reduced to human scale when conceptualised in terms of
the familiar concepts of father or king.63
... A Taxonomy of Blends
We have seen that Conceptual Metaphor Theory accounts only for unidirectional projection between two domains. Blending Theory, which
is a much more versatile and dynamic model of meaning production,
accounts for the kind of unidirectional metaphorical projection that
is handled by Conceptual Metaphor Theory by treating it as one kind
of Conceptual Integration Network among many, the type Fauconnier
and Turner would call a one-sided shared topology network. This network has two input spaces, corresponding to the source and the target domains, and the usual generic and blended spaces, but the blended
space in this kind of network recruits its frame structure exclusively from
one of the input spaces—from that which corresponds to the source
domain.64

of conceptual disintegration. They have emphasised that the goal of achieving “human
scale” is often reached through splitting, disintegration and expansion rather than by
compression and integration (see Carl Bache, “Constraining Conceptual Integration
Theory: Levels of Blending and Disintegration,” Journal of Pragmatics : []:
–; Anders Hougaard, “Conceptual Disintegration and Blending in Interactional
Sequences: A Discussion of New Phenomena, Processes vs. Products, and Methodology,”
Journal of Pragmatics : []: –).
61 See Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, ; Evans and Green, Cognitive
Linguistics, –.
62 For this example, see Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, –.
63 For an analysis of these and other metaphors for God using Blending Theory, see
DesCamp and Sweetser, “Metaphors for God”.
64 See Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” –. For an
in-depth treatment of metaphorical blends, see Grady, “Primary Metaphors as Inputs”.
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Blending operations may be simple or complex,65 but the type of
network that Turner has especially emphasised is the so-called “doublescope” network.66 Such networks have “inputs with different (and often
clashing) organizing frames and an organizing frame for the blend that
includes parts of each of those organizing frames and has emergent
structure of its own.”67 The central feature of such blends is the fact
that the differences in the projected organising frames, both of which
contribute to the blend, “offer the possibility of rich clashes,” as Turner
puts it.68 “Far from blocking the construction of the network, such clashes
offer challenges to the imagination and the resulting blends can turn
out to be highly creative.”69 Blends of the kind I will be analysing in the
following chapters fall more often than not into the category of doublescope, or even multiple-scope.
... Blending Theory vs. Conceptual Metaphor Theory
We have seen here that Conceptual Metaphor Theory and Blending Theory are quite different. However, the two theoretical approaches may be
regarded as complementary, rather than contradictory.70 While Conceptual Metaphor Theory deals mostly with stable knowledge structures in
long-term memory, and is useful when dealing with relatively stable and
simple conceptual structures, it is on-line meaning production that is the
focus of Blending Theory, which is also considerably more helpful when
it comes to the analysis of more complex and creative conceptual blends,
not to mention the analysis of emergent structure. As we have seen,
one of the central motivations for Blending Theory is that it accounts
for so-called “emergent structure” resulting from cross-space mappings,
i.e., structure that does not derive from either input space, but nevertheless emerges in the conceptual blend. However, it should be noted that

65 For the complete typology of blends, see Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We
Think.
66 See esp. Mark Turner, “Double-Scope Stories,” in Narrative Theory and the Cognitive Sciences (ed. David Herman; CSLI Lecture Notes ; Stanford: CSLI, ), –
.
67 Mark Turner, “The Origin of Selkies,” Journal of Consciousness Studies :–
(): .
68 M. Turner, “Origin of Selkies,” .
69 M. Turner, “Origin of Selkies,” .
70 See Grady, et al., “Blending and Metaphor,” esp. –. See also Lakoff and
Johnson, “Afterword, ,” –.
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emergent structure is not a precondition for the application of Blending
Theory. The basic mechanisms of the theory apply regardless of whether
new structure emerges from the blending or not.71
Another strength of Blending Theory is that it accounts for the kinds
of phenomena that the Invariance Hypothesis excludes by default, most
notably cross-space projection of elements and structure in more than
one direction.72 Blending Theory’s ability to handle the interanimation
of mental spaces, and ultimately of the cognitive models or texts they
derive from, is a precondition for the usefulness of the theory in handling
the majority of the conceptual blends that are analysed in the following
chapters, and also for its applicability to the analysis of allusions and other
intertextual relations.
... Blending, Cognitive Architecture, and Memory
In terms of cognitive architecture, Fauconnier and Turner claim that
“mental spaces operate in working memory,” and that “elements in mental spaces correspond to activated neuronal assemblies and linking between elements corresponds to some kind of neurobiological binding,
such as co-activation.”73 This means that Blending Theory finds itself
somewhere between a connectionist and a representationalist cognitive
architecture while the connection to either of them is kept rather vague.74
Since it stays on a level of abstraction that, as Patrick Colm Hogan has
pointed out, is neutral with regard to cognitive architecture,75 Blending

71

See Coulson, Semantic Leaps, .
See Peter Stockwell’s devastating critique of the Invariance Hypothesis in Stockwell,
“The Inflexibility of Invariance”. In the words of Stockwell, “The Invariance Hypothesis
curtails the perception of metaphor as creative. It limits our understanding, condemning
us to see things only in the way that we have always seen them. It would prevent us from
seeing how we could possibly genuinely perceive anything new or challenging. It cannot
explain the capacity of language for reference to a new sense beyond source and target”
(ibid., ). Blending Theory, on the other hand, is inherently a far more dynamic model
and steers well clear of the problems described by Stockwell.
73 Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, .
74 For an account of the differences between connectionist and representationalist
theories of mind, see Patrick Colm Hogan, Cognitive Science, Literature, and the Arts:
A Guide for Humanists (New York: Routledge, ), –.
75 See Hogan, Cognitive Science, . Hogan argues that Blending Theory would
benefit from being more specified in terms of representationalist architecture (see ibid.,
–), while David Ritchie has argued for a reformulation in terms of connectionist
architecture (see L. David Ritchie, “Lost in ‘Conceptual Space’,” Metaphor and Symbol :
[]: –).
72
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Theory provides analytical tools for modelling processes of thought without being married to any specific theory of how the mind works on the
level of architecture.
An important notion of memory research that may supplement Blending Theory, however, is that of “priming.” Bob Snyder defines priming
as “a process whereby the recall of a particular memory causes the lowlevel activation of other associated memories (a context), without this
process necessarily becoming conscious.”76 Another way of putting this
is that priming is about preparing pieces of long-term memory for activation by making them more easily available. As Hogan puts it, “primed
items are, in effect, brought out of long-term memory, though they are
not accessed directly in consciousness.”77 Such items thus come to be “in
a different mental state from either the conscious / rehearsal material or
the material stored in long-term memory.”78 We may think of the status of
primed memories as having been “placed temporarily in a sort of buffer
between long-term memory and consciousness.”79 For my purposes here,
the most important feature of the notion of priming is the insight that the
activation of one memory primes related memories, which consequently
“makes it more likely that some of those semiactivated memories will
also be recalled.”80 In this sense, priming helps us to understand the way
in which mental spaces are called up to processes of blending in working
memory. This is highly relevant with regard to allusions. If, for instance,
we have detected an allusion to First Corinthians at one point in our

76

Bob Snyder, Music and Memory: An Introduction (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
), .
77 Patrick Colm Hogan, The Mind and Its Stories: Narrative Universals and Human
Emotion (Studies in Emotion and Social Interaction; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, ), .
78 Hogan, The Mind and Its Stories, –.
79 Hogan, The Mind and Its Stories, .
80 Snyder, Music and Memory, . On the concept of priming, see also Hogan, Cognitive Science; Endel Tulving and Daniel L. Schacter, “Priming and Human Memory
Systems,” Science : (): –; Christian D. Schunn and Kevin Dunbar,
“Priming, Analogy, and Awareness in Complex Reasoning,” Memory & Cognition :
(): –; Joseph LeDoux, Synaptic Self: How Our Brains Become Who We Are
(New York: Viking, ), –; Barbara Knowlton, “Declarative and Nondeclarative
Knowledge: Insights from Cognitive Neuroscience,” in Knowledge, Concepts, and Categories (ed. Koen Lamberts and David Shanks; Studies in Cognition; Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press, ), –. On the concept of priming within the context of the broader
topic of implicit memory, see the articles in Jeffrey S. Bowers and Chad J. Marsolek, eds.,
Rethinking Implicit Memory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).
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reading of Exeg. Soul, we are consequently more likely to detect further
allusions to the same text in subsequent parts, or subsequent readings, of
Exeg. Soul.
.. Idealized Cognitive Models (ICMs)
Another important concept that will be used in the present work is
George Lakoff ’s notion of Idealized Cognitive Models (ICMs).81 An ICM
is, in the clear formulation of Raymond Gibbs,
a prototypical “folk” theory or cultural model that people create to organize their knowledge. . . . ICMs are idealized and don’t fit actual situations
in a one-to-one correspondence but relate many concepts that are inferentially connected to one another in a single conceptual structure that is
experientially meaningful as a whole.82

The elements of an ICM are very often structured by conceptual metaphors, since metaphors help organise the elements of the ICM by means
of their entailments.83 As Zoltán Kövecses puts it, “metaphor is primarily used to understand a whole system of entities in terms of another
system.”84 Take for instance the ICM for society. Here the conceptual
metaphor society is a family is especially productive, leading to the
conceptualisation of society in terms of the concept of family. Often,
however, cognitive models are defined by a set of metaphors, each highlighting different aspects of the ICM.85 The cognitive model for society is
for instance also structured by the metaphors society is a person and
society is a machine.86 At the same time, family and machine are
themselves ICMs. Still, even though a concept is defined by a cluster of
cognitive models, it is psychologically easier to grasp as a single concept,
rather than as the sum of its constituents.87
The elements and structure that make up an ICM become closely
linked in experience, and thus in people’s memory, and this facilitates the
priming and activation of related elements of the ICM once one element
81

For the theory of Idealized Cognitive Models, see Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things.
82 Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., The Poetics of Mind: Figurative Thought, Language, and
Understanding (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), .
83 See, e.g., Gibbs, Poetics of Mind, .
84 Kövecses, Metaphor, .
85 Lakoff refers to this as ICM clustering (Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things,
–, ).
86 For these conceptual metaphors, see Kövecses, Metaphor.
87 See Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, , .
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has been activated. However, the level of priming and activation follows
from the prototype effects pertaining to ICMs. In most cases, not all of
the constituents of an ICM are of equal importance. ICMs are usually
radial or graded in one or more ways, and this causes prototype effects.88
When, for example, an ICM is brought to mind in a general sense, one
is likely to think of it differently than when it is activated in a specific
context. One might say that the features that are central to the ICM are
more easily activated in a general activation of the cognitive model than
the less central ones, while the latter may be more easily brought to mind
in specific contexts.89
In terms of Blending Theory, ICMs may be encountered as providers
of input spaces to Conceptual Integration Networks. In this sense they
are equivalent to domains, but the element of structure is to a greater
degree inherent in the concept of an ICM than in that of a domain, thus
making the former term more useful for our purposes than the latter. At
times, an ICM may also be regarded as the cognitive model that provides
the category structure for the whole blending network as well as for the
individual spaces in the network. Blending Theory may in turn be used
to model the internal workings of an ICM, the combination of ICMs or
expansion of ICMs.90
Following Raymond Gibbs, I would like to stress the inherently dynamic nature of ICMs and their functions in metaphorical meaning
construction. As Gibbs has argued,
understanding literary texts, similar to any act of meaning construal, is
not a matter of accessing highly structured knowledge, in the form of
abstract prototypes, from long-term memory. Instead, text understanding
is a dynamic activity that relies on concrete, often embodied information,
which people creatively compose in the moment of reading.91

This means that when the reader encounters in a text, for example,
the metaphorical source ICM of machine in the conceptual metaphor
the mind is a machine, he or she draws on concrete knowledge of
88

See, e.g., Stockwell, “The Inflexibility of Invariance,” .
On prototypes and prototype effects, see, e.g., Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous
Things; Eleanor H. Rosch, “Natural Categories,” Cognitive Psychology  (): –
; Eleanor Rosch, et al., “Basic Objects in Natural Categories,” Cognitive Psychology 
(): –; Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, “Polysemy, Prototypes, and Radial
Categories,” in The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics (ed. Dirk Geeraerts and
Hubert Cuyckens; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –; Raymond W. Gibbs,
Jr., “Prototypes”.
90 Cf. Kövecses, Metaphor, .
91 Gibbs, “Prototypes,” .
89
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specific parts of that ICM, depending on the context and depending on
the reader’s prior “real-world” and textual knowledge and experience. As
Gibbs has pointed out, concepts and categories are highly flexible,92 and
a cognitive model, such as the machine ICM is not an abstraction based
on concrete instances, but rather a cluster of information and structure
that may be activated in various ways in different contexts. “Instead of
assuming that language activates fixed prototypical conceptual representations, language serves,” claims Gibbs, “as an immediate pointer to
encyclopaedic knowledge from which conceptual meanings are created
‘on the fly’, or as an ad-hoc comprehension process.”93 ICMs, then, that
are made up of different, sometimes contradictory, elements, should be
viewed “not as fixed, static structures, but as temporary representations
that are dynamic and context-dependent.”94 They should be regarded as
“temporary constructions in working memory constructed on the spot
from generic and episodic information in long-term memory, rather than
as stable structures stored in long-term memory.”95
.. Intertextuality
Let us now turn from the interpretation of metaphors and other conceptual blends for a moment to consider the related phenomenon of the
interpretation of allusions and citations, and the broader phenomenon
of intertextuality. Traditionally, intertextuality and metaphor have been
viewed as separate phenomena and treated within different theoretical
frameworks and largely within different scholarly fields and traditions.
However, there are important points of contact between them which suggest the possibility that they might fruitfully be treated within a unified
theoretical framework. Such an overarching framework, I want to suggest, may be found in an adaptation of Blending Theory. Peter Stockwell
has recently pointed out that
taking “the cognitive turn” seriously . . . means a thorough re-evaluation
of all of the categories with which we understand literary reading and
analysis. In doing this, however, we do not have to throw away all of the
insights from literary criticism and linguistic analysis that have been drawn
out in the past. Many of those patterns of understanding form very useful

92
93
94
95

Gibbs, “Prototypes,” –.
Gibbs, “Prototypes,” .
Gibbs, “Prototypes,” .
Gibbs, “Prototypes,” .
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starting points for cognitive poetic investigation. Some of them require
only a little reorientation to offer a new way of looking at literary reading.
Occasionally, this might seem to be no more than recasting old ideas with
new labels. I would argue (along cognitive linguistic lines) that new labels
force us to conceptualise things differently.96

I fully share Stockwell’s sentiment and would argue that one field of
literary theoretical investigation that needs only a little reorientation in
order to be adapted for a cognitive poetic methodology is that of the study
of intertextuality.97
Similarities between the phenomena of metaphor and allusion have
indeed been noted by several scholars of classics and literature. Gian
Biagio Conte, for instance, has treated allusion as a rhetorical trope on
the same level as metaphor. According to Conte, “allusion works in just
the same way, and in the same semantic area, as a rhetorical figure.”98
Although Conte here presupposes the traditional view of metaphor as
a rhetorical figure, his observation of the similarities between metaphor
and allusion is useful when seen within the cognitive poetic framework,
outlined above. From this perspective, Conte’s description of the similarities between allusions and tropes is highly suggestive. “In both allusion and the trope,” writes Conte, “the poetic dimension is created by
the simultaneous presence of two different realities whose competition
with one another produces a single more complex reality. Such literary
allusion produces the simultaneous coexistence of both a denotative and
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Stockwell, Cognitive Poetics, .
For a recent overview of the theoretical concept of intertextuality, see Graham Allen,
Intertextuality (The New Critical Idiom; London: Routledge, ). For a comprehensive
bibliography of studies on or within the framework of intertextuality up until the late
eighties, see Udo J. Hebel, comp., Intertextuality, Allusion, and Quotation: An International Bibliography of Critical Studies (Bibliographies and Indexes in World Literature ;
New York: Greenwood Press, ); and see also Hans-Peter Mai, “Intertextual Theory—
A Bibliography,” in Intertextuality (ed. Heinrich F. Plett; Research in Text Theory ;
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, ), –. For an excellent treatment of intertextuality
in relation to the analysis of texts from antiquity, see Edmunds, Intertextuality. See also
Ulrich Luz, “Intertexts in the Gospel of Matthew,” HTR : (): – for a brief
and informative overview of theories of intertextuality and a subsequent application to
the Gospel of Matthew. Note, however, that “there does not exist anything like a coherent
theory of intertextuality” (Mai, “Intertextual Theory,” ).
98 Gian Biagio Conte, The Rhetoric of Imitation: Genre and Poetic Memory in Virgil
and Other Latin Poets (Cornell Studies in Classical Philology ; Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, ),  Cf. also Joseph Pucci, The Full-Knowing Reader: Allusion and
the Power of the Reader in the Western Literary Tradition (New Haven: Yale University
Press, ), xv, .
97
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a connotative semiotic.”99 By reformulating Conte’s “different realities”
into different mental spaces, it is apparent how adaptable such a view is
to the theoretical framework of Blending Theory.
Other literary theorists have also come close to the current positions
within cognitive poetics outlined above. Indeed, Ziva Ben-Porat’s highly
evocative theory of the poetics of allusion, outlined in her important 
article “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,”100 may now serve as a useful
link between traditional literary approaches to allusion and current views
within cognitive poetics. Ben-Porat’s definition of allusion provides an
apt illustration:
The literary allusion is a device for the simultaneous activation of two texts.
The activation is achieved through the manipulation of a special signal: a
sign (simple or complex) in a given text characterized by an additional
larger “referent.” This referent is always an independent text. The simultaneous activation of the two texts thus connected results in the formation
of intertextual patterns whose nature cannot be predetermined.101

In a similar vein, Ellen van Wolde stated in  that intertextual relations are “a part of the reader’s general semiotic actualization process,”
a process focussed on the reader, “because the reader achieves intertextual semiosis through logical and analogical reasoning in interaction with
the text.”102 She claimed further that these intertextual relationships “do
not concern the similarity between text and referent but the ability of
the reader to conceive of the worlds of the text as possible or to reconstruct them, or, in other words, to give them contents by relating them
to his own living- and reading-experiences.”103 According to van Wolde,
the reader thus “turns the possible worlds of the text into realities.”104
The notion that the intertextual connections between sign-systems
amount to the creation of entirely new systems of signification has also
been emphasised by the scholar who coined the term intertextuality in
99

Conte, Rhetoric of Imitation, . Note, however, that within cognitive linguistics the
differences between denotation and connotation have been all but erased (see Tomasz
P. Krzeszowski, “Connotation and Denotation,” in Reference in Multidisciplinary Perspective: Philosophical Object, Cognitive Subject, Intersubjective Process [ed. Richard A. Geiger;
Hildesheim: Georg Olms, ], –).
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the first place, namely Julia Kristeva. It is not her original definition of
the term that is of most interest in the present context,105 however, but
her later reformulation of it at a time when she herself expressed the
need to abandon the term “intertextuality” in favour of “transposition,”
because she felt that the former term had “often been understood in the
banal sense of ‘study of sources’.”106 According to her reformulation of the
concept in Revolution in Poetic Language, intertextuality should rather
be understood as the “transposition of one (or several) sign system(s)
into another,”107 in a way that “implies the abandonment of a former sign
system, the passage to a second via an instinctual intermediary common
to the two systems, and the articulation of the new system with its new
representability.”108
However, while Kristeva’s notion of intertextuality sticks to the level
of the “sign-systems” and does not allow for the importance of either
authorial or readerly interpretation,109 those theories of intertextuality
that come closest to the concerns of current cognitive theory are those
which focus on the reader. As Joseph Pucci points out, a theory like that
of Ben-Porat amounts to “a strong claim for an empowered reader.”110
In such approaches, the process of intertextuality is located in readers’
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For Kristeva’s original formulation of intertextuality, see Julia Kristeva, “Le mot, le
dialogue et le roman,” in Σημειωτικ : Recherches pour une sémanalyse (Paris: Seuil, ),
–, or the English translation, “Word, Dialogue, and Novel,” in Desire in Language:
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106 Julia Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language (trans. Margaret Waller; New York:
Columbia University Press, ), . Despite Kristeva’s change of term, however, the
term intertextuality “remains, nearly a quarter of a century later, an important part of
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every stripe and critical inclination,” as Joseph Pucci puts it (Pucci, Full-Knowing Reader,
).
107 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, –.
108 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, . The number of different terms that have
been employed to describe similar notions of transfer between and combination of textual
and extra-textual sign systems is quite bewildering. Claes Schaar, for instance, launched
a highly complicated theory of vertical context systems (Schaar, “Linear Sequence,” –
), while Udo Hebel has preferred the metaphor of text archaeology in order to
describe his notion of the scholarly interpretation of allusions (Udo J. Hebel, “Towards a
Descriptive Poetics of Allusion,” in Intertextuality [ed. Heinrich F. Plett; Research in Text
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glossary can be found in Allen, Intertextuality, –.
109 Cf. the critique in Børtnes, “Rhetoric and Mental Images,” –.
110 Pucci, Full-Knowing Reader, .
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minds, where production of meaning is regarded as a result of a dialogical
interplay between two or more texts. “Meaning arises when two or more
texts are brought together in the understanding of a reader,” as George
Aichele puts it,111 and meaning produced in this way can never be predetermined and will always be subject to change. Pucci himself comes
particularly close to the perspective of the present study in his own study
of allusion. In Pucci’s words, “It is at the point of mental connection that
the allusion is created—and only at this point. To claim otherwise is, in
my view, to replace an essentially autonomous creative act on the part
of the reader with a paradigm in which that act is distorted, hidden, or
subsumed.”112
... Intertextual Blending
By now it should be apparent that the abovementioned notions of intertextuality lend themselves easily to be rephrased and restated within a
cognitive poetics framework. We have seen how Ziva Ben-Porat in the
mid-seventies conceived of the intertextual patterns created by means
of literary allusions, and also how van Wolde’s concept of the actualisation of intertextual relationships comes very close to Blending Theory’s
notion of the blending of mental spaces.113 Van Wolde’s view of intertextuality in the late eighties thus seems especially close to contemporary
views within cognitive poetics.114 The same may also be said of Conte’s

111 George Aichele, The Control of Biblical Meaning: Canon as Semiotic Mechanism
(Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press, ), .
112 Pucci, Full-Knowing Reader, . Pucci even refers to an “allusive space,” which he
describes as a “mental place where the allusion is made to mean,” a concept that turns out
to be rather similar to Blending Theory’s notion of the blended space. As Pucci describes
it, the “allusive space” “exists apart from the referential and significative control of the
language that gives rise to it. So, too, are the meanings that arise in it unique, because
they result from an interpretive free-play on the part of the reader, as the dissonances of
two discrete works are mediated in the give and take of a mental, interpretive dialogue. As
it turns out, that dialogue may extend to places and topics that have nothing at all to do
with the two works that constitute the allusion, whose language nonetheless occasions
their articulation, if only momentarily. This dialogue ensures that the reader assumes
complete interpretive power over the allusive moment—and at the expense of the author,
whose power evanesces” (ibid., ).
113 For the relationship between possible worlds theory and mental space theory, see
Semino, “Possible Worlds”.
114 It is worthy of note that she has recently edited a book on the use of cognitive
perspectives in scriptural exegesis, Ellen van Wolde, ed., Job : Cognition in Context
(Biblical Interpretation ; Leiden: Brill, ).
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emphasis on the centrality of the evocation of thoughts for the function
of both allusions and metaphors.115
Ziva Ben-Porat conceived of the interplay that is established between
texts through the use of allusions in terms of the dialogical relationship
between two independent spaces. Using terminology borrowed from
Conceptual Metaphor Theory we may refer to each of the texts in this
relationship as the source and the target texts respectively, each representing its own domain. However, since, as Ben-Porat noted in her article, the
intertextual relationship works both ways,116 causing a reinterpretation of
both the alluding (target) text and the evoked (source) text, Conceptual
Metaphor Theory is structurally too simple to be suited to conceptualise
this kind of relationship. Blending Theory, on the other hand, is ideally
suited to model what Ben-Porat described in terms of intertextual patterning, and the unpredictable production of meaning that arises from
it.117 Conte’s assertion that in both metaphor and allusion, “the poetry lies
in the simultaneous presence of two different realities that try to indicate
a single reality,”118 is clearly in line with the focus and interests of Blending Theory.
We have seen that Blending Theory may prove to be a powerful tool
in the interpretation of conceptual blends, whether they be metaphorical,
counterfactual, or otherwise. It is thus all the more surprising that Blending Theory has so far hardly been applied to the analysis of allusions or
other kinds of intertextual relations. Peter Stockwell and Eve Sweetser
have indeed suggested the possibility of doing so, but few have so far
answered the call.119
Where Blending Theory usually operates with mental spaces that arise
on the basis of domains or ICMs, which may thus aptly be termed
conceptual blending, I suggest that we may also regard memories of texts
115

See Conte, Rhetoric of Imitation, .
Ben-Porat, “Poetics of Literary Allusion,”  n. .
117 In addition, it also fits well with the fact that, in her theory as well, although she
uses different terms, the blended space may recruit structure from the intertextual input
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118 Conte, Rhetoric of Imitation, .
119 See Stockwell, Cognitive Poetics, –; Eve Sweetser, “Whose Rhyme is Whose
Reason? Sound and Sense in Cyrano de Bergerac,” Language and Literature : ():
–. A notable step in this direction is constituted by Michael Burke, “Literature as
Parable,” in Cognitive Poetics in Practice (ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London:
Routledge, ), –. Building mainly on M. Turner, The Literary Mind, Burke
prefers the term “parabolic projection” and does not operationalise his notion of intertextuality in terms of a fully developed Blending Theory.
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that are brought to the mind of a reader as mental spaces and that we
may use the methodological framework of Blending Theory to model
the mental connections and integration that takes place between such
mental spaces in the act of interpretation. I will refer to such interpretive
processes involving the combination and connection between memories
of texts as intertextual blending. With both conceptual and intertextual
blending what we are modelling are the mental interpretive processes of
combining and creating connections between mental spaces that become
active in working memory, cued by sensory input derived from reading
or hearing the texts under scrutiny. In both cases we may have integration
networks that are single-, double-, or multiple-scope, with a potentially
infinite number of input spaces. Moreover, since they are all mental
spaces, we may also have hybrid integration networks that include both
conceptual and intertextual input spaces. Intertextuality, then, will here
be modelled as the recollection, construction,120 and combination of
memories of large and small pieces of texts and discourses—memories
that when called upon constitute mental input spaces that are recruited
to integration networks and blended in the process of interpretation.
Complex intertextual relations, such as those represented by the phenomenon of composite allusions, seem to be especially suited to be subjected to a blending analysis, given Blending Theory’s provision for analyses of complex blends with multiple input spaces. These intertextual input
spaces may, as I conceive it, be cued by literary and non-literary texts
alike121—the latter including actions and performances such as rituals
and ritual processes. Allusions and metaphorical expressions may then
be regarded as triggers that facilitate the recruitment of mental spaces
based on memories and knowledge of texts and concepts alike to an integration network and a process of blending.
As I have tried to show here, Blending Theory seems ideally suited to
be used as an analytical tool with regard to intertextual relations as well
as to metaphors and other instances of conceptual blending. The kind of
wide-ranging and detailed application of Blending Theory to the analysis
of intertextuality proposed here, which I will refer to as intertextual
blending, has, to my knowledge, not previously been attempted.

120 For the interpretive and constructive aspects of memory recall, see, e.g., Daniel L.
Schacter, Searching for Memory: The Brain, the Mind, and the Past (New York: Basic
Books, ); Antonio R. Damasio, Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human
Brain (New York: Putnam, ).
121 Cf. Ben-Porat, “Poetics of Literary Allusion,”  n. .
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An important advantage of a Blending Theory approach to intertextuality over many traditional approaches is its synchronous rather than
diachronous focus. This means that it places itself far from the kind of
“source criticism approach” that compelled Kristeva to abandon the term
“intertextuality” in favour of “transposition.” Approached from the perspective of Blending Theory, inferences are not unidirectional, from an
earlier text to a later one, but they are rather synchronous in the interpretation of a reader.
.. Conclusion
In the Nag Hammadi texts we often encounter highly complex conceptual blends, and we frequently witness how such blends are shifted and
turned on their heads, so to speak, as similar Conceptual Integration Networks, with shifting contextual frames or different emphases, are juxtaposed or integrated with one another. At other times, new input spaces
are added to existing networks while others fade into the background,
often to reappear and become foregrounded again at a later stage in the
text.122
Such complex interpretive problems seem to justify the need for a flexible and comprehensive overarching theory of interpretation in order to
tackle the challenges posed by such complex literary creations. Blending Theory promises to provide us with such a framework.123 Not only
may theories of allusion and intertextuality, and cognitive theories of
metaphor be incorporated rather smoothly within the framework of
Blending Theory, but the latter may also contribute substantially to the
former theories with its added flexibility and theoretical sophistication.
In my view, Blending Theory clearly has much to offer in terms of greater
theoretical specificity and clarity in cases of complex metaphors and
composite intertextual allusions, features that are so common in the literary works from the Nag Hammadi Codices.

122 For an application of notions of foregrounding, or “figure” and “ground,” in cognitive poetic analysis, see Peter Stockwell, “Surreal Figures,” in Cognitive Poetics in Practice
(ed. Joanna Gavins and Gerard Steen; London: Routledge, ), –.
123 In the words of Todd Oakley, “what makes conceptual blending so promising as a
general model of cognitive framing is its ability to handle metadiscourse structures as
well as discourse, sentential, lexical, and referential structures” (Todd V. Oakley, “Conceptual Blending, Narrative Discourse, and Rhetoric,” Cognitive Linguistics : []:
).
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The problems of knowing the extent to which different mental spaces
are utilised in any one (person’s) interpretation of a text stem from the
impossibility of knowing the mental constitution of other people, and
especially those far removed from ourselves in time, space, language, and
culture. We therefore have to deal with probabilities at best, and often
with mere possibilities. I suggest, however, that we may use Blending
Theory as an analytical tool with which we may experiment with different input spaces in modelling possible interpretations of the texts in
question. The results may then be evaluated according to the degree to
which they provide us with overall interpretations that seem plausible
on the basis of relevant criteria. So, while it may be necessary to abandon any hopes of reaching definitive answers, we have at least an analytical tool that enables us to outline interpretive possibilities. It is the
mapping of such potential interpretations in the two selected tractates
from the Nag Hammadi Codices that is the focus of the following chapters.
With regard to the integration network diagrams that are used
throughout this study it is important to keep in mind what they are and
what they are not. The diagrams should be seen as analytical tools and
as a supplement to the verbal exposition of the texts. They are definitely
not to be regarded as self-sufficient, or as providing a complete picture of
any process of blending. Rather, they must be regarded as being akin to
snapshots of mental processes of blending that focus on certain aspects
and disregard others. Such a diagram can never capture such a process
in its entirety and is not to be understood on its own apart from the verbal exposition. The necessity of using such diagrams as analytical tools,
and of showing explicitly the Conceptual Integration Networks in the
analyses of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil., stems from the fact that we as modern scholars do not have the same frames of reference, the same concepts or intertexts present in our heads (in memory) when reading these
Nag Hammadi texts as those who read them in antiquity did. It therefore
proves helpful in our analysis and exposition of the texts to make explicit
the possible blends that may have been automatically triggered when the
texts were read by various ancient readers.

. Interpretive Contexts and Communities
“It is a commonplace of literary criticism,” Margaret Freeman points
out, “that one of the defining characteristics of literature is its ability
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to generate multiple meanings and interpretations.”124 Although literary
critics, and, I might add, interpreters of the Nag Hammadi texts, “are
adept at producing such readings, readings which are often insightful
and illuminating,” Freeman rightly notes that they “tend to assume rather
than explore the principles and the processes by which such multiplicity
occurs.”125 Blending Theory, however, not only shows us that a multiplicity of possible meanings is an inevitable outcome of interpretive processes, but it also shows us how and why this is the case. The fact that it
goes unnoticed most of the time is “a function of the availability of certain
frames through defaults, contexts, or culture,” as Fauconnier and Turner
put it.126 Now, what are the constraints and influences that guide such
interpretive processes?
.. Authorial Intention and the Role of the Reader
In the words of Margaret Freeman, “literary texts are the products of
cognizing minds and their interpretations the products of other cognizing minds in the context of the physical and sociocultural worlds in
which they have been created and read.”127 It should not be necessary
to point out that there are differences between these various minds and
their respective contexts. Surprisingly, however, Fauconnier and Turner
do not address the question of where the process of blending is actually
considered to occur. Is it in the author, the reader, or in the text itself? In
Fauconnier and Turner’s work this is kept rather vague, but most often
they seem to assume that the blends simply exist in the texts or artworks
that they analyse. However, as literary theorists have repeatedly stressed,
questions regarding the relationship between author, text, and reader are
neither easy nor trivial.
For one thing, there is the old thorny question of authorial intention.
Are the Conceptual Integration Networks we identify to be regarded as
the intended products of empirical authors, or do we regard them as
arising from the “texts themselves,” or as products of the reader(s), and if
so, which reader(s)?
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Recognising this shortcoming in the theories of Fauconnier & Turner
and others, Tim Rohrer addresses the question in a recent article.128
Rohrer suggests that we ought to operate with different Conceptual Integration Networks for the author and the reader. Arguing convincingly for
the need among blending theorists to “make explicit the contents of precisely whose head or heads they are claiming to model,” Rohrer presents
a model of “space-swapping” between the authorial and the interpretive
networks. Basically, what he suggests is that what counts as a blended
space from the author’s perspective should be regarded as an input space
from the perspective of the reader. It follows from this approach that,
although we may speculate as much as we want, as interpreters we will
never be able to ascertain the extent and nature of the authorial blending
process, but will only ever have access to the interpretive side of things.
The only authorial intention we can speak of, the only intentionality that
is reachable to any reader, will be the one created in a reader’s mind in
order to make sense of the text as it is read, which may or may not correspond to the intentions of the empirical author.
The notion of authorial intentionality still has an important role to
play, however. Not only may we speculate as to the possible nature of
the authorial blending network, but the hypothetical authorial intention
that is constructed in the mind of the reader should also be regarded as
a powerful cognitive model that is used in the interpretation of the text.
Raymond Gibbs points out the centrality of this, stating that
the meaning of a text is generated by hypothesizing intentions authors
might have had, given the context of creation, rather than relying on or trying to seek out the author’s subjective intentions. Readers’ interpretations
of texts depend on their inferences about a hypothetical author founded
in the linguistic conventions and artistic practices at the time the author
wrote the work, as well as in publicly available knowledge of how the text
was created. A work might display a multiplicity of meanings given the
large set of intentions readers can hypothesize about an author and the
conditions under which a work was written. This multiplicity of meanings
is perfectly appropriate to propose, even if the actual author intended only
a single interpretation for a text.129

128 Tim Rohrer, “Mimesis, Artistic Inspiration and the Blends We Live By,” Journal of
Pragmatics : (): –.
129 Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., Intentions in the Experience of Meaning (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), . See Raymond W. Gibbs, Jr., “Authorial Intentions
in Text Understanding,” Discourse Processes : ():  for a virtually identical
statement.
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Thus, some kind of intentionality—whether we refer to it as that of
the author, real or implied, or as that of the “text itself ” in one version
or another—will always be constructed by the reader of a text in order
to make sense of it. This readerly constructed intentionality is, of course,
subject to change in the course of the process of reading and re-reading
the text, for no interpretation will ever be stable, as contexts may change
and new input spaces may always be introduced, causing our mental
blended spaces to shift in ways that will always to some extent be less
than predictable.
.. The Function and Effects of Context
How do we recognise a metaphor when we see one? Conceptual Metaphor Theory and Blending Theory are powerful theories of metaphor
interpretation, but they do not explain how metaphorical expressions,
or other kinds of figurative language, may actually be identified as such.
Indeed, several scholars have challenged the notion that we should, or
even can, distinguish between metaphorical and literal statements or
utterances at all. The “commonsense dichotomy between ‘literal’ and ‘figurative’ is a psychological illusion,”130 states Mark Turner. Patrick Colm
Hogan has recently argued in favour of the dismissal of the dichotomy,
stating that
cognitive principles indicate that this is a misguided question. In a cognitive framework, there is nothing about a sentence, divorced from human
minds, that would make it literal or metaphorical, or meaningful in any
way. Meaning is just a function of cognitive processing, whether that
of a speaker, a listener, a writer, or a reader. Put differently, there is no
such thing as a metaphorical—or, for that matter, literal—statement per
se. Rather, there are only literal and metaphorical intents and literal and
metaphorical interpretations or, more technically, literal and metaphorical
generative processes and literal and metaphorical interpretive processes.131

Hogan distinguishes between what he calls a demarcation criterion and
a decision criterion when it comes to metaphor identification. The former of these two is a criterion for distinguishing between literal and
metaphorical statements, and the latter is a criterion for determining

130 Mark Turner, “Figure,” in Figurative Language and Thought (ed. Albert N. Katz, et al.;
Counterpoints: Cognition, Memory, and Language; New York: Oxford University Press,
), .
131 Hogan, Cognitive Science, .
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when to interpret an expression metaphorically or literally. He concludes
that what distinguishes literal from metaphorical interpretation is “not a
matter of the terms themselves, nor of any specific part of their lexical
structure or properties, nor of the relations between these structures or
properties. Rather, it is a matter of our presumption regarding the transfer of source properties to the target.”132 From this demarcation criterion Hogan deduces that a “decision criterion” does not exist. He notes
that many theorists have mistaken their demarcation criteria for decision criteria, and points out that his own proposed demarcation criterion “cannot serve as a decision criterion, because it concerns interpretive
assumptions, not objective properties of or objective relations between
the source and the target.”133
So, if we grant that the decision on whether to understand a statement
metaphorically or literally depends on the reader, we need to take a look
at what guides the reader’s interpretation. According to Hogan, “you can’t
tell a metaphor by looking at it.”134 Instead, “we choose a metaphorical or
literal interpretation on the basis of a wide range of empirical factors—
knowledge of the speaker, of the situation, of common usage, et cetera—
in connection with general concerns for logical consistency and explanatory simplicity.”135 This is true even with regard to statements that seem to
be obviously metaphorical, since even these “may be intended literally in
a relevant context.”136 Context is thus of primary importance. According
to Seana Coulson,
context-free expression meaning is an illusion based on the use of defaults.
Instead, understanding language utterances involves integrating linguistic,
contextual, and background knowledge to yield cognitive models with
which to incorporate the content of expressions and their implications for
the interpretation of the larger speech activity.137

So, context is of central importance in any decision on whether language
should be regarded as metaphorical or not. Often, however, it is not a
case of an either / or situation. Put in terms of Blending Theory, “the
132
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137 Coulson, “Semantic Leaps,” . More recently, this concern with the importance of
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their conceptual integration diagrams (see Seana Coulson and Todd Oakley, “Blending
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unpacking possibilities offered by the blended space will depend on
what is already active in the context of communication.”138 A linguistic
expression, according to Fauconnier,
does not have a meaning in itself; rather, it has a meaning potential,
and it is only within a complete discourse and in context that meaning
will actually be produced. The unfolding of discourse brings into play
complex cognitive constructions. They include the setting up of internally
structured domains linked to each other by connectors; this is effected on
the basis of linguistic, contextual, and situational clues. Grammatical clues,
although crucial to the building process, are in themselves insufficient to
determine it.139

One of the main obstacles facing us in the interpretation of historical
documents like those of the Nag Hammadi Codices, however, lies in the
fact that we have no certain knowledge of their historical context(s). For
us, the Nag Hammadi tractates must be regarded as utterances that have
been removed from their original contexts. However, no interpretation
is ever context-free. Coulson, as we saw, calls it an illusion, and as Eve
Sweetser points out, “we can only actually interpret complex linguistic
forms by constructing some possible use or uses of those forms to convey
meaning.”140 This observation holds true not only with regard to smallscale lexical units, but with regard to any kind of interpretation. When
context is lacking, we, as readers, automatically provide it, consciously
and subconsciously, in the process of interpretation, for “in reading,
we assimilate what we read to the schemata of what we already know.
The more we know the more we understand, and we project what we
know to construct a world suggested by the text,”141 in Keith Oatley’s apt
formulation.
... The Identification and Interpretation of Allusions
As already mentioned, an allusion is “a phenomenon that some reader or
readers may fail to observe.”142 In terms of cognitive theory this means
that, in the same way as a metaphor may also be interpreted strictly
literally, by interpreting the source input without blending it with a target,
a potential intertextual trigger in a text may or may not be activated and
138
139
140
141
142
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call up the intertextual input space of an evoked text to an integration
network where it is blended with the alluding text in a reading and
understanding of the latter.143
Another issue that concerns the interpretation of both metaphors and
allusions is the question of “how far the meaning of a text goes,” to
quote Leo Noordman.144 “How minimalistic or maximalistic does one
conceive the linguistic meaning to be; how much inferences are part
of the meaning of a text . . . ?”145 How do we evaluate the existence
and relevance of allusions, and the extent to which we should utilise
the intertext in our interpretation of the alluding text? And how do
we know whether to understand a potentially metaphorical expression
metaphorically or not, and on what levels to interpret it?
From the perspective of the model proposed here, it seems evident that
no clear-cut answers to these questions may ever be given. Meaning is
produced in the mind of the reader, who draws on his or her own knowledge and memories in a production of meaning that relies fundamentally
upon the reader’s own, often subconscious, recruitment of mental spaces.
“The writer offers a kit of parts, or a set of cues. The reader does the construction,” as Keith Oatley puts it.146
.. Canon and Interpretation
In Early Christian controversies over orthodoxy and heresy, disagreement over interpretation was a central point of contention, as proper
belief and practice were intimately connected with correct interpretation
of Scripture. Although there was no agreement on the exact delineation
of the corpus of texts to be regarded as authoritative, more often than
not controversy revolved around different meanings produced by different readers reading the same texts. Manlio Simonetti argues that “the
study of Holy Scripture was the real foundation of Christian culture in
the Church of the earliest centuries.”147 However, Scripture is, as Simon143

See Ben-Porat, “Poetics of Literary Allusion,” –. See also Carmela Perri, “On
Alluding,” Poetics  (): , .
144 Leo Noordman, “Some Reflections on the Relation Between Cognitive Linguistics
and Exegesis,” in Job : Cognition in Context (ed. Ellen van Wolde; Biblical Interpretation
; Leiden: Brill, ), .
145 Noordman, “Some Reflections,” .
146 Oatley, “Writingandreading,” .
147 Manlio Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church: An Historical Introduction to Patristic Exegesis (trans. John A. Hughes; ed. Anders Bergquist and Markus
Bockmuehl; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), .
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etti points out, “a complex of writings diverse in subject matter, form, and
date, and sometimes inaccessible for various reasons, so that the effective
knowledge and use of them by Christians was not obvious, but required
a notably complex effort of interpretation.”148
In these interpretive processes the function of the concept of canon
was crucial. I here understand canon, with George Aichele, as “a collection or list of authoritative writings, as accepted by some group of
readers.”149 A canon, Aichele argues, “arises from the need to control the
understanding of written texts,” Scripture being an especially pertinent
example.150 Once established, a canon tends to obscure the individual
canonical texts’ aspects of incoherence and open-endedness, thus mutually strengthening their apparent completeness.151 According to Lee Martin McDonald, an important feature of writings that were regarded as
authoritative Scripture in early Christianity was that they were “believed
to be internally self-consistent and not self-contradictory,”152 a point that
is illustrated well by Justin Martyr, stating in his debate with Trypho the
Jew that if someone showed him a Scripture that seemed to contradict
another,
since I am entirely convinced that no scripture contradicts another, I shall
admit rather that I do not understand what is recorded, and shall strive
to persuade those who imagine that the scriptures are contradictory to be
rather of the same opinion as myself.
(Justin, Dial. , ANF :)

This passage says a great deal about the presuppositions guiding Justin’s
interpretation of Scripture. In Justin’s mind, Scripture, by its very nature,
148
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NAPS Presidential Address: The Christian Reception of the Pentateuch: Patristic Commentaries on the Books of Moses,” JECS : (): .
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cannot be self-contradictory, and therefore can, and must, be brought
into harmony through exegesis. What consequences does such a view of
Scripture have for the exegesis of Scriptural texts?
If it is held that no canonical text contradicts another, then it follows
that each constituent text in the canon can legitimately be drawn upon
in the reading of any of the others, to fill in gaps and to resolve apparent
contradictions. The canonisation of a group of texts thus not only defines
a corpus of authoritative texts, but in so doing also delineates a group of
legitimate intertexts that are sanctioned to mutually reinforce each other
and through which any of its constituent texts are supposed to be understood.153 Since the canonised texts are believed to contain basically the
same message, readers are consequently encouraged to play the canonical texts against each other, and in this way canon limits interpretive
creativity and stimulates it at the same time.154 However, considering the
great diversity of scope, style, and content, even among the texts that were
accepted as authoritative by a majority of early Christian communities,
each individual text could not carry equal weight. We therefore find that
interpreters operated, at least implicitly, with a concept of a “canon within
the canon,” facilitating the use of more authoritative texts as hermeneutical keys for the explication of less authoritative ones within the canonical
corpus.155
A canon thus controls which texts are legitimately to be considered as
authoritative Scripture, sanctioning authoritative intertexts to the reading and interpretation of each of the texts incorporated within it, estab-
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Cf. Aichele, The Control of Biblical Meaning, .
See Aichele, Sign, Text, Scripture, ; Aichele, The Control of Biblical Meaning, .
155 Cf. e.g., Origen, who explicitly utilised passages from other canonical writings as
“midwives” to bring forth what he considered to be the correct meaning of difficult Scriptural passages. For Origen’s techniques of scriptural interpretation, see, e.g., Mark Julian
Edwards, Origen Against Plato (Ashgate Studies in Philosophy and Theology in Late
Antiquity; Aldershot: Ashgate, ), –; John J. O’Keefe, “Scriptural Interpretation,” in The Westminster Handbook to Origen (ed. John Anthony McGuckin; Westminster Handbooks to Christian Theology; Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, ),
–; Mark Sheridan, “Scripture,” in The Westminster Handbook to Origen (ed. John
Anthony McGuckin; Westminster Handbooks to Christian Theology; Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, ), –; Karen Jo Torjesen, “ ‘Body,’ ‘Soul,’ and ‘Spirit’
in Origen’s Theory of Exegesis,” AThR : (): –; Morwenna Ludlow, “Theology
and Allegory: Origen and Gregory of Nyssa on the Unity and Diversity of Scripture,” International Journal of Systematic Theology : (): –; Henri de Lubac, History and
Spirit: The Understanding of Scripture According to Origen (trans. Anne Englund Nash;
San Francisco: Ignatius Press, ).
154
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lishing “an intertextual network that provides a reading context through
which any of its component texts can be understood correctly.”156 It
is important to note, however, that this effect does not rely on a fixed
canon. All that is required is an at least implicit understanding within a
given interpretive community of a group of texts being individually and
collectively authoritative.
It should thus be evident that we may describe the functions of the
concept of a canon in processes of interpretation in terms of how it
influences the mechanics of intertextual blending. A good example of this
is constituted by how very different narratives of the nativity of Christ
in Matthew and Luke have been commonly interpreted in Christian
tradition. As Raymond Brown has remarked, “commentators of times
past have harmonized these different details into a consecutive narrative,
so that the ordinary Christian is often not even aware of a difficulty when
Lucan shepherds and Matthean magi fraternize in the Christmas crib
scene.”157 Since both accounts are part of the biblical canon, and thus
share the generic property of canonicity, they are regarded by default
as equally true, and there is consequently a certain pressure upon the
reader to harmonise or integrate the two accounts with each other. Rather
than interpreting the differences between them as contradictions, the two
stories are understood together, being blended in readers’ minds, and the
resulting blend eventually becomes entrenched in the collective memory
of the community.158
The description of the basic mechanics of this intertextual blend is
valid with regard to the analysis of any interpretation within a canonical
framework, where elements of two or more texts are brought together
and blended in the act of interpretation. This means anything from
isolated elements of one canonical text being brought to bear on elements
of another, to more wide-ranging megablends. We will see this amply
illustrated when we turn to the analysis of Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. in
chapters  and .
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Aichele, The Control of Biblical Meaning, .
Raymond E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah: A Commentary on the Infancy Narratives in Matthew and Luke (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, ), . See Matt :–;
Luke :–.
158 See fig.  for this intertextual integration network. For a complete Blending Theory
analysis of the traditional harmonised reading of the nativity accounts of Matthew
and Luke, see Hugo Lundhaug, “Canon and Interpretation: A Cognitive Perspective,”
in Canon and Canonicity: The Formation and Use of Scripture (ed. Einar Thomassen;
Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanums Forlag, ), –.
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In light of Blending Theory, the function of the concept of a canon in
the interpretation of a given text can be conceived of as one of restricting
the number of available intertexts as sources for the projection of input
spaces to an interpretive blend, shutting out those texts that are explicitly
rejected as heretical, while at the same time rendering the canonical texts
salient. One might say that the canonical texts will be predisposed for
priming and subsequent activation in any reading of a canonical text,
since any two canonical texts will share this generic category structure.159
The fact that the elements and structure that make up the canon
become closely linked in experience, and thus in people’s memory, facilitates the priming and activation of related elements of the canon once
one has been activated. References to the nativity story in Matthew, for
example, thus give easy mental access to the one in Luke. The Christian
canon of Scripture is without doubt a graded and in many ways radial
concept (albeit with complex internal links and structures). As we have
seen, not all of its constituent texts are of equal importance, and some
texts are more closely linked than others. The level of priming and activation displays certain prototype effects. When the canon is brought to
mind in a general sense, one is not likely to think first and foremost of a
text like Jude or Second Peter, but rather of the Gospels or central Pauline
texts like Romans or First Corinthians, and of Genesis and Isaiah rather
than the minor prophets. In this sense, canon functions as an ICM. Thus,
the texts that are most central to the canon are more easily primed by a
general activation of the cognitive model than the less central ones. There
are, as we have seen, canons within the canon.
.. The Function of Creeds and Rules of Faith in Interpretation
The reader who accepts the canonical status of a text and reads it within
the canonical framework will inevitably regard all the texts belonging
to the canon as intentional expressions of the same overall meaning. As
mentioned above, no interpretation will ever be stable, however, as new
input spaces may always be introduced and the cross-space projections
altered, with often less than predictable results. The process is inherently
dynamic and, in a broad sense, context dependent.
159 As mentioned above, canonicity is an important component of the generic space
in such an integration network, and this feature of the generic space facilitates the
recruitment of further texts having the same generic structure, i.e., other canonical texts,
as input spaces in the network.

theoretical and methodological issues



Aichele argues that a “community’s desire for a canon is desire for a
text that conveys truly an essential, authoritative message and that controls the interpretation of that message.”160 This, however, is a desire that
will never be satisfied. No matter how firm the canonical delineation of
authoritative texts becomes, interpretation will never be guided solely
by the texts on the inside of the canon, or solely by the canon as metatext, for it is clear that the canonical texts can be interpreted in a wide
variety of ways by people who share the same, or broadly the same,
canon. Thus, in order to control the interpretation of Scripture, additional measures are needed, and it is evident that Christian communities
felt the need from a very early stage, long before the eventual closure
of the canon, to establish certain extra-canonical checks and balances
in order to safeguard acceptable interpretation. Doctrinal statements of
varying complexity were accordingly codified in increasingly important
creeds and rules of faith.161 In terms of Blending Theory, such doctrinal checks and balances may be conceived of as additional interpretive
frames that exclude certain readings and facilitate others, but, importantly, they may also be regarded as authoritative input spaces in their
own right, that increasingly projected major elements of their own to the
interpretive blends arising from the reading of Scriptural texts. Thus we
also see how rules of faith or creeds cannot any more than the canon, or
its individual constituent texts, interpret themselves, that is, control their
own interpretation, since interpretation will always be a dynamic practice performed by human beings in particular contexts. And accordingly
we may observe that the creeds themselves increasingly became subjects
of commentary and interpretation.162 Viewed as new authoritative input
spaces, then, it becomes clear that the establishment of such authoritative
doctrinal formulations can only limit interpretation to a certain extent.
Interpreters will be able to interpret Scripture in an infinite variety of
ways, even while being in accordance with authoritative credal formulations.
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Aichele, The Control of Biblical Meaning, .
For the history of early Christian creeds, see J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (rd
ed.; London: Longman, ).
162 See, e.g., J.N.D. Kelly, Rufinus: A Commentary on the Apostles’ Creed (ACW ;
London: Longmans, ); Alphonse Mingana, Commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia
on the Nicene Creed (Woodbrooke Studies ; Cambridge: W. Heffer & Sons, ).
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.. Interpretive Communities

How can one then ultimately distinguish between right and wrong,
or rather acceptable and unacceptable, readings? As Stanley Fish has
pointed out, “while there are always mechanisms for ruling out readings, their source is not the text but the presently recognized interpretive strategies for producing the text.”163 Fish’s focus on the function of
interpretive communities as the locus of a text’s meaning thus provides
us with an important corrective to a focus on the individual autonomous
reader, and a promising point of departure for further inquiries into
the social constraints upon interpretation, the function of institutional
power structures, and the impact of struggles between various interpretive communities over the acceptable range of scriptural interpretation
in early Christianity. As Fish has argued, “the fact of agreement, rather
than being a proof of the stability of objects, is a testimony to the power
of an interpretive community to constitute the objects upon which its
members . . . can then agree.”164 From this it follows, argues Fish, that
“disagreements are not settled by the facts, but are the means by which
the facts are settled. Of course, no such settling is final, and in the (almost
certain) event that the dispute is opened again, the category of the facts
‘as they really are’ will be reconstituted in still another shape.”165
Early Christian interpreters of Scripture were no exceptions to this
rule. The understanding of texts were shaped by the needs and constraints
of the individual interpreter’s social context. So, although there were
mechanisms for ruling out readings, such as canons, creeds, and rules
of faith, discussed above, these mechanisms were not grounded in the
texts themselves, but in “the presently recognized interpretive strategies”
for producing them.166 As Bart Ehrman formulates it, following Fish,
to be sure, few readers realize that they are generating meanings from a
text, that is, that they are employing culturally conditioned interpretive
strategies to make sense of the words on a page. Interpretive strategies,
according to the common assumption, are necessary only for ideologically slanted (i.e., biased) interpretations, not for understanding a text’s
“common-sensical” or “obvious” meaning. But in point of fact, even com163 Stanley Fish, “What Makes an Interpretation Acceptable?” in Is There a Text in This
Class? The Authority of Interpretive Communities (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, ), .
164 Fish, “What Makes an Interpretation Acceptable?” .
165 Fish, “What Makes an Interpretation Acceptable?” –.
166 See Fish, “What Makes an Interpretation Acceptable?” .
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mon sense requires (by definition) a community of like-minded readers,
a group of interpreters who share basic assumptions both about the world
and about the process of understanding.167

And in early Christianity there was, of course, not just a single interpretive community, but rather a great number of such communities and subcommunities, and from one or more of these communities stem the texts
that are the focus of the present study, Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil.
.. Embodiment and Culture
A central idea of cognitive linguistics is the assumption that “conceptual
organisation within the human mind is a function of the way our speciesspecific bodies interact with the environment we inhabit,” as Vyvyan
Evans and Melanie Green put it.168 The dominating perspective within
the field is that human cognition is embodied, which means that there is
a fundamental awareness of the fact that the way we perceive, think, and
communicate is fundamentally grounded in embodied experience.169
For, as Evans and Green point out, “we can only talk about what we can
perceive and conceive, and the things that we can perceive and conceive
derive from embodied experience.”170 But what about the cultural side of
things? Although the human body may be said to be basically universal
in its constitution across cultures, this, of course, does not mean that
the way the body and its processes are interpreted, or the way it is used,
are universal.171 While “it is our embodied interaction with the world
167

Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University
Press, ), . See also Stanley Fish, “Normal Circumstances, Literal Language, Direct
Speech Acts, the Ordinary, the Everyday, the Obvious, What Goes Without Saying, and
Other Special Cases,” in Is There a Text in This Class? The Authority of Interpretive Communities (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, ), –.
168 Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, .
169 For the embodied view of cognition in cognitive linguistics, see, esp., Mark Johnson,
The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, ); George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Philosophy in the
Flesh: The Embodied Mind and Its Challenge to Western Thought (New York: Basic Books,
); Mark Johnson and George Lakoff, “Why Cognitive Linguistics Requires Embodied
Realism,” Cognitive Linguistics : (): –; Gibbs et al., “Embodied Experience”.
170 Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, .
171 See Kövecses, Metaphor in Culture, . Kövecses argues that “it is simplistic to
suggest that universal aspects of the body necessarily lead to universal conceptualization,
and it is equally simplistic to suggest that variation in culture excludes the possibility of
universal conceptualization” (ibid., ; Kövecses’ emphasis).
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that provides the basic shape of experiences, and our cognitive abilities
that further abstract and schematize those basic shapes,” as Michele
Emanatian puts it, these are, “of course, filtered through the culture we
are part of.”172 By extension we may say that while the basic cognitive
processes are universal, their applications are not.173 That is to say that
while the mechanics of thought are fundamentally human and embodied
and the same across cultures, this does not mean that people think
the same regardless of culture and context—far from it. Acknowledging
the universal underlying mechanics of thought may, however, enable us
to analyse the intellectual products and patterns of thought of peoples
and cultures far removed from our own with an adequate degree of
methodological clarity.
.. Conclusion
Cognitive poetics provides us with a means of analysis that, in the words
of Margaret Freeman, “opens up the cognitive layers upon which a literary text is built and, in doing so, provides a reading that reveals the
frame and structure of meaning that is endemic and central to the text
itself. It makes explicit the cognitive skills we apply implicitly when we
analyze literary texts.”174 It is thus hoped that the use of the methodology
outlined in this chapter will facilitate the exposition of the interpretive
possibilities that are opened in a reading of the texts under scrutiny, and
help illustrate the ways in which readers may produce meaning in their
encounters with them. My intention in this study is not so much to find
answers, as to highlight interpretive possibilities that may enable us to
pose new questions. I would also like to stress the hypothetical nature of
the quest to grasp the ways in which these texts were actually understood
at the time when they were produced and read in antiquity, not to mention the intentions behind them, for as Stanley Fish has pointed out, “we
are never not in the act of interpreting.”175

172 Michele Emanatian, “Everyday Metaphors of Lust and Sex in Chagga,” Ethos :
(): .
173 See Kövecses, Metaphor in Culture, .
174 Freeman, “Poetry,” .
175 Fish, “Normal Circumstances,” .

chapter three
“IN HER NATURE SHE IS A WOMAN”:
THE FEMINISATION OF THE SOUL IN
THE EXEGESIS ON THE SOUL
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲁⲓ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲡⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
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̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄

( Pet :)1

. Introduction
With a confidence now rarely found among scholars of Antiquity, Robert
McL. Wilson could state in  that “we today have no doubt of the original intention of Hosea, and of the meaning of his prophesies. Coming to
the Exegesis on the Soul with that knowledge we are bound to regard it
as something of an exegetical curiosity.”2 It is this “exegetical curiosity,”
the sixth tractate of Nag Hammadi Codex II, entitled the Exegesis on the
Soul (ⲧⲉⲝⲏⲅⲏⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ),3 which is the subject of the present chapter.
Using the theoretical framework outlined in chapter , I will here analyse
Exeg. Soul’s interpretation and use of Scripture while making no claims
with regard to the original intention of either the authors of the Scriptural
texts or that of Exeg. Soul. itself.

1

Horner, Sahidic New Testament.
Robert McL. Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis in the Gnostic Exegesis on the Soul,”
in Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts: In Honour of Pahor Labib (ed. Martin Krause; NHS ;
Leiden: Brill, ), .
3 Exeg. Soul is located between the tractates Orig. World and Thom. Cont. on pages
.–. in Nag Hammadi Codex II. It is one of eight Nag Hammadi tractates
to have a title at both its beginning and its end (see Jean-Daniel Dubois, “Les titres du
Codex I [Jung] de Nag Hammadi,” in La formation des canons scripturaires [ed. Michel
Tardieu; Patrimoines; Paris: Cerf, ], ).
2



chapter three
.. Outline of the Narrative

Exeg. Soul is in several ways a unique text among the Nag Hammadi
tractates, especially with regard to its literary structure and composition,
but also when it comes to its contents. It is a self-proclaimed exegesis,4 but
one which is not presented in a straightforward manner. Instead we are
treated to an allegorical5 exposition presented in the form of a mythical
narrative interspersed with commentary, quotations, and more or less
oblique allusions. The story focuses on the fallen soul, personified as a
woman, and her repentance and redemption. In summary, the storyline

4 Cf. Martin Krause, “Die Sakramente in der ‘Exegese über die Seele’,” in Les textes
de Nag Hammadi: Colloque du Centre d’Histoire des Religions (Strasbourg, – octobre
) (ed. Jacques-É. Ménard; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), ; Hans-Martin Schenke,
“Sprachliche und exegetische Probleme in den beiden letzten Schriften des Codex II von
Nag Hammadi,” OLZ : (): ; Christina-Maria Franke, “Die Erzählung über die
Seele (NHC II,),” in Nag Hammadi Deutsch ( vols.; ed. Hans-Martin Schenke, et al.;
GCS, Neue Folge , , Koptisch-Gnostische Schriften II–III; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
–), :. Rodolphe Kasser, however, has argued that the word ⲉⲝⲏⲅⲏⲥⲓⲥ should
here not be rendered as “exegesis,” but rather as “story,” and suggests that the title should
therefore be translated as L’Histoire de l’Âme and proposes “et son exégèse à conclusion
parénétique” as an explanatory subtitle (see Rodolphe Kasser, “L’Eksêgêsis etbe tpsukhê
[NH II, ]: Histoire de l’âme puis exégèse parénétique de ce mythe gnostique,” Apocrypha
 []: –). Kasser is right to point out this important sense of the Greek term
ξγησις and its appropriateness in this context, but I think the sense of ξγησις as
exegesis, i.e., as an expository interpretation, is an equally apt one in the title of this
tractate and I have therefore opted to translate it accordingly, while acknowledging
that the denotation of “story” may also be in play here since the exposition is partly
written in the form of a narrative. The use of the term ⲉⲝⲏⲅⲏⲥⲓⲥ in Coptic to denote an
expository text is, e.g., attested by Shenoute who refers to his discursive anti-heretical
work known as I Am Amazed by the term ⲉⲝⲏⲅⲏⲥⲓⲥ (Shenoute, I Am Amazed, DS ;
Stephen Emmel, “Theophilus’s Festal Letter of  as Quoted by Shenoute,” in Divitiae
Aegypti: Koptologische und verwandte Studien zu Ehren von Martin Krause [ed. Cäcilia
Fluck, et al.; Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, ], ). The title used in Layton
and Robinson’s edition of Exeg. Soul, “The Expository Treatise on the Soul,” is thus an apt
one (see Bentley Layton, ed., William C. Robinson, Jr., trans., “The Expository Treatise on
the Soul,” in On the Origin of the World, Expository Treatise on the Soul, Book of Thomas
the Contender [ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi Codex II,– Together with
XIII,*, Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ], –
). The phrase ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ corresponds to the Greek περ ψυχς (see Sevrin, L’Exégèse
de l’âme, ).
5 Allegory is here understood as an extended metaphor (i.e., a metaphor extending over several clauses), akin to Peter Crisp’s notion of allegory as a “superextended
metaphor,” i.e., an extended metaphor with no direct references to the metaphorical target. Exeg. Soul does have some direct references to the metaphorical target, but still largely
functions in the way described by Crisp (see Crisp, “Allegory,” –).
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describes the soul’s life of prostitution (πορνεα)6 after her fall from
heaven into a material body, and her repentance once she realises her
predicament. Regretting a life of prostitution, the soul weeps and prays
to her Father in heaven, with whom, it turns out, she lived in her original
existence. Now, upon hearing the soul’s repenting cries for help and
pleas for forgiveness, the Father takes pity on her and provides her with
salvation in the form of a husband. Exeg. Soul informs us early on that
the soul’s original existence was “male-female,” and we later learn that
the union between the soul and her saviour-husband re-establishes this
original pair and leads to the soul’s ascent back into heaven. Such is
the main structure of the mythical narrative. It should be mentioned,
however, that the text becomes increasingly homiletic as it progresses,
with the mythical narrative proper ending three manuscript pages before
the end of the tractate.7
.. Purpose and Problems
While, on the face of it, the narrative is rather simple, the way it is
presented is not. It is especially the text’s intricate and often implicit
prompting of conceptual and intertextual blends that creates interpretive
problems. The tractate contains interpretive twists and turns that may
indeed baffle the modern reader, often making it difficult to discern the
principles at work in its scriptural exegesis. It should be noted at the
outset, however, that Exeg. Soul is not merely concerned with exegeting
the explicitly quoted scriptural passages, but also ones that are only
alluded to, and not only written sources, but ritual practice as well. In the
present chapter I will delve into the poetics of Exeg. Soul and investigate
the methods of exegesis employed and the materials they are applied to.
In particular I will investigate the function of metaphor, metonymy and
intertextuality in the tractate’s understanding of ritual, a theme that plays
a crucial role throughout.
The term πορνεα may be taken to refer to any kind of illicit sexual intercourse,
including adultery and fornication as well as prostitution (cf. Joseph Jensen, “Does
Porneia Mean Fornication? A Critique of Bruce Malina,” NovT : []: –).
I have translated the term throughout as prostitution, but it should be noted that since
the underlying term is πορνεα it also carries the aforementioned connotations and not
simply what we would strictly regard as prostitution. It should also be noted that the way
πορνεα is used in Exeg. Soul is dependent on its use in the New Testament and in the
Septuagint.
7 For a convenient overview of the structure of the text, see the tables in Kasser,
“L’Eksêgêsis,” , .
6
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As argued by Raymond Gibbs, and discussed in chapter , the nature
of human conceptualisation facilitates the use of multiple metaphors
to access different aspects of one’s knowledge of a concept so that it
may be conceptualised differently at different instances and in different
contexts.8 In Exeg. Soul, we will see that the scope of the source and the
range of the target in metaphorical relations are exploited rhetorically
in diverse and interesting ways. In what follows we will take a closer
look at some of the most important metaphorical blends that function
throughout this tractate and how they interrelate with each other and
with the tractate’s many scriptural quotations and allusions. In other
words, we will be looking at the way in which the tractate prompts for
the construction of metaphorical and intertextual blends and how they
interact.

. Textual and Redactional Issues
Despite its unique features, scholars have shown only moderate interest
in Exeg. Soul. Apart from Maddalena Scopello’s study, the critical editions by Jean-Marie Sevrin and Cornelia Kulawik are the only booklength treatments of it.9 The main focus so far has been a philological one, and there have appeared several critical editions of the Coptic text with accompanying translations and commentary. In addition
to Sevrin’s French and Kulawik’s German critical editions there is also
the important English edition by Bentley Layton, with introduction and
translation by William C. Robinson, Jr., as well as the early German edition by Martin Krause.10 In addition, several important articles dealing

8

Gibbs, “Prototypes,” .
Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme; Cornelia Kulawik, Die Erzählung über die Seele (NagHammadi-Codex II,): Neu herausgegeben, übersetzt und erklärt (TUGAL ; Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, ); Maddalena Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme: Nag Hammadi Codex
II,: Introduction, traduction et commentaire (NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ).
10 Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise”; Martin Krause and Pahor Labib, eds.,
Gnostische und hermetische Schriften aus Codex II und Codex VI (Abhandlungen des
Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Kairo, Koptische Reihe ; Glückstadt: J.J. Augustin,
), –. I have here mainly used the Coptic text of Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise”, supplemented by Krause and Labib, Gnostische und hermetische Schriften,
–; Kulawik, Die Erzählung; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, but always with The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices: Codex II (Leiden: Brill, ) as the ultimate
authority (supplemented by Stephen Emmel, “Unique Photographic Evidence for Nag
Hammadi Texts: CG II –, III  and XIII *,” BASP  []: –). All translations
9
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primarily with issues of the reconstruction and translation of the Coptic
text have been published.11
.. Scriptural Intertextuality
One of the most conspicuous features of Exeg. Soul is its use of scriptural
quotations. But how do they function in the text’s overall rhetoric? The
exegetical method of Exeg. Soul was described in  as “proof-text
method” by Wilson, who did not hold it in high regard:
From the point of view of the modern scholar, the document reveals
the weaknesses of the proof-text method, and of allegory. The quotations
are simply lifted out of context, without regard for their original setting
or their original meaning. For us of course this involves an exegetical
misdemeanour, but our principles and methods are different.12

As will be shown in what follows, however, this is hardly an adequate
description of the way in which Scripture is used in this tractate.13 The
scriptural references in Exeg. Soul range from direct quotations and paraphrases to allusions. With regard to the first two categories, the texts are
from the Coptic are my own. See appendix A for complete Coptic text and translation,
where all divergences in the Coptic text from the critical editions of Krause, Kulawik,
Layton, and Sevrin are noted.
11 See esp. Bentley Layton, “Editorial Notes on the ‘Expository Treatise Concerning
the Soul’ (Tractate II  from Nag Hammadi),” BASP : (): –; Bentley Layton,
“The Soul as a Dirty Garment: (Nag Hammadi Codex II, Tractate , :–),” Mus 
(): –; Frederik Wisse, “On Exegeting ‘The Exegesis on the Soul’,” in Les Textes
de Nag Hammadi: Colloque du Centre d’Histoire des Religions (Strasbourg, – octobre
) (ed. Jacques-É. Ménard; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Schenke, “Sprachliche
und exegetische Probleme”; Nagel, “Die Septuaginta-Zitate”; Gerald M. Browne, “Textual
Notes on the Exegesis on the Soul,” BASP  (): –; Hedda Bethge, “Die Exegese
über die Seele: Die sechste Schrift aus Nag-Hammadi-Codex II: Eingeleitet und übersetzt vom Berliner Arbeitskreis für koptisch-gnostische Schriften,” TLZ : ():
–; Rodolphe Kasser, “L’Histoire de l’Âme (ou Exégèse de l’Âme, NH II,) en langue
copte saïdique: passage controversé (,–) soumis à un nouvel examen,” Göttinger
Miszellen: Beiträge zur ägyptologischen Diskussion  (): –; Rodolphe Kasser,
“La gnose en roman mélodramatique: L’Histoire de l’Âme (NH II, ). Bibliothèque gnostique XI,” RTP  (): –.
12 Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis,” .
13 My use of the term Scripture does not presuppose a closed canon. The term is used
here to refer to a corpus of texts that was considered by early Christian communities to be
authoritative. The evidence of Exeg. Soul indicates that for the individual or community
behind this tractate such a corpus of texts seems to have corresponded broadly to the texts
which eventually came to be included in the Old and New Testament canons. However,
the way in which Exeg. Soul refers to Homer may indicate that a rather open and loosely
defined concept of Scripture is operative. For the relationship between Scripture and
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either explicitly identified or employed anonymously. Indeed, one of the
features that make Exeg. Soul unique among the Nag Hammadi texts
is its extensive use of direct scriptural quotations.14 The tractate quotes
directly from Jeremiah, Hosea, Ezekiel, Psalms, and First Corinthians,
and even identifies these texts with introductory phrases. The quotation
of  Cor :–, for instance, is introduced by the phrase, “therefore Paul,
̄
writing to the Corinthians, said:” (ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲣⲓⲑⲓⲟⲥ
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉ).15 In addition, passages from Ephesians, Genesis, Isaiah, and
John are also quoted directly, but anonymously. The introductory statements are in these cases more vague.16 The quotation of John : is
for example introduced with the statement “therefore the Saviour cries
out:” (ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϥ[ⲁ]ϣⲕⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ϫⲉ).17 Exeg. Soul also intro˙
˙
˙
˙
˙
duces as quotations what seem to be paraphrases of passages from Genesis, Matthew, Luke, Acts, First Thessalonians, First Corinthians, Second
Corinthians, and Ephesians. In these cases, introductory phrases like “as
it is written” (ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϥⲥⲏϩ ϫⲉ)18 belie the fact that they, as far as we
know given the current manuscript evidence, do not introduce exact
quotations. Nevertheless, the fact that they are presented as such underscores the scriptural basis, and thereby also the implicit scriptural authority, of these paraphrases.
The majority of Exeg. Soul’s direct quotations are taken from the
Old Testament, namely Genesis, Psalms, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and

canon, see e.g. Aichele, Sign, Text, Scripture, . For thorough discussions of questions
regarding Scripture and canon, see e.g., Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders, eds.,
The Canon Debate (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, ) and the discussion in chapter 
of the present study.
14 See Rodolphe Kasser, “Citations des grands prophètes bibliques dans les textes
gnostiques coptes,” in Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts: In Honour of Pahor Labib
(ed. Martin Krause; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Christopher M. Tuckett, Nag
Hammadi and the Gospel Tradition: Synoptic Tradition in the Nag Hammadi Library
(ed. John Riches; Studies in the New Testament and Its World; Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
), –, –. Cf. also Pheme Perkins, “Gnosticism and the Christian Bible,”
in The Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, ),  n. .
15 Exeg. Soul .–.
16 As Ulrich Luz points out, “The difference between allusion and quotation is fluid.
The absence of an introductory quotation formula should not be a factor in evaluating
a putative quotation; many quotations, particularly in Hellenistic literature, are not
introduced by such a formula” (Luz, “Intertexts,” ).
17 Exeg. Soul .–..
18 Exeg. Soul ., introducing a paraphrase based on Gen :;  Cor :; :; Eph
:.

the feminisation of the soul



Hosea,19 while only three New Testament texts, John, First Corinthians,
and Ephesians, are quoted directly. Of the latter, First Corinthians is
the only one explicitly identified by the text, while for instance, as we
have seen, John : is referred to simply as the words of the Saviour. In
addition to the outright New Testament quotations, however, there are
several close paraphrases and an abundance of allusions.
A seemingly curious feature of Exeg. Soul is the fact that it also quotes
Homer’s Odyssey three times, in much the same manner as it quotes
Scripture,20 introduced the first time with the statement “therefore it
is written in the poet” (ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϥⲥⲏϩ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲓⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ϫⲉ).21 Moreover, in
addition to quotations from texts that eventually became part of the
biblical canon, Exeg. Soul also quotes at least one extra-canonical text
besides the abovementioned quotations from the Odyssey. Introduced as
the words of the Father, speaking through the Prophet (ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ
[ⲏⲧ]ⲏⲥ ϫⲉ “Therefore he said through the Spirit in
ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲉⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫ
̄
22
the Prophet”), Exeg. Soul follows closely what First Clement presents
as a scriptural quotation,23 but which may be from a hypothetical text
known as Apocryphal Ezekiel.24 Here it is difficult to decide whether Exeg.
Soul quotes the same text as First Clement or whether it is simply quoting
19 Gen : (Exeg. Soul .); : (Exeg. Soul .–); Ps :– LXX (Exeg. Soul
.–); :– LXX (Exeg. Soul .–); :– LXX (Exeg. Soul .–);
Isa : (Exeg. Soul .–); :– (.–); Jer :– (Exeg. Soul .–); Ezek
:– (Exeg. Soul .–); Hos :– (Exeg. Soul .–.). For Exeg. Soul’s
use of Old Testament quotations, see Nagel, “Die Septuaginta-Zitate”; Martin Krause,
“Aussagen über das Alte Testament in z.T. bisher unveröffentlichten gnostischen Texten
aus Nag Hammadi,” in Ex orbe religionum: Studia Geo Widengren, XXIV mense Aprili
MCMLXXII quo die lustra tredecim feliciter explevit oblata ab collegis, discipulis, amicis,
collegae magistro amico congratulantibus (ed. C.J. Bleeker, et al.; SHR ; Leiden: Brill,
), –; Kasser, “Citations des grands prophètes”.
20 Cf. Birger A. Pearson, “Use, Authority and Exegesis of Mikra in Gnostic Literature,”
in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading & Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient
Judaism & Early Christianity (ed. Martin Jan Mulder and Harry Sysling; Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, ), .
21 Exeg. Soul .–. For a discussion of the Homeric quotations in Exeg. Soul,
see Maddalena Scopello, “Les citations d’Homère dans le traité de L’Exégèse de l’âme,”
in Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers Read at the Seventh International Congress on Patristic
Studies (Oxford, September th–th ) (ed. Martin Krause; NHS ; Leiden: Brill,
), –; Arthur J. Droge, “Homeric Exegesis Among the Gnostics,” in Historia,
Theologica, Gnostica, Biblica et Apocrypha: Papers Presented to the Tenth International
Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford  (ed. Elizabeth A. Livingstone; StPatr
; Leuven: Peeters, ), –.
22 Exeg. Soul .–.
23  Clem. ..
24 Exeg. Soul .–..
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 Clem. ..25 The fact that both texts end their quotations at the same
place and both go on in a similar fashion to quote from Isaiah,26 indicates
that the latter may well be the case.27 It should be noted, however, that
Clement of Alexandria also quotes part of the same passage, presenting
it simply as a quotation from Ezekiel,28 and agrees with Exeg. Soul in
using the word ψχ (“soul”) rather than καρδα (“heart”) as the oldest
manuscripts of First Clement would have it.29 Antoine Guillaumont has
concluded that Exeg. Soul “sans aucun doute” quotes Apocryphal Ezekiel
directly and not through First Clement,30 while Scopello and Sevrin have
both argued that Exeg. Soul quotes the apocryphon from an anthology,
that is, from a thematic collection of excerpts from different sources.31
Boudewijn Dehandschutter, on the other hand, argues that the very
existence of Apocryphal Ezekiel itself is not well enough attested to sustain
such a conclusion. In his view First Clement, Clement of Alexandria, and

25 For an exhaustive overview of the question, see James R. Mueller, The Five Fragments
of the Apocryphon of Ezekiel: A Critical Study (JSPSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, ), –, –.
26 Exeg. Soul goes on to quote Isa . and Isa .–, while First Clement quotes
Isa :–.
27 Frederik Wisse argues, on the basis of how the quotation from Isa :– follows
the possible Apocryphal Ezekiel quotation in First Clement, that in quoting  Clem. .,
the author of Exeg. Soul believed that he was in fact quoting Isaiah. Wisse argues that this
is indicated by the fact that Exeg. Soul introduces its own following quotations of Isaiah
with the phrases ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲕⲉⲙⲁ (“again, in another place”) and ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲕⲉⲙⲁ
̄
(“again
he said in another place”) (see Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ). However, the latter argument
overlooks the fact that Exeg. Soul introduces the quotation of  Clem. . / Apocryphal
Ezekiel as the words of the Father speaking through the spirit in the prophet (see Exeg.
Soul .–), and thus the introductory phrases ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲕⲉⲙⲁ and ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲕⲉⲙⲁ
̄
may simply signify that these are to be understood as further words of the Father, rather
than further words of the same prophet.
28 Clement of Alexandria, Paed. ...
29 Here the manuscrips of First Clement differ, however. While the fifth-century Greek
Codex Alexandrinus and two Coptic codices, one from the fourth century and the other
possibly from the fifth, agree in having καρδας, the eleventh-century Greek Codex
Hierosolymitanus, an eleventh-century Latin manuscript, and a twelfth-century Syriac
manuscript have ψυχς or its equivalent (see Bart D. Ehrman, ed. and trans., The Apostolic
Fathers [ vols.; LCL –; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, ], :–
).
30 See Antoine Guillaumont, “Une citation de l’Apocryphe d’Ezéchiel dans l’Exégèse
au sujet de l’âme (Nag Hammadi II,),” in Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts: In Honour
of Pahor Labib (ed. Martin Krause; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, esp. . This
assessment has been supported by Birger Pearson (see Pearson, “Mikra in Gnostic
Literature,” ).
31 See Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme; Jean-Marie Sevrin, “La rédaction de l’Exégèse de
l’âme (Nag Hammadi II,),” Mus  (): –; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme.
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Exeg. Soul might well all be quoting a variant of canonical Ezekiel.32 In
any case, whether Exeg. Soul quotes Apocryphal Ezekiel, First Clement,
a variant of canonical Ezekiel, or some other source, what is relevant to
the present study is that Exeg. Soul presents this quotation as a quotation
from one of the prophetic writings, on par with its other quotations of
Old Testament Scripture, and that it functions on an equal footing with
them within this text.
Although Exeg. Soul quotes texts from the Old Testament to a much
greater extent than it does New Testament ones, which may give the
impression that the former texts are more important to Exeg. Soul than
the latter, the picture is significantly altered when we also consider allusions. The tractate does not limit itself to allusions to texts that are also
quoted, but utilises a broad spectrum of Old and, especially, New Testament texts. In the following analysis, we will see that there is no reason
to privilege the texts or passages that are explicitly quoted over those that
are “only” alluded to. In fact, we will see that some of the most interesting intertextual connections in this text, as in many others, are made by
way of allusions.33 Since the Old Testament quotations in Exeg. Soul have
already been studied extensively,34 here I will focus primarily on the New
Testament quotations and allusions.
.. The Question of Redaction
Given Exeg. Soul’s liberal use of quotations it should come as no surprise
that this feature of the text has been one of the main areas of scholarly
interest. The presence and function of the quotations have been given
varying interpretations, but a primary focus has been on what they may
or may not tell us concerning the tractate’s redaction history. Some have
suggested that the quotations are mere additions to what was already a

32 See Boudewijn Dehandschutter, “L’Apocryphe d’Ézéchiel: Source de l’Exégèse sur
l’âme, p. ,–,?” OLP  (): –. Against this conclusion, see Michael
E. Stone, et al., The Apocryphal Ezekiel (SBLEJL ; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
), , where it is argued that the quoted saying “confidently can be considered to
derive from an Apocryphon of Ezekiel.” For another positive evaluation of the existence of
this text, see Mueller, The Five Fragments.
33 Cf. Painchaud, “The Use of Scripture,” – where this point is made in a general
sense.
34 See, e.g., Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis”; Krause, “Aussagen über das Alte Testament”; Nagel, “Die Septuaginta-Zitate”; Wisse, “On Exegeting,” –; Kasser, “Citations
des grands prophètes”; Sevrin, “La rédaction”.
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self-contained mythological narrative of the fall of the soul into the material world and its subsequent salvation and ascent. Characterising the
quotations as “eclectic glosses and references,” Jean Doresse was the first
to advance such a theory, suggesting that the quotations were inserted
into the narrative at the latest possible stage, by the compiler of Nag
Hammadi Codex II.35 Some years later, William C. Robinson presented a
more moderate articulation of this theory, arguing that it was the redactor of the hypothetical Greek original who inserted the scriptural quotations and references as proof-texts into an already existing mythological narrative, and argued that the latter did not itself depend upon the
quotations.36 Robinson’s main argument was that the quotations may be
removed from the text without significant loss of meaning, leaving the
mythological narrative fundamentally intact. According to Robinson, the
quotations “were added to the story and so are not the narrative’s source,”
they just “sanction its interpretation.”37 Other scholars have argued in
favour of the integrity of the text as it stands, however, and held that not
only are the quotations essential ingredients of the tractate as a whole,
but they are in fact crucial components of the mythological narrative
itself.38 Finally, Sevrin and Scopello have both argued that the tractate is
the coherent work of an author using several sources, with the mythological narrative being one of these sources, and that the majority of the Old
Testament quotations were taken from an anthology, rather than directly
from the various Old Testament texts.39

35 Jean Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics: An Introduction to the
Gnostic Coptic Manuscripts Discovered at Chenoboskion: With an English Translation and
Critical Evaluation of the Gospel According to Thomas (trans. Leonard Johnston; London:
Hollis & Carter, ), –.
36 See William C. Robinson, Jr., “The Exegesis on the Soul,” NovT : (): –
; William C. Robinson, Jr., “The Expository Treatise on the Soul: Introduction,”
in On the Origin of the World, Expository Treatise on the Soul, Book of Thomas the
Contender (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi Codex II,– Together with XIII,*,
Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
William C. Robinson, Jr., “Exegesis on the Soul,” ABD : –. See also Nagel, “Die
Septuaginta-Zitate,” .
37 Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” .
38 See Wisse, “On Exegeting,” –; Krause, “Die Sakramente,” ; Wilson, “Old
Testament Exegesis,” –; Layton, “Dirty Garment,” –.
39 See Sevrin, “La rédaction”; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –; Scopello, L’Exégèse de
l’âme, –. Against the conclusion that Exeg. Soul used a florilegium of Old Testament
excerpts, see Robinson, “Introduction,” ; Kulawik, Die Erzählung, . With regard to
the New Testament, however, Scopello concludes that the author had a good and direct
knowledge of these texts (see Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
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The approach taken in the present study is in line with the view
that Exeg. Soul as it is preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II should be
regarded as a coherent and consistent whole,40 and for the purposes of the
following analysis I will refrain from entering into speculations regarding
the tractate’s possible redaction history.

. Analysis of Major Blends
Throughout Exeg. Soul there are certain key conceptual blends that underlie and guide the rhetoric of the tractate. An analysis of these blends
is the focus of the present section.
.. The Soul is a Woman
Perhaps the single most important premise for the rhetoric of Exeg. Soul
is the fact that the soul is presented as a woman. This is referred to in
various ways throughout the tractate and is introduced in its very first
lines in etymological and anatomical terms:
ⲁⲛⲥⲟⲫⲟⲥ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲉϩⲏ
̄
ⲁⲩϯⲟⲛⲟⲙⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲟⲛⲧⲱⲥ
ⲟⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲱⲱⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ
̄

The wise who lived before us named the soul with a feminine name.
Indeed, in her nature she is a woman. She even has her womb.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

In identifying the soul as a woman, Exeg. Soul creates a metaphorical
blend of the concept of soul with the concept of woman. In terms of
Blending Theory we may speak of this as a single-scope network where
a framing (source) input taken from the Idealized Cognitive Model
(ICM)41 of woman provides organising structure to the focus (target)
input of the soul (see fig. ). The structure of the framing input (woman)
becomes the structure of the blend (soul-as-woman) which in turn creates inferences that are projected back onto the focus input (soul), altering our understanding of the latter, inducing a “feeling of global insight,”
as Fauconnier and Turner would put it.42
40 Cf. Sevrin, “La rédaction,” ; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ; Kulawik, Die Erzählung, .
41 See chapter  for an introduction to the concept of Idealized Cognitive Models
(ICMs) as it is used in the present study.
42 See, e.g., Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, .
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This opening statement is thus the first expression in Exeg. Soul of
arguably the most significant blend that runs through the entire text,
namely the soul is a woman. As we shall see, this metaphor serves as
the rhetorical backbone of the text, helping its readers to conceptualise
the rather abstract topic of the internal life and struggles of the soul in
terms of more concrete biological and cultural knowledge of women. One
of the possible entailments that follow from this particular conceptual
integration network is specifically highlighted in the passage quoted
above, namely the detail that the soul has a womb. The highlighting
of this particular metaphorical entailment serves a dual purpose. It is
used as a description of the soul’s femaleness and thus supplements the
etymological argument, but more importantly it also sets the stage for
the further rhetorical exploitation of this very aspect of the metaphorical
blend at a later stage in the narrative.43
The ICM woman is a cluster model, which means that it consists
of a cluster of cognitive models.44 Throughout the tractate the basic
metaphorical blend the soul is a woman draws on different aspects of
this source ICM to create a number of lower-level metaphorical blends
like the soul is a prostitute, the soul is a bride, the soul is a
wife, the soul is a sister, the soul is a mother and the soul is a
daughter, as the woman ICM is drawn upon to supply different mental framing inputs, at different points in the narrative, corresponding to
these different stereotypical female roles. Elements and structure from
each of these inputs are thus at different times blended with elements
from the focus input the soul. Of course, like most ICMs the contents
of the “woman” ICM is culturally contingent, which means that the exact
composition of this ICM in its late antique Sitz im Leben is impossible
for us to retrieve, and, consequently, so are also many of the metaphorical entailments of the blends involving this ICM. However, since not only
common embodied experience, but also intra- and intertextual connections point us in certain directions, this does not leave us totally in the
dark. As we shall see, a good number of metaphorical entailments may
be discerned from the texts cited or alluded to by Exeg. Soul.45
The attribution of different female roles to the soul at different stages of
the narrative functions as a major plot development device in Exeg. Soul.
As we now take a closer look at the function of the various blends that
43
44
45

Cf. Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –.
See Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, esp. .
For the cultural contingency of ICMs, see chapter .
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are related to the overarching conceptual blend the soul is a woman,
we will consider them in the order in which they appear in the narrative
development of Exeg. Soul, starting with the soul’s original state.
... The Soul Is a Daughter and a Virgin
Exeg. Soul describes the original unfallen state of the soul using the two
female ICMs of virgin and daughter:
ϩⲉⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ϩⲁϩⲧⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲉ

While being alone with the Father she was a virgin . . .
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The soul is a virgin (παρνος), and since she is “with the father” she
is of course ipso facto his daughter. The ICMs of virgin and daughter
both supply important metaphorical entailments for the interpretation
of the soul’s original state. An important entailment of the latter is that
as a daughter, it is proper for the soul to be obedient to her father. The
the soul is a daughter metaphor thus serves to introduce the theme
of hierarchy and power relations relative to the soul, as well as Exeg. Soul’s
persistent rhetoric of obedience and submission.
It is a major point in Exeg. Soul that as long as the soul obeys her
father, she exists in a pure state of virginity. This equation of obedience
with purity is significant. As soon as the daughter-soul is disobedient
and leaves her place, however, she falls into prostitution and loses her
virginity. There is no middle ground. The soul’s original state of being, as
an obedient daughter and virgin, thus serves as an important contrast to
the soul’s subsequent tribulations in the material body. The description
of this original state becomes all the more significant by the fact that this
state is also that to which the soul should ideally return, since whichever
way we interpret the original state of the soul, it will have profound
implications for how we view the nature of the soul’s plight in her fallen
state and the nature of her salvation.
... The Soul as Male-Female
In its original state the soul is not only a daughter and a virgin, but is also
described as “a male-female”:46
46 The most common translation of the Coptic term ϩⲟⲩⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ is “androgyne.” In order
to show more clearly the rhetorical function of the term in Exeg. Soul, however, I have here
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ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩϩⲟⲩⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄

. . . and she was male-female in her likeness.47

(Exeg. Soul .–)

The latter characteristic serves not only as a contrast to her later existence
in the world, on par with the two former characteristics in importance,
but it is also a more complex one. In order to understand the rhetorical
function of the term “male-female” (ϩⲟⲩⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ) in Exeg. Soul we have to
look into the scriptural basis for the way it is used here. This means that
in order to understand the conceptual blend, we need to consider the
implications of the intertextual blending that is operative here involving
the account of the creation of man in Gen :– and that of the creation
of woman in Gen :–.
There was a widespread interpretive tradition in antiquity, based on
the peculiar juxtaposition of these two passages in Genesis, which held
that the “man” (νρωπος) which is described in Gen :– as being
created according to the image (κατ’ εκνα) of God, was an androgynous, male-female, being.48 Not only is the wording in Gen :–
 ambiguous with regard to grammatical number, but in Gen :–
Eve is described as being created from Adam, thus indicating to several
exegetes that Eve had to have been originally contained within the original “man” (νρωπος) referred to in :–. From this perspective, the
first creation was that of a male-female entity, an Adam that also included
Eve. This interpretation is supported by the Alexandrian text of the Septuagint which at Gen :, after having referred to Adam as the man created “according to the image” (κατ’ εκνα) at :, states that God made
them male and female and that he called their name, rather than his name,
Adam (κα πωνμασεν τ !νομα α"τ#ν Αδαμ).

chosen to translate it, as literally as possible, as “male-female.” Although “androgyne” is
the literal rendering of “male-female” in Greek, it carries connotations in its English usage
that may be different from those that are highlighted in the rhetoric of Exeg. Soul. Another
possible translation, “hermaphrodite,” carries the same sort of problems as “androgyne.”
47 Robinson’s translation of ⲉⲓⲛⲉ as “form,” in “she was virgin and in form androgynous,” (Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” ) is too restrictive and obscures
the intertextual connection to Genesis, where the word ⲉⲓⲛⲉ, translating the Greek %μοωσις, is crucial.
48 See, e.g., James L. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible: A Guide to the Bible as It Was at
the Start of the Common Era (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, ), –
; Wayne A. Meeks, “The Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest
Christianity,” HR  (): –; William Loader, The Septuagint, Sexuality, and the
New Testament: Case Studies on the Impact of the LXX in Philo and the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, ), –, –.
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In Exeg. Soul the identity of the male part of the original male-female
pair is also made clear later on, where he is identified as the soul’s brother
and husband:
ⲛⲉⲩϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ϩⲁϩⲧⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ

For they were at first united with each other beside the Father, before the
woman lost49 the husband who is her brother.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

A reading of Exeg. Soul .– and .– with Gen :– in
mind may thus produce the intertextual blend shown in fig. . Exeg.
Soul .– should on its own be enough to evoke Gen :–, but
together with Exeg. Soul .–, at a point where Genesis  has already
been quoted and alluded to several times, and thus very likely to be
primed in the reader’s mind, it is readily evoked.50 As we can see, there
are counterpart relations between the descriptions of the original state
of the soul and the original νρωπος of Genesis , with vital identity
relations between Adam in the Genesis input and the male part of the
soul’s male-female pair in the Exeg. Soul inputs. And as Adam and Eve
in the Genesis account may be said to be both spouses and siblings, the
Genesis passage easily blends with the description of the soul’s partner as
her husband and brother in Exeg. Soul. Consequently the same applies to
the identity relations between the soul and Eve. Furthermore, the generic
male-female relation and the proximity of this pair to the Father are
features that are projected to the generic space. In the blend, there is a
compression to uniqueness of vital identity relations which results in an
equation of the original state of the soul with the relationship between
Adam and Eve in Genesis.51
With this blend in mind we may now consider the blend related to
the soul’s fall. The separation of the soul from her consort is, in addition
to the passage at Exeg. Soul .–, quoted above, also referred to in
.– and .–:

49 I have chosen to understand the Coptic ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲙ̄ - as “lost” (cf. Crum a), but
the term may also be translated as “led astray” (see Layton and Robinson, “Expository
Treatise,” ). See below for discussion.
50 On subsequent readings of the tractate this is of course even more the case.
51 Cf. Elaine H. Pagels, “Adam and Eve and the Serpent in Genesis –,” in Images of
the Feminine in Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ),
–.
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ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛϩⲁⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲥⲓ
̄ ⲉⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ

but when she fell down to a body and came to this life
(Exeg. Soul .–)
ϫⲓⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲧⲁⲥϩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄

since the time she fell from the house of her Father
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The latter two passages state that the soul falls from the house of her
Father and into a body. The nature of the separation from her partner is
described only in .–, however, where the ambiguous Coptic word
ⲥⲱⲣⲙ is used. The phrase ⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
may be understood in
conflicting ways. The woman either lost her husband or led him astray.
The latter does not really fit into the overall narrative of Exeg. Soul,
however, where the soul’s tribulations are shown to be caused by the
fact that she left her husband and “the house of her father” and “fell”
(ϩⲉ / ϩⲁⲉⲓⲉ) into a body. Her husband does not seem to do anything
wrong, however. On the contrary, he comes to save her later on. On
these grounds, the rendering “lost” seems more correct, retaining the
culpability of the soul while keeping her husband and Saviour suitably
spotless.52 This is also more in line with Exeg. Soul’s commentary on
its quotations of the Odyssey towards the end of the tractate, where it
refers to the soul leaving (ⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲁ
̄ ) her true husband.53 The separation
of the soul from her partner also recalls the splitting of the original
νρωπος, which in Genesis happens with the creation of woman in
Gen :–. Exeg. Soul evokes both that account and the fall from grace
and banishment from paradise in Gen , which produces an interesting
interpretive blend, where the separation of the soul from her partner is
equated with the account of the creation of woman in Gen :–, while
the fall of the soul from heaven is equated with the fall from grace in
Gen . There is here a common generic space for the three inputs as well
as one for inputs  and , and for  and  respectively. Note also that

52 This is also the solution chosen by Kulawik, who translates “bevor die Frau den
Mann verlor” (Kulawik, Die Erzählung, ). The translation “led astray,” which is the
one chosen by Robinson (see Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” ), may
be supported by seeing here an allusion to Eve making Adam eat the forbidden fruit
(cf. Rose Horman Arthur, The Wisdom Goddess: Feminine Motifs in Eight Nag Hammadi
Documents [Lanham: University Press of America, ], ), but such an allusion does
not fit well within the overall rhetoric of Exeg. Soul.
53 Exeg. Soul .–.
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there is only a partial projection of the two Genesis input spaces into the
blended space. Only select features of these inputs are utilised, as shown
in fig. .
Whether this means that the soul herself constitutes the entire malefemale entity in her original state, i.e., the entire original νρωπος,
or just the female part of it, is left ambiguous in the passage from
Exeg. Soul quoted above, but, as we shall see, the latter interpretation
seems the most probable in light of the overall rhetoric of the text.
It is clear that the motif of the ideal male-female pair is rhetorically
highly important in Exeg. Soul and represents the ideal paradisal state
and salvation’s ultimate goal, as well as the means of bringing it about.
It is consequently also the ideal with which the undesirable conduct
and fallen states of the soul are contrasted. A literal rendering of the
term ϩⲟⲩⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ makes clear the important contrast between the soul’s
original existence in a male-female pair, and her subsequent existence
as a lone female (ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ) without her male partner, her true husband,
in her fallen state. Leaving her true male (ϩⲟⲩⲧ) partner, the female
(ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ) ends up consorting with false ones. Salvation, as we shall see,
consequently entails reunification with her natural and true male (ϩⲟⲩⲧ)
partner.
Some modern commentators have taken the account of the soul’s original state in Exeg. Soul to imply a state of negated sexuality, that is, a
state of being neither male nor female. William C. Robinson, for example, characterises the original state of the soul as an “asexual state (virginity and androgyny),” in contrast to a fallen state, “characterized by
sexual identity (female or male).”54 This interpretation misses a highly
important aspect of Exeg. Soul’s overall rhetoric, however, namely the
contrast between the soul as a lone female vs. the soul as the female part
of a male-female pair, together with the important contrast between her
one true spouse and her many untrue husbands or adulterers. Importantly, in both cases the soul is female. Robinson even claims that “the
narrative revels in condemning sex.”55 He argues that asexuality is the
salient characteristic of the soul’s original state, and that it is “sexuality in itself ” that is “the soul’s plight.”56 He draws from this the conclusion that “deliverance would entail restoration of the original state of

54
55
56

Robinson, “Introduction,” .
Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” .
Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” ; see also Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” .
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asexuality.”57 But should we, as Robinson does, take the actions of the soul
to refer directly to human actions in the “real” world? And is it sexuality
as such that Exeg. Soul takes issue with? We will take a closer look at these
questions when we now turn to investigate Exeg. Soul’s description of the
sexual escapades of the soul in her fallen state.
... The Soul Is a Prostitute
Exeg. Soul combines two separate but related themes in its account of the
soul’s fallen state, namely, on the one hand the story of the lost daughter,
and on the other that of the unfaithful wife.58 As just mentioned, the soul’s
status as an obedient daughter and virgin changes dramatically with her
fall:
ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛϩⲁⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲥⲓ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲁⲥϩⲁⲉⲓⲉ
ⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄
ⲛⲗⲏⲥⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϩⲩ
̄ ⲃ[ⲣⲓ]ⲥⲧⲏⲥ ⲁⲩⲛⲟϫⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
˙ ⲁⲩⲭⲣⲱ ⲛⲁⲥ ϩ[ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃⲓ
̄
]ⲁ ϩⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ
ⲁⲩ[ . . . . . . . . . ]ⲟⲥ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲉⲛ
˙ ⲥ ̄ ⲁⲥ[ . . . . .
˙
˙
̄ ⲣ[ⲟ]ⲛ ϩⲁⲡⲁⲝ ϩⲁⲡⲗⲱⲥ
ⲁⲩϫⲟϩⲙ
ⲉⲩⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲛ̄[ⲟ]ⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧⲏ ⲛⲇⲱ
˙ ⲁⲩⲱ
˙
˙ ⲁⲥⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ
˙ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲥⲱⲙⲁ
ⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛ̄]ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲥⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
̄ ˙ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ
˙
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲁϭⲟⲗϫⲥ ̄ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉⲥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲥϩⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ

But when she fell down to a body and came to this life, then she fell into the
hands of many robbers, and the wanton men tossed her into each other’s
hands, and they [ . . . ]. Some used her [by force], while others persuaded
her by deception with a gift. In short, they defiled her, and she [ . . . her]
virgin[ity], and she prostituted herself in her body, and she gave herself
to everyone, and whomever she would embrace she considered to be her
husband.
(Exeg. Soul .–.)

The soul’s fallen state is in this account contrasted in important ways with
her original state, and the contrasts could hardly have been greater. At
this stage the soul is no longer described as a virgin, but instead as a
prostitute and a victim of abuse. The soul is defiled against her will by
“robbers” (ⲗⲏⲥⲧⲏⲥ) and “wanton men” (ϩⲩⲃⲣⲓⲥⲧⲏⲥ) who abuse her, but
she also prostitutes herself willingly, considering anyone she might come
across to be her husband. The earthly adulterers are described as both

57 Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” . Robinson qualifies this statement, however, by
limiting it to “the second part of the narrative.” In the first part he sees “sexual violation”
as the plight of the soul (ibid.); See also ibid., . Cf. also Robinson, “Exegesis on the
Soul,” , .
58 See H. Bethge, “Die Exegese,” . Bethge attributes this observation to Frederik
Wisse.
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seducing and forcing her, and making her be a slave for them as if it were
they who were her faithful husbands and true masters:
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛⲕⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥϩⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲟⲓⲭⲟⲥ
̄
ϣⲁⲥⲡⲱⲧ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉϩⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉ
̄ ⲣⲁⲛⲁⲅⲕⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲥ̄ ⲣϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ϩⲓϫⲛⲡⲟⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲧⲕ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡϣⲓⲡⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲟⲗⲙⲁ ⲉⲕⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲛⲭⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲓϩⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛϩⲟⲧ
̄
ⲛⲣ̄ ⲙ̄ ⲙⲙⲉ
̄ ϩⲱⲥ
ⲉϣϫⲉ ⲉⲩⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲑϩⲁⲏ ⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲩⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉⲃⲱⲕ
̄

Again, when she turns her face from these adulterers she runs to others
and they force her to sleep with them and to slave for them upon their bed
as if they are the masters, but out of shame she no longer dares to leave
them. And as for them, they deceive her for a long time as if they are true
trustworthy husbands, as if valuing her greatly. And at the end of all these
things they leave her behind and go.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

Both aspects are important for the further development of the narrative and for the soteriological points that are made. First, her many false
husbands at this stage of the narrative stand in direct opposition to the
̄
)59
one who is later referred to as “her perfect husband” (ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
60
and “the true bridegroom” (ⲡⲣⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄ ). Secondly, the victimisation of the soul at the hands of “robbers” (ⲗⲏⲥⲧⲏⲥ) and “wanton men”
(ϩⲩⲃⲣⲓⲥⲧⲏⲥ) shows her vulnerability apart from the safety provided by
her father and her brother / husband. The description of the “robbers”
and “wanton men” as pretending to be trustworthy true husbands is significant, and it is worth noting that the soul serves them as if they were
her masters. The terms “husband” (ϩⲁⲉⲓ) and “master” (ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ) are here
intimately linked and thus strengthen the aspect of power and submission inherent in the marriage ICM, which, as we shall see, is made
even more explicit when Exeg. Soul later alludes to Gen : /  Cor :;
: / Eph : stating that “the master of the woman is her husband”
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ).61 While the adulterers are “masters”—
(ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
albeit not rightfully so—the soul, for her part, is correspondingly a “servant” or “slave” (ϩⲙϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ). Significantly, the term ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ, (“lord / master”),
is also, alongside ⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ (“saviour”), the main christological title used in
Exeg. Soul.
What, then, are the metaphorical entailments of the tractate’s description of the soul as fornicating and prostituting herself? And how are
we to understand Exeg. Soul’s sexual references? When answering these
59
60
61

Exeg. Soul .–.
Exeg. Soul ..
Exeg. Soul .–.
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questions, we should keep in mind that the soul is explicitly stated to be
female. Robinson’s description of the earthly state of the soul as being
“characterized by sexual identity (female or male)”62 underestimates the
significance of this fact, making the actual gender of the soul irrelevant.
However, the soul’s specifically female identity is in fact essential to the
overall rhetoric of Exeg. Soul, since this is the only gendering that fits the
narrative, and since the metaphorical entailments of describing the soul
as male would be quite different, and certainly not compatible with Exeg.
Soul’s narrative and general rhetorical structure.63
So, what are the entailments of describing the soul in terms of the conceptual metaphor the soul is a woman, and how does this metaphor
function within the overall rhetoric of Exeg. Soul? We should keep in
mind that although the actions of the soul are described in terms of the
actions of a woman, it is not to be regarded as a complete human being.
Before we start looking into the possibility of a significant metonymic
relationship between the soul and the complete human being of which it
is a part, we need to consider the metaphorical entailments. More often
than not these analytical dimensions have been mixed, however, so that
the descriptions of the prostitution and sexual abuse of the soul have
been taken to indicate that sexuality is the main problem not only of the
soul’s life in the body, but also, by way of an implicit part for whole
metonymy, of the complete human being.64 Moreover, when the soul is
described in terms of sexually connotative imagery, we need to analyse in
each case how the relevant framing input functions in relation to its possible focus input(s), and consider the potential implications of the resulting blends.
It should be noted that even on its surface, i.e., on the level of the
metaphorical source, Exeg. Soul does not directly condemn sexuality
per se, but only illicit sexuality—that which amounts to πορνεα. The
important question is thus whether πορνεα is used as a metonymy
for sexuality in general, or whether it should rather be interpreted as
a metaphor for something else. Much of what Exeg. Soul has to say
concerning the infidelity and repentance of the soul is based upon Old

62

Robinson, “Introduction,” .
This aspect is overlooked by Rose Horman Arthur, who claims that “the soul could
have been allegorized as a male who fell from his feminine counterpart had not the
normative hermeneutic of Genesis made Eve the cause of Adam’s sinning” (Arthur,
Wisdom Goddess, ).
64 Cf. Robinson, “Introduction,” .
63
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Testament quotations taken from texts that deal first and foremost with
Israel’s infidelity in relation to God.65 The way these Old Testament
intertexts are understood within the context of Exeg. Soul, however, is
substantially shaped by the New Testament. In making the point that
its πορνεα imagery does not refer primarily to bodily prostitution or
fornication, but rather, by way of metaphor, to the soul’s relationship
to the material world, actual sexual immorality being one of its bodily
manifestations, Exeg. Soul refers to texts from the New Testament:
ⲧⲉⲉⲓⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲉ ϫⲉⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ
ⲧⲟⲩⲃⲉⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲩⲥϩ[ⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛ̄ⲛⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ
̄
] ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ
ⲛϩ̄ ⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ
˙ [ⲓ]ⲛⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
˙ ⲉ˙[ϩⲃⲏⲩ]ⲉ ⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲉⲓⲙ
ϫⲉⲛ
̄
[ⲛ̄] ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲛⲟϭ [ⲛⲁⲅⲱⲛ
̄
ⲉϥϣ]ⲟⲟⲡ
˙ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ
˙
˙̄ ⲥ ̄ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ
˙ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ
̄˙
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ˙ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ

But concerning this prostitution the apostles of the Saviour commanded:
“Guard yourselves against it! Cleanse yourselves of it!”66 speaking not only
of the prostitution of the body, but especially that of the soul. Therefore the
apostles [write to the churches] of God, so that [things] like this may not
happen among us, but the great [struggle] concerns the prostitution of the
soul. From it comes the prostitution of the body too.67
(Exeg. Soul .–.)

The πορνεα of the body is thus explicitly contrasted with the πορνεα of
the soul. The two are indeed linked, the one being presented as the cause
of the other, but they are also clearly distinguished. It should also be noted
that it is specifically the πορνεα of the body that is linked to the πορνεα
of the soul. Nowhere does Exeg. Soul equate πορνεα with sexuality in
general. Whatever its underlying views concerning bodily sexuality may
be, Exeg. Soul emphasises that it is making an argument that relates
specifically to the soul, and supports its case by arguing that the apostles

65 Cf., e.g., Simone Pétrement, A Separate God: The Christian Origins of Gnosticism
(trans. Carol Harrison; San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, ),  n. . Carl B.
Smith, however, takes Exeg. Soul’s quotation of Isa :– (Exeg. Soul .–) to refer
literally to Jerusalem, rather than to the soul (Carl B. Smith, No Longer Jews: The Search for
Gnostic Origins [Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, ], ). Cf. also Kathy L. Gaca, The
Making of Fornication: Eros, Ethics, and Political Reform in Greek Philosophy and Early
Christianity (Hellenistic Culture and Society ; Berkeley: University of California Press,
), –.
66 Cf. Acts :, ; :;  Thess :;  Cor :;  Cor :.
67 This passage follows a quotation and interpretation of the phrase “the sons of Egypt,
the ones great of flesh” (ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲕⲏⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲛⲓⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
) (Exeg. Soul .) in Ezek :–
 as signifying “the fleshly and the perceptible and the things of the earth” (ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲛ
) (Exeg. Soul .–).
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲁⲓⲥⲑⲏⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
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in fact also made such a distinction, as evidenced in Scripture. The point
is further strengthened when Exeg. Soul proceeds to quote  Cor :–
together with Eph :,68 explaining that “Paul” is “speaking spiritually”:
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲣⲓⲑⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲁⲉⲓⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ̄ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲗⲏ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲧⲱϩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩ ⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲥ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲏ ⲡⲗⲉⲟⲛϩⲉⲕⲧⲏⲥ ⲏ
ⲛⲣⲉϥⲧⲱⲣⲡ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲣⲉϥϣ
̄
ⲙϣⲉⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲁⲣⲁ ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲏⲡ
̄ ⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ
ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁϫⲉ ⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲱⲥ ϫⲉⲉⲡⲛⲁⲅⲱⲛ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲥⲁⲣⲝ ϩⲓⲥⲛⲟϥ
ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲛⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲓⲁ
̄

Therefore Paul, writing to the Corinthians, said: “I wrote to you in the
letter: ‘Do not mix with prostitutes,’ by no means (meaning) the prostitutes
of this world or the greedy or the robbers or the idolators, since then you
would have to leave the world.”69 Thus he is speaking spiritually, “for our
struggle is for us not against flesh and blood,”70 as he said, “but against the
world rulers of this darkness and the spirits of wickedness.”71
(Exeg. Soul .–)

According to Exeg. Soul, then, “Paul” should not be taken to refer primarily to bodily prostitution in  Cor :–, but rather to the prostitution of
the soul.72 We are thus specifically invited to read the imagery metaphorically.73 This gives us the metaphor associating with worldly things
is an illicit sexual relationship. But the soul can choose to associate
either with worldly matters, understood as πορνεα, or with the Saviour.
68

Exeg. Soul .–.
 Cor :–.
70 Eph :. This inversion of the sequence of “flesh” and “blood” is quite common
(see Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
71 Eph :.
72 Similarly, Origen states in his Commentarius in Canticum, “We must realize also
that, just as an illicit and unlawful love may happen to the outer man—as that, for
instance, he should love a harlot or adulteress instead of his bride or his wife; so also may
the inner man, that is to say, the soul, come to attach its love not to its lawful Bridegroom,
who is the Word of God, but to some seducer or adulterer” (Comm. Cant., Prologue,
; R.P. Lawson, trans., Origen: The Song of Songs: Commentary and Homilies [ACW ;
London: Longmans, ], ). In the same vein, Gregory of Nyssa, in his Sixth Homily
on the Song of Songs, explicitly interprets the marriage bed of Cant :– as representing
the union between the soul and Christ (see Verna E.F. Harrison, “Gender, Generation,
and Virginity in Cappadocian Theology,” JTS  []: ).
73 Frederik Wisse has rightly noted that these quotations of First Corinthians and Ephesians are essential to the rhetoric of Exeg. Soul. As Wisse puts it, “this passage is crucial to
the whole tractate. It gives apostolic sanction to the whole exegetical enterprise of ExSoul.
It legitimates taking the references to πορνεα in Scripture to refer to the spiritual pollution of the soul. Without  Cor : f. and Eph :, the pneumatic-allegorical interpretation of the Old Testament passages on fornication would lose its basis” (Wisse, “On
Exegeting,” ).
69
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In contrast to the former, the latter is understood by means of the related
conceptual blend associating with Christ is a legitimate sexual
relationship. The latter is, as we shall see, connected to the overarching blend Christian life is a marriage with Christ, which is fundamental to the theology of the tractate.
A feature of some significance for the interpretation of Exeg. Soul’s
metaphorical account of both the infidelity and marriage of the soul,
especially with regard to the evocation of Scripture and ritual, is the use of
the term κοινωνα and its cognates. In the literature of antiquity κοινωνα generally denotes close fellowship, participation, or union between
persons or entities, as well as the marital relationship between human
beings, including but not limited to its sexual aspect.74 In early Christian
literature, the term is frequently used to denote the communion with
God and / or Christ, above all in the Eucharist.75 It is worth bearing in
mind this inherent polysemy in our interpretation of the use of this term
in Exeg. Soul., for it may be somewhat misleading to render κοινωνε&ν
and κοινωνα in Exeg. Soul simply as sexual intercourse,76 since such
a translation obscures a range of other relevant connotations. In order
to preserve the ambiguity and range of the Greek term, which has an
important rhetorical function in this text, I have thus chosen to translate it consistently as “communion.” It is significant that Exeg. Soul uses
the term κοινωνα rather than other more direct terms related to sexual
activity. The use of κοινωνα in the specific sense of “sexual intercourse”
is relatively rare in our late antique sources, indicating that, depending
on context, its non-sexual connotations should be easily activated alongside the possible sexual ones. Due to the narrative context in which it
LSJ, a. Interestingly the neoplatonist Iamblichus also uses the term κοινωνε&ν
to describe the soul’s (harmful) relationship with the body, see e.g. Iamblichus, De
mysteriis ,–; Gregory Shaw, Theurgy and the Soul: The Neoplatonism of Iamblichus
(Hermeneutics: Studies in the History of Religions; University Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, ), . The verb κοινωνε&ν was also used to describe participation
or initiation in the mysteries (See LSJ, b–a).
75 See, e.g., Andrew Louth, “Pagan Theurgy and Christian Sacramentalism in Denys
the Areopagite,” JTS  (): –, esp. –. For the use of the term in the
Bible, see, e.g., John Reumann, “Koinonia in Scripture: Survey of Biblical Texts,” in On
the Way to Fuller Koinonia: Official Report of the Fifth World Conference on Faith and
Order (ed. Thomas F. Best and Günther Gassmann; Faith and Order Paper ; Geneva:
WCC Publications, ), –; J.Y. Campbell, “ΚΟΙΝΩΝΙΑ and its Cognates in the
New Testament,” JBL  (): –.
76 This is what Robinson does (see Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise”).
See also Krause, who uses the corresponding German term “geschlechtlichen Umgang”
(Krause, “Die Sakramente,” ).
74
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appears, the sexual connotations of the term as it is used in Exeg. Soul are
nevertheless highly significant. The way κοινωνα is used here within a
discourse that is heavily reliant on imagery related to marriage and adultery, with an important focus on the womb of the soul and other procreational imagery, clearly evokes sexual connotations and thus causes
the activation in readers’ minds of metaphorical relations where sexual
intercourse is an important aspect of the framing input space. Nevertheless, due to the common, and important, Christian usage of the term to
denote communion with Christ in a general sense and especially in connection with the Eucharist, and considering the Christian subject matter of this text, such non-sexual connotations are also primed and easily called upon as input spaces in these interpretive blends. In any case,
the communion with Christ is a central concern in Exeg. Soul and is,
at least partly, expressed metaphorically in terms of a sexual relationship.
Let us now consider the interaction between some of the mental spaces
that may be primed and activated by the use of the term κοινωνα and
its cognates in Exeg. Soul. The biblical intertext most likely to be brought
to mind is First Corinthians, a text that Exeg. Soul. also quotes directly.
First Corinthians : and  are here especially relevant: “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not a communion (κοινωνα) in the blood
of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a communion (κοινωνα)
in the body of Christ?” ( Cor :),77 and: “I do not want you to be
partners (κοινωνς) with demons” ( Cor :).78 Of course, the context
in which these passages, and by extension the rest of  Cor , is brought
to mind in a reading of Exeg. Soul is quite different from their context
within First Corinthians. Yet at the same time, once the input spaces have
been called up and connections have been made between Exeg. Soul and
First Corinthians, new entailments may materialise and elaborations be
made that put both texts in a new light. We will presently take a look at
some of the inference-patterns that are created once we pay attention to
the interaction between Exeg. Soul and First Corinthians.

77 Τ ποτριον τς ε"λογας / ε"λογομεν, ο"χ κοινωνα στιν το α0ματος το
Χριστο; τ ν ρτον /ν κλ#μεν, ο"χι κοινωνα το σ2ματος το Χριστο στιν / ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲧ
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϣⲁⲛⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲏ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉϣⲁⲛⲡⲟϣϥ̄ ⲙⲏ
ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ; cf. Elaine H. Pagels, Beyond Belief: The Secret Gospel of

Thomas (New York: Random House, ),  n. .

78 ο" λω δε 3μ4ς κοινωνο5ς τ#ν δαιμονων γνεσαι / ⲛϯⲟⲩⲱϣ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲧⲛ̄ⲣⲕⲟⲓ
̄ ⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ ⲛ̄ⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ
̄
.
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With First Corinthians already primed through direct reference and
quotation elsewhere in Exeg. Soul, the use of the term κοινωνα easily
calls to mind  Cor , where Paul juxtaposes idolatry and the eating of
food offered to idols with the Eucharist using the terms κοινωνα and
κοινωνς. Blending  Cor  with the Exeg. Soul input creates counterpart mappings between the Pauline juxtaposition of the communion in
the flesh and blood of Christ and the communion with demons made in
 Cor  and the corresponding dichotomy between the soul’s communion with the Saviour and her communion with the adulterers in Exeg.
Soul. Counterpart connections are thus created between the communion
of the soul with the Saviour-Christ in Exeg. Soul and the communion in
the flesh and blood of Christ in  Cor :, while the soul’s infidelity with
the adulterers is mapped onto the partnership with demons mentioned
in  Cor : (see fig. ).79
In the resulting integration network we also notice several other interesting correspondences of terminology and structure between Exeg. Soul
and First Corinthians. In these blends, references to prostitutes and fornication in First Corinthians easily merge with descriptions of the prostitution of the soul in Exeg. Soul. As a result, Paul’s comments on prostitution and prostitutes in  Cor  may be taken as references to the prostitution of the soul. Further, the admonition to flee from πορνεα (ⲡⲱⲧ
/ Φε7γετε τ8ν πορνεαν) in  Cor : together with the
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ
̄
juxtaposition of joining with Christ and joining with a prostitute in  Cor
:– also blend well with Exeg. Soul. Moreover, the use of the word
μοιχς to denote the adulterers with which the soul prostitutes herself
throughout Exeg. Soul also contributes to the recall of this part of First
Corinthians at this point,80 and the way this word is used in  Cor : fits
well with its use in Exeg. Soul and serves to strengthen the priming of
79 As we can see from fig. ,  Cor  is already the product of a complicated blend.
This figure only shows some of the most central counterpart relations, and I have left the
blended space open since the possible relevant blends are too numerous to fit into the
available graphic space of a single figure.
80 Aside from  Cor :, this term is only used once in Luke (Luke :) and once in
Hebrews (Heb :) in the whole of the New Testament. Reading it as an allusion to the
latter text also creates interesting and enlightening intertextual patterns, especially taken
together with a reading in relation to First Corinthians. In the LXX the term is found in
Job :, Ps : LXX Pro :, and Isa :, the passages in Psalms and Isaiah being
especially relevant with regard to Exeg. Soul. In the Sahidic New Testament the Coptic
equivalent ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ is used instead of the Greek μοιχς (see Michel Wilmet, Concordance
du Nouveau Testament Sahidique: II. Les mots autochtones [ vols. CSCO , , ,
Subsidia , , ; Leuven: Peeters, –], :).
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First Corinthians as a supplier of intertextual input spaces in the reading
of Exeg. Soul. Later, as we shall see, the quotation of Gen : at  Cor
: also contributes to direct attention to this passage when the former
is quoted by Exeg. Soul.81
As we shall see, the restoration of the soul to its original state is
described in terms of a return to a state of perpetual union with “her
̄
).82 On the level of the metaphorical
perfect husband” (ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
source, at least, that is, on the level of the narrative, this does not seem
to entail a restoration to asexuality. The claim that Exeg. Soul is primarily
concerned with condemning sexuality requires the identification (based
on an unstated metonymy) of illicit sex, i.e., πορνεα and μοιχεα, with
sex in general in the rhetoric of Exeg. Soul. But there does not seem
to be any compelling reasons for doing so.83 To take what the tractate
says about the prostitution and adultery of the soul to signify simply
the sinfulness of sex seems, on the contrary, to go against the gist of
the passages quoted above, which seem to speak against precisely such
a reading.
This brings us to the importance of analysing the role of the Saviour
in Exeg. Soul. But first we need to look closer at the soul’s necessary
preparations for her marriage with him, and the way in which these
preparations are connected to the soul’s metaphorical femininity.
... The Womb of the Soul
Perhaps the single most curious feature of Exeg. Soul is the way it describes important aspects of the soul’s fallen state and the nature of
redemption by way of the imagery of the womb of the soul. The notion
that the soul has a womb is in itself not unique to this tractate. In the
Legum allegoriae of Philo of Alexandria we find the idea that the soul has
a womb in which God may “implant virtues,” making it “bring forth what
is good.”84 Exeg. Soul develops the metaphor in a similar direction, but
81

See Exeg. Soul ..
Exeg. Soul .–.
83 The one passage in the text that may possibly be interpreted in this way is .–,
where it is “the treachery of Aphrodite” (ⲧⲁⲡⲁⲧⲏ ⲛⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲇⲉⲓⲧⲏ
̄
) that is said to be luring
the soul away from her perfect husband. There are, however, several possible ways to
interpret this passage.
84 Leg. :: εο . . . το μνου δυναμνου τ9ς ψυχ#ν μτρας :νοιγν7ναι κα
σπερειν ν α"τα&ς :ρετ9ς κα ποιε&ν γκ7μονας κα τικτο7σας τ9 καλ; / “God, who
alone is able to open the womb of the soul, and to implant virtues in it and to cause it to
be pregnant, and to bring forth what is good” (Leopold Cohn, Philonis Alexandrini opera
82
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also significantly extends its usage and exploits its entailments in novel
ways. When the tractate contrasts the state of the womb of the fallen
soul with that of a proper woman, the anatomical imagery takes a turn
towards the surreal:
ⲙⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲫⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲅⲕⲉⲙⲁϩⲧ ⲧⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲥⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲙⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄

for the womb of the body is on the inside of the body like the other internal
organs, but the womb of the soul is turned outside like the genitals of the
male which are on the outside.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

This is an important rhetorical move, for by describing the womb of the
fallen soul as resembling male genitalia, Exeg. Soul infers male characteristics to the soul in her fallen state.85 It should be noted that certain
medical theories in antiquity presented the male and female genitals as
being analogous, the one being like the other, only turned inside out.
Thus, as Exeg. Soul points out, when turned the wrong way out the womb
resembles male genitalia.86 This allows for the presentation of the soul
not only as an immoral woman, but also as having transgressed genderboundaries. As Richard Smith and Maddalena Scopello have argued, the
way in which the narrative also portrays the soul as actively seeking out
partners herself is in many ways in the manner of a male.87 This makes for
an interesting mix of gender imagery, where we find that the metaphor
quae supersunt, vol.  [Berlin: Reimer, ], –; C.D. Yonge, trans., The Works of
Philo: Complete and Unabridged [new updated ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, ],
–). This parallel is noted by Krause, “Die Sakramente,”  n. .
85 See Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, , . Wisse does not see the inverted womb as
signifying any maleness on the part of the soul, but interprets it as “indecent exposure”
(Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ), while Scopello, on the other hand, sees an element of
exhibitionism in the soul’s maleness (see Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –). Rose
Horman Arthur thinks this imagery is due to a redactor whom she terms “a literalminded male reader,” who “took exception to the strong feminine imagery, and corrected
it by adding the explanation that the soul’s womb was formed like a male” (Arthur,
Wisdom Goddess, ).
86 For similarities between Exeg. Soul and Galen’s descriptions of male and female
genitalia, see e.g. Mary R. Lefkowitz and Maureen B. Fant, comps., Women’s Life in Greece
& Rome: A Source Book in Translation (d ed.; Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, ), –; Richard Smith, “Sex Education in Gnostic Schools,” in Images of
the Feminine in Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ),
–. The fall of the soul from her original marital unity to her status as a single
“manly” woman may also be compared with ancient theories of the wandering womb
(for a short account of this and other parallels between Nag Hammadi-texts and ancient
medical discourse see R. Smith, “Sex Education”).
87 See R. Smith, “Sex Education,” ; Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –.
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of the soul as a woman, with the connected aspects of prostitution and
submission, is blended with male characteristics of activity, autonomy,
and external genitalia. The image of the soul’s external male genitalialike womb serves to highlight the male aspects of this behaviour, while
simultaneously presenting it as an inherently unnatural type of behaviour
for the soul. After all, the womb is not supposed to be on the outside
resembling male genitals. The result is that both the soul’s actions and
her physiology violate category boundaries, and in the final analysis the
soul has paradoxically both male and female characteristics in her fallen
state, being in a sense both a female prostitute and a male fornicator. The
imagery of the inverted womb reinforces this blend by representing male
and female genitalia simultaneously.
There is a pervasive rhetoric of naturalness in Exeg. Soul, and its
use of the terms φ7σις and φυσικς is significant. We need only recall
the opening lines of the tractate, where it is pointed out that the soul
̄
),88 which is further explicated
is female “in her nature” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
by the fact that the soul possesses a womb.89 The phrase that is later
used to denote “the genitals of the male” is ⲙⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
,90 and
in her baptismal purification the soul will again receive “her original
̄
).91 This terminology is also echoed later on
nature” (ⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
when the soul’s rightful husband and saviour is twice referred to as “her
natural master” (ⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
).92 In this way, the proper conduct on
the part of the soul is linked metaphorically to physical characteristics
and natural dispositions. Thus, from Exeg. Soul’s perspective it is in
accordance with the natural order of things for the metaphorically female
soul to submit to her “natural” master, and to him alone. While she has
her womb on the outside resembling a male, however, it is not only her
actions that are wrong, but also her physical characteristics, which are
presented vividly as being in a state that is contrary to nature,93 thus
making an even more forceful statement concerning the depravity of the
soul in her fallen state.
Moreover, the way this is presented recalls the description in Rom :
of the women who “changed the work of their nature to one against their
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲧⲉⲩⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ) with regard to the
nature” (ⲁⲩϣ¨ⲓⲃⲉ ⲙⲡϩⲱⲃ
88
89
90
91
92
93

Exeg. Soul ..
Exeg. Soul .–.
Exeg. Soul ..
Exeg. Soul ..
Exeg. Soul .–, –.
Cf. Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
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soul’s fallen state, and potentially also  Pet :, which describes the sal̄
vific goal of becoming partakers of the divine nature (ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ
ⲛⲧⲉⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ) after having escaped the lust and corruption of the
world (ⲡⲱⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
).
... Baptism is Washing
The turning point in the narrative comes when the soul realises the
gravity of her situation and repents:
ϣⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲡⲏⲧ ⲛⲥⲁ
̄ ⲉⲥⲁ ⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲥⲛⲁⲧⲱⲙⲧ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ⲉⲥϫⲱϩⲙ ⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲁⲡⲁⲥⲭⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡϣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲥϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲣⲁⲓⲥⲑⲁⲛⲉ
̄
̄
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲁ
ⲛ̄ⲙⲙⲟⲕϩ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲧⲥⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲣⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲥⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓ
ⲛϥⲕⲧⲟ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲛϥⲕⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲛⲁⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
˙̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉⲣⲓⲕⲟⲛ

As long as the soul runs around and has communion with whomever she
may meet, becoming defiled, she suffers what she deserves, but when she
becomes aware of the afflictions she is in and weeps to the Father and
repents, then the Father will have mercy on her and turn her womb from
the outside and he will again turn it inside, and the soul will receive her
particular nature.94
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The motif of repentance which is on display here is pervasive throughout Exeg. Soul.95 True repentance is the only way to salvation, but it is
not sufficient in itself. For unless repentance is followed by purification
and marriage with the Saviour salvation cannot be attained. So, following repentance, the next step on the way to the soul’s salvation is her
purification—the washing away of her sins in baptism. Exeg. Soul connects repentance and the baptismal washing away of sins by citing Acts
:, where John the Baptist’s “baptism of repentance” is presented as
a necessary precursor to the salvation brought about by the arrival of
Christ:

94 It is difficult to decide the excact meaning of the term ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲕⲟⲛ in this context. The
suggestions have been many, including “disposition propre” (Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme,
), “proper character” (Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” ), “ursprüngliche Bescaffenheit” (Kulawik, Die Erzählung, ), “Eigentlichkeit” (H. Bethge, “Die
Exegese,” ; Franke, “Die Erzählung,” ), “Individualität” (Krause and Labib, Gnostische und hermetische Schriften, ).
95 It has been argued that this is the main theme of the tractate (see Wisse, “On
Exegeting,” –, esp. ; see also Pheme Perkins, Gnosticism and the New Testament
[Minneapolis: Fortress Press, ], –).
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ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲛⲧⲡ
̄ ⲁⲣⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲭⲣ
̄
ⲥ̄
˙ⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲓ ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ [ⲉϥ]ⲕⲏⲣⲩⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
ϣⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲗⲩⲡⲏ
̄ ˙
ⲙⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ⲙⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄

For the beginning of salvation is repentance. Therefore, “before the arrival
of Christ, John came, preach[ing] the baptism of repentance.”96 And repentance comes about in pain and grief.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

We shall later return to the intertextual implications of Exeg. Soul’s comment that repentance involves pain and grief, a theme that is especially
pervasive in the homiletic part towards the end of the tractate and which
here recalls both  Cor : and John :–,97 but first we shall consider Exeg. Soul’s interpretation of baptism.
Exeg. Soul introduces baptism in a rather unique way, utilising the
womb imagery that is such an integral part of the conceptual blend the
soul is a woman as it is employed in this text:
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲧⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ ϭⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲧⲕⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲥⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ϣⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲉⲡϫⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟ[ⲗ] ⲡⲁⲉⲓ
˙
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲁⲃϥ ⲉϫⲱⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲓ
̄ ϣ[ⲧⲏⲛ ⲉⲩ]ϣⲁ[ⲗ]ⲱⲱⲙ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲡ[ⲙⲟⲟⲩ
˙ ˙ ] ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ
̄ ˙
[ⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲡⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲛⲥ̄ ]ⲉⲧⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ98 ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩⲛⲧⲟⲩⲗⲁⲁⲙ
ⲡⲉ ϫⲓⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛⲧ[ⲃ]ⲣ[̄ ⲣ]ⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛⲥⲕⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ
˙
ⲡⲉⲥⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ˙ ˙

So, when the womb of the soul turns itself, by the will of the Father, to the
inside, she is baptised and immediately she is cleansed of the defilement
of the outside, this which was pressed upon her, like [garments when they
are filthy] are lifted into the [water and] are turned99 until their dirt [is]
brought [out] and they are cleansed, but the cleansing of the soul is to
receive again her newness of her original nature and to turn herself again,
this is her baptism.
(Exeg. Soul .–.)

The soul is here described as being washed like a garment in the waters
of baptism. The cleansing of the soul is thus connected to the ritual act
of baptism by means of the metaphorical blend baptism is washing

96

Cf. Acts :.
Cf. also Acts : for another connection between repentance and baptism.
98 I follow here Layton’s reconstruction (for the rationale behind it, see Layton, “Dirty
Garment”). Frederik Wisse, on the other hand, proposes the following reconstruction:
ϣ[ⲧⲏⲛ ⲉⲩ]ϣⲁ[ⲗ]ⲱⲱⲙ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲡ[ⲱⲛⲉ (?) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥ̄ ]ⲉⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ, which he translates as: “Just
˙ ˙ when it is] dirty, is set upon a [stone (?) and] turned until its dirtiness is
˙ a [garment,
as
brought out and it is clean” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ).
99 Layton’s translation of ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
as “made to go about” (Layton, “Dirty Garment”)
here obscures Exeg. Soul’s important rhetoric of turning.
97
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in a metonymically motivated metaphorical blend (see fig. ), where
water serves as a material anchor.100 In this conceptual integration network, water, cleansing, and immersion, which are found in both inputs,
are fused in the blend, and there are mappings of counterpart relations
between soul and garment and between sins and dirt. There are here several kinds of outer-space vital relations, both analogy, identity, and partwhole, between the input spaces. Importantly, two of the counterpartrelations are also identical with two conventional metaphors that were
widely used in early Christianity, namely sin is dirt and the soul
is a garment.101 In the blend, it is the concrete relationship between
the elements in the washing input, i.e., the garment, the dirt, and the
cleansing action in water, that structures the relationship between the
ritual act of baptism and the effect this has upon the soul, and thus
also, by way of backwards projection, the understanding of the effects
of baptism on the soul in the baptism input. Thus, in baptism, sins
are removed from the soul like dirt, and the soul is washed like a garment.
This use of the baptism is washing blend also primes the reader’s
memory of other well-known uses of the motif of the soul as a garment,
and has the potential to bring to mind the richness of the garmentmetaphor with its wider implications and its diverse use in early Christian
literature, particularly in connection with baptism.102 The existence and

100 For the metonymic motivation of metaphors, see, e.g., Günter Radden, “How Metonymic Are Metaphors?” in Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast (ed.
René Dirven and Ralf Pörings; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ), –; Antonio
Barcelona, “On the Plausibility of Claiming a Metonymic Motivation for Conceptual
Metaphor,” in Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads: A Cognitive Perspective (ed.
Antonio Barcelona; Topics in English Linguistics ; Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, ),
–.
101 The only direct use of the garment-metaphor in Exeg. Soul appears here in connection with baptism. Unfortunately the manuscript has lacunae at critical points in this
passage. The actual word for garment, ϣⲧⲏⲛ, has had to be reconstructed, but in this case
the reconstruction seems quite safe (see Layton, “Dirty Garment,”  n. ). For a rationale for Layton’s reconstruction of this passage and an account of the washing practices
of the period, see Layton, “Dirty Garment.”
102 On the garment metaphor, see e.g. Layton, “Dirty Garment”; Nils Alstrup Dahl and
David Hellholm, “Garment-Metaphors: The Old and the New Human Being,” in Antiquity
and Humanity: Essays on Ancient Religion and Philosphy: Presented to Hans Dieter Betz on
His th Birthday (ed. Adela Yarbro Collins and Margaret M. Mitchell; Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, ), –; Jonathan Z. Smith, “The Garments of Shame,” HR  (): –
; Sebastian P. Brock, “Clothing Metaphors as a Means of Theological Expression in
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popularity of the image of the soul as a garment and its frequent use in
baptismal contexts could thus be said to contribute to the effectiveness
of the, to our knowledge, relatively unconventional way it is used in
Exeg. Soul, on the one hand making it easier to grasp the basic metaphor
underlying it, while contributing to the impact of its unusual aspect on
the other.
The washing action in the framing washing input includes the information that the garment is turned. This is an aspect of some significance.
In the baptism is washing blend, the soul is metaphorically a garment.
However, the soul is not just a garment, but first and foremost a woman.
This range of the target ICM—the fact that the target ICM is blended
with different source ICMs—is exploited to interesting effect.103 In Exeg.
Soul’s description of baptism, this double metaphorical identification of
the soul as both a woman and a garment is blended within the overall
baptism is washing blend (see fig.  for this blend-within-the-blend).
This is facilitated by a metonymic tightening104 of the projection from the
source ICM of woman which causes a shift from the soul is a woman,
to the soul is a womb.105 The subsequent blending of the latter with
the soul is a garment creates a temporary fusion in the blend of the
image of the womb and that of the garment, a fusion which exists only
in the blended space.106 This blended space can further be conceived of
as existing within the washing input space of the baptism is washing

Syriac Tradition,” in Typus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den östlichen Vätern und ihren Parallelen
im Mittelalter (ed. Margot Schmidt; Eichstätter Beiträge ; Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet,
), –.
103 See chapter  for a discussion of Zoltán Kövecses’ concepts of the scope of the source
and range of the target in metaphorical relations.
104 For the concept of metonymic tightening, see Grady, et al., “Blending and Metaphor,” ; Fauconnier and Turner, “Conceptual Integration Networks,” ; Coulson
and Oakley, “Blending Basics,” –; Mark Turner and Gilles Fauconnier, “Metaphor,
Metonymy, and Binding,” in Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads: A Cognitive
Perspective (ed. Antonio Barcelona; Topics in English Linguistics ; Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, ), –.
105 This happens by way of the metonymy the womb for the woman.
106 John D. Turner, however, draws the conclusion that the womb of the soul is actually “the vehicle of the soul” which surrounds it “as a dirty and polluted garment”
(John D. Turner, “Ritual in Gnosticism,” in Gnosticism and Later Platonism: Themes, Figures, and Texts [ed. John D. Turner and Ruth Majercik; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: Society
of Biblical Literature, ], ). This does not seem to be the case, however, for the
identification of the womb with the garment seems rather to be a temporary mental representation cued by Exeg. Soul in order to highlight, by way of metaphor, certain aspects
of the soul’s baptism.
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blend as it is constructed in Exeg. Soul. The resulting blend is significantly
altered by the fact that the soul is already a product of several stages
of blending, making the present baptismal network a complex multiplescope one (see fig. ).107
In this larger blend, the turning of the garments in washing is fused
with the turning of the womb of the soul in baptism. Interpreted within
the contextual framework of the real world knowledge of the ICM of
washing, more specifically the knowledge that in the washing of garments, the garments are often turned inside out, the implication is that
the baptism of the soul involves the washing of the, now mentally fused,
womb / garment in water, an action which then ipso facto involves the
turning of the womb / garment inside-out.108 We thus see how the basic
metaphor baptism is washing, when it also involves the two metaphors
the soul is a garment and the soul is a woman, can produce, by
elaboration in the process of blending, such creative imagery as the turning inside-out of the womb of the soul in baptism.109 This is facilitated
by the exploitation of certain potential entailments of one of the basic
metaphors underlying Exeg. Soul., namely the soul is a woman, in a
surreal but suggestive blend that constitutes a creative elaboration which
is subsequently utilised in the unfolding narrative.
The agent of the effects of the washing / baptism is the Father. We
saw from the passage quoted above that the soul is turned in accor̄
),110 and in another
dance with “the will of the Father” (ⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
passage the Father is referred to directly as the one who effects this
turning, when it is stated that, “then the Father will have mercy on
her and turn her womb from the outside, and he will again turn it
inside.”111
The image of the turning of the womb serves several purposes.112
We have seen that it is a striking way to describe the transformation

107

Cf. Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, –.
Cf. Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
109 Robinson admits that he does “not understand this figure of speech, of itself and in
the present context.” According to Robinson, “the chief difficulty is that at this point in
ExSoul one expects the sexual individuality to be nullified by restoration of the original
androgynous union” (Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” ). Wisse calls it “a difficult
and perhaps not entirely successful metaphor” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ).
110 Exeg. Soul .–.
111 Exeg. Soul .–.
112 Scopello suggests that Exeg. Soul is here interpreting Gen : (Scopello, L’Exégèse
de l’âme, ).
108
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of the characteristics of the soul from male into female, but an equally
significant aspect of the womb-imagery is the way it functions to highlight certain aspects of the rhetorically important inside-versus-outside
dichotomy. In Exeg. Soul, the outside has a negative valuation and is connected with things like matter, pollution, deception, and unimportance.
The inside, on the other hand, is connected with positive things like spirit,
purity, truth, and importance. Moreover, inside and outside are also associated with the directions up and down respectively.113 The womb of the
soul is a central point of reference in showing “the outside” as bad and
“the inside” as good and is also used to illustrate the change from the
former to the latter condition.
The aspect of the opposition between the outside and the inside that is
most closely connected to the specific metaphorical source input of the
womb, however, has to do with the soul’s receptivity of good seed and
her procreative ability. While it is on the outside, the womb of the soul is
polluted, receives bad seed, and bears children that are weak and stupid.
Only after she is cleansed and her womb is turned toward the inside can
the soul receive good seed and produce good children. The cleansing
and turning of the womb in baptism are thus necessary preconditions
for the soul’s unification with the Saviour and set the stage for further
metaphors of salvation later on in the narrative. Thus, the outside-inside
dichotomy also plays an important part in the imagery of turning that
is of such great significance in the tractate’s rhetoric of conversion and
redemption.
Exeg. Soul’s account of baptism follows its description of the soul’s
life of sin and precedes her marriage with the Saviour. There is a logical transition in the text from the soul’s life of sin, via her baptismal
purification, to her wedding, as baptism effects the necessary transition from the defilements of the soul in her former life to her new life
with the Saviour. The process of baptism, including the turning of the
womb, has the important function of setting the stage for this new marriage. Not only is the soul cleansed of her sins and turned into a proper
female in this process, but the process is also described as a renewal, and

113 This alignment corresponds to the general conceptual metaphors good things
are up and bad things are down (see Zoltán Kövecses, Metaphor and Emotion: Language, Culture, and Body in Human Feeling [Studies in Emotion and Social Interaction,
Second Series; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ], ; Lakoff and Johnson,
Metaphors We Live By, –).

the feminisation of the soul



being renewed she is also turned into a virgin again,114 thus making her
into a proper bride for the upcoming wedding.115
.. Marriage and Procreation
“The Nag Hammadi texts have reminded us,” Wayne Meeks observes,
“of the extent to which the unification of opposites, and especially the
opposite sexes, served in early Christianity as a prime symbol of salvation.”116 Exeg. Soul is certainly no exception in this regard, for in our
tractate the soul becomes the bride, and subsequently wife, of Christ,
who is correspondingly the bridegroom and husband. The relationship
between the soul and Christ is thus described primarily using framing
inputs taken from the ICM of marriage.117 An understanding of Exeg.
Soul’s account of the relationship between the soul and Christ thus relies
on the recruitment of inputs from the marriage ICM and related ICMs,
as well as intertextual inputs from Scripture evoked by the recruitment of
these ICMs within the context of Exeg. Soul’s narrative of the soul’s salvation. Recruitment of inputs from marriage-related ICMs contributes,

114 Cf. Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, . In Philo we find the closely related notion that
God’s intercourse with the soul renews its virginity (see Cher. ; Richard A. Baer, Philo’s
Use of the Categories Male and Female [ALGHJ ; Leiden: Brill, ], –, ; see
also Verna E.F. Harrison, “The Allegorization of Gender: Plato and Philo on Spiritual
Childbearing,” in Asceticism [ed. Vincent L. Wimbush and Richard Valantasis; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ], –).
115 William Robinson has argued that the cleansing of the soul has nothing to do with
the sins of the soul described in the narrative prior to her purification, claiming that it
is only connected to the marriage symbolism. Robinson holds that “instead of being set
in motion by the preceding narrative, the wedding story seems to originate in theory,”
a theory which according to Robinson is “the doctrine of deficiency as the mark of this
earthly life” (see Robinson, “Introduction,” ). There does not seem to be any necessary
contradiction between such a theory and the function of the wedding story within the
total narrative context of Exeg. Soul, however, and it seems unnecessary to create a rift
between the preceding account of the soul’s life of sin and the following description of
baptismal cleansing followed by marriage. Madeleine Scopello holds that the turning of
the womb protects the soul from being polluted by her lovers (see Madeleine Scopello,
“Jewish and Greek Heroines in the Nag Hammadi Library,” in Images of the Feminine in
Gnosticism [ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ], ; Maddalena
Scopello, “The Exegesis on the Soul [II,]: Introduction,” in The Nag Hammadi Library
in English [rd revised ed.; ed. James M. Robinson; San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco,
], ), but it seems reasonably clear from the overall narrative that it is not the
turning of the womb in itself that protects the soul, but rather her new husband.
116 Meeks, “Image of the Androgyne,” –.
117 This ICM itself comprises the ICMs of wedding, procreation, etc.
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for instance, a great deal to one of the main underlying themes of the
tractate, mentioned above, namely the theme of the soul’s subordination to male power. By way of the marriage ICM the inference is made
that the soul should submit to the authority of Christ in a manner analogous to the way a wife should submit to her husband. The soul without
Christ is, on the contrary, described metaphorically as a prostitute and
as an adulterous, fornicating, dysfunctional and category-transgressing
woman. We will now take a closer look at the marriage-related blends in
Exeg. Soul.
The main overarching blend in this regard is the single-scope, metaphorical blend Christian life is a marriage with Christ (see fig.
). Now, what does this blend tell us concerning Exeg. Soul’s views
on salvation and Christian life? As we shall see, this blend especially
highlights aspects of power and hierarchical complementarity. Let us
take a closer look at what the marriage with Christ implies for the soul.
First we will look at the nature of the union between the soul and the
Saviour. Exeg. Soul describes this relationship in interesting ways that
rely on intertextual connections with a broad range of both Old and New
Testament texts. The descriptions of the soul’s bridegroom and spouse
are important, and he is identified in seemingly contradictory terms.
We have seen that the soul’s original spouse is not only identified as her
husband, but also as her brother.118 This fact is also explicitly stated with
regard to her “new” husband:
ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲙⲙⲓⲥⲉ
̄

the Father sent her from heaven her husband who is her brother, the
firstborn.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

Later, this husband / brother is also directly identified as the Saviour:
ⲉⲥϣⲁⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ϭⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲥⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̄

So, when she becomes renewed she will ascend, praising the Father and
her brother, this one by whom she was saved.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

These references to the Saviour and bridegroom as the soul’s brother
serve to connect the soul’s redeemed, married state with her original state
together with the Father as a virginal daughter existing in a male-female
pair. In this way, her new husband, the Saviour, is identified with her

118

See Exeg. Soul .–.
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original brother and husband whom she left in the beginning. This means
that the Saviour is identified with Adam, and it is the reunion with him
in marriage that brings about the salvation of the soul:
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲟⲛ ⲁⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲥⲟⲟⲩϩⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉⲣⲉⲓⲧ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϥⲥⲏϩ ϫⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ

Again this marriage has brought them together and the soul has united
with her true love, her natural master, as it is written, “for the master of the
woman is her husband.”119
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The further identification of this Adam, who is the soul’s saviour, brother,
and husband, with Christ is never explicitly made in Exeg. Soul. Indeed,
the name Christ (ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲥ)̄ is mentioned just once in this tractate.120 Nevertheless, the identification of the Saviour (ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ) with Christ is evident throughout the text. Exeg. Soul introduces its quotations of Jesus’
words in John :121 and a paraphrase of his words in Matt :,  and
Luke :122 by identifying them as the words of the Saviour, and also
uses the phrase “the apostles of the Saviour” (ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
) in
its introduction of a New Testament paraphrase at Exeg. Soul .–
,123 all of which support the identification of Exeg. Soul’s Saviour with
Christ.124
Exeg. Soul’s account of the bridegroom who saves the bride, and the
statement that “the master of the woman is her husband,” brings to mind
several scriptural passages, chief among them Genesis :,  Cor :
and :, and Eph :–, which, when taken together, both strengthen
the theme of submission and the Adam-Christ connection. All these
passages stress the subordination and submission of woman to man, the
Genesis passage and the two New Testament ones treating Adam and
Christ respectively in the role of the superordinate part. Exeg. Soul’s point

119

Cf. Gen :;  Cor :; :; Eph :.
See Exeg. Soul ..
121 See Exeg. Soul .–.; cf. Majella Franzmann, Jesus in the Nag Hammadi
Writings (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), .
122 See Exeg. Soul .–.
123 The paraphrase in question, at Exeg. Soul ., is of any of the following texts:
Acts :, ; :;  Thess :;  Cor :;  Cor :.
124 Sevrin, however, holds these quotations to be the work of a later redactor and
claims that “seul le dossier d’attestations scripturaires contient des éléments explicitement
chrétiens. En aucun cas le frère-époux n’est, même allusivement, rapproché du Christ”
(Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ; and cf. ibid., ).
120
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concerning the soul’s need to submit to the authority of Christ in his role
as husband and identified with Adam thus makes profound sense in light
of these passages.125
The motif of the bridegroom as the brother of the bride is found also
in the Song of Songs, where the bridegroom addresses the bride as his
sister (:δελφ),126 while the motif of the bridegroom as the Saviour of
the bride recalls Ephesians .127 With Ephesians already primed from
earlier references,128 once the identification of the bridegroom as the
soul’s brother has been made, whether through the intertextual blend
between Exeg. Soul and Genesis that furnishes the identification of Christ
with Adam and the soul with Eve, or through the Song of Songs, the
passage in Ephesians  about Christ the bridegroom is readily brought
to mind and interpreted in light of this blend.129
By means of intertextual connections to Genesis and First Corinthians, the pair constituted by the soul and Christ is effectively identified
with the original pair of Adam and Eve, and Christ as Saviour is implicitly presented as a second Adam, simultaneously as, and intimately connected with, the identification of the soul with Eve. As it is presented
in Exeg. Soul, the fall is thus not mapped onto the eating from the tree
of knowledge,130 but instead onto Eve’s separation from Adam.131 Consequently, the soul’s marriage with the bridegroom becomes a return to
paradise, and to the situation before the fall, i.e., before Eve was separated
from the original νρωπος. To sum up, the soul’s original state entails
existence in a male-female pair together with Adam, while the soul in
her fallen state exists as a lone female who, contrary to her nature, has
male characteristics, fornicating and prostituting herself with a multi125

Cf. Elaine H. Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the Church: A Survey of Second
Century Controversies Concerning Marriage,” in The New Testament and Gnosis: Essays
in Honour of Robert McL. Wilson (ed. A.H.B. Logan and A.J.M. Wedderburn; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, ), .
126 Cant :, ; :– (cf. Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
127 For the contrary view that this motif in Exeg. Soul is independent of Ephesians, see
Robinson, “Introduction,” .
128 Cf. Exeg. Soul .–.
129 In light of this important Adam-Christ rhetoric in Exeg. Soul, I take all the references
to the soul’s brother to refer to both her original brother and husband, Adam, and Christ,
the Saviour, bridegroom and second Adam. I thus disagree with Wilson who thinks that
the reference to the soul’s brother (ⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ) in ., which he mistakenly reads as “her
brothers” in plural, “derives from the gnostic myth of the fall of Sophia” (Wilson, “Old
Testament Exegesis,” ).
130 Cf., however, Arthur, Wisdom Goddess, , who argues that this is in fact the case.
131 I.e., the creation of woman in Gen :–.
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tude of adulterers. The redeemed soul, on the other hand, is once again
the female part of a male-female pair, this time together with Christ, the
second Adam.
We saw above that the Genesis accounts of the creation of woman and
of Eve’s transgression are blended in the interpretation of Exeg. Soul. In
addition, the punishment of Eve in Gen : may be recalled in Exeg.
Soul’s description of the soul’s troublesome childbirth:
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲣⲁⲣⲭⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲃⲱⲗⲕ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧϣⲁⲩⲙⲓⲥⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲡⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲕⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃⲗⲕⲉ
̄

Then she will start to rage at herself like those who give birth. Immediately
when they give birth to the child they turn upon themselves in anger.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

According to Gen :, God’s punishment of Eve involved travail in
childbirth, desire for her husband, and submission to his rule. The first
of these punishments is echoed in Exeg. Soul .–, quoted above, and
the latter two are, as we have seen, important themes throughout the
tractate.132
When it comes to the nature of the relationship between the soul and
Christ, we may note once again the contrast between the way the soul
is treated by the adulterers and by her true husband. The former are
described as uncaring and even violent, while the latter is described as
a wise and loving husband. Correspondingly, while the soul is driven by
passions and lust with the adulterers, she is driven by love and repentance
together with the Saviour. It is small wonder, then, that the soul henceforth does her best to make the bridegroom stay with her. As Exeg. Soul
puts it,
ⲁⲥⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲣⲉⲛⲁϥ ⲛϭⲱ
̄
ϩⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧⲥ ̄

she greatly adorned herself so that it might please him to stay with her.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

This effort to make the bridegroom stay also mirrors the preparations
for the soul’s wedding, and the wedding itself, which may be regarded
as a significant entailment of the Christian life is a marriage with
Christ blend, is important.

132 The passage might also conceivably bring to mind Ps : LXX and Hos :. For a
discussion of these verses, see Michael L. Barré, “Hearts, Beds, and Repentance in Psalm
, and Hosea ,,” Bib  (): –.
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... Wedding Feast and Bridal Chamber
The metaphorical Christian initiation is a wedding blend (see fig.
) can be regarded as a blend within the overarching Christian life
is a marriage with Christ network. Metaphors relying on framing
inputs from marriage and wedding ICMs are indeed central to Exeg.
Soul, and in relation to the soul’s wedding the tractate also describes her
wedding preparations. In an intriguing passage Exeg. Soul tells us that:
ⲁⲥⲕⲱ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲥⲱⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ⲁⲛϫⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲁⲥⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲛⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄̄
ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ̄ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲁⲥⲙⲁϩϥ ⲛⲥϯⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ
̄
ⲁⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲉⲥϭⲱϣⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ⲙⲡⲣ
̄ ⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ⲥⲡⲏⲧ ϩⲛⲧⲁⲅⲟⲣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲥⲟⲩⲟϣϥ
̄

She abandoned her former prostitution, and she cleansed herself of the
defilements of the adulterers, and she became renewed to be suitable as
a bride.133 She cleansed herself in the place of marriage, filled it with
perfume, and sat within it waiting for the true bridegroom. No longer does
she run around in the marketplace134 having communion with whomever
she wants
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The soul is then cleansed and renewed in baptism, as we have seen, but the
bridegroom, whom she can no longer remember, she only receives after
having waited a while for him in fearful anticipation, and after having
dreamed of him:
ⲁⲥϭⲱ ⲉⲥϭⲟϣⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲛⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉⲥⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ⲛⲉⲥⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ
ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄

She continued waiting for him, “When is he coming?” fearing him, for she
did not know what he looked like.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

This description may serve to recruit intertextual input spaces from the
parable of the Ten Virgins (Matt :–) and Ephesians. First of all it
recalls Matt : with its exhortation to the ten virgins to watch for the
coming of the bridegroom on the grounds that “you know neither the day
̄
ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ). This connection
nor the hour” (ⲛⲧⲉⲧ
between Exeg. Soul and the parable is strengthened further through
subsequent intertextual blends. Another New Testament passage that is
easily evoked here and elsewhere in Exeg. Soul is Eph :– concerning
wives and husbands. In this particular case it is Eph :, with its admo-

133
134

The text literally states that “she became renewed to brideness.”
Note the possible allusion to Cant :.
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nition that a woman should “fear her husband” (ⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ
̄
¨ⲓ),
that is called up through Exeg. Soul’s reference to the soul fearing the
bridegroom. Eph : itself follows on the heels of the description of
the relationship between man and woman and their becoming “a single
̄
) as a great “mystery” (ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ) that also refers to
flesh” (ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ̄ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
the relationship between Christ and the church,135 a passage that is also
evoked elsewhere in Exeg. Soul.
Finally, after much tribulation, the soul receives her bridegroom and
saviour. His coming down to the soul is an event that is described in quite
puzzling terms:
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ ⲡⲣⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ
ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄

So then, according to the will of the Father, the bridegroom came down
to her into the place of marriage which was prepared, and he adorned the
bridal chamber.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The interpretation of this passage is complicated by the fact that the text
̄
and
uses two different terms, one Coptic and one Greek, ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ (νυμφ2ν) respectively, which may both be translated as “bridal
chamber.” But should we treat the two terms as they are used in Exeg. Soul
as synonyms,136 or should we rather construe them as having different
referents or functions? If the terms have different referents, then what
might they be? And if they are to be interpreted as synonyms, then why
does Exeg. Soul use both terms in the same passage? Since the text does
in fact employ different terms, we should at least consider the possibility
of differences in meaning, which is why I have chosen to distinguish the
̄
as “place of marriage,”
two in my translation by rendering ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
and reserving the term “bridal chamber” for ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ.

135

See Eph :–.
This is what, e.g., Robinson, Scopello, Sevrin, Krause, and Bethge do. Robinson
translates both terms as “bridal chamber,” (Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,”
), Krause and Bethge translate both as “Brautgemach” (Krause, “Die Sakramente,”
; H. Bethge, “Die Exegese,” ), while Scopello, Sevrin, and Kasser use the French
equivalent, “chambre nuptiale” (Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –; Sevrin, L’Exégèse
de l’âme, ; Kasser, “La gnose,” ). Franke, however, translates ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
as “Brautgemach,” while rendering ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ as “Hochzeitssaal” (see Franke, “Die Erzählung,” ),
and Kulawik translates “Brautgemach” and “Hochzeitsgemach” respectively (see Kulawik,
Die Erzählung, ). In comparison, Gos. Phil. employs three different Greek terms that are
usually translated by scholars as “bridal chamber,” namely κοιτ2ν, νυμφ2ν, and παστς,
but the Coptic term ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
is not found there. In Auth. Teach. we do find ⲙⲁ
, but none of the Greek terms.
ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
136



chapter three

It is of course possible that the variation in terms is due to stylistic
reasons, simply in order to vary the language and avoid unnecessary
̄
, but before we jump to this conclusion
repetition of the term ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
we should give due consideration to the possible differences in meaning
in the way the two terms are employed in the current context. The
Coptic word ϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ in itself means both “bride” and “marriage” and
can be used, as evidenced in the Sahidic New Testament, to translate
the Greek words γ;μος, ν7μφη, and γυν.137 The phrase ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
literally means “place of marriage” and can be used as a translation of the
Greek terms νυμφ2ν and παστς, but it too can be used to translate the
Greek γ;μος.138 Moreover, the Greek phrase =νδυμα γ;μου, “wedding
garments” (Matt :,), is rendered ϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄ ⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
in the Sahidic
New Testament, which, in addition to “wedding garment,” may thus
also conceivably be understood as “garment of the place of marriage” or
“garment of the bridal chamber.”
An intertextual analysis may help us discover a possible rationale for
̄
in the passage in
the use of the two terms ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ and ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
question. Looking at the parable of the Wedding Feast (Matt :–),
what is rendered as γ;μος in verses , , ,  and  in the Greek
̄
in the Sahidic
version of the New Testament is translated as ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
version. As for ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, a term Exeg. Soul uses just once, at .–
, quoted above, it is used in neither the Septuagint nor the Sahidic
New Testament.139 In the Greek New Testament, however, we find it in
a textual variant of Matt :, where it is used instead of γ;μος.140 In
other words, both terms seem to point us in the direction of the parable
of the Wedding Feast in Matthew :–. Let us therefore consider the
possible implications of reading our passage in Exeg. Soul intertextually
with Matt :–.
Exeg. Soul does not seem to be interested in the broader context of the
parable of the Wedding Feast, but seems content merely to refer to the
137

See Wilmet, Concordance, :–.
See Crum b–a; Wilmet, Concordance, :.
139 It is, however, attested at Matt : in the Codex Schøyen version of Matthew in
the Middle Egyptian (M) dialect of Coptic (see Hans-Martin Schenke, Das MatthäusEvangelium im mittelägyptischen Dialekt des Koptischen [Codex Schøyen] [Manuscripts
in the Schøyen Collection , Coptic Papyri ; Oslo: Hermes, ], ). The Middle
Egyptian dialect is also referred to by some as Oxyrhynchite (see Ariel Shisha-Halevy,
“Future, Present, Narrative Past”).
140 See NA27. It is also found in the three parallel passages Matt :, Mark : and
Luke :, but these passages do not seem to be relevant for an intertextual understanding
of the use of the term νυμφ2ν in Exeg. Soul.
138
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general idea of God holding a wedding feast for his son, the preparation
of the place of marriage and the importance of the wedding garments.
I will split the Exeg. Soul passage in two and analyse them one part at a
time:
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ ⲡⲣⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ
ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄

So then, according to the will of the Father, the bridegroom came down to
her into the place of marriage which was prepared.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The most obvious intertext to this passage is Matt :: ⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
141
, “the place of marriage is prepared.” In addition, Exeg. Soul
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄
may here once again evoke the parable of the Ten Virgins (Matt :–
), which should already have been primed by the direct activation of
Matt : in the above mentioned blend with Exeg. Soul .–.
In this context it is especially Matt :, “the bridegroom came and
those who were prepared went in with him to the place of marriage”
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛ̄ⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
),
(ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲁⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
that is recalled, and which may thus set up an intertextual multiple-scope
blend (see fig. ) that also serves to strengthen the mental connections
already established between Exeg. Soul and the parable of the Ten Virgins.
In the second part of our Exeg. Soul passage we encounter the term
ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ:
ⲁϥⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄

And he adorned the bridal chamber.

(Exeg. Soul .–)

As mentioned above, a variant of Matt : has “the bridal chamber
(νυμφ2ν) was filled with guests.” Based on this variant reading of the
parable of the Wedding Feast (Matt :–), which uses both γ;μος
and νυμφ2ν, we could read ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
in Exeg. Soul as a translation
of γ;μος, and we might further regard ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
as being a more
general term in relation to the more specific term νυμφ2ν. The reference
to both ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ and ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ in Exeg. Soul .– may thus in this
context serve as a cue for bringing to mind the discussion in Matt :–
 concerning the man who lacks wedding garments. In this scriptural
141 The Greek has % μ>ν γ;μους ?τοιμς στιν. Cf. also Matt :: π;ντα ?τοιμα δετε
ες το5ς γ;μους / “everything is ready; come to the marriage feast”. The Sahidic version of
this is ⲛⲕⲁ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲙⲏⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ, which may be understood as either “everything

is prepared, come to the marriage (or: marriage feast),” or “everything is ready, come to
the bride.”
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passage it is made clear that it is a very serious offence indeed not to wear
wedding garments at the wedding feast, for it results in being thrown
“into the outer darkness” (Matt :). By having the Saviour come down
̄
and adorning (i.e., dressing) the ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ,
to the soul in the ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
Exeg. Soul directs attention to the Matthean parable and attributes the
Saviour with acting to prevent such a fate—which again recalls the insideoutside dichotomy discussed above—by virtue of his dressing activity.
However, the fact that Exeg. Soul has the Saviour adorn / dress the bridal
chamber (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ), rather than the bride (ⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ), is still puzzling.142
This could conceivably be due to an error in the transmission of the
text,143 and if we emend ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ to ⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ, this would give us a
straightforward reference to the soul as the bride of Christ the Saviour,
and the latter dressing the former. Without evidence to the contrary,
however, I think we should primarily trust the manuscript and work
from the assumption that this is not an error. Retaining the reading
ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ we may still understand the passage in much the same way
as if we emend it, but with a twist, as this reading has the potential to
provoke additional reflection on the part of the reader. For if the Saviour
adorns not simply the soul as bride, but rather the bridal chamber,
then how are we to understand the nature and identity of the bridal
chamber?
When trying to be more specific concerning the target referents for
ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
and ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, we are, however, venturing into more speculative territory. Some possibilities may nevertheless be outlined. Since
the bridal chamber is here described as being adorned / dressed, it would
seem to be possible to understand the bridal chamber (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) as the
body within which the soul unites with Christ,144 and consequently that
142 As Wisse notes, “It is peculiar to read in , f. that the groom decorated the bridal
chamber (νυμφ2ν) after it had been stated in the preceding sentence that he came down
̄
)” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ).
to the ready (!) bridal chamber (ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
143 If the use of ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ in Exeg. Soul is an error, it is more likely to have been made
by the translator, rather than the scribe of Nag Hammadi Codex II, since the difference
between the two Greek terms when rendered in Coptic also involves a difference in
grammatical gender.
144 If we are right to identify the bridal chamber with the body, such use of the term
would then be similar to what we find in the Syriac tradition, not least in Ephrem,
who, with clear Eucharistic connotations, refers to the human body as the bridal chamber where the soul mingles with Christ the Bridegroom (see Thomas Koonamakkal,
“Ephrem’s Polemics on the Human Body,” in Ascetica, Gnostica, Liturgica, Orientalia:
Papers Presented at the Thirteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in
Oxford  [ed. Maurice F. Wiles and Edward Yarnold; StPatr ; Leuven: Peeters, ],
).
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the dressing of the bridal chamber may refer to an adorning / dressing
of the body. Understood in this way, and considering the clear connection in Exeg. Soul between the marriage preparations and baptism, it is
possible to understand this adorning / dressing of the bridal chamber to
refer to a postbaptismal dressing in white garments as attested in numerous early Christian sources. While this interpretation does not depend
̄
and ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ as having different referents, ⲙⲁ
upon seeing ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
might in such a context be regarded as a reference to the place
ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
of the marriage in a wider sense, and perhaps as a reference to the place
where baptism and the marriage with the Saviour take place. It would, for
̄
as a church building or
example, make sense to interpret the ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
baptistery where the soul is baptised, cleansed, and wedded to Christ in
the complete Christian rites of initiation, and united with him, above all
in the Eucharist. It may also, on similar grounds, denote the Christian
rites of initiation as a whole.145
... The (Re)union
The significance of the marriage (γ;μος) between the soul and the Saviour is repeatedly stressed throughout Exeg. Soul. The tractate states that
the soul will become one in a lasting union with her true bridegroom,
which constitutes a return to the original male-female state, and emphasises that they will be satisfied in their communion with each other:
ⲉⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲥⲓ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲓⲉⲧⲡⲱ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲱⲭⲗⲏⲥⲓ
̄
ⲥ [ⲛ̄]ⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉⲓⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲕ[ⲧⲟ] ⲛ̄[ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
˙ ⲛ[ⲡ]ϩⲛϩⲱⲧ
˙ ⲉⲩϣⲁ
̄ ˙ ⲣ ̄ ⲁⲛ[ⲟ]ⲩ[ⲉⲣⲏ]ⲩ
ⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ . . . . .˙ ] . [ⲁ]ⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
˙
˙ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ˙
ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
ⲁⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄ ˙ ˙˙
˙
˙
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ϫⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲛⲉⲩϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ϩⲁϩⲧⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ

For that marriage is not like the fleshly marriage. (In the fleshly marriage,)
those who will have communion with each other have enough of that
(fleshly) communion and like burdens they leave behind them the annoyance [of] the desire and they [turn their faces from] each other, but this
[ . . . ] is [not] this marriage, but when they unite with [each other] they
become a single life. Therefore the prophet says concerning the first man

145 See, e.g., (Ps-) Theophilus of Alexandria, Letter to Horsiesios, ,  (W.E. Crum,
ed. and trans., Der Papyruscodex saec. VI–VII der Philippusbibliothek in Cheltenham
[Schriften der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft in Straßburg ; Straßburg: Karl J. Trübner, ], , ).



chapter three
and the first woman: “They shall become a single flesh.”146 For they were
at first united with each other beside the Father, before the woman lost the
husband who is her brother.
(Exeg. Soul .–.)

The marriage (ⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ)147 with the Saviour is described as being far superior to the soul’s former communion with adulterers and “wanton men,”
against which it is compared at length, but it also compares favourably
̄
). The use of this term in this
to “the fleshly marriage” (ⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲥ
context calls specifically to mind the source ICM of the metaphorical
blend Christian life is a marriage with Christ, pointing out some
important differences between it and the target concept while stressing
the metaphoricity of the blend.
Damage to the manuscript makes the quoted passage a difficult one
̄ ⲙ̄ [ⲡⲱⲣϫⲟⲩ
to interpret. Frederik Wisse’s reconstruction of . as ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ (“they do not [separate from]”)148 makes good sense in˙ conjunction˙ with the text’s subsequent quotation of Gen : at .–: “they
shall become a single flesh” (ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ). The problem with
this reconstruction is that it is impossible to reconcile with the presence
of a faint trace of a superlinear stroke near the middle of the lacuna. The
reconstruction in Layton’s edition of the text, which was suggested by
̄ ⲕ[ⲧⲟ] ⲛ̄[ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ, takes this fact into account,149
Stephen Emmel, ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
˙
˙ translation
˙ of the passage, where he underbut Robinson’s accompanying
stands ⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
(“that communion”) at .– as a reference to the marriage between the soul and the Saviour,150 does not make
sense of the Genesis quotation, nor does it fit in with the overall rhetoric
̄
at .– as
of Exeg. Soul. However, if we regard ⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
146

Gen :; cf. Matt :; Mark :;  Cor :; Eph :.
In the Sahidic New Testament the Greek term γ;μος is found only at Heb :
and Rev : (see L.-Th. Lefort, Concordance du Nouveau Testament Sahidique: I. Les
mots d’origine Grecque [CSCO , Subsidia ; Leuven: Peeters, ], ). Rev :,
which concerns the marriage of the lamb, fits well into the context of Exeg. Soul: “the
marriage of the lamb has come and his bride has prepared herself ” (ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
), while Heb : is notable for its condemnation
ⲙⲡⲉϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉϥϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ ⲁⲥⲥⲟⲃⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
of the fornicators and adulterers: “The marriage is honoured in all things and the bed
pure, for God will judge the fornicators and the adulterers” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲁ¨ⲓⲏⲩ ϩⲛϩⲱⲃ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ
̄
).
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲛ̄ⲛⲕⲟⲧ
̄
ⲕ̄ ⲧⲃⲃⲏⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲟ
̄ ¨ⲓⲕ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
148 Wisse, “On Exegeting,”  n. ; also followed by Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme,  who
has ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲙ[ⲡⲟⲣϫⲟⲩ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ.
˙ and Robinson,
˙
149 Layton
“Expository Treatise,” . For a survey of the different
proposals for reconstructing this lacuna, see Kasser, “L’Histoire de l’Âme”. Kasser himself
suggests ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲙ[ⲑ]ⲙ̄ [ⲕⲟ ϭⲉ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
, which he translates “et (désormais) ils ne
˙ ˙l’un par l’autre” (ibid., ).
sont [plus tourmentés]
150 See Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” .
147
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a reference to “the fleshly marriage” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
), what we get is a
contrast between “the fleshly marriage,” where the married couple tire of
each other, and the marriage with Christ, where he and the soul become
“a single life.” We thus see that this passage also provides us with a suitable contrast to .–, where the soul’s relationship with the adulterers is described using the imagery of turning. The imagery of turning is indeed pervasive throughout Exeg. Soul.151 As we have seen, the
womb of the soul is turned, the soul turns her face, first from her original husband and then from successive fornicators, while the latter turn
away from her after having had their way with her. In contrast to the soul
and the adulterers, and in contrast to “the fleshly marriage,” the soul and
her true husband, Christ, do not turn away from each other once they
have been (re)united.152 Rather than tiring of each other like those who
are united in “the fleshly marriage,” the soul and Christ truly become “a
single life.” In contrast, Robinson’s interpretation reverses the meaning of
the passage and hence does not fit the argument Exeg. Soul seems to be
making here. Why would the soul and Christ turn their faces from each
other? Granted, in this communion the soul renounces desire, but it does
not seem appropriate for her to renounce the metaphorical intercourse
with her true husband or desire for him. What the soul renounces is her
desire to seek new lovers, since she is now fully satisfied with her communion with Christ, her true husband. Instead it is the common human
couple who will eventually have enough of the desire for fleshly communion with each other, and who will therefore turn away from each
other.
The contrast between the soul’s original and fallen states is thus not
one between an original state of asexuality and a fallen state characterised
by sexuality, but rather a contrast between the ideal γ;μος and πορνεα,
i.e., between a state of legitimate marital relationship versus illicit and
fleeting relationships with a multitude of partners, relationships that
are characterised by the text as prostitution, fornication, and adultery.
Exeg. Soul makes clear that there is in fact such a thing as legitimate
151

Cf. Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –.
For the notion that that the marriage with Christ is a perpetual union where the
married do not separate, and which is therefore much better than a human marriage,
see Harrison, “Gender, Generation, and Virginity,” –, who quotes a translation of
Gregory of Nazianzus’ poem Exhortatio ad virgines, PG .–. Cf. also Aphrahat,
Dem. VI: (PS I, :–) (see the translation in Kuriakose A. Valavanolickal, The Use
of the Gospel Parables in the Writings of Aphrahat and Ephrem [Studies in the Religion
and History of Early Christianity ; Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, ], ).
152
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sexual intercourse for the soul, metaphorically speaking, but only with
her true spouse, Christ. Everything else is characterised as πορνεα or
μοιχεα.
The quoted passage from Gen :, “they shall become a single flesh”
(ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ),153 is a passage that is closely paraphrased in
 Cor :, Eph :, and in the parallel accounts in Matt : and Mark
:, and its use in Exeg. Soul may recall any or all of these New Testament
passages.154 Especially the latter two passages, where Gen : is used by
Jesus in an argument against divorce, blends easily with the rhetoric of
Exeg. Soul. The potential blends created on the basis of  Cor :– and
Eph :–, on the other hand, address somewhat different concerns.
Where the focus in Matt  and Mark  is on the wrongness of divorce,
 Cor : cites Gen : in a metaphorical argument relating to idolatry.
Here it is stated that if one joins with a prostitute one becomes one body
with the prostitute, or likewise one body with Christ if one joins with
him. The emphasis in First Corinthians on joining with Christ instead of
the prostitutes is echoed in Exeg. Soul, and the concern with idolatry may
also be of some importance in Exeg. Soul as well. As for Eph :, it quotes
Gen : within a different metaphorical argument relating to the joining
of Christ and the church. While Eph ’s collective focus seems to be rather
different than Exeg. Soul’s focus on the individual soul, the insistence in
Eph  on the wife’s submission to her husband blends perfectly with our
Nag Hammadi tractate.
Finally, in view of the already established intertextual connections with
First Corinthians, one might well in this context recall the statement in
 Cor : that to avoid πορνεα every woman should have a husband, and
 Cor : stating that “there is no woman without man, nor man with̄ ¨ⲓⲙⲉ ⲁϫⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲉϣ
̄
ⲛⲥϩ
̄ ¨ⲓⲙⲉ
out woman in the Lord” (ⲙⲛⲥϩ
).155
ϩⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
... Conception, Birth, and Rebirth
Another major group of metaphorical blends that are closely related to
the marriage ICM consists of blends with inputs from the domain of

153

Exeg. Soul ..
Cf. Elaine Pagels, who argues that Exeg. Soul reads Gen : f. “allegorically, primarily through Ephesians :–, often in conjunction with passages drawn from
 Corinthians” (Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the Church,” ).
155 ο@τε γυν8 χωρ ς :νδρ ς ο@τε :ν8ρ χωρ ς γυναικ ς ν κυρAω.
154
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procreation. When the soul is united in communion with the Saviour,
she receives from him “the seed” (ⲡⲉⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ) which makes her bear good
children:
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥ
̄
ⲣⲕ̄ ⲟ[ⲓ]ⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
[ⲁ]ⲥϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄
˙ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
˙
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲧⲛϩⲟ
̄
ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲥϫⲡⲟ
ⲛϩ̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲥⲁⲛⲟⲩϣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲑⲁⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ϩⲱⲥⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄

And when she had communion with him she receive[d] the seed from him
that is the life-giving spirit,156 so that she gave birth to good children from
it and nourished them. For this is the great perfect marvel of birth, as it is
by the will of the Father that this marriage is fulfilled.
(Exeg. Soul .–.)

Only with the Saviour can the soul produce good children. As long as
she prostitutes herself and “has communion” (κοινωνε&ν) with others,
her offspring are of a decidedly less than perfect nature:
ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲙⲟⲓⲭⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲕⲱⲫⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲛⲃ̄ ⲗⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉⲟ
ⲛⲣ̄ ⲙⲛⲗⲁϫⲗⲉϫ
̄̄
ⲡⲟⲩϩⲏⲧ ⲡⲟϣⲥ ̄

those whom she bore from the adulterers are dumb and blind and sickly
and mentally disturbed.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

Offspring generated by the soul from the “seed” provided by the Saviour
are thus effectively contrasted with offspring resulting from her encounters with “the adulterers” (μοιχς).157 Moreover, Exeg. Soul stresses that
the Father sent her a husband from heaven “since she is a woman unable
̄
ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲥϫⲡⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ
to engender children on her own” (ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
158
The effectiveness of the imagery of Christ implanting “seed”
ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ).
̄
in the soul at this point, and the subsequent imagery of childbirth, are
both facilitated by the references to the anatomical detail of the womb
earlier on in the text.159
It is significant that the result of the soul’s communion with Christ
is described in terms of conception and birth. The imagery of birth is
here linked to the implanting of the seed by the Saviour and is described
̄
ⲛⲑⲁⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
).160
as “the great, perfect marvel of birth” (ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
The latter comment seems slightly out of place in its immediate narrative

156
157
158
159
160

Cf. John :;  Cor :.
Cf. Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, .
See Exeg. Soul .–.
Cf. Wisse, “On Exegeting,” –.
Exeg. Soul .–.
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context, however, prompting us to consider reading it as an allusion
to John ,161 with its discussion of rebirth through water and spirit.
Especially John :, “Do not marvel that I said to you, ‘You must be born
again’ ” (ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲉ
̄ ̄
ϫⲉⲁⲉⲓϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲕ ϫⲉϩⲁⲡⲥ ̄ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϫⲡⲉⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
),162
with its combination of the themes of marvelling and rebirth, is easily
evoked and creates a productive blend with this passage in Exeg. Soul.163
When blending John  with the passage in Exeg. Soul, the process of
salvation that Exeg. Soul refers to as “the great perfect marvel of birth”
̄
ⲛⲑⲁⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
) is in the resulting blend mapped onto the
(ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
rebirth through water and spirit mentioned by Jesus in John .
Exeg. Soul also deals with the question of rebirth more directly. Following a quotation of Ps :– LXX, which concerns the renewal
of the soul and its subsequent ascent, ending with the phrase “Your
̄ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
youth will be renewed like that of an eagle” (ⲧⲉⲙⲛⲧⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
),164 Exeg. Soul comments:
ⲛⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁⲉⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲥϣⲁⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ϭⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲥⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̄ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ
ⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲁⲥⲕⲏⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉϣⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ
̄
165 ⲛⲥϩⲁ
ⲟⲩ[ⲇ]ⲉ ϩⲛⲥⲃⲱ
̄
̄ ¨ⲓ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓ[ⲥ] ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ . . . . ]ⲉ166 ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲇⲱⲣⲉⲁ
˙ⲡⲉ
˙
˙ ⲙ̄ [ⲡⲥⲁ] ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
˙
˙
ⲙⲡⲛ
̄ [ . . . . . . . . . ]ⲁⲉ167 ⲡⲉⲉⲓϩⲱⲃ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲟⲩⲉⲓⲉⲓ
˙
˙
˙˙
So, when she becomes renewed she will ascend, praising the Father and
her brother, this one by whom she was saved. Thus the soul will be saved
through the rebirth. But this comes not from ascetic words nor from skills
nor from written teaching, but the grace of [ . . . ], but the gift of [ . . . ].168 For
this thing is heavenly.
(Exeg. Soul .–)
161

Sevrin, however, prefers to interpret this phrase as a reference to the (“Gnostic”)
Pleromatic realities (Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ), rather than reading it intertextually
with Scripture.
162 μ8 αυμ;σBης Cτι εDπν σοι δε& 3μ4ς γεννηναι νωεν.
163 The intertextual connection between Exeg. Soul and John  is further strengthened
by the fact that Jesus is referred to as the “bridegroom” (νυμφος) at John :.
164 Exeg. Soul .–.
165 The ϩ in ϩⲛⲥⲃⲱ
̄
is barely visible in the facsimile, but has been read with ultraviolet
light (see Layton and Robinson, “Expository Treatise,” ).
166 Possible reconstructions include ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲛⲟⲩⲧ]ⲉ, ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧ]ⲉ, ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲧ]ⲉ, ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲡⲛⲁ
̄̄
˙ ˙ reconstructions,
˙˙
˙ ˙˙
see˙appendix
A. ˙ ˙ ˙
ⲧ]ⲉ, ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲧ]ⲉ. For the various suggested
˙ ˙It˙ seems probable
˙
167
that the first word of this lacuna should be restored ⲙⲡⲛ
̄ [ⲟⲩⲧⲉ,
but the rest of the lacuna is highly uncertain. For the various suggested reconstructions,
see appendix A. Sevrin, partly following Krause, reconstructs the passage as follows:
ⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓ[ⲥ] ⲙⲡ[ⲉ]ⲓ[ⲱⲧ ⲧ]ⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲇⲱⲣⲉⲁ ⲙⲡⲛ
̄ [ⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ ⲛⲧ]ⲙⲉ (Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ),
˙
˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ that while
˙ the first part of the reconstruction
acknowledging
(“the grace of [the father]”)
is probable, the rest is guesswork (Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
168 Cf. Eph :–.
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This intriguing passage emphasises that salvation entails rebirth. The
nature of this rebirth, however, is not clear. For a start, the phrase “the
̄
soul will be saved through the rebirth” (ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
), is ambiguous, especially in light of the intertexts it evokes.
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
We have already seen that the soul is described, at the beginning of
page , as giving birth to good children from the seed received in her
communion with the Saviour. Now we are told near the bottom of the
same page in the manuscript that salvation will be attained by means of
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
, “through the rebirth,”
rebirth. The use of the phrase ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
is significant, since ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
can here be understood not only as
referring to the soul being reborn, but also to her giving birth again. The
exact phrase ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
(“the rebirth”) is attested only twice in the
Sahidic New Testament, namely in Matt : and Titus :,169 in both
instances as a translation of the Greek παλιγγενεσα.170 In Matt :,
Jesus is presented as saying that those who follow him in “the rebirth”
̄
) will be able to sit alongside him in heaven and will receive
(ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
eternal life. The phrase “when she becomes renewed she will ascend”
(Exeg. Soul :–) thus evokes both the preceding quotation of Ps
: LXX, “Your youth will be renewed like that of an eagle,” and Jesus’
answer to the disciples in Matt :. The soul who has been renewed
through the rebirth is in this way identified with the eagle in the quoted
Psalm, and in the blend the eagle / soul will ascend to heaven together
with Christ.
But there are also other, even more relevant intertexts. In Titus :–
, which has been described as an exhortation to training in Christian
virtue,171 we find a very interesting passage that dovetails nicely with the
concerns of Exeg. Soul:
ⲛⲉⲛⲟ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲙⲡ
̄ ¨ⲓⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲁⲑⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲱⲧ
̄
ⲙ̄ ⲉⲡⲗⲁⲛⲁ ⲉⲛⲟ ⲛϩ̄ ⲙϩⲁⲗ
̄
ⲛⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛϩⲩⲇⲟⲛⲏ
̄
ⲉⲧϣⲟⲃⲉ ⲉⲛⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲫⲑⲟⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲛⲟ ⲙⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ
ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉⲧⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲙⲁ
̄
¨ⲓⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ ϩⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ
̄
ⲉⲁⲛⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉϥⲛⲁ
ⲁϥⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲛ ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲙⲡϫⲱⲕ
̄
ⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲃ
̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙⲙⲁⲟ
̄
ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲛ̄ⲓⲥ̄ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲡⲁϩⲧϥ̄ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙ

169 The connection between this passage in Exeg. Soul and Titus : and Matt : is
also suggested by Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –, .
170 See Wilmet, Concordance, :–.
171 See Pheme Perkins, “The Pastoral Epistles:  and  Timothy and Titus,” in Eerdmans
Commentary on the Bible (ed. James D.G. Dunn and John W. Rogerson; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, ), –.
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For we too were at that time ignorant, disobedient, being in error, being
slaves to the different desires and pleasures, walking in depravity and
jealousy, being hated, hating one another. But when the goodness and
the philanthropy of God our Saviour was revealed, not from works of
righteousness which we have done ourselves, but according to his mercy,
he saved us through the washing of the rebirth and the renewing of the
Holy Spirit, which he poured upon us richly through Jesus Christ our
Saviour
(Titus :–)

This passage, which contains the only explicit reference to Christian
ritual in the Pastoral Epistles,172 parallells our text in several interesting
ways. First, the emphasis here on the point that salvation does not come
from works done by the Christians themselves, but from the mercy of
God, is similar to Exeg. Soul’s statement that the soul’s salvation is a “gift”
(ⲇⲱⲣⲉⲁ) and a “grace” (ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ) and will not come from “practised words”
(ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥⲕⲏⲥⲓⲥ
̄
), “skills” (ⲛⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ
̄
), or “written teaching” (ⲥⲃⲱ ⲛⲥϩⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ).
Moreover, the theme of renewal which is illustrated by Exeg. Soul partly
by means of the quotation of Ps :– LXX173 is in this passage in Titus
connected directly to the Holy Spirit and baptismal rebirth. An explicit
connection between the metaphor of rebirth and the ritual of baptism is
̄
made through the phrase “the washing of the rebirth” (ⲡϫⲱⲕⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
). Baptismal washing is thus attributed with salvific power, and
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
there is a close connection between renewal and the Holy Spirit, the latter
presented as being given by Christ. In a reading of Exeg. Soul .–,
the Titus  input space thus has the potential to direct attention to the
previous passage in Exeg. Soul dealing with the baptismal washing of the
soul. The specific passage in Exeg. Soul that calls up the Titus input space
suppresses the direct reference to baptism that is present in Titus :,
by skipping the word ⲡϫⲱⲕⲙ̄ (“the washing”), but at the same time the
implicit activation of the Titus : input space may still direct attention
to the baptismal washing of the soul—paradoxically by means of the very
part of the Titus intertext that Exeg. Soul here leaves out. This suppression
on the part of Exeg. Soul is also significant for the way it opens up for
yet another relevant intertext to be brought into the interpretive blend.
For there is also another New Testament passage that closely resembles
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
, “she will be saved
Exeg. Soul’s phrase ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
through the rebirth (or: birth again),” namely  Tim :: ⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁ¨ⲓ ⲇⲉ

172
173

See Perkins, “The Pastoral Epistles,” .
See Exeg. Soul .–.
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ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲙⲡⲉϫⲡⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
, “but she will be saved through childbirth,” a statement
that is found in the context of a discussion concerning the salvation of
woman:
ⲧⲉⲥϩ¨ⲓⲙⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϫ¨ⲓⲥⲃⲱ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙⲣⲁϣ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲛϩⲩⲡⲟⲧⲁⲅⲏ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛϯϯⲙⲁ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛ
ⲛⲥϩ
̄ ¨ⲓⲙⲉ ⲉϯⲥⲃⲱ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲉⲣϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙⲣⲁϣ
̄
ⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲡⲗⲁⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣ
̄
ⲡ̄ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲱϥ
̄
ⲉⲩϩⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲃⲁⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲧⲉⲥϩ¨ⲓⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛϭⲱ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲧ
̄ ⲃⲃⲟ
̄
ⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁ¨ⲓ ⲇⲉ ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲙⲡⲉϫⲡⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙ̄ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄

Let the woman learn in gentleness in all subordination. But I do not permit
a woman to teach nor to rule over her husband, but to come to be in
gentleness. For it was Adam who was formed first and afterwards Eve. And
Adam was not deceived, but the woman, when she was deceived she came
to be in sin. But she will be saved through childbirth, if they remain in faith
and love and purity and wisdom.
( Tim :–)

As we can see, there are several themes here that parallel those of Exeg.
Soul. The issues of the salvation of woman, the subordination of woman
to man, the relationship between Adam and Eve, Eve’s culpability, and
the connection between salvation and birth are found in both texts.
Blended with the account in Exeg. Soul, the references to woman in this
passage in First Timothy are readily mapped onto the soul. It would
thus be among the inferences created by this blend that the soul should
submit to her husband and that she will be saved by giving birth. In
this light we may interpret Exeg. Soul’s statement that the soul will be
̄
to mean that the soul will be saved by giving
saved though ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
birth again, referring to the birth of good children from the seed of the
Saviour.174
In the greater intertextual blend, then, which also includes the Titus
passage just discussed, we see the possibility of a simultaneous reference
to the soul’s rebirth and her giving birth again, through a parallel activation of input spaces in a multiple-scope blend. This dual reference seems
also to be supported more directly by Exeg. Soul, when it states in another
passage that,
ϣϣⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ϫⲡⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ⲛⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲟⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲉ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄

it is necessary for the soul to give birth to herself and to become once again
as she was before.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

174

Cf. Exeg. Soul .–.
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This statement of the soul’s need to give birth to herself thus undergirds the ambiguity created through the blending of the Titus and First
Timothy intertexts, namely that the soul must both give birth again and
become reborn. The fact that this process is also subsequently described
as an ascent to heaven,175 again tightens the intertextual links to the Ps
 LXX and Matt : intertexts.
In summary, we find that the way in which rebirth and ascent are
mentioned in Exeg. Soul .– serves to call up intertextual input
spaces from Titus, First Timothy, Matthew, and the Psalms, leading to a
rich polysemic integration network of intertextual mental spaces, some
of which have already been primed by previous references, and some,
most notably those from Titus and First Timothy, that are called up for
the first time—and in parallel (see fig. ).
But let us now return to the passage under scrutiny to consider the
̄
ⲛⲁⲥⲕⲏⲥⲓⲥ
̄
(“pracstatement that the soul will not be saved though ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
(“skills”), or ⲥⲃⲱ ⲛⲥϩⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ (“written teaching”). What
tised words”), ⲛⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ
specifically do these terms refer to? Frederik Wisse speculates that they
“perhaps mean that salvation does not come through ascetic practices,
(cultic) acts or (the belief in) written doctrines,”176 but, as Wisse rightly
notes, “the sentence does not seem to say this.”177 So what does it say?
In contrast to these three terms, Exeg. Soul specifies that salvation is to
be regarded as a grace (χ;ρις) and a gift (δωρε;).178 The gist of the passage thus seems to be the message that the soul cannot save herself, but
needs help,179 a point that is also brought home through the description
of the soul being unable to give birth on her own, without the seed that is
provided by Christ. This does not necessarily mean, however, that ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥⲕⲏⲥⲓⲥ
̄
, ⲛⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ
̄
, or ⲥⲃⲱ ⲛⲥϩⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ work counter to salvation, nor indeed that
they are unimportant.180 It may simply mean that one must acknowledge
that salvation is unattainable without the help of God, the Father. Salvation is thus first and foremost a gift and a grace from him and not something for which one can purely depend on one’s own actions, whatever
they may be.

175
176
177
178
179
180

Exeg. Soul .–.
Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
Cf. Eph :–.
Cf. Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, .
Cf. the discussion below.
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Another interesting feature of this part of the Exeg. Soul passage is
its intertextual connections, for “le passage est tissé de réminiscences
néotestamentaires,” as Scopello puts it.181 We have already seen how Titus
:, with its statement that one is saved “not from works of righteousness
which we have done ourselves, but according to his mercy,” blends well
with Exeg. Soul,182 but there is also a passage from Ephesians that is
brought to mind in this context:
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙ
̄ ⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡ
̄ ¨ⲓⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ
̄
̄
ⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲛⲁϩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲁⲛⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ
ⲙⲡⲁⲏⲣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲣⲅⲉⲓ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ϩⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄ ¨ⲓⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲥⲁⲣ
̄
ⲝ̄ ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲱϣ
̄
ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣ
̄
ⲝ̄
ϩⲱⲱⲛ ϩⲛⲛⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ ⲙⲡ
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲛⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲫⲩⲥⲉⲓ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟⲣⲅⲏ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ
̄
ⲡⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲉϥⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲱⲥ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲙⲉⲣ¨ⲓⲧⲛ̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲧⲁⲛϩⲟⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲟⲩϫⲏⲩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲛⲟⲩϩⲙⲟⲧ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲟⲩⲛⲟⲥⲛ̄ ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲁϥⲑⲙⲥⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲓⲥ̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙⲙⲁⲟ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉϥⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲛϩⲉⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲛⲧⲉϥⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲙⲙⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟ ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ
ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲛⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ
ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ϩⲛϩⲱⲃ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ϣⲟⲩϣⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄

And as for you, you are dead in your transgressions and your sins in which
you walked at that time according to the aeon of this world, according to
the ruler of the power of the air, of the spirit, which works now in the
children of unbelief. And we have also walked in these at that time in
the lusts of our flesh, doing the wishes of the flesh and its lusts and our
thoughts, and we are by nature the children of anger, like the rest of men.
But God, being rich in mercy because of his great love with which he has
loved us, and we being dead in our transgressions, he made us alive in
Christ. For you are safe in grace. And he raised us up with him and he
seated us with him in heaven in Christ Jesus, so that he might reveal in the
coming times the great richness of his grace in kindness upon us in Christ
Jesus. For it was through his grace through faith that you were made alive,
and this also is not from yourselves. It is the gift of God. It is not from
works, that no one should pride himself.
(Eph :–)

We see that this passage is already likely to be primed through the
parallells to Exeg. Soul’s descriptions of the soul’s sinful life in the flesh,
but we also see that there are several points of contact between the Exeg.
Soul passage under discussion this part of Ephesians, namely the ascent
and enthronement, and God’s saving actions, which are described as a
gift and a grace. This passage in Ephesians is thus an obvious candidate
181
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Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, .
Cf. also Titus :.
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to become yet another input space that may be added to the intertextual
integration network we have discussed here. The same can moreover
be said with regard to further parts of Eph  that speak of the former
separation from God and Christ in the world and in the flesh,183 and of
“he who made the two one” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲣⲡⲉⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
).184
.. Concluding Analysis: The Feminisation of the Soul
In Exeg. Soul., the soul is metaphorically a woman, and, as we have
seen, this metaphor is expanded using related metaphors like the soul
is a prostitute, the soul is a bride, and the soul is a wife. We
encounter intertextual triggers at various points throughout the narrative that enable the activation of different external texts as input spaces
for various blends that are employed in the narrative of the soul’s fall
and redemption. Different intertexts, which highlight different aspects of
the various metaphorical representations of the soul, are thus activated.
Some of these intertexts, like for instance Hosea and First Corinthians, are activated by way of explicit citations, while others are activated
implicitly through allusions. When they are primed and activated as
input spaces, or sources for input spaces, these intertexts contribute to
establishing, as well as highlighting, different aspects of what may be
regarded as the main conceptual metaphor in Exeg. Soul, namely the
soul is a woman. Hosea, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, for instance, flesh out
the the soul is a prostitute metaphor,185 while inputs from, e.g.,
Ephesians, Matthew, and the Song of Songs, help set up metaphorical
blends around the conceptual metaphor the soul is a bride. Interestingly, while Exeg. Soul uses lengthy quotations from Jeremiah, Hosea, and
Ezekiel in its descriptions of the soul’s former life of prostitution, fornication, and adultery, the focus shifts noticeably to New Testament allusions
with regard to the soul’s salvation through marriage.
We have seen that the conceptual metaphor the soul is a woman
is employed throughout the narrative, and that this is a single-scope
network that is conducive to metaphorical interpretation. But at the same
time as the soul is metaphorically a woman, we may also to some extent
understand it as a part for whole metonymy with the soul referring to
the whole person. Moreover, the womb of the soul also has an important
183
184
185

Eph :.
Eph :.
See Exeg. Soul .– (Jeremiah); .–. (Hosea); .– (Ezekiel).
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metonymic function in this tractate. First of all, the womb may in some
respects, especially in connection with the turning of the womb from
the outside to the inside, be seen to stand metonymically for the whole
metaphorical woman, and thus, inter alia, for the entire soul, in which
case the turning of the womb can also be understood metonymically to
refer to the conversion of the whole person (for these metaphorical and
metonymical relations, see fig. ).
Now, in Exeg. Soul the soul is metaphorically a woman. But does this
mean that the tractate is only concerned with the souls of women?186
This does not seem to be the case. The overall rhetoric of the tractate
seems rather to imply that the soul is metaphorically female regardless of
the gender of the body it inhabits.187 In this conceptual the soul for
the person metonymy, however, the person is not just anybody, but
would represent, again metonymically, by a member of category for
category metonymy, the prototypical Christian convert, and we may
thus speak of the metonymy the soul for the christian. The soul may
therefore be regarded at various points in the tractate as both a metaphor
and a metonymy for the Christian (see fig. ).

186 By interpreting the imagery of the soul as a woman literally rather than metaphorically, Scopello has used Exeg. Soul as evidence for “the historical and social reality of
women in the gnostic communities” (Scopello, “Jewish and Greek Heroines,” –).
Scopello even thinks the author of Exeg. Soul was probably a woman, since in Scopello’s
view “the sexual accounts of a text such as the Exegesis on the Soul are more probably
ascribed to a woman than to a man” (ibid., ). Birger Pearson shares the view that “a
female author could easily be posited” (Pearson, “Mikra in Gnostic Literature,”  n. ).
Julia Iwersen argues that Exeg. Soul is likely the product of a female proselyte (see Julia
Iwersen, “Metanoia und Brautgemach: Der frühgnostische Seelenmythos als Konversionsmythos,” in Religionswissenschaft in Konsequenz: Beiträge im Anschluß an Impulse von
Kurt Rudolph [ed. Rainer Flasche, et al.; Marburger Religionsgeschichtliche Beiträge ;
Münster: Lit, ], esp. ). For the view that Exeg. Soul does not address the question of real women, see Perkins, Gnosticism and the New Testament, . See also the
comments of Douglas M. Parrott, “Response to ‘Jewish and Greek Heroines in the Nag
Hammadi Library’ by Madeleine Scopello,” in Images of the Feminine in Gnosticism (ed.
Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ), –; Arthur, Wisdom Goddess,
; Kulawik, Die Erzählung, .
187 This has been pointed out by, among others, Perkins, Gnosticism and the New
Testament, ; Deirdre J. Good, “Gender and Generation: Observations on Coptic
Terminology, with Particular Attention to Valentinian Texts,” in Images of the Feminine in
Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ), –. As Daniel
Boyarin has pointed out, “the virgin girl is a topos in both Judaism and Christianity
for thinking about male bodies and their spiritual states” (Daniel Boyarin, Dying for
God: Martyrdom and the Making of Christianity and Judaism [Figurae: Reading Medieval
Culture; Stanford: Stanford University Press, ], ).
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... The Soul and Christ
Since the husband in this case is Christ and the woman in question is
the soul, more specifically, considering the metonymy mentioned above,
the soul of the Christian initiate, the language of cleansing and marriage becomes easily understandable. The individual Christian soul has
to become as a virgin bride in relation to Christ in order to submit to
him as a proper Christian in a metaphorical marriage which also constitutes a return to the primordial state of male-female union in paradise
before the fall. In summary, the ideal marriage of the soul with Christ
described in Exeg. Soul has the precondition that the female part of the
union acts like an ideal female, which inter alia involves an abandonment of any resemblance of maleness on her part, a maleness which is
described vividly in terms of the soul actively seeking different lovers and
having her womb on the outside like male genitalia. She needs to become
a proper, pure, female virgin, with her womb on the inside like it should
be, and subsequently submit herself to Christ the Saviour, her true husband and master. In this union, the male and female parts are obviously
not equal. The soul of the individual Christian, constituting the female
part of the unity, is clearly supposed to be subordinated to Christ, the
male part,188 and we may speak of a relation of hierarchical complementarity.
Rose Horman Arthur has claimed that Exeg. Soul “treats most of the
feminine elements pejoratively.”189 But is this really the case? One might
for instance observe that in this text it is wrong for the soul to have both
male and female characteristics at the same time, as is the case in her
fallen state, and becoming completely male is not an option. What is
proper for the soul is to be fully female. The crucial point, however, is
that in her femaleness she needs a man in order to bring about a return
to the original male-female state, and not just any man, but Christ her
true bridegroom and perfect husband.
The effectiveness of this symbolism stems from the tractate’s opening
premise that the soul is female, combined with a cultural understanding
of the role of the wife in relation to her husband in marriage that is also
strengthened by scriptural intertexts, as we have seen above. Therefore,
188 Cf. Michael Allen Williams, “Variety in Gnostic Perspectives on Gender,” in Images
of the Feminine in Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ),
.
189 Arthur, Wisdom Goddess, .
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when the soul is turned into a proper woman, it is quite “natural” for her
to receive her proper husband and submit herself to his rule.190 This does
not mean that Exeg. Soul disparages feminine elements or characteristics.
On the contrary, femininity is what the readers are to strive for, albeit
a femininity of the soul in relation to Christ. For it is the relational
aspects between the Christian and Christ that are highlighted by the
metaphorical femininity and marriage, as common and basic ICMs are
used to conceptualise the abstract qualities and demands of life as a
Christian.
By framing its discourse on Christian life with an allegorical narrative
of the fall and redemption of the soul portrayed as a woman, Exeg. Soul
creates ample opportunity for the utilisation of a whole range of rich and
interlinking metaphors together with corresponding scriptural and other
literary intertexts. Exeg. Soul draws on and expands upon the idea that
the soul is female and blends this with the traditional myth of the fall and
return of the soul,191 and various authoritative sources containing literary
and historical female figures and stereotypes. In this way the tractate
draws upon aspects of female anatomy and literary descriptions and
discussions of female transgression and prostitution, as well as female
roles in marriage and procreation, for its conceptual and intertextual
blends.

. Sitz im Leben
What implications may be drawn with regard to the Sitz im Leben of
the tractate? Who may have produced and used it, when, and for what
purpose(s)? What way of life is advocated, and what can be made of its
sacramental references?

190

Cf. Williams, “Variety,” .
As Wisse has pointed out, “similar ‘myths’ about the fall and return to heaven of
the soul were current in the ancient world” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ). For the Platonic
notion of the fall of the soul, see, e.g., John Dillon, “The Descent of the Soul in Middle
Platonic and Gnostic Theory,” in The School of Valentinus (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of
The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism
at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut, March –, ; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
. See also Carsten Colpe, “Die ‘Himmelsreise der Seele’ ausserhalb und innerhalb der
Gnosis,” in Le Origini dello Gnosticismo: Colloquio di Messina – Aprile  (ed. Ugo
Bianchi; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Kulawik, Die Erzählung, –. For
the use of this idea by Origen, see the discussion in section ., below.
191
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.. Literary Structure and Function

It seems that as Samuel Rubenson has strikingly put it with regard to
the rhetoric of patristic homilies and monastic exhortations, so it is with
Exeg. Soul: “What is really being said is not explicitly spelled out but
visible in the gaps between the words, stories or examples.”192 As we
have seen in the analysis above, in a reading of Exeg. Soul meaning is
produced in the interrelations between mental input spaces, that may
be regarded as both conceptual and intertextual. A rhetoric that lets the
readers or audience reach the most important insights on their own, in
light of shared cognitive models and texts which are already established
as authoritative, serves at least two important purposes. Firstly, it is a
highly effective pedagogical device, since insights that are gained though
one’s own reasoning are more easily remembered and become more easily
entrenched than those that are simply postulated and not understood on
a deeper level. Secondly, it may serve an equally important communal
function, since such insights are gained to a significant extent on the
basis of shared knowledge and cognitive models. Moreover, if parts of this
shared knowledge, be it knowledge of intertexts, practice, or doctrine,
are of an esoteric nature, known only to a select group of people, this
communal function is strengthened.
With regard to the intertexts evoked by Exeg. Soul it is important to
note that not only is Exeg. Soul itself illuminated by its intertexts, but,
crucially, these intertexts are themselves given additional meaning and
significance by being evoked in blends that are cued in a reading of Exeg.
Soul. Indeed, one might say that the main function of many of Exeg. Soul’s
intertextual blends lies in the backwards projections to their respective
input spaces. Or, to put it differently, the blends that are cued by Exeg.
Soul invite its readers to identify the various intertexts and re-read and
reinterpret these texts in light of the emergent meanings arising from
the blends, which may again result in additional structure and elements
being projected to the blends in a new reading of Exeg. Soul, thus causing
further reinterpretations of them and their literary contexts. This, then,
is a potentially infinite process of interpretation and reinterpretation of
interlinked texts.

192 Samuel Rubenson, “Wisdom, Paraenesis and the Roots of Monasticism,” in Early
Christian Paraenesis in Context (ed. James Starr and Troels Engberg-Pedersen; BZNW
; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, ), .
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The authorial blends as they appear through their linguistic expressions on the pages of Exeg. Soul may be regarded as manifestations of
frozen stages in their construction by a hypothetical author. We may for
example regard fig.  as a representation of part of a hypothetical authorial blend resulting in the production of Exeg. Soul .–. However, these linguistic manifestations must be seen merely as cues to the
potentially infinite process of further construction and running of conceptual and intertextual integration networks on the part of the reader,
an example of which is represented by fig. , discussed above. It is evident, however, that the meaning-production constituted by this process
is inherently unstable. Nothing prevents us, as readers, from running the
blends differently than the author, or from constructing different integration networks and blends than the ones constructed in the mind of
the author as he wrote the text. Indeed, considering the inherent complexities of these processes, a complete correspondence between the two
is extremely unlikely.
Still, we might venture some qualified guesses concerning possible
ideal readers of our text. We can for instance safely say that an ideal
reader of Exeg. Soul would be a Christian reader in antiquity with a good
knowledge of Scripture, as is clearly implied by the findings of the present
analysis.193 It is apparent that an internalised knowledge of the scriptural
intertexts as interdependent authoritative texts is an essential requirement for a satisfactory understanding of Exeg. Soul along the lines of this
analysis.194 The same could moreover be said with regard to Christian ritual practice—at least basic knowledge is implied. Nevertheless, such an
ideal understanding of the tractate through intimate knowledge of the
required intertexts does not seem necessary in order to grasp some of
the basic messages of Exeg. Soul regarding, for instance, the importance
of repentance, conversion, and faithfulness to Christ. On such grounds
we may further speculate that, regardless of the nature of the hypothetical
authorial intentions behind it, Exeg. Soul may have been used for different purposes among different audiences, perhaps even at different stages
of initiation or instruction, or at different stages in the monastic life.

193 It should be noted, however, that a detailed knowledge of the Old Testament texts
that are extensively quoted is by no means as necessary as a good knowledge of the evoked
New Testament texts (cf. Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
194 Cf. the comments regarding the function of allusions in some Nag Hammadi
tractates in Perkins, “Gnosticism and the Christian Bible,” .
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.. Literal or Metaphorical Rituals?

We can therefore say that Exeg. Soul may give rise to different interpretive
blends as different readers activate different aspects of the intertextual
input spaces, use different contextual frames, and run the blends to
different degrees, perhaps even recruiting various additional input spaces
in the process. For example, although the reference to baptism is not
made explicit in Exeg. Soul .–, it is present in the Titus : input
space and may easily be brought to mind by the readers or hearers of
the passage when they “run the blend,” assuming of course that they
know and recognise Titus :. When  Tim :– is also taken into
account we may interpret Exeg. Soul to refer to the soul’s necessary
baptismal rebirth, and that this again leads to her renewed ability to give
birth—both to good children and herself.195 These processes may again
be given several metaphorical interpretations, however. For how are we to
interpret the imagery of the soul giving birth again or her being reborn?
And how are we to interpret the tractate’s references to ritual?
At several points throughout the tractate Exeg. Soul refers to ritual
practice, both overtly and rather more allusively. As Majella Franzmann
has pointed out, however, it is often difficult to know whether ritual
terminology in the Nag Hammadi material is used metaphorically or
whether it refers directly to actual ritual practice.196 With regard to the
passage discussed above, where the purification of the soul is described
in terms of the washing of garments, the concluding statement that “this
is her baptism” (ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ),197 can be interpreted to indicate
either that the description pertains to what happens to the soul of an
initiate in the ritual of baptism,198 or that the baptism of the soul is
a metaphor for something else, like for instance mental or spiritual
processes.199 We know from other early Christian sources that, at least
195

Cf. Sevrin, who equates the soul’s birth of good children with her giving birth to
herself, seeing these as the same thing (see Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ).
196 Majella Franzmann, “The Concept of Rebirth as the Christ and the Initiatory Rituals
of the Bridal Chamber in the Gospel of Philip,” Antichthon  (): .
197 Exeg. Soul ..
198 See, e.g., Krause, “Die Sakramente,” .
199 See, e.g., Eric Segelberg, “Prayer Among the Gnostics? The Evidence of Some Nag
Hammadi Documents,” in Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers Read at the Seventh International Congress on Patristic Studies (Oxford, September th–th ) (ed. Martin Krause;
NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), . In Frederik Wisse’s view, “it is not baptism which is reinterpreted in , and ,, but rather the purification of the soul and her womb in the
allegory are interpreted to refer to baptism” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ).
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for some Christians, the ritual of baptism was thought to have a direct
influence on the soul. This is attested by among others Tertullian,200 who
states that “the flesh is washed so that the soul may be made spotless,”201
and also that “we are washed with water because the defilement of sin is
like dirt.”202 Similarly, Cyril of Jerusalem claims that while “the water is
poured externally, the Spirit also totally baptizes the soul from within.”203
Exeg. Soul seems to be open to an interpretation along these lines, i.e., that
the text is describing real effects that are brought to bear upon the soul
through ritual actions.
In the narrative, baptism is effectively presented as an important turning point in the story of the soul, highlighting repentance, purification,
and conversion. Whether this baptism of the soul is itself to be understood metaphorically, or whether it, through a metonymic substitution
with the soul representing the whole individual, is to be understood as
a direct reference to the physical baptism of the Christian convert is in
the final analysis a question of interpretation. It is possible to read the
text either way. This means that depending on the postulated hypothetical context, and on the reader, we may interpret the various references
to baptism in Exeg. Soul strictly literally, or as either the framing or focus
inputs in conceptual integration networks.204 A combination of these
alternatives is also possible. It is in any case quite apparent that Exeg. Soul
refers to rituals, like baptism, in some way, regardless of whether they are

200

For a discussion of the following patristic examples and other interesting parallels,
see Edward Yarnold, “The Body-Soul Relationship Mainly in Connection with Sacramental Causality,” in Ascetica, Gnostica, Liturgica, Orientalia: Papers Presented at the Thirteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford  (ed. Maurice
F. Wiles and Edward Yarnold; StPatr ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –.
201 Tertullian, De resurrectione carnis, .; translation quoted from Yarnold, “Body-Soul
Relationship,” .
202 Ut quoniam vice sordium delictis inquinamur aquis abluamur (Tertullian, De baptismo, ; translation quoted from Yarnold, “Body-Soul Relationship,” ; Latin text
quoted from ibid.,  n. ).
203 Eλλ9 τ μ>ν Fδωρ =ξωεν περιχε&ται, τ δ> πνεμα κα τ8ν =νδοεν ψυχ8ν βαπτζει :παραλεπτως. (Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses illuminandorum, :; W.C. Reischl
and J. Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymorum archiepiscopi opera quae supersunt omnia [ vols.;
Munich: Lentner,  / ]; translation quoted from Yarnold, “Body-Soul Relationship,” ). Such examples could easily be multiplied, but these should be sufficient to
show the existence of such ideas.
204 It should be noted that I follow Patrick Colm Hogan and others in rejecting the
existence of literal or metaphorical utterances per se, acknowledging only literal and
metaphorical interpretations (see Hogan, Cognitive Science, , and the discussion in
chapter ).
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to be understood metaphorically or not.205 And from these references we
may gain some insight into the structure and content of the baptism ICM
that is presupposed, and thus into the ritual practice and understanding
underlying this document.
So, how is baptism portrayed in Exeg. Soul? We have seen that there
are two main themes that are in focus. Baptism is interpreted in terms
of washing, and in terms of begetting and birth, both of which carry
important connotations of renewal that are highlighted by the tractate.
In addition, directly following Exeg. Soul’s description of the soul giving
birth to herself, we are presented with the following:
ⲁⲥϫⲓⲡⲑⲉⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲥⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϫⲓⲧⲥ ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲛⲉⲥⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϫⲓⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ
ⲛⲧⲁⲓⲭⲙⲁⲗⲱⲥⲓⲁ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲃⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲟⲇⲟⲥ ⲛⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϣⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ

She received the divinity from the Father for her to be renewed, so that she
may also be taken to the place were she was from the beginning. This is the
resurrection from the dead. This is the redemption from captivity. This is
the ascent up to heaven. This is the way to go up to the Father.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The renewal of the soul and the reception of the divinity from the Father
are here directly connected with ascent and resurrection. The reception
of “the divinity” (ⲡⲑⲉⲓⲟⲛ) from the Father should probably be seen in
connection with the reception of “the seed” (ⲡⲉⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ) referred to a few
lines previously.206 However, it is impossible to know from this whether
this passage should be understood as a direct reference to the effects of
baptism, anointing, or other ritual actions, or whether it simply refers
in a more general sense to the salvation brought about by the renewal
of the soul with the Father’s help. All we can say is that there is an
unverifiable possibility that the references to resurrection, ransom, and
ascent may be inspired by an understanding of baptism in those terms,
even though Exeg. Soul seems to understand baptism primarily in terms
of the conceptual domains of renewal and procreation.

205 I therefore disagree with Wisse who thinks that the account of the soul’s baptism
is just an allegory which has nothing to do with actual baptism (Wisse, “On Exegeting,”
), and Segelberg who similarly thinks that the purification and baptism of the soul is
“a purely mental-spiritual process” (Segelberg, “Prayer Among the Gnostics,” ). The
baptism of the soul may of course be an allegory, but I do not agree that it can be just an
allegory, one that does not refer in any way to actual ritual practice.
206 Exeg. Soul ..
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Exeg. Soul does not give us any details of the actual ritual enactment of
the baptism it refers to, except by way of its metaphorical framing input,
from which it seems we may at least surmise that it probably involved full
immersion, but few further details are recoverable, although one might
perceive an allusion to an anointing in Exeg. Soul’s description of the soul
preparing for her marriage with the Saviour:207
ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ̄ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲁⲥⲙⲁϩϥ ⲛⲥϯⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ
̄
ⲁⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲉⲥϭⲱϣⲧ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ⲙⲡⲣ
̄ ⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄

She cleansed herself in the place of marriage, filled it with perfume, and
sat within it waiting for the true bridegroom.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The reference to ⲥϯⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ, which denotes perfume or a pleasant smell
in general, may refer to the use of perfumed oil in a ritual anointing,
but it may also simply be used as a metaphor for virtue without any
sacramental connotations.208 If the passage is taken to refer to ritual
actions it could allude to a ritual sequence of baptism (the cleansing)
followed by an anointing (the perfume) and a Eucharist (the expected
union with the bridegroom). The references to the “water” (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ), “oil”
(ⲛⲏϩ / ⲛⲉϩ), “clothing” (ϩⲃⲟⲟⲥ), “garments” (ϣⲧⲏⲛ), “bread” (ⲟⲉⲓⲕ), and
“wine” (ⲏⲣⲡ) which the soul receives from the adulterers209 may likewise
be regarded as implicit contrasts to the water, oil, clothing, bread, and
wine she receives from the Saviour, and which may well be interpreted as
allusions to the Christian sacraments.
̄
/ ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, Krause sees a reference to
With regard to the ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
a special sacrament in its own right, different from Christian baptismal
rites. According to him, this ritual, which he links to Gos. Phil. and
“Valentinianism,” is where the salvation of the soul takes place.210 He is
not sure whether the “Christian Gnostics” who read the tractate would
regard baptism as a sacrament, however, or whether it was “nur eine
Waschung als Vorbereitung auf das Sakrament des Brautgemaches.”211
On the basis of Exeg. Soul ., ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ̄ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
, however, he
207

This possibility has been suggested, but ultimately rejected, by Krause, “Die Sakramente,” .
208 The use of the term ⲥϯⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ in this sense is for instance attested by Shenoute (see
Crum a).
209 See Exeg. Soul .–, –.
210 See Krause, “Die Sakramente,” ; Martin Krause, “The Exegesis on the Soul,” trans.
Robert McL. Wilson, in Coptic and Mandean Sources (ed. Werner Foerster; vol.  of
Gnosis: A Selection of Gnostic Texts; Oxford: Clarendon Press, ), ; Krause does
not make any distinction between the terms ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
and ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ.
211 Krause, “Die Sakramente,”  see also ibid., .
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draws the conclusion that baptism took place in the bridal chamber.212
While Krause and others have here seen affinities with a supposed bridal
chamber sacrament in “Valentinianism,”213 Frederik Wisse, on the contrary, holds that “there is no hint in ExSoul that the bridal chamber has
something to do with a sacrament.”214
As we have seen, the translation of both ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
and ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ as
“bridal chamber” may be misleading. Translating only the latter as “bridal
chamber,” I argued above that this term may be used in Exeg. Soul as
a reference to the place where the communion (κοινωνα) with Christ
takes place. If we here take ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ to refer metaphorically to the body,
the reference to Christ adorning the bridal chamber (ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ)215 may
possibly be understood as a reference to a post-baptismal dressing in
̄
, on the other hand, may refer to a specific
new garments. ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
ritual space or process where the wedding with Christ takes place, e.g.,
a church building / baptistery or simply the Christian rites of initiation
as a whole. The idea of the body as the abode of the soul and identified
with a “bridal chamber” is consistent with an interpretation of the body
as the place where the unification of the soul and Christ takes place.
This is especially the case if we interpret this communion in terms of the
Christian communicant mingling with the body and blood of Christ in
the Eucharist.216 Although Wisse may have been too quick to rule out the
sacramental connotations of this imagery, we may in any case agree with
him that “in the allegory of the soul the bridal chamber plays a role in the
purification and preparation of the soul to receive her bridegroom,”217
and that “It helps to bring out an important aspect of repentance.”218
Ultimately, however, these potential allusions to ritual actions are
impossible to verify, and may equally well be given a spiritual, nonsacramental, interpretation, depending on what sacramental and scriptural input spaces one calls upon in the interpretive blending networks
that come into play in a reading of Exeg. Soul.
212 See Krause, “Die Sakramente,”  (note that Krause erroneously refers to .,
meaning .).
213 See, e.g., Krause, “The Exegesis on the Soul,” ; Jacques-É. Ménard, “L’ ‘Évangile
selon Philippe’ et l’ ‘Exégèse de l’âme’,” in Les Textes de Nag Hammadi: Colloque du Centre
d’Histoire des Religions (Strasbourg, – octobre ) (ed. Jacques-É. Ménard; NHS ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –; Pétrement, A Separate God, .
214 Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
215 See Exeg. Soul .–.
216 Cf. Exeg. Soul –; Yarnold, “Body-Soul Relationship.”
217 Wisse, “On Exegeting,” –.
218 Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
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.. Implied Lifestyle
What kind of life would follow from the teaching of Exeg. Soul? “Only
celibacy would be consistent with the teaching of the tractate,” claims
Frederik Wisse.219 Once again, however, this depends on our interpretive
strategies and presuppositions. The crucial question in an allegorical
reading of Exeg. Soul is the identification of the target of Exeg. Soul’s
allegorical source story. In the source story, sexual connotations and
procreational imagery are important, but in an interpretation of the
tractate these framing inputs must be understood in connection with
their respective focus input(s). Although a celibate life would certainly
not contradict what we have found in our analysis of Exeg. Soul, bodily
celibacy is not necessarily assumed by, or even necessarily an issue in,
this tractate. The faithfulness of the soul, however, is clearly an issue.
Exeg. Soul emphatically states the need for the soul to turn her back on
worldly things and embrace life with the Saviour. The “prostitution of the
soul” should not simply be equated with bodily prostitution, but must be
regarded as a single-scope blend that indicates the soul’s passion towards,
and attachment to, material and external things as opposed to spiritual
ones. This kind of “prostitution” and “fornication” leads the soul away
from salvation, represented by the Father and the Saviour, and towards
its opposite, which is described using many of the same terms that are
also used to describe salvation. The prostitution of the soul is thus in
many ways the negative mirror image of salvation, which is depicted as a
stable marriage with Christ in the presence of the Father. The soul is not
supposed to have dealings with any other man than Christ, but whether a

219 Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ; cf. Perkins, Gnosticism and the New Testament, –.
Perkins connects the teaching of Exeg. Soul to asceticism. She characterises the teaching about the repentance of the soul in this tractate as “conventionally Christian” (ibid.,
) and also states that it, together with Auth. Teach, “seems more at home in thirdcentury disputes about asceticism in the Christian life than in the wide-ranging, mythic
syncretism of the second century” (ibid., ). She even goes so far as to call it an exposition of “Christian ascetic praxis” (ibid., ). See also Peter Bruns, “Exegesis de anima,”
in Lexicon der antiken christlichen Literatur (ed. Siegmar Döpp and Wilhelm Geerlings;
Freiburg: Herder, ), . But cf. Richard Valantasis, who does not include Exeg. Soul
among the thirteen Nag Hammadi treatises he deems to refer to asceticism in his article
“Nag Hammadi and Asceticism: Theory and Practice,” in Ascetica, Gnostica, Liturgica,
Orientalia: Papers Presented at the Thirteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford  (ed. Maurice F. Wiles and Edward Yarnold; StPatr ; Leuven:
Peeters, ), –, where he includes it among those texts which “do not intersect
with the ascetical tradition of Late Antiquity in any way at all” (ibid., ).
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celibate bodily life is the only way to achieve such chastity of the soul is
not a question that is explicitly answered by Exeg. Soul, although it would
indeed be an obvious interpretation in certain interpretive communities.
We have seen that on the surface level of the narrative, the soul is not
supposed to renounce sexuality, but only to reserve it exclusively for
her true husband. It is her infidelity in relation to him that is her sin,
not sexuality per se. Whether celebacy is the only way of life that is
consistent with the theology of Exeg. Soul is therefore a question which
does not receive a definite answer from a reading of this text, unless
we postulate a hypothetical context where such an exegetical strategy is
presupposed. The question of what kind of life would be consistent with
the tractate’s view of the soul thus seems ultimately to be a question of
context and of the perspective of the reader and his or her interpretive
community.220
... Repentance and Prayer
Among the most pervasive features of Exeg. Soul, however, is the constant
focus on the necessity of repentance, weeping, and prayer.221 In this
regard the tractate refers to the authority of the Saviour himself:
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲉ[ⲣ]ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ ϥⲛⲁϣⲟⲩϩⲁϥ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲥⲱⲉⲓ
̄
ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ
˙ ⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲛⲧⲡ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲡⲉ
̄ ⲁⲣⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲭⲣ
̄
ⲥ̄
˙ ⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ
ⲁϥⲓ ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ [ⲉϥ]ⲕⲏⲣⲩⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲓⲁ
̄
ϣⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲗⲩⲡⲏ
̄ ˙
ⲙⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ⲙⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲉⲓⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲓⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲧ
̄ ⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄

Again he says: “If one does not hate his own soul he will not be able to follow me.”222 For the beginning of salvation is repentance. Therefore, “before
the arrival of Christ, John came, preach[ing] the baptism of repentance.”223
And repentance comes about in pain and grief. But the Father is a good
philanthropist and he hears the soul who calls up to him and he sends her
the saving light.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

220 For the role of “interpretive communities” in the interpretation of texts, see Fish, Is
There a Text, and the discussion in chapter  of the present study.
221 As mentioned above, Wisse argues, quite convincingly, that repentance is the main
theme of Exeg. Soul (see Wisse, “On Exegeting”). Kasser agrees that it is the paraenetic
sections on repentance that are the main point of the tractate (see Kasser, “L’Eksêgêsis,”
).
222 Cf. Luke :.
223 Cf. Acts :.
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There are references to the necessity of repentance and prayer all
the way through Exeg. Soul.224 In these passages it seems that we may
also quite safely understand the descriptions of the life of the soul as
metonymical references to proper Christian conduct:
ϩⲱⲥⲧⲉ ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲣⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ
̄
ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲱⲣϣ ⲛ̄ⲛϭⲓϫ
̄
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧϩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲛⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲡⲗⲉⲁ ϣⲁⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲑⲉ
˙
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲧⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲁⲧⲟⲩ

So it is appropriate to pray to God night and day, stretching our hands up
to him like those who are sailing in the midst of the sea. They pray to God
with all their heart without hypocrisy, for those who pray hypocritically
deceive only themselves.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

The fact that the tractate chooses to end on this note also highlights the
importance of repentance in Exeg. Soul. Repentance is the focus of the last
three manuscript pages, and the tractate finally ends with the statement
that,
ⲉϣⲱⲡ[ⲉ] ⲧⲛⲁⲣⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲡϩⲁⲣϣϩⲏⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ
˙
ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲛⲁ
̄

If we will truly repent, God will hear us, the patient and abundantly
merciful.225
(Exeg. Soul .–)

Significantly, in this and a couple of related passages, Exeg. Soul uses the
first person plural, revealing the direct importance of repentance and
prayer for the Christian:
ϣϣⲉ ϭⲉ ⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϩⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ̄ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲡⲟⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲓⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲃⲁⲑⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲛⲉϣⲉϩⲟⲙ ⲉⲛⲣⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϫⲙⲡⲃⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁϩ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲁϥ
̄
ⲉⲛⲣⲉⲝϩⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲓⲥⲑⲁⲛⲉ ⲉⲧⲡⲗⲁⲛⲏ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲧⲥⲡⲟⲩⲇⲏ
ⲉⲧϣⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧ ⲉⲛⲣⲓⲙⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲫⲟⲉⲓⲙ
̄
ⲉⲛⲣⲡⲉⲛⲑⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲛ
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲛⲁ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲙⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲧⲛ̄ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ

It is therefore appropriate to pray to the Father and for us to call up to him
with all our soul, not with the external lips, but with the spirit within, the
one which came from the deep,226 sighing227 and repenting for the life we

224 See Exeg. Soul .–; .–.; .–; .–; .–; .–
..
225 According to Wisse, this is a statment of the main point of the tractate (see Wisse,
“On Exegeting,” ).
226 Cf.  Cor :–.
227 Cf. Rom :.
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have led, confessing the sins, perceiving the empty error we were in and the
empty haste, weeping like we were in the darkness and the wave, mourning
ourselves so that he may have pity on us, hating ourselves as we are now.
(Exeg. Soul .–)

Repentance, weeping and prayer are advocated, but the kind of prayer
that is prescribed seems to be an inward prayer of the soul, rather than
an external prayer of the lips. Whether this statement is to be understood as an advocacy of silent prayer to the exclusion of external prayer,
or simply as a statement of the absolute necessity that the prayer is sincere, is impossible to say. But the passage clearly underlines the important point that emerges from the whole tractate, that it is primarily the
inclinations and actions of the soul that are at issue, and not those of the
body. Moreover, activating the allusions to  Cor :– and Rom :,
which Wisse regards as “obvious,”228 also heightens the emphasis on the
importance of the soul’s reception of the spirit in this process of repentance.
.. Date and Provenance
The scholarly responses to Exeg. Soul have been quite representative of
scholarly reactions to the Nag Hammadi texts in general. There has been a
marked proclivity for dealing out sweeping judgments regarding both the
perceived theological contents of the tractate and its hypothetical author.
We may only recall Robert McL. Wilson’s rather negative evaluation in
his  article “Old Testament Exegesis in the Gnostic Exegesis on the
Soul,” cited at the beginning of this chapter. Although Wilson’s description of the viewpoints of the “modern scholar” was presented thirty years
ago, and although he conceded that the exegetical method of Exeg. Soul
would indeed make sense from the ancient author’s perspective,229 his
comments are indicative of the low esteem in which Exeg. Soul and other
texts from the Nag Hammadi library have been held by many of their
modern interpreters. Jean Doresse, for example, who was the first modern scholar to study the text, stated rather bluntly that Exeg. Soul “is not a
great prophetic revelation but a long treatise by some anonymous doctor,”
upon which, he said, “we must not linger too long.”230 Frederik Wisse,

228
229
230

See Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis,” .
Doresse, Secret Books, .
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who has an altogether more positive view of the importance of the tractate, lamented in  what he saw as the adverse effects of this evaluation on the subsequent study of the text. In Wisse’s view, “the evaluation of ExSoul has not been able to free itself from the dubious stamp
put upon the tractate by Jean Doresse.”231 Wisse himself instead characterised Exeg. Soul as “One of the most interesting Christian writings in
the Nag Hammadi collection,”232 an evaluation with which the present
author, who has lingered quite a while upon this treatise, is inclined
to agree. Unfortunately the text has still not been freed from the confines of the general categorisation of it that was first made by Doresse
half a century ago and subsequently followed by a majority of scholars.
As is the case with most of the Nag Hammadi tractates, the category
of “Gnosticism” has been central in the study of Exeg. Soul. In fact,
a primary concern of most research on this text has been to place it
chronologically and doctrinally on a “Gnostic” trajectory.233 Although
there are exceptions, among them Frederik Wisse, who has placed it
among a group of Nag Hammadi tractates which he feels “hardly deserve
to be called Gnostic,”234 most scholars have taken it for granted that Exeg.
Soul is a “Gnostic” text. Christopher Tuckett even goes so far as to say that
with regard to its use of scriptural quotations, this tractate is “perhaps the
closest to what one might have expected a Gnostic text to look like from
the reports of the Church Fathers.”235
Although there is no consensus with regard to its dating or interpretation, the a priori assumption of the text’s “Gnostic” character has
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Wisse, “On Exegeting,” .
Wisse, “On Exegeting,” . For a similar evaluation of the tractate, see H. Bethge,
“Die Exegese,” .
233 For the problematic aspects of “Gnosticism” as a category, see the discussion in
chapter .
234 Frederik Wisse, “The Nag Hammadi Library and the Heresiologists,” VC  ():
; Gilles Quispel puts it even stronger, stating that “whosoever first dubbed Christian
writings like the Hymn of the Pearl in the Acts of Thomas, the Authentikos Logos or the
Exegesis on the Soul as Gnostic and pre-Christian, has done a semantic disservice to scholarship” (Gilles Quispel, review of Maddalena Scopello, L’éxègese de l’âme, VC : []:
). See also Wisse, “On Exegeting”; Hans-Gebhard Bethge, “Die Ambivalenz alttestamentlicher Geschichtstraditionen in der Gnosis,” in Altes Testament—Frühjudentum—
Gnosis: Neue Studien zu “Gnosis und Bibel” (ed. Karl-Wolfgang Tröger; Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus Mohn, ),  n. ; Clemens Scholten, “Die Nag-Hammadi-Texte
als Buchbesitz der Pachomianer,” JAC  ():  n. ; Kulawik, Die Erzählung.
235 Tuckett, Nag Hammadi, –.
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thoroughly influenced the way in which such questions have been approached. The basis for Martin Krause’s proposal for a late date in his
 article “Die Sakramente in der ‘Exegese über die Seele’,”236 for instance, was the then commonly held scholarly assumption that “the
Gnostics” thought themselves to be saved by nature or “gnosis” alone, and
therefore had no need for sacraments. The fact that there are numerous
references to ritual in Exeg. Soul therefore did not really square with
Krause’s ideal picture of “Gnosticism,” so to account for this anomaly he
drew the conclusion that the presence of such references had to be due to
influence from the mystery religions or from Christianity. “Gnosticism”
was of course regarded as something altogether different from both
of these categories, and especially from the latter.237 In order to allow
time for such external influence, Krause consequently assumed that the
tractate had to be among the later “Gnostic” texts.238 And, based on the
assumption of “Gnostic” borrowing from Christianity, he accordingly
characterised the author of Exeg. Soul as a “Christian Gnostic.”239 To be
sure, Krause indeed emphasised the Christian character of Exeg. Soul,
and even regarded the text’s Christian features as more prominent than its
“Gnostic” ones,240 but he nevertheless concluded that the text depended
crucially upon “gnostischen Lehrsätzen.”241
Similar lines of reasoning have, however, also led to quite different
conclusions. Indeed, it may be observed that it is largely the individual
scholar’s view of “Gnosticism” that has determined whether the text has
been seen as an example of “Gnosticism” influenced by Christianity,242

236

Krause, “Die Sakramente.”
Certainly, in much of what has been written about Exeg. Soul, and indeed on the
subject of the Nag Hammadi library in general, Christianity, Judaism, and Paganism have
been regarded as separate and well-defined entities. As for “Gnosticism,” while having
been assumed to be fundamentally different from either, it has also been regarded as
being fundamentally characterised by pervasive and syncretistic borrowing from any or
all of them (cf., e.g., Scopello, “Exegesis on the Soul,” –).
238 Krause, “Die Sakramente,” . Krause is not alone in arguing for a late date on such
grounds. On a similar note, Birger Pearson sees the text’s “eclecticism” as indicating that
the text is “clearly a ‘late’ product of Christian Gnosticism” (Pearson, “Mikra in Gnostic
Literature,” ).
239 Krause, “Die Sakramente,” .
240 Krause, “Die Sakramente,” .
241 Krause, “Die Sakramente,” .
242 See, e.g., Krause, “Die Sakramente”; Martin Krause, “The Christianization of Gnostic Texts,” in The New Testament and Gnosis: Essays in Honour of Robert McL. Wilson (ed.
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or vice versa.243 There have also been those who have seen in the treatise
evidence not of a late form of “Gnosticism,” but rather of an early one.
Some have linked it with the supposed teachings of Simon Magus,244
while others have based their early dating on the conclusion that the
myth of the soul in this tractate is an early version of the “Valentinian”
myth of Sophia. On such grounds, Sevrin, for example, places Exeg. Soul
in Alexandria and dates it between  (due to the use of the gospel of
John) and  (when Valentinus left Alexandria for Rome).245 Sevrin
also uses the lack of polemics in Exeg. Soul to argue for an early date,
and suggests that it was written prior to the Christian heresiological
reactions.246 Scopello also connects Exeg. Soul with the “Valentinian”
myth of Sophia247 and places the tractate in Alexandria, but prefers a
date around the end of the second and beginning of the third century.248
A notable exception, however, is constituted by Kulawik, who does not
regard Exeg. Soul as a “Gnostic” text, but instead places it in third century
Alexandria on the basis of its similarity with Alexandrian theology as
represented by Clement and Origen.249
The perception that Exeg. Soul is in some way related to “Gnosticism”
has also influenced assessments of the theological contents of the tractate
in several ways. Scopello, for example, has interpreted Exeg. Soul as a

A.H.B. Logan and A.J.M. Wedderburn; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), –; Segelberg, “Prayer Among the Gnostics,” –; Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis,” .
243 See, e.g., Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” –; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –
; Parrott, “Response,” – esp.  n. .
244 See Sasagu Arai, “Simonianische Gnosis und die Exegese über die Seele,” in Gnosis
and Gnosticism: Papers Read at the Seventh International Congress on Patristic Studies
(Oxford, September th–th ) (ed. Martin Krause; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
. See also Meeks, “Image of the Androgyne,” – n. ; Perkins, Gnosticism and
the New Testament, ; Kurt Rudolph, Gnosis: The Nature and History of Gnosticism
(ed. and trans. Robert McLachlan Wilson; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), , ;
J.D. Turner, “Ritual in Gnosticism,” .
245 See Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –. This assessment has later been supported
by Kasser, “La gnose,” . In his study of Heracleon’s commentary on the Gospel of
John, Ansgar Wucherpfennig follows Sevrin and concludes that Exeg. Soul is “represäntativ für das Milieu . . . in dem Herakleons Johanneserklärung entstanden ist” (Ansgar
Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus: gnostische Johannesexegese im zweiten Jahrhundert
[WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ], ).
246 See Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –; Kasser, “La gnose,” .
247 See, e.g., Scopello, “Jewish and Greek Heroines,” –; Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme,
.
248 See Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, .
249 See Kulawik, Die Erzählung, esp. .
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“gnostic novel,” an exoteric text aimed at explaining gnostic doctrine
in an attractive manner to a large audience, with the soul representing the “gnostic heroine,”250 while William C. Robinson, by taking pessimism as a defining trait of “Gnosticism,” has concluded that “Exeg.
Soul is of interest as an example in Hellenistic Christianity of a Platonizing doctrine of the soul whose dualism was pessimistic enough to
turn it gnostic.”251 His conclusion that the text primarily aims to warn
its readers against sexuality,252 also squares well with traditional theories of “Gnosticism” as a religion characterised by ethical extremism,
whose adherents are often supposed to have been either libertines or
ascetics.253
When it comes to placing the tractate more specifically within the history of “Gnosticism,” Robinson thinks that Exeg. Soul, which he characterises as an “exhortation to otherworldliness,”254 “as a whole . . . shows
marked affinities with the Naasene views,”255 and locates the origins of
what he regards as “the narrative source” of the text “among Pythagoras’ disciples,” claiming that this source did not contain anything “distinctively Christian, Jewish, or . . . Gnostic.”256 The Naassene connection
has also been emphasised by other scholars.257 Pearson, for instance, who
classifies Exeg. Soul among the “doctrinal treatises” of the Nag Hammadi Library, finds its affinities with “the Naassene Gnostic system” to
be “noteworthy,” but that it may also have been influenced by “Gnosticism” of the “Valentinian” type.258 As for Exeg. Soul’s possible links to
“Valentinianism,” these are usually seen in the tractate’s references to a
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See Scopello, “Jewish and Greek Heroines,” ; Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, , .
Scopello claims that Exeg. Soul “n’est ni un discours de révélation ni un λγος réservé à
une élite restreinte” (Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ); cf. also Kasser, “La gnose,” .
251 Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” ; Robinson paraphrases Sevrin, L’Exégèse de
l’âme, . For the problematic aspects inherent in classifying a text as “Gnostic” on the
basis of “dualism” or “pessimism,” see Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”.
252 See Robinson, “Introduction,” –; Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” .
253 For a discussion and critique of libertinism or asceticism as defining characteristics
of “Gnosticism,” see Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, –.
254 Robinson, “Introduction,” .
255 Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” .
256 Robinson, “Exegesis on the Soul,” –.
257 See Krause, “Aussagen über das Alte Testament,” ; Pearson, “Mikra in Gnostic
Literature,” –; Ménard, “L’ ‘Évangile selon Philippe’.” Ménard also mentions the
Samothracians, Tracians, and Phrygians (see ibid., ).
258 See Pearson, “Mikra in Gnostic Literature,” –; Birger A. Pearson, “Nag
Hammadi Codices,” ABD : –. Pearson also sees affinities with Exeg. Soul in Pistis
Sophia (see, “Mikra in Gnostic Literature,” –).
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“bridal chamber,”259 and in similarities with the “Valentinian” myth of
Sophia.260
However, as should be apparent from the analysis above, it is not
necessary to adduce categories such as these in order to understand Exeg.
Soul.261 On the contrary, I have tried to show that the tractate is perfectly
259 See, e.g., Ménard, “L’ ‘Évangile selon Philippe’ ”; Krause, “Die Sakramente,” –;
Pétrement, A Separate God, . Cf., however, Frederik Wisse who finds it “difficult to
see what the marriage imagery in ExSoul has in common with the Valentinian sacrament
of the bridal chamber” and rightly points out that “The use of marriage symbolism to
express the relationship between Christ and the soul was no invention of the Valentinians,
and it is common in patristic sources” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ). This point is also
made by Kulawik, who rightly points out that Exeg. Soul is here closer to Origen than to
“Valentinianism” (Kulawik, Die Erzählung, ).
260 See, e.g., Mark J. Edwards, who boldly claims that “There is no doubt that Sophia,
the erring aeon of the mythological system, is equated with the soul in one of the Nag
Hammadi codices, entitled the Exegesis on the Soul” (Mark J. Edwards, “The Epistle to
Rheginus: Valentinianism in the Fourth Century,” NovT : []: ). Holger Strutwolf has suggested that Exeg. Soul is the work of a “Valentinian” redactor who reworked
a platonizing religious tractate on the fall and return of the soul, bringing it in line with
the myth of Sophia (see Holger Strutwolf, Gnosis als System: Zur Rezeption der valentinianischen Gnosis bei Origenes [Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte ;
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ], ). Cf., however, Nils A. Dahl’s assessment that Exeg. Soul “provides at best a distant parallel to the Sophia myth” (Nils Alstrup
Dahl, “The Arrogant Archon and the Lewd Sophia: Jewish Traditions in Gnostic Revolt,”
in Sethian Gnosticism [ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut,
March –, ; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ],  n. ), and Deirdre Good, who
rightly notes that “the fact that the text does not specifically name Sophia should caution the interpreter against seeing Sophia behind every female figure” (Deirdre J. Good,
review of Maddalena Scopello, L’éxègese de l’âme: Nag Hammadi Codex II,: Introduction,
tradution et commentaire, JBL : []: ). For “Valentinian” affinities in Exeg.
Soul, see also, e.g., Krause, “Aussagen über das Alte Testament,” ; Krause, “The Exegesis on the Soul,” ; Wilson, “Old Testament Exegesis,” ; Dillon, “The Descent of the
Soul,” ; Pétrement, A Separate God, –; April D. DeConick, “Heavenly Temple
Traditions and Valentinian Worship: A Case for First-Century Christology in the Second
Century,” in The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews
Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (ed. Carey C. Newman, et al.;
JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, –, – (Sevrin
thinks it is pre-Valentinian); Einar Thomassen, “Notes pour la délimitation d’un corpus
valentinien à Nag Hammadi,” in Les textes de Nag Hammadi et le problème de leur classification: Actes du colloque tenu à Québec du  au  Septembre  (ed. Louis Painchaud
and Anne Pasquier; BCNH Études ; Québec: Les presses de l’Université Laval, ),
–, esp.  (Thomassen here regards Exeg. Soul as being of possible Valentinian
provenance, but does not treat it as such in his recent monograph The Spiritual Seed: The
Church of the ‘Valentinians’ [NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ]); Scopello, L’Exégèse de l’âme,
 (Scopello sees “Valentinianism” as one source among many).
261 For a similar approach to Exeg. Soul, see Kulawik, Die Erzählung. Cf. also the
discussion in chapter .
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well understood simply within the context of an intertextual reading with
Christian Scripture, without making prior judgments regarding the text’s
supposed leanings toward either orthodoxy or heresy.
With “Gnosticism” and related categories out of the picture, Exeg.
Soul appears as a thoroughly Christian text, but where does it belong
within the history of Christianity? Since Exeg. Soul has been almost
exclusively dated and placed on the basis of perceived affinities with one
or more “Gnostic” movements or systems, be it “Valentinian,” “Naassene”
or “Simonian,” the tractate will now have to be re-dated on the basis of
other criteria. Such criteria are, however, difficult to come by in Exeg.
Soul. We may, however, conclude from the state of the canon that emerges
from the tractate’s extensive use of quotations and, especially, allusions
to New Testament Scripture, that it can hardly be dated to a time much
prior to the middle of the second century. At the other end of the scale the
latest possible date of Codex II gives us an absolute terminus ante quem
for Exeg. Soul probably sometime in the fifth century.262 Other reasonably
secure bases for assigning a date to this tractate are difficult to find.
One might perhaps think that such liberal use of Homer in a Christian
context as that which is in evidence in Exeg. Soul would indicate a
relatively early date, with reference to similar use of Homer by Clement
of Alexandria. However, as Robert Lamberton has pointed out, “it should
be no surprise that Christians taught Homer to Christians in the schools
of the fourth century empire.”263 He notes that Methodius of Olympus
shows a similar attitude to Homer as that which we find on display in
Clement of Alexandria. As Lamberton puts it, “Here again are the marks
of the assimilation of an authoritative Homer and a fabricated connection
between his poetry and the Hebrew scriptures.”264 Methodius’ use of
Homer is indeed close to what we find in Exeg. Soul. “The Homeric
poems serve Methodius most strikingly as sources of warnings,” states
Lamberton. “The Christian will not desire to hear the Sirens’ song in
bondage, but to hear the voice of God in freedom. Such images and myths
are ingeniously manipulated; the Hellenic myth ‘becomes a Christian

262

See chapter  for a discussion of the date of the manuscript.
Robert Lamberton, Homer the Theologian: Neoplatonist Allegorical Reading and the
Growth of the Epic Tradition (The Transformation of the Classical Heritage ; Berkeley:
University of California Press, ), .
264 Lamberton, Homer the Theologian, . On Methodius’ use of Homer, see also
Vinzenz Buchheit, “Homer bei Methodios von Olympos,” Rheinishes Museum für Philologie, Neue Folge  (): –.
263

the feminisation of the soul



one’.”265 As Vinzenz Buchheit has put it, “Am meisten überrascht hat uns,
daß Homer als literarische Autorität in hohem Ansehen steht bei den
Kirchenvätern. Man beruft sich auf ihn als Gewährsmann im gleichen
Maße wie auf die Hl. Schrift.”266 Buchheit stresses that Homer “hat auch
bei den Vätern nichts von seinem Ansehen eingebüßt, vielmehr ist er
durch sie zu neuer Geltung gelangt.”267
Unfortunately it does not seem possible to date Exeg. Soul with any
reasonable degree of probability within the outlined period (roughly
mid-second to mid-fifth century), besides acknowledging the fact that
the relative probability tapers off at either end of the scale. What we may
say, however, is that although the text may conceivably be dated as early as
the middle of the second century, there does not seem to be any internal
evidence in Exeg. Soul that necessitates a dating prior to the fifth century. I
therefore think it would be wrong to give priority to a relatively early date
of the text over a relatively late one. There has, however, been a marked
bias in scholarship, that is now in need of redress, towards a comparative
focus on material of an early date. Since a thorough comparative analysis
of Exeg. Soul with other early Christian literature is outside the scope of
the present study, I will here only offer some thoughts on the possible
benefits of comparing Exeg. Soul with comparatively later sources and
suggest some potentially fruitful avenues of further research.
The Nag Hammadi Codices have often been linked to the fourthcentury Pachomian monasteries in the vicinity of where they were
found.268 It is therefore interesting to note that there are in the Pachomian
sources potentially significant parallels to major themes in Exeg. Soul. We
have seen that Exeg. Soul is shot through with quotations from Scripture,
as well as an abundance of allusions. The way this text uses Scripture in
rather intricate ways seems to presuppose a rather literate readership or
audience. Or, to put it somewhat differently, the ideal recipients of this
text seem, at least in light of the present cognitive poetic analysis of its
Scriptural intertextuality, to be steeped in Scripture. In a fourth or fifth
century Egyptian context we find this kind of literary culture especially
within the monastic communities. Palladius, for example, reports in his
Lausiac History from the early fifth century, that the Pachomians “learn
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all the scriptures by heart.”269 William Graham has emphasised the pronounced centrality of Scripture in the Pachomian tradition, and states
that “in even the most cursory reading of the Pachomian sources, one
is struck by the often almost seamless web of scriptural allusions and
citations that runs through nearly every document written by or about
Pachomius and his disciples.”270 Graham points out how this fact, “reflect
the daily role of scripture in the chanting of psalms, the special gatherings for instruction on the meaning of scripture, and the reading or
recitation during daily work and night vigils.”271 Armand Veilleux similarly stresses the way in which “The spiritual life of the pachomian monks
was constantly nourished by the Scriptures,” and that this is reflected in
their style of writing. Veilleux also highlights the way in which Scripture
is quoted rather freely in these texts, and how it is adapted to suit the
context.272
On the basis of a study of Pachomius’ letters, Christoph Joest has
described Pachomius’ style of writing and Scriptural exegesis in terms
that also fit well as a description of Exeg. Soul. Joest speaks, for instance,
of the way in which Pachomius uses metaphor and allegory without
explanation and without identifying it as such, and he points out how
Pachomius has a tendency to compress citations of different biblical passages within the same sentence.273 Philip Rousseau has in a recent article argued for certain overlapping interests in this regard between the
Nag Hammadi codices and texts by Theodore and Horsiesios, the successors of Pachomius. Rousseau points out how Horsiesios combines Old
and New Testament quotations and allusions in his presentation of the
monastic life, and how he in one example strings together “beads from
Hosea, Psalms, Malachi, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, passing then to Matthew
and Romans, and finally returning to Deuteronomy; a passeggiata of
which every step rings out the theme of the heart’s return to God,” as
Rousseau puts it.274
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What emerges from the Pachomian sources is a picture of a monastic culture that literally breathed the Scriptures.275 In the Bohairic Life of
Pachomius Theodore is made to admonish the monks to “have always at
hand the holy Gospels of our Lord Jesus Christ and all the rest of the holy
Scriptures and their thoughts.”276 We may thus safely conclude that the
monastic reading and writing practices that emerge from the Pachomian
sources would seem to constitute an historical context within which the
rhetoric of Exe. Soul would make very good sense. Moreover, the focus in
Exeg. Soul on repentance and a pure life of the soul committed to Christ
fits remarkably well with the interests of the writings of Theodore and
Horsiesios. Moreover, such a culture of Scriptural memorization would
indeed fit the patterns of Scriptural allusions identified in the present cognitive poetic analysis of Exeg. Soul. Interestingly, Exeg. Soul also seems to
point out that mere memorization and recitation of Scripture, which may
̄
ⲛⲁⲥⲕⲏⲥⲓⲥ
̄
, “ascetic
well be what the tractate means by the phrase, ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
277
words,” does not bring about salvation unless it is accompanied by
genuine repentance and prayer—because salvation, as Exeg. Soul makes
abundantly clear, is ultimately a gift from God and cannot be obtained
without his good will.
As we have seen, the theme of repentance and prayer is a central concern of Exeg. Soul. Scopello has linked these features mainly to Jewish
sources and argued for a Jewish background, but while she has argued
in favour of Jewish precedents for the imagery of repentance, weeping,
and prayer in Exeg. Soul, these features are also widespread in Christian,
and especially monastic, sources.278 Indeed they are among the features
that would seem to make Exeg. Soul especially congenial to a monastic
reading. The theme of repentance and return to God, which Rousseau
highlights in the Pachomian sources, thus resonates very well with Exeg.
Soul, although Rousseau himself does not actually refer to this particular
text. In fact, all the major themes Rousseau singles out in the Pachomian
Language, Literature, and Social Context (ed. James E. Goehring and Janet A. Timbie;
CUA Studies in Early Christianity; Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, ), .
275 In The Instructions of Theodore, one of Pachomius’ successors, Scripture is even
referred to repeatedly as ⲡⲛⲓϥⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
, “the breath of God” (see Theod. Instr. , ,
).
276 SBo, ; translation quoted from Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia, :–.
277 Exeg. Soul ..
278 See, e.g., Rubenson, “Wisdom,” –; Benedicta Ward, Harlots of the Desert: A
Study of Repentance in Early Monastic Sources (Cistercian Studies Series ; Kalamazoo,
Mich.: Cistercian Publications, ); Rousseau, “The Successors of Pachomius.”
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sources are also found in Exeg. Soul. Apart from the style of the Pachomian writings, Rousseau also points out their focus on rebirth and revelation, redemption and rest, prophecy and fulfillment, all of which are
interests that are prominently on display in Exeg. Soul. With regard to
rebirth, we indeed find that the Pachomian sources use this term to refer
both to baptism and to the monastic life itself. Repentance is described
as a rebirth in the Bohairic version of the Life of Pachomius,279 while
Theodore, for instance, refers to the monastic life as “the holy vocation
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
),280 and states that through
of rebirth” (ⲡⲧⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
the monastic life “we renew ourselves” (ⲧⲉⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ).281
Although he argues on more general grounds, building primarily on
Michael Williams’ argument for the intentional arrangement of individual tractates within each of the Nag Hammadi codices,282 Rousseau’s suggestion that “people who thought like Theodore and Horsiesios would
have found the Nag Hammadi codices useful,”283 may thus also find support in the internal evidence of texts like Exeg. Soul and, as we shall see
in the next chapter, Gos. Phil.
We may perhaps also venture some more specific suggestions concerning the possible function of Exeg. Soul within such a monastic context.
We know, for instance, that there were cathecumens in the Pachomian
monasteries.284 It could thus have been possible, considering the way in
which Exeg. Soul treats Christian ritual practice, to read it as a homily
delivered to those about to be baptized or, perhaps more likely, to the
newly baptised monks—people who would relate to the text’s allusive
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references to baptism and the Eucharist, as well as to its focus on a life
in total devotion to Christ filled with constant repentance and prayer. If
we also choose to read the description in Exeg. Soul of the soul’s union
with Christ, her bridegroom, as a reference to the first eucharistic communion of the newly baptised, the fear and trembling experienced by the
soul prior to her union with Christ, as described in Exeg. Soul, is very
much in line with what we find in the Pachomian sources with regard
to the first communion. Both Theodore and Horsiesios express such an
attitude of fear in relation to the Eucharist,285 and the former even mentions it explicitly in connection with an admonition to the catechumens
in the monastery to weep and lament their past sins in preparation for
their first reception of the body and blood of the Saviour.286
Much of what I have outlined here is not necessarily specific to Pachomian monasticism, but the sources we have for the practices of the Pachomians are far better than what we have for other monastic movements in
this period and area—with the exception, of course, of the writings of
Shenoute, abbot of the White Monastery in Upper Egypt from  to
, whose monastic community was situated not far from the site of
the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices and close to several Pachomian monasteries.287 And, indeed, many of the features of the Pachomian
285
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writings that I have just mentioned is also found in the writings of
Shenoute. The picture we get from the Pachomian sources of a monastic community steeped in the Scriptures is, for instance, one that is also
reflected in the Shenoutean corpus. Also in Shenoute’s White Monastery
the practice of memorizing and internalizing Scripture was important
enough to be included among the monastic rules. In this regard Bentley Layton speaks of “the totalizing character” of Shenoute’s monastic
system, which, as he puts it, “even extends into the mind and voice
of the monk when he is alone in the cell,” for even when he is alone,
the monk is commanded by the rules to do constant handiwork and
to meditate “with his brain and his vocal cords.”288 Layton speaks of
“the constant recitation or mumbling of prayers and passages of Scripture,” and asserts that “there is no silence in this monastery, but rather
a constant buzzing sound like a flight of bees, as everyone continually
mumbles prayers and passages of Scripture in a low voice.”289 Layton
argues that when the mind is constantly permeated by monasticism in
this way, free thought is replaced by constant meditation on Scripture
and prayer.290
Such controlled memorization practices would ideally serve to create a
highly uniform body of Scriptural memory among the monks, and thus
of a similar basis for associative thinking. That is, of a group of monks
who would possess similar grounds of reference with regard to Scriptural
references, doctrines, rules and regulations. The aim and effect of these
practices would thus be to create as uniform an interpretive community
as possible. Significantly, this kind of monastic community would seem
to constitute an ideal interpretive community for such an intricately
allusive text as Exeg. Soul., which seems to presuppose considerable
knowledge of Scripture and Christian religious practice on the part of
its readers or hearers.
There is, however, an even closer parallel to Exeg. Soul to be found
in the writings of Shenoute than the purely stylistic ones. As is the
case with our Nag Hammadi text, Shenoute also understands the Old
Testament allegorical descriptions of Israel’s infidelity to apply to the
soul. In surviving fragments of a writing known as So Listen, Shenoute

288 Bentley Layton, “Rules, Patterns, and the Exercise of Power in Shenoute’s Monastery: The Problem of World Replacement and Identity Maintenance,” JECS : ():
–.
289 Layton, “Rules, Patterns,” .
290 See Layton, “Rules, Patterns,” .
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explicitly makes this identification and even quotes a part of the same
passage from Ezekiel that Exeg. Soul quotes at .–:
ⲉϣϫⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ ϭⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ̄ ¨ⲓⲙⲁ ⲡⲥⲟⲛ ϫⲉⲧⲉⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲙⲡⲟⲣⲛⲏ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄ ˙˙
ϫⲉⲛⲁϣ
̄
ⲛϩⲉ
̄ ⲁⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲕⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲧⲉ
ⲣⲡⲟⲣⲛⲏ
̄
· ⲏ̄ ϫⲉⲁⲣⲉⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲕⲏⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲕⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ
ϩⲛ̄ ̄ ⲛⲉⲥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲕⲁ[ⲧ]ⲁⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄[ⲛ]ⲉⲡ[ⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ]
˙
˙
˙ ˙ ˙˙
So, if you do not want to say to yourself here, brother, “the prostitute soul,”
according to the word of the prophet, for how was the city of faith, which is
you soul, a prostitute, or, “you prostituted yourself to the sons of Egypt,”291
which is your soul who prostitutes herself in her thoughts, according to
the words of the [prophets]292
(Shenoute, So Listen, XO )

Unfortunately the fragment breaks off at this point, but Shenoute returns
to the same theme on the following leaf, where he addresses “those who
have become weak in the true teaching” (ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲣϭⲱⲃ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲥⲃⲱ
̄̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄ ), of
whom he says that the Old Testament
ⲉⲥϭⲟϫϭϫ
̄ ̄ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉ
̄ ̄ ¨ⲓϣⲁϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲉ· ϫⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲕⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉϫⲉⲁⲣⲉⲡⲱϩⲧ̄ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲟⲩϩⲟⲙ
̄
ⲧ̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲛⲕⲉϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲧⲉ· ⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ̄ ⲉⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄̄
ⲛⲧ̄ ̄ ⲛϭⲓⲧⲡⲁⲗⲁⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄̄
ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉϣⲁⲥϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲉ
̄ ¨ⲓϩⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲥϭⲱ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲉϥⲥⲃⲱ
̄̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲃⲉϫⲉⲁⲣⲉⲡⲱⲣϣⲣⲁⲧⲉ
̄̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲁⲧⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛ
̄̄
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ· ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲁⲧⲉⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲙⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧϫⲁ
̄̄
ϩⲙ̄ ̄ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲙⲟⲧ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡⲱⲣϣ
̄ ̄ ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲏ̄ ⲛⲉⲥⲙⲟⲕⲙⲉⲕ ϩⲁⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
ⲛ̄ⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ
̄
· ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲩⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄̄
· ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲱϥ
̄̄
· ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩ
̄̄
ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲁⲧⲥⲱ
̄̄
ⲧⲙ̄ ̄ ·
ⲁⲩⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ
̄̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲩϣⲟϫⲛⲉ
̄̄
ⲛⲕⲣⲟϥ
̄
· ⲉⲧⲟ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲁ
̄ ⲣⲝ̄ ̄ ⲛⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
·
ⲙⲛⲛⲉϩⲧⲱⲱⲣ
̄̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
·

smites them with the following words: “Therefore, prostitute,” which is
your soul, “listen to the word of the Lord, because you have poured out
your copper,”293 and all the other words which the Old (Testament) says
like this in its anger against the souls that go a whoring from God294 and
his true teaching, always, “because you have spread your legs for everyone
who passes by,”295 which is the soul of people like you and those who are
291 Ezek :; cf. Exeg. Soul .. Shenoute had no qualms about using this negative
biblical image of Egypt and the Egyptians, and we also find similar use of this motif in
Philo, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen (see Kulawik, Die Erzählung, ), thereby
showing that the use of this reference cannot be used as an argument against an Egyptian
provenance for Exeg. Soul.
292 This fragment of White Monastery codex XO, which is in the collection of the Institut français d’archéologie orientale, Cairo (EG-CF Copte  f. ), remains unpublished.
The present reading is based on a photograph. For the reading ϩⲛ̄ ̄ ⲛⲉⲥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲕⲁ[ⲧ]ⲁⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
˙ ˙ ˙˙ an edition of this
ⲛ̄[ⲛ]ⲉⲡ[ⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ] I am indebted to Anne Boud’hors, who is preparing
˙
˙
manuscript
for the IFAO series, as well as a critical edition of Shenoute’s Canon .
293 Cf. Ezek :–.
294 Cf. Hos :.
295 Cf. Ezek :.
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defiled in every way, spreading its thoughts or its considerations beneath
the demons for them to defile it with their badness and their pollution and
their disobedience. And they fornicate with it with their deceitful counsels
which are like the flesh of the donkeys and the dogs according to the words
of the prophets.296
(Shenoute, So Listen, XO –)297

Like Exeg. Soul, Shenoute identifies the prostitute in Ezekiel’s parable, not
with Jerusalem, but with the soul, and the soul’s prostitution is explicitly
identified with its impious thoughts.298 To my knowledge the writings
of Shenoute thus provide the closest parallels to Exeg. Soul’s application
of the Old Testament accounts of Israel’s infidelity to the actions and
inclinations of the soul. Scopello has brought to light the sixth homily of
the Syrian church father Jacob of Serugh as an interesting parallel to Exeg.
Soul’s use of this Old Testament imagery.299 Indeed utilising many of the
same Old Testament passages concerning Israel’s infidelity as does Exeg.
Soul, Jacob of Serugh does not, however, apply the prophetic imagery of
Jerusalem as a whore to the soul, but rather to the Church.
There is, however, a prominent feature of Exeg. Soul that is not at all
compatible with the views of Shenoute, namely the idea we have seen
presupposed in Exeg. Soul of the pre-existence of souls prior to their fall
into material bodies. Significantly, this is an idea that is associated with
Origen300 and the later so-called “Origenists,”—and one for which they
were indeed vehemently attacked by people like Shenoute, Theophilus
of Alexandria, and others.301 We could perhaps suggest that Origenist
monks of some kind might have constituted an ideal fourth/fifth century Egyptian readership / audience for this particular text? As Samuel
296

Cf. Ezek :.
The Coptic text is from Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “Unpublished Shenoutiana in the
British Library,” Enchoria  (): –.
298 It may also be noted that while Shenoute is here using the metaphor the soul
is a woman, he is addressing a male interlocutor, possibly a fellow monk. Shenoute is
here using a female stereotype, the prostitute ICM, which he takes from Ezekiel, as a
metaphorical source in order to describe the sins of the soul.
299 See Madeleine Scopello, “Jacques de Saroug et l’Exégèse de l’âme,” in Deuxième
journée d’études coptes: Strasbourg  mai  (Cahiers de la Bibliothèque Copte ;
Leuven: Peeters, ), –.
300 See, e.g., Celia E. Rabinowitz, “Personal and Cosmic Salvation in Origen,” VC :
(): –; Kulawik, Die Erzählung, .
301 See, e.g., Shenoute, I Am Amazed, –, ; Theophilus of Alexandria, Sixteenth Festal Letter; Norman Russell, Theophilus of Alexandria (The Early Church Fathers;
London: Routledge, ), ; Ronald E. Heine, The Commentaries of Origen and Jerome
on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –.
297
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Rubenson has convincingly argued, Origenism was widespread among
the monks in fourth century Egypt.302 Also Shenoute implicitly testifies
to the currency of this idea in his own lifetime and his own area of influence in Upper Egypt, when he attacks it in the writing known as I Am
Amazed.303 As for the presence of Origenists in Upper Egypt at the time
of Shenoute, this is also attested by a partially preserved letter sent by
Dioscorus, the archbishop of Alexandria, to Shenoute sometime between
 and .304 Dioscorus is in this letter worried about the presence
of Origenist monks in the vicinity of Shenoute’s monastic community
and even singles out as a specific problem the presence of the writings
of Origen and other heretics in one of the nearby monasteries.305 Moreover, the possibility of an “Origenist” provenance for Exeg. Soul would
also find support in the many similarities, shown by Kulawik, between
Exeg. Soul and Origen not only with regard to the pre-existence of souls,
but also with regard to bridal mysticism and the use of Scripture.306 Still,
it seems clear, as we have seen, that in its main themes, not least in its
emphasis on repentance, as well as in its style, Exeg. Soul would also have
been amenable to the interests of the Pachomians and even to those of
Shenoute’s monastic community.
At the very least, these examples would seem to warrant further comparison with other related writings of the period. Such analyses are, however, well outside the scope of the present study, so I will content myself
with these observations and a call for a thorough comparative analysis of
Exeg. Soul with sources of the fourth and fifth centuries. With the abundance of sources available to us from this period there is truly much comparative work yet to be done.
302 See Samuel Rubenson, “Origen in the Egyptian Monastic Tradition of the Fourth
Century,” in Origeniana Septima: Origenes in den Auseinandersetzungen des . Jahrhunderts (ed. W.A. Bienert and U. Kühneweg; BETL ; Leuven: Leuven University Press /
Peeters, ), –; Samuel Rubenson, The Letters of St. Anthony: Monasticism and
the Making of a Saint (SAC; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, ).
303 See Shenoute, I Am Amazed, –, .
304 This letter, Epistula ad Sinuthium (which also includes within it Epistula ad Sabinum
et Gennadium [et Hermogenem]) is partly preserved in four folios from White Monastery
codex XZ. The first three folios have been published by Herbert Thompson, “Dioscorus
and Shenoute,” in Recueil d’études égyptologiques dédiées à la mémoire de Jean-François
Champollion (BEHE ; Paris: Librairie Ancienne Honoré Champion, ), –,
while the fourth folio has been published by Henri Munier, Manuscrits coptes (Catalogue
Général Des Antiquités Égyptiennes Du Musée Du Caire –; Cairo: Imprimerie
de l’Institut français d’archéologie orientale, ), –.
305 See esp. Dioskorus, Epistula ad Sinuthium, XZ  (Munier, Manuscrits coptes, –
).
306 See Kulawik, Die Erzählung.
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. Concluding Discussion

Logion  of the Gospel of Thomas, undoubtedly one of the most well
known and often cited passages in the entire Nag Hammadi corpus,
famously states the need to become male in order to be eligible for
salvation:
ⲡⲉϫⲉⲥⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉⲙⲁⲣⲉⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ϫⲉⲛⲥϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡϣⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲉⲓⲥ̄ ϫⲉⲉⲓⲥϩⲏⲏⲧⲉ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯⲛⲁⲥⲱⲕ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲉⲓⲛⲁⲁⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲱⲱⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉϥⲟⲛϩ ⲉϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ϫⲉⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲁⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲥⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ
̄̄
ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄

Simon Peter said to them: “Let Mary leave us, for women are not worthy
of life.” Jesus said: “Behold! I shall lead her in order to make her male, so
that she too may become a living spirit resembling you males. For every
woman who will make herself male will enter the kingdom of heaven.”307
(Gos. Thom. .–)

Numerous scholars have seized upon this, and a handful of similar passages in the Nag Hammadi texts,308 either as evidence for the supposedly
“Gnostic” soteriological imagery of turning female into male, or as an
example of “Gnostic” or more general late antique misogyny or “antifemininity.”309 Regarding such attitudes as being especially pervasive in the
Nag Hammadi texts, Frederik Wisse has even suggested that there is
“the possibility that the Coptic owner or owners of the Nag Hammadi
Codices selected tractates for inclusion on the basis of their antifemininity stance.”310 But how does Exeg. Soul fit into this picture? As we
have seen, we find in Exeg. Soul a rather unusual take on metaphors of
307 The Coptic text is taken from Bentley Layton, ed., Thomas O. Lambdin, trans.,
“The Gospel According to Thomas,” in Gospel According to Thomas, Gospel According to
Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi
Codex II,– Together with XIII,*, Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ;
Leiden: Brill, ), .
308 See, e.g., Treat. Seth .–; Zost. .–.; Dial. Sav. .–;  Apoc.
Jas. .–; .–; Tri. Trac. .–; Thom. Cont. .–.
309 See, e.g., Frederik Wisse, “Flee Femininity: Antifemininity in Gnostic Texts and the
Question of Social Milieu,” in Images of the Feminine in Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King;
SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ), –.
310 Wisse, “Flee Femininity,” . However, the imagery of gender transformation from
male into female in this period is not confined to so-called “Gnostic” sources. Indeed,
as Kari Vogt has shown, this imagery is actually more common in early “mainstream”
Christian sources (referred to by Vogt simply as Christian), than in sources commonly
classified as “Gnostic” (Kari Vogt, “ ‘Becoming Male’: A Gnostic and Early Christian
Metaphor,” in Image of God and Gender Models in Judaeo-Christian Tradition [ed. Kari
Elisabeth Børresen; Oslo: Solum, ], –).
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male and female, and gender transformation. As Marvin Meyer has put
it, “Rarely does a religious text from antiquity and late antiquity recommend that one become female.”311 Exeg. Soul, however, is one of those rare
occurrences where the metaphorical sex-change takes the opposite direction of what we have come to expect, and thus constitutes an interesting departure from the usual metaphor of “becoming male” prevalent in
early Christian literature.312 However, while Meyer’s statement seems to
be true with regard to the three earliest Christian centuries, there seems
to have been a shift in Christian discourse in the fourth century, where
the Christian ideal becomes for the male to be like a female virgin, in
contrast to the two preceding centuries where the norm was the female
becoming male.313 Depending on how we date it, then, Exeg. Soul may
either be regarded as a very early example of this kind of imagery, or as a
part of a broader trend.
However this might be, Exeg. Soul may be described as a sustained
elaboration of the conceptual metaphors the soul is a woman and
Christian life is a marriage with Christ.314 The soul’s fall into
matter and attachment to transitory and material things is described in
terms of a wife leaving her husband in favour of a life of adultery and
prostitution, and in terms of an unnatural masculinisation. The salvation
of the soul consequently requires her to regain her original femininity
and virginity, marry Christ, and stay faithful to him as a subordinate wife.
But, as we have seen, Exeg. Soul is also much more complicated than it
might appear at first sight. While the tractate gets its main points across
by manipulating a relatively small number of overarching conceptual
blends and by exploiting the connections and primings offered by their
activated mental spaces, it also prompts for the creation of complex
additional structures of conceptual and intertextual blending of which we
have barely scraped the surface in the present analysis. Here the complex
311

Marvin W. Meyer, “Gospel of Thomas Logion  Revisited,” in For the Children,
Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke on the Occasion of the
Berliner Arbeitskreis für koptisch-gnostische Schriften’s Thirtieth Year (ed. Hans-Gebhard
Bethge, et al.; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
312 Some scholars have nevertheless made Exeg. Soul conform to expectations. See, e.g.,
Peter Cramer, Baptism and Change in the Early Middle Ages, c.–c. (Cambridge
Studies in Medieval Life & Thought; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), ,
who describes the Father in Exeg. Soul as turning the womb of the soul from the inside
to the outside, rather than the other way around as explicitly stated in the manuscript.
313 See Boyarin, Dying for God, –.
314 As such it conforms to Quintillian’s and Demetrius’ definition of allegory, that is, as
a sustained metaphor (See Innes, “Metaphor, Simile, and Allegory,” ).
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web of multiple interrelations with a substantial corpus of canonical texts
is especially worthy of note as the primary mechanism of Exeg. Soul’s
considerable interpretive polysemy.

chapter four
NO LONGER A CHRISTIAN, BUT A CHRIST:
DEIFICATION AND CHRISTOLOGY
IN THE GOSPEL OF PHILIP
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲟⲩⲟ¨ⲓϣ ⲧⲏⲣϥ̄ ϯⲛⲙⲙⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲙⲡⲕⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲧ
̄
ⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟ¨ⲓ
ⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟⲕ
̄
ⲛⲁϣ
̄
ⲛϩⲉ
̄ ⲕϫⲱ
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲁⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲅⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
̄
̄
ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯϩⲙⲡⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧ

“All this time I have been with you,
and you have not known me, Philip?
He who has seen me, he has seen the
Father. And you, how can you say,
‘Show us your father?’ Do you not
believe that I am in my Father and my
Father in me?” (John :–)

. Introduction
In the previous chapter we saw that the concepts of birth and rebirth
are of central importance in Exeg. Soul, even to the point where salvation is said to depend on it. In that text we are told that “the soul will
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
).1
be saved through the rebirth” (ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ
Gos. Phil. strikes a similar note, stating that “it is truly necessary to be
born again” (ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲁⲧⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
), but adds the important
̄
).2 For, as Gos. Phil. makes
specification “through the image” (ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
clear, “there is a rebirth and an image of rebirth” (ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ
).3 This relationship between the thing itself,
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
the reality, and its image or type, is an important feature of Gos. Phil., with
reflections on this general theme constituting one of the major strands
that are woven together to create the rich rhetorical tapestry of this text.

1
2
3

Exeg. Soul .–.
Gos. Phil. .–. Cf. John :, .
Gos. Phil. .–.
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As we shall see, Gos. Phil. devotes considerable space to the problems
and significance of what has been described in the present study as conceptual blending. For Gos. Phil. is to a significant degree concerned with
the relationship between types, images, and symbols and their various
referents. Aside from harnessing a wide range of conceptual blends as
rhetorical devices in a complex and at times playful manner, Gos. Phil.
also devotes considerable attention to discussions of the ontological status of the various concepts it evokes and the connections between them.
Special focus is given throughout Gos. Phil. to questions concerning the
means, possibility, and, indeed, necessity of a passage or projection from
an ontologically lower level of reality to a higher.
In the present chapter, I will analyse how much of Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric
is structured around certain key conceptual blends, and I will draw some
tentative conclusions with regard to its overall theology and possible Sitz
im Leben on the basis of this analysis. The main focus will be on how the
text functions on the basis of an interplay between intertwined conceptual blends, scriptural intertexts, and highly complex intratextual references. The complexity of Gos. Phil. can hardly be overstated. Confronted
with its intricate system of single-, double-, and multiple-scope blending,
and a constant and obliquely structured interaction of complex metaphor
systems, many scholars have given up trying to make sense of Gos. Phil.
as a meaningful whole. Instead they have opted to treat it as a composite
document made up of diverse and more or less unconnected parts. Others have tended to base their explanations of the doctrinal contents, of
the tractate as a whole or its constituent parts, on perceived heresiological parallels, rather than on links and cues within the text itself. Although
trying to understand the text on its own merits, as a complete literary
statement, has even been described as a hazardous enterprise,4 I aim to
show in this chapter that it is possible to understand Gos. Phil. on its own
terms, that is, on the basis of an analysis of the conceptual as well as the
intra- and intertextual blends it activates, the most relevant intertextual
context, as in the case of Exeg. Soul, being that of authoritative Scripture.

4 See A.H.C. van Eijk, “The Gospel of Philip and Clement of Alexandria: Gnostic and
Ecclesiastical Theology on the Resurrection and the Eucharist,” VC  (): , and
cf. also Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Martha Lee Turner, The Gospel According to
Philip: The Sources and Coherence of an Early Christian Collection (NHS ; Leiden: Brill,
), , .
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. Textual and Redactional Issues
Gos. Phil. is the third and longest tractate of the seven that make up the
contents of Nag Hammadi Codex II, where it is found between the Gospel
of Thomas and the Hypostasis of the Archons. Our tractate was copied
into the codex by the same scribe who in addition to producing most
of this codex, including Exeg. Soul, may also have been responsible for
the surviving parts of Codex XIII.5 There are several critical editions of
the Coptic text, the most important being that of Bentley Layton, with
English translation by Wesley Isenberg, from ,6 and the monumental
study by Hans-Martin Schenke, published in .7 In the present study,
5

See, e.g., the helpful figure in Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, .
Bentley Layton, ed., Wesley W. Isenberg, trans., “The Gospel According to Philip,”
in Gospel According to Thomas, Gospel According to Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and
Indexes (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of Nag Hammadi Codex II,– Together with XIII,*,
Brit. Lib. Or.(), and P. Oxy. , , ; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. Layton
has recently also published the Coptic text of Gos. Phil. in an analytical format in his
Coptic Gnostic Chrestomathy: A Selection of Coptic Texts with Grammatical Analysis and
Glossary (Leuven: Peeters, ), –.
7 Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium. This was only the latest of Schenke’s many publications on the text of Gos. Phil. See also Hans-Martin Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus: Ein Evangelium der Valentinianer aus dem Funde von Nag-Hamadi,” TLZ :
(): –;” Hans-Martin Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus: Ein Evangelium
der Valentinianer aus dem Funde von Nag-Hamadi,” in Koptisch-gnostische Schriften aus
den Papyrus-Codices von Nag-Hamadi (Johannes Leipoldt and Hans-Martin Schenke;
Theologische Forschung: Wissenschaftliche Beiträge zur kirchlich-evangelischen Lehre
; Hamburg-Bergstedt: Herbert Reich, ), –; Hans-Martin Schenke, “Die Arbeit
am Philippus-Evangelium,” TLZ : (): –; Hans-Martin Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” in Gospels and Related Writings (ed. Wilhelm Schneemelcher and R. McL.
Wilson; vol.  of New Testament Apocrypha; rev. ed.; Cambridge: James Clarke, ),
–; Hans-Martin Schenke, “Zur Exegesis des Philippus-Evangeliums,” in Coptology:
Past, Present, and Future: Studies in Honour of Rodolphe Kasser (ed. Søren Giversen, et al.;
OLA ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –; Hans-Martin Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus (NHC II,),” in Nag Hammadi Deutsch ( vols.; ed. Hans-Martin Schenke, et al.;
GCS, Neue Folge , , Koptisch-Gnostische Schriften II–III; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
–), :–. The first critical edition to be published was Till, Das Evangelium
nach Philippos. Also of note is Jacques-É. Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe: Introduction,
Texte—Traduction, Commentaire (Strasbourg: Université de Strasbourg, ), and the
revised second edition Jacques-É. Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe: Introduction, Texte—
Traduction, Commentaire (d ed.; Gnostica; Paris: Cariscript, ). In addition to the
abovementioned editions there are also several book-length studies on Gos. Phil., the
most important being Robert McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip: Translated from the Coptic Text, with an Introduction and Commentary (London: Mowbray, ); Giversen, Filipsevangeliet; Gaffron, Studien; M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip; and see now also
the voluminous study by Herbert Schmid, Die Eucharistie ist Jesus: Anfänge einer Theorie des Sakraments im koptischen Philippusevangelium (NHC II ) (VCSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ). Last, but not least, several noteworthy dissertations have been dedicated to
Gos. Phil., including Gerald Leo Borchert, “An Analysis of the Literary Arrangement and
6
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all known editions of the Coptic text have been taken into account,
alongside the Facsimile Edition of Codex II.8
.. Textual Coherence and the Question of Redaction
One of the major issues in previous scholarship on Gos. Phil. has been
how to account for its highly complex literary structure. As Wesley Isenberg has put it, Gos. Phil.’s structure “is neither strictly topical nor predictable.”9 As it stands, the tractate interweaves discourses on a seemingly wide range of topics concerning bodily, social, and sacramental processes, all done in a rhetorically highly ornamental fashion that relies
upon frequent use of metaphors, similes, paradoxes, wordplays, citations, and allusions. Moreover, in doing this the text has a tendency
to jump back and forth between its key themes in a seemingly unpredictable fashion while alternating its use of literary devices.10 The fact
that Gos. Phil., unlike Exeg. Soul, does not utilise a narrative structure
to tie its various discourses together certainly does not make things easier. At the SBL meeting in  Robert M. Grant famously stated that
both Gos. Thom. and Gos. Phil. seemed “to be arranged chaotically, if
one can speak of chaotic arrangement.”11 The result of all this is a text
Theological Views in the Coptic Gnostic Gospel of Philip” (Ph.D. diss., Princeton Theological Seminary, ); Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel”; William Joseph Stroud, “The Problem
of Dating the Chenoboskion Gospel of Philip” (Ph.D. diss., Iliff School of Theology, );
Jean-Marie Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine des sacrements dans l’Évangile selon Philippe”
(Ph.D. diss., Université Catholique de Louvain, ); Edward T. Rewolinski, “The Use
of Sacramental Language in the Gospel of Philip (Cairensis Gnosticus II,)” (Ph.D. diss.,
Harvard University, ).
8 All translations from the Coptic throughout are my own. For the complete Coptic text utilised in this study, with my own English translation, see appendix B, were
I have noted all divergences from the Coptic text of the major critical editions. Since
the manuscript pages containing Gos. Phil. have suffered significant damage, it is important to refer to the photographic reproduction of the manuscript (see Facsimile Edition:
Codex II), supplemented by Emmel, “Unique Photographic Evidence.” The first photographic edition was that of Pahor Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at
Old Cairo: Volume  (Cairo: Government Press, ), plates –, but the quality of
these photographs is decidedly poor.
9 Wesley W. Isenberg, “Philip, Gospel of,” ABD : . Isenberg elsewhere speaks
of Gos. Phil.’s “peculiar arrangement of material” (Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ) and its
“peculiar literary technique” (ibid., , ).
10 Michael Williams has described it as “a meandering series of theological statements
covering a variety of subjects” (Michael Allen Williams, “Uses of Gender Imagery in
Ancient Gnostic Texts,” in Gender and Religion: On the Complexity of Symbols [ed.
Caroline Walker Bynum, et al.; Boston, Mass.: Beacon Press, ], ).
11 Robert M. Grant, “Two Gnostic Gospels,” JBL : (): .
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that, as Martha Lee Turner has put it, “both intrigues and frustrates its
readers,” and which is “very rich in provocative enigma.”12 Hans-Martin
Schenke shares this sentiment and links the attractiveness of Gos. Phil. as
“ein geheimnisvoller und faszinierender Text,” with its literary structure,
“der dem Betrachter den Eindruck vermitteln kann, als habe er es mit
einem Kaleidoskop zu tun.”13
Considering this state of affairs, it is hardly surprising that there has
been substantial disagreement on the degree, nature, and significance
of Gos. Phil.’s coherence, or lack of it. We may speak here of two types
of coherence, however, textual and doctrinal, and various combinations
of the two. While on one end of the scale some scholars have argued
that Gos. Phil. is both textually and doctrinally incoherent, others have
argued in favour of the coherence of both, with the majority of scholars
positioning themselves somewhere in between these two extremes.14
There has been no shortage of proposed explanations for the literary
structure of the text,15 ranging from seeing it as a collection of excerpts
from a variety of different sources, to seeing it as the work of a single
author, an author who is supposed to have composed the text as we have
it for reasons that may have been more or less intentional or well thought

12

M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
Schenke, “Zur Exegesis,” .
14 Martha Lee Turner has summarised the situation by pointing out that, “most
interpretations of the Gospel according to Philip have been based on the tacit assumption
that a single viewpoint, theology, or set of ritual practices can be recovered from the
document by considering all the passages it presents on a given theme or topic of interest.”
She divides those who have used this approach into two groups, () those who defend Gos.
Phil.’s coherence as an original work or as an anthology “shaped by a strong redactor,”
and () those who have simply focussed on specific issues in the text without explicit
consideration of its coherence. As for the opposing view she notes that “several of those
who have focused on the nature of the document, rather than on the meaning of its
contents, have insisted on its composite nature, but this assessment has had little or no
impact on the actual procedures used by those who sought to interpret the document’s
contents” (M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, ). Turner herself, who belongs to
the latter group, admits that her argument for the composite nature of the text is circular
(see ibid., ).
15 For a comprehensive overview of the various explanations of the literary structure
of Gos. Phil., see M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, –; Martha Lee Turner,
“On the Coherence of the Gospel According to Philip,” in The Nag Hammadi Library
After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration
(ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; see also
Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, “Conceptual Models and Polemical Issues in the Gospel of
Philip,” ANRW .. (): –; Louis Painchaud, “La composition de l’Evangile
selon Philippe (NH II,): une analyse rhétorique,” SBLSP  (): –.
13
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out.16 In  Robert McL. Wilson came to the conclusion that “it cannot be contended that Philip is a single coherent text, composed according to normal standards of writing. That any such claim would be erroneous is evident on every page.”17 Wilson even went so far as to claim
that “to speak of ‘structure’ or ‘composition’ in relation to such a document as the Gospel of Philip may appear at first sight to be a misuse of
these terms.”18 A few years prior to Wilson’s study, Hans-Martin Schenke
had argued that Gos. Phil. should be regarded as a collection of excerpts,
notes, or instructions expressing diverse and even contradictory doctrinal contents,19 and in a highly influential move he divided the text into
numbered “Sprüche” similar to Gos. Thom.20 Schenke had little doubt
concerning the nature of the text, stating that, “nach Form und Inhalt
muß man unsere Schrift als eine Art Florilegium gnostischer Sprüche
und Gedanken bezeichnen.”21 Moreover, he argued that these various
“Sprüche” stand in relation to each other “unvermittelt oder nur durch
Stichwortanschluß.”22 Among those who have agreed with Schenke in
regarding the text as some kind of florilegium or collection from different sources,23 there have been disagreements concerning the nature and
16

For a strong statement in favour of the coherence, singularity of thought and
intentional rhetorical structure of Gos. Phil., see Painchaud, “La composition.”
17 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
18 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
19 See, e.g., Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip”; Schenke, “Zur Exegesis”; Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium; M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip; M.L. Turner, “On the
Coherence.”
20 He first did this in his  article, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus []”, but
later made several subsequent changes to his original division and numbering of the
text (see, e.g., Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip”; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium). For
critiques of Schenke’s division of the text, see, e.g., Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –;
Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, –; Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” –.
21 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” .
22 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” .
23 In his later works, however, Schenke conceded that the excerpts might all come from
the same work. Schenke stated in  that, inspired by Layton and Isenberg in particular,
he tried “das Philippus-Evangelium als eine Sammlung von Exzerpten zu verstehen, die
möglicherweise aus ein und demselben umfangreichen Werk stammen, dessen zentrale
Themen Bekehrung und Initiation gewesen sein müßten” (Schenke, “Zur Exegesis,”
; cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –), and came to tentatively identify
this hypothetical single source as the lost Acta Philippi (see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, –, , –, –, , ). He also conceded elsewhere that he
tried in his latest work to put the various pieces together again “searching for the line,
or lines, of thought running through the document” (Hans-Martin Schenke, “The Work
of the Berliner Arbeitskreis: Past, Present, and Future,” in The Nag Hammadi Library
After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration [ed.
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significance of the connections or thematic overlap between these various excerpts or “Sprüche.” While some have held these connections to be
meaningful on a fundamental level, others have regarded them as superficial. Martha Lee Turner, for example, has argued strongly in favour of
seeing the tractate as a collection, while at the same time acknowledging
that it still displays some degree of organisational and conceptual coherence.24 She ends up characterising Gos. Phil. as “a lightly edited notebook,”25 which can be characterised as “a sourcebook for speculation,”26
and “a tinker’s collection of odds and ends, an assortment of texts that
might come in handy in gnostic bricolage.”27
A majority of scholars have indeed found some degree of doctrinal
coherence in spite of the tractate’s seemingly incoherent textual nature.
While agreeing with Schenke concerning the textual state of the document, even asserting that “the textual incoherence of Gos. Phil. is an
indisputable fact,”28 but acknowledging that “it is less evident how this
incoherence should be explained,”29 Einar Thomassen is among those
who hold that the work still shows a high degree of doctrinal coherence,
stating that “it expresses a reasonably coherent system of thought, which
can have represented the shared beliefs of a community, and is hardly
adequately described as an unmethodical collection of disparate quotations.”30 On a similar note, Gaffron concluded that Gos. Phil. “ist weder

John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ], ). Herbert Schmid has
taken up Schenke’s later position while seeing a greater degree of coherence and plan to
the composition of the compilation that constitutes Gos. Phil. as we know it (see Schmid,
Die Eucharistie, ).
24 See M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip; M.L. Turner, “On the Coherence.”
25 M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
26 M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
27 M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
28 Einar Thomassen, “How Valentinian is the Gospel of Philip?” in The Nag Hammadi
Library After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration (ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
29 Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” .
30 Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” . Thomassen mentions three possible, and not
mutually exclusive, explanations for the literary character of the text: () “A process of
excerpting and compilation from older written sources”; () the text may be “a series of
personal notes made by an individual writer, either for the purpose of oral expansion in
a sermon or a teaching situation, or as materials for a written work”; or, as Thomassen
deems likely, () the text might have been “rearranged at a stage subsequent to its original
composition by a redactor, or even by a scribe arbitrarily displacing passages in the
text.” Thus, according to Thomassen, the version of Gos. Phil. that has come down to us
might be “the outcome of several successive stages of excerpting, collecting, independent
note-composition, redaction and scribal confusion” (ibid., –). See also David
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ein Florilegium gnostischer Sprüche und Gedanken noch ein Brief oder
eine Abhandlung im strengen Sinne,”31 while arguing that its style, as
well as its “einheitliche Denkstruktur und Bilderwelt” indicates that Gos.
Phil. is the work of a single author, “der sich verschiedenartigen Traditionsstoffes bedient, ihn aber mit persönlicher Hand, wenn auch nicht
immer glücklich und überzeugend, gestaltet.”32 But how textually incoherent is Gos. Phil.? Grant suggested early on that it seemed like the lack
of arrangement in Gos. Phil. could be intentional,33 and this suggestion
was later taken up by Isenberg, who in his doctoral dissertation argued
that much of Gos. Phil. consists of parts that have been intentionally disjoined and distributed to various positions in the text by a compilereditor.34
The individual scholar’s stance with regard to these questions has naturally also to a significant degree influenced the interpretation of Gos.
Phil.’s contents. Bentley Layton, for example, claims that “it would be misleading to reconstruct a single theological system” from the entire Gos.
Phil. since in his opinion the text is an anthology representing “probably
more than one Valentinian theological perspective.”35 Therefore, Layton
argues, “individual groups of excerpts” are better “studied in isolation,
with comparison of other works or fragments of Valentinianism or of
classic gnosticism.”36 Layton thinks it is probably only “through an inadvertence” that “the excerpts are not divided from one another” in the
manuscript.37
For the scholar seeking to understand the doctrinal contents and
function of the text there are, however, serious problems connected
with treating the text as a collection of excerpts.38 Michael Williams has
H. Tripp, “The ‘Sacramental System’ of the Gospel of Philip,” in Studia Patristica : The
th International Conference on Patristic Studies met in Oxford from  to  Sept.  (ed.
Elisabeth A. Livingstone; StPatr :; Oxford: Pergamon Press, ), –, esp. –
, who regards the text as a collection of “sermon notes.”
31 Gaffron, Studien, .
32 Gaffron, Studien, .
33 Grant, “Two Gnostic Gospels,” .
34 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –, as well as Isenberg, “Introduction,” –.
35 Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, .
36 Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, . Layton characterises the text as “a Valentinian
anthology containing some one hundred short excerpts taken from various other works,”
although admitting that these works “have not been identified, and apparently they do
not survive” (ibid., ).
37 See Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, .
38 Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley even characterises Schenke’s division of the text into
numbered sayings as a “violation of the text” (Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ).
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argued that the task of dividing the text into various groups of excerpts is
methodologically problematic, and that “our best hope probably remains
with understanding the text as we have it. The existence of the text
itself justifies the working assumption that for its composer it somehow
‘held together’ and was not merely a collection of mutually contradictory
teachings.”39
Finally, some scholars have in fact argued in favour of the document
as we have it as a complete literary work that is both textually and
doctrinally coherent.40 Søren Giversen has pointed to the fact that the
damaged state of the manuscript may make it seem more incoherent
than it really is, an especially pertinent comment considering the intricate
nature of the textual and rhetorical structure of the surviving parts of
the document. Giversen rejects the view that Gos. Phil. is a kind of
florilegium. He argues, on the contrary, that the tractate is not only
doctrinally coherent, but that it also has many compositional traits in
common with other contemporary texts.41 Similar views concerning the
doctrinal and textual coherence of the tractate have also been argued
by, among others, Gerald Borchert, Edward Rewolinski, Jorunn Jacobsen
Buckley, and Louis Painchaud.42
For the purposes of the present analysis, I have chosen to treat Gos.
Phil. as a coherent composition, with a coherent theology. This approach
also implies a reluctance to dismiss problematic passages by appeals to
redactional layers or different sources. I tend to agree with Giversen
that there is indeed a high degree of probability that several keys to the

39

Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, . Williams has also argued that Gos. Phil.
displays “a rather tight theological consistency” (Michael Allen Williams, “Realized
Eschatology in the Gospel of Philip,” ResQ  []: ).
40 See, e.g., Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, esp. –; Buckley, “Conceptual Models”;
Painchaud, “La composition.”
41 See Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, esp. –. Without arguing for any direct influence,
Giversen finds the text to be comparable to Hebrews, as well as the writings of Philo
and Clement of Alexandria, in terms of rhetorical style and composition (see Giversen,
Filipsevangeliet, ).
42 See, esp., Borchert, “Literary Arrangement”; Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language”;
Buckley, “Conceptual Models”; Painchaud, “La composition”, but see also Klaus Koschorke, “Die ‘Namen’ im Philippusevangelium: Beobachtungen zur Auseinandersetzung
zwischen gnostischem und kirchlichem Christentum,” ZNW  ():  n. ; Régine
Charron and Louis Painchaud, “ ‘God is a Dyer’: The Background and Significance of
a Puzzling Motif in the Coptic Gospel According to Philip (CG II,),” Mus  ():
 n. ; Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” . Thomassen takes as his starting point “the
hypothesis that Gos. Phil. contains a coherent doctrine representing a single form of
Valentinianism.”
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understanding of the text have been lost in the manuscript’s many lacunae, and that mistaken reconstructions have led to further misinterpretations. The focus will therefore be purely on the poetics of Gos. Phil. as a
coherent text in the form in which it has been preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II, and not on some hypothetical original or source(s).43
Louis Painchaud has argued that in order to perform a literary analysis of Gos. Phil. one has to work on the basis of the hypothetical Greek
original.44 However, as argued in chapter , and in line with the present
study’s focus on the perspective of the reader as outlined in chapter ,
there is no reason not to perform a literary analysis on the basis of our
preserved Coptic text. The latter approach would also seem to have the
advantage of being the less hypothetical venture of the two.
This is not to say that I do not think it is possible, or even probable, that
the text may have gone through a long history of redactional change and
augmentation. The very nature of the textual composition of the tractate
invites changes in light of contemporary theology.45 This is especially
the case considering the mystagogical emphasis of the tractate, since,
in order to stay relevant, the tractate would need to stay in tune with
contemporary ritual practice.46 We should therefore not be surprised
to find references to practice and theology datable relatively close to
the time of the production of the manuscript, while at the same time
preserving considerably older layers. In any case, what we have is a Coptic
document that may be analysed on its own terms. A reader encountering
this Coptic text in the fourth, or even fifth century,47 would encounter
it as a single text, even a text that bore the name “The Gospel according
to Philip” (ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲟⲥ).48 We should therefore give the
text the benefit of the doubt and try to understand it as a whole before
we start to dissect it.

43

See the discussion in chapter .
See Painchaud, “La composition,” –.
45 Cf. Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, ), .
46 See, e.g., Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, –.
47 As argued in chapter , we know even less concerning the date the manuscript was
buried than we do concerning its date of production. Proposals in this regard amount to
little more than speculation.
48 Gos. Phil. .–.
44
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.. Scriptural Intertextuality
As Robert McL. Wilson has noted, Gos. Phil.’s references to the New Testament “range from clear and unmistakable quotations down to echoes
which may appear significant to one scholar yet unimportant, or even
non-existent, to another.”49 Unlike Exeg. Soul, none of Gos. Phil.’s quotations and paraphrases of Scripture are introduced by explicitly naming
the source, and the allusions are usually “worked into the context as if [the
author] were a man steeped in the Scriptures, to whom their language and
phrases came as a natural vehicle for the expression of his ideas,” as Wilson puts it.50 Another difference in relation to Exeg. Soul. is that not only
do we not find a single quotation specifically identified as being from any
of the Old Testament Scriptures, but there does not seem to be any direct
quotations of these texts at all,51 although there are abundant allusions to
them, and especially to Genesis.52
As for the New Testament texts, Grant noted already in  that
Gos. Phil. uses the Gospels of Matthew and John extensively,53 and several scholars have later noted that Gos. Phil. shows a clear preference
for Matthew among the synoptic gospels.54 In an overview of Gos. Phil.’s
use of the synoptic tradition, Christopher Tuckett concludes that apart
from the use of the Lukan parable of the Good Samaritan,55 all the synoptic allusions can be explained as deriving from Matthew,56 and he
agrees with Wilson that the tractate shows a preference for Matthew and
49

Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; cf. also Eric Segelberg, “The Gospel of Philip and
the New Testament,” in The New Testament and Gnosis: Essays in Honour of Robert
McL. Wilson (ed. A.H.B. Logan and A.J.M. Wedderburn; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ),
–.
50 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
51 See Segelberg, “The Gospel of Philip,” .
52 As Segelberg puts it, “These references clearly show that the author or authors of
the Gospel of Philip had access to basic Old Testament teaching about the beginning of
the world and of the elect people of God in Abraham” (Segelberg, “The Gospel of Philip,”
).
53 Grant, “Two Gnostic Gospels,” . See also Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
54 See, e.g., Robert McL. Wilson, “The New Testament in the Nag Hammadi Gospel
of Philip,” NTS  (): –; Gaffron, Studien, –; Segelberg, “The Gospel of
Philip,” .
55 Gos. Phil. .–, referring to Luke :.
56 See Tuckett, Nag Hammadi, ; see also , and Christopher M. Tuckett, “Synoptic
Traditions in Some Nag Hammadi and Related Texts,” VC : (): . Tuckett even
expresses doubts that Gos. Phil. has derived its reference to the Good Samaritan directly
from the Gospel of Luke, and suggests that it might just as well have known the parable
independently of the complete gospel (see Tuckett, Nag Hammadi, ).
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John among the four Gospels.57 As we shall see in the following analysis,
however, Gos. Phil. also seems to allude to several distinctly Lukan passages aside from the parable of the Good Samaritan.58 In addition it has
been acknowledged that there are multiple references to the Johannine
writings (John and  John), as well as several Pauline (Romans,  and
 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians), Pseudo-Pauline (Hebrews), and
Catholic ( Peter) Epistles.59 Scholars have in fact detected references to
a wide range of New Testament texts in Gos. Phil. Wilson mentions Ephesians, Colossians, and Thessalonians as among the few texts to which he
could not detect references,60 while Gaffron finds no evidence for the use
of Acts, the Pastoral or Catholic epistles, or Revelation.61 As we shall see
in the following analysis, however, there are in fact indications of the use
of most of these.

. Analysis of Major Blends
In the previous chapter we saw how the conceptual blend the soul is a
woman is fundamental to the rhetoric of Exeg. Soul and how it interacts
crucially with various scriptural intertexts and other conceptual blends.
In the present chapter I will approach Gos. Phil. from a similar angle
and investigate the function of certain key conceptual blends and their
interrelations. Analogous to the previous chapter’s focus on the blend
the soul is a woman, the main focus here will be on that of the
christian is a christ.
One of the main obstacles to a coherent analysis of Gos. Phil. is the
highly intricate web of interconnections among its many conceptual
and intertextual blends. I have already mentioned the phenomenon that
many of the themes and discussions running through the tractate seem
to have been cut up into pieces and distributed variously around the tractate. Whether or not Isenberg’s theory that this arrangement is that of a
57 See Tuckett, Nag Hammadi,  n. ; Tuckett, “Synoptic Traditions,” esp. –;
Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Wilson, “The New Testament,” .
58 The overwhelming majority of scholars recognise the fact that Gos. Phil. refers to
the canonical gospels. An exception to this rule is Richard Longenecker, who thinks Gos.
Phil. is probably independent of the canonical gospels (see Richard N. Longenecker, The
Christology of Early Jewish Christianity [London: SCM Press, ], ).
59 See, e.g., Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Wilson, “The New Testament.”
60 See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
61 See Gaffron, Studien, –, .
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compiler-editor is correct or not, this literary structure necessitates, as
Michel Desjardins has pointed out, “that the work must be treated as a
whole. Yet one pericope cannot be understood necessarily by setting it
into its immediate context. Accordingly, the full meaning of each pericope . . . must be determined by examining the relevant issues in the
entire work.”62 There are complex linkages between the various themes
and discussions that run considerably deeper than the level of catchword
connections or thematic overlap. The complexity and multidimensionality of these connections not only present an obstacle to our understanding of the tractate, but also complicate the attempt to make a linear exposition and explication of it.63 Pressing such a multidimensional tractate
into a linear one-dimensional format for the purposes of academic analysis inevitably involves a reduction of its complexity, and also leads to
some repetition, as a considerable number of passages function within
several of the discourses that make up Gos. Phil.’s web of signification.
.. The Christian as a Christ
The identification of the individual Christian with Christ is a central
theme in Gos. Phil. and seems to be a premise underlying much of its
rhetoric. The most direct statement of this identification occurs at the
end of an important passage referring to Christian initiation, where the
fully initiated person is described with the words, “this one is no longer
a [Christian], but a Christ” (ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ⲟⲩ[ⲭⲣⲏ]ⲥⲧ[ⲓ]ⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
˙˙
ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉ).64
In the present section we shall see how the conceptual blend the
christian is a christ serves a similar function in Gos. Phil. to that of
the soul is a woman in Exeg. Soul. The present tractate is, however, a
considerably more complex composition than Exeg. Soul, and has a much
greater tendency to use framing inputs from the same ICMs in different
blends, and it is more prone to link together blends in intricate ways.
Moreover, in contrast to the single-scope blend the soul is a woman in

62 Michel R. Desjardins, Sin in Valentinianism (SBLDS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
), .
63 As Isenberg has noted, a description of the contents of Gos. Phil. “is complicated by
the eccentric structure, by the many lacunae, by the diverse locations of statements on
any one topic, and by the numerous and varied subjects of interest in which it appears to
delight” (Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –).
64 Gos. Phil. .–. See below for an analysis.
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Exeg. Soul, the blend the christian is a christ is a double-scope one.65
This means that while Exeg. Soul draws on the woman ICM to supply
framing structure to the blend and subsequent significant backwards
projections to the soul-input, and not the other way around, we shall see
that in Gos. Phil.’s blend the christian is a christ it is of fundamental
importance that the process works in both directions. Taken together,
these traits make for far more complex interpretive processes in Gos. Phil.
than those encountered in Exeg. Soul.
The passage quoted above concerning the Christian becoming a Christ
sets up a conceptual blend of the initiated Christian and Christ as shown
in fig. . This blend will be the main focus of the following analysis. As
already mentioned, this is a conceptual blend of the double-scope variety,
which means that each of the two inputs provides important structure at
various points throughout the tractate that may cause a reinterpretation
of them both. As will be shown in the following analysis, this conceptual
integration network is fleshed out throughout Gos. Phil. by means of
complex intertextual and conceptual blending.
Several important questions present themselves at this point. Implicit
in the abovementioned blend lies the need to consider the question of the
properties of the Christ input space in order to grasp its potential implications. We may say that the sentence identifying the Christian with Christ
activates certain aspects of the reader’s knowledge of what we may term
the concept of Christ. That is to say, the sentence activates certain properties of this ICM in the reader’s long-term memory depending upon
the context in which it is brought to mind,66 and it primes the rest of the
ICM for potential subsequent activation.67 It is an inherent feature of this
point of view that the Christ ICM would to some degree be constructed
differently by each individual reader. Its various aspects would thus also
have different potential for activation, causing potentially different interpretations. The Christ ICM would, for instance, have been interpreted
differently depending on the reader’s knowledge and memory of Scripture, creeds, exegetical tractates and traditions, experienced ritual practice, and various forms of catechetical and mystagogical instruction. The
interpretation of what it means for the initiated Christian to have become
a Christ would therefore be differently construed according to a reader’s
65 For the distinctions between single-, double-, and multiple-scope blends, and the
notion of Idealized Cognitive Models (ICMs), see chapter .
66 Cf. Gibbs, “Prototypes.”
67 For the notion of “priming,” see chapter .
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prior knowledge of the cognitive models called upon in the reading of the
text. This thus illustrates the individual and context-dependent nature of
the activation of a reader’s knowledge of the relevant cognitive models
when prompted by particular integration networks. In this case, what
intertextual and conceptual knowledge, which mental images, will be
brought to the reader’s mind by the reference to Christ will of necessity vary, as will the features that are projected to the blend to mutually
reframe the concepts of the Christian and Christ in a reading of Gos. Phil.
The construction of such interpretive blends is not only dependent
on the reader’s prior knowledge of Christ, but is of course also shaped
by the tractate’s rhetoric. Of prime importance in this regard is the
manner in which a number of conceptual, intertextual, and intratextual
blends is cued and combined throughout the text. Here it must again be
emphasised that Gos. Phil. gives its readers rather free reins with regard
to the construction, combination, and running of these blends, as many
of the blends in Gos. Phil., and the inferences they create, are left unstated
for the reader to make on his or her own.68 It is basically this openness
which has made it so difficult for modern scholars to get a firm grip on
Gos. Phil. It is an openness that makes for a potentially very wide and
diverse range of interpretations, especially among readers who are far
removed from, and lack knowledge of, the tractate’s original context(s),
as modern treatments of Gos. Phil. amply attest to.
... Christology and Anthropology
With regard to the statement that the initiated Christian has become a
Christ, the central issue is one of Christology. In cognitive terms this
entails a question of the contents of the Christ ICM as it is presupposed
by Gos. Phil. It further raises the issue of how the ICM is utilised in a
triggering of interpretive blends. Which elements of the Christ ICM
are called upon and projected to the interpretive blend to enlighten the
reader’s understanding of the anthropology of the individual Christian?
And in what ways are the Christ ICM itself affected by the blend? Since
the specific nature of the projection is not specified in the passage in
question, and we lack any firm knowledge of the extra-textual context
of Gos. Phil., such as its date and provenance,69 we have to infer which
68

Cf. Painchaud, “La composition”, and the discussion below.
Although one might get the impression from recent scholarship that Gos. Phil. can
be confidently classified as a “Valentinian” text, the fact remains that we really do not
69
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elements are involved on the basis of information gained from other
parts of Gos. Phil., and on the basis of intra- and intertextual cues found
there. As we shall see, Gos. Phil. is a tractate that expresses its underlying
Christology in a variety of ways, and to uncover this Christology we need
to interpret a wide range of blends.
The conceptual blend of Christ and the Christian initiate is not metaphorical in the strict sense. Since both input spaces project structure to
the blended space, they are both framing inputs, and the inferences created in the blend are projected backwards to both inputs, not just to one
of them. The concept of the Christian is illuminated by the concept of
Christ, but at the same time the opposite is also true.70 Not only may the
reader’s experience of ritual initiation, and of bodily experience in general, inform his or her understanding of Christ, but Gos. Phil.’s references
to Christ’s baptism, for example, may also help the reader to conceptualise his or her own experience of baptism and chrismation.71 Moreover,
the reader’s own experience of baptism and chrismation also creates a
frame of reference with regard to the understanding of the baptism of
Christ in the river Jordan. In what follows we shall see how Gos. Phil.’s
descriptions and discussions of Christ’s names, titles, constitution, birth,
death, baptism, and other works or deeds may inform our understanding
of the tractate’s underlying sacramental soteriology.
Before we do that, however, we need to consider the basic anthropology underlying the tractate, that is, its basic views concerning the
constitution of the human being. Gos. Phil. seems to presuppose a relatively simple constitution of body and soul, and no division of the latter
into separate parts seems to be implied. There is not much direct information concerning the human soul in Gos. Phil., but we do learn that
“it is a valuable thing, and it has come to be in a contemptible body”
̄
ⲉϥϣⲏⲥ).72 Moreover, the trac(ⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ ⲉϥⲧⲁⲉⲓⲏⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ
have any firm knowledge concerning either its geographical or sectarian provenance, or
its date. See the discussion in section , below.
70 This is thus a double-scope blend rather than a single-scope one. As DesCamp and
Sweetser put it, “Double scope blends, like single scope blends, involve inputs . . . with
different organizing frames. The more one feels that a single input’s inferential structure
dominates in the final blend, the more a given cognitive construction will feel like a
metaphor, or single scope blend” (DesCamp and Sweetser, “Metaphors for God,” ,
emphasis in original).
71 In this study the term “chrismation” is used to denote any application of chrism
(cf. E.C. Whitaker, Documents of the Baptismal Liturgy [d ed.; revised by Maxwell
E. Johnson; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, ], ).
72 Gos. Phil. .–.
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tate emphasises that the state of one’s soul is important, pointing out that
̄
) will not be deceived by
a proper “disciple of God” (ⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
“the bodily forms” (ⲙⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ
̄
ⲛⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ
̄
), but will see “the condition of
each one’s soul” (ⲧⲇⲓⲁⲑⲉⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲁ).73 In addition to the
body and the soul, however, there is also the spirit (ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ / πνεμα), but
where the latter enters into the picture is not immediately apparent, nor
is it easy to discern the relationship between it and the soul. Is the spirit
to be regarded as a part of the human constitution to begin with, or is it
rather a gift received in connection with ritual initiation? It is also worth
noting that although the text employs the terms ψυχ (ⲯⲩⲭⲏ) and πνεμα
(ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ), a term such as νος is absent, and the word ϩⲏⲧ, which is often
used as an equivalent in Coptic, does not seem to be used in this sense
in Gos. Phil.74 It is thus a rather simple anthropology that seems to be
presupposed by Gos. Phil. and its discourse is distinctly non-technical.
There are no detailed discussions on either the human soul or its relationship with the body, nor of a human spirit and its relationship to the
soul. As we shall see, however, the text rather confusingly uses the terms
“body” (σ#μα), “flesh” (σ;ρξ), “soul” (ψυχ), and “spirit” (πνεμα) in
several different senses for different purposes in different contexts. We
will return to the several ways in which these terms are used as we proceed.
The Christology of Gos. Phil. draws to a considerable extent on the
Gospel of John, and we will see that certain passages, such as the prologue, the discourse on the bread of life, and the Nicodemus dialogue,
are fundamental. Secondarily, it seems to draw on Hebrews, Revelation,
the Johannine epistles, and several of the Pauline epistles. The synoptic
material primarily from Matthew, but also from Luke, cited and alluded
to by Gos. Phil. seems to be interpreted primarily from the perspective
given by the abovementioned material.

73

Gos. Phil. .–.
The Coptic word ϩⲏⲧ can be used as an equivalent not only of the Greek νος, but
also of καρδα (cf. Crum a; Rubenson, The Letters of St. Anthony,  n. ).
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... The Names and Titles of Christ
Christ is referred to in a number of ways in Gos. Phil.75 Apart from
“Christ” (ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ),76 “Jesus” (ⲓⲥ̄ ),77 and “Jesus Christ” (ⲓⲥ̄ ⲡⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ),78 he is also
called “the Nazarene” (ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ or ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲱⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ),79 “Saviour” (ⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ),80 “Lord” (ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ),81 “Messiah” (ⲙⲉⲥⲥⲓⲁⲥ),82 “perfect man” (ⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
),83 “the Son of Man” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
),84 “the Son of God” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
85
86
), “the Son” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ), and “Pharisatha” (ⲫⲁⲣⲓⲥⲁⲑⲁ),87 the latⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ter being explained as a Syriac term meaning “the one who is spread out”
(ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ).88
In cognitive terms, then, these names and titles can all be said to
activate mental spaces that are connected to different aspects of the same
Christ ICM. Gos. Phil. gives outright explanations of the significance
of some of them, like “the Nazarene” and “Pharisatha,” while most are
used without direct explanation. In the following analysis we will see how
some of these titles function in the rhetoric of the text.

75

The following names and titles all seem to refer to the same character (cf. Franzmann, Jesus, –,  n. ). Contrary to certain scholars (see, e.g., Bernard Barc, “Les
noms de la triade dans l’Évangile selon Philippe,” in Gnosticisme et Monde Hellénistique:
Actes du Colloque de Louvain-la-Neuve (– mars ) [ed. Julien Ries, et al.; Publications de l’Institut Orientaliste de Louvain ; Louvain-la-Neuve: Institut Orientaliste,
], –, who argues that “Jesus,” “the Nazarene,” and “Christ” refer to different
manifestations of the Saviour), I see no reason to suppose that, e.g., “Jesus” and “Christ”
are to be regarded as different entities in Gos. Phil.
76 The spelling varies: ⲡⲭⲥ̄ ̄ : Gos. Phil. .; .; .; .; ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ : Gos. Phil. ., ;
.; .; .; .; .–; ⲡⲉⲭⲥ:̄ Gos. Phil. .; .; .–; ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ : Gos. Phil.
.; ., ; .; ..
77 The spelling varies: ⲓⲥ̄ : Gos. Phil. .; .; ., , ; .; .; .; .,
; .; ⲓⲥ:̄ Gos. Phil. .; .; .; ⲓⲏⲥ
̄ : Gos. Phil. .; ⲓⲏⲥ̄ ̄ : Gos. Phil. .; .;
ⲓⲏ̄ ⲥ̄ ̄ : Gos. Phil. ..
78 Gos. Phil. ..
79 ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ: Gos. Phil. .; ., –, ; ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲱⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ: Gos. Phil. ., .
80 Gos. Phil. ..
81 Gos. Phil. ., ; .; ., ; .; .; .; .; .–; .; .,
; .. In one instance, however, at ., it may be used as a reference to God.
82 Gos. Phil. .–; ., .
83 ⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
: Gos. Phil. :; .–; ⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
: Gos. Phil. .–; .,
–; ..
84 Gos. Phil. .–; .–, –; .–, –, –, –, –, .
85 Gos. Phil. .–.
86 ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ is clearly used to designate Christ at Gos. Phil. .; .; .–; .;
., .
87 Gos. Phil. .–.
88 Gos. Phil. .–.

deification and christology in the gospel of philip



... The Constitution of Christ
A christological term of considerably greater complexity in this tractate
than those mentioned above, however, is “the Logos / Word” (ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ). In
cognitive terms, the Logos seems to be a highly significant constituent
part of the Christ ICM as it is constructed and reflected in Gos. Phil.,89
but its function is not immediately apparent.
.... Christ’s True Nature
Indeed, the status and function of the Logos is one of the most interesting
and puzzling aspects of Gos. Phil., albeit one that has attracted surprisingly little scholarly attention. We find Gos. Phil.’s first direct reference to
the Logos in connection with the Eucharist, where we are told that it is
to be identified with the “flesh” (ⲥⲁⲣⲝ) of Jesus.90 Later, we come across
it in an interpretation of the transfiguration story, where Gos. Phil. refers
to “his Logos” (ⲡⲉϥⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ) and says about Jesus that,
ⲛⲧⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲧ[ⲟⲩⲛⲁϣ]ϭⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲛ[ⲁⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲏ]ⲣⲟⲩ
˙ ]
ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁϥ[ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ] ⲉ˙ⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ̄[ⲛ̄]ⲛⲟϭ ϩⲱⲥ ⲛⲟϭ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱ[ⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
˙ ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
˙˙ ⲛ̄ⲛ̄]ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲱⲥ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲛ̄ⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲁϥ˙ⲟ[ⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
˙ ˙ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲩⲛⲁⲩ
˙
ϩⲱⲥ
ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ˙ⲁⲡⲉϥⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲁϥϩⲟⲡϥ ⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛ
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲩⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲓϫⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉϥⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
ⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲣⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄ ̄
ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϣϭⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄

it was as [they would] be able to see him that he appeared. [All these
(ways),] he apeared to them. He [appeared] to [the] great as great. He
[appeared] to the small as small. He [appeared to the] angels as angel and
to the men as man. Therefore his Logos hid itself from everyone. Some
saw him thinking that they saw themselves, but when he appeared to his
diciples in glory upon the mountain he was not small, he became great,
but he made the disciples great so that they might be able to see him being
great.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

Although this passage might be based on, and refer the reader to, any of
the synoptic accounts of the transfiguration,91 it seems to be the Lukan
account, which is the only one that mentions Jesus’ “glory” (δξα / ⲉⲟⲟⲩ),
that is the primary reference here, as Luke tells us specifically that the
disciples Peter, John and James saw Christ’s “glory.”92
89 It should be noted, however, that the word ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ is also used at least three times
to refer simply to the word of Scripture (Gos. Phil. .; .; .).
90 Gos. Phil. .. See below for further discussions of this important passage.
91 Luke :–; Matt :–; Mark :–.
92 Luke :. That it was Peter, John, and James who witnessed the transfiguration is
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In Gos. Phil.’s account of what actually transpired in the transfiguration, the Logos is presented as a part of Christ’s constitution that was
normally kept hidden from view. We are told that it was hidden as long
as people, including his disciples, were unable see Jesus’ true appearance,
which thereby implies that the Logos was an integral part of his true
being and appearance. Significantly, however, the Logos was kept hidden
according to the principle that like sees like,93 and thus the Logos was hidden from view until the disciples became like Jesus. Normally, however,
people did not see Jesus as he truly was, but according to their own status
and abilities. It is significant that in what Gos. Phil. presents as the only
exception to this rule, namely in the transfiguration, our tractate emphasises that Jesus did not make himself (and hence “his Logos”) visible to
̄
) by making himself small, but rather
the disciples “in glory” (ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ
by making them great.94 According to Gos. Phil., then, Jesus’ appearance to his disciples was as a reflection of themselves, and thus only by
becoming truly like him could they see Jesus as he really was.95 This also
recalls  John :, which, like Gos. Phil., makes the causal connection
between becoming like Christ and seeing him as he is: “when he appears
we shall become like him, for we shall see him as he is” (ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲛⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ϫⲉⲧⲛⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϥϣⲟⲟⲡ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ).
̄ 96
Another passage that may be recalled in this context is Phil :, where
Jesus is described as “this one who shall change the body of our humil̄
ity into the likeness of the body of his glory” (ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲧⲛⲁϣ¨ⲓⲃⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
97
̄
ⲙⲡⲉϥⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
). According to Gos. Phil., Jesus
ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲑ
̄
ⲃⲃ̄ ¨ⲓⲟ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ

mentioned by all the synoptics (Matt :; Mark :; Luke :). In Patristic interpretation
the transfiguration is commonly interpreted as a revelation of the pre-existent Logos
(see John Anthony McGuckin, The Transfiguration of Christ in Scripture and Tradition
[Studies in the Bible and Early Christianity ; Lewiston / Queenston: Edwin Mellen Press,
], –). According to Origen, as in Gos. Phil., Christ changes his appearance
in accordance with the spiritual state of those who see him (see Origen, Comm. Matt.,
.–).
93 See the discussion below.
94 Majella Franzmann claims that the Logos is here “a kind of heavenly garment
of glory which must hide itself in certain circumstances, so that Jesus can be seen”
(Franzmann, Jesus, ). However, Gos. Phil. only states that the Logos was hidden to those
who were not like Jesus in power, it does not say that it had to be hidden in order for Jesus
to be seen. A more plausible interpretation is thus that it only becomes visible to those
who are like him.
95 “The disciples are able to see Jesus because he has created a situation of compatibility,” as Buckley puts it (Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ).
96 9ν φανερωB, Cμοιοι α"τA# σμεα, Cτι Iψμεα α"τ ν κα2ς στιν.
97

/ς μετασχηματσει τ σ#μα τς ταπειν2σεως Jμ#ν σ7μμορφον τA# σ2ματι τς
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appeared to people as they would be able to comprehend him, which in
this context means that they were only able to see him on their own level,
and thus the only way to achieve a vision of the real Jesus, was to be made
equal to him in greatness by Jesus himself. Then, and only then, was “his
Logos” (ⲡⲉϥⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ) visible.
But what does it mean for the disciples to be able to see “his Logos”?
Just prior to the passage cited above, Gos. Phil. identifies the Logos with
Jesus’ flesh, stating that “his flesh is the Logos” (ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ).98 To
be able to see “his Logos,” then, should by extension refer to the ability to
see and comprehend the nature of Jesus’ flesh, a flesh that was kept hidden
from everyone who was not on the level of the glorified Jesus. When one
reaches this level, however, “[If] you become Logos,” as Gos. Phil. puts
̄
ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
it, “it is the Logos that will mix with you” (ⲉⲕ[ϣⲁⲛϣ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
).99 The question of how to achieve this kind of equality
ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲧⲱϩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
̄
with Jesus and his Logos is indeed one of Gos. Phil.’s main concerns. It
involves acquiring his Logos as an important part of one’s own being,
as will be shown in detail below. First, however, we need to investigate
further the identity and function of the Logos itself.
In Gos. Phil., the Logos does not operate in isolation, but is intimately
connected with the Holy Spirit and with mystagogy. The tractate’s most
explicit statement of this relationship appears in the passage, already
referred to above, which identifies Jesus’ flesh with the Logos:
ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲥⲱ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲁϥⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲁϣ ⲧⲉ
ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ

“He who will not eat my flesh and drink my blood has not life in him.”100
What is it? His flesh is the Logos, and his blood is the Holy Spirit.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The passage is mystagogical, in that it concerns the Eucharist,101 but also
exegetical, consisting as it does of an interpretation of one of Jesus’ statements in the Gospel of John. It is the words of Jesus from John :–
δξης α"το. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, Hom. Div. , where this passage is invoked in the
context of the transfiguration.
98 Gos. Phil. ..
99 Gos. Phil. .–., and cf. .–. See below for discussion.
100 Cf. John :–.
101 For the view that this passage refers to the Eucharist, see, e.g., Isenberg, “Coptic
Gospel,” , ; Gaffron, Studien, ; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, . Borchert, however, “finds it rather doubtful that this logion
has a sacramental emphasis,” on the grounds that the flesh and blood are identified with
the Logos and the Holy Spirit (Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,”  n. ); Thomassen
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that Gos. Phil. paraphrases here,102 but in order to see the rationale for the
direct connection between the eucharistic flesh of Christ and the Logos,
we should read this passage not only in conjunction with this Johannine
passage, but also with John :a: “the Word became flesh” (% λγος σ9ρξ
̄
). Gos. Phil. .– may in fact be described as
γνετο / ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲁϥⲣⲥⲁⲣⲝ
a blend of John :– and John :a (see fig. ).
This, however, is not the intertextual integration network that would
be composed by a reader of Gos. Phil. .–.103 In a reading of this
passage, what is shown as a blended space in this figure becomes itself
an input space that calls up the two inputs from the Gospel of John.
Moreover, the latter two intertextually triggered mental spaces from the
Gospel of John are not likely to be confined purely to the directly evoked
verses. Upon grasping the references to John :–, a reader well
acquainted with John is likely to recall additional aspects of the discourse
on Jesus as the bread of life in John :–. Similarly, upon realising the
reference to the Johannine prologue, that input space will not likely be
limited to :a. The resulting interpretive blend thus has the potential
to create wideranging inferences, as the possible emergent meanings far
surpass the simple statement of Gos. Phil. .–. For what does this
blend of the Fourth Gospel’s prologue and bread of life discourse entail?
What does it mean that the flesh of Jesus is directly identified as the
Logos? For one thing it implies a direct link between Jesus’ flesh and the
preexistent Logos of John , at the same time as this flesh is identified with
the Eucharist and the flesh of the Son of Man mentioned in John . Some
of the possible entailments of such a readerly intertextual integration
network based on Gos. Phil. .– are shown in fig. .
both argues in favour of a eucharistic interpretation (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ),
but also expresses his doubts, stating that “it remains uncertain” whether this passage
refers to the Eucharist (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ); cf. also Sevrin, “Pratique et
doctrine.”
102 This Johannine passage certainly establishes a eucharistic setting for this section in
Gos. Phil. (cf. Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, ). Although Schenke notes that, “Man darf
ja nicht ohne weiteres voraussetzen, daß unser Autor—wie wir Modernen—in Joh ,b–
 einen Zusatz sieht, in dem das Symbol des Lebensbrotes, unter dem bis dahin Jesus
selbst und seine Worte verstanden wurden, gewaltsam und massiv auf die Eucharistie
umgebogen worden ist. Es wäre ja durchaus möglich, daß er umgekehrt, tapfer und
arglos, Joh ,b– von Joh ,–a her interpretiert,” he comes to the conclusion
that, “Im EvPhil insgesamt sind die Sakramente—mit Einschluß der Eucharistie—ein
so wichtiges Thema, daß in diesem Lichte der theoretisch mögliche Zweifel an der
sakramentalen Auffassung von  b doch verstummen muß” (Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ).
103 Cf. the discussion of the blend at Exeg. Soul .– in chapter .
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A conspicuous aspect of Gos. Phil. .–, which we have yet to take
into consideration, however, is the identification of Jesus’ blood with
the Holy Spirit. What does this blend tell us concerning the status and
function of the Holy Spirit? The identification of the Holy Spirit with the
blood of Jesus must be seen in connection with several other descriptions
of the Holy Spirit in Gos. Phil., as well as a range of important scriptural
intertexts. Throughout Gos. Phil. the Holy Spirit is connected to such
concepts as life, light, fire, blood, breath, wind, to motherhood and
virginity, and sacramentally to both the chrism and the Eucharist. We
will look closer at each one of these connections, but first, in order to
gain a better understanding of the relationship between the Holy Spirit
and the Logos, we should once again take the Johannine prologue into
consideration. We see from the figure above that with Jesus’ flesh being
the Logos, and his blood the Holy Spirit, a possible inference from this
blend is that the Holy Spirit is within the Logos in the same way as the
life-which-is-light is within the Logos according to John :, and as blood
is within the flesh of the human body.
As we shall see in what follows, the relationship between the Logos and
the Holy Spirit is crucial to the Christology of Gos. Phil. and central to the
understanding of the relationship and parallelism between Christ and the
individual Christian. We saw that Gos. Phil. .– described Jesus saying
that those who do not eat his flesh and drink his blood do not have life
in them. There is also another important Johannine intertext that must
be taken into consideration with regard to the concept of having life in
oneself, namely John ::
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲡⲱⲛϩ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲧⲁ¨ⲓ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϯ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
̄
ϥ104
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲕⲱ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ

For as the Father has life in him, thus also he has given to the Son to have
life in him.
(John :)

It has been argued that this Johannine passage draws on the discourse in
Wis :– concerning the maker of idols who is unable to pass on his
own “borrowed” life to the idols.105 In what follows we shall see that this
passage from the Wisdom of Solomon is in fact alluded to elsewhere in
Gos. Phil., and that the concept of the transfer of life from father to son
is highly significant in Gos. Phil.’s overall rhetoric.
104 The Greek text reads: Kσπερ γ9ρ % πατ8ρ =χει ζω8ν ν LαυτA#, οMτως κα τA# υNA#
=δωκεν ζω8ν =χειν ν LαυτA#.

105 See Urban C. von Wahlde, “He Has Given to the Son to Have Life in Himself (John
,),” Bib : (): –.
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... Procreation and Kinship
Metaphors of procreation and kinship are indeed pervasive in Gos. Phil.,
and are used in most of its major discourses.
.... Adam as Prototype
Gos. Phil. refers to the account of the creation and fall of Man in Genesis
in several ways to set up an antitype to Christ, and to explain the ultimate
cause of the wrongs the Saviour comes to right, i.e., it is used as a
background for the Christ event. The description of the creation of Man
in Gen : is for instance employed in quite an original fashion by Gos.
Phil. to argue that Adam had two mothers:
ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲛⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄

Adam came into being from two virgins, from the spirit and from the
virgin earth.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Genesis : describes how Adam was formed “from the earth” (:π τς
γς) and given life by the inbreathing of “the breath of life” (πνο8ν ζως).
Gos. Phil. identifies the latter with the spirit, and in this way gets its “two
virgins.” Moreover, since he came into being from two virgins, Adam has
two mothers. We may infer that these “mothers” are not on the same level,
however, since it is described on the previous page of the manuscript that
what came into being from the spirit / breath was his “soul” (ⲯⲩⲭⲏ). This
passage also utilises Gen :, but sets up a blend that also includes several
other important Genesis passages, and offers the following intriguing
exegesis:
ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉ[ⲃ]ⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲓϥⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲥϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡ[ⲛ]̄ ⲁ̄
ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁϥ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁ˙ⲩ ⲁⲩ[ϥⲓ]106 ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲁⲩϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ˙[ⲱⲛϩ
˙ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ107
˙
˙

It was from a breath that Adam’s soul came into being. Its partner was the
spirit. That which was given him was his mother. His soul was [taken] and
he was given [life] in its place.
(Gos. Phil. .–)
106 ⲁⲩ[ . ] is no longer visible on the photographs in the Facsimile Edition, but has
been read in earlier photographs of the manuscript (see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel
According to Philip,” ).
107 This reconstruction is my own (see discussion below for its rationale; for parallel, cf.
Gos. Phil. .–). Schenke, in his  critical edition, has ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ . . . . ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). Layton, following Schenke’s  reconstruction
(Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus []”), has ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ (Layton and
Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ). The rest of page  is unfortunately too
damaged to allow any reliable reconstruction.
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This passage not only refers to Gen :, but also to :– and :.
The first part, describing how the soul of Adam came into being from
“a breath” (ⲟⲩⲛⲓϥⲉ) and that its / her partner was the spirit clearly recalls
Gen :. The further, and on the face of it puzzling, statement that Adam
was given “his mother” is easily explained as Adam’s reception of the
spirit, based on Gen :, and by the statement, quoted above, that Adam
came into being from two virgins, the spirit and the earth. Since Adam
has the spirit as one of his two virgin mothers, and since the spirit is
described as being given to him, it stands to reason that Adam was in
fact given “his mother” when he was given the spirit.108 The spirit is
thus paradoxically at the same time both Adam’s mother and his soul’s
partner.109 Moreover, with the spirit being specifically the mother of
Adam’s soul, as this passage states it, his other mother, “the virgin earth”
̄
), may by extension be regarded simply as the mother
(ⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
of his body.110
Thomassen, however, asserts that “the phrase ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁϥ . . . ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ cannot
be correct” and suggests that some words might be˙ missing, venturing as a possible
emendation, ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ (Thomassen, The
Spiritual Seed,˙ ). As Schenke points out, however, the manuscript reading is “in sich
grammatisch und auch semantisch ohne Tadel” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
). Nevertheless, Schenke, who, like Thomassen, interprets the text on the basis of
“Valentinianism,” also has problems making sense of the text as it stands, and opts to
change it. Schenke argues that one does not expect the text to go on from its identification
of the spirit as the soul’s partner to a statement concerning what the spirit is, but rather one
concerning its origin or who gave it, concluding that, “wenn man diesen Satz im Kontext
verstehen will, kommt man wohl nicht um die Diagnose einer Textverderbnis herum,”
and suggests to change the text to ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲁϥ, and translates “Der, der ihn ihm
˙
gegeben hat, war seine Mutter” (Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). A description
of the spirit is, however, exactly what I think we have here, and there is consequently no
need to emend the text, which in my view makes good sense as it is.
109 Although it is a feature that has often given its modern interpreters a hard time,
sometimes even causing them to alter the preserved text (see above), Gos. Phil. seems to
revel in paradoxes. See below for a discussion of how Gos. Phil.’s views on the Virgin Mary
and Mary Magdalene parallels this motif of the spirit as both mother and partner.
110 Both of these terms, “the spirit” (ⲡⲡⲛⲁ
̄ ̄ ) and “the earth” (ⲡⲕⲁϩ) are grammatically
masculine in Coptic. In Greek, “the earth” (J γ) is feminine, while “the spirit” (τ
πνεμα) is neuter. In Hebrew and Syriac, however, both terms are feminine (see, e.g.,
Segelberg, “Antiochene Background,” –; Pétrement, A Separate God, ). Reference to Adam having been brought forth by the virgin earth is also found in, e.g., Irenaeus, Haer. III..; Ephrem, HNat. , (see Robert Murray, Symbols of Church and
Kingdom: A Study in Early Syriac Tradition [London: Cambridge University Press, ],
 n. ); and in Jacob of Serugh (see Sebastian P. Brock, “Baptismal Themes in the Writings of Jacob of Serugh,” in Symposium Syriacum : célebré du  au  septembre 
au Centre Culturel “Les Fontaines” de Chantilly (France) [OrChrAn ; Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, ], ).
108
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The final part of the passage quoted above is somewhat more complicated. Adam’s ⲯⲩⲭⲏ is taken, and he is given something else in its place.
Now, what was he given in return for his ψυχ? Unfortunately there is a
lacuna at exactly this point in the manuscript. In , Schenke proposed
to reconstruct [ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ, “[Geist] an ihrer Stelle,” a reconstruction
that was later adopted by, among others, Layton in his critical edition.111
This reconstruction is problematic, however. In the first part of the passage Adam is clearly given the spirit, but in the latter part it does not really
make sense that it is “the spirit” (ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ), which has just been identified as
the soul’s “partner” (ϩⲱⲧⲣ),
̄ 112 which is given to Adam as a replacement
for his soul (ⲯⲩⲭⲏ).
The idea that Adam’s soul was taken from him is evidently an interpretation of the account of the creation of woman in Gen :–. The
description of God taking Adam’s rib to create his female counterpart is
here interpreted as his soul being taken away from him, an interpretation
that finds support in the fact that Eve, as the female part of the original
νρωπος, was often interpreted as originally being inside him,113 as we
have also seen in our discussion of Exeg. Soul. Like in Exeg. Soul, the part
taken out of the original νρωπος is also in Gos. Phil. interpreted as his
soul. The novel twist in Gos. Phil. lies in what Adam is given in return.
Gen : notes that the place from where Adam’s rib was taken is filled
with flesh, but this does not seem to be relevant to Gos. Phil.’s interpretation, and the lacuna in question is not large enough to reconstruct ⲥⲁⲣⲝ
(“flesh”).114 Instead, Gos. Phil. seems to focus on the fact that Gen :
says that Adam is given a woman in return, a woman that Adam in Gen
:, after the fall, names “Eve,” “because she was the mother of all living”
(Cτι αMτη μτηρ π;ντων τ#ν ζ2ντων). In the Greek of the Septuagint,
“Eve” is here rendered Ζω, which means “life,” and the Coptic equivalent of this is ⲱⲛϩ.115 It thus seems likely that Adam is here given ⲱⲛϩ
(“life”) in return for his soul, i.e., he is given Eve as described in Gen :–
 and :. I have therefore chosen to reconstruct the lacuna at Gos. Phil.
. accordingly as ⲁⲩϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ⲱⲛϩ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ, “he was given [life] in

111

See note  above.
Gos. Phil. .–.
113 See, e.g., Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, –; Murray, Symbols of Church and
Kingdom, , –.
114 The Coptic equivalent ⲁϥ is too short, and only attested at Gos. Phil. . in a very
different context. The term ⲥⲁⲣⲝ, however, is used frequently throughout the text.
115 See Crum b.
112
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its / her place.”116 Adam thus has one feminine aspect taken away from
him and another one given back. His “soul” (ⲯⲩⲭⲏ) is taken and, if my
reconstruction is correct, “life” (ⲱⲛϩ) is given in return.
Here we should also take into consideration the fact that the Greek
word ψυχ (ⲯⲩⲭⲏ) not only denotes “soul,” but also “life.” There is thus
a potential play on words in this passage, where the tractate makes a
point both of the connection between Eve, as the woman given Adam
in return, and “life,” and between the “soul” and “life.”117 Thus in a
polysemically based blend, Adam’s original life (his soul / life) is taken
from him and a new “life” is given in return. This should probably
not be taken too literally, but the juxtaposition between the taking of
Adam’s original life and its replacement by a new one, would rather seem
to highlight his loss of eternal life and its replacement by its earthly
counterpart, i.e., mortality. Nevertheless, the passage may function on
several levels simultaneously, as we will see below when we turn to
consider the meaning of “life” and “death” in Gos. Phil. more broadly, and
the tractate’s many parallelisms between the garden of Eden narrative and
the life and deeds of Christ. It is, however, the latter, the life and deeds of
Christ, which we will turn to first.
.... The Conception and Birth of Christ
A logical place to continue our analysis of the Christology of Gos. Phil. is
with its views on Christ’s incarnation. Here the tractate is rather difficult
to interpret. The first problem concerns the role of the Virgin Mary. That
̄
)118 is
“Christ was born from a virgin” (ⲁⲩϫⲡⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
affirmed in a comparison with Adam, who, as we have seen, is alleged
to have come into being from two virgins.119 Gos. Phil. also stresses the
virginity of the Virgin Mary in connection with the birth of Christ in an
apparently polemically slanted and rather tricky passage:
ⲡⲉϫⲉϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ϫⲉⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲗⲁⲛⲁⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩϫⲱ
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲁϣ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲛⲉϩ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ
ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡⲉⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ

116 The giving of life is also nicely paralleled a few lines above where it is said of Christ
that he shall come to those who have died and ⲉϥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
, “he will give them
life” (Gos. Phil. .–). We shall return to this passage in detail below.
117 The latter also seems to be the case in Gos. Phil. .–.
118 Gos. Phil. ..
119 Gos. Phil. .–.
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Some say that Mary conceived120 by the Holy Spirit. They are wrong. They
do not know what they are saying. When did a female ever conceive by a
female? “Mary is the virgin whom no power defiled.”121
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The suggestion that the Virgin Mary conceived by the Holy Spirit is
ridiculed by Gos. Phil. on the grounds that the Holy Spirit is female.122
Since females do not conceive by females, argues Gos. Phil., the Virgin
Mary cannot have conceived by the Holy Spirit.123 Mary is still to be
referred to as a virgin, but this is in relation to the “powers” (ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ),
and not in relation to Joseph,124 whose actual fatherhood Gos. Phil.
indeed seems to stress:
ⲱ: ν γαστρ =χειν (cf. Matt :).
For this phrase, see also Hyp. Arch. .–. It may be worth noting that the Coptic
word that is here translated as “defiled,” ϫⲱϩⲙ̄ , is closely related to the word ϫⲱϩ, which
means “smear,” or “anoint.” Considering the importance of the anointing in relation to
sacramental begetting in Gos. Phil., the description of Mary’s undefiled state in relation
to the “powers” might thus conceivably be read as a pun on the anointing, in which
case it may signify that Mary did not conceive by the Holy Spirit because she was not
defiled / smeared / anointed by any “power,” including the Holy Spirit. See below for a
discussion of the continuation of the passage in relation to Gos. Phil.’s views regarding
Hebrews / Jews and apostles.
122 The concept of the Holy Spirit as female is shared by, e.g., the Gospel of the Hebrews
(See Philipp Vielhauer and Georg Strecker, “Jewish-Christian Gospels,” in Gospels and
Related Writings [ed. Wilhelm Schneemelcher and R. McL. Wilson; vol.  of New Testament Apocrypha; rev. ed.; Cambridge: James Clarke, ], ; the relevant passage is
cited in Origen, Comm. Jo., .; Hom. Jer., .; Jerome, Comm. Micah, .; Comm. Is.,
.; Comm. Ezek., .) and many early Syriac patristic sources, including Aphrahat
and Ephrem (see Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, ; Pétrement, A Separate
God, ).
123 According to Elaine Pagels, “Philip castigates those who believe that Jesus’ birth was
an event that derived its significance from its uniqueness, a miraculous event in which a
woman conceived by parthenogenesis” (Elaine H. Pagels, “Ritual in the Gospel of Philip,”
in The Nag Hammadi Library After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical
Literature Commemoration [ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden:
Brill, ], , and later in Elaine H. Pagels, “Irenaeus, ‘the Canon of Truth,’ and the
Gospel of John: ‘Making a Difference’ Through Hermeneutics and Ritual,” VC  []:
). That Gos. Phil. holds that Jesus was conceived parthenogenetically is also the view
of Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” . It is quite clear, however, that it is not a theory
of conception by parthenogenesis that is being confronted by Gos. Phil., but simply the
idea that Mary conceived by the Holy Spirit (rather than by Joseph). Yet another idea has
been presented by Brian McNeil, who argues on the basis of a rather late Christian Arabic
Sibylline prophecy that if Jesus was born from two women he would be the Antichrist,
and suggests that there might thus be “more to this logion than a sophisticated sneer at
the illogical beliefs of the simple” (Brian McNeil, “New Light on Gospel of Philip ,”
JTS  []: –, esp. ). This parallel seems quite spurious, however (cf. the
refutation of this theory in Strutwolf, Gnosis als System,  n. ).
124 See Ingvild Sælid Gilhus, The Nature of the Archons: A Study in the Soteriology of
120
121
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ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛ[ⲉϥⲛⲁϫ]ⲟⲟⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲛϭⲓⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉ[ⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩ]ⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ
˙
˙̄ [ϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
˙
̄ ˙ ] ⲛ̄[ⲕ]ⲉⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲁⲡⲗⲱⲥ ⲁϥϫⲟ
ⲟ[ⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ
]
ϫⲉⲛⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁ
˙
˙
˙
And the Lord [would] not [have] said, “my [father who is] in heaven,”
unless he had [another] father, but he would simply have said, “[my
father].”125
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Scripture is here invoked to argue in favour of Christ having more
than one father. The allusion, as so often in Gos. Phil., is to the Gospel
of Matthew,126 where Jesus repeatedly refers to “my father who is in
heaven,”127 a phrase that is unique to Matthew among the four canonical
gospels. That Christ has two fathers thus seems to imply the fatherhood
of Joseph, a fatherhood which is also affirmed elsewhere in Gos. Phil.
where Jesus is referred to directly as Joseph’s seed.128 A biblical intertext
that may be recalled here is Rom :, where Paul describes Christ as one
“who came into being from the seed of David according to the flesh” (ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲁⲣⲝ).129
We have seen that Jesus is the “seed” of Joseph and that he is born by
the Virgin Mary, who is a virgin only in relation to the “powers.” It is thus
hard to resist the conclusion that in Gos. Phil.’s view, Jesus had Mary and
Joseph as his real earthly parents.130 But does this mean that Jesus was

a Gnostic Treatise from Nag Hammadi (CGII, ) (StOR ; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
), ; Franzmann, Jesus, . Thomassen, although he describes the Demiurge as “the
cosmic power par excellence,” nevertheless holds him to be “the father of the Saviour’s
material body,” and argues that what Gos. Phil. asserts here “is not that Mary was not made
pregnant by the Demiurge, but that in spite of that she was not defiled” (Thomassen, The
Spiritual Seed, –, Thomassen’s emphasis). Williams takes the use of the term “defiled”
in this passage to indicate that Gos. Phil. holds sexual intercourse to be defiling in itself
(see Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”,  n. ).
125 This part of the manuscript is heavily damaged, but on the basis of the preserved
letters and Matt : the restoration of the passage is reasonably secure (cf. Giversen,
Filipsevangeliet,  n. ).
126 For Gos. Phil.’s preference for Matthew among the synoptic gospels, see, e.g., Tuckett,
Nag Hammadi, –.
127 ⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
(% πατρ μου % ν το&ς ο"ρανο&ς and variants); Matt :; :,
; :; :; :, ; cf. also Matt :; :.
128 Gos. Phil. .–, esp. –: ⲛⲉⲡⲉϥϭⲣⲟϭ ⲡⲉ ⲓⲏⲥ̄ ̄ (“his seed was Jesus”), but cf.
Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ; The Spiritual Seed, , who holds “Joseph” to be
simply a reference to the Valentinian demiurge, a possibility that has also been suggested
by Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, . See below for a discussion of this passage.
129 Rom : (γενομνου κ σπρματος Δαυ δ κατ9 σ;ρκα). By explicitly stating that
Joseph’s “seed” was Jesus, Gos. Phil. also recalls Gal :, where Christ is directly identified
as the “seed of Abraham.” This is interesting not least in light of the fact that Gal  is also
triggered elsewhere in the tractate.
130 Cf. Pagels, “Ritual,” ; Pagels, “Irenaeus,” .
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born from Mary complete with the Logos as his flesh and the Holy Spirit
as his blood? Or was just the earthly man, the material body of Jesus, born
in this way? After having affirmed Jesus’ descent from David “according
to the flesh,” in Rom :, Paul continues in the next verse by describing
Jesus as “the one who was fixed as Son of God in power according to the
̄
Spirit of purity from the resurrection of the dead” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲟϣϥ̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
).131
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲧϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲧ
̄ ⲃⲃⲟ
̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
From a blend created from Rom :– together with the Matthean phrase
concerning his “father in heaven,” explicitly used by Gos. Phil., we may
in fact infer that Christ in a sense had two fathers, and that he was first
begotten and born according to the flesh and only later achieved the
status of being the Son of God. Rom : indicates that Jesus’ sonship
is connected to the resurrection. In what follows we will see whether
this connection is made in Gos. Phil. as well, and we will investigate how
and when Christ attains to full sonship. For if Gos. Phil. does not regard
him as being born from Mary as the complete saviour there are basically
two alternatives open to the tractate. He must either have attained to full
sonship through adoption or some kind of second begetting and birth.
Keeping in mind the double-scope blend the christian is a christ,
which underlies much of Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric, the tractate’s insistence on
the fatherhood of Joseph also has important implications for its underlying sacramental soteriology, since it strengthens the parallelism between
the individual Christian and Christ. This parallelism will become especially apparent when we now turn to consider Gos. Phil.’s interpretation
of the Jordan event, where it is useful to keep in mind the importance of
the Spirit for Christ’s sonship according to Rom :.132
.... The Baptism of Jesus in the Jordan
At the end of page  in the manuscript we encounter an enigmatic, but
crucially important, passage that is most likely an interpretation of the
baptism of Jesus in the Jordan:
ⲁⲓⲥ ̄ ϭⲱⲗⲡ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ . . . . . ⲡⲉⲓⲟ]ⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲡⲡⲗⲏ[ⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲉ
̄ ̄ ]ⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
̄
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲡ[ⲉⲛⲧⲁ]ⲩⲧ[ⲟ]ϩⲥ˙ϥ̄ ⲛϣⲟ
̄ ⲣ[ⲡ]
ⲡⲉⲛ[ⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ϩ]ⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
˙ ˙ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
˙
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲧⲟϩⲥϥ̄ ⲡ[ⲉⲛ]ⲧⲁⲩⲥⲟⲧϥ̄ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉϣϫⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉϫⲱ
̄˙
ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲁⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲕⲱⲧ ⲣⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁϥϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ
131

Rom : (%ρισντος υNο εο ν δυν;μει κατ9 πνεμα Eγιωσ7νης ξ :ναστ;-

σεως).
132

We will return to the relationship between Gos. Phil. and Rom :– below.
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ⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲧⲉϩⲟ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ

Jesus revealed [ . . . the Jo]rdan, the [fullness of the kingdom] of heaven.
He who [was begotten] before all things was begotten again. He [who was
anointed] first was anointed again. He who was redeemed redeemed again.
Indeed it is fitting to speak of a mystery. The Father of all things joined
with the virgin who came down, and a fire illuminated him. On that day
he revealed the great bridal chamber. It was because of this that his body
came into being. On that day he came out from the bridal chamber like the
one who came into being from the bridegroom and the bride. Thus Jesus
established everything within himself through these, and it is appropriate
for each one of the disciples to walk into his rest. (Gos. Phil. .–.)

The major problem of this notoriously difficult passage concerns the
identities of “the virgin who came down” (ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄), “the
father of all things” (ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
), and “the great bridal chamber”
(ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
). Despite the regrettable damage to the beginning of the
passage, we may here still discern a direct reference to the river Jordan
and to Jesus revealing or opening (ϭⲱⲗⲡ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]) something. I suggest
that the passage is best understood primarily in the light of the canonical
accounts of the Jordan event, cued already by the direct reference to the
river. We shall see, however, that there are also other crucial intertexts
that need to be invoked in order to make sense of the passage.
In the canonical gospels the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan is described
in Matt :–, Mark :–, and Luke :–, while John only refers
to it indirectly (John :–). From the references to begetting, and the
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
) in the passage quoted above, the
phrase “on that day” (ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
Lukan variant reading with the wording “this day I have begotten thee”133
seems to be the most relevant of these accounts for the interpretation
of our passage. Moreover, while all the synoptic accounts and even the
Gospel of John include the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus in the form
of a dove,134 only Luke specifies that the Spirit comes down “in bodily
133 γQ σμερον γεγννηκ; σε (Luke :). David Tripp (Tripp, “Sacramental System,”
–) rightly notes that Gos. Phil. probably knew this version of the gospel tradition.
This wording also appears, however, to have been the one used in the Diatessaron (see
Kilian McDonnell, The Baptism of Jesus in the Jordan: The Trinitarian and Cosmic Order
of Salvation [Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, ], ), so we cannot rule out the
possibility of the Diatessaron, rather than Luke itself, being the chief authorial input text,
and also a more relevant intertext for the prospective reader. The formula is also found
in Heb :, :, and Ps :.
134 Matt :; Mark :; Luke :; John :.
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form” (σωματικ#ς / ϩⲛⲟⲩⲥⲙⲟⲧ
̄
ⲛⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
), which may be echoed in Gos.
Phil.’s reference to “his body” (ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ).
Taking the primary setting to be the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan, my
suggestion is that the “virgin who came down” is to be identified with the
Holy Spirit descending upon Jesus. There are several reasons for this. As
we have already seen, the Holy Spirit is regarded as a female entity in Gos.
Phil. Secondly, the identification of “the virgin who came down” with the
Holy Spirit also accords with the identification of the spirit as one of the
virgin mothers of Adam in the paradise account discussed above.135
The identification of “the father of all things” is more difficult,136 but if
we proceed from the assumption that “the virgin who came down” refers
to the descent of the Holy Spirit upon Jesus at his baptism in the Jordan,
135 There has been no lack of suggestions with regard to the identity of “the virgin who
came down,” including Sophia (see Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, ; Jean-Daniel Kaestli,
“Valentinisme italien et valentinisme oriental: leurs divergences a propos de la nature du
corps de Jesus,” in The School of Valentinus [ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of The Rediscovery
of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New
Haven, Connecticut, March –, ; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ], ; Thomassen,
The Spiritual Seed, ); Sophia Achamoth (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus
[],”  n. ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],”  n. ; Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Jean-Marie Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles dans l’Évangile
selon Philippe,” Mus  []: ; Franzmann, Jesus, –); Sophia-Mary Magdalene
(see Yvonne Janssens, “L’Évangile selon Philippe,” Mus  []: ); the Holy Spirit
(see Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the Church,” ; Pagels, “Ritual,” ); Mary, as
the psychic consort of the demiurge (see Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, , who rejects this
possibility); the Virgin Mary (see Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Ménard, L’Évangile
selon Philippe, ); “the heavenly Mary” (see Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley and Deirdre
J. Good, “Sacramental Language and Verbs of Generating, Creating, and Begetting in the
Gospel of Philip,” JECS : []: ); Jesus (see Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ;
see also note below).
136 Suggestions have included the Father (see Franzmann, Jesus, ); the supreme
aeon (see Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe, ; see
also Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, , who ultimately rejects it); Christ (see Franzmann, Jesus, ); the Saviour (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],”
 n. ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],”  n. ; Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ; Janssens, “L’Évangile selon Philippe,” ; Sevrin, “Les noces
spirituelles,” ; Strutwolf, Gnosis als System, ; Franzmann, Jesus, ); the LogosSaviour (see Kaestli, “Valentinisme,” ; Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe, ). Einar
Thomassen, interpreting Gos. Phil. on the basis of “Valentinian” theology, suggests and
rejects the possibility that the father in this passage may be the Saviour and that “the virgin who came down” is Sophia, and comes to the conclusion that “the virgin who came
down” is actually Jesus, who in baptism is re-united with the pleromatic “Father of the
Totality” (see Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ). In his recent monograph, however,
Thomassen seems rather to want it both ways, and now holds “the virgin who came down”
primarily to be Sophia (see Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ), but also “the Saviour . . .
cast in the role of the female partner and bride in the marital union” (see ibid., ).
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then the “father of all things” should in some way refer to Jesus. The use of
̄
) presents him as the crethe title “the father of all things” (ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
ator of all things, which makes good sense in light of the prologue of the
Gospel of John, where it is the Logos who is specifically described in such
terms: “It was through him that everything came into being” (ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̄), states John :.137 As we shall see, it is also highly
significant that John goes on to state in : that, “that which came into
being within him was life, and life was the light of men” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲛϩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟ¨ⲓⲛ ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
).138 Moreover, the
reference in this passage to “He who [was begotten] before all things”
(ⲡⲉⲛ[ⲧⲁϥϫⲡⲟϥ ϩ]ⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
) also recalls the statement that the Logos
was with God in the beginning (John :), and other statements to that
effect elsewhere in John. So it seems to fit the context best to identify “the
Father of all things” with the Logos,139 and “the virgin who came down”
with the Holy Spirit. Significantly, it is these two entities that constitute
the flesh and blood of Jesus according to Gos. Phil. In the present passage
we thus seem to be witnessing the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the
Logos at the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan, which, Gos. Phil. informs us,
is properly described as “a mystery” (ⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ), where “the Father
of all things joined (ϩⲱⲧⲣ)̄ with the virgin who came down, and a fire
illuminated him (ⲁⲩⲕⲱⲧ ⲣⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ).” What Gos. Phil. describes in this
passage, then, seems to be the joining of the Logos and the Holy Spirit
at the baptism of Jesus, which also, in the light of the important passage
discussed earlier, implies the joining of Jesus’ flesh with his blood, which
may also explain the puzzling statement that “it was because of this that
̄
).140
his body came into being” (ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
Significantly, Gos. Phil. not only states that Jesus’ body came into
being at his baptism, but the event is also described as an opening or
manifestation of “the great bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
).141 The use
of the term “bridal chamber” is here obviously linked closely to the
joining together of the Holy Spirit and the Logos, but the generation
137
138

π;ντα δι’ α"το γνετο.
/ γγονεν ν α"τA# ζω8 Rν, κα J ζω8 Rν τ φ#ς τ#ν :νρ2πων.

139 For the identification of Christ, the Logos, as “the Father of all things” (ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
), see also Shenoute, The Lord Thundered, DU  (É. Amélineau, Oeuvres de
ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
Schenoudi: Texte copte et traduction française [ vols.; Paris: Ernest Leroux, –],
:).
140 Gos. Phil. ..
141 Suggestions have included the Pleroma (see Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ),
the Virgin Mary (see Sebastian P. Brock, “Passover, Annunciation and Epiclesis: Some
Remarks on the Term Aggen in the Syriac Versions of Lk. :,” NovT : []: ).
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of the body of Christ also seems to be described in terms of a begetting
and seems to involve an anointing. As is stated at the beginning of the passage, he who was begotten and anointed in the beginning was anointed
and begotten again.142 Joining and begetting are of course exactly the kind
of things that are supposed to happen in a bridal chamber. The imagery
of begetting and joining is thus connected logically to the imagery of
the bridal chamber by way of being closely linked concepts within the
same domain or ICM of marriage and procreation. The connections to
the anointing and the illuminating fire do not belong naturally to that
same ICM, but the association of fire and light to begetting on the one
hand, and to anointing with chrism on the other, is explicitly stated in
Gos. Phil.:
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟ̄ ⲩⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲯⲩ
̄
ⲭ[ⲏ] ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
˙ ˙ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄ ˙ ˙ ˙ ⲛⲧⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄˙
ⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ

It was from water and fire that the soul and the spirit came into being. It
was from water and fire and light that the son of the bridal chamber (came
into being).143 The fire is the chrism, the light is the fire.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

So, water, fire, and light are the elements needed to generate a “son
of the bridal chamber,” and both fire and light are connected with the
chrism. Water, in the context of a discussion of Jesus’ baptism in the
Jordan, must of course refer to the baptismal waters. The description of
the fire illuminating Jesus at his baptism, when the Logos joined with
the Holy Spirit and “his body came into being,”144 seems to refer to the
chrismation,145 and light seems here as elsewhere in Gos. Phil. to refer to
the Holy Spirit.146
The connection between fire and chrism is also made elsewhere in Gos.
Phil.:
142

This may either refer to his creation before all things, or alternatively, to Jesus’ later
anointings referred to in the canonical Gospels (Matt :; Mark :; Luke :–; John
:; :–; cf. Craig A. Evans, et al., Nag Hammadi Texts and the Bible: A Synopsis
and Index [NTTS ; Leiden: Brill, ], ).
143 Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
144 See Gos. Phil. .–.
145 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, . Pagels takes the reference to “his body” here
to indicate the church as the body of Christ (Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the
Church,” ).
146 The connection between the Holy Spirit and fire is also made in Matt : = Luke
:, and John : in certain manuscripts (including P75 and the Sahidic manuscripts)
in a baptismal setting, and in Acts :– at Pentecost.
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ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲩⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲩϩⲏⲡ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲟⲩⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄

It is by means of water and fire that everything147 is purified, the revealed
by means of the revealed, the hidden by means of the hidden. There are
some (things) that are hidden by means of the revealed. There is water in
water, there is fire in chrism.148
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Put slightly differently, then, when Jesus was baptised in the waters of the
Jordan and he was anointed with the Holy Spirit, “his body” (ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ)
came into being as a result of the unification of the Logos and the Holy
Spirit.149 This anointing thus seems at one and the same time to constitute
both a joining and a begetting, and is consequently aptly described in
terms of the goings on in a bridal chamber. Later, the tractate supplies
more details of this process:
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲟϩⲥϥ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϥ
̄
ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲥⳁⲟⲥ
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩ
̄
[ⲙ]ⲫⲱⲛ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
˙
̄ ϣ[ⲏ]ⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ϩⲙⲡ
˙ ˙ ˙
He who has been anointed has everything. He has the resurrection, the
light, the cross, the Holy Spirit. The Father gave him this in the bridal
chamber (νυμφ2ν). He received, and the Father came to be in the Son
and the Son in the Father.150
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In his anointing, then, Christ, and it seems also the individual Christian,
receives “everything” (ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ), as it is also stated in the Jordan passage
that through the processes associated with his baptism, “Jesus established
everything within himself ” (ⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲧⲉϩⲟ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
).151 And
“everything” here includes the Holy Spirit, a reception of which is also
referred to towards the end of the tractate, once again directly connected
to the imagery of the bridal chamber: “If one becomes a son / child of the
bridal chamber (νυμφ2ν),152 he will receive the light” (ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ
For this understanding of the term ⲡⲙⲁ ⲧⲏⲣϥ, see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ; Louis Painchaud, et al., “Le syntagme ⲡⲙⲁ ⲧⲏⲣϥ dans quelques textes de
Nag Hammadi,” in Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica: Mélanges offerts à Wolf-Peter Funk
(ed. Louis Painchaud and Paul-Hubert Poirier; BCNH, Études ; Québec: Les Presses de
l’Université Laval, ), –, esp. .
148 Cf. also Gos. Phil. .–.
149 Williams holds the body that came into being to be that of the Father (see Williams,
Rethinking “Gnosticism”, ). From the overall context it seems more likely that it refers
to the body of Christ, however.
150 Cf. John :; :–; :; and cf. also John :; :, .
151 Gos. Phil. .–.
152 Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
147
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ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
).153 Another clue to the nature of
the “everything” contained within Jesus is given in a passage close to
the beginning of the tractate, which states that, “Christ has everything
within himself, whether man or angel or mystery and the Father” (ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄
̄
ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ).154 These statements must of course be read in light of such New
Testament passages as Col :, concerning the bodily indwelling of all
the fullness of the divinity in Christ,155 and the verses in John referring
to Jesus and the Father as being one, and within each other.156
That the joining of the Logos and the Holy Spirit, and the begetting of the body of Christ as described in these passages may aptly be
presented metaphorically in terms of bridal chamber imagery is readily understandable, but it still does not answer the question concerning the identity of the metaphorical target which Gos. Phil. describes
in terms of a “bridal chamber.” It will be shown below that this is an
ICM that may be used to frame several different inputs, so at this point
we will limit the analysis to the identity of “the great bridal chamber”
̄
) mentioned in the Jordan passage. The setting being as
(ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
it is, and the joining being one between the Logos and the Holy Spirit,
there seem to be two possibilities available to us. One is simply that the
term refers to the ritual act(s) of baptism and / or chrismation at the Jordan, which opened up these ritual acts for the (re)enactment by Christians. Another compelling possibility is that the term may be understood
as a reference to the body of Christ, for the body of Christ may itself
be regarded as the “bridal chamber” within which the Logos and Holy
Spirit, the flesh and blood of Jesus, are joined.157 Finally, the concept of
the bridal chamber may here simply be understood as a reference to the
process of joining and begetting rather than as a reference to where it took
place.
Importantly, however, these possibilities are by no means mutually
exclusive. In an interpretation of the passage in question the more specific
referential and christological aspects and the more general processual

153

Gos. Phil. .–. Cf. also Gos. Phil. .–.
Gos. Phil. .–.
155 ϫⲉⲉⲣⲉⲡϫⲱⲕ ⲧⲏⲣϥ̄ ⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲱⲥ / Cτι ν α"τA# κατοικε& π4ν
τ πλρωμα τς ετητος σωματικ#ς.
156 See John :, ; :, –, ; :, .
157 Such a three-levelled constitution of Christ may also be implicit in some of Gos.
Phil.’s uses of temple imagery (see below for discussion).
154
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and ritual aspects may fruitfully be blended, not least in subsequent
interpretations of the deeper meaning and significance of both the rituals
in question and the tractate’s implied Christology. We will return to the
question of the implications of this understanding of the baptism of Jesus
for the understanding of the function of the Christian rituals below, but
first we must take a look at how this understanding of the generation
of Christ parallels the tractate’s understanding of the constitution and
actions of the first man, Adam.
We have seen that through his (first) begetting and birth, from Joseph
and Mary, either as simply the body of the earthly Jesus, or as the
Logos incarnated, and his second begetting and birth at the baptism in
the Jordan, with its joining together of the Holy Spirit and the Logos,
Jesus “established everything within himself.” In fact, these conclusions
regarding the birth and baptism of Jesus reveal an interesting conceptual
blend between the figures of Adam and Christ, and one that is also
pointed out quite explicitly by Gos. Phil. in a passage already referred to
several times in the discussion above, where the tractate explains exactly
why it is that Jesus must be born from a virgin:
ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲛⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲥⲗⲟⲟⲧⲉ
ⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉϩⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁ[ⲥ]ⲉϩⲱϥ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ
˙ ˙
Adam came into being from two virgins, from the spirit and from the
virgin earth.158 Therefore Christ was born from a virgin, so that he might
rectify the fall that happened in the beginning.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Several scholars have assumed that since Adam is described as having
come into being from two virgins, and since Christ came specifically
to rectify Adam’s primordial mistakes, then Gos. Phil. here implies that
Christ had to be born of one virgin mother, rather than two as was the
case with Adam.159 From what is stated in various places throughout the
text, however, it may be gathered that Christ in fact also seems to have
come into being from two virgin mothers,160 namely the Virgin Mary
and “the virgin who came down,” i.e., the Holy Spirit,161 and that he

158

Cf. Gen :.
See, e.g., Janssens, “L’Évangile selon Philippe,” ; Buckley, “Conceptual Models,”
.
160 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
161 Cf. Franzmann, Jesus, , ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Pagels, “Ritual,” .
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indeed also had two fathers, Joseph and God the Father.162 We thus get
the Adam-Christ conceptual integration network shown in fig. .163
We see that both Adam and Christ have two mothers, one of which
is earthly and the other being a spirit. The latter is indeed in both cases
described as being the mother of its recipient, and as the partner of, in
Adam’s case, the soul, and, in the case of Christ, the Logos. A highly
interesting entailment of this blend is that the Logos, Christ’s flesh, is
conceptually on the level of Adam’s soul, an entailment which we shall
see carries potentially great significance for the sacramental soteriology
of the tractate as a whole.
The enigmatic reference to Christ coming out of the bridal chamber
recalls Ps : LXX.164 It may, however, also be interpreted as a metaphor
highlighting the parallels between this second begetting and birth in the
Jordan and the first, natural one, since Christ is described as coming out
“like the one who came into being from the bridegroom and the bride.”
It may thus be read as a metaphorical description of what happened
at Jesus’ baptism in the river Jordan, which at one and the same time
refers to subsequent ritual reenactment by Christian priests and initiates,
and recalls his begetting and birth from the Virgin Mary. Jesus’ birth
according to the flesh thereby becomes simultaneously a metaphor and
a prefiguration for both his own baptism and that of the Christians.
From what we have found concerning Gos. Phil.’s statements on the
birth and baptism of Jesus, it seems reasonably clear that Jesus was not
born completely as the Saviour until his baptism in the Jordan. It also
seems clear that the Holy Spirit did not enter into Jesus until this event,
where it united with his Logos, and the body (ⲥⲱⲙⲁ) of Christ was
“begotten.” Thus, Gos. Phil.’s statement concerning the baptismal rebirth

162

Cf. Franzmann, Jesus, , ; Pagels, “Ritual,” . According to Thomassen, however, Jesus’ two virgin mothers are Sophia and Mary, and his two fathers are “the transcendent father” and “the Demiurge (‘Joseph’)” (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, –).
Catherine Trautmann argues that the Saviour’s two fathers correspond to Adam’s two
mothers (see Catherine Trautmann, “La parenté dans l’Évangile selon Philippe,” in Colloque International sur les textes de Nag Hammadi [Québec, – août ] [ed. Bernard
Barc; BCNH Études ; Québec: Les Presses de l’Université Laval, ], ).
163 The contrast between the first Adam as the one brought forth by “the virgin earth”
and the new Adam (Christ) brought forth by the Virgin Mary is also found in, e.g.,
Irenaeus, Haer. III.. (like Gos. Phil., Irenaeus uses it as an argument for the fact that
Christ was born from a virgin), as well as in Ephrem, HNat. , (see Murray, Symbols of
Church and Kingdom,  n. ), and in Jacob of Serugh (see Brock, “Baptismal Themes,”
).
164 Cf. also Joel :.
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of the Christian initiates, namely that “when we were begotten we were
̄
ⲁⲩϩⲟⲧⲣⲛ̄),165 may be said to be equally true for the
joined” (ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲛ
baptism of Jesus, where he was begotten when his Logos united with the
Holy Spirit.
As for the Logos, here there are two main possibilities. Either it was
born through the Virgin Mary or it descended at the Jordan along with
the Holy Spirit. However, the fact that there is a clear reference to the
descent of the spirit at the Jordan, but no references that may reasonably
be taken to refer to any descent of the Logos, makes it seem most probable
that the Logos was born through Mary. Now, where does this leave
Joseph? And does this mean that the Jesus who was born of Mary was
incorporeal? We have seen that the Logos is described as both “the father
of all things” and as existing “before everything,” both of which make it
unlikely that it is to be equated with the seed of Joseph. We thus seem to
be left, as the most viable solution, with the conclusion that the earthly
body of Jesus was begotten by Joseph and born of Mary, while at the same
time containing the Logos within it. Jesus’ true body then seems only to
come into being when the Logos is united with the Holy Spirit at baptism,
within the body of the earthly Jesus.166
Majella Franzmann has argued that even though Jesus is described
as having flesh and blood, “this does not mean that he is human,” and
she suggests that even though Jesus might be a human being prior to the
Jordan event, “his transformation there leaves no doubt that thereafter he
is a spiritual being. The gospel tells us that his flesh is the Logos (.) and
his blood is the Holy Spirit (.–).”167 We should remember, however,
that “his flesh” in this context should most probably be understood as
Jesus’ true flesh, which, as we have seen from Gos. Phil.’s interpretation
of the transfiguration, was normally hidden from view.168 That his true
flesh (ⲥⲁⲣⲝ) is the Logos, and his blood (ⲥⲛⲟϥ) is the Holy Spirit does
not necessarily imply that Jesus did not have a material body (ⲥⲱⲙⲁ) in
addition to the body that came into being at his baptism. One implication
we may draw from Gos. Phil. is that Jesus’ true flesh and blood—his true
165

Gos. Phil. .; see below for a discussion of this passage.
This view is not without patristic attestation. See, e.g., Aloys Grillmeier, From the
Apostolic Age to Chalcedon () (vol.  of Christ in Christian Tradition; trans. John
Bowden; Atlanta: John Knox Press, ); Grillmeier, The Church of Alexandria.
167 Franzmann, Jesus, .
168 Cf. Gos. Phil. .–. The term “true flesh” seems to be used at Gos. Phil. .
([ⲟⲩⲥ]ⲁⲣⲝ ⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲏ
̄
), but the damage to the manuscript at this point sadly makes any
˙
reconstruction
and interpretation of the passage where it appears highly conjectural. For
a hypothetical reconstruction of the passage, see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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body—was in a sense normally hidden within his material body, the body
that may be identified with the seed of Joseph. We shall see more indications that point in this direction when we later turn to consider Gos.
Phil.’s interpretation of the crucifixion, where Christ’s divinity abandons
the earthly body on the cross.
.... Kinship
By now it should be evident that imagery related to procreation and
kinship is central to the rhetoric of Gos. Phil. It is precisely this aspect we
will now turn to, starting with the tractate’s construction and prompting
of blends involving fatherhood and sonship. In the following passage,
which will serve as our starting point, Gos. Phil. calls upon biological
aspects of the ICM of a father-son relationship as a conceptual framing
(source) input:
ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲥⲛⲏⲩ
̄
ⲛϩ̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ

The father makes a son, and it is impossible for the son to make a son.
For it is impossible for the one who has been born to beget, but the son
acquires / begets brothers, not sons.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here seems to play on the polysemy of the Coptic word ϫⲡⲟ. The
word may be translated variously as “beget,” “give birth to,” or “acquire,”169
and, remarkably, the passage seems to utilise all three of these denotations. Gos. Phil. asserts that the son cannot, like his father, create sons,
but may only acquire / beget (ϫⲡⲟ) brothers.170 The explanation given for
the son’s inability to create a son is that “it is impossible for the one who
has been born (ϫⲡⲟ) to beget (ϫⲡⲟ).” Now, what are we to make of this
passage, and why is it impossible for the son do as his father? It is safe to
assume that this father-son relationship should be interpreted metaphorically, and the tractate is here giving us only framing inputs, while keeping the target(s) implicit. What may be the reason for the son’s inability to
beget? From the everyday-life source ICM of fatherhood and sonship, the
inference may be drawn that the son should here probably be regarded
as a child. Children, as we all know, cannot reproduce. Bentley Layton’s
free translation makes this assumption explicit:
169

See Crum b–a. Cf. also Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
Buckley’s assertion that the Coptic term ϫⲡⲟ here “implies a spiritual, not a material, creation of siblings” (Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ) is only half right. The term
denotes literal biological begetting, a denotation which in this context is used metaphorically and in playful combination with the word’s sense of “acquire.”
170
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A parent makes children and a (young) child is powerless to make children.
For one who has (recently) been born cannot be a parent: rather, a child
gets brothers, not children.171

Significantly, the further inference may be drawn from this ICM that
when the son eventually grows up and becomes mature, as sons do, he
may one day become a father himself.172 But what is the target input
we are here implicitly prompted to activate?173 To answer this question
we need to consider a couple of other passages where Gos. Phil. uses
metaphors of procreation. In another intriguing, if slightly confusing,
passage, the tractate discusses the terms “create” (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) and “beget”
(ϫⲡⲟ). Notice the nice rhetorical symmetry of the statements:
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ ⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛϥϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ
̄
ⲥⲉϫⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ϫⲡⲟ
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲡⲉ

He who has received the ability to create (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ)174 is a creature
(ⲥⲱⲛⲧ).175
He who has received (the ability) to beget (ϫⲡⲟ)176 is a begotten one
(ϫⲡⲟ).177
He who creates (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) cannot (ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
) beget (ϫⲡⲟ).
He who begets (ϫⲡⲟ) can (ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
) create (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ).
They say that he who creates (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) begets (ϫⲡⲟ),
but his “offspring” (ϫⲡⲟ) is a creature (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ).178
(Gos. Phil. .–)
171 Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, . Although this translation obscures the wordplays and hence does not capture the passage’s broad range of connotations, I would argue
in favor of the gist of this interpretation since it does indeed highlight the potentiality
of the son to eventually become mature. See also Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” ,
and the discussion in Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –. Cf. also Williams,
Rethinking “Gnosticism”, .
172 Cf. Gos. Phil. .–; .–.
173 Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley and Deirdre Good claim that in this passage and in its
discussion about being born of one versus two parents, the difference highlighted in
Gos. Phil. is one between a horizontal versus a vertical relationship, and anacronistically
invoke the difference between cloning and generation (Buckley and Good, “Sacramental
Language,” –).
174 ⲥⲱⲛⲧ: κτζειν, ποιε&ν.
175 ⲥⲱⲛⲧ: κτσις, κτσμα, ποημα.
176 ϫⲡⲟ: γνεσις, γενετ, γενν4ν, γγνεσαι, τεκνογονε&ν, τκτειν, σπερειν.
177 ϫⲡⲟ: γνεσις, γενν4σαι, γννημα, γεννητς, (παλιγ)γενεσα, σπορ;, τεκνογονα.
178 For a highly similar discussion of the differences between creating and begetting, see
Coptic Manuscript Mb in the Pierpont Morgan Library, published by Leo Depuydt
as Coptic fragment No. , a Homiletic Fragment without attribution (Leo Depuydt,
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Once again Gos. Phil. is playing on words, this time ⲥⲱⲛⲧ and ϫⲡⲟ,
which are here both used as predicates and objects. According to Gos.
Phil., then, only those who have been begotten have the potentiality to
beget. While such a person may also create, it is impossible for those who
have merely been created to beget, despite the fact that one may refer
metaphorically to an act of mere creation as begetting. In other words,
only one who has been begotten himself can create others who may also
obtain the power to beget. In contrast to proper begetting, creating does
not imply any kinship relations, descent, succession, or inheritance. It
is here of utmost significance that begetting involves fathers and sons,
rather than creators and creations. In order to be able to continue a
lineage, and to receive one’s “maker’s” abilities, it is necessary to be
begotten, rather than made.
Gos. Phil. links its discussion of the differences between being created
and begotten directly to Christ, referred to here as the Son of Man:
ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲡⲟ

There is the Son of Man and there is the son of the Son of Man. The Lord
is the Son of Man and the son of the Son of Man is he who creates through
the Son of Man. The Son of Man received from God the ability to create.
He has the ability to beget.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here Christ as the Son of Man (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
)179 is described as having
received the power to create (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) from his father. This does not mean
that he himself is a creature (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ), however, since he is also described as
having the ability to beget (ϫⲡⲟ). And, as we have seen, one who has been
begotten may both create and beget. It follows from this that the son of
the Son of Man (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
), who is described as creating
(ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) through the Son of Man,180 since he is a son, is also begotten and
hence also has the power to beget (ϫⲡⲟ). We will return below to the
Catalogue of Coptic Manuscripts in the Pierpont Morgan Library [ vols.; Corpus of
Illuminated Manuscripts –, Oriental Series –; Leuven: Peeters, ], :).
179 Layton, however, chooses to translate the term as “the child of the human being,”
relegating the traditional epithet, “son of man,” to a footnote (Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ).
180 Cf., however, Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das
Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; C.J. de Catanzaro, “The Gospel According to
Philip,” JTS  (): ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Till, Das Evangelium nach
Philippos, ; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ; Ménard,
L’Évangile selon Philippe, , who all translate ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ in . passively, understanding
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identity of the son of the Son of Man,181 but first we need to consider
some related uses of procreation imagery in Gos. Phil. It may be remarked
here, however, that whoever he is, the son of the Son of Man stands in a
direct line of descent from God, the Father, through Christ, the Lord, and
has the ability to extend this lineage through his own offspring. His act of
creating (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) through the Son of Man must therefore be understood
as a begetting (ϫⲡⲟ).
..... Creating and Begetting
Metaphors of procreation and discussions concerning the differences
between creating and begetting are pervasive in Gos. Phil.182 In several
passages, such imagery is used to contrast the Christians with the Jews.183
The first of these, which comprises the very first lines of the tractate,184
makes for an interesting parallel to the passages discussed above:
ⲟⲩϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
[ϣ]ⲁϥⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ϣⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ [ⲉⲛⲁ]ⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲙⲓⲛⲉ
̄
˙ ]ⲗⲩⲧⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲁϥⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲏⲗⲩⲧⲟⲥ
ϫⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲏⲗⲩⲧⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲡ[ⲣⲟⲥⲏ
˙
A Hebrew man creates185 Hebrew, and [those] of this sort are called
“proselyte,” but a p[rose]lyte does not create proselyte.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

the son of the Son of Man as being the one who is created through or by the Son of Man.
For the active sense, as it is understood in the present study, cf. Schenke, “The Gospel
of Philip,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus (NHC II,),” :; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Layton and Isenberg,
“Gospel According to Philip,” . Schenke, however, translates the sentence rather freely
as “the son of the Son of Man is the one who creates in the power of the Son of Man” / “der
Sohn des Menschensohnes ist derjenige, der in der Kraft des Menschensohnes schafft,”
thus adding the word “power / Kraft” which is not in the Coptic text.
181 Frederick Houk Borsch, for example, understands this figure as “the gnostic believer
formed in some likeness to the Son of Man” (Frederick Houk Borsch, The Christian and
Gnostic Son of Man [SBT Second Series ; London: SCM Press, ], ), but as we
shall see in the discussion below, it is possible to be more specific regarding the nature
and function of this character.
182 See, e.g., M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
183 Jeffrey Siker has argued that Gos. Phil. refers to two distinct groups by the terms
“Hebrew” and “Jew.” According to Siker the former refers to “non-gnostic Christians”
and only the latter to Jews proper (Jeffrey S. Siker, “Gnostic Views on Jews and Christians
in the Gospel of Philip,” NovT : []: –). I see no reason to make such
a distinction, however, and treat both terms as references to Jews and Judaism. See
discussion below.
184 Schenke rightly notes that Gos. Phil. “beginnt abrupt und genau so seltsam, ja
rätselhaft, wie es der gesamte Text ist” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , Schenke’s
emphasis).
185 ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ: ποιε&ν.
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According to Gos. Phil. the product of a Hebrew creating a Hebrew is
a proselyte. We may observe that this Hebrew-proselyte relationship is
analogous to the father-son relationship seen in the passage concerning
the father making a son who is in turn unable to make his own sons. Just
as the son in that passage cannot create sons, the proselyte cannot create
proselytes. This sets up a blend between the father-son relationship and
the relationship between the Hebrew and the proselyte (see fig. ).
There are here counterpart mappings between the father and the
Hebrew, and between the son and the proselyte. In setting up this conceptual integration network, Gos. Phil. both suggests, but also resists, the
implication that the relationship between the Hebrew and the proselyte
may be regarded as a father-son relationship. For there is a clash of contextual frames in the blended space. The first implication one is likely to
draw from the blend is that the Hebrew is analogous to the father creating
the son who is unable to reproduce, and that the proselyte is analogous
to the latter.186 In this sense, the unproductive proselyte is a child like the
unproductive son.
There is, however, also an implicit difference between the two, which
follows from the knowledge of the father-son ICM, namely that the son
has the potential to grow up, mature, and become a father himself. In
the case of the proselyte, this potential implication suggested by the
blend, that he may become a productive Hebrew too, is resisted both by
the absence of any direct statements to this effect in Gos. Phil. and by
real-world knowledge of proselyte initiation.187 But why is this? What is
the actual difference between the Hebrew creating the proselyte and the
father creating the son?
Gos. Phil. states that “he who has not received the Lord is a Hebrew
̄
ⲉⲧⲓ),188 thus inferring that the
still” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲟ ⲛⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
reception or not of Christ is a vital difference between the two processes. The statement may be understood metaphorically as referring to
the acceptance of Christianity, but it may also be seen as a direct reference to the Eucharist and the rites of initiation. In the Eucharist the Lord
is received by means of the eucharistic elements, and in the initiation
186 Both these passages use the term ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ, rather than ⲥⲱⲛⲧ or ϫⲡⲟ to denote this
creative process, and Gos. Phil. thus manages to steer clear of any obvious identification
of these processes with any of the two latter opposing terms, thus keeping the passage
ambiguous with regard to the exact nature of the generative processes that are compared
here.
187 See the discussion below.
188 Gos. Phil. .–.
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rites we shall see that this may be a part of both baptism and chrismation. Another equally conspicuous difference between the Jews and the
Christians is spelled out in terms of parentage:
ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲛⲟ ⲛⲟⲣⲫⲁⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲣ
̄
ⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲛⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϩⲓⲙⲁⲁⲩ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲛ

When we were Hebrews we were fatherless. We had our mother, but when
we became Christians, we got (both) father and mother.189
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here the difference between Hebrews and Christians is identified as the
Hebrews’ lack of a father, and, by extension, we see that this also differentiates the son from the proselyte. The son has a father, the proselyte does
not. And what is it that differentiates the father’s creation of a son from
the Hebrew’s creation of a proselyte? From the father-son source ICM
and from certain other passages in Gos. Phil.190 we may infer that the
father’s creation of the son who cannot yet reproduce is a begetting. We
are thus left with the conclusion that the difference between the Hebrew’s
production of the proselyte and the father’s production of the son is the
one between creating (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) and begetting (ϫⲡⲟ) discussed above. The
son is begotten, while the proselyte is made. And, as we have seen, he
who has merely been made, and not begotten, does not have the power
to beget, as Gos. Phil. makes clear.
Gos. Phil. here also blends two time-frames, namely the wider historical one before and after the coming of Christ, and the time frame before
and after the individual’s initiation in the contemporary period with both
Judaism and Christianity in existence. In this way, Judaism is effectively
presented as merely a bygone earlier phase of history that has now been
superseded by Christianity, and the term “Hebrew” is used metaphorically to refer to such a pre- / non-Christian state, both of the individual
and in a broader historical sense.191
189 Einar Thomassen is of the opinion that this passage presupposes the Valentinian
myth (Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ). Although I agree that it may be possible to
read the passage in the light of the Valentinian myth I see no compelling reason why the
passage should necessarily presuppose it.
190 Cf., e.g., Gos. Phil. .–.
191 A number of scholars have taken these passages quite literally, however. See, e.g.,
Schenke, who takes this passage to refer to the author’s previous state of actually being
a Jew (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). Similarly, Isenberg states that “Philip’s
readers were once ‘Hebrews’ ” (Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ). See also Grobel, review of
Wilson, ; Gaffron, Studien, –, . Se below for a more in depth analysis of Gos.
Phil.’s polemics against Judaism.
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Gos. Phil. also uses the created-begotten opposition in another argument, however, once again hailing back to the garden of Eden:
[ⲡⲉⲛⲧ]ⲁⲩⲡⲗⲁⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲉ[ⲥⲱϥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛ]ⲉⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ192 ⲉⲩⲟ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
˙
ⲏⲥ ⲉϣϫⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩ
̄
ⲣⲡⲗⲁⲥⲥⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲛⲉⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲡⲉϥⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲉϥⲟ
ⲛⲉⲩⲅⲉⲛ
̄
˙ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ˙ⲁⲩⲡⲗⲁⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
ⲛⲉⲩⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥ
̄
̄
ⲁϥϫⲡⲟ ⲁϣ ⲛⲉⲩⲅⲉⲛⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ϣⲟⲣⲡ
ⲁⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲙ
̄ ⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲱⲥ
̄
ⲫⲱⲧⲃⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄̄
ⲛⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲫⲟϥ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩⲁⲧ
̄ ⲃⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲕⲉⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩⲧ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ
̄
ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉϯⲛⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄̄
ⲧⲉ
[He who has been] moulded [is beautiful, but] you would find his children
being noble creations. If he were not moulded, but begotten, you would
find that his seed was noble. But now he was moulded and he begot. What
nobility is this? First, adultery happened, and afterwards, murder.193 And
he was begotten in adultery, for he was the son of the serpent. Therefore
he became a murderer like his father too, and he killed his brother. Every
communion that has taken place between those who do not resemble each
other constitutes adultery.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

In this paragraph it is clear that a beautiful creation is still just a creation,
while one born beautiful would be of noble “seed” (ⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ), i.e., of
noble descent. While the latter is clearly the best, there does not seem
to be anything inherently wrong in being a beautiful and noble creation.
What is clearly wrong, however, which the tractate describes as “adultery”
̄̄
), is a creature that begets. In this case such mixed communion,
(ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
a communion between those who do not resemble each other, led to the
creation of Cain, who killed his brother Abel. Gos. Phil. holds this to be
due to the fact that a moulded creature, in this case the serpent,194 had
192 Layton emends ⲛ]ⲉⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲁ- (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to
Philip,” ; and cf. Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ). I have chosen to follow the
manuscript reading, ⲛ]ⲉⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲁ- (“you would find”). Schenke also sticks to the manuscript reading and translates “w]ürdest du finden” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
).
193 Cf. John :–.
194 I have chosen to interpret the passage as a continuous whole. Schenke originally
divided this passage into his sayings number  and  (Schenke, “Das Evangelium
nach Philippus [],” –; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ;
Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” ), but later divided it even futher into , a, and
b (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus
[NHC II,],” ). Schenke regards the one who is described as being “moulded” in
. as Adam. Although this interpretation can be supported by seeing this terminology
as an allusion to Gen :, it is problematic if the passage is to be read together as a
whole. The father of Cain is clearly the serpent, and it seems to be the serpent’s mating
with Eve that is described as adultery (cf. Isenberg, “Introduction,” ). This means
that the one who was moulded and begot should here be the serpent, not Adam. The
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communion with one that was not like him, namely Eve, and through
this adulterous relationship begot an offspring that was decidedly less
than perfect.195 Despite the serpent being a beautiful creation, then, his
adulterous relationship with Eve led to death. That not only Cain, but also
the serpent is called a murderer is probably due to the fact that it was his
bad advice that led to Adam and Eve’s eating from the Tree of Knowledge,
which became the beginning of mortality, and hence death.196
..... Fathers and Sons
As we have seen, the father-son imagery in Gos. Phil. is closely connected
to Christ, and we will now take a closer look at some aspects of what
Christ and the individual Christian have in common, and how they are
related. In a passage that, significantly, deals directly with the rituals of
baptism and chrismation we learn that,
ⲡⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ ϥⲟ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲙⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ
ϫⲉⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ
ⲧⲁϩⲥⲛ̄

The chrism is superior to baptism, for from the chrism we were called
Christian, not because of baptism, and it was because of the chrism that
Christ was named (such). For the Father anointed the Son, and the Son
anointed the apostles, and the apostles anointed us.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

identification of the moulded creature with Adam is also made by Layton, The Gnostic
Scriptures, ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Buckley and Good, “Sacramental
Language,” . Grant interprets the serpent as Ialdabaoth (Robert M. Grant, “The Mystery
of Marriage in the Gospel of Philip,” VC  []: ; cf. also Borchert, “Literary
Arrangement,” –). Trautmann holds that it is Adam who is the father of Cain and
argues that the union between Adam and Eve is described as adultery because Adam in
her opinion is equated with the serpent (see Trautmann, “La parenté,” ). Pagels has
argued that Eve’s adultery with the serpent should here be regarded as the union between
ψυχ, represented by Eve, and Mλη, represented by the serpent (Pagels, “Adam and Eve,
Christ and the Church,” ; Elaine H. Pagels, “Pursuing the Spiritual Eve: Imagery and
Hermeneutics in the Hypostasis of the Archons and the Gospel of Philip,” in Images of the
Feminine in Gnosticism [ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ], –
).
195 The notion that Cain was the son of Eve and the Serpent is also found in other
sources, e.g., the Protevangelium of James, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, and Pirke de Rabbi
Eliezer (cf. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, ; Gary A. Anderson, The Genesis of Perfection:
Adam and Eve in Jewish and Christian Imagination [Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John
Knox Press, ], –).
196 See Gen :–.
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There are several interesting features in this passage. First, the name
Christ and the name Christian are here both derived etymologically from
the chrism. This connection serves several purposes. Not only does it
connect the abovementioned names to the ritual act of chrismation, it
also strengthens the identification between Christ and the individual
Christian, and it makes the point that chrismation is of greater importance than baptism.197 The special importance of the chrism is highlighted in several places throughout the tractate, and we shall later return
to a more detailed analysis of what this and other passages have to say
concerning the function of the anointing in relation to baptism and
Eucharist.
Equally significant in this passage as the concern with the relative
importance of the chrism, however, is the emphasis upon the unbroken
succession from God the father, via Christ and the apostles, to the authorial “us,” and the role of the chrism in this process.198 It is also highly
significant that God and Christ are here referred to as Father and Son,
thereby creating the inference that the relationship between the other
pairs in the sequence are analogous to a father-son relationship. This is
especially the case in light of certain other passages in Gos. Phil. which
we will return to below. We will also see how this important feature functions rhetorically elsewhere in Gos. Phil., but first let us take a look at the
analogies that are implied here (see fig. ).
We are prompted by the very juxtaposition of these relationships to
consider each pair in terms of the others and to consider what they
might all have in common. Each of the input spaces consists of a relationship between an anointer and an anointed, and there are extensive
mappings of counterpart-relations between them. There are vital outerspace role-relations between Father, God, Christ, and Apostles, and similarly between Son, Christ, Apostles, and “Us.”199 Moreover, there is a vital
analogy-relation between the anointer-anointed relationships in each of
the four inputs. This relation between an anointer and an anointed is
common to all input spaces, and is consequently projected to the generic
197 It does not seem to constitute an argument against baptism per se. The importance
of baptism in its own right seems to be confirmed elsewhere in the tractate (see Gos. Phil.
.–; .–; .–). Nor does it seem to be directed against what is usually
regarded as “normal,” “mainstream,” or “orthodox” Christian practice. It seems merely to
be an argument for the higher importance of chrismation relative to baptism. See below
for a discussion of the polemical aspects of Gos. Phil.
198 Cf. M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, .
199 For a discussion the concept of “vital relations” between input spaces, see chapter .
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space. Moreover, two pairs of these input spaces also have their own local
generic spaces. The Father-Son and God-Christ inputs are linked by vital
outer-space role-relations and share the Father-Son input’s generic properties, in this context most notably that of a begetter-begotten relationship. The other pair of inputs, the analogically linked Christ-Apostles and
Apostles-“Us” inputs, are both initiator-initiate relationships, and this
relationship is thus duly projected to their shared local generic space (see
fig. ).
The two pairs of inputs may thus be blended individually, but what is
of special interest here is the greater blend caused by the four together,
including their two local generic spaces. Significantly, these generic
spaces, the initiator-initiated and the begetter-begotten spaces, are themselves linked by analogy,200 and themselves become input spaces in their
own local integration network. This is a highly important double-scope
blend, and from their position as higher-level inputs within the overall
integration network, these generic-inputs project important structure to
the main blend. The most notable entailment of this local integration network is the inference that initiation can be regarded as a begetting and
vice versa. We may isolate and analyse this conceptual integration network as shown in fig. .
We may also regard as properties of this common generic space the
relationships between a predecessor and a successor, and that of a giver
and a receiver, as well as a hierarchical power relationship. In the overall
blended space which receives elements and structure from all six input
spaces—the four original ones plus the two local generic spaces—God’s
begetting of Christ may consequently be regarded as an initiation, the
apostles’ initiation of “us” by means of an anointing may be regarded as a
begetting, and the relationship between the initiator and the initiated may
be seen as a father-son relationship, to mention just a few of the many
possible entailments of this mega-blend. With its three levels of generic
spaces, fig.  shows the interaction between the two networks, and illustrates how the two generic spaces on the lowest level also function as
input spaces. Significantly, all who are on the “father”-level in these input
spaces may be regarded as begetters, and what may be seen as characteristic of all who are on the level of “sons” is that they are all begotten.
We may also note that in this blend too, the relationships projected from

200 This link is also made explicit by certain passages in Gos. Phil. which will be
discussed below.
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the input spaces are all compressed to the same human scale.201 Moreover, each of the mental spaces in this network will prime knowledge of
related intertexts and ICMs for easier subsequent activation, all of which
may provide additional structure to feed the blend under consideration
here. For example, the fact that Christ appears in this network as both
father and son primes the passages in John were Jesus refers to himself
and the Father as being one and within one another.202 We may therefore
indeed consider the conceptual integration network shown in the previous figure as merely a small part of a potentially much larger network of
mental spaces, but we will focus on this model for the time being.
As we have seen, this is an integration network that creates counterpart relations between a set of linked input spaces containing initiatorinitiated and begetter-begotten relations and blends them. On the level
of begetter / initiator we have Father, God, Christ, and Apostles, while
on the begotten / initiator side we have Son, Christ, Apostles, and Us.
Of major significance here is the fact that Christ appears both as begotten and as a begetter in this network, that is, as a counterpart of both
Father / begetter / initiator and Son / begotten / initiated. A major inference of this blend, which lies close to the surface of the passage quoted
above, is the instrumentality of the chrismation in the blended processes
of begetting and initiation. Throughout Gos. Phil., baptism and chrismation is closely connected to begetting and birth, as for instance when we
̄
)—an
are told that “the son of the bridal chamber” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
epithet that seems to point simultaneously to Christ and the Christian
initiate—comes into being through “water and fire and light” (ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
), the latter two being subsequently identified with
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
the chrism.203
Now, with all this in mind we may go back to the overarching the
christian is a christ blend we started out with. Since Christ appears
as both father and son, the Christ ICM thereby comes to contain the roles
and aspects of both son and father. Both of these elements, fatherhood
and sonship, become part of the christ ICM and may be projected to
the blend, creating the inference that the Christian as Christ may be
201 For the concept of compression to human scale, see, e.g., Fauconnier and Turner,
“Compression and Global Insight”; Fauconnier and Turner, The Way We Think, –,
and the discussion in chapter  of the present study.
202 See John :, ; :, –, ; :, .
203 Gos. Phil. .–. See below for the further connections that are made elsewhere in
the tractate between the chrism and the resurrection, baptism, the cross, and the Tree of
Life (Gos. Phil. .–). Cf. Williams, “Realized Eschatology,” –, .
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both father and son. We may consequently infer from this blend that
the Christian initiate also has these two potential roles in and of his
state of being a Christ, and that through the anointing with chrism the
Christian may be both an initiate and an initiator, father and son, and
begetter and begotten. It is clear that we can make inferences in several
directions in this conceptual integration network. The initiator may be
regarded as a father, as (a) Christ, and as an apostle. Similarly Christ may
be regarded as an initiator and as a father, but he is also a son and an
initiate, and the initiate is a Christ. Significantly, the authorial “Us” may
refer simultaneously not only to the Christians, including the implied
author of Gos. Phil., as initiates, but also to the implied author and his
colleagues as initiators, and hence fathers. We will return below to the
possible implications of this conceptual integration network with regard
to the possible community organisation that may be presupposed by the
tractate and the wider implications with regard to the tractate’s Sitz im
Leben. However, it may be noted already at this point that Gos. Phil. here
seems to presuppose a system of apostolic succession204 presented as a
succession of father-son relationships that are ultimately analogical to the
relationship between God the Father, and Christ the Son.205
..... Baptism and Chrismation
Ritually, begetting and birth are in Gos. Phil. closely connected to chrismation and baptism. We have seen that “the son of the bridal chamber”
̄
) comes into being through “water and fire and light”
(ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
(ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
), and that Gos. Phil. identifies fire with the
chrism and the light with the fire.206 What is needed to generate a “son of
the bridal chamber,” then, is baptism (water) and anointing with chrism
(fire and light).
Fatherhood is also directly connected to Gos. Phil.’s concept of the
̄
), for the tractate states that for the
“name of the father” (ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
son to become father he needs to put on the father’s name:
ⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲙⲁⲩⲧⲉⲩⲟⲩⲁϥ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ
ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲥⲁⲃⲏⲗ ϫⲉⲁϥϯ ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩϥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲣⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲥⲉϣⲁϫⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲙⲛⲧⲁⲩϥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲥⲉⲣⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲛ

204

Cf. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, , .
Cf.  Clem., .: % Χριστ ς οSν :π το εο κα οN :πστολοι :π το Χριστο
(Greek text from Bart D. Ehrman, The Apostolic Fathers, :).
206 See Gos. Phil. .–.
205
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A single name is not uttered in the world, the name which the Father gave
to the Son. It is exalted above every (other name), that is, the name of the
Father. For the Son would not have become father unless he had put on
the name of the Father. Those who have this name know it, but they do
not speak it, but those who do not have it do not know it.207
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This special name seems at least partly to be an allusion to the Divine
Name, the Tetragrammaton (YHWH).208 This description of the name
may be understood in light of Phil :–, Rev :–, and several
passages in John.209 It is stated in Phil : that Christ was given by God
“the name that is above every name” (τ !νομα τ 3π>ρ π4ν !νομα / ⲡⲣⲁⲛ
ⲉⲧϩⲓϫⲛⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ), and in the following verse this name is identified as the
name possessed by Jesus.210 Philippians : then goes on to imply that
Jesus Christ is “Lord” (κ7ριος / ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ) exactly because he posesses this
name. According to Charles Gieschen, this name is the Divine Name.211
Revelation : describes Christ wearing a name that only he himself
knows, and the following verse (:), which describes him as being
dressed in a robe dipped in blood, identifies this name as the Logos of
God.
In Gos. Phil. this name is associated with the chrismation, since we are
told that “it was because of the chrism that Christ was named (such)”
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ).212 We are also told that “the name of
(ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
the father and the son and the Holy Spirit,” are received,
ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲡⲥⲟ
̄
. [.] ⲛⲧⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥ
̄ ⳁ[ⲟ]ⲥ ⲧⲁ[ⲉ]ⲓ ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
˙ ˙ⲟⲩ[˙ⲭⲣⲏ]ⲥⲧ[ⲓ]ⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ˙ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ˙ ϫⲉ[ⲧⲟ]ⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ
˙
˙
˙
˙˙
ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉ

in the chrism of the [ . . . ] of the power of the cross. The apostles called this
“[the] right and the left,”213 for this one is no longer a [Christian], but a
Christ.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Chrismation, we are told, is what makes the Christian initiate into a
Christ.214 So, becoming Christ, which involves the acquisition of sonship
207

Cf. John :; :; :–; Phil :–; Rev :–; Gos. Truth .–..
See Charles A. Gieschen, “The Divine Name in Ante-Nicene Christology,” VC :
(): –.
209 See John :; :; :–. Cf. also Eph :.
210 See Gieschen, “The Divine Name,” –.
211 See Gieschen, “The Divine Name,” .
212 Gos. Phil. .–.
213 Cf.  Cor :.
214 Cf. e.g., Franzmann, Jesus, , .
208
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and gaining the “name of the father,” requires chrismation. The “name
of the father” mentioned here is thus closely connected to the name
“Christ,” which, as we saw earlier, connects father and son through
chrismation.215 The son becomes Christ, like his father, and the means by
which this is effected is the anointing with chrism. Chrismation, then, is
the fundamental ritual act that makes the Christian initiate into a Christ.
But does this anointing take place prior to baptism or after it? Or should
it be considered a ritual separate from baptism at all? There are strong
indications in Gos. Phil. that its chrismation is of the baptismal variety:
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϥⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲉϥϫⲓⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛϥϫⲟⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ
̄
ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲏⲥⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁϫⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲇⲱⲣⲉⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲇⲱⲣⲉⲁ
̄
ⲙⲁⲩϥⲓⲧⲥ˙̄ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ
ⲇⲉ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲉⲧⲙⲏⲥⲉ ϣⲁⲩϣⲁⲧϥ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϣⲟ[ⲟ]ⲡ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙[ⲛ]
˙
˙
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟ
̄

If one goes down to the water and comes up without having received
anything and says, “I am a Christian,” he has borrowed the name at interest.
But if he receives the Holy Spirit he has the gift of the name. He who
has received a gift does not have it taken away from him, but he who has
borrowed at interest has it extorted from him. Thus it is for us if one comes
into being in a mystery.216
(Gos. Phil. .–)

From this passage it is clear that the reception of the name is associated
in a temporal sense with baptismal immersion and functionally with the
reception of the Spirit. Since we have seen that both the reception of the
name and the reception of the Holy Spirit is connected with chrismation,
is seems evident that in order to receive the name “as a gift” in baptism
one needs to receive it together with the Holy Spirit by means of a
chrismation.217 This chrismation thus seems to take place as a part of the
baptismal ritual itself.
Revelation : speaks of the name worn by Christ as being known
only by Christ himself, but as Charles Gieschen points out, this is
hyperbolic “insider” language, since Revelation states the saints are sealed
with the name of Christ and bear it on their foreheads. As in John  where
215

For patristic attestations of the connection between the chrismation and the name
“Christ,” see, e.g., Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, –.
216 Cf.  Cor :.
217 The connection between the name of Christ and the bestowal of the Holy Spirit is
also made in John :. Charles Gieschen notes that the imagery of the reception of the
name in the New Testament “is grounded in the writing, speaking, and imparting of the
Divine Name during the baptismal rite” (Gieschen, “The Divine Name,” ). Buckley
sees a polemic against “Orthodox, ineffectual baptism,” which in her view “is likened to
a transaction in which the recipient unwittingly remains in debt” (Buckley, “Conceptual
Models,” ).
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Jesus states that he revealed his (hidden) name to his disciples . . . , the
enlightened reader of Revelation is expected to know this secret name that
only Christ knows.218

This point is made explicit in Gos. Phil., which states that only those who
wear the name know it. This also seems to connect the wearing of the
name closely to the name Christ in Gos. Phil. It is a name that is worn by
all Christians, and by Christians only.219
The close connection between baptism and chrismation is, moreover,
emphasised in a couple of passages with clear allusions to John :–
which stress the importance of being reborn through both water and
spirit, which in the context of Gos. Phil. is to be understood as baptism
and chrismation:
ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ

it is necessary to baptise in both: in the light and the water, and the light is
the chrism.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In accordance with John :, Gos. Phil. stresses the necessity of both
baptism in water and baptism in the Holy Spirit as bestowed by means of
the chrism, and interprets the process in terms of begetting and rebirth:
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙ̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉⲭ
̄ ⲥ̄
ϩⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁⲩϩⲟⲧⲣⲛ̄

We are born again by means of Holy Spirit,220 but we are begotten by Christ
in the two.221 We are anointed by the Spirit. When we were begotten we
were joined.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This links directly back to Jesus’ baptism in the river Jordan, in which
all these aspects are closely connected in Gos. Phil.’s interpretation. The
connections between the two can be illustrated as shown in fig. .
Both Christ and the Christians are baptised in water and receive the
Holy Spirit by means of an anointing. This anointing is connected to
a joining and a begetting. In the case of Christ, he received the Holy
Spirit which united with his Logos, and his “body” came into being. The
baptism and chrismation of the Christians thus parallel those of Christ
himself by involving the reception of the Holy Spirit, as well as a joining
218

Gieschen, “The Divine Name,” – n. .
Charles Gieschen sees in Gos. Phil.’s references to putting on the name of the father
reflections of “older Jewish-Christian adoptionist Christology” (Gieschen, “The Divine
Name,” ).
220 Cf. Titus :.
221 Cf. John :.
219
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and a begetting. But in the latter case, what is it that the Holy Spirit joins
with, and what kind of body is it that comes into being? It is apparent
from this conceptual integration network that the crucial question here is
the identification of which part of the individual Christian’s constitution
that corresponds to, and is thus mapped onto, Jesus’ Logos. From the
connections of this blend to the Adam-Christ blend discussed above, and
from the logic of the present baptismal blend, the most logical answer
seems to be that the part that corresponds to the Logos is actually the
individual Christian’s soul, or perhaps a part of it. By extension, then,
what takes place in the baptismal chrismation is the reception of the
Holy Spirit, which joins with the individual initiate’s soul, thus causing
a begetting and a rebirth.222 The metaphor of a “bridal chamber” is
evidently quite apt with regard to the ritual interpretation outlined here.
..... The Kiss
We have seen how Gos. Phil. plays with the polysemic possibilities of
the word ϫⲡⲟ to denote begetting, birth and acquisition, and how the
unproductive child could not make sons, but only acquire brothers. The
use of the term ϫⲡⲟ in the latter statement may, however, also function
as an intratextual connection to another passage in Gos. Phil., where
begetting is associated with kissing. These intratextually linked passages
may also function simultaneously as composite allusions to Scripture and
ritual, by way of an interesting twist on the imagery connected with the
term ϫⲡⲟ:
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲡⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲩⲱ̂ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲧⲛϯⲡⲓ
̄
ⲉⲣⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉⲛϫⲓ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲱ̂ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄

for it is by means of a kiss that the perfect conceive and beget. Therefore
we too kiss one another, conceiving from the grace that is in one another.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

It is especially interesting to note that Gos. Phil. here explicitly connects
conception and birth with a kiss and with grace (χ;ρις). A ritual kiss was
common in Christianity from a very early stage,223 and is also referred
222 For the connection between chrismation and rebirth, cf. Eric Segelberg, “The
Coptic-Gnostic Gospel According to Philip and Its Sacramental System,” Numen :
(): .
223 According to the editors of the new English edition of the Apostolic Tradition,
“the ritual kiss appears to be a distinctively Christian practice that emerged in the New
Testament Period” (Paul F. Bradshaw, et al., The Apostolic Tradition: A Commentary [ed.
Harold W. Attridge; Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, ], ), and according
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to in several New Testament texts.224 In all these cases, as also in Gos.
Phil., the kiss is closely connected to the reception of grace (χ;ρις). The
most notable scriptural intertext to this passage in Gos. Phil., however, is
 Cor :–, where Paul advises his “brothers” (:δελφο) that they
should “greet one another with a holy kiss.” He follows this with the
statement that, “The grace (χ;ρις) of the Lord Jesus Christ and the love
(:γ;πη) of God and the communion (κοινωνα) of the Holy Spirit be
with you all.” Moreover, Gos. Phil. also refers to the repeated begetting of
sons or children elsewhere, referring to “the sons / children of the perfect
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
) as “these who do not die, but are always
man” (ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
begotten” (ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲙⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ).225
..... Rest
The concept of “rest” (:ν;παυσις / ⲙⲧⲟⲛ) is used in at least three different senses in Gos. Phil.226 It is used to refer to the heavenly rest after this
worldly life, as the goal of salvation which is also related to the idea of
a “restoration” (:ποκατ;στασις), and it is used to denote the giving of
relief or being at ease in this world. In addition, it is used in a sense that
is related to the present theme of marriage, unification, and procreation,
with sacramental connotations.227 Most importantly, we find the term
used in the latter sense in yet another passage that deals with the differences between creating and begetting:
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛϭⲓⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲛⲧⲉϥⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲥⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉϥⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ

to Robert Taft, “the kiss of peace is one of the most primitive rites of the Christian
liturgy. Originally it seems to have been a common greeting, probably exchanged at every
Christian synaxis” (Robert F. Taft, The Great Entrance: A History of the Transfer of Gifts
and Other Pre-Anaphoral Rites [vol.  of A History of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom;
nd ed.; OrChrAn ; Roma: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, ],
).
224  Thess :;  Cor :;  Cor :; Rom :;  Pet :.
225 Gos. Phil. .–.
226 Judith Hoch Wray, who has studied extensively the use of “rest” as a metaphor in
Gos. Truth and Hebrews, strangely claims that :ν;παυσις / ⲙⲧⲟⲛ occurs more than five
times in only four Nag Hammadi tractates, namely Tri. Trac., Paraph. Shem, Gos. Eg., and
Gos. Truth (see Judith Hoch Wray, Rest as a Theological Metaphor in the Epistle to the
Hebrews and the Gospel of Truth: Early Christian Homiletics of Rest [SBLDS ; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, ], ), thus ignoring the fact that these words actually occur a total
of  times in Gos. Phil. Wray neither discusses nor mentions any of the occurrences of
:ν;παυσις / ⲙⲧⲟⲛ in Gos. Phil.
227 Cf. Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
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ϩⲛⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲱⲧⲉ ϣⲁϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲇⲉ ϩⲛⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄

As is the truth with the works of man, they result from his power. Therefore
they are called the acts of power. They are his works. It is from rest (:ν;παυσις) that his children come into being. Therefore his power resides in
his works, but it is in the children that the rest (:ν;παυσις) is manifested.
And you will find that this extends to the image. And this one is the man
pertaining to the image. It is from his power that he does his works, but it
is from rest (:ν;παυσις) that he begets his children. (Gos. Phil. .–)

There has been considerable variation in the way scholars have understood this passage. One of the main difficulties lies in the problem of how
to render the Coptic text ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲥⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
(.–), especially whether
one should take ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉ as belonging together with the succeeding ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ, or as an independent unit referring primarily back to the
̄
.228 I have here chosen the latter solution on the
preceding ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
grounds that this reading best fits the rhetoric of the rest of the passage, where power is consistently associated with works, and children
with rest.229 As usual, the tractate argues several things at the same time.
It has been established elsewhere in the text that begetting and creating
are two rather different processes, and the present passage points to yet
another difference between the two. While creation involves power, and
that power is manifested in the created, the begetting of children requires
“a rest” (ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ), and “rest” is likewise manifested in those who have
been begotten. We have seen elsewhere that “he who begets also creates,”
and we learn here that “the man pertaining to the image” creates from
228

For the former solution, see, e.g., Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],”
; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Catanzaro, “The Gospel According to Philip,” ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos, ; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Layton and
Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Layton, Coptic Gnostic Chrestomathy, .
For the latter solution, see, e.g., Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ; Schenke, “The Gospel of
Philip,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus (NHC II,),” :.
229 If one chooses to read ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ as a unit and translates “his works
are his children,” this contrast between works and power on the one hand, and children
and rest on the other, is broken. As Schenke comments regarding the solution also
chosen in the present study, of treating ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉ as a nominal sentence in itself, “Der
kleine kommentierende Nominalsatz erscheint dabei zwar als ein bisschen redundant.
Aber besser Redundanz als Widersinn!” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). Cf.
also Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,  n. ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, –; and the
discussion concerning creating and begetting in the present study.
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power and begets from rest. But how are we to understand the term “rest,”
and what is the identity of “the man pertaining to the image”? The reference to the begetting of children from “rest” rather than “power” plays on
the creating-begetting dichotomy, but also seems to allude to the important metaphor of the “bedroom” or “bridal chamber.”
We saw above that at the end of the discussion of the baptism of Jesus in
the Jordan, Gos. Phil. states that “it is necessary for each one of the discī
ⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ples to walk into his rest” (ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
ⲉⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ).230 The designation “his rest” (ⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ) seems to
refer back to Jesus,231 but what does it mean that it is appropriate for the
disciples to enter Jesus’ rest? The reference to entering “his rest” recalls
Heb :,  and :–,232 as well as Ps : LXX which partly underlies the references in Hebrews, but all the references to entering God’s
“rest” in Hebrews233 are rendered using the Greek word κατ;παυσις in
the Greek New Testament and the Coptic equivalent ⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
in the Sahidic
234
version, and not :ν;παυσις as in Gos. Phil. Ps  LXX, however, does
use the word :ν;παυσις, and with its reference to “the water of rest”
(Mδατος :ναπα7σεως) and to an anointing of the head with oil, as well
as to a table, a cup, and wine,235 it constitutes a highly relevant intertext
considering the baptismal context of the Gos. Phil. passage. Read in the
light of Ps  LXX, then, what Gos. Phil. refers to with its emphatic statement that the disciples should enter “his rest” may simply be understood
as a statement of the necessity for the disciples to undergo baptism, a
baptism modelled on the baptism of Christ himself, which would thus be
entirely in line with Gos. Phil.’s baptismal theology, with its parallelism of
230

Gos. Phil. .–.
Schenke, however, who treats this sentence as a separate saying (a), chooses to
read ⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ, “his rest,” as referring to ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ, “each one,” with the following
interpretation: “Jeder einzelne Jünger muß in den jeweils nur für ihn ‘bereiteten’ Ruheort
eingehen. Man müßte also bei ‘Einblendung’ des größeren Zusammenhangs dann schon
verstehen, daß jeder Jünger / Pneumatiker einen speziell für ihn freigehaltenen Ruheort innerhalb des großen, endzeitlichen, himmlichen Brautgemachs hat” (Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ). Schenke’s emphasis.
232 On Heb :–, see, e.g., Harold W. Attridge, “ ‘Let Us Strive to Enter That Rest’:
The Logic of Hebrews :–,” HTR : /  (): –; Anthony C. Thiselton,
“Hebrews,” in Eerdmans Commentary on the Bible (ed. James D.G. Dunn and John
W. Rogerson; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, ), .
233 See Heb :, ; :, , , , .
234 The word used in Ps : LXX is also κατ;παυσις.
235 In the patristic sources, from Origen and onwards, this Psalm is often interpreted
in a baptismal light (see, e.g., Sebastian P. Brock, The Holy Spirit in the Syrian Baptismal
Tradition [d ed.; Syrian Churches Series ; Pune: Anita, ], ).
231
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Christ, the apostles, and “us.” If we also understand the reference to “rest”
in Gos. Phil. .– to refer to “the water of rest,” and thus to baptism,
including chrismation, then “the man pertaining to the image” begets his
sons / children in the ritual of baptism, including the chrismation. Understood in this way, the passage simply refers to the begetting of new Christian initiates through baptism and chrismation. The “man pertaining to
the image” may thus be taken as a simultaneous reference to Christ and
the individual Christian, entirely in line with the overarching blend the
christian is a christ, and the fact that Christ is both father and son,
thus makes both the initiate and the initiator a Christ. The “rest” that is
to be entered, then, may be understood as a reference to both the “rest”
achieved by means of baptism as well as to baptism itself. Although there
is no direct parallel in Psalm  LXX to Gos. Phil.’s reference to enter “his
rest,” a connection between the Gos. Phil. passage and both Psalm  LXX
and Hebrews  could easily have suggested itself in Coptic, where both
:ν;παυσις and κατ;παυσις are translated by ⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
.236 Such a connection, if made, would have the potential to bring into play the Joshua-Jesus
comparison that seems to underlie the argument of Heb :–,237 that
is, the contrast between the “Jesus” who could not give “rest” to his people and the “Jesus” who could.238 In this sense, the passage in Gos. Phil.
may also be read in light of the contrast on display elsewhere in the tractate between the previous stage of history, and of being “Hebrews,” before
the coming of Christ, and the present one where it is possible to enter by
means of the Christian rites of initiation the “rest” that was previously
unattainable.
.... Procreation and Kinship: Summary
In terms of conceptual metaphor theory we may identify the underlying
higher-order conceptual metaphors Christian initiation is procreation and the Christian community is a family in Gos. Phil. These
are conceptual metaphors that are extremely rich in their entailments,
as the entire conceptual domains of procreation and kinship may be
utilised and elaborated upon in the interpretation of Christian initiation

236

See Crum b.
This comparison is at least partly based on the fact that in Greek, “Joshua” and
“Jesus” are both rendered as TΙησος.
238 See Thiselton, “Hebrews,” . Cf. also George H. Guthrie, “Hebrews,” in Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament (G.K. Beale and D.A. Carson; Grand
Rapids, Mich.: BakerAcademic, ), .
237
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and in conceptualising Christian community organisation.239 Conception, birth, fatherhood, motherhood, sonship, brotherhood, inheritance,
lineage, succession, marriage, etc. All of these may give rise to numerous
additional conceptual metaphors and metaphorical expressions, which
they certainly do in Gos. Phil.
As we have seen, activation of the father-son ICM primes the reader’s
knowledge of a prototypical father-son relationship, with all that entails,
e.g., in terms of the relationship of authority between the two and in terms
of the father’s role in procreation. Throughout Gos. Phil. different aspects
are at various points brought to the fore and projected to the blend in
order to structure the information projected from the target input of ritual initiation. It is worth noting that fatherhood and sonship are presented in strictly biological terms in Gos. Phil. At no point in this tractate
are fatherhood and sonship understood in terms of adoption. This comes
especially to the fore in the tractate’s emphasis on the differences between
creating and begetting, and in the way it contrasts Christian initiation
with Jewish proselyte initiation.
... Death and Resurrection
As is the case with its mystagogical use of the concepts of begetting and
birth, Gos. Phil. also blends the death and resurrection of Christ with
aspects of the sacramental life of the individual Christian in conformity
with the overarching blend the christian is a christ.
.... Life and Death
In order to grasp Gos. Phil.’s understanding and use of the concept of the
resurrection, it is essential to understand the multi-layered and shifting
ways in which the concepts of life and death are employed in the tractate.
Gos. Phil. makes a point of the general relationship between life and
death. There can be no life without death, or vice versa, for
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲡⲱⲛϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ
̄̄
ⲛⲥⲛⲏⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉⲡⲱⲣϫ
̄
ⲁⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ

light and darkness, life and death, right and left, they are brothers of one
another. It is impossible for them to be separated from each other.240
(Gos. Phil. .–)

239
240

I will return to the question of community organisation below.
Cf.  Cor :.
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Life is to death as light is to darkness and right is to left. What we
have here is a conceptual integration network created from three pairs
of opposites. It goes for each of these conceptual pairs that their constituents are impossible to separate form each other, since none of these
concepts can exist meaningfully apart from the contrast supplied by the
existence of the other. They are all relative, not absolute concepts.241 Gos.
Phil. subverts the polar opposition of these conceptual pairs, however,
by metaphorically likening the relations with siblingship. By likening the
life-death and light-darkness pairs with that between brothers, the equality between the opposites is highlighted and the connections between
them are strenghtened. In doing so, however, the tractate also contributes
to destabilise the usual hierarchical, good-bad valuations of the relationships. The tractate pushes even further in this direction in drawing the
conclusion that,
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲥⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲱⲛϩ
ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ

therefore, neither are the good good, nor are the bad bad, nor is life life,
nor is death death.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In a manner quite typical of Gos. Phil. this conclusion does not actually
follow logically from the premises presented prior to it, for it does not
actually follow automatically from the connectedness and equality of the
constituents of the conceptual pairs in question, that life is not life, nor
death death. In order to understand this reasoning, then, one has to take
into account what the tractate goes on to state concerning the deceptive
nature of names in the world:
ⲛⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩϯ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛⲕⲟⲥⲙⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉⲩ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲛⲏ
̄
ⲥⲉⲡⲱϣⲥ ̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲟⲩϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲁⲛ

The names that are given to the worldly contain a great error, for they turn
the mind aside from what is right to what is not right
(Gos. Phil. .–)
241

This passage has been described as being “clearly deconstructionist,” and “an extraordinary anticipation of Derrida” (Schuyler Brown, “ ‘Begotten, not Created’: The Gnostic
Use of Language in Jungian Perspective,” in The Allure of Gnosticism: The Gnostic Experience in Jungian Psychology and Contemporary Culture [ed. Robert A. Segal; Chicago:
Open Court, ], ). Gillian Beattie has called attention to similarities with structuralism and Ferdinand de Saussure (see Gillian Beattie, Women and Marriage in Paul
and His Early Interpreters [JSNTSup ; London: T&T Clark, ], –). Cf. also
Kurt Rudolph, “Response to ‘ “The Holy Spirit is a Double Name”: Holy Spirit, Mary, and
Sophia in the Gospel of Philip’ by Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley,” in Images of the Feminine in
Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ), .



chapter four

Therefore, continues Gos. Phil., people do not “understand” (ⲣⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
)
“what is right” (ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ), but rather “what is not right” (ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ
ⲁⲛ),242 when they hear terms such as “the life” (ⲡⲱⲛϩ), “the light”
(ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ), or “the resurrection” (ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ).243 That is, however, “[unless] they have learned what is right” ([ⲡⲗ]ⲏⲛ ⲁⲩⲥⲉⲃⲟ ⲁⲛⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ).244 This
caveat is important, for this is one of the major themes of Gos. Phil., to get
across the correct understanding of certain key terms and concepts—or
the correct contents of various ICMs of prime importance for the, according to Gos. Phil., proper understanding of the Christian message, to put
it in terms of cognitive theory. So, then, what is the correct understanding of these terms according to Gos. Phil.? The tractate is fond of turning
common concepts on their heads and confounding readers’ expectations.
In describing the relationship between, and meaning of, such concepts as
life and death in terms such as we have seen here, Gos. Phil. furnishes us
with an important interpretive key to the understanding of many puzzling statements throughout the text, however, for it has done nothing
less than make us aware of the fact that whenever such important concepts are mentioned in the text, the tractate may in fact be referring to its
opposite. At the same time we have been made aware of the close connection between these concepts, including, most significantly, life and death.
Let us now take a closer look at the tractate’s views on the primordial
origin of death before we go on to investigate its interpretation of the
death of Christ in particular, and then proceed with an analysis of its
views concerning the resurrection.
.... Paradise and the Origin of Death
Our tractate traces the origin of death to two primordial events in the
Garden of Eden, namely to the creation of Eve from Adam (Gen :–
), interpreted as the separation of the former from the latter, and to the
eating of the fruit from the Tree of Knowledge (Gen ). We saw in the
discussion above that the taking of Adam’s soul, based on Gen :–,
is understood by Gos. Phil. as the taking of his life. In accordance with
this understanding of the event, Gos. Phil. tells us that,

242 The terms ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ and ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲁⲛ should here be understood also in the sense
of the firm, or fixed and that which is not, referring to the immutable realities and the
changeable worldly “realities” respectively (cf. Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ).
243 Gos. Phil. .–.
244 Gos. Phil. .–.
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ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲉⲩϩⲁ [ϩ]ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲇ]ⲁⲙ245 ⲛⲉⲙⲛⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥⲡ
̄
ⲱⲣϫ [ⲉⲣ]ⲟϥ ⲁⲡⲙⲟⲩ
˙
˙
ϣⲱⲡⲉ

The days when Eve was [in] Adam, there was no death. When she separated
from him, death came into being.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Originally there was no death, Gos. Phil. informs us, for death only came
into being with the separation of Eve from Adam. This of course refers to
the account in Gen :– of the creation of woman, also discussed in
connection with Exeg. Soul’s concept of the fall of the soul in the previous
chapter.246 As in Exeg. Soul, the emphasis in Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of
Gen :– is on the separation of the female element from the male,
rather than on the incident as a creative act, and in both tractates the
episode is interpreted negatively, as a fall. Gos. Phil. also returns to this
episode a couple of pages later:
ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉϥⲡⲱⲣϫ
ⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄

Had the female not separated from the male, she would not have died with
the male. It was his separation that became the beginning of death.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

We saw above that, if the reconstruction of ⲁⲩϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ⲱⲛϩ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ
(“he was given [life in] its / her place”) at Gos. Phil. .– is right,
Adam was given a new “life” in return for the loss of his original one. Seen
in connection with the tractate’s statements concerning the deceptiveness
of names and concepts and its reversal of the death-life dichotomy, the
life Adam was given in return must in this context actually be regarded as
death. Adam was given a life of the world, a mortal life which is equated
with death. The question then becomes how to regain true life. In this
regard Gos. Phil. states, directly following the statement quoted above
concerning the origin of death as a result of the separation of Eve from
Adam, that
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲃⲱ[ⲕ ⲉϩ]ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϥϫⲓⲧϥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲛⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙˙
˙
˙
again, when he enters and receives it for himself, no death will take place.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

245 Schenke here reconstructs [ⲙ]ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲇ]ⲁⲙ and translates “Als Eva [mi]t A[d]am (zu˙
sammen) war” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
–). As will be shown in the
discussion below it fits better into the overall argument of Gos. Phil. to follow Layton
and restore [ϩ]ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲇ]ⲁⲙ.
246 See chapter . ˙
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This passage is linguistically ambiguous, for it is by no means clear who
or what the referents here are. It is clear that the text cannot mean what
one would perhaps expect, namely that it should refer to Adam receiving
Eve again. To accommodate this view one would have to emend the text
to, e.g.,
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲃⲱ[ⲕ ⲉϩ]ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϥϫⲓⲧⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲛⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ247
˙˙
˙
˙
again, when she enters and he receives her for himself, no death will
take place.

It is possible, however, to understand the text as it stands, thereby rendering such an emendation unnecessary. Isenberg translates the Coptic
text quite freely as, “If he enters again and attains his former self, death
will be no more,” understanding “he” as Adam, and the “it” as Adam’s
“former self.”248 I think, however, the actor is here better understood not
as Adam himself, but as Christ, the second Adam. If so, it follows that
we cannot understand what he receives as “his former self,” but rather
as something else. In the lines just prior to the one quoted here, we hear
that death (ⲡⲙⲟⲩ) came into being, and thus it seems probable that what
Christ as the second Adam receives for himself in order to abolish death
is in fact death itself.249 So, to paraphrase the passage I would suggest
the following: “Again, when Christ enters and receives death for himself,
no death will take place.” Now, how does Christ “receive death for himself,” and what is it that he enters as the second Adam in order to do
so? We shall return to these questions in more detail below, but first we
must consider some closely related aspects of the origins and remedies
of death.
In both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. the fall is linked to the primordial
separation of Gen :–. It is therefore not surprising that also in
Gos. Phil., as in Exeg. Soul, salvation is related to the rectification of this
primordial error, and that it is the return to the original paradisal state
that will ultimately lead to salvation. So, Christ comes to remove death,
but that is not all. He also comes to unite and to give life:
247 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Louis Painchaud, “Le Christ vainqueur de la mort dans l’Evangile
selon Philippe: Une exégèse valentinienne de Matt. :,” NovT : (): . Grant’s
translation, “Again, when they reunite and he receives her to himself, death will be no
more” (Grant, “Mystery of Marriage,” ), presupposes a different reconstruction of the
Coptic text.
248 Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” .
249 This is also the view of Painchaud, “Le Christ,” .
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ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲁⲡⲉⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲡⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ϫⲓⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲥⲉϩⲱϥ
ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲛϥϩⲟⲧⲣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲱⲣϫ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲩ
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲛϥϩⲟⲧⲣⲟⲩ
̄

Therefore Christ came so that the separation that happened in the beginning might be rectified. Again he will join them both together, and to those
who have died in the separation he will give life, and he will join them.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

We see here that Christ comes to “give them life” (ϯ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
), which
nicely parallels the giving of worldly “life” to Adam in return for the ⲯⲩⲭⲏ
that was taken from him. At the same time Christ comes to join what was
separated in the beginning, that is, in one sense, Adam and his life / soul
(ⲯⲩⲭⲏ), and in another, Adam’s soul with his spirit. In describing Christ as
both joining those who were separated and giving life to those who died,
Gos. Phil. in this passage combines the rectification of the two adverse
effects of the primordial separation, namely the separation which was
interpreted as a taking of life, and the giving of new life which was really
death.
We thus see that there are three main interlinked aspects to Christ’s
salvific actions that are directly related to what we have discussed above.
He removes death, he gives life, and he reunites the separated. Gos. Phil.’s
views on how Christ accomplishes this, and what this implies for the
tractate’s sacramental soteriology, will be discussed in detail below. At
this point it should suffice to say that in Gos. Phil., as in Exeg. Soul, death
is linked to separation and life to unification.250
Still, Gos. Phil. does not content itself with the abovementioned accounts of the origin of death. In addition to the separation narrated in
Genesis , the tractate also utilises the Genesis  story of the eating from
the Tree of Knowledge. Gos. Phil. here sets the stage by emphasising
the existence of two trees in paradise,251 the Tree of Knowledge and
the Tree of Life, and by stressing the important differences between
them. Gos. Phil. has this to say concerning the Tree of Knowledge (ⲡϣⲏⲛ
):
ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲛ ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁϥⲧⲛϩⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ
ⲛⲉⲡϣⲏⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥϯ
̄
ⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲙⲡⲉϥⲗⲁϭⲉ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲕⲁⲁϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁϥⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ
ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲟⲩⲱⲙ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲟⲟⲥ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
250
251

Cf. Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
Gos. Phil. .–.
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That one killed Adam, but here the Tree of Knowledge has made man alive.
The Law was the tree. It could give knowledge of good and evil. It neither
removed him from evil, nor did it place him in the good, but it created
death for those who ate from it. For when he said, “eat this, do not eat
that,”252 it became the beginning of death.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

At first sight Gos. Phil. here seems to contradict itself when it asserts that
the Tree of Knowledge brought death to Adam in paradise, but life here.
That the Tree of Knowledge killed Adam fits in well with the tractate’s
interpretation of what transpired in the Garden of Eden, since the eating
from the tree caused Adam’s expulsion from paradise and his reception
of mortality, as we saw above. Before the tractate goes on to explain
that “the law” (ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ) was the tree, and that this law brought death,
however, Gos. Phil. pauses to refer to the lifegiving effects of the Tree of
Knowledge “here.” It thus seems like we are here in a sense dealing with
two trees of knowledge.253 The first, which is later identified with the law,
is the traditional Tree of Knowledge from the Genesis account. This part
of the passage is unproblematic. For the identification of the other tree,
however, we may want to take into account how Gos. Phil. here plays on
several Pauline passages, first and foremost centred on Gal : and Phil
:– (see fig. ).
The Gal : input, where Paul states that Christ has bought “us” free
from the curse of the law through his crucifixion, is connected to the
Gos. Phil. input by its discourse on the law, causing counterpart mappings
between the two mental spaces. There are in addition counterpart mappings between Gal :’s reference to the cross as the tree, and the Tree
of Knowledge in the Gos. Phil. input. At the same time, the Phil :–
input, referring to the knowledge of Christ as a counterpart and contrary
to the law, is connected to the Gos. Phil. input primarily through its references to knowledge and the law. In the blend the Tree of Knowledge
is connected both to the law as a bringer of death, and to the cross as a
bringer of life. We thus get the conceptual blend shown in fig. .
We have here what seems to be a case of conceptual disintegration,254
where a single Tree of Knowledge turns into two separate, but connected,
conceptual entities. In the Gos. Phil. passage the two trees are only implicitly separated, by means of the spatial references “that tree” and “here”
252

Cf. Gen :–.
Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –.
254 For conceptual disintegration, see Hougaard, “Conceptual Disintegration”; Bache,
“Constraining Conceptual Integration Theory”, and the discussion in chapter  of the
present study.
253
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and the references to their different effects, but without directly stating
that there are two trees. In the blend, however, it becomes evident that
there are two different but related trees of knowledge. By understating
this implication in the text, Gos. Phil. manages to keep the two trees
of knowledge at the same time both separate and intimately connected,
which nicely suits its overall rhetorical strategy.255
Together these conceptual and intertextual blends lead to the emerging entailments that not only is the old Tree of Knowledge the law and
the new one the cross, but also the implication that to follow the law, i.e.,
Judaism, as exemplified by its dietary restrictions, equals Adam’s eating
of the fruit from the Tree of Knowledge in the garden of Eden, and can
only lead to death. Eating from the new Tree of Knowledge, on the other
hand, brings life. Since the new Tree of Knowledge is the cross, and what
hung on it as its “fruit” was Christ, it is Christ’s death on the cross, and
the eating of Christ that brings life. Moreover, since the eating is in this
passage connected both to knowledge and to eating, we also have here a
possible simultaneous reference to gaining knowledge of Christ and participating in the Eucharist. Another implication is that the new Tree of
Knowledge, the cross, also replaces the old Tree of Knowledge, making
the law, and hence Judaism, obsolete and brings life in place of death (see
fig. ). In this way the new tree replaces the old, the new knowledge
replaces the old, the new death-which-brings-life replaces the old death,
and consequently Christianity replaces Judaism.
The conceptual and intertextual blends shown here only represent the
tip of the iceberg, however, since the recollection of Gal : in this context also primes the rest of Paul’s discussion of the law in Galatians, and
Phil :– likewise primes the broader discussion in Phil  concerning death and resurrection, for possible subsequent recall. Moreover, the
integration network shown in fig.  may further trigger passages like Col
:–, Eph :, and several passages in Romans (e.g., :; :; :–
).256 In fact, each one of the implications we have seen arising from the
255 Schenke wonders why the text does not simply state something like “Dort befindet
sich jener Baum der Erkenntnis, der Adam getötet hat. Hier aber befindet sich dieser
Baum der Erkenntnis, der den Menschen lebendig gemacht hat” (Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ). However, while such a statement would certainly have been clearer, it
would not have acchieved the same rhetorical effects as the actual manuscript reading.
Buckley, for her part, holds that “we can postulate one tree, acting in contrasting ways. . . .
Depending on the status of the eater, the one tree may deal death or life” (Buckley,
“Conceptual Models,” –).
256 Cf. Janssens, “L’Évangile selon Philippe,” ; Evans, et al., Nag Hammadi Texts, .
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blending processes discussed here have the potential to activate further
mental input spaces, the possible cumulative effects of which are difficult
to assess.
.... The Crucifixion
We have now seen a glimpse of the importance attached to the cross and
the crucifixion in the rhetoric of Gos. Phil. In the present section we will
look closer at the tractate’s interpretation of this event. We have seen that
Gos. Phil. identifies the cross with the new Tree of Knowledge, but this
is not the only tree that is blended conceptually with the cross in this
text. Other connections are also drawn between the events in Eden and
the crucifixion, with vital implications for the underlying sacramental
soteriology. In a creative blend Gos. Phil. connects the crucifixion with
both the paradise account in Genesis and Jesus’ earthly father Joseph:
ⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉ¨ⲓⲱⲥⲏⲫ ⲡϩⲁⲙϣⲉ ⲁϥⲧⲱϭⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲛⲉϥⲣⲭⲣⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛϩ̄ ⲛϣⲉ
̄ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ ⲙⲡⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲟϭⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϥϭⲣⲟϭ ⲛⲉϥⲟϣⲉ ⲁⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲟϭϥ ⲛⲉⲡⲉϥϭⲣⲟϭ ⲡⲉ
ⲓⲏⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲧⲱϭⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⳁⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡϣⲏⲛ ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲧⲃⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ

Philip the apostle said, “Joseph the carpenter planted a garden because he
needed wood for his trade. It was he who made the cross from the trees that
he planted, and his seed hung upon that which he planted. His seed was
Jesus,257 and the plant was the cross.” But the Tree of Life is in the middle of
the garden,258 and it is from the olive tree that the chrism came, and from
it (i.e., the chrism) the resurrection.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In this interesting passage, Gos. Phil. sets up a blend between the garden
(ⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ) planted by Joseph and the garden of Eden.259 At the same
time Joseph’s vocation as a carpenter is utilised to connect him to the
making of the cross and thereby also to link the cross to the Tree of
Life. Moreover, by describing Joseph’s “seed” as hanging “on that which
he planted,”260 the text also makes a pun on the multiple meanings of

Cf. Gal : where Christ is described as “the seed” (σπρμα) of Abraham.
Cf. Gen :; :; Rev :.
259 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
260 From the point of view of a “Valentinian” reading of Gos. Phil., Thomassen holds
Joseph to represent the “Valentinian” Demiurge, the garden to represent the cosmos,
the cross to represent matter, and Jesus hanging on the tree to represent his birth in a
material body (see Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” –; Thomassen, The Spiritual
Seed, ). The connection between crucifixion and incarnation is also made by Catherine
257
258
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“seed” (ϭⲣⲟϭ), denoting both the “seed” of plants, human “sperm,” and
“offspring”261 (see fig. ).
This is a crucial blend in the overall rhetoric of Gos. Phil. Most significantly, by blending the two gardens and identifying the cross with the
Tree of Life, Jesus is implicitly identified as the fruit of this tree. In Genesis, eating from the Tree of Life is said to bestow eternal life.262 Jesus, as
the fruit of the Tree of Life, brings life by dying, thus reversing the meaning of life and death, and at the same time reversing the effects of the
opposing (old) Tree of Knowledge. To counter the effects of the primeval
eating from the Tree of Knowledge in paradise, what is needed is the fruit
of the Tree of Life, i.e., Christ, and his “death” on the cross (the Tree of
Life) was not really death, for it brought life (see fig. ).263
Gos. Phil. makes clear the sacramental entailments of this passage,
firstly by connecting the cross with the Tree of Life and its fruit with
Christ, thus indicating the Eucharist, and secondly by associating the
chrism with this tree. There is thus a simultaneous connection from
the Tree of Life / cross to both the chrismation and the Eucharist. As
for the latter, it is clear from the blend that partaking of Christ in the
Eucharist brings life, and that this eucharistic effect is intimately connected with Christ’s life-giving death on the cross. Moreover, by connecting the chrism to the Tree of Life / cross and to the resurrection, the lifegiving qualities of the chrism are also directly connected to Christ and
the cross (see fig. ).264
Interestingly, it becomes clear from this analysis that in Gos. Phil. the
two trees from the Genesis account are blended in, and with, the crucifixion, and, by metonymical extension, with Christianity, as the cross
becomes simultaneously the Tree of Life and a new Tree of Knowledge
(see fig. ). Crucifixion, then, is the crucial event where death is connected with life and the differences between the two are subverted. These
effects should be seen in connection with the statements discussed above
concerning Gos. Phil.’s views on the relationship between life and death,

Trautmann, “Le schème de la croix dans l’Évangile selon Philippe (NH II,),” in Deuxième
journée d’études coptes: Strasbourg  mai  (Cahiers de la Bibliothèque Copte ;
Leuven: Peeters, ), .
261 The Greek equivalent is σπρμα (see Crum b).
262 Gen :.
263 As Buckley puts it, Gos. Phil. “clearly associates the cross, the tree of life, and Jesus’
life-giving death” (Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ).
264 Cf. Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” .
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and also the passage where Christ says that he has come to make the
below like the above and the outside like the inside.265
Gos. Phil. further makes the connection between the body of Jesus, the
Eucharist, and the crucifixion by way of a Syriac etymology:
ⲧⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲥⲩⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲫⲁⲣⲓⲥⲁⲑⲁ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲓⲥ ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄

The Eucharist is Jesus, for in Syriac he is called Pharisatha, that is, “the one
who is spread out,” for Jesus came crucifying the world.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

That Jesus came crucifying the world may perhaps seem strange at first
sight, but clearly recalls Gal : where Paul states that Christ has crucified the world to him and him to the world.266 Moreover, the dual reference to the Eucharist and the crucifixion is done rather cleverly with the
use of this Syriac etymology, for the word “Pharisatha” denotes simultaneously the spreading out of the body of Jesus on the cross and the distribution of the bread in the eucharistic ritual.267 Segelberg points out that
this Syriac word may mean both “spread” and “break” and also points to
parallel words in Hebrew and Aramaic with the same double meaning of
spreading and separating.268 What Segelberg does not mention, however,
is that this wordplay also works well in Coptic with the phonetically similar words ⲡⲱⲣϣ (spread out) and ⲡⲱⲣϫ (divide / be divided), which are
often confused, as Crum notes.269
265

See Gos. Phil. .–.
See W.C. van Unnik, “Three Notes on the ‘Gospel of Philip’,” NTS  (): .
Cf. also Col :. Segelberg, however, finds this to be “a peculiar interpretation of [Gos.
Phil. ], where we would expect to find the Gnostic way of thought revealed” (Segelberg,
“Antiochene Background,” ).
267 See Unnik, “Three Notes,” –; Segelberg, “Antiochene Background,” –
; Jacques-É. Ménard, “Beziehungen des Philippus- und des Thomas-Evangeliums zur
syrischen Welt,” in Altes Testament—Frühjudentum—Gnosis: Neue Studien zu “Gnosis
und Bibel” (ed. Karl-Wolfgang Tröger; Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus / Gerd Mohn,
), . Segelberg states that this seems to be based on “traditional Christian thinking,” and that “it may be interpreted in an orthodox Christian way.” W.C. van Unnik points
out that the word “pharisatha” is used in the Syriac translation of Acts :: “and they
brake the pharisatha in the houses” (Unnik, “Three Notes,” ). He concludes that “It
must be assumed that the author of this saying stood not far apart from the church and
its vocabulary, but he gave the words a typical twist” (ibid.). Thomassen, however, connects the term to “the abstract notion of an emanation from unity to plurality,” and holds
its use here to represent “a characteristic Valentinian synthesizing of protology, salvation
in history, and redemption in ritual” (Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ).
268 See Segelberg, “Antiochene Background,” –.
269 See Crum b. Moreover, ⲡⲱⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ is also used in Coptic texts to denote
266
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Gos. Phil. also deals with what transpired in the crucifixion in more
detail, giving its own interpretation of Jesus’ final words on the cross:
[ⲡ]ⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ [ⲁ]ⲕⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲉⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ϩⲓⲡⲥⳁⲟⲥ
[ⲛⲧ
̄ ˙]ⲁϥⲡⲱⲣϫ270 ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧ[ⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲁⲩ
˙ ˙˙
“[My] God, my God, why, Lord, [have] you forsaken me?”271 It was on the
cross that he said these (words), for it was in that place that he was divided
[. . .]
(Gos. Phil. .–)

With one exception, the insertion of the word “Lord” (ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ),272 Gos.
Phil. here closely follows Matt : / Mark : in rendering the words
of Jesus on the cross.273 Jesus is said to be divided on the cross, and this
seems to be presented as the reason why he uttered the quoted words,
thus presenting what seems to be an argument for the separation of the
divinity from the earthly Jesus at the crucifixion.274 This division on the
liturgical preparation (see, e.g., Theophilus of Alexandria, Letter to Horsiesios,  in Crum,
Papyruscodex, , and see also Crum’s remarks in ibid.,  n. ).
270 I follow Schenke’s reconstruction of this lacuna (see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ). Layton has [ⲛⲉ] ⲁϥⲡⲱⲣϫ (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to
Philip,” ).
271 Cf. Matt :; Mark :.
272 Schenke, however, thinks this is a scribal error. According to him, ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ is written
too early and should come after ⲛⲥⲱⲕ
̄
, and hence translates the passage “ ‘[M]ein Gott,
mein Gott, warum { } [hast] du mich verlassen?’ Der Herr sprach diese (Worte) am
Kreuz” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –). The passage makes good sense as
it is, however, and there is in my view not sufficient justification for making such an
emendation. Cf. Painchaud, “Le Christ,” –, esp. , who argues strongly in favour
of reading the text as it is.
273 Cf. Painchaud, “Le Christ,” ; Tuckett, “Synoptic Traditions,” . Unfortunately
the following lines in the manuscript are heavily damaged, so we must acknowledge the
uncertainty caused by the loss of the possible continuation of the argument. Schenke has
proposed reconstructions for most of these lines (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
), but due to the highly speculative nature of such a reconstruction, I have chosen to
disregard this heavily damaged part of the text (cf. Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,  n. ).
274 This separation of the divinity from the humanity is also argued by Ambrose,
who states that “it was the man who cried out as he was about to die by separation
from the divinity” (Exposition of the Gospel of Luke .; translation quoted from
Jaroslav Pelikan, The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (–) [vol.  of The Christian
Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine; Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
], ), and Theodore of Mopsuestia is reported to have held similar views (see
Pelikan, Emergence of the Catholic Tradition, ). Shenoute attributes such a view to
Nestorius: ⲡⲉ[ϫ]ⲁϥ ϫⲉⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲧⲉⲧⲱϣ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲁⲕⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϫⲉⲁⲧⲙⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡϫⲓⲥⲉ ⲁⲥⲕⲁⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ϩⲓⲡϣⲉ “he (i.e., Nestorius) said that˙ ˙it is the flesh
which calls up toward the divinity, ‘Why have you forsaken me?’ and that the divinity
departed to the height and abandoned the flesh on the cross’ ” (Shenoute, I Am Amazed,
 [DR  = IT-NB IB f. r]; This reading is based on a photograph of a leaf of Codex
DR, now at the Biblioteca Nazionale “Vittorio Emanuele III” in Naples, which is better



chapter four

cross may also be seen in connection with the reference to Jesus as “the
one who is spread out,” as we saw that this terminology also carries
connotations of separating and dividing in several languages including
Syriac and Coptic. Not only is Jesus “spread out” on the cross and in the
eucharistic ritual, but he is also divided in both places, on the cross and in
the ritual. In this way, Gos. Phil. reinforces the links between crucifixion,
Eucharist, and Christology. In its description of Jesus’ separation on the
cross, Gos. Phil. also sets up yet another paradox. Not only does Christ
bring life by dying, but analogically it is also in a sense by means of his
own division that he mends the primordial separation. Separation is thus
connected to unification as death is connected to life.
..... The Rending of the Veil
As Louis Painchaud has suggested, this passage should be read in conjunction with what Gos. Phil. has to say concerning another effect of the
crucifixion, namely the rending of the veil of the temple.275 All the synoptic gospels report that when Christ died on the cross, the veil of the temple
was torn.276 This means that exactly at the point when Christ, according
to Gos. Phil., was divided on the cross, the veil of the temple was divided
as well. Gos. Phil.’s argument for the division of Christ on the cross is thus
lent additional weight by this simultaneous rending of the veil. It is, as
we have seen several examples of already, a pervasive rhetorical practice
of Gos. Phil. to set up several parallels to important events in the life of
Christ, and we shall see that this particular blend, of the rending of the
veil and the division of Christ, has important ramifications with regard
to both the Christology and the soteriology of the tractate. The significance of this conceptual blend is only fully realised, however, when it
is connected to the identification, made in Heb :, of the veil of the
preserved at this point than the manuscripts used by Orlandi in his edition of the text,
Shenute Contra Origenistas: Testo con Introduzione e Traduzione [Unione Accademica
Nazionale: Corpus dei Manoscritti Copti Letterari; Roma: C.I.M., ], but which was
not yet identified as a witness to I Am Amazed when Orlandi prepared his edition of the
text. For the present state of the reconstruction of I Am Amazed, see Lundhaug, “Baptism.”
I refer to I Am Amazed using Orlandi’s numeration). Shenoute himself does, however,
acknowledge that Christ left his body on the cross and went down to Amente: ⲁϥϫⲓϯⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ
̄
[ⲓ]ⲥ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲁϥⲕⲁⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ϩⲓⲡϣⲉ ⲁϥⲃⲱⲕ ϣⲁⲛⲉⲧϩⲛⲁⲙ
̄ ̄ [ⲛⲧ]ⲉ “But as
ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ϩ[ⲁ]ⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϭⲓⲡϫⲟⲉ
for the Lord Jesus, he tasted death for us and he left his body on the cross and went to those
who are in Amente” (Shenoute, I Am Amazed,  [DQ ; Shisha-Halevy, “Unpublished
Shenoutiana,” ; cf. Orlandi, Shenute Contra Origenistas, ]).
275 See Painchaud, “Le Christ,” .
276 Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
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temple with the flesh of Jesus277 (see fig. ). The intertextual connection
with Heb : creates a direct connection between the division of Christ
and the rending of the veil, and also strengthens the eucharistic implications of the two events. If we also take the local intertextual context in
Hebrews into consideration, the statement in : that one may enter
into the holy of the holies by means of the blood of Jesus is significant,
along with : stating that this entry is through his flesh.
Gos. Phil. refers to the temple veil at several occasions, each time in
connection with the New Testament motif of it being torn, and uses it to
describe the soteriological effects of not only the crucifixion, but also of
the Christ event in general:
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲉⲛ ϩⲟⲃⲥ ̄ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲡⲱⲥ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲣⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲕⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲥ[ⲙ]ⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]
ⲉϥϣⲁⲡⲱϩ ⲇⲉ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ
̄ ˙ ˙ ˙[ⲉϥⲟ˙] ⲛⲉⲣⲏⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁ
̄
[ⲗⲩⲉ]
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄̄
ⲇⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲥⲁⲡⲱⲧ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ] ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
[˙ⲛⲧⲉⲛ
̄
]ⲉⲧ[ⲟ]ⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲥⲛⲁϣⲧⲱϩ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩ
̄
[ⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛ̄]ⲁⲧⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ
̄
˙
˙
˙ ˙ ⲁⲗ]ⲗⲁ ⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲁⲛⲧⲛϩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⳁⲟⲥ
̄
[ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲁⲛ]˙ⲉϥϭⲃⲟⲉⲓ
ⲧⲉⲉⲓϭⲓⲃⲱⲧⲟⲥ
ⲛⲁⲧ
̄ [ϣⲧⲁ
˙
˙ ˙ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲕⲗⲩⲥⲙⲟⲥ
ⲛⲁϣⲱ[ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ ]˙ⲩⲟⲩϫⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ
˙
ⲉⲣϣⲁ ϩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲫⲩⲗⲏ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲟⲩⲏⲏⲃ
̄̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲁϣϭⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ
̄

The veil covered at first how God administered the creation,278 but when
the veil is rent and those of the inside are revealed this house will be left
behind [as] a desert,279 or rather, it will be [destroyed],280 but the entire
divinity281 will flee [from] these places, not into the Holies [of the] Holies,
for it will not be able to mix with the unmixed [light] and the [fault]less
fullness, [but] it will come to be under the wings of the cross282 [and under]
its arms. This ark will [become their] salvation when the flood of water
bears down upon them. If some happen to be of the priestly tribe, these
will be able to enter inside the veil with the high priest.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

This is an allusive passage that has the potential of prompting the creation
of highly complex blends, of which we will here only scratch the surface.
First of all we notice an interesting blend of the two arks, namely that of
the covenant, located inside the temple, and that of Noah, which saved
men and animals from the flood. These two arks are not only blended
277 “through the veil, that is, his flesh” (ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲙⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ̄ / δι9 το
καταπετ;σματος, τοτ’ =στιν τς σαρκ ς α"το). Cf. Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
278
279
280
281
282

Cf. Rom :.
Cf. Matt :; Luke :; Acts :; Ps : LXX.
Cf. Matt :; :; :; Mark :; :; :; Luke :; Acts :;  Cor :.
Cf. Rom :.
Cf. Matt :; Luke :.
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with each other, however, but also with the cross, which here becomes
both the ark of the covenant and Noah’s ark. Now, what implications may
arise from this blend? If we choose to read this passage as an allegory
of the eschaton, which is suggested by the imagery of the flood and the
destruction of the temple, we get a blend where “this house” (ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲏⲉⲓ),
i.e., the temple, may be mapped onto the material world. It is thus the
destruction of this world that is prefigured in this way by Christ’s death on
the cross. As the metaphorical veil is torn and the secrets of the material
world are laid bare, the world will be destroyed. The rather oblique term
̄̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ) should in this context probably
“the entire divinity” (ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
be understood, as Schenke has suggested, as denoting “all the righteous,”
reading ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄̄
as the equivalent of ε"σβεια and not as ειτης.283
“The priestly tribe” (ⲧⲫⲩⲗⲏ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲟⲩⲏⲏⲃ
̄̄
), on the other hand, may
be understood as a reference to the Christians.284 When the material
world is destroyed, the Christians, as “the priestly tribe,” may thus enter
heaven within the veil together with Christ “the high priest.” While all
the Christians will be saved and enter heaven, all the righteous nonChristians will attain to a kind of secondary salvation. They may not enter
inside the veil with the high priest, by they will be able to seek refuge
under the arms of the cross, like chickens taking cover under the wings
of a hen, as is clear from the allusions to Matt :– / Luke :–.
They will not be able to “mix” (ⲧⲱϩ) with “the unmixed light” (ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
ⲛⲁⲧⲧⲱϩ
̄
). This privilege is reserved for those who have become perfect
light, namely the Christians. For, as we learn elsewhere in the tractate, in
order to mix with the light one must become light.285
Shifting its metaphors in accordance with the temple imagery and
283

See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –. In the context of the crucifixion
we might have expected ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄̄
to refer to the divinity of Christ separated from his
material body. The use of the term in this sense is attested by Shenoute (see Shenoute,
I Am Amazed, ), but it does not make sense in Gos. Phil. that the divinity of Christ
would not be able to enter “the holies of the holies” or that it would be unable to “mix
with the unmixed light.” It has been argued that ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲥ̄ ̄ should here be taken
as a reference to the Valentinian demiurge (see, e.g., Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke,
“The Gospel of Philip,” ). As Schenke rightly notes in his critical edition, however, “Die
einfache Deutung auf die Gestalt des valentinianischen Demiurgen geht jedenfalls (schon
wegen des Augens ⲧⲏⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ) nicht auf ” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. ).
Thomassen sees a referrence to “a special kind of salvation” for “the psychic powers,”
although he admits that “Gos. Phil. never uses the word ‘psychic’ ” (Thomassen, “How
Valentinian,” ).
284 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
285 See Gos. Phil. .–; .–, and the discussion below.
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key intertexts, Gos. Phil. then states that for these people the cross will
function as an ark when the flood comes. This blend of the two arks
with the cross may moreover be blended with the reference in Wis :
concerning people trusting their souls / lives to a “piece of wood,” that is,
to a wooden vessel on the sea, a passage that may also be given a Christian
interpretation as a reference to the cross. Another possible entailment of
the blending of the ark of the covenant with the cross and the ark of Noah
can be drawn by way of its relation to the tablets of the covenant, and thus
to the law, which again makes it possible to understand the righteous who
are saved by the blended ark / cross as Jews. It is thus possible to interpret
Gos. Phil. as envisioning some kind of salvation for the righteous Jews,
albeit a second rate one. On the other hand, these righteous may also
simply be understood as references to less perfect Christians, perhaps
catechumens, or maybe even to good people in general, including pagans.
Even though the Christians are Christs, in relation to Christ himself
they are as sons in relation to a father, for the relationship of identity
between the Christians and Christ is always to some extent subverted by
the hierarchical aspect of the relation. In this example they are priests,
while he is the high priest, but they are all of the same “tribe” (ⲫⲩⲗⲏ).
The tractate continues by stressing the fact that the veil was rent
completely:
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲱϩ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲉⲛ
ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲡⲱϩ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲓ
ⲛⲁϥⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲡⲱϩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄
ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄

Therefore the veil was not rent above only, since it would have been opened
to those above only, nor was it rent below only, since it would have been
revealed to those below only, but it was rent from above to below.286 Those
above opened those below for us so that we may enter the hidden of the
truth.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here the focus of the discourse seems to shift again to the crucifixion and
its combined revelatory and soteriological effects. It is the crucifixion,
then, which opens up the way from the things below to the things above.
With the crucifixion and the rending of the veil the workings of the
material world are laid bare and the way to salvation is opened. The motif
of the complete rending of the veil is also utilised elsewhere in the tractate
to make the slightly different point that it is necessary to ascend:
286

Cf. Matt :; Mark :.
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ⲉⲧ[ⲃ]ⲉ[ⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲡⲉϥⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲱ[ϩ] ϫⲓⲙⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ϣⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲉϣϣⲉ
˙ⲉⲡⲥⲁ˙ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
˙ ˙ ϫⲓⲙⲡⲥⲁ ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲥⲉⲃⲱⲕ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄

[Therefore] its veil was rent from above to below.287 For it was necessary
for some from below to go up above.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. elsewhere identifies Christ as the one who reveals what is
hidden, by way of an interpretation of his epithet “the Nazarene”
(ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ).288 This explanation is later expanded when Gos. Phil.
states that, “Nazara is the Truth, the Nazarene, then, is the Truth” (ⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲁ
ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ [[ⲛⲉ]] ϭⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ).289 For it is truth that
reveals what is hidden. That Christ as truth reveals what is hidden must
again be seen in connection with the fact that by his crucifixion Christ
becomes the fruit of the new Tree of Knowledge, not least because it is
his “death” on the cross that causes the rending of the veil of the temple
and the revelation of the hidden things within.290
Christ is divided on the cross and his divinity leaves his humanity behind, but another question that naturally arises from this, which
we have yet to consider, is which part or parts of Christ’s constitution, outlined above, leave and which part or parts are left behind?
We will get back to this question after we have considered the closely
related question of the resurrection, for, as we shall see, Gos. Phil. closely
connects the crucifixion, Eucharist, and chrismation with the resurrection.
.... Resurrection
The question of what it is that arises from the cross when Christ is divided
must be seen in connection with the rhetorical question asked by the
tractate concerning what it is that arises at the resurrection.

287

Cf. Matt :; Mark :. Cf. Tuckett, “Synoptic Traditions,” .
Gos. Phil. .–.
289 Gos. Phil. .–.
290 It may be noted that Cyril of Alexandria uses the same point concerning the complete tearing of the veil of the Temple, based on Matt :, to argue for the revelation
of the Holy of Holies (a complete revelation of the mysteries) to those who believed in
Christ. See Joseph W. Trigg, “Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: Continuities and Discontinuities in Their Approach to the Gospel of John,” in Origeniana Octava: Origen and the
Alexandrian Tradition: Papers of the th International Origen Congress, Pisa, – August
 ( vols.; ed. L. Perrone, et al.; BETL ; Leuven: Leuven University Press / Peeters,
), –.
288
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..... Resurrection Prior to Death
Gos. Phil. closely connects the resurrection of Christ and the resurrection
of the Christians, and does so from a rather interesting perspective:
ⲛⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲗⲁⲛⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ϫⲡⲉⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ ϥⲟⲛϩ
ⲛϭⲓⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡⲏ ⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ291

Those who say that the Lord died first and then arose are wrong, for he
arose first and then he died. If one does not acquire292 the resurrection
first he will not die.293 As God lives, that one would die!
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Somewhat paradoxically, resurrection is presented as being necessary in
order to die. This passage thus furnishes us with yet another example of
Gos. Phil.’s playful inversion of the concepts of life and death. By giving
death a positive valuation, making it dependent on resurrection, and
making it equal salvation, the tractate gives another statement of the
important point it emphasises elsewhere, namely the deceptive nature
of names and concepts in the world, and the close relation between such
dichotomic conceptual pairs as life and death. The text then goes on to
confound our expectations, however, by suddenly using the concept of
death with its usual commonsense meaning, emphatically stating that
one who does not receive the resurrection while being alive will surely
die.294 The concept of death is here certainly not used in a positive sense.
291 The scribe has left this gap empty, probably due to damage to the source manuscript
(cf. Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ). For this emendation, see Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe, . Schenke
translates, in accordance with this reconstruction of the Coptic text, “Gott lebt, würde
jener st(erben)!” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ), and Wilson, likewise presupposing this reconstruction, translates “As God lives(?), this one would [die]” (Wilson,
The Gospel of Philip, ). Layton has ⲛⲁⲙ - - - , and Isenberg translates “As God lives,
he would . . .” (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” –). Giversen
chooses not to reconstruct, reading ⲛⲁⲙ as “cypress,” and translates “Så sandt Gud lever,
ville denne cypres?” (Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ). While Giversen’s understanding of
this passage is certainly commendable in not requiring an emendation, the evidence of
the manuscript does seem to suggest that there are at least a couple of letters missing
at this point. Moreover, despite Giversen’s ingenious interpretation, the use of the term
“cypress” is rather counter-intuitive at this point in the text, and also not mentioned at
any other point in its preserved parts.
292 Note again the use of the word ϫⲡⲟ, here primarily in its sense of “acquire,” but with
connotations of begetting and birth.
293 Cf. Hermas, Sim.  (IX.). Schenke translates this part as a rhetorical question:
“muß er dann nicht sterben?” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
294 This interpretation is of course dependent on the reconstruction of ⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ at the
end of this sentence. See note  above for discussion.
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It startles the reader, however, and signals not only the fact that terms and
concepts should not be taken at face value, but it also keeps the reader on
his or her toes, so to speak, by making clear that the text does not simply
reverse the signification of such concepts as life and death throughout.
The use of the word death in its normal sense in this punch-line thus
serves as a reminder to its readers that every reference to seemingly
simple concepts in Gos. Phil. must be understood in its rhetorical and
theological context.
Gos. Phil. quite matter-of-factly connects the resurrection of Christ
with that of the individual Christian, and argues on the basis of the
implicit the christian is a christ blend, that since it is a general
requirement to acquire the resurrection first, in order to die, this must
also have been the case with Christ. But how did Christ arise before
he died? It seems that Gos. Phil. here interprets two main events in the
life of Jesus in terms of resurrection. One of these is directly connected
with death, namely the crucifixion, which may be interpreted in terms of
Christ arising to the cross prior to dying. And as Christ arose to the cross
and died, so too the Christians need to arise before they die. But how?
Gos. Phil. links the crucifixion to resurrection mainly by way of the event’s
sacramental connotations. First of all, Gos. Phil. connects resurrection
closely with chrismation. For, as Gos. Phil. tells us,
ⲧⲃⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ

it was from the olive tree that the chrism came, and from it (i.e., the chrism)
the resurrection.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

We have seen how Gos. Phil. connects the cross to the Tree of Life and
how Jesus becomes the fruit of that tree through the crucifixion.295 By
also connecting the chrism to the cross / Tree of Life, the tractate links
the crucifixion to both chrismation and Eucharist. Moreover, by also in
effect making the crucifixion the source of the chrism, and the chrism
the means to the resurrection, it makes two equally important links. On
the one hand it connects the crucifixion directly to the resurrection, and
on the other it specifies the chrismation as a ritual bestowing it. Thus,
Christ’s arising before death is also linked to chrismation by means of
the crucifixion, but it is also associated with Jesus’ baptism through the

295 The identification of Christ as the olive from which the chrism is derived is also
attested in the Syrian tradition, including the writings of Aphrahat and Ephrem (see
Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, esp. –, ).
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links made elsewhere between the chrismation and the Jordan event,
which then in effect comes to constitute begetting, (re)birth, and resurrection.
It would seem that the most probable reason why the tractate insists
on the importance of resurrection prior to death, for both Christ and
the Christians, is mystagogical. That is, Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of ritual
practice requires the abovementioned sequence of resurrection prior to
death. The arguments advanced by Gos. Phil. in this regard also seem
to have a polemical edge against certain opposing points of view. First,
we should probably see the polemic against those who believe that Christ
died first and then rose in connection with a later passage directed against
an erroneous interpretation of baptism:
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ⲓⲥ̄ ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲁϥⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲛⲃⲏⲕ
̄
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
ⲧⲛⲃⲏⲕ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲩ
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁϩⲧⲛ̄296 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄

As Jesus perfected the water of baptism,
thus he poured out death.
Therefore we go down into the water,
but we do not go down into death,
so that we may not be poured out in the spirit of the world.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

It has been argued that this passage is directed against those who, following Romans , regard baptism in terms of death and resurrection.297
However, while this passage is certainly directed against the view that
baptismal immersion is a descent into death, there is nothing in the passage that speaks against an interpretation of baptism in terms of resurrection.298 On the contrary, Gos. Phil.’s emphasis on the necessity of acquiring the resurrection prior to death indicates that resurrection is something that must be experienced and / or gained ritually. The statement
that in baptism “we do not go down into death” is in accordance with
the claim that one is not supposed to die first, before acquiring the resurrection. But does Gos. Phil. interpret baptism in terms of experiencing
or acquiring resurrection?
296 There might be a wordplay here that carries the transition from the passage on
pouring to that on blowing.
297 See, e.g., Majella Franzmann, “A Complete History of Early Christianity: Taking the
‘Heretics’ Seriously,” JRH : (): .
298 Cf. Pagels, “Ritual,” .
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As we have seen, baptism is certainly interpreted in life-giving terms.
It is interesting to note also how Gos. Phil. in the passage just quoted
weaves together different aspects of Jesus’ baptism by way of a pun. Jesus
is described as having “perfected,” ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ, the baptismal waters,299 a
phrase which may mean perfected or completed, but which also carries
connotations of filling.300 Especially in this context, involving the element
of water, this meaning of the word ϫⲱⲕ is relevant and easily primed and
brought to mind. This meaning is moreover prone to be activated when
seen in connection with the following verb the text uses to describe Jesus,
namely that he “poured out,” ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ, death. There is also at the same
time a pun on the Coptic words ⲙⲟⲟⲩ and ⲙⲟⲩ, meaning “water” and
“death” respectively.301 Thus, by predicating of Jesus simultaneously ϫⲱⲕ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
and ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
at his baptism, a neat and effective
parallel is created between Jesus filling the baptismal water with life and
emptying it of death.302 Yet again Gos. Phil. closely links life and death
299

For the idea of the importance of ritually perfecting the baptismal waters, see
Theophilus, Letter to Horsiesius, –; Lundhaug, “Baptism.”
300 See Crum –. The connotations of “filling” have been made explicit in Schenke’s later translations: “As Jesus filled the water of baptism (with Spirit), so he emptied
out death” (Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” ); “Wie Jesus das Wasser der Taufe erfüllt
hat, so hat er es vom Tod entleert” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke,
“Das Evangelium nach Philippus [NHC II,],” ). This stands in contrast to his earlier
translation, “Wie Jesus das Wasser der Taufe vollendet hat, so goß er den Tod aus”
(Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [],” ).
301 The wordplay and rhetoric of this passage work exceedingly well in Coptic with its
juxtaposition of ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
and ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
. Schenke has argued that the
ⲙⲟⲟⲩ vs. ⲙⲟⲩ wordplay may indicate a Coptic original for this passage (Schenke, “Das
Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ). Against this it has been argued that the similarity between the two words in Coptic is simply a coincidence, and that the association of
baptism with death goes back to the New Testament and esp. Romans  (see Johannes
B. Bauer, “Zum Philippus-Evangelium Spr.  und ,” TLZ : []: ; Wilson,
The Gospel of Philip, ; cf. also Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ). But these objections do
not take into consideration the fact that even though the argument of the passage may
ultimately be derived from the Greek of the New Testament, it certainly works even better rhetorically in Coptic. Nor do these objections take into account the Coptic wordplay on ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ and ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ. Schenke subsequently changed his mind, however,
and no longer argued in favour of a Coptic original for this passage, suggesting either
τελειον / κενον or πληρον / κχε&ν as the Greek Vorlage for ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ / ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ (see
Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). This suggestion shows quite clearly the rhetorical superiority of the Coptic reading in relation to the proposed Greek original. Nevertheless, Johannes Bauer is of course right to note that “auch Übersetzer bilden mitunter
Wortspiele” (Bauer, “Zum Philippus-Evangelium,” ; cf. also Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,
).
302 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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in a manner that is rhetorically highly effective. The wordplay creates a
seemingly intuitive link between the two and makes the mystagogical
claims that are made concerning baptism seem logical and intuitively
persuasive.
In this context we recall Gos. Phil. .–, discussed above, where
Christ is described as entering and receiving death for himself and thus
abolishing the death which came into being from the separation of Eve
from Adam, thus recalling not only Christ’s crucifixion, as we have
already suggested, but also his emptying the baptismal waters of death.
In this way Gos. Phil. cleverly sets up a simultaneous reference to events
narrated in Scripture as well as to sacramental (re)enactment. On the
one hand, Christ entered the world, acquired death by crucifixion, and
became the fruit of the Tree of Life, but on the other hand he also
entered the baptismal waters of the Jordan and emptied the waters of
death, simultaneously filling them with life.303 Gos. Phil. thereby also
makes baptism parallel the Eucharist as a life-giving sacrament, the
former being linked primarily to Christ’s baptism and the second to his
crucifixion.
Now, let us return to the issue of the resurrection. As we have seen,
the text seems to presuppose the necessity of attaining the resurrection prior to death, that is, the necessity of attaining it ritually. We have
seen above that the reception of resurrection is closely related to chrismation, and chrismation to baptism. We may therefore draw the conclusion that one may receive the resurrection in a baptismal chrismation. In terms of ritual enactment it would seem most probable that
baptismal immersion immediately preceded chrismation, in such a way
that chrismation and the act of arising from the baptismal waters are
interpreted together in terms of resurrection. Thus one is resurrected
ritually in the baptismal chrismation in order not to die at the end of
life.
The necessity of arising before death is also emphasised elsewhere in
the tractate, with clear sacramental overtones:
ⲛⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ [[ⲛ̄]]ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲗⲁⲛⲁⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩⲧⲙϫⲓ
̄
˙
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄ ˙ ˙ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲙⲟⲩ ˙ ˙ⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲓⲗⲁⲁⲩ
ⲁⲛ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲟⲛ
ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ϫⲉⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲓⲧϥ
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲱⲛϩ

303 Significantly, the baptismal water is also referred to as ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ, “the living
water,” at Gos. Phil. ..
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Those who say that they shall die first and (then) they shall arise are wrong.
If they do not first receive the resurrection while they live, they will receive
nothing when they die. Thus also when they speak about baptism they say
that baptism is a great thing, for if they receive it they will live.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In the same way as those who say that Christ died before he arose are
wrong, those who hold that they shall die first and then be resurrected
are likewise wrong. Interestingly, Gos. Phil. connects this error to that
of believing baptism to be a sufficient criterion for salvation, or perhaps
the error is simply the belief that it is the baptismal water in itself that
constitutes resurrection? In any case, it seems Gos. Phil. is arguing for
the fundamental importance of the anointing with chrism in addition
to baptism in water, against those implied opponents who do not share
Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of the chrismation as resurrection. But does
Gos. Phil.’s emphasis on the chrismation necessarily imply that baptism
is unimportant? This does not seem to be the case. On the contrary,
baptism seems to be regarded as an important ritual of cleansing which
is necessary in conjunction with chrismation.304
Gos. Phil.’s argument is held together by the blend the christian is
a christ, which emphasises the parallelism between the Christ event
and the life of the individual Christian. Importantly, the blend is, as we
have seen, a double-scope one, with inferences projected backwards to
both inputs. In this case, when it comes to the chrismation and resurrection, since Christ prefigured what is to happen sacramentally to each
individual Christian,305 and each individual Christian passes through a
chrismation that is interpreted as bringing about a resurrection, it may
also be regarded as important that Christ followed the same sequence in
his prefiguration as the Christians do ritually in the sacraments.
Scriptural support for this view of Christ’s resurrection before death,
may be found in the same passage in Romans that we identified earlier as
a possible intertext with regard to Gos. Phil.’s theology of the dual birth of
Christ, namely Rom :–. We saw that in Rom : Paul refers to Christ as
being “designated Son of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness
304 I do not think, then, that there are any grounds for claiming, with Wilson, that this
passage implies “a certain disparagement of Baptism” (Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ,
) or that it should be understood as “a piece of polemic against the beliefs of the
‘orthodox’ Church” (Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ). For the view that this passage
does not involve a denigration of baptism, see also Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,”  n. .
305 This is one of the possible interpretations of Gos. Phil. .–. See below for
discussion.
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by his resurrection from the dead.” When read in light of the ritual act of
chrismation, and the interpretation of this ritual as connected both to the
bestowal of the Holy Spirit and to resurrection, we see that this passage
in Romans is indeed a powerful intertext.
Gos. Phil. also argues for the importance of receiving the Holy Spirit
in order to be resurrected, using a simile describing the making of glass
and pottery:
ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲃⲁϭⲏⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲃⲃⲗϫⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲃⲁϭⲏⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲟⲩⲱϭⲡ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲃⲃ̄ ⲗϫⲉ
̄ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲟⲩⲱϭⲡ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ
ⲛⲓϥⲉ

Glass vessels and pottery vessels come into being by means of fire, but if
glass vessels are broken they are remade, for they came into being by means
of a breath (ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ), whereas if pottery vessels are broken they are destroyed,
for they came into being without breath (ⲛⲓϥⲉ).
(Gos. Phil. .–)

As W.C. van Unnik has rightly pointed out, the difference between the
pottery vessels and the glass vessels only becomes clear once the vessels
are broken. Therefore, van Unnik argues, the breaking of the vessels
probably signifies death, and the difference highlighted in the simile
is between those who have been created by means of breath, who will
survive death, and those who have not been made with breath, who
will not survive death.306 This then seems to be an argument regarding
the requirements for resurrection.307 If we regard ritual initiation as the
target input of the simile, it seems clear that the glass vessels, people who
have come into being by means of “breath” (ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ / ⲛⲓϥⲉ), i.e., those who
have received the Holy Spirit, are the Christians, while the others, the
pottery vessels who did not receive the spirit, are the non-Christians.
The Christians, then, who have been made Christians by their reception
of the Holy Spirit by means of the chrism, will be resurrected, while the
others, as for instance the Jews, will not. The similarities in the processes
described in the simile, where the only difference between the making of
the vessels of pottery and those of glass is the addition of the spirit in the
latter, recalls Gos. Phil.’s other comparisons between Christian initiation
and Jewish proselyte initiation, where the difference also has to do with
306 See Unnik, “Three Notes,” . Contrary to van Unnik, however, I do not think there
is any good reason to identify “fire” in this context with sexual passion (ibid.).
307 Van Unnik has brought to light an astonishingly close parallel to the present
simile in Genesis Rabbah , which is used in an intra-Jewish debate concerning the
resurrection (see Unnik, “Three Notes,” –).



chapter four

the lack of spirit, chrism, and begetting. This comparison is thus primed
and ready for recall, making the identification of the pottery vessels with
Jewish proselytes quite intuitive. It seems we may therefore also regard
this simile as having a polemical edge against Judaism.
The necessity of gaining life before death is also spelled out in another
passage, however, where Gos. Phil. singles out the “gentile” (ϩⲉⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ) as
one who has never lived, and thus cannot die the proper death of the
Christian:
ⲟⲩϩⲉⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲁϥⲙⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲛⲉϩ ϩⲓⲛⲁ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲉ ⲁϥⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ϥϭⲛⲇⲩⲛⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲙⲟⲩ ϥⲟⲛϩ ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲓⲙⲡϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡ
̄
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ

A gentile man does not die, for he has never lived so that he may die. He
who has believed in the truth he has lived,308 and this one is liable to die,
for he is alive since the day Christ came.309
(Gos. Phil. .–)

“Death” in this sense is reserved for those who have been made alive
through Christ, i.e., the Christians. If one has not received life ritually,
then, one has not lived and therefore cannot die.
In summary, Gos. Phil. shows the necessity of becoming Christian,
and of passing through the required initiation rites including the vital
chrismation, in order to be able to arise after death rather than simply
remain dead. As Gos. Phil. presents the issue, neither the Jews nor the
gentiles satisfy these criteria.
..... Postmortem Resurrection
Gos. Phil.’s Christology not only influences its views of the ritual resurrection of the Christians, but also the anticipated postmortem one. In a long
polemical passage the tractate specifies some of the details of this process,
308

Cf. John :–; :–; :; :–; :;  John :.
There has been some disagreement as to whether the end of the passage as quoted
here is to be understood as the end of the present argument, or as the beginning of
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡ
̄
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ to be
the next. Schenke, in his first translation of the text, took ϫⲓⲙⲡϩⲟⲟⲩ
the start of the next sentence and his saying number  (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium
nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; for this
solution, see also Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ;
Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip”; Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe,
). Some years later Schenke changed his mind and adopted the solution followed here,
reading ϫⲓⲙⲡϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡ
̄
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ as the end of the present passage, his saying number  (see
Schenke, “Die Arbeit am Philippus-Evangelium,” ; Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,”
. For this solution, see also Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Till, Das Evangelium nach
Philippos, ; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ). In his critical edition, Schenke once again
changed his mind and chose to read ϥⲟⲛϩ ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲓⲙⲡϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡ
̄
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ as an independent
unit, numbered b (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
309
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presented rhetorically in opposition to at least two opposing viewpoints.
First, Gos. Phil. engages what it presents as the erroneous belief in the
actual resurrection of the material body:
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲏⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲉⲩⲕⲁⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡ[ⲁ]ⲉⲓ ⲥⲉⲟⲩⲱϣ
ⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ [ⲥ]ⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲧⲣⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲥ
̄ [ⲁⲣⲝ ⲛⲧⲟ
̄ ]ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ
˙
̄
ⲉⲕⲁⲕⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲏ[ⲩ] ⲛ̄[ⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲕ]ⲁⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ
ⲉⲧⲕⲏⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲉ[ ˙. . . . ˙. . ] ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
˙
ⲁⲛ

There are some who are afraid that perhaps they might arise naked. Therefore they want to arise in the flesh, and [they] do not know that it is those
who wear the [flesh] who are naked.310 These [ . . . ] to unclothe themselves,
[they are] not naked.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Once again Gos. Phil. plays on the deceptiveness of concepts, this time
by reversing the meaning of nakedness and clothing in its its argument
against the implied interlocutor that there is no need to be worried about
rising naked, i.e., without the flesh, stating that it is really those who
“wear the flesh” who are naked. Those who “wear the flesh” are naked
because they lack the proper clothing, while those who undress have it.
This clothing, which is more valuable than those who put it on, is of
course exactly what the model reader of Gos. Phil. will acquire in his or
her resurrection.311
Gos. Phil. continues its polemic against those who believe in a resurrection of the material flesh by way of an exegesis of  Cor :, in a
passage which utilises composite allusions to First and Second Corinthians as well as a paraphrase of John :–:312
ⲙⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
[ϩⲓⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲁ]ⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲉ
̄ [ⲣⲟ ⲙⲡⲛⲟ
̄
]ⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ
˙ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲱⲱⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲱⲱⲥ
˙ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ ⲁⲛ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ
˙
ⲧⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲛⲡⲉϥⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲥⲱ
̄
̄
ϥ̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲁϥⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ

“Flesh [and blood shall] not inherit the kingdom [of God].”313 What is this
that shall not inherit? (It is) this which is on us. But what also is this that
shall inherit? It is Jesus’ (flesh) and his blood. Therefore he said, “He who
will not eat my flesh and drink my blood has not life in him.”314
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

310

Cf.  Cor :–, esp. .
We will return to the imagery of nakedness and clothing below.
312 For Gos. Phil.’s blending of  Cor : with John ,–, see Eijk, “Gospel of
Philip,” .
313  Cor :.
314 John :–.
311
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The passage, quoted and discussed above, specifying that “his flesh is
the Logos315 and his blood is the Holy Spirit” (ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲡⲉϥⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ),316 follows directly after this statement against
the belief in the resurrection of the flesh. So, it is not the material flesh
and blood, “this which is on us” (ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲱⲱⲛ),317 that shall inherit the
kingdom of God, but rather the flesh and blood of Jesus.318 And this is the
reason, argues Gos. Phil., using Jesus’ words paraphrased from John :–
, that it is necessary to consume his flesh and blood. We will return
below to the metaphor of inheritance, but first we shall follow Gos. Phil.’s
argument as it turns to engage apparently the opposite viewpoint to the
one confronted above, for it now argues with equal force against those
who reject the resurrection of the flesh completely:
ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯϭⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲥⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛⲟⲩϣⲧⲁ
̄
ⲕϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲉⲓ
ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲛⲁⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟⲕ ⲕϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ϩⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲉⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲟⲩⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲉ ⲉϥϩⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲕⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ
ⲉⲕϫⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ϩⲁⲡⲥ ̄ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲉϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ̄

As for me, I find fault with the others who say that it will not rise. Or both
of them are at fault. You say that the flesh will not rise, but tell me what it
is that shall arise, so that we may honour you. You say, “The spirit in the
flesh,” and “It is this other light in the flesh.” It is a Logos, “this other” that
is “in the flesh,” because whatever you will say, you say nothing apart from
the flesh. It is necessary to arise in this flesh, for everything is in it.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In the words of Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, Gos. Phil. “hurls sarcasm at
the opponent who thinks that he can speak as a disembodied spirit.”319
By first engaging those who believe in the resurrection of their own
material flesh, and then those who do not believe in any resurrection of
the flesh at all, Gos. Phil. does indeed seem to place itself in the middle,
embracing neither of these extremes.320 But what is really at stake here?
315

Cf. John :a.
Gos. Phil. .–.
317 The interpretation of ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲱⲱⲛ (“this which is on us”) as the material flesh, and
that the contrast is between this flesh and the flesh of Jesus, is made explicit by Schenke
in his translation, “Welches ist das (Fleisch), das nicht erben kann? Das (Fleisch), das wir
an uns tragen! Welches aber ist das, das doch erben kann? Es ist das (Fleisch) Jesu—nebst
seinem Blut!” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
318 Cf. Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” ; Isenberg, “Introduction,” .
319 Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” .
320 Cf. Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures,  n.f.
316
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Is the difference between Gos. Phil. and the implied opponent as great
as Buckley implies? We have seen that Gos. Phil. rejects the resurrection
of the material flesh, so what the text is here defending must be the
resurrection of some other kind of flesh, for Gos. Phil. is adamant that
̄
) describes the reality
the phrase “to rise in this flesh” (ⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ
of the resurrection. Gos. Phil. must therefore count on some sort of
resurrection of the flesh, but what kind of flesh? Since the concluding
statement of this long polemical passage insists that it is “necessary to rise
in this flesh,” a key issue for the interpretation of the passage is thus the
identity of “this flesh” (ⲧⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ). We saw above that it was Jesus’ flesh and
blood that would inherit the kingdom of heaven, so “this flesh” should
logically refer to the flesh of Jesus here as well, an identification that seems
quite clear within the context of the passage as a whole.321 Gos. Phil.’s
solution to the problem of the resurrection of the flesh thus seems to be
based on its identification of the flesh of Christ with the Logos. Those who
think the Logos rises apart from the flesh are wrong. No Logos can rise
independently of the flesh—it is the flesh. On the other hand, those who
think that only the spirit rises are equally wrong, on the same grounds,
because they do not understand that the flesh in question, the flesh that
really does rise, is the Logos. So, within the theology of Gos. Phil., where
the Spirit is united with the Logos, and the Logos is the flesh, the Spirit
cannot rise independently of the flesh, since it cannot rise independently
of the Logos, it is its blood. This may also indicate that the Spirit is not
only joined to the Logos, but that it actually resides within the Logos,
as life is said to be within the Logos in John :, as Eve was originally
within Adam when no death existed, and as blood must always be within
flesh.322
Now, why does Gos. Phil. take such pains to argue for the necessity of
rising “in this flesh” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
) when it could easily have put the matter
in less ambiguous terms, such as, e.g., “in the flesh of Jesus”? The stress on
the correctness of the phrase “in this flesh” and the way it is reinterpreted
here clearly indicates that the phrase is important in itself.323 And it
321 Cf., e.g., Isenberg, “Introduction,” ; Rudolph, Gnosis, –; Franzmann,
Jesus, . Cf. also Elaine H. Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels (New York: Random House, ),
 who takes the reference to the necessity of rising “in this flesh” to be ironic.
322 See Gos. Phil. .–; cf. Gen :–; :. There is a parallelism throughout the
tractate between the Spirit and Eve. The knowledge of the framing input of human flesh
and blood, namely that the latter resides within the former, supports the inferences from
John : and Gen :–; :.
323 Cf. Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
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would seem most probable that the importance of such a phrase would
stem from its use in either confessional or credal statements, or doctrinal
debates, or indeed both. Otherwise it seems there would be scant reason
for this kind of verbal and exegetical acrobatics. We will return to this
question below in more detail, since it may give us clues to the tractate’s
Sitz im Leben, but we still have not really answered the question of what
it is that shall rise. Granted, we have seen that it is the flesh of Christ,
rather than the material flesh, but what does this actually mean with
regard to the human constitution? What happens to the human soul, and
what about the spirit? We saw earlier that in the Adam-Christ blend, the
Logos was on the level of Adam’s soul. Now, if we take that blend into
consideration with regard to the the christian is a christ blend, there
are several significant entailments (see fig. ), for it emerges from this
that, as with Adam, the individual Christian soul is on the level of Christ’s
Logos, while the spirit is on the level of the Holy Spirit, and the material
body is on the level of Christ’s material body. This also seems to imply that
we may regard the Logos as Christ’s soul. Since it is Christ’s flesh, together
with the Holy Spirit that rises in the resurrection, we may surmise that
for the individual Christian it is the transformed soul that rises together
with the Holy Spirit. If we apply this insight to the crucifixion it seems
probable that that separation involved the Logos and the Holy Spirit,
together constituting Christ’s divinity, separating from the material body.
So, it seems that in the system of Gos. Phil. it is the combination of soul
and spirit that rises, while the material body is left behind.
What does this view of the resurrection imply with regard to Gos. Phil.’s
attitude towards the material body? Although the material body does not
rise, Gos. Phil. does not seem to advocate any form of extreme bodily
mortification:324
ⲙⲛ̄ⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲧⲥ ̄ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲙⲛⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲕϣⲁⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲧⲥ ̄ ⲥⲛⲁⲣϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲕ
325 ⲏ ⲛϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲏ ϩⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧⲥ ̄ ⲥⲛⲁⲟⲙⲕ ⲛⲥⲟϭⲕ
̄
ⲏ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲏ ⲅⲉⲛⲟⲓⲧⲟ ⲛⲥⲉϩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲉⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄

Do not fear the flesh nor love it. If you fear it, it will master you; if you love
it, it will swallow you and paralyse you. And he will either come to be in

324 Cf., however, Gos. Phil. .–, which may indicate a practice of bodily mortification with its statement, at ., that “it is necessary to destroy the flesh” (ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟ
).
ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
325 Layton emends to ⲥⲛⲁⲟⲙⲕⲕ ⲛⲥⲟϭⲧⲕ
̄
(see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ).
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this world or in the resurrection or in the places which are in the middle.
Do not let it happen that I be found in them!
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The material flesh is neither to be loved nor hated. Instead, it is to
be treated with indifference. In order not to end up in the dreaded
̄
), used here in
“middle,” but rather “in the resurrection” (ϩⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
a spatio-temporal sense rather than as an event, one must acquire the
resurrection in this world. This point is unambiguously made directly
after the statement that in this world good is not good and evil is not
evil,326 for, as Gos. Phil. makes clear, the state of affairs is different after
this world:
ⲟⲩⲛⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲁⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲧⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ
ϫⲉⲧⲙⲉⲥⲟⲧⲏⲥ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁⲛ
ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛϣⲁⲕⲁⲁⲕⲛ ⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲉⲩⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲙⲉⲥⲟⲧⲏⲥ
̄

But there is evil after this world that is truly evil, that which is called
the middle. It is death. When we are in this world it is necessary for
us to acquire (ϫⲡⲟ) for ourselves the resurrection so that when we strip
ourselves of the flesh we may be found in the rest (ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ), and not
walk in the middle.327
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here introduces the term “rest” (ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ) as a synonym for
resurrection in its spatio-temporal sense. We saw already above in the
passage concerning the baptism of Jesus that the tractate there stated that
it is appropriate to enter “his (Jesus’) rest” (ⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ).328 “Rest” is
here clearly the opposite of “the middle” (ⲧⲙⲉⲥⲟⲧⲏⲥ), which is specified
as being the real death.
The present passage also contains certain baptismal connotations in
its use of the imagery of stripping, which may remind readers of the
prebaptismal divesting of garments.329 The fact that the present passage
does not specifically focus on baptism, but rather on the metaphorical
stripping of the garments of flesh after death, in no way precludes the
simultaneous baptismal connotations of the passage,330 especially for a
reader familiar with the ritual action of prebaptismal undressing and

326

See above for discussion.
Cf. Heb :.
328 Gos. Phil. .–.
329 Cf. Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” –.
330 Cf. the negative evaluation by April D. DeConick and Jarl Fossum, “Stripped Before
God: A New Interpretation of Logion  in the Gospel of Thomas,” VC : (): –
.
327
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Gos. Phil.’s mystagogical interpretation of the baptismal rite in terms of
acquiring the resurrection. That this acquisition of the resurrection is
in many ways paralleled by, and connected to, the metaphor of putting
on clothing will become clear from the discussion below concerning the
tractate’s concept of deification.
..... Inheritance
Resurrection and the acquisition of life are also connected to the concept
of inheritance. Life and death are once again contrasted, and here it seems
it is the Christians who are the living, while everyone else are regarded
as dead:331
ⲛⲉⲧⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄

Those who inherit the dead (pl),
they too are dead,
and they inherit the dead (pl).
ⲛⲉⲧⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲟⲛϩ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄

Those who inherit the living (sgl.m),
they are alive
and they inherit the living (sgl.m) and the dead (pl).
ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲙⲁⲩⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲗⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲡⲱⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ϥⲛⲁⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ
˙
ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
ⲉϥϣⲁⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲱⲛϩ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄

The dead (pl) do not inherit anything,
for how will the dead (sgl.m) inherit?
If the dead (sgl.m) inherits the living (sgl.m)
he shall not die,
but the dead (sgl.m) shall rather live.

(Gos. Phil. .–)

An important feature of this passage332 that has sometimes been obscured in translation, is the difference between the plural of “the dead”
331 I have chosen to present this passage in a way that shows more clearly the rhetorical
structure.
332 In his later works, Schenke regarded this passage as three separate Sprüche, a: .–
, b: .–, and c: .– (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke,
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(ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ) and the singular of “the living” (ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ) that are inherited.333
If we understand those who are alive as the Christians, it seems most
probable that the singular living (ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ) that they inherit is simply
Christ. So, by inheriting Christ, the Christians are alive. By contrast, those
who are dead, who may by extension be identified as the non-Christians,
i.e. Jews and Gentiles,334 simply inherit their own dead (ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ) and
stay dead. The Christians, however, not only inherit Christ, “the living”
(ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ), but also the, plural, “dead.” This may be taken to mean that the
Christians, and Christianity, also inherit the dead, that is, they supersede
Judaism and gentile religion and inherit everything.
The final paragraph in my division of the passage seems to change
the simile from a simple contrast between the Christians (“the living”)
and the others (“the dead”) and turns to what seems to be an argument for conversion. If one chooses to stay dead, one cannot inherit,
but if one is dead and chooses to inherit the living, i.e., Christ, then
the dead person will no longer be dead, but he will have gained life.
The only way to gain true life, then, is to be initiated into Christianity, and thus become one of Christ’s heirs. The importance of inheriting
eternal life is of course stressed in the synoptic Gospels,335 and has its
Pauline parallel in the inheritance of the kingdom of God,336 in Revelation the reference to the inheritance of all things,337 and in Hebrews the
idea, which is highly important in Gos. Phil., of the inheritance of the
name.338

“Das Evangelium nach Philippus [NHC II,],” ). In his earlier studies he regarded it as
a single passage (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das
Evangelium nach Philippus [],” –; Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” ).
333 See, e.g., Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, . Layton does not indicate the singular
of the living that is inherited, but indicates the plural of the inherited dead by translating
“dead things.” There is, however, no word in the manuscript that corresponds to the word
“things.”
334 Layton, however, understands “the dead” (ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ) that are inherited as “dead
things” and translates, rather freely, “Those who inherit dead things are also dead, and
what they inherit are dead things. Those who inherit the living are alive, and they inherit
both the living and the things that are dead. Dead things inherit nothing, for how could a
dead thing inherit anything? If a dead person inherits the living, that person will not die,
but rather will greatly live” (Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ).
335 Matt :; Mark :; Luke :; :; cf. also Tit :.
336  Cor :–; :; Gal :; cf. also Rom :; Gal :; Eph :; Col :; Jas :.
337 Rev :.
338 Heb :.
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We have already seen how Gos. Phil. points out in relation to procreation that the son needs to become mature in order to reproduce
as his father does.339 The tractate makes a similar point with regard to
inheritance. Before he can collect his inheritance, the son must grow
up:
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥϥ
̄
ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ϥⲟ
ⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲁⲩⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲁⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲉϥⲉⲓⲱⲧ
ϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁⲃⲥⲉ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ

That which the father has belongs to the son, and he himself, the son, as
long as he is little he is not entrusted with those (things) that are his. When
he becomes a man his father gives him everything that belongs to him.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This is very close to Gal :, which states that the heir is no different from
the slave as long as he is a child, even though he is the rightful new lord.
Gos. Phil. indeed nicely utilises Paul’s teaching in Gal :– and : also
in another passage:
ⲡ[ϩⲙ]ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲉϥϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲁⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉ
̄
ⲣⲟ[ⲥ] ⲙⲁϥϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉϥϫⲟ
̄
[ⲉⲓ]ⲥ
˙ ⲧⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
˙ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ˙ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ϫⲉϥⲟ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
̄
ϣⲁϥⲥⲁϩⲥ ̄
ⲛⲥⲱϥ
̄

The slave only seeks to be free, but he does not seek the property of his
master. But the son, not only is he son, but he ascribes to himself the
inheritance of the father.340
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here effectively makes the point that the inheritance is reserved
for the son, as opposed to the slave, but also that maturation is required
to collect it. If these references also remind the reader of the rest of
Gal :– he or she might discover that this Pauline passage in fact
dovetails nicely with much of Gos. Phil.’s discourse concerning Christ
and the Christian’s sonship. Christ is here presented as God’s son born
from a woman under the law in order to redeem those who are under
the law. Those who are redeemed are also adopted as sons, receive the
spirit of God, and are made heirs of God through Christ. Apart from the
use of the term adoption, the passage provides a fitting intertext to Gos.
Phil.341

339
340
341

See Gos. Phil. .–.
Cf. Luke :.
It may also be noted that Gal : resonates with certain other passages in Gos. Phil.
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... Deification
Considering the importance of the blend the christian is a christ
in Gos. Phil. it is clear that the means by which one may become a
Christ is a major issue. The way it produces an understanding of this
process may even be said to be one of the primary functions of this
conceptual blend, and the process may be said to be one of deification.
In his recent monograph on deification in the Greek patristic tradition,
Norman Russel quotes the definition of Pseudo-Dionysius: “Deification
(ωσις) is the attaining of likeness to God and union with him so far
as is possible.”342 This is an apt description of what it entails to become
Christ in Gos. Phil., as is also Augustine Casiday’s definition of deification
as “that transformation of human persons which results in the legitimate
ascription to them of divine attributes and names.”343 Both of these
definitions capture important aspects of the logic that underlies Gos.
Phil.’s presentation of Christian initiation and perfection.
.... Humans and Animals
Animals are mentioned quite a few times in Gos. Phil. In the majority
of instances, however, they are used as metaphorical representations of
̄
humans. “There are many animals in the world in human form” (ⲟⲩⲛϩⲁϩ
),344 states Gos. Phil. and uses this
ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
as a starting point for an extended simile where it is said of “the disciple
̄
)345 that when he recognises the true nature
of God” (ⲡⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
of different people, presented metaphorically as animals,
ⲣⲣⲓⲣ
̄
ⲙⲉⲛ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫⲃⲁⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲃⲛⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲉ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲱϩ
ϩⲓⲭⲟⲣⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩ̄ ⲙϩ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ϥⲛⲁϯⲛⲁⲩⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϯⲛⲁⲩⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄

he will throw acorns to the pigs, but he will throw barley and chaff and hay
to the cattle. He will throw bones to the dogs, to the slaves he will give the
first (course), and to the children he will give the complete (banquet).
(Gos. Phil. .–)

342 Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford
Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), , citing EH I,.
343 Augustine M.C. Casiday, “Deification in Origen, Evagrius and Cassian,” in Origeniana Octava: Origen and the Alexandrian Tradition: Papers of the th International Origen
Congress, Pisa, – August  ( vols.; ed. L. Perrone, et al.; BETL ; Leuven: Leuven University Press / Peeters, ), .
344 Gos. Phil. .–.
345 Gos. Phil. .–.
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We may say that Gos. Phil. here employs the conceptual metaphor
human is animal, and it is those humans that are decidedly less than
perfect that are referred to as animals. We may indeed specify the metaphorical blend as it is used here as lesser humans are animals, or
indeed even non-Christians are animals.346 The only ones worthy of
being characterised as humans in this tractate are the Christians. These
humans, moreover, are supposed to strive to become “perfect” (ⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ).
In the hierarchical Great Chain of Being, man is on a higher level than the
animals.347 When animals are used metaphorically to refer to humans it
is usually instinctual behaviour that is highlighted, as opposed to higherorder behaviour or attributes, like thought and rationality, which are
usually associated with humans.348 In Gos. Phil. man is clearly superior
to the animals, and becoming “perfect man” is the ultimate goal. The
description of the lesser human beings, the non-Christians, as animals
thus also highlights the absolute superiority of the perfect man in this
metaphorical scheme. The “perfect man” in Gos. Phil. is of course none
other than Christ.
.... Putting on and Becoming Perfect Man
One of the clearest indications of the importance of deification in Gos.
Phil. is indeed the multiple references to Christ as “the perfect man,” and
the concomitant insistence on the importance of becoming Christ and
“perfect man.” Christ is first identified as the perfect man in a passage
that with clear eucharistic connotations states that
ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲡⲉⲭ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲓ ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲛⲁⲣⲧⲣⲉⲫⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄

when Christ came, the perfect man, he brought bread from heaven so that
man would be nourished with the food of man.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Christ, as perfect man, comes from heaven with nourishment suitable
for those who are not, metaphorically speaking, animals, but humans.
The tractate later states that Jesus Christ is “a blessed one” (ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ)
for the very reason that he is “a perfect man” (ⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
).349
346 Kövecses mentions the conceptual metaphors objectionable human behavior is
animal behavior and objectionable people are animals as common specifications
of the generic level metaphor human is animal (Kövecses, Metaphor, ).
347 For the Great Chain of Being and metaphors based on it, see Lakoff and Turner, More
Than Cool Reason, –; Kövecses, Metaphor, –.
348 See Kövecses, Metaphor, .
349 Gos. Phil. .–.
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Becoming perfect man is also a major goal for the Christian, and must
be understood in terms of the overall goal of becoming a Christ. Gos.
Phil. describes this process partly by using metaphorical imagery of
the putting on of clothing, and as is the case with the acquisition of
the resurrection, becoming perfect man is closely linked to ritual acts.
Interestingly, however, it does not seem to be linked to just one particular
ritual, but rather to several.
..... Baptism
First of all, Gos. Phil. clearly associates the putting on of the body of “the
living man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ) with baptism:
ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲡⲉ ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲛϯϩⲓⲱⲱⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲉⲓ
ⲉϥⲃⲏⲕ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϣⲁϥⲕⲁⲕϥ ⲁϩⲏⲩ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉϥⲛⲁϯⲡⲏ ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ

The living water is a body.350 It is necessary for us to put on the living man.
Therefore, coming down to the water he strips himself naked so that he
may put that one on.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

One goes down into the baptismal waters naked in order to put on “the
living man.” As we have seen, the tractate stresses the life-giving effects
of baptism and rejects an interpretation of the immersion in water as
death,351 and this putting on of the living man seems to be one of the
vital goals of baptism.352 The identification of the living water as “a body”
(ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ) is what specifically creates the mental link here between the
immersion and the donning of the new body of “the living man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ).
..... Chrismation
In addition to putting on “the living man,” however, becoming perfect
man is also associated with the reception of the “perfect light” (ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
)353 and with the effects of the Eucharist. As for the reception
ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
of the perfect light, we have already seen how the imagery of light is
intimately connected with the Holy Spirit and with the chrism. Gos. Phil.
states that,

350

Cf. Heb :.
See Gos. Phil. .– and the discussion below.
352 April DeConick, however, takes the reference to “the living water” (ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ)
in this passage to refer to the Eucharist, rather than to baptism (see April D. DeConick,
“Entering God’s Presence: Sacramentalism in the Gospel of Philip,” SBLSP []: ).
353 Gos. Phil. ..
351
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ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲟϩⲥϥ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϥ
̄
ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲥⳁⲟⲥ
[ⲙ]ⲫⲱⲛ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩ
̄
˙
̄ ϣ[ⲏ]ⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ϩⲙⲡ
˙ ˙ ˙
he who has been anointed has everything. He has the resurrection, the
light, the cross, the Holy Spirit. The Father gave him this in the bridal
chamber. He received, and the Father came to be in the Son and the Son
in the Father.354
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The chrismation is connected to the cross (Tree of Life), the resurrection,
the light, and “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ). The acquisition of the
light thus takes place through chrismation, and is moreover further
described in terms of the garment metaphor when Gos. Phil. describes
the effects of putting on the perfect light in terms of becoming invisible
̄
):
to “the powers” (ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϯϩⲓⲱⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲙⲁⲩϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲁϯϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲓⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲙⲡϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ̄

The powers cannot see those who have put on the perfect light, and they
cannot detain them, and one shall put on that light in the mystery in the
union.355
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The donning of the light is here explicitly stated to happen “in the union”
(ϩⲙⲡϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ)̄ which must be seen in connection with the passage cited
above, which refers to the reception of the light “in the bridal chamber”
̄
). As we saw earlier, what happens in the chrismation of the
(ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
individual Christian is interpreted in relation to the events at the Jordan.
We saw that in the unification of the Logos with the Holy Spirit, an event
that is described as both a mystery and as a revelation of “the great bridal
̄
), the true body of Jesus came into being.356 That
chamber” (ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
passage also states that in this unification, “a fire illuminated him” (ⲁⲩⲕⲱⲧ
ⲣⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ). So, the light is intimately connected to the union and the
bridal chamber with regard to Jesus’ baptismal chrismation, and the same
is true with regard to that of the Christian: the reception of the light is
associated with the joining that takes place with the chrismation, and is
thereby linked to the metaphor of the bridal chamber.357

354

Cf. John :; :–; :; and cf. also John :; :, .
Cf.  Cor :; Rev :.
356 See Gos. Phil. .–.
357 Wilson, however, instead takes the close association between the anointing and the
bridal chamber in Gos. Phil. .– to indicate “How far Philip is from distinct and
clear-cut ideas on the subject of the sacraments” (Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ).
355
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Gos. Phil. emphasises at several points that the wearing of the perfect
̄
), and
light makes one invisible with regard to “the powers” (ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
stresses that indeed the only way to attain such invisibility is to put on
the perfect light and thus become perfect light:
ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ⲁⲛ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁϥ
ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲓ [ⲙⲏ ⲛ̄]ϥϯϩ[ⲓ]ⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
[ⲁⲩⲱ] ⲛϥϣⲱ
̄
[ⲡⲉ ϩ]ⲱⲱϥ
˙
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟ[ⲉⲓⲛ]

Not only will they not be able to detain the perfect man, but they will not
be able to see him. For if they see him they will detain him. No one will be
able to acquire for himself this grace in another way [except by] putting on
the perfect light358 [and] himself becoming perfect [light].
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This metaphorical cloak of invisibility not only secures the initiated’s
postmortem ascent, however, but also life in this world:
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ϫⲓⲧϥ
ⲉϥⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϣϫⲓⲧϥ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲁϫⲓⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲣⲥⲕⲩⲗⲗⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲕⲁⲛ ⲉϥⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄

If one becomes a child of the bridal chamber,359 he will receive the light.360
If one does not receive it while being here, he will not be able to receive it
in the other place. He who will receive that light will not be seen nor can
he be detained, and no one will be able to trouble such a person even while
he dwells in the world
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In order to be able to enjoy these benefits one needs to receive the light
here in this world, and the light is only given to those who become a
̄
). It seems, then, that
“child of the bridal chamber” (ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
also with regard to these questions Gos. Phil. emphasises the necessity
of becoming a true initiated Christian by receiving the chrism in this
world, in close relation to the baptismal ritual, and so become perfect
light and invisible to the powers. Becoming a properly initiated Christian, a “child of the bridal chamber,” thus has profound implications
not only with regard to life in the next world, but also in the present
one.

358
359
360

Cf. Rev :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf. Gos. Phil. .–.
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..... Eucharist
The deificatory process of becoming perfect man does not end with
the chrismation, however, for Gos. Phil. also connects this motif closely
with the consumption of the eucharistic elements. We saw already in the
passage cited above that Christ as the perfect man brings “bread from
heaven,”361 but there are also other passages that link the imagery of the
“perfect man” to the Eucharist. Gos. Phil. describes the elements of the
Eucharist as follows:
ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥⲏⲣⲡ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϫⲱϥ

The cup of prayer contains wine and it contains water, for it is laid down as
the type of the blood over which thanks is given.362 (Gos. Phil. .–)

This passage gives us a rare glimpse of the ritual enactment presupposed
by Gos. Phil.’s mystagogy by stating that the eucharistic cup, “the cup
̄
), is filled with “wine” (ⲏⲣⲡ) and “water”
of prayer” (ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲗⲏⲗ
(ⲙⲟⲟⲩ).363 The tractate then gives a mystagogical explanation for the
contents of the cup, with the statement that this mixture is a “type”
(ⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ) of the blood of Jesus. First and foremost, the reference to the
blood of Jesus being a mixture of blood (the wine) and water recalls
John :, which relates that when Jesus was pierced on the cross with
̄
/ α0μα
the spear there came out “blood and water” (ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
κα Mδωρ).364 By being specifically mentioned in connection with the
crucifixion, this Johannine passage fits well Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of
the Eucharist.
In addition to this Johannine reference, however, the Gos. Phil. passage also has the potential to recall Luke :–. This much-debated
passage365 follows the description in verses – of Jesus kneeling down,

361

See Gos. Phil. .–.
Cf.  Cor :. In his later works, Schenke suggests that the text should here
be emended to better match the structure of  Cor :, and translates, “Der Kelch
des Gebets , über dem gedankt wird, enthält sowohl Wein als auch Wasser. Er ist als
Zeichen des Blutes { } eingesetzt” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das
Evangelium nach Philippus [NHC II,],” , the emphasis is that of Schenke). For the
rationale for this emendation, see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . I prefer to
stay with the manuscript reading, however, since the text makes good sense as it is.
363 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
364 Cf. DeConick, “Entering God’s Presence,” .
365 See Claire Clivaz, “The Angel and the Sweat Like ‘Drops of Blood’ (Lk :–):
P69 and f 13,” HTR : (): – for references. Luke :– is omitted in most
modern translations of the New Testament.
362
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praying and asking God to remove “this cup” (τοτο τ ποτριον). Luke
:– describes Jesus being in agony, praying earnestly and breaking
into a sweat resembling blood: “and his sweat became like great drops
of blood” (κα γνετο % NδρQς α"το Uσε ρμβοι α0ματος).366 Of
special interest in light of the eucharistic setting for the Gos. Phil. passage
in question is the fact that Luke : relates that Jesus encounters “an
angel from heaven, strengthening him” (γγελος :π’ ο"ρανο νισχ7ων
α"τν).367 A possible intertextual integration network based on a reading
of Gos. Phil. .– may thus look like the one shown in fig. .
The three mental input spaces share a generic space that consists of the
generic references to blood and water.368 Moreover, the Gos. Phil. and
Luke input spaces share a local generic space containing the references to
prayer and cup. The blend as a whole not only reinforces the connection
between the crucifixion and the Eucharist, but also at the same time
strengthens the link between the eucharistic prayer and the angels that
is evident elsewhere in the tractate.369
The Gos. Phil. passage continues by describing the contents of the “cup
of prayer” (ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
) in the following way:
ⲁⲩⲱ ϥⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ
ⲉⲛϣⲁⲛⲥⲱ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲧⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄

And it fills370 with the Holy Spirit, and it is that (i.e., the blood)371 of the
completely perfect man. Whenever we drink this we will receive the perfect
man.
(Gos. Phil. .–)
366

Luke :.
It is worth noting that in several manuscripts, Luke :–a has been moved to
Matt :, and that many manuscripts entirely omit Luke :–. It has recently been
argued convincingly that in the cases where Luke :–a has been moved to Matt
: this has been done for liturgical purposes (see Clivaz, “The Angel and the Sweat”).
368 Water is a generic level conceptual constituent of the ICM of sweat.
369 See Gos. Phil. .–.
370 As Schenke points out, here “zeigt der Umstand, daß nicht der im Präsens übliche
Stativ ⲙⲉϩ oder ⲙⲏϩ, sondern der (durative) Infinitiv ⲙⲟⲩϩ gebraucht ist, daß nicht der Zustand des Erfülltseins gemeint ist, sondern das Geschehen des Erfülltwerdens” (Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, , Schenke’s emphasis). See also Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,
. Both Layton and Isenberg (in the critical edition), however, translate “it is full of the
holy spirit” (Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; cf. also Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” , where Isenberg translates “it is
filled with the Holy Spirit”).
371 For the identification of ⲡⲁ- (“that of ”) in ⲡⲁⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ with ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ (“the blood”),
see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , –; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus (NHC II,),” :. Schenke had previously suggested that it should be identified with ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ (“the spirit”) (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ;
Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ).
367
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The eucharistic cup contains the Holy Spirit and is thus the blood
of the completely perfect man, the blood of Christ. Drinking from this
spirit-filled cup, which presumably goes together with the eating of the
eucharistic bread, thus causes the communicants to receive Christ.
Through the cup they receive his blood, the Holy Spirit, and through the
bread they receive his flesh, the Logos. One thus puts on the perfect man
not only in baptism, but also in the Eucharist, and consequently the fact
that the eucharistic cup contains water in addition to wine may be seen
as an additional reference to baptism as well as to the scriptural passages
mentioned above.372
Significantly, this process is also described in terms of the garment
metaphor at the end of an important passage that we have already encountered several times:
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲥⲱ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲁϥⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲁϣ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϥⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥⲥⲱ
̄
ϩⲓⲃⲥⲱ
̄

he said, “He who will not eat my flesh and drink my blood has not life in
him.” What is it? His flesh is the Logos, and his blood is the Holy Spirit. He
who has received these has food, and he has drink and clothing.373
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here paraphrases John :– and adds what seems to be
an allusion to Matt : and .374 We have already seen how in this
Johannine passage Jesus is identified with the Son of Man, and how this
Gos. Phil. passage also sets up a blend with the Johannine prologue. What
is significant in the present context, however, is the connection that is
made between the Eucharist and the garment. The use of the garment
metaphor here is as evocative as it is unexpected and creates a potential
link between the Eucharist and the various other contexts in which the
garment shows up in Gos. Phil. For the garment imagery is an important
reference with regard to intertextual and conceptual blends involving, in
372

Cf. Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ; Thomas M. Finn, Early Christian Baptism
and the Catechumenate: Italy, North Africa, and Egypt (Message of the Fathers of the
Church ; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, ), –.
373 I take ϩⲓⲃⲥⲱ
̄ to be a contraction of ϩⲓ-ϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄ (cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
; Andrew Helmbold, “Translation Problems in the Gospel of Philip,” NTS  []:
). The wording ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲥⲱ ϩⲓⲃⲥⲱ
̄ may perhaps also be construed as wordplay on ⲥⲱ
(“drink”) and ϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄ (“clothing”), which becomes even clearer with the omission of the ϩ
in ϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄ which leaves us with the pair ⲥⲱ and ⲃⲥⲱ
̄ connected by ϩⲓ.
374 See Tuckett, “Synoptic Traditions,” ; Tuckett, Nag Hammadi, ; Helmbold,
“Translation Problems,” .
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addition to this eucharistic reference, not only baptism and chrismation,
but also marriage and resurrection. One of the most direct statements
of the deificatory aspects of the garment metaphor is found in a passage
where the tractate juxtaposes the garments of this world with those of the
kingdom of heaven:
ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧϯ ϩⲓⲱⲟⲩ ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄
ⲥⲉⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲁⲛⲛ̄ϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄̄
ϩⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ
̄
ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛϩ̄ ̄ ⲃⲥⲱ
̄ ⲥⲉⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲁⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲓⲱⲟⲩ

In this world those who wear the garments are better than the garments.
In the kingdom of heaven the garments are better than those who have put
them on.375
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This may seem to be an almost tautological statement of the fact that
the heavenly garments are heavenly, i.e., that in this world the clothes
are worth less than the person who wears them, while in heaven, the
clothes are more valuable than the person. This comparison, however,
prompts the question of the nature and identity of the heavenly garments.
The significance of the comparison becomes clear when we, in light of
some of the passages discussed above, identify the garments in this world
metaphorically with the material body and the garments in the kingdom
of heaven with the body of Christ, in the post-initiatory and postmortem
wearing of the “perfect man.” It thus seems that Gos. Phil. here, as in
̄
ⲛⲧⲥ
̄ [ⲁⲣⲝ])376
.– where “those who wear the [flesh]” (ⲛⲉⲧⲣⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ
are discussed, utilises the common conceptual metaphor the body is a
garment377 (see fig. ). Gos. Phil. adds the twist, however, of blending
this metaphor with the identification of the heavenly garment with the
body of Christ (see fig. ).378 This earthly, material body is of less worth
than the soul who wears it, while the heavenly garment of light, on the
other hand, which is the body of the perfect man, is more valuable.379
In this way the wearer also in a sense becomes deified by wearing the
375

Cf. Matt :; Luke :.
This reconstruction is clear from the context.
377 For the use of this metaphor in early Christianity, often based on an exegesis of Gen
:, see, e.g., J.Z. Smith, “Garments of Shame.”
378 Cf. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
379 I do not think, however, as does Gaffron, that Gos. Phil. is here trying to make a
point concerning the constant value of the one who wears these garments (see Gaffron,
Studien, ), since Gos. Phil. seems to make a point elsewhere of the deification of the
individual soul. The main thrust of the blend seems rather to be on the fundamental
difference between the material body, that one will take off, and the body of Christ, which
is what one ought to put on. Gaffron, however, does not equate the garment with the body
of Christ, but speaks of the true flesh wearing the garment of light (see Gaffron, Studien,
–).
376
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heavenly garments, in a way which nicely dovetails with another simile
used by Gos. Phil., discussed below, where the process of dyeing clothes
is the primary framing input.380 In the final analysis, what we have here
is simply another perspective on the necessity of putting on and arising
in the flesh of Jesus,381 as we saw in the analysis of Gos. Phil.’s discourse
concerning the resurrection of the flesh,382 which is of course the very
passage that directly precedes the one presently under discussion. The
picture that emerges from this analysis, then, is that of a functional
overlapping of the sacraments, with the reception of “the perfect man,”
being associated with both baptism, chrismation and the Eucharist. At
the same time, the theme is also connected to a series of interrelated
conceptual domains, including resurrection and deification. We may
therefore, in cognitive terms, describe the garment as a concept that is
used as a framing input in blends involving many different targets, often
simultaneously.383
.... Dyeing
Closely related to the aforementioned motifs of resurrection and the
garment-metaphor of putting on “the perfect man,” Gos. Phil. also utilises
imagery of dyeing:
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲟⲩϫϭⲓⲧ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛ̄ⲛϫⲱϭⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲓⲛⲟⲛ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϫⲟϭⲟⲩ
ϣⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲱϭⲉ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲇⲏ ϩⲛⲛⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉϥϫⲱϭⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲣⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ
̄
384
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧϥ
̄
ⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
380 See below. This parallel is also noted by Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” ; Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, –.
381 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
382 Gos. Phil. .–.. See discussion above.
383 This, I think, may be the reason why the garment metaphor in Gos. Phil., as
Thomassen notes, “is not . . . explicitly connected with a specific act such as either the
anointing of the body or the subsequent donning of baptismal robes” (Thomassen, The
Spiritual Seed, ).
384 The manuscript continues with, ⲙⲛ̄[[ⲟⲩ]]ϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ, with the scribe having
cancelled the letters ⲟⲩ in ⲙⲛⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
̄
(see Facsimile Edition: Codex II). Several scholars
have suggested that the text has not been properly corrected by this scribal correction:
De Catanzaro translates, “in water and power. No one sees” (Catanzaro, “The Gospel
According to Philip,” ), which indicates that he has chosen to emend the text to
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ (cf. Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,”
); Isenberg thinks that the ⲟⲩ in ⲙⲛ[[ⲟⲩ]]ϭⲟⲙ should not be cancelled, and reads
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
as a conjunctive, translating, “in water and power. And no one sees” (see Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” , ); Schenke suggests the emendation ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄
(see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ); Charron and Painchaud
ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
argue that Schenke was basically on the right track but suggest instead the emendation
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God is a dyer. Like the good dyes—they are called the true (dyes)—die with
those (things) that have been dyed in them, thus it is with those whom God
has dyed. Since his dyes are immortal, they become immortal by means of
his remedies. But God dips (ⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
) those whom he dips (ⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
) in
water.385
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here sets up an interesting baptismal metaphor.386 Regine Charron and Louis Painchaud have rightly noted that the point concerning the
“good” and “true” dyes is that the colours, rather than fade away, last as
long as that which is dyed in them.387 Good and true dyes thus perish
with the things dyed in them. Gos. Phil. then adds the twist that since
God’s dyes are immortal, those that are dyed with these dyes will also
become immortal. The somewhat reverse logic seems to be that since
these dyes will never die, this means that the things dyed in them must
also by necessity become immortal. That is, the immortality of the dyes
requires the subsequent immortality of the recipients, for otherwise they
would perish with the latter like the good and true colours of the world.388
In addition, Gos. Phil. plays on the double meaning of the word ⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ,
which denotes medicine / drug / remedy, as well as colour.389 In using this
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ (see Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,”
). While I acknowledge that the homoteleuton and subsequent erroneous scribal
correction suggested by Charron and Painchaud is certainly plausible, I have here chosen
to follow the manuscript reading and accept the scribal correction, reading simply
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ, “in water. It is impossible for anyone to see” (for this
solution, see, e.g., Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Wilson, The
Gospel of Philip, ; Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos, ; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,
; Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe, –). The original scribal mistake of writing
ⲙⲛⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
̄
instead of ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
can be explained by the scribe expecting the former reading,
but then correcting himself when he realised that he had made a mistake. It should be
pointed out that this reading is grammatically beyond reproach (cf. the discussion in
Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,” –). As we shall see in the discussion below,
it also makes good rhetorical sense, making emendation unnecessary.
385 For a thorough discussion of this passage, see Charron and Painchaud, “God is a
Dyer.”
386 As Charron and Painchaud rightly note, “The fact that the simile in the first part of
the passage is about baptism is self-evident” (Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,”
).
387 See Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,” ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
388 In order to explain the immortalising effects of this process of dyeing, Charron and
Painchaud argue for a close connections between Gos. Phil. and alchemical literature (see
Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,” –). Although this suggestion is intriguing,
Charron and Painchaud do not convincingly show that these parallels are relevant in
the context of the passage in question, and ultimately they are not necessary in order to
understand Gos. Phil.’s argument, which seems to have a clear internal logic of its own.
389 See Crum b.
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particular word to denote colour at this point, rather than ϫⲱϭⲉ, which
is used earlier in the passage, Gos. Phil. manages to stress the medicinal, life-giving aspect of the baptismal process, while at the same time
preserving the metaphorical source input of dyeing.390 God’s dyes, then,
have a medicinal, immortalising effect. Thus far the interpretation of the
metaphor baptism is dyeing is relatively straightforward. The final part
of the passage, however, then adds a direct reference to baptism, using the
̄
, stating that God dips those whom he dips in water.391 This
term ⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
term in itself, of course, not only refers to the ritual of baptism, but may
also simply mean wash, dip, or submerge in a general sense, and thereby
also feeds directly into the metaphorical framing input of dyeing.
Gos. Phil.’s use of this sentence as a punchline, however, seems to call
for a slight reinterpretation of the metaphor. We are left with two main
interpretive possibilities here. It may simply be a more direct reference to
the fact that the dyeing Gos. Phil. has just described should be interpreted
as a metaphor of baptismal immersion in water,392 and that it is the water
itself that is to be mapped onto the dye. This solution plays down the
importance of the use of the word ⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ, however. If we take the multiple
meanings of this word into consideration, not least its medicinal connotations, the chrism would probably be the most readily available counterpart in the conceptual integration invited by the tractate, rather than the
water itself.393 In that case, the final sentence seems to introduce a contrast between God’s dyes / remedies and the water, a contrast that seems
to parallel the contrast between baptism and chrismation elsewhere in
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Cf. Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,  n. . Charron and Painchaud claim that with the
shift to ⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ, Gos. Phil. puts the emphasis on the instrumentality of God’s dyeing in the
transformative process of baptism (Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,” ). It seems
to me, however, primarily to stress the life-giving effects of the remedy that is added to
the water, rather than the actor and his actions.
391 Schenke, however, in his later works prefers to regard this sentence as a separate
saying, b (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [NHC II,],” ), but concedes that it may be related to a (see Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, –). In his early translations, Schenke emended the text and
translated, “Gott aber taucht (βαπτζειν) das, was er färbt (β;πτειν) in Wasser unter”
(Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [],” ).
392 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, : “Unsere These dürfte also im Klartext
einfach noch einmal sicherstellen wollen, daß das Gleichnis die Taufe und ihre göttlichen
Wirkungen meint.” Cf. also Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,” .
393 In the Sahidic New Testament, the word is, e.g., used in Rev : as a translation of
κολλ7ριον, “eye salve” (see Wilmet, Concordance, :–; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,
 n. ).
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Gos. Phil. The interpretation would then be that the baptismal washing
takes place in water, but the particular remedy that helps bring about
immortality is the chrism (see fig. ). Interestingly, this blend thereby
not only stresses the immortalising qualities of the chrism, but also the
indispensability of baptism in water as well as the simultaneity of baptism and chrismation. We thus seem to have yet another indication that
the chrismation presupposed by Gos. Phil. was closely connected to baptism, rather than a completely separate ritual.
We saw above that Gos. Phil. elsewhere connects apostolic succession
through ritual initiation specifically to the effects of the chrismation.
Significantly, we also seem to have indications of the dyeing-metaphor
being connected to succession when we connect the passage concerning
God as a dyer, discussed here, with the fact that we read elsewhere in Gos.
Phil. that
ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩ[ⲛ] ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϫⲱϭⲉ
̄
ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁϥϥⲓϣⲃⲉⲥⲛⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲭⲣⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ ⲁⲧⲣⲟϩⲧⲉ ⲁϥⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲩⲟⲃϣ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ
ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟ
̄ ⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣ
̄
[[ⲉ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣ
̄
]]ⲉ ⲙⲡⲣ
̄ ⲱⲙ[ⲉ ⲉ]ϥ[ⲟ] ⲛϫ
̄ ϭⲓⲧ
˙
˙
˙
˙
the Lord went into Levi’s place of dyeing and took seventy-two394 colours
and threw them into the vat and brought them out all white, and said,
“Thus the Son [[of the Son]] of Man has come [as] a dyer.”395
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Even the scribal error and its later correction may here indicate a connection of this “dyeing” with chrismation and apostolic succession. The
scribe first wrote “the son of the Son of Man,” before he or someone else
corrected the text to read simply “the Son of Man.” This scribal error may
itself be seen as an indication of the degree of blending between the levels
and functions of Christ, who is the Son of Man, and his successors in their
individual capacities of being a son of the Son of Man. God is metaphorically a dyer, as is Christ, and Christ’s successors may also be dyers, using
God’s life-giving remedies and bestowing immortality to successive generations of Christians by means of baptism and chrismation.396
.... Seeing and Becoming
Another major and pervasive theme relating to deification in Gos. Phil.
has to do with the reciprocity between the one who sees and that which
394

Cf. Luke :, .
Cf. Mark :.
396 The white colour may also conceivably be read as an allusion to the white garments
of the angels (see, e.g., John :).
395
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is seen. We have already encountered this concept in connection with
Gos. Phil.’s description of the transfiguration of Christ. We saw there
that in order to make the disciples able to see him in his full glory
on the mountain, Christ made the disciples great. This was due to the
fact that people could only see Christ according to their own abilities,
and thus his glory, the Logos, was hidden from view until the disciples
were themselves elevated to that level. This theme recurs in various
guises at several points throughout the tractate. In the discussion of the
transfiguration the disciples are changed in order to see, but sometimes
the causal relationship is also reversed:
ⲙⲛ̄[[ⲟⲩ]]ϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲗⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ
̄
ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲉϥϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲏ ⲉϥⲟ ⲣⲣⲏ
̄ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲕⲉϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ
ⲑⲉ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲛⲧⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲕⲛⲁ[ⲩ ⲁ]ⲡⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲭ
̄ ⲥ ̄ ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡ[ⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ [ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄ ˙ ˙ ] ⲙⲉⲛ ⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲁϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕ[ⲛⲁⲩ˙ ⲉⲣⲟ]ⲕ
ⲕ]ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ
˙
[ⲱⲡⲉ
ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲕ ⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲁⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲕⲛⲁϣ
˙
ⲙⲙ
̄ ] ⲟϥ
˙
It is impossible for anyone to see any of the ordained (things) unless he
becomes like them. It is not like it is with the man who is in the world. He
sees the sun while not being sun, and he sees the sky and the earth and all
the other things while not being those (things). Thus it is in truth. But you
have seen something of that place, and you have become those (things).
You have seen the Spirit, and you have have become spirit. You have seen
Christ, and you have become Christ. You have seen the [Father, and you]
will become father. Therefore, [here] you see everything and you do not
[see yourself], but you see yourself in [that place], for you will [become]
that which you see.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This passage follows directly the passage concerning God as a dyer, discussed above, and is linked to that passage by the theme of transformation.397 At the beginning of this excerpt, seeing follows transformation,
like in the transfiguration account, but then Gos. Phil. flips this logic
on its head and seemingly presents the act of seeing as what causes the
change.398 The overall logic thus seems decidedly circular: it is the change
397 Cf. Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ;
Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,” .
398 Schenke solves this problem by regarding the end of the passage, from ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ at
., as a new and unrelated saying (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –, ;
Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [NHC II,],” ). In his earlier work, however,
Schenke regarded the whole passage as one saying (see Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” ).
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that causes one to see, and it is the seeing that causes one to change. In any
case, if one becomes what one sees, one in fact logically ends up seeing
oneself as in a mirror. Moreover, the causal relationship between viewing an image of oneself in the mirror and being that image is a thoughtprovoking one and one that to some extent is blurred in these passages.
The metaphor of the mirror becomes especially significant when we consider the possible sacramental connotations of the passage.
As Schenke has pointed out, the change at . from third person
present to second person singular perfect, coupled with the Trinitarian
references at .–, give the impression of “eines Rückverweises auf
eine von den Adressaten im Kultgeschehen, also in der Taufe (auf den
dreieinigen Gott) und / oder in der Salbung, bereits gemachte ‘mystische’
Erfahrung.”399 We have already seen at several points how closely connected baptism and chrismation are in this tractate, and the imagery and
importance of seeing oneself is in fact also taken up directly in the context
of a mystagogical interpretation of baptism and chrismation:
ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲛⲉⲓⲁⲗ
̄
ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ
ⲕⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲁⲗ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ

No one will be able to see himself in water or in a mirror without light, nor
again will you be able to see in light without water (or) mirror.400 Therfore
it is necessary to baptise in both: in the light and the water, and the light is
the chrism.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here, the imagery of seeing oneself is used to argue for the necessity of
the combination of baptism and chrismation. At the same time Gos. Phil.
here furnishes us with a direct connection between the soteriological
metaphors of seeing and becoming and sacramental action. It is necessary, argues Gos. Phil., to baptise in both water and chrism, since the former is the mirror and the latter is the light without which it is impossible
to see oneself (see fig. ).
Combined with the evidence of the passage discussed above, the importance of this seems to be that if one cannot see oneself, neither can
one become what one sees. One can see oneself, however, with the help
of a mirror (water) and light (chrism).401 Since we have already seen that
399

Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –.
Cf.  Cor :;  Cor :.
401 Schenke rightly notes that since “ ‘Wasser’ nur Wasser meinen kann, braucht bloß
noch der Begriff des “Lichtes” aus dem Gleichnis ausdrücklich auf die gemeinte Sache
bezogen zu werden” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
400
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by means of baptism and, especially, chrismation one becomes a Christ,
what one sees as a result of baptism and chrismation should be just that,
oneself as Christ. Through the chrismation one receives the name of
Christ and may see oneself as Christ and become a Christ. Or rather,
when one sees oneself as Christ one has become a Christ.
This also has an important eschatological component, that may be
discerned in the statement that “[here] you see everything and you
̄
]
do not [see yourself], but you see yourself in [that place]” ([ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲁϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕ[ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟ]ⲕ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲕ ⲕⲛⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ⲙⲁ
˙ taken together with the mirror imagery,
˙
ⲉⲧⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲁⲩ),402 a statement that,
recalls Paul’s promise in  Cor :: “For we see now through a mirror
in a likeness, but afterwards face to face” (ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲉⲓⲁⲗ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩϩⲣ
̄
ⲃ ̄ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲱⲥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲛϩⲟ
̄ ϩ¨ⲓϩⲟ).403
It is important to note that Gos. Phil. here stresses the fundamental
importance of both baptism and chrismation. With just one of these
elements, and not the other, the ritual process would be ineffectual. This
passage, which stresses the necessity of baptism and chrismation in order
to be able to see oneself / Christ thus nicely complements the passages
we have already discussed concerning the necessity of both baptism and
chrismation in order to be reborn / begotten, and in order to receive the
resurrection, as well as those passages that stress the connection between
chrismation and the reception of the name.404 The use of the metaphors
of mirror and light in connection with the close conceptual connection
made in the tractate between seeing and becoming, that is, between
seeing and transformation on the one hand, and seeing and being on
the other, thus creates a highly evocative and productive blend that
sheds light simultaneously on a number of theological and sacramental
concepts as well as on key scriptural intertexts.
There are also other potential entailments of the use of this metaphorical blend, however. Not only does the argument that both mirror and
light are necessary in order to see oneself indicate the explicitly stated fact
that both the water and the chrism are necessary, but it would also logically indicate the simultaneous presence of both elements in the ritual.
For not only does one need both a mirror and light in order to see one-

402

Gos. Phil. .–.
For comparable uses of this Pauline motif by Clement of Alexandria and a selection
of other early sources, see Raoul Mortley, “The Mirror and  Cor. , in the Epistemology of Clement of Alexandria,” VC : (): –. See also  Cor :.
404 See Gos. Phil. .–; .–.
403
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self, but they need to be present at the same time. So, if we project to the
blend this insight from the source input it would seem that the chrismation takes place at the same time as the baptism in water. It would, in other
words, indicate that we are here looking at neither a strictly postbaptismal
nor a strictly prebaptismal chrismation, but rather a chrismation taking
place while the initiate is in the water. It might, for instance, take place
after the full immersion(s), but while the candidate is still standing in
the water, prior to emerging from it to dress in, possibly, white garments.
However, the blend works even without drawing the logical inference of
the simultaneity of water and chrism if one simply shifts the focus to the
ritual complex as a whole.
However this might be, it is becoming abundantly clear that the tractate by no means disparages baptism, even though it singles out the
chrismation for special treatment.405 What this emphasis on the chrism
might further indicate is perhaps that there might have been scant reason to argue in favour of the necessity of baptism, which may have been
taken for granted, but rather for the necessity of the use of chrism. What
may, moreover, be significant in light of the tractate’s polemics against
Judaism, is the fact that this would also be an aspect of the initiatory
baptismal ritual that distinguished it from the Jewish practice of proselyte baptism.406
As for Jewish proselyte baptism, it was preceded by circumcision. Gos.
Phil. does not spend much time discussing or redefining circumcision,
but it does mention it once, and it does indeed redefine it:
ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ
̄
[ . . . . ] ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ [ⲁϥⲥ]ⲃⲃⲉ
̄ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
˙
ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲣⲟⲃⲩⲥⲧⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉϥⲧⲁ[ⲙⲟ] ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ϫⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
˙
405 As Gaffron has put it, “An einer Diskreditierung der Taufe hat das EvPh kein Interesse, wenn auch sein spekulatives Denken in stärkerem Maße der Salbung gilt. Hinsichtlich ihrer Wirkung sind beide Sakramente voneinander nicht zu trennen, wohl aber
hinsichtlich ihres Bedeutungsgehaltes und ihrer spezifischen Deutungsmöglichkeiten”
(Gaffron, Studien, ). Majella Franzmann has observed that Gos. Phil. contains “polemic against baptism as practised by some other group, but give a positive view of that
ritual as practised by their own group” (Franzmann, “The Concept of Rebirth,” ). It
should be noted, however, that Gos. Phil. directs its critique not only against diverging
baptismal practice, but also, perhaps even more importantly, against diverging interpretations of baptism.
406 On proselyte baptism, see, e.g., G.R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament
(London: Macmillan, ), –; Everett Ferguson, Baptism in the Early Church:
History, Theology, and Liturgy in the First Five Centuries (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
), –. See below for an extended discussion of Gos. Phil.’s polemics against
Judaism.
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When Abraham [ . . . ] for him to see that which he would see, [he] circumcised the flesh of the foreskin,407 [telling] us that it is necessary to destroy
the flesh.408
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here alludes primarily to Gen :–: and seems further to
blend this with Col :. The Genesis passage relates Abraham’s circumcision of his household and himself, an act which is followed by a vision
of God as “three men” (τρε&ς νδρες). It is especially significant that Gos.
Phil. in its allusion to Abraham’s circumcision makes reference to his seeing. While Gos. Phil. does not explicitly state that Abraham saw God, it
emphasises that circumcision was necessary in order for him to see what
he was going to see. The fact that the object of Abraham’s seeing remains
unstated in this Gos. Phil. passage keeps open the possibility of reading it
as an allusion not only to Gen :–, but also to John :–,409 where
Jesus strongly implies that he has been seen by Abraham.410 It thus seems
that we may legitimately connect this passage in Gos. Phil. with the other
passages that speak of seeing Christ, God, or even the Spirit.411 Seeing
these, then, requires a metaphorical circumcision, which is here identified as the destruction of “the flesh” (ⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ),412 an identification that
recalls Col :, where the circumcision of Christ is associated with “the
stripping off of the body of the flesh” (ⲡⲕⲱⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣ
̄
ⲝ).
̄
The theme of seeing Christ and God in Gos. Phil. also significantly
echoes key passages in John and  John, and  and  Corinthians. We
saw above how  John :, with its statement that “when he appears we
shall become like him, for we shall see him as he is” (ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲧⲛⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ϫⲉⲧⲛⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϥϣⲟⲟⲡ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ),
̄ 413 was
407

Cf. Gen :–:; cf. also John :.
Cf. Col :.
409 The connection between this passage and chapter eight in John is also made by
Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
410 In John : Jesus states that, “Your father Abraham rejoiced that he might see
my day and he saw and he rejoiced” (ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲧⲉⲗⲏⲗ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲉⲛⲁⲩ
ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲣⲁϣⲉ). Interestingly, the Sahidic New Testament manuscripts
are among those that have the Jews in verse  asking Jesus whether Abraham has seen
him: “Abraham has seen you?” (ⲁⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ), rather than whether he has seen
Abraham.
411 For Trinitarian interpretations of Gen :– in patristic sources, see, e.g., Kugel,
Traditions of the Bible, .
412 This is yet another example of a metonymically based metaphor (see chapter  of
the present study).
413 Cf. also  Cor :–: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϣⲁⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲛⲁⲱϣ ⲙⲙⲱ
̄ ⲩ¨ ⲥⲏⲥ ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁⲗⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ
· ⲉϥⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲕⲟⲧϥ̄ ⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϣⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲗⲩⲙⲁ
̄
· ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ : ⲡⲙⲁ ⲇⲉ
ⲉϫⲙⲡⲉⲩϩⲏⲧ
̄
̄
ⲉϥϭⲟⲗⲡ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ·
ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲉⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲉⲥⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϭⲓⲧⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲣ
̄ ⲙϩⲉ
̄ · ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄ ϩⲛⲟⲩϩⲟ
408

deification and christology in the gospel of philip



reflected in Gos. Phil.’s account of the transfiguration, and the same goes
for the present context. The importance of Gos. Phil.’s mirroring logic of
having to become the higher realities in order to be able to see them is
also given another, rather unique, twist which links up with the highly
important metaphorical complex of marriage and bridal chamber:
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲛⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
˙
̄ ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ [ⲛϥϣ

Bridegrooms and brides belong to the bridal chamber. No one will be able
to see the bridegroom with the bride unless [he becomes] this.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This is a rather difficult passage, the obvious interpretive problem being
the decision whether “this” (ⲡⲁⲉⲓ), which is what one has to become in
order to see the bridegroom and the bride, refers to “the bridegroom”
(ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ) or “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ).414 Both of these solutions are well within the logic of the passage. One may in both cases be
said to be able to see the bridegroom and the bride, and both solutions
may be defended on the basis of other parts of the tractate.415 One of
these solutions does seem to make better sense than the other within the
context of the tractate as a whole, however.
First it should be noted that what one is supposed to see is “the
̄
).416 Schenke points
bridegroom with the bride” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
out that in real life only “die vier Wände des Brautgemachs” may see a
bridegroom together with his bride, and draws the conclusion that what
one must become in order to see them is therefore a bridal chamber,
understood by him to refer metaphorically to the human soul as the place
ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲣϩ ̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲉⲓⲁⲗ
̄
ⲧⲛϫⲓϩⲣ
̄
ⲃ̄ ⲛϯϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ : “But until today whenever Moses is read there is a veil
upon their minds, but when one turns to the Lord he lifts the veil. Now the Lord is the
Spirit, and the place where the Spirit of the Lord is there is freedom. But all of us, with
unveiled face, seeing the glory of God in a mirror, receive the likeness of that single image
from glory to glory as from the Lord the Spirit.”
414 For the identification of ⲡⲁⲉⲓ (“this”) with ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ (“the bridegroom”), see William
Joseph Stroud, “Ritual in the Chenoboskion Gospel of Philip,” Iliff Review  (): .
For its identification with ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ (“the bridal chamber”), see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, , ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus (NHC II,),” :.
Buckley and Pagels somehow take it to refer to both the bridegroom and the bride (see
Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ; Elaine H. Pagels, “The ‘Mystery of Marriage’ in the
Gospel of Philip Revisited,” in The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of Helmut
Koester [ed. Birger A. Pearson; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, ], ).
415 The possibility that the passage may be intentionally ambiguous on this point should
of course also be kept in mind.
416 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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where the person’s heavenly double is united with his or her own “LichtSelbst.”417 I think Schenke is right in identifying what one must become
as “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ), but the further connection he makes
between the bridal chamber and the human soul, and his identification
of the bridegroom and the bride, are problematic.
A vital key to the understanding of this passage seems to me to lie,
here as above, in the important blend the christian is a christ.
In accordance with this blend, what one should strive to become as a
Christian is nothing less than Christ. We should, moreover, keep in mind
Gos. Phil.’s use of the mirroring theory of seeing and becoming, namely
that one must become Christ in order to see Christ. Here in this passage
one must become a bridal chamber in order to see the bridegroom and
the bride. This, then, implies the identification of “the bridal chamber”
in this passage with Christ, but it also, seemingly paradoxically, identifies
the bridegroom and the bride with Christ’s true nature. This, however,
makes good sense in the overall system of Gos. Phil. The disciples had to
be changed in order to see Christ in his glory in the transfiguration. That
is, by becoming Christ they saw his true flesh, the Logos. In this passage
then, by becoming Christ as bridal chamber one may see Christ as the
bridegroom and the bride. This recalls the revelation of “the great bridal
̄
) and the creation of the body of Christ at his
chamber” (ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
baptism in the Jordan,418 which consisted of the unification of the Logos
and the Holy Spirit. Seeing the bridegroom and the bride by becoming
a “bridal chamber” (ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) would thus involve seeing Christ as the
unification of the Logos (his flesh) and the Holy Spirit (his blood).419 We
may therefore identify the bridegroom and the bride with the Logos and
the Holy Spirit respectively (see fig. ). And where would one be able to
see the Logos and the Holy Spirit together if not in the Eucharist? Christ
as the union of Logos and Holy spirit is, as we have seen, represented in
the eucharistic ritual in the form of the bread and the wine mixed with
water. In the Eucharist, then, the Christian would be able to see Christ
as Logos (bread) and Holy Spirit (wine). And the place where these two
elements would mix would be in the bridal chamber constituted by the

417 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –. Schenke argues that ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
should here be regarded as synonymous with ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ, as “das ‘Allerheiligste’ einer Hochzeit” (ibid., ). See below for a discussion of the various terms used in Gos. Phil. that
may be rendered as “bridal chamber.”
418 See Gos. Phil. .–.
419 See discussion above.
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body of the Christian in the consumption of the eucharistic elements.
Analogically to how Christ’s constitution was Logos and Holy Spirit
within a material body, then, the individual Christian receives the Logos
(bridegroom) and Holy Spirit (bride) within the bridal chamber of his
or her own “Christlike” body (see fig. ). We will return below to an
extended consideration of the question of sacramental connotations in
connection with a discussion of certain other passages in Gos. Phil. that
seem to undergird this interpretation.
.. Communion Blends
In this section we will focus on the blends that revolve around issues
of communion and mystery. This means that we will look closer at
blends involving joining, unification, and mixing, as well as those dealing
with hiddenness, secrecy, and mystery. The reason for treating these two
categories of phenomena under the same heading is the fact that in Gos.
Phil. they are often blended by means of certain key ICMs that encompass
both the theme of joining and unification, and that of hiddenness and
secrecy.
... Joining and Mixing
“One might say—only slightly mischievously—that Christianity is all
about mixture,” observes Philip McCosker, and specifies that “it is concerned with bringing into union what seem to be more or less contrary / different realities: divinity and humanity, Creator and creature,
‘agenetic’ and ‘genetic’, self-existent and contingent.”420 Such issues
and questions come especially into focus in christological matters. As
McCosker puts it, “Christians hold that there is a paradigmatic ‘mixture’
in the person of Christ: the mingling of human and divine natures in
the person of Christ is not only paradigmatic in an exemplary (imitative) sense, but also, more essentially, the Word’s incarnation fundamentally alters the recipe for such mixtures.”421 Christ is thus “the recipe and
ingredients rolled into one,” as McCosker strikingly puts it.422

420 Philip McCosker, review of Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek
Patristic Tradition, Reviews in Religion and Theology : (): .
421 McCosker, review of Russell, .
422 McCosker, review of Russell, .
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We have seen at several points in the preceding analysis that questions
concerning this recipe and its ingredients are of fundamental importance
to Gos. Phil., and we have seen that this issue correlates with imagery of
separation on the one hand, and joining, mixing, and unification on the
other, in a manner that is central to the rhetoric of the tractate.423 In this
section we will look closer at the function of such interlinking metaphorical imagery as participation, communion, marriage, procreation, and
eating in Gos. Phil., and the way it highlights a variety of different theological issues relating to the abovementioned recipe, to borrow McCosker’s
metaphor.
.... Like Mixing With Like
In several passages Gos. Phil. treats the theme of joining and mixing
analogically with the theme of seeing and becoming. The tractate informs
us that if you become a logos, the Logos will mingle with you, and if you
become spirit, the Spirit will mingle with you:424
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϩⲧⲟ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡϩⲧⲟ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲉⲓ[ⲱ ⲧ]ⲱϩ
ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲓⲱ
̄
ⲛⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉϣⲁⲩⲧⲱϩ [ⲙ˙ⲛ̄]ⲛⲟⲩϣⲃⲣⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉϣⲁ[ⲣⲉ]ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄
̄
[ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟ]ⲩ˙ⲟ[ⲉⲓⲛ
ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲗⲟ[ⲅⲟⲥ] ϣⲁϥⲣⲕ̄ [ⲟ]ⲓⲛⲱ[ⲛ]ⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
˙ ˙ ˙ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
˙
̄
[ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲕ]ϣⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
[ⲡⲣⲱⲙ]ⲉ ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲛⲁ]ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧⲕ
ϣⲁ]ϥⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
˙ ˙̄
˙
˙
˙ ⲣ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲕ[ϣⲁⲛϣ]ⲱⲡⲉ˙ ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
ⲉⲕϣⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
[ⲙ̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ] ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϩⲱⲧ
ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲧⲱϩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
̄
ⲉ[ⲕ]ϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛϩⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩⲧⲟ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲉⲓⲱ
̄
ⲏ ⲙⲙⲁⲥⲉ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲏ ϭⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϥⲛⲁϣⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧⲕ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲕ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲕⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄

Man mixes with man, horse mixes with horse, donkey mixes with donkey.
The species used to mix [with] their fellow members. Thus spirit mixes
with spirit and Logos has communion with Logos [and light has] communion [with light. If you] become man, [it is the man who will] love you. If
you become [spirit,] it is the Spirit that will join with you. [If] you become
logos, it is the Logos that will mix with you. If [you] become light, it is
the light that will have communion with you. If you become one of those
above, those above will rest upon you. If you become a horse or donkey
or calf or dog or sheep or another among the animals that are outside and
423 This has been noted by several interpreters, see, e.g., Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language” (this article focusses especially on the Coptic terminology used in the
tractate, with an emphasis on the function of the words ϫⲓ, ϫⲡⲟ, and ϩⲱⲧⲣ).
424 Buckley takes this as indicating “a tone of optimism and confidence regarding
human capacities” that in her opinion “permeates the text” (Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ).
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those that are below, neither man nor Spirit nor Logos nor light nor those
above nor those inside will be able to love you. They will not be able to rest
within you and you have no part in them.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

Here again the animals are metaphorical humans,425 and the passage
must be understood as an injunction to become a perfect Christian.
“Man” in this passage seems to be equivalent to the term “perfect man”
in other parts of the text. In this conceptual blend the animals represent
the not-so-perfect men, and the perfect Christian, being at the top of
the metaphorical chain of being, is presented as human. If one becomes
“man” (ⲣⲱⲙⲉ), then, one may be loved by “the man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ), Christ, and
̄
) with the Logos and the light.426 It is this
“have communion” (ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
necessity of becoming man, metaphorically speaking, that seems to be
the main thrust of the passage.427
It is interesting to note the many different words that are here used
to denote the conceptual domain of joining, communion, and mixing.
̄
(“have communion”), ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ (“join”),
The verbs ⲧⲱϩ (“mix”), ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
ⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
(“rest”), and even ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ (“love”) are here employed in a parallel
manner.428 Schenke holds that “love” is here the main term that all
the other terms refer to, being themselves simply “Umschreibungen
bzw. Entfaltungen von ⲙⲉ.”429 But do we really have any good reason to
privilege the term “love” over the other terms used here for joining and
mixing? The first part of the passage, where the word ⲧⲱϩ is used, sets
425

Cf. Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,” .
As Schenke rightly notes, in this passage ⲣⲱⲙⲉ does not refer to the same thing
throughout the passage: “In der Bildhälfte ist es das irdische Wesen, das so heißt, schlechthin, während in der Anwendung der Begriff ‘Mensch’ übertragen gebraucht sein dürfte;
vermutlich irgendwie im Sinne von ‘wahrer Mensch’, vielleicht sogar im Sinne von
‘Menschensohn’.” This leads Schenke to suggest the following as a possible paraphrase:
“Wenn du zum Menschensohn wie Jesus wirst, wird der Menschensohn Jesus dich lieben”
(Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
427 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
428 Isenberg’s translation significantly obscures the way these terms are used, by translating ⲧⲱϩ variously as “have intercourse,” “associate,” and “mingle”; ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
as “consort with” and “share”; and by translating ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ with “thought” (see Layton and Isenberg,
“Gospel According to Philip,” , ; Wesley W. Isenberg, “The Gospel of Philip [II,],”
in The Nag Hammadi Library in English [rd revised ed.; ed. James M. Robinson; San
Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, ], ).
429 Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . Schenke concludes that the point of the
passage may be summarised with the following paraphrase: “Du sollst den Menschensohn lieben! Dann wirst du als Menschensohn einer von oben. Und er und die Oberen
können dich dann auch lieben und sich mit dir verbinden (, so daß du schließlich auch
solche Früchte hervorbringst, wie sie einem / dem Menschensohn angemessen sind)”
(ibid.).
426
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up a framing input space in a conceptual integration network where the
inputs created by the latter part of the passage are more or less metonymic
representations of the target ICM. Since the mixings in the first part
have a clear sexual / procreational focus, this input is especially prone to
highlight this aspect in the input or inputs activated by the latter part
̄
of the passage. At the same time, the change from ⲧⲱϩ to ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
when the discourse shifts from the zoological examples to the pairings
of Logos with Logos and light with light is significant. The shift to this
word at the same time as the term Logos is mentioned prompts for a
Christian, and in this text sacramental, context for the interpretation of
the blend.
Now, where does one mingle, or have communion with Logos or
Spirit? Buckley takes the description of the fact that when one becomes
logos or spirit the Logos or Spirit will reciprocate by mingling or joining with the person in question as an allusion to ritual activity.430 The
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ)
reference to those above “resting upon you” (ⲙⲧⲟⲛ
recalls the reference to the Holy Spirit resting upon Jesus at his baptism
in the Jordan,431 and by extension the baptismal anointing with chrism
administered to the Christian initiates.
On the grounds of Gos. Phil.’s identification of the flesh of Christ, and
hence the eucharistic bread, with his Logos, and his blood, and hence the
eucharistic wine, with the Holy Spirit, the eucharistic ritual also comes
readily to mind here as Gos. Phil. envisages it, an important aspect being
that logos mixes with Logos, and spirit mixes with Holy Spirit. In order
to be able to have communion in this way, however, the communicant
needs to have become what he or she is to have communion with. For
the focus seems here, in the excerpt quoted above, as in the seeing and
becoming passages, to be on the necessity of becoming what you want
to commune with.432 If one stays as an animal one may only have communion with animals. Communions happening contrary to the principles outlined above, however, are characterised by Gos. Phil. as “adultery”
̄̄
):
(ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉϯⲛⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄̄
ⲧⲉ

And every communion that has taken place between those who do not
resemble each other constitutes adultery.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

430
431
432

See Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” .
See John :.
Cf. Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”,  n. .
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By designating communions between “those who do not resemble
̄
) specifically as “adultery” (ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄̄
),
each other” (ⲛⲉϯⲛⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
the imagery of mingling and communion of like with like, including
that of logos with logos and spirit with spirit, is connected even more
closely to the ICMs of marriage and sex, and hence, as we shall see, to
metaphors like that of the bridal chamber.
Intertextually, both the use of the designation “adultery” and the use
of the term ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ in this context point primarily to Paul’s letters to
the Corinthians. The description of the communion of those who are
unlike one another as adultery must specifically be seen in the light of
Paul’s interpretation of Lev : in his second letter to the Corinthians.
Lev : prohibits the mating of unlike animals, and Paul, in  Cor
:–:, applies this prohibition to human relationships, arguing that
Christians should not marry non-Christians.433 Gos. Phil. takes this one
step further, and applies Paul’s analogy metaphorically, this time not to
the relationship between humans, but rather to the relationship between
Christians and Christ. At the same time, the positioning of the above
quoted statement at the end of the passage concerning Eve’s conception
of Cain from her relations with the serpent, also connects the sinfulness
of the mating of different species to the story of the fall and the paradise
narrative in general.434
.... Eating and Becoming
Closely related to the motifs of seeing and becoming and like mixing with
like, outlined above, Gos. Phil. also focuses on the theme of eating from
the perspective of transformation and reciprocity:
ⲟⲩⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ⲣⲏⲧ [ϩ]ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲓⲥⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲡⲉⲑ[ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ] ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲡⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ
˙[ⲟⲛ ⲁϥϣ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
˙ ]˙ ˙ ˙ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ˙ ϩⲙⲡϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲡⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓ
̄
̄
ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲟ[ⲩⲱⲙ
˙
̄
ⲁⲛⲑ[ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛϭ
̄ ]ⲓⲛϣ
̄ ⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲁϥϫⲡⲉⲑⲏ[ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉ]ⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲥⲉⲣⲥⲉⲃⲉⲥⲑⲉ
˙ ˙ ˙˙
˙
There are two trees growing in paradise. One produces [animals], the other
produces men. Adam [ate] from the tree that produced animals, [and he
became] an animal and he begot [animals]. Therefore the children of Adam
worship the [animals].
(Gos. Phil. .–)

433 See Gaca, The Making of Fornication, –. Similarly, Mishnaic law likens the
union between a Jew and a gentile with the forbidden union of a horse with a donkey
(see Shaye J.D. Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties
[Hellenistic Culture and Society ; Berkeley: University of California Press, ], ).
434 For the connection of this passage with the paradise story of Eve and the serpent,
cf. also Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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It is significant that Gos. Phil. here once again plays on the term
ϫⲡⲟ. Because Adam ate from the tree that produced (ϫⲡⲟ) animals,
he too became animal and begat (ϫⲡⲟ) animals. The tree Adam ate
from was of course the Tree of Knowledge, which is here contrasted
with the Tree of Life.435 That he became animal seems in this context
to entail first and foremost Adam’s acquisition of mortality—his death
sentence from eating from the forbidden tree.436 Adam eats from the
animal tree, becomes animal and begets animals. This mirrors the above
discussed passage concerning the different species only mating with
their own, and also reflects the various passages that deal with seeing
and becoming. It is also highly significant that eating is here closely
connected to procreation. Adam eats from the tree, is changed, and
produces offspring that are less than desirable. The full significance of this
imagery only becomes clear, however, when Adam’s food is contrasted
with that of Christ:
ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲙⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲓⲥⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲙⲁ
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ϩⲁϩ ⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲉⲙⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲥⲟⲩⲟ
ⲛⲧⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲥⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛ̄ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲡⲉⲭ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲓ
ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲁⲣⲧⲣⲉⲫⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄

Before Christ came there was no bread in the world, like in Paradise, the
place were Adam was, there were many trees for the food of the animals. It
had no wheat for the food of man. Man was feeding like the animals, but
when Christ came, the perfect man, he brought bread from heaven so that
man would be nourished with the food of man.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This juxtaposition of the former state (before Christ) of nourishing like
the animals, with the new state of eating the food of the perfect man, sets
up a counterpart relationship between Adam’s eating and begetting and
the individual Christian’s eating of the bread from heaven. The passage
clearly alludes to the discourse in John :– concerning Jesus as the
bread of life from heaven and cannot be properly understood apart from
this intertext. This intertext furnishes a connection of the bread from
heaven with Jesus and the Eucharist. Thus it follows by implication from
the blend that since Adam’s eating from the tree that produced animals—
the Tree of Knowledge—led to him to become animal, produce animals,
and worship animals, eating the bread from heaven brought by Christ

435
436

Cf. Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” .
Cf. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, –.
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equals eating from the tree that produced men / humans—the Tree of
Life—and leads to those eating from it becoming men / humans, and
producing men / humans. By implication, those who eat the bread from
heaven should also worship men / humans, which makes sense when the
man in question is identified as Christ. The bread from heaven is after all
to be identified with Christ as the Eucharist. One thus becomes Christ
and will worship Christ by eating Christ. And, as we have already seen,
Christ is in Gos. Phil. not only equated with the bread from heaven, but
also with the fruit from the Tree of Life. It might also be noted here that
the close connection that is established between eating and procreation
thereby also connects the Eucharist to procreative imagery.
The identification of the eater with the eaten is also one of the ways in
which Gos. Phil. argues for the necessity of gaining eternal life prior to
death, and the logic mirrors that of the seeing and becoming passages:
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲕⲱⲱⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲕⲉ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲙⲟ[ⲩ]
ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲱⲛϩ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥⲟⲛϣ
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲧ[˙ⲙⲉ]
˙˙ ⲁⲩⲱ
˙ ⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
ⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉ[ⲧⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ˙ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
˙ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲁⲩ [ⲉⲟⲩ]ⲱ[ⲙ]437˙ϫⲉ[ⲕⲁⲁⲥ] ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ
˙ⲁⲩⲱ
˙
̄
˙
This world is a corpse-eater. All that are eaten in it also die themselves.
Truth is a life-eater. Therefore no one among those who nourish on [Truth]
will die. It was from that place that Jesus came, and he brought food from
there, and those who wanted he gave them [to eat, so that] they might not
die.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

In this passage as well, Gos. Phil. contrasts worldly food with heavenly,
and the contrast is cleverly presented by means of a comparison by partial
blending of two metaphors, namely that of the world as a corpse-eater
and truth as a life-eater. One must eat the heavenly food brought by
Jesus in order to gain eternal life. The argument employs a conceptual
blend between the domains of eating and death and also makes use
of the logic of identity between the eater and the eaten (see fig. ). The
world eating corpses may be understood as a metaphorical description
of the burial and / or decomposition of corpses, and as a contrast to
this, Gos. Phil. presents truth as an eater of life, a metaphor that is only
understandable when it is contrastively blended with that of the world as

437 I follow Schenke’s reconstruction of this lacuna (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , –; Schenke, “The Berliner Arbeitskreis,” –). Layton, following
Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” , has [ⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ]ⲱ[ⲛϩ] (see Layton and
Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” . As Schenke puts it in his later article, “Layton
thought I was right, and I was not” [Schenke, “The Berliner Arbeitskreis,” ]).
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a corpse-eater. From this blending of metaphors important implications
arise. Those who die in the world are eaten by the world, while those
who gain life will be eaten by truth, which means that instead of being
dissolved into the material earth they will be dissolved into truth.438
And as we find elsewhere in Gos. Phil., truth is to be equated with the
inner, true reality hidden within the worldly types and images. Included
among these worldly types and images are of course also the Christian
sacraments, without which it is impossible to gain truth. For how does
one attain life and thus become eaten by truth? One does this by means
of the food of life brought by Jesus, for if one draws nourishment from
truth one will not die.439 By implication, if one metaphorically eats from
the worldly things one will also be eaten by the world, which means that
one will die completely, in that one will simply be dissolved into the
material elements.440 The use of the metaphor of eating in this way, so
closely connected to the food brought by Jesus, strongly alludes to the
Eucharist.441
... Marriage and Related Imagery
Gos. Phil. gives the following explanation for the primordial separation
of Adam and Eve:
ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲇⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲁⲉⲩϩⲁ ⲡⲱⲣϫ
ⲥ[ⲧⲟ]ⲥ
ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ ̄ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁ
̄
˙
And those who have joined in the bridal chamber will no longer be
separated. Therefore Eve separated from Adam, because it was not in the
bridal chamber that she joined with him.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Adam and Eve separated because they did not join with each other in a
“bridal chamber.” In a basic sense, this means that they were not properly
married, which again may imply that their joining lacked the proper
438

Cf. Gos. Phil. .–.
For an alternative, but ultimately unconvincing interpretation of the metaphor of
truth as a “life-eater,” see Patricia Cox Miller, “ ‘Adam Ate from the Animal Tree’: A
Bestial Poetry of Soul,” in The Poetry of Thought in Late Antiquity: Essays in Imagination
and Religion (Aldershot: Ashgate, ), –. Ignoring the context of the statement in
Gos. Phil., Miller suggests that “Perhaps the Gospel of Philip describes truth as a life-eater
because truth seems destructive and subversive” (ibid., ).
440 If we follow this logic one step further we might also argue, as Buckley has done,
that the reason why the world eats what is dead is because it is itself dead (see Buckley,
“Conceptual Models,” ).
441 This is the case regardless of whether the Eucharist alluded to is itself to be understood metaphorically or literally.
439
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ceremony and / or that it was not performed in the proper place. What
is certain is that, according to Gos. Phil., Adam and Eve were joined,
but not in the way they should have been. But what does this entail in
Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric? Generally speaking, the ICM of marriage may be
utilised as an input in different conceptual blends in order to highlight
certain aspects of different target inputs. Among the central constituents
of the marriage ICM we find notions of the joining / unification of
two people of opposite sex, the ceremonies associated with a wedding,
and various ideas and aspects related to sexual procreation. We saw in
the previous chapter how Exeg. Soul employs the marriage ICM as a
powerful conceptual framing input that may shed light on several aspects
of conversion, initiation, and Christian life. We will now look closer at
the varied use of this conceptual domain in Gos. Phil. As in Exeg. Soul,
blends involving marriage imagery are pervasive in Gos. Phil. too, and
the cognitive model is employed in several different ways.
.... Marriage with Christ
A highly important “marriage” referred to by Gos. Phil. is that of the
individual Christian with Christ. Gos. Phil. refers directly to this marriage
by addressing its implied readers as “you who dwell with the Son of God”
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
) in an interesting passage where
(ⲛⲧⲱⲧ
the tractate outlines a couple of basic principles that should guide the
conduct of the individual in this marital relation:
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲛⲁϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ
¨ⲓ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲡⲟⲗⲗⲁⲕⲓⲥ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ
̄
¨ⲓ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲟⲩϩⲧⲟⲣ ⲉⲡⲉⲥϩⲏⲧ ⲇⲉ ϩⲓⲡⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉϣⲁⲥⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲕⲟⲧⲕ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲁⲙⲁⲥⲧϥ ϣⲁⲥⲙⲁⲥⲧϥ ⲉϥⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲛⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲙ
̄ ⲣⲣⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲙⲣⲣⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ
ⲛⲟⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄

He whom the woman loves, it is him that those she will bear resemble.
If it is her husband, they resemble her husband. It if is an adulterer,
they resemble the adulterer. Often, if a woman sleeps with her husband
out of necessity, but her mind is on the adulterer whom she usually has
communion with, the one she will bear she bears resembling the adulterer.
But you who dwell with the Son of God, do not love the world, but love the
Lord, so that those you will bear may not come to resemble the world, but
that they may come to resemble the Lord.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. here makes it clear, through a comparison with ancient medical theory, that if one focuses mentally on a person other than one’s
spouse while having intercourse, the resulting children might turn out to
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resemble the other one.442 The point appears to be that it is not enough
for the Christian to have communion with Christ if one’s heart and mind
is not with Christ.443
This is yet another passage where Gos. Phil. uses human procreation
metaphorically to get a theological message across. As in Exeg. Soul, the
children referred to here should probably be understood metaphorically
as thoughts or works.444 When living and having communion with the
Lord, one has to make sure that one’s (metaphorical) offspring will not
resemble someone else. And in this regard one may be said to be known
by one’s offspring, i.e., one’s thoughts and actions, like a tree is known by
its fruit. One should bear spiritual offspring rather than fleshly.445 This
should also be seen in connection with the exhortation not to love nor
fear one’s material body.446 We might take all this to mean, then, that even
though one is a Christian and thus “lives with” and “has communion
with” Christ, one must still make an effort to love Christ and not the
material world. The focus of the Christian should be strictly on Christ,
and not on worldly things. That this also implies that one ought to imitate
Christ in his capacity as a moral exemplar becomes clear from other
sections in Gos. Phil. that focus on his conduct in the world.447 The use of

442

See, e.g., Denise Kimber Buell, Making Christians: Clement of Alexandria and
the Rhetoric of Legitimacy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, ), ; Williams,
Rethinking “Gnosticism”,  n. ; Grant, “Mystery of Marriage,” ; for a discussion
of such beliefs in various cultures throughout history, see Wendy Doniger and Gregory
Spinner, “Misconceptions: Female Imaginations and Male Fantasies in Parental Imprinting,” Dædalus : (): –. Strangely, Isenberg translates the opening sentences
in a completely opposite way as, “The children a woman bears resemble the man who
loves her. If her husband loves her, then they resemble her husband” (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Isenberg, “The Gospel of Philip [II,],” ; this
is repeated by, e.g., Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” ), which, in addition to being
incompatible with the Coptic text, completely obscures the point of the whole passage.
Isenberg did not make this mistake in his dissertation, however, where he instead translated, “As for him whom the woman loves, it is he that those whom she will beget resemble. If it is her husband, it is her husband that they resemble” (Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,”
). On this point, see also the comments in Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, 
n. .
443 Grant, however, takes this to mean that “the Gnostic must not love the ‘unclean
spirits’ which wish to unite with him in adulterous unions” (see Grant, “Mystery of
Marriage,” –).
444 Cf. Exeg. Soul .–; .–., and the discussion in chapter . For the
connection with Exeg. Soul, see also Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
445 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
446 See Gos. Phil. .–.
447 See Gos. Phil. .–..
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the term ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
to refer to one’s marital life with Christ may be taken
as a reference to the Eucharist as the locus of the individual Christian’s
most intimate relations with him.
.... Marriage in this World
There is no doubt that marriage imagery is important in Gos. Phil., but it
is often difficult to pin down the degree to which such imagery is to be
interpreted metaphorically or literally:
[ⲡⲙ]ⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲅⲁⲙ[ⲟⲥ] ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ [ⲡⲉ ⲁϫⲛ̄]ⲧϥ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥ[ⲙⲟ]ⲥ ⲛⲁϣⲱ[ⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ
˙
˙
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙ̄ [ⲡⲕⲟ]ⲥⲙⲟ[ⲥ . . . . . ]ⲙⲉ ⲧⲥⲩⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
ⲇⲉ [ . . . .˙. . . . ⲡⲅ]ⲁⲙⲟⲥ
ⲧⲥ]ⲩⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
˙
˙ ]ⲱϩⲙ̄ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲥ
˙ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓ
[ⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ . . ϫ
̄ ̄ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
[ . . . . . . . ]ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
ⲉⲣⲓⲛⲟⲉⲓ
̄
˙
ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛⲟⲩϫ
̄
ⲱ[ϩⲙ̄ ]
˙
[The] mystery of marriage [is] great, for [without] it the world would [not]
have [come into being]. For [the] composition of [the world . . . ], but the
composition [ . . . the] marriage. Consider the [communion . . . ] defiled
because it has [ . . . ] power. Its image is in a [defilement].
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

Marriage is described as a mystery, but deciding whether Gos. Phil. is here
referring simply to normal marriage between two people, which results in
procreation and thus contribute to the existence of the world, or whether
it should be understood as a reference to something else is by no means
unproblematic. Regrettably, this passage is badly damaged, but it may
still give us a couple of clues with regard to the nature of the marriage
described at this point in the manuscript. If the reconstructions above
are correct,448 we seem to be told that “its image is in a [defilement]”
(ⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛⲟⲩϫ
̄
ⲱ[ϩⲙ̄ ]). This may indicate that “the commu˙
nion,” however we may understand
that term in this particular context,
is reflected in marriage, and that the latter is a “defilement.” We shall see
that the text elsewhere refers to “the marriage of defilement” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
),449 which makes it probable that it is indeed marriage that is
ⲙⲡϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
here identified in such terms. So it seems that we may understand the
passage to describe marriage as an “image” (ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ) of “the communion”
(ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ). The reference to marriage as a great mystery seems to reflect
Eph :–, where the words of Gen : concerning the joining of man
and woman as “one flesh” is described as a great mystery and interpreted
448 I have here followed the relatively concervative reconstructions that are are used
in Layton’s critical edition (see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ).
Schenke, on the other hand, reconstructs all these lacunae (see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ).
449 Gos. Phil. ..
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as a reference to Christ and the church.450 If we see in the description
of marriage as a great mystery an allusion to Eph :–, and apply to
our interpretation of Gos. Phil. the explanation given in verse , namely
that this should be understood to refer to the relationship between Christ
and the church, then we might understand the term “communion” in this
section of Gos. Phil. as a reference to this communion of Christ and the
church. By further blending this understanding with the application of
the term κοινωνα in  Cor , its eucharistic connotations are inevitably
highlighted.
We may here further note that Gos. Phil. describes “the communion”
as being reflected in the marriage.451 This means that from Gos. Phil.’s
point of view, the concept of marriage may tell us something about the
nature of “the communion,” even though the former is to be regarded as
a “defilement.” Understood in light of the blend with Eph :– and
especially  Cor , we may take Gos. Phil. to imply that the eucharistic
mystery, and especially its aspect of communion between Christ and the
Christians, is somehow reflected in the concept of marriage.
Gos. Phil. indeed emphasises elsewhere that its use of marital imagery
may be understood metaphorically. In fact, the tractate even points out
explicitly some of the differences between the conceptual framing input
of worldly marriage and the implicit target(s):
ⲉⲡϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ϩⲓⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛⲧⲙⲛ
̄
ⲧϭⲱⲃ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ
̄
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ ̄ ⲉⲙⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲥⲉϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉϫⲟⲟⲥⲉ
ⲉⲡϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ

In this world the union is male and female, the place of power and weakness. In the aeon the likeness of the union is another one, but we refer
to them with these names. But there are others that are superior to every
name that is named and they are superior to the strong.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

There is a difference between what the imagery of marriage entails in
this world, and what it entails when it is used to describe the heavenly
realities. According to April DeConick, what Gos. Phil. is here describing
is the confusion caused by “the constraints of language,” that “arises since

450 Cf. Evans, et al., Nag Hammadi Texts, ; Pagels, “Pursuing the Spiritual Eve,” ;
Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. .
451 As we saw in chapter , one of the possible connotations of the term κοινωνα is
sexual intercourse. As seems also to be the case in Exeg. Soul, however, Gos. Phil. seems
to play on both the the sexual and the technical ritual connotations of the term.
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human marriage is reflective of the perfect marriage which takes place in
the heavenly realm.”452 It seems to me, however, that rather than having
to do with any “confusion” or “constraints of language,” what Gos. Phil.
is doing here is to highlight some potential inferences that may arise
in a conceptual blend from the framing input of this-worldly human
marriage, and / or intercourse, that one is not supposed to project back
onto the unstated target input pertaining to the other world. What we
are witnessing here, then, are some direct instructions with regard to
the interpretation of the blend between the this-worldly concept and
the other-worldly one, highlighting some metaphorical entailments that
do not apply to the heavenly realities and concepts that Gos. Phil. is
trying to describe. For what Gos. Phil. seems to be doing is to use the
metaphorical input of human marriage, intercourse, and procreation in
order to conceptualise central religious mysteries, mysteries that call for
metaphorical modes of discourse in order to be understandable to the
human mind. Gos. Phil.’s emphasis seems not to be on the constraints
of language, but rather on the exalted nature of the realities that are
merely reflected in names, symbols, and actions in the world. Rather than
presenting a negative view of language, then, Gos. Phil. seems to focus on
the positive and exalted qualities of its ultimate heavenly referents.
The tractate also points out elsewhere some similarities and differences
between the marriage of this world, and that of its unstated metaphorical
target:
ⲙⲛ̄[ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁϣ]ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲡⲉ ⲫⲟ[ⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ] ⲙⲛⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
˙̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉϣϫⲉⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
ϥϩⲏⲡ ⲡⲟⲥⲱ ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
ⲛⲁⲧϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
ⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲧⲃⲃⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲏ ⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲏⲡ
ⲉⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄

No [one will be able to] know [when the husband] and the wife have
communion with each other except they alone. For the marriage of the
world is a mystery for those who have taken a wife. If the marriage of
defilement is secret, how much more is the undefiled marriage a true
mystery! It is not fleshly, but pure. It is not of desire, but of the will. It
is not of the darkness or the night, but it is of the day and the light.453
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

452
453

DeConick, “Entering God’s Presence,” .
Cf.  Thess :.
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The unstatedness of the target, however, that is, the unstated identity
of what Gos. Phil. here refers to as “the undefiled marriage” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
), has caused significant confusion among scholars. That “the
ⲛⲁⲧϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
marriage of defilement” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
) is to be understood simply as
another way to refer to “the marriage of the world” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
),
and that this refers to a typical marriage in the literal sense, has been a
view shared by most scholars.454 But what is the identity of “the undefiled
marriage” against which it is contrasted? And in what sense is the worldly
marriage “defiled”? With regard to the latter question, there are two
possibilities. Either the marriage of the world is defiled in an absolute
sense, in which case it is most probably to be regarded as something to
be avoided. The other possibility, however, is that it is simply defiled in
a relative sense in relation to “the undefiled marriage.” So, does the fact
that the tractate here uses the term “the marriage of defilement” (ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
) imply a disparagement of marriage in general,455 or is it simply
ⲙⲡϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
to be understood as a contrasting term to “the undefiled marriage”
highlighting the elevated status of the latter?456 These questions obviously
have far-reaching implications for the tractate’s implied views regarding
the social order and lifestyle of its adherents, but are notoriously difficult
to answer.
The identity of “the undefiled marriage” is open to various interpretations, as Gos. Phil. is content to simply contrast it with the worldly
marriage of defilement while keeping its exact identity implicit. There
are here several possibilities, and the fact that no explicit identification
is made also keeps opens the possibility that one may take it to refer
simultaneously to more than one referent, i.e., that one may blend this
framing input with several different target inputs. The possibilities may
be divided into three main groups. The first is that it may refer to a
marriage that is literally not of this world, but rather on a higher, heavenly, plane.457 The second possibility is that it may refer to an earthly
image or type of such a heavenly marriage, as for example in a marriage of continence, which would mimic the “marriage of defilement,”
but without the defiling element of sexual intercourse.458 The third pos454

See, e.g., Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, .
This is the view of, e.g., Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, .
456 See, e.g., Antti Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved: Mary Magdalene in the Nag
Hammadi Library and Related Documents (NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ),  n. .
457 Among the suggestions have been a spiritual marriage between the initiate and his
or her heavenly double (see, e.g., Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, ).
458 That is to say, either a marriage without sexual intercourse (see, e.g., Williams,
455
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sibility, which I think makes most sense in an overall understanding of
the rhetoric of Gos Phil., is that it refers first and foremost to a sacramental act or acts that are understood in terms of the ICM of marriage, but without involving actual human marriage in a basic sense.
Finally, these interpretive possibilities may also be combined in various
ways.459
In order to gain a better understanding of “the undefiled marriage,”
however, we need to take a closer look at how marriage imagery is
employed in various contexts throughout Gos. Phil.
.... The Wedding Feast
In the previous chapter we saw the importance of the parable of the
Wedding Feast (Matt :–) in Exeg. Soul. Significantly, this parable,
which focuses on the importance of wearing proper wedding garments,
is also alluded to in Gos. Phil.
..... The Wedding Feast and the Transfiguration
We encounter the allusion to the parable of the Wedding Feast in an
interesting passage that follows directly after Gos. Phil.’s account of the
transfiguration. Having told us that Jesus made his disciples great so that
they would be able to see him being great, Gos. Phil. continues:
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϩⲱⲧⲣ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
ⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ
̄
ⲁϫⲛⲧϥ
̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛϣϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ460 ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϯⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ⲉϥⲕⲏⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ

Rethinking “Gnosticism”, –) or a marriage where sexual intercourse is ritualised
and utilised for a higher purpose (see, e.g., Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, “A Cult-Mystery in
The Gospel of Philip,” JBL : []: –; April D. DeConick, “The Great Mystery
of Marriage: Sex and Conception in Ancient Valentinian Traditions,” VC  []: –
).
459 See, e.g., Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, . Cf. also Pagels, who has suggested that Gos. Phil. deliberately refuses to take sides for or against celibacy (see Elaine
H. Pagels, “The ‘Mystery of Marriage’ in the Gospel of Philip,” in The Allure of Gnosticism: The Gnostic Experience in Jungian Psychology and Contemporary Culture [ed. Robert
A. Segal; Chicago: Open Court, ], ). Discussing the problem in , Pagels stated
that “As I now read the text, its author intends to reject entirely the question concerning
sexual practice, the same question that contemporary scholars have been trying to use
the text to answer” (Pagels, “ ‘Mystery of Marriage’ Revisited,” ).
460 Both Layton and Schenke regard ⲡⲣⲟ as a scribal error and emend it to ⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄
(see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, –, and the discussion below).



chapter four
He said on that day in the Eucharist: “He who joined the perfect, the light,
with the Holy Spirit, join the angels with us also, with the images!” Do not
despise the lamb, for without it it is impossible to see the door. No one will
be able to approach the king naked.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This is the only instance in which Gos. Phil. recounts a prayer of Jesus.461
Significantly, the transitional phrase between the transfiguration account
and this prayer, the information that the prayer took place “on that day”
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
), seems to place the prayer on the same day as the trans(ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
figuration,462 while the use of the term ⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ relates the prayer
to the eucharistic ritual, and implies that this is in fact a eucharistic
prayer.463 However, as Rewolinski has rightly noted, Jesus’ prayer is not
the words of institution,464 but is rather more like an epiclesis.465 But how
do we account for a eucharistic prayer performed by Jesus at the transfiguration? “How do we account for a eucharistic action on the mountain
after the transfiguration with no elements, and then the numerous references elsewhere in the text to the elements to be eaten or drunk,”466 asks
Rewolinski, and suggests that the focus of this particular paradigmatic
action is squarely on the epiclesis, and that this epiclesis is primarily what
effects the union with the angels.467 I think Rewolinski is right in identifying the prayer as an epiclesis, but is he right in his assumption that
the Eucharist referred to here did not contain any eucharistic elements,
and is he right in seeing it as a “post-transfiguration celebration”?468 The
fact that the elements are not explicitly mentioned does not automatically mean that they were not included, and the fact that the account of
the prayer follows that of the transfiguration in Gos. Phil. does not necessarily mean that Gos. Phil. holds this to have been the sequence of the
events. Another possibility would be to see the description of Jesus’ prayer
461 Schenke, however, suggests that these might be the words of Philip, excerpted from
an earlier work, rather than Jesus (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –).
462 Cf. Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
463 Cf. Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the Church,” ; Pagels, “Pursuing the
Spiritual Eve,” . Segelberg takes this prayer as an indication that “certain Gnostics
. . . had not reached a stage when prayer was without any meaning to them” (Segelberg,
“Prayer Among the Gnostics,” ).
464 For the institution narratives, see Matt :–; Mark :–; Luke :–;
 Cor :–. Cf. also the convenient table in Paul F. Bradshaw, Eucharistic Origins
(Alcuin Club Collections ; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), , and the discussion in ibid., –.
465 See Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” . Cf. also Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
466 Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
467 See Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
468 See Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” , and cf. .
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as a description of what took place directly prior to or during the transfiguration, rather than after it. My proposal is in fact that the eucharistic
ritual this epiclesis prayer of Jesus is a part of is instrumental in effecting
the transformation of the disciples which enabled them to see Jesus in
his glory at the transfiguration.469 The words, “he said on that day in the
Eucharist” may thus point to a eucharistic epiclesis prayer,470 of which
Jesus’ words are paradigmatic, but they may also point simultaneously to
the process by which he made the disciples great. As we shall see, such a
close connection between the Eucharist and the transfiguration is mystagogically highly significant.
For analytical purposes the passage under discussion may be divided
into two parts, containing different but related references to the Eucharist. We will now look at the two parts separately and then show how
they are connected.471 I will start with the latter half before returning to
a further analysis of the part containing the prayer.
..... The Wedding Feast and the Eucharist
The second half of the passage begins with an admonition and continues
with an explanation that is highly allusive:
ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ
̄
ⲁϫⲛⲧϥ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛϣϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϯⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ⲉϥⲕⲏⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ

Do not despise the lamb, for without it it is impossible to see the door. No
one will be able to approach the king naked.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This may be read as a clever composite allusion. The final sentence, which
states that no one may approach the king naked, is a reasonably clear
allusion to the parable of the Wedding Feast,472 more specifically Matt
:– concerning the man who shows up at the wedding feast without
a wedding garment.473 Interestingly, being without a wedding garment
469

See Gos. Phil. .– and the discussion above.
Cf. Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
471 Schenke divides this passage into three separate sayings: b: .–; a: .–
; b: .– (see Das Philippus-Evangelium, , –; “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [NHC II,],” ).
472 See, e.g., Catanzaro, “The Gospel According to Philip,” ; Ménard, L’Évangile selon
Philippe, ; Evans, et al., Nag Hammadi Texts, –. Cf. also Wilson, who cautiously
states that “some connection . . . is perhaps to be suspected” (Wilson, The Gospel of Philip,
), and Tuckett, who thinks the allusion is “very indirect” (Tuckett, Nag Hammadi, ).
473 The parable of the wedding also states that the man who lacks wedding garments is
thrown out into “the outer darkness” (Matt :). This Matthean phrase, ⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲡⲥⲁ
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ / τ σκτος τ ξ2τερον (Matt :; :; :), is quoted at Gos. Phil. .– and
probably also at ..
470
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is in Gos. Phil. equated with being naked, i.e., without any garment at
all. This should be understood in conjunction with the other passages
in Gos. Phil., discussed above, that stress the importance of putting on
and rising in a garment, a garment which, as we have seen, is gained
through ritual actions. Without having put on this previously discussed
garment one may not approach the king, which must be understood as a
reference to God.474 The interpretation of this sentence is thus relatively
unproblematic.
But how is this statement connected to the one preceding it? Based
on the fact that the Coptic word for “door,” ⲣⲟ, is similar to that for
“king,” ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ , Layton, Schenke and others have proposed to emend the
former to the latter, making the sentence read “king” instead of “door.”475
Rather than taking the Coptic term ⲣⲟ (“door”) as a scribal mistake
for ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ (“king”), however, we may instead read the passage as playing
on the words ⲣⲟ and ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ .476 We thus get a transition between the two
sentences that is based on a pun, and also a pun that makes good sense
on several counts. Firstly, on a literal level it is of course difficult to enter
into the chambers of a king without finding the door. But how is the
part concerning the lamb related to the ability to see the door?477 In
474

God as king is of course connected to the general concept of the kingdom of heaven.
Layton regards ⲡⲣⲟ as an error and emends it to ⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ , and Isenberg translates
it accordingly as “king,” rather than “door” (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According
to Philip,” –; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ). Schenke likewise thinks ⲡⲣⲟ is an
“Irreguläre Schreibung” for ⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ and translates “den König” (Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, –; see also Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Till, Das
Evangelium nach Philippos, –. Till does not emend the Coptic text, but tranlates both
ⲣⲟ and ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ as “König”). Most scholars have retained this emendation, see, e.g., Stephen
Gero, “The Lamb and the King: ‘Saying’  of the Gospel of Philip Reconsidered,” OrChr
 (): ; Tripp, “Sacramental System,” ; DeConick, “Entering God’s Presence,”
. As will be argued here, however, the manuscript reading makes good sense as is, and
there is thus no reason to emend it (cf. Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, –,  n. ).
476 Stephen Gero notes that if ⲣⲟ is not emended, the two parts of the passage “may
not have had a connection in the Greek Vorlage” (Gero, “The Lamb and the King,” 
n. ). Another possibility is that there was no Greek Vorlage for this passage. John Barns
has suggested that the similarity between the words ⲣⲟ and ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ is purely coincidental
(see John Barns, review of Robert McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip: Translated from the
Coptic Text, with an Introduction and Commentary, JTS  []: –).
477 Ménard sees in ⲣⲟ (“door”) a connection with Naassene texts and suggests a baptismal context (see Ménard, L’Évangile selon Philippe, ); Kasser, who primarily emends
ⲣⲟ to ⲣⲣⲟ
̄ , does not exclude the possibility of the reading ⲣⲟ and suggests a possible connection to the story of Ulysses and Polyphemous (see Rodolphe Kasser, “Bibliothèque
gnostique VIII / IX: L’Évangile selon Philippe,” RTP  []:  n. ). In a text that is in
such consistent dialogue with the Gospel of John as is the case with Gos. Phil., however,
475
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fact it makes perfectly good sense if we understand it as a play on two
Johannine identifications of Jesus combined with Gos. Phil.’s logic of
becoming and seeing, which is also, as we have seen, to some extent
itself based on the Gospel of John. “I am the door” (ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲣⲟ / γ2
εμι J 7ρα), Jesus states in John :, and adds that those who enter
by him will be saved.478 As for the lamb, John the Baptist identifies Jesus
as “the lamb of God” (ⲡⲉϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
/ % :μν ς το εο) in John :
and , and Jesus as the lamb (:ρνον in Greek, but ϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ in Coptic)479
is of course also the most important christological title in Revelation.480
We may thus identify both the lamb and the door with Jesus.481 As we
have seen, it is an important principle in Gos. Phil. that to be able to see
something of the true realities one needs to become like them. Thus, to
be able to see Jesus as he really is, one needs to become like him. This
implies, in this passage, that one must become like Jesus in order to see
“the door.” Jesus as lamb, on the other hand, obviously has sacrificial,
and hence eucharistic, connotations,482 and, as we have seen, to become
Christ-like by putting on the perfect man483 and gaining clothing484 are
among the effects of the eucharistic ritual. Thus the logic seems to be
that by ingesting Jesus in the Eucharist, and thereby not despising him as
the lamb, one may become like him, according to the principle that one
becomes what one eats. How consuming Jesus in the Eucharist (as the
lamb) and seeing him (as the door) are related to the statement that one
may not approach the king naked then becomes clear in relation to the
references to putting on the garment by means of the Eucharist.485

a reference to that gospel seems closer at hand (a possible allusion to John :– is also
suggested by Kasser [see ibid.]).
478 Cf. also John : in NA27. For extensive exegesis of Jesus’ reference to himself as
“the door,” see, e.g., Origen, Comm. in Jo., .–, where Origen connects Jesus as door
with entry to the Father / King.
479 See Wilmet, Concordance, :.
480 See Rev :, , , ; :, ; :, , , ; :; :; :, , ; :; :;
:, ; :, , , , ; :, . Cf. also Acts :;  Pet :.
481 Gero instead rather awkwardly identifies the lamb with the “little ones” of Matt
: (see Gero, “The Lamb and the King,” ). For the possible connection of our
passage with Matt , see the discussion below.
482 See, e.g., Tripp, “Sacramental System,” ; Pagels, “Pursuing the Spiritual Eve,” .
483 See above.
484 See above.
485 Tripp, however, has a slightly different interpretation, stating that, “The reference to
Matthew xxii. (no Lukan parallel) and the wedding feast guests improperly dressed
is made more probable by, and itself supports, the natural reading of ‘the Lamb’ as
a reference to the Eucharist, eaten by the neophytes in their baptismal robes” (Tripp,
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So, to sum up, one becomes like Christ by participating in the Eucharist and may thus see him, so that one may enter by him into the kingdom of heaven. This logic is thoroughly Johannine. Then, in accordance
with Matthew, one may approach the king, since one is not naked but
has attained the proper garment by means of the Eucharist. The passage
thus seems basically to be an argument for the importance and indispensability of the Eucharist. One should not despise this ritual,486 for it is
indispensable if one wishes to enter the kingdom of heaven.487
..... Eucharistic Epiclesis and Joining with Angels
Now it is time to return to the start of the passage under discussion,
namely the part containing the eucharistic epiclesis prayer of Jesus:
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϩⲱⲧⲣ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
ⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ

He said on that day in the Eucharist: “He who joined the perfect, the light,
with the Holy Spirit, join the angels with us also,488 with the images!”
(Gos. Phil. .–)

There are several problems with this passage. We may assume that the one
referred to as “He who joined . . . ” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϩⲱⲧⲣ̄ ̄ ) should be understood
as God the Father, and that the prayer is in effect an epiclesis for the Father
to send the angels to join Jesus and his disciples. We are then left with two
main problems in this prayer. The first is the nature of the joining that is
envisaged between the angels and the images, and the other is the nature
of the joining between “the perfect, the light” (ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ)489 and
“the Holy Spirit” (ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ), with the attendant problem of the
further identity of these aspects or entities.490
“Sacramental System,” ). As the present analysis shows, however, there is no need to
see any reference here to baptismal robes.
486 An admonition not to despise the Eucharist is also found in Apos. Con. VII.. (see
W. Jardine Grisbrooke, The Liturgical Portions of the Apostolic Constitutions: A Text for
Students Translated, Edited, Annotated and Introduced [Alcuin / GROW Liturgical Study
–, Grove Liturgical Study ; Bramcote: Grove Books, ], ).
487 For an, although ultimately unconvincing, alternative interpretation based on “the
Valentinian myth,” see Gero, “The Lamb and the King.” Gero’s exegesis depends, however,
on the simplification of the passage constituted by the emendation of ⲣⲟ (“door”) to ⲣⲣⲟ
̄
(“king”).
488 Cf. John :.
489 This might be a scribal mistake for ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
, “the perfect light” (thus, e.g.,
Catanzaro, “The Gospel According to Philip,” ; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ;
Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” –).
490 Most scholars have interpreted the passage in light of “Valentinian” theology. Mé-
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Taken at face value, Jesus here refers not only to the disciples, but also
to himself as an “image” (ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ).491 If this is the case, then what they
are images of cannot simply be Jesus himself, but rather the angels. It
thus follows from this that Jesus himself is an image of an angel. Now, in
what way may Christ be regarded as the image of an angel? Elsewhere
in Gos. Phil. the disciples are images of Christ. Could it be that the
disciples should here be regarded as the images of both Christ and the
angels?
I propose that we may understand this passage on the basis of the passage just discussed, which directly follows this prayer, together with the
transfiguration scene that directly precedes it. This means that we should
regard it as an epiclesis prayer that is linked to the eucharistic appropriation of the perfect man and of the garment, and which takes place
on the day of the transfiguration. To understand how these aspects are
connected, however, we need to read this part of Gos. Phil. intertextually with the transfiguration accounts in Matthew and Luke. The Lukan
account of the transfiguration, which is the only one that connects the

nard and Sevrin see a reference to the unification of the Saviour and Sophia on the one
hand and that of the angels and the spiritual seed on the other (see Ménard, L’Évangile
selon Philippe, ; Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles,” ). Wilson sees the unification of
the Light, whom he identifies as “the Saviour Jesus,” with “the Mother or Spirit,” and
“the Gnostics” with the angels (see Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ). Schenke sees “die
typisch valentinianische Lehre von der vorzeitliche Hochzeitsvereinigung zwischen dem
Soter (samt seinem Engelgefolge) und der Achamoth als dem Typos der erlösenden
innerzeitlichen Vereinigung zwischen diesen Engeln und den ihnen entsprechenden aus
jener Vereinigung hervorgegangenen Geistseelen der Menschen, die ihre endzeitliche
Erfüllung bei der Rückkehr alles Geistigen in das Pleroma, das ihnen zum himmlischen
Brautgemach wird, findet” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , Schenke’s emphasis). See below for an alternative interpretation.
491 Gaffron finds this to be rather strange, stating that “Merkwürdig ist, daß er bei der
folgenden Bitte um die Vereinigung der Jünger mit ihren Engeln sich selbst mit einschließt,” and offers the suggestion that it may be due to “die zuvor berichtete Polymorphie Jesu,” and that “die Bitte ist also im uneigentlichen Sinne zu verstehen; sie
hat ihren Sinn vom Assimilationsgedanken her” (Gaffron, Studien, ). Sevrin likewise finds it strange that the prayer is put into the mouth of Jesus, but suggests that
“Cette difficulté se résout au mieux si l’on considère cette ‘eucharistie’ comme une formule liturgique mise a posteriori, et quelque peu maladroitement, dans la bouche du
Christ. Dans ce cas son lien au contexte demeure fragile, et témoigne, au mieux, de
l’interprétation qu’en donne le rédacteur” (Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles,” ). Segelberg thinks that it is “without careful consideration” that this “liturgical prayer has been
put into the mouth of Jesus,” and suggests that what is is quoted here may be only a part
of a longer prayer, and that the reason why the phrasing has not been changed is that the
phrase itself “was well known and unchangeable” (Segelberg, “Prayer Among the Gnostics,” ).
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transfiguration with Jesus praying, in fact states that his appearance
̄
/ ν τA# προσε7χεσαι α"τ ν).492
changed “as he prayed” (ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉϥϣⲗⲏⲗ
It is also, as mentioned above, the only one that mentions Jesus’ “glory.”
Moreover, while all the Synoptics report that Moses and Elijah appeared
at the transfiguration, only Luke states that they appeared “in glory”
̄
/ ν δξBη).493 However, in all the Synoptics the transfiguration
(ϩⲙⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ
narrative is preceded by a reference to the coming of the Son of Man
in glory, and they all mention the angels in this context. Luke, however,
states that the Son of Man shall come in his Father’s glory, his own glory
and the glory of the angels.494 These details are significant, and it is worth
quoting the relevant Lukan passage in full:
ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϯϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲙⲛⲁϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁϯϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ
¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉϥⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϯϫⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ̄
ϩⲙⲡⲉϥⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲙⲡⲁⲡⲉϥ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉ
̄
ϫⲉⲟⲩⲛϩⲟ¨ⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ¨ⲓⲙⲁ ⲉⲛⲛⲉⲩϫⲓϯⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ
¨ⲓϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲛⲁϣⲙⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁϥϫⲓ
ⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲁⲛⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲙ¨̄ ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲛⲙ¨̄ ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃⲟⲥ ⲁϥⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ
ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉϥϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ⲁⲡⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲟ
̄
ⲣⲕⲉⲩⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲧⲉϥϩⲃⲥⲱ
̄ ⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ ⲉⲥⲧⲟⲩⲟ

For he who will put me and my words to shame, the Son of Man will put
this one to shame when he comes in his glory and that of his father and
that of his angels. Truly I say to you, there are some among those who stand
here who will not taste death until they see the kingdom of God. And it
happened after these words on the eighth day he took Peter and John and
James and went up to the mountain to pray. And it happened while he was
praying that the likeness of his face changed and his garment shone white.
(Luke :–)

If we identify the prayer quoted by Gos. Phil. with the prayer of Jesus
referred to in Luke :, it becomes clear that it is closely connected with
the transfiguration. Moreover, since we have already seen that the prayer
referred to in Gos. Phil. is eucharistic, it fits in with what we have seen
several times already, namely that the Eucharist effects a transformation
of the communicants. That this transformation is a transformation into
the likeness of Jesus again dovetails with what we have seen elsewhere
of Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of the Eucharist, and with the tractate’s
treatment of the transfiguration, where it is the disciples who are changed
rather than Jesus.

492

Luke :.
Luke :.
494 Luke :. Matthew and Mark state that the Son of Man shall come with his angels,
but they only mention the glory of the Father (Matt :; Mark :).
493
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Now, what are we to make of the epiclesis for the sending of the angels?
One possibility is to understand the first joining to be that of the Logos
and the Holy Spirit, and hence to see “the perfect, the light” as a reference
to the Logos, an identification that may find support in Gos. Phil. .–
, although elsewhere in Gos. Phil. the light is more often a property
of the Holy Spirit. An alternative may be to understand “the perfect, the
light” in accordance with the Gospel of John as a more general reference
to Christ.495 In that case we may simply understand this joining to refer to
that of Christ receiving the Holy Spirit at his baptism in the Jordan. The
second joining, which is what Jesus prays for, is more problematic. As
we have seen, “us” should here logically include Jesus, which means that
Jesus refers to himself and the disciples as images of angels and prays for
the angels to join with them. That Jesus may be referred to as an image
of an angel can be supported by reference to what is stated just a few
lines previously in Gos. Phil.’s transfiguration account, where it is stated
that “he [appeared to the] angels as an angel” (ⲁϥⲟ[ⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ̄ⲛ̄]ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
˙ ˙
˙ “Christ has everything
ϩⲱⲥ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ),496 and the statement elsewhere that
within himself, whether man or angel or mystery and the Father” (ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄
̄
ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
497
ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ). But what kind of joining with the angels is Christ praying for
in this Gos. Phil. passage?
As mentioned above, the angels are referred to directly prior to the
transfiguration account in the Synoptics. Also of note is the close connection between the transfiguration accounts and the post-resurrection
accounts in the New Testament. For in the New Testament the manifestation of Jesus’ glory in the transfiguration has clear parallels in the
appearance of the resurrected Christ.498 A particularly significant parallel is found between the Synoptics’, and especially Luke’s, account of the
appearance of Moses and Elijah at the transfiguration, and the account
of the ascension of Jesus in Acts . The latter relates that when Jesus
ascended to heaven, two men stood by the disciples “in white garments”
̄
ⲃⲥⲱ
̄
ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲟⲃϣ̄ /ν σσεσι λευκα&ς).499 In the transfiguration
(ϩⲛϩⲉⲛϩ
scene Jesus is described as having white and shining garments, and both
he, Moses, and Elijah are described by Luke as appearing in “glory.” The
495

See John :; :.
Gos. Phil. .–..
497 Gos. Phil. .–.
498 See, e.g., Robert H. Stein, “Is the Transfiguration (Mark :–) a Misplaced Resurrection-Account?” JBL : (): .
499 Acts :; cf. Matt :–; Mark :; John :.
496
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appearance of Moses and Elijah at the transfiguration is thus mirrored
by the appearance of the two men in white garments at the ascension of
Jesus in Acts :. Thus the “two men” in Acts who parallel Moses and
Elijah in Luke may be interpreted as angels, and it is consequently easy
to make the connection in the opposite direction as well, once the two
passages have been mentally connected. Jesus, for his part, may thus also
be understood to appear here in a way as an image of the angels, in that
he has white and shining garments and appears in “glory.”
Considering the fact that the following part of the passage alludes
heavily to the Matthean parable of the Wedding Feast, and considering
the widespread use of Matthew elsewhere in Gos. Phil., we should not
discount the possibility of also drawing on Matthew with regard to the
transfiguration account and the prayer of Jesus. Matthew’s description
̄ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
/ Uς τ φ#ς)
of Jesus’ garments being white “as the light” (ⲛⲑⲉ
and of Jesus’ face shining like the sun,500 may in fact provide a rationale
for the reference to the joining of the light to the Holy Spirit. Since we
have already seen that Christ’s true body in Gos. Phil. is constituted by
the joining of the Logos and the Holy Spirit, his true flesh and blood,
within an earthly body, and that the Spirit is sometimes connected with
the garment, the joining of the light with the Holy Spirit could simply
be understood as a reference to the synoptic account of Jesus and his
garment being made bright and shining at his transfiguration.
The sequence of events relating to the transfiguration and the eucharistic prayer of Jesus may thus be construed as follows: First the Holy Spirit
joins with the light causing Christ to become angelic (i.e., an image of
the angels). Then the disciples are made great so as to become equal to
him, thus becoming themselves images of angels in the process. This is
achieved by the partaking of the Logos and the Holy Spirit by means of
the eucharistic flesh and blood of Jesus, i.e., the bread and the mixed cup
in the Eucharist.501 Jesus then prays to his father, referring back to the
500

Matt :.
This, along with several other eucharistic passages in Gos. Phil., recalls the sacramental theology of Athanasius. According to Norman Russel, for Athanasius “[t]he divine
Word is a heavenly food which nourishes our souls.” Athanasius asserts that “[w]e no
longer eat the flesh of a lamb but Christ’s own flesh.” As in Gos. Phil., Athanasius also connects salvation to the partaking of the Logos: “we may no longer, as mere earth, return to
earth, but as being joined to the Logos from heaven, may be carried to heaven by him. . . .
no longer as being men, but as proper to the Logos, [we] may have a share in eternal life”
(Athanasius, C. Ar. .). For Athanasius, Russel argues, “[t]his transcendence of human
nature is not, as in Origen, because we have become pure noes, but because we come to
be wholly directed by the Logos and therefore receive his characteristics, characteristics
501
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previous joining and asking for the sending of the angels to join him and
his disciples, who have now all become images of angels.502
Another possibility, which does not exclude the previous one, is to
regard this as a prayer taking place within the rites of initiation, being
a eucharistic prayer specifically connected with the first communion.503
Since this is said to be a eucharistic prayer, the reference to the angels
recalls the Sanctus.504 Since the prayer refers back to what may be regarded as a process of becoming images of angels, and refers forward to
the joining with the angels, it might have functioned as an introduction
to the Sanctus. In that case, the joining with the angels might refer to
joining the angels in the heavenly liturgy. What the prayer refers back
to may thus be the process by which one becomes angelic and Christlike
through the rituals of baptism and chrismation. The joining of the perfect
with the Holy Spirit would in that case refer both to the baptism of Christ
in the Jordan and the Christian initiates’ reception of the Holy Spirit
in their baptismal chrismation. The interpretation of this ritual process
as becoming like the angels may stem from a practice, which we have
possible allusions to elsewhere in Gos. Phil., of donning white garments
after emersion from the baptismal water. The angels that are referred to
in the prayer may refer simply to angels, but if this is a prayer used in an
initiatory setting it could also simply be a reference to the congregation
of already initiated Christians whom the newly initiated are now ready
to join in the celebration of the Eucharist. In either case, the reference
in the prayer to a joining with the angels could simply refer to a joining
together in worship of the heavenly Father.
Gos. Phil. .–. is, as we can see, richly evocative, setting up
composite allusions to the transfiguration narrative, and several passages
relating to angels, in both Matthew and Luke as well as to the ascension
which may be summed up in the expression, ‘life in itself ’. The enjoyment of this life is
presented in eschatological terms, when we shall have ascended into heaven. There we
shall sit on thrones. There too we shall contemplate the Father, for that which participates in the Logos joins the angels in the everlasting contemplation of God” (see Russell,
Doctrine of Deification, –).
502 Jesus’ eucharistic prayer may thus be said to have, in a sense, a bipartite anamnesisepiclesis structure.
503 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –.
504 The possibility that the references to the angels have been influenced by the Sanctus
has been suggested by David H. Tripp, “ ‘Gnostic Worship’: The State of the Question,”
Studia Liturgica  (): . For an extensive treatment of the use of the Sanctus in
early Christian eucharistic prayers, see Bryan D. Spinks, The Sanctus in the Eucharistic
Prayer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).
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scene in Acts. This still does not exhaust the allusive potential of the
passage, however.505 Another intertext that deserves consideration is
the vision of the throne room described in Rev :–. This passage
contains such a significant number of themes and terms that echo those
which we have discussed in Gos. Phil., especially in relation to the latter’s
interpretation of the Eucharist, that it would seem to be readily brought
to the mind of a reader familiar with this canonical text in a reading of
Gos. Phil. Rev :– describes a multitude clad in white robes standing
before the throne of God and the Lamb. We are further told that there
are angels standing around the throne giving thanks to God. Those
who are standing there in white garments are identified as those who
washed their robes and “made them white in the blood of the Lamb,”
which, we are told, is why they are allowed to stand before the throne of
God serving him. These people will no longer hunger or thirst, nor be
bothered by the sun, since they get food and drink from the Lamb, and,
as we have seen, they also have white garments. They thus have “food
and drink and clothing,” just like those who participate in the Eucharist
according to Gos. Phil.506 These people described in Rev :– may be
said to have been made angel-like, wearing white garments and having
joined the angels in giving thanks to God like they do. There are, as we
can see, multiple connections between this vision in Revelation and the
sacramental interpretation of Gos. Phil. Not only is the transformation of
the believers into the likeness of the angels by means of the blood of the
Lamb and their entry to the throne room and the king reflected here, but
even Gos. Phil.’s garment metaphors and its similes of dyeing and Jesus’
making all colours white are reflected in Rev :–.

505

Matthew also provides us with a link between Jesus praying and the sending of
angels when Jesus is described, when he is arrested, as asking whether they do not believe
that he could, if he wanted to, ask God and he would send him more than twelve legions of
angels (Matt :). Matthew also provides a connection between the admonition not to
“despise” and a reference to angels in :–, although it does not seem to make sense
to connect the lamb in Gos. Phil. with the “little ones” of Matt  (for an interpretation of
the passage based on such an identification, see Gero, “The Lamb and the King”). Neither
should we forget the connection in Luke :– between prayer, the cup, and angels.
For, as mentioned above, in the scene where Jesus prays and sweats drops of blood, an
angel appears to him from heaven. Luke :– has several features in common with
the transfiguration account in the same gospel. In both Matthew and Luke there is a
reference to the ascent of a mountain, to Jesus praying, and to the disciples falling asleep
(cf. also Matt :; :).
506 See Gos. Phil. .–.
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.... Spiritual Love
The parable of the Wedding Feast is not the only Matthean parable
that is used in Gos. Phil. in connection with themes with weddingrelated imagery. Both the term κοιτ2ν (“bedroom”) and νυμφ2ν (“bridal
chamber”) are used in a passage that plays on the parable of the Ten
Virgins.507 This Matthean parable concerns the ten virgins who go to
meet the bridegroom. Five of them are foolish, however, and forget
to bring “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ / =λαιον) for their lamps. When night comes, their
lamps burn out and they go to buy more oil. While they are away, the
bridegroom comes and the five wise virgins, who have oil for their lamps,
enter with the bridegroom / Son of Man to the marriage (γ;μος). When
the foolish virgins return they find “the door” (ⲡⲣⲟ / J 7ρα) shut and
are denied entrance. In its use of the parable Gos. Phil. emphasises the
importance of the light and the lamps:
ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲃ[ⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ] ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ϩⲏⲃⲥ ̄ ⲉϥ]ⲟ508 ⲅⲁⲣ
˙
˙
˙
˙
˙ ϣ[ⲁϥ . . . . . . ]
̄
ⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛ̄ⲛⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛⲛ
̄ ⲉ[ . . . . . . . ]ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
˙
ⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ϣⲁϥϫⲉⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϫⲱⲕ˙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲏ ⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲡ

Everyone who will [enter] the bedroom shall ignite their [lamp],509 for [it]
is like the marriages that are [ . . . ] happen at night, the fire [ . . . ] at night, it
is extinguished. But the mysteries of that marriage are fulfilled in the day
and the light. That day or its light does not set.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

Blended with the Matthean parable, the reference to the entry into the
bedroom (ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ) in this Gos. Phil. passage seems to equal the entry
through the door to the marriage (γ;μος). In both cases, entry is closely
connected to the lighting of the lamps. In the Gos. Phil. passage, however, the actual entry seems to precede the lighting of the lamps, rather
than the other way around, a sequence of events that seems to be confirmed in the following sentences, where Gos. Phil. states that one may
receive the light by becoming a “child of the bridal chamber” (ϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
):
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ϫⲓⲧϥ
ⲉϥⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϣϫⲓⲧϥ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲙⲁ
̄

507

Matt :–.
I follow Schenke’s reconstruction of this lacuna (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). Layton has ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ⲟⲉⲓⲛ . . . ] (see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to
˙
Philip,” ).
509 Cf. Matt :; :–; Mark :; Luke :; :.
508
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If one becomes a child of the bridal chamber,510 he will receive the light.511
If one does not receive it while being here, he will not be able to receive it
in the other place.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

This passage seems to confirm the sequence of entry into the bedroom
followed by the reception of the light, by emphasising that in order to
̄
), elsewhere referred to as
receive the light “in the other place” (ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲙⲁ
“the aeon” or “the kingdom of heaven,” one needs to receive it here in this
world. A vital requirement for receiving the light, however, is implied by
the Matthean intertext, namely the possession of “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ / =λαιον) for
the lamps. Without this oil, the lamps cannot be lighted. The basic lesson
Gos. Phil. draws from the parable, then, is not the fact that the virgins
missed salvation because they were not present when the bridegroom
arrived, but rather the fact that they lacked the necessary oil. Now, what
are the target referents of the “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ / =λαιον) and the “bedroom”
(ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ), and how does one become a “child of the bridal chamber”
̄
)? We shall return to these questions, but first we shall
(ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
look closer at another passage that may shed light on the reception of the
light in relation to the entry to the “bedroom.” The passage in question
follows an account of the rending of the temple veil, and describes
the revelation of the heavenly realities through their earthly types and
images:
ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲧⲁⲉⲓⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲟ ⲛϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲙⲁⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲏⲥ ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧϭⲱⲃ
̄̄
ⲥⲉϣⲏⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣ
̄
ⲛⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧϫⲏⲕ
ⲉⲃⲟ[ⲗ] ⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲉϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁⲩϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲟⲩⲉⲛ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
˙
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲡⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ ⲧⲱϩⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ

Those above have opened those below for us so that we may enter the secret
of the truth. This truly is that which is honoured, which is strong,512 but we
will enter there through despised types and weaknesses. They are humbled
in the presence of the perfect glory. There is glory superior to glory,513 there
is power superior to power. Therefore the perfect was opened for us with
the secrets of the truth, and the Holies of the Holies were uncovered and
the bedroom has invited us in.514
(Gos. Phil. .–)

510
511
512
513
514

Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf. Gos. Phil. .–.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  Thess :;  Pet :.
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The only way to enter into “the Holies of the Holies” (ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
˙
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
) and the “bedroom” (ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ) is to enter by means of their
“types” (ⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ) here in this world. These types are certainly described as
being weak and despised in relation to the higher realities they signify,
but the focus seems to be on the positive side of the equation, namely the
fact that these lowly types give access to the higher realities. Indeed, they
are indispensable if one is to enter the bedroom. A vital point that is also
stressed here, however, is the fundamental importance of the revelatory
acts of Christ. It is the rending of the veil that caused the uncovering of the
Holies of the Holies, and opened up the possibility of entry into the truth
by means of the worldly types and images. This clearly points in the direction of the Christian sacraments as the necessary and effective means of
attaining salvation and entry into heaven. The “bedroom” seems here to
have primarily an eschatological focus, being the destination reached by
means of the ritual types. However, the fact that these rituals are regarded
as types of the higher realities indicates a dual referent for the term in this
passage. Such mirroring of the eschatological goal with the sacramental
acts is also reflected a few lines after the passage quoted above:
ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲁϩⲁⲧⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲛ̄[ⲟ]ⲩⲟⲛ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲁ
̄ ⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑ
̄ ˙ ⲉ[ⲣⲟⲥ
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛ[ⲁϫⲓⲭⲣⲓ]ⲥⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲙ
˙
˙
ⲁⲩⲱ] ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲓⲭⲙⲁⲗⲱⲧⲟⲥ
̄

but whenever it (i.e., the perfect light) is uncovered, then the perfect light
will flow out upon everyone, and all those who are in it will [receive
chrism.] Then the slaves will become free, [and] the captives will be
redeemed.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The uncovering of the perfect light may here be read as a dual reference
to the rending of the temple veil and the entry into the eschatological
bedroom. Significantly, however, what is experienced eschatologically
reflects what has already been experienced in ritual. When one enters
the bedroom and the light is uncovered, one will be bathed in a light
which is also described as chrism. This eschatological bathing in light
in the bedroom is thus fundamentally reflected in its type, the ritual
chrismation. We have already seen that the ritual chrismation is closely
connected with the bestowal of light and that it is also described in
terms of a “bridal chamber.” Moreover, these aspects are found both
with regard to the chrismation as it is experienced by each and every
Christian initiate, but also in the paradigmatic chrismation of Jesus in
the river Jordan. We see here that the reception of the light is intimately
connected with the “oil” mentioned in the parable of the Ten Virgins, and
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ritually with the “chrism.” In order to receive the light / chrism in “the
other place,” then, one needs to have received the light / chrism ritually
in this place—and this requires oil. Through the imagery of the lamp and
the allusion to the parable of the Ten Virgins we may also see more clearly
the metonymical link between fire and light and the oil, and thereby of
fire and light with the chrism.
Gos. Phil. also elsewhere links oil in various ways with themes of
love, chrism, and ointment, in passages blending multiple references to
sacraments and biblical intertexts. The tractate crucially employs the
Lukan parable of the Good Samaritan515 to make the link between “oil”
(ⲛⲉϩ) and “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄):
ⲡⲥⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϥϯⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲁⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟϭⲉ ⲉⲓⲙⲏ ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ ⲕⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ
ⲁⲡⲥⲟϭⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲑⲉⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲙⲡⲗⲏⲅⲏ
̄
ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲱⲃⲥ ̄ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄

The Samaritan did not give anything to the wounded man except wine and
oil.516 It was nothing else except the ointment, and it healed the wounds.
For “love covers a multitude of sins.”517
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The final statement here, that “love covers a multitude of sins,” is a
quotation of  Pet :, while the reason for linking the Samaritan’s “wine
and oil” (ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ) is given a few lines earlier, which states that “spiritual
love is wine and fragrance” (ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩ
̄
ⲙ[ⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ] ⲟⲩⲏⲣⲡ ⲧⲉ ϩⲓⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ).518
˙
˙
The passage continues by describing the benefit
gained by those who
anoint themselves with it:
ⲥⲉⲣⲁⲡ
̄ ⲟ[ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛ̄ϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲧⲟϩⲥⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ϩⲱⲟⲩ
˙˙
˙
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ˙ⲉⲩⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲧⲟϩⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲧⲁϩⲥ ̄ ⲛⲥⲟϭⲛ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲗⲟ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲉⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲛⲏ ⲉⲥⲉⲧⲟϩⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲩⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϭⲱ ⲟⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲥϯⲃⲱⲱⲛ
̄

All those who will anoint themselves with it [benefit from] it. Those who
stand near them also benefit, like those who are anointed who stand there.
If those who are anointed with ointment leave their side and go, those who
are not anointed, who are only standing near them, once again remain in
their (own) stench.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

It is clear, then, that the “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ) refers to the same as the “fragrance”
(ⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ),519 and that “spiritual love” (ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ
̄
) is equated with
“ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄).520 The latter, moreover, is the same as the pair ⲏⲣⲡ
515
516
517
518
519
520

Luke :–.
Luke :.
 Pet :.
Gos. Phil. .–.
See Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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(“wine”) and ⲛⲉϩ / ⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ (“oil” / “fragrance”). The main difficulty here is
the identification of the pairings of ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ (“wine and oil”) and ⲏⲣⲡ
ϩⲓⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ (“wine and fragrance”) with ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄ (“ointment”). The oil / fragrance
may plausibly be seen as a reference to the chrism,521 not least by way of
metonymy, since both oil and fragrance are properties of the ointment.
This identification is made even more probable by the reference to the
“olive tree” as the source of chrism,522 to the connection between the
oil, lamps, and light, discussed above, and a couple of other links which
will be discussed shortly. The identification of the “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄) with
both wine and oil / fragrance, and with “spiritual love,” may thus prompt
a blend in which ointment is to be regarded as a metaphorical expression
of spiritual love,523 which again may be regarded as a metaphor, by way
of metonymy, for chrismation (oil / fragrance) and Eucharist (wine).524
This is only one of several possibilities, however. We might for instance
understand the connections made in these passages primarily as an
equation of the references to “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ), “fragrance” (ⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ), “ointment”
(ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄), and “chrism” (ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ).525 An equation of “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄) and
“chrism” (ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ) may also present itself by way of an important intertext which we have not yet discussed and which is especially pertinent
with regard to the use of marriage imagery in Gos. Phil., namely the Song
of Songs.526 In Cant :– we find that “ointment” (μ7ρον) is mentioned
in connection with wine and love, and the text also highlights the “fragrance” (Iσμ). The Coptic word ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄ is equivalent to the Greek μ7ρον.527 Not only is it highly probable that the chrismation discussed in
521

Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
See Gos. Phil. .–.
523 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
524 Thomassen interprets the passage as referring to “a eucharistic agape-meal shared
by those who have been anointed” (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ). I think, however,
the passage is better understood as a general reference to aspects of the chrismation and
the Eucharist as seen through the lens of a dual allusion to Luke :– and Cant :–
(see below for the latter allusion). Schenke takes the identification of the ointment with
both oil and wine to indicate an ointment consisting of wine and oil (see Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ).
525 Thomassen has argued that in the phrase ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ ⲕⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲁⲡⲥⲟϭⲛ̄
(Gos. Phil. .–) the subject of the latter clause refers back only to ⲛⲉϩ and not to ⲏⲣⲡ
ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ (see Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ). Such an understanding is in line with the
simple identifications outlined here.
526 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. ; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
527 See Crum b; René Draguet, Index Copte et Grec-Copte de la Concordance du
Nouveau Testament Sahidique (CSCO , , , ) (CSCO , Subsidia ; Leuven:
Peeters, ), ; Wilmet, Concordance, :.
522
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Gos. Phil. was done with μ7ρον,528 but there is also the significant identification in Cant : of the “ointment” and “the name” of the bridegroom.529
As we have seen, the bestowal of the name seems to be an important
aspect of the rite of chrismation in Gos. Phil. These considerations thus
make it possible to see in “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄/μ7ρον) a reference to the
chrism. Moreover, the Greek word Iσμ is often translated by the Coptic
word ⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ.530
Identifying those who are described as being anointed as the initiated
Christians, one of the main points of the passage may concern their ethical conduct. That is, Gos. Phil. argues, using the metonymically motivated
metaphor of good fragrance for the positive effects of the anointed upon
the uninitiated, which could plausibly be interpreted in terms of either
good works in a literal sense or of other, “spiritual,” benefits of being close
to the anointed.531 The latter seems more probable on the grounds of the
fact that the unanointed are described as being left in their own stench
if they are not near the anointed, and on the grounds of the close connection between the anointing and the Holy Spirit throughout Gos. Phil.
The interpretation Gos. Phil. gives of the parable of the Good Samaritan
in terms of the Samaritan’s remedies being equated with “spiritual love”
also seems to point in this direction.532
Now, the discussion and the identification above of ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄, ⲛⲉϩ, and
ⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ with ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ and “spiritual love” (ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ
̄
)533 are helpful to keep in mind with regard to the interpretation of one of Gos. Phil.’s
most well-known and enigmatic passages:

528
529

See Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, –.

κα Iσμ8 μ7ρων σου 3π>ρ π;ντα τ9 :ρ2ματα, μ7ρον κκενω>ν !νομ; σου (Cant

:).
530 This is the case in John :;  Cor :,  (see Wilmet, Concordance, :; cf. also
Draguet, Index, ). It is also used in Luke : and Rev :, however, as a translation
of μ7ρον (ibid.).
531 Like, e.g., the access to instruction, good advice, powers of healing, etc.
532 Schenke argues that the parable of the Good Samaritan is used only as an allegory
of God’s love for mankind, and not of any spiritual love the adherents of Gos. Phil. are
supposed to bestow upon others (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). There
is no necessary contradiction between these two interpretations, however, and both
implications may without problem be drawn at the same time.
533 Schenke suggests that “Statt ‘geistliche Liebe’ könnte man also präzisierend auch
‘göttliche Liebe’ übersetzen” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ), but as we shall
see in the discussion below, such an understanding does not seem to cover the whole
̄
in Gos. Phil.
range of the concept of ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ
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ⲁⲩⲱ [ⲧ]ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥ
̄ [ . . . ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲙⲁⲅ[ⲇⲁ]ⲗⲏⲛⲏ ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡ . [ . . . . . ⲙⲉ] ⲙⲙ
̄ ⲟ[ ⲥ
˙̄
˙
˙
534 ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧ
[ⲏⲥ . . . . . . . .˙ⲛⲉϥ]ⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ . . . . . . . . .˙ . ]˙535
ⲛ̄]ϩⲟⲩⲟ
˙
ⲛⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲁⲡⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ ⲙ̄ [ . . . . . . . . . ]536 . ⲉⲣⲟ . [ . ] . [ . . ]ⲙⲁ ⲡⲉϫⲁⲩ
ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ
˙
ⲟⲩ ⲕⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲣⲟⲛ
ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱϣⲃ ̄ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ {ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ}
537
ϫⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩ ϯⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲉ
̄

and [the] companion of the [ . . . Ma]ry Mag[da]lene [ . . . loved her] more
than the disciples [ . . . he] kissed her on her [ . . . ] times. The rest of [ . . . ]
they said to him: “Why do you love her more than all of us?” The Saviour
answered and said: “Why do I not love you like her?”
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

This severely damaged passage may shed further light on the relationship between “spiritual love” and the anointing in Gos. Phil. From the
preserved parts of this excerpt it seems clear that Jesus loves Mary Magdalene more than the other disciples, and that Jesus’ answer in the form
of a rhetorical question does not really seem to answer the question they
pose to him. In fact, Jesus seems merely to repeat the question.538 However, Jesus’ rhetorical retort constitutes a critique of the disciples that may
be understood on the basis of Gos. Phil.’s general rhetoric of reciprocity,
for an implication of Jesus’ reply may be that the disciples have not loved
Jesus like Mary Magdalene has done, and that this is the reason why he
loves her more than he loves them. He loves her according to the manner
in which she loves him.539
This understanding of the passage is supported by a couple of key New
Testament intertexts. Gos. Phil. seems here to allude to a combination
of Luke :–, John :–, and John :–.540 In particular, it is

534 Layton here reconstructs ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧ
̄
[ⲏⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥ]ⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ (Layton and Isenberg,
“Gospel According to Philip,” ).
535 Layton reconstructs ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ . . . . . . ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄ ] (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to
˙
Philip,” ). Schenke’s suggestion
ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ⲧⲁⲡⲣⲟ ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄ ] (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evange˙
̄ ] (cf.
lium, ) seems highly probable, but another
possibility could be ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲁϩ
Luke :; Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ). ˙
536 Layton has ⲙ̄ [ⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ] (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ).
˙ a conservative approach and only retained those reconstructions that
537 I have chosen
seem reasonably certain. Schenke has offered suggestions for most of these lacunae (see
Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
538 I do not think the following simile concerning light, darkness, blindness, and seeing
is to be regarded as a part of Jesus’ answer to this question.
539 This may conceivably also be strengthened by the possibility of understanding the
Coptic ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲉ
̄
, here translated as “like her” (a translation that is supported by similar
usage in the Sahidic New Testament), quite literally as “in her manner.”
540 Since Gos. Phil. alludes to Matthew throughout, Matt :– is also a passage that
would be easily called to mind by a reader of Gos. Phil. The combination of the intertexts
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significant that the tractate appears to regard Jesus’ love for Mary of
Bethany, mentioned in John :,541 to refer to Jesus’ love for Mary
Magdalene and further to identify the anonymous anointers in Luke
 and Matt  with her.542 As Robert Murray has pointed out, “It is
notorious that the early Christian world was in a state of inextricable
confusion on the subject of the Maries in the gospels.”543 Gos. Phil. is not
alone when it here seems to blend Mary of Bethany and the anonymous
sinner of Luke :– with Mary Magdalene. The similarity in the
account of the sinful woman’s anointing of Jesus in Luke  with Mary of
Bethany’s anointing of Jesus in John :–, and also referred to in :,
is such that once Mary of Bethany is conflated with Mary Magdalene,
the identification of the anonymous anointer in Luke  with her is quite
apparent. In addition, the fact that Gos. Phil. here and elsewhere refers to
Mary Magdalene as Jesus’ “companion” (ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ)544 indicates that she
has also been blended with the beloved disciple in John.545
Let us now see how a blend with the Lukan and Johannine intertexts
may inform our reading of the Gos. Phil. passage concerning Jesus’ love
for Mary Magdalene. Luke and John tell us that Jesus has his feet anointed
with “ointment” (μ7ρον), in Luke’s case by the anonymous sinful woman,
and in John’s case by Mary of Bethany, and has them wiped with her
hair. Luke adds to this that she also kisses his feet and washes them
with her tears. Luke also has Jesus rebuke those who would criticise
him for letting himself be touched by a sinful woman, pointing out that
whereas they have neither given him any water for his feet, anointed his
head with “oil” (ⲛⲉϩ / =λαιον), nor kissed him, she has washed his feet,
anointed them with “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄/μ7ρον), and has ceaselessly kissed
from Luke and John seems to be sufficient in this case, however. I have found no instances
in Gos. Phil. that necessitates a Markan intertext, but the parallel to Matt :– in Mark
:– is also a possible, although ultimately unnecessary intertext.
541 Both the reading ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲓⲥ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲣⲑⲁ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉⲥⲥⲱⲛⲉ and ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲓⲥ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲙⲁⲣⲑⲁ ⲧⲉⲥⲥⲱⲛⲉ are attested in Coptic manuscripts (see Quecke, Das Johannesevangelium saïdisch, –).
542 This possibility has been paranthetically suggested by Antti Marjanen (see Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved,  n. ).
543 Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, . Cf. also Marjanen, The Woman Jesus
Loved, –. For a thorough treatment of the patristic interpretations of the question of
the identities of Mary Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the sinful woman in Luke, see
esp. Urban Holzmeister, “Die Magdalenenfrage in der kirchlichen Überlieferung,” ZKT
 (): –, –.
544 See Gos. Phil. .–; cf. also ., where the equivalent Coptic term ϩⲱⲧⲣⲉ is used.
545 Cf. Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
–.
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his feet. Luke then has Jesus state that she has loved much and that her
sins have therefore been forgiven and that she has been saved by her
faith.546
John relates that when Jesus was anointed “the house was filled with
the fragrance of the ointment” (ⲁⲡⲏ¨ⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲧⲟ
̄
¨ⲓ ⲙⲡⲥⲟϭ
̄
ⲛ̄/J
δ> οκα πληρ2η κ τς Iσμς το μ7ρου),547 which strongly recalls
Gos. Phil.’s discourse concerning the “ointment” and the “fragrance”
discussed above. When taken together with the Lukan passage, we also
see that Gos. Phil.’s identification of the “ointment,” “fragrance,” and “oil”
with “spiritual love” is easily blended with Luke’s reference to Mary
Magdalene’s abundant love for Jesus and Gos. Phil.’s passage concerning
Jesus’ love for Mary Magdalene. From this interpretive blend we may then
surmise that Mary Magdalene’s love for Jesus is the kind of “spiritual love”
that in Gos. Phil. is equated with the anointing, and that it also involves
her kissing his feet. Whether we should understand Mary Magdalene’s
anointing of Jesus, which is thus implied in Gos. Phil., to be an anointing
of Jesus’ feet, head, or body depends on whether, and how, we also choose
to read the Matthean account into this blend. For Matthew does not
mention any anointing of the feet, but rather of the head (:) and body
(:).
In any case, it seems to be Mary’s spiritual love for Jesus, expressed by
means of her kissing his feet and anointing him, that leads Jesus to kiss her
(probably on her mouth, but perhaps even her feet)548 and love her more
than the other disciples. Significantly, there are also further links between
this anointing and the chrismation with regard to their relationship with
the resurrection. We have already seen that the chrismation in Gos. Phil.
also bestows the resurrection upon its recipients. When we go to the
Johannine and Matthean intertexts outlined here, we see there that the
anointing of Jesus is done with a view to his burial, thus indicating the
resurrection.549

546 Only two verses after this, Luke identifies Mary Magdalene as a woman out of whom
seven demons has gone (see Luke :), thus providing a potential link between her and
the anonymous anointer who had her sins forgiven.
547 John :.
548 Cf. note above.
549 It may in this regard, considering the fact that the chrism is closely connected with
the identity of Christ in Gos. Phil., also be mentioned that Jesus states in John : that “I
am the resurrection and the life” (TΕγ2 εμι J :ν;στασις κα J ζω / ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲛϩ).
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The theme we have touched on here concerning the relationship between loving and giving and receiving is also taken up elsewhere in Gos.
Phil.:
ⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ ϫⲓ ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲥϯ ⲙ[ⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϫⲓ] ⲁϫⲛⲧⲡ
̄ ⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ [ⲙ]ⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϯ
˙ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲁⲙⲉ
ⲁϫⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲧⲛ˙̄ⲣⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲛϯ
̄ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ϯ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϥⲱⲫⲉⲗⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲁϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲟ ⲛⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲓ

Faith receives, love gives. [No one will be able to receive] without faith. No
one will be able to give without love. Therefore we believe in order that we
may receive, but give in order that we may love. For if one does not give
with love,550 he does not benefit from that which he has given. He who has
not received the Lord is a Hebrew still.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

As we can see, this passage also echoes the discourse in Luke :–
and Jesus’ answer to the disciples in Gos. Phil. .–. Especially worthy
of note here is how giving and receiving love is connected with receiving
the Lord so as not to stay a Hebrew. In order to receive the Lord, one
needs to have faith and dedicate one’s love to him. Receiving one’s reward
for loving Christ is here directly linked to receiving the Lord. If we link
this discourse on love with the passages discussed above, we see that it
is easy to draw the conclusion that the reception of the Lord referred to
here has to do with the anointing with chrism, since we have seen love
linked to the ointment, and the reception of and becoming Christ closely
connected to the chrismation.551 The additional points made here, then,
are on the one hand the necessity of faith and love in order to receive
Christ, and on the other hand that the undesirable alternative situation
entails the continued existence as a Hebrew. This means in basic terms
that without faith and love of Christ one cannot become a Christian, and
in that case one stays on the pre-Christian level of the Hebrews.552
Gos. Phil. seems not only to link the reception of Christ and spiritual
love strictly to ritual initiation, however, but also to doctrine.

550

Cf. Gos. Phil. :–.
Cf. Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
552 As Isenberg rightly notes, “Here ‘the Hebrew’ need not mean the Hebrew by racial
descent,” but is rather used “typologically for all who have not yet experienced the
‘receiving of the Lord’ and the blessings of the New Age” (Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,”
). His assertion, however, that this should therefore not “be construed as anti-Jewish
feeling” on the part of Gos. Phil. (ibid.,  n. ) is not convincing, since the way Gos. Phil.
here uses the ICM of Hebrew metaphorically is also at the same time an integral part of
the tractate’s overall anti-Jewish polemic. See below for discussion.
551
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ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲙⲉ ⲥⲟ ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲧⲥⲉⲃⲟ ⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲁⲁϥ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛϩⲁϩ
̄

Truth is one thing and it is many, and it concerns us to teach this one alone
with love through many.553
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Significantly, Gos. Phil. stresses not only the importance of the reception
of truth, i.e. the correct doctrine of Christ, but also the importance of
giving this truth to others. This point becomes especially clear when we
consider the Pauline intertexts that are likely to be activated in a reading
of this passage. In particular, a passage from Ephesians and one from
Philippians have the potentiality to be triggered, partly through their
̄
(“with love”). Philippians states
common use of the phrase ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
that some speak “the word of God” (ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
) “from envy and
quarrel, while others preach Christ willingly” (ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩⲫⲑⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲟⲩϯⲧⲱⲛ
̄
·
ϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉϩⲛⲁⲩ ⲥⲉⲧⲁϣⲉⲟ¨ⲓϣ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ·), the latter doing it “out of love”
(ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
).554 This intertext may thus help us identify the referent
for ⲡⲁⲉⲓ (“this one”) in Gos. Phil.’s phrase ⲧⲥⲉⲃⲟ ⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲁⲁϥ (“teach
this one alone”) as Christ.555 As for Ephesians, Eph :– is especially
relevant, as it connects the loving teaching of truth with deification,
stating that “speaking truth with love we shall grow into him completely,
that is, the head, Christ” (ⲉⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ . . . ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲛⲁⲩⲝⲁⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ).556
We saw that if one does not receive Christ one will metaphorically stay
a Hebrew. This is not all, however, for one will also stay a slave and a
captive. We saw above that in the eschatological reception of the chrism,
the slaves would be set free and the prisoners redeemed. The distinction
between slaves and free also surfaces in another passage in Gos. Phil.,
where it is directly connected to the requirements for experiencing the
“bridal chamber” (ⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ):
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛⲑ̄ ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲟϩⲙ
˙̄ ˙ ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
˙˙ ˙
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϣⲁϥϣⲱⲡ˙ⲉ ˙ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄ ˙
ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
˙
A bridal chamber does not take place for the animals, nor does it take place
for the slaves, nor for defiled women, but it takes place for free men and
virgins.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

553

Cf. Eph :–; Phil :–.
Phil :–. ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
here corresponds to the Greek phrase ξ :γ;πης.
555 It cannot point directly to “Truth” (ⲧⲙⲉ), since the latter is a feminine noun.
556 Eph : (Horner, Sahidic New Testament). ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
here corresponds to the
Greek phrase ν :γ;πη.
554
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There is no bridal chamber for animals or slaves, but for free men, and
not for defiled women, but for virgins. We could say that according to
the ICM of marriage, a bridal chamber is, quite naturally, something
reserved for human beings, and it is also here reserved for free men and
virgins. This rather commonsense statement is, of course, to be regarded
as a construction of a mental framing input space, while the significance
of the statement only becomes clear when it is mentally blended with one
or more target, or focus, inputs and thus interpreted metaphorically.
In an interpretation of the passage as a metaphor, the use of the terms
̄
ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
) and “virgins” (ϩⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
) to designate
“free men” (ϩⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
those who may experience the bridal chamber is significant. In John
:– those who are referred to as free are those who are not slaves
to sin.557 Accordingly, in early Christian usage the term λε7ερος is
often used to refer specifically to Christians as being those who are
free from sin, and in many cases the term is directly associated with
freedom from sin as something achieved through faith and baptism.558
The animals must again, as elsewhere in Gos. Phil., be understood as
metaphorical representations of human beings, more specifically nonChristian human beings, as we have seen above. As for the virgins, it
is open to interpretation whether this designation is to be understood
literally or metaphorically in the blend. We will return to this question
below.
Taking the human beings in this passage to refer only to the Christians, and the free men and virgins to refer to Christians who are free
from sin, and who most probably have been baptised, the “bridal chamber” (ⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ) is only for these people. But what should we understand the
bridal chamber to refer to? The important references to joinings and unifications we have identified in Gos. Phil. in the analyses above have been
the joining of the Logos and the Holy Spirit, the Christian and Christ,
and image and reality. In this case, having identified the people who are
allowed into the “bridal chamber” as Christians who are free from sin,
the joining in this case seems most likely to be that of the Christian with
Christ. Whether this joining is here to be regarded simply as a mental / spiritual joining with Christ, perhaps through prayer, or a ritual one,
like for instance baptism, chrismation, or Eucharist, or rather an eschatological one, is open to interpretation. From an overall understanding

557
558

Cf. also Gal –.
See, e.g., Lampe b.
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of this tractate, however, it seems that it may profitably be seen to refer to
both a ritual and an eschatological dimension. We have already seen that
aspects of both the chrismation and the Eucharist may be described and
understood in terms of the imagery of a “bridal chamber,” and we have
seen that the entry into the kingdom of heaven may also be regarded as
an entry to the wedding feast, or to the “bedroom.”
.... The Hidden and the Revealed
Another theme that surfaces at various points throughout Gos. Phil. has
to do with the relationship between the hidden and the revealed, secrecy
and openness, and the tractate uses several different source inputs for
metaphorical blends relating to these conceptual pairs. These framing
inputs are mostly taken from three main ICMs, namely that of the human
body, the Jerusalem temple, and marriage. In each case important scriptural input spaces are recalled that partly explain and partly heighten
the significance of the blends. We will start by considering an extended
passage559 where Gos. Phil. sets up anatomical and botanical conceptual
framing inputs which are blended with scriptural intertexts in an argument that engages several issues at once. The passage will be tackled in
four parts. The first one goes as follows:
[ⲡⲉϩⲟ]ⲩⲟ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲉ[ⲡ]ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩ[ⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩ]ⲛ ϩⲏ[ⲡ ⲥⲉ]ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ
˙ ]ⲁ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
˙ ˙ ˙ ]ⲟⲩⲱⲛ
˙ [ϩ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲡⲡⲁ[ⲣⲁⲇⲓⲅⲙ
ⲥⲉⲟⲛϩ [ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛ
̄ ˙
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛⲉϩ
˙
˙
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ [ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟ]ⲛ ⲙⲙⲁϩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲡ ϥⲟⲛϩ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ϥⲙⲁϩⲧ ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
[Most (creatures / things)] of [the] world stand and are alive as long as
their [insides are hidden. When they are revealed], they die, according to
the [example] of the visible man. [As long as] the innards of the man are
hidden the man is alive. When his innards are revealed they come out of
him and the man will die.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

The basic interpretation of this passage is pretty straightforward. Worldly
things stand and live as long as their insides are hidden. If they are
revealed, they die, like a human being does if his bowels are exposed.
Here we might detect a faint allusion to the death of Judas in Acts :,
but otherwise, the passage presents an easily understood argument from
a general premise applied to a specific example. The passage then goes on
from the human example to a botanical one:

559

Gos. Phil. .–..



chapter four
ⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲛ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲏⲡ ϣⲁϥϯⲟⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲗⲉϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲧⲉϥⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
ϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϣⲏⲛ ϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ϩⲓϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ
ϩⲓⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲓⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ ⲉⲫϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ϩⲏⲡ ⲥϫⲟⲟⲣ
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲥ ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲥⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲥⲱϫⲛ̄

Thus also with the tree. As long as its root is hidden, it blossoms and grows.
If its root is revealed the tree dries up. Thus it is with every offspring in the
world, not only the revealed, but also the hidden. For as long as the root
of evil is hidden it is strong, but if it is recognised it has died, and if it is
revealed it has been destroyed.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

As with the human being, so also with the tree. Just as the man dies
when his entrails are revealed, so too the tree dies if its root is exposed.
From these two examples Gos. Phil. concludes that this is the case with
every “offspring” (ϫⲡⲟ) in the world. The tractate then shifts, rather
unexpectedly, from these examples to make a metaphorical connection
between the tree and evil. Like the tree, evil thrives when its root is
hidden, but dies when its root is revealed. With the hindsight provided by
this explicit metaphor, the example of the man who dies when his bowels
are exposed becomes a decidedly stronger allusion to the death of Judas.
Like the evil Judas died when his entrails came out, evil in general dies
when its root is brought out into the open. Gos. Phil. then rounds off the
first half of the simile with a fitting quotation from Matthew and a general
conclusion:
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲏⲇⲏ ⲧⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ ⲥⲙⲙⲟⲛⲧ
̄
ⲁⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ϣⲁϥϯⲟⲩⲱ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ ⲃⲁⲗⲃⲗ̄
ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲥⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲱⲣⲕ ⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ
ϩⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲃⲁⲗⲃⲗⲉ
ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲛⲟ
̄
ⲩⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛϩⲣⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲛϥⲡⲟⲣ
̄
ⲕⲥ̄ ̄ ϩⲁⲧⲉⲥⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲏⲧ
̄
˙
˙
Therefore the Word says, “Already the axe is laid at the root of the trees.”560
It will not (simply) cut—that which will be cut blossoms again—but the
axe burrows down beneath until it brings out the root. Jesus plucked out
the root completely,561 but others partly. As for us, let each one among us
dig down to the root of the evil that is within him and pluck it out from its
root in his heart.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Like Jesus did, then, each and every Christian should dig into his or
her own heart and bring evil out into the open and thus remove the

560

Matt :.
For this understanding of ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ in an adverbial sense, see Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, , and cf. also ibid., , ; Painchaud, et al., “Le syntagme ⲡⲙⲁ
ⲧⲏⲣϥ,” .
561
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root of sin.562 The quotation from Matt : is used both to illustrate
the destruction of evil, and to make the allegorical point that evil needs
to be taken by the root—it is not enough only to cut off its visible
manifestations. In order to be able to dig out this root, however, one needs
to be aware of it:
ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲡⲱⲣⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛϣⲁⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲛⲛⲟ
̄ ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲥϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲕⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥⲟ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲛ
ϩⲣ[ⲁ]¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
ⲱ[ⲧ]ⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ϣ[ⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ]
ⲧⲛⲛⲟ
̄
ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲥⲣⲁⲓⲭⲙⲁⲗ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲟϣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
[˙ⲁⲛ ⲥ˙]ϭ˙ⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲁⲥ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ [˙ⲉⲥϣⲟ]ⲟⲡ
˙
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲥⲣⲉⲛⲉⲣⲅⲉⲓ
̄

And it will be uprooted when we are aware of it, but if we are ignorant of it,
it takes root within us and it produces its fruits in our heart. It rules us, and
we are its slaves. It captures us so that we may do what we do [not] want
to. Those things that we want to do we do [not].563 [It is] strong because
we have not become aware of it. As long as [it exists] it works.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

So, when one becomes aware of the root of evil in one’s heart one
may remove it, and thus stop it from bringing forth its fruit. Gos. Phil.
also stresses the point that evil thrives as long as it exists, even though
one may not be aware of it—or especially when one is not aware of
it.564
In the cases discussed above, the revelation of what is hidden is a good
thing. This is not always the case, however. There are indeed some things
that should remain hidden:
ⲟⲩⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲉϥϣⲁⲕⲱⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ
ⲉⲥϣⲁϫⲓⲡⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲛⲕⲉϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲕⲁⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛⲣⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲥⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲥⲙⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡϣⲃⲏⲣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲙⲏⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲣⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲕⲁⲛ ⲉⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲥⲥⲙⲏ ⲛⲥⲉ
̄ ⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟϭ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲥⲟⲛϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲗⲉϥⲗⲓϥⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲛⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ
˙
̄ ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ [ⲛϥϣ

562 Peter Brown reads this passage as referring strictly to the renunciation of sexuality,
and connects it with an account of self-castration in the Acts of John (see Peter Brown, The
Body and Society: Men, Women and Sexual Renunciation in Early Christianity [Lectures
in the History of Religion; New York: Columbia University Press, ], ). For the
identification of the evil that is to be removed with sexuality, see also Isenberg, “Coptic
Gospel,” . There is nothing in the context, however, that connects the evil that is to be
uprooted with sexuality.
563 Cf. Rom :–.
564 Cf., however, Gos. Phil. .–.



chapter four
If a marriage is stripped naked it has become fornication, and not only
if the bride receives the seed of another man, but even if she comes out of
her bedroom and is seen she has fornicated. Let her only be revealed to her
father and her mother and the friend of the bridegroom565 and the children
of the bridegroom, these to whom it is given to enter the bridal chamber
daily. But let the others desire even to hear her voice566 and enjoy her
ointment, and let them nourish from the crumbs that fall from the table,
like the dogs.567 Bridegrooms and brides belong to the bridal chamber. No
one will be able to see the bridegroom with the bride unless [he becomes]
this.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Gos. Phil. stresses that the inner goings on of the marriage should not
be revealed. On the one hand it is pointed out that what takes place
in the bedroom between the bridegroom and the bride should not take
place outside it, and on the other it is made clear that only a select few
are allowed inside the bridal chamber. This is especially understandable
on the basis of the logic outlined above concerning the fact that hidden
things thrive, while if the hidden things are brought out into the open
they die. Thus, if the marriage becomes an open business it becomes
adultery and consequently “dies.”
We are given a clue to the identity of the metaphorical target of this
marriage in the description of the small benefits that are to befall those
on the outside of the bridal chamber. They may feed on the crumbs that
fall from the table, and they may enjoy the bride’s “ointment” (ⲥⲟϭⲛ̄).
This clearly links up with the motif discussed above concerning the
oil, ointment, and fragrance. The fragrance and the crumbs that benefit
those who stand outside would seem to indicate a kind of general moral
obligation on the part of the initiated Christians to provide some kind
of benefit to those who are not initiated, whether it be of a spiritual
or of a more concrete kind. At the same time, however, we may here,
as above, identify the ointment with the chrism and the bride with the
Christian initiate, from which it follows that the bridegroom is Christ.
The connection between the “ointment” and the chrism moreover primes
a sacramental context for the entire simile, making it easy to make the
connection between the implied wedding and Christian initiation, and
between the bread and the Eucharist. The point that the marriage is
565

Cf. John :.
Cf. John :.
567 Matt :; Mark :; Luke :. Tuckett argues that Gos. Phil. here refers to
Matthew’s version of the saying about the crumbs and the dogs (see Tuckett, “Synoptic
Traditions,” ).
566
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to remain hidden seems in this context to indicate the fact that these
Christian mysteries should remain hidden and secret to outsiders and
that only insiders are allowed to participate.
..... Names, Types, Symbols, and Images
Gos. Phil. devotes considerable space to reflections on themes related
to mirror images, copies, names, and symbols, especially with regard to
their relationships with their respective originals or referents. Gos. Phil.’s
main interest in these themes has basically to do with the relationship
between absolute truth and its imperfect referents in the material world,
and the function of the latter as the means of passage to, and understanding of, the former.568
In a tricky but crucial passage, Gos. Phil. gives an extended exposition
of the important relationship between absolute truth and its manifestations in the world in such a context (I have split up the passage in numbered sections for ease of reference):
ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲥⲕⲁⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲉⲓ
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϫⲓⲧⲥ ̄ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲕⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ
̄

() Truth did not come to the world naked, but it came in types and images.
It (i.e., the world) will not receive it (i.e., truth) in any other way.
ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲁⲧⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄

(a) There is a rebirth and an image of rebirth.569
It is truly necessary to be born again570 by means of the image!
ⲁϣ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ

(b) What is the resurrection and the image?
By means of the image it is necessary for it (i.e., the resurrection) to arise.
ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲙⲛⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ

(c) The bridal chamber and the image?
By means of the image it is necessary for them to enter the truth,
that is, the restoration.

568 For analyses of this aspect of Gos. Phil., see esp. Koschorke, “Die ‘Namen’ im
Philippusevangelium.” Cf. also Rudolph, “Response,” –.
569 Cf. Titus :.
570 Cf. John :.



chapter four
ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲛⲉⲧϫⲡⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
̄
ϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁϥ ⲡⲕⲉⲣⲁⲛ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϥⲓⲧϥ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ
ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ571 ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩⲁ
̄
. [ . ] ⲛⲧⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄˙
ⲙⲡⲥ
̄ ⳁ[ⲟ]ⲥ ⲧⲁ[ⲉ]ⲓ ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ
ϫⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲡⲥⲟ
˙ [ⲭⲣⲏ
˙ ]ⲥⲧ[ⲓ]ⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ
˙ ˙ ⲟⲩ
ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϫⲉ˙[ⲧⲟ]ⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ
˙˙
˙˙
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉ˙

() It is not only necessary for those who acquire the name of the Father
and the Son and the Holy Spirit, but they too have been produced for you.
If one does not acquire them for himself, the name will also be taken from
him.572 But one receives them in the chrism of the [ . . . ] of the power of the
cross. The apostles called this “[the] right and the left.”573 For this one is no
longer a [Christian], but a Christ.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The passage seems to be structured as () a basic proposition followed by
() three examples, two of them in the form of a question and an answer,
and () a final extended application of some implications of the principles
outlined in the previous parts.574
Truth did not come naked to the world, but instead of being described
as covered in names, as in Gos. Phil. .–, Truth is here clothed in
what seems to be sacramental types and images.575 This means on the one
hand that truth is conveyed through such types and images, and on the
other that there is a higher reality behind them. The argument seems to
go as follows: () Truth is accessible to us in the material world only by
means of types and images. (a) There is a true rebirth and there is an
image of it that is available to us in this world. In order to be truly reborn
it is necessary to use the image of the rebirth that is available to us in
this world. This is a rebirth which, from what we have seen of Gos. Phil.’s
sacramental theology, is probably to be identified as a combination of
baptism and chrismation. (b) Gos. Phil. then asks a rhetorical question
concerning the identity of the true resurrection and its image. Instead
of answering this question directly, the point that the worldly images
are necessary in order to gain access to the heavenly realities is simply
restated. (c) Then follows yet another question that is not answered
Layton emends to ⲁⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ, “those who have produced them” (see Layton
and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” –).
572 Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
573 Cf.  Cor :.
574 Schenke, however, divides the passage into five separate sayings, a–e (see Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [NHC II,],”
), although he does concede that a–c and d–e form two groups and that b–c
could almost be regarded as a single unit (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –
).
575 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
571
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directly, this time concerning “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) and its
image, and the answer is yet again that “the image” (ⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ) is necessary.
This example is, however, interesting also in its equation of entry into the
bridal chamber with entry into “the truth” (ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ), and its equation
of the truth with “the restoration” (ⲧⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ). Entry into the true
bridal chamber, then, requires entry into its this-worldly type. The three
examples thus stress the same point, acquisition of the truth requires the
experience of its types and images in this world.
() The linguistically difficult final section then seems to argue that
one needs to receive not only the names of the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit, but also in a sense the realities to which these names refer.
This takes place in the chrismation, which seems to be accompanied by
a Trinitarian formula and probably also the sign of the cross. By means
of such a chrismation, then, one becomes “a Christ” (ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ) only if one
has truly received the realities that go with the names.576
The point that truth is present in the world in a hidden sense is also
expressed elsewhere in the text by means of a botanical metaphor:
ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲥⲉⲥⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ϫⲓⲛⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲛϩⲁϩ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ
ⲉⲩⲥⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲱⲥϩ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄

Truth, which has been in existence since the beginning, is sown everywhere, and there are many who see it being sown, but there are few who
see it being reaped.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here the sowing is mapped onto the “types and images,” while the real
truth hidden in them is mapped onto the reaping. Thus, by means of
this blend several important aspects of the process of gaining insight
into the truth are cleverly laid out simultaneously. Among the significant entailments of this blend is the insight that the process of gaining
knowledge of the truth is one of maturation; that truth is hidden in the
world in a manner analogous to the way a plant or a tree is hidden within
a seed; and that the act of apprehending the truth is analogous to harvesting, i.e., to the reaping of a reward, to put it with another metaphorical blend. Moreover, since truth has been sown everywhere since the
beginning it has always existed in the world, even though it has been
hidden.
Now, who are those few who see the reaping of the truth? Gos. Phil.
states rather tautologically that to be able to see, one must not be blind:
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See Gos. Phil. .–; .–.
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ⲟⲩⲃⲗⲗⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲩϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉϣⲟⲃⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲁⲛ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲃⲟⲗ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧⲟ ⲃⲃ̄ ⲗⲗⲉ
̄ ⲉϥⲛⲁϭⲱ
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄

A blind person and a seeing one who are both in the dark are not different
from each other. When the light comes, then he who sees will see the light,
and he who is blind will remain in the dark.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

The important point here, then, seems to be the stress on the importance
of gaining sight prior to the coming of the light. That is, if one cannot see,
one will not benefit from the light when it comes. As long as it is dark,
however, there is no difference between the seeing and the blind. The
coming of the light may here be interpreted in an eschatological sense,
and understood quite simply to refer to the fact that when the light comes,
only the Christians will see it and be saved. Another possibility is to map
the coming of the light onto the coming of Christ into the world, and
thus interpret the seeing person as a representative of all Christians in in
the world, and the blind one of all the others who are not convinced by
the Christian message—they still do not see, even after the coming of the
light into the world.
In any case, those who are able to receive this light will themselves not
be seen by the hostile powers, neither in this world nor in the next:
ⲡⲉⲧⲁϫⲓⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲣⲥⲕⲩⲗⲗⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲕⲁⲛ ⲉϥⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲏⲇⲏ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲓⲱⲛ
̄
ⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ
̄
ϥⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲁϥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁϥ ⲉϥϩⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥϩⲏⲡ
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ

He who will receive that light will not be seen nor can he be detained, and
no one will be able to trouble such a person even while he dwells in the
world, and, moreover, when he leaves the world he has already received
the truth in the images. The world has become the aeons, for the aeon is
for him the fullness, and it is in this way that it appears to him alone. It is
not hidden in the darkness and the night, but it is hidden in a perfect day
and a holy light.577
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Interestingly, this passage, which constitutes the very end of Gos. Phil.,578
also displays a rather positive view concerning the state of the enlightened person in this world. Not only will he be saved, but he will also
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Cf.  Thess :.
Only the title, ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲟⲥ, “the Gospel According to Philip” (Gos.
Phil. .–), follows it.
578
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perceive the higher realities in the types and images in this world, and is
safe with regard to the hostile powers. The goal thus seems to be not only
to achieve salvation in the next world, but also to realise that the aeon
(the next world or the other world) is reflected already in this world,
albeit imperfectly. That is, the fully enlightened Christian will be able
to successfully blend, so to speak, the heavenly reality with the earthly.
This is achieved by becoming a heavenly being (a Christ) and by being
able to see truth in the worldly types and images. The causal relationship
between becoming and seeing seems to be blurred in accordance with
what we have seen in other passages discussed above.
In the context of the hidden and the revealed, it is interesting to compare the statement at the end of the passage concerning the “undefiled
marriage,” discussed above, with that found in the very last sentence just
quoted. The first excerpt concerns the “undefiled marriage,” while the
second concerns “the aeon”:
ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲏ ⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄

It is not of the darkness or the night, but it is of the day and the light.
(Gos. Phil. .–)
ⲉϥϩⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥϩⲏⲡ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ

It is not hidden in the darkness or the night, but it is hidden in a perfect
day and a holy light.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

It is hard to resist the conclusion that the Coptic wordplay created by the
use of the words ⲏⲡ (“be counted / belong”) and ϩⲏⲡ (“be hidden / secret”)
in these very similar constructions can hardly be accidental. The similarity of the passages also invites us to interpret them together in an intratextual blend. In the same way as “the undefiled marriage” belongs to the
day and the light, “the aeon” is hidden in a perfect day and a holy light.
The aeon, the kingdom of heaven, is thus nicely reflected in “the undefiled marriage.” When we connect initiation into Christianity with this
undefiled marriage, i.e., the marriage of each initiate with Christ and / or
an angel, we see how Gos. Phil. describes heaven as being reflected on
earth in the Christian sacraments—both in the rituals of initiation and
in the repeated eucharistic communion.
..... The Works of Christ “In a Mystery”
It is not only the world in general or the sacramental types and images
that have a hidden dimension, however, but also the acts of Christ:
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ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓ[ⲥ ⲣ]̄ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ579 ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲃⲁ[ⲡ]ⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
580
ⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣ[˙ⲓⲥⲧ]ⲓⲁ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
˙˙ ˙
The Lord [did] everything in a mystery:581 a baptism and a chrismation
and a Eucharist and a redemption and a bridal chamber.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Described by Hans-Martin Schenke as “eine oder sogar die Zentralstelle für die Sakramentslehre des EvPhil,”582 this passage has most commonly been understood to refer to a sequence of rituals of consecutively higher importance,583 but there is no consensus among scholars
on this point. As we shall see, however, it is actually doubtful that the
focus of this passage is on a sequence of rituals.584 Among the most difficult problems of this frequently cited passage is the question of what
the phrase ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ, “everything,” actually refers to, and how to understand the Coptic phrase ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
.585 Several scholars have argued
convincingly that ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ here should not be taken in the sense of a
̄
should be understood
sacrament, and that the phrase ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
586
adverbially. They have, however, differed somewhat with regard to the
underlying Greek, and with regard to their overall interpretation of the
̄
may be a translation
sentence. Rewolinski suggests that ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
of the Greek μυστικ#ς, and that it should be understood as “ ‘secretly,’

Another possibile reconstruction could perhaps be ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓ[ⲥ ϯ]ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ.
˙ ten letters. This means
The passage is here broken off by a lacuna of between five and
that, in theory at least, another term could follow and conceivabley make this passage into
a sequence of more than five terms.
581 Rewolinski suggests Didache : (ποι#ν ες μυστριον κοσμικ ν κκλησας;
quoted from Aaron Milavec, The Didache: Text, Translation, Analysis, and Commentary
[Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, ], ) as a parallel to this phrase (see Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ). This parallel seems somewhat tenuous, however.
582 Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , the emphasis is Schenke’s own.
583 See, e.g., Henry A. Green, “Ritual in Valentinian Gnosticism: A Sociological Interpretation,” JRH  (–): .
584 See Gaffron, Studien, –; Einar Thomassen, “Gos. Philip :–: Not ‘In
a Mystery’,” in Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica: Mélanges offerts à Wolf-Peter Funk (ed.
Louis Painchaud and Paul-Hubert Poirier; BCNH Section “Études” ; Québec: Les Presses
de l’Université Laval, ), – (I thank Professor Thomassen for giving me access
to an advance copy of this article).
585 Cf. Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
586 Cf. Gaffron, Studien, –; Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” ; Rewolinski,
“Sacramental Language,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –; Thomassen,
“Not ‘In a Mystery’,” –. As Gaffron points out, “Man darf also nicht behaupten, die
fünf genannten Sakramente wären die Mysterien, so daß μυστριον = Sakrament wäre”
(Gaffron, Studien, ).
579
580
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or ‘mystically,’ i.e., prophetically.”587 He concludes that the phrase should
be understood “in a broad sense” to refer to the fact that “everything
Christ did had a deeper significance,” i.e., that “the actions of Christ
have a deeper significance pointing beyond their one time (or more)
performance.”588 Rewolinski’s overall interpretation seems sound, but is
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
a translation of μυστικ#ς? Gaffron, later followed by
Schenke and Thomassen, has also argued that ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
should
be understood in an adverbial sense, but rather as a translation of μυστηριωδ#ς.589 On a general level, Gaffron, Schenke, and Thomassen are of
course right to point out that ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
is a possible translation
of μυστηριωδ#ς. I would argue, however, that in the context in which it
appears in Gos. Phil. it makes more sense to read it as the Coptic equivalent of the Greek ν μυστηρAω.590 While the term μυστηριωδ#ς is not
used in the New Testament at all, ν μυστηρAω is found in  Cor :,
where it is in fact rendered as ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
in the Sahidic New Tes591
tament.
First Corinthians is, as we have seen, an important intertext to Gos.
Phil. that is both quoted and alluded to throughout the tractate, thus
keeping this text at a high level of priming in a reading of Gos. Phil.
What should directly prompt us to investigate the benefits of reading
this Gos. Phil. passsage intertextually with  Cor : is the fact that this is
the only passage in the entire Sahidic New Testament where the phrase
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
appears, and it does so as a translation of the Greek
ν μυστηρAω. In Greek, the Pauline verse reads: :λλ9 λαλομεν εο
σοφαν ν μυστηρAω τ8ν :ποκεκρυμμνην, Wν προ2ρισεν % ε ς πρ
τ#ν α2νων ες δξαν Jμ#ν. The phrase ν μυστηρAω may here be
understood adverbially, as in the KJV: “But we speak the wisdom of
God in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom, which God ordained before
the world unto our glory” ( Cor : KJV).592 In the Sahidic version,
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See Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” .
589 See Gaffron, Studien, –; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –; Thomassen, “Not ‘In a Mystery’.”
590 This is also mentioned as a possibility by Sevrin (see Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,”
).
591 See Thompson, Coptic Version, ; Horner, Sahidic New Testament; Lefort, Les mots
d’origine grecque, .
592 Contrary to the KJV translation, however, RSV reads ν μυστηρAω adjectivally:
“But we impart a secret and hidden wisdom of God, which God decreed before the
ages for our glorification” ( Cor : RSV). As Conzelmann points out, it is impossible
588
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the verse reads: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲛϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲧⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ ⲧⲉⲛⲧⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲟⲣϫⲥ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲛⲛⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ, which may be
translated as “But we speak wisdom of God in a mystery, which is hidden,
which God set apart before the ages for our glory” ( Cor :). Here
it is also of interest that the preceding verse,  Cor :, starts off with
the declaration that “it is among the perfect that we speak wisdom, but
a wisdom that is not of this age, nor of the rulers of this age, these
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
which will be brought to naught” (ⲉⲛϣⲁϫⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ
ⲟⲩⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉ¨ⲓⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ¨ⲓⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲛⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲥϥ).
̄ 593
I have chosen to understand ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
in Gos. Phil. as an adverbial prepositional phrase modifying ⲉⲓⲣⲉ, specifying the way in which the
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ), namely that he did everything “in a
Lord “did everything” (ⲣϩⲱⲃ

to decide whether in  Cor : ν μυστηρAω should be taken to refer to σοφα or to
λαλε&ν (See Hans Conzelmann,  Corinthians [Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
],  n. ). Adverbial uses of ν μυστηρAω are also found elsewhere in early Christian
sources. See, e.g., Acts Pet. , where it refers to a saying of Jesus with a hidden deeper
meaning: περ Xν % κ7ριος ν μυστηρAω λγειY, “Concerning this the Lord says in a
mystery:” (Greek text quoted from L. Vouaux, Les actes de Pierre [Paris: Letouzey & Ané,
]; translation quoted from Wilhelm Schneemelcher, “The Acts of Peter,” in Writings
Related to the Apostles; Apocalypses and Related Subjects [ed. Wilhelm Schneemelcher
and R. McL. Wilson; vol.  of New Testament Apocrypha; rev. ed.; Cambridge: James
Clarke, ], –). See also Clement, Strom. V.; Justin, Dial. , , , , ,
; Irenaeus, Haer. I...
593 Σοφαν δ> λαλομεν ν το&ς τελεοις, σοφαν δ> ο" το α#νος το7του ο"δ> τ#ν
:ρχντων το α#νος το7του τ#ν καταργουμνον. In the patristic sources we find many
citations of and allusions to  Cor :. Interestingly, in the earliest patristic period such
citations and allusions to  Cor : crop up almost exclusively in discussions concering
the hidden meaning of Scripture, while later on we also find the verse cited in connection
with discussions of secret unwritten teachings regarding Christian ritual practice, as is
the case in e.g., Basil of Caesarea, De spiritu sancto ., where he says concerning
the teachings of the Church that “we have received some from written sources, while
others have been given to us secretly (ν μυστηρAω), through apostolic tradition” (τ9
μ>ν κ τς γγρ;φου διδασκαλας =χομεν, τ9 δ> κ τς τ#ν :ποστλων παραδσεως
διαδοντα Jμ&ν ν μυστηρAω παρεδεξ;μεα; Greek text quoted from B. Pruche, Basile
de Césarée: Sur le Saint-Esprit [d ed.; SC ; Paris: Éditions du Cerf, ]; translation
quoted from David Anderson, trans., St. Basil the Great: On the Holy Spirit [Crestwood,
N.Y.: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, ]). See also the study by Emmanuel Amand de
Mendieta, The ‘Unwritten’ and ‘Secret’ Apostolic Traditions in the Theological Thought of St.
Basil of Caesarea (SJTOP ; Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, ), and Margaret Barker,
The Great High Priest: The Temple Roots of Christian Liturgy (London: T&T Clark, ),
. In Gos. Phil., the use of ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
may, and in my view probably does, refer
to both of these aspects, namely both the hidden meaning of Scripture and the hidden
meaning of ritual.
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mystery” (ν μυστηρAω),594 that is, with a hidden meaning.595 Now, what
does ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ (“everything”) refer to in the Gos. Phil. passage? While
Schenke takes it to refer strictly to the following five terms (ⲟⲩⲃⲁ[ⲡ]ⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
[ⲓⲥⲧ]ⲓⲁ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
), Sevrin arⲙⲛⲟⲩⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣ
̄
˙
˙˙ examples
gues that the five terms are only
of what is encompassed by ϩⲱⲃ
ⲛⲓⲙ.596 Gaffron takes ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ to refer to what is revealed in the following
five terms understood by him as sacraments,597 and Thomassen understands ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ to refer to “the essential soteriological work carried out
by the Saviour in his earthly incarnation: the redemption he received at
his baptism in the Jordan and in which his followers share through their
own baptism.”598 I suggest that we understand ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ here as a reference to everything which Jesus did, as related in Scripture, and following Sevrin I understand the five terms to be examples of these important
acts.599 Of these, “baptism,” “chrismation,” and “Eucharist” seem pretty
straightforward. The first two were shown by Jesus in his baptism in the
Jordan, while the latter is reported most directly in the institution narratives. “Bridal chamber” may, as we have seen, point to an interpretation
of aspects of especially the chrism and the Eucharist, but it might also
be read in this context as an allusion to the wedding at Cana,600 where
Jesus did things with a deeper meaning, and even, as John relates, manifested his “glory” for the first time.601 As for “redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ), this
594

It is enough to acknowledge the adverbial sense of the prepositional phrase “in a
mystery” (as in the KJV translation of  Cor :) and no need to change the translation
(contrary to Thomassen, “Not ‘In a Mystery’ ”).
595 See Lampe b. For a similar understanding of the meaning of ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
in
Gos. Phil., although based on the questionable assumption of μυστηριωδ#ς as the Greek
Vorlage, see Thomassen, “Not ‘In a Mystery’.”
596 See Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” .
597 See Gaffron, Studien, . Schenke rightly notes that this interpretation violates
Gaffron’s own insight that ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
should be understood adverbially (see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ).
598 Thomassen, “Not ‘In a Mystery’,” –. Thomassen suggests the following translation of the passage: “The Lord did everything with a symbolic meaning: baptism,
chrism, Eucharist, redemption, and bridal chamber” (ibid., ). He also suggests that
ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ should be taken to refer exclusively to what Jesus revealed in his baptism in the
Jordan. Thomassen is then left, however, with the Eucharist as the odd one out in the
sequence, which leads him to propose that perhaps the only reason why the Eucharist is
mentioned in the list is because it is a part of the initiation ritual, and not because it has
anything to do with what Jesus revealed (see ibid., –).
599 See esp. Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” .
600 John :–.
601 John :. Cf. Turid Karlsen Seim, “Descent and Divine Paternity in the Gospel of
John: Does the Mother Matter?” NTS  (): .
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term may refer to the deeper meaning of several acts of Jesus, but might
also be understood in a more specific sense as referring to his redemptive
death on the cross.602
The hidden meaning of these acts is further to be understood in terms
of what Paul refers to in  Cor : as the hidden wisdom of God which
̄
). Here we might
is imparted “among the perfect / mature” (ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
also recall that Gos. Phil. states concerning “the disciple of God” that he
shall give food that is proper to the recipients, including bones to the
dogs and acorns to the pigs. For the slaves, however, no specific food is
mentioned, but rather that “he will give them the first (course)” (ϥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲩ
), and “to the children he will give the complete (banquet)” (ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
).603 While I have chosen to translate the passage in a
ϥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
way that keeps it in line with the metaphorical source domain of food
and eating, Isenberg’s understanding of this passage is perfectly in line
with both Gos. Phil. and  Cor : when he freely translates “To the slaves
he will give only the elementary lessons, to the children he will give the
complete instruction.”604
..... The Temple
An important motif Gos. Phil. utilises in several contexts is the Jerusalem
temple. This is also yet another motif that is used to provide framing
inputs in different metaphorical blends. We have already seen how the
tractate employs temple imagery in an eschatological context and in
connection with the effects of the crucifixion. We will now take a closer
look at a passage where temple imagery is employed to make quite
different points. In an intriguing passage that is unfortunately cut short
due to the state of the manuscript, Gos. Phil. describes the layout of the
Jerusalem temple and its significance:
ⲛⲉⲩⲛϣⲟⲙⲧ
̄
ⲛⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϯⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ
̄
ϩⲛⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟⲗⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛ ⲉⲡⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ
ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲛ ⲉⲡⲥⲁⲣⲏⲥ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲙⲁϩϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲛ ⲁⲡⲁⲉⲓⲃⲧⲉ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩ[ⲥ] ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲙⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲁ[ⲁ]ϥ
ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲏⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ [ⲡ]ⲥ˙ⲱ˙[ⲧ]ⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲟⲩⲁ]ⲁ˙ⲃ
˙
˙˙

602

Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
See Gos. Phil. .–.. Cf. Layton, who makes a similar decision, translating
“if slaves, a first course (that is, a single dish); if children, a complete meal” (Layton, The
Gnostic Scriptures, ).
604 Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” . Cf. also Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ; Green, “Ritual in Valentinian Gnosticism,” .
603
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ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲡ[ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓ]ⲥⲙⲁ605 ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁ
̄
ⲥ[ⲓⲥ
˙ ]ⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲇⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲧϫⲟⲥⲉ
606
̄
[ⲉⲡⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟ[ . . . . ˙]607
ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
˙
˙
There were three houses of sacrifice in Jerusalem. The one, which is open
to the west, is called the holy. The other one, which is open to the south,
is called the holy of the holy. The third, which is open to the east, is called
the holy of the holies, the place where the high priest enters alone. Baptism
is the holy house, [redemption] is the holy of the holy. The holy of the
holies is the bridal chamber. [Baptism] contains the resurrection [in] the
redemption, the redemption being in the bridal chamber. But [the] bridal
chamber is in that which is higher than [ . . . ]
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Contrary to Gos. Phil.’s eschatological references to the temple, in the
present passage such important features as the veil or the ark of the
covenant are not mentioned. The focus of this simile is rather on the three
houses of increasing holiness and secrecy. Segelberg has commented that
Gos. Phil. here makes use of what he calls “the mistaken idea that there
were three halls in the temple at Jerusalem.”608 The way in which Gos.
Phil. utilises temple imagery seems to draw heavily upon the epistle
to the Hebrews. Indeed, Gos. Phil. may even have drawn its tripartite
division of the Temple directly from Heb , since, after a description of
the two tabernacles in Heb :–, Heb : introduces “the great perfect
̄
ⲉⲧϫⲏⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ), which is “not of this creation”
tabernacle” (ⲧⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ
(ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲉⲓⲥⲱⲛ
̄
ⲧ̄ ⲁⲛ), thus indicating not two, but three tabernacles.609
Similarly it is stated at Heb : that Christ did not enter “the holies”
̄ ), but into
(ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ), which are only “patterns of the true” (ⲥⲙⲟⲧ ⲛⲙⲙⲉ
heaven, indicating the latter as the third, higher, tabernacle. Significantly,
his entry into “the holy” by means of his own blood is associated with
This lacuna may also be restored ⲡ[ⲭⲣⲉⲓ]ⲥⲙⲁ (“the [chrism]”).
˙
I follow Schenke’s reconstruction of this lacuna
(see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). Layton has ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁ
̄
ⲥ[ⲓⲥ ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ (Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According
˙
to Philip,” ).
607 The rest of this passage is unfortunately damaged too severely for us to be able to
reconstruct it with any degree of certainty. For an attempt, see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, .
608 Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” . Schenke proposes that the imagery may have
resulted from “eine ‘Kontamination’ der (drei oder) zwei Teile des Tempelhauses . . . mit
den drei Höfen des ganzen Tempelbezirks” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ,
Schenke’s emphases). Rewolinski points out that the Jerusalem temple had three “courts”
and tranlates ⲏⲉⲓ in this sense (see Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ).
609 The terminology used in Heb  is not the same as in this passage in Gos. Phil.,
however, as the first two tabernacles are referred to as ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ, “the holies” (Heb :)
and ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
, “the holies of the holies” (Heb :). The latter term is, however,
used at Gos. Phil. .–.
605
606
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“redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ).610 In chapter , Hebrews then goes on to describe
the entry of the Christians, referred to by the authorial voice as “my
brothers” (ⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏⲩ), into this place by means of the blood of Jesus,611
and “through the veil which is his flesh” (ϩ¨ⲓⲧⲙⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲡⲉ
ⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ).
̄ 612 For a schematic representation of the temple as described in
Gos. Phil., see fig. .613
Now, how are we to understand Gos. Phil.’s use of this temple simile? As usual in Gos. Phil., the target input of this metaphorical blend is
left unstated. It has been assumed by most scholars that the three houses
of the temple here represent successive sacramental stages.614 This view
is suggested by the fact that the first house is identified with baptism.
To read the other two houses as representing sacraments, however, then
requires the direct identification in this passage of the terms “redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ) and “bridal chamber” (ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) with sacraments,615 but
such an identification is problematic. It has usually been supported by
reference to the famous list of five terms in Gos. Phil. .–, which
includes the terms “bridal chamber” (ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) and “redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ)
in addition to “baptism” (ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ), “chrism” (ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ), and “Eucharist”
(ⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁ), but as we have seen, it does not seem likely that this list
in fact refers to five sacraments. Moreover, as Segelberg has noted with
regard to the temple metaphor, “The question may be asked as to why
only three sacraments are thought of in this context. Why not build five
rooms in the temple at Jerusalem when the argument at any rate involves
the alteration of its actual structure?”616 Why not indeed? The fact that

610

Heb :.
Heb :.
612 Heb :.
613 For a similar illustration, see Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . For a different solution, see Schmid, Die Eucharistie, .
614 See, e.g., Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” ; Isenberg, “Introduction,” –;
Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; DeConick, “Entering God’s Presence,” ;
DeConick, “Heavenly Temple Traditions,” –.
615 For the identification of “redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ) with :πολ7τρωσις, see, e.g., Pagels,
“Irenaeus,” . Segelberg connects the second “house” with the chrism, but still identifies ⲥⲱⲧⲉ with :πολ7τρωσις (see Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” –). For the
identification of “the redemption” (ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ) with the Eucharist, see DeConick, “Entering
God’s Presence,” –; DeConick, “Heavenly Temple Traditions,” –. For the
various identifications of “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ), see discussion above.
616 Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” . Segelberg’s comment is based on the assumption that the description of the temple has been created specifically to fit the simile, but it
still points to an important problem with the ritual-sequence interpetation of the simile.
Schenke suggests that ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ may here designate not only baptism, but rather baptism,
611
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the chrismation or the Eucharist is not mentioned in the temple simile
seems to me to indicate that it does not here refer to baptism, redemption,
and bridal chamber as three rituals.
There are other possibilities that seem to make more sense of the passage. Baptism is identified as “the holy house” (ⲡⲏⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ), but the
other two “houses” do not need to be interpreted as rituals. Instead I
would argue that they are better understood as references to successively important aspects of baptism, an interpretation that works from
the imagery of the three houses being within each other and being of successively greater importance and mystery. Rather than representing successive rites, the houses may represent successive levels of significance, or
successive realities, one within the other, in three levels. At the primary
level there is the ritual act of baptism, represented as the holy house. Since
one is redeemed through baptism, redemption could be said to constitute
the deeper significance of baptism, and hence be represented as “the holy
̄
), which is hidden within “the holy.” As
of the holy” (ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
for “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ), we have already seen that the joining of the Logos and the Holy Spirit, Christ and Christian, soul and spirit,
are aspects of, at least, the rituals of chrismation and Eucharist, and may
be described metaphorically in terms of marriage-related imagery like
the “bridal chamber.” If “baptism” is here to be understood as baptism in
water and chrism,617 the “bridal chamber” fits nicely into the scheme as
the highest hidden reality of that ritual process. The whole description of
the layout of the temple may thus be regarded as a metaphorical description of the effects of the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan, and by extension
that of each individual Christian initiate, comprising the closely associated ritual acts of baptism and chrismation.
But what are we to make of the latter part of the passage, which
describes baptism as containing the resurrection “[in the] redemption”
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ), and the latter again as being “in the bridal chamber”
([ϩⲙⲡ
(ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
)? As we have seen, Gos. Phil. holds resurrection to be one of
the important effects bestowed by means of the initiatory rituals. It may
thus be argued that resurrection is an aspect of the redemptive function
of baptism. Baptism may therefore be said to contain the resurrection “[in
chrism, and Eucharist, or, alternatively, that ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ is to be understood as referring to
baptism and chrism, and ⲥⲱⲧⲉ to Eucharist and redemption (see Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ).
617 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ; Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 
n. ; Gos. Phil. .–.
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the] redemption” ([ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ). As for the statement that “the redemption
̄
), this may be understood
is in the bridal chamber” (ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
˙
in terms of an understanding of redemption as an effect of the joining
described in terms of a bridal chamber. In this sense the redemption may
be said to be “in the bridal chamber.” Another possible solution would be
to shift the focus of the blend at this point and understand the latter use
of the term “bridal chamber” once again as a reference to the body of
Christ. In that case redemption may clearly be understood as an effect
residing in the body of Christ, both in terms of his soteriological work,
and in terms of the soteriological potentiality residing in the eucharistic
elements.618
Another interesting aspect of this description of the temple is the
focus on the facing of the doors in the three “houses.” It is said that
the first one faces west, the second south, and the third east, but what
may be the significance of these directions? April DeConick suggests
that the directions “may reflect the geography of heavenly journeys in
Jewish apocalyptic literature where the hero often visited the farthest
corners of the world and heaven,”619 but there are other possibilities that
seem more intuitively relevant in the present context. The outermost
house, that of baptism, faces west. Now, the term “west,” ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ, in Coptic
also denotes the underworld or death, denotations that resonate with
baptismal interpretations having in some way to do with death. Since
the interpretation of the descent into the baptismal waters as a descent
into death is rejected in Gos. Phil. in favour of seeing the ritual as lifegiving,620 we may perhaps instead regard the western door as signifying
the entry into the holy house from the realm of death, that is, one passes
from death and into life as one enters into the baptismal rite.621
The innermost house, however, “the holy of the holies” (ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
) or “the bridal chamber” (ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ), is open towards the
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
east. This direction has several relevant connotations. For one thing,
618 The identification of the body of Jesus with the temple is of course also found in John
:, which is close to other passages alluded to in Gos. Phil. (For the body as a temple, see
also  Cor :–; :; Eph :–). As Lars Koen notes, “That the incarnate Christ is
called ‘temple’ is a standing term in the eastern fathers from Origen and onward” (Lars
Koen, The Saving Passion: Incarnational and Soteriological Thought in Cyril of Alexandria’s
Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John [Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis: Studia
Doctrinae Christianae Upsaliensia ; Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksell, ], ).
619 DeConick, “Entering God’s Presence,” –.
620 See discussion above.
621 In this sense one might also metonymically conceive of the baptistry as this “holy
house” (ⲡⲏⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ).
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“east” (ⲁⲉⲓⲃⲧⲉ) is the direction of paradise and may thus point in the
direction of Gos. Phil.’s overarching sacramental logic of paradise regained. If this passage in Gos. Phil. is read intertextually with the description of the heavenly temple in Ezek , however, the easterly direction
also takes on another special significance. According to Ezekiel :, “the
glory of the Lord” (δξα κυρου) enters the temple through the door facing east.622
.... The Body as Bridal Chamber
As we have seen, there are several passages in Gos. Phil. where the “bridal
chamber” imagery may be understood as a metaphor for the body, both
the body of Christ and the body of the Christian. We have seen that
the body of Christ at the Jordan may be described in terms of a “bridal
chamber,” and we saw that the Christian needed to become Christlike
by becoming a “bridal chamber.” We shall now consider some related
passages:
[ⲛ̄]ⲥⲭ[ⲏⲙ]ⲁ ⲙⲡⲛ[̄ ⲁ̄ ] ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛ̄ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲥϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
˙
˙ ˙
ⲙⲉⲛ˙ ˙ⲛⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲙⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲧⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲥϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲧⲏϩ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧϩ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲁⲧⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲣⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉϥⲧⲙϫⲓ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ ⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ϫⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
[The forms] of the unclean spirits include among them male ones and
female ones.623 The male ones are those that have communion with the
souls that live in female form, and it is the females who are mixed with
those that are in male form—as a result of a lack of mingling—and no one
will be able to escape being embraced by these if he does not receive a male
power and a female one, which is the bridegroom and the bride, and one
receives from the symbolical bridal chamber.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Schenke argues that ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
(which he translates as “dem
abbildhaften Brautgemach”) should be understood as the soul of the initiate,624 and that the passage is here dependent on the idea of the soul as a
622

See Ezek :–. As for the door facing south, it is difficult to see the significance of
this direction in itself, other than as the mid-way direction between west and east.
623 David Brakke identifies the “forms” (ⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ) that the souls are said to “live in”
(ⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ϩⲛ̄) with the material bodies of the individual souls, and concludes from
this that the human beings themselves are regarded as genderless on the level of their
souls (see David Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk: Spiritual Combat in Early
Christianity [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, ], ).
624 Schenke’s interpretation is based on his belief that the passage presupposes the
“Valentinian” myth: “Auf jeden fall müßte gemäß dem betreffenden valentinianischen
Mythologumenon vorausgesetzt sein, daß der innerste Mensch, die Braut des Engels, die
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bridal chamber in which the individual’s “Licht-Selbst” as bride is united
with its “himmlischen Paargenossen” understood as its bridegroom.625
He builds this argument on Irenaeus’ account in Adversus haereses I.
of the liturgical practices of Marcus the magician.626 Schenke concedes,
however, that this interpretation would fit better if the text at Gos. Phil.
̄
, which would correspond to
.– would read simply ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
Irenaeus’ ν τA# νυμφ#νι, rather than ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
, which instead
corresponds to the phrase κ το νυμφ#νος.627 As a solution to this
problem Schenke proposes that “die Vereinigung findet in der Seele statt,
aber die dadurch freiwerdende Kraft strömt aus der Seele auf den ganzen
Menschen über.” I would, however, argue for a simpler solution, using the
̄
, which caused Schenke trouble, as a valuable
phrase ϫⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
clue.
Schenke himself mentions the fact that the troubling phrase ϫⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲙ̄ is actually attested in the Sahidic version of  Cor :. The passage,
which is found in the middle of a Pauline discourse concerning the
Eucharist and demons, reads as follows:
ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϣⲁⲛⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲏ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ·
ⲡⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉϣⲁⲛⲡⲟϣϥ̄ ⲙⲏ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ · ϫⲉⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉ· ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄· ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄ ⲧⲛϫⲓ
̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲓⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
·
ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
̄

The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not the communion in the blood of
Christ? The bread that we break, is it not the communion in the body of
Christ? Because it is one bread, we are all one body, for we all receive from
this one bread.
( Cor :–)

Paul then continues by arguing that by eating the body of Christ one
becomes his “partner” (ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ), while if one eats what has been sacrī
).
ficed one becomes a “partner” (ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ) of “the demons” (ⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ
In Gos. Phil., in order not to be possessed by the “unclean spirits” one

pneumatische Kraft zwar schon hat, aber nur der Anlage nach. Zur Entfaltung kommt
sie jedenfalls erst durch seine Vereinigung mit dem Engel. Die potentielle weibliche
Kraft wird erst real, wenn die männliche Kraft dazukommt” (Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ). Such a complicated interpretation does not seem to be called for
by the text, however. See below for a much simpler way of accounting for Gos. Phil.’s
metaphorical argument at this point.
625 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
626 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –. There does not seem to be any
text-internal reasons for interpreting ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
as the human soul, and this
view is also rejected by Gaffron, Studien, ; Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine,” .
627 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. .
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must receive the bridegroom and the bride,628 the male and female powers, and we learn that “one receives from the symbolical bridal chamber”
̄
ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
). In  Cor :, the phrase ⲁⲛⲟⲛ
(ⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ϫⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
̄
(“for we all receive from this one
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄ ⲧⲛϫⲓ
̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲓⲟⲉⲓⲕ
bread”) clearly refers to the eucharistic body of Christ. In Gos. Phil. we
̄
to refer to the eucharismay likewise understand ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
tic representation of the body of Christ, the symbolical manifestation of
his real body, the true bridal chamber. The local context in Gos. Phil.
is important. The bridegroom and bride may be taken to represent the
Logos and Holy Spirit respectively, received by means of the Eucharist. It
is thus from the Eucharist as the symbolical bridal chamber that one may
receive through the bread the male power / bridegroom that is the Logos,
and from the cup the female power / bride that is the Holy Spirit. In this
way one becomes united with Christ in a symbolical marriage, and thus
becomes immune to the “unclean spirits.”
The passage then continues, in a sense, the same theme, but in a
somewhat different fashion:
ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲃⲱ
̄
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲩϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉϥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁϥ ϣⲁⲩϥⲱϭⲉ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉϫⲟϩⲙⲉϥ
̄
ⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ϩⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲃⲱ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲱⲃⲉ
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ⲉⲛⲉⲥⲱⲥ ϣⲁⲩⲡⲓⲑⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲥⲉ
̄ ⲣⲃⲓⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϫⲟϩⲙⲉⲥ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲡϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲛϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ϣⲁⲡϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ϣⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ϣⲁⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ [ⲁ]ⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲙⲛ̄[ⲗⲁ]ⲁⲩ ⲛⲁϣⲣⲧⲟⲗⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ϣⲁⲫ[ϩⲟ]ⲟⲩⲧ ⲏ ⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
˙
Whenever the ignorant women see a man dwelling alone they leap upon
him and play with him and defile him. Thus also with ignorant men, when
they see a beautiful woman dwelling alone they seduce her and force her,
wanting to defile her. But if they see the husband and his wife dwelling
together, the women are not able to enter in to the husband, nor are the
men able to enter in to the woman. Thus, if the image and the angel join
with each other, neither will anyone be able to dare to go in to the [man]
or the woman.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Here the antidote is no longer described in terms of receiving a male and
a female power, but instead in terms of “the image” (ⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ) joining with
“the angel” (ⲡⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ). The description of the “ignorant” men or women
who prey on men and women living alone should therefore probably
not be taken as a straightforward continuation of the description of the
demons in male and female shapes, but should rather be understood
628

.

See Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles,”  n. , contra Wilson, The Gospel of Philip,
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metaphorically. That is, in the same way as a normal marriage works as an
antidote against becoming the sexual prey of “ignorant” men or women,
and thus against the defilement caused by this victimisation, Christian
life, conceived of as a marriage of the Christian with Christ, wards off evil
spirits in a general sense. As we saw above, the Christians are described
̄
ⲛ̄
elsewhere in Gos. Phil. as “you who dwell with the Son of God” (ⲛⲧⲱⲧ
629
). Gos. Phil. makes it clear that when
ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
one has been united with Christ, and has thus received the Holy Spirit,
no evil spirits or demons can mingle with them:
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩ[ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉ]ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲟⲡⲱ[ⲥ . . . . . . . ⲡ]ⲛⲁ̄ ̄
˙̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲉⲙⲛⲡ
ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟ]˙ⲛ ϩⲓⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲙⲁ
̄ [ⲩ] ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛ˙ ⲁ˙̄ ̄
˙
˙
ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲁⲣⲕⲟⲗⲗⲁ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
˙
There are some who [say,] “We are faithful,” in order that [ . . . unclean
spirit] and demon, for if they had the Holy Spirit, no unclean spirit would
join with them.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

This passage provides us with a nice parallel to the passage discussed earlier concerning those who come up from the baptismal waters claiming to
be Christian, but without having received anything, i.e., without having
received the Holy Spirit.630 The Holy Spirit is, as we have seen, received
both by means of the chrism and by way of the eucharistic cup. The effect
of the image joining with the angel is here presented as being the same as
the effect of the reception of the Holy Spirit. Could it be that “the image”
here represents the Christian, or more specifically the Christian’s Logoslike soul, receiving and joining with the Holy Spirit? In that case “the
angel” in this passage could either simply be a reference to the Holy Spirit,
or it could indicate the similarity in function between the Holy Spirit and
the angels.
.. Implications
It is now time to summarise some of the implications of the preceding
analysis with regard to Gos. Phil.’s implied underlying sacramental system
and community organisation, as well as its Christology, anthropology,
and soteriology.

629
630

Gos. Phil. .–.
This parallel is also noted by Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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... Sacramental System and Community Organisation
Apart from the issue of Gos. Phil.’s composition and textual coherence,
the main focus of attention among scholars has been on the sacramental
system presupposed by the tractate.631 It is Gos. Phil. .–, already
discussed above, that has been the starting point for most of these studies:
ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓ[ⲥ ⲣ]̄ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲃⲁ[ⲡ]ⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
[ⲓⲥⲧ]ⲓⲁ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣ
̄ ˙
˙˙ ˙
The Lord [did] everything in a mystery: a baptism and a chrismation and a
Eucharist and a redemption and a bridal chamber. (Gos. Phil. .–)

As we have seen, scholars disagree over the number of rituals that are
actually referred to by the sequence of terms “baptism” (ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ),
“chrismation” (ⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ), “Eucharist” (ⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁ), “redemption” (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ),
and “bridal chamber” (ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ). The most common solution has been
to regard the sequence as referring to five separate sacraments,632 but
as we saw above in our previous discussion of this passage there is not
much basis for the identification of the latter two terms in the sequence as
separate sacraments. As several scholars have argued it is more likely that
Gos. Phil. simply presupposes three sacraments: baptism, chrismation,
and Eucharist.633 The interpretation of how the last two terms in the
sequence then fit in has been disputed.634 We saw above that the terms
631 See esp. Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Tripp, “Sacramental System”; Gaffron,
Studien; Sevrin, “Pratique et doctrine”; Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language”; Pagels,
“Ritual.”
632 Schenke, for instance, has come to the conclusion that the phrase refers to five
sacraments, which he sees as constituent parts of a ritual of initiation, that “sind begründet
in der Taufe Jesu, in der Verleihung des Geistes an und durch ihn, in der Einsetzung der
Eucharistie, in seiner Kreuzigung und in seiner Auferstehung” (Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ). For the view that Gos. Phil. here refers to five sacraments, see also,
e.g., Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Eric Segelberg, “The Baptismal Rite According to
Some of the Coptic-Gnostic Texts of Nag-Hammadi,” in Liturgica, Monastica et Ascetica,
Philosophica: Papers Presented to the Third International Conference on Patristic Studies
Held at Christ Church, Oxford  (ed. F.L. Cross; StPatr ; TU ; Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, ), –; Stroud, “Ritual”; Green, “Ritual in Valentinian Gnosticism,” ;
Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Desjardins, Sin in Valentinianism, ; Buckley and
Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
633 Edward Rewolinski concluded that, “The thesis . . . that the GPh holds to a system
of five sacramental actions cannot be sustained. There is water baptism, chrismation, and
eucharist.” (Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ). See also, e.g., Tripp, “Sacramental
System,” –.
634 David Tripp outlined four possible ways of interpreting the sequence of five terms in
relation to Gos. Phil.’s sacramental system. Listed in a sequence of increasing probability,
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ⲥⲱⲧⲉ and ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ in this list may simply be regarded as works or deeds
done or manifested by Christ in his earthly mission. That Gos. Phil.
presupposes the ritual actions of baptism, chrismation, and Eucharist
is, however, quite clear. It is now time to summarise what we may say
concerning the practice and interpretation of the rituals underlying Gos.
Phil., on the basis of the present analysis.

.... Baptism and Chrismation
Gos. Phil. spends much time on questions relating to the interpretation
of baptism and chrismation. The interpretation given by Gos. Phil. of
these ritual acts is as we have seen profoundly tied up with its views on
the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan. It is this paradigmatic event, coupled
with the blend the christian is a christ, which guides the tractate’s
interpretation of the baptism of the individual Christian initiate, not
only the process Christ himself went through, but also his baptismal
preparations, like for instance his act of emptying the water of death and
making baptism life-giving.
As for the exact ritual procedure, however, it is taken for granted and
not described. In order to glean some insights into the actual ritual practice underlying Gos. Phil.’s discourse on the sacraments, we are therefore in most cases left having to decide to what degree the metaphorical
descriptions of the rites are to be understood metonymically. With regard

the four possibilities were: i) as a six-phase programme: mystery + baptism + chrism
+ Eucharist + redemption + bride-chamber; ii) as a five-phase programme, the whole
being a “mystery”: baptism + chrism + Eucharist + redemption + bride-chamber; iii) as
a three-phase programme, or mystery, consisting of baptism + chrism + Eucharist, the
whole process being characterized as an act of redemption, and as constituting the scene
of spiritual marriage; or iv) as a three-phase programme, or mystery, consisting of baptism + chrism + Eucharist, baptism and chrism together being alternatively described
as “redemption” and the Eucharist as “bride-chamber” (see Tripp, “Sacramental System,”
). As we shall see, however, these four alternatives do not exhaust the possible interpretations of the sentence. Rewolinski has argued that as Gos. Phil. presents baptism,
chrismation, and Eucharist, “the context which immediately suggests itself is that of initiation. The entire ritual is designated under the term of the bridal chamber” (Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ). Thomassen sees initiation as the focus and has linked
baptism and chrism closely together as one sacrament, while seeing the “bridal chamber” and the “redemption” as aspects or summaries of that ritual (see Thomassen, “Not
‘In a Mystery’ ”). Thomassen has suggested elsewhere that the reason why “redemption”
and “bridal chamber” have been “added to the list of ritual acts in :–” may be “the
fact that the set of physically performed ritual acts is there not distinguished from the
number of components in the redemptive process symbolically contained in these acts”
(Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ).
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to baptism, about the only direct description of practice is the reference to
going down to the water (ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ) and coming up (ⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ)
again,635 and the tractate’s reference to a person who “going down into
the water he strips himself naked” (ⲉϥⲃⲏⲕ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϣⲁϥⲕⲁⲕϥⲁϩⲏⲩ)
in order to put on “the living man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ).636 The rest are more
or less metonymically based metaphorical descriptions that have mostly
to do with ritual effects, rather than ritual acts.
Gos. Phil.’s use of the metaphor of dyeing, for instance, may indicate
that the tractate presupposes a baptismal rite involving full immersion,637
but there is no way we can actually be sure of this. Similarly, although
metaphors involving garments are pervasive in Gos. Phil., there is no
way we can know whether the underlying rites actually involved ritual
dressing in baptismal robes after emersion from the baptismal water.638
It does seem likely, however, from the description referred to above
concerning stripping oneself naked when going down to the water in
order to put on the living man, that these metaphors are to some degree
metonymically motivated and that the rituals actually involved some
kind of ritual dressing in baptismal robes.639
Baptism is associated with putting on the body of “the living man,”
with rebirth, and with resurrection. While the putting on of the living
man is most easily mapped onto either the immersion in water or the
postbaptismal donning of robes, it would seem that the moment of
rebirth and resurrection is most easily mapped onto the emersion from
the water.
We have seen that Gos. Phil. interprets baptism in profoundly lifegiving terms using metaphors of begetting, rebirth, and resurrection,
while rejecting an interpretation of the immersion in the baptismal
waters as a descent into death. The fact that the text stresses the rejection of the latter interpretation probably indicates that this was a current
and well-known interpretation at the time. The tractate’s use of canonical Scripture throughout, including Romans, as clearly authoritative texts
indicates that Gos. Phil. is not engaged in any direct polemic against

635

Gos. Phil. .. Cf. Tripp, “Sacramental System,” .
See Gos. Phil. .–.
637 See, e.g., Tripp, “Sacramental System,” ; Isenberg, “Introduction,” .
638 On the possibility of the use of baptismal robes, cf. Tripp, “Sacramental System,”
; Isenberg, “Introduction,” ; Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
639 If this is the case, then it would seem probable, on the grounds of the dyeing
metaphors and the references to becoming like the angels, that these robes where white.
636
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Paul and Romans ,640 but rather against contemporary applications of
Romans  to the interpretation of the ritual act of baptismal immersion.
Now, what about the chrismation? The relationship between baptism
and chrismation in Gos. Phil. is an interesting one. Does the tractate
presuppose a prebaptismal or postbaptismal chrismation? Scholars have
come to different conclusions. Tripp, for example, thinks that the chrismation took place after the ascent from the water and “Perhaps after a
long interval for instruction.”641 As we have seen from the analysis above,
chrismation is in Gos. Phil. treated as being intimately connected with
baptism in water, and it may seem most likely that it took place while
the person being initiated was still standing in the water, or that it was
closely connected to the emersion from the water. There is no indication in Gos. Phil. that baptism in water and chrismation were separated
in time, and several indications that they took place more or less simultaneously. Perhaps the clearest indication of this is the mirror-and-light
metaphor and the statement of the necessity of “baptising” in both water
and chrism.642 The dyeing metaphor is another indication, if we map
God’s colours / remedies onto the chrism, and the examples we have seen
of the effects of the chrismation being referred to as taking place prior
to the ascent from the baptismal waters, like for instance the reception
of the name, is yet another. While Gos. Phil. makes it abundantly clear
that the chrism is of higher importance than the water, what is said by
Gos. Phil. concerning the relationship between baptism and chrismation
also stresses the necessity of both baptism in water and anointing with
chrism and the close connection between the two. Moreover, the close
connection we have seen between the chrism and the resurrection makes
an association between the chrismation and emersion from the water a
logical possibility.
We also have indications that this chrismation was accompanied by a
Trinitarian formula and the sign of the cross,643 and the close connection
640

For the view that Gos. Phil. is engaged in a polemic against Romans , see Franzmann, “A Complete History,” .
641 Tripp, “Sacramental System,” . For the view that the chrismation referred to in
Gos. Phil. took place after the emersion from the water, see also, e.g., Thomassen, The
Spiritual Seed, .
642 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
643 See Gos. Phil. .–. Thomassen holds that the Trinitarian formula was probably
“spoken over the candidate during the immersion” (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ;
see also Pagels, “Ritual,” ), but it seems to be more closely connected to the chrismation
proper and the reception of the name.
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between this rite and the bestowal of the name would seem to render
it probable that the initiate was signed on the forehead with chrism.
From Gos. Phil.’s metaphorical references to the chrismation, it would
also seem probable that the ointment used for this rite contained some
kind of scented olive oil.644 As for the interpretation of the chrismation,
Gos. Phil. connects Jesus’ baptismal chrismation with the joining of
the Logos and the Holy Spirit, which is also referred to in terms of a
“bridal chamber.” In summary, the effects that Gos. Phil. seem to associate
with the chrismation are the reception of the name, the putting on of
light, a begetting, becoming a Christ / perfect man, the reception of the
resurrection in this life which makes postmortem resurrection possible,
the reception of the Holy Spirit, and a unification of Logos and Holy
Spirit, or perhaps Logos-like soul and Holy Spirit / angel.
.... Eucharist
The Eucharist presupposed by Gos. Phil. seems to involve the use of bread
(ⲟⲉⲓⲕ) and a mixed cup (ⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ) of wine (ⲏⲣⲡ) and water (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ).645 The
bread is as we have seen identified as the flesh of Jesus, which is further
identified as the Logos, while the content of the cup is identified with
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See, e.g., Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  (who also holds that the ointment
consisted of oil and wine), and Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, . Isenberg, Schenke,
and Thomassen have argued on the basis of the fire-symbolism associated with the
chrism in Gos. Phil. that the chrism might have been heated (see Isenberg, “Coptic
Gospel,” ; Isenberg, “Introduction,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ;
Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ). There is little reason to suppose that this was
the case, however, since the connection between fire and chrism does not presuppose
heated chrism. There is for example a metonymic relationship between the chrism and
fire and light since olive oil was not only used for the chrism, but also as fuel for
lamps (cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. ). Lamps burn oil and thereby
create light, and we have seen that the motif of lighting lamps is used in Gos. Phil.
in relation to the chrism. The connection between fire and chrism may also simply
derive from the connection between the chrism and the Holy Spirit (cf. Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ), since the connection between the fire and the Holy Spirit is
a common one (see, e.g., Brock, Holy Spirit, –). Thomassen suggests on the basis of
the description of the eschatological chrismation with light in Gos. Phil. .– that
the chrism “was probably poured over the initiate . . ., rather than just applied by hand”
(Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ). It should be noted, however, that the phrase ϩⲁⲧⲉ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲛ̄- is in this passage applied to the flowing out of light and is not directly used as
a description of chrismation.
645 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, . Segelberg finds it “remarkable and interesting to find in [Gos. Phil. ] a form of eucharist with bread and a mixed cup which appears
to correspond entirely to the order of the early Church” (Segelberg, “Sacramental System,”
).
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the blood of Jesus, which is the Holy Spirit.646 Gos. Phil. states that the
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ),647 which
cup “fills with the Holy Spirit” (ϥⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
may indicate that the tractate presupposes some kind of epiclesis of the
Spirit upon the elements, or at least upon the cup.648 There are also several
references in Gos. Phil. to the Eucharist being accompanied by prayer. We
have already seen how Jesus himself is described as praying in connection
with the Eucharist that is associated with the transfiguration,649 and we
have also seen a direct reference to the eucharistic cup as “the cup of
̄
).650 Moreover, we have seen indications of
prayer” (ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲗⲏⲗ
an epiclesis and possibly the use of the Sanctus.
Gos. Phil. evinces a close, almost symbiotic, relationship between the
ritual effects of baptism / chrismation and Eucharist.651 One seems to
receive the Logos and the Holy Spirit through both baptism / chrismation
and the Eucharist, and both rituals seem to be described in terms of
marriage- and bridal chamber related imagery.652
646

In his Paedagogus, Clement of Alexandria offers an interesting interpretation of the
figurative meaning of the eucharistic flesh and blood of Christ: “The flesh figuratively
represents to us the Holy Spirit; for the flesh was created by Him. The blood points out
to us the Word, for as rich blood the Word has been infused into life; and the union
of both is the Lord, the food of babes—the Lord who is Spirit and Word” (Clement,
Paed. I...; translation from Maxwell E. Johnson, “The Archaic Nature of the Sanctus,
Institution Narrative, and Epiclesis of the Logos in the Anaphora Ascribed to Sarapion of
Thmuis,” in Essays on Early Eastern Eucharistic Prayers [ed. Paul F. Bradshaw; Collegeville,
Minn.: Pueblo / Liturgical Press, ], ). Thus, Clement parallels Gos. Phil. in his
identification of the Holy Spirit and the Logos with the flesh and blood of Christ. He
comes, however, to the complete opposite conclusion as to which is which. While, as we
have seen, Gos. Phil. identifies the flesh with the Logos and the blood with the Holy Spirit,
Clement in this figurative interpretation has it vice versa.
647 Gos. Phil. .. Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
648 Gos. Phil.’s corresponding reference to the eucharistic bread being the Logos may
indicate the existence of a corresponding epiclesis of the Logos upon the bread. An
epiclesis of the Logos is known from the Egyptian Sacramentary of Serapion of Thmuis.
Here the Logos is called upon to make the bread become “the body of the Logos.” The
content of the cup is here described as “blood of the truth” (α[μα τς :ληεας), but
there is no epiclesis of the Spirit, only of the Logos (see M.E. Johnson, “Archaic Nature,”
. Interestingly, Johnson states that the only parallel he has been able to find to the
reference in the Sacramentary of Serapion to “blood of truth” is the reference in Gos.
Phil. . to nourishing on truth [see ibid.,  n. ]). There is the possibility that
Gos. Phil. combines an epiclesis of the Logos upon the bread, as seen in the Sacramentary
of Serapion, with an epiclesis of the Spirit upon the cup.
649 Gos. Phil. .–.
650 Gos. Phil. .–. There is also another probable reference to a eucharistic prayer
at Gos. Phil. .–, in a passage that is unfortunately riddled with lacunae.
651 Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, –.
652 A close connection between baptism / chrism and Eucharist is a prominent feature
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.... The Bridal Chamber
In light of the findings of the present study it is interesting to observe how
other scholars have treated the bridal chamber imagery in Gos. Phil. As
we have seen, there are several terms used throughout Gos. Phil. that may
be translated as “bridal chamber.” These are the Greek words παστς,
νυμφ2ν, and κοιτ2ν.653 Scholars have in various ways understood these
terms to refer to either a single ritual, a sequence of rituals, or the inner
or hidden meaning of one or more rituals, but they have disagreed as to
the nature of the ritual or rituals referred to in this way. One of the main
dividing lines between scholars in this regard has been to what degree the
bridal chamber references have been taken in a literal sense. Dan Merkur
here echoes the majority view when he notes that “The motif of the bridal
chamber was metaphoric, but likely also pertained to a Gnostic sacrament whose precise ritual details are not fully understood.”654 Most scholars have been in line with this view and held that the term refers to a single sacrament and have moreover taken this to be a specifically “gnostic”
of Syrian sacramental theology (see Amanouil-Pataq Siman, “Die pneumatische Dimension der Eucharistie nach der Überlieferung der syrischen Kirche,” OrChr  []:
–), but a close connection between baptism and Eucharist is also emphasised
in Egyptian sources, like for instance in the writings of Cyril of Alexandria (see, e.g.,
Stephen J. Davis, Coptic Christology in Practice: Incarnation and Divine Participation in
Late Antique and Medieval Egypt (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –).
653 παστς: Gos. Phil. ., ; ., , , ; ., –; νυμφ2ν: Gos. Phil. .–
; ., , ; ., ; ., ; .; .–; ., ; .; κοιτ2ν: Gos. Phil.
.–; .–; .,  (in addition there is a fourth term, ταμε&ον [Gos. Phil.
.], that may be translated as “inner chamber,” or simply as “chamber.” Contrary to
Exeg. Soul, however, the term ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
is not used in Gos. Phil.). When it comes to the
basic denotations of these terms, the latter, κοιτ2ν, may denote “bed-chamber,” but also
“grave” or “nursery” (See LSJ b). The word παστς, on the other hand, may denote
“banqueting-couch,” “woman’s chamber,” “bridal bed,” “embroidered bed-curtain,” and
“bridal hymn” as well as “bridal chamber” (See LSJ b; Lampe b), while νυμφ2ν,
in addition to “bridal chamber,” may also denote “wedding hall” (See BAG a). Now,
the question is, what, if any, differences may be discerned in Gos. Phil.’s use of these terms?
The overwhelming majority of scholars have treated νυμφ2ν and παστς as synonyms in
this text (see, e.g., Thomassen, “How Valentinian,”  n. ), and most have also taken
κοιτ2ν in basically the same sense (see, e.g., M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, 
n. ). I have chosen to translate κοιτ2ν throughout as “bedroom,” and both νυμφ2ν and
παστς as “bridal chamber,” but although I translate the latter two terms identically, it
is important to keep in mind which of these terms Gos. Phil. uses at any one time. For
although the semantic fields of these terms overlap to a significant degree, they also have
some different additional connotations and different allusive potential.
654 Dan Merkur, Gnosis: An Esoteric Tradition of Mystical Visions and Unions (SUNY
Series in Western Esoteric Traditions; Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press,
), . Cf., e.g., Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles,” .
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one. There has been considerable disagreement among these scholars
with regard to the nature of the sacrament, however, both with regard
to its ritual enactment and its interpretation.
At the literal end of the spectrum it has been argued that the “bridal
chamber” ritual involved a human couple having actual sexual intercourse.655 This suggestion has most recently been reiterated by April
DeConick,656 who in her interpretation couples a theory of “Valentinianism” with an exceedingly literal interpretation of the “bridal chamber”
in Gos. Phil. DeConick claims that the “spiritual marriage” advocated by
Gos. Phil. entails a “Valentinian” couple having sexual intercourse while
focusing on Christ and spiritual things. Such a “spiritual marriage” would
then result in the begetting of actual human children possessing spiritual
seed. According to DeConick, procreation of “spiritual children” in this
way contributed towards salvation for the “Valentinians” by incarnating
spiritual seed needing to be perfected in the material world.657
Also at the literal end of the scale, Michael Williams has come to
a conclusion that is in a sense both related and contrary to that of
DeConick. He is in agreement with DeConick and others who hold the
“bridal chamber” to refer literally to a marriage of two human beings, and
has argued that “the mystery of marriage” referred to in Gos. Phil. “was
acted out concretely by couples who were living together.”658 Contrary to
655 See, e.g., Buckley, “Cult-Mystery”; Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, “ ‘The Holy Spirit’ is a
Double Name,” in Female Fault and Fulfilment in Gnosticism (SR; Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, ), –; Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, “ ‘The Holy Spirit is
a Double Name’: Holy Spirit, Mary, and Sophia in the Gospel of Philip,” in Images of the
Feminine in Gnosticism (ed. Karen L. King; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, ), ;
Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” . Elsewhere she characterises the ritual of the bridal
chamber as “a kind of spiritualized sex-act” (Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, “Sex, Suffering,
and Incarnation: Female Symbolism in Gnosticism,” in The Allure of Gnosticism: The
Gnostic Experience in Jungian Psychology and Contemporary Culture [ed. Robert A. Segal;
Chicago: Open Court, ], ).
656 See April D. DeConick, “The True Mysteries: Sacramentalism in the Gospel of Philip,”
VC  (): –; DeConick, “Great Mystery of Marriage.”
657 In DeConick’s interpretation, “This was the great mystery of their marriages—to
conceive a child who would resemble the Lord, a child whith a spirit-infused soul. In
this way, the pre-existent pneumatic seed would be drawn down from the heavens above
to sojourn on earth. Here it would mature and finally be harvested at death. Sexual
intercourse between Valentinian spouses was to continue until the last spiritual seed was
embodied and harvested. On that great day, the Bridal Chamber would open and their
spirits would reunite with God. How important was sex to the Valentinians? The coming
of the final day and the redemption of God depended on it” (DeConick, “Great Mystery of
Marriage,” , DeConick’s emphasis. See also DeConick, “Heavenly Temple Traditions,”
).
658 Williams, “Uses of Gender Imagery,” .
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DeConick, however, Williams focuses on what he interprets as negative
depictions of sexuality in Gos. Phil. and imagines an ascetic, encratitic
“spiritual marriage” of continence where the couple lived together, but
refrained from sexual intercourse.659 The “spiritual children” emerging
from such marriages would therefore not be of the literal flesh and blood
variety, but would rather have to be understood metaphorically.
Most scholars, however, have held the “bridal chamber” to be a metaphorical reference to some kind of ritual that probably did not involve
any kind of ritualised sexual intercourse or actual human marriage.
Some, Schenke in particular, have connected it with the ritual kiss,660
while others have proposed that it is some kind of sacrament for the
dying.661 Others again have noticed striking similarities with Christian
ritual practice. Elaine Pagels for example, even though she insists upon
calling it “a secret Gnostic sacrament,” admits that it may have served a
function similar to that of a “mainstream” Christian Eucharist.662 Others
have gone further in this direction and actually identified the “bridal
chamber” directly with Christian ritual practice,663 like the Eucharist,664
or baptism and / or anointing.665 Some have preferred to see “the bridal
chamber” as specifically the “inward and hidden aspect” of the ritual,
rather than any specific ritual in itself. On this view the “bridal chamber”
is not a replacement for baptism, chrism, or Eucharist, nor is it a ritual
in addition to these, but instead a term covering the real significance or
hidden meaning of any or all of them.
Due to the highly allusive nature of the mystagogical discourses in
Gos. Phil. and the text’s confusing literary structure, scholars have had
difficulty getting to grips with any exact reference for the concept. One
659

See Williams, “Uses of Gender Imagery,” –; Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, –. This has also been suggested by Rudolph, “Response,” .
660 See, e.g., Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” .
661 See, e.g., Gaffron, Studien, ; Rudolph, Gnosis, .
662 Pagels, “Mystery of Marriage,” –. Later she has argued that the bridal chamber (which she erroneously refers to as ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ rather than ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ) should be understood as “the whole process through which a Christian who is spiritually ‘mature’ receives
these sacraments” (Pagels, “Irenaeus,” ).
663 See, e.g., Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Segelberg, “Baptismal Rite”; Tripp, “Sacramental System”; Tripp, “Gnostic Worship”; Thomassen, “How Valentinian”; Thomassen, “Not ‘In a Mystery’.”
664 See, e.g., Tripp, “Sacramental System,” .
665 See Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” , –. Cf. also Einar Thomassen, “Filipsevangeliet,” in Gnostiske skrifter (ed. Ingvild Sælid Gilhus and Einar Thomassen; Verdens
Hellige Skrifter; Oslo: De norske bokklubbene, ), , where he connects the bridal
chamber directly to the anointing.
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of the main difficulties scholars have had with the kind of kaleidoscopic
discourse evident in Gos. Phil. is that it has resisted attempts to read
into it preconceived notions of its theological or sacramental system.
Rewolinski has pointed to “an overly zealous attempt to harmonize the
reports of Marcus the Magician and his so-called spiritual marriages,” as
reported by Irenaeus, with Gos. Phil. to explain why, in his words, “there
is scarcely universal consensus on the exact meaning of bridal chamber”
in Gos. Phil.666
It should be clear from this brief overview that there has been no shortage of proposed answers to the question of the identity and significance
of the “bridal chamber” in Gos. Phil., but what unites most of these proposals is that they have been attempts to pin down a single referent for
this concept and related imagery in the text. Most have regarded the concept as being unambiguous in its reference, and have taken it to refer to
ritual actions in one way or another, some preferring to see it as a reference to a single ritual, while others have understood it to cover an entire
ritual process comprised of several sub-rituals. The only, minor, exceptions have been those who in various ways have combined the abovementioned proposals and for instance taken the concept of the “bridal
chamber” to simultaneously refer to one or more sub-rituals as well as
the ritual process as a whole.
But does the imagery of the “bridal chamber” necessarily refer to the
same thing, or the same ritual, or indeed the same concept, throughout
the entire tractate? Another explanation that emerges from the analysis
of Gos. Phil. presented in the present study is that there is in fact no “exact
meaning” of the concept of “bridal chamber” to be found in this tractate.
666

See Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” . There have indeed been many attempts to analyse Gos. Phil.’s “bridal chamber” references along such lines. As David Tripp
has noted, “Irenaeus’ account of followers (apparently) of Marcus, and so, it seems, of the
Valentinian school who had special rites of redemptio and sponsale cubiculum . . . could
encourage the view that these terms when found in ‘Philip’ should refer to distinct rites of
the initiatory scheme” (Tripp, “Sacramental System,” ). Tripp concluded, however, that
“Irenaeus’s supposed scheme is not found here” (ibid., ). Rewolinski especially faults
Sevrin for this exegetical procedure, and criticises him for first “reconstructing an ideal
type of Valentinian bridal chamber mythos and practice” on the basis of the heresiologists
and then applying this to his interpretation of Gos. Phil. rather than first analysing Gos.
Phil. on its own merits (see Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ). Rewolinski’s own
solution to the problem of the “bridal chamber” is that it is “not a rite but the complex of
initiatory steps marked by ritualized observance which were understood to be effective
on the spiritual essence of a person. To enter the bridal chamber is in Philip’s use of the
concept to be reborn ritually and nourished by the Perfect Man. Entering symbolically
the bridal chamber means to be united with one’s angelic double” (ibid., ).
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Instead, this conceptual domain is used to describe several more or less
related but different entities and phenomena. As we have seen, the term
“bridal chamber,” as well as other marriage and unification imagery, are
employed metaphorically in several different ways throughout the tractate, as these ICMs are used to provide framing inputs to structure our
understanding of several different targets. Therefore, when it sometimes
seems that Gos. Phil. is contradicting itself when it comes to the use of
such imagery, this does not necessarily imply that Gos. Phil. is a composite text, as has sometimes been assumed, but rather that it may, for rhetorical purposes, be drawing on the same ICMs to provide framing structure
to different targets, exploiting different metaphorical entailments in the
process. As we have seen at several points in the analyses above, this state
of affairs also seems to apply to several of the other terms and motifs that
are employed throughout the tractate, even to the point where this practice may be regarded as an important rhetorical principle in Gos. Phil. We
find that some key metaphors and their intertexts seem to be employed
in this tractate to refer to, and shed light on, a wide variety of different
issues, in an interlinking and constantly shifting fashion that may indeed
frustrate modern readers, and perhaps especially scholars, who would
most often like to pin down unambiguous referents for the metaphorical
imagery of this and other texts.
It seems clear from the present analysis that we ought not to generalise
about Gos. Phil.’s use of the terms ⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ, ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, and ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ, but
we should rather try to understand them within the contexts they are
used, as rhetorical devises for the construction of input spaces in various
conceptual and intertextual blends, that is, in integration networks where
these inputs are blended with several different, mostly unstated, inputs
that may be described as the foci, or targets, of the discourse.
.... Prayer
We have seen that Gos. Phil. clearly presupposes the use of liturgical
prayer. In one passage, however, the text seems to show a negative attitude
towards praying, or at least towards “praying in the world”:
ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲱⲥϩ ϩⲙⲡϣⲱⲙ
̄
ⲧⲡⲣⲱ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲱⲙ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲉⲁⲓⲱⲛ
ⲙⲁⲣⲛⲥⲓⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲱϩⲥ ϩⲙⲡϣⲱⲙ
̄
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ
ⲉⲧⲙⲧⲣ
̄ ⲛϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲡⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲱⲙ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲱⲥϩ
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁⲱⲥϩ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲛⲁϩⲱⲗⲉ
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Those who sow in the winter reap in the summer. The winter is the world,
the summer is the other aeon. Let us sow in the world so that we may reap
in the summer. Therefore it is appropriate for us not to pray in the winter.
That which follows the winter is the summer, but if one reaps in the winter
he will not reap, but he will pluck out.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

It is proper not to pray “in the winter” (ϩⲛⲧⲡⲣⲱ
̄
), and “the winter” is
equated with “the world” (ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ). Praying “in the world” is thus clearly
disparaged, but how are we to understand it?667 Is Gos. Phil. against the
practice of prayer in general?668 To help us understand this passage we
should read it in conjunction with another passage on prayer later on in
the text:
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲅϣⲧⲁⲙ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲟ
̄
ⲉⲣⲱⲕ ⲛⲅϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ⲁⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ

He said, “My Father who is in secret.” He said, “Enter into your closet and
shut your door behind you and pray to your Father who is in secret,”669
that is, the one who is within them all.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Taken together, these passages do not seem to advocate an end to praying.
Rather, the advice not to pray in the world, but instead in “your closet”
(ⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟⲛ) may be understood to prescribe a practice of inward, silent,
prayer. In that case, prayer in the world may be taken to refer to outward,
vocalised prayer as opposed to inward, silent prayer. Another significant
message in these passages seems to be related to the addressee of the
prayer and what one may pray for. It is clear that one is to pray to the
̄
). Moreover, the statement that
Father “who is in secret” (ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
if one reaps in the winter / world one will not be able to reap in the
summer / other world seems first and foremost to be an admonition not
to try to reap any rewards, or pray for anything, in the material world.
667 Thomassen has suggested a connection here with the use of the metaphor of sowing
and reaping in Fragments – by Heracleon (as reported by Origen, Comm. Jo.) (see
Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” ). However, the way the metaphor is used in the
Heracleon fragments differs significantly from its use in Gos. Phil. For example, in Gos.
Phil. those who sow are the Christians themselves, and the metaphor is related to praying,
while in the Heracleon fragments it is the Son of Man who sows. The references to sowing
in the winter and reaping in the summer, which are also found in Heracleon Fragment
, are also used differently in Gos. Phil. than in Heracleon. In Gos. Phil. the focus of
the metaphor is on the importance of not trying to reap the harvest prematurely, in the
winter, an aspect that is absent from the Heracleon fragments.
668 Segelberg, for example, has called this passage “an anti-prayer text” (Segelberg,
“Prayer Among the Gnostics,” ).
669 Matt :.
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Instead one should be content to reap rewards in the next world, and
hence only pray for such things. This interpretation also seems to be
supported by another passage in Gos. Phil., where Jesus rebukes a disciple
̄
).670
who asks for “a thing of the world” (ⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
.... Community Organisation
Several interpreters have claimed that there is nothing in Gos. Phil. which
indicates the existence of any ordained clergy or ecclesiastical hierarchy.671 Eric Segelberg, for instance, has argued that Gos. Phil. “does not
appear to know of any ministers of religion such as bishop, priest and deacon. Nor is there any indication that this baptism was anything but selfbaptism similar to the Jewish baptism of proselytes.”672 Contrary to Segelberg’s claim, however, Gos. Phil. seems in fact not only to be very keen
to contrast Christian initiation with Jewish proselyte initiation, but even
to presuppose a hierarchical community organisation. Gos. Phil. highlights important differences between Judaism and Christianity having to
do with differences in ritual enactment and efficacy. Some of these differences are, as we have seen, described metaphorically in terms of procreation and creation. The tractate points out that the result of a Hebrew
creating a Hebrew is a proselyte, and that this proselyte cannot himself
create proselytes. The Jews are also presented as having only a mother and
no father. The metaphors employed highlight both similarities and differences between Judaism and Christianity, with regard to ritual process,
efficacy, and subsequent membership status of the initiated. The description of the Hebrews’ creation of proselytes can be understood as a reference to Jewish proselyte initiation. One of the main target domains for
the procreation- and kinship-metaphors discussed above thus seems to
be ritual initiation. That is, Gos. Phil. contrasts ritual initiation into Christianity with ritual initiation of proselytes into Judaism. Ritual initiation
was required of non-Jews seeking to become Jews, but apart from circumcision in the case of males, no initiatory rituals were required of those
who were born of Jewish parents. Moreover, as Gos. Phil.’s metaphorical comparison indicates, even after initiation, the converts to Judaism
would still be counted as mere proselytes, i.e., as Jews of lower status than

670

See Gos. Phil. .–.
See, e.g., Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Stroud, “Ritual,” ; Pagels, The Gnostic
Gospels, ; Buckley, “Conceptual Models”; Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language.”
672 Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” .
671
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those of biological Jewish descent.673 According to Gos. Phil., proselytes
cannot “create” proselytes, which indicates that they could not initiate
other non-Jews into Judaism. Gos. Phil. presents such a Jewish system as
a contrast to Christianity, where ritual initiation was required of everyone
in order to become a Christian. In addition, Gos. Phil. stresses that after
having been ritually initiated all Christians were in principle of equal status. According to Gos. Phil. they were all “Christs,” and everyone seems,
at least in principle, to have the potential for spiritual maturation and the
attainment of fatherhood. The Jewish proselytes, on the other hand, could
never attain the same status as those who were physically born Jews.674
Gos. Phil., as we have seen, traces this difference in ritual efficacy back to
the lack of a father in Jewish initiation, and the concomitant fact that Jewish proselytes, in contrast to the Christian initiates, are not begotten, but
made. The target input for the father-metaphor in this contrasting function in relation to Judaism may be understood as the one who administers the ritual process of rebirth, i.e., the ritual officiant. While the officiant administering the Christian rites of initiation is metaphorically a
father who begets sons, the Jewish officiant administering the Jewish rites
of proselyte initiation is metaphorically an artisan who creates proselytes.
Contrary to Segelberg, neither Jewish proselyte initiation nor Christian initiation seems to have been self-administered. The differences
delineated by Gos. Phil. seem rather to imply that both Jewish proselyte
baptism and Christian initiation involved the agency of a ritual officiant
of some sort. Gos. Phil. infers from the inferior status of the proselyte in
relation to full-blown Jews that the Jewish officiants do not, metaphorically speaking, have proper “procreative” powers, but only the powers
of an artisan. Gos. Phil. can consequently describe Christian initiation in
terms of a biological process of begetting and birth, with the officiant as
a father, and Jewish proselyte initiation as mere creation (see fig. ).675
673

For a discussion of the inferior status of proselytes in relation to those who were
Jews by birth, see, e.g., Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, –.
674 As Thomas M. Finn states it, “To the outsider, the convert became a Jew. But to the
insider, or at least to some insiders, converts did not achieve full equality with the nativeborn: membership in the community, yes; full equality, no” (Thomas M. Finn, From Death
to Rebirth: Ritual and Conversion in Antiquity [New York: Paulist Press, ], , see also
). See also Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, –.
675 The description of proselyte initiation in late antique Judaism as a kind of creation
is indeed also attested by some rabbinic sources, most notably Genesis Rabbah . In a
discussion of Gen . the following is said: “R. Eleazar in the name of R. Yośe b. Zimra:
‘If all of the nations of the world should come together to try to create a single mosquito,
they could not put a soul into it, and yet you say, ‘And the soul that they had made’? [They
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In light of the present analysis, the reference in Gos. Phil. to “the son
of the Son of Man,” who is described as “the one who creates through
the Son of Man,”676 could plausibly be identified with the officiant of the
Christian rites of initiation, i.e., a bishop or priest (see fig. ).677 A possible interpretation of this passage would then be that only those who
have received from Christ, and ultimately from God, by way of apostolic succession, the ability to beget are able to create new Christians.678
The existence of an important post-initiatory hierarchy is implied rather
strongly by the additional insistence upon the fact that the newborn son
is unable to beget.679 The only begetting (ϫⲡⲟ) they may do is the acquisition / begetting (ϫⲡⲟ) of brothers.680 This distinction between the father’s
and the son’s begetting may again be seen in connection with Gos. Phil.’s
reference to begetting by means of a kiss.681 The ritual kiss as it was used
in early Christianity was exchanged both between initiated Christians
on the same level, but also administered, with added significance, by the
could not have created souls.] But this refers to proselytes.’ Then why should not the text
say ‘The proselytes whom they had converted.’ Why stress, ‘whom they had made’? This
serves to tell you that whoever brings a gentile close [to the worship of the true God] is as
if he had created him anew” (Gen. Rab. .; the translation is that of Jacob Neusner, The
Components of the Rabbinic Documents: From the Whole to the Parts: IX. Genesis Rabbah:
Part Two: Genesis Rabbah Chapters Twenty-Three Through Fifty [South Florida Academic
Commentary Series ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ], ).
676 Gos. Phil. .–.
677 The metaphorical use of the term “father” or “parent” to refer to members of the
clergy is well attested in early Christianity (see, e.g.,  Cor :; M. Polyc. .; Irenaeus,
Haer IV..; Clement, Strom. I..–.; Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. ... John Chrysostom, for
example, states that “God has bestowed a power on priests greater than that of our natural
parents. . . . For our natural parents generate us unto this life only, but the others unto
that which is to come” (De sacerdotio, .; NPNF 1). The bishop is especially often referred
to as a father. In the Apostolic Constitutions, this fatherhood of the bishop is explicitly
connected to the rebirth through water and spirit (II..). See also Lloyd G. Patterson,
“Fathers of the Church,” EEC: –). According to Edward Kilmartin, “Fourth- and
fifth-century patristic writers describe the office of priest as ordered to the ministry of
teaching, baptizing, reconciliation of sinners, and eucharist. In virtue of the ministry
of education, regeneration, and reconciliation, the priest’s role was conceived as that of
spiritual fatherhood.” (Edward J. Kilmartin, “Priesthood,” EEC: ).
678 For the parallelism between Christ, apostles, and bishops in the Syrian tradition, see
Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, –.
679 Denise Kimber Buell notes with regard to Clement of Alexandria that by using “the
analogy between parent-child relations and divine-human relations (that all Christians
are children in relation to God), Clement can argue that Christians are all essentially the
same type of being, although they may differ from each other in their respective states of
spiritual development.” Buell, Making Christians, –.
680 See Gos. Phil. .–.
681 See Gos. Phil. .–.
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bishop or priest to the newly initiated.682 The passage quoted earlier about
the son “acquiring” or “begetting” brothers may thus refer to this dual
significance of the kiss. The wordplay in that passage may serve as a reference to both the kiss between members of the clergy and the regular
Christians on the one hand, and the kiss exchanged between members
of the latter group on the other. It may also signify that the kiss given
by the priest or bishop has greater significance or power than the kiss
exchanged between “brothers.”683 The kiss between brothers on the one
hand and that between fathers and sons on the other is thus elegantly
connected by means of a play on the different meanings of the word ϫⲡⲟ.
The reference to the Jews having only a mother and no father may further be taken as an allusion to the matrilineal principle in Judaism. Gos.
Phil.’s rhetoric would here fit nicely in a context where it was sufficient
to be the offspring of a Jewish mother in order to be counted as a Jew.684
Here it is not proselyte initiation that is the focus, but rather the normal
Jewish system of descent. The contrast created by Gos. Phil. could thus be
construed here as one between Jews born of a Jewish mother, in whose
case their fathers would be of no consequence, versus the Christians who
have a bishop or priest as their “father.” In their case the reference to their
mother may be regarded as a reference to their biological mothers, but it
may also be taken to refer to the Church as mother.
So, what can be said concerning the function of procreation and
kinship metaphors in Gos. Phil. with regard to community organisation?
From the preceding analysis we may conclude that metaphors of kinship
and procreation are used throughout Gos. Phil. to explain the relationship
between Christ—and ultimately God—and the individual Christian, as
682 It was strictly something that was restricted to the community of fully initiated
Christians, and was for instance not allowed among catechumens. See L. Edward Phillips,
“Kiss, Ritual,” in The New SCM Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship (ed. Paul F. Bradshaw;
London: SCM Press, ), .
683 “And let the deacon say to all: ‘Greet one another with a holy kiss,’ and the members
of the clergy kiss the bishop, the laymen [kiss] the laymen, the laywomen [kiss] the
laywomen.” (Apos. Con. VIII..–; Quoted from Taft, The Great Entrance, ).
684 See Gos. Phil. .–. On the matrilineal principle in Judaism, see, e.g., Shaye
J.D. Cohen, “The Matrilineal Principle in Historical Perspective,” Judaism : ():
–; Shaye J.D. Cohen, “The Origins of the Matrilineal Principle in Rabbinic Law,” AJSR
: (): –; Shaye J.D. Cohen, “Was Timothy Jewish (Acts :–)? Patristic
Exegesis, Rabbinic Law, and Matrilineal Descent,” JBL : (): –; Shaye
J.D. Cohen, “Can a Convert to Judaism Have a Jewish Mother?” in Torah and Wisdom—
Torah ve-Hokhmah: Studies in Jewish Philosophy, Kabbalah, and Halacha: Essays in Honor
of Arthur Hyman (ed. Ruth Link-Salinger; New York: Shengold, ), –; Arnold M.
Goodman, “Rationale for ‘Matrilineal’ and the Failure of ‘Patrilineal’,” Judaism :
(): –.
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mediated by a clergy in ritual. Gos. Phil. traces religious lineage by
apostolic succession through the rites of initiation,685 with a special focus
on the chrismation. Newly initiated Christians do not produce sons, but
they produce / acquire brothers, as Gos. Phil. punningly states it. Thus,
as the conceptual metaphors analysed above indicate, although everyone
from the newly initiated Christian to the senior members of the clergy
may be regarded as Christs, there is still an important distinction between
Christ as son and Christ as father.686 Another key passage in this regard
is also one of the tractate’s clearest references to the Eucharist. As is the
case with much of Gos. Phil., this passage is not without its problems of
translation and interpretation:
ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ϣⲁϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲉϣϫⲉⲁϥϫⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲁϥ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲏ ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲏ ⲡⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲧϥϫⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ ϥⲛⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄

The holy man is completely holy, including his body. For if he takes the
bread he will make it holy, or the cup or all the other things that he takes
and purifies. And how will he not purify the body too?
(Gos. Phil. .–)

“Who this holy man is might be difficult to decide,” states Segelberg, but
ends up making the assumption that the holy man is “the man who is fully
initiated, the pneumatic; he has so much of the pneuma that he in his turn
can sanctify.” From this Segelberg draws the conclusion that “we have
here a kind of ‘receptionism’ so that the sanctity of the receiver sanctifies
the sacrament which then in turn sanctifies the receiver. If this is so there
would be no need to have a special priest or bishop—the Gnostics then
had as it were a ‘general priesthood’.”687 A similar conclusion has been
685

This conclusion is thus contrary to that of Trautmann, who has argued that Gos.
Phil. abolishes the idea of kinship through lineage (Trautmann, “La parenté”).
686 Buckley and Good overlook this important relationship between Christ and the
Christians when they argue that, “Since Christ performs the sacraments, no minister or
priest need serve as conduit for the presence of Christ at the sacrament or as the guarantor
of the sacrament’s efficacy” (Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” ). They claim
further that “Absence of human agents distinguishes Gos Phil from ancient and modern
descriptions of sacraments,” and fault “modern translators” for having difficulty with this
notion and who “therefore read human agents into the text” (ibid., –). On the contrary,
however, Gos. Phil. seems indeed, as we have seen, to stress the importance of human
agency in ritual initiation.
687 Segelberg, “Sacramental System,” . Stroud follows Segelberg, stating that “all the
members of the community could be holy men,” and also draws the conclusion that the
Eucharist was self-administered (Stroud, “Ritual,” ). For the view that Gos. Phil. here
implies a general priesthood, see also Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. .
Henry Green, however, rejects Segelberg’s contention that Gos. Phil. implies a priesthood
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reached by Buckley and Good, who argue that in Gos. Phil. “there is an
absence of sacramental agents except for Christ.”688 They conclude that
“the holy man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ) in this passage does not refer to a priest
or any member of a clergy, but rather to a “holy person,”689 contrary to,
e.g., Isenberg who even translates ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ as “priest” rather than
“holy man.”690 In stating that there is an absence of sacramental agents
apart from Christ in Gos. Phil., however, Buckley and Good overlook
the references we have seen to an apostolic succession. We saw that Gos.
Phil. creates a blend between Father and Son, God and Christ, Christ
and the Apostles, and the Apostles and “us,” and we saw that the tractate
describes this succession in terms of an anointing. In fact, Gos. Phil. states
explicitly that “the apostles anointed us,” thus at the very least implying
the sacramental agency of the apostles and not just of Christ. Of course,
we saw that both initiator and initiated in the implied chain of apostolic
succession function as “Christs,” but this does not necessarily mean that
the tractate holds the Christlike function of initiatory fatherhood to be
available to just anyone. On the contrary, we have seen that there are
indications that Gos. Phil. makes a clear distinction between the roles
of father and son, and that there are special requirements attached to the
former role.
Buckley and Good also argue that ϫⲓ in this passage should not be
taken in the sense of “taking” the bread and the cup, but rather in
the sense of “receiving.”691 In arguing this, however, not only do they
of all believers, and comes to the conclusion that Gos. Phil. “provides evidence for a
Valentinian institutionalized sect with some degree of formalized structure, hierarchy
and systematized rituals, that on the surface might appear similar to developing Catholic
Christian orthodoxy” (Green, “Ritual in Valentinian Gnosticism,” ).
688 Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” , .
689 Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” .
690 Isenberg translates the passage as follows: “The priest is altogether holy, down to his
very body. For if he has taken the bread, he will consecrate it. Or the cup or anything else
that he gets, he will consecrate. Then how will he not consecrate the body also?” (Layton
and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; cf. Isenberg, “Introduction,” ). With
regard to Isenberg’s translation of ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ as “priest,” I share the sentiment of
Schenke, who has characterised it as “eine maßlose Überspitzung, die mir aber immer
sehr hilfreich als ein wichtiger Hinweis darauf gewesen ist, von welch einer Art von
Heiligung des Brotes, des Kelches und noch anderer Dinge hier eigentlich geredet wird”
(Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,  n. ).
691 See Buckley and Good, “Sacramental Language,” –. For this understanding, see
also Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, , ; Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, . Williams chooses
to render ϫⲓ rather freely as both “eat” and “partake” (see Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, ). For the understanding of the term in the sense of “take,” as it is also understood here, see Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” ; Schenke, Das
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overlook the usage in Coptic liturgical texts,692 but also  Cor : which
in its description of the Last Supper states that Jesus “took the bread”
̄
/ =λαβεν ρτον), which in the Sahidic New Testament is
(ϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲕ
rendered using exactly this term. The continuation of this Pauline passage
is also relevant in the present context, in that Jesus is described in the
following verse as blessing and breaking the bread and referring to it as
his body.693 The eucharistic context of Gos. Phil. .– is unmistakable,
and the allusion to  Cor :– is, as we can see, strong. Read together,
this intertextual blend creates a counterpart connection between “the
holy man” in the Gos. Phil. passage and Jesus in  Corinthians (see fig. ).
This double-scope blend may give rise to relevant implications for the
interpretation of both inputs. Firstly, “the holy man” takes Christ’s place
in consecrating the elements of the Eucharist. This is completely in line
with the logic of the important underlying the christian is a christ
blend in Gos. Phil., and there is thus no reason not to take the description
in this passage to refer to the consecratory function of the officiant in the
eucharistic ritual. We have seen from the analysis above that this function
is presented in Gos. Phil. as being in principle available potentially to
all Christians, but in practice only to those who are regarded as having
matured to the level of father. Whether the transition from the level of
son to the level of father was subject to hierarchical control and required
additional ritual actions is, however, left unstated in this text.694
Another potential implication that may be drawn from this intertextual blend comes from understanding “the holy man” as a direct reference
to Jesus himself and “the body” (ⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ) as a reference to his earthly
body. In this case, the passage may be understood christologically, to
imply that since he makes the bread and the cup holy, then it follows
that he also sanctified his assumed material body.695 In accordance with
Philippus-Evangelium, . The use of exactly the term ϫⲓ and its dual meaning of “receive”
and “take” seems to be rhetorically important both here and elsewhere in Gos. Phil. Layton’s translation of the term as “pick up” obscures both the allusion to  Cor : (see
below) and ritual action, and the connotations of receiving (see Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ).
692 See, e.g., J. Doresse and E. Lanne, Un témoin archaïque de la liturgie copte de S. Basile
(Bibliothèque du Muséon ; Louvain: Publications Universitaires, ), , .
693 See  Cor :.
694 For a survey of the early Christian practice of ordination, see Paul F. Bradshaw,
Ordination Rites of the Ancient Churches of East and West (New York: Pueblo, ).
695 To this we might compare Athanasius’ statement that Christ “vivified and purified
the mortal body” (see Roelof van den Broek, “The Theology of the Teachings of Silvanus,”
VC : []: ).
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the the christian is a christ blend this entailment may subsequently
be applied to the sanctifying power of both the officiating priest and the
eucharistic elements themselves with regard to their effect on the communicating Christians.696
... Christology, Anthropology, and Soteriology
Gos. Phil. may be regarded as a sustained meditation upon the implications arising from the Conceptual Integration Network the christian
is a christ. This network creates inferences that are not only projected
back onto the input of the Christian, but also the other way around, so
that the Christian’s own experience structures his knowledge and understanding of Christ. Thus, in this two-way relation, the Christian’s understanding of the rituals is structured by his or her knowledge of Christ,
including the scriptural descriptions of Christ’s baptism, while at the
same time the Christian’s experience of his or her own participation in
the rituals, i.e., his or her own baptism, likewise structures and enriches
this person’s knowledge about Christ’s baptism, both supplementing and
structuring the person’s understanding of the scriptural descriptions of
this event.
Through the use of intricate conceptual and intertextual blends, Gos.
Phil. describes the process of Christ’s (double) birth, life, death, and
resurrection, and the connections between his experiences and actions
and those of the individual initiated Christian. The emphasis in Gos.
Phil. is, however, clearly not on Christ becoming human (there is no
discernible doctrine of kenosis here), but rather on the deification, or
“christification,” so to speak, of the Christian. By showing the parallelisms
between the actions, experiences, and constitution of Christ, and the
ritual actions performed and experienced by the Christians, Gos. Phil.
maps out the way to salvation by means of the appropriation of divine
life obtained by becoming like Christ according to the example set by
him, as laid down in Scripture and ritual. Often passages in Gos. Phil.
seem to be deliberately ambiguous when it comes to whether a passage
refers to Christ or the Christian. By keeping this ambiguity in such a high
number of passages, the tractate heightens the effect of the parallelism
and contributes to a blurring of boundaries between the two conceptual
696 For the consecratory effect of the consecrated eucharistic elements on those who
consume them, cf. Ephrem, Carmina Nisibena, , (Murray, Symbols of Church and
Kingdom, ).
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domains. The overall effect of this is a strengthening of the identification
of the individual Christian and Christ, where each significant event in
the ritual life of the Christian has significance for the understanding of
the nature of the Saviour and his actions, at the same time as scriptural
and confessional information concerning Christ directly reflects upon
the life—especially the sacramental life—of the Christian.
Somewhat surprisingly, considering previous research on the tractate,
it transpires that not only are Christ’s baptism and resurrection highly
important in Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric, but the crucifixion and transfiguration
seem to be of at least equal significance, aspects that have in fact largely
been overlooked in previous scholarship. Moreover, we have seen that
in addition to the the Christian is a Christ blend, the related AdamChrist blend is of profound importance.
I have here tried as far as possible to analyse Gos. Phil. primarily on
text-internal grounds. I have not tried to give a “gnostic” or “Valentinian”
reading of the tractate, but have rather worked from the simple assumption that it is possible to understand the text on its own terms in an intertextual relationship with Scripture and sacraments. The readings I have
given presuppose knowledge of a number of Septuagint and, especially,
New Testament Scriptures, but they do not presuppose knowledge of any
“gnostic” or “Valentinian” theological system. Such a “gnostic” or “Valentinian” reading would certainly be possible, but would require the additional use of input spaces derived from these conceptual domains.
... Literary Structure and Function
On the basis of the present analysis, Michel Desjardins’ observation that
Gos. Phil. resembles “the embroidery of God’s name and attributes by
Muslim calligraphers,” seems an apt one. “In both artistic media,” Desjardins states, “the units of expression, whether consonants and words
or metaphors and images, blend into one another to produce variety
and unity at the same time.”697 But why does Gos. Phil. set up all these
intricate conceptual blends, and in such a complicated way? Why not
explain the meaning and significance of the rituals of Christian initiation in a more simple and straightforward manner? What Régine Charron and Louis Painchaud refer to as the “basic presupposition” in their
own work on Gos. Phil. seems no less plausible in light of the results
697 Desjardins, Sin in Valentinianism, . Desjardins also considers Gos. Phil. to proclaim “a simple and consistent message” (ibid., ).
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of the present study. According to them, “Gos. Phil. is a coherent literary work, which does not show any major doctrinal inconsistency, and
where the art of allusion and of ellipse, together with the apparent lack
of order are aimed at making the reader experience by himself or herself the illumination of true gnosis.”698 For it does in fact seem, as Gerald
Borchert has put it, that it might have been the intention “to develop a
treatise which would give an external appearance of confusion, yet offer
to the one who searched behind the external appearance a hidden organization.”699 Now Gos. Phil. would doubtlessly have seemed much less
confused to its intended late antique readers than it does to us, and, as
Michael Williams has pointed out, an explanation based on a theory of
intentional obscurity would seem to be “unnecessary in light of the rambling style, often just as obscure and confusing, found frequently in rabbinic, New Testament, and Patristic literature.”700 Nevertheless, considering the highly complex, allusive and disjointed nature of Gos. Phil., it
does seem probable that it would have presented a challenge even to its
intended, or model, readers. The structure of the text in fact seems to
require at least a second reading in order for the reader to be able to draw
some of the inferences suggested by its intricate intratextual connections.
Isenberg has suggested that the probable reason why “the compilereditor chose to arrange this material strangely: sometimes logically, by
means of association of ideas and catchwords, and sometimes illogically,
by sprinkling ideas here and there in incoherent patches,” was in order “to
heighten the effect of the mysterious.”701 Whether or not Isenberg is right
regarding the actions and intentions, or even existence, of the “compilereditor,” we may offer the following observation regarding the effects of the
arrangement of the material in Gos. Phil.: The way the various pieces of
discourse are seemingly cut up and distributed throughout the tractate,
creates new connections between the various themes through catchwords
and thematic associations that would not be apparent if the tractate had
been thematically structured in a more coherent way, with the various
pieces of discourse neatly reassembled in accordance with Isenberg’s
outline of how Gos. Phil. would more coherently fit together.702

698
699
700
701
702

Charron and Painchaud, “God is a Dyer,”  n. .
Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,” ; cf. also Painchaud, “La composition,” esp. .
Williams, “Realized Eschatology,” .
Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel.”
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.... The Title
The title of the tractate, often dismissed by scholars as merely an unimportant secondary addition to the text,703 may also provide us with a clue
to the main thrust of Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric. We have seen that the Gospel
of John is an intertext of major importance to the tractate—it may even
be argued that it is the single most important intertext. If we now take
a look at the so-called farewell discourse in the Fourth Gospel, we actually find that it dovetails nicely with what we have seen in the analysis
above of Gos. Phil.’s Christology and its emphasis on the importance of
seeing Christ. Of special importance here are the questions asked first by
the apostle Thomas, and then Philip, and the answers given by Jesus. The
apostle Philip’s question to Jesus follows the latter’s answer to a similar
question put to him by Thomas:704
ⲡⲉϫⲉⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲁⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲱ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲡⲉϫⲉⲓⲥ̄
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲡⲕⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲧ
̄
ⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ
ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲉⲓⲟⲩⲟ¨ⲓϣ ⲧⲏⲣϥ̄ ϯⲛⲙⲙⲏⲧ
ⲉⲣⲟ¨ⲓ ⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟⲕ
̄
ⲛⲁϣ
̄
ⲛϩⲉ
̄ ⲕϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲁⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕ¨ⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛⲅⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯϩⲙⲡⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧ

Philip said to him, “Lord, show us your father and satisfy us.” Jesus said
to him, “All this time I have been with you, and you have not known me,
Philip? He who has seen me, he has seen the Father. And you, how can you
say, ‘show us your father’? Do you not believe that I am in my Father and
my Father in me?”
(John :–)

We may in fact regard much of Gos. Phil. as an extended answer to this
question. In order to understand the nature of God the Father, one needs
to understand the nature of his Son. Thus, by seeing and understanding
Christ one sees and understands, and even becomes Christ, and subsequently also father, the very process of deification we have identified in
Gos. Phil. The continuation of Jesus’ answer to Philip and the other disciples in John  is also relevant:
703

See, e.g., M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, –. The reason most often given
as to why the title should be secondary is the fact that the style of the title as it appears
in the manuscript at the end of the text differs from the other titled works in Codex II.
This does not necessarily imply anything more than a possible difference in style in the
scribe’s exemplars which he then copied into Codex II, however, or that something similar
may have happened at some earlier point in its transmission, and there is no way for us to
know what may have caused the specific style that is here used for the title of Gos. Phil. The
suggestions that the title is simply a scribal addition, or “a librarian’s attempt to identify
the work,” on the grounds that the apostle Philip is mentioned in the text (see ibid., and
cf., e.g., Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ) do not amount to more than speculation.
704 It is worth noting the fact that this sequence is mirrored, intentionally or not, by
Codex II having Gos. Phil. follow Gos. Thom.
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ⲛⲅⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯϩⲙⲡⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲉϯϫⲱ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϩⲁⲣⲟ¨ⲓ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲧ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥⲓⲣⲉ
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲉ¨ⲓ ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄ ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉϣϫⲉⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲛⲁ¨ⲓ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯϩⲙⲡⲁ
ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ

Do you not believe that I am in my Father and my Father in me? The words
I say to you, these I say not from myself alone, but my Father who is within
me he does his works. Believe me that I am in my Father and my Father is
in me. If not, believe in his works.
(John :–)

Understanding the relationship between the Father and the Son is of
prime importance, and one way of gaining insight into this relationship
is through the works, the works done by the Father through the Son. In
Gos. Phil. as well it is important to understand the hidden deeper mystery
of the works of Christ, works which indeed constitute important means
of understanding this fundamental Father-Son relationship. So, in the
form in which it has come down to us, the title of the tractate, the Gospel
of Philip, corresponds well with its contents and helps strengthen the
associations, running throughout the tractate, with the Gospel of John.705
This is of course the case regardless of whether this was also the title of
the hypothetical original or whether it was simply added at some point
in the text’s transmission.
It may here also be noted that the beginning of Gos. Phil., abrupt as
it is, does set the stage for several of the most important themes that
are discussed throughout the text. Not only does it strike a polemical
note towards the Jews, but it also introduces in its very first lines the
theme of religious kinship and that of making and begetting. At the other
end of the tractate many of the threads are wrapped up in a longer and
more coherent section that focuses especially on the aspect of realised
eschatology706 and on how the material world reveals the higher realities
to the perfect initiated Christian.
A text by the name of the Gospel of Philip is mentioned by the late sixth
century church fathers Timotheus of Constantinople707 and pseudoLeontius of Byzantium708 both refer to the use of a Gospel of Philip among
Manichaeans, but it is impossible to know whether they refer to the text
known to us from Nag Hammadi Codex II or to another text altogether.
705 Another potential association given by the title of Gos. Phil. which fits in well with
the overall theme of the tractate is to the account of Philip’s baptism of the Ethiopian
eunuch given in Acts .
706 See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, ; Williams, “Realized Eschatology.”
707 De receptione haereticorum (PG ...C).
708 De sectis . (PG ...C).
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Epiphanius of Salamis even quotes a passage from a Gospel of Philip which
he claims to be in use among libertine Gnostics in Egypt in the fourth
century,709 but the passage he quotes does not correspond to our Gos.
Phil. from Nag Hammadi.710

. Sitz im Leben
“Long after their discovery and laborious publication, the Nag Hammadi
Codices continue to betray the hopes of scholars,” states Mark Edwards.
“Almost any date is arbitrary, any assignation to a sect is unconvincing.”711 This observation is unfortunately no less true with regard to Gos.
Phil. than with regard to the other Nag Hammadi texts, but what are the
implications of the present analysis with regard to Gos. Phil.’s possible
Sitz im Leben? Although little may be said with any certainty, I will in
this section outline some potential implications with regard to polemical
and rhetorical context, as well as questions concerning the date, provenance and wider social and religious setting and affiliation of the tractate.
.. “Gnosticism” and “Valentinianism”
In much of what has been written concerning Gos. Phil., evidence from
the early heresiologists has taken precedence over Gos. Phil.’s own internal logic, as scholars have explained (and explained away) various features of Gos. Phil. by reference to what these early Church Fathers wrote
concerning the views of their opponents. That Gos. Phil. can be used as
direct evidence of the views of the heresiologists’ opponents has been the
starting point of most studies of the text, but scholars have spent precious little ink arguing in favour of this presumption. Moreover, the use
of Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria as main sources for Gos. Phil.’s
theology presupposes a date of the tractate that is not too far removed
from them chronologically. But what if Gos. Phil. significantly post-dates
Clement and Irenaeus?
709

Panarion ..–.
But cf. Schenke, who holds it as possible that all these testimonies may be referring
to the same text, namely the one partly preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II (see Schenke,
Das Philippus-Evangelium, –).
711 Edwards, “The Epistle to Rheginus,” . Cf. the discussion in chapter  regarding the
dating of the Nag Hammadi Codices.
710
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The common presumption of the tractate’s “Gnostic” or “Valentinian”
character is indeed a factor that may account for many of the problems scholars have had in making sense of Gos. Phil. For the tractate
has usually been interpreted as a “Gnostic” text, and more often than not
with the added specification “Valentinian.”712 Wilson’s confident statement in  is representative: “So far as Philip is concerned, the document is definitely Gnostic,” and “it can be located with confidence as
a work deriving from the Valentinian school.”713 Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley, who has rightly observed that “it is evident that some scholars wish
to localize it immediately upon having first read it,”714 points out the
serious problem with this approach, that “an attempt to establish Gos.
Phil.’s pedigree will help little toward interpreting it, and a genealogy
including ‘Valentinian theology’ may merely reinforce certain prejudices.”715
No one has stated the assumption that Gos. Phil. is a “Valentinian” text
more emphatically than Hans-Martin Schenke. “Unser EvPhil repräsentiert eine ganz besondere Art des Christentums,” claims Schenke. “Es ist
ein gnostischer, und zwar ein valentinianischer Text: von einem Valentinianer für Valentinianer aus valentinianischem Textgut kompiliert, als
Evangelium benutzt zunächst von valentinianischen Gemeinden.”716 It is
in fact Schenke’s introduction to his  German translation of the tractate (which was the first translation of Gos. Phil. to be published) and his
own subsequent publications on the text, that have been by far the most
influential with regard to the labelling of Gos. Phil. as a “Valentinian”

712 Scholars have indeed been quick to label Gos. Phil. a “Valentinian” tractate. See, e.g.,
Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, , , ; Rudolph, Gnosis, , , , ; Layton, The
Gnostic Scriptures, –; Isenberg, “Introduction,” , ; Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, ; Thomassen, “How Valentinian”; Pagels, Beyond Belief, .
713 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
714 Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” .
715 Buckley, “Conceptual Models,” . On a similar note, A.H.C. van Eijk has criticised an excessive focus on what he labels “the full-grown shape gnosticism takes in
Manicheism” instead of a greater awareness with regard to Gos. Phil.’s similarities with
the New Testament and “orthodox” texts (see Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” ). He especially
faults Jacques Ménard for this approach.
716 Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . Schenke also referred to Gos. Phil. as one
of the “wirklich beziehungsweise unbestritten valentinianische Schriften aus dem NagHammadi-Fund” (Hans-Martin Schenke, “Die Relevanz der Kirchenväter für die Erschließung der Nag-Hammadi-Texte,” in Das Korpus der griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller: Historie, Gegenwart, Zukunft [ed. Johannes Irmscher and Kurt Treu; TUGAL ;
Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, ], ).
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tractate.717 Since most scholars have subsequently been content with simply referring to Schenke on this point, let us therefore take a closer look at
his arguments. As Schenke himself noted at the outset, Gos. Phil. “enthält
zwar keine Kosmogonie, auch keine Topographie der oberen Welt, die die
besten und sichersten Kriterien für die Zuweisung eines Textes zu einer
bestimmten Gruppe von Gnostikern abgeben würden.”718 Still, Schenke
argued that certain passages in the text showed that Gos. Phil. had a
“Valentinian” origin: “Die Charakterisierung des EvPhil als valentinianisch ergibt sich daraus, daß sich in ihm eindeutig valentinianische Theologumena finden bzw. daß das Charakteristischste und sozusagen Profilbestimmende der sich in ihm findenden Lehren und Vorstellungen
valentinianisch ist.”719 In summary, Schenke () finds presupposed the
“Valentinian” doctrine of the Saviour as the bridegroom of the lower
Sophia, and the angels of the Saviour as the bridegrooms of the seed of
the lower Sophia.720 () He further argues that the names Echamoth and
Echmoth discussed by Gos. Phil. should be identified with the “Valentinian” higher and lower Sophia.721 () Furthermore he sees references to
a specifically “Valentinian” “Mysterium des Brautgemaches,”722 and ()
to the relative redemption of the “Valentinian” psychic Demiurge.723 In
addition to these points, Schenke claims that “there are many other sections which only take on colour on a Valentinian interpretation.”724
717

Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus []”; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus []” (this is a slightly revised version of the article published in );
Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip”; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium.
718 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” .
719 Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . See also Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach
Philippus [],” . Gaffron has expressed profound agreement with Schenke’s views in
this matter: “Das EvPh ist in seinem Grundstock valentinianisch. Aus valentinianischer
Sicht sind auch alle diejenigen Vorstellungen und Darlegungen des Ph zu exegesieren, die
spezifisch jüdischen oder christlichen Hintergrund zeigen, da der Verfasser als Valentinianer sie nicht anders verstehen konnte” (Gaffron, Studien, ). Gaffron does not argue
specifically for the “Valentinianism” of Gos. Phil. other than by referring to the analyses
of Schenke, Wilson, and Ménard (see ibid., ).
720 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” –; Schenke, “The Gospel of
Philip,” .
721 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The Gospel of
Philip,” .
722 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The Gospel of
Philip,” .
723 Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The Gospel of
Philip,” .
724 Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” . See also Thomassen, “Notes pour la délimitation,” –, esp. –, , where Thomassen classifies Gos. Phil. among the
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With regard to the fourth point, Schenke himself changed his mind in
his  critical edition, where he argued against seeing a reference to the
Demiurge in the passage in question, and with regard to all four points,
we have seen in the present analysis that the passages Schenke refers to
may well be interpreted without recourse to specifically “Valentinian”
theology.
While Schenke has been of the opinion that Gos. Phil. contains material from several different “Gnostic” groups,725 and that it “cannot be
traced back to, or identified with, a particular Valentinian school,”726
some scholars have tried to locate the text more precisely. Roelof van
den Broek, following Jean-Daniel Kaestli,727 has characterised Gos. Phil.
as belonging to the Eastern branch of “Valentinianism” on the grounds
of its Christology. Whereas the “Western” branch of “Valentinianism” is
supposed to have held that Christ’s body was of a psychic substance, the
“Eastern Valentinians” are supposed to have taught that Christ had a spiritual body, which is what van den Broek finds in Gos. Phil.728 As we have
seen above, however, it is difficult to pigeonhole Gos. Phil. according to
these criteria since Christ here seems to take on a material, earthly body,
while his true, internal, body consists of the Logos (his flesh) and the Holy
Spirit (his blood).729 The tractate thus resists being classified as a representative of either Eastern or Western “Valentinianism” on the grounds
of the nature of Christ’s body.730
Nag Hammadi texts included under the label “Provenance valentinienne certaine, ou
très probable,” on the grounds of its soteriology and the “bridal chamber” imagery in
particular.
725 See, e.g., Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The
Gospel of Philip,” .
726 Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” .
727 Kaestli, “Valentinisme,” –, esp. .
728 See Roelof van den Broek, “The Present State of Gnostic Studies,” VC : ():
.
729 Since, as we have seen, the Logos functions on the level of the soul, it seems that we,
if we were to classify the text according to this criterion, we could just as well classify it
as a “Western Valentinian” text.
730 More recently, Einar Thomassen has also come to the conclusion that Gos. Phil.
has affinities with “eastern Valentinianism,” mainly on the grounds of what he regards
as its “soteriology of mutual participation” (see Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, esp. –
, esp. ). See also Thomassen’s article “How Valentinian is the Gospel of Philip?,”
where he tries by means of what he calls a “Valentinian interpretation” to find out what
kind of “Valentinianism” Gos. Phil. is an example of, and how the various features of
the text would fit into a “Valentinian” framework. Thomassen has also suggested that
certain additional features of the text “indicate a Valentinian provenance for Gos. Phil.,”
namely a “relatively optimistic cosmology”; the interpretation of the Eucharist; the notion
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In the present study I have refrained from employing heresiological
and / or modern scholarly (re)constructions of “Gnosticism” or “Valentinianism” in my analysis. I have not assumed from the outset that Gos.
Phil. is “Gnostic” or “Valentinian” and have therefore not read “Gnostic”
or “Valentinian” myth or theology into it. Instead I have attempted to
work my way out from the poetics of the text itself, as it has come down
to us in its Coptic Nag Hammadi Codex II incarnation, to an evaluation of its doctrinal contents.731 Another major implication of labelling
Gos. Phil. as a “Gnostic” tractate has been the way it has led scholars to
use the tractate mainly as a source for documenting Christianity’s opponents, rather than as a source of late antique Christianity in itself. A few
examples should suffice.
Borchert, for example, has seen Gos. Phil. as a work of “a Gnostic who
claims to be a Christian,”732 and as a representative of the “Gnostic threat”
towards Christianity. In his view Gos. Phil. “exhibits a consistent theology
which is in direct confrontation with Christianity,”733 and he even goes so
far as to characterise the message of the tractate as “an insidious warping
of the Christian message.”734 Such a document as Gos. Phil., Borchert
claims, was a grave threat towards Christianity and “gave the heresiologs
of the Son as the Name of the Father; the use of the metaphor of sowing and reaping at
Gos. Phil. .– which is also attested in Fragments – by Heracleon as reported
by Origen; and possible echoes of the fragments of Valentinus as quoted by Clement
of Alexandria and Hippolytus (see Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” –). None of
these arguments are persuasive, however. A “soteriology of mutual participation” is for
instance something we find in prominent orthodox Christian sources of the fourth and
fifth centuries (see, e.g., Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria), and the same can of course
be said with regard to Gos. Phil.’s “relatively optimistic cosmology.” Moreover, the sowing
and reaping metaphor is used differently in Gos. Phil. than in the Heracleon fragments
and as for the other features brought forward by Thomassen we find closer parallels
elsewhere.
731 As Rewolinski has rightly emphasised in a critique of what he sees as Sevrin’s
method of first constructing a theory of “Valentinianism” and then reading it into Gos.
Phil., “We must first attempt to glean what can be gleaned from the GPh itself and only
then turn towards the comparative approach which was Sevrin’s first step in his exegetical
procedure” (Rewolinski, “Sacramental Language,” ).
732 Gerald Leo Borchert, “Insights Into the Gnostic Threat to Christianity as Gained
Through the Gospel of Philip,” in New Dimensions in New Testament Study (ed. Richard
N. Longenecker and Merrill C. Tenney; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, ), .
Cf. also Kasser, “Bibliothèque gnostique,” , who states concerning Gos. Phil. that
“nous avons là, comme dans l’Evangile selon Thomas, un authentique gnosticisme; mais,
comme certains de ses prédécesseurs, le rédacteur final de cet ouvrage a tenu à le revêtir
d’une terminologie chrétienne (ou qu’il croyait telle).”
733 Borchert, “Gnostic Threat,” .
734 Borchert, “Gnostic Threat,” .
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(sic) nightmares.”735 Indeed, several scholars have suggested that Gos.
Phil. is only superficially Christian, but really “Gnostic.” Kurt Rudolph,
for example, notes concerning the eucharistic theology of Gos. Phil.
that “it appears outwardly ‘Church Christian,’ but within the framework
of the text as a whole it is manifestly gnostic.”736 Isenberg provides
us with another example, stating that, “since ‘Christian’ in the gnostic
glossary normally designates the psychic rather than the pneumatic, Gos.
Phil. is offering the psychic the chance to rise to the pneumatic level—
by sacramental means.”737 Seeing Gos. Phil. as a “Gnostic” document,
Isenberg overlooks the possibility that the term “Christian” as it is used in
Gos. Phil. could simply refer to “Christian” in the same way as in standard
early Christian usage. Isenberg dismisses the fact that Gos. Phil. does
not mention “psychics” or “pneumatics,” or indeed any tripartite division
of humanity, with the understatement that “the tripartite division of
humanity—fleshly, psychic, pneumatic—is not emphasised.”738
Based on the premise that Gos. Phil. is “Valentinian,” and on what
he perceives as its many parallels with “Catholic” Christian practice as
we know it from patristic sources, David Tripp asserts that the tractate
“belongs to a Valentinian tradition still in close, if not amicable, contact
with ‘Catholic’ Christians.”739 Tripp also suggests that Gos. Phil. “belongs
to a time when some Christians did not anoint,” but holds that “some
whom later Catholics could recognize as orthodox” must have done so,
“for if the usage had been always a Valentinian or otherwise sectarian
peculiarity it could hardly have won acceptance in Catholic churches.”740
But what if Gos. Phil. is not a “Valentinian” text, but instead is rather
closer to early Christian “orthodoxy”? The polemic of Gos. Phil. does not
seem to be directed against “the Great Church,” but rather against several
different groups against which it defines its own viewpoints.
Robert M. Grant has claimed that Gos. Phil.’s references to the “holy
kiss” is “quite out of harmony with the mind of the Church as a whole,”741
but is this really the case? A ritual kiss is frequently mentioned in the

735

Borchert, “Gnostic Threat,” .
Rudolph, Gnosis, .
737 Isenberg, “Philip, Gospel of,” .
738 Isenberg, “Philip, Gospel of,” . In my reading of Gos. Phil. there is no evidence
of any tripartite division of humanity into fleshly, psychic, and pneumatic.
739 Tripp, “Sacramental System,” .
740 Tripp, “Sacramental System,” .
741 Grant, “Mystery of Marriage,” .
736
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patristic sources.742 An especially interesting discussion is found in John
Chrysostom’s Homily on Second Corinthians. Here Chrysostom refers to
 Cor : in order to explain the significance of this particular liturgical
practice. The kiss, according to Chrysostom, is given in order
that it may be fuel unto love, that it may kindle the disposition, that we
may so love each other, as brothers brothers, as children parents, as parents
children; yea, rather even far more. For those things are a disposition
implanted by nature, but these by spiritual grace. Thus our souls bound
unto each other. And therefore when we return after an absence we kiss
each other, our souls hastening unto mutual intercourse.
(Hom.  Cor., .; NPNF 1)

Chrysostom then continues by setting up a metaphorical blend between
the body of the Christian and a temple, and in the process connects the
ritual kiss to the Eucharist. According to Chrysostom,
we are the temple of Christ; we kiss then the porch and entrance of the
temple when we kiss each other. See ye not how many kiss even the
porch of this temple, some stooping down, others grasping it with their
hand, and putting their hand to their mouth. And through these gates
and doors Christ both had entered into us, and doth enter, whensoever we
communicate. Ye who partake of the mysteries understand what I say.743
(Hom.  Cor., .; NPNF 1)

There is nothing in Gos. Phil.’s allusions to the ritual kiss that would seem
to be fundamentally at odds with the kind of practice or interpretation
of it Chrysostom gives here.744
Grant claimed that the “Valentinians” he saw behind Gos. Phil. “were
making use of Christian materials but were exaggerating some elements
and neglecting others. They were laying unusual emphasis on the uniquely Christian doctrine of the union of Christ with his Church and were
‘literalizing’ the metaphors used by the Christians.”745 From the present
742

See, e.g., L. Edward Phillips, The Ritual Kiss in Early Christian Worship (Joint Liturgical Studies ; Cambridge: Grove, ); Michael Philip Penn, Kissing Christians: Ritual and Community in the Late Ancient Church (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, ); Bradshaw, et al., The Apostolic Tradition, .
743 See also the treatment of this passage in Stephen Benko, Pagan Rome and the Early
Christians (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, ), –,  n. ; Penn, Kissing
Christians, –.
744 Cf. Pagels who describes the kiss referred to in Gos. Phil. .– as a “eucharistic
‘kiss of peace’ ” where the members of “the pneumatic church” express “their oneness with
one another” (Pagels, “Adam and Eve, Christ and the Church,” ; Pagels, “Pursuing the
Spiritual Eve,” ). Cf. also Penn, Kissing Christians.
745 Grant, “Mystery of Marriage,” –.
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analysis, however, it seems rather like it is Grant and others who have
literalised the metaphors used in Gos. Phil. and interpreted them in
ways that make the tractate seem much less like a representative of
“mainstream” Christian theology than what may now seem to have been
the case.
Literalising interpretation is not the only interpretive strategy that has
made Gos. Phil. conform to preconceptions of it being an aberration
in early Christianity, however. There has also been a strong tendency
towards allegorising its metaphors and similes in conformity with theories of “Gnostic,” and especially “Valentinian,” teaching. Thus, as we have
seen, rather than, e.g., treating Joseph as Joseph, he has been interpreted
as representing the “Valentinian” Demiurge, references to the Holy Spirit
have been taken to refer to Sophia, and the serpent in paradise has been
equated with Ialdabaoth. To Schenke’s assertion that there are many sections in Gos. Phil. “which only take on colour on a Valentinian interpretation,”746 one might reply that Gos. Phil. indeed only takes on a specifically “Valentinian” colour by reading it in the light of “Valentinian” theologoumena. One may certainly interpret Gos. Phil. as a “Gnostic” or
“Valentinian” text, but it should be noted that such a reading requires an
allegorical interpretation of the tractate on the basis of an a priori notion
of “Gnosticism” or “Valentinianism.” Such a reading would require the
recruitment of additional input spaces taken from “Valentinian” practices
and mythologoumena to contribute to our interpretive blends, enabling
us to regard, for example, Gos. Phil.’s reference to Joseph the carpenter as a
reference to the “Valentinian” demiurge. I hope, however, to have demonstrated in the present analysis that it is perfectly possible to read Gos. Phil.
without resorting to such an exegetical strategy, and I thus hope to have
given a simpler, more straightforward, and historically more likely, interpretation of the text than what has been the result of the “Valentinian”
and “Gnostic” interpretations of it. Below I will outline some alternative
possibilities regarding the religious affiliation and polemical setting of the
text, which brings us first to the important, but difficult, question of the
tractate’s date and provenance. As we shall see, conclusions based on circular reasoning regarding the tractate’s “Gnostic” or “Valentinian” character have also been used to date the tractate. The “Gnostic” or “Valentinian” character of Gos. Phil. is, however, at best far too vague to allow
us to use it as a criterion for dating.

746

Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” .
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.. Date and Provenance
Most scholars have tentatively placed the composition of Gos. Phil. in
Syria,747 with the main argument being its explicit discussions of certain
Syriac terms. As Kendrick Grobel put it in his review of Wilson’s edition
of the text,
Why the interest in Syriac? Why, indeed, unless the author’s brand of
“Christianity” had come down to him in the Syriac language? Perhaps
more—perhaps he even wrote this book in Syriac. Then was there a Greek
intermediary translation between the hypothetical Syriac and the Coptic?
Not necessarily. The many Greek words in the Gospel of Philip prove
nothing: Coptic can no more be written free of Greek than can English free
of Latin or French-Latin. Of course a Syriac original and a Greek version
may have been used together . . . 748

Although few scholars have actually argued that the text was most likely
composed in Syriac,749 many have held the presence of discussions of
Syriac words in the text to indicate a probable origin in Syria.750 The
majority of those who have placed Gos. Phil. in Syria on such grounds
have held it to have been written in Greek in a Greek-Syriac bilingual
milieu, Antioch or Edessa being the favoured locations.751
However, Gos. Phil. in fact not only discusses the meaning of words in
̄̄
), but also mentions explicitly the languages “Hebrew”
“Syriac” (ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲥⲩⲣⲟⲥ
747 See, e.g., Segelberg, “Antiochene Background”; Eric Segelberg, “The Antiochene
Origin of the ‘Gospel of Philip’,” BSAC  (–): –; Ménard, “Beziehungen”;
Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –; Isenberg, “Introduction,” , ; Schenke, Das
Philippus-Evangelium, ; Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ; Schmid, Die Eucharistie,
.
748 Grobel, review of Wilson, . The translation of Syriac texts directly into Coptic
is attested by the recent discovery of bilingual Syriac-Coptic manuscripts in the Dakhleh
Oasis (see Iain Gardner, ed., Kellis Literary Texts, vol.  [Oxbow Monograph , Dakhleh
Oasis Project Monograph ; Oxford: Oxbow, ], and cf. also the comments by Sebastian P. Brock, “Syriac Culture, –,” in The Late Empire, ad – [ed. Averil
Cameron and Peter Garnsey; CAH ; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ],
 n. ).
749 For this view, see Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, –.
750 See, e.g., Segelberg, “Antiochene Background”; Segelberg, “Antiochene Origin”;
Gaffron, Studien, –; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ; Isenberg, “Introduction,” ,
; Isenberg, “Philip, Gospel of,” ; Ménard, “Beziehungen”; Schenke, Das PhilippusEvangelium, .
751 For west Syria and Antioch, see, e.g., Segelberg, “Antiochene Background”; Segelberg, “Antiochene Origin”; Gaffron, Studien, –, , ; Tripp, “Sacramental System,”
. For east Syria and Edessa, see, e.g., Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, ; Schenke, “The
Gospel of Philip,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
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(ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄̄
) and “Greek” (ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲁⲛⲓⲛ
̄̄
).752 The fact that Syriac,
Greek, and Hebrew words are explicitly discussed as such, would to
the present author not primarily indicate a Syrian origin of the text.753
Instead, the fact that Gos. Phil. feels the need to discuss the meaning of
certain words in these languages would rather indicate that at least these
parts of the tractate were not actually composed in any of them. The most
probable setting for such a discussion would rather seem to be a Copticspeaking one.754 In a Coptic text directed to a Coptic audience it is quite
appropriate to discuss the meaning of certain words of theological importance in Syriac, Hebrew, and Greek.
Moreover, as Grobel and others have rightly noted, the presence of
Greek words does not indicate a Greek original,755 nor, necessarily, does
the identification of possible wordplays or catchword connections in the
hypothetical Greek original. Such features do not necessarily indicate
anything more than that the tractate makes use of ideas or sources that
may have originated in Greek- or Syriac-speaking milieus.756 There does
not seem to be any hard evidence, then, that Gos. Phil. cannot have been
composed in Coptic in the first place. A Coptic-speaking milieu would
also seem to be indicated by the Coptic wordplays we have discussed
at several points in the analyses above, which would seem to indicate
that even if Gos. Phil. was indeed in the main translated from a Greek
original or originals, which it might well have been, substantial changes
were made in its translation into Coptic and / or in its subsequent Coptic
phase(s) of transmission. The fact that some catchword connections and
puns seem to work only in Coptic increases the likelihood of this possibility. Such a transmission history, however, does not in any way decrease
the value of the present text as a complete Coptic document in its own
right attesting to the milieu where its latest substantial modifications were
made, i.e., where the text assumed more or less the shape of the exemplar
contained in Nag Hammadi Codex II.
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See Gos. Phil. .–; .–.
Cf. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed,  n. .
754 I think Gaffron’s claim that the author of Gos. Phil. “muß jedenfalls eine Grundkenntnis des Syrischen gehabt haben” (Gaffron, Studien, ) is too strong. The knowledge of
etymologies of certain words in another language does not presuppose any direct knowledge of that language as such.
755 See Grobel, review of Wilson, ; L.-Th. Lefort, “Gréco-Copte,” in Coptic Studies
in Honor of Walter Ewing Crum (ed. Michel Malinine; Bulletin of the Byzantine Institute
; Boston: Byzantine Institute, ), –; Reintges, Coptic Egyptian, .
756 Cf. M.L. Turner, Gospel According to Philip, –.
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The other main argument for a Syrian provenance for Gos. Phil. has
been its perceived affinities with Syrian or generally Eastern sacramental
practice and interpretation.757 Isenberg argues that the fact that Gos.
Phil. seems to presuppose only a single anointing suggests an Eastern
provenance, but he neglects to take into consideration the fact that Gos.
Phil.’s anointing does not seem to be a prebaptismal one, as is the case
with early Eastern practice, making this an argument of dubious value.758
Isenberg’s appeal to parallels to Gos. Phil. in the ritual interpretation on
display in Eastern catecheses of the fourth and fifth centuries759 carries
more weight, but for this period there are also interesting parallels to be
found not only in Eastern, but also in Western and Egyptian sources that
are not mentioned by Isenberg.760
Our sources for Egyptian ritual practice are scarce and little is known
for the pre-Nicene period,761 but it is worth noting that, as Maxwell
Johnson has shown, most elements of the early Egyptian initiation rites
and their accompanying theology seem to have had their closest parallels
in the Syrian tradition.762 As Johnson puts it, “Although the sources for
the rites of Christian initiation in Egypt are neither as numerous nor
757

See, e.g., Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –;
Isenberg, “Introduction,” .
758 For a refutation of this argument by Isenberg, see Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed,
– n. .
759 See, e.g., Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
760 See, e.g., Finn, Italy, North Africa, and Egypt; Thomas M. Finn, trans., Quodvultdeus
of Carthage: The Creedal Homilies: Conversion in Fifth-Century North Africa (ACW ;
New York: Newman Press, ); Maxwell E. Johnson, The Prayers of Sarapion of Thmuis:
A Literary, Liturgical, and Theological Analysis (OrChrAn ; Rome: Pontificio Istituto
Orientale, ), –; Maxwell E. Johnson, “Baptism as ‘New Birth ex aqua et
spiritu’: A Preliminary Investigation of Western Liturgical Sources,” in Comparative
Liturgy Fifty Years After Anton Baumstark (–): Acts of the International Congress,
Rome, – September  (ed. Robert F. Taft and Gabriele Winkler; OrChrAn ;
Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, ), –; Craig Alan Satterlee, Ambrose of
Milan’s Method of Mystagogical Preaching (Collegeville, Minn.: Pueblo / Liturgical Press,
).
761 See, e.g., Paul F. Bradshaw, “Baptismal Practice in the Alexandrian Tradition, Eastern or Western?” in Essays in Early Eastern Initiation [ed. Paul F. Bradshaw; Alcuin /
GROW Liturgical Study , Grove Liturgical Study ; Nottingham: Grove Books, ];
Maxwell E. Johnson, Liturgy in Early Christian Egypt (Alcuin / GROW Joint Liturgical
Studies ; Cambridge: Grove Books, ), ; Maxwell E. Johnson, The Rites of Christian Initiation: Their Evolution and Interpretation (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
).
762 See Johnson, Liturgy in Early Christian Egypt, ; Maxwell E. Johnson, The Rites
of Christian Initiation: Their Evolution and Interpretation (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical
Press, ), .
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as clear as they are for the early Syrian tradition, it would appear that
both these traditions shared a great deal in common.”763 Among these
common features, Johnson lists an understanding of initiation modelled
on Jesus’ own baptism, and an interpretation of it in terms of begetting
and birth.764 In neither the Syrian nor the Egyptian sources does Johnson
find any evidence of postbaptismal anointing in the early period, but
rather a prebaptismal one. In fact, in both the Syrian and the Egyptian
material he sees “a ritual sequence in which no postbaptismal ceremonies
are present other than participation in the Eucharist.”765
The ritual interpretation on display in Gos. Phil. seems to be closer to
that of Syria and Egypt than to that of North Africa or Rome. Jesus’ baptism in the Jordan is central and the anointing is closely connected with
the reception of the Holy Spirit and is of a higher importance than the
baptism in water. Baptism is primarily interpreted in terms of begetting
and birth and John  rather than death and resurrection and Romans .
Moreover, we do not find any clear traces in Gos. Phil. of any prebaptismal rites of renunciation, purification, exorcism, or strengthening. In
these respects, then, Gos. Phil. is closest to what we know of Syrian and
Egyptian practice.766
There are certain features of Gos. Phil., however, that do not fit very
well with this picture of Syrian and Egyptian practice. As we have seen,
the chrismation presupposed by Gos. Phil. does not seem to be a prebaptismal one, and there is no evidence for a postbaptismal anointing
in Syria in the pre-Nicene period.767 So, perhaps Gos. Phil. is not of Syrian provenance,768 nor Egyptian, after all? It is important to remember,
however, that we are here speaking about the pre-Nicene period. In the
post-Nicene period of the fourth and fifth centuries, on the other hand,
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M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, .
See M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, .
765 See M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, . For the pre-Nicene period
Johnson finds evidence of a ritual sequence in Syria and Egypt of anointing-baptismEucharist, in contrast with the North African sequence of baptism-anointing-handlayingEucharist, and the Roman pattern of baptism-anointing-handlaying-anointing-Eucharist
(see M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, –).
766 Cf. M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, –.
767 See, e.g., Thomas M. Finn, Early Christian Baptism and the Catechumenate: West and
East Syria (Message of the Fathers of the Church ; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
), . As Thomassen rightly observes, however, there may have been greater variety
in Syrian practice in this period than is evident in the extant sources (see Thomassen, The
Spiritual Seed, ).
768 See Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, .
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postbaptismal anointing with chrism is also found in the West Syrian and
Egyptian rites.769 A date for Gos. Phil. in this period would thus better fit
the evidence of Eastern and Egyptian sacramental practice.770
With regard to such conclusions regarding eastern or western ritual
practices it is worth noting that the picture is becoming increasingly
blurred. Maxwell Johnson has for instance recently shown in an overview
of western evidence that it no longer seems possible to sustain the common view that the interpretation of baptism in terms of rebirth and John
 is specifically eastern.771 Johnson even goes so far as to conclude that
“baptism as ‘new birth ex aqua et spritiu’ is part of the ancient, common,
and ecumenical liturgical heritage of the Church, both East and West.”772
It thus seems that we cannot after all use Gos. Phil.’s emphasis on an interpretation of ritual initiation in terms of begetting and birth to argue for
an Eastern provenance of the tractate. However, there does seem to be
more of a christological focus in the understanding of initiation in the
Syrian sources than in the Western,773 and this aspect certainly fits in with
the understanding of Gos. Phil. according to the findings of the present
study.
Finally, Isenberg has argued for a Syrian provenance on the basis
of what he regards as Gos. Phil.’s “encratitic emphasis on virginity and
continence.”774 However, it does not seem necessary to regard Gos. Phil. as
a tractate that is inherently ascetic or encratitic in outlook, and Isenberg’s
appeal to Tatian, Aphrahat, and Ephrem notwithstanding,775 this seems
in any case to be a far too general argument to allow us to use it to identify
the text’s geographical provenance. Isenberg himself shows awareness
of this fact when he suggests that the reason why Gos. Phil. “came, by
769

See M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation, ; cf. also Brock, Holy Spirit, ;
Finn, West and East Syria, –. In East Syria there is no evidence of any postbaptismal
anointing prior to the seventh century (see M.E. Johnson, Rites of Christian Initiation,
).
770 Thomassen suggests that the ritual sequence attested by Gos. Phil. may “reflect an
earlier Syrian practice than those third century texts that attest the order anointingbaptism” (Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, ), but does not consider the possibility that
it may reflect Syrian practice of the fourth or fifth century.
771 See M.E. Johnson, “Baptism as ‘New Birth’.”
772 M.E. Johnson, “Baptism as ‘New Birth’,” –. Moreover, as Paul Bradshaw has
pointed out, “we cannot really speak of two principal liturgical traditions in the early
Church—Eastern and Western—but should rather acknowledge that there was instead a
variety of local practices” (Bradshaw, “Baptismal Practice,” ).
773 See Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, .
774 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” ; cf. Isenberg, “Introduction,” .
775 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –.
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the end of the fourth century, to exist in Coptic clothes, is probably due
to the sympathetic reading it could get among Egyptian Gnostic desert
ascetics.”776
The Nag Hammadi Codices were most probably manufactured sometime in the fourth or early fifth century,777 and certainly in Egypt, were
they were also discovered some sixteen centuries later. Acknowledging
the fact that the codices and their place of discovery constitute the only
certain historical context we have with regard to the texts contained in
them, and the fact that the language of these codices is Coptic, fourth–
fifth-century Egypt would seem to present itself as a rather obvious context within which to study them. It is therefore all the more surprising
that comparisons of Nag Hammadi texts with issues that were current in
fourth-century Egyptian Christianity and Coptic sources have been few
and far between in Nag Hammadi scholarship.
Scholarly interpretations of Gos. Phil. illustrate the point. They have
focussed not so much on trying to understand the text that has actually
been preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II, but rather on a text we
in fact do not have, namely its hypothetical Greek original supposedly
written – years earlier. Since scholars have had this focus, the
chronological spotlight has been pointed primarily at the second and
third century, rather than at the fourth or early fifth. That is not to say
that fourth-century contexts have not been invoked to shed light on
the codices and those who manufactured and used them. This has in
fact been an issue of debate since the very beginning of Nag Hammadi
research.778 What has hardly been done at all, however, is to interpret
the texts from such a perspective, and to use comparative material from
the Egyptian milieu contemporary with the manuscripts to shed light
on their contents. As Tito Orlandi has pointed out, “all sorts of ideas
and religious sects have been called forth to comment upon the [Nag
Hammadi] corpus and to explain, it seems, everything except what was
common in the Nile valley in the fourth and fifth centuries ad.”779
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Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
See the discussion in chapter .
778 See chapter .
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the scholars interested in [Nag Hammadi] texts tend to neglect Coptic literature” (Tito
Orlandi, “Nag Hammadi Texts and the Coptic Literature,” in Colloque international
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Now, what was “common in the Nile valley in the fourth and fifth
centuries,” to use Orlandi’s phrase? About the only thing we may say
with certainty is that the picture is very diverse indeed. The fourth
and fifth centuries were rife with doctrinal debate, and it was a time
of major ecumenical councils delineating the boundaries of accepted
Scripture, doctrine and practice. Moreover, in contrast to the situation
with regard to the preceding centuries, there is an abundance of sources
available to us from this period, making a thorough comparative study
of the Nag Hammadi texts within the context of fourth and fifth-century
Egypt anything but a trivial undertaking. There are, to put it bluntly,
quite a few Egyptian fourth-century contexts to choose from.780 As we
saw in chapter , however, it is possible to single out one particular
context which seems especially relevant with regard to the Nag Hammadi
codices, namely monasticism. Since the manuscripts were discovered
in the vicinity of the sites of several Pachomian monasteries, in an
area where also so-called “Melitian” and other monastic groups and
individuals were active, and also not far from the location of Shenoute’s
monastic community, the potential relevance of a monastic context for
the Nag Hammadi texts should be apparent.781 Moreover, when we, as
outlined above, disregard the category of “Gnosticism,” “burdened as it
is with misleading stereotype and confusion,”782 and reconsider these
writings as constituent parts of early Christianity, a fourth- or fifthcentury contextualisation of Gos. Phil. no longer needs to be approached
from the point of view of a simple dichotomy between the Nag Hammadi
texts as simply representatives of heresy on the one hand, and sources
that have customarily been classified as belonging on the right side of
the orthodoxy / heresy divide on the other. It thus becomes easier to
780 As David Brakke puts it, “Christianity in fourth-century Egypt was characterized
by diverse and conflicting modes of social identity and spiritual formation.” Brakke
singles out in particular “study groups led by charismatic teachers, Melitian communities
centered around the veneration of martyrs, and the emerging structure of imperial
orthodoxy headed by Athanasius,” all of whom “presented themselves as legitimate
expressions of Christian piety” (David Brakke, “Canon Formation and Social Conflict
in Fourth-Century Egypt: Athanasius of Alexandria’s Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter,” HTR
: []: ). See also C. Wilfred Griggs, Early Egyptian Christianity from Its Origins
to  C.E. (rd ed.; Coptic Studies ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Stephen J. Davis, The
Early Coptic Papacy: The Egyptian Church and Its Leadership in Late Antiquity (The Popes
of Egypt ; Cairo: The American University in Cairo Press, ), –; Davis, Coptic
Christology, –.
781 Cf. Desjardins, “Rethinking the Study of Gnosticism,” –. See also the discussion in chapter .
782 Williams, “Was There a Gnostic Religion,” .
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see the similarities as well as the differences between these texts and
other fourth- and fifth-century sources, and consequently to take fully
into consideration the diversity of doctrines and religious expressions
represented by the Nag Hammadi material as a whole.
While it does not seem possible to place Gos. Phil. geographically with
any confidence, neither does there seem to be any good reason why
Gos. Phil. could not have had its origin in Egypt, or been significantly
edited, or even composed, in Coptic. There is, for instance, evidence
from the fourth and fifth centuries that there was regular contact between
monks in Syria and Egypt.783 Such contact would seem to make it feasible
that a tractate that may show extensive awareness of Syrian ideas and
sacramental interpretation might also have been composed in Egypt, and
even in Coptic, and that the favoured view that Gos. Phil. was originally
composed in Greek in Syria is only one possibility among many.
In most attempts to place Gos. Phil. chronologically or geographically,
questions concerning language and translation have indeed been central.
An unfortunate aspect of these discussions, however, is that it has mostly
been assumed, in the majority of cases without any attempt to argue the
case, that the original version of Gos. Phil. was composed in Greek and
that the present document is a more or less direct, although not very
good, translation of the Greek into Coptic.784 This assumption has in turn
led to a tendency to focus the analysis on the hypothetical Greek original
and to overlook, or explain away, possible puns or catchword connections
in Coptic, and has often been accompanied by the tacit assumption
that since our Coptic text is a translation of a Greek document it must
have been translated and copied into our preserved manuscript at least
783

See, e.g., Fred Ledegang, “Anthropomorphites and Origenists in Egypt at the End of
the Fourth Century,” in Origeniana Septima: Origenes in den Auseinandersetzungen des .
Jahrhunderts (ed. W.A. Bienert and U. Kühneweg; BETL ; Leuven: Leuven University
Press / Peeters, ), .
784 Segelberg, for instance, states without any argument that “There is hardly any doubt
about it that Greek is the original language” (Segelberg, “Antiochene Background,” ).
Isenberg states at one point in his introduction to the critical edition that Gos. Phil. “must
have been composed in Greek,” and at another that it “was presumably composed in
Greek” (Isenberg, “Introduction,” , ). In his entry on the text in the Anchor Bible
Dictionary he states that it was “very likely a translation of an original Greek document”
(Isenberg, “Philip, Gospel of,” ). Schenke simply states that “Die uns in einer Kopie
erhaltene koptische Fassung des EvPhil dürfte—wie es für die koptische Literatur die
Regel ist—eine Übersetzung aus dem Griechischen darstellen. Und das Griechische ist
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(Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). He takes this for granted and does not attempt
to argue it. Cf. also, e.g., Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, –.
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decades after the production of the original Greek. Why the translation
process would have had to take so long is somewhat mysterious to the
present author, but it is an implicit argument that has often been used by
scholars to move the terminus ante quem for the supposed Greek original
back into the third century.
Let us take a closer look at the arguments that have been brought
forward in favour of a Greek original. First there is the argument from
the Greek words used in the tractate. Walter Till pointed to the fact that
Gos. Phil. in many instances uses Greek words even in cases where equally
good Coptic ones were readily available, like for instance its use in many
instances of ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ instead of ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ, and ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ instead of ⲙⲉ.
From this Till drew the conclusion that the original document must have
been composed in Greek.785 This is, however, an argument that flies in
the face of the evidence we have of indigenous Sahidic Coptic writings
of the period roughly contemporary with the Nag Hammadi Codices. A
quick glance at the writings of Shenoute, for instance, which constitute
the largest corpus of indigenous Sahidic texts, shows quite clearly that he
did not hesitate to use Greek expressions even when equally good Coptic
ones could have been used.786
The second argument, also used by Till, has to do with the fact that
the New Testament quotations in Gos. Phil. in several cases diverge from
the wording of the “standard” Sahidic New Testament, especially with
regard to the use of Greek or Coptic words. Till mentions in particular the quotation of Matt : where Gos. Phil. uses the Greek word
ⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ787 rather than the Coptic ⲕⲉⲗⲉⲃⲓⲛ which is used in the Sahidic New
Testament.788 There are several problems with this argument, however.
Firstly, we do not have any manuscript attestation for Coptic New Testament translations prior to the fourth century, and it is only from the late
fourth and into the fifth century that there is any substantial manuscript
attestation for most of the New Testament texts, and even from this
period the evidence represents a variety of dialects and independent
785 See Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos, . See also Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –
; Stroud, “Problem of Dating,” . It should be noted, however, that Gos. Phil. does
not exclusively employ these Greek terms, but that it also uses the native Coptic terms
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ and ⲙⲉ.
786 See also the refutation of this argument in Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, ; Grobel,
review of Wilson, .
787 See Gos. Phil. .–.
788 See Till, Das Evangelium nach Philippos, . This argument is supported by Giversen,
Filipsevangeliet, .
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traditions.789 As Frederik Wisse has pointed out, this indicates “that the
early history of transmission of the Coptic text of the NT long remained
fluid and haphazard.”790 Moreover, as Wisse has argued, the Coptic text
of the New Testament “was open to continuing influence of the Greek
text to a much greater degree than the Latin and Syriac versions.”791
Therefore, even though we do not have manuscript evidence of the Greek
word ⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ being used in the Coptic translation of Matt :, this does
not mean that there were no translations of Matthew into Coptic that
retained this Greek word. Our knowledge of the early translations of the
New Testament into Coptic is far too incomplete to allow us to argue
that differences from the known Sahidic translations of Matthew in Gos.
Phil.’s quotations of the New Testament imply a Greek original. Another
possibility could be a Coptic-Greek bilingual author writing in Coptic
who used the Greek New Testament, rather than any specific Coptic
translation of it, and rendered his quotations and paraphrases in Coptic
as he saw fit, or the word may have been changed from ⲕⲉⲗⲉⲃⲓⲛ to ⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ
at some point in the transmission of the Coptic text.792 In any case, the
use of a Greek word rather than its Coptic equivalent can hardly be used
to prove a Greek original for Gos. Phil.
Till also argued for a Greek original on the basis of the idea seen
in Gos. Phil. .– that Adam came into being from two virgins,
̄
).
namely from “the spirit” (ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ) and “the virgin earth” (ⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
The text must have been composed in Greek, Till claims, since “earth”
789

See Wisse, “The Coptic Versions,” . On the Coptic New Testament manuscripts,
see also Metzger, The Early Versions, –.
790 Wisse, “The Coptic Versions,” . Tito Orlandi notes that, “a translation may
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Fortress Press, ], ). Moreover, there are problems with regard to “the date of the
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‘private’ translations” (ibid., ).
791 Frederik Wisse, “After the Synopsis: Prospects and Problems in Establishing a Critical Text of the Apocryphon of John and in Defining Its Historical Location,” in The Nag
Hammadi Library After Fifty Years: Proceedings of the  Society of Biblical Literature
Commemoration [ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ],
.
792 For such changes in transmission, see Giversen, Filipsevangeliet, .

deification and christology in the gospel of philip



in Greek (γ) is feminine, while it is masculine in Coptic (ⲕⲁϩ).793 A
problem with this argument, however, is the fact that “spirit” (πνεμα)
is not actually feminine in Greek, but neuter. We need to look to the
Semitic languages Hebrew or Syriac / Aramaic in order to find “spirit” as a
feminine noun.794 It seems to me that while the idea that Adam came into
being from these two virgins would most probably have had its origins
in a Semitic-speaking milieu, there is no reason why it could not have
been employed just as well by an author writing in Coptic as one writing
in Greek, and without its author actually being directly in touch with a
Semitic language. We need to distinguish between the origins of ideas
and motifs used in the tractate and the composition of the tractate itself,
which uses a wide range of ideas, motifs, allusions and metaphors for its
own purposes.
Finally it has been argued that the text is stylistically different from
indigenous Coptic writings,795 but here again the comparative material
for this period is sparse, and of debatable value as proof that the Coptic
Gos. Phil. is a translation. Now, I am not arguing that Gos. Phil. must have
been originally composed in Coptic, only that this possibility cannot be
excluded,796 and deserves to be taken fully into consideration. What does
seem likely on the basis of the present analysis of Gos. Phil., however, is
that if it was not originally composed in Coptic, then at least some parts
of the text have undergone significant revision in its Coptic phase(s) of
transmission.
As for the starting point of its transmission, there is at present no consensus on Gos. Phil.’s date of composition.797 Suggestions have ranged
from the middle of the first century798 to the first half of the fourth,799
with the majority of scholars dating the text to the late second or early
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third century.800 Let us take a closer look at the arguments that have been
brought forward for a second-century date, taking those proposed by
Wilson as our point of departure.801 Wilson’s first argument was based
on his perception of a general agreement between Gos. Phil. and “Valentinianism” as it is presented in Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses and Clement
of Alexandria’s Excerpta ex Theodoto.802 Wilson stopped short of arguing that Irenaeus knew Gos. Phil., but claimed that the tractate “certainly
reflects the Valentinian theory as he knew it,”803 without, however, offering any arguments in favour of this assessment. Gaffron, for his part,
went one step further and claimed that Gos. Phil. presupposes “das voll
ausgebildete valentinianische System,” and that the date of the tractate
would therefore have to be as late as the second half of the second century.804 Schenke likewise preferred such a date on the grounds of what
he regarded as the text’s affinities with “Valentinianism.” He chose –
 as the earliest possible date, since this was the time when Valentinus
was active.805 As for the latest possible date, Schenke has put this around
,806 or ,807 without in either case bothering to bring forward any
arguments to support these dates. Gaffron, however, argued for the latter date as the latest possible on the grounds that “zu jener Zeit . . . tiefgreifende Wandlungen vollzogen und sich die Fronten zwischen Kirche
und Gnosis verhärteten.”808 A date subsequent to this would for Gaffron
evidently not fit with the tractate’s Christian self-understanding and lack
of emphatic polemics against “der Großkirche.”809
800

See, e.g., Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, – (late second century); Gaffron, Studien,
 (composition of original Greek in the late second century, Coptic translation in the
third century [ibid., ]); Schmid, Die Eucharistie, – (late second century, but
possibly early third); Klaus Koschorke, “Die Polemik der Gnostiker gegen das kirchliche
Christentum: Skizziert am Beispiel des Nag-Hammadi-Traktates Testimonium Veritatis,”
in Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers Read at the Seventh International Congress on Patristic
Studies (Oxford, September th–th ) (ed. Martin Krause; NHS ; Leiden: Brill,
), – (turn of the third century).
801 Most scholars have in fact not felt the need to argue for their preferred date for the
tractate.
802 See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, . For this argument, cf. also Schenke, “The Gospel
of Philip,” –; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, –.
803 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, –.
804 Gaffron, Studien, .
805 See Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” –; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium,
–.
806 See Schenke, “The Gospel of Philip,” –.
807 See Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, .
808 See Gaffron, Studien, .
809 See Gaffron, Studien, , .
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Wilson’s second argument involved the presence of certain similarities
in Gos. Phil. with ideas found in the writings of the Apostolic Fathers.810
His identification of orthodox ideas in Gos. Phil. and the text’s professed
Christianity led Wilson to argue, on the basis of the belief that “the Gnostics remained fairly close to the ‘orthodox’ Church down to about ,”
and that “some at least of them were, or professed to be, Christians,” that
Gos. Phil. probably originated in the second century.811 According to this
logic, a “Gnostic” document like Gos. Phil. would not have professed to
be a Christian document, and would not have been so close to orthodox
beliefs as Gos. Phil. seems to be, if it had been written significantly later
than the second century.
Wilson’s third argument focussed on the state of the canon that
emerges from Gos. Phil.’s use of Scripture. His assessment was that “it
is clear that for the author of Philip the greater part of our New Testament was known and recognized as authoritative,” which Wilson found
to be “consistent with a date in the second century.”812 However, this is
once again only an argument for the earliest possible date of the text. Evidence of the use of “the greater part of our New Testament” is of course
common in later sources.
Wilson’s fourth argument was not really an argument, but simply an
appeal to “the general atmosphere” of Gos. Phil. which Wilson found, still
without arguing the case, to be “rather that of the second century than of
the third,”813 offering the rather vague assertion that in Gos. Phil. “the
Gnostic system has not yet been dissipated into fantasy as in some other
later texts.”814
Clearly these arguments are not very strong and can hardly be used
to argue anything other than an earliest possible date, and as Wilson
himself rightly noted, “there is of course nothing to prevent the use of
second-century ideas by men of the third century or even later.”815 The
possibility that the text may retain certain second-century ideas but have
been composed later, has, however, not been the focus of much scholarly
810

See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
812 See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, –.
813 See Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, . Wilson admits that “This last factor is admittedly
rather more subjective, since it is a matter of the impression formed by the individual
scholar on the basis of his knowledge of the period” (ibid.).
814 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, . Why a more “fantastic” and more mythological
document would have had to be dated later is not explained.
815 Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .
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attention.816 There has indeed been a marked tendency in scholarship
to focus on establishing the earliest possible date of Gos. Phil.817 Once
this earliest possible date has been established to the individual scholar’s
satisfaction, the preferred probable date of composition has generally
ended up close to the earliest possible one. Few attempts have been made
to establish whether the document could plausibly have originated as late
as the fourth century, let alone how it may have functioned in a setting
roughly contemporary with the fourth- or fifth-century manuscript it is
a part of.818
A notable exception to this rule, however, is constituted by Wesley
Isenberg’s unfortunately unpublished doctoral dissertation.819 Based on
what he considered to be the date of Codex II, namely the late fourth or
early fifth century, Isenberg argued for a terminus ante quem for the Greek
original of Gos. Phil. of around –.820 He then proceeded to argue
816

William Joseph Stroud’s  dissertation focussed specifically on the question of
the dating of Gos. Phil. (Stroud, “Problem of Dating”). Stroud came to the conclusion
that Gos. Phil. was written between the years  and , and even went so far as
to claim that the evidence he adduced was “strong enough to make this statement
without qualification” (ibid., ). The arguments Stroud put forward in support of this
conclusion were highly questionable, however, and the endeavour was also marred by an
almost exclusive focus on establishing the earliest possible date. The most questionable
aspect of Stroud’s thesis, however, lay in his methodology. His stated method was to build
on what he admitted to be the rather weak arguments for such a dating already made by
a handful of scholars but encompassed by those enumerated by Wilson (cf. ibid., –,
esp. –). The fact that Stroud reached the conclusion that Gos. Phil. was written in the
second half of the second century is no wonder, seeing as this was what he set out to prove
from the beginning. Stroud candidly admits at the beginning of his study that his purpose
is “to account for a second century date for the original composition of GP” (ibid., , and
cf. also ). Considering the fact that Stroud did not really consider other possibilities in
his dissertation, it is clear that his whole endeavour was intrinsically circular.
817 “It would appear that several mistaken assumptions have guided the scholarly
reconstruction of the composition phase of the Nag Hammadi tractates,” states Frederik
Wisse. “The first is the tendency to work on the basis of the earliest possible date of a text.
In view of the date of the codices, however, and the translation phase some decades earlier,
composition could have been as late as the early fourth century. Since the estimated date
of composition often has far reaching implications, proper historical method (based on
the simplicior potior rule) demands that one starts with the latest possible date and move
to an earlier one only if there is sufficient internal or external evidence to warrant this”
(Wisse, “After the Synopsis,” ).
818 See chapter  for a discussion of the date of the manuscript.
819 Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel.”
820 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” . Why Isenberg puts his latest possible date at 
when he argues that the manuscript may date from the early fifth century is not stated,
but one suspects that it is in order to allow time for the supposed Greek original to be
translated into Coptic. Why this process would have to take several decades, however, is
not stated.
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for a probable dating of the original quite close to this latest possible date.
Isenberg argued on the basis of extensive parallels to patristic sources that
Gos. Phil. is best understood in light of the developed catechumenate of
the fourth century, and suggested – as the most probable time of
origin.821 What is especially intriguing, however, is the fact that Isenberg
also showed interesting correspondences that may indicate an even later
date for the tractate. Isenberg pointed out that although we do not find
any explicit creedal formulations in Gos. Phil., we do find “pieces of
paragraphs which reflect the possible content of discussions of various
articles of a creed.”822 In other words, there are indications that there is
an important creedal intertext to many of Gos. Phil.’s discussions, and
that doctrinal controversy might be an important context. “One has
the distinct impression,” states Isenberg, “that Philip is concerned with
credal content and may be reflecting the well-known doctrinal difficulties
of the Eastern Church during the Fourth Century.”823 But what might
such a creed underlying Gos. Phil. look like? Isenberg argued that the
tractate seems to allude to a creed similar to the Constantinopolitan one
of .824 His main argument was based on the sequence of terms in
Gos. Phil. .–. These are the terms “God,” “Father,” “Son,” “Holy
Spirit,” “Life,” “Light,” “Resurrection,” and “Church.” Gos. Phil. states that
these terms are deceptive and likely to be misunderstood unless one
is taught their correct meaning. Isenberg points out that these are all
“credal” terms, and that the only early creed that contains them all is in
fact the Constantinopolitan Creed of .825 Based on his assessment of
821 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” . Isenberg’s somewhat understated response to
Gaffron’s dating of Gos. Phil. to the second century is also instructive: “it is possible to
identify in GP many verbal and conceptual similarities to third and fourth century orthodox Christian sacramental catecheses, especially those of John Chrysostom, Theodore
of Mopsuestia, and Cyril of Jerusalem. If these are appropriate parallels, then perhaps
a date later than ad  ought to be considered for this document. A possible dependence in :–: on the Apocalypse of Paul, usually dated ca. ad , also suggests
a later date” (Wesley W. Isenberg, review of Hans-Georg Gaffron, Studien zum koptischen
Philippusevangelium unter besonderer Berucksichtigung der Sakramente, JBL : []:
). With a few notable exceptions there has indeed been surprisingly little focus on
non-heresiological patristic parallels to the themes and theology of Gos. Phil. apart from
Isenberg’s dissertation (notable exceptions include Segelberg, “Sacramental System”; Eijk,
“Gospel of Philip”; Tripp, “Sacramental System”).
822 Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
823 Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” .
824 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –, and the discussion below.
825 See Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –. Isenberg states that “although no complete
creed rises to the surface in Philip, certain ‘credal’ words do, and these . . . are all found
only in the Constantinopolitan Creed of  ad” (ibid., ).
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a terminus ante quem of , however, Isenberg concluded that  “is
too late a date to suggest that Philip was influenced by this creed,”826 and
suggested that it might instead indicate “knowledge of an earlier local
form of this creed,”827 which might have been “a local declaratory creed
which is no longer extant but which was an earlier relative of the Creed
of .”828 But is this date really out of bounds with regard to Gos. Phil.?
We saw in chapter  that the terminus ante quem of the manuscript may
indeed be well into the fifth century, and there is evidence that Greek texts
were quickly translated into Coptic in this period, a fact that is relevant
if Gos. Phil. is indeed a translation from Greek.829
However, even though he argued convincingly for the probability of
a fourth-century date in his doctoral dissertation, Isenberg for some
reason only mentions the arguments for an earliest possible date of the
tractate in his introduction to the critical edition, where he instead ends
up suggesting a late third-century date for Gos. Phil. on the rather vague
grounds that such a date “would suit the many parallels to Gnostic and
Christian literature.”830 This argument is somewhat odd in light of the
fact that the many patristic parallels Isenberg showed in his dissertation
were mainly from the fourth and fifth centuries.831 I believe, however,
that Isenberg’s suggestion of a possible fourth-century date has been
undeservedly overlooked and that it still deserves a hearing.
In this regard it may also be noted that a handful of scholars have in fact
seen indications in certain other Nag Hammadi writings that they may
have been composed, or at least revised, in the fourth century. In the tractate known as the Concept of Our Great Power (NHC VI,), for example,
we actually find a condemnation of the Anomoeans,832 one of the neoArian heresies, which places at least this particular text, and Codex VI
which contains it, no earlier than the middle of the fourth century. And,
as Mark Edwards has pointed out, “If it is accepted that some Nag Ham826

Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” . Isenberg specifies that “ seems a date too late to
have this creed be influential on the Greek Philip” (ibid., –).
827 Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” –.
828 Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,” . See below for further discussion of the possibility of
a credal intertext to Gos. Phil.
829 See Orlandi, “Coptic Literature,” .
830 Isenberg, “Introduction,” –.
831 Isenberg thus shifted, without explanation, his estimate from a probable date of –
 to one of –.
832 Great Pow. .– (see Frederik Wisse and Francis E. Williams, “The Concept of
Our Great Power: VI,:,–,,” in Nag Hammadi Codices V,– and VI with Papyrus
Berolinensis ,  and  [ed. Douglas M. Parrott; NHS ; Leiden: Brill, ], ).
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madi treatises were grounded in disputations of the fourth century, there
is nothing to preclude the composition of other treatises in the light of
a Church consensus of that time.”833 Edwards himself has indeed argued
in favour of a possible fourth-century date for the Treatise on the Resurrection (NHC I,).834 Raoul Mortley has done likewise with regard to
the Gospel of Truth (NHC I,). On the basis of an analysis of its treatment of the issue of “the name of the father,” Mortley concludes that Gos.
Truth “seems to bespeak a sophistication in Trinitarian matters which
is not characteristic of second century Christianity. The Gospel of Truth
responds to a problem which has arisen, and belongs to a period in which
the problem has been clearly identified.”835 The period Mortley refers to
is the period of the Arian debate around the middle of the fourth century.
This does not necessarily mean that the text in its entirety derives from
this period, but Mortley argues that there is a possibility that Gos. Truth
“was first written in about , subjected to revision and development
in later periods, and that the Nag Hammadi text constitutes a version
which includes a response to the Arian debate, coming from the period
– ad.”836 A similar case is constituted by the Teachings of Silvanus
(NHC VII,), which Roelof van den Broek has dated to the second to
third decades of the fourth century on the basis of what he has identified
as anti-Arian polemics in that text,837 and Alberto Camplani has argued
such a case with regard to the Tripartite Tractate (NHC I,).838 Keeping
in mind Mortley, Edwards, van den Broek, and Camplani’s arguments
for a fourth-century date for Gos. Truth, Treat. Res., Teach. Silv., and Tri.
Trac. respectively,839 and Isenberg’s suggestions with regard to Gos. Phil.,
it seems we may indeed look more closely into the possibility of a fourthcentury date for the latter.
Since it is well nigh impossible to date the hypothetical original version
of Gos. Phil., what we may do instead is to evaluate the date of the latest
833

Edwards, “The Epistle to Rheginus,” .
See Edwards, “The Epistle to Rheginus.”
835 Raoul Mortley, “ ‘The Name of the Father is the Son’ (Gospel of Truth ),” with an
afterword by Michel Tardieu, in Neoplatonism and Gnosticism (ed. Richard T. Wallis and
Jay Bregman; Studies in Neoplatonism: Ancient and Modern ; Albany: State University
of New York Press, ), .
836 Mortley, “The Name of the Father,” .
837 See Broek, “The Theology.”
838 See Alberto Camplani, “Per la cronologia di testi valentiniani: il Trattato Tripartito
e la crisi ariana,” Cassiodorus  (): –.
839 See Mortley, “The Name of the Father”; Edwards, “The Epistle to Rheginus”; Broek,
“The Theology”; Camplani, “Per la cronologia.”
834
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significant revision made to it in the course of its transmission to the
version preserved in Nag Hammadi Codex II. This means that rather than
peeling away layers of possible, or even probable, interpolations to get
as close as possible to “the original,” we may instead ask whether there
are any aspects of the text, whether interpolations or not, which could
hardly have been present at a date significantly earlier than the period of
the manuscript’s production. That is, we may look for datable evidence
of fourth- or fifth-century revision or redaction and evaluate claims
of a significantly earlier date of composition from that perspective.840
For, as Larry Hurtado has pointed out, “Gos. Phil. may well preserve
some beliefs and practices that characterized Valentinian Christians,
and perhaps other Christians as well, from various points diachronically
down through the late fourth century.”841
.. Polemics and Doctrinal Debate
As we have noted at several points in the preceding analysis, Gos. Phil.
contains several openly polemical passages in addition to a great deal of
implicit polemic. But who are the tractate’s polemics directed against?842
We have already discussed a handful of passages that refer to Jews / Hebrews in a less than positive sense, but are these passages directed against
actual Jews, or against other Christians? And what about the passages that
speak about others who “are wrong” in professing this or that point of
view? Are they directed against a specific opponent or opponents, or are
they simply literary devices used rhetorically in order to get Gos. Phil.’s
doctrinal points across, without actually being directed against anyone
in particular?
... Inner-Christian Polemics
“Behind the arguments of the Gospel of Philip stands its polemic against
the official Christianity of the masses,” claims Kurt Rudolph,843 a
sentiment that has been echoed by a significant number of schol840

Cf. Wisse, “After the Synopsis,” .
Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, .
842 As Isenberg somewhat anachronistically puts it, “the original author . . . carries
on a polemic against ‘some who say’ things he opposes . . . but who are not present in
his classroom to respond,” and suggests that these people “are perhaps orthodox church
leaders” (Isenberg, “Introduction,” ).
843 Rudolph, “Response,” .
841
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ars.844 In Gos. Phil.’s discourse on the relationship between names, types,
or images and the realities they refer to, Rudolph sees a polemic “directed
against the official church and its understanding of Christian tradition,”
an “official church which uses wrong, false notions and names in order
to confuse the believers.”845 But is this really an apt description of the
target(s) of Gos. Phil.’s polemics? As we have seen in the discussion above,
the tractate seems rather to be engaged in outlining the relationship
between the ultimate realities and the names, types, and images that are
needed to gain any kind of access to them in this world. That Gos. Phil.
stresses the need for instruction in order to learn the proper meaning of
Christianity’s key symbols is not in any way at odds with what we find
in other Christian sources in the period when Gos. Phil. may have been
produced, and especially if we compare it with sources from the fourth
or fifth centuries.
One of the key passages that have been used to argue that Gos. Phil.
is a “Gnostic” text that has a polemical edge against Christianity is the
one which proclaims that the correctly initiated Christian, i.e., the one
who has received the name by means of the chrismation, has become a
Christ.846 Commenting on this passage, Borchert asks “who could wish
for more? But what true Christian would not be troubled by such a
wish?”847 Similarly, Pagels claims that “those who expected to ‘become
Christ’ themselves were not likely to recognize the institutional structures
of the church—its bishop, priest, creed, canon, or ritual—as bearing ultimate authority.”848 But are these scholars right in understanding these
passages in Gos. Phil. as having a polemical edge against “conventional
Christians” and institutional structures? As I have shown above, the passage in question is better understood as an argument for the importance
of receiving the Holy Spirit in connection with baptism, and especially
the effects of the chrismation, but without any specific polemical edge
844

See, e.g., Borchert, “Gnostic Threat”; Franzmann, “A Complete History,” –.
Rudolph, “Response,” .
846 See Gos. Phil. .–.
847 Borchert, “Gnostic Threat,” .
848 Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels, . Cf. also Pheme Perkins, who claims that “The
sacramental catechesis in Gos. Phil. insists that its rites transform the initiate into Christ
in contrast to those of conventional Christians which merely lend the name Christian
at interest.” Pheme Perkins, “Identification with the Savior in Coptic Texts from Nag
Hammadi,” in The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews
Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (ed. Carey C. Newman, et al.;
JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Cf. also ibid., , where she claims that “Gos. Phil.
criticizes conventional baptismal practices.”
845
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against “conventional Christians.” I have also shown above how this passage works within a rhetoric that in fact seems to argue in favour of a
hierarchical community organisation. Moreover, what we know of ritual interpretation from the first Christian centuries does not support
the identification of these views exclusively with “heretical” or “fringe”
groups, since these are viewpoints that are attested in the writings of
decidedly “orthodox” Church Fathers, overlooked by Borchert, Pagels
and others. The notion that the initiated Christians in a sense became
Christs is indeed widely attested in patristic sources.849
As Gaffron has noted, “es besteht kein Zweifel, daß Ph und seine
Gemeinde sich als Christen verstanden haben, und zwar völlig harmlos und ohne das Pathos anderer Gnostiker gegenüber den ‘Psychikern’
der Großkirche.”850 Moreover, Gaffron observed that “die gelegentlichen
Polemiken gegen Lehrmeinungen anderer christlicher oder gnostischer
Gruppen lassen sich jedenfalls nicht auf die Formel bringen: hie Orthodoxie—hie Häresie.”851 Granted, Gos. Phil. does engage in a polemic
against those who falsely call themselves Christian, those who have
merely borrowed the name, but in this it is no different from other patristic sources, and hence it does not necessarily imply any polemic specifically directed against the “orthodox / catholic / mainstream” Church.852 It
seems more likely that Gos. Phil. is simply engaged in a polemic against
certain other interpretations of key Christian theologoumena, rituals,
and symbols, but the identity of the Christian groups or individuals that
are the targets of its polemics are difficult to decide. I will nevertheless
point out some possibilities below, without in any way claiming this to
be a comprehensive overview.

849 For the identification of the initiated Christian as “Christ,” see, e.g., Tertullian,
On Baptism  (see Finn, Italy, North Africa, and Egypt); Cyril of Jerusalem, Baptismal
Catechesis  (see Finn, West and East Syria, –); Kilian McDonnell and George
T. Montague, Christian Initiation and Baptism in the Holy Spirit: Evidence from the First
Eight Centuries (nd rev. ed.; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, ), .
850 Gaffron, Studien, .
851 Gaffron, Studien, .
852 As Wilson has noted, “It is a striking fact that some of the closest parallels to the
Gnostic Gospel of Philip are to be found not in Gnostic texts but in Irenaeus, and not
in his extracts from Gnostic documents but in his own Demonstration of the Christian
faith” (Robert McL. Wilson, “Gnosis, Gnosticism and the New Testament,” in Le Origini
dello Gnosticismo: Colloquio di Messina – Aprile : Testi e Discussioni [ed. Ugo
Bianchi; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ],  n. ).
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.... Creed
We noted earlier that there might very well be an important credal
intertext to Gos. Phil., and the suggestion by Isenberg that this might
be an earlier relative of the Constantinopolitan creed of . Let us now
look closer at some of the indications that there may indeed be a credal
intertext to Gos. Phil., focussing here first and foremost on Christology.
It is outside of the scope of the present study to conduct any in-depth
analysis of Gos. Phil.’s relationship to early Christian creeds, so I will limit
myself to a few remarks on a couple of issues pertinent to the analyses
conducted above.
In the words of Gabriele Winkler, “Christological disputes resulted in
considerable efforts to clarify Jesus’ relationship to his Father.”853 Questions included whether Christ was to be regarded as pre-existent, whether
he was made or begotten, whether he received his sonship from his birth
from the Virgin Mary or from baptism, and of the relationship between
his human and divine elements. Some, for example, “stressed the beginning of Jesus’ Divine Sonship at the river Jordan: Jesus became the Christ
and was proclaimed the Son of God only by virtue of the Spirit who
descended on Jesus at his baptism,” while others “insisted on the preexistence of the Logos and his miraculous birth by the Virgin Mary
through the power of the Holy Spirit.”854 These are of course, as we have
seen, exactly the kind of issues that are discussed in Gos. Phil.
..... “Begotten, Not Made”
An especially conspicuous element in Gos. Phil. with regard to a possible
credal intertext and a clue to the tractate’s polemical context is its emphasis on the crucial differences between begetting and creating, and its focus
on the christological point that Christ was not made, but begotten. This is
indeed, as we have seen, a highly important aspect of Gos. Phil.’s rhetoric
since, by means of the blend the christian is a christ, it underlies
most of Gos. Phil.’s argument with regard to the efficacy of the Christian
rites of initiation. The relationship between the Father and the Son and
the subsequent father-son relations perpetuated through apostolic succession, where each generation of Christians is begotten and reborn as

853 Gabriele Winkler, “A Remarkable Shift in the th Century Creeds: An Analysis of
the Armenian, Syriac, and Greek Evidence,” in Studia Patristica : The th International
Conference on Patristic Studies met in Oxford from  to  Sept.  (ed. Elisabeth
A. Livingstone; StPatr :; Oxford: Pergamon Press, ), .
854 Winkler, “A Remarkable Shift,” .
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Christs by one of Christ’s successors, who are all begotten as sons and
beget as fathers, are without doubt of fundamental importance to the
sacramental theology of Gos. Phil., and as such among the tractate’s main
themes throughout, connecting its Christology and anthropology with
its mystagogy.
“Begetting” and “creating” were key terms in the Arian controversy
of the fourth century.855 In the early phases of the trinitarian debates of
the fourth century the focus was not so much on the trinity per se, as
it was on the relationship between the Father and the Son. One particularly important aspect of the controversy was the question of whether
the Son could be described as created by the Father, and the famous
statement that the Son was “begotten, not made” (γεννηντα ο" ποιη̄
ⲁⲛ) was introduced in the Nicene Creed
ντα / ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟϥ
especially to counter the “Arian” view which was anathematised at this
council.856 The matter was not finally settled by the decisions at Nicea,
however, but the debate raged on for the remainder of the century, with
shifting fortunes for those involved, in a historical process of baffling
complexity.857 It should be clear by now how this is relevant to Gos. Phil.,
for we have seen that the question of begetting versus creating is of central importance to this text. Indeed, the principle of “begotten, not made”
is in fact applied to a range of issues not confined to the simple relationship between God, the Father, and Christ, the Son. While a figure like
Athanasius, for example, focused on the relation between the first and the
second person of the trinity (God the Father, and Christ the Logos) and
argued against the Arians that Christ was not created, but begotten, and
hence was not a creature, but an offspring, Gos. Phil. takes this one step

855

Isenberg pointed out this in his doctoral dissertation (see Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,”
). On Arianism and the Arian controversy, see, e.g., Richard P.C. Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy, – (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, ); Rowan Williams, Arius: Heresy and Tradition (rev. ed.; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, ); Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to FourthCentury Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ); Grillmeier, From
the Apostolic Age; J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (th revised ed.; London: A & C
Black, ).
856 See, e.g., Grillmeier, From the Apostolic Age, ; Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, .
For the Coptic text of the Nicene creed, see M. Eugène Revillout, Le concile de Nicée,
d’après les textes coptes et les diverses collections canoniques (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale,
).
857 See, e.g., Hanson, The Search; R. Williams, Arius; Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy;
Grillmeier, From the Apostolic Age; Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines.
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further. While being in agreement with a position like that held by
Athanasius with regard to the relationship between the Father and the
Son, Gos. Phil. also applies this relationship to that between Christ and
the Christians, and to an interpretation of the rites of initiation, arguing
that a proper Christian initiation involves the begetting of new offspring,
new Christians, by a Father. In order to become a proper Christian, which
in this text involves an important element of deification, it is crucial that
when one becomes “a Christ” one must be begotten, not made, by way
of a line of apostolic succession by means of ritual initiation stretching
all the way back to Christ’s baptism in the Jordan—a baptism that is also
interpreted in terms of a begetting.
In addition, the passage Gos. Phil. .–, which discusses the difference between begetting (ϫⲡⲟ) and creating (ⲥⲱⲛⲧ) at length,858 seems
not only quite clearly to be dependent on the delineation of these important terms in the Arian debate, but we indeed find a close parallel in an
unidentified anti-Arian Coptic fragment in the Pierpont Morgan collection.859 The preserved fragment begins as follows:
ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲥⲱⲛⲧ
ⲛⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲁⲧⲥⲟⲛⲧϥ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲉϣϫⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲡⲟ
ⲉⲓⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲉϣϫⲉⲙⲛⲛⲥⲁⲡⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲇⲉ ⲁϥϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥⲟⲛⲧϥ
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲱⲥ

But as for us, we are creatures and those who have come into being through
us are creatures, but in God, the uncreated, his offspring is not a creature.
If he begat, then he did not create, but if he begat after the creation, how
was he created first and begotten afterwards?860
(Mb)

While this fragment does not draw the mystagogical and deificatory
implications from the christological “begotten, not made”-principle as
Gos. Phil. does, it does give us a discussion of the differences between
creating and begetting in highly similar terms and, as becomes clear from
the fragment as a whole, in a context where the anti-Arian nature of
this particular discussion and the post-Nicene date of the text is not in
doubt.861
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See the discussion above.
This is Pierpont Morgan Library Coptic Manuscript Mb, published by Leo
Depuydt in  as entry No. , an unattributed Homiletic Fragment (Depuydt, Catalogue, :).
860 Homiletic Fragment (Depuydt, Catalogue, :).
861 The text also makes reference to questions central to the Nestorian debate of the
fifth century.
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By implication, then, since, while Origen, for example, did hold the
Son to be begotten, the “theology of Origen’s day had not yet established
the distinction between creation and generation that was to prove so
crucial to the triadological debates of the following century,”862 it does
seem likely that this aspect of Gos. Phil. should not be dated earlier than
the Arian debate of the fourth century. Moreover, since this distinction is
of key importance in several of Gos. Phil.’s most central discussions, one
might indeed go so far as to say that there is an anti-Arian strand running
deep throughout Gos. Phil.
With regard to the use of begetting-imagery in Gos. Phil. it is also
worthy of note that it also describes “the children of the perfect man”
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
) as “these who do not die, but are always
(ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ),863 a statement
begotten” (ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲙⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
that looks very much like a reference to the doctrine of the eternal
begetting of the Son, a doctrine that is found especially in Origen and
in the Nicene Creed.864 Gos. Phil. seems to apply this doctrine not only
to Christ, but also, in accordance with the underlying the christian is
a christ blend, to each individual Christian, who as we have seen are
identified as “sons / children of the perfect man.”
..... The Virgin Birth
We have seen that Gos. Phil. is adamant that the Virgin Mary did not
conceive by the Holy Spirit. How does this stack up against the main
early Christian creeds? Most early Western creeds mention Christ’s birth
from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, but there were different ways
of putting it. Christ was either born “from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin
Mary” or “from the Holy Spirit, from the Virgin Mary.”865 Especially
interesting with regard to Gos. Phil., however, is the reading, first attested
by Jerome to have been used at Rimini in , which stated that Christ
862

Alexander Golitzin, Et introibo ad altare dei: The Mystagogy of Dionysius Areopagita, with Special Reference to Its Predecessors in the Eastern Christian Tradition
(Analekta Vlatadon ; Thessaloniki: Patriarchikon Idryma Paterikon Meleton, ),
. As L.G. Patterson notes, the distinctions in meaning between creating and begetting
“begin to become crucial with Athanasius” (L.G. Patterson, Methodius of Olympus: Divine
Sovereignty, Human Freedom, and Life in Christ [Washington, D.C.: Catholic University
of America Press, ],  n. , and cf. ).
863 Gos. Phil. .–. Cf. also Gos. Phil. .–, where Christ’s pre-existence is
stressed.
864 See, e.g., Grillmeier, From the Apostolic Age, –, .
865 The phrase used is mainly qui natus est de Spiritu sancto et Maria virgine, as in
the Milanese creed we know from Augustine, or qui natus est de Spiritu sancto ex Maria
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“was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born from the Virgin Mary.”866 This is
exactly the kind of interpretation of Christ’s virgin birth that is explicitly
rejected by Gos. Phil., and our tractate was by no means alone in rejecting
an interpretation along these lines. Rufinus, in his Commentary on the
Apostles’ Creed, stresses that Christ was “born by the Holy Spirit from
the Virgin,” and is adamant, like Gos. Phil., that this did not in any way
involve any defilement.867 The role of the Holy Spirit in this, according to
Rufinus, appealing to Ezek ., was to construct a temple for the Son in
the womb of Mary.868 In the Eastern creeds, on the other hand, we do not
find any close connection between the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary
prior to the Constantinopolitan Creed of . The Nicene creed does not
even mention the Virgin Mary, and the Council of Antioch, early in ,
simply stated that the “Son, the divine Logos,” was “born in flesh from
Mary the Mother of God and made incarnate.”869
We may thus conclude that Gos. Phil. is not in line with the kind
of addition made to the Apostles’ Creed in Rimini in , but it would
not have contradicted the Eastern type of creed on this point, and its
position may well have been compatible with Rufinus’ interpretation of
the nativity.
..... The Resurrection of the Flesh
We have seen that the resurrection occupies a prominent position in Gos.
Phil. and we saw in the analysis of Gos. Phil.’s views on the resurrection
that, although it interprets it in a less than intuitive fashion, Gos. Phil.
seems to take special pains to describe the resurrection in terms of the
̄
). But why does Gos. Phil. employ
exact phrase “in this flesh” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ
the language of arising “in this flesh” when what it is really advocating is
a resurrection in the flesh of Christ? We saw that the fact that Gos. Phil.
does not formulate its position that one must rise in the flesh of Christ
more clearly would seem to suggest that the wording “in this flesh” was
important in itself, which would again indicate that Gos. Phil. may be
referring to an important authoritative intertext. Could there in fact be a
credal formula underlying the use of this phrase in Gos. Phil.?
virgine, as in the Milanese creed of Ambrose and in the creeds of Aquileia, Ravenna, and
Turin (see Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, –), and indeed in the Apostolic Tradition
(see Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, ).
866 See Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, .
867 See Rufinus, Symb.,  in Kelly, Rufinus, .
868 See Rufinus, Symb.,  in Kelly, Rufinus, –.
869 See Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, .
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Granted, as all commentators on Gos. Phil. have duly noted, the resurrection was a hot topic in the doctrinal debates of the second century.
What has been largely ignored, however, is the fact that the topic returned
with a vengeance in the late fourth century, under the aegis of the Origenist controversy, and continued to be of great importance well into the
fifth.870 The question of the resurrection of the flesh became an especially
important point of contention in the Origenist controversy around the
end of the fourth century and the beginning of the fifth. In a letter targeting his former friend Rufinus in , Jerome states that
There are some who believe, they say, in the resurrection of the body. This
confession, if only it be sincere, is free from objection. But as there are
bodies celestial and bodies terrestrial . . . they use the word ‘body’ instead
of the word ‘flesh’ in order that an orthodox person hearing them say ‘body’
may take them to mean ‘flesh,’ while a heretic will understand that they
mean ‘spirit.’871
(Jerome, Ep. .)

Rufinus, for his part, replies that what rises in the resurrection “will be
this very flesh in which we now live. We do not hold, as is slanderously
reported by some men, that another flesh will rise instead of this; but
this very flesh.”872 In relation to these views, then, it is interesting to note
that Gos. Phil. actually affirms the resurrection “in this flesh” while in
fact holding that what rises is really another flesh—exactly the kind of
redefinition, then, that Rufinus is accused of and tries to defend himself
against.
J.N.D. Kelly suggests that the reason why many creeds refer to the
resurrection of the flesh rather than to the resurrection of the dead, the
form preferred by the New Testament, was in order to “counter antirealist interpretations of the doctrine of the resurrection.”873 Although
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See, e.g., Clark, The Origenist Controversy. Dechow notes that among Egyptian
monastics “the doctrine of resurrection still seems to have been in flux before Shenoute’s
time, despite Epiphanius’ polemic and the opposition from simpler Coptic monks to speculative eschatologies” (Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, –). See also D.W. Young,
“The Milieu of Nag Hammadi.” For examples of the fifth-century discussions of this
topic in Coptic, see, e.g., Shenoute, I Am Amazed, –, –; Shenoute, There is
Another Foolishness; Shenoute, God is Holy; Shenoute, Who Speaks Through the Prophets;
Shenoute, A.
871 English translation from Joanne E. McWilliam Dewart, Death and Resurrection
(Message of the Fathers of the Church ; Wilmington, Delaware: Michael Glazier, ),
.
872 Rufinus, Apology, –; English translation from Dewart, Death and Resurrection,
.
873 Kelly, Rufinus,  n. .
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the Nicene creed does not treat the resurrection of the dead at all, a
statement concerning the resurrection of the flesh is included in a number of other fourth- and fifth-century creeds both Eastern and Western.
According to Kelly, however, the addition of “this” before “flesh” “is peculiar to the Aquileian creed,” used by Rufinus.874 In his Commentary on the
Apostles’ Creed, Rufinus refers to this wording in order to argue in favour
of the resurrection of the material body. “The word ‘this’,” Rufinus states,
“refers to the actual flesh of the Christian who recites the creed.”875 Could
it be that Gos. Phil. is actually referring to a credal formula with the same
wording,876 which was originally introduced to counter the interpretation that it is not the material body that rises, in order to argue exactly
the opposite? This seems to be a distinct possibility, for it would not seem
to be necessary for Gos. Phil. to emphasise the need to rise in “this flesh” if
such a wording was not authoritative in itself, and thus taken for granted,
since the most intuitive interpretation of that phrase would run counter
to the one actually given by Gos. Phil. If we accept this conclusion, Gos.
Phil. may actually be trying to counter the intended effects of the introduction of the demonstrative “this” in the phrase “this flesh” by affirming
that of course we must rise “in this flesh,” while at the same time reinterpreting the phrase to suit its own interpretation of the resurrection that
does not, after all, involve the material flesh. The tractate might, in other
words, be engaged in a polemic against others who, like Rufinus claims to
be doing, use such a credal formula to argue in favour of the resurrection
of the material flesh.
A.H.C. van Eijk, however, argues that while Gos. Phil. expresses agreement with the formulas “σαρκ ς :ν;στασις and :ν;στασις ν (τB) σαρκ,” which he acknowledges “were accepted by the ‘orthodox’ church,”
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See Kelly, Rufinus,  n. .
Rufinus, Symb. , quoted from Kelly, Rufinus, . See also Symb.  (Kelly, Rufinus,
–). Kelly notes that one of the Origenist errors Rufinus was accused of was the
rejection of the resurrection of the flesh (see Kelly, Rufinus,  n. ). This prompted
Rufinus to state elsewhere that “I have made mention not only of the body, as to which
cavils are raised, but of the flesh: and not only of the flesh, but I have added ‘this
flesh.’ Further, I have spoken not only of ‘this flesh,’ but of ‘this natural flesh.’ I have
not even stopped here, but have asserted that not even the completeness of the several
members will be lacking. I have only demanded that, in harmony with the Apostle’s
words, it should rise incorruptible instead of corruptible, glorious instead of dishonoured,
immortal instead of frail, spiritual instead of natural; and that we should think of the
members of the spiritual body as being without taint of corruption or frailty” (Rufinus,
Apol. Orig., I., quoted from Kelly, Rufinus, – n. ).
876 See Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, .
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the tractate also criticises these formulas.877 I think, however, that it is
unnecessary to postulate any criticism of the formula itself on the part
of Gos. Phil. Instead, it is probably more correct to say that the tractate
takes pains to interpret the formula in a way that fits its overall theological system, while taking the formula itself for granted, even attacking
those who would deny it. It is diverging interpretations of the formula,
and especially attempts to use it to argue in favour of the resurrection
of the material flesh (which was indeed its intention) that is criticised.878
One indeed gets the impression that Gos. Phil. is here in a sense sailing
under false flag, giving the impression of affirming the doctrine of the
resurrection of the flesh, and thus conforming to accepted dogma, while
arguing what in reality amounts to the opposite. In the context of the late
fourth and early fifth century, this may, however, be quite understandable
in light of the increasing importance of being in line with the authoritative statements on key doctrinal issues. What we may be witnessing in
Gos. Phil. may thus be an act of redefinition of the doctrinal statement
concerning resurrection “in this flesh” in order to make it suit its own
quite distinct theological agenda.
As for Gos. Phil.’s interpretation of Scripture in its statements concerning the resurrection flesh, van Eijk noted in his  article on the resurrection in Gos. Phil. that the tractate “offers an interesting and original
interpretation” of  Cor :, “by linking the flesh and blood in  Cor
, with the flesh and blood of John ,–.”879 The reason why he
found this interpretation to be original was “because this surprising link
appears nowhere in the Christian (incl. gnostic) literature on the resurrection up to the end of the third century.”880 Since van Eijk assumed that
Gos. Phil. should be dated significantly earlier, he argued that because
“the link between the Eucharist and the resurrection appears in no other
Christian document before the third century, we may assume that the
877

See Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
Dwight Young has shown that Shenoute of Atripe was also engaged in polemics
regarding the resurrection of the flesh in ways corresponding to Gos. Phil. Commenting
on the similarities between a letter of Shenoute directed against “foolish notions” and
“senseless ideas” concerning the resurrection, Young notes that Gos. Phil.’s statement
concerning the necessity of rising in this flesh “was just as timely in Shenoute’s day as
it was when first written. The same argument was still taking place in communities along
the Nile” (see D.W. Young, “The Milieu of Nag Hammadi,” –). This leads Young to
conclude that “It may be the case that Shenoute was not aware of the existence of Philip,
but we need not dismiss the possibility” (ibid., ).
879 Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
880 Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
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author of Ev.Phil. when putting John , and  Cor. , together, drew
his awareness of the existence of such a link directly from the text of
John .”881 It is worth noting, however, that if we redate the text to the
fourth or fifth century, Gos. Phil. is not particularly original on this point
at all.
... Anti-Judaism and Associative Anti-Judaism
Isenberg has claimed that Gos. Phil. “does not engage in any rhetorical invective against the Jews.”882 But is this really the case? We have
seen repeatedly in the discussions above that there indeed seems to be a
noticeable polemic against Judaism throughout Gos. Phil. First and foremost, the initiation procedure of the Christians is contrasted with that of
the Jews. Borchert has rightly noted that in Gos. Phil.’s statement that “he
who has not received the Lord is a Hebrew still” (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲟ
ⲛⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲓ),883 “the term Hebrew is probably regarded as a derogatory title implying incompleteness or non-transformation.”884 According
to this tractate the Jewish initiation rites are inferior to the Christian ones
on a number of counts. Not only do the Jews not receive the Lord, but neither do they receive the Holy Spirit in initiation. In Gos. Phil. the reception of the Holy Spirit is closely connected to the chrismation interpreted
in terms of a father’s begetting of sons, and regarded as something that
bestows the quality of being a Christ. The Hebrews do not have a father,
and consequently they do not receive the Holy Spirit, nor do they become
Christs. And, as we have seen, due to this lack in their initiation rites Gos.
Phil. implies that like earthenware vessels cannot be remade, the Jews will
not be resurrected.
What Gos. Phil. seems to be doing is to highlight some important
aspects of Christian initiation and community organisation using Judaism rhetorically as the “other” by which it defines itself.885 Procreationand kinship-metaphors are in Gos. Phil. used to present Christianity
as patrilineal against the matrilineality of Judaism, and also to contrast
881

Eijk, “Gospel of Philip,” .
Isenberg, “Coptic Gospel,”  n. .
883 Gos. Phil. .–.
884 Borchert, “Literary Arrangement,” . Although Borchert suggests that “it may
have been used as a reference to ‘orthodox’ Christians, who did not receive the Lord in
the manner which Philip advocates,” he concedes that the passage “could be interpreted
without any Gnostic premises” (ibid., –).
885 Cf. Perkins, Gnosticism and the New Testament, .
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the begetting and birth of potentially “fertile” Christians through ritual initiation, over against Judaism’s mere creation of “infertile” proselytes. Moreover, the Hebrews / Jews represent not only contemporary
Jews, but also Judaism as the state prior to Christianity, both in a historical and in an individual sense, and Judaism is thus presented as having been superseded by Christianity. The differences between Jews and
Christians are also discussed in an unfortunately badly damaged part of
the manuscript:
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲓⲟⲩⲇ
̄
[ⲁⲓ . . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲛⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲕ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲱ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄ ⲛ[ . . . . . . . ] ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ[ . . . . . . . ] ⲡⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲙⲡ
˙̄ ˙ ˙
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄ ˙
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
ⲥⲉⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄

from the Jews [ . . . ] the Christians [ . . . ] these places are called [ . . . ] the
chosen race of [ . . . ] and the true man and the Son of Man and the seed
of the Son of Man. This true race is renowned in the world. These are the
places where the children of the bridal chamber886 dwell.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

The “children of the bridal chamber” must here be understood as the
Christians, and they seem to be contrasted with the Jewish people. Although the passage is riddled with lacunae, it seems probable that Gos.
̄
)
Phil. is here referring to the Christians as a “true race” (ⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
in direct polemics against the Jews who claim to be “the chosen race”
(ⲡⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲧⲡ).
We have also seen that Gos. Phil. connects the (old) Tree of Knowledge,
which brought death, with the Jewish law, and that the tractate rejects
the Jewish dietary restrictions. Interestingly, Gos. Phil. not only sets up
a dichotomy of the old and new trees of knowledge, the one being the
Jewish law and the other being identified with the cross and Christianity, however, but the same dichotomy is also presented in terms of wisdom:
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲭⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙ̄ ̄ ⲱ
̄ ̄ ⲑ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲭⲙ̄ ̄ ⲱ
̄ ̄ ⲑ̄ ̄ ⲉⲭⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙ̄ ̄ ⲱ
̄ ̄ ⲑ̄ ̄ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ ϩⲁⲡⲗⲱⲥ ⲉⲭⲙⲱⲑ
ⲇⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ {ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ} ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ
̄

Echamoth is one thing and Echmoth is another. Echamoth is simply
Wisdom, but Echmoth is the wisdom of death, which is the wisdom which
knows death, this which is called the little Wisdom.
(Gos. Phil. .–)
886

Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
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In light of how Gos. Phil. presents the old and the new knowledge,
then, we see here how the wisdom of death is similarly contrasted with
the true wisdom, the former thus being easily identified with Judaism,
and the latter with Christianity.887 This contrast between the old and new
wisdom is also reflected elsewhere in the tractate, in slightly different
terms. We are told twice that wisdom is “barren” (ⲥⲧⲓⲣⲁ),888 the second
time in highly allusive terms:
ⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧ[ⲉ ⲉⲣⲟ]ⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲥⲧⲓⲣⲁ ⲛⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲉ ⲧⲙⲁⲁ[ⲩ ⲛ̄ⲛⲁⲅ
̄ ]ⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
˙
˙
˙
The wisdom that is called the barren, she is the [mother of the an]gel[s]
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Scholars have come to different conclusions regarding the identity of
these angels.889 It is important, however, to note that the passage evokes
Isa :, especially as this passage is quoted and interpreted by Paul in
Galatians. Paul quotes Isa : at Gal ::
ϥⲥⲏϩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲫⲣⲁⲛⲉ ⲧⲁϭⲣⲏⲛ ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲉⲥⲙⲓⲥⲉ ⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲉⲁϣⲕⲁⲕ
̄
ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲙⲉⲥϯⲛⲁⲁⲕⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲥϩⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧ
̄ ⲥⲡϩⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ890

For it is written: Rejoice, barren one891 who does not bear; cry out and call
out, you who do not give birth, for she who does not have a husband has
many more children than she who has a husband.
(Gal :)
887

This passage has most often been interpreted in terms of the “Valentinian” doctrine
of the higher and lower Sophia’s (see, e.g., Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus
[],” ; Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach Philippus [],” ; Schenke, “The Gospel
of Philip,” ; Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ), but as Thomassen has rightly
noted, “Gos. Phil. merely comments on the Aramaic form of a commonly used term, just
as it does elsewhere with several other items of theological vocabulary,” and he also points
out that the distinction made here “does not correspond very well with the way the two
Sophias are described” in the heresiological sources (see Thomassen, “How Valentinian,”
; cf. also George W. MacRae, “The Jewish Background of the Gnostic Sophia Myth,”
NovT : []: ).
888 Gos. Phil. .–; .–.
889 Schenke, struggling to make the passage conform to his notion of “Valentinianism,”
comes to the conclusion that the angels must be the archons, on the basis of the following
argument: “Denn, da ja dieser Satz irgendwie in die valentinianischen Grundkategorien
hineinpassen muss, können die Engel diese Kinder nicht sein. Von den Engeln des Soter,
die die Bräutigame der Geistseelen und also natürlich auch selbst pneumatisch sind, ist sie
nicht die Mutter, und die Engel, als diren Mutter sie gelten kann, nämlich der Demiurg
und die übrigen Archonten, sind nicht pneumatisch. Gleichwohl können hier mit den
Engeln nur diese Archonten gemeint sein” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, ). In
the same vein, Wilson identifies these angels with “planetary powers” (see Wilson, The
Gospel of Philip, ).
890 γγραπται γ;ρ, Ε"φρ;νητι, στε&ρα J ο" τκτουσα, \ξον κα βησον, J ο"κ
]δνουσαY Cτι πολλ9 τ9 τκνα τς ρμου μ4λλον ^ τς χο7σης τ ν νδρα.
891 ⲁϭⲣⲏⲛ is the Coptic equivalent of στε&ρα.
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Both of these intertexts resonate well with the passage in Gos. Phil., but
especially the way Paul interprets the barren woman in Isa .892 In Isaiah
it is Jerusalem who is the barren woman, and Isa . is a promise of the
future restoration of the city.893 In other words, there will come a time
when the barren woman will have many more children than she who
is now doing well, who probably represents Babylon.894 Paul, however,
uses this verse in an allegorical interpretation of the story of Sarah and
Hagar in Genesis. In Paul’s interpretation the barren woman represents
Sarah and the other woman Hagar. Moreover, in Paul’s interpretation
Hagar further represents the old covenant and Sarah the new.895 Taking
our cue from the interpretation of the old and new wisdom / knowledge
elsewhere in Gos. Phil., where the old wisdom represents Judaism, and
the new wisdom represents Christianity, and blending it with Paul’s
allegorical interpretation in Galatians of the two women in Isa : as
the old and new covenant, Judaism and Christianity, the barren wisdom
who bears the angels according to the passage in Gos. Phil. may plausibly
be taken to represent Christianity. The identity of the angels may then
logically be understood as a reference to the Christians. This makes sense
in light of what we have seen above concerning both the Christians and
Christ being like the angels, and the passage also becomes yet another
example of Gos. Phil.’s anti-Jewish polemics, where the Christians, in full
accordance with Paul’s intertextual exegesis of Genesis in Gal  in light of
Isa :, have taken the place of the Jews as God’s chosen people, the “true
̄
) as Gos. Phil. puts it. It is thus Christianity that is
race” (ⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
the new wisdom, which is giving birth to the angelic race of Christians,
while Judaism by implication is obsolete as the old redundant wisdom
and covenant, as Judaism paradoxically becomes identified with Hagar
and Christianity with Sarah.896
892 On Paul’s interpretation of Isa , see, e.g., Martinus C. de Boer, “Paul’s Quotation
of Isaiah . in Galatians .,” NTS  (): –; Joel Willitts, “Isa , in Gal
,b–: Reading Genesis in Light of Isaiah,” ZNW  (): –; Richard B. Hays,
“ ‘Who Has Believed Our Message?’ Paul’s Reading of Isaiah,” SBLSP (): –;
Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University
Press, ), –.
893 See Boer, “Paul’s Quotation,” .
894 See Boer, “Paul’s Quotation,” .
895 See Boer, “Paul’s Quotation,” .
896 Cf. the analysis of Paul’s exegesis in Boer, “Paul’s Quotation,” –. Boer argues
that Paul is engaged in a polemic mainly directed against the Jewish Christians of the
Jerusalem community of James. Gos. Phil., however, seems to use Paul’s exegesis in a
polemical delineation of Christianity and Judaism.
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Elsewhere, Gos. Phil. also engages in a rhetoric in favour of the Christian idea of the ultimate sacrifice of Christ on the cross, making pagan
and Jewish sacrificial customs obsolete. Gos. Phil. points out that the
practice of animal sacrifice belongs to the pre-Christian era, and gives
a rather unique explanation:
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲗⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛ̄ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉ[ϩ]ⲛ̄[ⲑ]ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟ
˙̄ ˙ ˙˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ⲇⲉ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲁ[ⲩ] ⲛⲉⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟⲟⲩ
˙
̄
ⲉϥⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲱⲛϩ
ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟϥ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ

And animals were offered up to the powers, for those who were offered up
to were animals (themselves). They were offered up alive, but when they
were offered up they died. Man was offered up to God dead, and he lived.
(Gos. Phil. .–.)

Once again Gos. Phil.’s mirror-logic is at work. The reason why people
previously sacrificed animals was because they sacrificed to animals, and
not to gods. The tractate also returns to this theme at a later stage in
the text where it presents God as the opposite of the “animal” powers to
whom people previously sacrificed. Contrary to these, states Gos. Phil.,
God does not eat animals:
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲥⲉ[ϣⲱ]ⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙ[ⲉ] ⲛⲁϥ ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ
˙ⲛⲉϩ˙ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
˙ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ
˙̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲉⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲩ

God is a man-eater. Therefore man is [sacrificed] to him. Before man was
sacrificed, animals were sacrificed. For those to whom they sacrificed were
not gods. (Gos. Phil. .–.)897

God eats man, and that is why man was sacrificed to him. Man is here of
course to be understood as “the perfect man,” Christ, and the sacrifice is
the crucifixion. It should be noted that the use of the imagery of eating in
this passage also effectively identifies the crucified Jesus with food, and,
especially taken together with the rest of Gos. Phil.’s discourse around
food and eating, links this sacrifice firmly with the Eucharist. Understood
within Gos. Phil.’s logic of deification and succession, within the general
framework of the the christian is a christ blend, when one eats
the eucharistic sacrifice one is in a sense on the level of Christ, and by
extension God, as a perfect man consuming the perfect.
897 Cf. also Gos. Phil. .–.: ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡⲣⲱ[ⲙⲉ . . . ⲣⲣⲱ
̄ ]ⲙⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡ[ⲛ]ⲟⲩ[ⲧ]ⲉ
˙˙
˙ ⲥⲉⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲛ
̄ ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ
ⲛⲉϣϣⲉ
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲛⲣⲱ[ⲙ]ⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ
˙ ˙makes [man . . . men] make God. Thus
˙ in the world
(“God
ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
men make gods and they worship their creations. It would be appropriate for the gods to
worship the men”).
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In these passages, then, Gos. Phil. employs several by now familiar
motifs. Interestingly, it also turns this anti-sacrificial polemic898 into yet
another argument for the soteriological effects of the Christian sacraments, using its strategy of subverting the meaning of the concepts of
life and death. While the animals that were sacrificed were alive when
they were sacrificed and ended up dead, Christ was in a sense dead, i.e.,
not yet alive, when he was crucified, since it was his “death” on the cross
that actually led to life. Furthermore, the individual Christian is not fully
alive until he has experienced “the power of the cross” through the chrismation and the Eucharist—both of which are life-giving sacraments that
are linked to the crucifixion and the resurrection.
This reinterpretation of sacrifice, which basically rejects animal sacrifice in favour of Christ’s once-and-for-all sacrifice and its eucharistic
re-enactment, can be said to have a polemical edge towards contemporary pagan practice while at the same time presenting itself as superseding the old and now obsolete Jewish sacrificial practices. It should
be noted, however, that the chronological opposition of before and after
Christ is elsewhere in Gos. Phil. explicitly connected to the HebrewChristian dichotomy, a fact that would easily bestow an anti-Jewish
flavour to its discourse concerning the old and the new mode of sacrifice as well.
So, Gos. Phil. is acutely aware of the fact that Christianity sprang out
of Judaism and makes a point of presenting the latter as an earlier stage
of history that has now been superseded by the former. That this should
also mean that the apostles of Christ were in fact at one stage Hebrews is
also acknowledged:
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡⲉⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲛⲟϣ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ [ⲛ̄]ⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲓⲕⲟⲥ

“Mary is the virgin whom no power defiled.”899 It is a great oath of the
Hebrews,900 who are the apostles and [the] apostolic.
(Gos. Phil. .–)

Scholars have had trouble with this identification of the Hebrews, which
is clearly a negative term in the rest of the tractate, with the apostles,

898

This polemic is clearly based on Hebrews –.
For the phrase “the virgin whom no power defiled” (ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡⲉⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ), cf. also Hyp. Arch. .–, where a highly similar phrase is used of Norea, the
daughter of Eve.
900 Cf. Luke :, .
899
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who are clearly presented positively elsewhere in the text.901 The usual
understanding of the passage, along the lines of Isenberg’s translation
“She is a great anathema to the Hebrews, who are the apostles and [the]
apostolic men,”902 has caused scholars trouble, since it, quite out of step
with the rest of Gos. Phil., seems to give a negative evaluation of the
apostles. Scholars have usually tried to account for this by appealing
to the tractate’s supposedly composite nature and by regarding it as an
interpolation.903 The passage may correspond to the rest of the tractate,
however, if we take it to refer to “the apostles” (ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ) and “the
apostolic” ([ⲛ̄]ⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲓⲕⲟⲥ) as the good Hebrews, that is, those Hebrews
who were the first to become Christians. We have already seen that the
criterion for no longer being a Hebrew is to “receive the Lord.” Being the
first to “receive the Lord,” the Virgin Mary thus becomes in effect the first
Christian. However, what is meant by Gos. Phil.’s reference to Mary as
ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲛⲁⲛⲟϣ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄
remains unclear. The main problem is how to
understand the otherwise unattested term ⲁⲛⲟϣ. At present there seems
to be no better solution than to understand this as an unattested variant
spelling of ⲁⲛⲁϣ.904 If we understand ⲁⲛⲁϣ in its primary meaning of
“oath,” we may perhaps regard the entire phrase “Mary is the virgin whom
no power defiled” as an oath—understood as a powerful statement of
doctrine by the apostles and the apostolic? I thus take ⲉⲥ- in ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ to
refer not strictly to Mary, but to the entire phrase, or simply to the dogma
of Mary as a virgin undefiled by the powers.905

901 This is in no small part due to the common translation of ⲁⲛⲟϣ as “anathema.” See
note above for discussion. Siker claims that the use of the term “Hebrews” here refers to
“non-gnostic Christians” (Siker, “Gnostic Views,” ).
902 See Layton and Isenberg, “Gospel According to Philip,” .
903 See, e.g., Thomassen, “How Valentinian,” .
904 The likelihood of this is supported by the spellings ϫⲟϩⲙⲉⲥ and ϫⲟϩⲙⲟⲩ at :
and  instead of ϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ and ϫⲁϩⲙⲟⲩ respectively (although we do find the spelling
ϫⲁϩⲙⲉⲥ at :). Giversen instead suggests reading ⲛⲛⲁⲛⲟϣ
̄
not as ⲛⲛ
̄ -ⲁⲛⲟϣ, but as ⲛ̄ⲛⲁ-ⲛⲟϣ, understanding ⲛⲟϣ as the plural qualitative of ⲁϣⲁⲓ, rather than reading ⲁⲛⲟϣ
as an unattested variant of ⲁⲛⲁϣ, and translates “idet hun er herre over dem, der tilhører
hebræernes mængder, det vil sige apostlene og de apostoliske” (see Giversen, Filipsevangeliet,  n. ; Crum b). Kasser has suggested that ⲁⲛⲟϣ should be understood here
as “crown” (See Rodolphe Kasser, Compléments au Dictionnaire Copte de Crum [Bibliothèque d’études coptes ; Cairo: Publications de l’Institut français d’archéologie orientale,
], –).
905 Cf. Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, . Schenke’s overall solution is somewhat
different, however, translating: “Maria ist die Jungfrau, die keine Macht besudelt hat.—
Für die Hebräer, das heißt (für) die Apostel und die Apostelanhänger, ist es in höchstem
Maße verdammungswürdig” (Schenke, Das Philippus-Evangelium, , ).
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Finally, we may also recall that Gos. Phil. reinterprets circumcision, by
understanding Abraham’s circumcision as simply a call to “destroy the
flesh,”906 and there may possibly be a critique of Jewish Sabbath practices
underlying the badly damaged section Gos. Phil. .–. In summary it
seems quite clear that Gos. Phil. devotes much space to discourses delineating Christianity from Judaism, both with regard to ritual practice, ritual efficacy, historical destiny, and soteriology. Now, the question is, to
what degree are the anti-Jewish polemics of Gos. Phil. directed specifically towards the Jews themselves? The fact that Gos. Phil. polemicises
against Judaism and Jewish practices in a polemic that may have other
Christians both as its primary intended audience and its main targets
does not automatically make the tractate’s descriptions of Jews simply
into descriptions of other Christians.907 Gos. Phil.’s anti-Jewish polemics
would for instance be easily understandable in a hypothetical general
milieu in which there was a relatively strong Jewish presence, that is, in
an environment where actual Jews and Judaism would be well known to
the Christian audience. Perhaps one might even suggest the presence of a
certain competition between Judaism and Christianity underlying some
of the rhetoric of Gos. Phil., and consequently a need to argue the case
for the supersession of the former by the latter? There are many possible
locations that would fit such a description, as there were strong Jewish
communities all over the Roman empire and beyond, the greatest number being in Egypt, Syria, Asia Minor, and Rome.908 There was close contact between Christians and Jews well into the fifth century,909 and thus
throughout the period of Gos. Phil.’s possible authorship, and we know
that as late as the late fourth century, many Christians even attended Jewish synagogues.910

906

See Gos. Phil. .–.
Contrary to Siker, “Gnostic Views.”
908 See, e.g., Robert L. Wilken, Judaism and the Early Christian Mind: A Study of Cyril
of Alexandria’s Exegesis and Theology (Yale Publications in Religion ; New Haven: Yale
University Press, ), .
909 See Wilken, Judaism, .
910 See Robin Darling Young, “Judaism and Christianity,” EEC: . It may also be noted
that the Adversus Judaeos genre was popular in the fourth century and beyond, especially
in the east where the jewish presence was strongest. As Young states it, church leaders
in this period tried to “dissuade Christians from an apparently customary association
with Jews, including participation in Jewish festivals, consultaion of rabbis, and reverence
for Jewish scriptures” (ibid., ). On this genre, see, e.g. A. Lukyn Williams, Adversus
Judaeos: A Bird’s-Eye View of Christian Apologiae Until the Renaissance (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, ).
907
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However, there are also strong indications that Gos. Phil.’s anti-Jewish
polemics are at least not exclusively directed against the Jews themselves.
By reading Gos. Phil. in the context of the Arian crisis of the fourth century, we see that Arianism is easily called to mind by way of the pervasive focus in Gos. Phil. on begetting versus creating, which is subsequently connected to Judaism by the tractate’s explicit contrasting of
Christianity (i.e., its own brand of Christianity) with Judaism on this
very issue. This does not mean, however, that Gos. Phil. refers only to
other Christians and not to Jews or Judaism, as some scholars have suggested.911 What it means is that the text’s explicit references to Jews and
Judaism may easily have been read as simultaneously associating contemporary inner-Christian opponents with the practices and beliefs of
the Jews, with all the negative implications entailed by such an identification.
Association of Arians and other Christian heretics with Jews was in
fact a common rhetorical strategy in patristic literature. Athanasius, for
example, often attacked the Arians by way of anti-Jewish polemics.912
David Brakke shows how Athanasius had no problems lumping together
“Jews, Arians, Melitians, and all other ‘heretics’ ” in the same box and
thus often polemicises against these groups at the same time.913 A good
example of this is when Athanasius in his th Festal Letter connects the
Jews who mock Christ, asking him to come down from the Cross if he
really is the Son of God, with the Arians and the Melitians, stating that
“the Arians and their parasites the Melitians envied these evils, for they
procured for themselves the ignorance of the Jews.”914
Brakke tries to contextualize Athanasius’ polemics even more specifically, suggesting that with the Jewish quarter being not far from the
church where Arius was ministering, “Athanasius’ polemical associations
of the Arians with the Jews may have had additional force within the
topography of urban Alexandria.”915 Certainly, in such a historical context, we may safely assume that the possibility of associating the Arians
911

See e.g. Siker, “Gnostic Views.”
For instance, Athanasius argues that in making Christ a creature and denying his
divinity, the Arians also deny the resurrection, leaving Christ dead. Thus, Athanasius
argues, the Arians manage to do what the Jews had hoped to accomplish, thus making
the two groups equivalent (see David Brakke, “Jewish Flesh and Christian Spirit in
Athanasius of Alexandria,” JECS : []: ).
913 Brakke, “Jewish Flesh,” .
914 See Brakke, “Jewish Flesh,” .
915 Brakke, “Jewish Flesh,” .
912
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with the Jews would spring easily to mind. However, the presence of
actual Jews in the vicinity is of course not a necessary precondition for
the rhetorical effectiveness of the Judaism / Arianism connection, for the
association of one’s opponents with Jews was common practice in Christianity from a very early stage. Miriam Taylor calls it “associative antiJudaism,” which she defines as “the adaptation of anti-Judaic symbols
by the writers of the early church in attempts to discredit views within
the church which they oppose.”916 She states further that “in associating an opponent with Jewish faults or characteristics, the authors of the
church symbolically associated a position with the typical traits known
from salvation history as characteristic of that which was archetypically
obsolete and typically wrong.”917 This is a practice that is evident in the
writings of Athanasius, and other patristic authors, and it is also what
we find in Gos. Phil., whose anti-Jewish polemics would certainly reflect
badly on the ritual practices of those who did not share its own christological and mystagogical views. Indeed, the way in which Gos. Phil.
presents a dichotomy between proper Christian initiation where there
takes place a begetting of new Christians (presented as Christs, even),
and Jewish proselyte initiation, which is presented in terms of creating,
rather than begetting, could very well be read as disparaging the efficacy of Arian ritual practice—in effect stating that their ritual initiation,
like Jewish proselyte initiation, only amounts to creation, and is thus not
proper Christian initiation. Indeed, such a polemical inference would
suggest that any apostolic succession claimed by Arians and their supporters would be null and void. It would thus amount to a rather strong
criticism of their ritual practice argued as a consequence of their Christology.

. Concluding Discussion
We have seen throughout this chapter that the parallelism between Christ
and the initiated Christian is fundamental to the sacramental theology of
916 Miriam S. Taylor, Anti-Judaism and Early Christian Identity: A Critique of the
Scholarly Consensus (StPB ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Taylor’s concept of “associative anti-Judaism” is indebted to Efroymson’s notion of rhetorical anti-Judaism (see
David P. Efroymson, “Tertullian’s Anti-Jewish Rhetoric: Guilt by Association,” USQR
: []: –). Efroymson discusses Tertullian’s “rhetorical device of associating
an opposing position, and his opponents themselves, with Judaism” (ibid., ).
917 Taylor, Anti-Judaism, .
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Gos. Phil. Its Christology is reflected in its anthropology and vice versa.
So, to sum up, what may we say about the Christology, anthropology, and
sacramental soteriology of Gos. Phil.?
.. Christology and Anthropology
First of all, we saw that Christ, or at least the Logos and the Holy
Spirit, is pre-existent. Secondly, Gos. Phil. affirms the virgin birth of
Jesus from Mary, but this is probably not to be understood as a birth
of the complete Saviour, which seems to require a second, baptismal,
birth in the river Jordan. The Logos, however, is seemingly born from
Mary in a material body, a material body that derives from the Virgin
and Joseph. At his subsequent baptism in the Jordan, the Logos is then
united in a baptismal anointing with the Holy Spirit who is described
̄
ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄), at which
as “the virgin who came down” (ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϩⲉⲓ
point his true body comes into being. Christ thus seems to consist of
the Logos, referred to as his flesh, and the Holy Spirit, referred to as
his blood, within a material body. By all accounts the Logos-flesh of
Jesus seems to take on the role of his true flesh and “glory” which is
revealed at his transfiguration on the mountain. This Logos-flesh also
seems in a way to be equivalent to his soul, or at least to be presented
as a counterpart of Adam’s soul. This constitution lasts from the Jordan
baptism until the crucifixion, where Christ’s divinity is separated from
his humanity, i.e., when the Logos-Holy Spirit pair is separated from the
material body. This separation on the cross may also be interpreted as a
resurrection, but is also crucially interpreted as a life-giving death, which
is intimately connected to an interpretation of the Eucharist as both the
food of immortality, the acquisition of the perfect man, a unification
and mingling with the divine, and a perfect life-giving sacrifice that
supersedes previous sacrificial cult.918
In its basic outline, the Christology of Gos. Phil. thus corresponds to
statements put in Jesus’ mouth in a text witnessed by a small parchment fragment from Upper Egypt and recently published by Charles

918 This is in stark contrast to Wilson, who claims that the Christ of Gos. Phil. “comes not
to save the world by giving his life but to restore things to their proper places and become
the father of a redeemed progeny. Deliverance comes through knowledge, not through the
sacrifice of Calvary” (Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, –). As in other Christian sources
all of these aspects are of crucial importance in Gos. Phil., and there is rather less focus
on “knowledge” as such than on the crucifixion.
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Hedrick.919 In this fragment, referred to by Hedrick as a “revelation
discourse,” Jesus describes himself in the following terms:
ⲛⲧⲁⲉ
ⲓⲉ̀ ⲓ ̀ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
ⲉⲛⲟⲩϩⲙ ⲉⲙⲟ[ⲩ] ⲧⲁⲙⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
ⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̀
̀
̀
̀
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲡⲱⲣ
ϫ̀ ⲉⲧⲁⲙⲛ̀ⲧⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲛⲧⲁϥⲉ
ⲓ̀
̀
̀ ˙ ˙ ˙ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲓⲕⲉ
̀ ˙ ˙ⲛⲃⲁ
̀ ⲗ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ̀ ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
̀
̀
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲙⲡⲉ
ϯϣⲟⲟⲡ̀ ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲉ
ⲓⲱⲧ
ϩⲁⲑⲏ˙ ⲛⲭⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ
ⲛⲓⲙ̀ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̀
̀ ⲓⲱⲧ
̀
̀
̀
̀
̀
̀
ⲉⲥϩⲏⲡ ϩⲉ ⲡⲁⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲁⲥⲁⲛⲓⲭⲉ
. ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲡⲱ
ⲣϫ
ⲛ̀ⲧⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲓⲕⲉ
̀ ⲙⲙⲟ
̀ ⲓ̀
̀
̀
̀ ⲉⲧⲁⲙ
̀
̀
̀ ⲛⲃⲁⲗ
̀
˙˙˙ ˙
ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲛⲓⲟⲩ[ⲇ]˙ⲁⲓ ⲧⲁⲗⲟⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⳁ̄ ⲟ̄ ⲥ̄ ̄
˙˙
I came to this world to save from [death]. My bodily divinity within did
not separate from my humanity for a twinkling of an eye. I am the first
Logos which came from the Father. I am with my Father before all time,
my divinity within being hidden as my inside. It did not separate from my
humanity for a twinkling of an eye. It was constant in me until the Jews
lifted me up on the cross.920

Just as in Gos. Phil., the Logos is pre-existent. Just as in Gos. Phil.,
his divinity is hidden inside his humanity and only separates at the
crucifixion, and just as in Gos. Phil., Jesus has “come to this world to save
ⲉⲛⲟⲩϩⲙ ⲉⲙⲟ[ⲩ]).
from [death]” (ⲉⲓ ̀ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̀
˙˙
˙ ˙ ˙ of Christ’s
But it is not only the combination
divinity with his humanity
that is important in Gos. Phil., but also the composition of the divinity
itself, that is, the union of the Logos and the Holy Spirit. Interestingly,
the Holy Spirit is, as we have seen, described both as Christ’s mother and
his partner,921 an idea that is paralleled by Gos. Phil.’s description of the
Virgin Mary and Mary Magdalene:
ⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲙⲛⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉⲥⲥⲱⲛⲉ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲏⲛⲏ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲉϥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲉ
ⲧⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉϥϩⲱⲧⲣⲉ ⲧⲉ

There were three who walked with the Lord always: Mary, his mother, and
her sister and Magdalene,922 who is called his companion. For Mary was
his sister and his mother and his partner.923
(Gos. Phil. .–)
919 Charles W. Hedrick, “A Revelation Discourse of Jesus,” Journal of Coptic Studies 
(): –.
920 These are lines – in the fragment published by Hedrick (see Hedrick, “A Revelation Discourse,” ). The translation is my own.
921 The idea of the Holy Spirit as mother is also found in the Gospel of the Hebrews
(the relevant passage is cited in Origen, Comm. Jo., .; Hom. Jer., .; Jerome, Comm.
Micah, .; Comm. Is., .; Comm. Ezek., .; see Vielhauer and Strecker, “JewishChristian Gospels,” , and cf. Margaret Barker, The Great Angel: A Study of Israel’s
Second God [Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, ], ), and is widespread in the Syrian tradition (see, e.g., Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, –
; Brock, Holy Spirit, –).
922 Cf. John :; Matt :–; Mark :–.
923 Either the text is here corrupt and we should emend the first reference to a sister
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Antti Marjanen has argued that “the triple function of Mary shows that
no historical person is meant. She is to be seen as a mythical figure who
actually belongs to the transcendent realm but who manifests herself in
the women accompanying the earthly Jesus.”924 A major problem with
this conclusion, however, is that it ignores the fact that a similar blending
of the Marys is also found in patristic sources.925 Ephrem the Syrian, for
example, can state that:
It is clear that Virginity is greater
and nobler than ‘Holiness’,
for it was she who bore the Son
and gave him milk from her breast;
it was she who sat at his feet
and did him service by washing;
At the cross she was beside him,
and in the resurrection she saw him.926

(HArm. , –)

In this way Ephrem blends the Virgin Mary with Mary Magdalene, Mary
of Bethany and the sinful woman in Luke .927 There is thus no reason
to assume that Gos. Phil. disregards the historicity of the Marys. Instead
it seems more likely that the tractate is once again pointing out some
of the deeper meanings inherent in the details of Jesus’ earthly life. In
this case the deeper meaning seems to be that just as Jesus has Mary as
mother, companion, and sister, so also he has the Holy Spirit as mother,
companion, and sister.
The anthropology and soteriology of Gos. Phil. seem to correspond
closely to its Christology. Just as Jesus did not become the complete Christ
until his reception of the Holy Spirit in his baptismal anointing, when his
body truly came into being, so too the Christian only becomes a Christ
upon receiving the Holy Spirit by means of a baptismal chrismation. Then

from ⲧⲉⲥⲥⲱⲛⲉ (“her sister”) to ⲧⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲉ (“his sister”), or Gos. Phil. holds Jesus’ sister
Mary to also have been his mother’s sister. The latter is in fact a possibility that is attested
in certain later patristic writers, who has Mary the sister of Jesus marry Joseph’s brother,
and her uncle, Clophas, and thus also become the sister of Jesus’ mother (see Richard
Bauckham, “Salome the Sister of Jesus, Salome the Disciple of Jesus, and the Secret Gospel
of Mark,” NovT : []:  n. ).
924 Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, .
925 See, e.g., Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, –, –.
926 Translation quoted from Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, .
927 Cf. Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom,  n. . Such a blending of the Marys
is not peculiar to Ephrem, but is also found in other Syrian sources (see Murray, Symbols
of Church and Kingdom, ).
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he becomes “a perfect man”—“a Christ.”928 In this process the soul of the
initiate, like the Logos of Christ, unites with the Holy Spirit that is given
as a gift and receives “the name.” And corresponding to the way in which
Christ’s divinity, his true flesh and blood, is separated from the material
body at the crucifixion, so too the material body of the Christian dies,
while it is the Christlike resurrection body consisting of Logos-flesh and
Holy Spirit-blood that rises.
.. Transformation and Deification
Crucially connected to the parallelism between Christ and the individual Christian is also the deificatory focus of Gos. Phil.’s sacramental
soteriology. As Gos. Phil. describes the rituals of baptism, chrismation,
and Eucharist, their primary effect is the transformation of the individual into a Christ and unity with him. Transformation into Christ is
the goal, and the rituals of baptism, chrismation, and Eucharist are the
means.
Gos. Phil. summarises important aspects of both the goal and the
means in its description of Christ’s transfiguration before his disciples on
the mountain. In what amounts to a prefiguration of the resurrection,
he there shows himself in his glory to the disciples by making them
great so that they will be able to see him as he truly is. There is an
important logic of reciprocity at work here, where one becomes what
one sees and sees what one has become, which is also mirrored in Gos.
Phil.’s eucharistic theology where one becomes what one eats and eats
what one has become. Another expression of this is the description of
the fact that one joins, unites, and has communion with what one has
become, and likewise becomes what one joins, unites, or has communion
with. Another aspect of the logic of reciprocity in Gos. Phil. is that of
paradoxical inversion, most notably the bringing of life through death
to counter the original establishment of death through life, and the
reunification of the original separation that is itself achieved by means
of a separation.

928 Gabriele Winkler has noted that “even at the epiclesis of a number of Syrian
anaphoras, the Holy Spirit manifests himself par excellence at Jesus’ baptism, and at the
same time the text of the epiclesis is silent about the role of the Holy Spirit at Jesus’
incarnation!” (Winkler, “A Remarkable Shift,” –). This corresponds to what we
find in Gos. Phil. where the Holy Spirit does not play any role in relation to Jesus’ birth
from the Virgin Mary, but only comes into the picture at his baptism.
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This logic of reciprocity is balanced by the equally important logic of
procreation and kinship, and succession through descent. The transformation of new converts into Christs / Christians is perpetuated through a
system of apostolic succession through ritual procreation and the simultaneous establishment of a kinship with Christ, God, and other ritually
initiated Christians. It is the exposition, by means of a wide range of
complex conceptual and metaphorical blends, of the function and significance of the Christian rites of baptism, chrismation, and Eucharist in
this process of ritual generation and transformation that is the central
focus of Gos. Phil.
In sum it seems quite clear from the analysis in the present chapter
of how Gos. Phil. presents its complicated sacramental soteriology, here
outlined in terms as simple as possible, that Wilson’s early assessment
that Gos. Phil. “gives the impression of being the work of one who knows
the language without having penetrated very deeply into the content of
Christian thought,”929 cannot be sustained.

929

Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, .

chapter five
CONCLUSION:
THE EXEGESIS ON THE SOUL AND THE
GOSPEL OF PHILIP COMPARED
All that an interpretation may do
is to render the pattern of meaning
insightful. To the intense oscillation of
sense and sensibility it cannot really do
full justice and must necessarily remain
poor and superficial in comparison
to the text and its reading experience.
That is why readers feel they have to
return to the text itself and experience
its richness over and over again.1

. The Perspective of the Present Study
At an early stage of Nag Hammadi research Robert M. Grant drew a
parallel to the study of the New Testament, stating that “just as we now
suppose that Matthew, for example, had not only scissors and paste,
but a mind of his own, so even a Gnostic evangelist had some idea of
what he was trying to say; his work deserves to be treated as a whole
before it is excavated for sources.”2 The aim and method of the present
study has indeed been to treat the two selected Nag Hammadi texts as
far as possible on their own terms as complete and coherent literary
expressions. In studies of the Nag Hammadi texts, including Gos. Phil.
and Exeg. Soul, the texts themselves and their own internal logic have
often come to play second fiddle to the wealth of comparative material,
mostly heresiological, that has been adduced to shed light upon them.
In this study I have therefore chosen instead to focus on the internal
logic of Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul, and have thus tried to analyse how they
1 Willie van Peer, “Hidden Meanings,” in Contextualized Stylistics: In Honor of Peter
Verdonk (ed. Tony Bex, et al.; DQR Studies in Literature ; Amsterdam: Rodopi, ),
.
2 Grant, “Two Gnostic Gospels,” –.
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make sense on their own terms, that is, in a reading that takes seriously
the production of meaning that arises from the interplay with Scripture
created by the quotations and allusions that pervade them.
In line with this approach I have also chosen not to try to explain
the various features of Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul on the basis of other
Nag Hammadi texts, not wanting to explain one unknown quantity on
the basis of another. What I will do, however, in this final chapter, is to
compare Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul with each other. The analysis in the
preceding chapters have implicitly brought to light both similarities and
differences between these two texts, many of which were not apparent
prior to this analysis. So, from the perspective of the preceding analysis,
what are the similarities and differences between them?

. Literary Structure
First of all, the obvious difference in literary structure must be mentioned. While Exeg. Soul is a text which has a relatively clear narrative
structure, starting with a mythological story that runs through most of
the text, interspersed with long scriptural quotations, before ending in
an extended paraenetical section, Gos. Phil. sports no narrative structure, indeed no easily discernible literary structure at all. Moreover, while
Exeg. Soul’s interplay with Scripture is dominated on the surface by a significant number of extended Old Testament quotations, Gos. Phil. has
only a limited number of short quotations. Both texts are soaked through
with especially New Testament allusions, however. The tone of the two
texts is also decidedly different. Exeg. Soul is most of all paraenetical,
with no discernible polemics,3 while Gos. Phil., on the other hand, has
a clear polemical edge against what seems to be several opposing groups
and / or points of view. Moreover, contrary to Exeg. Soul’s pervasive focus
on repentance, there is no single discernible focus in Gos. Phil., but rather
a selection of different threads of discourse that are woven unpredictably
but suggestively together throughout the course of the text.

3

Cf. Sevrin, L’Exégèse de l’âme, ; Kasser, “La gnose,” .
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. Conceptual and Intertextual Blending
We saw in chapters  and  that Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. are structured
around different overarching conceptual blends. In Exeg. Soul the soul
is a woman underlies the whole mythological narrative and paraenetic
discourse, while in Gos. Phil. the Christian is a Christ serves a similar
function, being the vital principle that unites the various strands of
this complex and multi-faceted text. A significant difference between
these two conceptual blends, which also contributes to the significant
difference in complexity between the two texts, is the fact that while
the soul is a woman is a single-scope blend, where the woman input
structures the soul input, the Christian is a Christ is a double-scope
blend where the two inputs mutually structure each other. In Exeg. Soul
the concept and life of the soul is presented in terms of the ICM of
woman, but not vice versa. In Gos. Phil. one is led to understand the
life and ritual practice of the Christian as structured by the knowledge
of Christ, but also the other way around, its Christology is informed by
knowledge of the Christian life and liturgy.

. Bodily Based Cognitive Models
We have seen that both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. base much of their
rhetoric on conceptual blends grounded in embodied experience. In both
texts conceptual blends relating to sexuality and procreation are central
features, as is related imagery of marriage, adultery and prostitution. In
Exeg. Soul the soul is described as a woman who leaves her father’s house
and a stable marriage for a life of prostitution and adultery, losing her
virginity and attaining physically masculine properties in the process.
The soul’s way to salvation involves regaining her perfect femininity and
virginity and re-marrying her perfect husband. In order to be eligible
for the marriage with Christ the soul needs to be feminised, and once
married to him, she must stay as his wife. The soul’s repentance and
return to complete devotion to Christ is thus described as a process
of feminisation, and is possibly to be understood, at least partly, as a
metaphorical description of ritual initiation. Life without total devotion
to Christ is, on the other hand, described in Exeg. Soul as prostitution
and adultery.
Exeg. Soul also plays on the soul’s metaphorical femininity to exploit
the imagery of birth in several ways. Not only is the soul’s conversion and
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renewal described in terms of her being reborn, but the seed received
by the soul in her communion with Christ also causes her to bear good
children, in contrast to the imperfect offspring she bore as a result of her
communion with the adulterers. The soul not only gives birth to good
children, however, but also to herself, which may be understood in terms
of the internal effort of the soul that is needed also after the reception of
Christ, the bridegroom, and the spirit / seed, in order to attain salvation.
And salvation, mirroring the primordial fall, is described in terms of an
ascent back into Heaven.
In Gos. Phil., by contrast, salvation does not come about by feminising
the soul, quite the contrary. To be able to unite with Christ, which is
also a major goal in Gos. Phil., one is instead required to become like
̄
), and to
Christ, who is described as the “perfect man” (ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
become a Christ one must go through rituals first revealed / performed
by Christ “in a mystery” (ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
). In a sense, then, we may say
that while in Exeg. Soul the soul is turned into a perfect bride, in Gos.
Phil. it becomes the perfect bridegroom. While in Exeg. Soul the soul is
described as a bride marrying Christ the bridegroom, in Gos. Phil. the
bridegroom appears to be the Logos and the bride the Holy Spirit. In
addition, however, Gos. Phil. also uses the ICM of marriage to shed light
on the union between the individual Christian and Christ, as respectively
bride and bridegroom, in order to highlight the need to stay faithful to
Christ as opposed to having one’s heart (ϩⲏⲧ) set on the world (ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ),
metaphorically understood as an adulterer (ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ). In this sense Gos. Phil.
comes close to the kind of rhetoric employed in Exeg. Soul, presenting
unfaithfulness to Christ in terms of adultery and prostitution. In Gos.
Phil., however, this is not the major point it is in Exeg. Soul.
For its part, Gos. Phil. focuses more on the contrast between begetting
and creating, and on begetting in the context of kinship and succession,
than on the specific event of birth, but does nevertheless also refer to
the latter in a metaphorical description of ritual initiation. Moreover,
as is the case with the soul who in Exeg. Soul bears bad children with
the adulterers and good children with Christ, in Gos. Phil. as well one’s
offspring resemble their father. Children emerging from communion
with Christ resemble Christ, while communion with others, or even
mental focus on others, makes for children resembling them instead. In
both texts, then, the need for total faithfulness to Christ is stressed, by
means of metaphors of marriage, procreation, and adultery.
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. Christology and Anthropology
The connection between Christology and anthropology is, as we have
seen, a major concern in Gos. Phil. But how does Gos. Phil.’s anthropology
and Christology compare with those underlying Exeg. Soul? Now, the
latter text does not really focus on Christology, making it difficult to
compare the two texts in this regard, but some comments are nevertheless
in order.
The focus in Exeg. Soul is on the soul’s life in the body, her repentance,
conversion, and marriage with Christ. The anthropology presupposed by
this text seems quite simple. There is a material body and a soul, but
no mention of any spirit or nous as a part of the human constitution
prior to initiation into Christianity. A “life-giving spirit” is given by Christ
as a seed, however, being his crucial gift to the soul facilitating her
salvation, and the tractate subsequently refers to praying to the Father
with the “spirit which is within” (ⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ).4 The soul in
Exeg. Soul is pre-existent, however, existing from the beginning in a malefemale symbiotic relationship with her husband, identified with Adam
in Genesis. When she leaves him, she falls into a material body. Her
conversion involves becoming a perfect submissive virgin bride, thus
enabling her to marry her true bridegroom, Christ, who is presented as
the new Adam. Salvation then follows his gift of the spirit to the soul and
is described in terms of birth, rebirth, renewal, resurrection, and ascent.
As we have seen, Exeg. Soul is not overly concerned with christological
matters, being content to describe Christ as a bridegroom and the new
Adam, saving the female soul by marrying her and impregnating her with
the lifegiving spirit. This is a long way from the complex Christology
of Gos. Phil., which stresses the point that Christ, as he is manifested
in the material world, is constituted by a union of the Logos and the
Holy Spirit, within a material body. In Exeg. Soul on the other hand,
there is no mention of a Logos, and the relationship between Christ and
the Holy Spirit is rather vague. However, in both texts the reception
of the spirit is crucial for salvation. Exeg. Soul describes it as a gift
given by Christ, but does not specify when it is given, and describes its
effects simply as life-giving and renewing. Gos. Phil., on the other hand,
connects the gift of the spirit crucially with chrismation, as an important
part of the baptismal ritual, and with the Eucharist, more specifically the

4

Exeg. Soul .–.
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contents of the eucharistic cup. Chrismation in Gos. Phil. also transforms
the Christian into a Christ, making the human constitution Christlike,
which seems to involve a Logos-like soul united with the Holy Spirit, and
enabling the communion with Christ in the Eucharist.
In neither of the texts is it easy to gain a clear picture of the role of the
Holy Spirit. In Exeg. Soul it is associated with Old Testament prophecy,5
but it also appears to be given to the soul by Christ, when it is described as
“the seed” (ⲡⲉⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ) “that is the lifegiving spirit” (ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲧⲛϩⲟ
̄ ).
In Gos. Phil., on the other hand, it is a part of Christ, together with,
and seemingly on the same level as, the Logos. In both texts the spirit
is something that is given to the Christian initiate, and which does not
appear to be part of the human constitution prior to ritual initiation.

. Transformational Soteriology
In both texts salvation entails a marriage with Christ. While in Exeg. Soul
the requirement for this marriage involves repentance and conversion
through baptism, which makes the soul into Christ’s complementary
female half, Gos. Phil., on the contrary, requires one to become like Christ
oneself in order to unite with him. In this sense the soteriologies of
the two texts are quite different. In both texts conversion and initiation
entail a transformation, but while the crucial transformation in Exeg.
Soul entails a transformation of the soul from male into female, in Gos.
Phil. it is a process of deification making the initiated Christian into a
Christ. While in Exeg. Soul the stress is on the submission, difference,
and hierarchical complementarity of the soul of the Christian and Christ,
in Gos. Phil. there is on the contrary a stress upon the identification of
the initiated Christian with Christ. There is thus an important aspect of
deification in Gos. Phil. that does not seem to be present in Exeg. Soul.
Here we may also note the crucial difference between the two texts in
that the soul in Exeg. Soul is transformed from being improperly malelike into a proper female bride, while in Gos. Phil. the soul becoming
Logos-like implies its maleness, since it is to be united with the female
spirit. So, while in Exeg. Soul the soul is female and receives Christ as its
bridegroom and the spirit as a life-giving seed, the soul (or a part of the
soul) in Gos. Phil. is male and receives the female spirit as a bride. In both

5

See Exeg. Soul .–; .–.
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texts the reestablishment of the primal unity of male and female, based on
an exegesis of Gen :– together with :–, is important, but while
in Exeg. Soul this entails a reunification of the female soul, representing
Eve, with Christ, representing Adam, in Gos. Phil. it is the male soul,
representing Adam, that receives the female spirit representing Eve. In
contrast to Gos. Phil., then, the Christian is in Exeg. Soul not identified
with Adam or Christ, but in a sense with Eve (see Fig. ). We might
thus even say that while Christ in Gos. Phil. comes to save Adam, in
Exeg. Soul he comes to save Eve. In both cases, the primordial unity of
the prelapsarian Adam/νρωπος needs to be reestablished.

. Rituals and Mystagogy
Baptism plays a major role in both Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul, but in
different ways. As we saw in the analysis of Exeg. Soul in chapter , the
references to rituals in this text may well be understood metaphorically,
but, however this may be, baptism is connected with purification and
conversion. By way of its cleansing and converting function, baptism is
in Exeg. Soul presented as a necessary preparation for the communion
with Christ, which may or may not be understood as a reference to the
Eucharist.
In Gos. Phil.’s interpretation, however, as we saw in chapter , baptism
is primarily given a life-giving, rather than a cathartic, function, and is
connected with the donning of the “living man” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ). Baptism in Gos. Phil. is not the important ritual it appears to be in Exeg.
Soul, however, for the former lays great emphasis on the superiority of
chrismation over baptism. While Gos. Phil. stresses at length the relatively higher importance of chrismation in relation to baptism, there is
no direct evidence in Exeg. Soul of any chrismation at all. Although this
does not necessarily mean that the initiation process that is presupposed
by Exeg. Soul did not involve an anointing with chrism, one would expect
such a rite to be at least mentioned if it were of equal significance to the
one referred to in Gos. Phil.
As for postbaptismal rites, a dressing in postbaptismal garments may
be presupposed by both tractates, and it seems in both cases to be
interpreted in a manner that is closely related to the tractates’ respective
interpretations of baptism, being connected to conversion and cleansing
in Exeg. Soul, and deification in Gos. Phil. Moreover, Gos. Phil. also
refers to what seems to be a ritual kiss, but no such kiss is discernible
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in Exeg. Soul. The Eucharist is definitely a ritual of major importance in
Gos. Phil., and it is interpreted by means of several different conceptual
blends, relating to food, sexuality, marriage, and procreation. In Exeg.
Soul, the Eucharist is not explicitly mentioned, but seems nevertheless to
be presupposed at important points in the text.
Now, what about rituals that were not performed by the Christian
“mainstream”? We have seen in the preceding chapters that there is no
simple referent for the concept of the “bridal chamber” in Exeg. Soul
̄
and
and Gos. Phil. Simply put, Exeg. Soul’s references to ⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, and Gos. Phil.’s to ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ, ⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ, and ⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ, do not refer to
the same target or focus concept throughout. The focus inputs in blends
involving these terms may in some cases be ritual practice, and in other
cases the body of the Christian, the body of Christ, or ritual space. It
is only in Gos. Phil., however, that the body of Christ is a focus input,
which in this case follows from the overarching blend the Christian is
a Christ. As for the potential focus inputs from ritual practice, it must be
said that in neither text is it necessary to postulate any rituals other than
baptism, chrismation, or Eucharist, as well as that of a ritual kiss in the
case of Gos. Phil. In both texts, however, there is also the possibility that
the actual ritual space wherein these rituals were performed may serve
as a focus for these framing inputs. No single referent, then, neither as
focus nor framing input, may be identified behind the abovementioned
Greek and Coptic terms used in Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. that are usually
translated as “bridal chamber.” It should also be stressed that as these
blends function in Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul, the framing inputs referred
to by these terms seem primarily to be based upon associated scriptural
intertexts rather than on an ICM or ICMs based simply on current social
practice.
Lastly, while in Exeg. Soul the rituals may conceivably be understood
as framing inputs in metaphorical blends with other focus inputs, Gos.
Phil. uses a whole host of framing inputs to shed light on the rituals of
baptism, chrismation, and Eucharist, but at no point seems to refer to
rituals as metaphors of something else.

. Metaphors and Ontology
Both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. describe Christian initiation in terms of
rebirth, both of them employing the conceptual blend Christian initiation is birth. At the same time, however, Gos. Phil. tells us that “there is a
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rebirth (ϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
) and an image of rebirth (ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
)”6 The
“image of rebirth,” seems, as we have seen in chapter , to refer first and
foremost to the rituals of initiation. But the use of the concept of birth in
this way as a metaphor for initiation is only the first stage. For when Gos.
Phil. speaks of initiation not only as rebirth, but as an image of rebirth,
it implies a change in the ontological status of the input spaces. Not only
is initiation simply to be understood metaphorically in terms of birth,
but the tractate goes one stage further and identifies this ritual rebirth as
only an image of the true rebirth. The ritual acts understood in terms of
physical birth, an understanding arising from a blended space, has in this
way become an image of the true level of reality it may itself only be an
imperfect representation of. In this way, the blend that makes it possible
to understand the ritual acts in terms of the ICM of birth is in Gos. Phil.
in a sense reinterpreted by being ontologically turned on its head when
the tractate presents the blend itself as the more concrete mental space
that sheds light upon what amounts to an ontologically higher form of the
original framing input, that of birth. Moreover, the blend is understood
as a necessary means of attaining this higher reality, for “it is truly necessary to be reborn by means of the image,” (ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲁⲧⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
)7 as Gos. Phil. puts it.

. The Use of Scripture
We have seen how both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. in important ways
operate in constant dialogue with Scripture, relying to a great extent
upon links with various key biblical intertexts in interweaving webs of
conceptual and intertextual mental spaces. Both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil.
betray an awareness of an extensive range of Old and New Testament
Scriptures, and while the former is an important reference in both, and
especially in Exeg. Soul, it is in both cases their interpretation of the New
Testament that ultimately determines their use of the Old.
Of the Synoptic Gospels, Matthew and Luke are employed in both
texts, but there is a notable lack of clear references to the Gospel of Mark.
Both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. also use the Gospel of John, but only in the
latter text does this gospel permeate the entire discourse. In Gos. Phil., as
we have seen, the Gospel of John seems in a way to be the main hypotext,
6
7

Gos. Phil. .–.
Gos. Phil. .–.
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to borrow a term from Gérard Genette,8 for in a way we may read Gos.
Phil. as an extended interpretation of the Gospel of John. As we have seen,
even the title of the work may hint at this by pointing us to the apostle
Philip’s dialogue with Jesus in John .
As for Old Testament Scriptures, the first chapters of Genesis constitute a crucially important intertext to both Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. First
and foremost the account of the creation of man at :– and that of
the creation of woman at :– are central. In addition Gos. Phil. also
refers to the second account of the creation of man at Gen : and also
makes extensive use of the references to the Tree of Life and the Tree of
Knowledge, and of the fall and punishment of Adam and Eve, passages
that are not referenced in Exeg. Soul. On the other hand, the latter’s use
of Old Testament Scripture is more extensive.
So, both texts display a wide knowledge and use of both Old and New
Testament Scripture, and it probably does not hurt to state the rather
obvious fact that although there are certain biblical texts we have not
found references to in these texts, this cannot be used to argue that these
were not known by those who produced or used Exeg. Soul or Gos. Phil.9

. Ethics and Way of Life
The ethical implications of the two texts also appear to be somewhat
different. In Exeg. Soul, the emphasis seems to be on the proclivities of the
human soul, i.e., on the internal life of the Christian, stressing the need
for total devotion to Christ. What such a devotion to Christ is supposed to
entail in daily life is, however, left unstated, with the important exception
of the strong emphasis on the necessity of constant prayer. Exeg. Soul’s
focus is in this sense relatively introverted.
By contrast, Gos. Phil. does deal in several passages with the Christian’s
relations with the world and other people, and does not seem to advocate
isolationism. Instead the benefits of being in the vicinity of the fully
initiated Christians are highlighted, and the tractate appears to advocate
interaction with, and a certain social responsibility towards, other people

8 See Gérard Genette, Palimpsests: Literature in the Second Degree (trans. Channa
Newman and Claude Doubinsky; Stages ; Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, ).
9 Cf., e.g., Robert McL. Wilson, “The Gnostics and the Old Testament,” in Proceedings
of the International Colloquium on Gnosticism, Stockholm, August –,  (ed. Geo
Widengren; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, ), .
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of lower spiritual levels, perhaps even non-Christians. Gos. Phil. even
advocates some kind of universal salvation, and thus seems far removed
from the rather more stark impression we get from Exeg. Soul.
As for the tractates’ attitudes towards the material world, Gos. Phil.
seems to evince the more positive view of the two, stressing the, albeit
imperfect, reflection of the heavenly realities in the earthly, and seems to
advocate indifference rather than hatred towards the material body. Exeg.
Soul seems more one-sidedly negative in this sense, with its focus on the
need for the soul to escape the world and the body. It is of course possible
that this impression may simply be a result of Exeg. Soul’s rhetorical
focus on the internal life of the soul and its advocacy of repentance and
devotion to Christ, rather than a direct reflection of an underlying ethical
stance. In neither Exeg. Soul nor Gos. Phil. is the material body destined
for salvation. In Exeg. Soul the material body is what the soul has fallen
into and needs to escape from, while in Gos. Phil. it is the part of the
human constitution that will not rise in the resurrection. In Exeg. Soul
the soul is saved by her marriage with Christ, and may thus turn away
from the body, while in Gos. Phil. one is saved by becoming Christ and
wearing his body.
Exeg. Soul, as we have seen, stresses the necessity of repentance, weeping, and prayer, but the prayer that is advocated might very well be of the
silent variety, since it is the prayer of the soul, the inward prayer, that is
explicitly emphasised in contrast to the outward prayer of the lips. Gos.
Phil., while clearly presupposing the use of liturgical prayer, also shows
a negative attitude towards “praying in the world,” and, as we have seen,
might be understood to be advocating a similar practice of inward prayer
as seen in Exeg. Soul. With regard to non-liturgical prayer, then, Gos. Phil.
and Exeg. Soul may well be in agreement.

. Reflections on Methodology
Commenting on the usefulness of applying theories developed within
cognitive linguistics to biblical exegesis, Leo Noordman has recently
pointed out that cognitive linguistics makes us sensitive to pervasive textual phenomena related to mental models and processes, and provides
us with theories to both describe and analyse them.10 He emphasises,

10

See Noordman, “Some Reflections,” .
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however, that his advocacy of cognitive linguistics “should not be interpreted as implying that cognitive linguistics has developed ready made
tools that can simply be applied in other disciplines, for instance, in exegesis.”11 Acknowledging the truthfulness of Noordman’s comments, this
study has been an attempt to adapt and combine some existing tools into
something that would prove to be useful in a study of both conceptual
and intertextual blending in texts like Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. I hope
to have shown that to attain to the questions of conceptual and intertextual blending in the study of these Nag Hammadi tractates is not of mere
peripheral importance, but indispensable if we want to provide analyses
that do justice to the many-layered complexities of these intriguing texts,
and I hope to have shown the usefulness of the outlined Cognitive Poetics methodology in performing this task. In other words, I hope to have
demonstrated the usefulness of this theoretical framework in making us
aware of the complexities of the texts while at the same time helping us
understand how they make sense.
In addition, cognitive poetics is helpful when it comes to the historical contextualisation of the analysed texts. As we have seen, we can
employ inputs from previously historically contextualized knowledge
experimentally in our Cognitive Poetic analyses of an ancient text, like
the ones from Nag Hammadi, in order to analytically map out its meaning potential within that particular historical context. Cognitive Poetics
may here help us delineate rhetorical structures within a text, that may
more clearly show us its possible polemical edges and thus help us tentatively place the text within an historico-cultural context. For instance, as
we have seen, the cognitive poetic analysis of Gos. Phil. showing the pervasive emphasis on begetting in opposition to creating, seems to indicate
that we could fruitfully read this kind of polemic in light of the Arian
crisis of the fourth century. Secondly, a Cognitive Poetic analysis may be
used as a basis for a comparison with other sources with a more secure
historical context. In such analyses we may conciously choose to refrain
from reading certain cognitive models and historically contextualized
information into the text from the beginning, in order to level the ground
between the sources that are to be compared.
How can Cognitive Poetics help us analyze the possible functions of
texts within an historical context? In hypothesising possible functions of
a text within specific historico-cultural contexts, a methodology based

11

Noordman, “Some Reflections,” .
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on Cognitive Poetics may in several ways help make us aware of different interpretive possibilities. A Cognitive Poetic study of how Scripture is interpretively recontextualized by way of intertextual allusions or
quotations in a reading of a given text, may again serve as a prelude to
the study of how this text may again have functioned within different
hypothetical historical contexts. The hypothetical historical contexts we
choose to apply in such experimental analyses should of course not be
arbitrarily chosen, but rather be selected on the basis of clues within the
texts, or from external information, like for instance the date and provenance of the material remains in which the texts have been preserved.
Such clues trigger contextual inputs from our existing historical knowledge toghether with the cognitive models that seem most relevant to the
text at hand.
The groundwork is thus laid for a comprehensive comparative analysis
that has been outside the scope of the present study. As for the evaluation
of the results of such analyses, the only criterion I think is theoretically
warranted is to what degree the resulting interpretations make sense
to us and our peers. For when it comes to what it is that in the final
analysis makes an interpretation sensible, I think Stanley Fish has argued
convincingly that this has much less to do with the texts we are trying
to interpret themselves, than with the socially constrained evaluation of
such interpretations made by one interpretive community or another.12
For what yields the most coherent and persuasive overall interpretation
of a text will always be relative to the existing conventions within the
respective interpretive communities.

. The Place of Exeg. Soul and Gos.
Phil. in the History of Christianity
Nearly fifty years ago Robert M. Grant argued that “the new gospels
from Nag-Hammadi deserve a welcome because they will help show
what Christianity is not, and what our canonical gospels are not,” and
added that “They may conceivably help us to see what our gospels are,
but the differences will remain more important than the similarities.”13 I
hope, however, to have demonstrated in the present study that these texts
should not be seen as evidence of what Christianity was not, but rather of
12
13

See Fish, Is There a Text.
Grant, “Two Gnostic Gospels,” .
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what it was. Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul should be seen as parts of the fabric
of early Christianity, and hence as sources for what early Christianity was
like, rather than as contrasts to Christianity in its formative period. I also
hope to have shown that in order to properly understand Gos. Phil. and
Exeg. Soul, they need not and should not be approached from the perspective of a predetermined category of “Gnosticism.” By eschewing this
category, these early Christian texts suddenly appear less as aberrations
of early Christianity than as parts of it,14 and we may more easily focus
on the similarities between these texts and other early Christian sources,
rather than on the differences.
It seems that a reading of these texts thoroughly within the manyfaceted fabric of early Christian discourse promises to yield insights
into the fascinating corpus of writings constituted by the Nag Hammadi
Codices, and on their place in the history of Christianity, that have
hitherto eluded us. For, as Karen King has rightly pointed out, “if we
only reproduce the discursive and interpretive position of the ‘orthodox’
winners, we will never understand adequately what was at stake in the
early Christian controversies that shaped what has come to be one of the
most influential religious traditions the world has yet known.”15
Moreover, in such an analysis we should not simply assume that
these Nag Hammadi texts are straightforward translations into Coptic of
significantly older Greek originals, but rather be open to the possibility
that many of these texts should be regarded as “living literature”16 that
may also have undergone significant rewriting in their Coptic phase(s) of
transmission, without this fact precluding their status as coherent literary
statements. We should consequently be wary of assuming that what we
find in these texts can be used as sources for the state of Christianity at a
stage long before the production of our preserved Coptic manuscripts.
The great manuscript discoveries of the th century, not least the
discovery of the Nag Hammadi Codices, forcefully brought home the
fact that our puzzle of early Christianity had lacked a great number
of pieces, and still does. As Rowan Greer observed already at the Yale
conference on “Gnosticism” in , the new pieces soon called into
question “the lines along which the puzzle was previously being solved.”17
14 For, as Wisse has correctly pointed out, “few pagan or Christian religious writings
of the first three centuries of our era are immune to being interpreted as showing the
influence of Gnosticism or as including a polemic against it” (Wisse, “On Exegeting,” ).
15 King, Secret Revelation of John, x.
16 See Bradshaw, “Liturgy and ‘Living Literature’ ” and the discussion in chapter .
17 Rowan A. Greer, “The Dog and the Mushrooms: Irenaeus’s View of the Valentinians
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Greer rightly noted that it is “tempting to suppose that when new pieces
of a puzzle are discovered they can simply be added to the ones already
arranged.”18 Despite Greer’s perceptive comments to the effect that the
new pieces do not actually fit into the old puzzle, the Nag Hammadi
tractates have still been used mainly as pieces in a puzzle that was already
being laid according to the heresiological writings of Irenaeus, Clement,
Hippolytus, Tertullian, and Epiphanius.
Keith Hopkins has strikingly illustrated “how hazardous conventional
inductive procedures are, when scholars so carefully reconstruct church
history only from surviving sources,” by pointing out that if fifty Christian communities wrote on average two letters per year in the period 
to ce, this would add up to ten thousand letters, “of which barely fifty
survive.”19 From this he drew the obvious conclusion that the sources
from this period are appallingly unrepresentative.20 If we extrapolate
from this calculation to the whole period up until the time of the production of the Nag Hammadi Codices, taking also the massive growth in the
number of Christian communities into consideration, it becomes quite
apparent that we still lack a large proportion of the pieces to this puzzle,
and that it is far from clear where the diverse Nag Hammadi texts fit in
among the thousands of lost documents of early Christianity. It is therefore of utmost importance for the interpretation of the virtually contextless Nag Hammadi texts what categories, contexts, metanarratives, and
intertexts we choose to invoke in an effort to make sense of them.
It seems clear from the present study, however, that the puzzle pieces
constituted by Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. do not readily fit in with previous
attempts to assemble the puzzle on the basis of theories of “Gnosticism.”
The critique of this particular scholarly category, that has been forcefully
fronted by Michael Williams21 and Karen King,22 seems at least on the
basis of the present study to have been vindicated. On the basis of the
present analysis there are reasons to believe that Exeg. Soul and especially
Gos. Phil. have persistently and forcibly been used as pieces in puzzles
where they most probably do not belong. I hope to have shown, however,
Assessed,” in The School of Valentinus (ed. Bentley Layton; vol.  of The Rediscovery of
Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven,
Connecticut, March –, ; SHR ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
18 Greer, “The Dog and the Mushrooms,” .
19 Keith Hopkins, “Christian Number and Its Implications,” JECS : (): .
20 Hopkins, “Christian Number,” .
21 See Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”.
22 See esp. King, What is Gnosticism, but see also King, Secret Revelation of John, viii–x.
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that it may be possible to see Exeg. Soul and Gos. Phil. as reflecting quite
different theological discussions and polemical contexts than those that
are reflected in the works of the earliest heresiologists.
What remains to be done, then, apart from a comparison with other
related Nag Hammadi texts, which should ideally be based on detailed
internal analyses of these other texts, is an extended comparative analysis
of Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul with other Christian sources. Such a comparative analysis should start with the approximate period of the production
of the Nag Hammadi Codices and work backwards from there, rather
than the other way around. By analysing Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul also
in light of sources from the approximate period of the creation and use
of the codices themselves, we may gain a better foundation from which
to answer questions concerning the possible identities of the late antique
users of these texts, and also that of the manufacturers and users of the
codex that contains them, regardless of what conclusions we may come
to with respect to the authorship and date of the hypothetical originals.23
Early Egyptian monastic sources, from the fourth and fifth centuries,
remain a promising avenue of comparative analysis that has not yet been
fully exploited. While, as we have seen, neither Exeg. Soul nor Gos. Phil.
seem to require an ascetic or monastic reading, both texts do seem to
lend themselves rather easily to such readings, which would make them
compatible with a monastic way of life, and a monastic milieu would
appear to be a probable Sitz im Leben for both texts in their present form.
Indeed, if we also take fully into consideration the possibility of more
“orthodox” readings of texts like Gos. Phil. and Exeg. Soul than we have
been accustomed to, and compare them systematically with sources from
the fourth and fifth century, we may perhaps find that James Goehring
might have been rather close to the mark when he stated that, for the
monks of Egypt, “it was not impossible for one to support Athanasius
and to read the Nag Hammadi texts.”24 In any case, to study these texts
“as part of a gnostic, rather than monastic, trajectory,” seems, as Michel
Desjardins has put it, “peculiar at best.”25
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See Emmel, “Religious Tradition,” .
James E. Goehring, “New Frontiers in Pachomian Studies,” in The Roots of Egyptian
Christianity (ed. Birger A. Pearson and James E. Goehring; SAC; Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, ), .
25 Desjardins, “Rethinking the Study of Gnosticism,” .
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flesh of the Son of Man
and drink his blood,
you have no life in you;
he who eats my flesh
and drinks my blood
has eternal life”

”The Logos
became flesh”

”’He who does not eat
my flesh and drink my
blood has not life in
him.’ What is it? His
flesh is the Logos, and
his blood is the the
Holy Spirit”

Blended Space:
Gos. Phil. 57.4-7

Fig. . John :a + :–

Generic
Logos
Flesh
Life

John 6:48-58
John 1:1-14
The Logos was in the Beginning.
All things made through Logos.
In Logos was Life.
Life was Light of Men.
All who received him and believed in his name
he gave power to become children of God.
The Logos became flesh.

Gos. Phil. 57.4-7
He who does not eat the flesh of Jesus
and drink his blood has not life in him.
His flesh is the Logos.
His blood is the Holy Spirit.

Jesus is bread of life from heaven.
He who eats bread of life will live forever.
Bread of life is Jesus’ flesh.
He who does not consume the flesh and blood
of the Son of Man has not life in him.
He who consumes the flesh and blood of Jesus
has eternal life and will be raised up.
Jesus’ flesh is food.
Jesus’ blood is drink.
He who consumes Jesus’ flesh and blood
will remain in Jesus and vice versa.
He who eats Jesus’ flesh and blood will live.

Blend
Jesus’ flesh = the Logos of John 1
Jesus = the Son of Man
Logos connected to Life and Light
=>In Jesus’ flesh/Logos is Life/Light

Fig. . John :– + John :–
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Two virgin mothers
Constitution of two partners,
one of which is mother.

Adam
Two virgin mothers:
-The virgin earth
-The Spirit

Christ
Two virgin mothers:
-Virgin Mary
-The Holy Spirit

Adam’s constitution:
Spirit
(also Adam’s mother)
...partner of...
Soul/Life

Christ’s constitution:
Holy Spirit
(also Christ’s mother)
...partner of...
Logos

Christ is the new Adam

Fig. . Adam and Christ

Generic Space
Maker
|
Made

Input 1:
Gos. Phil. 51.29-32

Input 2:
Gos. Phil. 58.22-25

Father

Hebrew
|

|

Proselyte

Son

Creation/proselyte
initiation frame

Kinship/begetting frame

Hebrew/Father
|

Frame Clash

Proselyte/Son

Blended Space

Fig. . Hebrew-Proselyte vs. Father–Son
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Generic Space
Anointer
|
Anointed

Apostles

Christ

God

|

|

|

Father
|

“Us”

Apostles

Christ

Son

Anointing is begetting
The anointer is father
The anointed is son
Christ is father and son
Both “we” and the apostles are Christs

Fig. . Anointer–Anointed Relationships ()

Generic Space
Anointer
|
Anointed

Initiator

Begetter

|

|

Initiated

Begotten

Apostles

Christ

God

|

|

|

|

“Us”

Apostles

Christ

Son

Anointing is begetting
Initiation is begetting
The begetter is father
The begotten is son
Christ is begotten
Christ is father and son
Both “we” and the apostles are Christs

Blended Space

Fig. . Anointer–Anointed Relationships ()

Father
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Generic Space
Giver/Predecessor
|
Recipient/Successor

Begetter

Initiator

Input 1

|

|

Initiated

Begotten

Initiator=Begetter
|
Initiated=Begotten
=>Initiation is begetting.

Blended Space

=>Kinship relations.
=>Descent/lineage/succession
=>Inheritance

Fig. . Christian Initiation is Begetting

Giver/Predecessor
|
Receiver/Successor

Anointer
|
Anointed

Initiator

Begetter

|

|

Initiated

Begotten

Apostles

Christ

God

|

|

|

|

“Us”

Apostles

Christ

Son

Father

Fig. . Anointer–Anointed Relationships ()
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Water
Anointing
Holy Spirit
Joining
Begetting
Birth

Christian
Takes place in water
Anointed with Holy Spirit
Reception of the Name
Holy Spirit joins with (soul)
A begetting takes place
a body comes into being
This is a rebirth.

Christ
Takes place in water
Anointed with Holy Spirit
Reception of the Name
Holy Spirit joins with Logos
A begetting takes place
Christ’s body comes into being
This is a rebirth.

The baptism of the
Christian mirrors that of
Christ

Fig. . The Baptism of Christ and the Baptism of the Christians

Generic
The Law

Gal 3:13
Christ redeems from the
curse of the Law by
hanging on
tree (i.e., the cross)
(and thus himself being
cursed)

Generic

Generic

Tree

Knowledge

Gos. Phil. 74.3-12
Tree of knowledge = the Law
Brought Adam (and others) death.
Tree of knowledge makes alive.

Phil 3:8-9
The knowledge of Christ
contrary to the Law.

Blend
The (old) tree of knowledge = the Law
brought death.
The (new) tree of knowledge = the Cross
brings knowledge of Christ,
abolishes the law/death,
brings life.
Christ’s death brings life,
makes old knowledge obsolete by
bringing true knowledge.

Fig. . The Tree of Knowledge and the Law
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Generic

Generic

Knowledge of
right and wrong.
Eating.

Wood/tree
Death

The Law

The Cross

Tree of Knowledge

Distinguishes right from wrong
What to eat and what not to eat

Caused Jesus’ death,
(=caused life).

Eating from it brings
knowledge of good and evil.
Brings death.

Blend
Old tree of kowledge=Law
New tree of knowledge=Cross.
Eating from the old tree of knowledge
=Following the Law (i.e. Judaism) brought death.
Eating from the new tree of knowledge
=eating Christ=the Eucharist gives life.
Eating from the new tree of knowledge
=gaining knowledge of Christ, gives life.

Fig. . The Tree of Knowledge

(Old) Tree of
Knowledge

(New) Tree of
Knowledge

The Law

Tree of knowledge

|

|

|

Dietary restrictions

Fruit

Christ

Cross=(new) Tree of
Knowledge.
Cross makes (old) Tree of
knowledge=the Law obsolete
=>No dietary restrictions
Cross reverses effects of (old)
Tree of Knowledge
=>Brings life instead of death

Fig. . The Two Trees of Knowledge

Cross

figures



Generic
Tree/plant/wood
Something hanging on tree

Paradise

Joseph the Carpenter

Garden
Tree of Life
Fruit of the Tree of Life
(which brings eternal life)

Garden
Tree/wood
Joseph’s seed/offspring

The Crucifixion
Cross
Jesus

Blend
Tree of Life=Cross.
Joseph’s seed becomes fruit.
Jesus=Fruit of Tree of Life.
Jesus brings eternal life as the
fruit of the Tree of
Life/Cross.

Fig. . Joseph the Carpenter

Generic
Wood/tree
hanging

Cross
Christ hangs on it
Christ dies

Tree of Life
Fruit hangs on it
Brings eternal life

Blend
Cross is Tree of Life
Christ is Fruit
Christ’s death brings eternal life
=>Eating Christ brings eternal life

Fig. . The Cross as the Tree of Life
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Generic
Wood/tree
Hanging/produce
Life or death

Cross
Christ hangs on it
Christ dies

Olive tree
Chrism comes from it
Brings resurrection

Tree of Life
Fruit hangs on it
Brings eternal life

Blend
Cross=Tree of Life=Olive Tree
Christ is Fruit
Chrism is Fruit
Christ’s death brings eternal life
=>Eating Christ brings eternal life
=>The Eucharist brings eternal life
Chrism<=>Christ
Chrism brings resurrection=life

Fig. . The Cross, the Tree of Life, and the Chrism

(Old) Tree of
Knowledge

(New) Tree of
Knowledge

The Law

Tree of knowledge

Cross

Tree of Life

|

|

|

|

|

Dietary restrictions

Fruit

Christ

Fruit

Chrism

Olive tree

Cross=(new) Tree of
Knowledge and Tree of
Life.
Christ=Fruit of (new)
Tree of Knowledge and
Tree of Life=Lifegiving
Knowledge, Eucharist,
and Chrism
Eucharist and Chrism
brings life

Fig. . The Cross as the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of Life

figures
Generic
Flesh

Generic
Separation

Eucharist

Gos. Phil. 68.26-29

Jesus’ Flesh=Bread divided

Christ divided
on the cross


Generic
Veil

Gos. Phil. 69.35-70.4;
84.25-26; 85.5-10;
Matt 27:51
Veil rent
in the temple

Heb 10:20
Veil=Jesus’ Flesh

Blend
Christ divided on the cross.
Christ divided in the
eucharist.
Rending of the veil refers to
divison of Christ.

Fig. . The Rending of the Veil and the Separation of Christ

Generic Space

Human
constitution

Input 1:
Christian

Body

Body

Soul

Soul/Life

Flesh=Logos

Spirit

Spirit

Blood=Holy Spirit

Input 3:
Adam

Christ’s soul is the Logos
Christ’s ”flesh” is soul
The Christian’ s soul must
become like the Logos
The Holy Spirit unites with
the Christian’s soul

Blended Space

Fig. . The Christian is a Christ

Material body

Input 2:
Christ
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Generic
Blood
Water/like water

Generic
Cup
Prayer

John 19:34
Jesus pierced with spear,
bleeds blood and water

Gos. Phil. 75.14-17

Luke 22:41-45a

(Eucharistic) Cup of prayer,
contains wine and water,
represents blood over which
thanks is given.

Jesus prays,
refers to cup,
meets angel,
sweat like drops of blood

Interpretive Blend
Jesus’ bleeds and sweats blood and water.
Eucharistic cup contains Jesus’ blood.
Wine & water = blood & water
Eucharistic cup/prayer related to angels

Fig. . Blood and Water

Generic
Inside
|
Outside

Human Beings

Earthly Garments

Soul
|
Body

Body
|
Garment

Blend
The body is the garment of
the soul.
The soul is more valuable than
the body.

Fig. . The Body is a Garment
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Earthly

Heavenly

Human Beings

Garment

Christ

Soul
|
Body

Body
|
Garment

Body of Christ

Blend
The earthly garment is the body.
The heavenly garment is the body of Christ.
The heavenly garment is more valuable than
the individual human soul.

Fig. . The Earthly and the Heavenly Garments

Generic
Water
Dipping
Remedy
Transformation

Dyeing
The fabric/garment
Dipping in Water
The Dyes
Dyeing

Baptism
The initiate
Dipping in Water
The Chrism
Immortalisation

Blend
The initiate is dipped in water
and takes on the properties of
the remedy that is added. Just
like dyes transfer their
properties of colour to the
fabric, the chrism bestows
immortality to those who are
baptised.

Fig. . Baptism is Dyeing
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Generic
Reflective material
White substance

Mirror
Light

Water (Baptism)
Chrism (Chrismation)

Blend
The water is a mirror.
The chrism is light.
One may see oneself as in a mirror.
Both mirror and light is necessary,
since the goal is to see oneself.
Both water and chrism is necessary.
Mirror/water and light/chrism is necessary
at the same time.

Fig. . Baptism and the Mirror

Generic
Male
-PartnershipFemale

Body of Christ

Bridal Chamber

Logos
|
Holy Spirit

Bridegroom
|
Bride

Blend
Logos and Holy Spirit is
united with each other within
the earthly body of Christ, like
a bridegroom and a bride
within a bridal chamber

Fig. . Body of Christ as Bridal Chamber
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Christian


Bridal Chamber

Christ

Eucharist

Body

Body

Eucharistic elements

Bridal Chamber

Soul

Flesh=Logos

Bread

Bridegroom

Spirit

Blood=Holy Spirit

Wine & Water

Bride

The Eucharist is the
symbol of the bridal
chamber. The bridal
chamber is the body of
Christ.

Fig. . The Eucharist as Bridal Chamber

Generic
Consumer
Consumption
Consumed
Dissolution

Death
The world
Burial
The corpse
Decomposition

Eating
The eater
Eating
The eaten
Digestion

Blend
The world eats corpses.

Fig. . Eating and Death
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The Holy
Baptism

The Holy of the Holy
[Redemption]
West
Amente (the
Underworld)

The Holy of the Holies
Bridal Chamber

East
Eden

South

Fig. . The Temple

Generic Space
Maker
|
Made

Creator

Jewish initiator

Input 1

|

|

Initiated proselyte

Created

Jewish initiator=Creator
|
Initiated proselyte=Creation
=>Jewish initiation is creation.

Blended Space

=>Proselyte cannot initiate.
=>No proper kinship relations.
=>No descent, lineage, succession.
=>No inheritance.

Fig. . Jewish Proselyte Initiation is Creating
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Generic Space
Begetter
|
Begotten

Input 1:

Input 2:

Priest/Bishop

Father

|

|

Initiate

Son

Ecclesiastical frame

Kinship frame

Priest/Bishop as
Father
(begetting)
|
Kinship frame

Initiate as Son

Blended Space

Fig. . Christian Initiation is Begetting

Generic
Actor/Officiant
Taking
Bread and Cup
Body

Gos. Phil. 77.2-7

1 Cor 11:23-25

Holy Man
Takes Bread and Cup
Makes Holy/Purifies Bread and Cup
Purifies Body

Jesus
Took Bread and Cup
Bread=Body of Jesus
Cup=Blood of Jesus

Blend
Holy Man/Jesus
Taking Bread and Cup
Purifying/Making Holy
Bread/Body and Cup/Blood

Fig. . The Eucharist
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Male

Male

|

|

Female

Female

Input 3:
Genesis

Input 1:
Exeg. Soul

Christ

Adam

|

|

|

Soul

Eve

Spirit

Adam/Christ

Logos/Soul

Adam/Soul

|

|

Eva/Soul

Eve/Spirit

Exeg. Soul Blended Space

Gos. Phil. Blended Space

Fig. . Different Genesis Interpretations

Input 2:
Gos. Phil.
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the exegesis on the soul


 The Exegesis on the Soul

The wise who lived before us
 named the soul with a feminine name.

Indeed, in her nature she is a woman.
She even has her womb. While
being alone with the Father
she was a virgin, and she was male-female
 in her likeness,1 but when she fell
down to a body and came to this life, then she
fell into the hands of many robbers, and the
wanton men tossed her into each other’s hands,
and they [ . . . ]. Some used
 her [by force], while others persuaded
her by deception with a gift.
In short, they defiled her, and she [ . . . her]

1

Cf. Gen :–; :–.
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the exegesis on the soul

 virgin[ity], and she prostituted herself in her















body, and she gave herself to everyone,
and whomever she would embrace she considered
to be her husband. When she gave herself
to the hands of faithless wanton adulterers
for them to use her, then she sighed
very much and she repented. Again, when she
turns her face from these adulterers she runs
to others and they force her
to sleep with them and to slave for them
upon their bed as if they are the masters,
but out of shame she no longer dares
to leave them. And as for them, they deceive
her for a long time as if they are
true trustworthy husbands, as if valuing
her greatly. And at the end of all these things
they leave her behind and go. But she for her part
becomes a poor barren widow
without help, not even a
(small) measure did she have from her suffering.
For she did not gain anything from them except
the defilements they gave her when they had
communion with her. And those whom she bore
from the adulterers are dumb and
blind and sickly
and mentally disturbed. But when
the Father who is above visits her
and looks down upon her and sees her
sighing in her passions and
disgrace and repenting for her
prostitution which she did, and she began to
call upon [his name]
for him to help her [ . . . ]
all her heart, saying, “Save
me, Father, for behold, I will give account
[to you, for I have left] my house behind and
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the exegesis on the soul

 I have run away from my virgin’s quarters.

Return me again to you!” When he sees her
like this, then he will judge
her worthy for him to have mercy on her, for many were the sufferings
that came upon her because she abandoned her house. Concerning
the prostitution of the soul, then,
the Holy Spirit prophecies in many places. For he says
in Jeremiah the prophet: “When
the husband divorces his wife and she
goes and takes another one, shall she return to him from
now on? Has not that woman become defiled
with defilement? And as for you, you have
prostituted yourself to many shepherds and you have returned
to me says the Lord. Lift your eyes
up to the uprightness and see
where you have prostituted yourself. Did you not sit in the
streets defiling the land with your prostitutions
and your wickednesses? And you have taken many shepherds as
obstacles for yourself, and you have become shameless with
everyone, and you have not called up to me as
a kinsman or as a father or guide of your
virginity.”2 Again it is written in Hosea
the prophet: “Come! Go to law with
your mother, for she will not become a
wife for me, and as for me, I will not become a
husband for her. I will take away her prostitution from my presence
and I will take away her adultery from
between her breasts. I will place her
naked as the day she was born, and
I will make her barren like a land without
[water], and I will make her childless
with [a thirst. I] will not have mercy upon her children, for
they are children of prostitution, because their mother
prostituted herself and she [put her children to shame].













2

Jer :–.
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ϫⲉϯⲛⲁⲕⲟⲧ ⲉⲡⲁϩⲁⲉⲓ ϫⲓⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ϫⲉⲛⲉ
ⲉⲓⲣϣⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ⲁⲧⲉ
ⲛⲟⲩ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϩⲛⲉⲍⲉⲕⲓⲏⲗ
̄
ϫⲉⲁⲥ
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲁϩⲁϩ
̄
ⲛⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛϭⲓ
̄
ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲣⲉⲕⲱⲧ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲣⲉⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲥⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲡⲗⲁⲧⲉⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲣⲉⲕⲱⲧ ⲛⲉ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄
ⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲓϩⲓⲏ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲛ̄
ⲧⲉⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲥⲁⲉⲓⲉ
̄̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲣⲉⲥⲱⲧ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲛϩⲓⲏ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲣⲉⲧⲁϣⲟ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲟⲣ
̄
ⲛⲓⲁ ⲁⲣⲉⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲕⲏⲙⲉ
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟ ⲛⲧⲉϣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁ ⲛⲁⲛⲓⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲕⲏⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲛⲓⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲁⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲁⲓⲥⲑⲏⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ϫⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲥϫⲓⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲛ̄
ⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲥϫⲓⲏⲣⲡ ⲉⲥϫⲓⲛⲉϩ ⲉⲥϫⲓϩⲃⲟ
ⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲕⲉⲫⲗⲟⲓⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ
ⲙⲕⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
ϫⲉⲥⲉⲣϣⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥ ⲧⲉⲉⲓⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛⲁ
ⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲉ ϫⲉ
ⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲧⲟⲩⲃⲉⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ
ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲥⲱ
̄
ⲙⲁ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛϩ̄ ⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ
ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩⲥϩ[ⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛ˙̄ⲛⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ
̄˙
]˙ⲙ̄
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ϫⲉⲛⲉ[ϩⲃⲏⲩ]ⲉ ⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲉⲓ
˙ ⲡⲛⲟϭ
ⲙ[ⲓ]ⲛⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ˙ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
[ⲛ̄˙] ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
˙
˙ ]ⲟⲟⲡ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ
˙ ⲉϥϣ
[ⲛⲁⲅⲱⲛ
̄

. Sevrin, Kulawik: ⲁⲥϫⲟⲟⲥ ||  Nagel: ⲛⲁ{ⲛⲁ}ⲛⲓⲛⲟϭ ||  Krause: ⲛ̄ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ;
˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ⲉⲩⲥϩ˙[ⲁⲓ
Sevrin: ⲛ̄ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ; Kulawik: ⲛ̄ϩⲟⲩⲟ ||  Krause: ⲉⲩⲥϩ[ⲁⲓ ϫⲉ
]; Schenke:
˙ ⲉⲩⲥϩⲁ[ⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ
˙ Browne,
˙
˙];
̄
Sevrin: ⲉⲩⲥϩ[ⲁⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ
̄
] ||  Krause:
ϫⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲡ
̄ ⲥ˙];
̄ ˙ Wisse:
˙ ϫⲉⲛⲉ[ⲩⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓ]ⲁ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓ; Layton, Kulawik: ϫⲉⲛⲉ[ⲩⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓ]ⲁ ⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲉⲓ;
ϫⲉⲛ . [
] . ; Browne:
˙˙
˙ ⲙ[ⲓ]ⲛⲉ; ˙Krause,
Schenke, Wisse, Bethge: ϫⲉⲛⲉ[ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩ
̄
]ⲉ˙ ||  Krause, Schenke, Sevrin:
˙
˙
˙
˙
Browne, Sevrin: ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
[ⲥ]; Schenke: ⲛϩⲏ
̄ ⲧ[ⲛ] ||  Krause: [ⲛⲁⲅⲱⲛ
̄
ϥϣ]ⲟⲟⲡ; Schenke,
˙
Bethge: [ⲛⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ
̄
ⲉϥϣ]ⲟⲟⲡ.

the exegesis on the soul

 For she said, ‘I will prostitute myself to those who

love me. They have given me my
bread and my water and my garments and my
clothes and my wine and my oil and
everything that is useful to me.’ Therefore, behold,
I will make her unable
to pursue her adulterers, and when she
seeks them and does not find them she will say,
‘I will return to my original husband, for
I was better off in those days than
now’.”3 Again he says in Ezekiel: “It
happened after many evils, said
the Lord, that you built yourself a brothel
and you made yourself a beautiful place
in the squares and you built yourself
brothels on every street and you destroyed
your beauty and you spread your legs
on every street and you multiplied your
prostitution. You prostituted yourself to the sons of Egypt,
those who are your neighbours, those great of flesh.”4
But who are “the sons of Egypt, those great of flesh”
except the fleshly and the perceptible
and the things of the earth, in which the soul
have defiled herself in these places, by receiving
bread from them and receiving wine and receiving oil and receiving
clothes and the other nonsense on the outside
surrounding the body, these which she thinks
are useful for her? But concerning this prostitution the
apostles of the Saviour commanded:
“Guard yourselves against it! Cleanse yourselves of it!”5
speaking not only of the prostitution of the
body, but especially that of the soul. Therefore
the apostles [write to the churches] of
God, so that [things] like
this may not happen among us, but the great
[struggle] concerns the prostitution















3
4
5

Hos :–.
Ezek :–.
Cf. Acts :, ; :;  Thess :;  Cor :;  Cor :.
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 ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲙ̄















ⲡⲕⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥ
ⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲣⲓⲑⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲁⲉⲓⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛⲏ
ⲧⲛ̄ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲗⲏ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲧⲱϩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲣ
̄
ⲛⲟⲥ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲥ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲏ ⲡⲗⲉⲟⲛϩⲉⲕⲧⲏⲥ ⲏ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲧⲱⲣⲡ
̄
ⲏ ⲛ̄
ⲣⲉϥϣⲙϣⲉⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲁⲣⲁ ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲏⲡ
̄
ⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁ
ϫⲉ ⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲱⲥ ϫⲉⲉⲡⲛⲁⲅⲱⲛ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲛⲁⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲥⲁⲣⲝ ϩⲓⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁϥϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲃⲉ ⲛⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲏⲣⲓⲁ ϣⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
ⲡⲏⲧ ⲛⲥⲁ
̄ ⲉⲥⲁ ⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲥⲛⲁ
̄
ⲧⲱⲙⲧ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲥϫⲱϩⲙ ⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲁⲡⲁⲥ
ⲭⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡϣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲥϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ
ⲉⲥϣⲁⲣⲁⲓⲥⲑⲁⲛⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲙⲙⲟⲕϩ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲧⲥⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲣⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲥⲙⲉⲧⲁⲛⲟ
̄
ⲉⲓ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲁ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛϥⲕⲧⲟ
̄
˙ ⲡⲁⲗⲓ(ⲛ)
ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛϥⲕⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲥ
̄
ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲓ
̄
ⲟⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲙⲫⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲅⲕⲉⲙⲁϩⲧ ⲧⲙⲏ
ⲧⲣⲁ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲉⲥⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲙⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲙⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲧⲙⲏⲧⲣⲁ ϭⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲧⲕⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛ
ϩⲟⲩⲛ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲥⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲉⲡϫⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛ
ⲃⲟ[ⲗ] ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲁⲃϥ ⲉϫⲱⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲓ
̄
ϣ˙[ⲧⲏⲛ ⲉⲩ]ϣⲁ[ⲗ]ⲱⲱⲙ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲉⲗⲟⲟⲩ ⲉ
ⲡ˙[ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ˙ ˙ⲛⲥ̄ ]ⲉⲧⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲗⲁⲁⲙ[ⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ] ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ
̄
ⲡⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ
ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲡⲉ ϫⲓⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛⲧ[ⲃ]ⲣ[̄ ⲣ]ⲉ ⲟⲛ
˙ ˙
˙

. Sevrin: ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲣⲓⲛⲑⲓⲟⲥ; Kulawik: ⲛⲅⲕⲟⲣⲓⲛⲑⲓⲟⲥ
̄
||  Sevrin: ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
; Kulawik:
ⲙⲡⲟ
̄
ⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄ ; Wisse suggests ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲧⲱϩ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲟⲣⲛⲟⲥ
̄
||  Bethge: ⲙⲡⲗⲉⲟⲛϩⲉⲕⲧⲏⲥ ||  Kulawik: ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ||  Sevrin: ⲃⲟ[ⲗ] ||  Krause: ϣ[ⲧⲏⲛ ⲉϣⲁⲩⲗ]ⲱⲱⲙ ||  Krause: ⲡ[ϫⲱⲕⲙ
˙ || 
˙
̄ ]ⲉⲧ ⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ
; Wisse: ⲡ˙[ⲱⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥ̄ ]ⲉⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ
ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ]; Schenke, Bethge: ⲡ[ⲉⲓⲱ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲣⲁϩ
˙
Krause, Sevrin: ⲗⲁⲁⲙ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]; Krause: ⲁⲩⲱ ||  Krause: ⲛⲧⲯ
̄ ⲩⲭⲏ; Sevrin: ⲛⲧⲯⲩ
̄
ⲭⲏ; Krause:
˙
˙˙
ϫⲓⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛⲧ[ⲃⲣⲣ
̄ ̄ ]ⲉ ⲧⲁⲓ; Sevrin: ϫⲓⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛⲧ˙[ⲃ]ⲣ[̄ ⲣ]ⲉ [ⲟ]ⲛ.
˙˙˙ ˙ ˙ ˙
˙ ˙˙
˙˙ ˙ ˙

the exegesis on the soul

 of the soul. From it comes the prostitution of

the body too. Therefore Paul,
writing to the Corinthians, said: “I wrote
to you in the letter: ‘Do not mix with
prostitutes,’ by no means (meaning) the prostitutes of this
world or the greedy or the robbers or the
idolators, since then you would have
to leave the world.”6 Thus he is
speaking spiritually, “for our struggle is
for us not against flesh and blood,”7 as
he said, “but against the world rulers
of this darkness and the spirits of
wickedness.”8 As long as the soul
runs around and has communion with whomever she may
meet, becoming defiled, she suffers
what she deserves, but when
she becomes aware of the afflictions she is in
and weeps to the Father and
repents, then the Father will have mercy on her and turn
her womb from the outside and
he will again turn it inside, and the soul will receive her
particular nature. For these are not like the
women, for the womb of the body is
on the inside of the body like the other internal organs,
but the womb of the soul is turned outside
like the genitals of the male which are
on the outside. So, when the womb of the soul
turns itself, by the will of the Father, to the
inside, she is baptised and
immediately she is cleansed of the defilement of
the outside, this which was pressed upon her, like
[garments when they are filthy] are lifted into
the [water and] are turned until their
dirt [is] brought [out] and they are cleansed, but the cleansing
of the soul is to receive again her [new]ness















6
7
8

 Cor :–.
Eph :.
Eph :.
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 ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛⲥⲕⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉ
̄















ⲥⲟⲡ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲥⲛⲁ
ⲣⲁⲣⲭⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲃⲱⲗⲕ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲙⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲡⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
ϣⲁⲩⲕⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃⲗⲕⲉ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲥϫⲡⲉ
ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲥ ̄ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ
ⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲙⲙⲓⲥⲉ
̄
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲁⲡⲣⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲉⲓ
ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϣⲁϫⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ ⲁⲥⲕⲱ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲥⲱⲥ
̄
ⲛ̄
ⲧⲉⲥⲡⲟⲣⲛⲓⲁ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ⲁⲛϫⲱϩⲙ̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲁⲥⲣⲃ̄ ⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲛⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄̄
ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟⲥ ϩⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ̄ ⲛϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲁⲥⲙⲁϩϥ ⲛⲥϯ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ ⲁⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ̄ ⲉⲥϭⲱϣⲧ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲏⲧϥ̄ ⲙⲡⲣ
̄ ⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲙⲉ
̄ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ
ⲥⲡⲏⲧ ϩⲛⲧⲁⲅⲟⲣⲁ
̄
ⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲥ̄
ⲟⲩⲟϣϥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁⲥϭⲱ ⲉⲥϭⲟϣⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲏⲧϥ̄
ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲛⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉⲥⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲧϥ̄
ⲛⲉⲥⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲕⲉ
ⲧⲓ ⲥⲣⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ϫⲓⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲧⲁⲥϩⲉ
̄
ⲉ
ⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁⲥⲡⲣⲣⲉⲣⲁⲥⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲓϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲉ ⲛⲛⲓϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ
ⲡⲣⲙϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲉ
̄
ⲗⲉⲉⲧ ⲉⲧⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙ
̄
ⲫⲱⲛ ⲉⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲁⲣ
ⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲥⲓ ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲓ
̄
ⲛⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲓⲉⲧⲡⲱ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲱⲭⲗⲏⲥⲓ
̄
ⲥ [ⲛ̄]ⲧⲉ
˙
ⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉⲓⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲕ[ⲧⲟ] ⲛ̄[ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟ
ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ
˙
˙
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ . . . . . ] . [ⲁ]ⲛ ⲡⲉ˙
˙ ⲛ[ⲡ]ϩⲛϩⲱⲧ
ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲩϣⲁ
̄
ⲣ̄
˙ ⲁⲩⲱⲛϩ
˙ ˙ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ
ⲁⲛ[ⲟ]ⲩ[ⲉⲣⲏ]ⲩ ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙
˙ ˙˙

. Bethge, Sevrin, Layton, Kulawik: ϩⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
||  Bethge: ⲛⲉⲥⲡⲏⲧ ||  Bethge:
ⲉⲥⲣⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
||  Layton, Kulawik: ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
 - - -  ⲁⲥⲡⲣⲣⲉ
̄ ||  Sevrin: [ⲛ]ⲧⲉ || 
Krause: ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ [ⲙⲉⲓⲟ ⲛⲥⲉ
̄ ⲣϩ̄ ⲙϩ̄ ]ⲁⲗ; Wisse, Sevrin: ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲙ[ⲡⲟⲣϫⲟⲩ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ; Schenke, ˙Bethge:
˙ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ⲥⲙⲟⲧ] ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ;
ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲙ[ⲛⲟⲩϩⲙ̄ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ; Kasser:˙ ⲛⲥⲉⲧ
̄ ⲙ[ⲑ]ⲙ̄ [ⲕⲟ ϭⲉ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ˙ ||  Krause:
˙
˙
˙
˙˙
˙
Schenke, Bethge, Kulawik: ⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ⲣⲏⲧⲉ ϩⲱⲱ]ϥ [ⲁ]ⲛ ⲡⲉ; Sevrin: ⲡⲉⲉⲓ [ . . . . . ] ˙. . ⲛ ⲡⲉ; Layton:
˙ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛ[ⲉⲓ]
˙ ⲅⲁ]ⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ||  Krause, Browne:
ⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ . . . . . . ] . [ . ]ⲛ ⲡⲉ; Kasser:˙ ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓ[ⲥⲙⲟⲧ
˙ ;
˙ ˙Krause: [ . ] . [ . ] . [ . . . ] ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
ⲁⲛϩⲱⲧ
̄ ˙ ⲣ;̄ Schenke, Bethge: ⲉⲩϣⲁ[ⲡⲱ]ϩ˙ⲛϩⲱⲧⲣ
̄
|| 
˙
˙
˙˙
Sevrin:
ⲁⲛ[ⲟ]ⲩ[ⲉⲣⲏ]ⲩ.
˙˙ ˙
˙

the exegesis on the soul




 of her original nature9 and to turn herself

again, this is her baptism. Then she will
start to rage at herself like those
who give birth.10 Immediately when they give birth to the child
they turn upon themselves in anger.
But since she is a woman unable to engender
children on her own, the Father sent her from
heaven her husband who is her brother,
the firstborn. Then the bridegroom came
down to the bride. She abandoned
her former prostitution, and she cleansed herself of the defilements
of the adulterers, and she became renewed to be suitable as a bride.
She cleansed herself in the place of marriage, filled it with
perfume, and sat within it waiting for
the true bridegroom. No longer does she
run around in the marketplace11 having communion with whomever she
wants, but she continued waiting for him,
“When is he coming?”12 fearing him,13
for she did not know what he looked like.
No longer does she remember, since the time she fell
from the house of her Father. But by the will
of the Father she dreamt a dream of him like
women who love men. So then,
according to the will of the Father, the bridegroom
came down to her into the place of
marriage which was prepared,14 and he adorned the
bridal chamber.15 For that marriage is
not like the fleshly marriage. (In the fleshly marriage,) those who will have
communion with each other have enough of
that (fleshly) communion and like burdens
they leave behind them the annoyance [of] the
desire and they [turn their faces from]
each other, but this [ . . . ] is [not]
this marriage, but when they unite
with [each other] they become a single life.















9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Cf.  Pet :.
Cf. Gen :.
Cf. Cant :.
Cf. Matt :.
Cf. Eph :.
Cf. Matt :, ; :; Rev :.
Cf. Matt :–.



appendix a


 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄















ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛⲥϩⲓ
̄
ⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲛⲉⲩ
ϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ϩⲁϩⲧⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉ
ⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲟⲛ ⲁⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
ⲥⲟⲟⲩϩⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲧⲯⲩ
ⲭⲏ ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉⲣⲉⲓⲧ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲥ
ⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧϥⲥⲏϩ ϫⲉⲡϫⲟ
ⲉⲓⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲁⲥⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛϥ
ⲇⲉ ϣⲏⲙ ϣⲏⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲥⲣⲁϣⲉ ϩⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲉⲥⲣⲓ
ⲙⲉ ϩⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥ
̄
ⲣⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲁⲥ
̄
ⲭⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲛⲧⲉⲥ
̄ ⲙⲛⲧⲭⲏⲣⲁ
̄̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲥⲕⲟⲥⲙⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉⲥ
ⲛⲁⲣⲉⲛⲁϥ ⲛϭⲱ
̄
ϩⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧⲥ ̄ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲇⲉ ⲛϭⲓ
̄
ⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ ϩⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲙⲯⲁⲗⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲥⲱ
ⲧⲙ̄ ⲧⲁϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲓⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲧⲉ
̄ ⲣⲡⲱⲃϣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲗⲁⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ϫⲉⲁⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲟⲩⲥⲁ
ⲉⲓⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲟⲩϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϥⲣⲁⲝⲓⲟⲩ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲧⲣⲉⲥⲕⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲥ
̄
ⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲡⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲙⲟⲓⲭⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲁ
ⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲥϩⲛⲧⲟⲩⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛⲉⲥⲣⲡⲣ
̄ [ ⲟ] ⲥ
ⲉⲭⲉ ⲁⲡⲉⲥⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲡⲉⲥⲫⲩⲥⲓⲕⲟⲥ
˙̄
ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥ̄ ⲣⲡⲱⲃϣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲓ
ⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲛⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
ⲕⲁⲕⲱⲥ ⲛⲥ̄ ⲣⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟ
ⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ
̄
ϫⲉⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲕ
̄
ⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲕⲥⲩⲛⲅⲉⲛⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙ̄
ⲡⲏ[ⲉ]ⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲯⲩ
̄
ⲭ[ⲏ ⲣⲕ̄˙ ]ⲟ[ⲥ]ⲙⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲥ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲥⲁⲉⲓⲉ
̄̄
˙ ˙]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ
˙
˙ ⲁⲥϯ
ⲟⲛ [ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉⲣⲉⲓⲧ
˙ ⲛ̄[ⲧⲟϥ ϩⲱ]ⲱϥ ⲁϥⲙⲉⲣⲉⲓⲧⲥ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛ̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥⲣⲕ̄ ⲟ[ⲓ]ⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
[ⲁ]ⲥϫⲓ ⲙ̄
˙
˙

. Krause: ⲡⲏ[ⲉ]ⲓ ||  Krause: ⲭ[ⲏ ⲕ]ⲟ[ⲥ]ⲙⲉⲓ ||  I follow Wisse’s reconstruction;
˙ ] ˙ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ; Browne: ⲟⲛ[ⲧⲱⲥ
˙ ˙ⲟⲛ ⲁⲥ]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ; Schenke, Bethge: [ⲁⲥϭⲉⲡⲏ
Krause: ⲟ[ⲛ ⲁⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ
˙ [ . . . . . . . ]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ; Kulawik: [ⲁⲥⲣⲁϣⲉ ⲉ]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ
˙ ⲁⲥ]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ; Layton:
ⲉϯ]ⲙⲉⲉⲧⲉ˙; Sevrin: [ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ
|| ˙ Krause: ⲛ̄[ⲧⲟϥ ϩⲱ]ⲱϥ ||˙  Krause: ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥⲣⲕ̄ ⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
[ⲁ]ⲥϫⲓ; Sevrin: ⲛⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ϥ
˙
˙
˙˙
˙
[ⲁ]ⲥϫⲓ.
˙

the exegesis on the soul




 Therefore the prophet says















16
17
18
19
20

concerning the first man and the first
woman: “They shall become a single flesh.”16
For they were at first united with each other beside the Father,
before the woman lost the husband who
is her brother.17 Again this marriage
has brought them together and the
soul has united with her true love, her
natural master, as it is written,
“for the master of the woman is her husband.”18 And she recognised him
little by little and she rejoiced again, weeping
before him when she remembered her
disgraceful conduct of her former widowhood,
and she greatly adorned herself so that it
might please him to stay with her. And
the Prophet says in the Psalms:
“Listen, my daughter, and see and turn your
ear and forget your people and the house
of your father, for the king has desired your
beauty, for he is your master.”19 For he expects
her to turn her face away from her
people and the multitude of her adulterers,
in whose midst she previously was, and to
devote herself to her king only, her natural
master, and to forget the house of the
earthly father with whom she was
maltreated, and to remember him, her Father
in heaven. Thus also it was
said to Abraham: “Come forth from your
land and your kin and from
the house of your father!”20 Thus, when the soul
[adorned] herself again in her beauty,
[she] attain[ed] her beloved
and [he also] loved her. And
when she had communion with him she receive[d]

Gen :; cf. Matt :; Mark :;  Cor :; Eph :.
Cf. Gen :–; :–.
Cf. Gen :;  Cor :; :; Eph :.
Ps :– LXX.
Gen :.
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the life-giving spirit,21 so that she gave birth to good children
from it and nourished them.
For this is the great perfect marvel
of birth,22 as it is by the will of the Father
that this marriage is fulfilled. But it is necessary for the
soul to give birth to herself and to become once again as she
was before. So, the soul moves
by herself, and she received the divinity from the Father
for her to be renewed, so that she may also be taken to
the place were she was from the beginning. This is
the resurrection from the
dead. This is the redemption from captivity.
This is the ascent up to heaven. This
is the way to go up to the Father.
Therefore the prophet says: “My
soul, praise the Lord and all those
within his holy name. My
soul, praise God, who has
forgiven all your lawlessnesses, who has
healed all your diseases, who has saved
your life from death, who has
crowned you with mercy, who satisfies your
desire with the good. Your youth will
be renewed like that of an eagle.”23 So, when she becomes renewed
she will ascend, praising the Father
and her brother, this one by whom she was saved.
Thus the soul will
be saved through the rebirth.24 But this
comes not from ascetic words
nor from skills nor from
written teaching, but the grace of [ . . . ],
but the gift of [ . . . ].25
For this thing is heavenly.
Therefore the Saviour cries out:

Cf. John :;  Cor :.
Cf. John :.
Ps :– LXX.
Cf. Matt :;  Tim :; Titus :.
Cf. Eph :–.
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˙

the exegesis on the soul

 “No one will be able to come to me unless















26
27
28
29
30
31
32

my Father draws him and brings him to me
and I too will raise him on the last
day.”26 It is therefore appropriate to pray to the Father and for us to
call up to him with all our soul,
not with the external lips, but with the spirit
within, the one which came from the
deep,27 sighing28 and repenting for
the life we have led, confessing
the sins, perceiving the empty error
we were in and the
empty haste, weeping like we were
in the darkness and the wave, mourning
ourselves so that he may have pity on us, hating
ourselves as we are now. Again
the Saviour says: “Blessed
are those who mourn, for it is they who shall be
pitied. Blessed are those who hunger, for
it is they who shall be filled.”29 Again he says:
“If one does not hate his own soul he will not be able to follow
me.”30 For the beginning of salvation is
repentance. Therefore, “before the
arrival of Christ, John came,
preach[ing] the baptism of repentance.”31
And repentance comes about in pain
and grief.32 But the Father is a
good philanthropist and he hears the
soul who calls up to him and he
sends her the saving light.
Therefore he says through the spirit in the
prophet: “Say to the children of my people:
‘If your sins become extended
[from the earth to] heaven and if they become
[red] like scarlet and
blacker than a [sack, and]

John :.
Cf.  Cor :–.
Cf. Rom :.
Matt : + , ; cf. Luke :.
Cf. Luke :.
Cf. Acts :.
Cf. John :–;  Cor :.
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̄
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the exegesis on the soul

 you turn yourselves to me with all your soul















33
34
35
36

and you say to me,
‘My Father,’ I will listen to you like a
holy people.’ ”33 Again in another place,
“the Lord, the Holy One of
Israel, says: ‘When you turn yourself and sigh,
then you will be saved and you will know where you were,
on the day when you trusted the emptinesses.’ ”34 Again
he says in another place: “Jerusalem
wept profusely: ‘Have mercy on me!’ He will have mercy on the voice
of your weeping and when he saw he listened to you.
And the Lord will give you bread of
affliction and water of oppression. Those
who deceive will not return from now on
to approach you. Your eyes will see those who deceive
you.”35 So it is appropriate to pray to
God night and day, stretching
our hands up to him like those who are sailing in the midst
of the sea. They pray to
God with all their heart without hypocrisy,
for those who pray hypocritically
deceive only themselves.
For God looks at the kidneys and
he examines the heart below
in order to know whether they are worthy of salvation.
For no one is worthy of salvation who still loves
the place of error. Therefore it is written
in the Poet: “Odysseus sat
on the island weeping and grieving, turning
his face from the words of Calisto
and her deceptions, desiring to see
his village and smoke [com]ing
from it. And had [he not received]
help from heaven, [he would not have been able to return]
to his village.”36 Again, [Helen] too says:
“My heart has turned itself from me. Again

 Clem. :.
Isa :.
Isa :–.
Cf. Homer, Od. .–; ..
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. Krause, Sevrin: ⲟⲩ ||  Krause, Sevrin: ϩⲛⲛⲁ
̄ [ϫⲁ] ||  Krause, Sevrin: ⲡϫ[ⲟ];
Kulawik: ⲡϫⲟ ||  Sevrin:˙ ˙ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛ[ⲁ]; Kulawik: ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁ ||  Sevrin, Kulawik: ⲡⲁⲉⲓ.

the exegesis on the soul

 I want to go to my house.”37 For she sighed











and said: “It was Aphrodite who
deceived me. She brought me out from my village. My
only daughter I have left behind me and my
beautiful, wise, good husband.”38
For when the soul leaves her
perfect husband because of the deception of Aphrodite,
which consists in the begetting in this place,
she will be hurt. But if she sighs
and repents she will return to her
house. For indeed, Israel would not have been visited
in the first place so as to be taken out from the land of Egypt,
from the house of slavery, except because it
sighed to God and wept for the oppression
of its work. Again it is written in the Psalms:
“I have been greatly troubled in my sighing. I will
wash my bed and my mattress at
night with my tears. I have become old among
all my enemies. Get away from me,
everyone who does lawlessness, for behold, the
Lord has heard the call of my weeping
and the Lord has heard my prayer.”39 If
we will truly repent, God will
hear us, the patient and abundantly
merciful to whom is the glory in
all eternity. Amen.

 The Exegesis on the Soul
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Cf. Homer, Od. .–.
Cf. Homer, Od. .–.
Ps :– LXX.
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A Hebrew man creates Hebrew,
 and [those] of this sort are called

“proselyte,” but a p[rose]lyte does not
create proselyte [ . . . ]
they are like [ . . . ]
and they create others [ . . . ]
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 [ . . . ] only [ . . . ] suffice for them so that they may
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41
42

come into being. The slave only seeks to be
free, but he does not seek the property
of his master. But the son, not only
is he son, but he ascribes to himself
the inheritance of the father.40 Those who inherit
the dead, they too are dead
and they inherit the dead. Those
who inherit the living, they are alive
and they inherit the living and the
dead. The dead do not inherit
anything, for how will the dead inherit?
If the dead inherits
the living he will not die, but the dead
will rather live!41 A gentile
man does not die, for he has never lived so that
he may die. He who has believed in the truth, he has
lived,42 and this one is liable to die, for he is alive
since the day Christ came. The world
is created, the cities are organised,
the dead is carried out. When we were
Hebrews we were fatherless.
We had our mother, but when we became
Christians we got (both) father and mother.
Those who sow in the winter reap in the summer.
The winter is the world, the summer is the other
aeon. Let us sow in the world so that
we may reap in the summer. Therefore it is appropriate
for us not to pray in the winter. That
which follows the winter is the summer, but if one reaps
in the winter he will not reap, but he will pluck out.
Just like such a person he will not produce
fruit [ . . . ] not only does he come
forth [ . . . ] but on the Sabbath too
[ . . . ] it is fruitless. Christ came

Cf. Gal :–, .
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :; :; cf. also Tit :.
Cf. John :–; :–; :; :–; :;  John :.
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to save others, and to redeem others.
It was those who were strangers that he bought, and he
made them his own and he set
his own apart, these whom he put as a pledge
in his will. Not only when he
appeared did he lay down his life (ψυχ) when he
wanted to, but since the day the world
existed he laid down his life (ψυχ) when he
wanted to.43 Then he came first to take it, since
it had been put as a pledge. It came to be under the
robbers and they took it captive, but he saved
it, and the good in the world
he redeemed, and the bad. Light and darkness,
life and death, right and left,
they are brothers of one another. It is impossible for them to be separated
from each other. Therefore, neither are the good
good, nor are the bad bad,
nor is life life, nor is death
death. Each one will therefore dissolve
into its origin from the beginning. But those that are exalted
above the world are indissoluable,
they are among the eternal. The names that are given to the
worldly contain a great
error, for they turn the mind aside from
what is right to what is not right,
and he who hears “God”
does not understand what is right, but he understands
what is not right. Thus also with “the Father”
and “the Son” and “the Holy Spirit” and
“the life” and “the light” and “the resurrection”
and “the church” and all the others,
it is not [what is right] that is understood, but it is
what is [not] right that is understood, unless they
have learned what is right. The [names that were heard]
exist in the world [ . . . ]

Cf. John :, –; :;  John :.
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never have been named in the world,
nor have they been placed among
worldly things. They have their end in
the aeon. A single name is not uttered
in the world, the name which the Father gave
to the Son. It is exalted above every (other name), that
is, the name of the Father. For the Son would
not have become father unless he had put
on the name of the Father. Those
who have this name know it,
but they do not speak it, but those who do not have it
do not know it.44 But Truth produced names
in the world for our sakes, for it is impossible for us
to learn it (i.e., Truth) without the names.
Truth is one thing and it is many, and it concerns us to
teach this one alone with love through
many.45 The rulers wanted to deceive
man because they saw him having
kinship with the
truly good. They took the name of the
good and they gave it to those that are not good
so that through the names they might deceive
him and bind them to those that are not
good, and afterwards, as if they
are doing them a favour, to remove them
from those that are not good and to
place them among those that are good. These things they
knew, for they wanted to
take the free one and place him in slavery to them
forever. There are powers
existing who [ . . . ] man, not wanting
him to be [safe,] so that they may
become [ . . . ] for if man
[was safe], sacrifices [would not] happen
[ . . . ] and animals were offered

Cf. John :; :; :–; Phil :–; Rev :–; Eph :.
Cf. Eph :–; Phil :–.
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were animals (themselves). They were offered
up alive, but when they were offered
up they died. Man was offered
up to God dead and he lived.
Before Christ came there was no bread
in the world, like in Paradise, the place
were Adam was, there were many trees
for the food of the animals. It had no wheat
for the food of man. Man was
feeding like the animals, but when Christ
came, the perfect man, he brought bread
from heaven so that man would be
nourished with the food of man.46 The
rulers thought that it was by their power and their
will that they were doing what they were doing,
but the Holy Spirit was secretly
effecting everything through them
as it wished. Truth, which has been in existence
since the beginning, is sown everywhere,
and there are many who see it being sown,
but there are few who see it being reaped.
Some say that Mary conceived by
the Holy Spirit. They are wrong.
They do not know what they are saying.
When did a female ever conceive by a female?
“Mary is the virgin whom no
power defiled.” It is a
great oath of the Hebrews,47 who are the
apostles and [the] apostolic.48
This virgin whom no power
defiled, [ . . . ] the powers
defile[d] themselves. And the Lord [would] not
[have] said, “my [father who is in] heaven,”49
unless he had another father,50
but he would simply have said, [“my father”].
The Lord said to the [disciples, “. . . ]

Cf. John :–.
Cf. Luke :, .
Cf.  Cor :–; Phil :, .
Matt :; :, ; :; :; :, ; cf. also Matt :; :.
Cf. Rom :.
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̄ ⲛⲧⲉ
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[ⲣⲟ ⲙⲡⲛⲟ
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. Ménard: [ . . ]ⲱ[ . . . ]ⲉ[ . ]ⲛ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ||  Ménard: [ⲙ]ⲡⲣϫⲓ
̄ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
|| 
˙ an˙ empty gap following ⲛⲁⲙ. I follow the emendation
For some reason the˙ scribe left
of Ménard. Schenke follows this reading in his translation, but does not emend the
Coptic text. Layton: ⲛⲁⲙ - - -  ||  Ménard: ⲉⲧⲃⲉ[ⲡⲉ]ⲉⲓ ||  Ménard: ⲉⲧⲉ[ⲩⲛⲁⲃⲱϣ];
˙
Schenke: ⲉⲧⲉ[ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲉϩⲏ[ⲩ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲕ]ⲁⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ; Schenke:
ⲛ̄[ⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ˙ ]ⲧⲉ.
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲕ]ⲁⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ||  Till, Ménard: [ϩⲓⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲁϣ]ⲣⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉⲓ ||  Ménard: [ⲣⲣⲟ
˙
˙
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of the Father, but do not steal from the house
of the Father and do not carry away.” Jesus is a
hidden name. Christ is a revealed name.
Jesus is therefore not
in any language, but his name is Jesus
as he is called. But as for Christ,
his name in Syriac is Messiah,
but in Greek it is Christ. All
the others have it
according to the language of each one among them.
It is the Nazarene who reveals
the hidden. Christ has everything
within himself, whether man or angel
or mystery and the Father.51 Those who say
that the Lord died first and
then arose are wrong, for he arose
first and then he died. If one does not acquire
the resurrection first he will not die.
As God lives, that one would die! No one
will hide a great valuable object
in a great thing, but many times
an innumerable myriad has been put
into a thing worth a trifle. Thus it is with
the soul. It is a valuable thing and it has
come to be in a contemptible body. There are some
who are afraid that perhaps they might arise
naked. Therefore they want to arise
in the flesh, and [they] do not know that it is those who
wear the [flesh] who are naked.52
These [ . . . ] to unclothe
themselves, [they are] not naked. “Flesh
[and blood shall] not inherit the kingdom
[of God].”53 What is this that shall

Cf. Col :.
Cf.  Cor :–.
 Cor :.
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. Till, Ménard: [ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲁ]ⲗⲗⲁ ||  Till, Ménard: ⲉⲧ[ⲟⲩⲛⲁϭ]ⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
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also is this that shall inherit? It is Jesus’ (flesh)
and his blood. Therefore he said,
“He who will not eat my flesh and drink
my blood has not life in him.”54 What
is it? His flesh is the Logos55 and his blood
is the Holy Spirit.56 He who has received these
has food, and he has drink and clothing.57
As for me, I find fault with the others who say
that it will not rise. Or both of them
are at fault. You say
that the flesh will not rise, but tell
me what it is that shall arise, so that we may
honour you. You say, “the spirit in the flesh,”
and “it is this other light in the flesh.”
It is a Logos, “this other” that is “in the flesh,” because whatever you will
say, you say nothing apart from the flesh.
It is necessary to arise in this flesh, for
everything is in it. In this world
those who wear the garments are better than the
garments. In the kingdom of heaven, the garments
are better than those who have put them on.58 It is by means of
water and fire that everything is purified,
the revealed by means of the revealed
the hidden by means of the hidden. There are
some that are hidden by means of the revealed.
There is water in water, there is fire
in chrism. Jesus took them all by stealth,59
for he did not appear as
he was, but it was
as [they would] be able to see
him that he appeared. [All these (ways)] he
appeared to them. He [appeared] to [the]
great as great. He [appeared] to
the small as small. He [appeared]

Cf. John :–; cf. also John :.
Cf. John :.
Cf. John :.
Cf. Matt :, ; Luke :–.
Cf. Matt :; Luke :–.
Cf. John :.



appendix b

 (= Plate )
 [ⲛ̄ⲛ̄]ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲱⲥ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ













˙ ˙ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲡⲉϥ
ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ
ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲁϥϩⲟⲡϥ ⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲩⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲩ
ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉϥⲟⲩ
̄
ⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲟ
̄
ⲟⲩ ϩⲓϫⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉϥⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁϥ
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲣⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄ ̄
ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϣϭⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙ̄
ⲙⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϩⲱⲧⲣ̄ ̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩ
ⲁⲁⲃ ϩⲟⲧⲣ ̄ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲛ
ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲡϩⲓⲉⲓⲃ
̄
ⲁϫⲛ̄
ⲧϥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛϣϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϯⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ⲉϥ
ⲕⲏⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ ⲡⲣⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲛⲁϣⲉⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ⲁⲡⲣⲙ̄ ⲛⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲉϣϫⲉⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁ
̄
ⲇⲁⲙ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲓⲧⲟⲓⲅⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲟ
ⲥⲱ ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙⲉ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲙⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟ
̄
ⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟ ϣⲏ
ⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥⲧⲁ
̄
ⲙⲓⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϫⲡⲟ
ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲥⲛⲏⲩ
̄
ⲛϩ̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩ
ϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟ
̄ ⲟ[ⲩ] ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩ
ⲱ ⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ϩ˙ⲙ̄ [ . . ] . [˙ . . ]ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
˙ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ϥ ˙[ . . . . . ]ϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ . [˙. . . . . ]ⲉⲓϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲣ̄
[ . ]ⲏⲧ ⲉ . . [ . . . . . ]ⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
[ . . . . . ˙. . . ] ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲧⲁⲡⲣⲟ
[ . . . . . . ] . ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄

. Layton: ⲉⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ; Schenke, while choosing not to emend the text, likewise holds
ⲉⲡⲣⲟ to be an “Irreguläre Schreibung für ⲉⲡⲣⲣⲟ
̄ ” ||  Till: ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲛⲉⲧ]ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ; Ménard:
ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲛ]̄ ⲁ̄ ⲛ[ⲉⲧ]ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ; Layton: ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲁⲉ]ⲓ [ⲉⲧ]ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ; Schenke: ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲙ]ⲁ [˙ⲉⲧ]ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ || 
˙ ˙[ϣⲁⲩϯⲟⲉⲓ
˙ [ⲉⲩⲥⲟⲉⲓ
˙
˙
˙
˙ ϫ[ⲉⲉⲩⲥⲟ
˙ ]ϣ; Layton, Schenke:
˙ ]ϣ ||  Ménard:
˙ ; Layton,
Ménard:
]ⲉⲓϣ
˙
˙
Schenke: ϫ[ⲓ ⲙⲡⲥⲟ
̄
]ⲉⲓϣ ||  Ménard: [ⲣ]ⲏⲧ ⲉϫ[ⲙⲡⲧⲟ
̄
]ⲡⲟⲥ; Layton, Schenke: [ⲣ]ⲏⲧ ⲉϩⲟ[ⲩⲛ
̄
|| ˙ ˙Till:
ⲉⲡⲧⲟ]ⲡⲟⲥ ˙||  Ménard: [ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲟϥ˙;˙ Schenke: [ⲉⲛⲉϥ . . . . ] ⲙⲙⲟϥ
[ . . . ⲉⲛⲉⲣⲉ]ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ; Ménard: [ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛⲉⲣⲉ]ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ; Layton: [ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛⲉ]ⲁⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ; Schenke:
˙
[ϩⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ]ⲁⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ.
˙
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 [to the] angels as angel and













60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68

to the men as man. Therefore his
Logos hid itself from everyone. Some
saw him thinking that they saw
themselves, but when he
appeared to his disciples in
glory upon the mountain60 he was not small, he
became great, but he made the disciples
great so that they might be able to see
him being great.61 He said on that day62
in the Eucharist:63 “He who joined
the perfect, the light,64 with the Holy Spirit,
join the angels with us also,65 with the
images!” Do not despise the lamb,66 for without
it it is impossible to see the door.67 No one
will be able to approach the king
naked.68 The heavenly man has more children
than the earthly man. If the children of
Adam are many even though they die,
how much more so the children of the perfect
man, these who do not die, but are
always begotten? The father makes
a son and it is impossible for the son to
make a son. For it is impossible for the one who has been born
to beget, but the son acquires
brothers, not sons. All those who
are begotten in the world
are begotten by means of the physical,
and the others in [ . . . ] are begotten
by means of it / him [ . . . ] out there
to the man [ . . . ] in the
[ . . . ] above
[ . . . ] him / it from the mouth
[ . . . ] the word came out thence

Cf. Matt :–; Mark :–; Luke :–.
Cf.  John :.
Cf. Luke :–.
Cf. Luke :–.
Cf. John :; :.
Cf. John :.
Cf., e.g., John :, .
Cf. John :–.
Cf. Matt :–; cf. also Rev :–.
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 ⲛⲉϥⲛⲁⲥⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲧⲁⲡⲣⲟ
̄
ⲁⲩ[ⲱ]















˙ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
ⲛⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲡⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲩⲱ̂ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ
ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲧⲛϯⲡⲓ
̄
ⲉⲣⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉⲛϫⲓ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲱ̂ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲛ̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲙⲛ̄
ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉⲥⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲏⲛⲏ ⲧⲁ
ⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲉϥⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩ
ⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉϥϩⲱⲧⲣⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏ
̄
ⲣⲉ ⲛϩⲁⲡⲗⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲛⲉ ⲣⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲡⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
ⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲇⲓⲡⲗⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲥⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲥⲉⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲥⲉⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓ
ⲧⲛ̄ ⲥⲉϩⲛⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲥⲉϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϥϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϥϩⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϥϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ϥϩⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲥⲉϣⲙϣⲉ
̄ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲁⲃ ϩⲓⲧⲛ̄ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ
̄
ⲥⲉⲟ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲃ̄ ⲗⲗⲉ
̄ ϩⲓⲧⲙ̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲩⲛⲁⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲣϩⲩⲡⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲧⲉⲓ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϩⲟⲡⲟⲧⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲉ
̄
ⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩ[[ⲙ̄ ]]ⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲣ ̄
ⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ
ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ
ⲉⲣⲓⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲙⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲕ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲁⲗⲗⲟⲧⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲉⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟ
ⲗⲟⲥ ⲛ̄ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲧⲙⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟ
̄
ⲣⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ̄ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϫⲡⲟ [ⲛ]ⲁⲥ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲙⲟⲩ
̄
˙
ⲛⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ [ . . . . . ˙. ]ⲗ ϫⲉϩⲙⲟⲩ
ⲁϫⲛⲧⲥ̄ ̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫ[ⲟⲣⲁ ϣⲱ]˙ⲡⲉ ⲉϥϣⲏⲡ ⲧⲥⲟ
ⲫⲓⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲧⲉⲓⲣ[ⲁ . . . . . ]ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩ
ⲧⲟ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲥ . . . . . ]ⲥⲉ ⲡⲉⲓ ⲛ̄
ϩⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣ[ . . . . ] . .
˙ ⲃ[......]
ⲛⲧⲟⲩϩⲉ
̄
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁ
˙

. Ménard: ⲁⲩⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
||  Till: [ⲉⲧ . . .]ⲁ; Ménard, Layton, Schenke: [ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲫⲓ]ⲁ
˙ ; Ménard: ⲟⲩⲥⲧⲉⲓⲣ[ⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲁϫⲙⲡ
||  Till, Layton, Schenke: ⲟⲩⲥⲧⲉⲓⲣ[ⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲁϫⲛ̄]ϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄ ]ϣⲏⲣⲉ
||  Ménard: ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲥ ϫⲉⲟⲩ]ⲥⲉⲡⲉⲓ ; Layton: ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲕⲉ]ⲥⲉⲡⲉⲓ; Schenke: ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲥ ϫⲉ . . . ]ⲥⲉ
˙ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲛⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ]; Ménard: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣ[ⲥⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
]; Layton:
ⲡⲉⲓ ||  Till: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁ[ϣⲱⲡⲉ
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣ[ . . . . ]ⲛ̄ϣ; Schenke: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣ[ . . . . ]ⲛ̄ⲱ ||  Ménard:˙[ⲡⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟ].
˙˙
˙˙
˙
˙
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 he would be nourished from the mouth [and]















69
70
71

he would become perfect, for
it is by means of a kiss that the perfect conceive and beget. Therefore
we too kiss one another,69
conceiving from the grace that is in
one another. There were three who walked with
the Lord always: Mary, his mother,
and her sister and Magdalene,70
who is called his companion.
For Mary was his sister and his mother
and his partner. The Father and the
Son are single names. The Holy Spirit
is a double name, for they are
everywhere. They are above, they are below,
they are in the secret, they are in the revealed.
The Holy Spirit is in the revealed,
it is below; it is in the secret,
it is above. The saints are served
by means of the evil powers,
for they are blinded by the Holy Spirit
so that they may think that they are serving
a man when they are serving
the saints. Therefore a disciple
asked the Lord one day for a
thing of the world. He said to him:
“ask your mother and she will give you
from the others.” The apostles said
to the disciples: “Let our entire
offering acquire salt.”
They called [ . . . ] “salt.” Without it
the offering does not [become] acceptable.
But Wisdom [is] barren71 [ . . . ] child. Therefore
[she / it] is called [ . . . ], this of
salt, the place they will [ . . . ]
in their manner. The Holy Spirit [ . . . ]

Cf. Rom :;  Cor :;  Cor :;  Thess :;  Pet :.
Cf. John :; Matt :–; Mark :–.
Cf. Isa :; Gal :.
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 [ . . ] . ⲛⲁϣ[ⲉ] ⲛⲉⲥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥϥ
̄















ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ˙ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϩⲱ
ⲱϥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ϥⲟ ⲛⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲁⲩ
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the father has belongs to the son, and he
himself, the son, as long has he is little
he is not entrusted with those (things) that are his. Then,
when he becomes a man, his father gives him
everything that belongs to him.72 Those who go astray, whom
the Spirit begets, they also go astray
because of it. Therefore, by means of that single Spirit
the fire is kindled and extinguished.
Echamoth is one thing and
Echmoth is another. Echamoth is simply Wisdom,
but Echmoth is the wisdom of death, that
is, the wisdom {of death, that is,} which
knows death, this which is called
the little wisdom. There are animals
that are subordinate to man, like the calf
and the donkey and others of this sort.
There are others that are not subordinate,
living alone in the deserts. Man ploughs
the field by means of the subordinate animals
and from this he nourishes himself and
the animals, whether those that are subordinate, or those that are
not subordinate. Thus it is with the perfect
man. He ploughs by means of powers that are subordinate,
preparing for everyone
to come into being. For it is because of this that everything
stands, whether the good or the evil,
and the right and the left. The Holy Spirit
shepherds everyone, and it rules
[all] the powers that are subordinate
and those that are [not subordinate] and those that are alone.
For truly he / it [ . . . ] imprisons them
[so that . . . ] want to, they will not be able
to [leave. He who has been] moulded
[is beautiful, but] you would find his children being

Cf. Gal :–, .
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moulded, but begotten, you would
find that his seed was noble. But
now he was moulded and he begot. What
nobility is this? First, adultery
happened, and afterwards, murder.73 And
he was begotten in adultery,
for he was the son of the serpent. Therefore he became
a murderer like his father too,74 and
he killed his brother.75 Every communion
that has taken place between those who do not resemble
each other constitutes adultery. God
is a dyer. Like the good dyes
– they are called the true (dyes)—
die with those (things) that have been dyed in them,
thus it is with those whom God has dyed.
Since his dyes are immortal, they
become immortal by means of his remedies.
But God dips those whom he dips
in water. It is impossible
for anyone to see any of the ordained (things)
unless he becomes like
them. It is not like it is with the man who is
in the world. He sees the sun while not being sun,
and he sees the sky and the earth and
all the other things while not being
those (things). Thus it is in truth. But you have
seen something of that place, and you have
become those (things). You have seen the Spirit, and you have
have become spirit. You have seen Christ, and you have become
Christ. You have seen the [Father, and you] will become
father. Therefore, [here] you see
everything and you do not [see yourself],
but you see yourself in [that place],
for you will [become] that which you see.
Faith receives, love gives. [No one will be able to]

Cf. John :.
Cf. Gen :–.
Cf. Gen :.
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ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ ̄ ⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲡⲉ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲛ̄
ⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲥⲥⲓⲁⲥ
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲥⲏⲙⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲥⲛⲧⲉ
̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧϣⲏⲩ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲙ̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ
̄̄
ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲛⲁ
ⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ [[ⲛⲉ]] ϭⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲭⲥ̄ ̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲓⲧϥ
̄
ⲡⲛⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ̄ⲓⲥ̄
ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲓⲧⲟⲩ ⲡⲙⲁⲣⲅⲁⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲩϣⲁ(ⲛ)
ⲛⲟϫϥ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲃⲟⲣⲃⲟⲣⲟⲛ ϣⲁϥϣⲱ
ⲡⲉ {ϣⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ} ⲁⲛ ⲉϥϣⲏⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲧⲁϩⲥϥ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲟⲃⲁⲣⲥⲓⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉϥⲧⲁⲉⲓⲏⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟ
̄
ϩⲁϩⲧⲛⲡⲉϥϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲓ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟ
̄
ϩⲁϩⲧⲙⲡⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲕϣⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲟⲩ¨ⲓⲟⲩⲇⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲕⲓⲙ ⲉⲕϣⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲟⲩ
ϩⲣⲱⲙⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲣⲧⲁⲣⲁⲥⲥⲉ
̄
ⲉⲕϣⲁ
ϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟ[ⲕ ⲟ]ⲩϩⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛ ⲟⲩⲃⲁⲣⲃⲁ
˙ ˙]ⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
ⲣⲟⲥ ⲟⲩϩⲙϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ [ⲟⲩⲉⲗⲉⲩ
̄
˙
ⲛⲁϣⲧⲟⲣⲧ
ⲣ ̄ ⲉⲕ[ϣⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ] ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲟⲩⲭⲣⲏ
ⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲡ[ . . . . . ] ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲅⲉⲛⲟⲓ
̄
˙ ⲛⲧⲁ
ⲧⲟ
̄ ϣ[ . . . ⲛⲧ
̄ ]ⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉ
[˙ⲧ]ⲉ . [ .˙. . . . ] ⲛⲁϣϩⲩⲡⲟⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉ
˙ ⲙ̄ ⲉⲡ]ⲉϥⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲣⲱ
[ⲥⲱⲧ
˙

. Ménard: ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ||  Layton: {ϣⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ} ||  Layton: ⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ || 
Till: [ⲥ]ⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ [ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ]; Ménard: [ⲥ]ⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲧ[ⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲩ]ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓⲛ; Schenke: ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
] ||
 Till: ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ . [ . . ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧ]ⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ; Ménard: ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ˙ϣ[ⲱⲡ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ ⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ; Schenke: ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ϣ[ⲉⲡ
˙
̄
ⲛ]ⲁϣϩⲩⲡⲟⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ
; Schenke: [ⲧ]ⲉ ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
] || ˙Till:
ⲟⲩⲧ]ⲉⲉⲓⲙⲓⲛⲉ ||  Ménard: [ⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ
˙˙
[ . . . . ⲡⲉ]ⲉⲓⲣⲁⲛ; Ménard: [ⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡ]ⲉⲓⲣⲁⲛ.
˙
˙
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love. Therefore we believe in order that we may receive,
but we give in order that we may love. For
if one does not give with love, he does not
benefit from that which he has given.76 He who has not received
the Lord is a Hebrew still. The
apostles who were before us
named (him) in this way: “Jesus the Nazarene Messiah,”
that is, “Jesus the Nazarene Christ.” The last
name is Christ, the first is Jesus, the one in
the middle is the Nazarene. Messiah
has two meanings, both Christ
and “he who is measured.” Jesus in Hebrew is
the redemption, Nazara is the truth. The
Nazarene, then, is the truth. It was Christ
who was measured. It was the Nazarene and Jesus
who were measured. If the pearl
is thrown down into the mud
it does not become more despised,
nor will it become precious
if it is anointed with balsam, but it is always
valuable for its master.
Thus it is with the children of
God wherever they may be,
they are still valuable for their
father. If you say, “I am a Jew,”
no one will be moved. If you say, “I am a
Roman,” no one will be troubled. If you
say, “I am a Greek,” “a barbarian,”
“a slave,” [“a free,”] no one
will be shaken. [If] you [say], “I am a
Christian,” the [ . . . ] will tremble. If
only [ . . . of] this sort, this one
[who . . . ] will not be able to endure
[hearing] his name. God is a man-eater.

Cf. Luke :; Eph :–.
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 ⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲥⲉ[ϣⲱ]ⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙ[ ⲉ ]















˙ ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
˙̄
˙
˙
ⲛⲁϥ ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ
ⲙⲉ ⲛⲉⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲉϩⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲩ
ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲃⲁϭⲏⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲃⲃⲗϫⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲁⲃⲁϭⲏⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁ
ⲟⲩⲱϭⲡ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲛⲥⲕⲉⲩⲟⲥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲃⲃ̄ ⲗϫⲉ
̄ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲟⲩⲱϭⲡ ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕⲟ
ⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲛⲓϥⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲓⲱ
ⲉϥⲕⲱⲧⲉ ϩⲁⲟⲩⲱⲛⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲁϥⲛϣⲉ
̄ ⲙⲙⲓⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϥⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲁⲁϥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲁϥϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲛ ⲉϥϩⲙⲡⲓⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲓⲙⲁ
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ϣⲁⲩⲛϩⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟ
̄
ⲟϣⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲩⲡⲣⲟⲕⲟⲡⲧⲉ ⲉ
ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲙⲙⲁ
̄ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲣⲟⲩϩⲉ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲣⲟ
ⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲕⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ̄
ⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲙⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲓⲕⲏ ⲁⲛⲧⲁⲗⲁⲓ
ⲡⲱⲣⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲧⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲉⲩ
ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲥⲩⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲫⲁ
ⲣⲓⲥⲁⲑⲁ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲁⲓⲥ ̄ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩ[ⲛ] ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϫⲱϭⲉ
̄
ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁϥϥⲓ ϣⲃⲉⲥⲛⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲭⲣⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ ⲁⲧⲣⲟϩⲧⲉ ⲁϥⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲉⲩⲟⲃϣ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ
ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟ
̄ ⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣ
̄
[[ⲉ ⲙ̄
ⲡϣⲏⲣ]]ⲉ ⲙⲡⲣ
̄ ⲱⲙ[ⲉ˙ⲉ]ϥ[ⲟ] ⲛϫ
̄ ϭⲓⲧ ⲧⲥⲟ
˙ [ⲉ ⲉⲣⲟ]˙ⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲥⲧⲓⲣⲁ
˙ ⲛ̄
ⲫⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧ
ⲧⲟⲥ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲙⲁⲁ[˙ⲩ ⲛ̄ⲛⲁⲅ
̄ ]˙ⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ [ⲧ]ⲕⲟⲓ
˙ ⲧⲙⲁⲅ[ⲇⲁ
˙
˙ ]
ⲛⲱⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲥ
̄ [ . . . ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲓⲁ
ⲗⲏⲛⲏ ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡ . [ . . . . .˙ⲙⲉ] ⲙⲙ
̄ ⲟ˙ [ⲥ ⲛ̄]
ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧ
̄
[ⲏⲥ . . . . . .˙. . ˙ⲛⲉϥ]
ⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲛⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲁⲡⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ ⲙ˙̄ [ . . . . . . . ]
˙

. Till: ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲉ[ⲭⲥ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲁⲣ]ⲓⲁ; Ménard: ⲙⲡ
̄ ϣ[ⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲙⲁⲣ]ⲓⲁ; Schenke: ⲙⲡⲥ
̄ [ⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲓⲁ
˙ [ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲉ] ⲙⲙ
˙
˙
||  Till: ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡ
̄ [ⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲛ]; Ménard:
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡ[ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲉ] ⲛⲙ
̄ [ⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲛ̄]; Schenke:
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡⲥ[ⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲙⲉ] ||  Till:˙ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏ
̄
[ⲧⲏⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥ]; Ménard:˙ ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏ
̄
[ⲧⲏⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ
˙ ]; Layton, Schenke: ⲁⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧ
̄
[ⲏⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥ] ||  Till, Ménard, Schenke:
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥ
ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ⲧⲁⲡⲣⲟ ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄ ]; Layton: ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ . . . . . . ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄ ]; Possibly ⲁⲧⲉⲥ[ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲁϩ
̄ ] (cf. Luke
˙ Layton, ) ||  Till: ⲛ[ⲛ˙(ⲥ)ϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ ⲁⲩ]; Ménard: ⲛ[ⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
˙
:;
̄
ⲁⲩ]; Layton, Schenke:
˙
˙
ⲙ̄ [ⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ].
˙
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to him. Before man was sacrificed,
animals were sacrificed,
for those to whom they sacrificed were not gods.
Glass vessels and pottery vessels
come into being by means of fire,
but if glass vessels
are broken they are remade, for they
came into being by means of a breath,
whereas if pottery vessels are broken they are destroyed,
for they came into being without breath. A donkey
turning against a grindstone did a hundred miles
walking. When it was released,
it still found itself in the very same place.
There are men who do much
walking and they do not make progress
toward any place. When evening comes
upon them they have neither seen city nor
village nor creation nor nature and
power and angel. The wretches
have laboured in vain. The Eucharist is Jesus,
for in Syriac he is called
Pharisatha,77 that is, “the one who is spread out,”
for Jesus came crucifying the world.78
The Lord went into Levi’s place of dyeing
and took seventy-two79 colours
and threw them into the vat and brought them out
all white, and said,
“Thus the Son [[of
the Son]] of Man has come [as] a dyer.”80 The
wisdom that is called the barren,
she is the [mother of the an]gel[s]81 and [the]
companion of the [ . . . Ma]ry Mag[da]lene
[ . . . loved her]82
more than the disciples [ . . . he]
kiss[ed] her on her [ . . . ]
times. The rest of [ . . . ]

Cf. Acts :.
Cf. Gal :.
Cf. Luke :, .
Cf. Mark :.
Cf. Gal :; Isa :.
Cf. John :; :–; Luke :–; Matt :–; Mark :–.
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ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲕⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲣⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ̄ ⲁϥ
ⲟⲩⲱϣⲃ ̄ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ {ⲡⲉ
ϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ} ϫⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ϯⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲛ
ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲃⲗⲗⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲉⲩϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉϣⲟⲃⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩ
ⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲁⲛ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ
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“Why do you love her more than all of us?”
The Saviour answered and said to them:
“Why do I not love you
like her?” A blind person and a seeing one
who are both in the dark are not different from
each other. When the light comes, then
he who sees will see the light, and
he who is blind will remain in the dark.
The Lord said, “Blessed is he who
is before he came into being, for he who
is has come into being and he will come into being.”83 The
greatness of man is not visible, but
it resides in the hidden. Therefore he is
master of the animals that are stronger than him, that are
great according to the visible and the hidden.
And this one gives them the perseverance, but if
man separates from them they kill
one another and they bite one another
and they eat one another because they have not found
food. But now they have found food
because man has worked the earth. If one
goes down to the water and comes up
without having received anything and says, “I am a
Christian,” he has borrowed the name at interest. But if
he receives the Holy Spirit he has
the gift of the name. He who has received a
gift does not have it taken away from him, but he who has borrowed
at interest has it extorted from him. Thus
it is for us if one comes into being
in a mystery.84 [The] mystery of
marriage [is] great,85 for [without] it the
world would [not] have [come into being]. For [the] composistion of
[the world . . . ], but the composition
[ . . . the] marriage. Consider the
[communion . . . ] defiled because it has
[ . . . ] power. Its image

Cf. Heb :; Rev :; :; :; :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf. Eph :–.
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unclean spirits include among them male ones
and female ones. The male ones are those that
have communion with the souls that are
in female form, and the females
are those who mix with those that are in
male form—as a result of a lack of mingling—and no
one will be able to escape being embraced by these
if he does not receive a male power and
a female one, which is the bridegroom and
the bride, and one receives from the
symbolical bridal chamber.86 Whenever the
ignorant women see a man dwelling
alone they leap upon him and
play with him and defile him. Thus
also with ignorant men, when they see a
beautiful woman dwelling alone
they seduce her and force her,
wanting to defile her. But if they see
the husband and his wife dwelling
together, the women are not able to enter
in to the husband, nor are the men
able to enter in to the woman. Thus
if the image and the angel join
with each other, neither will anyone be able to dare
to go in to the [man] or the woman.
He who comes forth from the world
and can no longer be detained because he was in
the world, it is apparent that he is above
the desire of the [ . . . and] the fear.
He is master over [ . . . ] he is superior to
envy. If [ . . . ] comes he is detained.
[He] is choked, and how
will [he] be able to escape the [great powers . . . ]
how will he be able to [ . . . ]
There are some who [say,]
“We are faithful,” in order that [ . . . ]

Cf.  Cor :.
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for if they had the Holy Spirit,
no unclean spirit would join
with them. Do not fear the flesh nor
love it. If you fear it, it will
master you; if you love it, it will swallow you and paralyse you.
And he will either come to be in this world or in the
resurrection or in the places which are in the middle.
Do not let it happen that I be found in them.
There is good in this world
and there is evil. Its good things
are not good and its evil things
are not evil. But there is evil
after this world that is truly evil,
that which is called the middle. It
is death. When we are in this
world it is necessary for us to acquire for ourselves the resurrection
so that when we strip ourselves of the flesh
we may be found in the rest and not
walk in the middle.87 For many
go astray on the way. For it is good to leave
the world before the man
sins. There are some who neither want to
nor are able to, but others who
if they wanted to there would be no profit for them
because they did not act. For is it willing that makes
them sinners? But if they do not want?
Righteousness will be hidden from them both.
And it is not the will and it is not the act.
An apostolic person saw [in a] vision
some people imprisoned in a burning house, and
[being] bound with burning [ . . . ], being thrown
[ . . . ] of the fires [ . . . ] them in
[ . . . ] and they were told
[ . . . possible] for them to be saved
[ . . . ] they did not want to, and they received
[ . . . ] retribution, this which is called

Cf. Heb :.
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˙ Possibly ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓ[ⲥ ϯ]ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ || ˙Ménard: [ⲡϫⲟ]ⲉⲓⲥ [ⲡⲉϫ˙]ⲁϥ;
ⲉ]ⲧⲁ[ϩ]ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟ || 
˙
Schenke:
[ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁ]ⲉⲓ ||  Till: ⲉⲧⲣⲁⲉϣ[ .˙ . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲛ̄ ⲛ̄ ||  Ménard: ⲛⲛⲁⲡ
̄ ˙˙˙ⲥ[ⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
̄
˙
˙ ⲉⲉⲓⲣϩⲱⲃ
˙
˙
̄ ]; Schenke: ⲉⲧⲙ̄ [ⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲁϩⲱⲧ] ||  Ménard: ⲉⲧⲙ[ⲙⲁⲩ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲁ
˙̄ ⲛⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ
˙] ||  Layton:
̄ [ⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲛϩ
̄
]; Schenke: ϩⲛⲧⲩ
̄ [ⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉ
̄ ] ||  Ménard: ϩⲛⲧⲩ
[ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲣ
̄ ⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲁⲩⲱ]; Schenke: [ⲟⲩⲛ̄ . . . . . . . . . . ] ||  Ménard: [ . . . . ⲉⲩⲡⲗⲁ]; Layton,
Schenke: [ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲗⲁ
̄
] ||  Ménard: ⲅ[ⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉ]; Layton: ⲅ[ⲁⲣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲡⲣⲙ̄ ⲙ̄ ].
˙
˙

the gospel of philip
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 “the [outer] darkness,”88 for it [ . . . ].
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89
90
91
92
93

It was from water and fire that the soul
and the spirit came into being. It was from water and
fire and light that the son of
the bridal chamber (came into being). The fire is the chrism, the light
is the fire. I am not speaking about this fire
which has no form, but the other one whose
form is white, which shines beautifully,
and which bestows beauty. Truth did not come
to the world naked, but it came in
types and images. It (i.e., the world) will not receive it in any other way.
There is a rebirth and an
image of rebirth.89 It is truly necessary
to be born again90 by means of the image. What is
the resurrection and the image? By means of the image
it is necessary for it to arise. The bridal chamber and the
image? By means of the image it is necessary for them to enter
the truth, that is, the restoration.
It is not only necessary for those who acquire the name of
the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit,
but they too have been produced for you. If one does not
acquire them for himself, the name will also be taken from him.91
But one receives them in the chrism of the [ . . . ]
of the power of the cross. The
apostles called this “[the] right and the left.”92
For this one is no longer a [Christian], but
a Christ. The Lord [did] everything in a
mystery:93 a baptism and a chrismation
and a Eucharist and a redemption
and a bridal chamber. [ . . . ] he [said],
“I have come to make [the below]
like the [above and the outside]
like the [inside, and to join]
them in the place [ . . . ]
here through [types . . . ]
Those who say, “[ . . . ]
there is one above [ . . . ,” they]
are wrong. [For] that which is revealed

Matt :; :; :.
Cf. Titus :.
Cf. John :, .
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  Cor :.
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 ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲧⲟ[ⲩ]ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉ















˙ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
˙ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
ⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ˙ⲁⲩⲱ
˙
˙
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲁϥ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲙⲟϥ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲥⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛ̄
ϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄
ⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲁⲡϫⲟ
ⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ ϫⲉⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲡⲥⲁ (ⲛ)
ⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲛϭⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉϥⲃⲁⲗ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ
ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ϫⲉ
ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲅϣⲧⲁⲙ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲟ
̄
ⲉⲣⲱⲕ ⲛⲅϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ⲁⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ
ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲥⲁ (ⲛ)
ϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛⲥⲱϥ
̄
ⲙⲛϭⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲡⲁ
ⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛ
ⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲁϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲱⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩϣ
̄
ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲧⲱⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ
ⲙⲡⲟⲩϣⲓ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉⲭ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲛⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁϩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁϥⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁϩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟ˙ ⲗ ⲁϥⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲉⲩϩⲁ [ϩ˙]˙ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲇ]ⲁⲙ ⲛⲉ ⲙⲛⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ϣⲟⲟⲡ
˙ ⲁⲡⲙⲟⲩ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲡⲁ
ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥⲡ
̄
ⲱⲣϫ [ⲉⲣ]ⲟϥ
ⲗⲓⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁ˙ⲃⲱ[ⲕ ⲉϩ]ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϥϫⲓⲧϥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲛ̄
˙ ˙ ⲉ [ⲡ]ⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
˙
ⲡⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉ
ⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡ
ⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ˙ [ⲁ]˙ⲕⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲓⲡⲥⳁⲟⲥ [ⲛⲧ
̄ ]ⲁϥⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧ[ⲙ̄ ]ⲙⲁⲩ [ . ] . . [ . . ] ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙ̄
˙̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲧ[˙. ˙. ˙. . . . . ⲉ]ⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲁⲡ[ ˙. . . . . . . . . . ⲉⲃ˙ ]˙ⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ϣ˙]ⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲉ
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ
[ . . . . . . . . . ⲟⲩⲥ]ⲁⲣⲝ ⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲏ
̄
˙
[ . . . . . . . . ]ⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲏ
ⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲁⲗ
[ⲗⲁ . . . . . . . ˙] ⲛϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲏ
̄

. Ménard: [ⲓ]ⲛⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
||  Ménard: ⲙ̄ [ⲡ]ⲓⲧ̄ⲛ̄ ||  Schenke: [ⲙ]ⲛⲁ
̄ [ⲇ]ⲁⲙ ||  Schenke
˙ is written too early and
˙ should come after ⲛⲥⲱⲕ
˙, and translates
argues that ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
accordingly as “ ‘[M]ein Gott, mein Gott, warum {} [hast] du mich verlassen?’ Der Herr
sprach diese (Worte) am Kreuz.” ||  Layton: [ⲛⲉ] ⲁϥⲡⲱⲣϫ ||  Ménard: [ⲗⲁⲁ]ⲩ ⲛ[ⲓⲙ]
˙ ˙
||  Till: ⲡⲉⲡ[ⲛⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ; Ménard: ⲡⲉⲧ[ϩⲓⲡⲥⲁⲛ]ⲃⲟⲗ ||  Till, Ménard, Schenke:
˙ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ ||  Till,
˙
˙ Ménard: [ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙
ⲁⲡ[ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ
ⲛⲑⲉ˙ⲉⲛⲉϥϣ
]ⲟⲟⲡ; Schenke: [ⲙⲡⲉϥⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲛⲉϥϣ]ⲟⲟⲡ || ˙ Till, Ménard: [ⲣⲉⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ϣⲟⲟⲡ]; Schenke: [ⲁⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ϣⲱⲡⲉ] ||
 Till, Schenke: [ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
]; Ménard: [ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
] ||  Till, Ménard,
Schenke: [ⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲥ]ⲁⲣⲝ ||  Till: [ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲇⲉ]; Ménard: [ⲧⲉⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲇⲉ]; Schenke:
˙
[ⲧⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲇ]ⲉ ||  Till, Schenke:
[ⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲣⲝ]; Ménard: [ⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲛ
̄
].
˙

the gospel of philip
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 is that [ . . . ], that [which] is called















94
95
96
97

“that which is below,” and that which is secret
is to it that which is above it,
for it is good, and they say
“within” and “that which is outside” and “that which
is outside the outside.” Therefore the
Lord called perdition, “the outer darkness,”94
and there is nothing outside it. He said,
“My Father who is in secret.” He said,
“Enter into your closet and shut
your door behind you and pray to your Father
who is in secret,”95 that is, the one who is
within them all. But the one who is within
them all is the fullness.
After it there is none other inside it.
This is that of which it is said, “that which is
above them.” Before Christ, some
went out from where they were no longer able to
enter and they went to where they were no longer
able to leave. But Christ came, and those
who entered he brought out and those
who went out he brought inside. The days
when Eve was [in] Adam, there was no death.
When she separated from him,96 death came into being.
Again, when he enters and receives it for himself, no
death will take place. “[My] God, my God,
why, Lord, [have] you forsaken me?”97 It was
on the cross that he said these (words), for it was in that place
that he was divided. It was from that which [ . . . ] that he was begotten
[ . . . ] from God.
The [ . . . ] from the dead
[ . . . ] exist(s), but
[ . . . ] he / it is perfect
[ . . . ] of flesh, but this
[ . . . ] is true flesh
[ . . . ] is not true,
[but . . . ] image of the true.

Matt :; :; :.
Matt :.
Gen :–; :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :.
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 ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛⲑ
̄ ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲟⲩ















˙
˙ ̄ ˙ ϩ˙ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲧⲉ ⲙⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲙ
ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄˙
˙
˙
˙
ⲉϥϫⲟϩⲙ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϣⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
˙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲙ̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲙⲟ
̄ (ⲛ)
ⲛⲕⲉⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲡⲉ
̄
ⲭⲥ ̄ ϩⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡ
̄
ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩϫⲡⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁⲩϩⲟⲧⲣⲛ̄ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲛ̄
ⲉⲓⲁⲗ ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲕⲛⲁϣ
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲁⲗ
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲣⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲍⲉ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲇⲉ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲛⲉⲩⲛϣⲟⲙⲧ
̄
ⲛⲏⲉⲓ
̄ ⲙⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛϯⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ
̄
ϩⲛⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟⲗⲩⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩ
ⲁ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛ ⲉⲡⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲛ ⲉⲡⲥⲁ
ⲣⲏⲥ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙ̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲙⲁϩϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲛ ⲁ
ⲡⲁⲉⲓⲃⲧⲉ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩ[ⲥ]
ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲙⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲁ˙[˙ⲁ]ϥ ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲏⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ [ⲡ]ⲥⲱ[˙ⲧ]ⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲟⲩⲁ˙]ⲁ˙ⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
˙ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲡ[ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓ]ⲥⲙⲁ
̄
˙̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲥⲱ
ⲥ[ⲓⲥ ϩⲙⲡ
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁ
̄
˙[ⲉⲡⲛ]ⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲇⲉ ˙
ⲧⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲉⲧϫⲟⲥⲉ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟ[ . . . . ]˙ⲛ̄[ . . ]ⲟⲟ . .
ⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲉϥ[ . . . . . ]˙ⲧⲱⲛ[ . . . . ]
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲗⲏⲗ˙[ . . . . . . . .˙. ˙. .˙. . . ]
ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟⲗⲩⲙⲁ [ . . . . . . . . . . ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟ]
ⲥⲟⲗⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲩϣ˙[ . . . . . . . . ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟ]
ⲗⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲩϭⲱϣ[ⲧ. . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ[ⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩ]
ⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . ⲡⲕⲁ]
ⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲱϩ ⲕⲉ[ . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ ⲑⲓⲕⲱ˙ⲛ [ . . . . . . . . ⲉⲧ]
˙

. Possibly ⲡ[ⲭⲣⲉⲓ]ⲥⲙⲁ ||  Ménard: ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥ
̄
[ⲓⲥ ⲙⲛⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ; Layton: ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁ
̄
ⲥ[ⲓⲥ
˙
˙
̄
[ⲓⲥ ⲙⲛⲡ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲱ; Giversen: ⲉⲡϣ[ⲱ] ||  Till: [ⲡⲛⲩ]ⲙⲫⲱⲛ
ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲱⲧⲉ; Till: ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥ
||  Ménard: ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲟⲩ . . . . . . . . ]ⲟⲟ[. . .]; Schenke: ⲉⲣⲟ[ⲟⲩ ⲉⲧ]ⲛ̄[ϣ]ⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ[ⲁϥ] || 
˙ ˙ ϩⲛ̄] || 
Ménard:]ⲱⲡ[; Schenke: ⲉⲧⲉϥ[ϩⲉ . . .˙]˙ ||  Schenke: [ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ϩⲓⲙⲉ˙ ⲙⲁⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ
˙
˙ ] ||  Ménard: ⲉⲩϣ[ⲗⲏⲗ . . . . ϩⲛⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟ]; Schenke: ⲉⲩϣ[ⲗⲏⲗ
Schenke: [˙ⲟⲩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
ϩⲛⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟ
̄
˙ ⲛ̄ⲛⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
] ||  Schenke: ⲉⲩϭⲱϣ[ⲧ ⲇⲉ ϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
] ||  Reconstruction by
ⲙⲉⲛ ϩⲛⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲥⲟ
̄
Till (cf. parallels at Gos. Phil. .–; .–); Layton, Schenke: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ[ⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
̄
] ||  Till: ⲙ[; Ménard: ⲙ[ⲙⲟϥ ⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡ];
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩ] ||  Schenke: [ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉϥⲕⲁ
˙ ]; Schenke:˙[ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
Schenke: ⲕⲉ[ⲟⲩⲁ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛ̄] ||  Ménard: [ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧ].
˙

the gospel of philip
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 A bridal chamber does not take place for the animals,
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nor does it take place for the slaves, nor for
defiled women, but it takes place for
free men and virgins.
We are born
again by means of Holy Spirit,98 but we are begotten by
Christ in the two.99 We are anointed by
the spirit. When we were begotten we were joined. No one
will be able to see himself in water or in
a mirror without light, nor again will you be able
to see in light without water (or) mirror.100
Therfore it is necessary to baptise in both:
in the light and the water, and the light
is the chrism.101 There were three houses of
sacrifice in Jerusalem.102 The one,
which is open to the west, is called
the Holy. The other one, which is open to the
south, is called the Holy of
the Holy. The third, which is open to
the east,103 is called the Holy
of the Holies, the place where the high priest
enters alone.104 Baptism
is the Holy house, [redemption] is the Holy
of the Holy. The Holy of the Holies
is the bridal chamber. [Baptism] contains
the resurrection [in] the redemption, the redemption
being in the bridal chamber. But [the] bridal chamber
is in that which is higher than [ . . . ]
you will not find its [ . . . ] where [ . . . ]
those who pray [ . . . ]
Jerusalem [ . . . Jeru]salem [ . . . Jerusa]lem, being seen [ . . . ]
these that are called [the Holies]
of the Holies [ . . . the]
veil torn105 [ . . . ]
bridal chamber except the image [ . . . which]

Cf. Titus :.
Cf. John :.
Cf.  Cor :;  Cor :.
Cf. John :.
Cf. Heb :–.
Cf. Ezek :–.
Cf. Heb :, .
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
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 [ⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡ[ⲉ] ⲉⲧ[ⲃ]ⲉ[ⲡ]ⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲡⲉϥⲕⲁⲧⲁ















˙
˙ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲱ[ϩ] ϫⲓⲙⲡⲥⲁ
ϣⲁ
˙
˙
ⲡⲥⲁ ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲉϣϣⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
ϫⲓⲙⲡⲥⲁ ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲛⲥⲉⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϯϩⲓⲱⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁ
̄
ⲙⲓⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲩϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩ
ⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲁϯϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲓⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ϩⲙ̄
ⲡⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲙⲡϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ ̄ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲧ
ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ
̄
ⲡⲉϥⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ
ⲁⲡⲉⲭⲣⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲡⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲛⲧⲁϩ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϫⲓⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲥⲉϩⲱϥ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲛϥϩⲟⲧⲣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁϩⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲱⲣϫ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲱⲛϩ ⲛϥϩⲟⲧⲣⲟⲩ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ
ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲁⲡⲉⲥϩⲁⲉⲓ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲇⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲕⲉ
ⲧⲓ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲇⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟ ⲁⲉⲩϩⲁ
ⲡⲱⲣϫ ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϩⲱⲧ
̄
ⲣ̄ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁ
̄
ⲥ[ⲧⲟ]ⲥ ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲛ̄
ⲧⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ˙ⲉ[ⲃ]ⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲓϥⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲥ
ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡ˙ [ⲛ]̄ ⲁ̄ ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁϥ
ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁ˙ⲩ ⲁⲩ[ϥⲓ˙] ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲁⲩϯ
˙ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲛ̄
˙ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ
[ⲱⲛϩ
ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥϩⲱⲧⲣ̄ [ . . . ] . ⲛϩ̄ ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩϫⲟ
˙ ⲁⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁ˙[ⲙⲓⲥ] ⲁⲩⲣⲃⲁⲥⲕⲁⲛⲉ
ⲥⲉ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ
[ . . . . ]ⲣϫ [ . . . . ˙. ϩ]ⲱⲧⲣ̄ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ
̄
[ⲧⲓⲕ . . ]ⲩ[ . ]ⲁ[ . . . . . ]ⲕⲏ ⲧⲉⲑⲏⲡ ⲁⲩ
[ . . . . . . ˙. . . . . . ]ⲁⲉⲓϭⲉ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲉ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲟ˙ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ⲡ]˙ⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ϣⲓⲛⲁ
˙ ⲁⲓⲥ ̄ ϭⲱⲗⲡ
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ]. ⲟⲩ
[ⲉⲃⲟⲗ . . . . . ⲡⲉⲓⲟ]ⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲡⲡⲗⲏ
[ⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲉ
̄ ̄ ]ⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ(ⲛ)
˙ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
[ⲧⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ϩ]ⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ
̄
ⲡⲁ

. Ménard: [ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡ[ⲉ] ⲉ[ⲧⲡⲟⲣⲛ]ⲉⲓⲁ ⲡⲉϥⲕⲁⲧⲁ ||  ⲁⲩ[ . ] read in photographs
(see Layton); Till: ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁ[˙ⲩ] ⲁ[˙ⲩⲱ ϩⲛ]ⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ; Ménard: ⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁ[ⲩ] ⲁⲩ[ⲱ ⲙⲛ̄]ⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ
˙̄ ˙ [ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ;
||  Cf. parallel in .–; Ménard: ⲛⲛⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ϩⲙ̄ ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ; Layton: ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
˙ ]ⲱ ||  Ménard: [ⲉⲩⲡⲟ]ⲣϫ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
˙
Schenke: ⲛⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ . . . ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲁ ||  Layton, Schenke:
[ⲁϥϫ
˙ ˙ⲯⲩ]ⲭⲏ;
̄
]ⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ||  Till: [ . . .˙. . . . . . . . . ]ⲕⲓ; Giversen:
ⲙⲡϩ
̄ ]ⲱⲧⲣ;̄ Schenke: [ⲁⲩⲡⲱ]ⲣϫ [ⲛⲧϭⲓⲛϩ
˙ [............
Ménard: [ⲧⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲡ]ⲁ[ϫⲛⲧⲕⲁ
̄
]ⲕⲓⲁ ||  Till: [ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ⲗⲟ]ⲉⲓϭⲉ; Ménard:
ⲗ]ⲁⲉⲓϭⲉ; Schenke: ˙[ . . . . . . . ˙.˙.˙ . . ⲗ]ⲁⲉⲓ ϭⲉ ||  Ménard:]ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ||  Ménard: ⲙⲡⲡⲁ
̄
]ⲥⲧⲟⲥ ||
˙ ; ||  Ménard: [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
˙ ϩⲓⲙⲏⲣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲟ
˙Till, Ménard: [ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϩⲟⲧⲣ]ⲟⲩ
̄
]ⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ; Schenke:
[ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲟ
̄
]ⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ ||  Ménard: [ⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲣ]̄ ⲣⲟ ||  Till, Ménard: [ⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙
ϩ]ⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ.
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 [is above]. Therefore its
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veil was rent from above to
below,106 for it was necessary for some
from below to go up above.
The powers cannot see
those who have put on the perfect light,
and they cannot detain them,
and one shall put on that light in
the mystery in the union.107 Had the
female not separated from the male, she would not have died
with the male.108 It was his separation
that became the beginning of death. Therefore
Christ came so that the separation that
happened in the beginning might be rectified.
Again he will join them both together and to those who
have died in the separation he will give
life, and he will join them. And the woman
joins with her husband in the bridal chamber.
And those who have joined in the bridal chamber
will no longer be separated. Therefore Eve
separated from Adam,109 because it was not
in the bridal chamber that she joined with him. It was
from a breath that Adam’s soul came into being.110 Its
partner was the spirit. That which was given him
was his mother. His soul was [taken] and
he was given [life] in its place.111 When
he joined [ . . . ] words that were
superior to the powers, and they envied him
[ . . . ] spirit[ual] partner
[ . . . ] hidden
[ . . . ] namely the
[ . . . ] themselves
[ . . . ] bridal chamber so that
[ . . . ] Jesus revealed
[ . . . the Jo]rdan, the
[fullness of the kingdom] of heaven. He who
[was begotten] before all things112

Cf. Matt :; Mark :.
Cf.  Cor :; Rev :.
Cf. Gen :–.
Cf. Gen :–.
Cf. Gen :.
Cf. Gen :–; :.
Cf. John :.
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 ⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲩϫⲡⲟϥ ⲡ[ⲉⲛⲧⲁ]ⲩⲧ[ⲟ]ϩⲥϥ̄ ⲛϣⲟ
̄ ⲣ[ⲡ]















˙ ˙ ϥ̄ ⲡⲁ ˙
ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲧⲟϩⲥϥ̄ ⲡ[ⲉⲛ]˙ⲧⲁⲩⲥⲟⲧ
ⲗⲓⲛ ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉϣϫⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉϫⲱ ⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄
ⲁⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϩⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲁⲩⲕⲱⲧ ⲣⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙ̄
ⲙⲁⲩ ⲁϥϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁ
ⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲧⲁ
ⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲧⲉϩⲟ ⲙⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲛⲧⲉ
̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ
ⲁⲩϫⲡⲉⲡⲉⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲥⲗⲟⲟⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲉϩⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉϥⲛⲁ[ⲥ]ⲉϩⲱϥ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ
ⲟⲩⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ⲣⲏ˙ⲧ [ϩ]˙ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲓ
̄
˙ ˙ ]˙ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲡⲉ
ⲥⲟⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲡⲉ˙ⲑ˙[ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲁⲇⲁⲙ ˙ⲟ[ⲩⲱⲙ] ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡϣⲏ
̄
(ⲛ)
ⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲡⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓ
̄
[ⲟⲛ ⲁϥϣ]˙ⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲏ
̄
ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲁϥϫⲡⲉⲑⲏ[ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉ]ⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ ⲥⲉ
ⲣⲥⲉⲃⲉⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛⲑ[ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛϭ
̄ ]ⲓⲛϣ
̄ ⲏⲣⲉ
ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲡϣⲏ˙[ⲛ . . . . . . . .˙. . . ˙. ]˙˙
ⲕⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩⲁϣ[.˙ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲙⲡ
̄ ˙[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲕⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ϫⲡⲟ ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙ
̄ ˙ ⲉ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
˙ⲛ̄[ . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ϣⲧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
˙ ⲱ[ⲙⲉ . . .ⲣⲣⲱ
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡⲣ
̄ ]
˙

. Till, Ménard: ⲡ[ⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲩϫⲡ]ⲟϥ ⲛϣ
̄ ⲏ[ⲣⲉ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲡ[ⲁⲗⲓⲛ] ⲁⲩⲥⲟⲧϥ̄ ||  Till:
˙
ⲉϥⲛ[ⲁⲥⲉϩ]ⲱⲃ ||  Till: ⲥⲛ[ⲁⲩ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲙ]ⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲓ
; Ménard: ⲥⲛ[ⲁⲩ˙ϩ]ⲛⲧ
̄ [ⲙⲏⲧ]ⲉ ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲓ
̄
||
 Till: ⲁⲛⲉ[ . . . . . . . . ]ⲙ̄ [ . . . . ]; Ménard: ⲁⲛⲑ[ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲩⲟ] ⲛ˙̄[ⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ] ||˙  Ménard:
ⲡϣⲏ[ⲛ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲁⲇⲁⲙ
̄
ⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲙⲡⲉϥ
̄
]; Schenke: ⲡϣⲏ[ⲛ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲟⲩⲉⲙ
̄ ˙
ⲡⲉϥ] ||  Ménard: ⲡⲉ [ⲡϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ] ||  Ménard: ⲁⲩⲁϣ[ⲱ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄ ];
ⲛ̄ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ]; Schenke: ⲡ[ϣⲏⲛ ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
˙
Layton: ⲁⲩⲁϣ[ⲁⲉⲓ . . . . . . ˙. . . . . . ]; Schenke: ⲁⲩⲁϣ[ⲁⲉⲓ ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲉⲁϥ
] ||  Ménard:
˙
ⲙⲡ
̄ [ⲕⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲛ
ⲛⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
]; Schenke: ⲙⲡ
̄ [ⲕⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ˙ⲙⲡⲕⲉϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉⲡ]  Ménard: ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ϣⲏⲛ
˙ⲟⲩⲱ];
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧ] ||  Till: ϫⲡⲉⲛⲣⲣⲱⲙ
̄
[ⲉ
ⲛⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲁϥ]; Schenke: ⲙ̄ ⲡ[ϣⲏⲛ ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ
Ménard: ϫⲡⲉⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙ
̄ ̄ [ⲉ ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄ ˙ ⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲱ]; Schenke: ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙ
̄
ⲉ [ⲛⲉ ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱ] ||  Till:
ⲁ]; Ménard: ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
[ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁ]; Schenke: ⲛ̄[ⲑⲉ ϩⲛ˙̄ . . . . . . ⲁ] ||  Till, Ménard:
ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡⲣ[ⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲣⲱ]; Schenke: ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡⲣⲱ[ⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲣⲣⲱ
̄ ].
˙
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 was begotten again.113 He [who was anointed] first















113
114
115
116
117
118
119

was anointed again.114 He who was redeemed
redeemed again. Indeed it is fitting to speak of a
mystery. The Father of all things115 joined
with the virgin who came down and
a fire illuminated him.116 On that day
he revealed the great bridal chamber.
It was because of this that his body came into being.
On that day he came out from the
bridal chamber like the one who came into being from
the bridegroom and the bride.
Thus Jesus established everything
within himself through these, and
it is necessary for each one of the disciples
to walk into his rest.117
Adam came into being from two virgins,
from the spirit and from
the virgin earth.118 Therefore
Christ was born from a virgin,
so that he might rectify the fall that happened
in the beginning.
There are two trees growing in paradise.119
One produces [animals], the other produces
men. Adam [ate] from the tree
that produced animals, [and he became] an
animal and he begot [animals]. Therefore
the children of Adam worship the [animals].
The tree [ . . . ]
fruit [ . . . ]
this they have [ . . . ]
eat(s) / ate the [ . . . ]
fruit of the [ . . . ]
beget(s) / begot men [ . . . ]
of the man of [ . . . ]
God makes man [ . . . , men]

Cf. Rom :–; Heb :; :; Ps :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :–; John :; :–.
Cf. John :.
Cf. Luke :, –; Matt :, –; Mark :–; John :–.
Cf. Heb :, ; :–; Gen :–; Ps : LXX; : LXX.
Cf. Gen :.
Cf. Gen .
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 ⲙⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲡ[ⲛ]ⲟⲩ[ⲧ]ⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄













˙˙[ⲙ]ⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉⲟⲩ
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲣⲱ
˙ ⲛⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲛⲟⲩ
ⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲛ
̄ ˙ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ
̄
˙ ⲛ̄ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙⲉ ϣⲁⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲉϥⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲥⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲇⲩ
̄
ⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉϥⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲣⲡⲟⲗⲓⲧⲉⲩⲉⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲛⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ
ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ϩⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲕⲛⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϥϫⲱⲧⲉ ϣⲁϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲑⲓⲕⲱ(ⲛ)
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛϩⲓⲕⲟⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉϥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲉϥϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲇⲉ ϩⲛⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲛⲉϥ
̄
ϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲣ ̄
ϩⲩⲡⲏⲣⲉⲧⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲙ
̄ ⲛ̄
ⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙ̄ ⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲣ ̄
˙ ] ⲛ̄ⲛϩ̄ ⲙ̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛ[ⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫ[ⲱ]ⲛ ⲛ[ⲁ]ⲣⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏ
̄
˙ ˙ⲛ̄]ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ
ⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲅⲁ
̄
[ⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲟⲩ[ⲱⲧ ⲡⲉ]ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩϥ ⲧⲁⲛⲁ
ⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲉ[˙ⲩϩⲓ ⲛ]ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲥⲉⲣⲭⲣⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ
ⲛ̄ϫⲓϩⲣⲃ̄ [ⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩ
̄ ]ⲧⲉⲑⲉⲱⲣⲉⲓⲁ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
[˙ .˙.˙˙. . ˙]ⲫ[ . . . . . . ]ⲑⲏⲥⲓⲥ ϩⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ⲛⲉ
[ . . . . . ˙. . . . . . ]ⲥⲓⲁ˙ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧϩ
̄
ⲛⲡ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲛ̄ ⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉ
˙ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟ
[ . . . . . . . . . ⲃ]ⲱⲕ
[ⲟⲩ . . . . . . . . ] ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲥⲟⲧϥ
[ . . . . . . . . . ]ⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩ
̄
[ . . . . . . ] ϩⲙⲡⲉϥⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲅⲁⲣ
[ϫⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑ]ⲉ ⲉⲛⲁϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲇⲓⲕ
̄ (ⲁⲓ)

. Possibly ⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫ[ⲓⲟ]ⲥ ||  Ménard: ⲟ[ⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲉ]ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩϥ ||  Till, Ménard:
˙ [. . .]ⲣ[̄ . . . . . . . . ]ⲧⲉⲑⲉⲱⲣⲉⲓⲁ; Schenke: [ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩ
ⲉ[ⲥⲙⲛⲛ]ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ||  Ménard:
̄ ] ||  Ménard:
[ . . . . . . . . . ⲱⲫⲉⲗ]ⲏⲥⲓⲥ; Schenke: [ . . . . ]ⲫ[ . . . ⲁⲓⲥ]ⲑⲉⲥⲓⲥ ||  Schenke: [ⲟⲟⲩ . . . . . . . . ]ⲉ
˙ ϫⲉⲉϥⲛⲁϫⲟⲕⲟⲩ] ||  Ménard: [ⲟⲩ˙
||  Ménard: [ . . . . ⲛⲧⲁⲡ
̄
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲃ]ⲱⲕ ||  Ménard: [ⲟⲩ
]ⲕ; Schenke: [ . . . . . . . . ϫⲱ]ⲕ ||  Ménard: [ϫⲟⲕⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]; Schenke: [ϫⲓⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ]
ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩϫⲏ
̄
||  Ménard: [ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ] ⲉⲉⲛⲁϫⲱⲕ.

the gospel of philip
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 make [God]. Thus in the
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121

world men make gods and they
worship their creations. It would be appropriate for the gods
to worship the men. As is
the truth with the works of man,
they result from his power.
Therefore they are called the
acts of power. They are his works.
It is from rest that his children come into being.
Therefore his power resides
in his works, but it is
in the children that the rest is manifested. And
you will find that this extends to the image.
And this one is the man pertaining to the image.
It is from his power that he does his works,
but it is from rest that he begets his
children. In this world the slaves
serve the free. In the
kingdom of heaven the free will
minister to the slaves. The children of
the bridal chamber120 will minister to the
children of the [marriage. The] children of the bridal chamber121
have a [single] name,
Rest. [Being] together they do not need to
take form, [since they have] contemplation
[ . . . ] they are many
[ . . . ] among those who are in the
[ . . . ] the glories of the
[ . . . ] not [ . . . ] them
[ . . . ] go down to the
[water . . . ] he will redeem him / himself
[ . . . ] namely those who have
[ . . . ] in his name, for he said:
[“Thus] we will fulfill

Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
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 ⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁ















˙ ⲥⲉ˙ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ [[ⲛ̄]]ⲥⲉ
ⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ
˙̄ ˙
ⲣⲡⲗⲁⲛⲁⲥⲑⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩⲧⲙϫⲓ
̄ ˙ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲁ
̄
ⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲓⲗⲁ
ⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉ
ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ϫⲉⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲓⲧϥ ⲥⲉⲛⲁ
ⲱⲛϩ ⲫⲓⲗⲓⲡⲡⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ
ϫⲁϥ ϫⲉ¨ⲓⲱⲥⲏⲫ ⲡϩⲁⲙϣⲉ ⲁϥⲧⲱϭⲉ ⲛ̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲛⲉϥⲣⲭⲣⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄
ϣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲧⲉⲭⲛⲏ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁϩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ ⲙⲡⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛ̄
ϣⲏⲛ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲟϭⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϥϭⲣⲟϭ ⲛⲉϥ
ⲟϣⲉ ⲁⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲟϭϥ ⲛⲉⲡⲉϥϭⲣⲟϭ ⲡⲉ
ⲓⲏⲥ̄ ̄ ⲡⲧⲱϭⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⳁⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡϣⲏ(ⲛ)
ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ
̄
ϩⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲃⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ϣⲱ
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲁⲧⲁ
ⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲕⲱ
ⲱⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲕⲉ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲙⲟ[ⲩ] ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓ
˙ ⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ
ⲁ ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲱⲛϩ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲧ
̄
˙˙] ⲛ˙ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥⲟⲛϣ
̄
ϩⲛ̄ⲧ[ⲙⲉ
̄ ⲓⲥ̄
˙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲉⲓ
ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲉ˙[ⲧⲙ̄ ]ⲙ˙ⲁⲩ
ⲛⲉ ⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄ ˙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉ
ⲧⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲁⲩ˙[ⲉⲟⲩ]ⲱ[ⲙ] ϫⲉ[ⲕⲁⲁⲥ]
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲡⲛ[ⲟⲩⲧⲉ . ] . . ⲉ ⲛ̄ⲟ[˙ⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁ]
˙ ]
ⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲣⲱ[ⲙⲉ . . . . . . . . ⲡⲁⲣⲁ
ⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲛϩ̄ ˙[ . . . . . . . . . . . ϣⲟ]
ⲟⲡ ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲙⲡ
̄ [.............]
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ϩⲙ̄ [ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲙⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄ ˙ [ϥ . . . . . . . . . . . ⲉ ]
ϯⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲡⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁ[ⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ . . . . ⲉ]
ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ϫⲉ [ . . . . ⲟⲩⲱⲙ]
ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲏ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ
̄
ⲙ˙̄ [ⲡⲁⲉⲓ . . . . . . ]
˙

. Ménard: ⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ||  Till: ⲥⲉⲙ[ⲉⲥ]ⲧⲱⲟⲩ; Ménard:
˙ [ⲛϩ]; ||  Till:
ⲥⲉⲙⲉ[ⲥ]ⲧⲱⲟⲩ ||  Till: [ⲛⲟⲩ]ⲱ[ⲛϩ]; Ménard: [ⲙⲡ
̄ ]ⲱ[ⲛϩ]; Layton: [ⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ]ⲱ
˙
˙
˙
˙
˙
ⲁⲡⲛ[ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ] ⲛ̄[ⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁ]; Ménard: ⲁⲡⲛ[ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲁ]ⲙⲓⲉ ⲛ̄[ⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁ]; Schenke: ⲁⲡⲛ[ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
˙˙˙
ⲁⲡⲣⲱ[ⲙⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁ
̄
] ||
ⲧ]ⲱϭⲉ ||  Till, Ménard: ⲁⲡⲣⲱ[ⲙⲉ ⲱⲛϩ ϩⲙⲡⲡⲁⲣⲁ]; Schenke:
˙
˙
˙
 Schenke: ⲟⲩⲛϩ̄ [ⲛ̄ . . . . . . . . . ϣⲟ] ||  Till: ϩⲛ[; Ménard: ϩⲛ̄[ . . ˙. . . . . . . . ⲣⲱ] ||  Till,
˙
Ménard: ⲡⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁ[ⲇⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉ]; Layton, Schenke:
ⲡⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁ˙ⲇ[ⲉⲓⲥⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉ] ||  Till:
ϫ[ⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲙ]; Ménard: ϫ[ⲉⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩ] ||  Till: [ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ˙ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲕ]; Ménard: [ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
̄ ⲉⲧⲕ].
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲉⲕ]; Layton, Schenke: ⲙ̄ [ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲑⲉ
˙
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 every righteousness.”122 Those who say that they shall















122
123
124
125

die first and (then) they shall arise
are wrong. If they do not first receive the
resurrection while they live, they will receive nothing when they die.
Thus also when they speak about
baptism they say that
baptism is a great thing, for if they receive it they will
live. Philip the apostle
said: “Joseph the carpenter planted
a garden because he needed
wood for his trade. It was he who
made the cross from the
trees that he planted, and his seed
hung upon that which he planted. His seed was
Jesus,123 and the plant was the cross.” But the Tree
of Life is in the middle of the garden,124
and it was from the olive tree that the chrism came,
and from it the
resurrection. This world is a
corpse-eater. All that are eaten
in it also die themselves. Truth
is a life-eater. Therefore no one
among those who nourish on [Truth] will die.
It was from that place that Jesus came, and he
brought food from there, and
those who wanted he gave them [to eat, so that]
they might not die.125 [God . . . a]
garden, [man . . . ]
garden, there are [ . . . ]
exists with [ . . . ]
of God in / among [ . . . ]
those that / who are in [it . . . ]
I wish that [garden . . . ]
will be said to me: [“. . . eat]
this,” or “do not eat [that,” . . . ]

Matt :.
Cf. Rom :; Gal :.
Cf. Gen :; :; Rev :.
Cf. John :–.
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 ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲙⲁ [ⲉ]ϯⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲛⲕⲉ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ















ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉϥϣⲟ[ⲟ˙]ⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄
˙ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
ⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲉⲧ
̄ ˙ ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲡⲉ
ⲉⲓⲙⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲛ ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁϥⲧⲛϩⲉⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲡϣⲏⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥϯ
̄ ⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲗⲁϭⲉ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϩⲙ̄
ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲕⲁⲁϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁϥⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲟⲟⲥ
̄
ⲅⲁⲣ
ϫⲉⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁϥϣⲱ
ⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ ϥⲟ ⲛϫⲟ
̄
ⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲙⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲉⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ
ⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉ
ⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲭⲣⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲱϩⲥ
ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟ
̄
ⲗⲟⲥ ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲁϩⲥⲛ̄ ⲡⲉⲛ
ⲧⲁⲩⲧⲟϩⲥϥ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϥ
̄
ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛ̄
ⲧⲁϥ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲥⳁⲟⲥ
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲁ
̄
ⲉⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲩ
̄
[ⲙ]ⲫⲱⲛ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϭⲓ
̄
ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ϣ[ⲏ]˙ⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓ
̄
˙ ̄ ]ⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
ⲱⲧ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ˙ⲧ[ⲉ˙ ⲧⲙⲛⲧ
̄
ⲕⲁⲗⲱⲥ
ⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲟⲟ[ⲥ ϫ]ⲉ ⲁϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲧⲙⲛ̄
[ⲉ] ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲃⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩ
̄
[ . . . ]ⲱ[ . ]ⲉⲁⲩ[ . . . ]ⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ
[ . . . ]˙ⲡⲉⲭ[˙. . ][ . . . . ]ⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ
̄
[ . . . . . . ˙. . ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡ]ⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲁϥⲉⲓ
˙
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲥ ⲁⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ
˙ ]˙ⲁⲓⲅⲛⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗ
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ⲟⲩⲡ
[ⲗⲁ . . . . . . . . ⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫ
̄
]ⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲡⲉ
̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ
̄
ⲛⲙ̄
[ⲡⲏⲩⲉ . . . . . . ]ⲉϥϣⲁⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ
̄
[ . . . . . . ⲁ]ⲩⲱ ˙ⲛϥϣⲟⲥϥ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ⲡⲁⲓⲅⲛⲓ
[ⲟⲛ . . . . ⲉⲃ˙]ⲟⲗ ⲉϥⲥⲱⲃⲉ ⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ
˙

. Schenke: [ⲉⲩⲥ]ⲱ[ⲃ]ⲉ ⲁⲩ[ⲱ ⲕⲉ]ⲟⲩⲁ ||  Schenke: [ⲡⲉ] ⲡⲉϫ[ⲁϥ ϩⲱⲱϥ] ⲟⲛ; Till: [ . . . . ]ⲉ
˙ ˙ [ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲃⲏⲕ ⲉⲡⲓ]ⲧⲛ̄; Schenke: [ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ
. [ . . . . . . ]ⲉⲛ ||  Ménard:
̄ ˙
ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡ]ⲓⲧⲛ̄ ||  Till:˙
˙
˙
[ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ]; Ménard: [ⲉⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ] ⲁⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ; Schenke: [ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϥⲟ˙ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓ
̄
]ⲥ || 
Till: [ϫⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲁϥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲡ]ⲁⲓⲅⲛⲓⲟⲛ; Ménard: [ⲡⲁⲉⲓ . . . . . . . . ⲟⲩⲡ]ⲁⲓⲅⲛⲓⲟⲛ; Schenke:˙[ⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
]ⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ;
ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲡ]ⲁⲓⲅⲛⲓⲟⲛ ||  Till: [ⲗⲁ ϫⲉⲁϥⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫ]ⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ; Ménard: [ⲗⲁ ⲁϥⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫ
Schenke: [ⲗⲁ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉⲁϥⲣⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫ
̄
]ⲣⲟⲛⲉⲓ ||  Ménard: [ⲗϭⲉ ⲉϥⲟ ⲙⲡϣⲁ ⲁ]ⲛ; Schenke: [ⲗϭⲉ
̄
. . . . ⲁⲩ]ⲱ; Schenke: [ⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩ]ⲛ  Schenke: [ⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲉϥⲥⲱⲃⲉ] ||  Ménard: [ⲙⲙⲟϥ
ⲁ]ⲩⲱ  Till: [ⲟⲛ ϥⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ; Ménard: [ⲟⲛ ϥⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ; Schenke: [ⲟⲛ ϥⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲃ]ⲟⲗ.
˙˙
˙
˙
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 wish. This, the place where I will eat everything,















126
127
128

it is there that the Tree of
Knowledge is. That one killed Adam,
but here the Tree of Knowledge has made man alive.
The Law was the tree.126 It could
give knowledge of good
and evil. It neither removed him from
evil, nor did it place him in the
good, but it created death for those who
ate from it. For when he said,
“eat this, do not eat that,” it became
the beginning of death.127 The chrism is
superior to baptism, for from the chrism
we were called Christian,
not because of baptism, and it was
because of the chrism that Christ was named (such). For the Father anointed
the Son, and the Son anointed the apostles,
and the apostles anointed us. He who
has been anointed has everything. He
has the resurrection, the light, the cross,
the Holy Spirit. The Father gave him
this in the bridal chamber. He received, and
the Father came to be in the Son and the Son in the
Father.128 This is [the kingdom] of heaven.
The Lord said [it] well: “Some went to the
kingdom of heaven laughing and they came out
[ . . . ] a Christian
[ . . . ] and immediately
[ . . . went down] to the water and he came
[ . . . ] everything concerning / because
[ . . . ] it is [a] game,
[but . . . despise] this
[ . . . ] to the kingdom of
[heaven . . . ] if he despises
[ . . . ] and if he scorns it as a game
[ . . . out] laughing. Thus also

Cf. Gal :; Phil :–.
Cf. Gen :–; Col :–.
Cf. John :; :–; :; cf. also John :; :, ; Col :.
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 ϩⲓⲡⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲙⲛⲡⲡⲟ
̄
[ⲧ]ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲛⲡⲛⲏϩ
̄















ⲕⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲛⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲉⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲡ
ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟϥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲁⲧⲁ
ⲙⲓⲟϥ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲁⲧⲧⲁⲕⲟ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲁⲑⲁⲛⲁⲧⲟⲥ
ⲁϥϩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲙⲉⲧⲉ
̄
ⲁⲑⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ
ⲛⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲛϭⲓⲧⲙ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ
̄
ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲛϭⲓ
̄
ⲧⲙⲛⲧⲁⲧⲧⲁⲕⲟ
̄̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲛϭⲓⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲧⲧⲁ
̄̄
ⲕⲟ ⲛ̄ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛ̄
ⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲁϣϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲧⲧⲁⲕⲟ
̄̄
ⲉϥⲧⲙ̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉϫⲓ ⲡⲟⲥⲱ ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ϥⲛⲁϣϯ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏ
ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲗⲏⲗ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲏⲣⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩ
ⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϥⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ ⲙ̄
ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲁⲩ
ⲱ ϥⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲩ
ⲱ ⲡⲁⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ϩⲟⲧⲁ(ⲛ)
ⲉⲛϣⲁⲛⲥⲱ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲧⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲧⲉ
̄
ⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ
ⲡⲉ ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲛϯϩⲓⲱⲱⲛ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲃⲏⲕ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟ
ⲟⲩ ϣⲁϥⲕⲁⲕϥ ⲁϩⲏⲩ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲉϥⲛⲁϯⲡⲏ
ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲟⲩϩⲧⲟ ϫⲡⲉⲟⲩϩⲧⲟ ⲟⲩ
ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϣⲁⲣⲉϥϫⲡⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ϣⲁⲣⲉϥϫⲡⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲁⲧ]
˙ ]
ϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄[ⲕⲉϣⲉ]ⲗⲉⲉⲧ ˙ⲁⲩ[ϣⲱ
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲛ
̄ ˙[ . . . . . . ] ˙ⲛ̄[ . . . . . . ]
ⲛⲉ ⲙⲛⲓⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓ
̄
ⲟ[ . . . . . . . ˙. . . . . ]
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛϩⲉ
̄ [ .˙. . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲓⲟⲩⲇ
̄ ˙[ⲁⲓ . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲛⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲕ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲱ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ[ . . . . . . . ]
ⲡⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛ[ . . . . . . . ]
˙

. Till, Ménard: ϩⲙ̄ [ⲡⲡⲁⲧ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄ⲧ[ϣⲉⲗ]ⲉⲉⲧ ||  Till, Ménard:
˙ ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲛⲉⲙⲛ¨̄ⲓⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓ
˙ ϣ[ⲟⲟⲡ
˙ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ] || 
ϩⲙⲡⲛ
̄ [ⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ
˙ . . . . . . . . . ] ||  Till,
Till, Ménard: ϩⲛ̄ⲛϩⲉ
̄ [ⲗⲗⲏⲛ ϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ]; Schenke: ϩⲛ̄ⲛϩⲉ
̄ [ⲗⲗⲏⲛ
Ménard: ⲁ[ⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ] ||  Till: ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲓⲟⲩⲇ
̄
[ⲁⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ]; Ménard:
ϩⲛ̄ⲛⲓⲟⲩⲇ
̄
ⲁ[ⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
] ||  Ménard: ⲁⲩ]; Schenke: ⲁⲕ[ⲉⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩ] ||  Till:
ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲛⲁ[˙ . . . . . . ϫⲉ]; Ménard: ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ[ . . . . . . . . ϫⲉ]; Schenke: ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ[ⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ϫⲉ] ||
˙ ˙ Ménard: ⲙⲡ
˙˙
 Till,
̄ [ⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ]; Schenke:
ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛ[ⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ].
˙
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even though there is one that is superior to these. The
world came into being from a transgression,
for he who made it wanted to
make himself imperishable and immortal.
He perished and he did not obtain what he hoped for,
for the world was not
imperishable, and the one who
created the world was not imperishable.
For things are not imperishable,
but (only) children. And no
thing will be able to receive imperishability without
becoming a child. But he who is unable
to receive, how much more shall he be unable to give? The
cup of prayer contains wine and
and it contains water,129 for it is laid down as the type of
the blood over which thanks is given.130 And
it fills with the Holy Spirit131 and
it is that of the completely perfect man.
Whenever we drink this we will receive the
perfect man. The living water is a body.132
It is necessary for us to put on the living man.
Therefore, coming down to the
water he strips himself naked so that he may put
that one on. A horse begets a horse, a
human begets human, a god
begets god. Thus it is with [the]
bride[groom] and brides [too]. They
[come into being] from the [ . . . ]
and / with / no Jew(s) [ . . . ]
from [ . . . ]
exist(s) and [ . . . ]
from the Jews [ . . . ]
the Christians [ . . . ]
these [ . . . ] were called [ . . . ]
the chosen race of [ . . . ]

Cf. John :; Luke :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  John :.
Cf. Heb :.
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 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ















˙˙
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ˙ⲡⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ
ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
̄
ⲥⲉⲣⲟⲛⲟ
̄
ⲙⲁⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ
ⲉⲧⲟⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϭⲓ
̄ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙ
̄
ⲫⲱⲛ ⲉⲡϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ϩⲓⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛⲧⲙⲛ
̄
ⲧ̄
ϭⲱⲃ ϩⲙⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ
̄
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡϩⲱ
̄
ⲧⲣ ̄ ⲉⲙⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲣⲁⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲛ̄
ⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲇⲉ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲥⲉϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲣⲁⲛ
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲁⲍⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉ
ϫⲟⲟⲥⲉ ⲉⲡϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲃⲓⲁ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲥⲟⲧⲡ
̄
ⲉⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕⲉ
ⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲡⲓⲟⲩⲁ
ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧϥⲛⲁϣⲓ ⲁⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ
ⲉϫⲛⲫⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ϣϣⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲩⲉⲓⲙⲉ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲩⲧⲙⲉⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥⲉ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲥⲉⲃⲟ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛⲁ
ⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲛⲁⲩ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲕⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁϣϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲓ
[ⲙⲏ ⲛ̄]ϥϯϩ[ⲓ]ⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
[ⲁⲩⲱ] ⲛϥϣⲱ
̄
[ⲡⲉ ϩ]ⲱⲱϥ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲟ
[ⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁ[ϩⲧⲁⲁϥ]˙ ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ϥⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ
[ . . . . . .˙. ˙. ˙. . . . ] ⲡⲁⲉⲓ˙ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟ(ⲛ)
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲉⲧⲣⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ
̄
ⲛ̄
[ . . . . . . . . . . . . ]ⲱⲥ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲛⲉⲓ
̄ ⲉ
[ . . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲡⲉⲧⲁ[[ϩ]]ϫⲓⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ
[ . . . . . . . . . . ] ⲁⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ ϥⲛⲁϣⲣ ̄
[ . . . . . . . . ]ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϥⲛⲁ
˙
[ . . . . ⲧⲙⲉ]ⲥⲟⲧⲏⲥ
ϩⲱⲥ ⲁⲧϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
˙

. Ménard: [ⲉⲓⲛ ⲛ]ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ[ϯ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ϩ]ⲓⲱⲱϥ ||  Ménard: [ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ] ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ||  Till:
˙ ˙ ˙˙ ˙[ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ϣϣⲉ]; Schenke: [ . . . . . . ϣϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ] ˙||  Ménard:
[ . . . . . . . . . . ϣϣⲉ]; Ménard:
[ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕ
̄
]ⲟⲥ; Schenke: [ . . . . . . . . ⲡⲁⲛⲧ]ⲱⲥ ||  Till, Ménard, Schenke: [ⲃⲟⲗ
] ||  Till,˙ Ménard: [ⲉϥⲟ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛ] ||  Till, Ménard: [ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲡ]ⲙⲁ || 
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
Till, Ménard: [ⲃⲱⲕ ⲁⲧⲙⲉⲥ]ⲟⲧⲏⲥ; Schenke: [ⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲧⲙⲉ]ⲥⲟⲧⲏⲥ.
˙
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of Man and the seed of the Son of
Man. This true race is
renowned in the world. These are the places
where the children of the
bridal chamber133 dwell. In this world
the union is male and female, the place of power and
weakness. In the aeon the likeness of the union is another one,
but we refer to them with these names. But there are
others that are superior to every
name that is named and they are
superior to the strong. For where there is strength
there are those that are
stronger. Those are not this
and the other, but they are both this one
single (entity). It is this which will not be able to come down
upon the fleshly heart. Is it not necessary
for everyone who has everything
to know themselves completely? Some who do not know
themselves will have no benefit from what
they have, but those who have gotten to know themselves will
benefit from them. Not only
will they not be able to detain the perfect man,
but they will not be able to see him. For if they see
him they will detain him.
No one will be able to acquire for himself this grace in another way
[except by] putting on the perfect light
[and] himself becoming perfect
[light. He who has put it on] himself will go
[ . . . ] this is the perfect
[ . . . ] for us to become
[ . . . ] before we came to
[ . . . ] he who will receive everything
[ . . . ] these places, he will be able to
[ . . . ] that place, but he will
[ . . . the] middle as incomplete.

Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
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 ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲓⲥ̄ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲡⲧⲉⲗⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄















ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ˙ϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ϣⲁϩ
ⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲉϣϫⲉⲁϥϫⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲟ
̄
ⲉⲓⲕ ϥⲛⲁⲁϥ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲏ ⲡⲡⲟⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
ⲏ ⲡⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲧϥϫⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥ
ⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ ϥⲛⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ
ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲥⲱⲙⲁ
̄
ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛⲧⲁ
̄ ⲓⲥ̄ ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲁϥ
ⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲛⲃⲏⲕ
̄
ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲧⲛⲃⲏⲕ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲛ
ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲩ ϣⲓⲛⲁ ϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁϩⲧⲛ̄
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ
ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲛⲓϥⲉ ϣⲁⲣⲉϥⲧⲉⲧⲡⲣⲱ ϣⲱⲡⲉ
ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲛⲓϥⲉ
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲧϣⲁⲙⲏ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲙⲉ
̄
ⲟⲩⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲁϥⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ
ϯⲣⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲡϩⲙϩ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲧⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ ⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲱⲧ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲥⲧⲟ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲉⲗⲉⲩ
ⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲥⲧⲟ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ
̄
ⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ϫⲓⲥⲉ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉⲧⲉ
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲧⲣⲟⲩϫⲓⲥⲉ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
ⲇⲉ ⲕⲱⲧ ⲡⲉⲧⲁϩⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲇⲉ ϩⲓ
ⲧⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ϥⲟ ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲁⲅⲁ
ⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩϣϥⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ [ⲛⲧⲉ
̄ ]
ⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ⲧⲅⲛⲱ[ⲥⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ]
ⲥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛϣⲓⲕⲁⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲥ[ⲧⲣⲟⲩ]
˙
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲉⲗ
̄ ⲉⲩ[ⲑ]ⲉⲣ[ⲟⲥ] ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
[.....]
ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ϫⲉⲡⲱ˙ⲥ˙ [ⲡⲉ .˙ . . ]ⲟⲓ[ ˙. . . . . . . ]
ⲡⲱⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲥ˙ϫ[ⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ . . . . . . . . . . ]
ⲏ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲱⲉⲓ ˙ⲡⲉ . [ . . . . ] . . [ . . . . . . . ]
ⲛⲟⲩⲕ ⲛⲉ ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉⲩ
̄
ⲙ[ⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ]
ⲟⲩⲏⲣⲡ ⲧⲉ ϩⲓⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ ˙ⲥⲉⲣⲁⲡ
̄ ⲟ˙[ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲙ̄ ]
˙

. Layton, Schenke, and Till regard ⲡⲧⲱⲧ as a scribal error for ⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ. ||  Till: ⲉⲧ[ⲣⲟⲩ]
||  Till, Ménard: [ⲙⲁⲥϫⲓ]; Layton, Schenke: [ⲙⲁⲥϫⲉ] ||  Ménard: ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲱ[ⲥ˙ⲥⲛⲁϫⲓ
ⲟⲩ]ⲟⲛ [ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ]; Schenke: [ⲡⲉ ⲕⲁⲓⲧ]ⲟⲓ[ⲅⲉ ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ] ||  Till: ⲙⲁⲥϫ[ⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲱⲕ ⲡⲉ];
˙ ˙ Layton: ⲙⲁⲥϫ[ⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲱⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ]; Schenke: ⲙⲁⲥϫ[ⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲏ
˙
Ménard,
ⲡⲱⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ] ||  Till:
˙
[ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ];˙Ménard: [ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲛⲁⲉⲓ]; Layton,
Schenke: ⲁ[ⲗⲗⲁ ⲛ]ⲟⲩ[ⲉⲓ
˙
˙˙
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ] ||  Till: ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲁ[ⲥ]ϣ[ .
˙ ˙
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 Only Jesus knows the end of this one.
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The holy man is completely holy, including
his body. For if he takes the
bread he will make it holy, or the cup
or all the other things that he takes and
purifies. And how will he not purify
the body too?134 As Jesus perfected
the water of baptism, thus he
poured out death. Therefore we go
down into the water, but we do not go
down into death, so that we may not be poured
out in the spirit of the world.
Whenever it blows the winter comes.
Whenever the Holy Spirit blows
the summer comes. He who has
knowledge of the truth is a free man,
and the free man does not sin.
For “he who sins is a slave to sin.”135
Truth is the mother, but knowledge
is the mingling. Those to whom it is not given to sin
are called “free” by the world.
The knowledge of the truth
makes these to whom it is not given to sin arrogant,
that is, they are made free,
and it elevates them over everything, but love
edifies.136 And he who has been made free
through knowledge is a slave because of
love for those who have not yet been able to take up [the]
freedom of knowledge, [but] knowledge
makes them capable [to]
become free. Love [ . . . ]
anything that it [is] its [ . . . ]
is its, it does not [say that, . . . ]
or this is mine [ . . . ]
are yours. Spiritual love
is wine and fragrance.

Cf.  Cor :–.
John :.
Cf.  Cor :. Cf. also  Cor :–.
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 ⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛ̄ϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲧⲟϩⲥⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄















˙˙˙ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
ⲥⲉⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ϩⲱⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲩⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲧⲟϩⲥ ⲛⲉⲧⲧⲁϩⲥ ̄ ⲛⲥⲟϭⲛ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲗⲟ ⲉⲧⲟⲩ
ⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲉⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲛⲏ ⲉⲥⲉⲧⲟϩⲥ ⲁⲛ
ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲩⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ
̄
ϣⲁⲩ
ϭⲱ ⲟⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲥϯⲃⲱⲱⲛ
̄
ⲡⲥⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ
ⲛⲧⲁϥϯⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲁⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟϭⲉ ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ
ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ ⲕⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲁ
ⲡⲥⲟϭⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲑⲉⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲙⲡⲗⲏⲅⲏ
̄
ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲱⲃⲥ ̄ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲟ
̄
ⲃⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲛⲁ
ϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲥ
ϩⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲥϩⲁ
̄
¨ⲓ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲟ
ⲉⲓⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲡⲟⲗⲗⲁⲕⲓⲥ
ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲕⲟⲧⲕ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲥ
̄
ϩⲁ¨ⲓ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲟⲩϩⲧⲟⲣ ⲉⲡⲉⲥϩⲏⲧ ⲇⲉ ϩⲓⲡⲛⲟ
ⲉⲓⲕ ⲉϣⲁⲥⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧ
ⲥⲁⲙⲁⲥⲧϥ ϣⲁⲥⲙⲁⲥⲧϥ ⲉϥⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟ
̄
ⲉⲓⲕ ⲛⲧⲱⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲛⲡϣⲏ
̄
ⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲛⲙ
̄ ⲣⲣⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲙⲣⲣⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ϣⲓⲛⲁ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁ
ϫⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲩⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡ
̄
ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϩⲧⲟ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡϩⲧⲟ
̄
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡⲉⲓ
[˙ⲱ ⲧ]ⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲓⲱ
̄
ⲛⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲉϣⲁⲩⲧⲱϩ
[ⲙⲛ̄]ⲛⲟⲩϣⲃⲣⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉϣⲁ
[ⲣⲉ]ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛⲡ
̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲗⲟ
[ⲅⲟⲥ˙] ϣⲁϥⲣⲕ̄ [ⲟ]ⲓⲛⲱ[ⲛ]ⲉⲓ ⲙⲛⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
̄
[ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟ]ⲩⲟ˙[ⲉⲓⲛ˙ϣⲁ˙ ]ϥⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
˙ ⲉⲕ]ϣⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙
[ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
[ⲡⲣⲱⲙ]ⲉ ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲛⲁ˙]ⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧⲕ ⲉⲕϣⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
˙
[ⲙ̄ ⲡⲛ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ] ˙ⲡⲡ˙ⲛ˙̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϩⲱⲧ
ⲣ ̄ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲕ
[ϣⲁⲛϣ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ
̄
ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲧ

. Ménard: [ⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ] ||  Till, Ménard: [ϣⲁϣ]ⲱⲡⲉ.
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 All those who will anoint themselves with it [benefit from] it.
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Those who stand near them also benefit,
like those who are anointed
who stand there. If those who are anointed with ointment leave their
side and go, those who are not anointed,
who are only standing near them,
once again remain in their (own) stench. The Samaritan
did not give anything to the wounded man except
wine and oil.137 It was nothing else except
the ointment, and it healed the wounds.
For “love covers a multitude of
sins.”138 He whom the woman loves, it is him that those she will
bear resemble. If it is her
husband, they resemble her husband. It if is an
adulterer, they resemble the adulterer. Often,
if a woman sleeps with her
husband out of necessity, but her mind is on the
adulterer whom she usually has communion with, the one
she will bear she bears resembling the
adulterer. But you who dwell with the
Son of God, do not love the world,
but love the Lord, so that those you will
bear may not come to resemble the world,
but that they may come to resemble the
Lord. Man mixes with man,
horse mixes with horse, donkey
mixes with donkey. The species used to mix
[with] their fellow members. Thus
spirit mixes with spirit and Logos
has communion with Logos
[and light has] communion
[with light. If you] become man,
[it is the man who will] love you. If you become
[spirit,] it is the Spirit that will join with you.
[If] you become logos, it is the Logos that

Cf. Luke :.
 Pet :.
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 ⲛⲁⲧⲱϩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
̄
ⲉ[ⲕ]ϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲟⲩ
̄













ⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
̄
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛ
ϩⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩⲧⲟ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲉⲓⲱ
̄
ⲏ ⲙⲙⲁⲥⲉ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ
̄
ⲏ ⲛⲉ
ⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲏ ϭⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛ
ⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ϥⲛⲁϣⲙⲉ
ⲣⲓⲧⲕ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲟⲩ
ⲧⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁ
ⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲥⲉ
ⲛⲁϣⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲛ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲕ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲕⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲉ
ⲧⲟ ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲉϩⲛⲁϥ ⲁⲛ ϥⲛⲁϣⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩ
̄
ⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉϩ
̄
ⲙⲟⲧ ⲙⲡⲉϥϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲟⲩⲁⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲙⲛⲧϩ
̄ ⲙϩ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲓ ϥⲛⲁϣ
ⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲙⲛⲧⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲉ
̄̄
ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲧⲛϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲛⲉⲓⲇⲟⲥ
̄
ϣⲁⲩⲟⲗⲟⲩ
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲧⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏⲕⲏ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲡ
̄
ⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ
̄
(ⲛ)
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓⲉ
̄̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ
ⲟⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲓⲧⲛⲟⲩⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄
ⲛⲟⲩϩⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ
̄
ⲙⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲛⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲧⲉ ⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ ⲧⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉⲛ
̄
ⲥ ̄ ⲡⲙⲟ[ⲟ]ⲩ [ⲇⲉ]
ϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
˙]
ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲥ ̄ ⲉ[ⲛⲥⲟ
ⲉⲓϣ ⲡⲡⲛⲁ̄ ̄ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ [ϩⲓⲧⲟ]
ⲟⲧϥ ⲉⲛⲁⲩⲝⲁⲛⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲇ[ⲉ ⲧⲉ]
ⲧⲅⲛⲱⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲃⲟ[ⲗ ϩ]ⲓⲧ[ⲟⲟ]ⲧⲥ ̄ ⲧⲛⲡ
̄ [ⲱϩ]
˙˙ ⲙ̄ ]ⲙ[ⲉⲓⲛⲉ˙ⲥⲟ ⲣ]̄
ⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲥⲟ ⲛϥ
̄ [ⲧⲟⲟⲩ
ⲣⲙⲛⲕⲁϩ
̄
ⲥⲟ ⲣⲣ̄ [ⲙ̄ ⲙⲡⲉ
̄ .......]
ⲧⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲁⲩ[ . . ]ϩⲛ̄[ . . ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲕⲁ]
ⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲉϥⲗⲗ̄ [ . . . . . ⲛ̄]

. Till, Ménard: ⲡⲙⲟ[ⲟⲩ] ||  Ménard: ⲛ̄ϥ[ⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛⲁⲡⲣⲉ ⲙⲡ
̄ ] ||  Ménard: ⲣⲣ̄ [ⲱⲙⲉ
˙ ⲙⲁⲕⲁ] ||  Ménard: ⲉⲙⲡⲉϥⲗⲗ[ⲩⲡⲉⲓ ⲛ̄];
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲃⲏⲕ ⲁⲡⲥⲁ ⲛ̄] ||  Ménard: ⲁⲩ[ⲱ ⲡ]ϩⲙ[ϩⲁⲗ
˙
˙
Schenke: ⲉⲙⲡⲉϥⲗⲗ̄ [ⲩⲡⲉⲓ ⲛ̄].
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 will mix with you. If [you] become
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light, it is the light that will have communion
with you. If you become one of those
above, those above will rest
upon you.139 If you become a horse
or donkey or calf or dog or
sheep or another among the animals that are
outside and those that are below,
neither man nor Spirit
nor Logos nor light nor those
above nor those inside will be able to love you. They
will not be able to rest within you
and you have no part in them. He
who is a slave against his will, he will be able to become
free. He who has become free by the
grace of his master and has sold
himself into slavery will no longer be able to
become free. The cultivation of the
world is by means of four elements. They gather
into the storehouse by means of water
and earth and wind and light.
And God’s cultivation is also like this,
by means of four, by means of faith and
hope and love and
knowledge. Our earth is the faith. It is in this that we
take root. [And] the [water]
is the hope. [It is] through it [that we]
nourish. The wind is the love. It is through
it that we grow. And the light
[is] the knowledge. Through it we [ripen].
Grace is of [four kinds. It is]
earthly, it is [heavenly, . . . ]
the heaven of the heaven [ . . . ]
this one is [blessed], who has not [ . . . ]

Cf. John :.
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 ⲛⲟⲩⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲓⲥ ̄ ⲡⲭⲥ̄ ̄ ⲁϥⲣⲁⲡⲁ
̄
(ⲛ)













ⲧⲁ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲡⲉϥ
̄
ⲣⲃⲁⲣⲉⲓ
̄
ⲗⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲓⲛⲉ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ
ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ϫⲛⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϩⲱⲥ ⲥⲙⲟⲕϩ
ⲁⲥⲉϩⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲧⲛⲛⲁϣ
̄
ⲣⲕⲁⲧⲟⲣ
̄
ⲑⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉⲉⲓⲛⲟϭ
̄
ⲡⲱⲥ ⲉϥⲛⲁϯⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩ
ⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲁⲧⲉϩⲏ ⲛϩⲱⲃ
̄
ⲛⲓⲙ ϣϣⲉ
ⲁⲛ ⲉⲗⲗⲩⲡⲉⲓ
̄
ⲗⲗⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲛⲟϭ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ
ⲏ ⲁⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲏ ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲁ ⲁϯⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ
ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲧⲟⲛ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩϥⲣⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲉϯⲁⲛⲁ
ⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ
̄
ⲕⲁⲗⲱⲥ ⲡⲉϯⲣⲉ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
̄
ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲛϥϯ
̄
ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ϥϥⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉϩ
̄
ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲩⲡⲉⲓ ⲉϥ
ⲧⲙⲧⲣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲣⲑⲗⲓⲃⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲧϣⲱ
ⲡⲉ ⲕⲁⲗⲱⲥ ϩⲛⲥⲟⲡ
̄
ϣⲁϥⲗⲗⲩⲡⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟ
̄
ⲟⲩ ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ
̄
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲟⲩⲕⲁ
ⲕⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲗⲩⲡⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ
̄
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ
̄
ϥϯⲟⲩⲛⲟϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩϥ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲥⲉⲗ̄
ⲗⲩⲡⲉⲓ ⲕⲁⲕⲱⲥ ⲟⲩϫⲉⲥϩⲛⲛⲏⲉⲓ
̄
ⲁϥϫⲡⲉ
ⲛⲕⲁ
̄ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲙϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ
ⲧⲃⲛⲏ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲟⲩϩⲟⲣ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲣⲓⲣ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲥⲟⲩⲟ
[ⲉⲓⲧⲉ] ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲧⲱϩ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲭⲟⲣⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ
[ . . . ].˙ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲃⲁⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲃⲉ
[ⲇⲉ ⲡ]ⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲉⲓⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲧⲣⲟⲫⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁ
̄
[ⲡⲟⲩⲁ] ⲛϣⲏ
̄ ⲣ[ⲉ] ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁϥⲕⲉⲁⲣⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲣⲱ
˙ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲁϥⲕⲉⲕⲓ
[ⲟⲩ . . . . ]ⲁⲁ˙[ . . . ˙. ⲛ˙̄]ϩⲙ
˙
˙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲃⲛⲟⲟⲩ
[ . . . . . ϩⲁⲣⲱⲟⲩ
ϩⲓⲉ]ⲃⲣⲉ
̄
[ⲁϥⲛⲉϫⲉⲓ]ⲱ[ⲧ ϩ]ⲁⲣⲱⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲱϩ ϩⲓⲭⲟⲣ
˙
˙ ⲁϥⲛⲉϫⲕⲉⲉⲥ
[ⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩ
̄ ]ϩⲟⲟⲣ
ϩⲁⲣⲱⲟⲩ
[ⲁⲩⲱ ⲣⲣⲓⲣ
̄ ⲁ]ϥⲛⲉϫⲃⲁⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲣⲱⲟⲩ
˙

. Ménard: ϩⲱⲥⲙⲟⲕϩ ||  Ménard: ⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ϥⲓ ||  Ménard: [ⲕⲉⲉⲥ] ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ||  Till, Ménard:
[ⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲛⲉϩ ϩⲓⲁϥ ⲛϩ]ⲙϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ; Schenke: [ⲟⲩ ⲉⲁⲩ]ⲁⲁ[ϥ ϩⲓⲁϥ ⲛ̄]ϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ||  Till, Ménard: [ⲕⲓ ϩⲁⲣⲱⲟⲩ
ϩⲓⲉ]ⲃⲣⲉ ||  Till: [ⲁϥⲕⲉⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϩⲁ]ⲣⲱⲟⲩ || ˙Till, Ménard: [ⲛⲣⲓⲣ ⲇⲉ ⲁϥ]ⲛⲉϫⲃⲁⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ.
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 a soul. This one is Jesus Christ. He went













everywhere (and met everyone) and he did not burden anyone.
This kind of person is therefore a blessed one,
because he is a perfect man. For
the Word tells us concerning this how difficult
it is to sustain. How will we be able to
accomplish this great (thing)? How will he be able to give
rest to everyone? Above all it is not appropriate
to cause anyone grief, whether great or small,
or faithless or faithful, and then give rest
to those who are (already) at rest in the good.
There are some who profit from giving
rest to the one who is well off. He who does
the good cannot give
rest to these ones, for he does not take on that which
pleases him, but he cannot cause grief, for he
cannot make them become distressed, but he who
becomes well off sometimes causes them grief.
He is not like this, but it is their (own)
badness that causes them grief. He who has
the nature gives joy to the
good, but some
grieve terribly as a result of this. A master of a house acquired
everything, whether child or slave or
cattle or dog or pig or wheat
[or] barley or chaff or hay or
[ . . . ] or meat and acorn.
[But he is] wise and he knows the food of each
[one]. He placed bread before the children,
[ . . . ], but he placed
[ . . . and (a simple) meal before] the slaves,
and [he threw barley] and chaff and hay before the cattle.
He threw bones before the dogs,
[and] he threw acorns
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 ϩ¨ⲓⲙⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ
̄
ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲑⲏ
̄















ⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲃⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲉϥ
ⲁⲓⲥⲑⲁⲛⲉ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ
̄̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲣ
̄
ⲫⲏ ⲛⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ
̄
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲣⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ
̄
ⲁⲛ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲟϥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲛⲁϭⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲇⲓⲁⲑⲉ
̄
ⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ
̄
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛϥϣⲁ
̄
ϫⲉ ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
̄
ⲟⲩⲛϩⲁϩ
̄
ⲛⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ
̄
ⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϥ
ϣⲁⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲟⲩ ⲣⲣⲓⲣ
̄ ⲙⲉⲛ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫⲃⲁ
ⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲃⲛⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲇⲉ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫ
ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲱϩ ϩⲓⲭⲟⲣⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩ
̄
ϩⲟⲟⲣ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲉϫⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩ̄ ⲙϩ̄ ̄ ⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄
ϥⲛⲁϯⲛⲁⲩⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ
̄
ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ϥⲛⲁϯⲛⲁⲩ
ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱ
̄
ⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡϣⲏ
̄
ⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙ̄
ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡϣⲏ
̄
ⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϫⲓ
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲟⲩ(ⲛ)
ⲧⲁϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ ⲉ
ⲧⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ
˙
ⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩϫⲡⲟ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲙⲛϭⲟ
̄ ⲙ
ⲛϥϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲡⲉⲧϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛϥⲥⲱⲛ
̄
ⲧ˙
ⲥⲉϫⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ϫⲡⲟ˙
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉ . . . ]
ⲛϫⲡⲟ
̄
ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛ[ . . . . . ]
˙ ]
ⲛⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲉϥⲣϩⲱⲃ
̄
ϩⲛⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ⲱⲛϩ
˙ ⲟ[ⲛϩ ⲉ]
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϩⲱⲱϥ ϥⲟⲩ
˙
ⲃⲟⲗ ⲡⲉⲧϫⲡⲟ ⲉϥϫⲡⲟ ϩⲛ̄ⲟⲩ[ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
]
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϥϩⲏⲡ˙[˙ⲉ]˙ϥ[ⲟ˙]ⲩⲁ[ . . . . . . . ]
ⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱ[˙ⲛⲧ ⲟ]˙ⲛ ⲉϥⲥ[ⲱⲛⲧ ϩⲛ̄]
˙
ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϫⲡⲟ
ⲇ[ⲉ˙ⲉϥϫⲡⲉ]
ϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄[ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁϣ]
ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲡⲉ ⲫⲟ[˙ⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩⲧ]

. Till: ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡⲁ¨ⲓ]; Ménard: ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ]; Schenke: ⲉⲧ[ⲃⲉϫⲉ] ||  Till: ⲛ[ⲉϥ . . . ]; Ménard:
˙
ⲛ[ⲉϥϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ]; Schenke: ⲛ[ϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ] ||  Till: ⲉϥ[ⲣϩⲱⲃ] ϩⲛ̄[ⲟ]ⲩ[ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ]; Ménard:
ⲉϥ[ⲣϩⲱⲃ
̄
]
˙
˙ ϥϩⲡ[ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ]; Ménard:
ϩ˙ⲛ̄[ⲟ]ⲩ[ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ] ||  Till:
ϥϩⲏⲡ ⲡ[ϫⲡⲟ ⲡ]ⲉ˙ ⲁ[ⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄
˙ ˙ ⲛⲛ
˙ ] ||  Till: ⲫⲟ[ⲟⲩ
ⲛ˙̄] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲱ[ⲛⲧ ⲙⲉⲛ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲇ[ⲉ ⲉϥϫⲡⲟ
ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ]; Ménard: ⲫⲟ˙[ⲟⲩ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ].
˙
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 and slops before [the pigs]. Thus the















disciple of God, if he is wise he
understands what it is to be a disciple. The
bodily forms will not deceive
him, but he will look at the condition
of the soul of each one and
speak with him. There are many animals in the
world in human form.
If he knows them, he will throw
acorns to the pigs, but he will throw
barley and chaff and hay to the cattle.
He will throw bones to the dogs, to the slaves
he will give the first (course), and to the children he will give
the complete (banquet). There is the Son of Man,
and there is the son of the
Son of Man. The Lord is the Son of
Man and the son of the Son of
Man is he who creates through the
Son of Man. The Son of Man received
from God the ability to create.
He has the ability to beget. He who has received
the ability to create is a creature. He who has received
(the ability) to beget is a begotten one. He who creates cannot
beget. He who begets can create.
They say that he who creates begets,
but his “offspring” is a creature. [ . . . ]
begotten [ . . . ] his children are not, but
they are [ . . . ]. He who creates works [openly],
and he himself is [revealed].
He who begets begets in [secret]
and he is hidden [ . . . ]
the image. [Moreover,] he who [creates creates]
openly, but he who begets [begets]
children in secret. No [one will be able to]
know [when the husband]
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 ⲙⲛⲧⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
̄
ⲣⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲉⲓ
̄
ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
̄













ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϩϫⲓ
̄
ϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉϣϫⲉⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
ϥϩⲏⲡ
ⲡⲟⲥⲱ ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲡⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲧϫⲱϩⲙ
̄
ⲟⲩ
ⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲛⲟⲛ
̄
ⲟⲩⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓ
ⲕⲟⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲧⲃⲃⲏⲩ
̄
ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲉ
ⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲡⲕⲁ
ⲕⲉ ⲏ ⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϥⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ̄
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ ⲉϥϣⲁⲕⲱⲕⲁϩⲏⲩ
ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧϣⲉⲗⲉⲉⲧ
ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲁϫⲓⲡⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲛⲕⲉϩⲟ
̄
ⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲕⲁⲛ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛⲣⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲕⲟⲓ
̄
ⲧⲱⲛ ⲛⲥⲉⲛⲁⲩ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲥⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ
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̄
ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲥ
̄
ⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲙⲛⲡϣⲃⲏⲣ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛ̄ⲛ̄
ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉⲥⲧⲟⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲩ
ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲩⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲙⲏⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱ(ⲛ)
ⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲣⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉⲓ
̄
ⲕⲁⲛ
ⲉⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ⲉⲧⲉⲥⲥⲙⲏ ⲛⲥⲉ
̄ ⲣⲁⲡⲟⲗⲁⲩⲉ
̄
ⲙ̄
ⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟϭⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲥⲟⲛϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ⲛ̄
ⲗⲉϥⲗⲓϥⲉ ⲉⲧϩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛ̄
ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ ⲟⲩⲛϩⲛⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄
ⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ ⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲱⲛ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁ
̄
ⲛⲁϣ
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲩⲙⲫⲏ
̄
ⲉⲓ ⲙⲏ
[˙ⲛϥϣ
̄ ]ⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲓ
̄
ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ
̄
[ . . . . ] ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲡⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
[ⲁϥⲥ]ⲃⲃⲉ
̄ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲣⲟⲃⲩⲥⲧⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉϥⲧⲁ
˙̄
[ⲙⲟ] ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
ϫⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ
̄
[ⲡⲉϩⲟ˙]ⲩⲟ ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲉ[ⲡ]ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩ
˙ [ⲡ ⲥⲉ˙ ]ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲉⲟⲛϩ
[ⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩ˙]ⲛ˙ ϩⲏ
˙ [ϩ ⲉⲃ]˙ⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲡⲁ
[ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛ]ⲟⲩⲱⲛ
˙
[ⲣⲁⲇⲓⲅⲙ]˙ⲁ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛⲉϩ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
[ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟ]ⲛ ⲙⲙⲁϩⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ϩⲏⲡ ϥⲟⲛϩ

. Ménard: [ⲣⲁϣⲉ]; Schenke: [ⲇⲉ ϫⲓ] ||  Till: [ . . . ] . . ⲡⲉ[ⲉⲓⲕⲟ]ⲥⲙⲟⲥ; Ménard: [ⲁⲩⲱ
˙ ⲱⲕ ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ||  Ménard:
ⲙⲫⲟ]ⲟⲩ [ⲛ̄]ⲧⲉ[ⲡ]ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ||  Ménard: [ . . . . . . . . ⲉⲩ]ϩⲏ[ⲡ ⲉⲩ]ⲧ
˙˙˙ ˙
˙ ˙ ]ⲟⲩⲱⲛ[ϩ˙ ⲉⲃⲟ
˙ ˙]ⲗ ||  Ménard: [ⲣⲁⲇⲉⲓⲅⲙ]ⲁ. ˙ ˙
[ⲉϣϫⲉⲉⲩ
˙
˙
˙
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 and the wife have communion with each other
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except they alone. For
the marriage of the world is a mystery for those who have taken
a wife. If the marriage of defilement is secret,
how much more is the undefiled marriage a
true mystery!140 It is
not fleshly, but pure. It is not of
desire, but of the will. It is not of the
darkness or the night, but it is of the day and
the light.141 If a marriage is stripped naked
it has become fornication, and
not only if the bride receives the seed of another
man, but even if she comes out of her
bedroom and is seen she has fornicated.
Let her only be revealed to her father and her
mother and the friend of the bridegroom142 and
the children of the bridegroom, these to whom it is given
to enter the bridal chamber daily.
But let the others desire even
to hear her voice143 and enjoy
her ointment, and let them nourish from the
crumbs that fall from the table, like
the dogs.144 Bridegrooms and
brides belong to the bridal chamber. No one will be able to
see the bridegroom with the bride unless
[he becomes] this. When Abraham
[ . . . ] for him to see that which he would see,
[he] circumcised the flesh of the foreskin,145
[telling] us that it is necessary to destroy the flesh.146
[Most (creatures / things)] of [the] world
stand and are alive as long as their [insides are hidden].
[When they are revealed], they die, according to the
[example] of the visible man.
[As long as] the innards of the man are hidden

Cf. Eph :–.
Cf.  Thess :.
Cf. John :.
Cf. John :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf. Gen :–:; John :.
Cf. Col :.
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 ⲛϭⲓⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉϥⲙⲁϩⲧ
̄















ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲃⲟⲗ
̄
ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ϥⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
̄
ⲧⲉⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲛ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
ϩⲏⲡ ϣⲁϥϯⲟⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲗⲉϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲧⲉϥ
ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϣⲏⲛ ϣⲟ
ⲟⲩⲉ ⲧⲁⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ϩⲓϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥ
̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ⲟⲩ ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲓⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲓⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ ⲉⲫϩⲟⲥⲟⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
ⲛⲧⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ϩⲏⲡ ⲥϫⲟⲟⲣ ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲥ ̄
ⲇⲉ ⲁⲥⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲥϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲇⲉ ⲉ
ⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲥⲱϫⲛ̄ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ϫⲱ ⲙ̄
ⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲏⲇⲏ ⲧⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ ⲥⲙⲙⲟⲛⲧ
̄
ⲁⲧⲛⲟⲩ
ⲛⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛϣⲏⲛ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩ
ⲛⲁϣⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ϣⲁϥϯⲟⲩⲱ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉϣⲁ
ⲣⲉⲧⲁⲝⲉⲓⲛⲏ ⲃⲁⲗⲃⲗ̄ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϣⲁ(ⲛ)
ⲧⲉⲥⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ
̄
ⲉϩⲣⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲓⲥ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲱⲣⲕ ⲛ̄
ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ϩⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
̄
ⲇⲉ ⲕⲁ
ⲧⲁ ⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ
ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲃⲁⲗⲃⲗⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲛⲟ
̄
ⲩ
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ
̄
ⲉⲧⲛϩⲣⲁ
̄ ¨ⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲛϥⲡⲟⲣ
̄
ⲕ˙ⲥ̄ ̄
ϩⲁⲧⲉⲥⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲡⲱⲣⲕ ˙
ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛϣⲁⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲥ̄ ̄ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲛ̄
ⲛⲟ ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲥϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲣ[ⲁ]¨ⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲛ̄ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲕⲁⲣ
̄
ⲡⲟⲥ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
̄
ⲥⲟ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
̄
ⲉⲣⲟ(ⲛ)
ⲧⲛⲛⲟ
̄ ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲥⲣⲁⲓⲭⲙⲁⲗ
̄
ⲱ[ⲧ]ⲓⲍⲉ
˙ ]˙
ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉⲧⲣⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ
̄
ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲛⲟⲩⲟ
̄
ϣ[˙ⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ
˙
ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲟϣⲟⲩ
̄
ⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ
̄
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
[ⲁⲛ ⲥ]
ϭⲙϭⲟⲙ
̄
ϫⲉⲙⲡ
̄ ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲁⲥ
̄
ϩⲱⲥ [ⲉⲥϣⲟ]
ⲟⲡ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲥⲣⲉⲛⲉⲣⲅⲉⲓ
̄
ⲧⲙⲛⲧ
̄ ̄ ⲁⲧⲥ[˙ⲟⲟⲩⲛ]
˙ ˙ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ]
ⲉⲥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ
̄
ⲛ̄ⲛⲡⲉ
̄ [ⲑⲟⲟⲩ
ⲧⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲁⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
̄̄
[ⲉⲥ]ⲛⲁϣⲉ ⲁⲡ[ⲙⲟⲩ ϫⲉ]
˙
ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧ
̄ ˙ⲙ˙ⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧ̄ ̄ [ⲁⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
]
˙ ⲟⲩⲧ˙ⲉ [ⲥⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁ(ⲛ)]
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲛ
ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ [ . ˙. . . . . . ]

. Till: ⲡⲱⲣϫ ||  Ménard: ⲛⲛⲡⲉ
̄
[ⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲛ] ||  Ménard: [ϣ]ⲙϣⲉ ⲁ[ⲡⲙⲟⲩ] ||  Till,
˙
Ménard: [ⲛⲉⲧϩⲛⲧⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ]; Schenke: [ⲛⲁⲧⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ].
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 the man is alive. When his innards are revealed
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they come out of him and the man will die.147
Thus also with the tree. As long as its root
is hidden, it blossoms and grows. If its
root is revealed the tree
dries up. Thus it is with every offspring in the
world, not only the revealed,
but also the hidden. For as long as the root
of evil is hidden it is strong, but if it is recognised
it has died, and if it is revealed
it has been destroyed. Therefore the Word says,
“Already the axe is laid at the
root of the trees.”148 It will not (simply) cut—that which
will be cut blossoms again—but
the axe burrows down beneath until
it brings out the root. Jesus plucked out
the root completely, but others
partly. As for us, let each
one among us dig down to the
root of the evil that is within him and pluck it out
from its root in his heart. And it will be uprooted
if we are aware of it, but if we
are ignorant of it it takes root
within us and it produces its
fruits in our heart. It rules us
and we are its slaves. It captures
us so that we may do what we do [not] want to.
Those things that we want to do we do [not].149 [It is]
strong because we have not become aware of it. As long as [it]
[exists] it works. [Ignorance]
is the mother of [all evil].
Ignorance will lead to [death, because]
those things that exist as a result of [ignorance]
neither did exist, nor [do they exist],
nor will they come into being [ . . . ]

Cf. Acts :.
Matt :.
Cf. Rom :–.
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. Till, Ménard: [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩ]ⲛⲛⲉⲉⲓⲙⲁ
̄
||  Till, Ménard: [ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟ]ⲩⲁⲁⲃ ||  Till: [ⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲥ
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whole truth is revealed. For truth, like
ignorance, when it is hidden it rests
within itself, but if it is revealed
and it is recognised it is glorified inasmuch as
it prevails against ignorance and
error. It makes free.
The Word says, “If you know
the truth, the truth will make you free.”150
Ignorance is a slave, knowledge
is freedom. If we know the truth
we will find the fruits of truth within
us. If we join with it it will receive our
fullness. Now we have the
visible things of the creation. We say that
they are the honoured (and) strong, but the hidden things
are the despised (and) weak.151 Thus it is with those (things) that are
revealed of the truth: They are weak and
despised, but the hidden (things) are the strong and
honoured. But the mysteries
of truth are revealed as types and images. But the
bedroom is hidden. It is the Holy in
the Holy. The veil
covered at first how God administered
the creation,152 but when the veil is rent153
and those of the inside are revealed
this house will be left behind
[as] a desert,154 or rather, it will be
[destroyed],155 but the entire divinity156 will flee
[from] these places, not into the Holies
[of the] Holies, for it will not be able to mix with the
unmixed [light] and the [fault]less fullness,
[but] it will come to be under the wings of the cross157
[and under] its arms. This ark will
[become their] salvation when the flood

John :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf. Rom :.
Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf. Matt :; Luke :; Acts :; Ps : LXX.
Cf. Matt :; :; :; Mark :; :; :; Luke :; Acts :;  Cor :.
Cf. Rom :.
Cf. Matt :; Luke :.



appendix b

 (= Plate )
 ⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲉϩⲣⲁ¨ⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲣϣⲁ















ϩⲛϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ
̄
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲫⲩⲗⲏ
̄
ⲛⲧ
̄ ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧⲟⲩ
̄̄
ⲏⲏⲃ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲛⲁϣϭⲛϭⲟⲙ
̄
ⲛⲃⲱⲕ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉ
ⲡⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲣ
̄
ⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥ
̄
ⲙⲁ ⲡⲱϩ ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲩ
ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲟⲩⲁⲁⲧϥ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲡⲱϩ
̄
ⲉⲡⲉⲓ
ⲛⲁϥⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲁⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲟⲩ
ⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲡⲱϩ
̄
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ
̄
ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲛ̄ ⲁⲛⲁ
ⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲓ
ⲧⲛ̄ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲧⲁⲉⲓ
ⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲟ ⲛϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ
̄
ⲉⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲙⲁⲩ
ϩⲓⲧⲛϩ̄ ⲛⲧⲩⲡⲟⲥ
̄
ⲉⲩϣⲏⲥ ⲙⲛϩ̄ ⲛ̄ⲙⲛ̄ ̄ ⲧϭⲱⲃ
̄̄
ⲥⲉϣⲏⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣ
̄
ⲛⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉⲧϫⲏⲕ ⲉⲃⲟ[ⲗ]
ⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ
̄
ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲉϥϫⲟ
ⲥⲉ ⲉϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲛ
ⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲑⲏⲡ
̄
ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ
̄
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩ
ⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
̄
ⲁⲩϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁ˙
ⲡⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ ⲧⲱϩⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ
̄
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛϩⲟⲥⲟ(ⲛ)
ⲙⲉⲛ ϥϩⲏⲡ ⲧⲕⲁⲕⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲟⲥϥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲟⲩ
̄
ϥⲓⲧⲥ ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
̄
ⲙⲡⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ
̄
ⲙⲡⲡ
̄ ⲛⲁ̄ ̄
˙
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲥⲉⲟ ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲓⲁ
̄
ϩⲟ
ⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲡⲟⲩⲟ
ⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲛⲁϩⲁⲧⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲛ̄[ⲟ]ⲩⲟ(ⲛ)
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
̄
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛ˙[ⲁϫⲓⲭⲣⲓ]
ⲥⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲙ
̄ ϩⲁ̄ ̄ ⲗ̄ ̄ ⲛⲁ
̄ ⲣⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑ
̄
ⲉ˙[ⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ]
˙ ⲛ[ⲓⲙ ⲉⲙ]
ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲱⲧⲉ
̄
ⲛⲁⲓⲭⲙⲁⲗⲱⲧⲟⲥ
̄
ⲧⲱϭⲉ
˙ ]
ⲡⲉⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
̄
ⲧⲟϭϥ [ⲥⲉⲛⲁ
ⲡⲟⲣⲕϥ ⲛⲉⲧⲡⲟⲣϫ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϩⲱⲧⲣ ̄ ⲛ[ . . . . . ]
˙ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ]
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲛⲁ˙ⲃ˙[ⲱⲕ
˙
˙
˙
ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲓⲧⲱⲛ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ϩⲏⲃⲥ ̄ ⲉϥ]
ⲟ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲑⲉ
̄ ⲛ̄ⲛⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄ ˙ ⲉⲧⲛⲛ
̄ ⲉ˙[ . . . . . . . ]
ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ϣ˙[ⲁϥ . . . . . . ]
˙

. Till, Ménard: ⲥⲉⲛ[ⲁϫⲓⲡⲭⲣⲓ] ||  Ménard: ⲥⲉⲛⲁϩⲱⲧ[ⲣ ̄ ⲙ̄ ]ⲙ[ⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ]; Schenke:
ⲛ[ⲉⲧϣⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧ] ||  Till:˙ ⲥⲉⲛⲁ[ϫⲡ]ⲟ ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ [ⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲙⲁⲩϫⲡ]; Ménard: ⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲡ
̄ ⲟ[ⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
˙
˙
˙ ˙ⲉⲩ
˙ ]; Schenke:
]; Layton: ⲙⲡⲟ
̄ ⲩ[ⲟⲉⲓⲛ . . . ] ||  Till, Ménard: ⲉⲧⲛⲛ
̄ [ⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ
ⲙⲉⲩϫⲡ
˙
ⲉⲧⲛⲛ
̄ ⲉ[ⲑⲏⲡ ϣⲁⲩ] ||  Ménard:
ϣ[ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩϩ]; Schenke: ϣ[ⲁϥⲣⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
].
˙
˙
˙

the gospel of philip
 (= Plate )
 of water bears down upon them. If















158
159
160
161
162
163

some happen to be of the priestly tribe,
these will be able to enter
inside the veil with the
high priest. Therefore the veil
was not rent above only, since
it would have been opened to those above only, nor
was it rent below only, since
it would have been revealed to those below
only, but it was rent from above to below.158 Those
above have opened those below for us
so that we may enter the secret
of the truth. This truly is that which is honoured,
which is strong,159 but we will enter there
through despised types and weaknesses.
They are humbled in the presence of the perfect glory.
There is glory superior to glory,160 there is power superior
to power. Therefore the perfect was opened
for us with the secrets of the truth and
the Holies of the Holies were uncovered and
the bedroom has invited us in.161 As long as
it is hidden, evil is idle, but
it has not been taken from the midst of the seed of the
Holy Spirit. They are slaves of wickedness.
But whenever it is uncovered, then the
perfect light will flow out upon
everyone and all those who are in it will [receive]
[chrism.] Then the slaves will become free [and]
the captives will be redeemed. “[Every] plant [which]
my father who is in heaven has not planted [will be]
uprooted.”162 Those who have been separated will be joined [ . . . ]
will be filled. Everyone who will [enter]
the bedroom shall ignite their [lamp],163
for [it] is like the marriages that are [ . . . ]
happen at night, the fire [ . . . ]

Cf. Matt :; Mark :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  Cor :.
Cf.  Thess :;  Pet :.
Matt :.
Cf. Matt :; :–; Mark :; Luke :; :.
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 ⲛⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ
̄
ϣⲁϥϫⲉⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲩⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
̄
ⲇⲉ

ⲙⲡⲓⲅⲁⲙⲟⲥ
̄
ⲛⲧⲟϥ
̄
ϣⲁⲩϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲉ
̄
ϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
̄
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
̄
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̄
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̄
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̄
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̄
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̄
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 at night, it is extinguished. But the mysteries

of that marriage are fulfilled in the
day and the light. That day
or its light does not set. If one becomes
 a child of the bridal chamber,164 he will receive the light.
If one does not receive it while being here, he will not be able to receive it
in the other place. He who will receive that light
will not be seen nor can he be detained,
and no one will be able to trouble
 such a person even while he dwells
in the world, and, moreover, when he leaves
the world he has already received the truth in
the images. The world has become the aeons,
for the aeon is for him the fullness,
 and it is in this way that it appears
to him alone. It is not hidden in the darkness and the
night, but it is hidden in a perfect day
and a holy light.165 The Gospel
according to Philip.

164
165

Cf. Matt :; Mark :; Luke :.
Cf.  Thess :.
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