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			Foreword

			Many years ago, when the British New Testament text critic Neville Birdsall of Birmingham was being introduced to a new colleague, the latter said to him that text critics were like the men who rodded drains to unblock sewers. Later the colleague declared that, although he was glad someone else did such tasks, he himself did not choose to undertake labor of that sort; he preferred to be an exegete. In contrast to this colleague’s views, the book before us aims—and succeeds magnificently—in showing us how fundamental textual criticism ought to be in any theological and exegetical work on our New Testament Gospel texts.

			Textual criticism is often referred to as “lower” criticism, contrasted with the “higher” criticism that seems to refer to critical exegesis and interpretation. But “lower” should never be thought of as “inferior” in any sense, and especially not scholastically. It is essential preparatory work on all literature composed prior to the invention of printing. None of this literature has survived in the actual handwriting of its original authors. That applies to biblical as well as to secular writings. We all have to work back to a supposed original by making use of copies of copies of copies, made in general by professional scribes, whose task it was to reproduce accurately from an exemplar a fine new readable copy; in reality, however, such scribes were essentially hack copyists who performed piecework and were paid by the number of lines they transcribed per diem.

			Like Birdsall’s erstwhile colleague, few academics nowadays are prepared to “rod” drains by devoting their research time to an analysis of extant manuscript witnesses, collating and then comparing newly emerging copies, thereby displaying all the necessary linguistic skills needed, with the willingness to look at what are often deemed minutiae and, of course, with the requisite Sitzfleisch such work always involves. But there is a sufficient number of scholars who do voluntarily devote themselves to such fundamental tasks. Most of these academics claim to be “eclectic” in their approach; that is, most of them feel free to select the text to be printed from a small range of extant witnesses. Only a few, usually nowadays to be found in the United States, remain fond of and wedded to the medieval bulk of manuscripts, often labeled the Byzantine text-type, insofar as such adherence to the readings of the majority of New Testament manuscripts sounds very democratic. (When I visited an extremely conservative seminary in North Carolina to lecture there, I was surprised to see in its parking lot bumper stickers that told me that the King James Version is the only true English-language translation of the Old and New Testament text: “If it ain’t the KJV it ain’t the Bible.”)

			By contrast to most “eclectic” text critics, and certainly to those who favor one text-type as the bearer of the original texts, my work has regularly been dubbed “thoroughgoing text criticism,” by which term is meant that I seek the original wording in as many or as few manuscripts of any date, as long as one disputed reading agrees with the language, style, and theology of the author. Other text critics still favor the cult of the best manuscripts rather in the way that Westcott and Hort had done in the nineteenth century; and I see here that Professor Craig Evans can still speak of the oldest and “best” manuscripts. I often still argue that our modern critical hand-editions, such as Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, and the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament are favorably disposed to such a “cult.”

			Obviously, I must analyze every disputed reading against the recognized and proven language, vocabulary, style, and theology elsewhere in each author’s writings. This means that I can secure the author’s usage, mainly by pointing to undisputed parallels elsewhere in his text(s). As an increasing number of manuscripts are being finally read in their entireties, I am regularly told that my fund of available “firm” (undisputed) examples must inevitably decrease, thus making thoroughgoing eclecticism less scientific in its analyses. I am naturally conscious of such criticism, but my observation is that very few readings coming to light in recently collated manuscripts offer genuine new readings; mostly these manuscripts’ texts reflect already-known existing readings. Recently collated manuscripts may obviously be added to an apparatus, often to bulk up its testimony, but any brand-new variants in modern readings are usually examples of careless “accidental” errors and are often merely orthographical changes.

			Textual criticism is a science and an art form. Both aspects of the discipline occur below. Few readers ever find fault with a scholar’s scientific assembling of manuscripts or with the registration, collating, and analysis of their often distinctive text, but it is the editorial decisions as to which reading represents the author’s writing—or, to adopt a piece of modern jargon, what the Ausgangstext (which may or may not be equivalent to the authorial text) may do—that is of prime importance. It is from this Ausgangstext that all surviving differences between manuscripts (i.e., their distinctive variant readings) derive and from which, as a consequence, any of its “secondary” readings may occur in the footnotes, be these deliberate or accidental. Those are the places where readers may part company with the editors.

			What is surprising is that our fund of papyri (which is justifiably and triumphantly assessed in the chapters to follow) has but seldom influenced an editor’s choice of text in new critical editions. Papyri may figure first in many an apparatus criticus, and they will appear in listings of all extant New Testament manuscripts, as here in Evans’ book, but their distinctive readings and especially their allegedly original readings have not always been taken as seriously as some critics may have wished to see in a published Greek New Testament.

			We read below about the datings of manuscripts, and behind such datings lies a methodology that is often problematic: it is seldom as scientific or as accurate as its practitioners would like. But many New Testament experts like to defend the antiquity of certain variants. If a reading is old or is found in what our experts tell us is a very old manuscript, then it is allegedly a favored or privileged witness. My former tutor at the University of Oxford, the Canadian scholar George Kilpatrick (by then holder of the university’s New Testament Chair, the “Dean Ireland’s Professor of the Exegesis of Holy Scripture”), used (correctly) to tell his students that the age of a manuscript and the age of a reading are only relevant if we know which changes were introduced by the scribes at each copying. In other words, we need to compare the differences between what had been written originally by its composer in the early years of Christianity and the manuscript copy in our hands. But the task is impossible. No one does know such things; no scribe tells us. (En passant, Kilpatrick was a thoroughgoing text critic—and is probably the reason why I am one too!)

			Another scholar whose words still ring true, at least in these ears, is H.-J. Vogels, who pronounced that all deliberate variant readings (as opposed to the accidental slips to which all hand-copying is prone) would have been made before the writings were declared and treated as cano”nical. Church communities would have been disinclined or discouraged to make changes to what had by then become Holy Writ. As far as the New Testament’s canonical fourfold Gospel canon is concerned, that would be by the end of the second century. Deliberate changes may be identified in manuscripts that happen to have survived to modern times, whatever their dates of writing, but what Vogels (rightly in my opinion) was saying was that every deliberate and changed reading, even if it were wrong and secondary as modern scholars may judge it, would itself inevitably be a reading from antiquity.

			The most recent fad to greet us is the “Coherence Based Genealogical Method” (CBGM). Previously, textual criticism had been applying the Claremont Profiling Method, the Local-Genealogical Method, and so on. All of those were devised to deal with the huge bulk of Greek New Testament manuscripts—some 5,500 continuous-text witnesses and lectionaries. The concept of the inevitable cross-fertilization or mixing of the underlying textual character is a theme that must also be addressed. The Coherence Based Methodology was created by Gerd Mink, a Mitarbeiter in the Institute for New Testament Textual Research at the University of Münster in Westphalia (western Germany), and is the latest such “-ism” designed to help editors. Results may be seen in the recent volumes published by the German Bible Society, first—although inevitably somewhat cautiously—in its editions of the Catholic Epistles, then more confidently in their recent edition of the Acts of the Apostles. The spacious layout in these text editions is highly commendable; they are, to adopt a current phrase, “user-friendly.” I am not privy to the extent to which the CBGM influenced the editions, but clues now exist in the German Bible Society’s editorial writings. It strikes me that this newfangled methodology is easily compatible with many of the principles I have been doggedly following for decades—namely, dating of readings, not necessarily the dating of the artifact (i.e., a manuscript containing that text) itself. “Tradent” is another jargon-term and neologism found in today’s increasingly strident reports on the CGBM by its devotees to mean that the manuscripts are to be looked upon principally as the bearers of an earlier text.

			As a highly productive and enviably fluent writer (and persuasive communicator), Craig Evans has acquired the skills of a text critic, thanks in part to his having had the opportunity to see many of the most famous biblical manuscripts now housed around the world. There are, however, several of his summaries and conclusions in the chapters that follow where some readers will add a bold “No” in the margins or will query his judgments; but his well-founded scholarship, nuanced reasoning, and pleasant manner of writing (quite befitting its author) will give even opponents pause for thought and will make them (meaning, “me”) have to rethink their (“our”/“my”) positions or reformulate a counterargument or three.

			We may find some statements below from Dr. Evans somewhat too sanguine, even complacent, but we commend his numerous examples of textual variants, and especially those found in chapter 12 of this book. But in addition to the examples he gives, most of which are persuasive and accurate, we also need to decide on the two major additions or omissions at the end of Mark and the Pericope Adulterae, respectively. But, even more controversially, we need to say what our printed text and alternative readings are at, say, John 1:18 (“Son” or “God”); what precisely Luke had Jesus say at the Last Supper; what we print for Matthew’s Parable of the Two Boys in 21:28–32; and how Jesus is described at each point where the variants Jesus, Christ, Lord, etc., occur in differing manuscripts. Those and countless other problems may be seen not only in the apparatus criticus of a printed edition of the Greek New Testament text but also by readers of modern editions in, say, English where the footnotes regularly advise users that certain “authorities” (i.e., manuscript witnesses) remove, add, or change certain words. Do we wish to accept a longer or a shorter text? Are scribes more likely to have accidentally omitted a word or words due to carelessness, tiredness, and paleographical considerations, or are they more likely to have deliberately changed or added words to clarify the original? Those and similar questions are encouraged by translators and editors (such as Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition, pp. 45*–46* or p. 3*); many publishers nowadays allow their readers the democratic choice to make changes to a text. “Transparency” is the “in” word; readers of Scripture are permitted to make their own choices when certain theological conundrums defeat even a learned editor. A mock or tactfully anonymous quotation repeating the previous twenty words to resemble what examiners typically put before students (usually with the addition of the command “Discuss”) could be given here!

			Our samples above are often theological, and certainly relevant to exegetes. Similarly: Just what was it that Jesus is reported as having said about a man who divorces his wife? More flippantly, looking at the parallels in the canonical Gospels and their textual variants, we may similarly ask: Just what should obedient disciples pack for their journey (sandals, scrip, or food), and how many staffs ought they take? More profoundly, we observe: Does Luke’s Gospel refer to Jesus’ ascension or not? These are all indicators of used and living texts, venerated by believers and by people prepared to alter and then abide by Holy Writ. It hardly matters if we decide that 90 percent or even 95 percent of the New Testament is textually secure and that any textual errata there are easily resolved, if there still remains 5 percent or 10 percent of the New Testament text that is unresolved or textually uncertain. These disputed passages are critically important. Changes were frequently made to make the texts conform to a prevailing theological party line and therefore make them more relevant to the reader. Living texts, therefore, were used, clarified, and, from an early date, deliberately changed. Such approaches outlined here may be anathema to some, but they will need to be considered alongside what we read below.

			It is readings like those above where text critics may prefer to draw stumps (if I may use a cricketing term) and admit defeat, just as the editors of the Editio Critica Maior do if they cannot resolve a dilemma; instead, they print in parallel two (occasionally even three) equally viable alternatives whenever the text line (the leading line) splits.

			In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, many scholars, especially in the Low Countries, introduced conjectural emendations into the biblical text, often to solve text-critical problems. Our colleagues in Classics are regularly obliged to use conjectural readings, mainly because many of the texts they work on lack the generous provision of manuscripts such as New Testament scholars have at their fingertips. This abundance is often denied to scholars of classical Greek texts. Nonetheless, alongside and contemporaneously with the increasing numbers of newly published or newly discovered manuscripts of the New Testament, some biblical scholars have made conjectural changes, even where we may judge that such alterations merely represent inspired guesswork. Their conclusions are often highly ingenious. And that is their downfall! Few of these conjectures have been accepted or are acceptable. The Nestle editions have, in their apparatus, drastically pared down the one-time common siglum “cj” (= a conjectured reading, i.e., one lacking any Greek support). Those who keep a keen eye on all changes made to published editions see that the conjecture previously printed in Acts 16:12 is now no longer allowed in the Editio Critica Maior. But a new and different conjecture is found at Acts 13:33. Similarly, the Nestle-Aland 28th edition now allows a new conjectured reading at 2 Pet 3:10. At one time, I naively assumed that as we had over 5,000 manuscripts containing all or part of the New Testament, conjectures were never needed. However, when I published an article in 2000, I argued that Mark 1:1–3 could never have been written by the same author as the following words. No Greek witness was in support, so this suggestion was a pure conjectural emendation on my part. So, we need to reach decisions about whether any such emendations are ever allowable, even if we assume that authors like the four evangelists always knew what it was they intended to write, that they always wrote sense, and that their command of the Greek language was flawless.

			The other discipline Evans has wisely followed here concerns the extracanonical Gospels, usually said nowadays to belong to the amorphous florilegium generally, albeit wrongly, called the New Testament Apocrypha. Such Gospels are often quite early, and yet are secondary to the canonical fourfold canon. Sometimes these were composed to complete the perceived gaps in the earliest Gospels, and thus in apocryphal Infancy Gospels we read of Mary’s early life, of Jesus’ birth, and of the Holy Family’s escapades and deeds of derring-do in their exile in Egypt. Jesus’ doings as a young child figure in some childhood Gospels. Similarly, Jesus is said in some extracanonical yarns to have been gainfully employed between Good Friday and Easter Day, especially by his raising the faithful dead from Hades, seen here not only as a person but as the waiting room for the faithful dead. In the Apocrypha, Adam, the patriarchs, and the prophets were biding their time in Hades impatiently until their rescue by the Messiah and Savior. Apocryphal stories here not only fill in gaps in the canonical Gospels, but they solve increasingly urgent theological problems, such as: “What happened to the faithful dead who died prior to Jesus’ earthly ministry?” The creedal statement that Jesus descended into hell came from these texts.

			Other apocrypha contain additional sayings attributed to Jesus, some of these only as separate sentences now extant in, say, one amulet from antiquity. Such apocryphal stories and sayings may well be secondary and derivative, but some were clearly popular throughout Christendom, leaving us a rich legacy of manuscripts of their texts not only in the original language but in several versions too. Numerous legends influenced Christian doctrines and, later, art. Mariology and Orthodoxy’s great feasts, as well as much of the teaching on the ascension and resurrection of Jesus and on the afterlife, occur in the noncanonical Gospels. Many such teachings will, of course, be anathema to those who proclaim a Christian faith based on (canonical) scripture alone (sola scriptura), but no one should deny the influence of these doctrines on others’ faith.

			Harmonizations are readily pointed out to us whenever these occur within the four canonical Gospels, and those are easily exposed in printed synopsis texts and their footnotes. An important, thoroughgoing principle is that text-critical variants that make parallels more dissimilar are likely to be original, although we always need to append to such a statement the useful get-out clause “other things being equal.”

			In his chapter on Erasmus of Rotterdam, Professor Evans argues that the subsequent and inevitable adherence by many faithful Christian readers to the Textus Receptus, a version of the printed Greek New Testament, was ultimately dependent on Erasmus’ first edition of 1516. This was exactly what followers of differing versions of the Latin Bible had been doing for centuries. The essentially Protestant and Greek Textus Receptus was, by and large, maintained by subsequent editors for over 350 years (and, indeed, up to the present day in some quarters), and that too may be a type of inerrancy. Fortunately, Evans does not use the bizarre expression “the providential protection of Holy Writ” when referring to the Byzantine text-type—especially as such protection is denied to nonbiblical manuscripts and to other scribal writings!

			Most extant manuscripts of the New Testament contain only one part of the whole. This may be for purely practical reasons; very few of the extant 5,500 manuscripts were ever meant to hold all twenty-seven New Testament works (I know of a mere sixty extant today that do). Also, if we look at the sheer bulk of, say, the fourth-century Codex Sinaiticus, once a complete Bible containing the Old and New Testaments, it was obviously huge in size and very heavy to carry around, and it was deemed impractical to use it in church for readings. Also, the costs and the time involved in writing everything anew would have been prohibitive for most private owners or small worshipping communities. As the four Gospels were the most frequently copied for reading aloud, for private study, and for consultation, it was often only the four Gospels that would have commonly or normally needed rewriting. That is probably why most of our currently extant witnesses to the Greek New Testament contain only those four books.

			One of the major concerns raised in Craig Evans’ book is the length of time a manuscript may have been in use and therefore read before its possible recopying.

			Churches, monasteries, and individuals tried to conserve and preserve their texts in manuscript sheets and in codex form. Thoroughgoing textual critics, therefore, may declare with confidence that even though an artifact (i.e., a manuscript) may be given a date on paleographical grounds by the experts, regardless of the age and origin of any readings found within it, it may have subsequently survived in use for a few further centuries before it was eventually recopied. Only then could its distinctive text be found to have influenced a much later manuscript. That is why, above, I stated that merely because a witness is medieval its text may go back, say, only very few steps or stages of copying to the presumed Ausgangstext or even to the authorial text itself.

			Another positive reminder is to say that palimpsests (i.e., recycled texts) may show that, because many owners and users of manuscripts were often reluctant to throw away writings, any surviving recoverable and legible under-writing that can currently be deciphered in a rewriting shows the longevity of those readings. This may be seen in Latin as well as in Greek palimpsests. For instance, once churches decided to adopt Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, because of its allegedly authoritative version of the scriptures, it can be seen that by writing the Vulgate onto a previously perfectly functional, albeit by then unwanted, Old Latin rendering, the manuscript may reveal that its (Old Latin) under-writing had probably remained in use underneath the palimpsesting. In some cases, therefore, the Itala, or Old Latin, text that had been written several centuries earlier continued to be read in that community until the overwriting was added in its stead.

			Coupled with that, it is noticeable just how durable many parchment and indeed papyri texts are. We are used to seeing papyrus fragments that now are badly abraded, torn, or eaten into by white ants, but in their heyday they would have been complete and easily legible pages in perfectly formed codices. Today’s funds of papyri have obviously been subjected to weather and to time. Several papyri from Oxyrhynchus, for instance, are very old scraps indeed, and all of them were found disposed of as rubbish in the spoil-heaps alongside other discarded matter. The scraps had been discovered in the late nineteenth century or in the early decades of the twentieth century. Such manuscripts would have been written some 1,600 years previously, yet nowadays these fragments may still gradually yield legible writings—private letters, legal documents, literary works, and biblical and apocryphal texts too.

			Theodore Skeat, the great papyrologist and librarian at the British Library, where he ended his distinguished career as its Keeper of Western Manuscripts, was determined to explode the wrong teaching that papyrus was expensive and fragile. Skeat, in many articles and elsewhere, was successful in showing that papyrus was plentiful, especially in Egypt, was not prohibitively expensive for the average literati, and as a writing medium would last for decades and centuries, if cared for properly. Obviously what he said about papyrus is equally true of parchment (vellum).

			As we settle down to relish the chapters now to follow, I invite all readers to peruse and study what Craig Evans has uncovered, recovered, and discovered. He has read widely and wisely, and he offers us all well-researched observations, teaching, and opinions. We thank him for these views and commend this book to all who study it.

			J. K. Elliott
The University of Leeds, United Kingdom

		

	
		
			[image: Image]

			Preface

			Jesus and the Manuscripts has been a long time in writing. Over the years I have produced it bit by bit, principally as studies in journals and chapters in books. Along the way I have revised and expanded, explored and debated. It is with respect to the latter activities that I wish to record my thanks to several colleagues who have read portions of this book and have made many helpful suggestions and corrections.

			Some of the positions that I take in this book are controversial, at least in some circles. I refer to my views concerning the age and independence of the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of Peter, as well as the origin of the Secret Gospel of Mark. I do think that the positions I have taken are becoming widely held and some day will be the majority view, if they are not already. My conclusions concerning the longevity and influence of the New Testament autographs and first copies provoked some negative reactions in the blogosphere, where, in the words of Tacitus, “all things atrocious and shameful collect and are celebrated” (Ann. 15.44). Besides lacking decorum, some of the comments were simply false.

			The chapter to which I have just alluded (ch. 2) was circulated among some three dozen text critics, papyrologists, exegetes, and historians. The responses I received from these distinguished scholars were very encouraging. For this courtesy I thank Fr. Juan Chapa (Universidad de Navarra), Keith Elliott (University of Leeds), Paul Foster (University of Edinburgh), Simon Gathercole (University of Cambridge), Charles Hill (Reformed Theological Seminary), George Houston (Uni­versity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill), the late Larry Hurtado (University of Edinburgh), Tobias Nicklas (Universität Regensburg), David Parker (University of Birmingham), James Sanders, founder and longtime President of the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center (Claremont), Matthew Solomon (New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary), David Trobisch, former Director of Collections for the Museum of the Bible (Oklahoma City), Daniel Wallace, Executive Director of the Center for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts (Dallas), Peter Williams, Principal of Tyndale House Cambridge, and Frederik Wisse (McGill University). By mentioning the names of these individuals I do not mean to imply that they agree with every point in this study, but I can say that on the whole they have expressed support, if not complete agreement.

			The focus of the present book is on the ancient manuscripts in which Jesus appears. The oldest and most important of these are the manuscripts of the Greek Gospels, so it was important to examine them in person (these mss are discussed in ch. 1). Here I wish to express my thanks to the several librarians and curators who made this possible. These good people include Professor Jacques Berchtold, Directeur de la Fondation Martin Bodmer Bibliothèque et Musée (Geneva), where I had the opportunity to examine 𝔓66, a nearly complete copy of the Gospel of John. Assisting us was the Fondation’s Conservatrice and Restauratrice, Florence Darbre, with whom I had the pleasure of collaborating many years earlier in connection with Codex Tchacos and its controversial Gospel of Judas (which is treated in ch. 7). Dr. Bruce Barker-Benfield, Senior Assistant Librarian, Department of Special Collections and Western Manuscripts, and his very accommodating colleagues at Weston Library, University of Oxford, made it possible for me to examine 𝔓19, a fragment of Matthew that exhibits some interesting affiliations. Daryl Green, Librarian and Archivist of Magdalen College, Oxford University, made available 𝔓64 and shared with me the interesting story of how these early fragments of the Gospel of Matthew found their way to the College more than a century ago. Daniela Colomo of the Faculty of Classics, University of Oxford, made available for examination a number of important papyrus fragments, including P.Oxy. 2949 and P.Oxy. 4009 (discussed in chs. 6 and 10) and P.Oxy. 5072 and P.Oxy. 5073 (discussed in ch. 10). John Hodgson, Keeper of the Manuscripts and Joint Head of Special Collections at the John Rylands Library, Manchester, made available 𝔓52, still regarded as the earliest extant fragment of the Greek New Testament, and generously shared his knowledge regarding the care of ancient and fragile manuscripts.

			Dr. Timothy Janz, Scriptor Graecus of the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (Rome / Vatican City), where 𝔓75 and Codex Vaticanus (03) are housed and conserved, shared with me aspects of the history and study of these important texts and the technical aspects of their conservation. I thank too Michael Hesemann of Düsseldorf and the already mentioned Dr. David Trobisch for their assistance in making arrangements for my visit to the Vatican. Dr. Suzanne Paul, Keeper of Rare Books and Early Manuscripts, Cambridge University Library, made available for my examination the fascinating Codex Bezae (05), which contains at Luke 6:5 one of the most interesting of the dominical agrapha. Dr. Paul recounted the intriguing history of this codex, including steps taken to repair and preserve it. Dr. Diana Severance, Director of the Dunham Bible Museum of Houston Baptist University, made available a number of original editions of the Novum Instrumentum omne and Novum Testamentum omne, collated by Erasmus, which was very helpful for the research that went into chapter 12. And finally, I express my appreciation for Dr. Jill Unkel, Curator of Western Collections at the Chester Beatty Library (Dublin), who made available for my examination several leaves of 𝔓45, an early papyrus codex of the four New Testament Gospels and Acts, whose importance can hardly be exaggerated. I should mention too that during my visit to the Chester Beatty Library, I had the opportunity to examine several Qur’ān manuscripts. Many readers will be surprised to learn that the Library’s collection of Qur’ān manuscripts is the largest outside of Islamic countries.

			I have also benefited from correspondence with scholars with expertise in cognate fields that are very relevant for the present book. I have in mind here Professor Peter Schäfer, formerly of Princeton University and now Director of the Jüdisches Museum Berlin. Professor Schäfer’s expertise relating to Jesus in the Toledot Yeshu and rabbinic literature is well known, and his suggestions to me were invaluable. I should mention too that I learned much in working with Dr. Marijn van Putten (Universiteit Leiden) on an unpublished Judeo-Arabic fragment of the Toledot Yeshu from the Cairo Synagogue Genizah. Marijn and I are indebted to Dr. Ben Outhwaite, Head of the Genizah Research Unit, Cambridge University Library, for making available an image of T-S NS. 164.26. All of this was helpful in writing chapter 9. I am also grateful to Dr. Damian Robinson, Director of the Oxford Centre for Maritime Archaeology, for making available images of the magician’s cup that is discussed in chapter 10.

			I grieve to say that four scholars who shared their knowledge with me have passed away in recent years. Marvin Meyer (1948–2012), longtime Griset Professor of Bible and Christian Studies at Chapman University in California, was a good friend since our days as doctoral students at Claremont. Marvin and I often disagreed, and especially so with reference to the Gospel of Judas and Secret Mark, but it was always with respect and good humor. Marvin is deeply missed. I also benefited from many conversations about rabbinic literature with the late and legendary Professor Jacob (“Jack”) Neusner (1932–2016). I also regret to note the passing of Dr. Keith Small (1959–2018), who was Manuscript Consultant at the Bodleian Library in Oxford, where since 2014 he oversaw the Library’s collection of Qur’ān manuscripts. In addition, he served as an adjunct faculty member in the area of Islamic studies at the London School of Theology. I had looked forward to getting to know Keith better and possibly collaborating on a future project. And finally, I note the recent passing of Larry Hurtado (1943–2019), whom I had the good fortune to know for thirty-five years. Larry advised me in matters of textual criticism and early Christian book culture. His insightful work in the ancient codex as artifact was widely appreciated. His absence will be keenly felt.

			I also thank the various institutions and photographers who made their images available for inclusion in this book. They are named in the respective credits. I thank, too, Keith Elliott for writing the Foreword. I also thank Tirzah Frank and Dr. Jonathan Kline of Hendrickson Publishers for their great editorial work. Lastly, I thank Dr. Daniel Gurtner for his assistance in the preparation of the indexes. The book is dedicated to my ancestor Rebecca Jane Evans (February 22, 1839 – November 14, 1915), pioneer and family matriarch.

			Craig A. Evans
Houston Baptist University

		

	
		
			[image: Image]

			Acknowledgments

			The author acknowledges with gratitude permission received to republish all or portions of the following studies:

			Ch. 2, “The Autographic Jesus,” has made use of material that appeared in “How Long Were Late Antique Books in Use? Possible Implications for New Testament Textual Criticism,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 25 (2015): 23–37; and “Christian Demographics and the Dates of Early New Testament Papyri,” in Lois K. Fuller Dow, Craig A. Evans, and Andrew W. Pitts (eds.), The Language and Literature of the New Testament: Essays in Honor of Stanley E. Porter’s 60th Birthday (BibInt 150; Leiden: Brill, 2017), 201–17. Used by permission of The Pennsylvania State University Press and Koninklijke Brill nv.

			Ch. 3, “Jesus in the ‘Jewish Gospels,’ ” has made use of material that appeared in “The Jewish Christian Gospel Tradition,” in Oskar Skarsaune and Reidar Hvalvik (eds.), Jewish Believers in Jesus: The Early Centuries (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2007), 241–77. Used by permission of Hendrickson Publishers.

			Chs. 4 and 5, “Jesus and Doubting Thomas,” and ch. 6, “Cross Purposes,” have made use of material that appeared in “Jesus in the Agrapha and Apocryphal Gospels,” in Bruce Chilton and Craig A. Evans (eds.), Studying the Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State of Current Research (NTTS 19; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 479–533. Used by permission of Koninklijke Brill nv.

			Ch. 7, “Jesus and Judas,” has made use of material that appeared in “Understanding the Gospel of Judas,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 20 (2010): 561–74. Used by permission of The Pennsylvania State University Press.

			Ch. 8, “The Sexual Jesus,” has made use of material that appeared in “Morton Smith and the Secret Gospel of Mark: Exploring the Grounds for Doubt,” in Tony Burke (ed.), Ancient Gospel or Modern Forgery? The Secret Gospel of Mark in Debate (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2013), 75–100. Used by permission of Wipf and Stock Publishers, www.wipfandstock.com.

			Ch. 9, “Panther, Prophet, or Problem Child,” has made use of material that appeared in “Jesus in Islamic and Rabbinic Traditions,” in Halvard Hagelia and Markus Zehnder (eds.), Interreligious Relations: Biblical Perspectives (New York: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017), 296–311. Used by permission of Bloomsbury T&T Clark.

			Ch. 10, “Jesus in Small Texts,” has made use of material that appeared in “Jesus in the Agrapha and Apocryphal Gospels,” in Bruce Chilton and Craig A. Evans (eds.), Studying the Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State of Current Research (NTTS 19; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 479–533; and in “Jesus, Healer and Exorcist: The Non-Christian Archaeological Evidence,” in D. A. Warner and D. D. Binder (eds.), A City Set on a Hill: Essays in Honor of James F. Strange (Fayetteville, AR: BorderStone Press, 2014), 55–77. Used by permission of Koninklijke Brill nv and BorderStone Press.

			Ch. 11, “Jesus and the Beginnings of the Christian Canon,” has made use of material that appeared in “Jesus and the Beginnings of the Christian Canon,” in Timothy H. Lim (ed.), When Texts Are Canonized (Brown Judaic Studies 359; Providence, RI: Brown University, 2017), 95–107. Used by permission of The Brown Judaic Program, Brown University.

			The author acknowledges with gratitude permission received to republish all or portions of the following images:

			Bibliothèque Nationale de France for permission to use image of PGM IV.3007–3086 in figure 10.1; and the image of Codex Ephraemi syri rescriptus in figure 1.4.

			Chester Beatty Library, Dublin, for permission to use image of 𝔓45 (CBL BP I f.7) in figure 1.9 and image of Qur’ān (CBL Is 1431) in figure 9.5.

			Early Manuscripts Collection, David M. Rubenstein Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Duke University for permission to use image of Magic Charm in figure 10.2.

			Dunham Bible Museum of Houston Baptist University for permission to use images of Codex Vaticanus (facsimile) in figures 1.1, 1.2, 1.3; image of Miracles of Mary in figure 9.3; image of the Cairo Hebrew Exodus Scroll in figure 11.1; images of Novum Instrumentum omne (1516) in figures 12.1 and 12.2; images of Novum Testamentum omne (1519) in figures 12.3, 12.4, and 12.5; image of Novum Testamentum omne (1522) in figure 12.6; images of Das Neue Testament (1524) in figures 12.7 and 12.8; image of Bishops’ Bible (1568) in figure 12.10; and images of The Newe Testament (1611) in figures 12.11 and 12.12.

			The Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project for permission to use image of 𝔓90 in figure 1.14; image of 𝔓110 in figure 1.8; image of 𝔓137 in figure 1.10; image of Gospel of Mary in figure 8.2; and image of P.Oxy. 5072 in figure 10.3.

			Brian Russell and Faithlife Films for permission to use image of Codex Bezae in figure 1.5; image of 𝔓19 in figure 1.6; image of 𝔓45 (CBL BP I f.7) in figure 1.9; image of 𝔓52 in figure 1.12; image of 𝔓64 in figure 1.7; and image of 𝔓66 in figure 1.13.

			Fondation Martin Bodmer Bibliothèque et Musée for permission to use image of Infancy Gospel of James in figure 9.2. 

			Harvard Divinity School for permission to use image of Gospel of Jesus’ Wife in figure 8.3.

			The Bodleian Libraries, The University of Oxford for permission to use image of P.Oxy. 840, Jesus in the Temple Precincts (MS. Gr. Th. G. 11 [P], verso) in figure 10.4.

			Oxford Centre of Maritime Archaeology and Christoph Gerigk©Franck Goddio/Hilti Foundation for permission to use image of Magician’s Cup in figure 10.6.

			Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto, for permission to use image of James Ossuary in figure 10.7.

			Syndics of Cambridge University Library for permission to use image of T-S NS 164.26 (Toledot Yeshu) in figure 9.4.

			The University of Pikeville Museum for permission to use image of Magic Bowl in figure 10.8.

			A note on Bible translations:

			The author has frequently quoted from the Revised Standard Version (RSV) and has also quoted from the Revised Standard Version Apocrypha (RSVA).

		

	
		
			[image: Image]

			Abbreviations

			
				
						 
						 
				

				
						AB
						Anchor Bible
				

				
						ABRL
						Anchor Bible Reference Library
				

				
						AcA
						Antike christliche Apokryphen
				

				
						AGJU
						Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und das Urchristentums
				

				
						AnBib
						Analecta biblica
				

				
						ANRW
						Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt
				

				
						ANTF
						Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung
				

				
						ANTJ
						Arbeiten zum Neuen Testament und Judentum
				

				
						ArBib
						The Aramaic Bible
				

				
						ARWAW
						Abhandlungen der Rheinisch-Westfälischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
				

				
						AYBRL
						Anchor Yale Bible Reference Library
				

				
						BAC
						Biblioteca de autores cristianos
				

				
						BAR
						Biblical Archaeology Review
				

				
						BASOR
						Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research
				

				
						BASP
						Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists
				

				
						BBR
						Bulletin for Biblical Research
				

				
						BDAG
						Danker, Frederik W., Walter Bauer, William F. Arndt, and F. Wilbur Gingrich. Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature. 3rd ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000
				

				
						BETL
						Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
				

				
						Bib
						Biblica
				

				
						BibInt
						Biblical Interpretation Series
				

				
						BG
						Berlin Gnostic Codex
				

				
						BGU
						Aegyptische Urkunden aus den Königlichen Staatlichen Museen zu Berlin, Griechischen Urkunden
				

				
						BJRL
						Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester
				

				
						BLE
						Bulletin de littérature ecclésiastique
				

				
						BN
						Biblische Notizen
				

				
						BNTC
						Black’s New Testament Commentaries
				

				
						BT
						The Bible Translator
				

				
						BTB
						Biblical Theology Bulletin
				

				
						BThZ
						Berliner Theologische Zeitschrift
				

				
						BTS
						Biblical Tools and Studies
				

				
						BZ
						Biblische Zeitschrift
				

				
						BWANT
						Beiträge zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament
				

				
						BZNW
						Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die neutestamentlische Wissenschaft
				

				
						CBET
						Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology
				

				
						CBQ
						Catholic Biblical Quarterly
				

				
						CBQMS
						Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series
				

				
						CCSA
						Corpus Christianorum: Series Apocryphorum
				

				
						CEL
						Corpus Epistularum Latinarum
				

				
						CHJ
						Cambridge History of Judaism. Edited by W. D. Davies and L. Finkelstein. 4 vols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984–2006
				

				
						CIIP
						Corpus Inscriptionum Iudaeae/Palaestinae
				

				
						CIL
						Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. Berlin, 1862–
				

				
						CIS
						Comparative Islamic Studies
				

				
						CRBR
						Critical Review of Books in Religion
				

				
						CSCO
						Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium. Edited by J. B. Chabot et al. Paris, 1903
				

				
						CSEL
						Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum
				

				
						CT
						Codex Tchacos
				

				
						ClQ
						Classical Quarterly
				

				
						DDD
						Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible. Edited by K. van der Toorn, B. Becking, and P. W. van der Horst. 2nd rev. ed. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999
				

				
						DJD
						Discoveries in the Judaean Desert
				

				
						EBib
						Études bibliques
				

				
						ECL
						Early Christianity and Its Literature
				

				
						EdF
						Erträge der Forschung
				

				
						EKKNT
						Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament
				

				
						ETL
						Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses
				

				
						ExpTim
						Expository Times
				

				
						FN
						Filología Neotestamentaria
				

				
						FRLANT
						Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments
				

				
						GCS
						Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten [drei] Jahrhunderte
				

				
						HeyJ
						Heythrop Journal
				

				
						HibJ
						Hibbert Journal
				

				
						HNTC
						Harper New Testament Commentary
				

				
						HTKNT
						Herders Theologischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament
				

				
						HTR
						Harvard Theological Review
				

				
						HUCA
						Hebrew Union College Annual
				

				
						Hugoye
						Hugoye: Journal of Syriac Studies
				

				
						ICC
						International Critical Commentary
				

				
						ICMR
						Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations
				

				
						I.Eph.
						Die Inschriften von Ephesos. Edited by H. Wankel
				

				
						ILS
						Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae
				

				
						JBL
						Journal of Biblical Literature
				

				
						JBLMS
						Journal of Biblical Literature Monograph Series
				

				
						JECS
						Journal of Early Christian Studies
				

				
						JETS
						Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society
				

				
						JGRChJ
						Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism
				

				
						JR
						Journal of Religion
				

				
						JRS
						Journal of Roman Studies
				

				
						JSJSup
						Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism
				

				
						JSNT
						Journal for the Study of the New Testament
				

				
						JSNTSup
						Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series
				

				
						JSOTSup
						Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series
				

				
						JSSSup
						Supplements to the Journal of Semitic Studies
				

				
						JTS
						Journal of Theological Studies
				

				
						KlT
						Kleine Texte
				

				
						LCL
						Loeb Classical Library
				

				
						LD
						Lectio Divina
				

				
						LDAB
						The Leuven Database for Ancient Books
				

				
						LHJS
						Library of Historical Jesus Studies
				

				
						LNTS
						The Library of New Testament Studies
				

				
						LSJ
						Liddell, H. G., R. Scott, H. S. Jones. A Greek-English Lexicon. 9th ed. with revised supplement. Oxford: Clarendon, 1996
				

				
						LSTS
						The Library of Second Temple Studies
				

				
						MPER
						Mitteilungen Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer
				

				
						MTS
						Marburger theologische Studien
				

				
						MW
						Muslim World
				

				
						NGS
						New Gospel Studies
				

				
						NHC
						Nag Hammadi Codices
				

				
						NHMS
						Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies
				

				
						NHS
						Nag Hammadi Studies
				

				
						NICNT
						New International Commentary on the New Testament
				

				
						NIGTC
						New International Greek Testament Commentary
				

				
						NovT
						Novum Testamentum
				

				
						NovTSup
						Supplements to Novum Testamentum
				

				
						NTGF
						New Testament in the Greek Fathers
				

				
						NTL
						New Testament Library
				

				
						NTM
						New Testament Monographs
				

				
						NTOA
						Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiquus
				

				
						NTTS
						New Testament Tools and Studies
				

				
						NTTSD
						New Testament Tools, Studies, and Documents
				

				
						NTS
						New Testament Studies
				

				
						OGIS
						Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae. Edited by Wilhelm Dittenberg
				

				
						OP
						Oxyrhynchus Papyri. London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1898–
				

				
						OrChr
						Oriens Christianus
				

				
						ÖTKNT
						Ökumenischer Taschenbuch-Kommentar zum Neuen Testament
				

				
						PGM
						Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die griechischen Zauberpapyri. Edited by K. Preisendanz. 2nd ed. Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973–1974
				

				
						PL
						Patrologia Latina
				

				
						PNTC
						The Pillar New Testament Commentary
				

				
						RB
						Revue biblique
				

				
						RBS
						Resources for Biblical Study
				

				
						RGRW
						Religions in the Graeco-Roman World
				

				
						RNT
						Regensburger Neues Testament
				

				
						RSV
						Revised Standard Version
				

				
						RSVA
						Revised Standard Version Apocrypha
				

				
						SAC
						Studies in Antiquity and Christianity
				

				
						SBL
						Society of Biblical Literature
				

				
						SBLDS
						Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series
				

				
						SBLMS
						Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series
				

				
						SBLSP
						Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers
				

				
						SBLTT
						Society of Biblical Literature Texts and Translations
				

				
						SD
						Studies and Documents
				

				
						SecCent
						Second Century
				

				
						SJLA
						Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity
				

				
						SNTSMS
						Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series
				

				
						SNTW
						Studies of the New Testament and Its World
				

				
						SSEJC
						Studies in Scripture in Early Judaism and Christianity
				

				
						StPB
						Studia Post-biblica
				

				
						STr
						Scriptural Traces: Critical Perspectives on the Reception and Influence of the Bible
				

				
						SymS
						Symposium Series
				

				
						TDNT
						Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Edited by G. Kittel and G. Friedrich. Translated by G. Bromiley. 10 vols. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–1976
				

				
						TENTS
						Texts and Editions for New Testament Study
				

				
						THKNT
						Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament
				

				
						TLZ
						Theologische Literaturzeitung
				

				
						TSJTSA
						Texts and Studies of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America
				

				
						TSAJ
						Texte und Studien zum antiken Judentum
				

				
						TTKi
						Tidsskrift for Teologi og Kirke
				

				
						TU
						Texte und Untersuchungen
				

				
						TUGAL
						Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur
				

				
						TUMSR
						Trinity University Monograph Series in Religion
				

				
						TynBul
						Tyndale Bulletin
				

				
						TZ
						Theologische Zeitschrift
				

				
						UTB
						Uni-Taschenbücher
				

				
						VC
						Vigiliae Christianae
				

				
						VCSup
						Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae
				

				
						WBC
						Word Biblical Commentary
				

				
						WGRW
						Writings from the Greco-Roman World
				

				
						WMANT
						Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament
				

				
						WUNT
						Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament
				

				
						ZAC
						Zeitschrift für Antikes Christentum / Journal of Ancient Christianity
				

				
						ZNW
						Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft
				

				
						ZPE
						Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epigraphik
				

				
						ZRGG
						Zeitschrift für Religions- und Geistesgeschichte
				

				
						ZTG
						Zeitschrift für Theologie und Gemeinde
				

				
						ZTK
						Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche
				

				
						ZWT
						Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie
				

			

		

	
		
			[image: Image]

			Introduction

			Jesus and the Manuscripts introduces readers to the diversity and complexity of the ancient literature that records or at least purports to record the words and deeds of Jesus. The literature is diverse, ranging from the familiar Gospels of the New Testament to the much less familiar literature of the rabbis and of the Qur’ān and its early interpreters, and from the early extracanonical narratives to the brief snippets of material found in fragments and inscriptions. The manuscripts are complex because they come in several languages (Greek, Latin, Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, and others), in different media (papyrus, parchment, ceramic, stone, metal), from different social and religious groups and settings (Christian, Jewish, pagan, Islamic), and in very different forms with very different purposes (such as narrative accounts, collections of sayings, magical charms, curses, isolated sayings, and the like).

			My purpose is threefold: (1) to introduce readers to this diverse and complex ancient literature, (2) to survey the most important areas of debate relating to it, and (3) to assess critically the scholarly use, misuse, or neglect of these diverse materials. Given the breadth and complexity of the topic, my studies can only be selective, but I hope they are sufficiently representative and will encourage biblical scholars, especially New Testament scholars and students whose knowledge in these areas is often quite limited, to engage these materials and take them into account in conducting New Testament research and research relating to the transmission of the Jesus tradition in the first centuries of the church.

			Readers will of course notice that Jesus and the Manuscripts has no chapters devoted to the New Testament Gospels (Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John). With the exception of a few paragraphs concerned with Matthew in chapter 3, I only discuss the manuscripts of the New Testament Gospels. There is no reason in the present book to treat at length the canonical Gospels (their place of composition, purpose, and theology) because they have received detailed treatment in countless books at all levels, scholarly and introductory.[1] Those who are familiar with my work concerned with Jesus and the Gospels will know that I hold the New Testamant Gospels in high regard and do not for a moment think the church “made a mistake” in recognizing their authority and not that of other writings.[2]

			That said, there are some recent developments in the discussion of the sources and initial composition of the New Testament Gospels that should be reviewed in the present introduction. Some of this discussion may shed new light on the oldest patristic traditions that recall and try to explain how it was that written Gospels came into existence. I will discuss three aspects of these developments: (1) the transition from oral preaching and teaching to written Gospels, understood in the light of the book culture of late antiquity; (2) what second-century writers say about what is or isn’t ready for public distribution; and (3) why our understanding of patristic traditions about the composition of the New Testament Gospels should be reconsidered.

			From Preaching the Gospel to Writing the Gospels

			There are three early traditions about the composition and circulation of Petrine materials that are related to the figure Mark and become known as the Gospel of Mark. These foundational traditions are found in Papias of Hierapolis, Irenaeus of Lyons, and Clement of Alexandria.

			The earliest statement concerning the origin of the Gospels is found in Papias (ca. 75–150 ce), who wrote ca. 120, perhaps a bit later,[3] and whose five-volume work, Interpretation of the Oracles of the Lord, survives only as brief quotations in later works.[4] Some of these quotations are found in Eusebius (ca. 260–339 ce). The first passage that I cite is introduced by Eusebius as “a tradition concerning Mark, who wrote the Gospel [παράδοσιν ἣ περὶ Μάρκου τοῦ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον γεγραφότος].” In this passage Papias says that he heard the following from “the Elder”:

			And the Elder used to say this: “Mark, having become Peter’s interpreter [ἑρμηνευτής], wrote down accurately [ἀκριβῶς ἔγραψεν] everything he remembered [ἐμνημόνευσεν], though not in order [οὐ μέντοι τάξει], of the things either said or done by the Lord.[5] For he neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but afterward, as I said, followed Peter, who prepared his teachings as chreiai [ὃς πρὸς τὰς χρείας ἐποιεῖτο τὰς διδασκαλίας] but had no intention of giving an ordered account [ἀλλ᾿ οὐχ ὥσπερ σύνταξιν] of the Lord’s sayings. Consequently Mark did nothing wrong in writing down some things [ἔνια γράψας] as he remembered [ἀπεμνημόνευσεν] them, for he made it his one concern not to omit anything which he heard or to make any false statement in them.” Such, then, is the account given by Papias with respect to Mark. But with respect to Matthew the following was said: “So Matthew composed [συνετάξατο] the oracles in the Hebrew language and each person interpreted [ἡρμήνευσε] them as best he could.”[6] (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.14b–16).

			A second passage comes from Irenaeus (ca. 130–202 ce). It reads as follows:

			Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome, and laying the foundations of the Church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter [ὁ μαθητὴς καὶ ἑρμηνευτὴς Πέτρου], also handed down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter [αὐτὸς τὰ ὑπὸ Πέτρου κηρυσσόμενα ἐγγράφως ἡμῖν παραδέδωκε]. Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel preached by him. Afterwards, John, the disciple of the Lord, who also had leaned upon his breast, did himself release [ἐξέδωκε] a Gospel during his residence at Ephesus in Asia.[7] (Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1–2)

			The third passage is found in Eusebius but comes from Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150–202 ce). It reads as follows:

			But so great a light of godliness shone upon the minds of Peter’s listeners that they were not satisfied with a single hearing or with the oral teaching of the divine proclamation. So, with all kinds of exhortations they begged Mark, whose Gospel is extant [οὗ τὸ Εὐαγγέλιον φέρεται], since he was Peter’s follower [ἀκόλουθον ὄντα Πέτρου], to leave behind a written record of the teaching given to them verbally [διὰ γραφῆς ὑπόμνημα τῆς διὰ λόγου παραδοθείσης αὐτοῖς καταλείψοι διδασκαλίας], and did not quit until they had persuaded the man, and thus they became the immediate cause of the Scripture called “the Gospel according to Mark.” And they say that the apostle, aware of what had occurred because the Spirit had revealed it to him, was pleased with their zeal and sanctioned the writing for study in the churches. Clement quotes the story in the sixth book of the Hypotyposes, and the bishop of Hierapolis, named Papias, corroborates him.[8] (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2)

			These three passages are often appealed to in discussion of the authorship of the Gospels and the eyewitness testimony that may lie behind them. To be sure, these are important issues and these passages have much to offer.[9] But here I want to draw attention to what these passages say about the transition from oral communication to written text, that is, from preaching and teaching the dominical tradition to committing the tradition to writing.

			In the first passage we have tradition that is said to go back to someone called “the Elder” (ὁ πρεσβύτερος), whose tradition was passed on by Papias. Although it is much debated, this Elder seems to be the apostle John, not a second, unknown elder named John.[10] This is how Irenaeus understood the tradition: “Papias, a man of the early period, who was a hearer of John and a companion of Polycarp, bears witness to these things in writing . . .” (Haer. 5.33.4). The testimony of Irenaeus is repeated in Eusebius: “Papias a hearer of John . . . an ancient man [Παπίας Ἰωάννου μὲν ἀκουστής . . . ἀρχαῖος ἀνήρ]” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.1).[11] Eusebius also passes on similar tradition in his earlier Chronicon: “Irenaeus and others record [ἱστοροῦσι] that John, the theologian and apostle, survived until the time of Trajan. After this, Papias of Hierapolis and Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, both of whom had heard him [ἀκουσταὶ αὐτοῦ], became well known” (apud George Syncellus, Eclogē Chronographias 656.14).[12] The tradition is found in Jerome (ca. 342–420): “Papias, a hearer of John [Iohannis auditor] and bishop of Hierapolis” (Vir. ill. 18).[13] But in the longer Papias passage, part of which has been quoted above, Eusebius insists that Papias had not in fact been a hearer of the apostles but, rather, had only been a hearer of those who had heard the apostle: “Yet Papias himself, according to the preface [τὸ προοίμιον] of his treatises,” says Eusebius, “makes plain that he had in no way been a hearer and eyewitness of the sacred apostles, but . . . had received the articles of the faith from those who had known” the apostles (Hist. eccl. 3.39.2).[14] To create this separation between Papias and the apostles, Eusebius introduces a second “elder” (3.39.5–7), who in effect takes the place of John the apostle and elder, to whom Papias originally referred. Indeed, Eusebius speculates that this second John may have been the author of the book of Revelation (3.39.6).

			We should not accept Eusebius’ version of the Elder/Papias tradition over Irenaeus, the older witness. B. W. Bacon long ago reasonably opined: “Irenaeus, on the contrary, must have had before him the work of Papias in a copy presumably far older and more correct than that employed by Eusebius.”[15]

			I suspect that Eusebius has deliberately obfuscated what Papias said about his relationship to the “Elder,” in order to create distance between Papias and his unwelcome millennial views, on the one hand, and the teaching of Jesus and his apostles, on the other. Eusebius asserts that Papias had received “unwritten tradition,” which included “strange parables and teachings,” allegedly from Jesus, and “other more mythical accounts.” Among the latter is the belief “that there will be a millennium after the resurrection of the dead, when the kingdom of Christ will be set up in material form on this earth.” Papias got these ideas into his head, Eusebius speculates, because he failed to realize that what was spoken in the apostolic accounts that contain this material (and here Eusebius probably refers to the book of Revelation) had been spoken “mystically and symbolically.” Papias failed to understand these traditions, Eusebius tells his readers, because he was a “small-minded man” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.11–13a). Indeed, small-minded Papias “is responsible for the fact that so many Christian writers after him held the same opinions, relying on his antiquity, for instance Irenaeus and whoever else appears to have held the same views” (3.39.13b).[16] It is remarkable that a man with such limited intellect could influence so many, including influential figures like Irenaeus! It is equally remarkable, I might add, how well Eusebius continues to mislead modern scholars.

			There is not a hint in tradition prior to this gratuitous remark by Eusebius that Papias was viewed as a man lacking intelligence. Indeed, Eusebius himself says, in what was probably the first edition (ca. 311) of his Ecclesiastical History,[17] that Papias was “a man well skilled in all manner of learning, and well acquainted with the Scriptures [ἀνὴρ τὰ πάντα ὅτι μάλιστα λογιώτατος καὶ τῆς γραφῆς εἰδήμων]” (3.36.2).[18] In the later editions (315, 317, and 324, respectively) this positive statement apparently dropped out.[19] Some extant mss contain it; others do not. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the reading was accepted by some scholars,[20] but its exclusion in modern critical editions, such as those prepared by Karl Wilhelm Dindorf and Eduard Schwartz,[21] has in effect largely removed it from scholarly discussion.

			Why millennarianism became unpopular in the fourth century is not hard to fathom. In 313, Constantine and Licinius issued a decree (popularly known as the Edict of Milan) that legalized Christianity (and all religions). In 324, after the Battle of Chrysopolis, Constantine emerged as the sole emperor. It is not difficult to see why some Christian theologians moved away from eschatologies—long held—that envisioned a divine/messianic overthrow of the Roman Empire. It is hardly surprising that Christian eschatology became less earthly and more heavenly. The millennial views of Papias and others in the second century—widely accepted in their time—were no longer palatable in fourth-century Christian Rome.[22]

			If the Elder is indeed the apostle John,[23] then it is, moreover, easier to understand why Papias said he preferred the oral voice over written books, even if these books (Gospels) were linked to Peter and other apostles. Papias memorably said, “I inquired about the words of the elders—what Andrew or Peter said . . . for I did not think that information from books would profit me as much as information from a living and abiding voice [παρὰ ζώσης φωνῆς καὶ μενούσης]” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.4).[24] If the “living and abiding” voice was the voice of John and other apostles (all of whom are called “elders” in the passage just cited), then it is not hard to see why Papias preferred the spoken word over the written word. Indeed, the language “living and abiding” applies better to the apostles themselves than to secondhand and thirdhand testimony. In the case of Papias, he is referring to the voices of the elders, namely, John and other apostles.[25]

			In the tradition that Papias received from the Elder we are told that Peter “prepared his teachings as chreiai [πρὸς τὰς χρείας ἐποιεῖτο τὰς διδασκαλίας].” This clause is admittedly difficult and has been translated “used to give teaching as necessity demanded.”[26] But ongoing research into the pedagogy of late antiquity, especially with respect to the use and centrality of chreiai (lit. “useful [sayings/stories],” or “anecdotes”) for educating youth, has persuaded most scholars to translate the clause as “prepared his teachings as chreiai,” or something to that effect.[27] The important point is that it was Peter’s teachings (διδασκαλίας) that were made (ἐποιεῖτο) into the chreiai. The verb ποιεῖν does not mean that Peter wrote out his chreiai; the context suggests no more than that Peter presented his teachings as chreiai, which is what Mark heard and eventually committed to writing.

			The second passage (i.e., Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1) refers to “what had been preached [κηρυσσόμενα]” by Peter, while the third passage (i.e., Clement of Alexandria, Hyp. 6) speaks of Peter’s “listeners,” “oral teaching,” and “teaching given to them verbally,” or, more literally, “by word” (διὰ λόγου), that is, by word of mouth. Thus all three passages reference in one way or another oral teaching and preaching. According to this tradition, which is the oldest that we have, the Gospels are rooted in what the apostles—or at least in this case, Peter—preached and taught.

			Our first passage, the Papian passage, also twice says, “he remembered” (ἐμνημόνευσεν/ἀπεμνημόνευσεν). Although the subject of one or both of these verbs could be Peter,[28] I think it is very likely that the subject of both verbs is Mark.[29] The point that the Elder has made is that Mark faithfully wrote down what he remembered Peter saying. Eusebius repeats the tradition later and there Mark is clearly the subject of remembering: “When Peter had publicly preached the word at Rome, and by the Spirit had proclaimed the gospel, those present . . . exhorted Mark, as one who had followed him for a long time and remembered what had been spoken, to make a record of what was said . . .” (Hist. eccl. 6.14.6).[30] Moreover, according to Clement of Alexandria (in the third passage under review), Mark penned a set of notes (ὑπόμνημα). This word ὑπόμνημα is cognate to μνημονεύειν, “to remember,” and so can be translated “remembrance” or “memorandum.”[31] Mark has committed to writing what he remembers of Peter’s teaching.

			The Elder’s account of Mark writing down the teachings of Peter brings to mind the story told of Simon the cobbler, a citizen of Athens. “When Socrates came to his workshop and began to converse, (Simon) would make notes of what he could remember [ὧν ἐμνημόνευεν ὑποσημειώσεις]” (Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum 2.122).[32] Cicero begs a friend to send him a scribe who can assist “in writing out lecture notes [in exscribendis hypomnematis]” (Fam. 16.21.8). Pliny the Younger tells a friend that his late uncle (Pliny the Elder) “kept a secretary at his side with book and tablet [notarius cum libro et pugillaribus]” (Ep. 3.5.15).

			Papias also says that Mark was Peter’s “interpreter” (ἑρμηνευτής). Irenaeus describes Mark as “the disciple and interpreter of Peter” (ὁ μαθητὴς καὶ ἑρμηνευτὴς Πέτρου), while Clement says Mark was Peter’s “follower” (ἀκόλουθον ὄντα). The meaning of “follower” and “disciple” seems clear enough, but what is meant when Papias and Irenaeus speak of Mark as Peter’s ἑρμηνευτής? Mark may well have interpreted Peter’s preaching and teaching, in the sense of explaining its meaning, but the primary meaning of ἑρμηνεύειν is “to translate.” We see this in the LXX, where ἑρμηνευτής, ἑρμηνεία, and ἑρμηνεύειν are best rendered “translator” (Gen 42:23), “translation” (Dan 5:1; Sir 1:20),[33] and “to translate” (Ezra 4:7; Esth 11:1; Job 42:17b), respectively. We find the same meaning in New Testament literature. In John 1:42; 9:7; and Heb 7:2 ἑρμηνεύειν means to translate.[34] In 1 Cor 12:10 and 14:26 ἑρμηνεία is usually translated “interpretation,” but the word could be, and perhaps should be, rendered “translation.”[35] We have the same language in reference to the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek.[36] In the context of the passage from Papias ἑρμηνευτής is better understood as “translator,” not interpreter.[37] It probably means the same in the passage from Irenaeus.

			If ἑρμηνευτής means “translator” in the passages from Papias and Irenaeus, we may ask why Peter would have needed a translator. Growing up on the north shore of the Sea of Galilee, in the village of Bethsaida, which was part of a very Hellenized Gaulanitis, and working with Jesus in Capernaum and elsewhere in Galilee, where Greek was spoken—not only the native Jewish Aramaic—Peter probably had some knowledge of Greek.[38] But it is unlikely that his Greek would have been sufficient for fluent preaching and teaching in Italy or in most places in the empire. Mark, who evidently grew up in the diaspora, perhaps on the island of Cyprus, the native country of Barnabas his cousin (Acts 13:5; 15:39; Col 4:10), would have possessed much better Greek. Josephus himself, well educated and able to speak Greek, nevertheless employed scribes to assist him in writing his Greek works and admits that his pronunciation of Greek wasn’t very good.[39] Likewise, Peter probably could speak some Greek but would have needed assistance in putting his teaching into acceptable Greek prose.

			The Papian passage emphasizes that Mark did not hear Jesus nor did he follow him. The implication is that Mark was wholly dependent on Peter’s preaching and teaching, which comprised for the most part brief anecdotes or chreiai. Mark, Peter’s translator, wrote them down (ἔγραψεν/γράψας)—accurately (ἀκριβῶς), we are told, omitting nothing (μηδὲν . . . παραλιπεῖν) and making no false statement (μηδὲν . . . ψεύσασθαί τι). The Papian passage also asserts that what Mark committed to writing was “not in order” (οὐ μέντοι τάξει). The claim of lack of order is repeated a sentence later (οὐχ ὥσπερ σύνταξιν). It has also been argued that saying Mark “wrote some things [ἔνια γράψας],” is not how one would refer to a finished work that is ready for circulation.[40] Such a description is consistent with saying that what Mark produced lacked order.

			Mark’s unordered, unarranged account stands in contrast to Matthew, who ordered, arranged, and composed (συνετάξατο) the oracles of Jesus “in the Hebrew language and each person translated [ἡρμήνευσε] them as best he could.” The tradition that Matthew wrote a Gospel in the Hebrew language is repeated in Irenaeus (Haer. 1.26.2; 3.1.1),[41] but nothing is said about order; nor does Irenaeus say anything about the lack of order in Mark.

			The references to memory in these passages and to Mark’s production of unordered, unarranged material are especially important. In the Papian passage, Mark wrote down everything that he “remembered” (ἐμνημόνευσεν/ἀπεμνημόνευσεν). In the passage attributed to Clement of Alexandria, we are told that Mark created a “written record” or “written memory aid” (διὰ γραφῆς ὑπόμνημα)[42] of Peter’s teaching. Similarly, Justin Martyr (ca. 100–165) tells his readers that the story of Jesus’ naming of the disciples “is written in his [Peter’s] memoirs [ἐν τοῖς ἀπομνημονεύμασιν αὐτοῦ]” (Dial. 106.3). The passage to which Justin alludes is Mark 3:16–17 (not the parallels in Matt 10:2–4 and Luke 6:14). Justin’s reference to Peter and his “memoirs” (ἀπομνημονεύματα), in the context of an appeal to a Markan passage, is similar to but evidently not dependent on the Papian passage. Justin seems to be an independent witness of the tradition that Papias claims was passed on by “the Elder.”

			But Justin doesn’t limit the description “memoirs” to Peter and the Gospel that emerged from his teaching; he applies the term to the Gospels in general. This is seen in the passage just quoted: “When a star rose in heaven at the time of his birth, as is recorded in the memoirs of his apostles [ἐν τοῖς ἀπομνημονεύμασιν τῶν ἀποστόλων αὐτοῦ], the Magi from Arabia . . . came and worshipped him” (Dial. 106.4); and in an earlier passage: “For in the memoirs [ἐν . . . τοῖς ἀπομνημονεύμασιν], which I say were arranged/composed [συντετάχθαι] by his apostles and those who followed them, it is written . . .” (103.8). We see the same in his First Apology: “For the apostles, in the memoirs [ἐν τοῖς . . . ἀπομνημονεύμασιν] composed by them, which are called Gospels . . .” (1 Apol. 1.66); “. . . and the memoirs [τὰ ἀπομνημονεύματα] of the apostles . . .” (1.67).[43] The significance of Justin’s broader application of ἀπομνημονεύματα will be discussed shortly. The important point here is that memoirs are not anonymous; they are linked to known personalities.[44]

			The description of the earliest written tradition as “notes” or “memoirs” (ὑπομνήματα/ἀπομνημονεύματα), as “remembered” (μνημονεύειν/ἀπομνημονεύειν), and without “order” (τάξις/σύνταξις), reflects the language of book culture in Greco-Roman late antiquity. One of the first scholars to comment on this important facet and its potential relevance for understanding the origin and composition of the New Testament Gospels was classicist George Kennedy, who presented a paper in 1977 at a colloquy on the Gospels.[45] In this paper, Kennedy points out that ὑπομνήματα (Latin: hypomnematis or commentarii) are notes that are drafted before or after a speech (e.g., Cicero, Brut. 262, in reference to Caesar’s speeches),[46] or before composing a treatise (e.g., Plutarch, Mor. 464F), or “periodic notices” (Philo, Legat. 165), while the related ἀπομνημονεύματα is sometimes rendered memorabilia, as “the title traditionally applied to Xenophon’s unsystematic memoirs of Socrates.”[47] In light of what Papias says and how it correlates with the language of Greco-Roman book culture, Kennedy concludes that “Papias is not describing the actual composition of Mark’s Gospel; he is describing the note-taking that was preliminary to composition.”[48] As we shall see, Kennedy is almost certainly correct. Two other second-century writers—Lucian of Samosata, the satirist, and Galen of Pergamum, the great medical inquirer—discuss what goes into the composition of literature. What they say clarifies the tradition in Papias and supports the tentative conclusion that Kennedy reached more than forty years ago. I shall briefly mention Lucian’s contribution and then treat Galen’s contribution at greater length.

			Lucian and Galen on Writing

			In his treatise on how history should be written Lucian (ca. 120/125 – after 180 ce) tells his friend Philo that writing history (ἱστορίαν συγγράφειν) is no easy task (Quodmodo historia conscribenda sit 4). Before one’s history is finished and is displayed in public (ἐν τῷ κοινῷ δέδεικται ἡ ἱστορία) the historian must put his material in order (τάξις), which means deciding what to include and what to omit (5–6; cf. 50, “it is necessary to arrange [δεῖ . . . τάξαι]” one’s history). A preface is also needed: “The best historians have (proper) prefaces [τοῖς προοιμίοις]” (54). Moreover, proper history, Lucian avers, “cannot admit a lie [ψεῦδος], even a tiny one” (7). Ultimately, what really counts in writing history is “truth” (ἀλήθεια). Indeed, the historian is “a friend of truth [ἀληθείας φίλος]” (41), perhaps playing on Philo’s name. At the end of his treatise Lucian adds, “History should be written . . . with truthfulness [σὺν τῷ ἀληθεῖ]” (63).[49]

			What Lucian says about the use of notes and eyewitness testimony in writing history is very relevant for our concerns. It is true that the body of a history is “a long narrative [διήγησις μακρά]” (55), but properly written history must be more than a “naked record [ὑπόμνημα . . . γυμνόν] of events” (16). A mere record of this nature has value, of course, for it “has cleared the ground for some future historian of taste and ability” (16). But properly written history requires much more.[50]

			History cannot be written, opines Lucian, until the composer (συγγραφεύς) has consulted eyewitnesses and collected all of the relevant facts. The historian must “first make them into a series of notes [ὑπόμνημά τι], a body of material as yet with no beauty or continuity. Then, after arranging them into order [τάξιν], let him give it beauty and enhance it with charms of expression, figure, and rhythm” (47–48).[51]

			Lucian’s description of the historian’s task coheres with the tradition of “the Elder” in the Papian passage that Eusebius quotes. The Elder says that Mark wrote down Peter’s teachings but did not write them “in order” (οὐ . . . τάξει / οὐχ . . . σύνταξιν). The implication is that Mark did not compose a finished narrative, ready for circulation (i.e., to be “displayed in public,” to use Lucian’s expression). All he composed were notes (the word ὑπόμνημα appears in the parallel passage in Clement of Alexandria). But Matthew apparently did write something in order, at least a composition in the Hebrew language. According to the Elder, Matthew “composed” (συνετάξατο) the oracles of Jesus; that is, Matthew prepared something that had order and so was ready for circulation. That this work did in fact circulate is implied when it is noted that “each person translated” what Matthew had written.

			The recent discovery of a manuscript that contains four works by Galen (129 – ca. 200 ce), three of which concern the writing and distribution of his own books, has made it possible and necessary to reexamine what we thought we knew of book culture in the Greco-Roman world in the second century.[52] I will review a selection of passages from these works and show how they clarify further the second-century patristic traditions that are under review.[53]

			What occasioned Galen’s comments about his books and notes was their loss in the great fire of Rome in 192 ce, in which major public and imperial libraries were destroyed.[54] What especially caused distress for Galen, he says, was “the loss of my own notes [ὑπομνήματα]” (De indolentia 29).[55] In this context he also talks about unauthorized distribution, even theft of some of his notes and books, as well as how he writes his notes, uses them for books, and distributes his writings among friends and associates.

			Galen’s ὑποµνήµατα, “notes” and “memoranda,” were records of ἅ τε παρὰ τῶν διδασκάλων ἐµεµαθήκειν, “what I had learned from my teachers” (De libris propriis 3). As we would expect, Galen’s students also wanted “to have notes of what they had heard [ὧν ἤκουσαν ἔχειν ὑποµνήµατα]” Galen say in his lectures (De libris propriis, praefatio 1). Galen also tells his readers that he wrote most of his ὑπομνήματα for his own use (πολλά . . . ἐµαυτόν), but some of his notes he gave to friends. Other notes, however, were stolen and distributed by servants. After the great fire, Galen was able to get some of these notes back, so that he could make copies (De libris propriis 14).

			Galen says that his notes are useful and meet the needs of others (De indolentia, praefatio 1: κατὰ τὴν τῶν δεηθέντων ἕξιν τε καὶ χρείαν, “according to the level and need of those who made request”; 30: τοῖς ἄλλοις εἶναι χρήσιµα, “were useful to others”). These notes, like chreiai, “useful anecdotes,”[56] could be expanded or compressed (De libris propriis, praefatio 1: τὰ µὲν ἐκτετάσθαι, τὰ δὲ συνεστάλθαι, “some are extended, but others are compressed”).[57] The principal purpose of these ὑποµνήµατα, of course, is εἰς ἀνάµνησιν, “for reminding” of what had been heard (De indolentia 30).

			Some of Galen’s notes were for beginners and so were not always “complete nor perfectly accurate [διηκριβωµένον] in their teaching.” This was the case, Galen explains, because these beginning students were not at a level “to learn the whole subject matter accurately [ἀκριβῶς µανθάνειν πάντα]” (De libris propriis, praefatio 1). But for the more advanced, Galen’s notes could be “put together” (συνέθηκα) as “commentaries” or “narratives” (ἐξηγήσεις, exegeses) for the benefit of his followers (In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI 1, praefatio).

			Galen also says he has “collected together and brought into permanent form” (συνελεξάµην τε καὶ εἰς ἕξιν ἤγαγον µόνιµον) what he had been taught and what he had learned in his own study (De libris propriis 3). The noun µόνιµος means something that is unified and stable, no longer subject to alteration. In the context of notes, drafts, and writing for distribution, it refers to the finished product. It is this finished product that is ready, as Galen puts it, “for distribution [πρὸς ἔκδοσιν]” (e.g., De indolentia 22).

			Not all of Galen’s works were intended for general circulation. He says he has made some of his writings available to friends and followers (as mentioned above). But sometimes this limited distribution does not remain limited, as Galen ruefully remarks: “As with my other works given to friends . . . I had no expectation that they would reach a wider audience” (De libris propriis 9). Thus, work “not for distribution” (οὐ[δὲν] πρὸς ἔκδοσιν) was discovered to be in circulation, which annoyed Galen. Above all, it was his notes that were not intended to circulate: “Even of the notes that I wrote [τῶν ὑποµνηµάτων ὧν ἔγραψα], some were given by me to friends, while others, which had been stolen and distributed by servants, I later received back from other persons. . . . Not one of these notes was written for distribution [τούτων τῶν ὑποµνηµάτων ἁπάντων οὐδὲν πρὸς ἔκδοσιν ἐγράφη] . . .” (De libris propriis 14; my italics in the quotation, but Galen’s grammar suggests emphasis).

			Written work distributed without authorization often lacked signatures (ὑπογραφαί), inscriptions (ἐπιγραφαί), and prefaces (προοίμια). Their absence facilitated false claims of authorship: “As for the fact of my works being passed off by many people under their own name you know the reason yourself . . . it is that they were given without inscription [χωρὶς ἐπιγραφῆς] to friends or pupils, since they had been written in no way for distribution [οὐδὲν πρὸς ἔκδοσιν], but simply at the request of those individuals, who had desired a written record [ὑποµνήµατα] of lectures they had heard” (De libris propriis, praefatio 1).[58] Later in the text, Galen tells of books that he had given to a young man. When he died, the books fell into the hands of someone who added a false preface and then read them publicly as his own work (De libris propriis 2). Some of his unsigned, unprefaced, and untitled books circulated under a variety of titles (De libris propriis, praefatio 1). For reasons such as these, Galen comments that he needed to add prefaces: “But observing that what was being written fell into the hands of many, I needed such prefaces [προοιµίων]” (In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI 1, praefatio).[59]

			Work ready for distribution could also be placed in a public library (ἐν βιβλιοηήκῃ δηµοσίᾳ στῶσι), as well as be distributed to friends, followers, and colleagues. Galen explains that his books prepared for distribution [πρὸς ἔκδοσιν] were duplicated [διπλᾶ] for public libraries in Rome and Campania. These duplicate copies (ἀντίγραφα) were in addition to copies presented to friends: “This, then, is why all our works had been done in two copies, apart from those that were to remain in Rome” (De indolentia 20–23; cf. De compositione medicamentorum per genera 1.1; De libris propriis 9: “I gave [books] to those who made requests to me”).

			Finally, in the preface to one of his medical treatises, Galen quotes what apparently was a proverb: “The saying spoken by most craftsmen is apparently true, that gathering information out of a book [ἐκ συγγράμματος ἀναλέξασθαι] is not the same thing, nor even comparable to learning from the living voice [παρὰ ζωῆς φωνῆς]” (De compositione medicamentorum 6.1).[60] As much as Galen values the written word, as do many of his contemporaries, he still places high value on the living voice.

			Another Look at the Second-Century Patristic Tradition

			What Lucian and Galen say about note-taking, research, inquiry, drafts, final compositions, copies, distribution, and placement in libraries sheds light on what second-century church fathers said about the preaching of Peter, the note-taking of Mark, and the production and circulation of the Gospel of Mark and the other Gospels. We may look again at the early patristic tradition in light of this important material.

			According to “the Elder,” whose traditions apparently were preserved in the no longer extant five-volume work by Papias, Mark wrote down what he remembered (ἐμνημόνευσεν/ἀπεμνημόνευσεν) of Peter’s teachings. Neither the Elder nor Papias provides a term for this writing, but a half century later Justin Martyr calls it “memoirs” (ἀπομνημονεύματα), while still later Clement calls it a set of written notes (διὰ γραφῆς ὑπόμνημα). Both Lucian and Galen refer to written work, not ready for distribution or placement in a library, as ὑπόμνημα or ὑποµνήµατα. Galen rightly comments that ὑποµνήµατα (and Galen normally uses the plural) serve as a memory aid (εἰς ἀνάµνησιν). All of these nouns are from the same root as the verb “to remember” (μνημονεύειν/ἀπομνημονεύειν), which appears in the tradition attributed to the Elder and passed on by Papias.

			What Mark remembered was the teaching of Peter, which the apostle presented in the form of chreiai (πρὸς τὰς χρείας), which are short, pithy sayings and deeds. Their purpose was to bring to mind a useful insight uttered by a notable person. “A chreia [χρεία],” says Hermogenes, “is a memoir [ἀπομνημόνευμα] of a saying or action or both, with a pointed meaning, usually for the sake of something useful [χρησίμου]” (Progymnasmata, “Concerning the Chreia”).[61] Aphthonius agrees, saying, “A chreia [χρεία] is a brief recollection [ἀπομνημόνευμα], referring to some person in a pointed way. It is called chreia [τῆς χρείας], because it is useful [χρειώδης]” (Progymnasmata, “Definition of the Chreia”).[62] Nicolaus the Sophist (or Ps.-Nicolaus) defines the chreiai similarly, saying that they are useful and, unlike maxims, are attributed to specific persons.[63] And as we saw, Galen also viewed his ὑποµνήµατα as “necessary” and “useful” (χρείαν/χρήσιµα).

			The Elder tells us (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15) as well that what Mark wrote was “not in order” (οὐ μέντοι τάξει / ἀλλ᾿ οὐχ ὥσπερ σύνταξιν). Describing something as not in order or “not arranged” implies that it is not ready for distribution. This is clear in what Lucian says. Producing a set of notes (ὑπόμνημα τι) is the first step; putting it in order (τάξις) comes next. So when the Elder says (twice) that Mark did not write an ordered account, he has implied (and late antique readers would have understood) that Mark did not write something that was ready for distribution. Mark’s notes (ὑποµνήµατα, as Clement rightly described Mark’s writings) were not, in the words of Galen (De libris propriis, praefatio 1), ready πρὸς ἔκδοσιν, “for distribution,” and so, in the words of Lucian (Quodmodo historia conscribenda sit 5), were not ready to “be displayed in public [ἐν τῷ κοινῷ δέδεικται].”

			By the way, according to Galen (Lib. Prop. praef.), notes are not always complete and accurate. Recall that he said that some of his notes were for beginners and so were not always “complete nor perfectly accurate [διηκριβωµένον] in their teaching.” This was because beginners were not ready “to learn the whole subject matter accurately [ἀκριβῶς µανθάνειν πάντα].” This implies that there were not only inaccuracies in Galen’s notes but omissions as well.

			I wonder if this is why the Elder says that although what Mark wrote was “not in in order”—that is, not a finished, carefully arranged work ready for circulation—it nevertheless contained “no false statement” in it. After all, if pre-distribution drafts and notes (ὑποµνήµατα) could contain inaccurate material, which presumably would be edited out when the work had been revised and prepared for distribution, what the Elder said about Mark not preparing a final, ordered account might have led late antique readers to assume wrongly that Mark’s written work, on which others relied, may have omitted important teaching and perhaps contained false or inaccurate material as well. Not so, the Elder assures those he taught; Mark “wrote down accurately [ἀκριβῶς ἔγραψεν] everything” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). The implication is that Mark had faithfully preserved the essential elements of Peter’s teachings.[64]

			What has been set “in order”—in contrast to Mark’s unordered material—is ready for distribution. This is what the Elder says of Matthew, who “composed” or “set in order [συνετάξατο] the oracles in the Hebrew language and each person translated them as best he could” (3.39.16). The Hebrew version of the oracles of Jesus has been put in order and made available for reading, which means for Greek-speakers translation will be necessary. What Josephus says of his narrative of the Jewish war reflects the same procedure: “I propose to provide the subjects of the Roman Empire with a narrative of the facts, by translating into the Greek tongue the account which I previously composed [συντάξας] in my native (tongue) . . .” (J.W. 1.3). What Josephus says that he will translate (into Greek, which is the version that is extant today) is the Hebrew account that he had composed earlier and had sent east to the Jewish people. His use of the verb συντάσσειν implies that his earlier Hebrew account was a finished work, ready for circulation among Aramaic-speaking Jews. Likewise, Josephus composed a Greek version for distribution among Greek-reading Roman elites. His use of the word συντάσσειν matches exactly what the Elder says of Matthew and his Hebrew account of the oracles of Jesus.[65]

			A description of a finished composition is found at the conclusion of 2 Maccabees, though again with pretentious language and an odd analogy:

			And I myself will here bring my story [τὸν λόγον] to a halt. If it is (written) well (and) skillfully in (its) composition [καλῶς εὐθίκτως τῇ συντάξει], that is what I myself desired; if it is poorly done and mediocre, that was all I could manage. For just as it is harmful to drink wine alone or, again, to drink water alone, while wine mixed with water produces a delightful taste, so also the preparation of the story [τῆς κατασκευῆς τοῦ λόγου] delights the ears of those who read the composition [τῇ συντάξει]. And here will be the end. (2 Macc 15:37b–39 RSVA, modified)

			As clumsy as this epilogue is, it does helpfully give expression to what is expected of a late antique work supposedly ready for distribution. The author of 2 Maccabees tells us that his story (λόγος) is “(written) well (and) skillfully” (καλῶς εὐθίκτως), reflects “preparation” (κατασκευή), and is (lit.) “in order” (τῇ συντάξει) and so can be regarded as a composition (σύνταξις).

			Clement of Alexander claims, moreover, that people begged Mark “to leave behind written notes [ὑπόμνημα] of the teaching given to them verbally, and they did not quit (their begging) until they had persuaded the man.” People were not satisfied merely to hear the spoken word; they wanted something more permanent, something in writing. Peter himself knew of this popular demand and insistence and was “pleased with their zeal.” The tradition appears again in Eusebius. Here we are told that “many requested that Mark, who had followed (Peter) for a long time . . . should write out (Peter’s teachings)” (Hist. eccl. 6.14.6). Galen, too, says that his “followers prevailed upon me to write the same treatise again” and that others “desired written records [ὑποµνήµατα] of my lectures that they had heard.”

			Clement also claims that Peter approved of what Mark wrote “and sanctioned the writing for study in the churches.” This approximates one of the key criteria for recognizing writings as authoritative Scripture: their use in the churches.[66] This is the Christian equivalent of what Galen says about finished works being copied and placed in public libraries in Rome and elsewhere. Writings placed in a public library have met with Galen’s approval. The patristic story about Peter’s approval of Mark reflects this thinking, though the story itself may be a pious fiction.

			Our comparison of early patristic tradition about the transition from the oral preaching and teaching of Peter to written accounts and, eventually, to the Greek Gospels of the New Testament reveals an interesting and very significant development along the way: the exclusion of the middle step in the process. Let me explain.

			Several times in his Historia, Eusebius refers to Mark as the author of the Gospel called by his name. We find the following statements: “Mark, a follower of Peter, the one whose Gospel is extant . . . the written Gospel, which bears the name of Mark” (Hist. eccl. 2.15.1); “they say that this Mark was the first that was sent to Egypt and that he proclaimed the Gospel that he had written” (2.16.1); “when Mark and Luke had already made available [τὴν ἔκδοσιν] their Gospels” (3.24.7); “the cause which led to the composition of the Gospel of Mark has been already stated by us” (3.24.14, recalling what was said earlier in 2.15.1); “now we must add to the (Elder’s) words . . . which he gives in regard to Mark, the author of the Gospel” (3.39.14); “the Gospel according to Mark had this occasion . . . having composed the Gospel he gave it to those who had requested it” (6.14.6); and “the second (Gospel) is by Mark, who composed it according to the instructions of Peter . . .” (6.25.5).

			Yet what Eusebius states repeatedly—that Mark wrote the Gospel called by his name—is not found in what he quoted from Papias, who had preserved a tradition credited to the Elder. The Papian tradition only says that Mark wrote down Peter’s teaching but not “in order” (3.39.15). It is Eusebius who introduces the Elder’s quotation with the words, “a tradition concerning Mark, who wrote the Gospel” (3.39.14).[67] Irenaeus, who also connects Peter to the Gospel of Mark (Haer. 3.10.1), does not do so directly when he alludes to the Papian tradition of the Elder: “Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect . . . Mark, the disciple and translator of Peter, also handed down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter” (3.1.1). Irenaeus assumes, of course, that what Mark “handed down to us in writing” was the Gospel, but he—unlike Eusebius later—does not introduce the Papian quotation of what the Elder passed on as explicitly having to do with the Gospel of Mark.

			Justin Martyr doesn’t mention the Papian tradition, at least not expressly. He refers to what “is recorded in the memoirs of his apostles [ἐν τοῖς ἀπομνημονεύμασιν τῶν ἀποστόλων]” (Dial. 106.4; cf. 1 Apol. 1.67), “which were composed [συντετάχθαι] by his apostles and those who followed them” (Dial. 103.8), “which are called Gospels [ἃ καλεῖται εὐαγγέλια]” (1 Apol. 1.66). The Papian tradition might be presupposed in these imprecise statements.

			When we come to Irenaeus and later fathers, such as Tertullian,[68] Clement of Alexander,[69] and Origen,[70] the link between the widely recognized four Gospels and the apostles is direct and uncomplicated. The stage mentioned by Papias in his quotation of the Elder has simply dropped out. With respect to the Elder tradition, the earliest tradition that we have, all we are told is that Mark wrote down, in an unordered, unfinished form, Peter’s teaching, which the apostle had presented as brief anecdotes or chreiai. We are also told that Matthew wrote out the oracles of the Lord in an ordered form in the Hebrew language. The Elder tradition does not say that Mark, the hearer and note-taker of Peter, wrote the Gospel of Mark.

			The Elder tradition does not seem to be talking about the canonical Gospels. There is no indication that Papias understood the Elder to be referring to a finished written product, our Gospel of Mark.[71] It is Irenaeus who assumes that the written ὑποµνήµατα produced by Mark (Haer. 3.1.1) are to be identified with the Gospel of Mark (3.10.5). Justin’s vague statements, in which the “memoirs of the apostles” seem to refer to the Gospels (at least in 1 Apol. 1.66), constitute an important step in that direction. Tertullian takes the identification for granted, as do all who follow him. Eusebius consolidates this evolving tradition. Indeed, as already noted, he introduces what Papias says he learned from the Elder by saying it relates to “a tradition about the Mark who wrote the Gospel” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.14). How Papias himself actually understood the words of the Elder we do not know; we are not told.

			What the Elder is reported to have said applies only to the writing of unordered notes. Accordingly, I agree with Kennedy, who says, “After oral transmission and note-taking, a third stage would be the publication of a systematic or more literary work.”[72] It was after Mark’s writing of ὑποµνήµατα and perhaps on the basis of these ὑποµνήµατα that the Gospel of Mark was composed. That our extant, canonical Mark was composed “with form” (σύνταξις) is obvious to modern literary critics who continue to analyze the Markan Gospel, expressing appreciation for its plotting, character development, theology, and other features of interest.[73]

			What the Elder says of Matthew, who wrote an ordered account in Hebrew, can hardly be in reference to our Greek Matthew. Extant canonical Matthew was composed in Greek; it is not a translation of a Semitic original.[74] But this does not mean that the tradition of a Hebrew Matthew is a myth. On the contrary, the tradition of a Hebrew Matthew is early, widespread, and well attested.[75] The “Hebrew Matthew” mentioned by the Elder may not be canonical Matthew, but the name of the Hebrew Gospel may explain canonical Matthew’s name. As James Edwards has recently argued: “Canonical Greek Matthew and the Hebrew Gospel most probably share the name ‘Matthew’ because both were written for and addressed to Jewish Christian audiences.”[76] Perhaps so. In any event, it is improbable that canonical Greek Matthew derives from the same author or school that produced the Hebrew Gospel.[77]

			What we have in the Elder and in Papias is very early tradition. It reaches back to a time when the “living voice” was still “abiding” and could be heard. To be sure, at this time what the apostles were saying was being committed to writing, as we learn in the case of Peter and Mark, but their voice was preferred just the same (recall the proverb cited by Galen and others). What was produced during this early period were notes and memoirs, such as what is described by the Elder, and another compilation of material that most Gospel scholars call Q, that is, the non-Markan material that Matthew and Luke share. It was these notes and memoirs (the middle stage of the production of the Gospels), which likely circulated as notebooks, on which the evangelists relied.[78]

			This seems to be reflected in Luke’s prologue, what his contemporaries would probably view as a preface (προοίμιον):

			Inasmuch as many have undertaken [ἐπεχείρησαν] to compile a narrative [ἀνατάξασθαι διήγησιν] of the things which have been accomplished among us, just as they were delivered to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word [παρέδοσαν ἡμῖν οἱ ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται γενόμενοι τοῦ λόγου], it seemed good to me also, having followed all things closely for some time past [παρηκολουθηκότι ἄνωθεν πᾶσιν ἀκριβῶς], to write an orderly account for you [καθεξῆς σοι γράψαι], most excellent Theophilus, that you may know the truth concerning the things of which you have been informed. (Luke 1:1–4)

			Luke’s “many” (πολλοί) probably refers to various documents and compilations of notes, such as Mark’s Petrine notes, Q, and other sets of notes. Luke’s use of ἐπιχειρέω (lit. “to take in hand”) reminds us of Josephus’ reference to “those who undertake to write histories [τὰς ἱστορίας ἐπιχειρήσαντες συγγράφειν]” (Ag. Ap. 1.13).[79] Lucian mocks those who think writing history is “one of those things that with ease can be taken in hand [τῶν εὐμεταχειρίστων]” (Quodmodo historia conscribenda sit 5). Luke has taken in hand unedited, unordered materials and has placed them in order (ἀνατάξασθαι).[80] Luke has done what Mark, according to the Elder, did not do. Rather, Luke has done what Matthew did with respect to his Hebrew Gospel. And Luke has done what Lucian says a historian is supposed to do. Luke has consulted eyewitnesses and ministers (or “officers”) who possessed firsthand knowledge (as clearly implied by the phrase, “from the beginning”). He has followed (παρηκολουθηκότι), perhaps in the sense of Mark’s following Peter, so that his account will be accurate (ἀκριβῶς), and he has written an orderly account (καθεξῆς . . . γράψαι).[81]

			What the evangelist Luke has put in order, or compiled, is a “narrative” (διήγησις). The word διήγησις appears often in historical works (e.g., Josephus, J.W. 7.42, 274; Ant. 9.214; 11.68; 12.136–137; Lucian, Quodmodo historia conscribenda sit 55 “the body of the history is a long narrative [διήγησις μακρά]”; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.1.3; 1.5.1; 7.18.1) and sometimes seems to be a synonym of ἱστορία (Josephus, Life 336; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.2.1). Eusebius says that “many have passed on” tradition about Nero’s crimes “in most accurate narratives [ἀκριβεστάταις παραδεδωκότων διηγήσεσι]” (Hist. eccl. 2.25.2).

			Luke’s concern with accuracy is consistent with what has already been observed about preparing a writing for distribution. The evangelist’s contemporary, Josephus, assures Epaphroditus in the preface to Against Apion that reliable historians have been consulted (Ag. Ap. 1.1–3; 2.1). He offers similar words of assurance in his other major works, words that actually offer closer parallels to what Luke has said in his prologue. At the beginning of his history of the Jewish war, Josephus comments that “many Jews before me have composed the histories of our ancestors very exactly [συνετάξαντο μετ᾿ ἀκριβείας]” (J.W. 1.17); and near the end of his work on Jewish history he states, “I have composed this history with sufficient accuracy in all things [πάντα γὰρ οἶμαι μετ᾿ ἀκριβείας συντεταχέναι]” (Ant. 20.260).

			The evangelist Luke has taken the trouble to consult witnesses and learn the story from beginning to end, so that his narrative will be accurate, ἵνα ἐπιγνῷς (Θεόφιλε) περὶ ὧν κατηχήθης λόγων τὴν ἀσφάλειαν, “in order that you (Theophilus) might know the certainty concerning the things you were taught.” The RSV translates “know the truth,” but the direct object is τὴν ἀσφάλειαν, which literally is “the safety” or “the security.”[82] The word ἀσφάλεια and cognates appear in contexts in which security and certainty are the concern. The adverb appears in Peter’s opening words at Pentecost, “Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly [ἀσφαλῶς οὖν γινωσκέτω πᾶς οἶκος Ἰσραήλ] that God has made him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified” (Acts 2:36; cf. Wis 18:6, where the patriarchs are said to “know certainly [ἀσφαλῶς εἰδότες]”). The adjective occurs elsewhere in Acts in similar contexts (Acts 21:34; 22:30; 25:26). In papyri ἀσφάλεια and cognates appear often with the meaning of “security” for debts, loans, and legal matters.[83] Epictetus affirms that no one without thinking “seals a bond or writes a security [σφραγίζεται ἢ ἀσφάλειαν γράφει]” (Diatr. 2.13.7).

			What we have in later patristic authorities is a simplified and condensed account of the appearance of the Gospels, in which the oral teaching of Peter and other apostles becomes the written Gospels. The middle stage, that of note-taking and unordered materials, disappears. Eliminating the middle stage may have been motivated by apologetic interests with respect to authorship. What Peter taught becomes the Gospel of Mark; Matthew’s Hebrew account becomes the (Greek) Gospel of Matthew, and so on.

			What Papias said he received from the Elder are two principal traditions: first, that Mark committed to writing unordered notes, not necessarily the canonical Gospel of Mark (which is what later church fathers assumed); second, that Matthew produced an ordered Gospel in Hebrew (which some church fathers assumed became Greek canonical Matthew). There is much to be said in support of what Papias says he received from the Elder; but not much can be said in support of how later church fathers interpreted this ancient tradition.

			If my assessment of patristic testimony is correct, then perhaps we need to reconsider the proto-Mark hypothesis. I am not referring here to the complicated version of Urmarcus that H. J. Holtzmann proposed in the nineteenth century[84] and later abandoned.[85] I refer to the leaner, better argued version recently offered by Delbert Burkett, who argues that the Synoptic data are best explained in terms of a source that all three Synoptic evangelists utilized.[86] Matthew and Luke made use of proto-Mark, which they supplemented with material taken from Q, as well as material (such as distinctive Infancy traditions) from other sources. The Markan evangelist made use of proto-Mark in a much more conservative fashion (perhaps because he was himself the author of the notes). The changes that the evangelist Mark made in proto-Mark created the minor agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark.[87]

			Proto-Mark was not a finished literary product, ready for distribution, but was a collection of unordered notes or memoirs that recorded Peter’s teaching. The canonical Synoptic evangelists made use of these notes. With respect to the tradition of Mark recording the teaching of Peter, Reginald Fuller comments, in support of George Kennedy’s interpretation, that “the Evangelists finally redacted these hypomnēmata to meet the further needs of their own times (though Papias does not talk of the final stage of gospel composition here).”[88] Fuller adds that “New Testament scholars have been challenged to take more seriously the external evidence regarding the origin of the gospels than they have been wont to do in the recent past.” [89] The evangelist Mark made use of proto-Mark but evidently in a conservative fashion. Matthew and Luke not only made use of proto-Mark; they made use of a body of material, which is called Q, comprising mostly of Jesus’ teaching. Matthew made heavy use of proto-Mark and Q, while Luke made lighter use of proto-Mark and Q. He also made use of a special source with Semitic features that sometimes is called proto-Luke. Luke’s special source may well be related to the Hebrew Gospel mentioned in the tradition attributed to the Elder.[90]

			This is why the Elder/Papias tradition says nothing about Matthew depending on Mark.[91] The Elder tradition is extremely old; it relates to the earliest written sources, the transition from the oral preaching to written notes, not to the canonical Gospels themselves.

			Thus, we have two tendencies at work in the early patristic testimony: (1) We observe the tendency on the part of Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, and others to eliminate the middle stage of the development of the Gospels, so that the Gospels are seen as the direct literary results of the preaching and teaching of Peter and other apostles. (2) In contrast to this tendency to compress the tradition, in Eusebius we see expansion in the invention of a stage between the apostle John (the Elder rightly identified) and Papias. Eusebius does this in order to discredit the politically awkward millennial views of Papias (and almost all other second- and third-century fathers). Eusebius does not want Emperor Constantine to hear that the old Christian millennarianism is linked to an apostle.

			It is not my intention to argue for a new approach to solving the Synoptic problem. My only point here is that if the early patristic tradition is better understood and we recognize how this tradition coheres with the pedagogy and writing conventions of Greco-Roman late antiquity, we may find new support for past and current attempts to explain the literary relationship of the Synoptic Gospels.[92]

			The evidence of the earliest patristic testimony suggests that the dominical tradition was passed on by some of the apostles themselves, notably Peter, whose literate associates produced written notes and brief accounts. These brief, largely unordered materials were later used in the composition of the canonical Gospels. The latter are extant; the former (the early written notes) are not. The Synoptic evangelists shared materials, which is why we have the Synoptic problem.

			The Form and Message of the Four Canonical Gospels

			I will bring this introduction to a conclusion by briefly touching on what scholarship has said about the four New Testament Gospels. Although I believe the four evangelists speak to special issues with which they are concerned, issues that in some instances may reflect community challenges, I have a great deal of sympathy for the position taken by Richard Bauckham and his colleagues in a collection of studies that argue that the Gospels were written for Christians in general and circulated widely.[93] I share Bauckham’s criticism of the subjectivity often involved in attempts to describe imagined “communities” that lie behind the Gospels.[94] I also share Richard Burridge’s conclusion that the Gospels are examples of Greco-Roman biographies.[95]

			I begin with Mark because, as seen in the discussion above, I believe Mark’s notes of Petrine materials (what we may call proto-Mark) constitute the primary Synoptic source. The majority of Synoptic scholars argue for Markan priority because they rightly recognize that Matthew and Luke make better sense as reworking of the Markan tradition. Because canonical Mark has only lightly edited proto-Mark, it retains its primitive complexion.

			The incipit of canonical Mark, seen in the work’s first verse (“the beginning of the good news of Jesus Christ, Son of God”),[96] suggests that the author of this Gospel understood Jesus as a rival of Rome’s emperor and the imperial cult of the “good news” linked to the advent and rule of this so-called “son of god.”[97] The centurion’s confession at Mark 15:39 (“Truly this man was Son of God”) gives voice to the evangelist’s theology in the imperial setting. I should add that viewing Mark against the backdrop of the Roman Empire is very much part of contemporary scholarly interest in the social and political setting of the early Christian movement.[98]

			Since the work of Günther Bornkamm and his students, there has been interest in Matthew’s relationship to Judaism and the synagogue.[99] Today Matthew is interpreted in the context of Jewish intramural debate and polemic. It is far from clear that Matthean Christianity (or messianism) had broken with the synagogue (as appears to be the case in the later Gospel of John). What is in evidence in Matthew, written in the 60s or 70s ce, is a bitter struggle with Pharisaic and scribal tradition that had challenged the validity of Jesus’ teaching and the credibility of his status as Israel’s Messiah. Matthean polemic should be understood as comprising instances of prophetic criticism (as seen in the classical prophets) or as examples of sharp group differentiation and identification within the context of the diverse and pluralistic Judaism of the first century ce (as seen in Josephus, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and various other writings from this period). Given the Judaic character of the early church, it is not surprising that Matthew, the only Gospel universally regarded as apostolic, enjoyed pride of place in the emerging fourfold Gospel collection.[100]

			The evangelist Luke presents the story of Jesus as a continuation of the story of Israel, fully in step with the nation’s ancient promises and hopes, and at the same time shows that this Jewish story is very relevant for gentiles. Jesus is the Savior and Benefactor for all humankind, not only for Israel and the Jewish people. Parables that are found only in Luke underscore this theme. Luke is usually dated some years after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 ce, though a good case can be made for dating Luke-Acts to the early 60s, shortly before the fire that destroyed part of Rome and the violent persecution of the church that followed.[101]

			The Gospel of John, the Fourth Gospel, is quite different from the three Synoptic Gospels. Its differences are obvious: they involve style, content, chronology, geography, and theology. The latter reflects more explicit and accentuated Christology and soteriology, often expressed with metaphor and symbolism. The literary sources of the Fourth Gospel, probably composed in the 90s, are independent of the Synoptic tradition. But for all of John’s “spiritual” and symbolic language, it too exhibits a remarkable amount of verisimilitude with respect to geography, topography, history, tradition, and archaeology, as seen in a number of studies ranging from the older work of C. H. Dodd[102] to the recent work undertaken by Paul Anderson and colleagues.[103] One of the more noticeable features of the Fourth Gospel is its sharp polemic with Judaism and the synagogue. Ongoing study of the Fourth Gospel is lively and engaging.[104]

			Jesus and the Manuscripts: An Overview

			Jesus and the Manuscripts is made up of twelve chapters, all concerned with the oldest manuscripts of texts that lie inside and outside the Christian canon. Although in their purpose and orientation these studies are very much focused on critical, technical scholarship, they do have relevance for contemporary popular culture and media.

			In chapter 1, “How Old and How Many? The Oldest Witnesses to Jesus,” I look at the oldest witnesses to the life of Jesus. These witnesses include the four canonical Gospels, of course, but they also include a few other writings as well. The focus here is on the extant manuscripts themselves (what they comprise, where they are housed, their distinctive characteristics), not the dates when they first circulated. I look at papyri, the great codices (most of which are made of parchment), and the oldest versions.

			In chapter 2, “The Autographic Jesus: How Long Were Late Antique Books in Use?” I investigate patristic claims that the autographs (or first editions) and first-century copies remained in circulation until the end of the third century. Thanks to the evidence of archaeology, which includes the stratigraphy (as limited as it is) in the excavations at Oxyrhynchus and the analysis of the carbonized bookrolls from Herculaneum, I conclude that the patristic claims, as well as the similar pagan claims, that books, including autographs, remained in circulation for one or two centuries and sometimes longer are credible. I then probe what the significance of this finding might be for New Testament textual criticism.

			In chapter 3, “Jesus in the ‘Jewish Gospels,’ ” I look at the several quotations of the various Ebionite recensions, which are probably related to Matthew’s Hebrew Gospel. I also look at a number of papyrus fragments that might be related. The goal here is to try to recover the portrait of Jesus that was preserved in the Jewish wing of the church, which in the second century began to distance itself from the expanding Great Church, which was increasingly dominated by gentile Christians.

			In chapters 4 and 5, “Jesus and Doubting Thomas: On the Genesis and Age of a Syrian Gospel,” I look at the origin and age of the Gospel of Thomas, which, although extant in texts found in Egypt, originated in Syria. I believe that the evidence strongly supports a late second-century date for this writing, which since its discovery has enjoyed a great deal of popularity in scholarly and popular circles alike. I further conclude, contrary to some scholars, that the Gospel of Thomas is not independent of the canonical Gospels, but presupposes them and consciously presents the apostle Thomas as superior to the apostles Matthew and Peter, who are probably representative of the Gospels of Matthew and Mark, the dominant authorities in the Western Church.

			In chapter 6, “Cross Purposes: From Matthew to the Gospel of Peter,” I show that far from being an early and independent account of the passion on which the canonical Gospels depend, the Gospel of Peter represents an extention of Matthean apologetic with respect to the burial and resurrection of Jesus, an apologetic designed to answer the mocking criticisms of pagan skeptics, like Celsus, who contended that belief in the resurrection of Jesus suffers from a lack of credible eyewitness testimony.

			In chapter 7, “Jesus and Judas: Making Sense of the Gospel of Judas,” I describe and critically evaluate the initial interpretation of this sensational discovery, whereby Judas Iscariot, the disciple who betrayed Jesus, is presented as a hero of sorts who fulfilled Jesus’ wishes. The message and purpose of this intriguing text and how it fits into the context of second-century gnostic groups are far from clear, but attempts to lionize Judas are surely misguided.

			In chapter 8, “The Sexual Jesus: Straight, Gay, or Married?,” I review the principal texts that some think may provide clues to Jesus’ sexual orientation and/or activity. Among these texts are the Clementine letter found at Mar Saba, which references a mystical, longer form of the Gospel of Mark in which Jesus receives a nocturnal visit from a naked youth; the Coptic Gospels from Nag Hammadi, Mary and Philip, in which Jesus is said to love Mary Magdalene; and the controversial and almost certainly fraudulent Gospel of Jesus’ Wife, in which Jesus refers to Mary as his “wife.”

			In chapter 9, “Panther, Prophet, or Problem Child? Jesus in Rabbinic, Islamic, and Popular Christian Traditions,” I look at the diverse, yet related, portraits of Jesus found in popular Christian accounts of the childhood of Jesus, in polemical accounts in rabbinic literature, and in sympathetic utterances in the Qur’ān and other early Islamic literature. I suggest that these portraits reflect a three-party conversation, as it were, situated just beyond the eastern boundary of the Byzantine Empire in the fifth through the seventh centuries. An especially difficult question I consider is why Jesus is portrayed in the Infancy Gospel tradition as a capricious, dangerous child.

			In chapter 10, “Jesus in Small Texts: Agrapha, Amulets, Fragments, and Inscriptions,” I look at the brief quotations and stories of Jesus found in several different types of texts, such as sayings found in the agrapha (sayings “not written” in the canonical Gospels), in amulets (small texts or miniature books whose purpose was to protect the wearer), in fragments of texts of various kinds that were written for various purposes, and in inscriptions where Jesus is referenced as a healer or spiritual power. The inscriptions include a magician’s cup, found in Alexandria, which might provide very early non-Christian evidence of Jesus’ reputation as a healer.

			In chapter 11, “Jesus and the Beginnings of the Christian Canon of Scripture,” I explore the ways Jesus’ use of Scripture, both in reference to individual Old Testament writings and in reference to the diverse languages in which these writings circulated in the first century, may have influenced canon formation.

			In chapter 12, “Jesus in Print: Erasmus and the Beginning of Textual Fundamentalism,” I consider the impact the transition from handwritten Gospels to fixed, printed forms had on our understanding of the stability of the text and accompanying ideas about the inspiration and infallibility of Scripture. I suggest that collation and typesetting of the text of the New Testament changed the theological understanding of textual criticism. I also consider how “variants” and errata potentially impacted that understanding.

			It is my hope that these chapters will stimulate constructive conversation and further scholarly investigation, not only of the Greek New Testament Gospels, which provide us with our primary data for the study of Jesus, but also of the diverse literatures concerning Jesus that lie outside the New Testament canon and outside of Christendom itself.
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			CHAPTER ONE

			How Old and How Many? The Oldest Witnesses to Jesus

			Interest in and quests for ancient witnesses to the life of Jesus seem to be unending. The discovery of a new text that mentions Jesus will invariably grab headlines. Even the publication of an old fragment of one of the four canonical Gospels will receive a great deal of attention. It is only to be expected that from time to time people ask how old our oldest witnesses really are and how many old witnesses we really have. In recent years this question has become somewhat contentious, with the dates of a few of our oldest witnesses (i.e., Greek New Testament papyri) being reassessed.

			The first part of the present chapter will provide an overview of our oldest witnesses to the life of Jesus. We will look at the oldest codices, which preserve all or most of the text of the Gospels. We will also look at the ever-expanding list of papyri, both canonical and extracanonical. Part of our focus will be on the oldest papyri.[1] Here we will consider the recent debate concerning their age, including important aspects of method and assumptions. The second part of the chapter will review a recent proposal concerning the dates of our oldest witnesses based on demographics. The purpose of this chapter is to get a sense of the number and quality of the manuscripts that we have to work with.

			The Oldest Greek Gospel Manuscripts: The Great Codices

			Mainstream scholarship rightly recognizes that the New Testament Gospels are our best sources for knowledge of the Jesus of history. They are not our only sources, of course, but they are our best sources from a critical perspective. A few scholars demur, so it will be necessary along the way to review their proposals.

			The most important witnesses to the Greek text of the Gospels are the Great Codices because of their age and because they preserve the text of the Gospels almost in its entirety. Here I will limit my review to those codices that almost everyone agrees date to the fourth or fifth centuries. After the survey of the Great Codices, I will survey the papyri, which are the witnesses that often excite the most interest, not least because many of them are earlier than the Great Codices and, it seems, almost every year another one comes to light.[2]

			Six major Greek New Testament codices date to the fourth or fifth century. They are Sinaiticus (א 01), Alexandrinus (A 02), Vaticanus (B 03), Ephraemi syri rescriptus (C 04), Bezae (D 05), and Washingtonianus (W 032, also called Washingtonensis). Two of these codices (א and B) date to the fourth century; the other four date to the fifth century (though it is possible that Bezae dates to the very end of the fourth century). There are another twenty-seven parchment Gospel codices, which are in most cases fragmentary (sometimes no more than a single leaf), that date to the third, fourth, or fifth centuries. They include 026, 029, 058, 059, 068, 069, 0160, 0162, 0171, 0181, 0182, 0188, 0214, 0216, 0217, 0218, 0231, 0242, 0258, 0264, 0267, 0274, 0301, 0312, 0313, 0321, and 0323.[3] The major codices are as follows:

			Codex Sinaiticus, numbered 01 and known by the siglum א, dates to the fourth century and is copied in four columns. It was discovered at St. Catherine’s Monastery in the Sinai wilderness in the nineteenth century and was, in stages, taken (at least most of it) to Europe by Constantine Tischendorf (1815–1874).[4] The codex was presented to the Czar of Russia and then in 1933 it was purchased by the people of Britain. The facts surrounding Tischendorf’s acquisition of this important codex are somewhat obscure and disputed. Some believe that Tischendorf was guilty of deceit and theft. However, careful review of the relevant evidence, including Tischendorf’s personal correspondence, has added a great deal of clarification and, it would seem, has more or less vindicated Tischendorf. David Parker and Stanley Porter have concluded that Tischendorf acted honestly and honorably throughout the entire sequence of events and that St. Catherine’s Monastery seems to have agreed to donate the codex to the Czar and subsequently received a number of gifts and awards, including a substantial sum of money.[5]

			The text of the four New Testament Gospels in א is almost fully preserved. A few verses here and there in the Gospels are missing, including the Long Ending of Mark (Mark 16:9–20) and the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53–8:11). The surviving parts of Codex Sinaiticus are located in at least four places: 694 pages in the British Library in London, 86 pages in the Leipzig University Library, some or all of 36 pages in St. Catherine’s Monastery, and parts of eight pages in the Russian National Library in St. Petersburg. Tischendorf published a beautiful facsimile of the Codex in 1862[6] and an edition in regular Greek type the following year.[7] Codex Sinaiticus continues to play a major role in textual criticism.[8]

			One lingering question concerns whether Codex Sinaiticus was one of the fifty books of Scripture commissioned by Emperor Constantine in the early fourth century (as recounted by Eusebius, Vit. Const. 4.36–37). If it was, then it probably should be dated to ca. 325–330. T. C. Skeat argued that it was one of these commissioned books of Scripture, but Parker has expressed reservations. Porter remains open to the possibility.[9]

			Codex Alexandrinus is numbered 02 and is known by the siglum A. Written in two columns, it is dated to the fifth century and is housed today in the British Library (ms Royal 1. D. v-viii). The codex resided for years in Alexandria, Egypt, was later transferred to Constantinople, and in 1627 was given to Charles I of England. Codex Alexandrinus is missing ten leaves from the Old Testamant and some 31 leaves from the New Testament. Missing leaves have resulted in the loss of Matt 1:1–25:6 (26 leaves) and John 6:50–8:52 (two leaves). The remainder of the text of the Gospels is preserved. The text of the Gospels (described by Barbara and Kurt Aland and other textual critics as “inferior”[10]) constitutes a very early exemplar of the Byzantine text.[11]

			Codex Vaticanus is numbered 03 and is known by the siglum B. Most of the text is in three columns. Although parts of the New Testament are missing, the four Gospels are preserved.[12] It has been housed in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (Vat. Gr. 1209) since sometime before 1475, though its importance for textual criticism does not seem to have been recognized until the nineteenth century. Constantine Tischendorf published the text in 1867.[13] A color facsimile was published in 1968 and then again, with digital images, in 1999. Codex Vaticanus is widely regarded as the most important witness to the text of the Gospels. One of the important topics of the discussion is the relationship between Vaticanus and 𝔓75.[14] (See figs. 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3.)

			Codex Ephraemi syri rescriptus is numbered 04 and is known by the siglum C. The codex dates to the fifth century but was erased (rubbed out) in the twelfth century in order to be reused for a Greek translation of thirty-eight Syriac tractates by Ephraem (ca. 306–373). Codex C is housed in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France in Paris (Grec 9). Because it is a palimpsest[15] it is very difficult to read, though thanks to ultraviolet technology, the underlying Greek text has become more visible. (See fig. 1.4.) While a student in the 1840s, Tischendorf deciphered the text fairly accurately (though not flawlessly) and published it.[16] The codex, which traditionally has been identified as “Alexandrian,”[17] has suffered the loss of many leaves.[18]

			Codex Bezae (a.k.a. Codex Cantabrigiensis) is numbered 05 and is known by the siglum D (not to be confused with Claromontanus, D 06, a sixth-century codex containing Paul’s letters). Bezae is a Greek-Latin diglot (when opened, the Greek is on the left, the Latin on the right) that dates to the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century. The Latin text is quite good and represents a valuable early witness. The combination of Greek and Latin indicates that the codex was intended for reading in church.[19] The Greek was read first and then the Latin was read for those not fluent in that language. Bezae contains the four Gospels and Acts, as well as a fragment of 3 John. Red ink is used for the first three lines of each book and sometimes appears at the end of a book.

			Bezae acquired its name from Theodor Beza, a Swiss reformer who in 1581 donated the codex to Cambridge University (Nn. II 41). For this reason the codex is called Bezae, that is, “of Beza,” or “Beza’s codex.” A facsimile was published in 1864.[20] Recently the codex has been repaired (by stretching the pages back into their original dimensions) and re-covered.[21]

			The codex has some interesting readings and glosses (especially in the book of Acts), as well as some agreements with the Syriac.[22] In the Gospels the best known gloss is the agraphon at Luke 6:5, following the controversy over the disciples picking grain on the Sabbath. The gloss reads: τῇ αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ, θεασάμενός τινα ἐραζόμενον τῷ σαββάτῳ, εἶπεν αὐτῷ· Ἄνθρωπε, εἰ μὲν οἴδας τί ποιεῖς, μακάριοις εἶ· εἰ δὲ μὴ οἴδας, ἐπικατάρατος καὶ παραβάτης εἶ τοῦ νόμου (“On that same day, seeing someone working on the Sabbath, he [Jesus] said to him, ‘Man, if you know what you do, blessed are you; but if you do not know, you are cursed and a transgressor of the law’ ”). This agraphon occurs in no other manuscript. (The agraphon will be discussed further in ch. 10.) (See fig. 1.5.)

			Codex Washingtonianus (or Washingtoniensis) is numbered 032 and is known by the siglum W. The codex and other mss were purchased by Charles Freer while he was in Egypt in 1906. The Freer Biblical Manuscripts today are housed in the Freer Gallery of Art, Washington, DC. W is also called the Freer Gospels (06.274). In 1912, Henry Sanders published a facsimile of W.[23] The codex dates to the fifth century, perhaps a bit earlier. Early on it was assumed that W, along with 𝔓45, represented a pre-Caesarean text-type. That has been shown to be wrong. The text has distinct blocks of textual affiliation or text-types. W and 𝔓45 are related but they represent an eclectic text-type, with some Western and Byzantine affinities.[24] The late fourth–early fifth century date has been recently questioned.[25]

			Mark’s Long Ending (Mark 16:9–20) is found in W. However, following v. 14, where the disciples are criticized for their lack of faith, we find a very interesting addition: “And they excused themselves, saying, ‘This age of lawlessness and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits. Therefore reveal your righteousness now.’ Thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s power has been fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have sinned I was delivered over to death, that they may return to the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness which is in heaven.’ ” This addition seems to have been known to Jerome. All textual critics agree that it is a late addition.[26]

			Codex Guelferbytanus B (Q 026) and Codex Borgianus (T 029) are probably the most important of the other twenty-eight parchment codices. I will describe them in greater detail:

			Codex Guelferbytanus B is numbered 026 and is known by the siglum Q (not to be confused with the hypothetical first-century source many Gospel scholars believe was utilized by the evangelists Matthew and Luke). The codex is a palimpsest (the upper text is Latin) and is dated to the fifth century. It represents the Byzantine text-type, though thre are a number of Alexandrian readings. Thirteen parchment leaves are extant, with text in two columns on each page. The codex preserves portions of Luke 4–23 and John 12 and 14. It is housed in the Wolfenbüttel Herzog August Bibliothek in Germany. It was published by Constantine Tischendorf.[27]

			Codex Borgianus is numbered 029 and is known by the siglum T. It is a Greek and Sahidic Coptic uncial manuscript that dates to the fifth century. It once belonged to Cardinal Stefano Borgia (1731–1804); hence its name Borgianus. The Greek text preserves portions of Luke 6, 18, 19, 21, 22–24, and John 1, 3–4, and 5–8. The Coptic text preserves portions of Luke 6, 17–18, 21–24, and John 1, 3–4, 6–8. The Greek text is Alexandrian, with some Byzantine readings. It is housed in the Vatican City in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (Borgia Coptic 109), in New York City in the Morgan Library and Museum (Pierpont Morgan M 664A), and in Paris in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France (BnF Copt. 129). The text was edited and published by A. A. Giorgi in 1789.[28]

			I will now briefly tabulate the other fragmentary third-, fourth-, and fifth-century parchment codices:[29]

			
				
						 
						 
				

				
						058
						Matt 18:18–19, 22–23, 25–26, 28–29; fourth century; Austrian National Library in Vienna (Pap. G. 39782).
				

				
						059
						Mark 15:20–21, 26–27, 29–38; late fourth–early fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 39779, Pap. G. 36112).
				

				
						068
						John 13:16–17, 19–20, 23–24, 26–27; 16:7–9, 12–13, 15–16, 18–19; fifth century; British Library (Add. 17136).
				

				
						069
						Mark 10:50–51; 11:11–12; fifth century; similar to Codex A; Goodspeed Manuscript Collection (ms 2057), University of Chicago Library.
				

				
						0160
						 Matt 26:25–26, 34–36; late fourth–early fifth century; Berlin State Museums (P. 9961).
				

				
						0162
						John 2:11–22; late third–early fourth century; P.Oxy. 847; Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York City (Inv. 09.182.43).
				

				
						0171
						Matt 10:17–23, 25–32; Luke 22:44–56, 61–63; late third–early fourth century; Matthew portion in the Berlin State Museums (P. 11863); Luke portion in the Laurentian Library, Florence (PSI II 124 + PSI I 2).[30]
				

				
						0181
						Luke 9:59–10:14; late fourth–early fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 39778).
				

				
						0182
						Luke 19:18–20, 22–24; fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 39781).
				

				
						0188
						Mark 11:11–17; fourth century; Caesarea text-type; Berlin State Museums (P. 13416).
				

				
						0214
						Mark 8:33–37; late fourth–early fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 29300).
				

				
						0216
						John 8:51–53; 9:5–8; fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 3081).
				

				
						0217
						John 11:57–12:71; fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 39212).
				

				
						0218
						John 12:2–6, 9–11, 14–16; fifth century; Austrian National Library (Pap. G. 19892).
				

				
						0231
						Matt 26:75–27:1, 3–4; fourth century; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford (P.Ant. 11).
				

				
						0242
						Matt 8:25–9:2; 13:32–38, 40–46; fourth century; Egyptian Museum (no. 71942).
				

				
						0258
						John 10:25–26; fourth century; current owner and location unknown.
				

				
						0264
						John 8:19–20, 23–24; fifth century; Berlin State Museums (P. 14049).
				

				
						0267
						Luke 8:25–27; fifth century; Santa Maria de Montserrat Abbey in Catalonia (P.Barc. 16).
				

				
						0274
						Mark 6:56–7:4, 6–9, 13–17, 19–23, 28, 34; 8:3, 8–11; 9:20–22, 26–41; 9:43–10:1, 17–22; fifth century; Egypt Exploration Society (Supp. Gr. 79).
				

				
						0301
						John 17:1–4; fifth century; Schøyen Collection in Oslo (ms 11367).
				

				
						0312
						Luke 5:23–24, 30–31; 7:9, 17–18; late third–early fourth century; De Hamel Collection in Cambridge (Gk. ms 2).
				

				
						0313
						Mark 4:9, 15; fifth century; De Hamel Collection (Gk. ms 3).
				

				
						0315
						Mark 2:9, 21, 25; 3:1–2; late fourth–early fifth century; De Hamel Collection (Gk. ms 5).
				

				
						0321
						Matt 24:37–25:1, 32–45; 26:31–45; fifth century; National Library of Russia in St. Petersburg (Gr. 6).
				

				
						0323
						John (contents unknown); late fourth–early fifth century; St. Catherine’s Monastery in Egypt (Syr. 30).
				

					

			It is interesting to note that whereas Mark is noticeably underrepresented in the early papyri (as will be readily apparent below), the smallest Gospel holds its own among the parchment codices. Mark, of course, appears in all of the well preserved Great Codices of the fourth and fifth centuries, but among the fragmentary parchment codices just surveyed it is second only to the very popular Gospel of John.[31]

			Before leaving this section, perhaps I should also mention a few fourth- and fifth-century Latin codices that contain the Gospels, either in whole or in part. Several of them are written on purple parchment with silver or gold ink. They include the following:

			
				
						 
						 
				

				
						a 3
						Codex Vercellensis; fourth century; Vercelli City Library, Italy;[32] an important early Latin witness that in places agrees with early Greek mss (at Luke 23:34 compare 𝔓75 א* B D* et al.).
				

				
						a2 16
						Codex Curiensis; fifth century (only portions of Luke 11 and 13); Rhätisches Museum, Chur, Switzerland (Clm 6436).
				

				
						b 4
						Codex Veronensis; fifth century; Verona City Library, Italy; in places agrees with early Greek witnesses (at Luke 8:21 compare 𝔓75; at John 1:34 compare 𝔓5 𝔓106 א).
				

				
						d 5
						Codex Bezae; late fourth–early fifth century; Cambridge University Library.[33]
				

				
						e 2
						Codex Palatinus; fifth century; an important Latin translation of the Gospels that apparently antedates Jerome’s Latin translation; published by Tischendorf in 1847;[34] most of Palatinus is housed in the Austrian National Library (Lat. 1185), with one leaf in Trinity College, Dublin (N. 4. 18), and one leaf in the British Library in London (Add. 40107).
				

				
						ff2 8
						Codex Corbeiensis II; fifth century; housed in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France (Lat. 17225).[35]
				

				
						h 12
						Codex Claromontanus V; fourth or fifth century; Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (Lat. 7223).
				

				
						i 17
						Codex Vindobonensis Lat. 1235; fifth century, perhaps later; only portions of Luke and Mark are extant (in that order); Biblioteca Nazionale in Naples (Lat. 3).[36]
				

				
						k 1
						Codex Bobiensis; early fourth century; only portions of Matthew and Mark are extant; the only ms that preserves Mark’s Short Ending,[37] without the Longer Ending. Bobiensis also preserves an interesting reading following Mark 16:3.[38]
				

				
						n 16
						Codex Sangallensis 1394; portions of Matthew and Mark; Abbey of St. Gall, Switzerland.
				

				
						p 20
						Codex Sangallensis 1395; John 11; Abbey of St. Gall, Switzerland.
				

				
						t 19
						Codex Bernensis; late fifth century (or sixth century) palimpsest; portions of Mark 1–3; Burgerbibliothek Bern, Switzerland (Cod. 611).[39]
				

		

			In the next section of this chapter we shall review the oldest Gospel manuscripts. With rare exception they are papyrus books (almost always codices) from Egypt.

			The Oldest Witnesses to the Life of Jesus: The Papyri

			Ancient writings that recount the life and teaching of Jesus of Nazareth are numerous. The four oldest, so far as we know, are the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. However, the evangelist Luke states that “many have undertaken to compile a narrative of the things which have been accomplished among us” (Luke 1:1), which could mean that other narrative accounts were in circulation in the first century.[40]

			Although a few scholars contend that the Gospel of Thomas and perhaps a few other extracanonical writings were composed in the first century, most think these writings did not in fact emerge until the second century and in all probability depend to one degree or another on one or more of the four New Testament Gospels.[41] Nevertheless, in the present chapter I will catalogue and briefly review all Gospels and Gospel-like manuscripts and fragments that can be dated to the fifth century or earlier. In this section I shall focus on the papyri (many of which, of course, overlap with the parchment codices in date).

			Gospel of Matthew

		
				
						 
						 
				

				
						𝔓1
						Matt 1:1–9, 12, 14–20; third century; P.Oxy. 2; University of Pennsylvania; discovered by Bernard Grenfell and Arthur Hunt in January 1897 at the beginning of the first season of excavations at Oxyrhynchus; text is similar to א and B.
				

				
						𝔓19
						Matt 10:32–11:5; third century; P.Oxy. 1170; Weston Library, Oxford (Gr. bibl. d. 6); exhibits affiliation with the Greek text that underlies the Hebrew text of Matthew in Shem Tov.[42] (See fig. 1.6.)
				

				
						𝔓25
						Matt 18:32–34; 19:1–3, 5–7, 9–10; fourth century; Staatliche Museen zu Berlin (Inv. no. 16388).
				

				
						𝔓35
						Matt 25:12–15, 20–23; late third or early fourth century; Laurentian Library, Florence (PSI 1).
				

				
						𝔓37
						Matt 26:19–52; third century; University of Michigan Library (Inv. no. 1570 = P.Mich. 1570).[43]
				

				
						𝔓45
						Matt 20:24–32; 21:13–19; 25:41–26:39; early third century; Chester Beatty Library, Dublin (Chester Beatty Papyrus I); Matt 25:41–26:39 is housed at the Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna (P.Vindob. G. 31974); very important Gospel papyrus; see also Mark, Luke, and John below.[44]
				

				
						𝔓53
						Matt 26:29–40 (and Acts 9:33–10:1); third century; University of Michigan Library (Inv. no. 6652 = P.Mich. 6652).[45]
				

				
						𝔓64
						Matt 26:7–8, 10, 14–15 (r); Matt 26:22–23, 31, 32–33 (v); late second century; Magdalen College, Oxford (P.Magd. 18). See comment on 𝔓67 below. (See fig. 1.7.)
				

				
						𝔓67
						Matt 3:9, 15; 5:20–22, 25–28; late second century; Fundación San Lucas Evangelista, Barcelona (P.Barc. 1). At one time it was believed that 𝔓4, 𝔓64, and 𝔓67 belonged to the same codex.[46] It is now believed that these manuscripts were copied by the same scribe but were probably not part of the same codex.[47]
				

				
						𝔓70
						Matt 2:13–16; 2:22–3:1; 11:26–27; 12:4–5; 24:3–6, 12–15; late third century; P.Oxy. 2384; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, and the Papyrological Institute of Florence in the National Archaeological Museum (PSI 3407 = olim CNR 419, 420).[48]
				

				
						𝔓71
						Matt 19:10–11, 17–18; fourth century; P.Oxy. 2385; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.[49]
				

				
						𝔓77
						Matt 23:30–39; late second–early third century; P.Oxy. 2683 + P.Oxy. 4405; has affinity with א; Sacker Library, Oxford (perhaps also includes 𝔓103).[50]
				

				
						𝔓86
						Matt 5:13–16, 22–25; fourth century; University of Cologne (P.Col. theol. 5516).
				

				
						𝔓101
						Matt 3:10–12; 3:16–4:3; third century; P.Oxy. 4401; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓102
						Matt 4:11–12, 22–23; third century; P.Oxy. 4402; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓103
						Matt 13:55–57; 14:3–5; late second–early third century; P.Oxy. 4403; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓104
						Matt 21:34–37, 43, 45(?); second century; P.Oxy. 4404; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓110
						Matt 10:13–15, 25–27; late third–early fourth century; P.Oxy. 4494; Sackler Library, Oxford.[51] (See fig. 1.8.)
				

		

			Gospel of Mark

		
				
						 
						 
				

				
							
						𝔓45
						Mark 4:36–9:31; 11:27–12:28; early third century; Chester Beatty Library, Dublin (Chester Beatty Papyrus I) (see also Matthew above and Luke and John below).[52] (See fig. 1.9.)
				

				
						𝔓88
						Mark 2:1–26; fourth century; Uncial 0232; Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Milan (P.Med. Inv. No. 69.24).[53]
				

				
						𝔓137
						Mark 1:7–9, 16–18; late second–early third century; P.Oxy. 5345; Sackler Library, Oxford; initially dated by R. A. Coles to the late first–early second century.[54] (See fig. 1.10.)
				

		

			Gospel of Luke

		
				
						 
						 
				

				
						𝔓4
						Luke 1:58–59; 1:62–2:1; 2:6–7; 3:8–4:2; 4:29–32, 34–35; 5:3–8; 5:30–6:16; late second century; Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris (Supp. Gr. 1120). See comments on 𝔓67 above.
				

				
						𝔓7
						Luke 4:1–2; fourth century; Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Kyiv (Petrov 553).
				

				
						𝔓45
						Luke 6:31–7:7; 9:26–14:33; early third century; Chester Beatty Library, Dublin (Chester Beatty Papyrus I) (see also Matthew and Mark above, and John below).[55]
				

				
						𝔓69
						Luke 22:41, 45–48, 58–61 (the ms did not contain 22:42–44); third century; P.Oxy. 2383; Sackler Library, Oxford.[56]
				

				
						𝔓75
						Luke 3:18–4:2; 4:34–5:10; 5:37–18:18; 22:4–24:53; third century; Vatican Apostolic Library; olim Bodmer Library, Geneva (P.Bodmer XIV); close affiliation with Codex B (see also John below).[57] (See fig. 1.11.)
				

				
						𝔓82
						Luke 7:32–34, 37–38; late fourth century; has affinities with 𝔓75; Bibliothèque nationale et universitaire, Strasbourg (P. Gr. 2677).[58]
				

				
						𝔓111
						Luke 17:11–13, 22–23; third century; P.Oxy. 4495; Sackler Library, Oxford.[59]
				

				
						𝔓138
						Luke 13:13–17; third century; P.Oxy. 5346; Sackler Library, Oxford.[60]
				

		
									
			Gospel of John

		
				
						 
						 
				

				
					
				𝔓5
						John 1:23–31, 33–40; 16:14–30; 20:11–17, 19–20, 22–25 (P.Oxy 208 + 1781); third century; British Library.
				

				
						𝔓6
						John 10:1–2, 4–7, 9–10; 11:1–8, 45–52 (+ Coptic 1 Clement); late fourth century; Bibliothèque nationale et universitaire, Strasbourg (Pap. copt. 379, 381, 382).
				

				
						𝔓22
						John 15:25–16:2, 21–32; early third century; P.Oxy. 1228; Glasgow University Library (ms Gen 1026).[61]
				

				
						𝔓28
						John 6:8–12, 17–22; late third century; P.Oxy. 1596; Collection of Gifford Combs, Los Angeles; olim Palestine Institute Museum, Pacific School of Religion, Berkeley, California (Pap 2).
				

				
						𝔓39
						John 8:14–22; third century; P.Oxy. 1780; Green Collection, Museum of the Bible, Washington, DC; olim Ambrose Swabey Library (Inv. no. 8864).[62]
				

				
						𝔓45
						John 4:51–5:2, 21–25; 10:7–25; 10:30–11:10, 18–36, 42–57; early third century; Chester Beatty Library, Dublin (Chester Beatty Papyrus I) (see also Matthew Mark, and Luke above).
				

				
						𝔓52
						John 18:31–33, 37–38; P.Ryl. gr 457; second century; John Rylands University Library, Manchester.[63] (See fig. 1.12.)
				

				
						𝔓66
						John 1:1–6:11; 6:35–14:26, 29–30; 15:2–26; 16:2–4, 6–7; 16:10–20:20, 22–23; 20:25–21:9; early third century; Bodmer Library, Geneva (P.Bodmer II).[64] (See fig. 1.13.)
				

				
						𝔓75
						John 1:1–11:45, 48–57; 12:3–13:1, 8–9; 14:8–30; 15:7–8; third century; Vatican Apostolic Library; olim Bodmer Library, Geneva (P.Bodmer XV); close affiliation with Codex B (see Luke above).[65]
				

				
						𝔓80
						John 3:34; third century; P.Barc. 83; Fundación Sant Lluc Evangelista (Inv. no. 83).
				

				
						𝔓90
						John 18:36–19:7; late second–early third century; P.Oxy. 3523; Sackler Library, Oxford.[66] (See fig. 1.14.)
				

				
						𝔓95
						John 5:26–29, 36–38; third century; Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Florence (PL II/31).[67]
				

				
						𝔓106
						John 1:29–35, 40–46; early third century; P.Oxy. 4445; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓107
						John 17:1–2, 11; early third century; P.Oxy. 4446; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓108
						John 17:23–24; 18:1–5; ca. 200; P.Oxy. 4447; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓109
						John 21:18–20, 23–25; late second century; P.Oxy. 4448; Sackler Library, Oxford.[68]
				

				
						𝔓119
						John 1:21–28, 38–44; early third century; P.Oxy. 4803; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓120
						John 1:25–28, 38–44; fourth century; P.Oxy. 4804; Sackler Library Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓121
						John 19:17–18, 25–26; third century; P.Oxy. 4805; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓122
						John 21:11–14, 22–24; late fourth century; P.Oxy. 4806; Sackler Library, Oxford.
				

				
						𝔓134
						John 1:49–2:1; third century; the “Willoughby Papyrus”[69] (at one time part of the private collection of the late Harold R. Willoughby of the University of Chicago).
				

			

			It is interesting to observe the apparent preference that Christians in Egypt, especially in Oxyrhynchus, had for the Gospels of Matthew and John. Among the papyri thus far identified and published, we have some eighteen of Matthew and some twenty-one of John. Luke is found some eight times, while Mark is found only three times. A century or two later and elsewhere in Christendom, Mark, as we have seen earlier, fares much better.

			The evidence for early extracanonical Gospels is as follows:

			Gospel of Thomas

			P.Oxy. 1 = Gos. Thom. §§26–33 + §77b; Greek; third century.

			P.Oxy. 654 = Gos. Thom. prologue + §§1–7, §§24–36; Greek; third century.

			P.Oxy. 655 = Gos. Thom. §36–39; Greek; third century.

			NHC II, 2 32.10–51.28 = Gos. Thom. prologue + §§1–114; Coptic; fourth century.

			Gospel of Peter

			P.Cair. 10759 (“Akhmîm Codex”), folios 1–5; sixth–eighth century.

			P.Oxy. 2949; late second–early third century (identity disputed).

			P.Oxy. 4009; third century (identity disputed).

			P.Vindob.G 2325 (a.k.a. the “Fayum Fragment”); third century (identity disputed).

			Ostracon (van Haelst Nr. 741); sixth or seventh century (identity disputed).

			Gospel of Mary

			P.Oxy. 3525; third century.

			P.Ryl. 463; third century.

			BG 8502; fifth century.

			Miscellaneous Gospel Fragments

			Papyrus Egerton 2 (P.Lond. Christ 1) + P.Col. 255; late second–early third century.

			P.Oxy. 210; third century.

			P.Oxy. 840; third century.

			P.Mert. 51; third century.

			P.Oxy. 1224; fourth century.

			The Gospels of Thomas, Peter, and Mary seem relatively well represented. As we shall see in a later chapter, this is really not the case with respect to the Gospel of Peter. Nor is it with respect to the Egerton Gospel (or harmony), for P.Col. 255 is a fragment of Egerton, not a second witness. The remaining fragmentary texts, so far as we know, are orphans. Evidently Egyptian Christians enjoyed stories about Jesus.

			In recent studies, Stanley Porter has recognized the need for critical editions of extracanonical texts.[70] Not only would critical editions help in ascertaining the relationship of extracanonical writings to the canonicals, it would aid in the interpretation of the extracanonicals themselves. As will be seen in later chapters that investigate some of these writings, points of interpretation are inaccurate due to false readings. The recent critical work by Thomas Kraus, Michael Kruger, and Tobias Nicklas goes a long way in responding to Porter’s call.[71]

			A Note on the Authorship of the Gospels

			It is widely assumed in scholarship that the four New Testament Gospels originally circulated anonymously. For example, in his magisterial commentary on the Gospel of Mark, Rudolf Pesch speaks for many when he asserts that the “Gospel of Mark was without doubt published anonymously” and that “all inscriptions and subscriptions in the Gospel manuscripts are late.”[72] How Pesch can say that Mark—or any of the other New Testament Gospels—was “without doubt” (zweifellos) published anonymously is quite remarkable. No less remarkable is the second assertion that the superscriptions and subscriptions, by which Mark and the other Gospels are identified (e.g., κατὰ Μᾶρκον, etc.), are late, implying, ultimately, that these inscriptions are fictitious or, at best, reflect an uncertain tradition.

			Of course, it really is not surprising that Pesch asserts these things, for they are widely assumed in critical Gospel scholarship. I must admit, too, that these negative assertions could be true, at least theoretically, but there is no evidence that they are. And that is the important point here: there is no evidence that the New Testament Gospels ever circulated anonymously. All of the evidence that we have, and some of it dates to the early second century, suggests that the authorship of the four Gospels was known (see the discussion in the Introduction above).

			In my view, the strongest argument against the assumption that the Gospels originally circulated anonymously is that anonymous works acquired diverse and conflicting titles and claims of authorship.[73] We see this in the New Testament in the case of the Epistle to the Hebrews. The work is anonymous, so it is not surprising that three or four names are suggested as its author. But this is not the case with respect to any of the four Gospels. There simply are no competing claims. Matthew is always known as Matthew, Mark always as Mark, and so on. This reality resists the oft-heard assertions that the Gospels originally circulated as anonymous works.[74]

			Another factor that supports the unanimous tradition of the Gospels’ authorship is the names themselves: they are not especially impressive. If the Gospels originally circulated anonymously and the names eventually assigned to them have no basis in early, widely known tradition, then why would authorities choose only one certain apostolic name—that is, Matthew? And why choose Matthew, about whom almost nothing is known and whose only claim to fame is the tradition that he was the author of the Gospel of Matthew? Why choose Mark, especially when his source material, according to very early tradition, is Petrine? Why not call this Gospel the Gospel of Peter? If no one really knows who wrote this Gospel, why settle for the cousin of Barnabas, who abandoned the first missionary journey and returned home (cf. Acts 13:13; 15:37–39)? Even in the case of the Fourth Gospel, which was believed to have been written by John, the early tradition admits to uncertainty as to which John (the apostle or some other John?). It seems more than strange that if the four Gospels circulated anonymously into the second century, the church did not select weightier apostolic names, especially in view of the second-century proliferation of Gospels and Gospel-like texts that made explicit claims to exalted authorship. One would think that at least a few alternate suggestions would be present in the patristic tradition.

			Remember, too, what was said above in the Introduction about books ready “for distribution,” how they were to have a preface (προοίμιον), inscription (ἐπιγραφῆς), or signature (ὑπογραφήν).[75] Were the New Testament Gospels exceptions to this apparently standard practice? Mark’s Petrine notes (ὑπομνήματα) and other unordered (οὐ τάξις) collections, such as Q, may have circulated without preface or inscription; but ordered, edited work, such as the New Testament Gospels, would not. We should assume that they circulated with accompanying letters and/or prefaces, in which their authorship or community affiliation was identified. The assumption that finished work, such as we see in the four New Testament Gospels, circulated anonymously is very unlikely.

			And finally, the extant manuscript evidence itself speaks against the confident assertion that “without doubt” the Gospels originally circulated anonymously. In every single text that we have where the beginning or the ending of the work survives, we find the traditional authorship. We have an excellent example of this in 𝔓75, which may date to about 250 ce or a bit earlier. We find on leaf 47 (recto), where Luke ends (at Luke 24:53), the words εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ Λουκᾶν. Below these words is a blank space, the equivalent of two to three lines. Below this space follow the words εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ Ἰωάνην [sic] and then the opening verses of the Gospel of John.[76] And of course, 𝔓66, which dates ca. 200 ce, begins with the incipit, εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ Ἰωάννην. All of the major fourth- and fifth-century codices that contain the beginnings or endings of the Gospels identify them according to their traditional authorship. There are no anonymous copies of the Gospels and there are no copies of the canonical Gospels under different names. Unless evidence to the contrary should surface, we should stop talking about anonymous Gospels and late, unhistorical superscriptions and subscriptions.[77]

			Problems Dating Papyri

			Scholars are understandably quite interested in the age of our ancient manuscripts. We wish to know when they were written, how widely they circulated, how they were used, and how long they were used. The dates of the oldest Greek New Testament papyri have in recent years become an item of debate. Thirty years ago, Y. K. Kim argued for a late first-century date for 𝔓46, a codex containing most of Paul’s letters.[78] Few, if any, have followed Kim. 𝔓64, comprising three small fragments of Matt 26, in possession of Oxford’s Magdalen College, gained notoriety when Carsten Peter Thiede dated the fragments to ca. 70 ce, suggesting, in turn, that Matthew itself was composed in the 50s.[79] These early dates are today almost universally rejected.[80] Herbert Hunger argued for an early second-century date for 𝔓66.[81] His paleographical points of comparison, however, are imprecise and unconvincing. Virtually no one accepts his results. Recently, Karl Jaroš has argued for early dates.[82] But again, these proposals have not gained a following.

				Although not advancing dates as early as those proposed by Kim, Thiede, and Hunger, in a number of recent and major publications Philip Comfort has assigned somewhat early dates to several New Testament papyri, dates that are often earlier than the dates proposed by other papyrologists, such as the eminent papyrologist Eric Turner.[83] For example, Comfort dates 𝔓64+67+4 (fragments of Matthew and Luke) mid- to late second century,[84] 𝔓32 (fragments of Titus) second century,[85] 𝔓46 (Paul’s letters) mid- to late second century,[86] 𝔓52 (a small fragment of John) first quarter of second century,[87] 𝔓66 (most of John) mid-second century,[88] 𝔓75 (portions of Luke and John) late second century,[89] 𝔓77+103 (fragments of Matthew) late second century,[90] 𝔓87 (fragment of Philemon) early to mid-second century,[91] 𝔓90 (a fragment of John) second half of second century,[92] 𝔓98 (a fragment of Revelation) mid-second century,[93] 𝔓104 (fragments of Matthew) early second century,[94] and 𝔓109 (fragments of John) late second century,[95] for a total of 12 mss dated to the second century, several to the early or middle part of the century. With the recent publication of 𝔓137 (small fragment of Mark), which Comfort will probably accept as second century, the number will rise to 13. Comfort dates another 18 mss to the first half of the third century.[96] Several papyrologists regard these dates as too early,[97] though the discussion will no doubt continue.[98]

			In recent years, some papyrologists have questioned the more or less standard dates of a few papyri. In a series of studies, Brent Nongbri has suggested that 𝔓52 may date somewhat later than the first half of the second century,[99] while 𝔓66 and 𝔓75, he thinks, might date to the fourth century, rather than to the third.[100] Further comparative study is needed, as will be made clear shortly.

			The recent discussion centered on 𝔓52 is instructive. Largely in appreciation of Nongbri’s study, Paul Foster expresses concerns about apologetically driven paleography that, he thinks, tends to assign earlier dates.[101] He describes the uncertainty of the dating of P.Egerton 2 and how the dating of this document is often linked to the dating of 𝔓52. Whereas papyrologists originally dated P.Egerton 2 to the middle of the second century, the publication of P.Köln 255, which was discovered to be a fragment of P.Egerton 2, gave pause.[102] P.Köln 255 exhibits a punctuation mark (an oblique apostrophe) that becomes well attested in the third century.[103] Foster and others wonder if P.Egerton 2, therefore, should be dated to the end of the second century, or perhaps later. And, if so, perhaps 𝔓52 should be dated later also.

			Stanley Porter has recently reviewed this debate, finding that when everything is taken into consideration, including carefully reading what C. H. Roberts and E. G. Turner actually say in their respective studies, as well as heeding the cautions and caveats in the more recent studies of Nongbri, Orsini, and Clarysse, we are today pretty much where we were in the 1930s, when P.Egerton 2 and 𝔓52 were originally published.[104]

			One of the difficulties in dating undated literary papyri with dated documentary papyri is that, in terms of penmanship, we are, in a sense, comparing apples and oranges. In the case of the debate surrounding 𝔓52, Porter notes that none of the new texts Nongbri has introduced for comparison “is literary or semi-literary.”[105] Porter rightly wonders how helpful these texts are in deciding the date of 𝔓52, given that the new texts used for comparison are in “non-literary/documentary hands.”[106] Porter reminds us of Turner’s important caution that “comparison of book hands with dated documentary hands will be less reliable. The intention of the scribe is different in the two cases . . .”[107] Given the many factors involved, many of them unknown, as well as the subjective nature of the work itself, it is not surprising that papyrologists sometimes arrive at very different dates.

			The recently published 𝔓137, an early fragment of Mark, well illustrates the problem of dating fragments of literary papyri. In the early 1980s, R. A. Coles, not recognizing that the fragment now published as P.Oxy. 5345 was a page from the Gospel of Mark, wrote on a record card “I/II,” indicating that he believed the fragment dated to the late first or early second century.[108] Even when the fragment in 2011 was finally identified as Mark, the late first–early second century date was entertained, at least initially. The discovery of this fragment of Mark and its possible early date became a public sensation. In due course, editors Dirk Obbink and Daniela Colomo settled on a date of late second–early third century, as now seen in the official publication of the editio princeps.[109] Even this later date makes the fragment the oldest extant text of Mark, or at least of Mark 1.

			We may ask: What made Coles think the fragment could date to the late first century? One will also wonder if the eventual identification of P.Oxy. 5345 as Mark encouraged the adoption of a later date. Had the fragment not been identified as a Christian writing, would the late first–early second century date have been retained?[110]

			Obbink and Colomo acknowledge that “dating this hand presents even more difficulties than usual, since the sample is so small and damaged and the scribe inconsistent. Its most indicative feature is the juxtaposition of wide and narrow letters.” This style, we are told, “appears also in dated documents from the reign of Hadrian on.”[111] Obbink and Colomo cite a number of papyri, including 𝔓103 (Matthew) and 𝔓38 (Acts). In light of these parallels, “we incline,” they say, “to assign 5345 to the (later) second or (earlier) third century.”[112] On the basis of the evidence presented, the proposed date range seems reasonable. We may assume that this small, damaged fragment of Mark will be carefully scrutinized by the scholarly community.

			As small and as damaged as it is, P.Oxy. 5345 has already made a contribution to textual criticism. An interesting variant appears on the leaf’s recto side at line 3 ( = Mark 1:17). The partially restored line reads:[113]

			kai eipe]n autois deute op[isw mou kai

			and he sai]d to them, “Come af[ter me and

			However, most authorities, including א A B D and W (without the definite article),[114] read:

			kai eipen autois o is deute opisw mou kai

			and Jesus said to them, “Come after me and

			It seems that the nomen sacrum o i-s\ (“Jesus”) has been accidentally omitted due to parablepsy, that is, because the last three letters of the third-person pronoun autois (“to them”), which are the same three letters in the name o i-s\, caught the copyist’s eye (that is, the scribe may have had autoisois in the text before him but wrote only autois). If this is what happened, then we may have evidence of an early example of a nomen sacrum, not in 𝔓137 itself but in the older text that lay before the copyist. It would be an especially early example of a nomen sacrum, if P.Oxy. 5345 dates closer to the beginning of the second century, as Coles originally thought. However, we do have a few mss in which ὁ Ἰησοῦς does not appear in Mark 1:17 (i.e., Φ and 1194, cited by Obbink and Colomo). Therefore, it is possible that ὁ Ἰησοῦς was added to the text, perhaps to clarify the subject of the sentence.

			Problems Dating Texts

			Given all of the variables, scholars dating extant texts and fragments cannot escape the problem of subjectivity. Fully aware of the pitfalls, papyrologists do the best they can. Of course, when we try to date literary manuscripts, we are usually interested in two dates: the date of the extant manuscript, that is, when it was copied, and the earlier date of when the original text was composed, of which the extant manuscript (however many generations removed) is but a copy. Many of the documentary papyri are autographic, or are copies made shortly after the autographs were produced. With respect to most of them, there really is only one date with which to be concerned (and most of them are, in any case, explicitly dated). But with respect to literary papyri this is rarely the case.[115] Not only are literary papyri typically undated, they are rarely autographs. An extant third- or fourth-century papyrus may be a copy of a work composed in the first century, as is the case with most of the writings that make up the New Testament. The date of the extant copy tells us little or nothing about the date of the original composition itself. Dating the composition is complex and involves several internal and external factors.

			What is especially precarious is dating hypothetical “texts” and imagined “early editions.” This problem is well illustrated in John Dominic Crossan’s popular and controversial book on the historical Jesus that appeared in 1991.[116] For his construction of what Jesus said and did, Crossan sensibly prefers multiply attested materials. Tradition reported by two or more sources normally is to be preferred to tradition reported by only a single source. All else equal, the odds in favor of authentic tradition are somewhat increased when tradition is found in two or more sources. However, Crossan’s emphasis on multiple attestation seems to have led to a multiplication of the sources themselves; and along with the increased number of sources, some very hypothetical and subjective dates for composition have been proposed.

			In what he calls “An Inventory of the Jesus Tradition by Chronological Stratification and Independent Attestation,” Crossan creates a catalogue of texts, real and imagined. His catalogue, or “inventory,” is truly remarkable and is worth reviewing in the present context. In the “First Stratum [30–60 C.E.]” Crossan lists Gospel of Thomas I, made up of two layers, the first dating to the 50s and the second layer added sometime in the 60s or 70s. On the basis of saying §12, Crossan speculates further that the first layer of Thomas may have been composed in Jerusalem and may have been linked to James, the brother of Jesus. In this first stratum, Crossan also includes P.Egerton 2, which “could be as early as the fifties”; P.Vindob. G 2325; P.Oxy. 1224; the Gospel of the Hebrews, “composed in the fifties”; and the Cross Gospel, also composed in the 50s, which is a hypothetical version of the Gospel of Peter.

			Crossan classifies several more texts under a “Second Stratum [60–80 C.E.].” These include the Gospel of the Egyptians, “composed in Egypt, possibly by the sixties”; Secret Gospel of Mark, “the first version of the Gospel of Mark . . . composed in the early seventies”; the canonical Gospel of Mark, composed “by the end of the seventies”; P.Oxy. 840, “dated tentatively around the eighties”; Gospel of Thomas II; a Dialogue Collection, now embedded in the Coptic Gnostic Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III,5); and the Signs Gospel, a hypothetical source that may underlie John 2–14.

			Under a “Third Stratum [80–120 C.E.]” Crossan lists, among other things, the canonical Gospel of Matthew, “written around 90 C.E.,” which he notes made use of the hypothetical Cross Gospel; the canonical Gospel of Luke, “written as early as the nineties but before John 1–20”; and Gospel of John I, which was the “first edition of the Gospel of John . . . composed, very early in the second century.” Under a “Fourth Stratum [120–150 C.E.],” Crossan lists Gospel of John II, which includes chapter 21 and appears to be canonical John; the Apocryphon of James (NHC I,2); the Gospel of the Ebionites; and the Gospel of Peter.

			To casual readers, Crossan’s “Inventory” may look like critical scholarship, but to the expert it is little more than a house of cards. Now it needs to be made clear that when Crossan dates P.Egerton 2, P.Vindob. G 2325, and P.Oxy. 1224 to the fifties and P.Oxy. 840 to the eighties, in most cases he is not challenging the dates assigned to these papyrus fragments by the papyrologists who published them. He is proposing dates for the assumed original compositions, of which the extant materials are but later copies. The same applies with respect to the Gospel of Thomas, apparently preserved fully in a fourth-century Coptic translation at Nag Hammadi. The third-century Greek fragments of Thomas (i.e., P.Oxy. 1, 654, and 655) prove that this writing circulated in Greek much earlier than the Coptic translation. But assuming that P.Egerton 2, P.Vindob. G 2325, P.Oxy. 840, and P.Oxy. 1224 are copies of texts that were originally composed in the first century is problematic. These extant fragments may be the remains of autographs that are attested nowhere else. P.Egerton 2, for example, could well be a harmony of the New Testament Gospels and as such fits well in the second century, when harmonies were being produced by people like Justin Martyr and Tatian.[117]

			But what is especially troubling is the extraction of hypothetical texts from extant texts. If dating real texts is beset with subjectivity, how can dating hypothetical texts be anything other than an exercise in subjectivity and, perhaps, preference and bias? Most scholars date the Gospel of Thomas to the second century (this question will be treated in greater detail in later chapters). Crossan, however, believes he has identified two early layers of Thomas that date to the 50s and 60s and a third layer that dates to the 70s. The first two layers are older than Mark, the oldest of the canonical Gospels. All three hypothetical Thomas layers are older than the other three canonical Gospels. According to this imaginative reconstruction, Thomas is much closer to the historical Jesus and part of Thomas may have originated with the brother of Jesus. Yet Thomas exhibits no historical, geographical, cultural, or religious verisimilitude to speak of. Archaeologists in Israel make no use of Thomas, as they do make use of the four canonical Gospels. How can this be, if large chunks of Thomas originated so early and in Jerusalem itself?

			Crossan is not alone in this highly subjective approach. A few other Thomas scholars have similarly proposed a series of editions or layers, the earliest of which reach back to the 30s and 40s! By pruning extant Thomas manuscripts of their obvious second-century features, these scholars can backdate hypothetical forms of the text to periods of time well before the composition and circulation of the canonical Gospels and then claim that the canonicals are dependent on Thomas. Not too many historians accept this method. After all, what if scholars concerned with the historical Jesus extracted from the canonical Gospels various hypothetical editions that they claimed reached back to the apostles in the 30s? Who would accept such a procedure? Surely what these Thomas scholars are doing is little more than special pleading, in that they redact the evidence so it will accommodate the hypothesis. (Again, much more will be said about the Egerton Papyrus and the Gospel of Thomas in chapters below.)

			The same is done in the case of the Gospel of Peter, which is referenced by Bishop Serapion at the end of the second century. There is nothing about this text that calls for a date earlier than the middle of the second century. Indeed, most scholars rightly recognize that it is dependent on the Gospel of Matthew and, in fact, extends and elaborates on Matthew’s distinctive resurrection apologetic. (The Gospel of Peter will be treated in great detail in a later chapter.) In the case of the Gospel of the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Ebionites, all that survive are quotations from church fathers, many from the third century. Almost always these Gospels are referenced by the fathers and copyists because they read differently from the canonical Gospels. The impression one has from these references is that Hebrews and Ebionites (and we could add here the Gospel of the Nazarenes) gloss or edit the older versions preserved in the canonicals. Crossan and others are free to disagree with the fathers, but the frequent assertion or assumption that the distinctive elements of Hebrews and Ebionites are more ancient than the tradition in the canonical Gospels is often gratuitous.

			Furthermore, one cannot help but notice the tendency among some scholars to date the canonical Gospels as late as possible and to date the extracanonical Gospels and fragments as early as possible. Perhaps it reflects the egalitarian spirit of our age and the desire to avoid privileging tradition that has “marginalized” minority views, but it strikes me as a reverse form of the theological paleography and apologetic some papyrologists have complained about with respect to the tendency to date New Testament papyri as early as possible. Paul Foster agrees. With respect to Helmut Koester’s tendency to date as early as possible what he believes is textual evidence for the Gospel of Peter, Foster remarks, with justification: “There appears to be a theological agenda at work here, which is based upon pushing the date of non-canonical gospel texts earlier in order to make them rival the canonical Gospels in terms of priority.”[118]

			The date debate will no doubt continue. Dating extant materials and dating the time of original composition will in most cases remain challenging. Expanding the number of texts that can be used for comparison should help with respect to dating extant undated texts, while understanding better the social, political, and religious realities of late antiquity should help with respect to dating compositions whose autographs and early copies are no longer extant. Another way to calculate date ranges of extant manuscripts is to take demographics into consideration. How many Christians lived in Egypt, where our relevant papyri have been found, could well have a bearing on how many texts they produced and, therefore, how many texts we can expect to recover. To this interesting proposal I turn next.

			Christian Demographics and the Dates of Early New Testament Papyri

			On the basis of the assumption that in the second century there were very few Christians and that therefore Christians made up a very small percentage of the total population of Egypt (and elsewhere in the Roman Empire), Roger Bagnall surmises that “the inherent probability of finding many Christian books truly datable to the second century is very low.”[119] Accordingly, he suspects that several Greek New Testament papyri that have been dated to the second century probably should be assigned later dates.

			At first blush, Bagnall’s thinking seems reasonable. After all, if “Christians did not amount to as much as 1 percent of the population”[120] until the early third century, we should expect to find very few Christian papyri, perhaps none, that truly date to the second century. It is simply a matter of probability based on a correlation between demographics and literary remains. Indeed, as already noted, a number of studies have appeared in recent years arguing for later dates for several papyri.

			Bagnall’s estimation of the Christian population in Egypt is based on Rodney Stark’s highly theoretical formula, in which he begins with a very small number of Christians at the beginning of the movement and ends with “an overwhelming majority by the late fourth century,” by which time the new faith is legal.[121] Following Stark’s math, Bagnall estimates that at the beginning of the second century there were just over 750 Christians in Egypt (about 0.014 percent of the population) and at the end of the second century there were just over 21,000 Christians in Egypt (about 0.395 percent of the population). On the basis of these figures and the total number of books or fragments of books recovered from the second century, Bagnall believes that “we should have just one or two Christian fragments from the second century as a whole.” Accordingly, “On any reckoning, the number of published fragments of Christian character usually assigned to these early periods considerably exceeds the expected number.”[122]

			Bagnall does acknowledge uncertainties in this kind of argument. His and Stark’s statistics assume a steady increase in Christian population, spread more or less evenly throughout the empire. Bagnall admits that this is unlikely; that increases in the Christian population no doubt varied from region to region. He also acknowledges that literacy, attitudes toward and practices with respect to literature regarded as sacred, and violence that resulted in the deliberate destruction of Christian writings are all variables that could tilt the statistics in one direction or the other. Nevertheless, Bagnall believes we should be guided by these demographic estimations when we attempt to date Christian writings from antiquity. If we follow this suggestion, then we may have to conclude that at most only one or two (and not as many as one dozen) of the New Testament papyri recovered thus far date from the second century.

			In his review of Bagnall’s book, Larry Hurtado is troubled by the acknowledged demographic uncertainties. He agrees that the later dating of early New Testament papyri recommended by Eric Turner is to be preferred to some of the early dating recommended by others, and so on that score he is in agreement with Bagnall; but he is “less swayed by Bagnall’s attempt to mount his argument from probability,” adding: “It all seems to me too much guesswork to form the basis of anything compelling.”[123] I share Hurtado’s unease with this kind of argument.[124] The assumption that the Christian population in Egypt at the beginning of the second century was only 750 strikes me as much too small.

			There are other demographic factors that must be taken into account. Foremost is the utter uncertainty of it all. Review of the literature concerned with estimating populations of the Roman Empire as a whole, or of various regions (such as Palestine and Egypt), shows how estimations vary widely. We simply do not know how many people lived in Palestine, how many people lived in Egypt (or how many who lived in Egypt were Jewish), and how many people lived in Rome or in Italy. Historians and geographers base their estimations on how much grain a given region could produce, as well as how many kilograms of grain per capita annually would have been required. The latter we can estimate, but what can we really know of the former? Closely linked to these factors is the question of how much water was available, both for drinking and for irrigation. Population estimations involve as much guesswork as evidence.[125]

			In my view, regional factors and demographic variations should be carefully considered.[126] For example, we should probably assume that the large Jewish population in Egypt resulted in a Christian population larger than Christian populations elsewhere in the Roman Empire. In its first two centuries or so, Christianity spread rapidly among the Jewish population, especially “God fearers” and proselytes. Wherever large Jewish populations were, we should assume a greater than average Christian population. Of course, we are not sure how many Jews lived in Egypt and therefore the number of Christians is unknown. According to Philo, “Jews who inhabited Alexandria and the rest of the country from the Catabathmos on the side of Libya to the boundaries of Ethiopia were not less than a million” (Flacc. 43). Philo’s reckoning is inflated, to be sure, but by how much?[127] The total population of Egypt is unknown, with scholarly estimations ranging from three to seven million.[128] Conservative estimations of the Jewish population in Egypt range from 150,000 to 200,000, with half in Alexandria.[129] Others speak of several hundred thousands, perhaps one million.[130] But again, these are only educated guesses. The oft-cited P.Lond. 1912 ( = CPJ 153), in which Claudius (in 41 ce) warns the Jews not to bring in more Jews from Syria or elsewhere in Egypt,[131] seems to imply that, from the emperor’s point of view, the Jewish population in Alexandria was substantial enough.

			I also have reservations about the logic of Bagnall’s approach. After all, it could be argued that the several Christian papyri found in Egypt and dated to the second century constitute evidence that the Christian population in Egypt was not as small as suggested in Bagnall’s application of Stark’s calculations. In other words, the evidence of the papyri should be viewed as primary and guesses about population should be viewed as secondary. The first (paleography of papyri) controls the second (estimations of population), not the reverse. I shall return to this point at the end of my study.

			As it so happens, we may have direct evidence of surprisingly large numbers of Christians in the second century in a given region. This region is not in Egypt; it is in Asia Minor. In my opinion, this evidence should make us cautious about assumptions of tiny numbers of Christians, which in turn lead to further assumptions about how many Christian manuscripts we should expect to recover from a given place and period of time.

			Pliny’s letter to Trajan in 111/112 suggests that the number of Christians in Pontus of Asia Minor was far greater than a fraction of 1 percent of the general population. I refer, of course, to the much-discussed letter in which Pliny briefly describes the Christians he has interrogated. The letter is well known and often cited because of its reference to Christians, who “chant verses alternately among themselves in honour of Christ as if he were a god” and at the end of their ceremony “take food of an ordinary, harmless kind” (Ep. 10.96.7).

			Pliny was appointed legatus pro praetore provinciae Ponti et Bithyniae in 109 or 110 ce by Emperor Trajan.[132] The provinces of Pontus and Bithynia were disorganized and rife with corruption. Pliny’s task as the emperor’s legate was to reorganize this territory in Asia Minor, restore law and order, and bring the economy back to its full potential. Pliny wrote the emperor some thirty-seven times, asking for advice or providing updates. The letter that seeks the emperor’s advice regarding the Christians is concerned with economics as much as it is concerned with religion and law. Pliny apparently died in 112, not long after writing this letter.[133]

			My interest with the letter concerns its larger context, not Pliny’s description of the Christians, their beliefs, or what is said about Jesus. Pliny’s concern was less the religious character of the Christians than it was the impact that the movement was having on the pagan religious economy. Here is part of his letter, a part that is usually not quoted:

			The charges are becoming more widespread and increasing in variety. An anonymous pamphlet has been circulated which contains the names of a number of accused persons. . . . The question seems to me to be worthy of your consideration, especially in view of the number of persons endangered; for a great many individuals of every age and class, both men and women, are being brought to trial, and this is likely to continue. It is not only the towns, but villages and rural districts too which are infected through contact with this wretched cult. I think though that it is still possible for it to be checked and directed to better ends, for there is no doubt that people have begun to throng the temples which had been almost entirely deserted for a long time; the sacred rites which had been allowed to lapse are being performed again, and flesh of sacrificial victims is on sale everywhere, though up till recently scarcely anyone could be found to buy it. It is easy to infer from this that a great many people could be reformed if they were given an opportunity to repent.[134] (Ep. 10.96.4b–5a, 9–10)

			Pliny wrote this letter sometime in late 111 or early 112 (or late 110/early 111). Whereas most of the letter is focused on how to deal with Christians, it is the last part quoted above, especially §§9–10, that takes us to the root of the problem that gave rise to accusations and Pliny’s decision to take firm action. In §4b, the governor reports that charges against Christians “are becoming more widespread and increasing in variety.” Indeed, an unsigned “pamphlet has been circulated which contains the names of a number of accused persons” (§5). The pot, it would seem, had begun to boil prior to Pliny’s watch, and he had to do something about it. What made the pot boil becomes clear in the last part of the letter.

			Pliny believes it is necessary to bring the matter to the emperor’s attention “in view of the number of persons endangered” (§9), that is, endangered by the new cult (superstitionis). It is likely the governor means that the population is in danger of the wrath of the local gods, whose rites have been neglected thanks to the Christians who worship Christ (and him alone).[135] The matter must be taken seriously, “for a great many [multi] individuals” of every age and class have become Christians and now face charges. Alas, remarks Pliny, “this is likely to continue” (§9). Indeed, the pestilence had spread everywhere, to the villages and rural districts, as well as to the towns.[136]

			Pliny ends his letter on a positive, hopeful note. He assures the emperor that “it is still possible for it [the Christian plague] to be checked and directed to better ends” (§10). This, of course, is what Trajan wants to hear. To support his optimism, Pliny notes that “people have begun to throng the temples which had been almost entirely deserted for a long time; the sacred rites which had been allowed to lapse are being performed again.” The “flesh of sacrificial victims,” Pliny continues, “is on sale everywhere, though up till recently scarcely anyone could be found to buy it” (§10).

			Deserted temples (desolata templa), lapsed rites (sacra sollemnia), and no demand for sacrificial victims (carnem victimarum)! Pliny could not have painted a bleaker picture. There is no doubt that behind this description is a lot of exaggeration, perhaps largely manufactured by the pagan priests themselves.[137] Thanks to the governor’s firm hand, the situation has been rectified and things are beginning to return to normal. People now throng the temples and the flesh of sacrificial victims is on sale everywhere,[138] which only shows that “a great many people could be reformed if they are given an opportunity to repent.” Competent governors like Pliny bring about these satisfactory outcomes. The emperor must have been pleased to hear this (and he was, as we learn in Ep. 10.97: “You have followed the right course of procedure, my dear Pliny”).

			The politics behind Pliny’s letter are obvious. The rhetorical touches are hard to miss, and there is no question that we have significant exaggeration in this paragraph.[139] But even so, for the situation to develop in the first place, for the priests to make their complaints, for the emperor to find it necessary to send his trusted lieutenant to Pontus and Bithynia, there must have been a real problem. A big part of that problem must have been a noticeable decline in participation in the pagan rites, which gave rise to priestly complaints. Christian influence seems to have been a significant cause (but probably not the only cause). For Christians to have contributed to a decline in participation in the pagan rites, at least enough to have blame assigned them, their numbers had to be substantial.[140] A tiny number would have had no impact, and therefore there would have been little reason to make a fuss.

			Roman administrators were legally permitted to intimidate, interrogate, torture, imprison, even execute Christians, as well as members of other unlawful or nonrecognized collegia (“clubs”), largely because of restrictions against such collegia originally put in place by Julius Caesar (ca. 46 bce). These restrictions created a legal precedent, which guided later governors. Caesar’s policy, evidently followed by his successors (most importantly, Augustus; see Suetonius, Jul. 32.1; Dio, Historia Romana 54.2, as well as the inscription in CIL VI 2193 = ILS 4966), is explicitly mentioned by Suetonius: “[Caesar] dissolved all clubs except those that were long established” (Jul. 42.3: cuncta collegia praeter antiquitus constituta distraxit). It is also presupposed by Josephus, who reminds his Roman readers of the privilege Jews have to meet together:

			The Jews of Delos . . . signified to us, that, by a decree of yours, you forbid them to make use of the customs of their forefathers, and their way of sacred worship. Now it does not please me that such decrees should be made against our friends and confederates . . . even Caius Caesar, our imperator and consul, in that decree in which he forbade the Bacchanal rioters to meet in the city, nevertheless permitted these Jews and these only, both to bring in their contributions, and to hold their common meals [σύνδειπνα]. (Ant. 14.213–215)

			In defense of the Jewish people in Alexandria, Emperor Claudius makes the same point: “[The Jewish people] have lived in the city a long time” (P.Lond. 1912, line 82).

			By the beginning of the second century, most Christians gathered and worshipped outside the synagogues (see Ignatius, Magn. 8.1; 10.1, 3; Phld. 6.1; as well as the expulsion texts of John 9:22; 12:42; and 16:2, which are probably relevant). Unlike Jews who met in synagogues, Christians who were estranged from the synagogues did not enjoy immunity from the law against assembly, for Christian assemblies were not “long established.” Simply by meeting together, Christians ran the risk of drawing unwelcome attention from the authorities.

			Emperor Trajan himself seemed particularly uneasy with regard to associations and clubs. Indeed, he was concerned that military commanders not have at their disposal too many troops. Some of his correspondence with Pliny touched on this very topic. The great jurist Ulpian (late second century) opined that a competent governor pacified his province and, if necessary, sought evil and disruptive persons, clearing them from his province.[141] It is quite probable that Pliny acted against the Christians because he knew full well the emperor’s sentiments. To “pacify” Pontus, it was necessary to suppress the Christian movement.

			From Pliny’s point of view, what makes the situation in Pontus and Bithynia critical is that the pagan temples “had been almost entirely deserted for a long time” and “the sacred rites . . . had been allowed to lapse.” Through Pliny’s actions, which included arresting, torturing, and even in some cases executing Christians, the people were beginning to return to the temples and once again to perform the sacred rites. As much as anything else, it was the economic impact that the growing Christian population had on the pagan cults that had contributed to the crisis[142] and led to accusations, which included the circulation of an anonymous pamphlet that named several Christians.

			Pliny ends his letter to Trajan on a hopeful note, inferring from the rebounding sales of meat sacrificed to the gods that the situation was beginning to return to normal. The governor adds, almost in a sermonizing tone, that—to quote his platitude one more time—“a great many people can be reformed if given opportunity to repent.”[143]

			The point here is that for Christians to have had such an impact in towns, villages, and rural districts, with the result that the pagan temples “had been almost entirely deserted” and the sacred rites “had been allowed to lapse,” their numbers must have been significant. Surely, if Christians made up less than 10 percent of the population (never mind 1 percent!), it is hard to see how they could have played such a role or why Pliny would have focused so much attention on them in his actions and in his letter to the emperor. The Christian population in Pontus and Bithynia must have been substantial for the pagan cults, rites, and sale of sacrificial meat to have been impacted to such a degree.

			One should also wonder about the involvement of Roman emperors in the persecution of Christians, if their numbers in the first and second centuries were so tiny. But if Christian numbers were more substantial, involvement of the emperors in persecution and legal actions would make sense. Nero (54–68 ce), for instance, blamed Christians for the fire that destroyed a great part of Rome (Tacitus, Ann. 15.44; Suetonius, Nero 16).[144] If the Christian population in Rome was very small, we should not expect the emperor even to know of them. And, if he did, would blaming a tiny sect that was hardly known to the Roman public achieve the emperor’s purpose—to shift blame for the catastrophic fire? However, a large number of Christians, involved in controversies with the synagogue that sometimes spilled out into public view and provoking the ire of Romans for not supporting the traditional gods, makes better sense of Nero’s actions.

			The Flavian emperors knew of the Christians, thanks to the writings of Josephus (Ant. 18.63–64; 20.200). Trajan (98–117 ce) knew who the Christians were, as we have seen in his correspondence with Pliny (Ep. 10.96–97).[145] Hadrian (117–138 ce) and Antoninus Pius (138–161 ce) knew of the persecution of Christians and may even have condoned it (Justin, 1 Apol. 1.68–69; cited and discussed in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.8.7–9.3).[146] Marcus Aurelius (161–180 ce) was involved in the trials of Christians (Meditations 11.3; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.1). Although it is debated, Claudius (41–54 ce) may have been involved in Christian controversy (Suetonius, Claud. 25.4; Acts 18:2). If so, then Christians had become known to the highest Roman authority by the end of the 40s, which makes Nero’s subsequent use of Christians as scapegoats more understandable. Christians being on the imperial radar, so to speak, by the middle of the first century is easier to explain if the Christian population was substantial, not tiny.[147]

			The Jewish population was large in Rome, Asia Minor, Egypt, and Libya (esp. Alexandria and Cyrene). It is among the Jewish population that the Christian movement grew rapidly. This is hardly surprising, for the Christian movement began as a Jewish sect, eventually reaching out to non-Jews, but not without controversy, as seen in the book of Acts (e.g., Acts 10–11, 15) and in other New Testament writings, especially the letters of Paul (e.g., Rom 9–11; Gal 1–4). Paul’s missionary strategy of going “to the Jew first, then also to the Greek” (Rom 1:16; 2:9) was not uniquely Pauline but seems to have reflected the strategy of the church as a whole. In Acts, Paul and his companions speak first to the congregations of local synagogues and then to non-Jews. We see this pattern in city after city that the apostle enters (Acts 13:14; 14:1; 17:1, 10, 17; 18:4, 19, 26; 19:8).

			Although the focus of the book of Acts is on Paul’s work in Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Greece, there is good evidence of Christian missionary efforts in Egypt in the first century. After a detailed evaluation of the pertinent evidence, Eckhard Schnabel opines that it “seems that Christian communities were established in North Africa at an early date.”[148] By “an early date,” Schnabel means the first century. In my view, there is no reason to assume that the Christian population in Egypt was less than what it was in Asia Minor.[149]

			There is one other point that should be made. The Christian movement relied heavily on authoritative written texts, especially the Gospels and the letters of Paul, which among religious groups in the Roman Empire was unusual: “At its core, early Christianity was a religion concerned with books.”[150] An emphasis on sacred literature was inherited from Judaism. I should think too that given the closeness and overlap with Judaism and the Jewish people, Christian writings were important to clarify to insiders, as well as to outsiders, in what ways the Christian movement embraced the mother faith and in what ways it was distinctive (in proclaiming the resurrection and messianic identity of Jesus). In this important way Christianity, as well as Judaism, was very different from other Greco-Roman cults, for which sacred texts were less important. We should assume a higher number of sacred texts among its membership and, especially, its leadership.[151]

			Accordingly, the provisional dating of about one dozen fragmentary texts of the Greek New Testament to the second half of the second century is not implausible. By the mid-second century, Christianity would have been present in Egypt for one century. If the Christian population in Egypt was anything like the Christian population in Pontus and Bithynia, then it probably was much larger than a fraction of 1 percent. If so, then a dozen Christian texts dating to the second century might not be improbable after all.

			Dating undated manuscripts from antiquity and estimating the size of the human populations that produced these manuscripts are not exact sciences. Both require educated guesswork. In the case of papyri, we can at least compare the handwriting of undated literary texts to the handwriting of dated correspondence and deduce from these comparisons approximate dates of composition. (Carbon 14 dating, in comparison to paleography, rarely narrows the range of probable dates.) This is what, in fact, has been done with Greek New Testament papyri. On the basis of this comparative work, some papyrologists and New Testament textual critics think as many as one dozen of these papyri date to the second half of the second century. Of course, others date some of these papyri to the first half of the third century.[152]

			In contrast to dating papyri on the basis of comparative paleography, which is difficult enough, estimating the size of human populations is far more problematic, especially populations that lived outside of cities, whose major buildings (like theaters and hippodromes) can sometimes provide a benchmark. How many people lived in and near Oxyrhynchus in the first and second centuries of the Common Era? How many of them were Jewish? How many were Christians? We simply do not know.

			One might also ask about Oxyrhynchus itself. It is possible that the Christian population of Oxyrhynchus was greater per capita than elsewhere in Egypt.[153] If so, then the recovery of a great many papyri from this city’s trash heaps will distort the national average and so could account for the discovery of more second-century Christian texts than we otherwise would expect.

			Given the uncertainty of demographics, priority should be assigned to paleography, and when possible stratigraphy, when dating manuscripts. Of course, scholars should rigorously resist the temptation to date manuscripts according to preferences, theological or otherwise. The dozen or so manuscripts of Christian Scripture that have been dated by some scholars to the second half of the second century suggest that the Christian population of Egypt, like the Christian population of Pontus and Bithynia, was much more than the tiny percentage that Rodney Stark’s formula suggests. As surely as there was a sufficient number of Christians in Asia Minor to disrupt the pagan cultic economy of the early second century (or at least be blamed for disrupting it), so there may well have been a sufficient number of Christians, with their bookish proclivities, in second-century Egypt to account for the manuscripts that have been found and dated to the second century.[154]

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			Review of the oldest surviving copies of the writings that recount the life, teaching, and activities of Jesus of Nazareth reveals several things. First, very few figures of late antiquity, including Rome’s emperors, have so much written about them. In the case of Jesus, we have four first-century biographies (i.e., the New Testament Gospels). We should assume that these four biographies drew on at least two or three written sources. We have another two dozen writings from the second and third centuries that in one way or another augment the first-century writings.

			Second, the sheer number of manuscripts (in whole or in part) that have survived from late antiquity is quite impressive.[155] Of the four first-century Gospels that the church canonized, we may have as many as six or seven fragments that date from the second century and three times that many that date from the third century. From the fourth century we have two complete or nearly complete parchment copies of the four Gospels. We have four more parchment codices that date to the fifth century and contain all or most of the text of the four Gospels. We also have leaves and fragments of several other parchment Gospel codices from the third, fourth, and fifth centuries.

			Additionally, we have several Latin translations of all or much of the text of the Gospels dating to the fourth and fifth centuries. We have a few Syriac Gospel codices that date to the fourth and fifth centuries. And finally, we have one extracanonical gospel (Thomas) and several fragments of extracanonical gospels and gospel-like texts from the second, third, and fourth centuries. All in all, it is a substantial record.[156] Ongoing publication of the tens of thousands as yet unpublished papyri and the ongoing search for as yet unknown and uncatalogued books in remote monasteries may add to this record.

			In the next chapter, we will consider a question that has not received much attention: How long were the autographs and first copies of the Greek New Testament Gospels in circulation, available for reading, study, and copying? In what ways, if any, would great longevity of autographs and first copies affect the text of the Gospels?
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					[149]. Of course, because of Asia Minor’s damp climate we have no ancient manuscripts from that part of the Roman Empire, as we do from Egypt and the region of the Dead Sea in Judea.

				

				
					[150]. On this interesting feature, see M. J. Kruger, “Manuscripts, Scribes, and Book Production within Early Christianity,” in Porter and Pitts, Christian Origins and Greco-Roman Culture, 15–40, with quotation from 15; L. W. Hurtado, “Oral Fixation and New Testament Studies? ‘Orality’, ‘Performance’ and Reading Texts in Early Christianity,” NTS 60 (2014): 321–40; Hurtado, “A Bookish Religion,” in Destroyer of the Gods: Early Christian Distinctiveness in the Roman World (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2016), 105–41, 235–52.

				

				
					[151]. One should not discount the probability that by the second century, there were Christian scribes in Egypt who produced many copies of Christian writings for congregations, teachers, evangelists, apologists, and others. Hurtado, Texts and Artifacts, 58: Christians “may have generated a number of copies disproportionate to the percentage of Christians in the general population.” Scribal activity of this nature would “bump up” the numbers of texts, potentially creating a higher text per capita ratio among Christians. Qumran provides an interesting if unique case in point. The 900-plus texts recovered from this remote site outnumber—by thrice or more—the inhabitants themselves!

				

				
					[152]. As already noted, Orsini and Clarysse (“Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 466) believe only 𝔓52, 𝔓90, and 𝔓104 date to the second century with some assurance, while 𝔓30, 𝔓64+67+4, 0171, and 0212 date either to the late second century or to the early third century.

				

				
					[153]. By the fourth century, the Christian population at Oxyrhynchus was substantial, supporting churches, libraries, and monasteries. There is no credible evidence of Christians in Oxyrhynchus in the first century, but the movement evidently took hold and grew rapidly in the second century. See the very helpful resource, L. H. Blumell and T. A. Wayment (eds.), Christian Oxyrhynchus: Texts, Documents, and Sources (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2015). For discussion of early Christian texts at Oxyrhynchus, see pp. 7–9.

				

				
					[154]. An earlier and shorter form of this chapter was written for a volume in honor of Stanley Porter, longtime friend and colleague, who continues to contribute in major ways to our understanding of the Greek New Testament.

				

				
					[155]. Comparison with extant manuscripts of classical texts is sometimes made. The number of New Testament mss that have survived from antiquity is much greater than the number classical mss that have survived. This is important and it is not without significance, but the data are sometimes misstated and comparisons are not always fair. On this point, see J. B. Prothro, “Myths about Classical Literature: Responsibly Comparing the New Testament to Ancient Works,” in Hixson and Gurry, Myths and Mistakes, 70–89. Prothro concludes (86) that “the data that emerge in the comparative argument [are] impressive for the New Testament’s textual basis. No matter how the numbers are updated or changed for classics, the New Testament still has more attestation, better attestation, and better early attestation.”

				

				
					[156]. It is important to remark that in the period under review (second–fifth century) we have not found a single codex in which an extracanonical Gospel appears alongside a canonical Gospel. See Chapa, “Textual Transmission,” 122–23.
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			CHAPTER TWO

			The Autographic Jesus: How Long Were Late Antique Books in Use?

			At the end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth century, nearly a half million leaves of text were recovered from rubbish heaps on the outskirts of the ancient city of Oxyrhynchus (Behnesa) in southern Egypt (28º32ʹN 30º40ʹE), a few kilometers west of the Nile River and about 200 kilometers southwest of modern Cairo.[1] Only a small portion of this rich trove of documents, made up mostly of papyri, has been published to date.[2] New Testament writings, as well as a few extracanonical writings, have garnered most of the attention. Among the latter the Gospel of Thomas (P.Oxy. 1, 654, 655) is probably best known.

			One of the important finds at Oxyrhynchus and at a few other sites has been the discovery of libraries or collections of related books and documents that were thrown out together.[3] In recent studies, George Houston argues plausibly that the evidence suggests that in each case someone in antiquity

			was clearing texts, old or no longer wanted, out of his library, and had them taken out together and thrown on the dump. Support for the possibility of coherent collections being preserved in dumps comes from the large numbers of similar bodies of documentary materials, in which specific names and dates often prove that the papyri in the concentration belonged together and came from a single original archive.[4]

			Houston reviews more than fifty such collections or libraries.[5] Five libraries have yielded significant chronological information; four of them were recovered from the sandy trash mounds of Oxyrhynchus. Referencing the oldest book in each collection (according to its estimated age when it was discarded), Houston sums up the findings accordingly: (1) The library from Grenfell and Hunt’s first find has a bookroll about 175 years old; (2) the library from Grenfell and Hunt’s third find, which Breccia completed several years later, contained a bookroll between 200 and 300 years old; (3) the oldest book in the Aurelius collection is somewhat less than 100 years old; and (4) Grenfell and Hunt’s second find includes a book almost 500 years old.[6] (See fig. 2.1.) A fifth library, the one preserved at the Villa of the Papyri in Herculaneum, thanks to the eruption of Mount Vesuvius in 79 ce, has also yielded important chronological data. Houston finds that most of the bookrolls in the villa’s collection “were some 120 to 160 years old” when the villa was buried under ash. However, a number of bookrolls in this library were much older: three were copied in the third century bce and six in the third or second century bce. This means that a few of the bookrolls in this impressive collection were anywhere from 250 to 350 years old at the time of eruption.[7] (See figs. 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5.)

			The number of books and documents in these collections range from as few as twenty to as many as one thousand. Most range in date from the second century bce to the third century ce (though two collections date to the sixth century ce). Some of the collections are specialized libraries; others seem to be general collections. Most of the collections, including those that are highly specialized and scholarly, include some light reading, such as novels. The highly specialized libraries include works on philosophy, medicine, grammar, commentaries, glossaries, and drafts of works in various stages of completion. Most of the manuscripts were prepared by professional scribes; many of these manuscripts were proofread by the original scribe and then by a second scribe called a διορθωτής.[8] It should be noted that these professionally prepared manuscripts are bookrolls, not codices (as is normally the case in Christian collections). Many books in a given collection were penned by the same scribe. Dated correspondence shows that letters and documents traveled quickly, sometimes hundreds of miles in two or three weeks.[9] Such mail service facilitated the circulation and acquisition of manuscripts.

			Most of these collections had been in possession of affluent people,[10] though in some cases there is evidence of economy. (For example, 40 percent of the books in one collection were written on the verso side of the papyrus, in an effort to “recycle” older material.[11]) Many of these manuscripts give evidence of being carefully studied. The texts are glossed and corrected and sometimes are accompanied with exegetical notes.[12] There is evidence that readers compared duplicate texts and engaged in what we today call textual criticism.[13]

			Perhaps the biggest surprise has been the discovery of how long these manuscripts were in use before being retired. During excavations by Grenfell and Hunt at Oxyrhynchus, a collection of second- and third-century manuscripts was found in a layer of fill that was dated to the fourth and fifth centuries.[14] A number of other collections or libraries were found suggesting similar longevity of their manuscripts. In some cases, dated correspondence added support to the evidence of stratigraphy. (See fig. 2.2.)

			Houston finds that literary manuscripts were in use anywhere from 75 to 500 years, with an average of about 150 years.[15] In the conclusion of his study of Roman libraries, under the heading of “The Life Span of a Book Roll,” Houston states:

			The identification of such collections, and of the manuscripts within them, provides new evidence on an old question: how long did a papyrus roll last? The evidence from our collections indicates that a usable lifetime of about 100 to 125 years was common and can reasonably be considered the norm; a small but significant number of manuscripts were still usable some 300 years after they were first created; and on rare occasions a manuscript might last, it seems, for half a millennium.[16]

			Almost all of these libraries and collections were multigenerational, being handed down to descendants or in some cases purchased in their entirety by a new family or collector. Accordingly, a manuscript commissioned, say, in the first century bce would have been read, studied, annotated, corrected, and copied over a period of two or more centuries and then would have been retired in the third century ce. Perhaps this should not be surprising. After all, books were expensive and precious and so not quickly discarded, and those made of papyrus that circulated in Egypt could survive a long, long time, as the ancient papyri uncovered at Oxyrhynchus and elsewhere testify.[17]

			The chronology and history of usage of archival documents, as opposed to libraries and book collections of literary works, are usually not too difficult to determine. This is because business and legal papers—the typical contents of archives—are almost always dated. We have some helpful examples from Ptolemaic Egypt. These include the archive of the family of Philosarapis, which spans some 135 years, the archive of Patron, which was passed on to his sons and then to his grandsons, thus spanning three generations, and the well-known Zenon archive, numbering some two thousand documents that date from 261 bce to 229 bce. With respect to the Zenon archive, four distinct phases in the archive’s history can be detected. The documents in the archive of Phanesis, a seller of oil, range in date from 233 bce to 223 bce. From later times, we have the temple archive of Sokonbraisis in the Fayyum, whose papers span some 80 years, and the archive of Heroninus, numbering about 450 documents that range from 253 ce to 306 ce.[18] From the Judean desert, we also have the Babatha archive, comprising thirty-five legal documents (twenty-six Greek, six Nabatean, and three Aramaic), ranging in date from 93/94 ce to 132 ce.[19]

			In most cases, the longevity of archival documents is not great. This is especially so in reference to business and legal papers. The papers found in the archives of Phanesis, Zenon, and Babatha date over periods of ten (or eleven), thirty-one (or thirty-two), and thirty-eight (or thirty-nine) years, respectively. The family archives of Patron and Philosarapis exhibit much greater longevity. We may speculate that business and legal archives were in active use for shorter periods of time simply because contracts expired and legal matters were concluded, either in court or in death. Family archives may have remained in use for much longer periods of time, because sentimental value was attached to the documents (as could be the case in letters from family members and relatives, now deceased, etc.). The longevity of the temple archive of Sokonbraisis may have been due in part to the religious nature of some of the documents and the value placed on them. In contrast to business and legal papers, including family papers, literary documents enjoyed much greater longevity. They did not “expire” or become obsolete.

			Besides the evidence offered by the remains of ancient libraries and book collections, we actually have a few references in the ancient literature itself that directly bear on the longevity of papyrus manuscripts. A very important example comes from Strabo (ca. 63 bce – ca. 24 ce) and is repeated in part by Plutarch (before 50 ce – after 120 ce). It concerns Sulla’s celebrated theft of a collection of books that once belonged to Aristotle. Sulla seized the library in 86 bce and took the books to Rome. Many of the bookrolls in this library, including autographs of Aristotle’s writings, would have been 250 years old (Strabo, Geogr. 13.1.54; cf. Plutarch, Sull. 26.1–2).[20]

			Pliny the Elder (ca. 23–79 ce) discusses the durability of papyrus, which allows “records to last a long time.” He then cites a few firsthand examples to justify his claim: “At the house of the poet and most distinguished citizen Pomponius Secundus I have seen documents in the hand of Tiberius and Gaius Gracchus [Tiberi Gaique Gracchorum manus] written nearly two hundred years ago; while as for autographs of Cicero, of his late majesty Augustus, and of Virgil, we see them constantly” (Nat. 13.83).[21] As Pliny says, the Gracchi autographs in his time were almost two centuries old. In the time of Pliny, the autographs of Cicero (106–43 bce) would be a century old or more. The autographs of Augustus would only be forty or fifty years old. It should not be overlooked that Pliny claims that he and his colleagues “constantly see” (saepenumero videmus) autographs of these illustrious (and prolific) people. Apparently autographs, even a hundred years old, were not rare. I remind readers that these old writings circulated in Italy (as opposed to Egypt) and so were occasionally exposed to damp weather; yet even so, they survived for many generations.

			In his biography of Nero, Suetonius (ca. 70 – ca. 125), an administrator and historian in the governments of Trajan (98–117) and Hadrian (117–138), briefly discusses the late emperor’s upbringing and education. Nero, he tells us, “wrote verses with eagerness and without labor, and did not, as some think, publish the work of others.” He offers firsthand evidence of this claim:

			There came into my hands notebooks and papers [pugillares libellique] with some well-known verses of his (Nero’s), written with his own hand [ipsius chirographo scriptis] and in such a way that it was perfectly evident that they were not copied or taken down from dictation [non tralatos aut dictante aliquo exceptos], but worked out exactly as one writes when thinking and creating; so many instances were there of words erased or struck through and written above the lines.[22] (Nero 52)

			It is more than probable that Suetonius had access to Nero’s papers because of his office and access to the imperial archives. What Suetonius has described are autographs, written in Nero’s very hand. These notebooks and papers were not published works, and so they are not autographic in that sense. But they are writings from the hand of Nero and as such cannot date later than 68 ce. At the time Suetonius inspected these papers, they would have been forty to fifty years old. We may surmise that Suetonius had the opportunity to view other imperial autographs, such as those belonging to Augustus, mentioned by Pliny the Elder.

			Late second-century Galen tells us that “some also had desired to find very old volumes, written three hundred years ago, which I had at Pergamum, of which part were preserved in rolls, part on papyrus [χάρτοις], and part on excellent lime-tree bark [φιλύραις]” (On Hippocrates 18.2).

			Perhaps I should remind readers of a quaint story passed on by James Hope Moulton, the great British grammarian. In the fall of 1915, he received a letter from a Kurdish Christian doctor, one Said Khan, who visited a sick man in the mountains of Persia (today’s northern Iran). For his service he was given “a little clay pot, and in that pot there were some documents of parchment. . . . Two were in Greek, and they were exactly dated. One was 88 B.C., and the other was 22 B.C., and they were title deeds of a vineyard.”[23] Moulton was impressed by the fact that Greek texts were found in such a remote and distant region. I am impressed that these ancient texts had survived for some two thousand years in a nonarid environment, protected only by a clay pot.

			Great longevity of texts has been observed at Qumran, where the life of this community’s library, as a consequence of the Jewish revolt, came to an abrupt end in 68 or 73 ce. Most of the scrolls were 100 to 150 years old when the community ceased to exist. However, approximately 40 scrolls, many of them Bible scrolls, were 100 to 200 years old—and evidently still in use—when the community was destroyed.[24] The same holds in the case of a number of Christian Bibles. Fourth-century Codex Vaticanus was re-inked in the tenth century, which shows that it was still being read and studied some 600 years after it had been produced.[25] Indeed, in the case of Vaticanus, missing leaves were added in the fifteenth century. Correctors worked on Sinaiticus as late as the seventh century.[26] The great codex remained in use for many centuries more, as witnessed by the annotations of a monk named Dionysius in the twelfth century.[27] Late fourth- or early fifth-century Codex Bezae (D) was repaired “between 830 and 850,”[28] some four centuries after it had been produced. Many other biblical codices show signs of re-inking, correcting, and annotating hundreds of years after they were produced, which again testifies to their great longevity.[29] These old codices spent most of their lives in damp Europe, not arid Egypt.

			We are on less firm ground when it comes to the papyri, given their fragmentary condition (often preserving very little text and small amounts of margin, if any, where notes and corrections are often found) and their recovery from trash heaps or from antiquities dealers who are unsure where the texts were found. Brent Nongbri thinks 𝔓75 was in use a long time, perhaps until the sixth century: “Even if 𝔓75 was produced in the fourth century, it still would have had plenty of time to be used, damaged, and repaired before its final deposition with the other Bodmer codices at a period no earlier than the late fifth or early sixth century.”[30] In other words, 𝔓75 was probably in use for 150 to 200 years. If produced in the early third century, as most papyrologists still think, then 𝔓75 was in use for 250 years. P.Bodmer XIX, a fourth- or fifth-century Coptic translation of Matthew, which preserves Matt 14:28–28:20, was repaired in the sixth century.

			With regard to the Bodmer Papyri as a whole, which includes 𝔓66, 𝔓72, and 𝔓75, James Robinson thinks these texts came from the monastery founded by the monk Pachomius in the early fourth century (ca. 320).[31] If so, then with respect to 𝔓66 and 𝔓75, they would have been at least one century old at the very founding of the monastery.[32] The survival of these papyri may well have been due to their long preservation at the monastery. Furthermore, the apparent affiliation between 𝔓75 and Codex Vaticanus is consistent with this hypothesis.[33] That is, if 𝔓75 was still being read and copied in the fourth century, when Vaticanus was produced, the appearance of its text-form in a fourth-century codex should not occasion surprise. The archaeological excavation at the monastery, along with other factors, suggests that the library was buried in the seventh century.[34] How much the Greek New Testament mss 𝔓66 and 𝔓75 were used in a largely Coptic-speaking environment is hard to say. But by the time the Pachomian library was retired, 𝔓66 and 𝔓75 were more than 350 years old.

			A few examples of non-Christian literature should be mentioned. P.Oxy. 2450, which preserves a first-century fragment of Pindar, seems to have remained in use for 300 years. The late papyrologist Eric Turner deduced this by the “patches on its back, some of which carry writing of the fourth century,” which shows that the papyrus was “still being read 300 or so years later.”[35] Gregg Schwendner references four first- to second-century literary texts found among documentary papyri dating to the third and fourth centuries. He cites a fifth literary text, whose composition dates to the second or third century, found among third- and fourth-century documentary texts.[36] Given the context of their discovery, it seems that these literary texts were in use for 100–150 years.

			In sum, Houston’s remarkable findings are supported by the longevity of the Bible scrolls at Qumran, the even greater longevity of the great Christian codices, and—so far as we can tell—the longevity of the oldest extant papyri. The longevity of these manuscripts potentially has great significance for New Testament textual criticism.

			What does all of this mean for our understanding of the literature of the New Testament? First of all, it gives us some insight into how literature in late antiquity was collected, read, studied, interpreted, and copied. It suggests that those interested in literature saw the need for comparison of texts, in recognition of scribal errors and textual corruption of one sort or another. Second, it shows that manuscripts were greatly valued and were in use for a very long time. I want to pursue this point further.

			If manuscripts were in use for one or two centuries—or longer—before their destruction or retirement, we must entertain the possibility, perhaps even probability, that the autographs and first copies of first-century New Testament writings continued to circulate, to be studied, and to be copied throughout the second century and, in some cases, even on into the third century. This means that the original copy of the Gospel of Matthew—let us suppose written and first circulated in 75 ce—may actually have remained in use until the time of the production of 𝔓45, approximately 150 years later.[37] If so, we should assume that the autograph of Matthew would have exerted influence on the text of Matthew, at least in the region in which it and its early copies circulated, throughout the time of its existence and circulation. This means further that second-generation copies of Matthew could have been produced as late as the end of the second century and the beginning of the third—if George Houston’s findings are taken seriously and not simply ignored or gratuitously declared to be irrelevant.[38]

			Houston’s findings, moreover, may support Tertullian’s claim that in his time (late second century) some of the “authentic” letters of Paul were still available for examination. Writing ca. 190 ce, Tertullian states in his Prescription against Heretics 36.1–2:

			Come now, you who would indulge a better curiosity, if you would apply it to the business of your salvation, run over the apostolic churches, in which the very thrones of the apostles are still pre-eminent in their places, in which their own authentic writings [ipsae authenticae litterae eorum] are read, uttering the voice and representing the face of each of them severally. Achaia is very near you, (in which) you find Corinth. Since you are not far from Macedonia, you have Philippi; (and there too) you have the Thessalonians. Since you are able to cross to Asia, you get Ephesus. Since, moreover, you are close to Italy, you have Rome, from which there comes even into our own hands the very authority (of apostles themselves).[39]

			By “apostolic churches” (ecclesias apostolicas) Tertullian means the churches founded by apostles. Paul did not found the church at Rome but he did (Tertullian presumes) visit it. The crucial question here is the meaning of ipsae authenticae litterae eorum (36.1), which, as we have seen, Peter Holmes has rendered “their own authentic writings.” But Holmes isn’t quite sure how to render the Latin. In fact, he really hasn’t rendered it at all. The word “authentic” is more transliteration than translation. Holmes admits in a footnote: “Authenticae. This much disputed phrase may refer to the autographs or the Greek originals (rather than the Latin translations), or full unmutilated copies as opposed to the garbled ones of the heretics. The second sense is probably the correct one.”[40]

			To be sure, the second sense (i.e., Greek originals rather than Latin translations) is a legitimate lexical option. But the first sense, autographs, is the more probable. Indeed, the Oxford Latin Dictionary defines authenticum as “an original document, autograph,”[41] that is, it is not a copy. The evidence of the papyri supports this definition.

			A receipt for rent (50 ce) concludes: “I, Gaius Cutius son of Marcus, have the original [τὴν αὐθεντικήν] of the aforesaid in my possession and will produce it if required” (P.Oxy. 2836, lines 17–19). At the conclusion of a letter regarding military recruits (103 ce): “I, Avidius Arrianus, chief clerk of the cohort III Ituraeorum, certify that the original letter [scripsi authenticam epistulam] is in the files of the cohort” (lines 27–31).[42] In context, the “original” (receipt or letter) in these papyri is clearly intended by the Greek and Latin adjectives αὐθεντικός and authenticus, respectively.

			When Titus “got possession of an autograph copy [chirographum] of a harangue” that a political opponent intended to deliver to soldiers, he had him assassinated (Suetonius, Tit. 6.2). The fact that the document was written in the man’s own hand removed all doubt that he was the author.

			A registration of a deed (193 ce) concludes: “This contract, written by me, Papontos, in my own hand [ἰδιόγραφος μου] without erasure or insertion, is valid as though publicly registered . . . the authentic bond [τὸ αὐθεντικὸν χειρόγραφον] should be registered. . . . I request you to take this authentic bond [τὸ αὐθεντικὸν χειρόγραφον] bearing my attestation that it is the autograph [ἰδιόγραφον] of Papontos . . .” (P.Oxy. 716, lines 26–34). In this case, the authentic status of the document is confirmed by the autograph of the man filing the deed. Most autographs, of course, were written by the hand of a professional scribe, not by the author himself.[43] The author, if he had some ability to write, signed his name and perhaps added a few words.[44] The word ἰδιόγραφος implies that the author held the pen and that the autograph (αὐτόγραφος) is in fact in the author’s own handwriting.[45]

			Finally, near the end of an application concerning the sale of land (267 ce), we find the same closing formula: “. . . with his attestation that the signature [ὑπογραφήν] after the date is the autograph [ἰδιόγραφον] of Aurelius Agathinus also called Origenes, you will register the original [τὴν αὐθεντικήν] with this application in the Library of Hadrian, and a copy [τὸ ἴσον] of it with the application in the Library of Nanaeum” (P.Oxy. 1475, lines 43–45).[46] We observe that “copy” is τὸ ἴσον, meaning “exact” or the “same.” The copy is made of the “original” (τὴν αὐθεντικήν).[47]

			I can hardly fault Holmes for deciding against autograph in his translation of Tertullian. The idea that autographs of as many as seven of Paul’s letters survived some 130 to 140 years would have struck Holmes and other scholars in the late nineteenth century as most improbable, if not altogether impossible.[48] But the papyri, which at the time Holmes was translating Tertullian, were only beginning to be recovered from the dry sands of Egypt.[49] Study of these many thousands of documents, including the remarkable discoveries of dozens of book collections and libraries, has forced scholars to reconsider the longevity of literary manuscripts that circulated in late antiquity. It turns out, as we have seen, that books in late antiquity often did remain in use, being read, copied, and studied for one hundred years or more. Some of the autographs of Paul’s letters could have survived to the end of the second century, as Tertullian asserts.

			Tertullian implies that the autographs of Paul’s letters to the Christian churches in the cities of Corinth, Philippi, Thessalonica, Ephesus, and Rome were still in the possession of their respective churches in Greece, Macedonia, Asia Minor, and Italy.[50] Tertullian challenges the heretics against whom he is writing to see for themselves what the apostle Paul actually wrote. That people of late antiquity could readily distinguish between letter autographs and later copies will be explained shortly.

			In his treatise against Marcion, Tertullian defends the authenticity and authority of the full, unedited form of the Gospel of Luke on the basis of the much greater antiquity of the manuscripts that support it:

			I say that my Gospel is the true one; Marcion, that his is. I affirm that Marcion’s Gospel is adulterated; Marcion, that mine is. Now what is to settle the point for us, except it be that principle of time, which rules that the authority lies with that which shall be found to be more ancient; and assumes as an elemental truth, that corruption belongs to the side which shall be convicted of comparative lateness in its origin . . . we have proved our position to be the older one, and Marion’s the later . . . a century later than the publication of all the many and great facts and records [opera atque documenta] of the Christian religion . . . (Marc. 4.4.1–2)[51]

			In defending the older, pre-Marcion version of the Gospel of Luke, Tertullian appeals to its antiquity, in contrast to the novelty of Marcion’s version for which no old authority can be produced. Tertullian rightly recognizes that new texts and versions are likely to contain errors and falsifications and that examination of older texts is important. He argues such here in Against Marcion, as well as in his Prescription against Heretics, as though older texts, even autographs in some cases, were still available for confirmation, which was not the case for Marcion’s version of Luke. Accordingly, Tertullian can declare that “the Gospel of Luke which we are defending with all our might has stood its ground from its very first publication [ab initio editionis suae]” (Marc. 4.5.2).

			There is yet another testimony in which a New Testament autograph is mentioned. In a Paschal treatise, of which only fragments are extant, Peter, bishop of Alexandria (d. 311 ce), is remembered to have said the following:

			Now it was the preparation, about the third hour [cf. John 19:14], as the accurate books [τὰ ἀκριβῆ βιβλία] have it, and the autograph [ἰδιόχειρον] itself of the evangelist John, which up to this day has by the grace of God been preserved [πεφύλακται] in the most holy church of Ephesus, and is there venerated [προσκυνεῖται] by the faithful.[52] (frag. 5.2)

			At the time Bishop Peter wrote (ca. 305 ce), the autograph of the Gospel of John would have been about 200 years old, perhaps a bit older. Given the longevity of literary manuscripts, the bishop of Alexandria could well have been correct. Even if Peter was mistaken and the copy of John venerated by the Christians of Ephesus was not the autograph itself, the copy in their possession likely would have been very old. After all, a newish copy would hardly be mistaken for a 200-year-old autograph. Whether or not the church at Ephesus possessed the autograph of the Gospel of John, they at least possessed a very old manuscript. This is the point I am trying to make: literary manuscripts (whether autographs or early copies) were in use for a very, very long time.

			Bishop Peter says the autograph of John “up to this day has by the grace of God been preserved.” He is probably referring to Diocletian’s anti-Christian pogroms of the late third and early fourth century, which resulted, among other things, in the destruction of Christian writings, above all, Christian Scripture. (More about this will be said below.) The autograph of John, venerated by Christians in Ephesus, had managed to escape the flames—at least until the time Bishop Peter wrote his homily. A few years later, Peter was martyred; it is possible that at about this time the autograph of John was destroyed.

			There are two other patristic traditions that could have a bearing on the great longevity of New Testament autographs. First, in a tract against one Artemon, Gaius (or Caius) of Rome (early third century) states:

			They [followers of Artemon] have not feared to corrupt divine scriptures. . . . For this cause they did not fear to lay hands on the divine scriptures, saying that they had “corrected [διωρθωκέναι]” them. . . . For they cannot even deny that this crime is theirs, seeing that the copies were written in their own hand, and they did not receive the scriptures in this condition from their teachers, nor can they show originals from which they made their copies [ἀντίγραφα, ὅθεν αὐτὰ μετεγράψαντο]. (frag. 3, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.28.13–18)

			The implication is that the teachers of the apostolic church can produce such copies (i.e., either the autographs themselves or very early copies), whereas Artemon and his followers cannot.

			Second, in his dispute with Faustus the Manichean over allegations of spurious insertions in Scripture, Augustine (ca. 400) states, “And if any uncertainty remained, we should consult the original text [praecedens lingua]” (Faust. 11.2). Augustine may be implying that autographs or very early copies were still available, which would show that the readings advocated by Faustus were indeed late and spurious, not early. Augustine’s praecedens lingua, however, may have only referred to Greek texts as opposed to later translations, rather than to the autographs.

			But more can be said about the longevity of autographic manuscripts. We usually assume a single autograph per New Testament writing. But that can hardly have been the case. In late antiquity, no one produced a single exemplar of a work and then circulated it. This is well documented in the papyri, especially with reference to letters.[53]

			An “autograph” was produced by a scribe, the author of the letter signed it in his own hand, usually along with a greeting,[54] and then the scribe made a second copy, which was retained for the author’s records.[55] Sometimes it was the reverse: a draft was prepared, and then a polished autograph was written and dispatched.[56] Autographic letters would be readily recognized, for the hand of the sender, who signed his name and perhaps added a line or two of personal greetings and well wishes, would be easily distinguished from the more practiced hand of the professional scribe who had penned the letter.[57]

			In the case of some letters, such as circular letters, several signed autographs may have been prepared. Once again, Qumran offers important confirmation. I refer to the much talked about Halakic (or Legal) Letter (i.e., 4QMMT), which speaks of the “works of the law” that one must perform to be regarded righteous by God. This letter, which is very important for the study of Paul, is extant in no fewer than six fragmentary copies (and because of these multiple, overlapping copies scholars can restore almost the entire text).[58] It is probable that these six copies represent only a portion of the original number of copies circulated throughout Israel (and beyond?).

			If there were in fact two or more originals, or autographs, of most if not all of the New Testament writings, as we should assume, then the chances improve that some of these autographs survived on into the time of many of the manuscripts and fragments that have been recovered in modern times. It seems to me that recognition of the probable survival of several New Testament autographs on into the second and, in some cases, into the third century should throw the text-critical question into a new light. The supposition that some scholars entertain, that the transmission of the text of the Gospels and other New Testament writings in the first two centuries or so was without any controls,[59] is highly improbable.[60]

			In a recent study of the oldest mss of the Gospel of John, Lonnie Bell questions “the claim that early textual transmission was characteristically free and fluid.”[61] His investigation centers on thirteen second- and third-century papyri and one parchment: 𝔓5, 𝔓22, 𝔓28, 𝔓39, 𝔓52, 𝔓90, 𝔓95, 𝔓106, 𝔓107, 𝔓108, 𝔓109, 𝔓119, 𝔓121, and 0162. Bell also takes into account 𝔓45, 𝔓66, and 𝔓75, which have already been analyzed by James Royse.[62] He finds that as a rule these papyri do not exhibit “laxity, carelessness, or willingness/openness to change the text.”[63] Bell’s findings are consistent with the observations others have made, to the effect that the early papyri do not contain any surprising readings.

			Autographs and first copies may well have remained in circulation until the end of the second century, even the beginning of the third century. The disappearance of autographs, which were venerated by Christians, may have taken place during the pogroms and persecutions under Emperor Diocletian at the end of the third century and, especially, at beginning of the fourth century.[64] The evidence also suggests that late second- and early-to-mid-third-century manuscripts, such as 𝔓45, 𝔓46, 𝔓66, and 𝔓75, may well have remained in circulation until the fourth century, when the great codices such as Vaticanus and Sinaiticus were being produced. If so, the implications for textual criticism are significant.

			The longevity of these manuscripts in effect forms a bridge linking the first-century autographs and first copies to the great codices, via the early papyrus copies that we possess. What I propose here is not meant to serve as an apologetic. Rather, it is an attempt to explain the textual stability of the writings that make up the Greek New Testament. Perhaps I can make my point clearer by making a comparison with some of the gnostic writings recovered from Nag Hammadi and elsewhere.

			We have recovered four copies of a gnostic work known as the Apocryphon (or Secret [Book]) of John. Two of these copies represent a “short recension” (NHC III,1 and BG 8502,2), the other two represent a “long recension” (NHC II,1 and IV,1).[65] There are many discrepancies among these texts. Ascertaining the “autographic” text of this work is impossible.[66] Nag Hammadi preserves two recensions of the Gospel of Truth (NHC I,3 and XII,2). How much they vary cannot be determined, given the fragmentary condition of the second copy. Again, there is little chance of establishing anything approaching an original text. The situation is similar in the case of our copies of the tractate called On the Origin of the World (NHC II,5 and XIII,2). There are two copies of the Gospel of the Egyptians (III,2 and IV,2). The copy in codex III is corrupt. The two versions of Eugnostos the Blessed (III,3 and V,1) and the Sophia of Jesus Christ (III,4 and BG 8502,3) differ. The latter, of course, has been created by Christianizing the former. In the case of the Gospel of Thomas (P.Oxy. 1, 654, 655; NHC II,2), whose manuscript tradition is much more conservative in comparison to the gnostic texts just mentioned, comparison of overlaps reveals very free editing, particularly in reference to the later Coptic version, where editing apparently was motivated by the theological perspective of the new corpus of texts with which it became grouped.[67]

			The discovery and recent publication of Codex Tchacos (CT), which contains the controversial Gospel of Judas (CT 33–58), provide us with additional examples.[68] The new codex preserves a version of the Letter of Peter to Philip (CT 1–9), which also appears in the Nag Hammadi Library (NHC VIII,2). The new codex also gives us a tractate entitled James (CT 10–32), which is a version of Nag Hammadi’s First Apocalypse of James (NHC V,3). The fragmentary Allogenes (CT 59–66) scarcely resembles the Allogenes of Nag Hammadi (NHC XI,3); it probably is a completely different text. Even with respect to the Gospel of Judas, whose only extant copy is found in Codex Tchacos, the Coptic text may vary significantly from the version to which Irenaeus makes reference in the late second century (Haer. 1.31.1).[69]

			The sample is admittedly small, but the evidence so far as it goes seems to show significant instability in the gnostic manuscripts[70]—in marked contrast to the New Testament manuscripts, whose text is considerably more stable. Why is this? The New Testament manuscripts were probably more numerous and—unlike the secretive and private gnostic writings—were read in public. Public reading may well have created something like a “standardized” text and undoubtedly facilitated memorization, which would also have a stabilizing affect on the text.[71] Perhaps too, the New Testament writings were taken more seriously by their readers and copyists, with the gnostic writings—probably read and studied in private—seen more or less as “interpretations” of, not replacements of, the dominical and apostolic traditions.

			Of course, the stability of the text of the New Testament writings does not mean that the third-century papyri or the great fourth-century codices preserve the autographic text. There are, after all, thousands of variants.[72] Taking the New Testament writings seriously, even regarding them as sacred and authoritative, did not prevent scribes from making numerous alterations, corrections, improvements, and the like.

			What it does mean with reference to the New Testament literature is that we have but one recension of each writing. Even in the case of the evangelists Matthew and Luke, who made use of Mark, they produced new Gospels, not new recensions of Mark.[73] So also in the case of Ephesians, which draws upon and reworks much of Colossians, and also in the case of 2 Peter, which draws upon Jude. The author of 2 Peter created a new letter, not a new version of Jude. It also means that the variants of the second century, for which we possess only a tiny amount of evidence, were probably of a minor and conservative nature, much as we see in the third century.[74] There is no evidence that justifies the claim, or assumption, heard from time to time, that significant redaction and corruption of the text of the New Testament writings took place in the first century or so. Against such a claim, Frederik Wisse stated thirty years ago:

			It is widely taken for granted in Biblical scholarship that early Christian texts were extensively redacted during the first century of their transmission. These redactional changes are thought to have served mainly theological purposes, i.e., to change or augment the theological outlook of a writing in order to make it conform to changes in the beliefs or practices of a particular community. . . . Since this view has for many the status of a virtual fact, one would expect that it is based on clear textual evidence. However, this is not the case.[75]

			What Wisse objects to is the claim that the texts were “extensively redacted.” He of course knows that minor editing, as well as the usual scribal errors and corrections, took place and are everywhere in evidence. This is not in dispute. His point is that there simply is no evidence of significant and widespread redaction, including interpolations of new material, or the excision of original material. The only substantial interpolations—the long ending of Mark and the pericope adulterae—seem to have crept into the text at a later time and, in any event, do not alter or add anything to Christian beliefs and teaching.[76] Even the majority of the minor interpolations are late, not early.[77]

			Given the evidence that we have and taking into consideration the probability that the autographs and first copies circulated and were in use for one century or longer, there really is no justification for supposing that the text of the New Testament writings underwent major changes in the first and second centuries. No significant variant readings have been found in what is now a substantial sample of second-century and early third-century New Testament papyri,[78] so there really are no grounds for agreeing with Koester that the text of the New Testament has undergone significant redaction. Wisse should be quoted again:

			If indeed the text of the Gospels had been subjected to extensive redactional change and adaptation during the second century, the unanimous attestation of a relatively stable and uniform text during the following centuries in both Greek and the versions would have to be considered nothing short of a miracle.[79]

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			The text of the New Testament writings remained stable because the writings were recognized as authoritative. As I have argued in this chapter, the respected, even venerated autographs and first copies likely remained in circulation and available for study as long as other highly valued autographs and copies of literature in this period.[80] Autographs and first copies were not only highly treasured, they could also be consulted, even as non-Christian scribes and authors consulted the autographs and old copies that they valued. Their longevity and the esteem with which they were held facilitated a stable text and militated against the tendency, exhibited in some circles, to redact the text.

			In the next chapter, we shall look at the so-called “Jewish Gospels,” a category that is difficult to define and whose members left behind only the vaguest of traces. It is an important category, however, for it bears witness to the Jewish roots of the Christian movement and, at the same time, to the parting of the ways between Jewish Christianity and predominantly non-Jewish Christianity. The fragments of these Jewish Gospels bear witness to a Jesus that seems to be somewhat different from the Jesus in the canonical Gospels, at least with respect to the law of Moses and, perhaps, to Christology as well.
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			CHAPTER THREE

			Jesus in the “Jewish Gospels”

			The attempt to infer the theological and practical concerns of the believing communities that produced, read, and studied the so-called Jewish Gospels is frustrated by several difficulties. First, none of these Gospels has survived; all that remains are quotations in various early Christian writers or scribal glosses in a few New Testament mss. There also is confusion on the part of these writers in the identification of these sources. This means that we cannot be sure which fragments belong together and how many distinct Jewish Gospels we actually have. More will be said on this below. Second, the quotations that are multiply attested sometimes do not agree in wording, thus raising concerns about how faithfully these Gospels have been quoted. Third, many times the quotations are themselves translations, either from Greek to Latin, or from Aramaic (or Hebrew) to Greek and/or to Latin. Fourth, sometimes the patristic quotations are in polemical contexts, whose point is to criticize or fault the form of the tradition found in the Jewish Gospel under discussion. Fifth, the quotations and scribal glosses that are extant represent only a small fraction of the original documents.

			All of these factors impress upon us the need for great care in assessing the theology and emphases of these documents. Moreover, the mere fact that what we have is a selection of quotations chosen by the patristic writers, often because they differ from the New Testament Gospels, stands as a warning against too quickly assuming that we may infer from these quotations the principal emphases of the Jewish communities of faith as they themselves would have seen them. All that we have is what outsiders either disagree with or find different, and that hardly provides a sufficient foundation on which we may build weighty inferences.[1]

			The goal of this chapter is to examine the theological and practical emphases, as they may be detected, in the extant fragments of materials widely recognized as Jewish Gospels, and in closely related materials. I leave to others the attempts to distinguish Nazoraeans from Ebionites, and these groups from more or less “mainstream” early Jewish belief in Jesus. The conclusions that have been reached here are modest but hopefully they will assist others in related studies.

			Matthew: A New Testament Jewish Gospel

			The Gospel of Matthew has been traditionally viewed as the most Jewish of the four New Testament Gospels. Whereas the Jewish authorship of Mark and John is disputed, almost everyone agrees that the Matthean Gospel was composed by a Jew.[2] How this Jewish author viewed Jews who did not believe in Jesus is an item that continues to be debated.[3] The evangelist’s polemical stance is obvious, but it should not be taken as anti-Jewish or anti-Semitic. It is, rather, polemic directed against Jewish religious leaders and a Jewish people that have rejected Jesus the Messiah and, in the view of the author of Matthew, have brought upon themselves God’s wrath.[4] After all, as one of our colleagues has written, it “is perfectly possible . . . for a Jewish Christian community to be open to Gentiles, to be hostile to some non-Christian Jews, and to have an elevated view of Jesus which sees him as an altogether greater figure than Moses, without that community abandoning the observance of Jewish prescriptions which make them Jewish Christian.”[5]

			Scholarship for the last 50 years has persistently—but not uniformly—moved in this direction. The earliest redaction-critical work on the Gospel of Matthew suggested that the author was Jewish and interpreted the dominical tradition from a Jewish perspective.[6] Comparison of Matthean interpretation of Scripture with the pesher exegesis of Qumran has been explored,[7] while it has been observed that the evangelist Matthew possessed the ability to work with Scripture in Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic, the three principal languages of Jewish Palestine,[8] which are also represented in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Matthean exegesis has been shown to be consistent with Jewish practices; indeed, Matthean redaction at points reveals a skillful weaving together of dominical tradition and select passages of Scripture.[9] Matthean editing and expansion of its Markan and Q sources reflect “not the work of a Christian prophet, but of an ‘exegete,’ ”[10] whose editing, embellishment, enrichment, and expansion of his sources correspond quite closely to the paraphrasing and interpretive practices observed at work in the Aramaic paraphrases of Old Testament Scripture.[11] Sociological analyses have led to supporting conclusions. For example, Andrew Overman believes that the Matthean community was in essence a sect within Judaism whose home was Galilee (and not Antioch).[12] Anthony Saldarini believes that the evangelist was himself a Jewish teacher competing for the minds of the Jewish people in the aftermath of the calamity of 70.[13] His harsh criticisms were not directed against the people as a whole,[14] but against the religious leadership that opposed and persecuted the messianic movement. Finally, in recent work David Sim agrees in large measure with these studies, describing the Matthean community as a “Jewish group of believers in Jesus.”[15] Though they may believe in Jesus as the Christ, their community, Sim thinks, is best not labeled “Christianity.”[16]

			The Jewishness of the Gospel of Matthew is profound and systemic. In its opening verse, it describes itself as “the book of the lineage [lit. genesis] of Jesus Messiah, the son of David, the son of Abraham.” The biblical tone of this terminology would be immediately evident to a synagogue-attending, Torah-observant Jew of the first century. This language recalls the genealogical reference to the first human being: “This is the book of the lineage [lit. genesis] of Adam” (Gen 5:1). Matthew declares Jesus Messiah to be the “son of David,” thus drawing attention to his Davidic and royal heritage, and the “son of Abraham,” thus linking Jesus to Israel’s great founding patriarch and, by looking back to the very beginning of God’s people, reminding Jewish readers of the whole of Israel’s history—from Abraham to the Messiah (cf. Matt 1:17).

			The arrangement of the genealogy into three periods of fourteen generations, the Moses typology (in the Infancy narrative and in the presentation of Jesus’ teaching in five major blocks of material—each concluding with the Pentateuchal phrase “and when he finished” [e.g., Deut 31:24; 32:45]), the appeal to five prophecies in the Infancy narrative as fulfilled, the five antitheses in the Sermon on the Mount, the mountain motif, the haggadic embellishments, the familiarity with the diversity of text-types available in Palestine (now attested much more fully, thanks to the Dead Sea Scrolls), the familiarity with Jewish customs and interpretive traditions, the emphasis on fulfilling Torah so that one’s righteousness exceeds even that of the Pharisees, and, finally, the references to the “house of Israel,” to whom the good news of the kingdom is to be proclaimed, testify to the utter Jewishness of the Gospel of Matthew.

			Given the Jewish character of this Gospel, it is not surprising that it was influential in the early Jewish church.[17] Not only did a Gospel under the name Matthew circulate in Hebrew (see below), but it seems to have served as the foundational text out of which emerged the Aramaic Jewish Gospel (usually identified as the Gospel of the Nazoraeans) and the Greek Jewish Gospel (usually identified as the Gospel of the Ebionites). Thus, two of the three best-known and most often mentioned Jewish Gospels are heavily dependent upon Matthew and, indeed, may in fact be recensions of it. (However, more will be said about this below.) These Gospels, a few papyrus fragments, a few variants found in Greek mss, and the recently published Hebrew and Coptic versions of Matthew will be considered in the balance of this study. Our goal is to learn from these Gospels and Gospel sources what we can of the Jewish communities that believed in Jesus.

			The Jewish Gospels outside the New Testament

			With one or two notable dissenters, most scholars in the last century or so have followed Philipp Vielhauer and Georg Strecker (in Hennecke-Schneemelcher) and more recently A. F. J. Klijn in extrapolating from the church fathers three distinct extracanonical Jewish Gospels: the Gospel of the Nazoraeans, the Gospel of Ebionites, and the Gospel of the Hebrews.[18]

			A recent study by Peter Lebrecht Schmidt has called this near-consensus into question.[19] Critically assessing the discussion from Schmidtke to Klijn, Schmidt thinks that originally there was only one Jewish Gospel, probably written in Aramaic circa 100 ce, called the “Gospel according to the Hebrews,” which was subsequently translated into Greek and Latin.

			In an even more recent article, Jörg Frey finds Lebrecht Schmidt’s thesis problematic.[20] Frey identifies four documents: (1) a Greek Gospel used by the Ebionites, which survives as quotations in Epiphanius; (2) a Greek Gospel used by the “Hebrews,” which survives as quotations in the Alexandrian fathers Clement, Origen, and Didymus; (3) an Aramaic Gospel that survives in Jerome, which is later called the Gospel of the Nazoraeans; and (4) the readings to the Gospel of Matthew are taken from the so-called Judaicon (which, contra Schmidtke, are not part of the hypothetical Gospel of the Nazoraeans). Frey underscores the fluidity, if not plurality, of the texts and versions of the Gospels, within Jewish Christian circles and without.

			Obviously, the state of the scholarly question has been thrown into the air; there simply is no consensus. How, then, shall we proceed? Perhaps Frey has put us on the right track. If we have little confidence in the traditional identification of the three Jewish Gospels (i.e., Nazoraeans, Ebionites, and Hebrews), then perhaps we should work with the sources we actually have: (1) the Jewish Gospel known to Origen (ca. 185–254), (2) the Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius (ca. 315–403), and (3) the Jewish Gospel known to Jerome (ca. 342–420). By taking this approach, we do not have to decide the question of how many Jewish Gospels there were and, if more than one, how they related to one another and which one(s) the church fathers were citing. As it so happens, there is some correspondence with the traditionally identified three Gospels. The quotations and traditions provided by Origen roughly correspond to what has been called the Gospel of the Hebrews, the quotations and traditions provided by Epiphanius correspond to what has been called the Gospel of the Ebionites, and the quotations and traditions provided by Jerome roughly correspond to what has been called the Gospel of the Nazoraeans. Our analysis will proceed in the order of our patristic sources. The approach recommended here will result in a few of the quotations changing locations.

			Before proceeding further, a word needs to be said about the Gospel of Thomas. This document is probably not Jewish, whatever one’s opinion of the extent of its gnostic character. However, there is an interesting unit of tradition within it that may very well derive from Jewish Christianity. We find in saying 12:

			The disciples said to Jesus, “We know that you will depart from us. Who is to be great over us?” Jesus said to them, “Wherever you shall have come, you are to go to James the Righteous, for whose sake heaven and earth came into being.”

			The emphasis on James, rather than Thomas (as in the prologue and saying 13), is in tension with this writing’s gnosticizing preference for the disciple Thomas. Rather, the Jacobian orientation of this saying points to an early, Jewish tradition, not to later gnostic legend. Also, the concluding language, “for whose sake heaven and earth came into being,” parallels language found in rabbinic literature.[21] Accordingly, saying 12 of Thomas is in all probability a piece of Jewish Christian tradition that may reach back to the latter part of the first century.[22] However, because Thomas is not itself a Jewish Christian work, it will not be considered further.

			And finally, there are some papyri that may represent fragments of other Jewish Gospels. A few of these will also be considered.

			The Jewish Gospel Known to Origen

			The Jewish Gospel known to Origen of Alexandria[23] (which in the older understanding was usually called the Gospel of the Hebrews) may well have been known to Clement of Alexandria and probably also to Didymus the Blind. Because quotations of this Gospel are preserved primarily by Christian writers who lived in Alexandria, the original provenance was probably Egypt. Its mystical features are somewhat reminiscent of the Gospel of Thomas and other writings that circulated among gnostic groups, as at least one excerpt suggests (Gos. Heb. §4 in Schneemelcher = §1 in Elliott):[24] “He that marvels shall reign, and he that has reigned shall rest” (attributed to Clement, Strom. 2.9.45 and 5.14.96). This saying is very similar to Gos. Thom. §2.

			The Jewish Gospel known to Origen may be the earliest of the Jewish Gospels (or Gospel recensions), dating perhaps to the end of the first century or, more probably, to the beginning of the second. The Jewish Gospel known to Origen shows no evidence of being dependent upon Matthew or the other Synoptic Gospels. What tradition is preserved appears to have developed from other sources and to reflect a different set of concerns and beliefs.[25]

			One excerpt (Gos. Heb. §3 in Schneemelcher = §2 in Elliott)[26] reflects wisdom ideas, when we have Jesus describing how the Spirit led him into the arena of temptation: “Even so did my mother, the Holy Spirit, take me by one of my hairs and carry me away to the great mountain Tabor” (Origen, Comm. Jo. 2.12; Hom. Jer. 15.4; See also Jerome, Comm. Mich. 7.7; Comm. Isa. 40:9 [Sed et in evangelio quod iuxta Hebraeos scriptum, Nazaraei lectitant, Dominus loquitur: modo me tulit mater mea, Spiritus sanctus. “But in that Gospel written according to the Hebrews, which is read by the Nazoraeans, the Lord says: ‘A moment ago my mother, the Holy Spirit, took me up.’ ”]; Jerome, Comm. Ezech. 16.13). The identification of the Spirit (whose verbal gender in Hebrew—but not Greek—is feminine) as “Mother” coheres with wisdom tradition (though it also coheres with gnostic ideas). The tradition of transport by one’s hair probably originates with Ezek 8:3: “. . . took me by a lock of my head; and the Spirit lifted me up between earth and heaven, and brought me in visions of God to Jerusalem . . .” It is echoed in Bel and the Dragon 36 (“then the angel of the Lord took him by the crown of his head, and lifted him by his hair and set him down in Babylon”) and later traditions (cf. 2 Bar. 6:3: “suddenly a strong spirit lifted me and carried me above the wall of Jerusalem”; Cologne Mani Codex 55.16–23: “suddenly the living Spirit seized me and brought me up mightily and stood me at the top of a very high mountain”). Early forms of these traditions may have contributed to Gos. Heb. §3. Tabor as the scene of the temptation lacks all verisimilitude and may reflect an eschatological orientation (cf. Jer 46:18).[27]

			Another excerpt (Gos. Naz. §16 in Schneemelcher = §1 in Elliott)[28] provides us with an interesting version of the story of the rich man who asked Jesus what he must do to inherit life. We find it in Origen’s Commentary on Matthew, but preserved in Latin and not in Greek (Comm. in Matt. 15.14 on 19:16–22):

			“Master, what good thing must I do that I may live?” He said to him: “Man, do the Law and the Prophets.” He answered him: “I have done (them).” He said to him: “Go and sell all that you possess and distribute it among the poor, and then come and follow me.” But the rich man then began to scratch his head, for it did not please him. And the Lord said to him: “How can you say, ‘I have done the Law and Prophets’? For it is written in the Law: ‘Love your neighbor as yourself’; and behold, many of your brothers, sons of Abraham, are covered with filth and die of hunger; and your house is full of many good things and nothing at all comes forth from it to them!” And he turned and said to Simon, his disciple, who was sitting by him: “Simon, son of Jonah, it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of heaven.”[29]

			According to Mark 10:19, Jesus only says, “You know the commandments.” In Matt 19:17, Jesus says, “Keep the commandments.” This excerpt follows Matthew, but has Jesus say, “Do the Law and the Prophets.” The intent is to expand Jesus’ requirements, lest one think that Jesus only expects adherence to the Ten Commandments themselves, which in the Synoptic version of the story are mentioned in part (cf. Matt 19:18–19 = Mark 10:19 = Luke 18:20). The Jewish Gospel omits the partial list of the commandments, instead having Jesus require doing the “Law and the Prophets.” Not only is the version in the Jewish Gospel more stringent in what is required, it is more severe in its criticism of the man, who in this version of the story is said at the outset of the narrative to be “rich” (dives), thus preparing for the stinging rebuke that will follow. Jesus appeals to Lev 19:18 (cf. Matt 19:19b). The rich man is faulted for sharing none of his wealth with his starving, impoverished, dirty brothers, who are “sons of Abraham” and as such share in Israel’s covenants and blessings. The version of the story in the Jewish Gospel seems to have been influenced by the Lukan Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19–30).[30]

			Contrary to the opinion of Schmidtke and others, Jeremias does not think this story from Origen’s Jewish Gospel (which Jeremias assumes is part of the Gospel of the Nazoraeans) is simply a reworking of the Matthean version, which itself is clearly a reworking of the Markan story. Rather, he thinks the tradition derives from an independent Jewish Gospel.[31] Perhaps. More recently, Klijn has argued that this form of the story and that found in Tatian are probably dependent on Matthew.[32] Nevertheless, the form of the story in Origen’s Jewish Gospel may contain independent elements—elements that are distinctly Jewish. The reference to the rich man’s fellows as “your brothers” and as “sons of Abraham” reflects a Jewish perspective. The statement that “nothing at all comes forth from it to them” has a Semitic ring, while the mention in passing that Jesus is sitting portrays Jesus as a teacher in Jewish style.

			The Jewish Gospel Known to Epiphanius[33]

			The Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius has been traditionally called the Gospel of the Ebionites. Some have wondered if it is the Gospel called the “Gospel of the Twelve” by Origen, Ambrose, and Jerome.[34] Irenaeus may have known of it. This Gospel omits the virgin birth, which is consistent with Ebionite Christianity’s denial of it. It also eliminates mention of John the Baptist’s consumption of locusts, in keeping with Ebionite vegetarianism. This Gospel may have circulated in Greek and seems related to Matthew, though it made harmonizing use of the other two Synoptic Gospels.[35] It probably dates to some time near the middle of the second century.

			According to Epiphanius (Pan. 30.13.4–5):

			And “it came to pass that John was baptizing, and Pharisees and all Jerusalem went out to him and were baptized. And John had a garment of camel’s hair and a leather girdle about his waist, and his food, it is said, was wild honey, the taste of which was that of manna, as a cake dipped in oil.” (Gos. Eb. §2 in Hennecke-Schneemelcher = §3 in Elliott)[36]

			Epiphanius is annoyed by the variant, complaining that the Ebionites “were resolved to make the word of truth into a lie and to put a cake in the place of locusts.” This is not quite what the text says, however. All that is said is that the wild honey had the taste of manna, “as a cake dipped in oil.”[37] This interesting elaboration of the honey, which alludes to Exod 16:31, does in effect take the place of the locusts and may allude to Jewish traditions concerned with the nature and taste of manna (cf. Josephus, Ant. 3.26–32; Mekilta on Exod 16:31 [Vayassa’ §6]; Sipre Numbers §89 [on Num 11:1–23]; t. Soṭah 4.3; b. Yoma 75a). If it does, the Jewish character of this variant tradition is further attested.[38] Linking John’s wilderness food with the food that the Israelites ate while crossing the wilderness and preparing for entry into the promised land may lend an additional element of restoration theology to the ministry and activity of John. Such an interpretive orientation once again underscores the Jewish character of the tradition. Omission of the locusts is also consistent with Ebionite vegetarianism.[39]

			Epiphanius also reports a remarkable expansion of the story of Jesus’ baptism (Pan. 30.13.7–8):

			When the people were baptized, Jesus came and was baptized by John. And as he came up from the water, the heavens opened and he saw the Holy Spirit in the form of the dove, descending and entering into him. And a voice from heaven [was] saying: “You are my beloved son, in whom I have taken pleasure”; and again, “Today I have begotten you.” And immediately a great light shone round about the place. Seeing this, it says, John says to him, “Who are you, Lord?” And again a voice from heaven (sounded forth) to him: “This is my beloved son, in whom I have taken pleasure.” And then it says: John, falling on his face, was saying, “I beg you, Lord, baptize me!” But he forbade him, saying, “Permit, for thus it is proper that all things be fulfilled.” (Gos. Eb. §3 in Schneemelcher = §5 in Elliott)[40]

			Although this tradition reflects Synoptic material throughout, several variants should be noted. The Holy Spirit descends and enters (εἰσελθούσης) Jesus. According to Matt 3:16 (and Luke 3:22), the Spirit descends upon Jesus; it does not enter him. Mark 1:10 says the Spirit descended to (possibly into) Jesus, while John 1:32 says the Spirit remained on Jesus. This Gospel’s statement that the Spirit “entered into” Jesus is an important addition to the story. This Gospel also adds a quotation of part of Ps 2:7 (“Today I have begotten you”). Then, drawing inspiration from the story of Paul’s encounter with the risen Christ on the road to Damascus, we are told that “a great light shone round about the place” and that John asks, “Who are you, Lord?” The allusion to Acts 9:3–6 is obvious.[41] The baptism of Jesus is upgraded from Jesus’ personal vision to a public epiphany—indeed, one could almost say a conversion experience for the Baptist. Returning to the Matthean exemplar, but once again embellishing the story, the Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius says that John begged Jesus, whom he addresses as “Lord,” to baptize him.

			Finally, Klijn wonders if the absence of “righteousness,” which is thematic and distinctive in Matthew (cf. 5:6, 10, 20, 48; 6:1, 33), is evidence that the author of the Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius had access to an older version of Matthew.[42] Perhaps, but the omission of “all righteousness” here in the baptism story may be due to a shift away from ethics to prophecy, as the quotation of Ps 2:7 may imply. If Jesus is God’s Son, declared to be such by God himself, he hardly needs to be baptized to fulfill righteousness. But his baptism and the entry of the Spirit may be said to fulfill prophecy.

			Another excerpt (Gos. Eb. §4 in Schneemelcher = §2 in Elliott)[43] describes the call of the disciples, conflating phrases from Matthew, Mark, and Luke. It concludes with an interesting addition: “Therefore I wish you to be twelve apostles, for testimony to Israel” (Epiphanius, Pan. 30.13.3). Scholars have long understood the appointment of the twelve apostles as a symbol testifying to Jesus’ witness to the whole of Israel, probably illustrating the hope of national restoration. But nowhere in the Gospels is this made explicit. This Jewish Gospel, however, makes it quite clear. Indeed, the phrase “for testimony to Israel” (εἰς μαρτύριον τοῦ Ισραήλ) is drawn from the Old Testament (cf. Deut 31:19, 26; Ruth 4:7; Ps 121[122]:4). The Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius has thus underscored this important aspect of Jesus’ aims: to testify to the whole of Israel. Once again, restoration ideas underlie this tradition.

			Another excerpt (Gos. Eb. §6 in Schneemelcher = §7 in Elliott)[44] appears to capitalize on the destruction of the Jewish temple and the cessation of sacrifices. Our source is again Epiphanius (Pan. 30.16.5): “I have come to abolish sacrifices, and if you do not cease to sacrifice, wrath will not cease from you.” The first clause alludes to Matt 5:17–18 (“Do not suppose that I have come to abolish the law. . . . I have come to fulfill . . .”), while the second clause seems to allude to John 3:36b (“the wrath of God remains on him”).[45] It is almost unthinkable that such a saying could have circulated in a Jewish document prior to 70; it is in all probability a post-70 gloss, perhaps reflecting opposition to second-century Jewish hopes to rebuild the temple (cf. Barn. 16; Recognitions 1.39, 64).[46]

			In another excerpt (Gos. Eb. §7 in Schneemelcher = §8 in Elliott)[47] Epiphanius complains about the altered version presented in his Jewish Gospel (Pan. 30.22.4):

			But they, on their own having erased the order of truth, altered the saying, as is plain to all from the attached readings, and have made the disciples say, “Where do you wish that we prepare for you to eat the Passover?” and him answer, “I have not desired with desire to eat flesh this Passover with you, have I?”

			The disciples’ question, “Where do you wish that we prepare for you to eat the Passover?” is taken from Matt 26:17. Jesus’ reply, however, is drawn from Luke 22:15, but is presented in the form of a question that expects a negative answer: “I have not desired with desire to eat flesh this Passover with you, have I?”[48] The Jewish Gospel known to Epiphanius has added the negative particle and “flesh,” but has omitted the final words “before I suffer.” The point of the redaction is to provide a rationale for vegetarianism and is consistent with excerpt §2, in which the locusts were omitted from John’s diet.[49] Of course, this stance flies in the face of Passover observance, in which a roasted lamb is consumed. If Christ is “our Passover” (cf. 1 Cor 5:7), then a Passover lamb need never again be eaten and a vegetarian kashrut may be observed. Evidently the weight of Christology, aided by the events of 70, has prevailed over the weight of Jewish Passover tradition.

			The Jewish Gospel Known to Jerome

			Jerome frequently refers to a Gospel[50] that the Nazoraeans and/or Ebionites use (e.g., Comm. Matt. on 12:13; on 23:35) or the “Gospel of the Hebrews” (Comm. Matt. on 6:11; Tract. Ps. 135). Some, following Schmidtke, link Jerome’s Gospel (which is usually called the Gospel of the Nazoraeans) with the source called the Judaicon (i.e., the Jewish Gospel) in the margin of the Greek text of some mss of Matthew.[51] Frey rejects this identification.[52] The Jewish Gospel known to Jerome may have circulated in Aramaic or Syriac and was closely related to Matthew. Klijn has recently suggested that this Gospel (which he identifies as Nazoraeans) originated in the same community that produced Matthew.[53] In my view, this hypothesis outruns the available evidence. More cautiously, we may suppose that the community in which Jerome’s Jewish Gospel circulated had much in common with the community in which Matthew circulated. But Greek Matthew probably originated in one community, and the Aramaic Gospel known to Jerome in another.[54] It is also probable that this Gospel originated a generation or two after Matthew, sometime in the first half of the second century.[55]

			Space permits examination of only a select number of the distinctive sayings found in the Jewish Gospel known to Jerome. Our first excerpt (Gos. Naz. §2 in Schneemelcher = §13 in Elliott)[56] is taken from Jerome’s Pelag. 3.2 and is a variant of Matt 3:13–14, with a few words and phrases drawn from elsewhere (e.g., Matt 12:46; Mark 1:4; Lev 4:2; 5:18b).

			Behold, the mother of the Lord and his brothers said to him: “John the Baptist baptizes for the forgiveness of sins; let us go and be baptized by him.” But he said to them: “In what have I sinned, that I should go and be baptized by him? Unless what I have said is in ignorance.”

			The version we have here more directly speaks to the embarrassment with which early Christians regarded the story of Jesus’ baptism “for the forgiveness of sins.” The implication is that Jesus, like everyone else, was a sinner in need of repentance. The Gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John mitigate the awkwardness of the baptism tradition in their own respective ways. In Matthew, the Baptist protests, “I need to be baptized by you, and do you come to me?” and Jesus replies, “Let it be so for now; for thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness.” It is only then that John consents (Matt 3:13–17). Luke says John was imprisoned (Luke 3:20) and then narrates the baptism of Jesus (3:21–22), leaving his readers with the impression that Jesus may not have been baptized by John. The Gospel of John records no baptism at all. Indeed, the Baptist hails Jesus as the “lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29; cf. v. 36) and later says that Jesus’ disciples baptized more people than did John and his disciples (3:22; 4:1–2). Building on the Matthean version, the Jewish Gospel known to Jerome has Jesus explicitly question his need of John’s baptism: In what has Jesus sinned? Evidently not in anything; therefore, he has no need of baptism.[57] This is all the more remarkable when one compares it to the saying below ( = Gos. Naz. §15), in which it is admitted that even among the great prophets of old sin is found.

			Our second excerpt (Gos. Heb. §2 in Schneemelcher = §6 in Elliott)[58] offers a distinctive version of the baptism of Jesus:

			And it came to pass when the Lord came up out of the water that the whole fount of the Holy Spirit descended upon him and rested on him and said to him: “My Son, in all the prophets was I waiting for you that you should come and I might rest in you. For you are my rest; you are my first-born Son that reigns forever.” (Jerome, Comm. Isa. 4 [on Isa 11:2])

			Several features of this version of the baptism point to christological developments that in all probability postdate the Synoptic tradition:[59] (1) Jesus is called “the Lord” (dominus), which smacks of later usage. (2) The simpler Spirit (as in Mark), Spirit of God (as in Matthew), or Holy Spirit (as in Luke) becomes in Jerome’s Jewish Gospel “the whole fount of the Holy Spirit.” (3) It is the Spirit, not (as the Synoptics imply) the Father, who addresses Jesus. Presenting the story this way avoids the type of anthropomorphism that is typically avoided in rabbinic and targumic literature. That is, it is not God himself who speaks to people; it is his Spirit, or Word, or Wisdom. (4) The reference to “all the prophets” enhances the heavenly declaration and once again points to the later emphasis on proof-texting. (5) The reference to Jesus as God’s “first-born” also reflects later usage (cf. Col 1:15, 18; Heb 1:6). (6) The declaration that Jesus is the Spirit’s “rest” alludes not to the messianism of Isa 11:2,[60] but to wisdom ideas, in which dame Wisdom finds her rest in Israel or among the righteous and wise (cf. Sir 24:7 “Among all these I sought a resting place”; Wis 7:27),[61] ideas which in turn constitute a poetic development of finding rest in the promised land (cf. Pss 95:11; 125:3; 132:14).[62]

			The next excerpt (Gos. Heb. §6 in Schneemelcher = §3 in Elliott) is indicative of a high ethical orientation in this Gospel: “He who has grieved the spirit of his brother” commits one of the greatest crimes (Jerome, Comm. Ezech. 18.7).[63] This excerpt coheres with excerpt §5 ( = §3 in Elliott): “And never be joyful, except when you behold your brother with love” (Jerome, Comm. Eph. 5.4).[64] Attainment of high ethical standards is, of course, a fundamental concern in Jewish wisdom tradition.

			Another excerpt (Gos. Heb. §7 in Schneemelcher = §4 in Elliott)[65] offers one of the most intriguing of the traditions found in the Jewish Gospel(s). We not only learn more about the post-resurrection appearance of Jesus to his brother James, we also learn that James was present at the Last Supper:

			And when the Lord had given the linen cloth to the servant of the priest, he went to James and appeared to him. For James had sworn that he would not eat bread from that hour in which he had drunk the cup of the Lord until he should see him risen from among them that sleep. And shortly thereafter the Lord said: “Bring table and bread!” And immediately it is added: “He took the bread, blessed it and broke it and gave it to James the Just and said to him: ‘My brother, eat your bread, for the Son of Man is risen from among them that sleep.’ ” (Jerome, Vir. ill. 2)

			The first clause is tantalizing. What is the significance of the “linen cloth”? Who is the “servant of the priest”? We may have overlap with Johannine tradition. If so, then perhaps the priest’s servant is Malchus (cf. John 18:10) and perhaps the linen cloth is either the cloth that covered Jesus’ face or part of the other grave clothes with which he had been wrapped for burial (cf. John 20:5–7). Of greater importance is the prominence given James. We are told that he “had sworn” to refrain from bread until Jesus was risen and that he had made this oath when “he had drunk the cup of the Lord.” This surely alludes to the Last Supper and runs parallel to Jesus’ vow not to drink wine (cf. Mark 14:25; Matt 26:29; Luke 22:18), or eat the Passover (cf. Luke 22:16), until he may do so in the kingdom of God.[66] But in Jerome’s Jewish Gospel, it is James who makes a vow. It is James who observes the first post-Easter Eucharist, in the very presence of the risen Christ. The status of James is clearly enhanced in this version, as we might expect in a Gospel cherished, if not generated, by a Jewish community of believers.[67]

			In another excerpt (Gos. Naz. §8 in Schneemelcher = §8 in Elliott) Jerome’s Jewish Gospel expands the story of the healing of the man with the withered hand by having the afflicted man explain: “I was a mason and earned (my) living with (my) hands; I beseech you, Jesus, to restore to me my health that I may not with shame [turpiter] have to beg for my bread” (Comm. Matt. on 12.13).[68] This embellishment explains that the man with the withered hand had in fact been at one time gainfully employed (and had not been a beggar all of his life, as perhaps some would have supposed). Because of his affliction, he can no longer support himself and has had to resort to begging, which he regards as shameful. He would like his hand restored so that he might return to work. The addition thus heightens the element of honor-shame, probably reflecting Jewish cultural and social sensitivities (cf. Ps 37:25; 109:10; Sir 40:28 “it is better to die than to beg”; 40:30 “In the mouth of the shameless begging is sweet, but in his stomach a fire is kindled”; Luke 16:3 “I am ashamed to beg”; 2 Thess 3:10 “If any one will not work, let him not eat”).

			According to Jerome’s Jewish Gospel (Gos. Naz. §15 in Schneemelcher = §13 in Elliott) and according to the Judaicon (cf. mss 566, 899), after the phrase “seventy times seven times” appears the following:

			“If your brother has sinned with a word [in verbo] and made for you satisfaction [satis tibi fecerit], receive him seven times in a day.” Said Simon his disciple to him: “Seven times in a day?” The Lord answered and said to him: “Yes, I say to you, until seventy times seven. For in the prophets also, after they were anointed with the Holy Spirit, the word of sin was found.” (Pelag. 3.2)[69]

			The saying is based on Matthean (Matt 18:21–22 “I do not say to you seven times, but seventy times seven”) and Lukan (Luke 17:3–4) elements. Although the precise meaning of “the word of sin” (λόγος ἁμαρτίας = sermo peccati) is uncertain, the context is clear enough. We have here a teaching relating to the importance of not sinning with one’s tongue, which is an important theme in Jewish wisdom and ethics (cf. Sir 19:16; 25:8; Jas 3:1–2; m. ’Abot 1:17). The addition extends Matt 18:15 (“if he listens to you”), thus qualifying the stringency of Jesus’ ethical demands. One’s errant brother must make satisfaction; if he does, then he is to be forgiven every time.

			According to Jerome’s Jewish Gospel (Epist. 120.8; Comm. Matt. on 27:51): “But in the Gospel, which is written in Hebrew letters, we do not read that ‘the veil of the Temple’ was torn, but ‘the lintel of the Temple of wondrous size collapsed’ ” (Gos. Naz. §21 in Hennecke-Schneemelcher = §11 in Elliott, p. 12; cf. Gos. Naz. §36 “Also in the Gospel of the Nazoraeans we read that at the time of Christ’s death the lintel of the Temple, of immense size, had split”).[70] One might compare the omens described by Josephus (J.W. 6.293–300; to which Jerome alludes in his commentary on Matt 27:51). This intersection of Jerome’s Jewish Gospel with the Jewish historian is intriguing. But does Josephus say the same thing—and did it occur in 33 ce? What we have here is probably early Jewish Christian legend, intended to exaggerate the impact that Jesus’ death had on the temple; that is, not only did the veil tear, the building was significantly damaged.[71]

			Jesus in the “Jewish Versions” of the Canonical Gospels

			We should also consider three versions of the New Testament Gospels for traces of “Jewish” perspectives. We have a Hebrew version of Matthew, a Coptic version of Matthew, and, of course, the Syriac version of all four New Testament Gospels.

			Hebrew Matthew

			The complete text of Matthew in Hebrew[72] is preserved in a lengthy, polemical treatise composed in the fourteenth century by Shem Tov ben Isaac (sometimes called Ibn Shaprut). Shem Tov’s purpose was to refute the Gospel story, point by point. Although disputed, Shem Tov may actually preserve an independent textual tradition of Matthew, possibly related to the “Gospel in Hebrew letters” mentioned  by church fathers. (See fig. 3.1.) If so, does it tell us anything about the Jews who preserved it? Were they Christians, and if so, what kind? Here is the earliest and most important patristic testimony relating to a Hebrew version of Matthew:

			Matthew had first preached to Hebrews, and when he was on the point of going to others he transmitted in writing in his native language the Gospel according to himself [πατρίῳ γλώττῃ γραφῇ παραδοὺς τὸ κατ᾿ αὐτὸν εὐαγγέλιον], and thus supplied by writing the lack of his own presence to those from whom he was sent. (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.24.6 [Lake, LCL])

			These things are related by Papias concerning Mark. But concerning Matthew he writes as follows: “So then Matthew wrote the oracles in the Hebrew language [Ἑβραΐδι διαλέκτῳ τὰ λόγια συνετάξατο], and every one interpreted them as he was able. (Papias, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.16 [Lake, LCL])

			Matthew also issued a written gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect [ἐν τοῖς Ἑβραίοις τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ αὐτῶν, καὶ γραφὴν ἐξήνεγκεν εὐαγγελίου]. (Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1)

			Matthew, having written the Gospel in Hebrew [τὸ εὐαγγέλιον Ἑβραϊστὶ γράψας], published it in Jerusalem. (Hippolytus, De Duodecim Apostolis; PL 10.952)

			. . . that first was written that according to Matthew, who was once a tax-collector but afterwards an apostle of Jesus Christ, who published it for those who from Judaism came to believe, composed in Hebrew letters [γράμμασιν Ἑβραϊκοῖς συντεταγμένον]. (Origen, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.4 [Oulton, LCL, adapted])

			The first evangelist was Matthew, a tax-collector, surnamed Levi, who edited a Gospel in Judea in the Hebrew language [qui evangelium in Judaea Hebreo sermone edidit] chiefly for the sake of Jews who believed in Jesus. (Jerome, Comm. Matt. Praefatio)

			Matthew, who is also Levi, and who from a publican came to be an apostle, first of all composed a Gospel of Christ in Judaea in the Hebrew language and characters [evangelium Christi Hebraeis litteris verbisque composuit] for the benefit of those of the circumcision who had believed. Who translated it after that in Greek is not sufficiently ascertained. Moreover, the Hebrew itself is preserved to this day in the library at Caesarea, which the martyr Pamphilus so diligently collected. I also was allowed by the Nazarenes who use this volume in the Syrian city of Beroea to copy it. (Jerome, Vir. ill. 3)[73]

			Many readings in Hebrew Matthew cohere with early Greek witnesses, many are independent, and it has been shown that Shem Tov’s Hebrew Matthew is based upon neither the Vulgate nor Byzantine Greek. If Shem Tov’s Hebrew Matthew had been translated from a Greek text in the fourteenth century, it is very probable that it would have been based on a Byzantine text. Accordingly, Hebrew Matthew may be an important witness to a much earlier tradition, possibly one that is in some way related to a Hebrew version of Matthew discussed by several early church fathers.

			The point here is not to become entangled in the question of whether Hebrew Matthew is related to the Hebrew logia mentioned by Papias, but to recognize that this work may very well represent an authentic Jewish version of the Gospel of Matthew, perhaps deriving from a setting as early as the second century. Several theological tendencies in this Hebrew version are reviewed below.

			Avoidance of Reference to God. It is commonly observed that the Matthean evangelist customarily alters “kingdom of God” to “kingdom of heaven” in his Markan (e.g., 4:17 [cf. Mark 1:15]; 13:11 [cf. Mark 4:11]) and Q (5:3 [cf. Luke 13:28]; 8:11 [cf. Luke 13:28]) sources. This tendency, along with employment of the so-called “divine passive,” is a circumlocution by which the evangelist avoids reference to God.[74] Nevertheless, four examples of “kingdom of God” remain in the Greek Matthean text (12:28; 19:24; 21:31, 43). In Hebrew Matthew, however, three of these are changed to “kingdom of heaven” (19:24; 21:31, 43) and the fourth is shortened to “the kingdom” (12:28). Sensitivity to the Divine Name is also seen in Hebrew Matthew’s frequent employment of the epithet “the Name” (ha-Shem), usually in place of κύριος or θεός. It is usually abbreviated as h’ (e.g., 2:13, 19; 21:12; 22:31; 28:2), though sometimes it is spelled out fully (as in 28:9). Howard wonders why Shem Tov, a hostile Jewish polemicist, would add the ineffable name to a text he regarded as heretical.[75] (We should expect him to add Adonai.) It is better to suppose that ha-Shem was already in the text and that Shem Tov, in keeping with Jewish custom, was reluctant to delete it (cf. t. Šabb. 13.5).

			The Law. Another important Matthean feature is its positive assessment of the law (esp. 5:17–20). The so-called antitheses (5:21–48) provide several examples of how Jesus expects the law to be fulfilled. For example, it is not enough simply to refrain from murder (“You have heard that it was said to the men of old, ‘You shall not kill . . .’ ”; 5:21), one must not be angry with one’s brother (“But I say to you that every one who is angry with his brother shall be liable to judgment . . .”; 5:22). It is not enough to refrain from physical adultery (“You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery’ ”; 5:27), one must not lust (“But I say to you that every one who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart”; 5:28).

			Two of the antitheses in Hebrew Matthew differ somewhat from their counterparts in Greek Matthew. According to the Greek, “It was also said, ‘Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce.’ But I say to you that every one who divorces his wife, except on the ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress . . .’ ” (5:31–32). But according to Hebrew Matthew, “. . . But I say to you that every one who divorces his wife is to give her a certificate of divorce. But concerning adultery, he is the one who commits adultery . . .” (emphasis added). Hebrew Matthew makes it clear that the law of Moses (in this case Deut 24:1–4) is to be followed. Moreover, the absence of the exception clause (cf. Mark 10:11–12; Luke 16:18; 1 Cor 7:10), which scholars suspect may have been a later gloss, may support the antiquity of Hebrew Matthew.

			The second example involves the antithesis concerned with swearing (taking oaths). According to Greek Matthew, “Again you have heard that it was said to the men of old, ‘You shall not swear falsely, but shall perform to the Lord what you have sworn.’ But I say to you, Do not swear at all . . .” (5:33–34). But according to Hebrew Matthew, “Again you have heard that it was said to those of long ago, ‘You shall not swear by my name falsely, but you shall perform to the Lord your oath. But I say to you, Do not swear in vain by anything . . .” (emphasis added). Hebrew Matthew’s different reading is quite significant. Swearing is permissible (as it certainly is in the law of Moses), but it is not to be done falsely, “by my name” (cf. Lev 19:12), or “in vain” (cf. Exod 20:7). In Hebrew Matthew, there is no hint that laws pertaining to taking oaths have been abrogated.

			John the Baptist. In Greek Matthew, the importance of John the Baptist is qualified, if not diminished. This is not the case in Hebrew Matthew. This is seen in three examples. First, according to Greek Matthew, “Truly, I say to you, among those born of women there has risen no one greater than John the Baptist; yet he who is least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he” (11:11, emphasis added). The last part of this verse is lacking in Hebrew Matthew. Second, two verses later, Greek Matthew says, “For all the prophets and the law prophesied until John” (11:13, emphasis added), while according to Hebrew Matthew, “For all the prophets and the law spoke concerning John” (emphasis added). Third, in Greek Matthew, we have “Elijah does come, and he is to restore all things” (17:11, emphasis added; Elijah is understood to refer to John; cf. 17:13). But according to Hebrew Matthew, “Indeed Elijah will come and will save all the world” (emphasis added). This exalted view of Elijah is consistent with Jewish tradition, but applied to John would prove unacceptable to a developing Christianity that eventually found itself at odds with groups loyal to the Baptizer (cf. Acts 18:5–19:7; Justin Martyr, Dial. 80; Pseudo-Clement, Recognitions 1.54.60).

			Exorcism. Perhaps one of the most intriguing variants in Hebrew Matthew is found in an important saying held in common with Luke. According to Greek Matthew, “But if it is by the Spirit of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you” (12:28 = Luke 11:20, except the latter reads “by the finger of God”). According to Hebrew Matthew, Jesus says, “But if I cast out demons by the Spirit of God, truly the end of [his] kingdom has come.” Not only does this form of the saying fit its context more naturally, and not only is the ambiguous phrase “upon you” missing, the clause “the end of [Satan’s] kingdom has come” coheres dictionally and thematically with Jewish eschatology. This aspect is expressed clearly in the Testament of Moses, a book composed sometime in the first third of the first century ce—that is, during Jesus’ lifetime and probably during his ministry. According to the eschatological vision of this pseudepigraphon, “then his [God’s] kingdom will appear in his whole creation, and then the Devil will have an end [finem habebit]” (Testament of Moses 10:1). Hebrew Matthew seems to be saying the same thing: If Jesus is able by the Spirit of God to cast out demons, then indeed the kingdom of Satan is coming to an end (cf. Mark 3:26: “If Satan . . . is divided . . . he has an end [τέλος ἔχει]”). We need not argue that Hebrew Matthew preserves a form of the saying that is older, or more authentic, than that found in Q. But its form is consistent with Jewish eschatology of late antiquity and does not appear to represent a confused, medieval reading.

			Israel and the nations. Perhaps the most interesting feature of Hebrew Matthew is its stance with respect to Israel and its relationship to the nations. The declarations that Jesus and his disciples are sent only to the lost sheep of Israel and not to the gentiles or Samaritans (10:5–6; 15:24) are not qualified in Hebrew Matthew by a concluding commission to “make disciples of all nations”; we find only: “Go and teach them to carry out all the things that I have commanded you forever.” We should observe also the different form of the tradition in 10:17–18. According to Greek Matthew, “Beware of men; for they will deliver you up to councils, and flog you in their synagogues, and you will be dragged before governors and kings for my sake, to bear testimony before them and the Gentiles.” But according to Hebrew Matthew, “Beware of men. They will not deliver you up in their congregations and houses of assembly, but to governors and kings. You will be able to bear witness on my behalf to them and to the Gentiles.” Hebrew Matthew may be suggesting that contrary to proper Jewish discipline, the disciples will not be reviewed in synagogues by their own people; they will instead be handed over—probably in the sense of betrayal—to gentile rulers. Nevertheless, the disciples will be able to bear witness (i.e., defend) themselves effectively. Understood in this light, Matt 10:5–6 is not part of a gentile mission. With the absence of the gentile commission in 28:19–20, it seems that Hebrew Matthew did not envision the evangelization of the nations, baptizing them and making them disciples of the Jesus community.

			Syriac Gospels

			The origin of the Syriac Gospels is somewhat mysterious and has been the subject of a long and sometimes contentious debate.[76] It seems that the Gospels first entered the Syriac-speaking world thanks to Tatian’s Diatessaron (ca. 172), a harmony that made use of all four canonical Gospels and, perhaps, a Judaic-Christian Gospel,[77] and probably depended on Justin Martyr’s Greek harmony.[78] If the Syriac Gospel tradition began with the Diatessaron, as seems likely, that would explain why only with difficulty the “Gospel of the Separated” (Evangeliōn da-mepharreshē) finally succeeded in displacing the older and much appreciated “Gospel of the Mixed” (Evangeliōn da-mehalletē). The authority and influence of the four distinct Gospels, accepted everywhere in the West, prevailed.

			The Peshitta Gospels apparently do contain vestiges of the old Syriac Gospels, including some elements of Judaic Gospel traditions. But the Peshitta Gospels are translations of the early Byzantine Greek text, not a primitive Aramaic tradition that goes back to Jesus and his disciples. Even so, there are some interesting readings in the Peshitta Gospels, a few of which may reflect one or more of the Jewish Gospels.[79]

			At Matt 6:12 the Peshitta reads, “And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our debtors.” In Greek Matthew, we have ὀφειλήματα/ὀφειλέταις, “debts”/“debtors,” while in Greek Luke 11:4 we have ἁμαρτίας, “sins,” but the Peshitta uses the word ḥawb, which, like its Aramaic equivalent, means both debt and sin. Jesus’ saying in Matt 10:30, “But even the hairs of your head are all numbered,” involves a play on the Syriac words menē (“hairs”) and manyān (“numbered”).[80] There is no wordplay in Greek. At Matt 22:40 the Syriac text reads “On these two commands hang the Torah (ūrāytā) and the Prophets,” whereas in the Greek it reads “the law and the prophets.” The Syriac word ūrāytā specifically means Torah; it is not the general term for law (which in Syriac is nāmūsā, which is related to the Greek word νόμος). Perhaps under the influence of the Diatessaron, Peshitta Matt 28:18 concludes with the words, “As my Father sent me, I am sending you,” in agreement with Codex Koridethi (Θ or 038) and a few other witnesses. The line comes from John 20:21. (See fig. 3.2.)

			We find an interesting example in Mark 10:18. In this case, the Syriac text of the Peshitta follows the Greek: “Why do you call me good? No one is good but God alone.” But in Ephrem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron Jesus says, “One is good, my Father in the heavens” (XV §2).[81] Mark 10:18 reads the same way in Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho (101.2: Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; εἷς ἐστιν ἀγαθός, ὁ Πατήρ μου ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς). It could be that “my Father who is in the heavens” was in Justin’s harmony,[82] which was carried over by Tatian into the Diatessaron. But the Syriac text of the Peshitta reflects the Greek. The language, “our Father in heaven,” of which Jesus is fond (Matt 5:16, 45; 6:1, 9; Mark 11:25; Luke 11:13), is ubiquitous in late antique Jewish literature (m. ’Abot 5:20; m. Yoma 8:9; m. Roš Haš. 8:8; m. Soṭah 9:15; Tg. Job 34:36; Tg. 1 Chr 4:18).

			At Mark 14:23 the Greek reads, “And he took a cup, and when he had given thanks he gave it to them, and they all drank of it,” but the Peshitta reads, “then he took the cup, offered thanks and pronounced a blessing, and gave it to them. They all drank of it” (italics added). In the Matthean and Markan Last Supper narratives, Jesus blesses the bread (Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22) and gives thanks for the cup (Matt 26:27; Mark 14:23). In Luke, Jesus gives thanks for the cup (Luke 22:17). But it is only here in Syriac Mark that we are told that after taking the cup, Jesus “offered thanks and pronounced a blessing.” The added phrase “and pronounced a blessing” seems to reflect the Passover practice of pronouncing a blessing prior to the four cups of wine (m. Pesaḥ. 10:1–9; b. Pesaḥ. 114a–118a). The Last Supper and the Words of Institution should be interpreted against the backdrop of Passover, but the addition of the blessing in Syriac Mark suggests Jewish-Christian influence in reciting and/or transcribing the Last Supper.

			At Luke 6:35 the Greek reads, “love your enemies, and do good, and lend, expecting nothing in return,” but the Peshitta reads, “love your enemies, do good to them, lend to them, and do not cut off any person’s hope” (italics added). What is rendered “cut off hope” (ܦܣܩ, pesaq) is found in Aramaic texts (e.g., Tg. Isa 35:10 “their joy shall not be cut off”; Tg. Isa 51:11; 54:8 “eternal kindness that will not be cut off”; Tg. Job 14:7 “a tree has hope . . . that its branches will not be cut off”). Jeff Childers explains that most Greek mss read μηδὲν ἀπελπίζοντες, meaning “expecting” or “hoping for nothing [in return].” However, a few texts (e.g., W Ξ sys) supply a personal object, reading μηδένα ἀπελπίζοντες, meaning “disappointing no one” or, more literally, “cutting off one’s hope,” a reading shared by Peshitta Luke and the Sinaitic manuscript of the Old Syriac.[83] Several readings in Syriac Luke agree with the earliest and better Greek manuscripts.[84]

			The Gospel of John is at points clarified by the Syriac text, given the former’s “Aramaic cultural and linguistic background” and “Semitic flavor.”[85] In a number of instances, the Syriac text removes the ambiguity of the Greek text. One immediately thinks of John 5:39, where according to the ambiguous Greek text Jesus speaks either descriptively, “You search the scriptures,” or imperativally, “Search the scriptures!” The Syriac reads unambiguously in the imperative. Also at John 14:1, where Jesus’ words can be understood in a declarative sense, “You believe in God; believe also in me,” or in an interrogative sense, “Do you believe in God? Do you believe in me?” The Syriac understands the text in the definitive sense, “Believe in God, and believe in me.” At John 8:34 the Peshitta seems to read exactly as it does in the Greek: “Everyone who commits sin is a slave of sin.” However, in the Syriac—not the Greek—we have a play on words between “commits” (or “does”) and “slave.” Both the verb and the noun come from the root ‘bad.[86] (See fig. 3.3.)

			The Syriac text of the Peshitta Gospels contains little that is independent of the Greek text that underlies it, but in places we probably catch a closer glimpse of Jesus’ Aramaic diction. And in a few places we might hear echoes of the Jewish Gospel(s) tradition as well. Another Syrian Gospel, composed in Greek and probably Jewish, is the Gospel of Peter (i.e., the Akhmîm Gospel excerpt). It will be treated at length in chapter 6 below.

			Coptic Matthew

			In 2001, Hans-Martin Schenke published the Coptic text of the Gospel of Matthew, one of the mss of the Schøyen Collection (catalogue number ms 2650).[87] This papyrus codex dates to the first half of the fourth century, preserving most of Matt 5:38–28:20. It is written in the northern style of the Middle Egyptian dialect of Coptic.[88] Schenke has provided a description of the codex, including its paleography, orthography, language, and textform.[89] He offers a transcription of the Coptic text and a German translation.[90]

			At many points, this Coptic version of Matthew differs from Greek Matthew, even when allowing for discrepancies due to translation from Greek to Coptic. What are we to make of this divergence? Schenke thinks it unlikely that “we have here an extremely free, careless, indeed at times chaotic, translation of a variety of the canonical Gospel of Matthew.” On the contrary, he believes that the “sole plausible explanation is rather that in reality we have before us the corrected translation of a completely different Gospel of Matthew.”[91] Perhaps; but the phenomena are complex. Much further textual study is required before this question can be resolved.

			Is there any evidence that this variant version of Matthew derives from a Jewish Christian context? We think of Epiphanius, who complains of a mutilated and falsified form of the Gospel of Matthew that circulated among the Ebionites (cf. Pan. 30.13.2).[92] But none of the material Epiphanius cites by way of illustration agrees with the Coptic Gospel of Matthew in the Schøyen Collection. We also think of the Hebrew text of Matthew preserved in Shem Tov’s treatise, but again no significant coherence is detected. Comparison with the excerpts of the Gospels known to Origen and and to Jerome offers us no significant coherence. Indeed, only one promising agreement suggests itself.

			At 6:11, Coptic Matthew may agree with the Jewish Gospel known to Jerome (Gos. Naz. §5 in Hennecke-Schneemelcher). According to Jerome, “In the so-called Gospel ‘according to the Hebrews,’ instead of ‘essential to existence’ I found ‘maḥar,’ which means ‘of tomorrow,’ so that the sense is: ‘Our bread of tomorrow—that is, of the future—give us this day’ ” (Comm. Matt. on 6:11).[93] In Greek Matthew, we have the much debated word ἐπιούσιος (understood by Jerome as supersubstantiali, or “essential to existence”), but in underlying Coptic Matthew we may have ἐπαύριον (“of tomorrow”). If this is correct, then we have agreement with Jerome’s Jewish Gospel. But this one agreement does not provide sufficient grounds for associating Coptic Matthew with any of the Jewish Gospels considered above.

			However, there are features in Coptic Matthew that suggest that the underlying Greek text may reach back to a form of text that predates the “received” Greek text of Matthew. These features include the frequent nonappearance of the name Jesus (e.g., at 9:27, 28; 11:1; 12:15; 14:16; 17:8, 18; 26:36),[94] the nonappearance of “teacher” in 12:38, an address that a scribe may have added out of respect for Jesus (i.e., even the scribes and Pharisees addressed Jesus as “teacher”), as well as a host of simpler and shorter readings (e.g., 8:30; 9:25, 32; 10:1, 42; 12:13, 18, 26, 43, 50; 13:33; 14:12, 13, 24, 32, 36; 15:7, 13; 17:1; 18:6,[95] 24;[96] 19:10;[97] 21:2, 5, 6, 11, 12, 15, 17, 19, 28–30,[98] 41, 45; 22:22, 46; 23:1, 3; 24:3, 6, 21,[99] 48, 51; 25:6, 18, 39; 26:4, 5, 7, 13, 34, 44, 49, 63, 72; 27:1, 3, 27, 41, 50, 52, 53, 61, 64; 28:5, 7, 10, 15[100]). Perhaps even more important is the nonappearance of words and phrases that redaction critics sometimes identify as Mattheanisms (e.g., 10:34, where “Do not suppose” is omitted [cf. 5:17]; 11:2, where “works of the Messiah” is omitted; 11:13, where Coptic Matthew reads “the law and the prophets,” instead of “all the prophets and the law,” which again is likely Matthean; 12:42, where Coptic Matthew reads “teaching of Solomon,” instead of “wisdom of Solomon”; 14:27, where “fear not” is omitted; 18:12a, where Coptic Matthew omits the Matthean opening rhetorical question, “What does it seem to you?” [cf. Luke 15:4]; 18:13, where Coptic Matthew omits “amen I say to you” [cf. Luke 15:5]; 19:28, where Coptic Matthew omits “regeneration”[101] [cf. Luke 22:28]; 21:20, where Coptic Matthew presents the comment of the disciples as narrative, not as direct speech;[102] and 27:3b, where Coptic Matthew omits “and elders”[103]). Consistent with these findings is the observation that Coptic Matthew has many readings that agree with our oldest witnesses and disagree with the majority tradition.[104]

			There are also variant readings that may point to a Semitic/Jewish context, either in theme or diction, including Aramaizing style (e.g., 8:31; 9:30 [to “speak before” someone; cf. 15:23; 16:20; 17:20; 23:27, 28; 26:74]; 9:34[105]; 10:10[106]; 11:1 [where we have “synagogues” instead of “cities”]; 14:25 [where Coptic Matthew reads “upon the waters of the sea,” instead of “upon the sea”][107]; 15:2 [where Coptic Matthew omits “transgress the tradition of the elders,” possibly reflecting Jewish sensitivities]; 15:9 [where Coptic Matthew omits “in vain they honor me,” once again possibly reflecting Jewish concerns]; 19:29 [addition of “wife” agrees with Shem Tov’s Hebrew Matthew]; 21:9 [where Coptic Matthew reads “in the house of David,” instead of “to the son of David”; cf. 21:15][108]; 23:15 [where Coptic Matthew’s “should find” may reflect Aramaic idiom]; 25:27b [where Coptic Matthew omits “with interest,” which again possibly reflects Jewish sensitivity—because collecting interest is contrary to the law]; 27:3 [where Coptic Matthew reads “that he sinned,” instead of “that he was condemned”]).

			However, there is significant evidence that the underlying Greek text of Coptic Matthew is secondary. At 7:6 the fragmentary wording of Coptic Matthew seems to agree more with Gos. Thom. §93 (“Give not what is holy to the dogs, lest they throw it on the dungheap. Cast not the pearls to the swine, lest they cause it to become . . .”) and may reflect regional influence. We may have regional influence again at 25:43, where Coptic Matthew agrees with Ethiopic authorities. At 9:10 Coptic Matthew tells us it was the house “of Simon,” which is probably a gloss. At 13:13 Coptic Matthew reads simply “For this reason in parables I speak with them,” with no allusion to Isa 6:9. This simplification in Coptic Matthew is surely secondary, for Matt 13:13 and its allusion to Isaiah are drawn from Mark 4:11–12. At 22:18 Coptic Matthew adds “and their trickery.” At 24:5 Coptic Matthew reads “We are the Christ,” thus providing grammatical agreement. At 24:7 Coptic Matthew omits “earthquakes” but adds “persecutions” and “pestilences.” At 24:15 Coptic Matthew omits the Markan insertion “Let the reader understand” (cf. Mark 13:14). But this is probably a deliberate omission on the part of Coptic Matthew or the Greek text that underlies it. At 27:18 Coptic Matthew curiously and confusedly reads “for he knew that without [envy(?)] they handed him over to him.” We probably have an embellishment at 27:20, where Coptic Matthew reads “the ruling priests and the whole Sanhedrin . . . ,” instead of “the ruling priests and the elders.” The same is probably the case at 27:23, where Coptic Matthew reads “crucify him, crucify him,” instead of “crucify.” At 27:30 Coptic Matthew reads “spitting into the face,” instead of “spitting on him,” in order to clarify and perhaps to intensify the insult. At 27:39b Coptic Matthew omits “wagging their heads” (which ultimately derives from Mark 15:29). We may have another instance where Coptic Matthew has abbreviated the text. We probably have a secondary reading at 27:44, where Coptic Matthew reads more expansively: “[And reproached him] also the robbers who were crucified with him. Likewise also the robbers who were crucified with him, rejecting him, were saying.” Greek Matthew, in a woodenly literal fashion, reads: “But the same also the robbers who were crucified with him were reproaching him.” There is a host of minor additions and glosses (e.g., 9:7, 35; 11:23–24; 13:3; 17:15; 18:19, 31, 32; 23:5, 27; 24:8, 10, 44; 26:16a, 20; 27:13b, 40, 55; 28:12).

			Even more significant is the appearance of Markan, Lukan, and Johannine glosses. At 19:20 Coptic Matthew adds “from my youth,” which agrees with Mark 10:20. It is possible that Coptic Matthew is dependent upon a primitive version of Matthew, in which this phrase was retained (and which later would be omitted by a Matthean scribe in an attempt to lessen the piety of the young man), but it is more likely that Coptic Matthew has brought the phrase back into the story under the influence of the Markan parallel. At 21:35 Coptic Matthew reads differently and somewhat oddly: “some of them they killed, some they beat, some they struck on the head with a stone.” Here again we probably have some influence from Mark’s version of the parable. At 22:2 Coptic Matthew reads “kingdom of God” instead of “kingdom of heaven,” once again probably reflecting Markan diction.

			We also find Lukanisms and Johannisms in Coptic Matthew. At 9:2 Coptic Matthew adds “who was eighteen years in his sickness.” This detail probably derives from Luke 13:11, 16, even though there a different story is being narrated. At 27:60 Coptic Matthew omits “which he cut out of rock” and adds “in which he had not yet buried [a man].” This detail is taken from Luke 23:53. In many places we find the familiar Johannine asseverative “Amen amen” (e.g., 19:23, 28; 21:21, 31; 23:36; 24:34; 25:40; 26:21). At 26:51 Coptic Matthew adds “Malchus was the name of that servant,” clearly an embellishment drawn from John 18:10. At 27:49 Coptic Matthew adds the Johannine detail, “Another, taking a spear, pierced his side; blood and water come forth” (cf. John 19:34), though the gloss does appear in a number of Greek mss (א B C L U Γ).

			There are different readings in Coptic Matthew that may even be described as Mattheanisms. At 21:31 Coptic Matthew reads “of heaven,” instead of the non-Matthean “of God.” In this case the Coptic tradition has been influenced by the Matthean preference for “kingdom of heaven.” At 22:30 Coptic Matthew reads “as angels in the kingdom of heaven,” instead of “as angels in heaven.” Here the influence of Matthew’s ubiquitous “kingdom of heaven” has led Coptic Matthew to add “kingdom of,” which in this context is wholly inappropriate. At 24:2 Coptic Matthew reads “not a stone here will be left upon a stone until all these things be fulfilled” instead of “not one stone here will be left upon a stone that will not be thrown down.” Coptic Matthew’s “be fulfilled” is probably a Mattheanism (cf. 2:17, 23; 4:14; 13:14; 26:54; 27:9). And finally, at 24:44 Coptic Matthew adds “I say to you,” which again reflects Matthean diction (5:18, 22, 26, 28, 32, 34, 39, 44; 6:2, 5, 16; 8:10; 10:15; passim), and perhaps Johannine as well (cf. 1:51; 3:3, 5, 11; 5:19, 24; passim).

			Scholarly assessment of Coptic Matthew continues to progress.[109] One study that should be mentioned is by Schenke’s student Uwe Plisch, who detects in Codex Schøyen 2650 what he thinks is a greater acceptance of the Baptist movement by the Jesus movement as perhaps reflected by those who preserved and transmitted the Greek text underlying the Coptic translation.[110] Plisch notes, for example, that in the exchange between John and Jesus (11:1–6) the phrase “works of the Messiah” is omitted (cf. 11:2). In other words, the tradition reflected in Coptic Matthew felt no need to elevate Jesus above John. An enhanced assessment of John may underlie Coptic Matthew’s addition “the powers obey him” at the end of 14:2. These texts and a few others lead Plisch to suppose that John enjoyed greater prestige in the Jesus community of the Matthean version that underlies Coptic Matthew. Plisch’s basic point seems to have merit, although he may exaggerate the significance of some of the different readings. It is of course possible too that Coptic Matthew omits the qualifying phrase, “works of the Messiah” (which does not appear in the Lukan parallel) because Jesus’ reply was viewed as very much a messianic reply (as the parallel in 4Q521 suggests). The Matthean phrase may have been seen as redundant.

			Our complex, at times contradictory, evidence suggests that underlying Coptic Matthew may be a primitive Greek somewhat independent of the received Greek tradition. The character of this text does seem to bear the marks of a Jewish provenance and therefore at points may stand closer to the Jewish community that produced the original Matthew than does the (later?) community that gave Matthew its final, canonical shape. Nevertheless, the text of Coptic Matthew is hardly pristine, for there are many secondary features, including abridgement, simplification, and glossing (often with words and phrases from the other Gospels).

			Therefore, even if we conclude that underlying Coptic Matthew is a primitive form of the Greek text of Matthew, possibly affiliated in some way with a Semitic form of Matthew, the Coptic text that we have has been corrupted at various points, due to the usual vicissitudes in scribal transmission and translation, as well as to harmonizing and paraphrasing tendencies akin to what we see in the Jewish Targums.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			There are several items of interest, which we may classify into two categories, one made up of items of relatively minor significance and the other made up of items of potentially major significance. Some of the minor tendencies that have been observed include the following: (1) The Jewish Gospels give evidence of enrichment of the scriptural witness. Usually this is achieved through formal quotation, paraphrase, allusion, or weaving in words and phrases from the Bible. The two most Jewish Gospels in the New Testament—Matthew and John—present highly developed scriptural defenses of the ministry and message of Jesus. This tendency is witnessed in some of the Jewish Gospels, albeit in fragmentary and disjointed form. (2) The Jewish Gospels also give evidence of enrichment of their narratives with Jewish halakic traditions, traditions that they may or may not endorse. The glossing and paraphrasing seen in these Gospels may be viewed as cognate to what we see in the Targums. (3) The Jewish Gospels sometimes prune narratives of elements that do not fit comfortably with Jewish beliefs and sensitivities. However, sometimes this pruning results not from general Jewish beliefs, but from narrower, sectarian beliefs (such as may be exemplified in vegetarianism). Sometimes this pruning is probably no more than removing words and phrases seen as unnecessary. (4) The Jewish Gospels also add elements that reflect Jewish piety and customs. (5) The Jewish Gospels in places reflect Jewish wisdom ideas.

			There are also several tendencies of greater importance: (1) wrestling with the validity and interpretation of the law, both written and oral; (2) the restoration of Israel; (3) enhancement of the status of James the brother of Jesus; and (4) Christology. In the case of the latter, adoptionism appears to be the basic understanding (as in Gos. Heb. §2).[111] But from a Judaic perspective, this is not low Christology; it is true Christology. The Christology of the Jewish Gospels is sometimes enhanced through the witness of Scripture, whether explicit or implicit.

			Some of the distinctive elements of the Jewish Gospels are clearly secondary and reactive to the New Testament Gospels (and in some cases to ideas and practices from other sources). However, some of these distinctive elements may in fact reflect early tradition that had not yet been modified or abandoned by the emerging gentile and gentilizing church. The Jewish Gospel traditions, therefore, are well worth careful study, if we wish not to overlook important primitive elements in the early church.

			In the following chapters (4 and 5) we will take a hard look at the Gospel of Thomas, which has for a generation of more enjoyed pride of place among the Gospels and Gospel-like writings that lie outside the canon of the New Testament. Thomas is an important text, to be sure, but does it really take us back to the first century, perhaps even to an authentic portrait of Jesus that is different from what is preserved in the canonical Gospels?
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			CHAPTER FOUR

			Jesus and Doubting Thomas: On the Genesis and Age of a Syrian Gospel (Part One)

			The most celebrated extracanonical Gospel is the Gospel of Thomas, which contains a prologue and 114 sayings, most of which are attributed to Jesus. The work survives in complete form in Coptic as the second tractate in Codex II of the Nag Hammadi Library (NHC II,2) and partially in three Greek fragments in Oxyrhynchus Papyri 1, 654, and 655.[1] P.Oxy. 654 preserves the Thomas prologue and sayings §§1–7, and a portion of saying §30. P.Oxy. 1 preserves Thomas sayings §§26–33. P.Oxy. 655 preserves Thomas sayings §24, §§36–39, and §77. Although the point has been disputed, most scholars today believe that Thomas was originally composed in Greek and that the Oxyrhynchus Papyri stand closer to the original form of the tradition.[2] The Coptic text dates to the fourth century; the Greek fragments to the third, ranging as early as 200/220 (P.Oxy. 1) and as late as 260/280 (P.Oxy. 654).

			Several scholars have argued that the Gospel of Thomas was composed in the first century, at least most of it, and is independent of the New Testament Gospels. April DeConick believes Thomas developed in four stages, beginning in the first century: 30–50, 50–60, 60–100, and, with some overlap with the previous stage, 80–120.[3] Stevan L. Davies dates Thomas to ca. 50–70. Elaine Pagels presupposes a date of 90 or so, roughly contemporaneous with the Gospel of John. Other scholars assign later dates. Richard Valantasis suggests 100–110. Risto Uro widens the range to 100–140. Jens Schröter and Hans-Gebhard Bethge place Thomas in the second half of the second century,[4] while Boudewijn Dehandschutter and Han Drijvers think Thomas was composed no earlier than 200.[5] One writer dates Thomas to the mid-third century![6] Uwe-Karsten Plisch refuses to suggest a specific date or range of dates, speaking instead of the need to date each saying on a case-by-case basis. He believes that there is some material in Thomas that is independent of and older than the material in the New Testament Gospels.[7] (See fig. 4.1.)

			Stephen Patterson, whose work among the early daters is in my opinion the most sophisticated, dates Thomas to the 70s and argues that some of its dominical tradition is more primitive than its parallels in the Synoptic Gospels. The principal arguments for an early dating are found in the presence of Neoplatonism that seems to cohere with some of the problems Paul encountered in the church at Corinth and to cohere with the form and function of Q, especially the (hypothetically) earliest layer of Q, which was focused on wisdom.[8] Moreover, sayings §§12–13 are understood to reflect ecclesiastical dynamics in the 60s and 70s. “Together these factors,” says Patterson, “suggest a date for Thomas in the vicinity of 70–80 C.E.”[9] The principal argument for independence of the New Testament Gospels is the lack of close verbal agreement and sequence. “There must be some tangible evidence,” Patterson reasons, “that ‘a’ copied ‘b.’ ” On the whole there really is no evidence of copying, so Patterson concludes (rightly in my view) that Thomas did not make direct use of the New Testament Gospels, though he does allow for Synoptic influence on Thomas in its later stages and in its Coptic version.[10] (See fig. 4.2.)

			But that does not necessarily mean Thomas was composed free of the New Testament Gospels. Even if the author of Thomas did not directly depend on the New Testament Gospels, he may well have been acquainted with their tradition and, indeed, he may have been familiar with a Gospel harmony, more than one of which in the second century were being composed. Papyrus Egerton 2 is an example of a mid-second-century conflation of Synoptic and Johannine elements, perhaps even a harmony, possibly composed from memory. Indeed, even when quoting New Testament Gospel materials, some early Christian apologists and writers (e.g., Clement of Rome, Justin Martyr) conflate and paraphrase Gospel texts, sometimes quite freely.[11] Texts “quoted” from memory (and not from an ms lying on one’s desk) often exhibit variation in wording and sequence, as well as unexpected clustering of parallel or loosely related materials.

			Accordingly, the conclusion that the author of Thomas did not compose his work with New Testament writings at his fingertips does not necessarily mean that his composition is independent (or autonomous) of these writings or that his differences in wording here and there represent early, independent tradition. The relationship of Thomas to the first-century New Testament Gospels and other writings remains an open question.

			The date of the composition of Thomas is closely related to the question of relationship to the New Testament writings. After all, if Thomas is early, perhaps written about the same time the Synoptic Gospels were composed, then the case for independence is strengthened. But if Thomas was not composed until sometime well into the second century, then the case for independence is weakened. These two questions—that of independence and date—are not necessarily tied together, as though date dictates the matter of dependence or independence. But most would agree that the date of Thomas is a weighty factor in the debate surrounding its relationship to the first-century New Testament writings.

			The conclusion that Thomas contains early material that is independent of the New Testament writings has led some scholars to make use of this text in historical Jesus research, as well as in discussion of Gospel relationships. In North America we have the example of the Jesus Seminar, whose publications, especially the Five Gospels, catalogue and color-code the sayings of Jesus. The Gospel of Thomas is treated as seriously as the three Synoptic Gospels, and perhaps more seriously than the Fourth Gospel.[12] Nevertheless, many scholars concerned with the Gospels and the historical Jesus have grave doubts about the claims of Thomas’ independence and antiquity. I do too. In what follows, I shall explain my doubts about Thomas.

			My reservations about the antiquity and independence of the Gospel of Thomas are fivefold. The first two reservations will be treated in the present chapter: (1) Thomas appears to be unknown until the third century, which is hard to explain if it was composed in the first century; and (2) Thomas appears to be acquainted with many New Testament writings, including and especially the Synoptic Gospels (even if indirectly), which, again, is difficult to explain if Thomas was written in the first century.

			Thomas Is Unknown until the Third Century

			The first explicit references to the Gospel of Thomas are quite late—surprisingly late if the work had been written as early as Patterson and others have suggested. According to Hippolytus of Rome (ca. 222–235): “They [the Naasenes] transmit a tradition concerning this [a kingdom that is within] in the Gospel entitled according to Thomas [τὸ κατὰ Θωμᾶν ἐπιγράφομεν εὐαγγέλιον], which states expressly, ‘The one who seeks me will find me in the children from seven years of age and onwards. For there, hiding in the fourteenth aeon, I am revealed’ ” (Haer. 5.7.20; see Gos. Thom. §2 [seek, find], §4 [child of seven], §5 [hidden, revealed]). Later Hippolytus seems to allude to Thomas once again, when he quotes the Naasenes as saying, “If you eat the dead and make them living, what will you do if you eat the living?” (Haer. 5.8.32; see Gos. Thom. §11 [“In the days when you consumed what was dead, you made it alive. When you are in the light, what will you do?”]). Origen of Alexandria (ca. 233) refers to Thomas: “For there are in circulation also the Gospel according to Thomas [τὸ κατὰ Θωμᾶν εὐαγγέλιον] and the Gospel according to Matthias and many others” (Hom. Luc. 1).[13] Origen quotes Gos. Thom. §23, §69, and §82.[14] In his Epistola fundamenti, Mani (mid-third century) seems to allude to the prologue of the Gospel of Thomas, when he says that one who hears and believes beneficial words “will never experience death” (apud Augustine, Fund. 11; see Gos. Thom. prologue [“These are the secret words. . . . Whoever finds the meaning of these words will not taste death”]).[15] Eusebius (ca. 320) apparently alludes to the Gospel of Thomas, when he refers to the writings “put forward in the names of the apostles by the heretics—whether writings consisting of Gospels as if of Peter, or Thomas, or Matthias, or of any others in addition to them [Πέτρου καὶ Θωμᾶ, καὶ Ματθία, ἢ καί τινων παρὰ τούτους ἄλλων εὐαγγέλια]” (Hist. eccl. 3.25.6). Cyril of Jerusalem (ca. 348) affirms: “Of the New Testament, there are only four Gospels. The others are falsely attributed and harmful. The Manichees wrote the ‘Gospel according to Thomas [ἔγραψαν καὶ Μανιχαῖοι κατὰ Θωμᾶν εὐαγγέλιον],’ which is dabbed on the surface with the fragrance of the title ‘Gospel,’ but which destroys the souls of simpler folk” (Catechesis 4.36). A number of fathers in the fourth and later centuries refer to a Gospel of Thomas, but how independent this testimony is remains unclear.[16]

			I find it odd that if Thomas was written as early as the 70s (following Patterson), how is it that no one refers to it for 150 years? Papias apparently never heard of Thomas. Surely he would have been keen to discuss a Gospel expressly tied to one of the apostles. Thomas was unknown to Justin Martyr, who harmonized portions of (perhaps all of) the three Synoptic Gospels sometime around 150/160. Thomas was unknown to Justin’s protégé Tatian, which is especially odd if the latter wrote his Diatessaron after his return to Syria in the late 160s or early 170s.[17] Are we to believe that Tatian wrote his harmony of the New Testament Gospels in a region where Thomas had been in circulation for almost one century and did not know of it? I find this especially strange, given Tatian’s Encratite leanings, which would have made Thomas very attractive to him. And finally, is it not odd that Irenaeus of Lyons, who defends the four New Testament Gospels at length in his Against Heresies (published ca. 180) and criticizes the many “heretical” Gospels, has not heard of the Gospel of Thomas? If Thomas had been composed in the 70s, as Patterson and others have argued, it would have been in circulation for just over one century. Yet Irenaeus has not heard of it.

			It is instructive to contrast the nonevidence for Thomas with the evidence of the New Testament Gospels. In Paul’s letters we find parallels, some quite close, to the Synoptic words of Jesus.[18] Paul is acquainted with material that coheres with the Synoptic tradition, some years before the Synoptic Gospels are composed. Indeed, Luke’s version of the Words of Institution is found in 1 Cor 11:23–25 (cf. Luke 22:17–20). Synoptic sayings of Jesus are found in 1 Clement (ca. 95) and in the letters of Ignatius (ca. 115).[19] Synoptic-like material is found everywhere in the Didache (ca. 110–120), a work that likely originated in Syria. Distinctive Thomasine material does not appear in these late first- to early second-century materials. Papias (ca. 120) knows of Matthew, Mark, and the book of Acts,[20] and if Acts, he then probably knows of Luke as well. Papias may also have known the Fourth Gospel, though his references to figures named John are ambiguous.[21]

			Within one generation or so of their composition, the New Testament Gospels are quoted and alluded to and even explicitly discussed. Indeed, even before they are published, the dominical tradition that they presuppose and preserve is known and circulating (in some of Paul’s letters, also in James and Hebrews). Nothing like this can be said with regard to the Gospel of Thomas.

			Nevertheless, it has been suggested that distinctive Thomas tradition may be attested as early as the beginning of the second century. If true, then perhaps we do have evidence that Thomas, or at least an early draft of Thomas, was composed in the first century. There are six possible instances that have been discussed in this connection. Let us examine each briefly.

			Gos. Thom. §17. First is the curious saying in Gos. Thom. §17: “I will give you what no eye has seen, what no ear has heard, what no hand was touched, and what has not occurred to the human mind.” One immediately thinks of Paul’s word in 1 Cor 2:9, “What no eye has seen, nor ear heard, nor the heart of man conceived, what God has prepared for those who love him.” Advocates of Thomasine antiquity and independence suggest that Paul is quoting Thomas, under the impression that this is a saying of Jesus.[22] Not only does Paul show acquaintance with Thomas here, so goes the argument, he may also elsewhere in his letters.

			The saying may ultimately derive from LXX Isa 64:3 and perhaps also 52:15 and 65:16,[23] with the last part, “for those who love him,” perhaps echoing Sir 1:10. Origen says the saying derives from the Apocalypse of Elijah (cf. Comm. in Matt. 27:9 §117). But this cannot be confirmed. The saying seems to derive from Ps.-Philo, Biblical Antiquities, where God promises the patriarch Kenaz, in reference to the stones of the temple: “I will take those and many others better than they are, from those which eye has not seen nor has ear heard and it has not entered into the heart of man [quod oculus non vidit nec auris audivit, et in cor hominis non ascendit] . . .” (26:13; italics added).[24] The stones that God will choose are beyond what humans have seen, heard about, or even imagined. This prophecy, which seems to draw on words and phrases from Isaiah, is likely the source of Paul’s saying,[25] whether it first appeared in Biblical Antiquities or in an earlier Jewish source.

			Paul’s saying is paraphrased in 1 Clem. 34:8 and 2 Clem. 11:7 and in a number of later traditions.[26] Plisch believes, rightly in my view, that the version in Gos. Thom. §17 is a later form of the saying that contains an allusion to the “hands” of 1 John 1:1 “. . . which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon and touched with our hands . . .”[27] As Tuckett points out, ideologically it makes sense for Thomas to add the hands clause from 1 John, but it doesn’t make sense for Paul to delete it, if in fact he derived the saying from Thomas.[28] Moreover, other allusions to Paul’s letters in Thomas suggest that the latter draws upon the former, not the other way around.[29]

			Another major problem for the argument that Paul has quoted a Jesus saying from Thomas is that the apostle introduces the saying καθὼς γέγραπται, “as it is written.” This is not how Paul quotes Jesus; it is how he quotes Scripture (i.e., the Old Testament, e.g., Rom 1:17, 28; 2:24; 3:4, 10; passim). Indeed, in 1 Cor 1:30–31, just one paragraph before 1 Cor 2:6–9, where we find the mysterious quotation, Paul cautions the Corinthians against being wise in their own estimation, urging them to regard Christ Jesus as the source of their life—this Jesus, “whom God made our wisdom” (RSV), “just as it is written [καθὼς γέγραπτα], ‘Let him who boasts, boast in the Lord’ ” (1 Cor 1:30–31, quoting Jer 9:24). It is most unlikely that Paul thought he was quoting a saying of Jesus or that the saying came from the Gospel of Thomas.[30] Paul believed he was quoting something from the Scriptures of Israel, something that probably derived from Isaiah but had assumed a new form, as we see in Biblical Antiquities. We should conclude that Gos. Thom. §17 does not provide evidence of the existence of Thomas in the first century.[31]

			Gos. Thom. §22. A second example of what could be early knowledge of the Gospel of Thomas is found in 2 Clem. 12:2, which quotes Jesus as saying, “[The kingdom will come] when the two shall be one, and the outside like the inside, and the male with the female, neither male nor female [ὅταν ἔσται τὰ δύο ἕν, καὶ τὸ ἔξω ὡς τὸ ἔσω, καὶ τὸ ἄρσεν μετὰ τῆς θηλείας, οὔτε ἄρσεν οὔτε θῆλυ].” This saying closely parallels Gos. Thom. §22: “When you make the two into one, and when you make the inside like the outside, and the outside like the inside [ὅταν ποιήσητε τὰ δύο εἰς ἓν καὶ ποιήσητε τὰ ἔσω ὡς τὰ ἔξω καὶ τὰ ἔξω ὡς τὰ ἔσω], and the above like the below—that is, to make the male and the female into a single one [ποιήσητε τὸ ἄρσεν καὶ τὸ θῆλυ εἰς τὸ ἕν],[32] so that the male will no longer be male and the female no longer female.”

			Even if for the sake of argument we view 2 Clem. 12:2 as a quotation of Gos. Thom. §22, that does not necessarily argue for an early date for Thomas. Helmut Koester, for example, dates 2 Clement to the middle of the second century.[33] However, according to Clement of Alexandria (ca. 200), the saying derives not from the Gospel of Thomas but from the Gospel of the Egyptians (cf. Strom. 3.13.92–93). If this is correct, then the date of 2 Clement has no bearing on the date of the Gospel of Thomas. Here is what Clement says: “The Lord said, ‘When you have trampled on the garment of shame and when the two become one and the male with the female [is] neither male nor female [ὅταν γένηται τὰ δύο ἓν καὶ τὸ ἄρρεν μετὰ τῆς θηλείας οὔτε ἄρρεν οὔτε θῆλυ].’ Now in the first place we have not this word in the four Gospels that have been handed down to us, but in the Gospel of the Egyptians.” The Gospel of the Egyptians was composed sometime in the mid-second century and thus was known to Clement of Alexandria, so his attribution is plausible. To reject his testimony and insist that the saying in 2 Clement actually derives from Thomas is gratuitous. Thomas may have drawn on either 2 Clement, the Gospel of the Egyptians, or on the saying circulating without any specific literary context. In any case, one should not appeal to Gos. Thom. §22 as evidence for an early date of the Gospel of Thomas.

			Gos. Thom. §2. Clement of Alexandria provides us with a third example that some think may constitute evidence for an early date of Thomas. Clement remarks: “So also in the Gospel to the Hebrews it is written: ‘He that wonders shall reign, and he that has reigned shall rest’ [κἀν τῷ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγελίῳ ὁ θαυμάσας βασιλεύσει γέγραπται καὶ ὁ βασιλεύσας ἀναπαήσεται]” (Strom. 2.9.45). He cites the saying again, in fuller form, without mention of Hebrews: “The one who seeks will not cease, until he find; and the one having found will be amazed, and having become amazed he will reign, and having reigned he will attain rest [οὐ παύσεται ὁ ζητῶν, ἕως ἂν εὕρῃ· εὑρὼν δὲ θαμβηθήσεται, θαμβηθεὶς δὲ βασιλεύσει, βασιλεύσας δὲ ἐπαναπαήσεται]” (Strom. 5.14.96). The twice-quoted saying closely parallels Gos. Thom. §2: “Let him who seeks not cease to seek until he finds, and when he finds he will be amazed; and when he is amazed he will reign, and when he has reigned he will attain rest [μὴ παυσάσθω ὁ ζητῶν τοῦ ζητεῖν ἕως ἂν εὕρῃ, καὶ ὅταν εὕρῃ θαμβηθήσεται, καὶ θαμβηθεὶς βασιλεύσει, καὶ βασιλεύσας ἀναπαήσεται]” (with restorations; the Coptic version ends with “he will reign over the All”).

			The Gospel of the Hebrews is usually dated to 140–150 ce. If Hebrews depends on Thomas, then Thomas must be dated no later than the beginning of the second century. The problem here, however, is that Clement is writing ca. 200, which renders the Hebrews-Thomas debate moot. All we know is that a saying about seeking, etc., was known to Clement, whether it ultimately derived from the Gospel of the Hebrews (as Clement thought), the Gospel of Thomas, or from another source. We have no evidence that the Gospel of the Hebrews derived this saying from Thomas. Given the diversity of material that appears in Thomas, it is just as likely that Thomas has made use of the Gospel of the Hebrews.

			Gos. Thom. §68. The fourth example sometimes cited is Gos. Thom. §68: “They will find no place at the site where they have persecuted you.” It is suggested that the saying alludes to the aftermath of the Bar Kokhba revolt (132–135 ce), in which Jews could no longer live in Jerusalem. Even if this interpretation is correct, it does not narrow the dating options much. The saying could reflect the 140s or the 180s. When the saying made it into the collection of sayings that make up Thomas is another question. The post-Bar Kokhba date of one saying does not date the whole document and in any event does nothing to suggest an early date.[34] (I shall return to saying §68 in the following chapter.)

			Gos. Thom. §52. The fifth example is Gos. Thom. §52: “Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel, and all of them spoke through you.” The “twenty-four prophets” is probably a reference to the twenty-four books that make up the Hebrew canon of Scripture. The earliest attestation of the twenty-four is found in 4 Ezra 14:44, a book that originated in the late first century ce and circulated in Syria later in the second century. The second part of the saying, “all of them spoke through you,” may allude to Acts 10:43 (“to him all the prophets bear witness”). Saying §52 goes on to speak disparagingly of the Jewish prophets/Scriptures, perhaps reflecting second-century anti-Semitism, especially in the aftermath of the Bar Kokhba revolt. The saying probably dates to a time well into the second century, but, again, that does not necessarily date Thomas as a whole; nor does it recommend an early date.[35]

			Gos. Thom. §36. The sixth example concerns the distinctive reading in P.Oxy. 655: [πολ]λῷ κρεί[σσον]ές ἐ[στε] τῶν [κρί]νων, ἅτι[να ο]ὐ ξα[ί]νει οὐδὲ ν[ήθ]ει, “You are better than the lilies, which neither card nor spin.”[36] The text is not easy to see, but it does seem to read οὐ ξαίνει, “[the lilies] do not card,” rather than αὐξάνουσιν, “they grow,” which is the dominant reading in the extant Greek mss. The best attested readings are:

			καταμάθετε τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ πῶς αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν, “Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow; they neither toil nor spin.” (Matt 6:28 אa B [κοπιοῦσιν] f1 33 205)

			κατανοήσατε τὰ κρίνα πῶς αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ οὐδὲ νήθει,[37] “Consider the lilies, how they grow; they neither toil nor spin.” (Luke 12:27 𝔓45,75 א A B K L W 33 et al.)

			Major variants for Matt 6:28 (words following πῶς):

			οὐ ξένουσιν [ = ξαίνουσιν] οὐδὲ νήθουσιν οὐδὲ κοπιῶσιν, “they do not card, nor spin, nor toil” (א*)[38]

			οὐ ξένουσιν [ = ξαίνουσιν] οὐδὲ νήθουσιν, “they do not card, nor spin” (P.Oxy. 655 1.9–10)

			αὐξάνει οὐ κοπιᾷ οὐδὲ νήθει, “they grow; they do not toil, nor spin” (K L W Δ Π f13 892 1006 1342; cf. Luke 12:27)

			αὐξάνουσιν οὐ νίθουσιν οὐδὲ κοπιῶσιν, “they grow; they do not spin, nor toil” (Θ syrc)

			αὐξάνει καὶ οὐδὲ νήθει, “they grow and they do not spin” (1646)

			Major variants for Luke 12:27 (words following πῶς):

			οὔτε νήθει οὔτε ὑφαίνει, “they neither spin nor weave” (D itd syrs,c Clement Tertullian)

			οὔτε ὑφαίνει οὔτε νήθει, “they neither weave nor spin” (itc Marcion)

			αὐξάνει οὐ κοπιᾷ οὔτε νήθει οὔτε ὑφαίνει, “they grow; (but) they do not toil, neither spin nor weave” (itb, et al.)

			Review of the “standard” readings in Matt 6:28 and Luke 12:27, along with the many variants, strongly suggests that the text is corrupt. This corruption entered the manuscript tradition prior to the circulation of the third-century papyri codices 𝔓45 and 𝔓75, at least in Luke and probably in Matthew also. Of the variants, the reading found in P.Oxy. 655 (third century) and א* (fourth century), οὐ ξένουσιν (or ξαίνουσιν) οὐδὲ νήθουσιν (“they do not card, nor spin”), has the strongest claim to originality. Jesus has invited his disciples to consider “the lilies, how they neither card, nor spin.” Carding, followed by spinning, is logical and makes good sense of the text. At a very early stage in the transmission of the dominical tradition, a scribe mistook οὐ ξένουσιν (or ξαίνουσιν), “they do not card,” for αὐξάνουσιν, “they grow.” The reading in P.Oxy. 655 provides important support for the original reading in Codex Sinaiticus, which a later corrector overwrote.

			This is the conclusion reached by James Robinson and Christoph Heil[39] and we can agree with them, as have respected text critics Eldon Jay Epp and Keith Elliott.[40] But Robinson and Heil (and Epp too) probably claim too much when they speak of the reading in P.Oxy. 655 and א* as “pre-Q” or of the scribe of Codex Sinaiticus who wrote the Synoptic Gospels as having been influenced by the Gospel of Thomas. At what points in time the readings οὐ ξένουσιν and αὐξάνουσιν entered the manuscript tradition is difficult to say. To be sure, it is interesting that the reading αὐξάνουσιν/αὐξάνει became well established in both Matthew and Luke, but given the influence that the text of each Gospel has on the other in the manuscript tradition, especially in parallel material where scribal harmonization is not uncommon, we should not assume that the corruption took place in Q itself and that the presence of a superior reading in P.Oxy. 655 supports the antiquity and independence of the Gospel of Thomas. Textual critic Dirk Jongkind agrees that the reading in P.Oxy. 655 may well be original, but this possibility does not justify speculation about Q exerting influence on Codex Sinaiticus, nor does it offer support for the great antiquity and independence of the Gospel of Thomas.[41] It would be better to treat the textual evidence of the Thomas manuscripts as we would patristic evidence.

			I conclude this section by underscoring the fact that there is very little evidence, perhaps none at all, of knowledge of the Gospel of Thomas prior to third-century patristic references to it and one or two Oxyrhynchus manuscripts dating near the beginning of the third century. Thomas supporters will sometimes say that Thomas was unknown in the Mediterranean world, the “West,” because it circulated in eastern Syria and its theology was not especially relevant for Western Christians.[42] But these same Thomas supporters think Thomas influenced and was even quoted in first- and second-century Western Christian literature. I find this a bit inconsistent. It is hard to see how a writing, relatively unknown in the West and whose theology was not in any case relevant to Western Christians, could be so influential and so often quoted, paraphrased, or alluded to by several of the authors of the writings that would in time become the Christian New Testament. It seems to me that Thomas supporters want it both ways. Thomas cannot be both known and influential and unknown and irrelevant at the same time.

			There is also a related point, which I can only briefly discuss in this context, and that is the witness of the Gospel of Thomas itself. Can anyone seriously maintain that this writing reflects the realia of the land of Israel in the early first century? In contrast to the first-century New Testament Gospels and Acts, which exhibit verisimilitude throughout—such that historians and archaeologists make regular use of them—the Gospel of Thomas reflects almost nothing of the world in which Jesus and his disciples lived. If all we had was the Gospel of Thomas, would we have any idea of Jesus’ itinerant ministry, of his reputation as an exorcist and healer, or of his fate? Would we even know that Jesus was Jewish? It is no surprise that historians and archaeologists—Jewish and Christian alike—make use of the New Testament Gospels and Acts but make no use of the Gospel of Thomas and other second-century Gospels and Gospel-like writings.[43] If Thomas was really composed in the first century, at about the time the Synoptic Gospels were composed, would it not reflect more of Jesus’ world, as the canonical Gospels do? To excuse Thomas for lacking verisimilitude because it is a sayings Gospel instead of a narrative Gospel is not convincing either. After all, Q is little more than the sayings of Jesus and yet this non-narrative source exhibits a great deal of verisimilitude.[44]

			To this point my argument has been largely negative, underscoring the lack of evidence for the antiquity of Thomas. In the next part of this chapter I shall take a more positive approach, presenting what I think is compelling evidence for locating Thomas in its proper place and time. Much of this discussion focuses on the relationship between Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels.

			The Influence of the Synoptic Gospels on the Gospel of Thomas

			One of the major problems that confronts advocates of the antiquity and independence of the Gospel of Thomas is the observation that Thomas appears to be acquainted with about one half of the New Testament writings. Quoting or alluding to so much of the New Testament (i.e., Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Romans, 1–2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, 1 Timothy, Hebrews, 1 John, Revelation),[45] Thomas could very well be suspected of being little more than a collage of New Testament and apocryphal materials that have been interpreted, often allegorically, in such a way as to advance second-century esoteric and Neoplatonic ideas.[46] I find it most unlikely that a work written at the end of the first century or beginning of the second century, as several Thomas scholars argue, would know so many New Testament writings.

			There are examples of verbatim agreement between the Greek Synoptic Gospels and the Greek Gospel of Thomas that make it clear that there is a literary relationship of some sort prior to the translation of Thomas into Coptic. Here are two examples:

			ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ἐντὸς ὑμῶν ἐστιν, “the kingdom of God is within you” (Luke 17:21b).

			ἡ βασ[ιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ] ἐντὸς ὑμῶν [ἐσ]τι, “the kingdom of God is within you” (P.Oxy. 654, lines 15–16 = Gos. Thom. §3).

			πολλοὶ δὲ ἔσονται πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι καὶ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι, “But many that are first will be last, and the last first” (Matt 19:30).

			πολλοὶ δὲ ἔσονται πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι καὶ οἱ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι (Mark 10:31).

			πολλοὶ ἔσονται π[ρῶτοι ἔσχατοι καὶ] οἱ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι (P.Oxy. 654, lines 25–26 = Gos. Thom. §4).

			In the first example we find an exact verbal agreement between Thomas and Luke 17:21b. The parallel passages at Matt 24:23 and Mark 13:21 (which approximate Luke 17:21a) do not have an equivalent of Luke 17:21b. But there is in Thomas and it is an exact match. Several more instances will be examined below, in which Thomas agrees with Lukan redaction. In the second example we have, with the exception of the conjunction δέ, an exact agreement with both Matthew and Mark. It is important to note that with respect to the second example there is more than one way to speak of the first and last trading places.[47] In Matt 20:16 we read: οὕτως ἔσονται οἱ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι καὶ οἱ πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι, “So the last will be first, and the first last.” At Luke 13:30 we read: καὶ ἰδοὺ εἰσὶν ἔσχατοι οἳ ἔσονται πρῶτοι καὶ εἰσὶν πρῶτοι οἳ ἔσονται ἔσχατοι, “And behold, some are last who will be first, and some are first who will be last.” The exact agreement between Greek Gos. Thom. §4 and Matt 19:30 // Mark 10:31 strongly suggests literary contact and not coincidence.

			Several more examples of verbatim agreement will be reviewed below. Some will say that cases of verbatim agreement could go in either direction—that is, from the Synoptics to Thomas, or from Thomas to the Synoptics. Theoretically that is possible, of course. But we will also see in Thomas specific examples of redaction and tradition that are distinctive to the respective evangelists, including M and L, as well as the Gospel of John. These parallels are not so easily explained away. Consider the following:

			Parallels between the Gospel of Thomas and “M”:

			Matt 5:10—Gos. Thom. §69a

			Matt 5:14—Gos. Thom. §32 ( = P.Oxy. 1 §7)

			Matt 6:2–4—Gos. Thom. §6, §14 ( = P.Oxy. 654 §6)

			Matt 6:3—Gos. Thom. §62

			Matt 7:6—Gos. Thom. §93

			Matt 10:16—Gos. Thom. §39

			Matt 11:30—Gos. Thom. §90

			Matt 13:24–30—Gos. Thom. §57

			Matt 13:44—Gos. Thom. §109

			Matt 13:45–46—Gos. Thom. §76

			Matt 13:47–50—Gos. Thom. §8

			Matt 15:13—Gos. Thom. §40

			Matt 18:20—Gos. Thom. §30 ( = P.Oxy. 1 §5)

			Matt 23:13—Gos. Thom. §39, §102 ( = P.Oxy. 655 §2)

			Parallels between the Gospel of Thomas and “L”:

			Luke 11:27–28 + 23:29—Gos. Thom. §79

			Luke 12:13–14—Gos. Thom. §72

			Luke 12:16–21—Gos. Thom. §63

			Luke 12:49—Gos. Thom. §10

			Luke 17:20–21—Gos. Thom. §3 ( = P.Oxy. 654 §3), §113

			Parallels between the Gospel of Thomas and John:

			John 1:9—Gos. Thom. §24 ( = P.Oxy. 655 §24)

			John 1:14—Gos. Thom. §28 ( = P.Oxy. 1 §28)

			John 4:13–15—Gos. Thom. §13

			John 7:32–36—Gos. Thom. §38 ( = P.Oxy. 655 §38)

			John 8:12; 9:5—Gos. Thom. §77

			If Thomas really does represent an early, independent collection of material, then how is one to explain the presence of so much M, L, and Johannine material? Perhaps sensing this problem, Koester assigns all of the L parallels, and a few of the M parallels, to Q.[48] But such a move appears gratuitous.[49] It is much more likely that the presence of M, L, and Johannine elements in Thomas indicates that the latter has been deeply influenced by the New Testament Gospels. Of course, this does not necessarily rule out the possibility that other sayings that do not parallel M, L, or Johannine material could be primitive and independent of the canonical Gospels.

			Perhaps the most telling factor that should give us pause, before assuming that Thomas offers an early and independent tradition, lies in the observation that features characteristic of Matthean and Lukan redaction are also found in Thomas. Two of the passages listed above as M (Matt 13:24–30; 15:13) may represent Matthean redaction.[50] Other sayings in Thomas that parallel the triple tradition agree with Matthew’s wording (cf. Matt 12:50 = Gos. Thom. §99; Matt 15:11 = Gos. Thom. §34b), rather than with Mark’s. Matthew’s unique juxtaposition of alms, prayer, and fasting (Matt 6:1–18) appears to be echoed in Gos. Thom. §6 ( = P.Oxy. 654, lines 32–40) and §14. In Thomas alms, prayer, and fasting are discussed in a negative light, probably reflecting antipathy toward Jewish piety, which surely argues for viewing Thomas as secondary to Matthew and reflective of a time and setting when Christianity’s Jewish heritage is no longer appreciated. All of this suggests that Thomas was influenced by the Gospel of Matthew and, probably, was attempting to correct the Matthean tradition. We shall also find a significant amount of Lukan redaction in Thomas.

			A few contend that the non-Synoptic order of pericopes in Thomas is evidence that the material in this “gospel” is independent of the Synoptics.[51] However, there is evidence that many of the sayings in Thomas have been grouped together thematically, sometimes with catchwords. According to Jean-Marie Sevrin, Gos. Thom. §63, §64, and §65 have been clustered as part of the writer’s polemic against wealth and materialism (which may also explain the briefer form of the parables).[52] Furthermore, it has been pointed out that eclectic grouping is common in gnostic and esoteric documents. John Meier observes that “in a single saying the Naassenes bring together John 6:53–56; Matt 5:20; John 3:5; Mark 10:38; John 8:21; 13:33.”[53] Further examples from Nag Hammadi might be added (cf. Dialogue of the Savior [NHC III,5] §53 139.9–11, where we find quoted Matt 6:34b + 10:10b + 10:25a; Interpretation of Knowledge [NHC XI,1] 9.28–35, where we find quoted Matt 23:9 + 5:14a + 12:50 + 16:26a). We should not think the author of Thomas felt obligated to follow the sequence of the Synoptics or Q, if he possessed them.

			Christopher Tuckett, Simon Gathercole, Mark Goodacre,[54] and others have drawn attention to several examples of Matthean and Lukan redaction in the Gospel of Thomas, which strongly suggest that the latter is secondary to the Synoptic Gospels. Although Patterson and others have tried to dismiss the significance of these examples, either by claiming that they are traditional and not redactional or that they are secondary glosses that made their way into the text of Thomas in the second century, or that the direction of influence can be reversed, these efforts are not convincing but, rather, have the ring of special pleading.[55] I will briefly review several examples.

			Gos. Thom. §5. The Lukan Evangelist alters Mark’s “For there is nothing hid except to be made manifest” (Mark 4:22) to “For nothing is hid that shall not be made manifest” (Luke 8:17). It is this redacted version that is found in Gos. Thom. §5, with the Greek parallel preserved in P.Oxy. 654, lines 29–31, matching Luke’s text exactly. Exact parallels of this nature in the Greek weigh heavily against the claim that the text of Luke influenced Thomas only in the latter’s Coptic translation.[56] The parallel texts read as follows:

			οὐ γάρ ἐστιν κρυπτὸν ἐὰν μὴ ἵνα φανερωθῇ “for there is nothing hidden except that it be made manifest.” (Mark 4:22)

			οὐ γάρ ἐστιν κρυπτὸν ὃ οὐ φανερὸν γενήσεται “for there is nothing hidden that will not be made manifest.” (Luke 8:17)

			[οὐ γάρ ἐστ]ιν κρυπτὸν ὃ οὐ φανε[ρὸν γενήσεται] “[for there i]s nothing hidden that will not be [made manifest].” (P.Oxy. 654, lines 29–31 = Gos. Thom. §5)

			Admittedly, lines 29 and 31 in P.Oxy. 654 have to be partially restored, but it is clear that the match is with Luke 8:17.[57] The saying appears in the gnostic tractate, On the Origin of the World (NHC II,5) 125.17–19. It is widely agreed that Gos. Thom. §5 depends directly on the Lukan form of the saying.[58] Patterson, however, demurs.[59] He proposes that Luke 8:17 and P.Oxy. 654 preserve a variant form of Q:

			οὐδὲν γάρ ἐστιν κεκαλυμμένον ὃ οὐκ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται καὶ κρυπτὸν ὃ οὐ γνωσθήσεται, “for nothing is covered that will not be revealed, or hidden that will not be known.” (Matt 10:26)

			οὐδὲν δὲ συγκεκαλυμμένον ἐστὶν ὃ οὐκ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται καὶ κρυπτὸν ὃ οὐ γνωσθήσεται, “and nothing is covered up that will not be revealed, or hidden that will not be known.” (Luke 12:2)

			οὐδὲν γάρ ἐστί]ν ἀ[π]οκεκρ[υμμένον ὃ οὐ φανερὸν ἔσται], “for there is nothing hidden that will not be revealed.” (P.Oxy. 654, lines 39–40 = Gos. Thom. §6)

			For the sake of argument, let us suppose we do have a case of two forms of a saying, one found in Q (Matt 10:26 = Luke 12:2) and a second form found in Luke 8:17. What does this prove? The point remains that it is Luke’s distinctive form that appears in Thomas. To claim that Luke acquired it from a different version of Q, a version that Thomas (as supposedly witnessed in Gos. Thom. §6) also accessed independently of Luke, is once again gratuitous.[60] Is there really justification for this move? After all, Lukan redaction, as we shall see, appears elsewhere in Thomas.[61]

			Gos. Thom. §14. Jesus says, “For whatever goes into your mouth will not defile you. Rather, that which comes out of your mouth, that is what will defile you” (italics added). Parallels are found in Matthew and Mark:

			There is nothing outside a man which by going into him can defile him; but the things which come out of a man are what defile him. (Mark 7:15)

			not what goes into the mouth defiles a man, but what comes out of the mouth, this defiles a man. (Matt 15:11; italics added)

			Matthew has replaced Mark’s clumsy “nothing outside a man which by going into him can defile him” with the much simpler “not what goes into the mouth defiles a man.” The evangelist similarly simplifies the second part of the saying. Thomas follows the simpler Matthean form, including the evangelist’s introduction of “mouth.”[62]

			Gos. Thom. §16. Jesus says, “Perhaps people will think that I have come to bring peace upon the world. They do not know that I have come to bring divisions on the earth . . .” (italics added). The saying finds an unmistakable parallel in Q:

			Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth; I have not come to bring peace, but a sword . . . (Matt 10:34–35)

			Do you think that I have come to give peace on earth? No, I tell you, but rather division; for henceforth in one house there will be five divided . . . they will be divided . . . (Luke 12:51–53; italics added)

			Whereas the Matthean form of the saying says nothing about division or being divided, Luke’s saying does—three times. Q scholars suspect that Luke has redacted and expanded the saying, introducing the theme of division.[63] Evidently Luke is fond of the theme of division, for it appears several times in Luke-Acts.[64] In any case, once again Lukan redaction appears in Thomas.[65] More will be said about this text and its Syrian milieu below.

			Gos. Thom. §20. Gospel scholars believe the Parable of the Mustard Seed offers an example of Mark-Q overlap. The oldest form of the parable is found in Luke 13:18–19 and an expanded, redacted form of the parable appears in Mark 4:30–32. Matthew’s form of the parable appears to be a conflation of the Q and Mark forms. Mark’s clumsy explanation of the smallness of the mustard seed, evidently intended for readers not acquainted with Palestinian farming, has been identified as a typical Markan insertion.[66] This element is not found in Luke’s shorter, simpler version. The relevant parts of the parallels read:

			It is like a grain of mustard seed which a man took and sowed in his garden. (Luke 13:19)

			It is like a grain of mustard seed, which, when sown upon the ground, is the smallest of all the seeds on earth. (Mark 4:31; italics added)

			It is like a grain of mustard. It is the smallest of all the seeds. But when it falls on tilled soil . . . (Gos. Thom. §20; italics added)

			Once again Thomas is familiar with a redacted version of dominical tradition, in this case Markan redaction (followed also by Matt 13:32).

			We also observe that Thomas is influenced by Matthew’s preference for “kingdom of heaven,” instead of “kingdom of God.” At the beginning of the Parable of the Mustard Seed the Markan Jesus asks, “With what can we compare the kingdom of God?” In Luke, Jesus asks, “What is the kingdom of God like?” But the Matthean Jesus says, “The kingdom of heaven is like . . .” (Matt 13:31). Similarly, Thomas begins his version of the parable with the disciples requesting of Jesus, “Tell us what the kingdom of heaven is like.” We observe the same in Gos. Thom. §54. The first beatitude reads according to Luke: “Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of God” (Luke 6:20). But in Matthew it reads: “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of the heaven” (Matt 5:3). In Thomas the beatitude reads: “Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of heaven.” The author of Thomas omits “in spirit” because of his ascetic preferences. The third-person possessive adjective “theirs” and the qualifier “of heaven” are distinctly Matthean.[67]

			Gos. Thom. §26. We find an interesting array of readings of the saying about the speck in one’s brother’s eye. The parallel texts read as follows (with key words placed in bold):

			καὶ τότε διαβλέψεις ἐκβαλεῖν τὸ κάρφος ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου “and then you will see clearly to cast out the speck from the eye of your brother.” (Matt 7:5b)

			καὶ τότε διαβλέψεις τὸ κάρφος τὸ ἐν τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου ἐκβαλεῖν “and then you will see clearly to cast out the speck that is in the eye of your brother.” (Luke 6:42b, as read by 𝔓75 B W = NA28)

			καὶ τότε διαβλέψεις ἐκβαλεῖν τὸ κάρφος τὸ ἐν τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου “and then you will see clearly to cast out the speck that is in the eye of your brother.” (Luke 6:42b, as read by א A Byz)

			καὶ τότε διαβλέψεις ἐκβαλεῖν τὸ κάρφος τὸ ἐν τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου. (P.Oxy. 1, lines 1–4 = Gos. Thom. §26)

			The wording of the saying in Luke 6:42, according to א A Byz, matches exactly the wording found in P.Oxy. 1, lines 1–4, which provides the Greek version of saying §26. We have thirteen consecutive words in their precise order. Contact between Greek Luke and Greek Thomas is obvious. It may be that the forward position of the infinitive ἐκβαλεῖν, read by some mss of Luke, is due to the influence of the parallel at Matt 7:5. Matthew was the better known and more often cited Gospel. Accordingly, it could be that the original position of the infinitive was at the end of the sentence, as we see in 𝔓75 B W and other authorities.

			The Lukan form of the saying also differs in that the neuter article τό has been added immediately before the prepositional phrase ἐν τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ, which functions as a relative pronoun (in reference to τὸ κάρφος, “the speck”). It is this form of the saying that appears, exactly, in Thomas. Here again we find in Thomas familiarity with a specific form of a Synoptic saying, read by specific New Testament mss.[68]

			Gos. Thom. §31. In the saying about a prophet and lack of honor in his home country, we again have an example of Synoptic redaction appearing in Thomas, as the following parallel passages will make clear:

			οὐκ ἔστιν προφήτης ἄτιμος εἰ μὴ ἐν τῇ πατρίδι αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν τοῖς συγγενεῦσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ αὐτοῦ “a prophet is not without honor, except in his home country and among his relatives and in his house.” (Mark 6:4)

			οὐκ ἔστιν προφήτης ἄτιμος εἰ μὴ ἐν τῇ πατρίδι καὶ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ αὐτοῦ “a prophet is not without honor, except in (his) home country and in his house.” (Matt 13:57)

			προφήτης ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ πατρίδι τιμὴν οὐκ ἔχει “a prophet has no honor in his home country.” (John 4:44)

			οὐδεὶς προφήτης δεκτός ἐστιν ἐν τῇ πατρίδι αὐτοῦ “no prophet is acceptable in his home country.” (Luke 4:24; italics added)

			οὐκ ἔστιν δεκτὸς προφήτης ἐν τῇ π(ατ)ρίδι αὐτ[ο]ῦ, οὐδὲ ἰατρὸς ποιεῖ θεραπείας εἰς τοὺς γεινώσκοντας αὐτό(ν) “a prophet is not acceptable in his home country, nor does a physician heal those who know him.” (P.Oxy. 1, lines 9–14 = Gos. Thom. §31; italics added)

			According to Mark, Jesus declared that “a prophet is not without honor” (οὐκ ἔστιν προφήτης ἄτιμος). This is followed exactly by Matthew. The inexact parallel in John could be independent. Luke, however, has Mark before him but alters the wording to read: “no prophet is acceptable” (οὐδεὶς προφήτης δεκτός ἐστιν). Most commentators agree that the evangelist has replaced “honor” (ἄτιμος/τιμήν) with “acceptable” (δεκτός) to link Jesus’ saying to the quotation of Isa 61:2 that appeared a few verses earlier: “to proclaim the acceptable [δεκτόν] year of the Lord” (Luke 4:19). The appearance of the evangelist’s distinctive language in the Thomasine saying strongly suggests that Thomas was familiar with the Gospel of Luke. That this match appears in Greek Thomas once again renders problematic the claim that Luke has exerted influence only at a later date, perhaps shortly before Thomas was translated into Coptic.

			Thomas has also transformed Luke’s well-known proverb, “Physician, heal yourself” (ἰατρέ, θεράπευσον σεαυτόν),[69] into a maxim that is patently false: “nor does a physician heal those who know him.” Physicians ancient and modern have treated friends and family, and certainly others who know them. The author of Thomas surely knew that on a literal level his maxim isn’t true. It’s a deeper meaning that is in view. The author of Thomas has seized on the Lukan form of the rejected prophet saying, along with the related proverb, in order to have Jesus give expression to Thomasine elitist and esoteric views. As Gathercole puts it, “[T]he Thomasine disciple is doomed to be an ineffective missionary among those who think they know him, but do not really understand.”[70] Alas, the Thomasine disciple is not acceptable at home and he is not able to help those at home—that is, those who know him.[71]

			Gos. Thom. §33. In the saying about lighting a lamp, we once again find distinctive Lukan features in a saying in the Gospel of Thomas. The parallel texts are as follows:

			Is a lamp brought in to be put under a bushel, or under a bed, and not on a stand? (Mark 4:21)

			Nor do men light a lamp and put it under a bushel, but on a stand, and it gives light to all in the house. (Matt 5:15)

			No one after lighting a lamp hides it with a vessel, or puts it under a bed, but puts it on a lampstand, so that those who enter may see the light. (Luke 8:16; italics added)

			No one after lighting a lamp puts it in a hidden place [or under a bushel],[72] but on a stand, that those who enter may see the light. (Luke 11:33; italics added)

			No one lights a lamp and places it under a bushel, nor does he put it in a hidden place. Rather, he places it upon its lampstand so that everyone who enters and goes out will see its light (Gos. Thom. §33; italics added).

			The two Lukan sayings about the lamp include the language of hide or hidden and end with the purpose clause “that those who enter may see the light.” The Thomasine version of the saying in §33 betrays knowledge of the Synoptic forms of the saying, especially as found in the two versions in Luke (more on 11:33 than on 8:16), which accommodate more readily the esoteric, secretive perspective of Thomas.[73]

			Gos. Thom. §39. Logion 39 appears to be a composite of Lukan and Matthean materials. The first part (§39.1–2) parallels Matt 23:13 and the shorter form found in Luke 11:52. The parallel parts read:

			γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι ὑποκριταί, ὅτι κλείετε τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν ἔμπροσθεν τῶν ἀνθρώπων· ὑμεῖς γὰρ οὐκ εἰσέρχεσθε οὐδὲ τοὺς εἰσερχομένους ἀφίετε εἰσελθεῖν, “Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, for you shut the kingdom of heaven before humans; for you neither enter yourselves, nor do you permit those entering to enter” (Matt 23:13).

			ἤρατε τὴν κλεῖδα τῆς γνώσεως· αὐτοὶ οὐκ εἰσήλθατε καὶ τοὺς εἰσερχομένους ἐκωλύσατε, “you have taken away the key of knowledge; you did not enter yourselves, and you hindered those who were entering” (Luke 11:52; italics added).

			οἱ Φαρισαῖοι καὶ οἱ γραμματεῖς] ἔλ[αβον τὰς κλεῖδας] τῆς [γνώσεως. αὐτοὶ ἔ]κρυψ[αν αὐτάς. οὔτε] εἰσῆλ[θον, οὔτε τοὺς] εἰσερ[χομένους ἀφῆ]καν [εἰσελθεῖν, “The Pharisees and the scribes have taken the keys of knowledge. They have hidden them. They neither enter, nor permit those entering to enter” (P.Oxy. 655, lines 11–19 = Gos. Thom. §39.1–2; italics added).

			We reconstruct the logion’s subject, “The Pharisees and the scribes,” on the basis of the parallel with Matthew and the fully preserved logion in the Coptic version of Gos. Thom. §39. The Matthean evangelist places these two groups together ten times, in contrast to Mark, where they are found together only three times, and Luke, where they are found together five times. But it is Luke’s shorter form of the saying that the Thomasine author prefers, and it is not hard to see why: the Pharisees and scribes have “taken away the keys of knowledge.” Acquiring knowledge is the ultimate goal in the world of Thomas. The Thomasine author adds “They have hidden them,” which coheres with the challenge Thomas lays before its readers, that they seek and find (as in the prologue of Thomas).

			The Synoptic parallels are also reflected in Gos. Thom. §102, where the Thomasine author adds the fable that apparently became popular in the second century: “they are like a dog sleeping in the manger of some cattle, for it neither eats nor allows the cattle to feed.”[74] The oldest documented form of the saying appears in Strato(n) of Sardis (Epigrams, preserved in the Palatine Anthology), who flourished during the reign of Hadrian (117–138 ce). The fable also appears twice in the writings of the popular and well-travelled Syrian satirist Lucian of Samosata (ca. 120–190 ce).[75]

			The last part of Gos. Thom. §39 also contains a saying drawn from Synoptic tradition:

			γίνεσθε οὖν φρόνιμοι ὡς οἱ ὄφεις καὶ ἀκέραιοι ὡς αἱ περιστεραί, “therefore be wise as serpents and innocent as doves” (Matt 10:16b).

			ὑμεῖς] δὲ γεί[νεσθε φρόνι]μοι ὡ[ς ὄφεις καὶ ἀ]κέραι[οι ὡς περιστε]ρα[ί], “but you be wise as serpents and innocent as doves” (P.Oxy. 655, lines 20–23 = Gos. Thom. §39.3).

			The admonition is Matthean. The key vocabulary is favored by the evangelist. The word φρόνιμος, “wise,” “clever,” “shrewd,” occurs seven times in Matthew, twice in Luke, and not once in Mark. ἀκέραιος, “simple,” “innocent,” occurs only here in Matthew among the four Gospels. The admonition is either a Matthean creation or a heavily edited piece of tradition. It is from Matthew that Thomas has derived the saying.[76]

			The idea that the serpent is wise (φρόνιμος) is an ancient one (cf. Gen 3:1, where the serpent is “wiser than all of the beasts,” עָר֔וּם מִכֹּל֙ חַיַּ֣ת = φρονιμώτατος πάντων τῶν θηρίων). Ignatius alludes to the saying in his letter to Polycarp: φρόνιμος γίνου ὡς ὁ ὄφις ἐν ἅπασιν καὶ ἀκέραιος εἰς ἀεὶ ὡς ἡ περιστερά, “Be wise as the serpent in all things and innocent always as the dove” (Ignatius, Pol. 2.2). Ignatius and Thomas derive the admonition from Matthew. In the Thomasine context, the admonition is well placed. The former (Ignatius) puts the imperative in the singular because he is addressing Polycarp, not a congregation. Ignatius intensifies the admonition by adding “in all things” (ἐν ἅπασιν) and “always” (ἀεί), though the latter is not read in all mss. The contribution of the Thomasine author is seen once again in the placement of the saying. It serves as a fitting conclustion to the teaching in Gos. Thom. §39: Because “the Pharisees and the scribes have taken the keys of knowledge” and “have hidden them,” the disciples of Jesus will have to be clever, even shrewd—but innocent—in finding the knowledge that will enable them to enter the kingdom.[77]

			Gos. Thom. §44. The unforgivable sin teaching found in the Synoptic Gospels, especially as redacted by Matthew and Luke, has found its way into Thomas. The parallel texts read as follows:

			but whoever blasphemes against the Holy Spirit never has forgiveness, but is guilty of an eternal sin (Mark 3:29).

			but the blasphemy against the Spirit will not be forgiven. 32 And whoever says a word against the Son of man will be forgiven; but whoever speaks against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven, either in this age or in the age to come (Matt 12:31b–32; italics added).

			And every one who speaks a word against the Son of man will be forgiven; but he who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven (Luke 12:10; italics added).

			Whoever blasphemes the Father will be forgiven. And whoever blasphemes the Son, he will be forgiven. But whoever blasphemes the Holy Spirit, he will not be forgiven either on earth or in heaven (Gos. Thom. §44; italics added).

			Mark 3:29 says nothing about blaspheming the Son of man, but Matthew and Luke do. In Thomas, we have “blaspheming the Son.” Moreover, Matthew’s distinctive phrase, “either in this age or in the age to come,” seems to be echoed in the Thomasine phrase, “either on earth or in heaven.” Of greater interest is that Thomas prefaces the Synoptic saying with the added sentence, “Whoever blasphemes the Father will be forgiven.” In doing this, Thomas has created a Trinitarian saying, in which we have reference to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

			But there is more. The Matthean evangelist builds on the material he has taken from Mark 3. Matthew adds a series of sayings in 12:33–37, some of which are from Q (cf. Luke 6:43–45). What is interesting is that some of this material appears in Thomas (i.e., in saying §45), in the Matthean location (not in Q’s location, i.e., following Luke 12:10).[78] It seems that at yet another point, Matthean redaction and composition are reflected in Thomas.

			Gos. Thom. §55. Jesus says, “Whoever does not hate his father and his mother cannot become a disciple to me. And whoever does not hate his brothers and sisters and take up his cross in my way will not be worthy of me.” Once again, we have a parallel with a saying that most think comes from Q:

			He who loves father or mother more than me is not worthy of me; and he who loves son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me; and he who does not take his cross and follow me is not worthy of me. (Matt 10:37–38)

			If any one comes to me and does not hate his own father and mother and wife and children and brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple. Whoever does not bear his own cross and come after me, cannot be my disciple. (Luke 14:26–27)

			In this saying, Thomas shows familiarity with Matthean redaction. Matthew has softened Luke’s “hate his own father and mother,” etc., speaking instead of love, and concludes the saying with “worthy of me.”[79] (For “worthy,” ἄξιος, elsewhere in Matthew, see 10:11, 13.) Gos. Thom. §55 retains Luke’s “hate” form of the saying but takes up Matthew’s “worthy of me.” Thomas also follows Lukan redaction by expanding the list of relatives. (See also Gos. Thom. §101, a very similar saying, where again Matthean and Lukan elements appear.)[80]

			Gos. Thom. §57. The Thomasine form of the Parable of the Wheat and Weeds is based on the Matthean parable (Matt 13:24–30), which in turn is an edited and expanded form of Mark’s Parable of the Seed Growing Secretly (Mark 4:26–29).[81] The Thomasine parable reads:

			The Kingdom of the Father is like a man who had good seed. His enemy came by night and sowed weeds among the good seed. The man did not allow them to pull up the weeds; he said to them, “I am afraid that you will go intending to pull up the weeds and pull up the wheat along with them. For on the day of harvest the weeds will be plainly visible, and they will be pulled up and burned.”[82]

			In reducing the length of Matthew’s parable, primarily by omitting the activities of the servants, the Thomasine form of the parable has introduced a number of problems. Indeed, without Matthew’s form of the parable for comparison, the parable in Thomas would not be clear. One of the indicators of Thomasine dependence on Matthew is seen in the reference to “them”: “The man did not allow them to pull up the weeds; he said to them . . .” (italics added). In the Thomasine parable, there is no antecedent for the “them.” Without Matthew’s parable to serve as a guide, we might understand Thomas as referring to the enemy that sowed the weeds.[83] The Thomasine parable, John Meier rightly comments, “makes sense only as a severely compressed version of Matthew’s parable.”[84]

			The appearance of a parable that anticipates a day of judgment is also out of step with Thomasine interests, for this is a topic Thomas avoids.[85] Goodacre rightly asks why the parable was even included.[86] The answer in part lies in the observation that Thomas makes use of all seven of the kingdom parables in Matt 13: (1) Parable of the Sower (Matt 13:3–9; Gos. Thom. §9); (2) Parable of the Wheat and Weeds (Matt 13:24–30; Gos. Thom. §57); (3) Parable of the Mustard Seed (Matt 13:31–32; Gos. Thom. §20); (4) Parable of the Leaven (Matt 13:33; Gos. Thom. §96); (5) Parable of the Hidden Treasure (Matt 13:44; Gos. Thom. §109); (6) Parable of the Pearl (Matt 13:45–46; Gos. Thom. §76); and (7) Parable of the Fishnet (Matt 13:47–50; Gos. Thom. §8).

			Matthean themes and redaction are reflected in the Thomasine parable. In view of the data, Meier concludes that Gos. Thom. §57 “is not early and independent” but “depends on the text found in Matthew’s Gospel rather than on some hypothetical source.”[87] Finally, Thomas also knows Mark’s Parable of the Seed Growing Secretly (Mark 4:26–29; Gos. Thom. §21).[88] The author of Thomas probably thinks of it as a second parable, not as a expanded version of the Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds.[89]

			Gos. Thom. §§65–66. A number of Thomas scholars have claimed that the Thomasine version of the Synoptic Parable of the Vineyard (Matt 21:33–46; Mark 12:1–12; Luke 20:9–19) is closer to the original form and meaning and that the Markan interpretation and context, followed by Matthew and Luke, are secondary.[90] I cannot go into all of the details here, but there are clear indications, on the contrary, that the Thomasine form of the parable is secondary to the Synoptic form.[91] The first indication is that the Thomasine parable has been edited to fit its context in Thomas. The Vineyard parable is part of an anti-materialist, anti-commercial cluster made up of Gos. Thom. §§63–67, which is very much in keeping with the asceticism of Thomas. The second indication is that the Thomasine Parable of the Vineyard, along with the other sayings in the immediate context, reflect the parallel materials in the Gospel of Luke. Both of these features will be considered together as we work through the cluster.

			The first saying in the cluster, Gos. Thom. §63, presents a version of Jesus’ Parable of the Rich Fool (Luke 12:16–21). The parable reads as follows, with Greek loanwords presented in brackets:

			There was a rich man [πλούσιος] who had much money [χρῆμα]. He said, “I shall put my money [χρῆμα] to use [χρῆσθαι] so that I may sow, reap, plant, and fill my storehouse with fruit [καρπός], with the result that I shall lack nothing.” Such were his intentions, but that same night he died. Let him who has ears hear.[92]

			The Thomasine form of the parable accentuates the wealth of the “rich man” (πλούσιος) by referencing his money (χρῆμα) twice, three times if we include the cognate infinitive χρῆσθαι, “to use.” The rich man assumes that he will “lack nothing,” a theme that will reappear in Gos. Thom. §67.[93] The rich man has, of course, miscalculated, for he dies that very night. The Thomasine parable concludes with the familiar topos, “Let him who has ears hear” (cf. Luke 8:8; 14:35), which is not read in most mss at Luke 12:21, though the topos does appear in f13, several late uncials, and some Syrian mss.

			The Thomasine version of Luke’s Parable of the Rich Fool serves well as the opening unit of the anti-business cluster. Gos. Thom. §64, the next item in this cluster, provides a version of Luke’s Parable of the Great Banquet (Luke 14:12–24). The host extends invitations, all of which are refused. The first excuse-maker says, “I have claims against some merchants [ἔμπορος]. They are coming to me this evening. I must go and give them my orders.” The second says, “I have just bought a house and am required for the day. I shall not have any spare time.” The third says, “My friend is going to get married, and I am to prepare the banquet.” The fourth says, “I have just bought a farm, and I am on my way to collect the rent.” In sum, the Thomasine version of the parable adds business elements to the excuses; it also adds a fourth person who offers an excuse. All of this is secondary to the Lukan form of the parable.

			Luke’s parable provides three brief excuses: “I have bought a field, and I must go out and see it”; “I have bought five yoke of oxen, and I go to examine them”; and “I have married a wife, and therefore I cannot come” (Luke 14:18–20). In the Lukan form of the parable, the point is that the excuse-makers are affluent, not necessarily that they are engaged in business. Their affluence provides them with a false sense of election and security. Surely their wealth is a sign of blessing, they reason. In the Thomasine form of the parable, two of the excuse-makers make explicit reference to business activities. The first (an addition to the parable) says he has “claims against some merchants,” and the fourth says he has “bought a farm” and is on his way “to collect the rent.” Not surprisingly, in place of Luke’s conclusion, “none of those who were invited [i.e., elected] shall taste my banquet” (Luke 14:24), the Thomasine parable concludes: “Businessmen and merchants shall not enter the places [τόπος] of my Father.”

			This concluding statement may allude to Johannine language. In John’s distinctive version of the temple demonstration (John 2:13–22), Jesus declares, “You shall not make my Father’s house a house of business [οἶκον ἐμπορίου]” (v. 16). Not long before his arrest, Jesus assures his disciples: “In my Father’s house [ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου] are many rooms; if it were not so, would I have told you that I go to prepare a place [τόπον] for you?” (John 14:2). The Thomasine conclusion to the Parable of the Great Banquet conflates these Johannine materials, declaring that those engaged in business, such as the first excuse-maker, who speaks of his dealings with merchants (ἔμπορος), “shall not enter the places of my Father.”

			There is another distinctive feature in Gos. Thom. §64 that should be mentioned. In Luke’s parable, the servant of the host of the banquet summons his guests, “Come; for all is now ready” (Luke 14:17), which has an Old Testament ring.[94] But in Thomas the servant says, “My master invites you” (4x). The Thomasine redaction echoes the banquet invitations found in Egypt, where a named servant invites someone, on behalf of a deity, to a temple for dinner on a specific day at a specific hour. For example: “Chaeremon invites you to dine at a banquet of the Lord Serapis in the Serapeum tomorrow, that is, the 15th, from the 9th hour” (P.Oxy. 110).[95] More than two dozen of these invitations have been published thus far. The Thomasine language, which differs from Lukan language, may well reflect the cultic language of the papyri, with which the non-Jewish author of Thomas was apparently familiar.[96]

			The Thomasine form of the Parable of the Vineyard (Gos. Thom. §65) continues the anti-business theme. We see this at the very beginning of the parable: “There was a money-man [χρηστής] who owned a vineyard. He leased it to tenant farmers so that they might work it and he might collect the fruit [καρπός] of the vineyard.” I have translated “money-man” because I think χρηστής, meaning “money-man,” “investor,” or “usurer,” is the original reading.[97] Others think the reading is χρηστός, “good man” or “virtuous man.” Gathercole prefers χρηστός because of the relative rarity of χρηστής.[98] Patterson, Kloppenborg, and others, however, prefer χρηστής.[99] I think they are correct for two reasons. First, χρηστός, “good man,” doesn’t fit the context. The owner of the vineyard, like the rich man of the parable in §63 or the excuse-makers of the parable in §64, is a businessman; he is not a “good man.” Like the others, he hopes to make money. However, his plans fail; he makes no money and even loses his son, his future care-giver. Second, “money-man” or “investor” fits the context well. The owner of the vineyard is to be viewed along with the other “businessmen and merchants” (§64) in the anti-business cluster of Gos. Thom. §§63–67. The owner of the vineyard, who expects to collect money from the tenant farmers, is hardly “good” or “virtuous” from the Thomasine perspective. The man’s quest for profit flies in the face of Thomasine asceticism.

			Gathercole also objects to the χρηστής reading because the owner of the vineyard is not a creditor or usurer; “he is a landlord.”[100] True enough, but in the papyri we have many examples of lease agreements, in which owners of orchards, wheat fields, and vineyards lease their land to tenant farmers, requiring interest payments and profit-sharing (i.e., collecting the “fruit,” καρπός, which usually means money, not literal fruit). Commercial farming in late antiquity was big business and could be very profitable.[101] Perusal of lease agreements and the correspondence between owners, managers, and laborers shows how appropriate it is to refer to the owner of the vineyard as a χρηστής, a money-man or investor.[102] In the context of the anti-business cluster of Thomasine sayings under review, the cognate words χρῆμα and χρῆσθαι have already been used, so the appearance of χρηστής in §65 comes as no surprise; but the appearance of χρηστός would.

			There are a few other redactional features in the Synoptics that appear in the Thomasine version of the parable that should be mentioned. In Mark we read, “to get from them some of the fruit of the vineyard” (Mark 12:2), but in Luke we read, “so that they should give him some of the fruit of the vineyard” (Luke 20:10). The Coptic in Thomas, “so that the tenants should give him the fruit of the vineyard,” matches the syntax of Luke, not that of Mark or Matthew. In Luke, the owner decides to send his son, speculating, “Perhaps they will respect him” (Luke 20:13). Neither Mark nor Matthew has “perhaps,” but Thomas does: “Perhaps they will respect my son.”[103] Whereas Mark 12:10–11 concludes the parable with a quotation of Ps 118:22–23, as does Matt 21:42, Luke 20:17 only quotes Ps 118:22; so also Gos. Thom. §66. Finally, Ps 118:22, quoted by all three Synoptic Gospels, says that the stone rejected by the builders has become the “head of the corner” (κεφαλὴν γωνίας). But Thomas reads “stone of the corner,” or “cornerstone” (pwwne nkw6),[104] perhaps under the influence of Eph 2:20 and 1 Pet 2:6: “I am laying in Zion a stone, a cornerstone [ἀκρογωνιαῖον] chosen and precious . . .”[105]

			And finally, the anti-business cluster concludes on a moralizing note: “Whoever knows the All [pthr3] but fails (to know) himself lacks everything”[106] (Gos. Thom. §67). This saying, which may echo Delphi’s famous maxim, γνῶθι σεαυτόν, “know thyself,” will remind readers of a similar saying at the beginning of Thomas: “Let him who seeks continue seeking until he finds. When he finds, he will become troubled. When he becomes troubled, he will be astonished, and he will rule over the All [pthr3]” (§2).[107] Only the person who knows himself has a chance to know the All. The businessmen of the parables in §§63–65, caught up in their commercial pursuits, are examples of those who have failed to seek, to find, and to rule over the All. Unfortunately for them, who do not know themselves, they “lack everything.”

			All of the Synoptic material that appears in this Thomasine cluster, much of it distinctive tradition derived from Luke, has been heavily redacted and repurposed. It is hardly early, more original, and independent of the Synoptic tradition.

			Gos. Thom. §79. This logion combines two distinctive pieces of Lukan material. It reads:

			A woman from the crowd said to him, “Blessed are the womb which bore you and the breasts which nourished you.” He said to her, “Blessed are those who have heard the word of the Father and have truly kept it. For there will be days when you will say, “Blessed are the womb which has not conceived and the breasts which have not given milk.”

			The first part of this saying comes from Luke 11:27–28, “a woman in the crowd raised her voice and said to him, ‘Blessed is the womb that bore you, and the breasts that you sucked!’ 28 But he said, ‘Blessed rather are those who hear the word of God and keep it!’ ” The second part of Gos. Thom. §79 comes from Luke 23:39, “. . . the days are coming when they will say, ‘Blessed are the barren, and the wombs that never bore, and the breasts that never gave suck!’ ”[108]

			Both of the pieces from Luke are distinctive to that Gospel. The second part of the first utterance, “those who hear the word of God and keep it,” may be a reworked version of Mark 3:35, “whoever does the will of God” (cf. Luke 8:21 “. . . those who hear the word of God and do it”). Luke has edited Mark 3:35 (in Luke 8:21) and then has reused the reworked material in Jesus’ beatitude in Luke 11:28. As already mentioned, the second part of Gos. Thom. §79 draws from Luke 23:39. Here it is a negative “beatitude”—in reality, a woe—which, contrary to Jewish and Middle Eastern values, pronounces a blessing on childless women.

			The Thomasine author has used the two Lukan pieces of tradition to create a teaching about the true state of blessedness of women. Gathercole suggests that “the author is advocating some kind of ascetical identity for women.”[109] I think that is very likely, for it is in keeping with the Encratism seen throughout Thomas, in which celibacy is promoted. Whereas the original Lukan setting concerns eschatology, the Thomasine setting is concerned with anthropology, a clearly secondary development.[110]

			Gos. Thom. §95. The Thomasine form of Jesus’ teaching about giving to the needy reflects the Lukan form of the tradition, as well as Syrian tradition. The relevant texts read as follows:

			Give to him who begs from you, and do not refuse him who would borrow from you. (Matt 5:42)

			Give to everyone who begs from you; of him who takes away your goods do not ask them again. (Luke 6:30; italics added)

			if you lend to those from whom you hope to receive . . . (Luke 6:34; italics added)

			and lend, expecting nothing in return. (Luke 6:35; italics added)

			If you have money, do not lend it at interest, but give it to the one from whom you will not get it back. (Gos. Thom. §95; italics added)

			Q scholars view the Synoptic materials above as belonging to Q, but the original and exact wording is debated.[111] The Thomasine form of the saying parallels elements in Luke, especially the teaching about lending and expecting nothing in return. The Matthean form of the saying says nothing about lending or getting back what has been given. Thomas appears to interpret (rightly) the implication of the Lukan form of the saying by having Jesus command his disciples, “do not lend it at interest”—that is, expect “nothing in return” (Luke 6:35) or “do not ask them again” (Luke 6:30), or do not “lend to those from whom you hope to receive” (Luke 6:34). The Thomasine form of the saying is a concise summary of the Lukan materials.

			The specific command not to lend at interest is important to Thomas, for this feature appears in saying §109, the Thomasine version of the Parable of the Hidden Treasure ( = Matt 13:44). In Thomas the parable makes a very different point. The man who eventually finds the treasure “began to lend money at interest to whom he wished.” This does not contradict the teaching in §95; on the contrary, it illustrates it. The man who found the treasure has yielded to the worldly impulse. He is hardly a good example. The treasure does not lead the man to the kingdom; alas, it gives him the opportunity to make money. The man in the parable is like the men in the anti-business parables discussed above (§§63–65). Like them, the man lending money at interest will “not enter the places” of Jesus’ Father (§64).

			It should be noted that the express teaching to lend without charging interest appears in later Syrian Christian literature, where we are told that the perfect man has mercy on the poor, to whom he has sold or lent “without interest” (Liber Graduum 14.9),[112] possibly due to the influence of Thomas, or perhaps the Diatessaron.

			Gos. Thom. §99. In Mark 3:32–35, Jesus makes statements about his true family. The material is repeated in Matt 12:47–50 and Luke 8:20–21. Matthew retains all of it, but Luke has reduced the pericope by about half, omitting Mark 3:33b–34 (“Who are my mother and my brothers?” etc.). The evangelist may have omitted this material because of its potential offensiveness.[113] Luke moves straight from Mark 3:33a to v. 35: “But he said to them [ = Mark 3:33a], ‘My mother and my brothers are those who hear the word of God and do it [ = Mark 3:35]’ ” (Luke 8:21). The same omission is seen in Gos. Thom. §99: “He said to them, ‘Those here who do the will of my Father, these are my brothers and my mother.’ ” It should also be noted that the third-person plural, introduced by Luke, is also followed by Thomas.[114]

			Gos. Thom. §104. In Mark 2:18–20 Jesus is asked, “Why do John’s disciples and the disciples of the Pharisees fast, but your disciples do not fast?” Jesus explains why his disciples do not fast in the present time, but, he says, “when the bridegroom is taken away from them . . . then they will fast.” Matthew repeats the material with a few modifications (Matt 9:15–16). Luke repeats it (Luke 5:33–35), but he omits Mark 2:19b (“As long as they have the bridegroom with them, they cannot fast”). He also transforms the question raised by the disciples of John into a declarative statement: “The disciples of John often fast and pray, and so do the disciples of the Pharisees . . .” (Luke 5:33). One will note the addition of “pray,” something the evangelist Luke does elsewhere (e.g., 6:12; 9:28; 11:1). These editorial touches are found in Gos. Thom. §104: “Come, let us pray today, and let us fast.” Jesus replies (without an equivalent of Mark 2:19b): “But when the bridegroom comes out of the bridal chamber, then let there be fasting and prayer.” Thomas has omitted the same Markan material omitted by Luke and, like Luke, has added prayer.[115]

			In summary, what we find is that all sources of Synoptic tradition are represented in Thomas. We find Q, Mark, and traditions special to Matthew and Luke, including redaction—and we find a lot of it.[116] And as mentioned above, about one half of the writings of the New Testament are quoted, paraphrased, or alluded to in Thomas. Attempts to reverse the evidence, to say that the New Testament Gospels and other writings are quoting and alluding to Thomas, which is otherwise unknown and unmentioned until the third century, are simply not persuasive.

			Patterson has responded to the evidence reviewed above by saying that Thomas exhibits distinctive Synoptic tradition (such as redaction or order) in less than 20 percent of the Thomas/Synoptic parallel material.[117] He thinks the percentage should be much greater if Thomas had been influenced by the Synoptics at the time of its composition, before its later translation into Coptic. Patterson does allow that in subsequent transmission Thomas was influenced by the Synoptic Gospels.

			But why should the percentage be higher? The Thomasine author draws on diverse materials, many of them not originally dominical in any sense, and the Thomasine author has a lot of new, secret things to say. Moreover, and probably more to the point, not everything in the Synoptic tradition is redaction, M, or L. A lot of the Synoptic material lacks recognizable redaction, so when brought into Thomas there is nothing distinctively Matthean or Lukan about it. So why should distinctive Matthean and Lukan elements, including redaction, be greater than 20 percent? Goodacre raises these important questions and rightly states that redactional material in Thomas “is frequent and significant” and is “actually far greater than one ought to expect given the size of the data and the nature of the material.”[118]

			Goodacre’s last comment about the “nature of the material” is very important too. Although he probably has in mind the literary form of Thomas—that is, a collection of sayings, as opposed to a narrative—there is the reality of the textual evidence itself. Simply put, we do not have the full Greek text of Thomas. We have fragments from three separate copies. The only full text we have is a single Coptic translation that probably doesn’t date before the early fourth century. This means we cannot produce a critical edition of the original text of Thomas, which means all discussion of apparent Thomasine “independence” of Synoptic tradition is at best highly tenuous.

			In his keynote address at the 2006 Eisenach conference on “the Gospel of Thomas in the context of early Christianity,” Stephen Emmel, a highly respected Coptologist, emphasized the uncertainty of our knowledge of the circumstances in which Thomas was originally written, the nature of its original text, and the process involved in its eventual translation into Coptic.[119] Emmel cautioned his colleagues that the mid-fourth-century dates found on a few of the documents that made up the cartonnage of the covers of some of the Coptic codices from Nag Hammadi do not mean that the codices were produced in the mid-fourth century. Discarded papyrus could be decades, even a century old before its reuse for cartonnage. Some of the Nag Hammadi codices, including the codex containing Thomas (i.e., NHC II), might not have been produced until the fifth century.[120]

			In an earlier study, Emmel explains, in reference to the process of the translation of Greek texts into regional dialects of Coptic initially and then finally into the Sahidic form in which we find them in the Nag Hammadi codices, that “we have no way of being sure about the length of time involved, nor about the degree of . . . alteration” in this process. Emmel suspects that this process of translation “might have been tantamount to redaction.”[121] If the process of the composition of the Gospel of Thomas was anything like what is suspected with regard to many of the Nag Hammadi tractates,[122] then demanding a large number of examples of Matthean and Lukan redaction to be present in Thomas before acknowledging dependence of Thomas on the Synoptic Gospels is unrealistic. Matthean and Lukan redaction sometimes involves no more than a word or two and so could easily be lost as Thomas moves from Greek copy to Greek copy and then (perhaps) from a regional dialect of Coptic to the Sahidic Coptic text in which we find it at Nag Hammadi. In light of these realities of transmission and further transmission, Goodacre is fully justified in saying that the number of examples of Matthean and Lukan redaction that have survived and have been detected is indeed “far greater than one ought to expect.” To assume that emendations and scribal glosses of Greek Thomas would go only in the direction of conformity with the canonical Gospels (as it in fact seems to do in the much later Coptic text) is unwarranted. Whatever the vicissitudes, the fact remains that about 20 percent of the Thomas-Synoptic parallels, several in the extant Greek fragments from Oxyrhynchus, exhibit Matthean and Lukan redaction. This fact strongly suggests that the Thomasine sayings collection, from its very beginning, was influenced by the Synoptic tradition. The evidence does not justify speaking of Thomasine antiquity and independence of the Synoptic Gospels.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			The presence in the Gospel of Thomas of a substantial amount of distinctive New Testament Gospel traditions, including Matthean and Lukan redaction as well as materials from all of the Gospel sources, strongly argues against the antiquity and independence of this writing. The way that Gospel traditions have been repurposed in Thomas, sometimes quite obviously, also strongly argues for Thomasine dependence on the New Testament Gospels.

			It is in this repurposing of the earlier Gospel traditions that Thomas makes an important contribution to developing Christian theology and ethics. In a recent study, Jens Schröter makes some very helpful comments:

			[The Gospel of Thomas] elaborates tendencies that can be observed already in the earlier gospel tradition. It is not a “gnostic” gospel, although it may have been used by “gnostic” groups. The most striking difference from previous Gospels is that . . . Jesus’ teaching is significantly more detached from a concrete social and religious milieu. This opens up the possibility of replacing the narrative framework of the earlier Gospels by the introduction of new contents. . . . [The Gospel of Thomas] takes up traditions from earlier Gospels and incorporates them into a new framework, which is related to philosophical interpretations of the Christian message. [Thomas] can therefore be regarded as an innovative reinterpretation of earlier Jesus traditions presenting them as a teaching for the solitary and elect who will enter the “Kingdom of the Father.”[123]

			Schröter’s description of Thomas is right on target. We shall see in the next chapter that this is exactly what the framers and editors of this work have done in shaping the Gospel of Thomas to speak to the needs of an ascetic, mystical, and philosophical Christian constituency in second-century Syria. To this evidence we now turn.
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			CHAPTER FIVE

			Jesus and Doubting Thomas: On the Genesis and Age of a Syrian Gospel (Part Two)

			In the previous chapter, I discussed the first two of my five reservations about the claim that the Gospel of Thomas is early and independent of the New Testament Gospels. In this chapter, I will discuss the other three reservations: (3) Thomas reflects a great deal of second-century Syrian tradition, which suggests second-century composition; (4) Thomas contains a number of readings that parallel and perhaps in some cases derive from Tatian’s Diatessaron, which was composed ca. 170; and (5) the apostolic rivalries reflected in Thomas are better understood in reference to a second-century Syrian apologetic designed to affirm the authority of Thomas over against the older and better known public Gospels.

			Although at one time I held the view, shared by a number of scholars, that the Gospel of Thomas was probably composed near the end of the first century, in recent years review of the Syrian evidence, as well as evidence of significant influence by New Testament writings (which was reviewed in the previous chapter), has convinced me that Thomas was not composed as a discrete work prior to 170 and perhaps not before 180. A few of its distinctive sayings may have circulated in earlier times, but Thomas itself as a written work did not.

			The Gospel of Thomas and Second-Century Syrian Worldview and Tradition

			The Syrian setting for Thomas hardly requires defending, for it is widely accepted, even by those who argue for an early date.[1] The sobriquet “Judas Thomas,” sometimes “Didymos Judas Thomas,” is well attested in Syrian Christian literature and only in this literature. The Gospel of Thomas opens with the words: “These are the secret words that the living Jesus spoke and that Didymos Judas Thomas [didumos ioudas qwmas] wrote down” (Gospel of Thomas, prologue [NHC II,2 32.10–11] Δίδυμος = “twin”; perhaps qwmas = Syriac ܬ݂ܳܐܘܡܰܐ, t’oma, “twin”). At the conclusion of Thomas we find peuaggelion pkata qwmas, “the Gospel according to Thomas.” The compound name for the apostle Thomas appears in a number of writings. The Book of Thomas the Contender begins: “The secret words that the Savior spoke to Judas Thomas, which I Mathaias wrote down” (NHC II,7 138.1–3). Jesus opens his remarks by saying to Thomas: “Brother Thomas . . . it has been said that you are my twin” (138.4, 7–8; see also 142.7–8 “Judas—the one called Thomas”). At the beginning of the Acts of Thomas the apostle is identified as “Judas Thomas, who is also called Didymos [Ἰούδας Θωμᾶς ὁ καὶ Δίδυμος]” (1:2). Later he is referred to as “Judas who is also Thomas [Ἰούδας ὁ καὶ Θωμᾶς]” (11:5), as the “twin brother of Christ [ὁ δίδυμος τοῦ Χριστοῦ]” (39:1), and simply as “Judas Thomas [Ἰούδας Θωμᾶς]” (70:1). The Syriac version of John 14:22 reads “Judas Thomas,” instead of “Judas (not Iscariot),” as it is read in the Greek. In the Syriac version, this “Judas” is assumed to be Thomas. The Syrian Christian belief that Judas Thomas was the (twin) brother of Jesus likely was based, at least in part, on Mark 6:3, where it is noted that among the brothers of Jesus was one “Judas.”[2]

			All of the Christian Syrian literature that has been cited dates to the second and third centuries. None of it is early. Thomas’ coherence with it encourages a second-century date. It does not, however, require it. After all, one could argue that an early version of the Gospel of Thomas inaugurated the development of second- and third-century Syrian traditions about the apostle Thomas,[3] which may have included his compound name. However, identifying the author as the apostle Thomas, the “Twin,” reflects a strategy common to pseudepigraphal writings, which again points to the second century for the date of composition.[4] Allow me to provide a few examples.

			Many second- and third-century pseudepigraphal writings, especially Gospels, explicitly claim apostolic authorship. They not only claim apostolic authorship, the apostolic figures appear in the narratives themselves. In the Gospel of Peter Peter speaks in the first person: “I, Simon Peter, and my brother Andrew took our nets and went to the sea” (Gos. Pet. 14.60). We should probably assume that the Gospel of Peter, of which we have only the final part preserved in the Akhmîm Codex,[5] began with an explicit claim of Petrine authorship. We find the same thing in a gnostic apocalypse: “As the Savior was sitting in the temple . . . he said to me, ‘Peter’ ” (Apocalypse of Peter NHC VII,70.13–20). James the brother of Jesus speaks in the first person in another gnostic apocalypse: “The Lord spoke to me . . . ‘I have given you a sign of these things, James, my brother’ ” (1 Apocalypse of James NHC V,3 24.10–14). Eleven of the apostles speak in the first person in the Ethiopic version of the Epistula Apostolorum.[6] In the aforementioned Acts of Thomas, the apostle Thomas begins his narrative by telling his readers, “At that time we apostles were all in Jerusalem . . . and we portioned out the regions of the world” (1:1).

			In other pseudepigrapha, as in the Gospel of Thomas, the apostolic figure is explicitly identified at the beginning of the writing, e.g., “James writes to . . .” (Apocryphon of James NHC I,2 1.1); “John the brother of James, the sons of Zebedee, went up to the temple to pray” (Apocryphon of John NHC II,1 1.6–9); and “The secret word of declaration by which Jesus spoke in conversation with Judas Iscariot” (Gospel of Judas CT 33.1–3). The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew begins: “I, James, son of Joseph the carpenter, . . . have carefully recorded everything I have seen with my own eyes . . .” (1). Other “eyewitnesses” to important Gospel events appear at the beginning of pseudepigraphal narratives. For example, the Gospel of Nicodemus (or Acts of Pilate) begins: “I, Ananias, a member of the procurator’s bodyguard, well versed in the law, came to know our Lord Jesus Christ . . .” (prologue). The work goes on to appeal to Nicodemus, another eyewitness, as a source for the narrative. The Narrative of Joseph of Arimathea begins as we might expect: “I am Joseph of Arimathea, the one who asked Pilate for the body of the Lord Jesus for burial” (1).[7]

			These explicit claims intended to link writings to apostolic figures or other important eyewitnesses stand in marked contrast to the canonical Gospels, in whose narratives the names of their respective authors are not embedded. The canonical Gospels, at another important point of contrast with the later writings, make no claim of secret disclosure. In other words, the “Gospel according to Mark,” for example, is not presented as Jesus’ private revelation to one of the disciples. The four canonical Gospels present the public Jesus and his public teaching, with perhaps a few semi-private moments (e.g., Mark 4:10–12; 7:17–23). Such private moments may well have inspired the theme of secret revelations seen in several pseudepigrapha.

			Although we probably should assume that the superscriptio or subscriptio “Gospel according to—” did not accompany the Gospels when they first began to circulate, it would be wrong to claim that they circulated as anonymous writings. There was never any dispute as to their authorship. Papias provides us with a very early testimony, and he seems to know of Gospel traditions linked to Mark and Matthew under those names. There is some debate regarding the identity of the John associated with the Fourth Gospel, but no other name was ever associated with that Gospel.[8]

			Mark’s simple incipit, “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, Son of God” (Mark 1:1), may well have encouraged early Christians to call their biographies of Jesus “gospels” (εὐαγγέλια), rather than “books” (βίβλοι), which Matthew’s incipit could have encouraged, “The book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham” (Matt 1:1), or “narratives” (διηγήσεις), which Luke’s longer incipt could have encouraged, “Inasmuch as many have undertaken to compile a narrative . . .” (Luke 1:1).

			It was in the years after the circulation and widespread acceptance of the four first-century Gospels that the newer works, in order to compete with the older, better known works, made explicit claims to apostolic authorship. After all, of the three Synoptic Gospels, only Matthew is “apostolic.” If those who wrote and circulated their second- and third-century Gospels could convince readers that they really were written by or at least sourced in apostles and eyewitnesses, then they might get a hearing, despite being of recent vintage. Some may have believed that a Gospel written by the apostle Thomas should trump Gospels written by the non-apostles Mark and Luke, and at least equal a Gospel by Matthew or one by John. As we shall see below, the author of Thomas may very well have tried to trump Matthew and Mark.

			The fictitious Gospel of Thomas, claiming to be a record of “the hidden words that the living Jesus spoke and Judas Thomas wrote,” οἱ λόγοι οἱ [ἀπόκρυφοι οὓς ἐλά]λησεν Ἰη(σοῦ)ς ὁ ζῶν κ[αὶ ἔγραψεν Ἰοῦδα ὁ] καὶ Θωμᾶ(ς),”[9] fits the second-century setting perfectly. Not only does this bold incipit claim apostolic authority, it describes its content as “secret,” which provides an explanation for how no one had heard of the secret sayings of Jesus until Thomas began to circulate in the late second century and finally gain notice and get talked about in the early third century.[10]

			The identification of the author of the Gospel of Thomas as Judas Thomas, with or without the epexegetical gloss “Twin,” reflects a second-century Syrian setting. The claim that this new teaching of Jesus was “hidden,” along with the fictional identification, is typical of second- and third-century Gospel and apocalyptic pseudepigrapha. But there are other compelling data in late second- and early third-century literature of Syrian provenance that encourage dating Thomas no earlier than the 170s.

			I begin with the observation that the ascetic perspective of the Gospel of Thomas reflects second-century Syrian Christianity. We especially see this in the anti-materialist, anti-wealth perspective: “There was a rich man, who had a lot of money . . . that night he died” (Gos. Thom. §63); “Buyers and merchants will not enter the places of my Father” (§64); “A money-man [xrhsths, not xrhstos] owned a vineyard and leased it to some farmers . . .” (§65); “Whoever has found the world and has become wealthy should renounce the world” (§110).[11] The edited and recontextualized Vineyard parable (cf. Mark 12:1–12) is consistent with the Encratite perspective seen throughout Thomas and was already discussed in the previous chapter. The meaning of the parable is clear: the pursuit of worldly wealth is futile.[12]

			In keeping with its ascetic orientation, Thomas promotes radical vegetarianism, whether literally or metaphorically, through various pronouncements attributed to Jesus: “. . . when you consumed what was dead, you made it alive” (Gos. Thom. §11); “If you do not fast from the world, you will not find the kingdom” (§27); “wretched is the body that depends on a body” (§87); and “woe to the soul that depends on flesh” (§112).

			Given its extreme views of asceticism, it is not surprising that Thomas lionizes celibacy, usually speaking of the “single” or “solitary” person: “Blessed are the solitary ones,[13] the elect; for you will find the kingdom” (§49); and “Many are standing in front of the door, but it is the solitary one[14] who will enter the wedding hall” (§75). Sayings §27, §87, and §112, discussed in connection with abstinence from meat, can also be taken as criticism of sexual activity, even if in some sense it is metaphorical.[15] Indeed, Jesus’ teaching on the marriage union is negated in the Gospel of Thomas. In the Synoptic tradition, Jesus advocates the permanence of marriage by appealing to Gen 2:24, “ ‘. . . and the two shall become one flesh.’ So they are no longer two but one flesh” (Mark 10:8). But in Thomas, Jesus asks his disciples, “But when you become two, what will you do?” (§11; cf. §87). Here the Jesus of Thomas not only undermines the teaching of the Synoptic Jesus, he also negates the creation story in Genesis, implying that Adam’s solitary condition is much preferred to his separation into male and female, followed by sexual union.[16] Thomas ends on a jarring note by having Jesus declare, “Every woman, if she makes herself male, will enter the kingdom of heaven” (§114). Although the meaning of this final logion is much debated, the point seems to be if Mary returns to humanity’s original condition of singleness—prior to the separation of male and female, prior to the fall, and prior to sex and child-bearing—then she too will enter the kingdom.[17] If §114 is understood this way, there is no contradiction with §22: “When you make the two into one . . . that is, to make the male and the female into a single one, so that the male will no longer be male and the female no longer female . . . then you will enter the kingdom.” Both sayings advocate a return to the primordial state, as is probably presupposed in §11 and §87, sayings that allude to Gen 2:24.[18]

			There may be a bit more to this in Thomas and Tatian. The latter says in his Oratio: “I wish to strip myself like infant children” (§30). According to Gos. Thom. §37 Jesus tells his disciples, “When you undress without being ashamed, and take your clothes and put them under your feet like little children and trample on them, then you will see the son of the Living One and you will not be afraid.” The Genesis exegesis of Thomas seems to have made use of Tatian’s analogy. In Gen 2:25 Adam and Eve, who have not yet sinned, are naked and not ashamed. But in Gen 3:7–10 Adam and Eve, having disobeyed God, are aware that they are naked and are now ashamed; so they hide from God. When confronted by God, Adam explains, “I was afraid because I was naked” (Gen 3:10). Gos. Thom. §37 anticipates a return to nakedness, without shame, and seeing the son of the Living One without fear. As in the case of §22 and related sayings, Gos. Thom. §37 anticipates a return to the primordial state.

			These ascetic themes found in the Gospel of Thomas appear in second- and third-century Syrian Christianity and Gnosticism. In the Acts of Thomas the apostle Thomas, in contrast to others, fasts (Acts Thom. 5.1). He has given up material possessions (61.2–3). He has no riches (66.6). Greed and gluttony are condemned (28.1, 3–4). The Acts of Thomas also takes a highly negative view of sex, even in the context of marriage (Acts Thom. 12.1–2; 14.3; 28.1–2; 43.2, 6; 51.4–8; 56.2; 58.2–3; 79.10; 88.3–5; 101.4).[19] A number of negative statements about sexuality also appear in the Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC II,7 138.39–139.12; 141.24–25; 144.8–10), another second-century Syrian work.

			Of great importance is the observation that the asceticism of the Gospel of Thomas coheres with the asceticism of Tatian, author of the Diatessaron and the Oratio ad Graecos. Tatian produced the Oratio in Rome in the 160s and the Diatessaron in the late 160s or early 170s, either shortly before leaving Italy and his mentor Justin Martyr (Epiphanius, Pan. 46.1.8) or shortly after arriving in Syria, his homeland (Oratio 42.1). The Oratio, along with a number of Tatian fragments preserved in patristic quotations, is the most relevant here; parallels with the Diatessaron will be noted later.

			Consistent with the Syrian literature just reviewed, Tatian promoted an ascetic worldview and lifestyle. For example, he asserts: “I do not wish to be rich. . . . The rich hanker after more . . . the poor man . . . more easily obtains his purpose. Die to the world, repudiating the madness in it” (Tatian, Oratio 11.1–2). Tatian’s asceticism included abstinence from meat and wine. “Tatian,” according to Jerome, “condemns and rejects not only marriage, but also meat, which God has created for use” (Jov. 1.3).[20] Apparently some of Tatian’s Encratite following taught that it was necessary to abstain from meat (Irenaeus, Haer. 1.28.1). Elsewhere Jerome adds: “Tatian the chief [princeps] of the Encratites . . . asserts that wine is not to be drunk” (Comm. Am. 2:12).[21]

			Tatian’s condemnation of marriage and sex takes ideas of celibacy to a new level. Jerome reports: “Tatian . . . thought every union of male and female unclean, the very vehement founder of the heresy of the Encratites, . . . [asserting,] ‘If anyone sows in the flesh, from the flesh he will reap corruption; now he who has sex with a woman sows in the flesh; therefore he too who has intercourse with a wife and sows in her will reap corruption from the flesh’ ” (Comm. Gal. 6:8).[22] Jerome’s statement is supported by earlier writers. A few years after the death of Tatian, Irenaeus tells us that Justin’s former disciple “denounced marriage as defilement and fornication” (Haer. 1.28.1).[23] A decade or two later, Clement of Alexandria comments: “A certain person [i.e., Tatian] inveighs against generation [i.e., procreation], calling it corruptible and destructive” (Strom. 3.12.86).[24] Elsewhere, Clement expresses the opinion that Tatian was bold enough to entertain the idea that marriage was the invention of the devil (Strom. 3.12.17).[25] Irenaeus and Clement are surely correct, for Tatian himself lumps together marriage, pedophilia, and adultery (Oratio 8.1).[26] Clement adds further that Tatian “used to say that women were punished because of their hair and adornment” (Ecl. 38.28),[27] a perspective perhaps inspired by 1 Tim 2:9–10 and 1 Pet 3:3–4. After canvassing early traditions, Eusebius states that Tatian was the “author” (ἀρχηγός) of the heresy of the Encratites, or “self-controlled ones” (Hist. eccl. 4.29.1–2). The church historian then appeals to Irenaeus, who relates that the followers of Tatian “preached against marriage, annulling the original creation of God, and tacitly condemning him who made male and female” (Irenaeus, Haer. 1.28.1).

			I find Irenaeus’ language in the last example especially intriguing, for his summation of Tatian’s teaching seems to allude to Gen 2:24, as interpreted in dominical tradition that was cited above: “ ‘. . . and the two shall become one flesh.’ So they are no longer two but one flesh” (Mark 10:8). It will be remembered that this teaching seems to be qualified, perhaps even negated in the Gospel of Thomas, when Jesus asks his disciples, “But when you become two, what will you do?” (§11; see also §22 and §87). At this point the teaching of Tatian and Thomas seems especially close.

			Tatian’s Encratism was right at home in Syria in the late second century. His extremist views, especially relating to marriage and sex, were fully in step with some of the Syrian Christian literature produced at this time. Tatian may well have been a major force in advancing Encratism in Syria, though it is doubtful that he was the founder of the movement, despite assertions by various patristic authorities.[28] In any event, the asceticism expressed in the Gospel of Thomas would have been well received in eastern Syria in the second half of the second century. But when did Thomas begin to circulate in Syria—at the end of the first century, or near the end of the second century? Once again, Tatian will help us find an answer.

			In the next section, we will look at specific points of contact between the Gospel of Thomas and Tatian’s Diatessaron. Additional Syrian parallels, which may exhibit influence from the Diatessaron, will also be reviewed.

			The Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessaron

			I turn now to the Diatessaron (“[one gospel] through the four”), Tatian’s famous harmony of the four New Testament Gospels.[29] Most scholars agree that it was composed sometime between the late 160s and the mid-170s. It often has been assumed that Tatian wrote the Diatessaron soon after returning to eastern Syria, his homeland, but William Petersen has made a good case for its composition in Italy. He believes the Diatessaron’s early influence on the Latin Gospel tradition, on Novatian, and on the Roman Antiphonary is more easily explained if the Diatessaron was composed in Italy before Tatian’s return to Syria. The composition in Italy of one version of the Diatessaron does not, of course, rule out the possibility, even probability, of the composition of a second version in Syriac in Syria.[30] Scholars believe that the Diatessaron preceded the Old Syriac Gospels by a generation or so and that the former influenced the latter.[31] Tatian’s Diatessaron was popular and influential in the Eastern Church for three hundred years or more. It influenced a number of Syrian works, including the Didascalia Apostolorum, Acts of Thomas, Teaching of Addai, Liber Graduum, the Pseudo-Clementines, the Doctrina Apostolorum, Aphrahat’s Demonstrations, and the Manichaean Kephalaia, among others.

			One may inquire into Tatian’s motive or purpose for producing the Diatessaron beyond the mere observation that in the second-century harmonies were “in the air,” as Petersen has remarked.[32] Some years ago, Tjitze Baarda argued convincingly that a major purpose behind the harmonies was to answer skeptics like Celsus who, aware of the multiple Gospels, challenged their credibility by pointing out discrepancies and contradictions.[33] It is important to remember that when he wrote, Celsus would have been aware of many Gospels, not just the four that eventually made it into the Christian canon of Scripture. From his point of view, Christians seemed to have many versions of Jesus’ life, which presented many inconsistencies and contradictions.

			According to Origen, Celsus asserted that Christians “alter the character of the Gospel three or four or several times ever since it was written for the first time” (Cels. 2.27). Baarda plausibly suggests that “three or four or several times [τριχῇ καὶ τετραχῇ καὶ πολλαχῇ]” refers successively to the three Synoptic Gospels, the four Gospels (i.e., the Synoptic Gospels plus John), and the several newer Gospels of the second century. Celsus goes on to say that the Christians keep changing the Gospel story in their attempts to answer objections, such as those that focus on discrepancies and contradictions.[34] According to the Dialogue of Adamantius, followers of Marcion raised the same objection, asserting that the “Gospels disagree [διαφωνοῦσι τὰ εὐαγγέλια]” and “oppose [ἀντικεῖνται]” one another (Dial. Adam. 1.7).[35] Origen himself acknowledges that if this disharmony (διαφωνία) and lack of accord (ἀσυμφωνία) cannot be solved, one can no longer trust the historical content of the Gospels (Comm. in Joannis 10.3.2).[36]

			It is against this backdrop that the harmonies of the second century should be viewed. Among other things, harmonies were attempts to show that the discrepancies were not fatal and that the three Synoptic Gospels (or, in the case of Tatian, the three Synoptics plus the Gospel of John) could be unified, or as Origen puts it: “The Gospel is truly one through four [τὸ ἀληθῶς διὰ τεσσάρων ἓν ἐστιν εὐαγγέλιον]” (Comm. in Joannis frag. of 5.7).[37] (See fig. 5.1.)

			Baarda’s hypothesis applies well to Tatian, who in his Oratio chides the pagans for the incoherence and disunity of their beliefs about the gods. He wonders, “How can we pay respect to those whose doctrines are so contradictory [δογμάτων ἐναντιότης ἐστὶ πολλή]?” (Oratio 8.2). The Greeks, says Tatian, “express views that contradict one another [ἐναντία μὲν ἑαυτοῖς δογματίζουσιν] . . . and they hold different views [ἀντιδοξοῦσι] . . .” (3.3). “Because you have inherited contradictory teachings [στασιώδεις . . . τῶν δογμάτων],” Tatian asserts, “you quarrel with one another [ἀσύμφωνοι], but oppose those who agree [συμφώνους] among themselves” (25.2). Those “who agree among themselves” are the Christians. Accordingly, Tatian has abandoned the incoherent doctrines [δόγμασιν ἀσυναρτήτοις] of the Romans and Greeks (35.1). In their place, he has sought out the philosophy (φιλοσοφία) regarded by many as “barbarous” (35.1). He was impressed by the Christian philosophy because its roots are ancient and it is documented in ancient histories (36.1–2). He found the Christian “teaching of a single ruler of all” (29.2) attractive, in contrast to the discordant polytheism of the pagans and their careless histories (e.g., 31.4: these histories are characterized by “bickering and disagreement . . . people whose chronological records are inconsistent cannot write true history . . .”).[38]

			Tatian’s harmonizing of the four Gospels, in which a single, coherent account is produced—free from contradictions—is fully in keeping with his apologetic, so forcefully articulated in his Oratio ad Graecos. There is much about the four Gospels that Tatian would have found well suited for his purposes. The four Gospels were composed within a generation or so of the events they record, and so eyewitness tradition is possible. Indeed, the evangelist Luke begins by acknowledging previous written accounts and eyewitnesses, claiming that he has followed everything accurately and has produced an orderly account (Luke 1:1–4). Not surprisingly, Tatian used the popular Matthew[39] as his core Gospel, around which his harmony would be formed. The belief that the Gospel of Matthew appeared in an early Semitic form (apud Papias) would have appealed to Tatian the Syrian. The relative neglect of Mark is not hard to understand, notwithstanding its link to Peter. Although the evangelist Mark “wrote down accurately everything he remembered [ὅσα ἐμνημόνευσεν, ἀκριβῶς ἔγραψεν]” that Peter had said, he did not write it “in order [οὐ τάξει]” (Papias, Frag. 3.15; apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). For Tatian’s purposes that would hardly satisfy.[40] And, unlike many Christian writers and apologists in the West, Tatian of eastern Syria was not uncomfortable with the Gospel of John, which presented Jesus as the incarnate Word of God. The old, well-known four Gospels, plus a few apocryphal touches here and there,[41] would suffice. Tatian’s task was to show that the narratives of these authoritative accounts could be woven together into “one Gospel” (ἓν εὐαγγέλιον).[42]

			Tatian’s Diatessaron was enormously popular and influential, especially so in the Eastern Church. Eastern Christian literature was greatly influenced by it. This is so, not only because of the skill with which it had been constructed, but also because of the influence of Tatian himself, whose Encratistic views were welcomed in the East. The Diatessaron proved to be so influential that it almost displaced the four separate Gospels, whose appearance in the Syriac language, as already mentioned, followed Tatian’s harmony by a generation or so. (See fig. 5.2.)

			There are some interesting agreements between Thomas and the Diatessaron.[43] These agreements may help us in establishing a date of composition for Thomas. I offer a few examples, beginning with a well-known beatitude:

			Greek Matt 5:3 “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.”

			Greek Luke 6:20 “Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of God.”

			Gos. Thom. §54 “Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of heaven.”

			Old Syriac Matt 5:3 “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for yours is the kingdom of heaven”

			Peshitta Matt 5:3 “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.”

			Peshitta Luke 6:20 “Blessed are you who are poor, for yours is the kingdom of God.”

			Diatessaron “Blessed are the poor in spirit—”

			With respect to this beatitude, it has been argued that no one would omit the Matthean phrase “in spirit” in the protasis “Blessed are the poor,” and then make use of Luke’s second-person form of the apodosis “for yours is” and Matthew’s “kingdom of heaven” instead of Luke’s “kingdom of God.” Accordingly, the mixed form in Thomas, it is reasoned, is likely independent of the Matthean and Lukan forms of the beatitude.[44] But the harmonizing process often produces mixed parallel forms.[45] In his commentary on the Diatessaron, Ephrem quotes the protasis with Matthew’s distinctive “in spirit” but does not quote the apodosis (of either Matthew or Luke). Ephrem goes on to speak briefly of literal poverty. This is consistent with Luke’s form of the beatitude, in which “in spirit” does not occur. Commentators believe that Luke has in mind economic poverty and not lowliness of spirit. Ephrem’s ascetic interpretation coheres with Luke’s perspective yet is not undermined by the presence of Matthew’s “in spirit.” Indeed, Ephrem seems to understand it as part of a warning to guard against becoming proud because of one’s literal poverty. That the Diatessaron originally had the mixed form of the beatitude is likely, for we find the mixed form in the Old Syriac version, which is likely derived from the Diatessaron. In the Peshitta, Luke’s protasis is second person, which may reflect influence from the Old Syriac (as read in Matt 5:3). Accordingly, what we find in Gos. Thom. §54 is not an early, independent form of the beatitude but a harmonizing form that probably reflects the Diatessaron.

			The Diatessaron again potentially explains distinctive Thomasine elements (in added italics):

			Greek Matt 18:20 “For where two or three are gathered in my name, I am there among them.”

			Greek Gos. Thom. §30 “[Whe]rever there be [thre]e, they [are] without god; and [wh]ere one is alone, I [s]ay that I am with hi[m.]” 

			Coptic Gos. Thom. §30 “In the place where there are three gods, they are gods. Where there are two or one, I am with him.”

			Diatessaron “Where one is there also am I, and where two are there also will I be.”

			Syriac Matt 18:20 “In the place where two or three are gathered in my name . . .” 

			Peshitta Matt 18:20 “For where two or three are gathered in my name, there I am in the middle of them.”

			Jesus’ promise in the Greek version of Thomas to be with the one who is “alone” is consistent with the lionizing of the solitary person seen elsewhere in Thomas, esp. §49: “Blessed are those who are alone and chosen, for you will find the kingdom.” This reading coheres with the Diatessaron: “Where one is there also am I.” The reading “In the place where” in the Coptic version of Thomas agrees with the Old Syriac version, which again may reflect the influence of the Diatessaron. The assertion of Jesus in the Greek version that “wherever there be three, they are without god” intensifies the desirability of being one or alone. That is, if one truly wants to be with Jesus, one must be alone and not part of a group (the church?).[46] The Coptic translator either misunderstood or rejected the Greek form of the saying, writing instead, “where there are three gods, they are gods.” He probably did this by ignoring the alpha privative in εἰσὶν ἄθεοι.[47] The Coptic version likely reflects theological reflection on the Trinity, as it was unfolding in the late third and early fourth centuries.[48]

			The next example offers nothing weighty theologically, but again probably shows the influence of the Diatessaron and the Syriac tradition on the Gospel of Thomas (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 13:54 “And coming into his country [πατρίδα] he was teaching them in their synagogue.”

			Peshitta Matt 13:54 “And he came to his own town. He began teaching them in their synagogues.”

			Greek Luke 4:15 “And he was teaching them in their synagogues.”

			Peshitta Luke 4:15 “And he was teaching them in their synagogues.”

			Diatessaron “After these things, he came to his town and was teaching them in their synagogues.” 

			Greek Mark 6:4 “A prophet is not without honor, except in his own country [πατρίδι], and among his own kin, and in his own house.”

			Greek Matt 13:57 “A prophet is not without honor except in his own country [πατρίδι] and in his own house.”

			Greek Luke 4:24 “No prophet is acceptable in his own country [πατρίδι].”

			Gos. Thom. §31 “No prophet is received in his own town.”

			Diatessaron “No prophet is accepted in his own town.”

			Diatessaron “A prophet is not received in his own town.”[49]

			Old Syriac Mark 6:4 “There is no prophet who is belittled, except in his own town and among his own brothers and in his own house.”

			Peshitta Mark 6:4 “No prophet is subject to dishonor except in his own town, and among his brothers and sisters, and in his own house.”

			Old Syriac Matt 13:57 “No prophet is mocked, except in his own town and in his own house.”

			Peshitta Matt 13:57 “No prophet is subject to dishonor except in his own town and in his own house.”

			Old Syriac Luke 4:24 “No prophet is received in his own town.”

			Peshitta Luke 4:24 “No prophet is acceptable in his own town.”

			The Diatessaron’s version of Jesus’ unwelcome reception in Nazareth depends heavily on Luke 4. The opening quotation blends elements of Matt 13:54 and Luke 4:15. Matthew’s “coming into his country” becomes in the Diatessaron “he came to his town.” The Diatessaron’s plural “synagogues” derives from Luke 4:15. In the three Synoptic versions of Jesus’ saying, the word “country” (or “fatherland,” πατρίς) appears. But in the Diatessaron (following Luke 4:24), the Gospel of Thomas, and the Syriac versions of the saying in the Synoptic Gospels, we find “town” (or “city”). The saying in the Gospel of Thomas is best explained as a form of Luke’s saying as refracted through Syrian tradition, which itself in all probability reflects the distinctive reading in the Diatessaron.

			We have another minor example, which again appears to point to the influence of the Diatessaron on the Gospel of Thomas (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 23:25–26 “For you clean the outside of the cup . . . clean the inside of the cup, so that the outside also may become clean.”

			Greek Luke 11:39–40 “Now you Pharisees clean the outside of the cup. . . . Did not the one who made the outside make the inside also?”

			Gos. Thom. §89 “Why do you wash the outside of the cup? Do you not know that he who made the inside is also he who made the outside?”

			Arabian Diatessaron “Wash the outside of the cup. Do you not know that he who made the inside also made the outside?”[50] 

			Once again, the form of the saying in Thomas reflects the version in Luke. What is distinctive here is the reversal of the order of “outside” and “inside.” Whereas the saying in Luke reads “the one who made the outside made the inside,” in Thomas the saying reads “he who made the inside is also he who made the outside.” This reversal is also found in the Diatessaron: “Do you not know that he who made the inside also made the outside?”

			There are several minor examples of coherence between Thomas and the Syrian tradition, over against the readings preserved in the New Testament Gospels (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 13:4 “some seed fell along the path”

			Greek Mark 4:4 “some seed fell along the path”

			Greek Luke 8:5 “some seed fell along the path”

			Gos. Thom. §9 “some fell on the path” 

			Diatessaron “some of it fell on the edge of the path”

			Recognitions 3.14.7 “some seed fell on the path”[51]

			The Synoptic Gospels consistently say that the seed “fell along the path,” but the Syriac tradition describes the seed as falling “on the path.” Ephrem’s commentary on the Diatessaron quotes Luke 8:5–8, reading the relevant part as “fall on the edge of the path”; but in his commentary Ephrem asks, “Why did the sower cast the seed on the path?”[52] Ephrem’s “on the path,” rather than the expanded “on the edge of the path,” may well reflect the actual reading of the Diatessaron, which is reflected in the reading found in the Syriac Recognitions and the Gospel of Thomas.

			Jesus’ saying about noising abroad what is heard in private affords another instructive example of minor coherence between Thomas and Syriac readings (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 10:27 “and what you hear in the ear, proclaim from the housetops.”

			Greek Gos. Thom. §33 “[What] you hear in your one ear, th[is proclaim . . .”

			Coptic Gos. Thom. §33 “What you will hear in your ears—both of them—this is what you are to proclaim from your housetops.” 

			Diatessaron “Whatever you hear in your ears, proclaim it on the housetops.”

			Old Syriac Matt 10:27 “and what you hear in your ears, proclaim on the housetops.”

			Peshitta Matt 10:27 “and what you hear in your ears, proclaim on the housetops.” 

			Greek Matthew’s singular “ear” appears as plural “ears” in both Coptic Thomas and in the Diatessaron and Syriac versions of Matthew. Thomas’ redundant “both of them,” if the Coptic text is understood correctly,[53] lends emphasis to the saying.

			Another minor example of textual agreement between Thomas and the Syrian tradition may be cited (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 15:13 “Every plant that my Father, who is in heaven, has not planted will be uprooted [πᾶσα φυτεία ἣν οὐκ ἐφύτευσεν ὁ πατήρ μου ὁ οὐράνιος ἐκριζωθήσεται].”

			Ps.Clem. Homilies 3.52.1 “Every plant that the Father, who is in heaven, has not planted will be uprooted [πᾶσα φυτεία ἣν οὐκ ἐφύτευσεν ὁ πατήρ ὁ οὐράνιος ἐκριζωθήσεται].”[54]

			Diatessaron “And every plant that the Father, who is in heaven, has not planted will be uprooted.”[55]

			Liège Diatessaron “. . . and it will be torn out with its root and it will perish.”[56] 

			Gos. Thom. §40 “A grapevine was planted outside [the vineyard] of the Father. And since it is not supported, it will be pulled up by its root and it will perish.”[57]

			Jesus’ saying in Matt 15:13 seems to subvert the assurance found in the Psalms of Solomon: “The Paradise of the Lord [and] the trees of life are His pious ones. Their planting is rooted for ever [ἡ φυτεία αὐτῶν ἐρριζωμένη εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα]. They will not be plucked up all the days of heaven: For the portion and the inheritance of God is Israel” (Pss. Sol. 14:3b–5). The passage may itself allude to the promise in Jeremiah: “I will build you up and not pull down, and I will plant you and not pluck up [καὶ φυτεύσω ὑμᾶς καὶ οὐ μὴ ἐκτίλω]” (LXX Jer 49:10; cf. Isa 60:21; 61:2). In several biblical and related texts, the people of God are compared to a vine or tree (e.g., Isa 5:1–7; Jer 2:21; Ezek 19:10–14). (See fig. 5.3.)

			Most commentators see ὁ πατήρ μου ὁ οὐράνιος, “My Father, who is in heaven,” as Matthean (cf. Matt 5:16, 45, 48; 6:1, 9, 14, 26, 32; 7:11, 21; 10:32–33; 11:25; 12:50; 16:17; 18:10, 14, 19, 35; 23:9; 24:36).[58] Matthew’s text, minus the pronoun μου, “my,” appears in the Diatessaron and in Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 3.52.1. The pronoun and the Matthean “who is in heaven” are missing in Gos. Thom. §40. One could argue that the missing Matthean phrase, “who is in heaven,” suggests that Thomas has accessed a more primitive form of the tradition. However, the phrase also appears in the Diatessaron. Moreover, Thomas has an equivalent of the clause, “and it will perish,” found in the Liège Diatessaron, a reading possibly inspired by John 15:6 (cf. Jude 12 “fruitless trees . . . uprooted”). Accordingly, Thomas may well reveal acquaintance with the Diatessaron.

			Another interesting feature in Gos. Thom. §40 is its description of the grapevine as “planted outside [the vineyard] of the Father.” That “the vineyard” is implied makes sense, given the reference to grapevine and planting. What is intriguing is that we seem to have an allusion to this form of the saying in one of Jerome’s homilies. In his homily on Mark 11:11–14 (the cursing of the fruitless fig tree) and in reference to the fruitless fig tree of Luke 13:6–9, Jerome describes God’s frustration of coming to Israel three times and finding no fruit. The third time (in reference to the incarnation) he comes to Israel, God says: “Now I come myself in person, and I find no fruit. This fig tree was not planted among thorns, nor was it planted outside [non est plantata foris], but within the vineyard of the house of Israel”[59] (Homiliae in Marcum 12; italics added). Jerome does not describe the fruitless fig trees this way in his Matthew and Luke commentaries on the respective passages. So far as I know, he speaks this way only here in his homily on Mark.

			Jerome’s description of the fruitless fig tree matches what Thomas says about the grapevine. In Gos. Thom. §40 we are told that a grapevine planted outside of the vineyard, which therefore has no support, will be uprooted and will perish. In Jerome’s homily the fruitless fig tree has no excuse, for—unlike the grapevine in the Thomas saying—it was not planted outside the vineyard. The parallel is fascinating. Does it mean that Jerome has perhaps adopted the language of Thomas?

			Jerome says he knows of the Gospel of Thomas (Comm. Matt. Praefatio). He names it along with other works that survive “to the present time” (ad praesens tempus), but whether he had direct acquaintance with the text is unknown. In any event, I doubt very much Jerome would adopt Thomasine readings, at least knowingly. It is possible that his description of the fruitless fig tree as non est plantata foris echoes the language of the Latin version of the Diatessaron, which in turn is witnessed in Thomas, but that can only be speculation.

			There are also examples in which Thomas appears to reflect distinctive second-century Syrian traditions that may or may not derive from the Diatessaron. Here I will cite a few parallels from Recognitions[60] and the Liber Graduum,[61] both of which date to the fourth century but which also contain much older material. I am of course not suggesting that Thomas is in any way dependent on these writings, for that would be anachronistic. What I am suggesting is that these fourth-century works contain readings from the Diatessaron, some of which Thomas, composed in Syria in the late second century, may have known.

			The first example concerns the form of the well-known Golden Rule. The pertinent parallels read (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 7:12 “In everything do to others as you would have them do to you; for this is the law and the prophets.”

			Greek Luke 6:31 “And as you wish that men would do to you, do so to them.”

			Tobit 4:15 “And what you hate, do not do to anyone [ὃ μισεῖς, μηδενὶ ποιήσῃς].”

			Gos. Thom. §6 “Do not lie and do not do what you hate [ὅτι μισεῖται, μὴ ποιεῖτε], for all things are revealed before me.”

			Liber Graduum 15.16 “Love the Lord your God with all your heart and other people as yourself, and do not do to your neighbor what is hateful to you, and as you want people to do to you, so also do to them.”[62] (cf. Liber Graduum 7.1; 30.26)

			The Golden Rule in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke is expressed in the positive form: “Do to others as you would have them do to you.” In Tobit and in the Gospel of Thomas, it appears in the negative form: “Do not lie and do not do what you hate.” The negative form also appears, at least three times, in the Liber Graduum, a Syrian work, which is extant in Syriac. The negative form in this work (“Do not do to your neighbor what is hateful to you”) is virtually identical to the negative form found in the Gospel of Thomas. The negative form also appears in Didache 1:2 (πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὰν θελήσῃς μὴ γίνεσθαί σοι, καὶ σὺ ἄλλῳ μὴ ποίει, “All things that you wish not to be done to you, don’t you do to another”), another work believed to have originated in Syria. The negative form of the rule appears in other Syrian works, such as the Syriac Recognitions (8.56.7) and the Syriac Didascalia (§1). The Liber Graduum’s “your neighbor” probably reflects Lev 19:18 (“Love your neighbor as yourself”), which appears in the dominical tradition (Matt 22:36–40; Mark 12:28–31; Luke 10:27–28).

			Aelred Baker thinks it is doubtful that the Thomasine author would have adopted the negative form found in Tobit, given the author’s lack of sympathy for Judaism and Jewish Scripture.[63] Baker also notes that the negative form of the Golden Rule is well represented in Syriac writers and literature, such as Ephrem, Aphrahat, Philoxenus, and the Didascalia. The Thomasine form, moreover, is a closer match with the form that we find in the Liber Graduum, not in Tobit or in the Didache (which in any case says nothing about hate). The form of the saying we have in Gos. Thom. §6 probably reflects the Syrian milieu.

			Jesus’ paradoxical saying on peace and the sword offers another instructive example (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 10:34 “Do not think that I have come to bring peace to the earth; I have not come to bring peace, but a sword.”

			Greek Luke 12:51 “Do you think that I have come to bring peace to the earth? No, I tell you, but rather division!”

			Gos. Thom. §16a “They do not know that it is division I have come to cast upon the earth: fire, sword, and war.”

			Old Syriac Matt 10:34b “I came not to bring peace but division of minds and a sword.”

			Recognitions 2.26.6 “I have not come that I might cast peace on the earth but rather war [πόλεμον].”[64]

			The Thomas form of the saying appears to reflect elements from both Matthew and Luke. Thomas’ “division” matches Luke, and Thomas’ “sword” matches Matthew. Both of these elements appear in the Old Syriac version of Matthew: “I came not to bring peace but division of minds and a sword.” Moreover, Thomas’ “war” reflects a version of Jesus’ saying in the Recognitions: “I have not come that I might cast peace on the earth but rather war.” The evidence strongly suggests that the form of the saying preserved in Gos. Thom. §16a derives from a Syriac form of Matt 10:34, with further embellishment from other Syrian sources, such as that reflected in the Syrian Clementine Recognitions. I think it is likely that “division of minds” in Syriac Matt 10:34 derives from the Diatessaron (which in turn is probably drawing on Luke 10:51). I say this even though Ephrem quotes only Matt 10:34a plus the words “but the sword” from 10:34b. Commenting upon this verse, as well as Matt 10:35, Ephrem explains that Jesus was referring to “the separation of minds.”[65] It is likely that separation or division in reference to “minds” was present in the Diatessaron, which would then explain the reading in Syriac Matthew, as well as the reading in Thomas. (More will be said below about division in Luke and Thomas.)

			Gos. Thom. §22 has been commented upon above, but here it should be noted that its language, “when you make the inside like the outside and the outside like the inside,” is similar to the Liber Graduum 10.3: “for the inside man is not different from the outside, nor the outside from the inside.”[66] One should also compare Acts of Thomas 147.6, “The inward I have made the outward and the outward the inward.” The Acts of Thomas, it should be remembered, is a Syrian work, probably composed at the beginning of the third century.

			Gos. Thom. §27 has already been referenced, but we can look at it again in the present context. The strange saying about fasting and keeping the sabbath has occasioned a lot of discussion: ἐὰν μὴ νηστεύσηται τὸν κόσμον, οὐ μὴ εὕρηται τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θ(εο)ῦ, καὶ ἐὰν μὴ σαββατίσητε τὸ σάββατον, οὐκ ὄψεσθε τὸν π(ατέ)ρα, “Unless you fast from the world, you will not find the kingdom of God, and unless you observe the sabbath, you will not see the Father.” However the syntax is to be understood,[67] it seems clear that fasting is meant to be understood in a metaphorical sense. Thomas seems to be saying that it is necessary to abstain from the world, because the world is evil. The language of fasting to the world, in the same grammatical form and with the same meaning (i.e., the world is evil, so abstain from it), occurs three times in the Liber Graduum (15.16 [2x]; 29.6).[68] The warning about observing the Sabbath in the second part of the saying should also be understood in a metaphorical sense, which was a common understanding among second-century fathers (Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Ptolemy the Gnostic),[69] which again suggests a second-century date of composition for the Gospel of Thomas.

			The Thomasine form of the cross saying also points to acquaintance with Syrian tradition (all italics added):

			Greek Matt 10:38 “He who does not take his cross and follow me is not worthy of me.”

			Greek Mark 8:34 “. . . let him deny himself and take up his cross and follow me.”

			Greek Luke 14:26–27 “Whoever comes to me and does not hate father and mother, wife and children, brothers and sisters, yes, and even life itself, cannot be my disciple. Whoever does not bear his own cross and come after me, cannot be my disciple.”

			Gos. Thom. §55 “Whoever does not hate father and mother cannot be my disciple, and whoever does not hate brothers and sisters, and take up his cross in my way will never be worthy of me.”

			Liber Graduum 20.15 “Whoever does not take up his cross and follow in my steps and in my way is not worthy of me.”[70]

			The saying in the Gospel of Thomas coheres with the form of the tradition preserved in Greek Luke. However, the Thomasine words “in my way,” which are not present in the New Testament Gospels, cohere with the form of the saying preserved in the Liber Graduum.

			In Gos. Thom. §105 Jesus says, “He who knows the father and the mother will be called the son of a harlot” (italics added). This tradition, echoed by Celsus (apud Origen, Cels. 1.28) and later rabbinic tradition (b. Sanh. 106a), is found in Liber Graduum 22.11, where it is said in reference to Jesus: “They called him a son of adultery, and one who leads astray, and other reproachful things, of which the apostles are silent, because of their filthiness”[71] (italics added; see the similar “leading Israel astray” in b. Sanh. 43a, 107b). The Thomasine saying is best explained as derived from a second-century Syrian tradition, witnessed in the later Liber Graduum.

			In Gos. Thom. §106 Jesus informs his disciples: “When you make the two one, you will become the sons of man,” probably meaning that the disciples will become genuine human beings.[72] Baker notes that the Liber Graduum expresses the hope that people “become sons of man” and that by doing so “they become a new creature in Christ” (20.17).[73] Two more times, the Liber Graduum enjoins the faithful to “pray that they become sons of man” (21.2).[74]

			In Gos. Thom. §37 Jesus tells his disciples that he will not be revealed to them until they strip themselves like little children and are not ashamed. The saying, which has already been mentioned briefly, parallels a similar teaching in Tatian:

			. . . ὅταν ἐκδύσησθε καὶ μὴ αἰσχυνθῆτε . . . , “. . . when you undress and are not ashamed . . .” (P.Oxy. 655 1.22–23)

			τούτων οὖν τὴν κατάληψιν πεποιημένος βούλομαι καθάπερ τὰ νήπια τῶν βρεφῶν ἀποδύσασθαι, “Therefore having grasped these things I wish, even as the babes of infancy, to strip myself.” (Tatian, Oratio 30.1)

			Besides the verbal parallel “strip” (ἐκδύσησθε/ἀποδύσασθαι), the general context is also similar. In Thomas, being stripped (of what, exactly, is debated[75]) makes it possible to see and understand Jesus fully, while in Tatian being stripped makes it possible to delve more deeply into the hidden truths of Christ. In their respective analogies, both refer to young children. In the second-century-Syrian thought worlds of Thomas and Tatian, being stripped of some aspect of earthly existence is spiritually beneficial.

			The lion saying in Gos. Thom. §7 seems to reflect a discussion of the resurrection that began in the late second century and continued for some time. According to Thomas: “Blessed is the lion which becomes man when consumed by man; and cursed is the man whom the lion consumes, and the lion becomes man.” Andrew Crislip believes this curious logion should be interpreted against the backdrop of the discussion of resurrection as seen, for example, in Athenagoras, De resurrectione, a second-century tractate (if authentic) or a third- or fourth-century tractate (if pseudepigraphal). In this work, the author asks what happens if a person is eaten by an animal (Res. 3.3; 4.1–4; 7.1). Crislip wonders if the Thomasine saying has influenced Shenoute (ca. 385–465), abbot of the White Monastery in Egypt, and perhaps also Ephrem the Syrian (ca. 303–373) with respect to his understanding of Samson’s riddle of the lion in Judg 14:8–9 (Ephrem, De azymis 19.8–9).[76]

			The parallels with distinctive Syrian traditions, traditions that so far as we know did not emerge until well into the second century, suggest that the Gospel of Thomas in its original Greek form was not composed until sometime in the second half of the second century. The several parallels with Tatian’s Diatessaron, which began circulating in Syria in Greek in the 170s and perhaps a bit later in Syriac as well, encourage us to conclude that Thomas was probably not composed before the 170s. This would then account for the absence of references to Thomas until the early third century.

			My appeals to potential parallels with Syrian literature are not appeals to literature necessarily written in Syriac. That has not been the argument. The parallels that have been identified are not “linguistic” as such. Nor have I assumed that the Gospel of Thomas was composed in Syriac or Aramaic. It almost certainly was originally composed in Greek.[77] After all, our oldest and earliest fragments of Thomas are in Greek. It was likely that it was Greek Thomas that the church fathers of the third and fourth centuries talked about. It is possible of course that parts or all of Thomas may have been translated into Syriac, even as it was eventually translated into Coptic in Egypt. But my arguments in this chapter do not presuppose a Syriac Thomas influenced by a Syriac version of the Diatessaron. The parallels with Syrian literature are not concerned with the Syriac language or with possible Semitisms.

			However, a number of scholars have argued for a Semitic original. This was especially the case in the years following the publication of Thomas. Antoine Guillaumont, Tjitze Baarda, Peter Nagel, and Han Drijvers, among others, argued that Thomas was originally composed in Aramaic, which then accounted for various alleged Semitisms and mistranslations in the Coptic text.[78] In a complicated and very hypothetical history of the composition of Thomas, April DeConick has in more recent times also argued for an Aramaic original.[79] In recent years, Nicholas Perrin has argued for a Syriac (i.e., the Eastern form of Aramaic) original. More will be said about his thesis momentarily.

			Linguistic arguments can sometimes take very complicated forms. Gilles Quispel, whose thinking evolved over the years, argued both for a Semitic original and Thomasine dependence on the lost Jewish Gospel of the Hebrews, mentioned by a few church fathers. It was through the Gospel of Hebrews that Thomas received most of his Synoptic materials, not from the Synoptic Gospels themselves.[80] Few, if any, have followed Quispel, though advocates for Thomasine independence of the New Testament Gospels find that part of Quispel’s thesis agreeable. The principal problem is that there is only one logion (§2) where we know we have some sort of contact with the Gospel of Hebrews, and even here there is uncertainty with regard to the nature of the relationship (see the discussion above). We simply do not have enough material that with reasonable assurance can be assigned to the Gospel of Hebrews. We are in effect comparing a hypothetical text of Thomas to a lost source, whose contents can only be hypothetical.[81]

			We encounter a similar problem with Nicholas Perrin’s recent work on Thomas and Tatian. Perrin argues that Thomas was originally composed in Syriac, not Greek. Back-translating Thomas into Syriac, Perrin believes he has found some 502 catchwords that link all but a handful of Thomas’ 114 logia. Greek and Coptic versions of Thomas yield only about one-half as many catchwords.[82] This hypothetical linguistic evidence, in combination with the many parallels with Syrian traditions, including distinctive readings from Tatian’s Diatessaron and other Syrian literature probably influenced by the Diatessaron, leads Perrin to conclude that Thomas was originally composed in the Syriac language sometime in the late second century.[83] However, serious questions have been raised about Perrin’s linguistic approach. Peter Williams, Jan Joosten, and others find the hypothesis of a Syriac original unconvincing, unnecessary, and the great number of proposed catchwords the result of imprecise methodology.[84] Once again, the principal problem is in comparing two hypothetical texts, in this case a hypothetical Syriac Thomas with a hypothetical Syriac Diatessaron. Both may have existed, but that, as well as the forms of their respective texts, remains conjectural.

			In the early days of Thomas scholarship, Wolfgang Schrage’s 1964 study was very influential, but its methodology is very problematic. Schrage compared the Coptic text of Thomas with the various Coptic texts of the canonical Gospels. Verbal agreement between Thomas and the Coptic Gospels (which for Schrage often meant choosing among the various Coptic dialects) was seen as evidence that Thomas was dependent on them.[85] Observing a great deal of dependence, Schrage further concluded that the original Greek Thomas likewise must have depended on the Greek text of the New Testament Gospels. The whole approach is dubious and anachronistic.[86] That the later fourth-century Coptic translation of Thomas was influenced by the canonical Gospels, whether in their Greek form or, more likely, in their Coptic form(s), was recognized by all. Fourth-century Coptic influence on Coptic Thomas tells us nothing about the relationship between original and much earlier Greek Thomas and the New Testament Gospels. Indeed, assimilation to the Coptic text(s) of the New Testament Gospels makes critical comparison of Thomas with the Gospels only more difficult.

			Gathercole remarks with justification that most scholars “on every side now agree” that Schrage’s methodology is problematic and really is not decisive in the debate over Thomas’ relationship to the Synoptics.[87] Not only was criticism of Schrage’s work immediate and on point, Christopher Tuckett’s 1988 essay, in which he makes a strong case for Synoptic influence on Thomas, dismisses Schrage’s work as methodologically unsound. It is important to mention this, because in Patterson’s 1993 study Schrage is frequently criticized and almost seems to serve as a whipping boy.

			At the beginning of his 1993 study, Patterson draws attention to three European scholars, as influential proponents of the view that Thomas is dependent on the Synoptic Gospels.[88] They are French scholar Jacques Ménard, Belgium scholar Boudewijn Dehandschutter, and German scholar Wolfgang Schrage.[89] The first two scholars virtually play no role in Patterson’s discussion. Dehandschutter will be cited only three more times in Patterson’s book; Ménard will not be cited again.

			In contrast to Ménard and Dehandschutter, Schrage is cited more than forty times in Patterson’s major study. Indeed, Patterson tells us that Schrage’s work has been especially influential and has been described as “decisive” by two recent German publications. Yet these two recent studies are not so recent. Andreas Lindemann’s study on the interpretation of the parables in the Gospel of Thomas appeared in 1980 and Franz Schnider’s study on the Parable of the Lost Sheep appeared in 1977.[90] Patterson’s 1993 study does not engage Tuckett’s study that had appeared five years earlier. Patterson does not in fact engage Tuckett until his 2011 contribution to the Festschrift in honor of Tuckett; and this engagement is minimal, but Patterson again references Schrage several times.[91]

			The work of Tuckett and the more recent work of Gathercole and Goodacre combine for a serious challenge to advocates of the antiquity and independence (or semi-independence) of Thomas. Tuckett and company make no appeals to hypothetical Semitic sources and influence; and they make no appeal to Schrage. Their observations are very much focused on the texts we have and observations of the redaction of the tradition as we find it in the Synoptics and in Thomas (see ch. 4 above). The antiquity and independence of Thomas are not supported, much less proven, by pointing out the weaknesses of Schrage’s work, now more than fifty years old. Patterson and other supporters of Thomasine antiquity and independence will have to explain the presence in Thomas of so much material that is special to Matthew and Luke. In my view, they have not been able to do so; and the material is such that I doubt very much it can ever be explained in terms of Thomasine antiquity and independence.

			There are other factors that may help us date Thomas. Within Thomas, we may have allusions to specific historical events and dynamics. To these allusions we now turn.

			The Gospel of Thomas and Apostolic Rivalries

			One of the most interesting features in the Gospel of Thomas is found in the back-to-back sayings centered on apostolic personalities. I refer to logia §§12–13, where James the brother of Jesus and the disciples Peter, Matthew, and Thomas are mentioned by name. The theme revolves around leadership and authority, with Thomas emerging as the privileged disciple. The logia read:

			§12 The disciples said to Jesus, “We know that you will depart from us. Who will rule over us?” Jesus said to them, “No matter where you came from, you should go to James the Just, for whose sake heaven and earth came into being.”

			§13 Jesus said to the disciples, “Compare me and tell me whom I am like.” Simon Peter said to him, “You are like a righteous messenger.” Matthew said to him, “You are like a wise philosopher.” Thomas said to him, “Teacher, my mouth cannot bear at all to say whom you are like.” Jesus said, “I am not your teacher. For you have drunk, and you have become intoxicated at the bubbling spring that I have measured out.” And he took him, withdrew, and he said three words to him. When Thomas returned to his companions, they asked him, “What did Jesus say to you?” Thomas said to them, “If I tell you one of the words he said to me, you will pick up stones and throw them at me, and fire will come out of the stones and burn you up.”[92]

			Patterson, following Helmut Koester, believes that sayings §§12–13 reflect an early period, when “particular communities were still appealing to the authoritative positions of particular apostles as a way of guaranteeing the reliability of its traditions.”[93] Koester and Patterson have in mind 1 Cor 1–4 and, with regard to James and other leaders, Gal 2:9–13. I am sure that in some sense, sayings §§12–13 hearken back to these passages and the stories related to them, which are narrated in the book of Acts (esp. Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18). But appeals to apostolic authorities were commonplace in second-century literature, especially in the extracanonical Gospels, of whatever theological and philosophical stripe. As was Thomas, so also was James credited with a number of apocryphal writings (as we have seen),[94] and in Gos. Heb. §7 James is lionized and given the sobriquet the “Just.” I really see no justification for arguing that the prologue (where the apostle Thomas is given credit for the Gospel of Thomas) and saying §12 grow out of primitive tradition. The prologue of Thomas and sayings §§12–13 smack of the theater common in apocryphal and pseudepigraphal writings that circulated in the second and third centuries.

			Saying §13, in which reference is made to Matthew, strikes me as a much later development of the theme of apostolic rivalries. So far as we know, the apostle Matthew did not figure in any of the rivalries noted in first-century New Testament literature. So why does his name appear here in Thomas? The most likely explanation is that Matthew is referenced because he has become well known in the years following the circulation and eventual dominance of the Gospel associated with him. Prior to the widespread use of the Gospel of Matthew, the apostle of that name was relatively unknown. In New Testament literature, we are told that he had been a tax collector (Matt 9:9); apart from that his name simply appears in lists of the names of the apostles (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:16; Acts 1:13). His only post-Easter claim to fame, so far was we know, was the Gospel he was believed to have written. Christian writers were fascinated with the Gospel of Matthew, not least because of its apparent composition in Hebrew.

			Eusebius tells us that “Matthew had first preached to the Hebrews, and when he was on the point of going to others he transmitted in writing in his native language the Gospel according to himself” (Hist. eccl. 3.24.6; cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 3.9.1). Later, Eusebius quotes the well-known Papian tradition that “Matthew arranged the oracles (of Jesus) in the Hebrew language, and each one interpreted them as he was able” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.16), to which Irenaeus (Haer. 3.1.1; cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.2) and Origen (Comm. Matt. [original passage no longer extant]; cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.3–4) make reference. It is further claimed that Matthew’s Gospel, “in Hebrew letters,” traveled as far east as India (Hist. eccl. 5.10.2–3). This last point is relevant for the present concern, for it suggests that Matthew’s Gospel, perhaps in either Aramaic or Hebrew, would have been known in eastern Syria, where the Gospel of Thomas probably originated. It may also provide a context for rivalry with Thomas, an apostle also known for taking the gospel to India (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.13.2–22; 2.1.6–7; 3.1.1; esp. Acts of Thomas).[95]

			I think a better interpretation of saying §13 can be offered. Peter and Matthew are referenced and deprecated in this saying, because in the second century they were the two most important figures in the Western Church, especially with respect to Gospel tradition. Simon Peter was the principal disciple of Jesus, who is magnified in the famous confession of Matt 16:13–20 (which is reflected, even if in diminished form, in Gos. Thom. §13) and who is the authority behind the Gospel of Mark (cf. Papias apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). Of course, he is allegedly the author of the second-century Gospel of Peter, which circulated in western Syria and may have been known in eastern Syria as well. Second only to Peter was Matthew, believed to be the author of the Gospel of Matthew, a Gospel that may have originated in western Syria and by the second century had become the best known and most influential of the four Gospels.[96] Indeed, most of the Gospel tradition in Thomas itself is Matthean.

			Saying §13 demotes the two great Gospel authorities—Peter and Matthew—in favor of the rival apostle Thomas, lionized in second-century eastern Syria, and the Gospel linked to him, the Gospel of Thomas. By virtue of the secret Jesus traditions that he possesses, the apostle of the East trumps the two apostles whose Gospel traditions dominate the West. The Matthean Peter may have been given the keys of the kingdom of heaven, but it is the apostle Thomas—the very twin of Jesus—who was privileged with the secret teaching of the living Jesus, a teaching that Peter, Matthew, and the other disciples were not able to receive. It is important to note also that the successor of Jesus himself, remarked upon in Gos. Thom. §12, was his brother James. Thus the two closest disciples of Jesus, the true leaders of the church, were family—that is, brother James and twin brother Thomas. With the martyrdom of James and the destruction of Jerusalem, leadership, in the imagination of the Thomasine community, was transferred to Thomas and eastern Syria. In the end, it is the apostle Thomas who possesses the deeper, more authoritative insight into the true meaning of the person of Jesus and his teaching.

			Far from representing a primitive tradition that vaguely recalls a historical transition of leadership from James to Thomas in the first century (of which, of course, there is no early tradition whatsoever), sayings §§12–13 provide us with a window through which we are able to catch a glimpse of the formation of eastern Syrian Christianity’s self-understanding. The Gospel of Thomas not only bears important witness to Eastern Christianity’s asceticism and mysticism, but also lends important support to and rationale for its distinctive Thomasine tradition, a tradition that may very well have understood itself as standing over against the increasingly dominant Western tradition centered in the authority of the apostles Peter and Matthew. Seen in this light, Thomas is not too different from other second-century Gospels that try to validate new portraits of Jesus through appeal to lesser-known apostolic figures.

			Accordingly, sayings §§12–13 are not so much about historic personalities who founded ecclesiastical communities as they are about the Gospels linked to their respective names. The Gospel according to Thomas has authority because it is linked to Thomas, the disciple to whom his twin brother Jesus uttered things that the other disciples could not hear, the disciple who may have been the successor of James, another brother of Jesus.

			It has been suggested that saying §68 may reflect the aftermath of the Bar Kokhba rebellion that raged from 132 to 135 ce and ended in another disastrous defeat of the Jewish people in Judea. The logion reads: “Blessed are you when you are hated and persecuted. Wherever you have been persecuted they will find no place [τόπος].” The last part of the saying does seem to echo King Agrippa’s warning to the Jews not to revolt, for it will surely lead to the destruction of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the people: “Even the survivors will find no place of refuge [οὐδὲ γὰρ περιλειφθέντες φυγῆς εὑρήσετε τόπον] . . .” (Josephus, J.W. 2.397). The survivors “will find no place [τόπον],” even as Jesus says in Gos. Thom. §68: “they will find no place [τόπος].” This warning, taken with saying §71, “I shall destroy this house, and no one will be able to rebuild it,” seems to reflect the post-Bar Kokhba era, when the nation of Israel was shattered, many Jews were scattered or taken in slavery, and the temple was destroyed with little hope of ever rebuilding it. Moreover, the Jewish people who survived were banned from living in Jerusalem and the name of the city was changed. The survivors of the war could find “no place” in their historic city.[97]

			There are other indications that Thomas reflects the Judeo-Christian world that had emerged in the aftermath of the Bar Kokhba war. In a recent study, André Gagné has made a good case for interpreting Gos. Thom. §§49–54 as a unit of thought. It begins with Jesus’ beatitude for the solitary and the elect, who will find the kingdom, and it concludes with the beatitude pronounced on the “poor, for yours is the Kingdom of Heaven.” Gagné notes that within these two beatitudes are negative comments regarding Judaism: the twenty-four prophets, an allusion to the books that make up Jewish Scripture, are “dead” and passé (§52). Physical circumcision is now of no value (§53).

			In the aftermath of the war, the reputation of the Jewish people suffered. Christians began to distance themselves from the Jewish people. Gagné infers from this cluster of sayings that they “were written or introduced in the collection at a time when boundaries between Jews and Christians started to appear; a time when both groups mutually excluded each other.”[98] If Gagné has interpreted this cluster aright, and I think he has, then the mid-second century, or later, is a better fit for Thomas than sometime in the second half of the first century.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			Given the nature of the material under consideration, it is likely that scholars will continue to debate the question of the origin and development of the Gospel of Thomas, above all the date of this work and its relationship to the New Testament Gospels. My hope is that those who regard Thomas as an early work will take a hard look at the Syrian evidence. In view of this evidence, along with what looks like compelling evidence of Thomasine contact with all of the Synoptic streams of tradition, I am persuaded that Thomas is best understood as a Syrian product of the second half of the second century. The parallels with distinctive readings found in the Diatessaron and other Syrian literature likely influenced by the Diatessaron lead me to date Thomas no earlier than 180.

			What I also find striking is the lack of reference to the Gospel of Thomas until the beginning of the third century. Within a few decades of their composition and circulation, the New Testament Gospels were quoted and discussed. Is it really plausible to think that Thomas could have been composed when Matthew and Luke were composed and then remained unknown for 150 years? As I have already mentioned, Patterson has tried to account for this by suggesting that Thomas was unknown in the West because it circulated in eastern Syria, in and around Edessa (about 160 miles northeast of Antioch). Yet in making his case that Thomas dates to about 80 ce, Patterson notes parallels with what he believes was the Neoplatonism that influenced Christian theology in Corinth, as seen in Paul’s correspondence. Does this mean that ideas and influence in late antiquity only flowed from the West to the East? This strikes me as special pleading. If Thomasine tradition was shaped by Western ideas, then surely Thomasine tradition could have been known in the West. Remember, too, that a number of scholars think the Gospel of Matthew was composed in Antioch of Syria. This Gospel quickly became well known and highly influential in the early church, and some tradition says the Gospel was well known in the East.

			In any event, I have my doubts about appeals to mid-first-century Neoplatonism. It is true that we see Neoplatonism at work in Philo of Alexandria in the first half of the first century, but it was in the second and third centuries that Neoplatonism flourished.[99] Patterson thinks Neoplatonism is what lies behind some of the problems at Corinth, including rejection of the resurrection, and that this Neoplatonic orientation is seen in Thomas, which in the Syrian context would be quite early.[100]

			The problem at Corinth, however, was an elitism centered around the spirit, not “in the Greek-Platonic and idealistic sense,”[101] as Rudolf Bultmann long ago rightly affirmed. Rather, the problem at Corinth involved a few obsessed with wisdom and spiritual gifts, whose teaching and behavior led to elitism, arrogance, and division.[102] In 2 Corinthians an exasperated Paul must, contrary to his own inclination, describe his ascent into heaven and the visions that took place (2 Cor 12:1–5). It may well be that the boastful narrator of 4Q491c, whose knowledge and speech cannot be equaled (at least in his opinion!), exemplifies to a great extent the type of thinking that had taken root at Corinth in the middle of the first century. The Corinthian elitists may have drawn from pagan philosophy, but there is no clear evidence that it was Neoplatonism. Appeals to Gnosticism, at one time popular especially among some German commentators, are anachronistic and no longer seem to be in vogue.[103]

			Emily Hunt suggests that Tatian’s Encratism may have begun under his mentor Justin Martyr (who had himself been inspired by Philo and Neoplatonic thought) and so may have been well developed by the time Tatian returned to eastern Syria.[104] The Neoplatonism seen in Thomas would have been right at home in second-century Syria.[105] The same point could be made with regard to Hermetic thought. The Gospel of Thomas seems to be influenced by Hermeticism, but Hermeticism did not migrate from Egypt to Syria until the second half of the second century.[106] I suspect Neoplatonism migrated to eastern Syria not much earlier. Gerard Luttikhuizen, moreover, finds that it “is hardly possible to reconcile the dualistic anthropology of the Gospel of Thomas . . . with the teaching of Jesus as it is reported in the Gospels or with any other biblical or post-biblical Jewish tradition, while it is in fundamental agreement with second-century philosophical, in particular Platonic, ideas.”[107] The Neoplatonism of Thomas fits best in the second century, nearer the end of the century than the beginning.

			The matter of verisimilitude also impresses me. In contrast to the New Testament Gospels, whose contents reflect life in first-century Jewish Palestine, the Gospel of Thomas exhibits no verisimilitude to this place and time. Instead, the Gospel of Thomas coheres thematically, philosophically, and linguistically with the literature of second-century Syria. The Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels speaks like a real person, a person of history. The Jesus of the Gospel of Thomas does not, but speaks in a surreal manner, sometimes described as a “talking head.”

			Dating Thomas to the second half of the second century does not in any way denigrate this important writing. It is an invaluable witness to the way Jesus and Christian life were understood in a time and place in early Christianity that today are not as well understood as they should be. Our quest for a better understanding of early Eastern Christianity is not aided by trying to date Thomas to a time and place foreign to it; nor is our quest for a better understanding of the historical Jesus.

			Two Postscripta

			I bring this chapter to a close with two postscripta: (1) Where was the Coptic Gospel of Thomas found? (2) Should the Gospel of Thomas be added to the Christian canon of Scripture? The two questions are somewhat related.

			(1) Where was the Coptic Gospel of Thomas found?

			As already noted, the Gospel of Thomas also survives in a fourth-century Coptic translation. It is extant as the second tractate in one of a dozen codices recovered near Nag Hammadi, Egypt, shortly after the Second World War.[108] A popular and oft-told account of the discovery of these leather-bound codices, around December of 1945, would have us believe that a couple of Egyptian villagers, in search of black earth for their vegetable garden, found the books in a jar, not too far from the bank of the Nile River. James Robinson and his students and colleagues have been major proponents of this version.[109] However, it is much more likely that the story is a piece of imaginative apologetic, told by the local villagers to avoid criminal charges for looting and grave robbery.[110] The original details relating to the find, as Jean Doresse learned—without the presence of intimidating Egyptian officials—in a series of visits in 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950, was that the codices were looted from Coptic Christian burial sites.[111] This is plausible, for other books, many gnostic, have been recovered from Coptic burial sites, including the Akhmîm Codex (a.k.a. Codex Panopolitanus), which contains an excerpt of the Gospel of Peter (see ch. 6 below), the celebrated Tchacos Codex, which contains almost the whole text of the Gospel of Judas (see ch. 7 below) plus three other gnostic tractates, and perhaps also the Askew Codex, the Bruce Codex, and the Berlin Gnostic Codex (BG 8502).[112] The speculation—taken as gospel in some circles—that the Nag Hammadi Library and other gnostic codices were part of a Pachomian monastery, which were hidden following the Festal Letter of 367 by Athanasius, has been subjected to trenchant criticism. There simply is no evidence that these codices ever had anything to do with a Christian church, school, or monastery.[113] The theory that the Nag Hammadi Codices were once part of a Pachomian monastery and therefore may have enjoyed quasi-canonical status is highly dubious.[114]

			Why were gnostic books, as well as other books, buried in Christian graves and burial caves? It is possible that books were thought to offer postmortem protection, just as iron and, especially, crucifixion nails were thought to offer protection. In effect, the books were amulets.[115] Burial with a book may also have been viewed as a mark of distinction. The content of the book may have been of little importance. There is yet another possibility. The gnostic books, written in Sahidic Coptic of the fourth and fifth centuries, may have been part of an Egyptian cultural renaissance, in which Egyptians, whether or not they could speak Coptic Egyptian, took pride in the language of Egypt’s ancient and glorious past. As Stephen Emmel has recently put it, these books were commissioned by Egyptians who “wanted these books in Coptic, rather than in Greek,”[116] even if these Egyptians were not fluent in Coptic.

			Finally, it should be pointed out that no Christian book of Scripture contains the Gospel of Thomas. For early examples, 𝔓75 contained only Luke and John (and perhaps, we may conjecture, a companion volume may have contained Matthew and Mark), and 𝔓45 contained the four Gospels and Acts. So it is with all of the later New Testament manuscripts.[117] It should also be pointed out that no gnostic codex—and we now have several—contains a New Testament Gospel or any other New Testament (or Old Testament) writing. Taken as a whole, the physical evidence—that is, the extant artifacts, not what we speculate may have existed—provides no support whatsoever for the notion that Thomas was viewed as a fifth Gospel or was read in churches. Even in Egypt, where Thomas evidently was popular in some circles (in Oxyrhynchus, in any event), there simply is no evidence that it was regarded as Scripture.

			(2) Should the Gospel of Thomas be added to the Christian canon of Scripture?

			Now I should like to offer a few comments about the recent suggestion that the Gospel of Thomas be added to the New Testament. I have in mind here the recently published A New New Testament, edited by Hal Taussig.[118] Taussig not only believes that the Gospel of Thomas should be included in the new New Testament, he believes it should come first in the proposed new Christian canon of Scripture.[119] One of the reasons that Taussig and colleagues place Thomas before the other Gospels is because they assign to it an early date, even claiming that a “significantly earlier version” predates Matthew, Mark, and Luke. There is of course no real evidence for early versions of Thomas and, as we have seen in this chapter and the one preceding, the great weight of evidence strongly argues for seeing Thomas as no earlier than mid-second century and as acquainted with all major streams of Synoptic tradition and perhaps as much as one half of the writings that make up the New Testament.

			Taussig makes the breathtaking statement that the Gospel of Thomas “records sayings of Jesus found nowhere else that are every bit as likely to have come from his lips as any of those in the New Testament.”[120] Very few scholars will agree with this view, and as evidence of the late and secondary nature of Thomas continues to mount, even fewer will agree. The main problem with the potential canonicity of Thomas is that its view of Christianity’s Jewish heritage is deeply out of step with the thinking of the New Testament literature as a whole.[121] Thomas exhibits little positive interest in the Jewish heritage of Jesus or the Christian church. As remarked earlier, if all one had was Thomas it would not be obvious that Jesus and his disciples were Jewish. What one hears in Thomas is not the voice of Jesus and his thought, but the much later thoughts and values of certain Syrian mystics and ascetics whose teachings and practices are in fact out of step with those of Jesus and his earliest followers.

			A New New Testament is an interesting thought experiment. It is very doubtful that it will gain any appreciable traction, even in liberal churches. What A New New Testament does is reveal aspects of the thinking and motivation of those who hope to find in Thomas authentic Jesus material—material that has little interest in sin, sacrifice, and judgment. Thomas offers what some modern clergy and scholars want: a politically correct Jesus whose eclectic ideas can be either embraced or ignored.

			In the chapter that follows, we shall take a hard look at the other extracanonical Gospel, this time a narrative Gospel, with which some scholars are quite taken. It is the Gospel of the walking, talking cross, also known as the Gospel of Peter.
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			CHAPTER SIX

			Cross Purposes: From Matthew to the Gospel of Peter

			When it was discovered 135 years ago, the Gospel excerpt that was identified as part of the Gospel of Peter created a sensation.[1] It was even called the “Fifth Gospel.”[2] Although some scholars suggested that the work was independent of the New Testament Gospels,[3] most suspected it was little more than a secondary retelling of the passion story.[4] In the passage of time, interest in the text waned.

			New interest in the Gospel of Peter was aroused thirty years ago when John Dominic Crossan argued that the extracanonical work was not only independent of the New Testament Gospels, it dated to the mid-first century and the four canonical Gospels made use of it![5] Helmut Koester does not agree with Crossan’s last point. He concludes that the Gospel of Peter “as a whole, is not dependent upon any of the canonical Gospels”; rather, it made use of “an older passion narrative.”[6] The new mood was such that in his Anchor Bible Dictionary entry on the Gospel of Peter, Paul Mirecke could claim without evidence that this text “circulated in the mid-1st century under the authority of the name Peter.”[7] Not only is such a position highly doubtful, it is out of place in a major reference work where one expects to find mainstream scholarly opinion articulated. Veteran New Testament scholar Moody Smith expressed misgivings at the tendency of scholars who hit hard when dealing with the canonicals but go very soft when dealing with the extracanonicals.[8] The double standard was hard to miss.

			What makes a first-century date for the Gospel of Peter so problematic is that our extant excerpt is shot through with traditions that reflect the second century. In a recent, learned study Jeremiah Johnston demonstrates convincingly that Peter was composed a few years after the disastrous Bar Kokhba rebellion, which led to a surge in anti-Semitism in the Roman Empire and a widening of the gulf between the Christian church and the synagogue. Johnston further argues that aspects of the Christology of Peter reflect the polymorphic Christology of the second century, that most of the apologetic of Peter is a response to growing second-century criticism of Christian claims about Jesus, and that Peter’s entertaining narrative form reflects the new Greek novels that were emerging at the end of the first century and beginning of the second century. Some of these novels appear to reflect interest in the apparent death of a protagonist, an interest that may well have been generated by the early church’s proclamation of the resurrection of Jesus, whose empty tomb may have given rise to the literary device of apparent death, or Scheintod.[9] I shall summarize some of these points and then turn in greater detail to what Johnston has to say about Peter’s response to second-century criticism of Jesus and what Christians proclaim. (See fig. 6.1.)

			Writing shortly before the Jewish uprising in North Africa, sometime around 115 ce, Tacitus asserts that “Jews regard as profane all that we [Romans] hold sacred; on the other hand, they permit all that we abhor” (Hist. 5.4.1). Indeed, the “customs of the Jews are base and abominable. . . . Jews are extremely loyal toward one another . . . but toward every other people they feel only hate and enmity” (5.5.1). Not long after the North African revolt, the Roman satirist Juvenal remarks that Jews “flout the law of Rome” and offer no assistance to people who do not share their faith (Satirae 14.100–104).

			After the Bar Kokhba revolt the philosopher Euphrates describes the Jewish people as rebellious and unsocial, a people who refuse to have anything to do with others, and in fact are themselves more foreign than the peoples who live much further east (apud Philostratus, Vit. Apoll. 5.33). The three Jewish wars (66–73 ce, 115–117 ce, 132–135 ce), which were very costly in terms of blood and resources, fanned the flames of anti-Semitism in the empire.[10]

			After the defeat of Bar Kokhba, Emperor Hadrian banned the Jewish people from the city of Jerusalem, renamed the city Aelia Capitolina, and rebuilt the Temple Mount, erecting, among other things, a temple in honor of Jupiter. What we see in the Gospel of Peter—acquittal of Pilate and the Romans, in stark contrast with an emphatic and at times vitriolic indictment of the Jewish people, especially the leadership—coheres much better with a post-Bar Kokhba setting than with a first-century setting.[11]

			Peter’s polymorphic Christology also points to a second-century setting. The most distinctive feature of the Gospel of Peter is its description of the risen Jesus, accompanied by his cross, emerging from the tomb with his head overpassing the heavens (Gos. Pet. 10.40). A towering Jesus accompanied by the cross becomes a familiar topos in the second century.

			In the Shepherd of Hermas, whose oldest parts, such as the Visions, date to the end of the first century or beginning of the second, the church is described as a great tower (10.4 πύργον μέγαν; 90.1 πύργος . . . οὗτος ἡ ἐκκλησία ἐστίν). Those who repent will ascend into it and find their home (72.6 εἰς τὸν πύργον ἀνέβησαν). But the risen Jesus, who is building his church, is taller than the tower: “I saw an array of many men coming, and in the midst a man of such lofty stature that he stood taller than the tower [ἀνήρ τις ὑψηλὸς τῷ μεγέθει, ὥστε τὸν πύργον ὑπερέχειν]” (83.1). The great height of Jesus is referenced again: “Did you see . . . the six men, and the glorious and great man in their midst walking around the tower [τὸν μέσον αὐτῶν ἔνδοξον καὶ μέγαν ἄνδρα τὸν περιπατοῦντα περὶ τὸν πύργον] . . . ?” (89.7). That this tall man is in fact Jesus is made clear in the next verse: “The glorious man is the Son of God” (89.8).

			In 2 Esdras 1–2 (ca. 150 ce)[12] we again find a reference to a very tall man: “In their midst was a young man of great stature, taller than all of the others [et in medio eorum erat iuvenis statura celsus eminentior omnibus illis], and on the head of each of them he placed a crown, but he was more exalted than they” (2 Esd 2:43). We know that the “young man of great stature” is Jesus, for in v. 47 he is identified as the “Son of God.”

			Ignatius likewise speaks of an exalted Jesus. In one of his letters (ca. 112 ce), Ignatius makes metaphorical reference to the cross:

			You covered up your ears in order to avoid receiving the things being sown by them, because you are stones of a temple, prepared beforehand for the building of God the Father, hoisted up to the heights by the crane of Jesus Christ, which is the cross [ἀναφερόμενοι εἰς τὰ ὕψη διὰ τῆς μηχανῆς Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, ὅς ἐστιν σταυρός], using as a rope the Holy Spirit; your faith is what lifts you up, and love is the way that leads up to God.[13] (Ignatius, Eph. 9.1)

			What brings people up “to the heights” (εἰς τὰ ὕψη) is the cross of Jesus Christ. The metaphor of temple, building, and heights is similar to the tower imagery in the Shepherd of Hermas. The language of Ignatius is metaphorical, to be sure, but the cross becomes quite literal, albeit in a visionary setting, in the literature that follows.

			In the Apocalypse of Peter, composed perhaps as early as 150 ce, Jesus assures his disciples:

			. . . so will I come upon the clouds of heaven with a great host in my majesty; with my cross going before my face will I come in my majesty with all my saints, my angels. And my Father shall set a crown upon my head, that I may judge the living and the dead and recompense every man according to his works.[14] (Apocalypse of Peter 1 [Ethiopic])

			In the Epistula Apostolorum (late second century)[15] Jesus tells his disciples:

			Truly I say to you, I will come as the sun which bursts forth; thus will I, shining seven times brighter than it in glory, while I am carried on the wings of the clouds in splendour with my cross going on before me, come to the earth to judge the living and the dead.[16] (Ep. Apos. 16)

			In these passages from the Apocalypse of Peter and the Epistula Apostolorum, the cross accompanies Jesus when he returns from heaven to reign on earth, even as in the Gospel of Peter the cross accompanied the risen Jesus to heaven.

			In the Gospel of Peter a voice from heaven asks, “Have you preached to them that sleep?” (Gos. Pet. 10.41), and the cross—not the risen Jesus or one of the angels who is assisting him—replies, “Yes” (10.42). In similar traditions, dating to the late second century and perhaps later, the cross is spoken to and personified. As he is taken to the cross to be crucified, Peter speaks to the cross:

			O name of the cross, hidden mystery; O unspeakable mercy, which is expressed in the name of the cross . . . I will make known what you are. I will not conceal the mystery of the cross once closed and hidden to my soul. You who hope in Christ, think not this to be a cross which is visible . . .[17] (Acts of Peter 37[8].1)

			Peter goes on to interpret the cross (the upright wood, the crossbeam, and the nail that fixes the crossbeam to the upright wood) in very metaphorical and theological terms. The upright wood is none other than the Word (λόγος) and the Word, of course, is Christ himself (Acts of Peter 38[9].5). In the Acts/Martyrdom of Andrew, the apostle Andrew addresses the cross as he is about to be crucified: “Greetings, O cross! Greetings indeed! I know well that, though you have been weary for a long time, planted and awaiting me, now at last you can rest. I come to you, whom I have known. I recognize your mystery . . .” (54[4].1).[18]

			These are the elements that we find in the Gospel of Peter. When Jesus emerges from the tomb, his head “reaches beyond the heavens” (10.41). The cross accompanies him. When the heavenly voice speaks, it is the cross that replies. These distinctive traditions reflect the growing embellishments of the second century, especially the polymorphic Christology and the personification and glorification of the cross.[19] The cross, originally an emblem of shame and defeat, has been transformed into an emblem of glory and power. The cross does not bring death; it brings life.[20]

			Johnston also builds on Glen Bowersock’s proposal that some Greek novels composed in the first and second centuries were inspired in part by the early Christian proclamation of the crucifixion, burial, and resurrection of Jesus, particularly with reference to the discovery of the empty tomb and the initial confusion that discovery created in the family and followers of Jesus.[21] Although not all scholars are persuaded, some are, and I think rightly so.[22] Bowersock’s interest in the Greek novels reflects growing scholarly interest in fiction and its relationship to history and apocrypha in late antiquity.[23]

			Besides some specific parallels that suggest three or four first- and second-century Greek writers had become acquainted with the story of Jesus, there is the coincidence of the appearance of the literary device Scheintod, or apparent death, within one generation of the beginning of Christian preaching concerning the death and resurrection of Jesus. Bowersock righly distinguishes between stories about coming back from the netherworld or stories about magic where a corpse is quickened.[24] His point is that the idea of believing that someone has died, and then finding an empty tomb and (eventually) the person still alive, simply was not a theme in novels prior to Christianity.[25]

			It is hardly surprising that the claim that a miracle-working figure who was raised from the dead, “of which we are all witnesses” (Acts 2:32), would catch the interest of Greeks and Romans. By the middle of the first century, Christian churches and itinerant teachers were active in major cities such as Antioch, Ephesus, Corinth, and Rome itself. In the mid-50s, Paul wrote his letter to the church at Rome. A few years later he himself arrived in Rome, where he apparently was allowed to receive visitors and proclaim the Christian message (Acts 28:16–31). The Christian population in Rome was such that Nero, under a great deal of pressure because of the devastating fire in 64 ce that destroyed about half of Rome, could fasten blame on the Christians (Tacitus, Ann. 15.44). Had Christianity at this time been a tiny, unknown sect, it is likely that the unpopular emperor would have had to look elsewhere for scapegoats. By the time Pliny the Younger assumes his administrative duties in Bithynia and Pontus in Asia Minor (ca. 110 ce), Christians there are so numerous the pagan sacrificial system had all but come to a standstill (Ep. 10.96).[26]

			Greek philosophers may have scoffed at the idea of resurrection (Acts 17:16–32), but Greek novelists happily added it to their inventory of plot twists and devices. So far as we know, the first to use the resurrection (ἀνάστασις) device in his fiction was Antonius Diogenes, whose fictional character Zamolxis fakes his death and burial (complete with hidden doors and secret tunnels), so that later he might appear resurrected.[27] We have even closer parallels in better documented materials.

			In his romance Chaereas and Callirhoe, Chariton (flourished late first or early second century ce) creates a scene that surely has been lifted right out of the Gospels’ Easter narratives. The heroine Callirhoe has died (or so everyone assumes) and has been placed in a tomb. “As soon as it was daybreak [περίορθρον] Chaereas [Callirhoe’s husband] went to the tomb [ἐπὶ τὸν τάφον] bearing garlands and libations [στεφάνους καὶ χοάς ἐπιφέρων]” (Chaer. 3.3.1). When he arrived he “found the stones moved and the entrance open [εὗρεν τοὺς λίθους κεκινημένους καὶ φανερὰν τὴν εἴσοδον]” (3.3.1). Chaereas is amazed and perplexed (ἀπορία); word of the marvel somehow spreads throughout town (3.3.2). I say “somehow” because Chariton says only that what spread the news was the messenger (ἄγγελος) “Fame.” Hearing this news, “all therefore ran together to the tomb [συνέτρεχον ἐπὶ τὸν τάφον], but no one dared to enter [ἔνδον παρελθεῖν]” (3.3.2). Eventually one person does enter and reports what he sees; Callirhoe’s body is indeed gone. No one can believe (ἄπιστον) that the dead body (τὴν νεκράν) is not lying (κεῖσθαι) in the tomb, so the tomb is searched but nothing is found (3.3.3). “Many entered [εἰσῆλθον]” the tomb with Chaereas, still not believing (ἀπιστίας) the body was no longer present. The townsfolk wonder, “Where [ποῦ] is the dead body?” (3.3.4). Chaereas cries out, “I did not know [οὐκ ᾔδειν] that I had a goddess as a wife [θεὰν εἶχον γυναῖκα],” then adding, as a complaint against the gods, “it was not necessary to take her so suddenly from humanity [ἐξ ἀνθρώπων ἀπελθεῖν]!” (3.3.5).

			Anyone familiar with the Gospel narratives of the women and disciples who go to the tomb of Jesus and find it empty will have heard echoes of the passion in Chariton’s entertaining account.[28] Luke tells his readers that “at early dawn [ὄρθρου βαθέως],” the women “went to the tomb bearing . . . spices [ἐπὶ τὸ μνῆμα ἦλθον φέρουσαι . . . ἀρώματα]” (Luke 24:1). “They found the stone [εὗρον δὲ τὸν λίθον] rolled away from the tomb, but when they entered, they did not find the body [εἰσελθοῦσαι δὲ οὐχ εὗρον τὸ σῶμα]” (24:2–3). While the women stand at the tomb perplexed (ἐν τῷ ἀπορεῖσθαι), two men (undoubtedly understood as ἄγγελοι) ask them, “Why do you seek the living among the dead [τῶν νεκρῶν]?” (24:4–5). In Matthew’s narrative, it is indeed an “angel” (ἄγγελος) who addresses the women (Matt 28:5).

			Of the three Synoptic Gospels, Luke’s offers the closest verbal parallels to Chariton’s novel. There are also some interesting overlaps with the Fourth Gospel. When Mary Magdalene arrives at the tomb and “sees the stone taken away from the tomb [βλέπει τὸν λίθον ἠρμένον ἐκ τοῦ μνημείου],” she runs to Peter and the “other disciple” and tells them, “They have taken [ἦραν] the Lord out of the tomb, and we do not know [οὐκ οἴδαμεν ποῦ] where they have laid him” (John 20:1–2). Hearing this the two disciples “ran together [ἔτρεχον δὲ οἱ δύο ὁμοῦ]” to the tomb, though “the other disciple ran ahead more quickly than did Peter and came to the tomb first” (20:4). “Stooping down he could see the grave cloths lying [κείμενα] there, although he did not enter [εἰσῆλθεν]” the tomb (20:5). When Peter arrived at the tomb, he entered and saw the grave cloths and the face napkin (20:6–7). The other disciple finally entered and “he saw and believed [ἐπίστευσεν]” (20:8). Nevertheless, the faith of the disciples was not well informed, for “they did not know the scripture, that he must rise from the dead” (20:9). When Mary later meets the risen Jesus, Jesus tells her, “I ascend to my Father . . . and your God” (20:17).

			The parallels in theme, structure, and vocabulary strongly suggest that Chariton’s novel was influenced by the new plot device of Scheintod, which surely made itself known in the eastern Roman Empire thanks to the Christian proclamation of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus. Chaereas arrives at the tomb, finds the stones moved, and discovers that the body of his late wife is missing. He has no idea what to make of it. The people of his town run together to the tomb and search it, utterly mystified. Initially, they refuse to believe that the corpse could be gone. Chaereas concludes that Callirhoe has been taken away by a god and wonders if perhaps she is herself a goddess. In the New Testament Gospels, the women and disciples act and react in almost exactly the same way. The major difference, of course, is that Jesus was really dead and was really raised up. His resurrection, moreover, confirms his divinity, as Thomas, famous for his unbelief (οὐ μὴ πιστεύσω, “In no wise will I believe,” John 20:25), would eventually recognize: “My Lord and my God [ὁ κύριός μου καὶ ὁ θεός μου]!” (20:28). Callirhoe really wasn’t dead, so in her case no resurrection occurred; and she wasn’t a goddess either. Chariton may have been inspired by the Christian story, but he did not believe it.

			Two more novels and one biography can be mentioned briefly. In the romantic but tedious adventures of Clitophon and Leucippe by Achilles Tatius (late second century ce), the heroine apparently dies on three separate occasions. She is seemingly eviscerated, only to arise from her coffin alive. She is beheaded but again by some miracle she is found still living; and then a false report circulates to the effect that she has died one more time. But again, she reappears very much alive. Every apparent death of Leucippe was staged and false.

			In the first episode Clitophon is assured, “Your Leucippe will live again [ἀναβιώσεται]” (Leucippe et Clitophon 3.17.4). But the young lover believes he is mocked, so his tormentor knocks on the coffin and speaks to the person within, “Since Clitophon still does not believe [ἀπιστεῖ], do you, Leucippe, give witness [μαρτύρησον] that you still live?” (3.17.5). Leucippe answers and Clitophon is astounded. Leucippe’s second apparent death is described as a sacrifice and an expiatory (ἱερεῖον γέγονα καὶ καθαρμός) offering (5.18.4). Incredulous, Clitophon asks, “Does Leucippe live again [ἀνεβίω]?” (5.20.2). Indeed she does. It seems, as one character a bit later says to Clitophon, the woman “has died often, yet has been restored to life often” (7.6.2). And so it goes. Hardly a great literary work, the novel was nevertheless widely read and enjoyed for centuries.[29]

			In his romantic tale, Xenophon of Ephesus (late second or early third century ce) tells us that the heroine Anthia is placed in a tomb, again based on the mistaken assumption that she is dead (having attempted to poison herself). Grave robbers break into the tomb to steal valuables and find a beautiful woman (though this time recovered and awake). She is taken, along with the valuables. One Perilaus, who is in love with Anthia, learns that the “tomb was broken into and the body carried away [τὴν τοῦ τάφου διωρυγὴ καὶ τοῦ σώματος ἀπώλειαν]” and is grief-stricken (Ephesiatica 3.9). In this case, however, no one suspects resurrection or apotheosis—only a case of body-snatching. When finally reunited with Habrocome, her true love, Anthia weeps and wonders how she “escaped the threats of robbers, the treachery of pirates, the outrages of brothel-keepers, chains, dungeons, poison, and the tombs [τάφους]?” (5.14).[30]

			We again suspect that Xenophon, like Chariton and Achilles Tatius, was influenced by the Scheintod storytelling device, in vogue in his time for at least a century and a half.[31] One wonders too if the distinctly Matthean story of the guard placed at the tomb of Jesus, to prevent theft of the body and the generation of false rumors (Matt 27:64–66; 28:11–15), may also have contributed to the empty tomb theme seen in these writers. The ruling priests urge the Roman governor to “order the tomb [τὸν τάφον] to be made secure . . . lest his disciples steal him away [κλέψωσιν αὐτόν]” (Matt 27:64). When the body of Jesus disappears, the soldiers are instructed to say, “His disciples came by night and stole him away while we were asleep [οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ νυκτὸς ἐλθόντες ἔκλεψαν αὐτὸν ἡμῶν κοιμωμένων]” (28:13). The idea that a body, not just valuable grave goods, could be stolen would only add to the possibilities of narrating stories of apparent death, empty tombs, and unexpected resurrections.

			The last example is a biography of sorts. The Vita Apollonii, or Life of Apollonius, by Flavius Philostratus (died ca. 245 ce), is supposedly a biography. If it is a biography, it is a very legendary one,[32] written more than a century after the death of the famous sage and magus Apollonius of Tyana, in Cappadocia (ca. 25–100 ce).[33] Scholars suspect that Philostratus wrote the biography, completed ca. 225 ce, which had been commissioned by Julia Domna (160–217 ce), wife of Emperor Septimius Severus (ruled 193–211 ce) and mother of Emperor Caracalla (ruled 198–217 ce), to show, in part, that Apollonius possessed powers that equaled if not exceeded those of Jesus. Several miracles are attributed to Apollonius, such as healing a lame man and a blind man (Vit. Apoll. 3.39),[34] healing a paralyzed man and a woman who suffered in childbirth (3.39), exorcizing a demon from a young man (4.20), raising a dead girl (4.45; cf. Luke 7:11–17), perhaps even calming tempests (4.13; cf. Mark 4:35–41), and twice experiencing instant transport (from Smyrna to Ephesus, 4.10; from Rome to Dicaearchia, 8.12; cf. Ezek 8:3; Bel and Dragon 33–39, where Habakkuk is instantly transported from Judea to Babylon and back again). Although it is debated, the older Gospel miracle stories probably influenced the stories told about Apollonius.[35]

			The miracle stories attributed to Apollonius do exhibit some general similarities to those attributed to Jesus in the New Testament Gospels, but there are significant differences too. Some of Apollonius’ “miracles” involve gimmickry and trickery, such as Apollonius removing his leg from chains while in prison (7.38; cf. Acts 12:6; 16:26), scaring off an evil spirit by writing a threatening letter (3.38), or making tripods walk and performing other telekinetic acts (3.17). Apollonius comes across as more wizard and performer than healer and deliverer.

			It is not surprising that Christian writers expressed skepticism about the proffered parallels with Apollonius (cf. Eusebius, Hier. 18).[36] Non-Christians also expressed doubts about Apollonius and the stories told about him. Lucian of Samosata (ca. 120–180s ce) offers a very negative assessment of Apollonius and his following. We find it in Lucian’s account of Alexander, one of the followers of “the notorious Apollonius, who knew his whole bag of tricks.”[37] Alexander, we are told, formed a partnership with one Cocconas and “they went about the country practising quackery and sorcery [γοητεύοντες καὶ μαγγανεύοντες], and ‘trimming the fatheads’[38]—for so they name the public in the traditional jargon of magicians [τῶν μάγων φωνῇ]” (Lucian, Alex. 5–6).[39] Lucian goes on to describe their schemes and fraudulent activities. Dio Cassius (ca. 164–230 ce) also regarded Apollonius as a charlatan. In his account of Caracalla’s expedition to the East, the historian tells us that Caracalla’s “delight in magicians and frauds [μάγοις καὶ γόησιν] was so great that he commended and honored Apollonius of Cappadocia, who had flourished under Domitian and was a thorough fraud and magician [γόης καὶ μάγος ἀκριβής], and erected a shrine to him” (Historia Romana 78.18.4).[40]

			One episode has particular relevance for the present concerns; it is the story of the “ascension” of Apollonius and the mystery surrounding his tomb. Philostratus says that Apollonius

			died in Lindos after passing into the sanctuary of Athena and vanishing inside. Another version is that he died in Crete even more miraculously . . . when he visited the sanctuary of Dictynna at dead of night . . . he ran to the doors of the sanctuary, which flew open. As he entered the doors returned to their original position, and there emerged the sound of girls singing, and their song went: “Proceed from earth! Proceed to heaven [ἐς οὐρανόν]! Proceed!” In other words, “Ascend from earth.”[41] (Vit. Apoll. 8.30)

			There is of course a rough parallel with the ascension of Jesus: “While he blessed them, he parted from them, and was carried up into heaven [εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν]” (Luke 24:51; cf. Acts 1:9). Even as the risen Jesus met his disciples, so also Apollonius, long after his death, came to followers in dreams or visions. In one case a young man, after instruction from the spirit of Apollonius, comes to believe in life after death. He confesses to the apparition, “I believe you [πείθομαί σοι]!” (Vit. Apoll. 8.31;[42] cf. Matt 28:17 “And when they saw him they worshiped him; but some doubted [προσεκύνησαν, οἱ δὲ ἐδίστασαν]”). The story is told too how Apollonius appeared to Emperor Aurelian (ruled 270–275 ce), warning him not to destroy the city of Tyana (Divus Aurelianus 24.3: “. . . suddenly he appeared to him in the form in which he is usually portrayed [forma qua videtur], and spoke to him . . .”).[43] But what is more interesting is the mystery surrounding the tomb of Apollonius: His place of burial is unknown. “As for a tomb or cenotaph of the Master, I do not remember ever having met with one anywhere, although I have crossed most of the present world . . .”[44] (Vit. Apoll. 8.31). Because he was translated to heaven, there is no tomb of Apollonius to venerate.

			Critical scholarship looks askance at the Vita Apollonii and it’s not hard to see why. Philostratus says he made use of previously unknown records of one Damis, a companion of Apollonius. Bowersock and others regard this claim “part of the larger fiction of the work.”[45] There are numerous errors and anachronisms. Moreover, the Vita everywhere reflects the Greek romances (such as books VII and VIII of Achilles Tatius, Leucippe et Clitophon), which were read and enjoyed for centuries.[46] The Vita also reflects some of the lurid scenes and plot devices in the Christian apocryphal Acts and Maryrdoms, in which the saintly apostle or convert plays the role of hero.[47]

			Johnston plausibly suggests that the Christian proclamation of the burial and resurrection of Jesus led to the adoption of a new literary device in Greek novels and perhaps also in the pseudo-biography of Apollonius of Tyana, as Bowersock has convincingly argued.[48] Johnston also suggests that the Gospel of Peter is itself a reflection of the new novelistic features, as seen in its embellished and imaginative telling of the passion story.[49] As Johnston aptly puts it, “We have come full circle,” in that the first-century gospel story of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus influenced Greek novels, which in turn influenced the burgeoning Christian apocryphal literature, including Peter, in the second century.[50] In sum, the Akhmîm Gospel excerpt that scholars have identified as a fragment of the Gospel of Peter reflects the fiction and pseudo-histories of the second century.[51]

			Further evidence that the Christian stories of the passion entered the pagan literary mainstream, including the novels, is seen in what appear to be allusions to the Last Supper and the Words of Institution. On the occasion of the festival of Dionysius, “Lord of the Vintage,” Achilles Tatius recalls the old story of how humankind received the gift of wine (for in the old days, we are told, humans drank only water).[52] Dionysius gives a herdsman a cup of wine (τὸ ποτὸν οἶνος) as thanks for his hospitality. Drinking (πίνειν) it, the herdsman asks: “Whence, O stranger, did you get this purple water? Wherever did you find blood so sweet?” (Leucippe et Clitophon 2.2.4). Dionysius answers, “This is the water of early harvest, this is blood of the cluster [τοῦτ’ ἔστιν αἷμα βότρυος]” (2.2.5). By way of further instruction, Dionysius takes hold of clusters of grapes and squeezes them, pointing to the vine (ἡ ἄμπελος), saying, “This is your water [τὸ ὕδωρ], this is its spring [ἡ πηγή]” (2.2.6).

			One immediately thinks of what Jesus says to his disciples at the Last Supper: “This is my blood of the covenant [τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης]. . . . I shall not drink again of the fruit of the vine [τῆς ἀμπέλου] until that day when I drink [πίνω] it new in the kingdom of God” (Mark 14:24–25; cf. Matt 26:26–29; Luke 22:17–20 “This cup . . . is the new covenant [ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη] in my blood”). The reference to the “spring” (or “fountain”) recalls the words of Jesus spoken to the woman at Jacob’s well: “Whoever drinks of the water that I shall give him will never thirst; the water [τὸ ὕδωρ] that I shall give him will become in him a spring of water [πηγὴ ὕδατος] welling up to eternal life” (John 4:14). Recall too that in John Jesus says of himself: “I am the true vine [ἡ ἄμπελος]” (John 15:1). Bowersock rightly regards the parallels in Achilles Tatius as deliberate, not accidental.[53]

			The idea of eating bread as if eating the body of Jesus also seems to be echoed elsewhere in the novel. In one of Leucippe’s three apparent deaths, bandits—in a gruesome religious ritual, complete with altar—feast (ἔφαγον) on her roasted entrails (Achilles Tatius, Leucippe et Clitophon 3.15.5). Her death and her burial (ταφή) purify (καθάρσιος) and nourish (τροφή) those who consume her (3.16.3–4). Indeed, Leucippe’s sacrifice has resulted in the institution of “a new banquet [τροφῶν καινὰ μυστήρια]”[54] (3.16.4). Again, we must wonder if the novel’s new sacred meal echoes the Christian sacred meal.

			We hear the words of the Eucharist echoed in Petronius’ Satyricon.[55] Near the end of his life the will (or testament) of Eumolpus is read out: “All those who come into money under my will [in testamento meo] . . . will receive what I have left them on one condition, that they cut up my body [corpus meum] in pieces and eat [comederint] it in the presence of the crowd . . . consume my body [corpus consumant]!” (Satyricon 141.2–4).[56] Eumolpus goes on to suggest ways his flesh might be eaten, including adding a sauce to enhance flavor. The manuscript then breaks off; nothing more is extant. The allusion to the Christian Eucharist is as obvious as the satire itself. Bowersock wonders if in the end Eumolpus is playing a trick on family and friends, in which his death is faked, what is eaten is not his corpse after all, and that he will appear “postmortem” very much alive and well. In the satire we could have another example of Scheintod.[57]

			Whether or not Scheintod was the eventual outcome of the satire, the allusions to the Christian Eucharist are obvious and the graphic imagery and metaphor of the Fourth Gospel hard to miss. In the Synoptic tradition, Jesus bids his disciples, φάγετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου, “Eat, this is my body” (Matt 26:26). The eating of the bread and the drinking of the wine establish the “covenant [διαθήκη]” (Matt 26:28; Mark 14:24) or, probably originally, “new covenant [ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη]” (as in 1 Cor 11:25; Luke 22:20). The Greek διαθήκη, which is usually translated “covenant,” also means “testament” and so is the Greek equivalent of the Satyricon’s testamentum.[58] But the consumption of the flesh of Jesus finds its fullest expression in the Gospel of John, a theme that both fascinated and repelled Jews and pagans of late antiquity.

			In the Johannine version of the feeding of the five thousand, Jesus identifies himself as the “living bread that came down from heaven” and promises: “If any one eats of this bread [φάγῃ ἐκ τούτου τοῦ ἄρτου], he will live for ever; and the bread which I shall give for the life of the world is my flesh [ὁ ἄρτος δὲ ὃν ἐγὼ δώσω ἡ σάρξ μού ἐστιν]” (John 6:51). Not surprisingly, people wonder, “How can this man give us his flesh to eat [τὴν σάρκα αὐτοῦ φαγεῖν]?” (John 6:52). On a crass and literal level, Jesus seems to be speaking of cannibalism. Jesus drives home the point: “Truly, truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, you have no life in you” (John 6:53). And again: “For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink [ἡ γὰρ σάρξ μου ἀληθής ἐστιν βρῶσις, καὶ τὸ αἷμά μου ἀληθής ἐστιν πόσις]” (6:55). To ingest Jesus means that he abides within: “He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him” (6:56). The word of Jesus, moreover, purifies (καθαροί) his followers (15:3). This language appears to be echoed in Leucippe et Clitophon and Satyricon.

			In view of the language of the Eucharist and the graphic statements in the Johannine discourse, which are usually interpreted as an extension of the eucharistic words of Jesus, it is no surprise that pagans accused Christians of cannibalism. The earliest evidence is found in Pliny’s letter to Emperor Trajan (ca. 111 ce), where the legate of Bithynia and Pontus says that after interrogating (i.e., torturing) Christians he discovered that the Christian Eucharist was “food of an ordinary, harmless [innoxium] kind” (Ep. 10.96.7). Implicit in this statement is that pagans in Pliny’s time believed the Christian Eucharist was not in fact harmless but involved eating human flesh.

			Early apologists like Justin Martyr (ca. 100–165 ce) and Tertullian (ca. 160–225 ce) defend Christians against the charge of cannibalism (cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 26.7; 2 Apol. 12.1, 5; Tertullian, Apol. 9.1). How much these denials accomplished is hard to say; perhaps very little. A century later Porphyry (234–305 ce), commenting on one of the Johannine sayings, remarks: “Truly this saying is not merely beast-like and absurd, but it is more absurd than any absurdity . . . that a man should taste human flesh, and drink the blood of members of the same tribe and race, and that by doing this he should have eternal life” (apud Macarius Magnes, Apocriticus 3.15).[59]

			In sum, there is compelling evidence that major Christian traditions—such as the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus, as well as his provocative eucharistic words uttered on the eve of his arrest—were known in some circles in literate pagan society. These ideas were adopted and put to use in new ways, as we see in some of the Greek novels; they were also parodied, as we see in Petronius; and they were vociferously criticized, as we see in critics like Celsus and Porphyry. The Gospel of Peter reflects some of the ideas and criticisms in these second-century writings, especially the thrills and surprises crafted in the novels. How the author of Peter engages the critics we shall consider shortly.

			Before looking at the pagan polemic directed against the passion story, I should mention also that Peter’s use of the expression “the Lord’s Day” is another indication that the work was produced in the second century.[60] In two passages the expression occurs. Both are in reference to Easter morning: “Now in the night in which the Lord’s Day [ἡ κυριακή] dawned . . .” (Gos. Pet. 9.35); and “early in the morning of the Lord’s Day [τῆς κυριακῆς] . . .” (12.50). The convention of using the adjective κυριακός, with or without the noun ἡμέρα, “day,” to speak of the “Lord’s Day” is unattested in Christian literature until the end of the first century.

			The adjective κυριακός does not occur in the Old Greek version of Jewish Scripture (i.e., the LXX); neither does it appear in Josephus or in Philo. In the Greek Old Testament pseudepigrapha, the word occcurs but once; it appears in the Greek fragments of Jubilees: “. . . on the forty-fourth day of the making of Adam, on the Lord’s Day [ἡμέρᾳ κυριακῇ] . . .” (Jub. 3:9). The reference here, of course, is to the Sabbath, not to Easter Sunday. The adjective κυριακός appears in 1 Cor 11:20 (“[κυριακὸν δεῖπνον φαγεῖν] to eat the Lord’s Supper”), but it is not in reference to Sunday as such.[61]

			We first encounter κυριακός with the meaning of Sunday, the day of the resurrection of Jesus, in the Apocalypse: “I was in the Spirit on the Lord’s day [ἐν τῇ κυριακῇ ἡμέρᾳ] . . .” (Rev 1:10). The next occurrence is found in the Didache, where the faithful are enjoined, “On the Lord’s own day [κυριακὴν δὲ κυρίου] gather together and break bread” (Didache 14:1). A few years later, the expression appears in Ignatius, who describes believers as “living in accordance with the Lord’s day [κατὰ κυριακὴν ζῶντες]” (Magn. 9.1). We find many occurrences of the “Lord’s day,” with or without the noun ἡμέρα, in second-century literature (e.g., Acts of John 6.8; 106.2; Acts of Thomas 29.3; 31.4; Apocalypse of John 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10; Apocalypse of Paul 44; Act of Peter [BG 8502,4] 128.1–2) and beyond (e.g., Clement, Strom. 5.14.106; 7.12.76; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.27.5; 4.23.11; 5.23.2; 5.24.11). The appearance of “Lord’s day” in the Gospel of Peter is consistent with the usage of this language in the second century.

			The principal burden of the author of the Gospel of Peter, so far as can be determined from the extant excerpt found at Akhmîm, is to emphasize two things about the resurrection of Jesus: (1) that it was quite dramatic and supernatural, and (2) that it was well witnessed. The author does this because of the growing skepticism and derision of the Christian proclamation of the resurrection of Jesus. The principal Jewish objection to Christian claims about Jesus centers on whether Jesus is truly the Messiah (and God’s Son) and whether he truly fulfilled prophecy. Jewish objections do not center on the resurrection as such, because resurrection is a doctrine embraced by many Jews. The character of Jewish objections is clearly seen in Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho. In contrast, the resurrection was very much the principal pagan objection.

			Lying behind the entertaining and dramatic telling of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of Peter is an attempt to defend the truthfulness of the story against trenchant pagan criticism, as it was coming to expression in the second century. The first and most important of these pagan critics was Celsus. The second was Porphyry, and the third was Emperor Julian, whose sobriquet was “the Apostate.” Celsus is the most important, not only because his criticism is pointed and incisive, but because his work began to circulate in the mid-second century, about the same time that the Gospel of Peter began to circulate. I include Emperor Julian, even though he lived and wrote in the fourth century, because his polemical work seems to be heavily dependent upon Celsus. Both of these works survive only as quotations in other writings. The same is true in the case of Porphyry. The author of Peter goes about his task by building on an important and distinctive feature of Matthean apologetic—namely, the posting of a guard at the tomb of Jesus, to prevent the theft of his body and the false claim that Jesus had been raised from the dead (Matt 27:64–66; 28:11–15).

			Celsus raises many objections to Christian claims regarding the divinity and saving authority of Jesus. Some of those objections, such as those concerned with the birth of Jesus and his miracles, will be reviewed in chapter 10 below. Here the focus will be limited to the objections that this second-century critic raises against the belief that Jesus was raised from the dead. In principle, Celsus strongly objects to the notion of resurrection. He balks at the idea of a soul—whether the soul of a human or of a god—returning to a corpse.[62] But the most pointed criticisms of Celsus against the resurrection of Jesus are found in Origen’s rebuttal in book II, chs. 54–70, where reference is made to a “Jew.”

			Celsus is willing to concede that Jesus may have predicted his death and resurrection (Matt 16:21; par.). After all, there are other stories (such as the one concerning Zalmoxis, who faked his death, hid in a secret chamber, and later emerged alive) where people “talk of marvels” (τερατεύονται) in order to deceive simpletons. Then, of course, there are several legends that speak of heroes or gods (Orpheus, Hercules, etc.) returning from the dead. “The real question,” Celsus asks, “is if anyone having truly died was ever raised up [ἀνέστη] in the same body?” (apud Origen, Cels. 2.55). Furthermore, Celsus finds it very strange that Jesus, if a god, did not defend himself but allowed himself to be crucified. What god would let that happen? Celsus allows that the drama of the death on the cross, including the voice of Jesus, the earthquake, and the darkness, is perhaps “becoming or persuasive” (εὐσχήμων ἢ πιθανῶς). But, Celsus wonders, when Jesus rose again and showed “the signs of his punishment” (τὰ σημεῖα τῆς κολάσεως ἔδειξε), that is, “his hands, how they were pierced” (τὰς χεῖρας ὡς ἦσαν πεπερονημέναι), “who beheld this? A half-crazed woman [γυνὴ πάροιστρος], as you say, and perhaps another caught up in the same delusion” (2.55).[63] These women are hardly credible witnesses.

			Celsus thinks that the risen Jesus should have shown himself alive to those who opposed him (the ruling priests) and to the one (Pontius Pilate) who put him to death. “If Jesus wished to show that his power was truly divine, he should have apeared [ὀφθῆναι] to those who had abused him and condemned him” (2.63). Origen cannot do much by way of reply, other than quoting Paul’s list of witnesses to the resurrection (1 Cor 15:3–8). The problem for Origen is that there are no hostile witnesses, apart from Paul himself (and Origen does not exploit this). This is probably why Origen begins this section (i.e., ch. 63) with the admission that this charge by Celsus “cannot be passed over lightly” (οὐκ εὐκαταφρονήτως).[64] The best Origen can do is to assert that Jesus “had no obligation to appear to the judge who condemned him or to those who abused him” (2.67). Clearly, Celsus has touched on a weak point in the Christian resurrection narrative.

			Finally, Celsus complains that Jesus did not manifest his divinity by disappearing from the cross in an instant. Origen has an easier time with this objection, underscoring the importance of the confirmation of death, followed by burial (2.68–69). Origen probes the potential theological meaning of Jesus’ cross, his burial, the clean linen with which his body was wrapped, the new tomb in which he was laid, and so forth (2.69). Of course, in the post-Easter setting, Jesus does in fact appear and disappear. He appears to the two on the road to Emmaus and then vanishes before them (Luke 24:30–31) and he appears twice to the disciples hiding behind locked doors (John 20:19–29).

			Two generations later Malchus, or Porphyry (“purple”) as he became known, takes up where Celsus left off. He had heard Origen teach but was not impressed. Porphyry instead studied under Plotinus, the Neoplatonist philosopher. While in Sicily, Porphyry wrote Adversus Christianon, to which several church fathers responded (e.g., Methodius, Eusebius, Augustine, Jerome, and others). His work, which was condemned to the flames in the fifth century, survives in part in the quotations of the various works written against him. Porphyry’s special target were the Christians writings, especially the Gospels. Although it is debated, the unnamed critic (dubbed the “philosopher”) in the Apocriticus of Macarius Magnes may well be Porphyry.[65]

			Like Celsus, Porphyry strongly objects to the concept of resurrection. After all, the bodies of those who died centuries ago are long gone. The corpses of many have been eaten by wild animals or the fish of the sea. How is it possible for them to be raised up (Apocriticus 4.24)? Porphyry also complains that the Gospels are full of contradictions and discrepancies, which indicates that their authors really had no idea what happened (2.12). But it is the resurrection of Jesus, “which is common talk everywhere,” that elicits the sharpest criticisms from Porphyry. Reminiscent of Celsus, Porphyry asks why Jesus did not

			appear to Pilate who punished him and said that he had done nothing worthy or death, or to Herod, king of the Jews, or the high priest of the Jewish people, or to many men at the same time and to those worthy of credit, and more particularly among Romans both in the Senate and among the people.[66] (2.14)

			In Celsus the judges of Jesus, Pilate and Herod (if we include Luke’s reference to Herod Antipas), were not named. Porphyry names them and he refers to the high priest, though not by name. In his thinking, if Jesus were truly divine and truly risen from the dead, as the Christian Gospels declare, then he should have appeared to those who judged him and killed him. Instead, Jesus “appeared to Mary Magdalene, a common woman [γυναικὶ χυδαίᾳ[67]] who came from some wretched little village [κωμυδρίου λυπροτάτου] and who at one time had been possessed by seven demons, and with her another equally obscure Mary, who was herself a peasant woman [γυναίῳ κωμητικῷ], and a few others who were not at all well known”[68] (2.14). Porphyry names the two Marys, but his assertion that they are obscure women or that Mary of Magdala was from a “wretched little village” is quite gratuitous. Porphyry has consulted the Gospels, but he has no knowledge of the realia of pre-70 Galilee. Porphyry makes another interesting point. “For had [Jesus] shown himself to notable men [ἀνδράσιν ἐπισήμοις], then others would have believed through them—and the [Christians] would not today be punished for fabricating these ridiculous tales”[69] (2.14).

			In his polemic, Emperor Julian (331–363 ce) adds little that is new, but his tactics are distinctive. He repeatedly and sneeringly calls Christians “Galileans.”[70] In fact, that is the name of his treatise: Κατὰ Γαλιλαίων, or Contra Galilaeos (“Against the Galileans”). At many points Julian harks back to the polemics of Celsus. Most of Julian’s work is lost; it survives in a number of quotations, principally in Cyril of Alexandria’s reply, Adversus Iulianum.

			Like Celsus and Porphyry before him, Julian complains that the four Gospels contradict one another in describing who arrived at the tomb of Jesus and saw what (apud Cyril of Alexandria, Adversus Iulianum 15).[71] Later, Julian says that Jesus “accomplished nothing worth mentioning, unless someone thinks that healing crooked and blind men and exorcising the demonized in the villages of Bethsaida and Bethany are great works” (191E).[72]

			Julian intentionally uses prejudicial language. He is fond of accusing the Galileans of morbid interest in the cross, which even in the fourth century in partly pagan Rome remained a symbol of horror, and of having a passion for the corpse of Jesus. Julian mocks Christians for abandoning the eternal gods and going over to “the dead body of the Jews [τὸν Ἰουδαίων . . . νεκρόν].”[73] Julian further asserts, “[You attack those you call] heretics, because they did not wail over the dead body the same way you do [αἱρετικοὺς τοὺς μὴ τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ὑμῶν τὸν νεκρὸν θρηνοῦντας]”[74] (206A). Given the nature of Christian apologetic, claiming that the cross is not shameful but glorious and that martyrdom is something to celebrate, it is not hard to see why Julian takes this approach. After all, Athanasius, a major Christian theologian and the emperor’s contemporary, asserts that “the Lord’s cross [τὸν κυριακὸν σταυρόν] is a sign of victory” (De incarnatione 30.1) and that “the death of the Lord’s body [τοῦ κυριακοῦ σώματος]” (De incarnatione 26.6; 30.1; 31.4) is of saving significance. Nothing expresses better what Julian mocked—the Christian preoccupation with cross and corpse.

			In his letter (Epistula ad Sacerdotem) articulating the duties of the priest (i.e., a pagan priest), Julian refers to the Jewish prophets who invent things and are “admired for so doing by those misearable men who have attached themselves to the Galileans [τοῖς Γαλιλαίοις]” (301B).[75] In one of his letters, he refers to Jesus as a “new Galilean god [novum . . . deum Galilaeum]” who “by his humiliating death and burial has been stripped of divinity [indigna morte et sepultura denudatum confictae . . . deitatis]” (Epistula 55).[76]

			Libanius (314–ca. 393 ce) relates that the late Emperor Julian “attacked the books in which they [the Galileans] make the man from Palestine a god and a child of god [θεόν τε καὶ θεοῦ παῖδα]. In a lengthy and powerful polemic he proved it laughable” (Orationes 18.178).[77] The “books” (βίβλοι) are the Gospels and perhaps other New Testament writings, with which Julian was quite familiar. The passage is quoted and criticized in Socrates Scholasticus (ca. 380–450 ce), who notes the double standard that Emperor Julian, like many pagans, was more than happy to divinize heroes (Ecclesiastica Historia 3.23).

			From the perspective of Celsus and Porphyry, whose criticisms at points were adapted and elaborated on by Emperor Julian, the fatal weakness of the Christian story of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus was his failure to present himself alive to credible witnesses. Two hysterical, deluded women do not consitute reliable testimony. As Celsus and Porphyry thought, the risen Jesus should have presented himself to those who abused him and condemned him to the cross. He should have, but he did not.

			Actually, he did, says the author of the Gospel of Peter. It is to this aspect of his apologetic that we turn in the next section.[78]

			The Development of the Matthean Apologetic

			My intention in this section is not to offer full commentary on the text of the Gospel of Peter, but only to call attention to how the Matthean narrative, especially its apologetic, is extended and embellished in view of the objections that pagans were raising in the second century. I present Peter paragraph by paragraph, with comments.

			Gos. Pet. 1.1–2

			[ . . . καὶ ὁ Πειλᾶτος ἐνίψατο τὰς χεῖρας,] τ[ῶν] δὲ Ἰουδαίων οὐδεὶς ἐνίψατο τὰς χεῖρας, οὐδὲ Ἡρῴδης οὐδέ τις [τ]ῶν κριτῶν αὐτοῦ. κ[αὶ μὴ] βουληθέντων ν[ί]ψασθαι ἀνέσ[τ]η Πειλᾶτος. καὶ τότε κελεύει Ἡρῴδης ὁ βασιλεὺς παρ[αλη]μφθῆναι τὸν κύριον, εἰπὼν αὐτοῖς ὅτι Ὅσα ἐκέλευσα ὑμῖν ποιῆσαι αὐτῷ, ποιήσατε.[79]

			[ . . . and Pilate washed his hands,] but not one of the Jews washed his hands, not even Herod, nor any of his judges. And as they would not wash, Pilate arose. And then Herod the king commanded that the Lord should be taken away, saying to them, “What I have commanded you to do him, do it!”

			Gos. Pet. 1.1 presupposes an approximation of Matt 27:24 “So when Pilate saw that he was gaining nothing, but rather that a riot was beginning, he took water and washed his hands [λαβὼν ὕδωρ ἀπενίψατο τὰς χεῖρας ἀπέναντι τοῦ ὄχλου] before the crowd, saying, ‘I am innocent of this man’s blood; see to it yourselves.’ ” (However, see Gos. Pet. 11.46 below.)

			In Acts Pil. 9.4b we find καὶ λαβὼν ὕδωρ ὁ Πιλᾶτος ἀπενίψατο τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῦ ἀπέναντι τοῦ ἡλίου λέγων· ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ δικαίου τούτου· ὐμεῖς ὄψεσθε. πάλιν κράζουσιν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι ὅτι τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα ἡμῶν. “And, taking water, Pilate washed his hands before the sun, saying: ‘I am innocent of the blood of this just man; you see (to it).’ Again the Jews cry out: ‘His blood be upon us, and upon our children.’ ” At several points, we will observe the author of the Acts of Pilate responding to the pagan criticisms and objections to the Christian story as these objections came to expression in the second half of the second century. In a sense, the Acts of Pilate is the younger, more imaginative twin of the Gospel of Peter. (See fig. 6.2.)

			Peter’s gratuitous “but no one of the Jews washed his hands, not even Herod” is intended to intensify Jewish guilt in the death of Jesus.[80] Pilate, the Roman prefect, washed his hands but the Jews wouldn’t. The comment suggests that the author of Peter may have misunderstood the significance of Pilate’s act. We are told that the Jews “would not wash” their hands. Why should they? They were fully persuaded of Jesus’ guilt. Did the author of Peter think by washing their hands, they would be absolved? Or does it mean that they refused to acquit Jesus?

			The introduction of Herod reflects acquaintance here with Luke (Luke 23:6–12).[81] Calling Herod “king” reflects the New Testament Gospels, where Herod the tetrarch of Galilee, who never was king, is nonetheless called king (Mark 6:14, 22; cf. Josephus, J.W. 1.646; Ant. 17.146). Or has the author of Peter confused the tetrarch with his father, Herod the king (i.e., Herod the Great)? The language, “Pilate arose” (ἀνέστη Πειλᾶτος), implies the conclusion of the juridical process (see Acts 26:30, where the king, the governor, and the king’s sister “arose” [ἀνέστη] after a hearing).

			Gos. Pet. 2.3–5

			Ἱστήκει δὲ ἐκεῖ Ἰωσὴφ ὁ φίλος Πειλάτου καὶ τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ εἰδὼς ὅτι σταυρίσκειν αὐτὸν μέλλουσιν, ἦλθεν πρὸς τὸν Πειλᾶτον καὶ ᾔτησε τὸ σῶμα τοῦ κυρίου πρὸς ταφήν. καὶ ὁ Πειλᾶτος πέμψας πρὸς Ἡρῴδην ᾔτησεν αὐτοῦ τὸ σῶμα· καὶ ὁ Ἡρῴδης ἔφη Ἀδελφὲ Πειλᾶτε, εἰ καὶ μή τις αὐτὸν ᾐτήκει, ἡμεῖς αὐτὸν ἐθάπτομεν, ἐπεὶ καὶ σάββατον ἐπιφώσκει· γέγραπται γὰρ ἐν τῷ νόμῳ ἥλιον μὴ δῦναι ἐπὶ πεφονευμένῳ. Καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτὸν τῷ λαῷ πρὸ μιᾶς τῶν ἀζύμων, τῆς ἑορτῆς αὐτῶν.

			Now stood there Joseph friend of Pilate and of the Lord, and knowing that they were about to crucify him he came to Pilate and requested the body of the Lord for burial. And sending to Herod Pilate requested the body. And Herod said, “Brother Pilate, even if no one had requested him, we should bury him, since the Sabbath draws on. For it is written in their Law: ‘The sun should not set on one that has been put to death.’ ” And he delivered him to the people on the day before unleavened bread, their feast.

			The introduction of Joseph of Arimathea at this point anticipates his later request for the body of Jesus after the crucifixion. Noting that Joseph is “the friend of Pilate” (ὁ φίλος Πειλάτου) explains how it is that Joseph was able to gain permission to bury Jesus, not in a tomb reserved for executed criminals (in keeping with Jewish custom) but in “Joseph’s Garden” (cf. Gos. Pet. 6.24). The identification of Joseph—the man who generously made his own tomb available to Jesus—as Pilate’s friend only places the prefect in a more positive light. Herod’s comment to the effect that even without the request of Joseph the body of Jesus would have been properly buried (in light of the command of Deut 21:22–23) is meant to show that the corpse of Jesus was indeed properly buried. Anyone living in pre-70 ce Israel would not need to be told this, of course, but many of Peter’s second-century readers, who lived outside of Israel and were not familiar with Jewish law and custom relating to burial (namely, that even the executed were properly buried), probably did not know this. As we shall see, however, the author of the Gospel of Peter does not in fact have thorough knowledge of Jewish customs and sensitivities relating to burial in the land of Israel.

			Herod’s reference to the Sabbath is not clear. Peter may be referring to John 19:31:

			Οἱ οὖν Ἰουδαῖοι, ἐπεὶ παρασκευὴ ἦν, ἵνα μὴ μείνῃ ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ τὰ σώματα ἐν τῷ σαββάτῳ, ἦν γὰρ μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνου τοῦ σαββάτου, ἠρώτησαν τὸν Πιλᾶτον ἵνα κατεαγῶσιν αὐτῶν τὰ σκέλη καὶ ἀρθῶσιν,

			Since it was the day of Preparation, in order to prevent the bodies from remaining on the cross on the sabbath (for that sabbath was a high day), the Jews asked Pilate that their legs might be broken, and that they might be taken away.

			We cannot be sure what the author of Peter knew in this instance, because the paragraphs that precede the scene where Pilate washed his hands are missing. Moreover, the paraphrase of Deut 21:22–23 is so loose, it is not clear that the author of Peter actually knows the text. In any event, the author believes that the body of Jesus must not remain on the cross overnight because the following day is the Sabbath.

			Gos. Pet. 3.6–9

			οἱ δὲ λαβόντες τὸν κύριον ὤθουν αὐτὸν τρέχοντες, καὶ ἔλεγον· Σύρωμεν τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, ἐξουσίαν αὐτοῦ ἐσχηκότες. καὶ πορφύραν αὐτὸν περιέβαλλον, καὶ ἐκάθισαν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ καθέδραν κρίσεως, λέγοντες· Δικαίως κρίνε, βασιλεῦ τοῦ Ἰσραήλ. καί τις αὐτῶν ἐνεγκὼν στέφανον ἀκάνθινον ἔθηκεν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς τοῦ κυρίου· καὶ ἕτεροι ἑστῶτες ἐνέπτυον αὐτοῦ ταῖς ὄψεσι, καὶ ἄλλοι τὰς σιαγόνας αὐτοῦ ἐράπισαν· ἕτεροι καλάμῳ ἔνυσσον αὐτόν, καί τινες αὐτὸν ἐμάστιζον λέγοντες, Ταύτῃ τῇ τιμῇ τιμήσωμεν τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ.

			So taking the Lord they pushed him in haste; and they were saying, “Let us drag along the Son of God, having gotten authority over him!” And they put upon him a purple robe, and seated him upon a seat of judgment, saying, “Judge justly, king of Israel!” And a certain one, having brought a thorny crown, placed it upon the head of the Lord. And others standing by were spitting in his eyes, and others slapped his cheeks; others were jabbing him with a stick. And some were flogging him, saying, “With this honor, let us honor the Son of God!”

			The mockery is intensified. Especially interesting is the statement that we “having gotten authority over [ἐξουσίαν . . . ἐσχηκότες]” Jesus. This echoes the complaints of critics like Celsus who wonder how Jesus, if he truly were a god, could be overpowered by mere mortals. As the narrative of the Gospel of Peter unfolds, however, it turns out that they really have not gained power over Jesus. The reference to Jesus as “the Lord” (τὸν κύριον) here in 3.6, as well as in 4.10 and 5.19 below, which appears often in Luke (22:61; 24:3; cf. 7:13; 10:1, 39; 11:39; 12:42; 13:15; 17:5; 19:8), is another indication of Peter’s late and secondary character. This is not primitive, pre-Synoptic material.

			Gos. Pet. 4.10–14

			Καὶ ἤνεγκον δύο κακούργους, καὶ ἐσταύρωσαν ἀνὰ μέσον αὐτῶν τὸν κύριον· αὐτὸς δὲ ἐσιώπα, ὡς μηδὲν πόνων ἔχων. καὶ ὅτε ὤρθωσαν τὸν σταυρόν, ἐπέγραψαν ὅτι Οὗτός ἐστιν [ὁ βασιλεὺς] τοῦ Ἰσραήλ. καὶ τεθεικότες τὰ ἐνδύματα ἔμπροσθεν αὐτοῦ διεμερίσαντο, καὶ λαχμὸν ἔβαλον ἐπ᾿ αὐτοῖς. εἷς δέ τις τῶν κακούργων ἐκείνων ὠνείδισεν αὐτοὺς λέγων· Ἡμεῖς διὰ τὰ κακὰ ἃ ἐποιήσαμεν οὕτω πεπόνθαμεν· οὗτος δὲ σωτὴρ γενόμενος τῶν ἀνθρώπων τὶ ἠδίκησεν ὑμᾶς; καὶ ἀγανακτήσαντες ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ ἐκέλευσαν ἵνα μὴ σκελοκοπηθῇ, ὅπως βασανιζόμενος ἀποθάνοι.

			And they brought two malefactors, and they crucified the Lord between them; but he himself was silent, as having no pain. And when they had put the cross upright, they wrote upon it, “This is the king of Israel.” And laying his garments before him, they divided them, and cast lots for them. But one of those malefactors reviled them, saying, “We have suffered because of the evil things we have done; but this one, having become the savior of humans, what wrong has he done to you?” And being angry with him they commanded that he not have his legs broken, that in torment he might die.

			The author of Peter says Jesus “himself was silent, as having no pain” (αὐτὸς δὲ ἐσιώπα, ὡς μηδὲν πόνων ἔχων). This is not a reference to docetism, as though Jesus did not really possess a body. The point is that Jesus suffered with dignity; he did not writhe or cry out in pain. It is also an indication of his divinity, for surely as a god Jesus would not actually suffer during his ordeal on the cross. We again have an instance of apologetic, aimed at scoffers who ridicule the idea that Jesus could be divine and yet suffer the pain and humiliation of crucifixion. In contrast, the two “malefactors” crucified on either side of Jesus do suffer (πεπόνθαμεν, “we have suffered”). One of the malefactors lays it on thick when he describes Jesus as “having become the savior of humans” (σωτὴρ γενόμενος τῶν ἀνθρώπων).

			Those crucifying Jesus are angry at what the malefactors said, so they command that the legs of Jesus not be broken, “that in torment he might die.” This is a very curious modification of the story. Why the anger is directed at Jesus makes little sense in the narrative. After all, it was one of the malefactors who confessed Jesus as the savior. But, of course, the focus of Peter is very much on Jesus. The malefactor’s confession is the Christian confession, which in the second century is widely scorned in the Roman world. To inflict further punishment on Jesus by not breaking his legs confirms the canonical Gospel datum that Jesus’ legs were in fact not broken, a detail that is important for Johannine theology (John 19:31–33, 36).

			Gos. Pet. 5.15–20

			Ἦν δὲ μεσημβρία, καὶ σκότος κατέσχε πᾶσαν τὴν Ἰουδαίαν· καὶ ἐθορυβοῦντο καὶ ἠγωνίων μή ποτε ὁ ἥλιος ἔδυ, ἐπειδὴ ἔτι ἔζη· γέγραπται αὐτοῖς ἥλιον μὴ δῦναι ἐπὶ πεφονευμένῳ. καί τις αὐτῶν εἶπεν· Ποτίσατε αὐτὸν χολὴν μετὰ ὄξους· καὶ κεράσαντες ἐπότισαν. καὶ ἐπλήρωσαν πάντα, καὶ ἐτελείωσαν κατὰ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτῶν τὰ ἁμαρτήματα. περιήρχοντο δὲ πολλοὶ μετὰ λύχνων, νομίζοντες ὅτι νύξ ἐστιν· [τινὲς δὲ] ἐπέσαντο. καὶ ὁ κύριος ἀνεβόησε λέγων· Ἡ δύναμίς μου, ἡ δύναμίς [μου], κατέλειψάς με· καὶ εἰπὼν ἀνελήφθη. καὶ αὐτῆς [τῆς] ὥρας διεράγη τὸ καταπέτασμα τοῦ ναοῦ τῆς Ἰερουσαλὴμ εἰς δύο.

			Now it was midday, and darkness covered all Judea; and they were worried and uneasy, lest the sun had already set, since he was still alive. It is written for them that the sun is not set upon him put to death. And one of them said, “Give him to drink gall with vinegar.” And having mixed it they gave him to drink. And they fulfilled all things, and completed fully their sins. And many were going about with lamps, supposing that it is night; and some tripped. And the Lord cried out, saying, “My power, [my] power, you have abandoned me!” And having spoken he was taken up. And at the same hour the veil of the sanctuary of Jerusalem was torn into two.

			The preternatural signs that accompany the death of Jesus are intensified in Peter. The anxiety occasioned by the darkness at midday (Matt 27:45 “sixth hour”) is especially interesting, in that it may indicate that the sun had set and Jesus was still living, which would mean that burial before sunset would not be possible. Indeed, it was so dark people “were going about with lamps, supposing that it is night.” Some even “tripped” in the darkness! The author of Peter exaggerates Jewish responsibility and guilt for the death of Jesus, commenting that they have “completed their sins.” This idea harks back, of course, to the Jewish cry in Matthew, “His blood be on us and on our children” (Matt 27:25). It is possible that this infamous cry appeared in the Gospel of Peter, shortly before the place where the excerpt begins (though it will appear later, in Gos. Pet. 11.46).

			Jesus’ cry of abandonment is distinctive to the Gospel of Peter: ἡ δύναμίς μου, ἡ δύναμίς [μου], κατέλειψάς με (“My power, [my] power, you have abandoned me!”). At one time this much-discussed utterance was thought to provide more evidence of the docetic character of Peter.[82] Few today see it that way.[83] How is Peter’s distinctive reading to be understood? Matthew and Mark provide the Semitic words uttered by Jesus (ipsissima verba?), along with Greek translation. They read:

			ἠλὶ ἠλί, λεμὰ σαβαχθανί; τοῦτ᾿ ἔστιν· θεέ μου θεέ μου, ἱνατί με ἐγκατέλιπες; (Matt 27:46)

			ἐλωὶ ἐλωί, λεμὰ σαβαχθανί; ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον· ὁ θεός μου ὁ θεός μου, εἰς τί ἐγκατέλιπές με; (Mark 15:34)

			Jesus’ cry of abandonment, of course, is a quotation of the first verse of Ps 22 (LXX Ps 21). Matthew’s Semitic transliteration is a close approximation of the Hebrew text, while Mark’s transliteration seems to be an approximation of the Aramaic. Their respective Greek translations of the utterance is close to the Old Greek (OG) but not exact. Psalm 22 is partially extant at Qumran (4Q88) and at Naḥal Ḥever (5/6Ḥev1b), but neither scroll preserves the opening verse. The Masoretic, targumic, and Old Greek texts read as follows:

			MT Ps 22:2 אֵלִ֣י אֵ֭לִי לָמָ֣ה עֲזַבְתָּ֑נִי

			Tg Ps 22:2 אלי אלי מטול מה שבקתני

			OG Ps 21:2 ὁ θεὸς ὁ θεός μου, πρόσχες μοι· ἵνα τί ἐγκατέλιπές με;

			The differences are minor (the OG adds πρόσχες μοι, “attend to me”), but nothing matches the wording found in the Gospel of Peter. The Syriac and Coptic versions of Matthew and Mark offer no surprises:

			Peshitta Matt 27:46 and Mark 15:34 ’iyl ’iyl, “God, God,” etc.

			Coptic Sahidic Matt 27:46 ελωει ελωει. λαμα σαβακτανει

			Coptic Sahidic Mark 15:34 ελωει ελωει. λαμα σαβαχθανει

			Coptic Bohairic Matt 27:46 ελωι ελωι. λεμα σαβακθανι

			Coptic Bohairic Mark 15:34 ελωι ελωι. λεμα σαβαχθανι

			Some slight pronunciation variables are present in the Coptic versions,[84] while the Peshitta omits the possesive pronoun “my.” Various forms of “God” appear in the Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, Greek, and Coptic versions, but we find no circumlocutions such as “Power.” However, we might have an approximation of the form of the utterance in the Gospel of Peter in Aquila’s recension of the Old Greek, at least as reported by apologist and church historian Eusebius:

			Aquila, aware of the distinct meaning of God’s Hebrew name of Eloeim [ἐλωείμ], did not, like the other translators, think good to render the ēlei ēlei [ἠλεὶ ἠλεί] “My God, my God [ὁ θεὸς ὁ θεός μου]”—but “My Strong One, my Strong One [ἰσχυρέ μου ἰσχυρέ μου],” or more accurately, “My Strength, my Strength [ἰσχύς μου ἰσχύς μου].” So taking this sense, the Lamb of God our Savior, when he said, “ēlei ēlei [ἠλεὶ ἠλεί],” to his Father, meant, “My Strong One, my Strong One, why have you forsaken me [ἰσχυρέ μου ἰσχυρέ μου, ἱνατί ἐγκατέλιπες με]?” And maybe he was crucified, because his Strong One had left him [ἐγκατέλιπεν αὐτὸν ὁ ἰσχυρὸς αὐτοῦ].[85] (Eusebius, Dem. Ev. 10.8.30)

			What we have, then, is something like this:

			Aquila’s recension: ἰσχυρέ μου ἰσχυρέ μου, “My Strong One, My Strong one”

			Eusebius: ἰσχυρέ μου ἰσχυρέ μου, ἱνατί ἐγκατέλιπες με; “My Strong One, my Strong One, why have you abandoned me?”

			Eusebius’ emendation: ἰσχύς μου ἰσχύς μου, ἱνατί ἐγκατέλιπες με; “My Strength, my Strength, why have you abandoned me?”

			The appearance of ἰσχυρέ μου, “my Strong (One),” or ἰσχύς μου, “My Strength,” as Eusebius understandably thinks it should be, does provide evidence of a circumlocution that could explain Peter’s otherwise unattested reading. Aquila’s reading is not an exact match with Peter, but ἰσχύς does mean “strength” or “might” and so has roughly the same meaning as δύναμις.[86]

			Raymond Brown wonders if “strength” or “power” arose from the shared root of אֵל (“God,” from אלה) and אֵל (“strong,” from אול).[87] Brown is probably correct, for אל has this meaning in several passages in Hebrew Scripture (e.g., Gen 31:29; Neh 5:5; Prov 3:27; Mic 2:1). The expression is usually “there is [or is not] power in my hand [לְאֵ֣ל יָדִ֔י]” to do such-and-such. In one of these passages אֵל is rendered δύναμις in the Old Greek (Neh 5:5 “power in our hands”). In another passage it is rendered ἰσχύει (Gen 31:29 “my hand is strong”). Accordingly, a bilingual interpreter or translator, could translate Hebrew Ps 22:2’s אֵלִ֣י אֵ֭לִי as either ἰσχυρέ μου ἰσχυρέ μου or ἡ δύναμίς μου ἡ δύναμίς μου, as apparently Aquila did.

			If this is the correct explanation, and it is plausible, it applies to Aquila, who was fluent in Hebrew as well as Greek, not to the author of the Gospel of Peter, whose knowledge of Hebrew was limited, perhaps nonexistent. We should not imagine that the author of the Gospel of Peter reviewed the translational options of the Hebrew and chose δύναμις as his preferred Greek rendering. It was likely that a Greek version of Ps 22:1, with δύναμις in place of θεός, was in circulation in the second century. Aquila’s recension may well have been one of them.

			There is additional evidence that should be considered. We do have texts in which “power” is used as a circumlocution for the name of God. One very important example is in the New Testament Gospel tradition itself. I am referring here to Jesus’ reply to the high priest, “You will see the Son of man seated at the right hand of Power [τῆς δυνάμεως]” (Mark 14:62). There are several examples of the circumlocution “the Power” in early rabbinic and targumic literature. Rabbi Ishmael (second century ce) is remembered to have said, “As it was said to Moses from the mouth of the Power [מפי הגבורה, mippî haggǝbûrâ], ‘I am the Lord your God . . .’ ” (Sipre Num. §112 [on Num 15:31]). Rabbi Eliezer (second century ce) says, “By the mouth of Power [על פי גבורה, ‘al pî gǝbûrâ] they made this journey” (Mek. on Exod 15:22–26 [Vayassa‘ §1]). The circumlocution “from the mouth of the Power” appears in later Talmudic literature (e.g., b. ‘Erub. 54b [מפי הגבורה]; b. Meg. 31b [מפי הגבורה]; b. Mak. 24a [מפי הגבורה]; cf. b. B. Meṣ. 58b; b. Šabb. 88b; b. Yebam. 105b). There are references to “Power that is above [כח של מעלה, kōaḥ šel ma‘ălâ]” (Sipre Deut. §319 [on Deut 32:18]) and “in the eyes of the Power [הגבורה, haggǝbûrâ]” (’Abot R. Nat. [A] 37.12).

			The circumlocution also appears in targumic literature (e.g., Tg. Neof. Gen 31:42 “the God of my father, the God of Abraham, and the Power [תקיפא, taqqîpā’] of Isaac”; Frg. Tg. [ms V] Deut 32:15 “they denied the Power [תקיפא, taqqîpā’] who redeemed you”; Tg. Job 5:8 “from the Power [תקיפא, taqqîpā’]”; 14:18 [var.] “the Power removed the glory of his Shekinah”; 18:4 [var.] “can . . . the Power be removed from his place?”; Tg. Ps 18:47 “the Lord lives, and blessed is the Power . . . and exalted is God”; 95:1 “sing before the Lord, shout joyfully before the Power”; Tg. Song 1:1 “while ascending the mountain of the Lord to worship before the Power of Israel”).[88]

			The author of the Gospel of Peter did not create the circumlocation “Power”; it was already available in at least one form of the Greek text of the Psalter. Neither did the author of Peter understand “Power” as a circumlocution. Power is not in reference to God, it is, rather, as Paul Foster rightly concludes, in reference to Jesus’ “life-force” that begins to depart from him as he dies on the cross.[89] There is of course a very important reason why Power in Peter cannot be a reference to God: In the thought-world of the author of the Gospel of Peter Jesus is divine, he is God, so God cannot abandon him. But his power can. If the Gospel of Peter is going to answer Christianity’s mocking skeptics, who wonder how if Jesus is a god he can be overpowered by mortals and be killed, one cannot say that God abandoned him. What abandoned Jesus (temporarily) was his divine power, not his divinity.

			Gos. Pet. 6.21–24

			Καὶ τότε ἀπέσπασαν τοὺς ἥλους ἀπὸ τῶν χειρῶν τοῦ κ(υρίο)υ, καὶ ἔθηκαν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς· καὶ ἡ γῆ πᾶσα ἐσείσθη καὶ φόβος μέγας ἐγένετο. τότε ἥλιος ἔλαμψε καὶ εὑρέθη ὥρα ἐνάτη. ἐχάρησαν δὲ οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι καὶ δεδώκασι τῷ Ἰωσὴφ τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ ἵνα αὐτὸ θάψῃ, ἐπειδὴ θεασάμενος ἦν ὅσα ἀγαθὰ ἐποίησεν. λαβὼν δὲ τὸν κύριον ἔλουσε καὶ εἴλησε σινδόνι καὶ εἰσήγαγεν εἰς ἴδιον τάφον καλούμενον Κῆπον Ἰωσήφ.

			And then they drew the nails from the hands of the Lord, and they laid him upon the ground. And all the earth was shaken, and there was great fear. Then the sun shone, and it was found to be the ninth hour. But the Jews rejoiced and gave his body to Joseph, in order that he might bury it, since he had seen all the good that he had done. But taking the Lord he washed and and wrapped him in linen and brought him to his own tomb called Joseph’s Garden.

			The Synoptic Gospels say nothing about nails; they simply state that Jesus was crucified (Matt 27:35; Mark 15:24; Luke 23:33; John 19:18; cf. Acts 2:23, 36; 4:10). Nails were normally used in crucifixion, so readers of the Gospel of Peter would hardly be surprised when the author states that those who crucified Jesus “drew the nails from the hands of the Lord.” The author of Peter probably knew of the Johannine story in which the risen Jesus shows his disciples the marks of the nails in his hands (John 20:20–27). The author perhaps knew of the Pauline declaration to the effect that God had cancelled the list of charges against believers, “nailing it to the cross” (Col 2:14). References to nails used in the crucifixion of Jesus are found in second-century Christian literature (e.g., Ignatius, Smyrn. 1.2; Barn. 5.13; Mart. Pol. 14.1; Justin Martyr, Dial. 97.3; 1 Apol. 35; Irenaeus, Haer. 1.14.6; Acts Pil. 22.1; Pseudo-Clement, Homiles 1.20.5). References to crucifixion nails are, of course, also found in non-Christian literature (e.g., Seneca, Dialogi 1.3.9; 7.19.3; Pliny, Nat. 28.46; Lucian of Samosata, Philops. 17; Artemidorus, Onirocritica 2.53, 56; Plautus, Mostellaria 360).

			The removal of the nails from the hands of Jesus is so that the body can be taken down from the cross and placed on the ground.[90] When the body of Jesus touches the ground (so it is implied), the earth shakes. This detail, loosely based on references to the earthquake at the death (Matt 27:51, 54) and perhaps at the resurrection (Matt 28:2), enhances the divine identity of Jesus. His δύναμις may have left him as he died, but his divine nature remains; the earth itself bears witness to this important fact. The shaking of the ground is an omen[91] and so understandably frightens those at hand.

			Much to the relief of the Jews, the sun reappears (Gos. Pet. 6.22), which means the burial of Jesus can indeed take place before the end of the day (cf. 2.5, where the law of Deut 21:22–23 is recalled).[92] Rejoicing at this discovery, they gladly hand Jesus’ body over to Joseph that he might bury it. Joseph washes and wraps the body in a linen (σινδόνι) shroud. What Peter says is true to Jewish burial customs. The Gospels do not mention washing (in Acts 9:37 the body of Dorcas is washed in anticipation of burial). The lavish perfuming of Jesus’ body in John 19:39–40 could imply washing. The Synoptics speak of Jesus’ body being “wrapped” in a linen shroud. Matthew and Luke use the verb ἐνετύλιξεν (Matt 27:59; Luke 23:53). Mark’s verb is ἐνείλησεν (Mark 15:46), which is close to Peter’s εἴλησε. John says the body of Jesus was “bound” (ἔδησαν) with cloths (John 19:40).

			Having washed and wrapped the body of Jesus, Joseph (presumably Joseph of Arimathea—Peter does not otherwise identify him) takes it to his own tomb, which in Peter is said to be called “Garden of Joseph [Κῆπον Ἰωσήφ]” (Gos. Pet. 6.24). This curious detail is probably based on the Johannine tradition that there was a garden (κῆπος) where Jesus was crucified, as well as a new tomb (John 19:41). According to the Acts of Pilate, Pilate condemns Jesus, telling him that he will be scourged, then “hanged on the cross in the garden where you were seized [ἐν τῷ κήπῳ ὅπου ἐπιάσθης]” (Acts Pil. 9.5). Here the reference is to the “garden” (κῆπος), “across the Kidron valley,” where Jesus and his disciples prayed (John 18:1) and where Jesus was arrested (18:3–12). The author of Peter has combined these elements and named the garden after Joseph (of Arimathea). It is possible, perhaps even probable, that the tradition of Jesus’ crucifixion in the garden where he prayed and his subsequent burial there predates the composition of the Gospel of Peter. The principal concern of the author of Peter is to place the body of Jesus in a known, named location. As we shall see, it will be carefully watched and heavily guarded.

			Gos. Pet. 7.25–27

			Τότε οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι καὶ οἱ πρεσβύτεροι καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς, γνόντες οἷον κακὸν ἑαυτοῖς ἐποίησαν, ἤρξαντο κόπτεσθαι καὶ λέγειν· Οὐαὶ ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις ἡμῶν· ἤγγισεν ἡ κρίσις καὶ τὸ τέλος Ἰερουσαλήμ. ἐγὼ δὲ μετὰ τῶν ἑταίρων μου ἐλυπούμην, καὶ τετρωμένοι κατὰ διάνοιαν ἐκρυβόμεθα· ἐζητούμεθα γὰρ ὑπ᾿ αὐτῶν ὡς κακοῦργοι καὶ ὡς τὸν ναὸν θέλοντες ἐμπρῆσαι. ἐπὶ δὲ τούτοις πᾶσιν ἐνηστεύομεν, καὶ ἐκαθεζόμεθα πενθοῦντες καὶ κλαίοντες νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας ἕως τοῦ σαββάτου.

			Then the Jews and the elders and the priests, knowing what evil they had done to themselves, began to lament and to say, “Woe for our sins; judgment has drawn near, even the end of Jerusalem.” But I mourned with my fellows, and being wounded in my soul we hid ourselves. For we were being sought by them as malefactors and as wishing to set fire to the sanctuary. Because of all these things we were fasting, and we were sitting mourning and weeping night and day, until the sabbath.

			In this passage the author of Peter begins to enlarge upon his apologetic. The “Jews and the elders and the priests” know that in putting Jesus to death they have done a great evil to themselves, so they begin to lament. They know this evil will result in judgment and specifically in the “end of Jerusalem.” Writing in the mid-second century, the author of Peter, and all who read or hear this work read, know that Jerusalem was heavily damaged in 70 ce and the city’s famous temple was destroyed. The great Bar Kokhba war (132–135 ce), which came to a catastrophic conclusion only a few years before the Gospel of Peter was composed, was very much fresh in memory.[93] Not only was the city of Jerusalem further damaged, the Jewish people were banned from living in the city and the city’s name was changed to Aelia Capitolina. In the aftermath of the war, the city of Jerusalem had in fact come to an end.

			The fictive author “Peter” alludes to himself in Gos. Pet. 7.26 when he says, “I mourned with my fellows.” He goes on to say that he and his fellows hid (ἐκρυβόμεθα), because “we were being sought by them as malefactors and as wishing to set fire to the sanctuary.” Here the author of Peter is justifying the disciples, who in Celsus are accused of “deserting” Jesus when he was arrested (apud Origen, Cels. 2.9) and, in reference to Peter himself, of denying Jesus (2.15; cf. 2.39). The reference to the disciples “wishing to set fire to the sanctuary” reflects the language of Josephus, who repeatedly refers to fire in his description of the temple’s fiery destruction in 70 ce (Josephus, J.W. 1.10, 28; 6.250–254). But the reference may also be in response to the recent reminder in Tacitus (writing ca. 115), widely read among Rome’s elite, that Christians were blamed for setting the fire that destroyed part of the city of Rome (Ann. 15.44). Such a bogus accusation, intended to heighten the villainy of the Jewish leaders,[94] might well have sounded plausible in the ears of anti-Christian pagans. If Christians set fire to Rome, so the thinking goes, perhaps they attempted to set fire to the Jewish temple in the time of Jesus.

			In saying that Peter and his colleagues were “sitting mourning and weeping night and day, until the sabbath” (7.27) the author has heightened the piety of the disciples (e.g., in 2 Sam 1:17 David weeps over the deaths of Saul and his son Jonathan). “Sitting [ἐκαθεζόμεθα]” is the usual posture in mourning (Gen 21:16; Job 2:18). The verbs “mourning and weeping [πενθοῦντες καὶ κλαίοντες]” are found together in a half-dozen passages in the New Testament. One of the passages is especially relevant, because it describes the disciples mourning and weeping after the crucifixion of Jesus: “She [Mary Magdalene] went and told those who had been with him, as they mourned and wept [πενθοῦσιν καὶ κλαίουσιν]” (Mark 16:10).

			Peter’s reference to the mourning and weeping of the disciples may actually allude to this part of the Long Ending of the Gospel of Mark (i.e., Mark 16:9–20), an ending that does not appear in our earliest manuscripts of Mark that include the last chapter. In v. 9 of this ending Jesus appears to Mary, who then reports her encounter to the disciples (cf. John 20:18). Among the Gospels, it is only in Mark 16:10 and Gos. Pet. 7.27 that we find these two verbs, in this order, together in the passion setting. The Long Ending of Mark not only mentions Mary Magdalene by name, it also notes that this is the Mary “from whom he [Jesus] had cast out seven demons” (v. 9). This detail is also found in Luke 8:2, but it is only in Mark 16 that it is found in the context of a resurrection appearance. Celsus may have known this part of Mark’s longer ending, which could explain his reference to Mary, in the Easter setting, as a “half-crazed woman, as you say” (Cels. 2.55)—that is, as Christians themselves say in one of their Gospels. The only Gospel with this detail is Mark in the Easter setting—that is, Mark with the Long Ending. Celsus calls her “half-crazed” because she had at one time been demonized. In his parallel to this objection, Porphyry mentions the exorcism of the seven demons (Apocriticus 2.14), a detail he may have found in the unedited, unabridged version of Celsus, if not in Mark itself. It is likely that part of Mark’s Long Ending, if not all of it, emerged in the second century (the Long Ending may have been known to Justin Martyr, Celsus, Tatian, and Irenaeus).[95] If so, we have another indication of Peter’s second-century date of composition.

			Gos. Pet. 8.28–33

			Συναχθέντες δὲ οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι καὶ πρεσβύτεροι πρὸς ἀλλήλους, ἀκούσαντες ὅτι ὁ λαὸς ἅπας γογγύζει καὶ κόπτεται τὰ στήθη λέγοντες ὅτι Εἰ τῷ θανάτῳ αὐτοῦ ταῦτα τὰ μέγιστα σημεία γέγονεν, ἴδετε ὅτι πόσον δίκαιός ἐστιν· ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ πρεσβύτεροι, καὶ ἦλθον πρὸς Πειλᾶτον δεόμενοι αὐτοῦ καὶ λέγοντες· Παράδος ἡμῖν στρατιώτας, ἵνα φυλάξω[μεν] τὸ μνῆμα αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τρεῖς ἡμ[έρας], μή ποτε ἐλθόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ κλέψωσιν αὐτὸν καὶ ὑπολάβῃ ὁ λαὸς ὅτι ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀνέστη, καὶ ποιήσωσιν ἡμῖν κακά. ὁ δὲ Πειλᾶτος παραδέδωκεν αὐτοῖς Πετρώνιον τὸν κεντυρίωνα μετὰ στρατιωτῶν φυλάσσειν τὸν τάφον. καὶ σὺν αὐτοῖς ἦλθον πρεσβύτεροι καὶ γραμματεῖς ἐπὶ τὸ μνῆμα. καὶ κυλίσαντες λίθον μέγαν κατὰ τοῦ κεντυρίωνος καὶ τῶν στρατιωτῶν ὁμοῦ πάντες οἱ ὄντες ἐκεῖ ἔθηκαν ἐπὶ τῇ θύρᾳ τοῦ μνήματος, καὶ ἐπέχρισαν ἑπτὰ σφραγῖδας, καὶ σκηνὴν ἐκεῖ πήξαντες ἐφύλαξαν.

			But the scribes and the Pharisees and the elders, having gathered together, having heard that all the people were murmuring and beating their breasts, saying: “If at his death these great signs have happened, behold how righteous he must have been!” The elders were afraid and went to Pilate entreating him and saying, “Give us soldiers, that [we] might guard his tomb for three d[ays], lest his disciples come and steal him and the people suppose that he had been raised from the dead, and do us harm.” And Pilate gave them Petronius the centurion, with soldiers, to guard the tomb. And elders and scribes went with them to the tomb. And having rolled a large stone, all who were there, with the centurion and the soldiers, place (it) at the door of the tomb and put on it seven seals, and after pitching a tent they kept guard.

			Gos. Pet. 8.28 draws on material from Luke 23:48 (“all the multitudes who assembled to see the sight, when they saw what had taken place, returned home beating their breasts [τύπτοντες τὰ στήθη]”) and John 7:32 (“The Pharisees heard the crowd thus murmuring [τοῦ ὄχλου γογγύζοντος] about him, and the ruling priests and Pharisees . . .”). The confession that Jesus was “righteous” (δίκαιος) is drawn from the centurion’s confession in Luke 23:47 (ὄντως ὁ ἄνθρωπος οὗτος δίκαιος ἦν).

			The crowd is struck by ταῦτα τὰ μέγιστα σημεία, “these great signs.” The New Testament Gospels describe preternatural events that take place at the crucifixion of Jesus, such as darkness and earthquake, but they do not use the words σημεῖον, τέρας, or cognates. The Acts of Pilate does, when it says after the resurrection, “the chief priests, and the rulers of the synagogue, and the elders were gathered together . . . and lamented with a great lamentation, saying: ‘Is this a sign that has happened in Israel [τοῦτο γέγονεν τὸ σημεῖον ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ]?’ ” (Acts Pil. 14.3).

			Signs are also discussed in Celsus and Origen. Celsus is sure that behind the alleged resurrection of Jesus is fakery, designed “to impress others with this portent [τῇ τερατείᾳ ταύτῃ], and by such falsehood to furnish an occasion to impostors like himself” (Cels. 2.55). In this context, a number of dubious proofs are discussed in reference to Greek legends of gods and heroes who have visited the underworld and returned. Among these dubious proofs is the golden napkin stolen from Demeter and offered as a “sign” (σύμβολον) that Hades had indeed been visited.

			The logic of the crowd’s comment, “If at his death these great signs have happened, behold how righteous he must have been,” is quite significant. Death, especially death by execution on a cross, is hardly indicative of a just or righteous life. Yet, at the death of Jesus great signs occur. These signs surely indicate, at the very least, that Jesus was righteous (or innocent) and so should not have been put to death. Signs and omens accompany the deaths of heroes, including Roman emperors (Suetonius, Jul. 88.1; Plutarch, Caes. 63.1–2; Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 66.1), which in some cases indicate divinity (as in the cases of Julius Caesar and Vespasian). As a telling example, Ovid recalls an earthquake, which terrorizes the public, but a priest “recognizes the Deity and exclaims, ‘The God! Behold the God [en deus est, deus est!]! Think holy thoughts and stand in reverent silence . . .’ ”[96] (Metamorphoses 15.671–672).

			It is this fear that prompts the Jewish leaders to request of Pilate a guard for the tomb of Jesus. Peter’s “lest his disciples come and steal him and the people suppose that he had been raised from the dead” is taken from Matt 27:64, but the last clause, “and do us harm,” embellishes the story by underscoring the division between the Jewish leadership and the Jewish people.[97] The author of the Gospel of Peter isolates the Jewish leadership from the general populace and from Roman authority. Ultimately, it is only a small number of men who have rejected Jesus and called for his death.

			Pilate provides a guard and places it under the command of a centurion named Petronius. Naming the centurion enhances the status and, presumably, the efficacy of the guard at the tomb. As such, it counters the allegation that the body of Jesus disappeared from the tomb because of theft. The presence of Petronius at the tomb “provides independent and reliable verification of the events surrounding the resurrection.”[98]

			But why the specific name “Petronius” (Πετρώνιος)? John Dominic Crossan wonders if the name was meant to recall the courageous Syrian governor who refused to carry out Emperor Gaius Caligula’s provocative order to erect a statue of himself in the Jewish temple.[99] Was the author of the Gospel of Peter alluding to this man? There are a half-dozen political men named Petronius that we know of from the first century bce and the first and second centuries ce. There is Petronius, praefectus of Egypt, who assisted Herod the Great (Josephus, Ant. 15.307). He is probably the grandfather of Publius Petronius, legatus of Syria (39–42 ce), who on behalf of the Jewish people defied Caligula and averted what would have been a catastrophic war (Philo, Legat. 207–333; Josephus, J.W. 2.192–203; Ant. 18.261–309; 19.301–316).[100] There are two other men of rank, also named Petronius, who held office in Rome and elsewhere in the empire. One is Petronius Arbiter, author of the Satyricon, who is perhaps the Petronius forced by Nero to commit suicide in 66 ce (Tacitus, Ann. 16.17–20). The other is Publius Petronius Turpilianus, governor of Britain for a short time and later curator aquarum in Rome (63 ce), who supported Galba against Nero (Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 63.27.1), but was later murdered by Galba (in 69 ce, Plutarch, Galb. 15.2; 17.3). We know of two others, both of whom served in Egypt. One is Petronius, former ἡγεμών, or praefectus (71/72 ce, P.Tebt. 302); the other is Petronius Dionysius, στρατηγός, or consul (138 ce, P.Oxy. 4113). From Rome’s military records for this period we know of another half-dozen soldiers/officers with the name Petronius.[101] A couple of commoners named Petronius are also known.[102]

			Of all of these men named Petronius, only the legatus of Syria, Publius Petronius, is a viable candidate. Could the author of the Gospel of Peter have had this Petronius in mind, and if so, why? He may well have. The provocative action of the emperor and the courageous counteractions of Petronius are remarked upon in Philo and, especially, in the later writings of Josephus. The latter wrote about the incident twice and both times at length, the first time in Jewish War and the second time in Jewish Antiquities. This second telling (in two or more editions in the 90s ce) of the incident is much lengthier. Caligula’s determination to erect a statue of himself in the temple was viewed by the Jewish people as an extreme provocation. The willingness of thousands of Jewish men, along with their wives and children, to die rather than see that happen greatly impressed Petronius, so much so that he was willing to risk his life to prevent the tragedy.

			The threat of the profanation of the temple did not greatly distress the Jewish people only; it also deeply disturbed Christians, many of whom of course were also Jewish. Although it is debated, Caligula’s threat to the sanctity of the temple may be reflected in Mark’s eschatological discourse, where Jesus warns his disciples that it is time to flee Jerusalem when they “see the desolating sacrilege set up where it ought not to be [τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως ἑστηκότα ὅπου οὐ δεῖ]” (Mark 13:14). The words τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως, literally “the abomination of desolation,” are taken verbatim from OG Dan 12:11. What this warning may have meant to Jesus, on the assumption that in some form it does go back to him, is uncertain. What it may have meant to Mark’s readers is something else. The second clause, ἑστηκότα ὅπου οὐ δεῖ, “standing (or set up) where it ought not be,” followed by the editorial gloss, ὁ ἀναγινώσκων νοείτω, “let the reader understand,” points to a contemporary event or threat (which cannot be named explicitly). Jesus may have spoken of something “set up” in the temple that profaned it, with either old prophetic images in view (e.g., MT Jer 44:22; OG Jer 51:22; Ezek 33:29), or the profanation committed by Antiochus IV (1 Macc 1:54; 6:7; Josephus, Ant. 12.253), but the insider’s exhortation that the reader understand surely refers to something very recent—and dangerous. The exhortation may have been a gloss added to the eschatological material now contained in Mark 13 during the several-months-long crisis that hung over Israel like a dark cloud from the spring of 40 to the winter of 41. Several commentators have argued that Mark 13:14 refers to Caligula’s provocation.[103] Even after the crisis passed, Christian teachers (and likely Jewish teachers too) may well have assumed that another emperor would attempt the same thing. In that sense, Caligula’s action became a precedent or typology with eschatological significance.

			Another text that may allude to Caligula’s attempt to set up his image in the Jewish temple is found in 2 Thessalonians, where the author instructs his readers that the Day of the Lord “will not come” until “the man of lawlessness is revealed, the son of perdition, who opposes and exalts himself against every so-called god or object of worship” and “takes his seat in the temple of God [εἰς τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ καθίσαι],[104] proclaiming himself to be God” (2:3–4). If Paul wrote this letter, then he wrote it ca. 49, only a few years after Caligula’s attempt. Paul would not be thinking of Caligula himself, for he was dead and gone. He would be thinking of someone behaving like Caligula,[105] probably even more outrageously, such as taking his seat in the Jewish temple, even as Jupiter sits in some of his temples, on display as god. If Paul did not write the second letter to the Thessalonians, then it may have been written during the 66–70 war, in anticipation of a profanation of the temple in the event of a Roman victory,[106] an anticipation very likely inspired by Caligula’s earlier unsuccessful attempt.

			But what makes me think the Syrian legatus Petronius is the inspiration for the name of the centurion in the Gospel of Peter is what Josephus says in his narrative of Caligula’s shocking attempt. After hearing the Jewish plea, Petronius decides it is better to risk the wrath of the emperor than the wrath of God (Ant. 18.277). The legatus recognizes that the Jewish people are “serving the sovereign of all, almighty God, whose temple [τοῦ θεοῦ, οὗ τὸν ναόν]” he has no desire to see destroyed thanks “to the insolence of imperial authority” (18.280). Petronius goes on to pledge that he will make every effort to persuade the emperor to rescind his order (18.284). A heavy rainfall then begins, ending a long and severe drought, which leads many to think that it was a favorable sign from God (18.285–286). “Petronius, on his part, was struck with great amazement when he saw unmistakable evidence [πολλὴν ἀποσημήναντα] that God’s providence was over the Jews and that he had shown his presence” (18.286). Petronius made reference to this event in his letter to Gaius, writing that “the Divinity who was in charge of them had shown his power to be unimpaired and was quite unambiguous in displaying this power” (18.288).

			Who would not acknowledge that this Petronius, who took part in one of the most important and memorable events prior to the war and the destruction of the temple, was a just and admirable Roman? The Antiquities of Josephus was known to second- and third-century Christians and in fact was quoted by some (e.g., Theophilus, Ad Autolycus 3.23; Tertullian, Apol. 19; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.21; Origen, Cels. 1.16, 47; Comm. Matt. 10.17). It is hard to believe that Caligula’s action and Petronius’ bravery were not remembered. A Roman named Petronius would be perfect for the role of centurion in the retelling of the burial and resurrection of Jesus as we find it in the Gospel of Peter.

			In Peter “great signs” (μέγιστα σημεία) take place at Jesus’ death (8.28). Petronius himself is a credible witness of the resurrection. Awakened by his soldiers, he actually sees Jesus and two angels emerge from the tomb (10.38–41). Petronius (it is implied) and his soldiers abandon the tomb and report to Pilate what they have seen, declaring, “In truth he was Son of God” (11.45). The Jewish elders beg Pilate to order the soldiers to keep quiet, “For it is better to make ourselves guilty of a great sin before God, and not fall into the hands of the people of the Jews” (11.48). That is, the Jewish leaders voice the exact opposite of what Josephus has the Syrian legatus Petronius say to the Jewish people: whereas the legatus was willing to risk the wrath of Caesar but not the wrath of God, the Jewish leaders were willing to risk the wrath of God but not the wrath of their people!

			The paragraph ends with the notice that “seven seals,” which intensify the legal gravitas of the sealing (cf. Matt 27:66), were placed on the great stone rolled in front of the tomb (8.32–33a). Petronius and his men then “pitched a tent” and began their watch (8.33b). Peter’s distinctive details upgrade and embellish the Matthean account (Matt 27:62–66). Petronius the centurion and his men are stationed and on guard, ready for whatever may occur.

			Gos. Pet. 9.34–37

			πρωΐας δέ, ἐπιφώσκοντες τοῦ σαββάτου, ἦλθεν ὄχλος ἀπὸ Ἰερουσαλὴμ καὶ τῆς περιχώρου ἵνα ἴδωσι τὸ μνημεῖον ἐσφραγισμένον. τῇ δὲ νυκτὶ ᾗ ἐπέφωσκεν ἡ κυριακή, φυλασσόντων τῶν στρατιωτῶν ἀνὰ δύο δύο κατὰ φρουράν, μεγάλη φωνὴ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ, καὶ εἶδον ἀνοιχθέντας τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ δύο ἄνδρας κατελθόντας ἐκεῖθεν, πολὺ φέγγος ἔχοντας, καὶ ἐγγίσαντες τῷ τάφῳ. ὁ δὲ λίθος ἐκεῖνος ὁ βεβλημένος ἐπὶ τῇ θύρᾳ ἀφ᾿ ἑαυτοῦ κυλισθεὶς ἐπεχώρησε παρὰ μέρος, καὶ ὁ τάφος ἠνοίγη καὶ ἀμφότεροι οἱ νεανίσκοι εἰσῆλθον.

			Early in the morning, when the Sabbath had dawned, there came a crowd from Jerusalem and the surrounding countryside to see the tomb that had been sealed. Now in the night in which the Lord’s day dawned, when the soldiers, two by two in every watch, were keeping guard, a loud sound rang out in heaven, and they saw the heavens opened and two men come down from there in a great brightness and draw near to the tomb. That stone which had been laid against the entrance to the tomb started of itself to roll and gave way to the side, and the tomb was opened, and both the young men entered.

			We come now to the most important part of the apologetic in the Gospel of Peter. It is not enough that in Matthew the tomb is sealed and a guard is posted. What is important for the author of Peter is that the number and quality of witnesses of the resurrection be increased and enhanced. Above it was noted how Celsus and Porphyry object to the resurrection narrative of the Gospels because Jesus was seen only by Mary Magdalene, a “half-crazed” woman from a miserable village, and perhaps by one other “peasant woman.” Things are very different in the Gospel of Peter.

			In Peter we are told that the soldiers kept watch, “two by two” (cf. Mark 6:7; Luke 10:1). At the least, this means two witnesses, not one (cf. Deut 17:6; 19:15). When the loud sound in heaven was heard, “they saw the heavens opened and two men” descend and approach the tomb. They then see the stone at the entrance of the tomb roll aside “of itself” and the two men enter. In three of the canonical accounts, the stone is simply found rolled aside (Mark 16:4; Luke 24:2; John 20:1). But Matthew states that “an angel of the Lord descended from heaven and came and rolled back the stone” (Matt 28:2). It is the Matthean account that the author of Peter embellishes. Whereas Matthew’s account does not explicitly state that the guards at the tomb saw this (they may have; they did see the angel), Peter’s account leaves no doubt: the soldiers saw and heard everything. In Matthew, the soldiers faint and so see no more of the unfolding drama (Matt 27:4). No one faints in Peter’s account; all that happens is witnessed.

			Gos. Pet. 10.38–42

			ἰδόντες οὖν οἱ στρατιῶται ἐκεῖνοι ἐξύπνισαν τὸν κεντυρίωνα καὶ τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους, (παρῆσαν γὰρ καὶ αὐτοὶ φυλάσσοντες)· καὶ ἐξηγουμένων αὐτῶν ἃ εἶδον, πάλιν ὁρῶσιν ἐξελθόντες ἀπὸ τοῦ τάφου τρεῖς ἄνδρας, καὶ τοὺς δύο τὸν ἕνα ὑπορθοῦντας, καὶ σταυρὸν ἀκολουθοῦντα αὐτοῖς· καὶ τῶν μὲν δύο τὴν κεφαλὴν χωροῦσαν μέχρι τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, τοῦ δὲ χειραγωγουμένου ὑπ᾿ αὐτῶν ὑπερβαίνουσαν τοὺς οὐρανούς. καὶ φωνῆς ἤκουον ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν λεγούσης· Ἐκήρυξας τοῖς κοιμωμένοις· καὶ ὑπακοὴ ἠκούετο ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ ὅτι Ναί.

			When now those soldiers saw this, they awoke the centurion and the elders (for they also were there keeping watch). And while they were relating what they had seen, they saw again three men come out from the tomb, and two of them sustaining the other, and a cross following them, and the heads of the two reaching to heaven, but that of him who was led by them by the hand overpassing the heavens. And they heard a voice out of the heavens saying, “Have you preached to them that sleep?” And from the cross there was heard the answer, “Yes.”

			The soldiers—who heard the loud noise, saw heaven opened, the two men descend, the stone roll aside by itself, and the two men enter the tomb—“awoke the centurion and the elders” (10.38). We are surprised to learn that the elders, who are of course Jewish elders, have spent the night in the cemetery as well. Assuming that the author of the Gospel of Peter knows that Jesus died on Friday (and not on the Sabbath), he has apparently had these elders spend two nights sleeping in the cemetery, opposite the tomb of Joseph, in which the body of Jesus has been placed. The author of Peter apparently does not know that Jews, never mind Torah-observant Jewish elders, would never spend the night in a cemetery because of corpse impurity (Lev 21:1–3; Num 19:11–13; 31:19, 24; Matt 23:27; m. Šeqal. 1:1; m. Mo‘ed Qaṭ. 1:2) and fear of restless, evil spirits (b. Ḥag. 3b–4a; b. Nid. 17a; b. Pesaḥ. 112b). But the imaginative world that the author of Peter has created lacks all verisimilitude, for in his fictive world he can imagine Jewish elders and priests saying, “Woe for our sins; judgment has drawn near, even the end of Jerusalem” (7.25), and “For it is better to make ourselves guilty of a great sin before God, and not fall into the hands of the people of the Jews” (11.48). If his Jewish elders can say these kind of things, then we should not be surprised that they would be willing to make camp in a cemetery, alongside Roman soldiers, and spend a couple of nights.

			The principal payoff in this expanded form of the narrative is found in the number of hostile witnesses to the resurrection. The soldiers, the centurion, and the Jewish elders are all wide awake and are now watching the tomb. From it emerge the two men who had entered (and had been witnessed by two soldiers), along with a third man. The heads of the two men reach heaven, but the head of the third man, who is the risen Jesus of course, surpasses the heavens (10.39–40). It was noted above that the tradition of Jesus high and exalted emerged and came to full flower in the second century. The depiction of Jesus here in the Gospel of Peter reflects this tradition. Not only do the three men emerge from the tomb, the cross also emerges, and it is the cross, not Jesus, that replies to the heavenly query (10.39–41).[107] The image of the cross accompanying Jesus, as noted earlier in this chapter, is yet another element that came to full flower in the second century.

			Gos. Pet. 11.43–49

			Συνεσκέπτοντο οὖν ἀλλήλοις ἐκεῖνοι ἀπελθεῖν καὶ ἐνφανίσαι ταῦτα τῷ Πειλάτῳ. καὶ ἔτι διανοουμένων αὐτῶν φαίνονται πάλιν ἀνοιχθέντες οἱ οὐρανοὶ καὶ ἄνθρωπός τις κατελθὼν καὶ εἰσελθὼν εἰς τὸ μνῆμα. ταῦτα ἰδόντες οἱ περὶ τὸν κεντυρίωνα νυκτὸς ἔσπευσαν πρὸς Πειλᾶτον, ἀφέντες τὸν τάφον ὃ ἐφύλασσον, καὶ ἐξηγήσαντο πάντα ἅπερ εἶδον, ἀγωνιῶντες μεγάλως καὶ λέγοντες· Ἀληθῶς υἱὸς ἦν θεοῦ. ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ Πειλᾶτος ἔφη· Ἐγὼ καθαρεύω τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ, ὑμῖν δὲ τοῦτο ἔδοξεν. εἶτα προσελθόντες πάντες ἐδέοντο αὐτοῦ καὶ παρεκάλουν κελεῦσαι τῷ κεντυρίωνι καὶ τοῖς στρατιώταις μηδὲν εἰπεῖν ἃ εἶδον· συμφέρει γὰρ, φασίν, ἡμῖν ὀφλῆσαι μεγίστην ἁμαρτίαν ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ μὴ ἐμπεσεῖν εἰς χεῖρας τοῦ λαοῦ τῶν Ἰουδαίων καὶ λιθασθῆναι. ἐκέλευσεν οὖν ὁ Πειλᾶτος τῷ κεντυρίωνι καὶ τοῖς στρατιώταις μηδὲν εἰπεῖν.

			Those ones therefore took counsel with each other to go and report these things to Pilate. And while yet deliberating, again the heavens were seen opened and a man having descended and having entered the tomb. Seeing these things, those about the centurion hurried to Pilate at night, abandoning the tomb that they had been guarding. And they related all that they had seen, agonizing greatly and saying, “Truly he was a son of God!” Answering, Pilate said, “I am clean of the blood of the Son of God; but this was decided by you.” Then coming, all were begging him and urging him to summon the centurion and soldiers, that they not tell what they had seen. “For it is better,” they said, “to make ourselves guilty of a great sin before God, and not fall into the hands of the people of the Jews and be stoned.” Therefore Pilate commanded the centurion and the soldiers to say nothing.

			In this pericope, the Gospel of Peter continues to build on Matthew’s guarded-tomb apologetic. In Matthew, little is done with the guard. Pilate provides a guard, the stone is sealed, and the guard is put in place (Matt 27:65–66). Easter morning the guards faint at the appearance of the angel (Matt 28:4); they do not witness the resurrection and they do not see Mary Magdalene and the other Mary. Afterward, some of the guard report to the ruling priests, telling them “all that had taken place” (Matt 28:11). But what was that? They had only seen the angel roll back the stone; they did not witness the resurrection. At most they could report that when they recovered their senses, they found the tomb empty. It is primarily in response to Matthew’s account that Celsus and Porphyry raise their second- and third-century objections: the guards do not witness the resurrection of Jesus; only two lower-class women perhaps had a vision, which can hardly be trusted.

			The resurrection narrative in the Gospel of Peter greatly improves on the guarded-tomb apologetic. The centurion, soldiers, and the Jewish elders witnessed the risen Jesus exit the tomb along with the two men, which everyone would assume were angels (as the author of Peter, who is familiar with Matthew’s story and the evangelist’s explicit mention of the “angel of the Lord,” would certainly know). The soldiers run to Pilate and tell them what they have seen. In contrast to the soldiers in Matthew, the soldiers in Peter have seen quite a lot. They have seen the opening of heaven and two men descend and enter the tomb (9.36–37), three men and a cross exit the tomb (10.39–40), the cross answer the heavenly voice (10.41–42), and yet another figure descend from heaven and enter the tomb (11.44). Almost everyone it seems has run to Pilate (11.43, 45). The soldiers who report to Pilate confess that Jesus “was the Son of God” (11.45). In contrast to the canonical Gospels (Matt 27:54; Mark 15:39), this confession is made by all of the soldiers and it is made to Pilate. It is at this point, not at the trial (as in Matt 27:24), that Pilate says, “I am clean of the blood of the Son of God; but this was decided by you” (Gos. Pet. 11.46). Pilate is not addressing the soldiers; he is addressing the Jewish elders.

			Those who ran to Pilate in 11.43 must have included the Jewish elders, in contrast to the “those about the centurion” in 11.45, who are probably soldiers. They report to Pilate, begging him to assist in the cover-up. In Matthew the soldiers run to the ruling priests, who then bribe the soldiers to say, “The disciples stole the body of Jesus,” and promise to protect them should the loss of Jesus’ body become known to the prefect. But in the Gospel of Peter it is the Jewish elders who petition Pilate, fearing that the Jewish people will stone them when it is discovered that Jesus was indeed raised from the dead and, by implication, really was the Messiah after all. Pilate complies, commanding the centurion and his soldiers to say nothing (11.49).

			Gos. Pet. 12.50–54

			Ὄρθρου δὲ τῆς κυριακῆς Μαριὰμ ἡ Μαγδαληνή, μαθήτρια τοῦ κυρίου (φοβουμένη διὰ τοὺς Ἰουδαίους, ἐπειδὴ ἐφλέγοντο ὑπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς, οὐκ ἐποίησεν ἐπὶ τῷ μνήματι τοῦ κυρίου ἃ εἰώθεσαν ποιεῖν αἱ γυναίκες ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀποθνήσκουσι καὶ τοῖς ἀγαπωμένοις αὐταῖς), λαβοῦσα μεθ᾿ ἑαυτῆς τὰς φίλας ἦλθε ἐπὶ τὸ μνημεῖον ὅπου ἦν τεθείς. καὶ ἐφοβοῦντο μὴ ἴδωσιν αὐτὰς οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι, καὶ ἔλεγον· Εἰ καὶ μὴ ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ᾗ ἐσταυρώθη ἐδυνήθημεν κλαῦσαι καὶ κόψασθαι, καὶ νῦν ἐπὶ τοῦ μνήματος αὐτοῦ ποιήσωμεν ταῦτα. τίς δὲ ἀποκυλίσει ἡμῖν καὶ τὸν λίθον τὸν τεθέντα ἐπὶ τῆς θύρας τοῦ μνημείου, ἵνα εἰσελθοῦσαι παρακαθεσθῶμεν αὐτῷ καὶ ποιήσωμεν τὰ ὀφειλόμενα; μέγας γὰρ ἦν ὁ λίθος, καὶ φοβούμεθα μή τις ἡμᾶς ἴδῃ. καὶ εἰ μὴ δυνάμεθα, κἂν ἐπὶ τῆς θύρας βάλωμεν ἃ φέρομεν εἰς μνημοσύνην αὐτοῦ, κλαύσομεν καὶ κοψόμεθα ἕως ἔλθωμεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον ἡμῶν.

			But early in the morning of the Lord’s day Mary the Magdalene, a female disciple of the Lord (being afraid on account of the Jews, since they were inflamed by wrath, she did not do for the burial of the Lord what it was customary for women to do for those who are loved by them and who die), taking with her friends, she went to the tomb where he had been laid. And they were afraid, lest the Jews see them, and were saying, “Although on that day, in which he was crucified, we could not weep and lament, even now at his tomb let us do these things. But who will roll away for us the stone that has been placed over the door of the tomb, that entering we may sit beside him and do the things that are necessary? For the stone was large, and we are afraid let someone see us. And if we are unable, and even at the door we cast what we bring to his tomb, we shall weep and lament until we go home.”

			The author of the Gospel of Peter has returned to the canonical accounts, though he still freely embellishes the narrative. By the time Mary Magdalene has arrived at the tomb of Jesus all of the excitement is over. Jesus, the cross, the angels, the elders, the centurion, and the soldiers have departed. The author of Peter explains that Mary had missed the burial of Jesus because of her fear of the Jews, who “were inflamed by wrath.” The author of Peter senses a problem, wondering why Mary arrives well after the burial to anoint the body of Jesus. Jewish wrath provides an explanation for the postponement of her duties. Mary is not alone; she brings some friends with her (12.51). They wonder who will roll away the stone for them, for it is large (12.53–54; cf. Mark 16:3–4).

			Gos. Pet. 13.55–57

			καὶ ἀπελθοῦσαι εὗρον τὸν τάφον ἠνεῳγμένον· καὶ προσελθοῦσαι παρέκυψαν ἐκεῖ, καὶ ὁρῶσιν ἐκεῖ τινα νεανίσκον καθεζόμενον μέσῳ τοῦ τάφου, ὡραῖον καὶ περιβεβλημένον στολὴν λαμπροτάτην, ὅστις ἔφη αὐταῖς· Τὶ ἤλθατε; τίνα ζητεῖτε; μὴ τὸν σταυρωθέντα ἐκεῖνον; ἀνέστη καὶ ἀπῆλθεν· εἰ δὲ μὴ πιστεύετε, παρακύψατε καὶ ἴδατε τὸν τόπον ἔνθα ἔκειτο, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν· ἀνέστη γὰρ καὶ ἀπῆλθεν ἐκεῖ ὅθεν ἀπεστάλη. τότε αἱ γυναίκες φοβηθεῖσαι ἔφυγον.

			And going they find the tomb opened; and entering they stooped there, and they see a young man seated in the midst of the tomb, handsome and clothed in a brightly shining robe, who said to them, “Why have you come? Whom do you seek? Not him that had been crucified, do you? But if you do not believe it, stoop down and see the place where he lay, for he is not here. For he arose and went away to the place whence he was sent.” Then the women, afraid, fled.

			Again following the canonical narrative, the Gospel of Peter tells us that the women arrive at the tomb and find it opened. Nothing is said this time about the stone having been rolled aside. The women see a handsome young man sitting in the tomb, “clothed in a brightly shining robe” (13.55; cf. Matt 28:3; Mark 16:5; Luke 24:4; John 20:12). He is the third man who descended from heaven (11.44). He informs them that he who had been crucified has been raised and has gone “to the place whence he was sent” (13.56). Afraid, the women flee (13.57). This part of Peter is based on Mark 16:7–8.

			Gos. Pet. 14.58–60

			Ἦν δὲ τελευταία ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, καὶ πολλοί τινες ἐξήρχοντο, ὑποστρέφοντες εἰς τοὺς οἴκους αὐτῶν τῆς ἑορτῆς παυσαμένης. ἡμεῖς δὲ οἱ δώδεκα μαθηταὶ τοῦ κυρίου ἐκλαίομεν καὶ ἐλυπούμεθα, καὶ ἕκαστος λυπούμενος διὰ τὸ συμβὰν ἀπηλλάγη εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ. ἐγὼ δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος καὶ Ἀνδρέας ὁ ἀδελφός μου λαβόντες ἡμῶν τὰ λίνα ἀπήλθαμεν εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν· καὶ ἦν σὺν ἡμῖν Λευεὶς ὁ τοῦ Ἀλφαίου, ὃν Κύριος . . .

			Now it was the final day of unleavened loaves, and many were going out, retiring to their homes, the feast having concluded. But we, the twelve disciples of the Lord, were weeping and being grieved, and each one, being grieved on account of what took place, departed to his house. But I, Simon Peter, and Andrew my brother, having taken our nets, went out to sea. And Levi was with us, the son of Alphaeus, whom the Lord . . .

			The “I, Simon Peter, and Andrew my brother,” reminds us that “Peter” had spoken in the first person earlier in the narrative (7.26 “I mourned with my fellows”). This is another important part of the resurrection apologetic of the Gospel of Peter. Unlike the canonical Gospels, which are written in the third person, the Gospel of Peter is written in the first person, and it is written by an authority no less than the apostle Peter himself.[108] In the Akhmîm Gospel excerpt, the distracting defection of Judas has been omitted, so here immediately after Easter the author of Peter can speak of the “twelve disciples of the Lord” (14.59).

			Thus far in the narrative, Peter and the disciples have not met the risen Jesus. The Akhmîm fragment breaks off before Jesus appears to them. The reference to the nets and the sea (14.60) recalls John 21, though in the Johannine setting the disciples had already seen Jesus (John 20). How Peter narrated the appearance of Jesus to the Twelve is not obvious. We should assume that the risen Jesus commissioned his disciples to preach, perhaps beginning with the Jewish people who had expressed deep regret for the death of Jesus (cf. Acts 2:37–41).

			It has been suggested that the Apocalypse of Peter, a fragment of which is also preserved in the Akhmîm Codex,[109] may have been part of the resurrection appearance of the Gospel of Peter.[110] Joel Marcus has recently argued, convincingly in my view, that the Apocalypse of Peter was produced in a Syrian Christian setting, with a strong Jewish character, in the early second century, perhaps during the Bar Kokhba rebellion.[111] The Apocalypse later became a part of the mid-second-century Gospel of Peter, which was also written in Syria and originally reflected a positive view of the Jewish people.[112] The eighth-century scribe who penned the excerpts of the Gospel and the Apocalypse found in the Akhmîm Codex was not as friendly toward the Jews as the original Syrian Christian authors. This scribe deliberately brought the Gospel narrative to a close with the disciples at the sea with their nets and deliberately omitted the opening part of the Apocalypse, which judging by the fully preserved Ethiopic text was very friendly toward the Jewish people. What we have preserved in the Akhmîm Codex, then, are two excerpts of a unified Gospel and Apocalypse that circulated and was read in Syria, which the Syrian bishop Serapion permitted for a time before deciding, some time near the end of the second century, that the text should not be read in churches. The ecclesial objection to the Gospel of Peter may have had more to do with the Apocalypse of Peter, which “originally contained the controversial idea of the ultimate salvation of all sinners.”[113]

			Marcus builds a very strong case for the second-century Syrian setting of the composition of the Gospel of Peter (including the Apocalypse of Peter). He notes numerous parallels and affinities with other second-century Syrian works, such as the Didascalia Apostolorum, the Pseudoclementine Recognitions, and Tatian’s Diatessaron, among others.[114]

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			Like the Gospel of Thomas, which was examined in the two preceding chapters, the Gospel of Peter was produced in Syria in the second century; Peter probably mid-century and Thomas probably a couple decades later. Unlike the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Peter is not esoteric, encratic, or dismissive of the Christian faith’s Jewish heritage. Peter was more or less “proto-orthodox,” but the universalist orientation of the Apocalypse may explain, at least in part, why the writing received mixed reviews and in some cases, even in its Syrian homeland, was banned from public reading in church assemblies.

			The principal manuscript of the Gospel of Peter is the excerpt found in the Akhmîm Codex. The Akhmîm Codex, like the Nag Hammadi Codices (in which the Coptic translation of the full text of the Gospel of Thomas is found [NHC II,2]), was recovered from a burial context. The Akhmîm Codex was recovered during an archaeological excavation in the 1880s, the Nag Hammadi Codices were almost certainly looted from a Coptic Christian cemetery.[115] These codices, probably viewed as prestige items, were included among the grave goods and perhaps also were seen as offering a measure of protection for the occupants of the respective tombs in which they had been placed.

			One or more of the small papyrus fragments, P.Oxy. 2949, P.Oxy. 4009, and P.Vindob. G 2325, as well as the larger fragment P.Eger. 2,[116] may be part of the Gospel of Peter. If so, then the second-century date of the Gospel is confirmed. But the identification of these fragments with Peter is very doubtful.[117] Johnston’s comparative approach, particularly his analysis of the nature of the polemic found in Celsus and the appearance of the Scheintod theme in second-century Greek novels, lends strong support to the identification of the Akhmîm Gospel excerpt as belonging to the Gospel of Peter.[118] Johnston’s work, which has been followed and extended in the present chapter, not only confirms a mid-second-century date for Peter, it also sheds important light on Peter’s relationship to the canonical Gospels, especially Peter’s relationship to Matthew and Matthew’s distinctive tradition of the guard posted at the tomb.

			The main thrust of the apologetic in the Gospel of Peter, at least judging from the excerpt preserved in the Akhmîm Codex, is to counter the criticisms that the testimony regarding the resurrection of Jesus is wholly inadequate to compel acceptance. These criticisms are clearly expressed in Celsus, whose True Doctrine appeared at approximately the same time that the Gospel of Peter was composed, and find articulate expression in the later polemic credited to Porphyry. The Gospel of Peter counters these criticisms by greatly elaborating on Matthew’s tradition of the guard posted at the tomb.

			This conclusion challenges the speculative proposal put forward by Crossan a quarter-century ago, in which he argued that the earliest narrative of the passion is found in a hypothetical version of the Gospel of Peter. This version, which is dubbed the Cross Gospel, then becomes the source for the four canonical Gospels and is later expanded into the second-century form of the Gospel of Peter that is partially extant in the Akhmîm Codex.[119] This highly theoretical, and some would say gratuitous, hypothesis has few followers today.[120] The Gospel of Peter, like the Gospel of Thomas, is, as Jens Schröter has recently commented, an expansion of the older canonical Gospels.[121]

			In the case of the Gospel of Peter, the trajectory of the development of the passion narrative is clear: the earliest extant passion narrative is found in the Gospel of Mark, which then is developed further in Matthew (and in Luke quite differently), greatly embellished in Peter,[122] and embellished even further in the later Acts of Pilate. Because we have only the excerpt of Peter’s passion narrative, we do not have a full feel for the work’s original purpose and orientation. The extant passion narrative clearly has an apologetic interest, which seems primarily intended to rebut pagan criticisms (though Celsus does appeal often to a Jewish source), but none of this is incompatible with the thesis put forward by Marcus.[123] The Christian confession that Jesus is truly the Son of God and Israel’s Messiah is founded on the belief that he was indeed raised from the dead. If that cannot be defended against pagan criticisms such as we see in Celsus, then there is little hope of convincing the Jewish people.

			In the chapter that follows we shall review a Gospel only recently published, a Gospel that supposedly sheds light on the disciple Judas, well known for his betrayal of Jesus. But unlike the Gospel of Peter, which apparently contains little or nothing that is theologically out of step with the second-century church, the Gospel of Judas reflects a theology and worldview that the church condemned in unqualified terms. But the strange teaching of this Gospel is nothing like we have seen before. To this interesting text and the controversy surrounding its discovery and publication we now turn.
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			CHAPTER SEVEN

			Jesus and Judas: Making Sense of the Gospel of Judas

			On Thursday, April 6, 2006, the National Geographic Society held a press conference at its Washington, DC, headquarters and announced to some 120 news media the recovery, restoration, and translation of the Gospel of Judas. The story appeared as headline news in dozens of major newspapers around the world and was the topic of discussion in a variety of news programs on television that evening and subsequent evenings. A two-hour documentary aired on the National Geographic Channel Sunday evening, April 9, and has aired several times since.

			At the center of the media storm was the claim that the Gospel of Judas presents the infamous disciple in a completely new light: Judas is not a villain, but a hero; not the worst of the disciples, but the greatest. Some have even wondered if the rehabilitated Judas of the Gospel of Judas might lead to a new and more collegial dialogue between Christians and Jews. However, not long after the announcement of the find and its publication, Coptic scholars began calling the proposed interpretation into question. Indeed, some have questioned the reconstruction and translation of the Gospel of Judas, at the very places in the text where Judas is supposedly placed in a positive light. The purpose of the present essay is to review the announcement and initial publication of the new discovery and to assess some of the challenges that have been raised against the much talked about interpretation, in which Judas in the Gospel of Judas was understood as a sort of hero.[1]

			The Discovery of the Gospel of Judas

			As far as investigators can determine, a leather-bound codex (or ancient book) with papyrus pages was discovered in the late 1970s (perhaps in 1978) in Egypt, perhaps in a Coptic burial cave.[2] For the next five years the codex, written in the Coptic language,[3] was passed around the Egyptian antiquities market. In 1983 Stephen Emmel, a Coptic scholar acting on behalf of James Robinson (formerly of Claremont Graduate University and well known for his work on the similar Nag Hammadi codices), examined the recently discovered codex in Geneva. Emmel was able to identify four tractates, including one that frequently mentioned Judas in conversation with Jesus. He concluded that the codex was genuine (i.e., not a modern forgery) and that it probably dated to the fourth century. Subsequent scientific tests confirmed Emmel’s educated guess.

			The mysterious seller was unable to obtain his asking price. After that the codex journeyed to the United States, where it ended up in a safe deposit box in Long Island, New York, and suffered serious deterioration. Another dealer placed it in a deep freezer, mistakenly thinking that the extreme cold would protect the codex from damaging humidity. Unfortunately, the codex suffered badly, with the papyrus turning dark brown and becoming brittle. (See fig. 7.1.)

			Happily, the codex was eventually acquired by the Maecenas Foundation in Switzerland and, with the assistance of the National Geographic Society, was recovered and partially restored. I say “partially restored” because an unknown number of pages are missing (perhaps more than forty) and only about 85 percent of the much discussed Gospel of Judas has been reconstructed. (Some of the lost material has since been recovered, so the percentage is now a bit higher.)

			The National Geographic Society prudently commissioned a series of tests to be undertaken, including carbon 14, analysis of the ink, and various forms of imaging, to ascertain the age and authenticity of the codex. Carbon 14 dates the codex to a range of 220–340 ce.[4] Currently most of the team members incline to a date between 300 and 320 (but Emmel prefers a somewhat later date).

			In 2005, the Society assembled a team of biblical scholars—in addition to Coptologists Rodolphe Kasser, Gregor Wurst, and others—to assist with the interpretation of the Gospel of Judas. These added members included Bart Ehrman, Stephen Emmel, the late Marvin Meyer (who also assisted in the reconstruction and translation of the codex), Elaine Pagels, Donald Senior, and myself.[5] With the exception of Rodolphe Kasser, who was ill (and has since died, in 2013), all of the Coptologists and consultants were present and made statements at the aforementioned press release.[6]

			The Publication of the Gospel of Judas

			An English translation of the Gospel of Judas has been published by the National Geographic Society in an attractive volume edited by Rodolphe Kasser, Marvin Meyer, and Gregor Wurst.[7] This volume includes introductory essays by the editors and translators, including one by Bart Ehrman, explaining the condition of the codex and the relationship of the Gospel of Judas to early Christian literature, including other gnostic texts.

			The Gospel of Judas is found on pages 33–58 of Codex Tchacos, but there are three other tractates (or writings): Pages 1–9 preserve a version of the Letter of Peter to Philip, which is approximately the same text as the second tractate of Nag Hammadi’s codex VIII. Pages 10–32 preserve a book of James, which approximates the third tractate of Nag Hammadi’s codex V, which there is entitled the First Apocalypse of James. Pages 59–66 preserve an untitled work, in which the figure Allogenes (“Stranger”) appears. This fragmentary tractate does not appear to be related to the third tractate of Nag Hammadi’s codex XI, which is entitled Allogenes. And finally, a fragment not related to these four tractates has surfaced very recently, on which the page number “108” may appear. If so, then we may infer that at least 42 pages (or 21 leaves) of Codex Tchacos are missing, with perhaps as much as 15 percent of Judas missing.[8]

			The Initial Interpretation of the Gospel of Judas

			The Gospel of Judas begins with these words: “The secret account[9] of the statement[10] that Jesus spoke in conversation with Judas Iscariot” (33.1–3). The tractate concludes with the words: “The Gospel[11] of Judas” (58.28–29).[12] These lines are stunning enough, but what happens in between is what has given rise to most of the controversy.

			In the paragraphs that follow I shall outline the interpretation of the Gospel of Judas presented in the initial publication. This interpretation is found principally in the first edition edited by Kasser, Meyer, and Wurst,[13] although my summary also takes into account other preliminary publications and papers presented in scholarly conferences.

			According to the interpretation of Meyer et al., in the Gospel of Judas Judas Iscariot (cf. 33.2–3; 35.9 ioudas piskariwths) is singled out as Jesus’ greatest disciple. He alone is able to receive Jesus’ most profound teaching and revelation. Jesus laughs at the disciples’ prayers and sacrifices and explains that they do not realize that they are worshipping a false god (33.22–34.11). They do not fully grasp who Jesus really is and from whom and where he has come. But Judas is able to stand before Jesus (35.8–9), declaring: “I know who you are and from where you have come. You are from the immortal realm of Barbelo.[14] And I am not worthy to utter the name of the one who has sent you” (35.15–21). After this confession, Jesus teaches Judas in private (35.23–26): “Step away from the others and I shall tell you the mysteries of the kingdom.”

			At the conclusion of this private teaching, in which Judas is invited to enter the cloud (and be transformed?), Jesus utters his most startling instruction: “You will exceed them all. For you will sacrifice the man who clothes me” (56.18–20). That is, while the other disciples are wasting time in inferior worship and activity (sacrificing animals in the Jewish fashion, presumably, as well as observing the Christian Eucharist), Judas will carry out the sacrifice that truly counts, the sacrifice that will result in salvation: He will sacrifice the physical body of Jesus, allowing Jesus to complete his mission. Thus Judas becomes the greatest of the disciples.

			Accordingly, the narrative concludes with the handing over of Jesus to the ruling priests: “The ruling priests murmured because he [Jesus] had gone into the guest room to pray. But some scribes were there watching carefully, in order to arrest him during the prayer, for they were afraid of the people, for Jesus was regarded by all as a prophet. They approached Judas and said to him, ‘What are you doing here? You are the disciple of Jesus.’ Judas answered them as they wished; and Judas received some money and handed him [Jesus] over to them” (58.9–26).[15] There is no mention of a trial, execution, or resurrection. The Gospel of Judas has related what it wanted to relate: The obedience of Judas and how that obedience assisted Jesus in fulfilling his saving mission. Thus, Judas has been transformed from villain to hero, from traitor to saint.

			At least this is how the Gospel of Judas was interpreted in the first published edition and announced amid much fanfare at the press release. But is this really what the Gospel of Judas is saying? A growing body of scholarly work suggests that the initial interpretation is in error at important points. We shall return to this question shortly.

			The Significance of the Gospel of Judas

			Writing in ca. 180 ce, Irenaeus inveighs against a group he and others call the Cainites, evidently because this group makes heroes out of biblical villains, from Cain, who murdered his brother Abel, to Judas Iscariot, who handed over Jesus to his enemies. The relevant part in Against Heresies survives in Latin translation and in a (Greek) quotation found in Theodoret of Chyrrus, Haereticarum fabularum compendium 1.15. The Greek quotation, according to Theodoret, reads as follows:

			ἄλλοι δέ, οὓς Καϊνους ὀνομάζουσι, καὶ τὸν Κάϊν φασὶν ἐκ τῆς ἄνωθεν αὐθεντίας λελυτρῶσθαι, καὶ τὸν Ἡσαῦ, καὶ τὸν Κορέ, καὶ τοὺς Σοδομίτας, καὶ πάντας δὲ τοὺς τοιούτους συγγενεῖς ἰδίους ὁμολογοῦσι, καὶ τούτους ὑπὸ μὲν τοῦ Ποιητοῦ μισηθῆναι, μηδεμίαν δὲ βλάβην εἰσδέξασθαι. ἡ γὰρ Σοφία ὅπερ εἶχεν ἐν αὐτοῖς, ἀνήρπασεν ἐξ αὐτῶν· καὶ τὸν προδότην δὲ Ἰούδαν μόνον ἐκ πάντων τῶν ἀποστόλων ταύτην ἐσχηκέναι τὴν γνῶσίν φασι, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τὸ τῆς προδοσίας ἐνεργῆσαι μυστήριον. προφέρουσι δὲ αὐτοῦ καὶ Εὐαγγέλιον, ὅπερ ἐκεῖνοι συντεθείκασιν ἐκεῖνος γὰρ εὐθὺς τὴν ἀγχόνην ἔλαβε τῆς προδοσίας μισθόν.[16]

			Others, whom they name Cainites, say that Cain was ransomed from the authority above, and they confess that Esau, Korah, the Sodomites, all such persons are their kin. For this reason they are hated by the Maker, but not one [of them] has suffered harm. For Wisdom [Sophia] snatched up from them what she had in them. And of all the apostles Judas the betrayer alone possessed this knowledge, they say, and for this reason he accomplished the mystery of the betrayal. They set forth a “Gospel” of it, which they had composed, for that one immediately received hanging as a reward for the betrayal.[17]

			The Latin translation of Haer. 1.31.1 reads a bit differently:

			Alii autem rursus Cain a superiore principalitate dieunt, et Esau, et Core, et Sodomitas, et omnes tales cognatos suos confitentur; et propter hoc a factore impugnatos, neminem ex eis male acceptos.[18] Sophia enim illud quod proprium ex ea erat, abripiebat ex eis ad semetipsam. et haec Judam proditorem diligenter cognovisse dicunt, et solum prae caeteris cognoscentem veritatem, perfecisse proditionis mysterium; per quem et terrena et coelestia omnia dissoluta dicunt. et confictionem afferunt hujusmodi, Judae Evangelium illud vocantes.[19]

			Others again declare that Cain derived his being from the Power above and acknowledge that Esau, Korah, the Sodomites, and all such persons are related to themselves. On this account, they add, they have been assailed by the Creator, yet no one of them has suffered injury. For Sophia was in the habit of carrying off that which belonged to her from them to herself. They say that Judas the traitor was thoroughly acquainted with these things, and that he alone, knowing the truth as no others did, accomplished the mystery of the betrayal; by him all things, both earthly and heavenly, were thus thrown into confusion. They produce a compilation of this kind, which they call the Gospel of Judas.[20]

			The passage is also found in Epiphanius (Pan. 38.1.1–6):

			Καϊνοί τινες ὀνομάζονται ἀπὸ τοῦ Κάϊν εἰληφότες τὴν ἐπωνυμίαν τῆς αἱρέσεως. οὗτοι γὰρ τὸν Κάϊν ἐπαινοῦσι καὶ πατέρα ἑαυτῶν τοῦτον τάττουσι, καὶ αὐτοὶ ὡς εἶπεν ὡς ἀπὸ διαφορὰς ἐπαναστάσεως κυμάτων ὁρμώμενοι. οὐκ ἔξω ὄντες τοῦ αὐτοῦ σάλου καὶ κλύδωνος, καὶ ὡς ἀπὸ ἀκανθώδους ὕλης προκύψαντες, οὐκ ἐκτὸς ὄντες παντὸς τοῦ σωροῦ τῶν ἀκανθῶν. εἰ καὶ διάφοροι τῷ ὀνόματί εἰσιν. ἀκανθῶν μὲν γὰρ γένη πολλά, ὅμως ἐν ἅπασι τὸ μοχθηρὸν τῆς κεντρώδους ἀδικίας ἔνεστιν. Οὗτοί φασι τὸν Κάϊν ἐκ τῆς ἰσχυροτερας δυνάμεως ὑπάρχειν καὶ τῆς ἄνωθεν αὐθεντίας. ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸν Ἡσαῦ καὶ τοὺς περὶ Κορὲ καὶ τοὺς Σοδομίτας. τὸν δὲ Ἄβελ ἐκ τῆς ἀσθενεστέρας δυνάμεως εἶναι· [ . . . ] δὲ τούτους πάντας παρ᾿ αὐτοῖς ἐπαινετοὺς καὶ τῆς αὑτῶν συγγενείας. σεμνύνονται γὰρ συγγενεῖς εἶναι τοῦ Κάϊν καὶ τῶν Σοδομιτῶν καὶ Ἡσαῦ καὶ Κορέ. καὶ οὗτοι, φασίν, εἰσὶ τῆς τελείας καί ἄνωθεν γνώσεως. διὸ καὶ τὸν Ποιητὴν τοῦ κόσμου τούτου φασὶν περὶ τὴν τούτων ἀνάλωσιν ἐσχολακότα μηδὲν δεδυνῆσθαι αὑτοὺς βλάψαι. ἐκρύβησαν γὰρ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ καὶ μετεβλήθησαν εἰς τὸν ἄνω αἰῶνα, ὅθεν ἡ ἰσχυρὰ δύναμίς ἐστι. πρὸς ἑαυτὴν γὰρ ἡ Σοφία αὑτοὺς προσήκατο, ἰδίους αὐτῆς ὄντας. καὶ τούτου ἕνεκεν τὸν Ἰούδαν ἀκριβῶς τὰ περὶ τούτων ἐπεγνωκέναι λέγουσι. καὶ τοῦτον γὰρ θέλουσιν εἶναι συγγενῆ ἑαυτῶν καὶ ἐν γνώσεως ὑπερβολῇ τὸν αὐτὸν καταριθμοῦσιν, ὥστε καὶ συνταγμάτιόν τι φέρειν ἐξ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ, ὃ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ Ἰούδα καλοῦσι. καὶ ἄλλα τινὰ συγγράμματα ὡσαύτως πλάττονται . . . .[21]

			Certain persons are called Cainites because they have taken the name of their sect from Cain. For these people praise Cain and count him as their father—since they too, in a manner of speaking, are being driven by a different surge of waves without being outside of the same swell and surf; and are peering out of thorny undergrowth, without being outside of the whole heap of thorns even though they differ in name. For there are many kinds of thorn, but the painfulness of being pricked by thorns is in them all. They say that Cain is the (scion) of the stronger power and the authority above; so also are Esau, Korah and his companions, and the Sodomites. But Abel is (the scion) of the weaker power. [They acknowledge] all these as worthy of their praise and as their kin. For they take pride in their kinship with Cain, the Sodomites, Esau, and Korah. And these, they say, represent the perfect knowledge from on high. Therefore, they say, though the Maker of this world made it his business to destroy them, he could do them no harm; they were hidden from him and translated to the aeon on high, from which the stronger power comes. For Sophia allowed them to approach her because they were her own. And they say that because of this, Judas had found out all about them. For they claim him too as kin and regard him as possessed of superior knowledge, so that they even cite a short work in his name, which they call Gospel of Judas. And certain other works they likewise forge . . .[22]

			A second passage in Epiphanius (Pan. 38.3.1–5) should also be cited:

			τὰ δὲ αὐτὰ μυθώδη καὶ οὗτοι παραπλέκουσι τῇ περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν δηλητηρίων τῆς ἀγνωσίας δόσει, τοῖς πειθομένοις ἐπιβουλεύοντες ὅτι δεῖ πάντα ἄνθρωπον ἑαυτῷ ἑλέσθαι τὴν ἰσχυροτέραν δύναμιν καὶ τῆς ἥττονος καὶ ἀτόνου ἀποχωρίζεσθαι, τουτέστιν τῆς τὸν οὐρανὸν ποιησάσης καὶ τὴν σάρκα καὶ τὸν κόσμον, καὶ ὑπερβαίνειν εἰς τὰ ἀνώτατα διὰ τῆς τοῦ Χριστοῦ σταυρώσεως. διὰ γὰρ τοῦτο, φασίν, ἦλθεν ἄνωθεν ἵνα ἐν αὑτῷ ἐνεργήθη δύναμις ἰσχυρά, κατὰ τῆς ἀσθενεστέρας δυνάμεως τὸ τρόπαιον λαβοῦσα καὶ τὸ σῶμα παραδοῦσα. καὶ οἱ μὲν αὐτῶν τοῦτο λέγουσιν, ἄλλοι δὲ ἄλλα. οἱ μὲν γὰρ λέγουσι διὰ τὸ πονηρὸν εἶναι τὸν Χριστὸν παραδοθῆναι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἰούδα, βουλόμενον διαστρέφειν τὰ κατὰ τὸν νόμον. ἐπαινοῦσι γὰρ τὸν Κάϊν καὶ τὸν Ἰούδαν, ὡς ἔφην, καὶ λέγουσι· τούτου ἕνεκεν παραδέδωκεν αὐτόν. ἐπειδὴ ἠβούλετο καταλύειν τὰ καλῶς δεδιδαγμένα. ἄλλοι δὲ τῶν αὑτῶν· οὐχί, φασίν, ἀλλὰ ἀγαθὸν αὐτὸν ὄντα παρέδωκεν κατὰ τὴν ἐπουράνιον γνῶσιν. ἔγνωσαν γάρ, φασίν, οἱ ἄρχοντες ὅτι ἐὰν ὁ Χριστὸς παραδοθῇ σταυρῷ κενοῦνται αὐτῶν ἡ ἀσθενὴς δύναμις. καὶ τοῦτο, φασί, γνοὺς ὁ Ἰούδας ἔσπευσεν καὶ πάντα ἐκίνησεν ὥστε παραδοῦναι αὐτόν, ἀγαθὸν ἔργον ποιήσας ἡμῖν εἰς σωτήριον. καὶ δεῖ ἡμᾶς ἐπαινεῖν καὶ ἀποδιδόναι αὐτῷ τὸν ἔπαινον, ὅτι δι᾿ αὐτοῦ κατεσκευάσθη ἡμῖν ἡ τοῦ σταυροῦ σωτηρία καὶ ἡ διὰ τῆς τοιαύτης ὑποθέσεως τῶν ἄνω ἀποκάλυψις.[23]

			And they too interweave the same mythology with their gift of ignorance about these same deadly poisons by advising their followers that everyone must choose the stronger power, and separate from the lesser, feeble one—that is, from the one which made heaven, the flesh and the world—and rise above it to the uttermost heights through the crucifixion of Christ. For this is why he came from above, they say, so that the stronger power might act in him by triumphing over the weaker and betraying the body. And some of them say this; others, other things. For some say that Christ was betrayed by Judas because Christ was wicked, and wanted to pervert the provisions of the Law. For they commend Cain and Judas, as I said, and they say, “This is why he has betrayed him; he intended to abolish things that had been properly taught.” But others say, “No, he betrayed him even though he was good, in accordance with the heavenly knowledge. For the archons knew,” they say, “that if Christ were surrendered to the cross the weaker power would be drained. And when Judas found this out,” they say, “he eagerly did everything he could to betray him, performing a good work for our salvation. And we must commend him and give him the credit, since the salvation of the cross was effected for us through him, and for that reason the revelation of the things on high.”[24]

			It is also worth looking at the late fourth-century summary found in Philastrius, bishop of Brescia in northern Italy:

			Alii autem ab Iuda traditore instituerunt heresim, dicentes bonum opus fecisse Iudam quod tradiderit salvatorem. hic enim, inquit, nobis omnis scientiae bonae auctor extitit, per quem caelestia nobis mysteria manifestata sunt. virtutibus etenim in caelo nolentibus, inquit, pati Christum, et scientibus quod, si fuerit passus, vitam hominibus donaturus est, hoc sciens, inquit, Iudas, quod, si fuerit passus Christus, salutem hominibus adlaturus est, hinc traditit salvatorem. hoc autem malum adsertionis impiae quibusdam vanis et vaecordibus quasi verisimile videtur esse interdum, cum sit in omnibus contrarium et exsecrabile, cum propheta eum Dauid beatus ante et dominus salvator damnauerit, et beati apostoli sententiam domini adversus eum confirmaverint edocentes.[25] (Diversarum hereseon liber 34.1–3)

			Others again founded a heresy from Judas the traitor, saying that Judas had performed a good work because he betrayed the Savior. For he, it says, proved to be for us the author of all good knowledge, through whom the heavenly mysteries have been revealed to us. Indeed, it says, the powers in heaven not wanting Christ to suffer, and knowing that if he suffered, it would give life to humans. This Judas knew, it says, that if Christ did suffer, to bring the salvation of humans, he must betray the Savior. This evil, impious kind of assertion seems sometimes—to certain empty and insane persons—to be like the truth, when the blessed prophet David and the Lord Savior condemned him, and the blessed apostles confirmed the judgment of the Lord against him in their instructing.[26]

			One final text should be looked at. It is found in Ps.-Tertullian, Adversus omnes haereses 2.5–6, which probably also dates to the late fourth century:

			Nec non etiam erupit alia quoque haeresis, quae dicitur Cainaeorum. et ipsi enim magnificant Cain, quasi ex quadam potenti virtute conceptum, quae operata sit in ipso. nam Abel ex inferiore virtute conceptum procreatum, et ideo inferiorem repertum. hi qui hoc adserunt, etiam Iudam proditorem defendunt, admirabilem illum et magnum esse memorantes, propter utilitates quas humano generi contulisse iactatur. quidam enim ipsorum gratiarum actionem Iudae propter hanc causam reddendam putant. animadvertens enim, inquiunt, Iudas, quod Christus vellet veritatem subvertere, tradidit illum, ne subverti veritas posset. et alii sic contra disputant et dicunt. quia potestates huius mundi nolebant pati Christum, ne humano generi per mortem ipsius salus pararetur, saluti consulens generis humani tradidit Christum, ut salus, quae impediebatur per virtutes quae obsistebant ne pateretur Christus, impediri omnino non posset, et ideo per passionem Christi non posset salus humani generis retardari.[27]

			Moreover, also, there has broken out another heresy, which is called that of the Cainites. And the reason is that they magnify Cain as if he had been conceived of some potent Virtue which operated in him; for Abel had been procreated after being conceived of an interior Virtue, and accordingly had been found inferior. They who assert this likewise defend the traitor Judas, telling us that he is admirable and great, because of the advantages he is vaunted to have conferred on humanity; for some of them think that thanksgiving is to be rendered to Judas on this account: that is, Judas, they say, observing that Christ wished to subvert the truth, betrayed him, in order that there might be no possibility of truth’s being subverted. And others thus dispute against them, and say: Because the powers of this world were unwilling that Christ should suffer, lest through his death salvation should be prepared for humanity, he, consulting for the salvation of humanity, betrayed Christ, in order that there might be no possibility at all of the salvation being impeded, which was being impeded through the Virtues which were opposing Christ’s passion; and thus, through the passion of Christ, where might be no possibility of the salvation of humanity being retarded.[28]

			Although there are some discrepancies in the patristic descriptions and criticisms of the Cainites and the Gospel of Judas, the fathers do seem to be talking about the text that is extant in Codex Tchacos. The so-called Cainites apparently identified with the villains of the Old Testament. They did this because they believe that the god of this world (i.e., the God of the Old Testament), in stark contrast to the God of Light above, is evil. Accordingly, anyone that the god of this world hates and tries to destroy—such as Cain, Esau, or the people of Sodom—must be good people, people on the side of the God of Light.[29] The Gospel of Judas evidently shares this perspective, at least in broad strokes.

			This reversal of the biblical narrative and biblical perspective is not unique to the Gospel of Judas; it is found in other gnostic writings. It is seen in the Genesis creation story, especially as retold in the Secret Book (or Apocryphon) of John (NHC II,1; III,1; IV,1; BG 8502,2). Adam, Eve, the garden, and the world itself are made by the inferior god, usually called Yaldabaoth. Creation took place, readers are told, “not the way Moses wrote and you heard” ([NHC II,1] 22.22–23; cf. 13.19–20 “Do not think it is as Moses said”). The serpent of Gen 3 is transformed into Wisdom (Ḥokmâ, Sophia), who enlightens Adam and Eve ([NHC II,1] 23.20–28; cf. On the Origin of the World [NHC II,5] 110.1–114.15), something the inferior, evil god tries to prevent (cf. Tripartite Tractate [NHC I,5] 107.2–8). Twice in the Coptic writings found at Nag Hammadi Isa 6:10 (“Make the heart of this people fat, and their ears heavy, and shut their eyes . . .”) is cited as evidence of Yaldabaoth’s malice and jealousy (Apocryphon of John [II,1] 22.25–29; Testimony of Truth [NHC IX,3] 48.8–13). In both tractates the contexts are the same. Yaldabaoth, the “blind” and “ignorant” god, does not wish Adam to eat of the Tree of Knowledge. Isaiah 6 is cited as proof of this being’s malevolent nature. In broad strokes, the Gospel of Judas fits into this worldview. But as can be seen from the patristic testimony cited above, as well as the scholarly debate concerned with the text itself, it is hard to say exactly how the Judas of Judas should be understood.

			Most agree that the Gospel of Judas referenced by Irenaeus is either the Gospel of Judas found in Codex Tchacos or something very close to it.[30] What is disputed is whether Irenaeus actually saw it and read it, or only described it based on secondhand information.[31] In a recent study, Jonathan Cahana makes a compelling case that Irenaeus had read the Gospel of Judas and accurately described its principal points.[32]

			To be sure, the Gospel of Judas makes an important contribution to our understanding of second-century Christianity, especially with regard to the question of divergent interpretations of the mission and achievement of Jesus and his relationship to his disciples. In the case of the Gospel of Judas we have here what may be a very early exemplar of Sethian Gnosticism,[33] a form of Gnosticism that may have roots in Jewish pessimism that emerged in the aftermath of the disastrous wars between Rome and the Jewish people in 66–70 and 115–117.[34] By any reckoning, the recovery and publication of a text from late antiquity, a text debated by leading figures in the early church, justify celebration.

			It is highly unlikely, however, that the Gospel of Judas preserves for us authentic, independent material—material that supplements our knowledge of Judas and his relationship to Jesus. No doubt some popular writers will produce some fanciful stories about the “true story,” but that is all they will produce—fanciful stories. Aforementioned James Robinson, who is a respected scholar of Gnosticism, dismisses the Gospel of Judas as having no value for understanding the historical Judas.[35] This point is hardly debated by competent scholars.[36]

			Not only will the Gospel of Judas have no impact on serious scholarship concerned with the historical Jesus and his disciples, the newly published text will have no impact on Christian theology or on Christian understanding of the Gospel story, as Father Donald Senior, a Roman Catholic priest and New Testament scholar, stated during the press conference. I have no doubt that he is correct. Other scholars have expressed similar opinions.[37]

			The issue that has academic merit and truly vexes interpreters concerns the meaning of the Gospel of Judas. What is this book’s message and how does it really understand Jesus and his controversial disciple? The initial interpretation, in which Judas is understood as a hero or ideal disciple, has come under increasing fire.

			The Meaning of the Gospel of Judas Revisited

			In the wake of the press release, a number of books on the Gospel of Judas appeared, some of them written by members of the National Geographic team. Among these were books by Bart Ehrman, Marvin Meyer, and Elaine Pagels and Karen King.[38] These books understand the Gospel of Judas essentially as presented in the first edition edited by Kasser, Meyer, and Wurst, which was summarized above. Other books appeared that in one way or another attempted to put matters in context and assure the church and public alike that the Gospel of Judas offers no real challenge to Christian theology and history.[39] But even these books did not dispute the reading and interpretation found in the initial edition.

			Some scholars have been critical of the media hype, complaining that far too much importance had been attached to a text written almost one century after the New Testament Gospels.[40] Others complained of the secrecy and exclusivity of the project. But the most serious complaint centered on the interpretation of the newly published text.

			Months after the publication of the Coptic text of the Gospel of Judas, as well as English, French, and German translations,[41] a number of scholars began to express serious reservations about the reconstruction, translation, and interpretation offered by Kasser, Meyer, and Wurst. The scholars raising these concerns were not clergy and laity, but scholars with expertise in Coptic gnostic texts. These scholars include, among others, April DeConick, Louis Painchaud, Birger Pearson, Gesine Robinson, and John Turner. All of these scholars observed doubtful reconstructions, inaccurate translations, and highly questionable interpretations.[42] DeConick was the first to publish a full-length treatment in which these errors are clearly and systematically identified.[43] Major studies continue to appear that challenge the initial interpretation.

			DeConick and others have identified several errors of translation that have great implications for how the Gospel of Judas should be interpreted. I will review four that I think are the most important.[44]

			“Spirit” or “Demon”?

			At the end of page 44 of Codex Tchacos, Jesus laughs and says to Judas, according to the translation by Meyer and his colleagues: “You thirteenth spirit, why do you try so hard?” (44.21). In a footnote, it is admitted that the word underlying “spirit” is the Greek loanword daimwn, or demon. However, we are told that Judas is called a daimon “because his true identity is spiritual.” Appeal is then made to Plato’s usage of the word, where “spirit” or “god” is a fair rendering of daimon and cognates.[45] Therefore, the translators feel justified in rendering the word “spirit.” The impression one gains is that being a daimon is a good thing for Judas. But is it?

			The problem here is that whereas daimon in Plato and other non-Jewish and non-Christian literature can mean spirit or god, either in a neutral or even positive sense,[46] it never has this meaning in Jewish, Christian, and Christian gnostic texts.[47] In Jewish and Christian texts, including gnostic Christian texts, demons are always seen as enemies of God and his righteous people. The translation “spirit” here in the Gospel of Judas and the rationale given for it are misleading. DeConick rightly translates: “Why do you compete (with them), O Thirteenth Demon?”[48] Birger Pearson and Gesine Schenke Robinson wonder if Judas is called a demon, because, like the demons in the New Testament Gospels who immediately recognized who Jesus truly was (cf. Mark 3:11 “You are the Son of God!”), Judas alone recognizes who Jesus truly is.[49]

			In the second edition, Kasser, Meyer, and Wurst revise their translation, to read: “You thirteenth daimon, why do you try so hard?”[50] Clearly they have heard the criticism. But they still try to maintain the ambiguity, leaving readers who have little or no expertise with the impression that here in the Gospel of Judas daimon is not necessarily negative. This is seen not only in the translation “daimon,” instead of the more familiar “demon” (as in DeConick’s translation), but in a footnote (where, by the way, the translation possibility “demon” is acknowledged) where they say that the “word daimon can mean ‘demon’ in a thoroughly negative sense of the term, as in Jewish and Christian literature,” but that it “can also be used in a more neutral, or even positive sense, in Platonic, Middle Platonic, Neoplatonic, Hermetic, and magical texts.”[51] This is true enough, but in the context of the Gospel of Judas, which the translators regard as Christian in a very broad sense, the word δαίμων is surely not positive. It never is in Jewish, Christian, and (semi-Christian) gnostic texts. This is DeConick’s point. To be sure, Platonic, Neoplatonic, Hermetic, and magical texts were of interest to various Christian groups, especially some gnostic groups, but the mere fact of interest in these texts does not override the uniformity of the evidence for the negative understanding of δαίμων in Jewish, Christian, and gnostic literature.

			“Set apart for” or “separated from”?

			On page 46 Judas asks Jesus, according to the translation by Meyer and colleagues: “What is the advantage that I have received? For you have set me apart for that generation” (46.16–18). The impression is that Judas has been destined for the holy generation, which is a good thing. (We know that it is the “holy” generation because of the wider context; see the bottom of page 46 and top of page 47.) However, once again this is not what the Coptic text actually says. What is rendered “set me apart for,” implying access to the holy generation, should be rendered “separated me from that generation” (with emphasis added), clearly implying failure to gain access to the holy generation (46.25: “you will not go up”).[52] The true sense of the Coptic text is the exact opposite of what Meyer and colleagues have translated.[53] Judas Iscariot has recognized that he has gained no advantage (“What is the advantage that I have received?”), but has been separated from the holy generation.

			A point needs to be made about the “mysteries of the kingdom” (45.25–26), which Jesus has taught Judas. Being taught these mysteries has not benefited Judas in any way. This kingdom is related to the “error of the stars” (46.1–2).[54] Judas will grieve when he sees it (46.11–13).[55] This is why Judas asks Jesus what advantage he has received, since he has been “separated from that [holy] generation” (46.16–18). Judas’ only advantage is that he will be ranked at the top, the thirteenth, of the generations, which will in the end be destroyed (46.19–25; 55.10–20).[56]

			To “ascend” or to “not ascend”

			At the end of page 46 and beginning of page 47 Jesus tells Judas, according to the translation by Meyer and colleagues: “They will curse your ascent to the holy [generation].”[57] However, in the Coptic text there is no word “curse.”[58] But there is a negative particle (“no” or “not”), which has been obscured by a very questionable and unnecessary emendation. The text actually reads, according to DeConick: “And you will not ascend to the holy [generation].” The text does not say that Judas will ascend to the holy generation, and be cursed for it. The text in fact says he will not ascend! The faulty reconstruction and questionable mistranslation create a very misleading impression of what had been promised Judas.[59] This error more than any other gave rise to the idea of Judas as hero or true gnostic.[60]

			To “exceed” them all or to “do worse than” all

			Another serious misreading is found on page 56. Because paragraph indentation and context play an important role, I shall present the material more formally. Jesus says to Judas, according to the translation and paragraphing of Meyer and colleagues:

			Truly [I] say to you, Judas, [those who] offer sacrifices to Saklas [ . . . ] God [—three lines missing—] everything is evil.

			But you will exceed all of them. For you will sacrifice the man that clothes me. (56.11–20)[61]

			The paragraphing and translation are inaccurate and misleading. There is no reason to introduce a new paragraph with “But you will exceed all of them.” There is a comparative in this line that is linked to what precedes. Moreover, “exceed” does not capture the true sense of the language. DeConick recommends this translation:

			Truly [I] say to you, Judas, those [who] offer sacrifices to Saklas [several lines missing] everything that is evil. Yet you will do worse than all of them. For the man that clothes me, you will sacrifice him.[62]

			Jenott translates, “But you yourself will do more than all of them; for the person who bears me, you shall sacrifice him.”[63] It is far from clear that Judas will exceed the other disciples, in some positive, effectual sense.[64] Whereas the other disciples are fools, worshipping the prince of the rulers of the physical world (that is, Saklas, “fool”)[65] and offering sacrifices the way the Jews do, Judas, Jesus foretells, will go well beyond them, for he will sacrifice the very man in whom the spirit of Jesus dwells.[66]

			How does the author of the Gospel of Judas view the action of Judas the betrayer? According to Irenaeus, the Cainites claim that Judas “accomplished the mystery of the betrayal” (perfecisse proditionis mysterium). That is what it seems that Judas in fact does in the Gospel of Judas.[67] Jesus shared with Judas the “mysteries of the kingdom” (Gos. Jud. 35.23–25). Even so, Judas is not a true gnostic and so is not a member of the holy generation (Gos. Jud. 45.11–19; 46.25–47.1 “you will not ascend”). Judas’ betrayal, his sacrifice of the human worn by the spiritual Jesus, could be seen as an evil, even foolish sacrifice to the evil rulers of this fallen world; but it does accomplish the divine will.[68] Jesus is not giving Judas instructions; in so doing, he is prophesying what Judas will do; he is imparting to Judas knowledge that the other disciples are unable to hear.[69]

			Entering the luminous cloud

			The four errors considered thus far are egregious. Combined they create a very false impression of the role that Judas Iscariot plays in the Gospel named after him. It is this false impression that encourages Meyer and his colleagues to find in the narrative a “transfiguration of Judas.” They translate the final lines of page 57:

			Judas lifted up his eyes and saw the luminous cloud, and he entered it. Those standing on the ground heard a voice coming from the cloud, saying . . . (57.21–26)[70]

			There are two important caveats. First, it is not clear that Judas is the one who enters the luminous cloud. Indeed, it is very unlikely. Meyer and his colleagues assume it is and, in a footnote, explain that the passage “may be described as the transfiguration of Judas.”[71] If so, this places Judas almost on the level of Jesus himself, who experienced a transfiguration involving light, a cloud, and a voice (cf. Mark 9:2–7 and parallels). However, the text is speaking of Jesus, not Judas. That is, Judas lifted up his eyes and saw the luminous cloud, and Jesus entered it.[72] This is why a little later we are told that Judas no longer saw Jesus (Gos. Jud. 58.5–6).

			Second, even if it is Judas who entered the cloud, comparison with the tradition of the transfiguration of Jesus is unwarranted. In gnostic cosmology and myth, the cloud, surrounded by stars (see 57.18), is part of the fallen cosmos, the very place where the evil god of darkness (i.e., Yaldabaoth) dwells, along with his several princes, including Saklas. There is nothing about this scene that should make us think that Judas has entered heaven along with the ascended Jesus.[73]

			The most likely interpretation is that Jesus (or, better, the spirit of Jesus) has entered the cloud,[74] and in entering the cloud, Jesus has departed. All that is left behind, on earth, is the human whom Jesus had inhabited (“the man who bears me”). This man Judas will sacrifice, by handing him over to the authorities, as Jesus foretold, not commanded (Gos. Jud. 56.19–20; 58.25–26). Judas has assisted Jesus in fulfilling his mission, but he is no “ideal priest.” Far from it; Jesus entered the cloud (or ascended) without the assistance of Judas.[75] All Judas did was surpass his fellow disciples in folly by sacrificing to Saklas not animals but the very human whom Jesus had possessed. But in doing this, Judas accomplished the mystery of the betrayal and threw the world of Saklas into disarray, paving the way for the eventual restoration of the spiritual Cosmos.

			The author of the Gospel of Judas offers, in the words of Jenott, a “fierce criticism of the twelve disciples,” which grows out of his “concern over the celebration of the Eucharist.”[76] The author knows Christian tradition well, including the three Synoptic Gospels and the book of Acts.[77] His work reflects a second-century dispute over Eucharist and authority and his strategy is to impugn the twelve, casting Judas as either the worst of a bad lot, or perhaps, ironically, as the best. In either scenario, the twelve are denigrated[78] and Judas the betrayer is no hero.[79]

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			When the Gospel of Judas is properly translated and interpreted, we do not find in Judas Iscariot a hero, the wisest of the disciples who assists Jesus and then enters glory. On the contrary, Judas is a tragic figure in a dramatic retelling and reinterpretation of the passion of Jesus, a retelling that is marked by anti-Semitism and a mockery of the apostolic church.[80] The disciples have failed to understand who Jesus really is. Even the one who came closest to this truth—Judas Iscariot—in the end was the worst of a bad lot, sacrificing a human being to the rulers of this fallen earth.[81] He, like the other disciples, will not escape the corrupt world of darkness that eventually will be destroyed.

			Meyer and his colleagues have not ignored the criticisms leveled against the first edition of the translation. At several points in the second edition, one can see some backtracking and correcting, though there are still attempts to salvage the original faulty interpretation. The scholarly discussion will no doubt continue, but many are still asking how the initial translation and interpretation could have been so wrong.[82]

			In the Gospel of Judas, the fallen disciple Judas is elevated above the other disciples. He is the one who receives special revelation. In other gnostic Gospels, we see the same sort of reversal. But the Judas of the Gospel of Judas is not presented as an ideal disciple or hero.[83]

			In the next chapter, we shall look at the Gospel of Mary and other texts—some gnostic and some not—that might hint at a romantic, sexually active Jesus. We will again encounter examples of serious misinterpretation and, in two or three cases, outright fraud.
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			CHAPTER EIGHT

			The Sexual Jesus: Straight, Gay, or Married?

			Malcolm Gladwell begins his fascinating book, Blink: The Power of Thinking without Thinking, with a discussion of the hotly debated kouros statue purchased by the Getty Museum in California some thirty-five years ago.[1] A kouros is a statue of a naked youth; it was popular in ancient Greece. The Getty kouros is made of dolomitic Thasian marble and, if authentic, is one of only twelve complete kouroi. It is a superb piece of work, but is it ancient or is it modern?

			The Getty Museum conducted scientific tests that concluded, among other things, that the patina, comprising primarily of a calcite crust, could only have formed naturally over the course of many centuries. There was no obvious sign of modern tool work. Nothing pointed to modernity. Satisfied with the results of the tests, the Getty Museum decided to purchase the kouros for about nine million US dollars. But the transaction had hardly been concluded before some began to express serious doubts about the antiquity and authenticity of the statue.

			A number of art experts and classicists could tell with their first glance that something was wrong with the statue. For one expert, the fingernails were somehow not right. For other experts, stylistic features were eclectic, matching one style here and another style there. The color and appearance of the marble didn’t seem right to others. Thomas Hoving, former director of the Metropolitan Museum in New York, thought it seemed “fresh.”[2] And so on. These conclusions were reached intuitively and almost instantaneously. The statue simply didn’t look right. In today’s parlance, we might say it didn’t pass the smell test.

			Renewed scientific testing showed that the calcite patina could in fact be artificially produced, over a relatively short period of time. The alleged date of the statue was too early for it to have been made of Thasian marble. More worrisome still was the discovery that the provenance of the statue was not at all what had initially been assumed. Critical errors in the paperwork, some of them relating to dates and postmarks, were discovered. The history of ownership was murky, with key figures deceased, making it impossible to clear up the inconsistencies. The feet of the Getty kouros resembled the feet of another kouros—one that turned out to have been produced by a modern sculptor in Rome!

			It seems that the initial reaction of art historians and experts of ancient sculpture was more perceptive than the long, drawn-out, and costly scientific analyses. The Getty kouros probably is a modern fake, though not all agree. The museum’s catalogue says of the kouros: “About 530 BC, or modern forgery.”[3]

			As it so happens, the Getty’s nude youth, now widely regarded as a fake, will introduce us to another nude youth, who happens to make his surprise appearance in a document, also widely suspected of being a fake, that came to light in an old book found about twenty-five years before the Getty Museum purchased its kouros.[4]

			Five texts will be reviewed in this chapter. One of them, known as the “Amusing Agraphon,” is universally regarded as a modern hoax. Two others, Clement of Alexandria’s letter (found at the Mar Saba Monastery in the Judean desert), which discusses a secret or mystical version of the Gospel of Mark, and a Coptic papyrus fragment called the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife, are much more controversial. Although almost no one now argues for the antiquity of the Coptic fragment, a handful of scholars still vigorously contend that Clement’s letter is genuine and that the longer version of Mark that he discusses in his letter is also genuine, perhaps even an extract of the original first-century Gospel of Mark.

			I will also discuss two other finds, the Gospel of Philip and the Gospel of Mary, which are genuinely authentic texts from antiquity but in recent years have been given new prominence and new interpretations—interpretations that contend that some people in late antiquity believed that Jesus was sexually active and perhaps had a relationship with Mary Magdalene.

			As in the case of the Getty kouros, most biblical scholars sensed something wrong the first time they saw or read Clement’s letter or the Coptic fragment. In the respective cases of the letter and the fragment, modern science unfortunately has been inconclusive, but other factors have proven decisive—at least for some scholars. Almost all scholars rightly regard the so-called Amusing Agraphon as a modern hoax, but the actual story behind its “discovery” and publication will be surprising for some.

			One of the reasons, perhaps the principal reason, that many scholars immediately reacted with suspicion was that these modern discoveries appear to reflect modern culture. The Amusing Agraphon, as we shall see, reads more like a modern witticism than an ancient saying. The Clementine letter reflects the sexual mores of the early twentieth century, not those of the late second and early third centuries. The Coptic fragment and its reference to Jesus’ wife reflect very contemporary fascination with the marital status of the founder of the Christian church. The fragment is more at home in the world of Dan Brown’s The Da Vinci Code (2003) than in the world of antiquity.

			Our principal concern in the present chapter is with Clement’s letter and the Coptic fragment. Most of the attention will be given to the former, for it alone has defenders and in any event, if authentic, is far more significant. The two texts have something in common, besides being dubious: They both raise questions about the sexuality of Jesus. Clement’s letter insinuates that Jesus may have been gay, while the Coptic fragment explicitly affirms his married status.[5] Critical study of both, especially Clement’s letter, is well worth the trouble, for it affords scholars the opportunity to hone their skills in the critical examination of ancient texts whose provenance and authenticity are in doubt.

			Was Jesus Gay? Morton Smith and the Mystical Gospel of Mark

			In 1958, Morton Smith (1915–1991) visited the Greek Orthodox Mar Saba Monastery in the Judean Desert.[6] Among other things, he catalogued a number of old books and documents. At the 1960 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Smith announced that during his brief visit to Mar Saba he had found three pages of Greek written on the endpapers of a seventeenth-century edition of the letters of Ignatius.[7] These pages comprise a letter attributed to Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150–215), in which a mystical, or secret, version of the Gospel of Mark is discussed. What makes the find controversial is that in one of the passages quoted from this Gospel, Jesus teaches a naked young man the “mystery of the kingdom of God.” The passage, along with the discussion in the letter, could imply a homosexual encounter.

			Smith published his find in two books, both released in 1973, one a lengthy and learned volume by Harvard University Press and the other a briefer, popular version by Harper & Row.[8] Almost immediately, there were suspicions of a hoax. An early and penetrating review was written by Quentin Quesnell, who complained of the lack of testing and several other unanswered questions.[9] Although Smith shot back,[10] many scholars have expressed doubts about the find. In time, two camps formed. One camp contends that not only is the Clementine letter genuine but the longer version of Mark discussed in the letter actually existed and could be the original Mark; if so, this means the Gospel of Mark in today’s New Testament is an abridged edition. The other camp either rejects outright the Clementine letter or regards as spurious its claim of a longer version of Mark.

			If Morton Smith’s Mar Saba find is genuine, then it truly is a significant discovery. At the very least, we have recovered a lost letter of an important father of the church, Clement of Alexandria. The Mar Saba Letter to Theodore, then, would be the only surviving letter of Clement. This letter, moreover, adds to our knowledge of the Carpocratians, supplementing what Clement says about them elsewhere. Perhaps most important of all, we have evidence of a different, longer edition of the Gospel of Mark, in circulation at least as early as the second century. Accordingly, if genuine, Smith’s discovery represents a significant contribution to New Testament and patristic studies. But was his discovery genuine? (See fig. 8.1.)

			Recent studies have reignited the controversy surrounding the authenticity of Smith’s find. Arguing on the basis of handwriting analysis and a number of coincidences, Stephen Carlson concluded in 2005 that the Clementine letter and its quotation and discussion of a longer version of Mark (a.k.a. Secret Mark) are a hoax and the hoaxer is Morton Smith.[11] The same year Carlson’s book appeared, Scott Brown published his doctoral dissertation, in which he defends the authenticity of Smith’s discovery and offers several interpretations that differ from Smith’s interpretation of the find.[12] In a book that appeared in 2007, Peter Jeffery came to the conclusion reached by Carlson, though he pursued different lines of evidence and nuanced some of the overlapping points of the argument somewhat differently as well. Jeffery believes he can find ecclesiastical and personal issues of importance to Smith echoed in various ways in the Clementine letter.[13] In 2007, Pierluigi Piova­nelli also joined the debate. He too expresses doubts about the authenticity of the find.[14] Brown has responded to the books by Carlson and Jeffery with lengthy and very polemical reviews.[15] And in 2010, Francis Watson published a learned study that offers fresh arguments for concluding that Smith is indeed the author of the Clementine letter.[16]

			The controversy has been such that in recent annual meetings of the Society of Biblical Literature, special sessions have been convened to explore and debate the matter further. At one of these meetings, Harvard University alumnus and distinguished scholar of Gnosticism Birger Pearson stated that he now believes the Clementine letter to be a hoax.[17] Harvard University alumna and distinguished Markan scholar Adela Yarbro Collins has also concluded that, in all probability, Secret Mark is a hoax.[18] However, Pearson’s and Collins’ distinguished Doktorvater, the late Helmut Koester, who made extensive use of Smith’s find,[19] always regarded the letter as genuine.

			In recent issues of Biblical Archaeology Review, the question of the authenticity of Morton Smith’s controversial Mar Saba find was revisited.[20] Hershel Shanks and some of the contributors argue that Morton Smith was probably telling the truth: that he in fact did find three pages of Greek written in the back of an old book, and that he was not himself the author of these pages, nor was he party to their composition. In short, the late professor of ancient history at Columbia University was not in any way involved in a hoax and did not misrepresent how he made the discovery.

			Notwithstanding the position taken in Biblical Archaeology Review, several scholars remain quite skeptical of the authenticity of the Mar Saba find. I too remain skeptical, although thirty years ago I assumed that the Clementine letter was genuine and that there may well have been a different edition of the Gospel of Mark circulating in the second century. So why now am I so skeptical, even after some recent and not insignificant support for the authenticity of the Mar Saba find?

			The Amusing Agraphon

			Let me explain my position by calling attention to an unusual study that appeared in the Catholic Biblical Quarterly in 1950.[21] Princeton University Associate Professor of Latin Paul Robinson Coleman-Norton (1898–1971) published a leaf of Greek text that he says he found sandwiched between pages of an old uncatalogued Arabic book in a mosque in Fédhala, French Morocco, North Africa, where he was stationed in 1943, while serving in the US Army Intelligence during World War II. Coleman-Norton tells us that he copied the Greek text and then left the mosque. Later he returned with a camera, hoping to make a photograph of the text and the old book in which it was found, but he was unable to do so. Eventually, he was transferred and so never had another opportunity to see or photograph the text. His attempts to get someone else to photograph the text were unsuccessful. In 1949, after hearing read in church the Parable of the Ten Virgins (Matt 25:1–13), Professor Coleman-Norton transcribed the text, translated it, and added a number of philological notes and comments. He submitted his brief study to Arthur Darby Nock, editor of the Harvard Theological Review, who forwarded it to Bruce Metzger for evaluation. Metzger recommended that the study not be published, unless a photograph could be provided. Coleman-Norton next submitted the study to Philip Hyatt, editor of the Journal of Biblical Literature, who likewise forwarded it to Metzger for evaluation. Metzger again recommended that the study not be published, unless a photograph could be provided. It was submitted to the Journal of Religion and was again rejected, this time by editor Amos Wilder. A year or so later the study appeared, as already mentioned, in the Catholic Biblical Quarterly.

			Coleman-Norton’s Greek text is an instance of what scholars call an agraphon—that is, a saying attributed to Jesus not written (Greek: a-graph) in the New Testament Gospels. Coleman-Norton calls this noncanonical saying an “amusing agraphon” and it is not hard to see why. After Jesus warns that the wicked will be punished and put with the hypocrites, where they “will weep and gnash their teeth” (Matt 24:51), a thick-headed disciple asks Jesus how the toothless will be able to gnash their teeth. To this disciple Jesus replies, “Teeth will be provided.”[22]

			I doubt many readers of Coleman-Norton’s study have entertained the possibility that this agraphon might constitute an authentic utterance of Jesus. Concerning the origin of the agraphon, Coleman-Norton himself could think of only two possibilities: “either an ancient wag has been at work here or the incident occurred substantially as recorded.”[23] Conspicuously absent is mention of a third possibility: a modern wag has been at work. The question here concerns the authenticity of the find itself, not the authenticity of the humorous saying. In other words, did Coleman-Norton find an ancient text as he claims (whether or not it goes back to Jesus), or has he perpetrated a hoax? To answer this question, the discoverer himself is as important as his discovery.

			Some twenty years after the publication of Coleman-Norton’s study, Bruce Metzger gave the presidential lecture at the 1971 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, entitled “Literary Forgeries and Canonical Pseudepigrapha.”[24] He began his address by discussing Coleman-Norton’s study, declaring that he firmly believes that the text is a modern forgery and that the story of its being found in North Africa in 1943 is a hoax. Metzger takes this negative position because he remembers Coleman-Norton, years before the Second World War, regaling his Princeton students (of which Metzger was one) with a witticism in which Jesus assures his disciples that the damned who are toothless will receive a set of dentures, so that in hell they may weep and gnash their teeth.[25] Metzger’s recommendation that the respective editors of the aforementioned journals require a photo was a delicate way of handling a potentially awkward situation. Instead of accusing Coleman-Norton, his former professor, of perpetrating a hoax, he simply suggested to the journal editors that Coleman-Norton provide evidence. Of course, Metzger knew that none could be provided. Unfortunately for the Catholic Biblical Quarterly, the editor did not contact Metzger and so Coleman-Norton’s spurious study was published.

			Metzger rightly regarded the Amusing Agraphon a modern forgery primarily because Coleman-Norton possessed knowledge of its distinctive elements (i.e., the problem of the toothless wicked and the punch line “teeth will be provided”) before making the discovery. For detectives of forgeries and hoaxes, this is the prime criterion: Is there evidence that the discoverer possessed knowledge of distinctive features of the discovery before the discovery was made? If the discoverer did possess such knowledge prior to the discovery, it is almost always assumed that forgery is involved.[26] A second, closely related criterion asks if the discovery reflects the interests of the discoverer, interests in evidence prior to the discovery? If it does, forgery is suspected.

			To the best of my knowledge, all competent biblical scholars agree with Metzger’s judgment: Professor Coleman-Norton was the author of the Amusing Agraphon. He not only composed the Greek text, he also fabricated the entire story of finding a leaf of Greek inserted into an old book among old books in a mosque in North Africa while stationed there in 1943. Of course, none of it happened; the entire story is fiction.[27]

			Coleman-Norton’s fictional story of a find may owe its inspiration to another fiction, a novel published in 1940 entitled The Mystery of Mar Saba.[28] This story is set in Palestine in the late 1930s, with the European war approaching. To undermine the morale of the British Empire, the Nazis plant a leaf of Greek text among the rare books in the Mar Saba Monastery’s collection, a text that an honest British scholar would subsequently discover. The Greek text, dubbed the Shred of Nicodemus,[29] states that Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea removed the body of Jesus from the tomb and reburied it elsewhere. The implication is that Jesus was not resurrected after all; the empty tomb discovered Easter Sunday signified nothing. With faith in the resurrection dashed, the British would have little motivation and courage to fight the Nazis. Fortunately, the nefarious plot was exposed and the Greek leaf was demonstrated to be a forgery.

			The Mystery of Mar Saba may well have provided Coleman-Norton with the scenario needed to introduce his spurious agraphon to the public (at least to a public somewhat wider than his Princeton classroom). Coleman-Norton chose North Africa, instead of Mar Saba, for the setting because that was where he was stationed in 1943. But the rest of the details are a match with the novel: leaf of Greek text, offering new material relating to Jesus, found in an old uncatalogued book among rare books in a religious establishment.

			The Professor Who Knew Too Much

			The novel The Mystery of Mar Saba contains parallels to Morton Smith’s account of his discovery of three pages of Greek text—penned in the back of an old, uncatalogued book, among a number of old and rare books and papers in a religious establishment. This time, the discovery took place in the very establishment and setting of the novel: the Mar Saba Monastery.[30] In the real-life story, the discovery is made by Professor Morton. In the novel, the truth of the discovery is uncovered by Scotland Yard inspector Lord Moreton. Just as the Greek text in the novel embarrassed the Christian church (in supposedly proving that the resurrection did not take place), so Morton Smith’s Greek text embarrassed the Christian church (in hinting at Jesus’ possible homosexual orientation).

			As interesting as these parallels are, and there are more, what I find most troubling is that themes of interest to Professor Smith, as seen in his publications before the finding of the Clementine letter, are found in the Clementine letter. And these are not just themes of interest to Professor Smith; they are quite unusual themes and, apart from Professor Smith himself, they are themes advanced by no one else. In what follows, two unusual themes will be explored: (1) the phrase “mystery of the kingdom of God” relating to prohibited sex, and (2) Markan materials omitted from Mark that exhibit Johannine traits.

			(1) In his doctoral dissertation, written in Hebrew and defended in 1944 and then published in English in 1951,[31] Professor Smith linked Mark 4:11 (“To you is given the mystery of the kingdom of God . . .”) with secrecy and forbidden sexual activity:

			An important part of primitive Christianity was a secret doctrine which was revealed only to trusted members. Such a doctrine is suggested by the words put in the mouth of Jesus, speaking to his disciples: “To you is given the mystery of the kingdom of God, but to those outside all things are in parables, that they may surely see and not perceive,” etc. . . . A similar distinction was recognized by the Tannaïm between material suitable for public teaching and that reserved for secret teaching, as we learn from Hagigah T 2.1 (233): “The (passages of the Old Testament dealing with) forbidden sexual relationships are not to be expounded to three (at a time) . . .”[32]

			I have quoted about one half of a lengthy paragraph. It is part of Smith’s discussion of human comprehension and what can and cannot be taught openly. The paragraph that has been partially quoted explores the idea that the early church seems to have held to a doctrine of secrecy. Evidence of this, Smith thinks, is found in Mark 4:11, where Jesus explains to his disciples, “To you is given the mystery [secret] of the kingdom of God,” and in Paul, who says that he and other Christian leaders “speak wisdom among the perfect [or mature] . . . the wisdom of God in a mystery [secret]” (1 Cor 2:6–7).[33] Following these two New Testament citations, Smith suggests a comparison with the rabbinic distinction “between material suitable for public teaching and that reserved for secret teaching.” The secret teaching includes forbidden sexual relationships and Ezekiel’s vision of God’s chariot throne. The paragraph concludes with a further comparison with the Torah, which according to the rabbis was to be taught openly, and the teaching of heretics, which was to be taught secretly. Smith believes the evangelists Mark and John edited and presented the teaching of Jesus in response to this rabbinic teaching.

			Smith’s linkage of the saying about the “mystery of the kingdom of God” (Mark 4:11) to secrecy and teaching regarding forbidden sexual relationships is to the best of my knowledge unique. Gospel scholars agree that Mark 4:11 fits awkwardly in its context and debate what the original meaning was. But only Smith links it to sex; I know of no commentator prior to the time of Smith (or after, for that matter) who has done this. Smith finds the linkage between secrecy and prohibited sex in the Tosefta tractate Ḥagigah 2.1, which discusses forbidden sexual relationships, as found in Lev 18:6–30.[34] Among these forbidden sexual relationships is homosexual activity (cf. Lev 18:22 “You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination”).

			In his 1955 review of Vincent Taylor’s commentary on the Gospel of Mark,[35] Smith vigorously challenges Taylor’s denial that Mark 4:11 envisioned secret rites.[36] Against Taylor, Smith reminds us that Mark represents Jesus “as teaching in secret and commanding secrecy on many occasions,” which is based on the “recollection that Jesus (also for a wide variety of reasons) practiced secrecy.”[37] The first part of Smith’s statement will elicit no objection from those who remain persuaded by William Wrede’s interpretation of Mark (wherein the point of secrecy was to hide the messianic identity of Jesus),[38] but the second part of Smith’s statement is quite another matter. Jesus “practiced secrecy,” we are told, “for a wide variety of reasons.”[39] What could Smith have had in mind? Could one of those reasons have had to do with teaching regarding prohibited sexual activities, as perhaps hinted at in Smith’s dissertation? And as hinted at in subsequent publications, not to mention his remarkable discovery at Mar Saba?

			In an article that appeared in March of 1958, just a few months before Smith visited Mar Saba, Smith once again mentions the Ḥagigah passage from the Tosefta. This time, however, he also mentions Clement of Alexandria and cites his work Stromata.[40] This interesting article calls for a few more comments. Twice Smith mentions Ḥagigah, one time in reference to the story of the Jewish sage Aher, who “used the spiritual power acquired by his mystical experience to lead good Jews into heresy.”[41] Smith mentions Ḥagigah a second time in reference to “the teaching about the throne of God,” which was “to be kept most secret of all.”[42] Smith adds that this teaching “quite possibly was not committed to writing.” In a footnote to this final part of the statement, Smith references Clement of Alexandria,[43] where in Strom. 1.1.13–14 he discusses secrecy, the secret elements of Jesus’ teaching, and how it is incumbent on him (Clement) to omit some of the teaching, and to impart what teachings he thinks he is permitted to impart cautiously, lest his readers “stumble by taking them in a wrong sense.” Here we have echoed themes articulated in the paragraph from the 1951 dissertation quoted and discussed above.

			To return to the interesting 1958 essay, Smith also talks about the initiate’s union with his god. Smith speaks of magical prayers and Jewish mystics, whose favorite prayer was the Qedushah, all of which suggests that “the recitation of the Qedushah was conceived as a means of invoking the deity or a result of union with him.”[44] In another context, Smith speaks of God uniting with the holy person.[45] In a reference to the magical papyri, Smith cites Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough’s discussion of a charm in which appeal is made to the god Eros.[46] This leads Smith to engage Arthur Darby Nock, his former Harvard teacher, who doubts that a charm that invokes Eros could be Jewish.[47] Smith counters Nock by remarking: “If a Jew could be supposed to invoke Beelzebub, he could be supposed to invoke Eros.”[48] Smith’s “Jew” here, of course, is Jesus, whose critics claimed that he had accessed the power of Beelzebul (cf. Matt 12:24; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15), while “Eros” refers to the Greek god of sexual love.

			To conclude, Smith’s linkage of Mark’s “mystery of the kingdom of God” to secret teaching, teaching that may have included prohibited sexual activity, is highly unusual. It is most unlikely that these words, “the mystery of the kingdom of God,” however they were understood by early Christians, had anything to do with sexual activity, prohibited or otherwise. There is no evidence that anyone in the history of the church thought this. No modern commentator has ever thought this—only Smith. That Smith, a few years later at Mar Saba, would himself actually stumble upon a text, an unknown letter of Clement, that also makes this unnatural connection is highly suspicious. It appears that Smith had conceived an unusual interpretation that he would later find in a previously unknown text.

			(2) The second unusual feature that Smith surmised was that the evangelist Mark may well have omitted materials that contained Johannine traits. In his 1955 review of Taylor’s commentary, Smith speaks of the possibility that the evangelist Mark may have omitted material.[49] This, of course, is the point at issue in Clement’s Mar Saba letter—material omitted from the Markan Gospel. Smith also discusses Mark’s use of a source with “Johannine traits.”[50] This is precisely what the first and long quotation of Secret Mark is—a passage with Johannine traits (cf. John 11, the raising of Lazarus) that had been omitted from public (i.e., canonical) Mark.[51] Watson comments: “Clement’s letter confirms Smith’s surmise that Mark may have ‘deliberately censored’ his source-material, and that this source-material may have included proto-Johannine elements.”[52] Quite so. Watson, of course, also draws attention to Smith’s fascination with secrecy and initiation, which has been reviewed above.

			Smith’s discovery of a document that proves that a form of the story of the raising of Lazarus in fact did circulate in one of the Synoptic Gospels is in itself quite remarkable when one recalls that in the nineteenth century scholars concerned with the historical Jesus found it very strange that such an astounding event was recounted in only one Gospel—the Gospel of John. In his famous and very controversial Das Leben Jesu, David Friedrich Strauss reasoned: 

			If the authors or collectors of the three first Gospels knew of this [i.e., the raising of Lazarus], they could not, for more than one reason, avoid introducing it into their writings. For, first, of all the resuscitations effected by Jesus, nay, of all his miracles, this resurrection of Lazarus, if not the most wonderful, is yet the one in which the marvellous presents itself the most obviously and strikingly, and which therefore, if its historical reality can be established, is a pre-eminently strong proof of the extraordinary endowments of Jesus as a divine messenger . . .[53]

			Strauss talks about the enormous importance of the story and finds it incomprehensible that, if it truly occurred, it did not find its way into one or more of the Synoptic Gospels. Thanks to Smith’s extraordinary discovery, it turns out that it did! What Smith found was what “a good number of exegetes had dreamt of for more than a century.”[54] But the Lazarus story may not have been the only Johannine element in more primitive forms of Synoptic tradition.

			In discussing various bodies of evidence (such as biblical literature, Jewish literature, testimonia, and archaeology), Smith reminds us in his publication that appeared in 1958, written before making his Mar Saba find, that

			the preserved material—even when accessible—represents only a small part of what once existed. By their very existence, they demonstrate how much has been lost; by the variety of the material they preserve, they prove the extent of our ignorance and tacitly warn of the danger of supposing that what is not to be found in them was never to be found at all. This supposition . . . is especially dangerous in the study of Judaism, because Jewish material has come down to us heavily censored. . . . What, then, would have been the testimony of the material which has disappeared? We cannot be sure.[55]

			The Mar Saba Clementine, with its quotations and discussion of a longer edition of the Gospel of Mark, vindicates Smith’s assumption of lost, censored items. What “would have been the testimony of the material which has disappeared?” In one case, we no longer need to ask this question. We now know. The Mar Saba Clementine provides us with some potentially shocking testimony, which almost disappeared, had it not been for Smith’s amazing discovery.

			I should note too that Mar Saba Clement’s focus on Mark—whether shorter Mark or longer Mark—strikes me as very modern. What I mean is that Markan priority seems to be presupposed, rather than Matthean priority. Genuine Clement regularly cites Matthew, as was common in the early church. He rarely cites Mark.[56] The focus on Mark in the Mar Saba Clementine, as though that Gospel (instead of Matthew) gets us closer to the Jesus of history, reflects modern scholarship, in which Markan priority has become the dominant view.[57]

			To sum up: Prior to the 1958 discovery of the Clementine letter at the Mar Saba Monastery, Smith had published three studies (1951, 1955, 1958) in which he discusses (1) Mark 4:11 (“the mystery of the kingdom of God”); (2) secrecy and initiation; (3) forbidden sexual relationships, including union with a god; (4) omitted Markan material with Johannine traits; and (5) Clement of Alexandria (usually in reference to his Stromata), who believed it was necessary to omit some of Jesus’ secret (potentially offensive) teaching. It should also be noted that while at Drew University in 1956–1957, Smith worked with one of the writings of Hippolytus, the Philosophoumena (or Refutation of All Heresies), which includes criticism of the Carpocratians, a gnostic group notorious for its sexual libertarianism, who are also discussed in the Mar Saba Clementine.[58] It is hard to see how Smith could have been better prepared for his Mar Saba discovery.

			Smith’s provocative ideas were hardly mainstream in the 1950s. But his two suggestions—that the saying in Mark 4:11 may have had something to do with secret teaching involving prohibited sex and that the evangelist Mark may have omitted material containing Johannine traits—were especially eccentric and, so far as I have been able to ascertain, wholly unique. Yet, not long after the publication of these strange ideas, Smith found the Clementine letter at Mar Saba, which combined the five elements delineated in the preceding paragraph.[59] The key passage in the Mar Saba Clementine letter is the first of the two quotations of the longer edition of the Gospel of Mark. The quotation reads as follows:

			And they come into Bethany. And a certain woman whose brother had died was there. And, coming, she prostrated herself before Jesus and says to him, “Son of David, have mercy on me.” But the disciples rebuked her. And Jesus, being angered, went off with her into the garden, where the tomb was; and immediately a great cry was heard from the tomb. And approaching, Jesus rolled away the stone from the door of the tomb. And immediately, entering where the youth was, he stretched forth his hand and raised him, seizing his hand. But the youth, looking upon him, loved him and began to beseech him that he might be with him. And going out of the tomb they came into the house of the youth, for he was rich. And after six days Jesus gave him instruction, and in the evening the youth comes to him, wearing a linen cloth over his naked body. And he remained with him that night, for Jesus was teaching him “the mystery of the kingdom of God.” And thence, arising, he returned to the other side of the Jordan.[60]

			In this passage and in the discussion relating to it in the Mar Saba Clementine letter, we find all five elements that had appeared earlier in Smith’s publications:

			First, we have a verbatim quotation of part of Mark 4:11: “The mystery of the kingdom of God” (τὸ μυστήριον δέδοται τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ). All that is missing in the quotation is the verb (δέδοται), which does not fit the grammatical context in the Clementine letter.

			Second, we find the element of secrecy, which is represented explicitly in the word “secret” or “mystery” (μυστήριον) in the quotation of Mark 4:11, and also elsewhere in the Clementine letter. For example, we are told that the evangelist Mark did not declare all of Jesus’ teachings, nor did he even “hint at the secret ones [μυστικάς]” (or “mystical ones”) (I.16–17). We are further told that Mark “did not divulge the things not to be uttered” (I.22); neither did he “write down the hierophantic teachings of the Lord” (I.23–24). The deeper truths were to be “read only to those who are being initiated into the great mysteries [μεγάλα μυστήρια]” (or “great secrets”) (II.1–2). Indeed, “Not all true things are to be said to all men” (II.12–13, quoting Philo, QG 4.67). As explained earlier in the letter, “not all true things are the truth”; these lesser truths should not “be preferred to the true truth [τῆς ἀληθοῦς ἀληθείας]” (I.9–11). Mark’s longer Gospel, the one quoted in the Clementine letter, is twice called a “secret” or “mystical Gospel” (μυστικὸν εὐαγγέλιον) (II.6,12). Accordingly, Clement enjoins that “the light of the truth should be hidden from those who are mentally blind.”

			Third, forbidden sexual activities are hinted at throughout the Clementine letter, including and especially the first quotation of the longer version of Mark. Clement complains of the “unspeakable teachings of the Carpocratians” (I.2), who have fallen into a “boundless abyss of the carnal and bodily sins [τῶν σαρκικῶν καὶ ἐνσωμάτων ἁμαρτιῶν]” (I.4). They “have become slaves of servile desires” (I.7). According to the Mar Saba letter, a certain elder of the church in Alexandria, having obtained a copy of the longer version of Mark, has interpreted it “according to his blasphemous and carnal doctrine [κατὰ τὴν βλασφημὸν καὶ σαρκικὴν αὐτοῦ δόξαν]” (II.5–7). In the context of the letter, it is clear that the passage so interpreted is the one quoted above, in which the young man comes to Jesus at night, wearing nothing but a linen cloth over his “naked body” (περιβεβλημένος σινδόνα ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ). After the quotation, Clement insists that the words “naked [man] with naked [man]” (γυμνὸς γυμνῷ) do not occur in the text (III.13–14), thus suggesting that this was the “blasphemous and carnal” interpretation of the elder in the church in Alexandria: carnal in that the reference is to sexual activity, blasphemous in that it is suggested that Jesus was sexually involved with the young man. (Later in the letter at III.15, he is described as “the youth whom Jesus loved [τοῦ νεανίσκου ὃν ἠγάπα αὐτοῦ ὁ Ἰησοῦ]”; cf. John 21:7 “that disciple whom Jesus loved [ὁ μαθητὴς ἐκεῖνος ὃν ἠγάπα ὁ Ἰησοῦς].”)

			Fourth, according to Clement’s letter the longer quotation from Secret Mark is an example of omitted Markan material, which as it turns out possesses Johannine traits.

			Fifth, the Mar Saba find claims to be a letter penned by Clement of Alexandria, as the preface makes clear: “From the letters of the most holy Clement, the author of the Stromata” (I.1). Smith’s references to Clement in his earlier publications, as we have seen, also are to Clement’s Stromata.

			Accordingly, we find all five elements—and they are unusual elements—in the Mar Saba find, and Smith himself had discussed these elements in no fewer than three pre-find publications.[61] But there are other remarkable coincidences that call for comment, and here I depend on Francis Watson’s recent and stimulating contribution to the debate that in important respects has broken new ground.[62]

			The Case of the Mar Saba Mystery

			Watson observes interesting parallels between Smith’s personal narrative of his thoughts relating to his Mar Saba visit and the thoughts of the fictional British archaeologist “Sir William Bracebridge” in James Hunter’s Mar Saba novel. In the novel, Sir William explains why he visited the Mar Saba monastery:

			This monastery . . . is one of the oldest religious institutions of its kind in the world, and at one time housed many manuscripts. Most of these were removed, but I have always had the feeling that some might have been overlooked and hidden away. My supposition proved correct.[63]

			Smith’s explanation and hopes for visiting the monastery are essentially the same:

			I had not expected much from the Mar Saba manuscripts, since I knew that almost all of them had been carried off to Jerusalem in the past century and were listed in the catalogue of the Patriarchal library. But there was always the chance that something had been missed, or that other manuscripts had been brought in by monks coming from other monasteries.[64]

			The parallel is amazing, both in substance and in language. As Watson remarks: “The fictional English scholar and the non-fictional American one visit the Mar Saba monastery with exactly the same expectation.”[65] And, of course, they meet with the same results. Each man finds something that had been “overlooked.” There are still more parallels.

			Watson notes that both the fictional scholar and Morton Smith braced themselves for disappointment. The novel’s “Sir William” explains: “I was prepared to leave Mar Saba, reconciled to the negative results of my research, when a monk told me he had certain manuscripts in his cell that had evidently been overlooked . . .”[66] Similarly, Smith tells us: “I was gradually reconciling myself to my worst expectations and repeating every day that I should discover nothing of importance. Then, one afternoon near the end of my stay, I found myself in my cell, staring incredulously at a text written in tiny scrawl . . .”[67] There is more.

			Both Sir William and Professor Smith wonder if what they have found could be a forgery, but the documents found alongside their respective and surprising discoveries weigh against forgery. Sir William not only found the embarrassing Shred of Nicodemus, he also found copies of the Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of Barnabas. The finding of the latter two manuscripts, in addition to the Shred, leads Sir William to ask, “Who would be likely to go to the trouble and expense of forging such manuscripts for no particular purpose we can see?”[68] For this reason, he concludes that the Shred is probably authentic. Smith reasons the same way. He concedes that the long quotation from Secret Mark, made up of words and phrases from canonical Mark and reflective of Johannine traits, if an imitation, “is an imitation of the simplest and most childish sort.”[69] However, the presence of the quotation in the Clementine letter argues for its authenticity, for “Clement’s style is often very difficult. . . . Without profound study it could not be imitated with assurance of accuracy . . .”[70] That is, the not-easily-imitated Clementine text argues for the authenticity of the “Markan” texts quoted in the letter, whose composition would not be especially difficult.[71]

			And finally, Watson shows that the Greek text of the novel’s Shred of Nicodemus is made up of words and phrases from Mark, along with a few Johannine traits, such as reference to a garden (John 18:1) and the involvement of Nicodemus in the burial of Jesus (John 19:39). Even the respective percentages of words drawn from Mark found in Secret Mark and the Shred are comparable. Watson concludes: “In view of the other parallels between the work of the popular novelist and the biblical scholar, it is likely that the author of the one text is familiar with the other, finding in it the inspiration for his own production.”[72] Watson draws a further inference: “Had The Mystery of Mar Saba been first published in c. 1975, the analysis presented here would show it to be heavily dependent on The Secret Gospel (1973)” and on Smith’s account of his visit to Mar Saba and his find.[73] Of course, we know that Hunter’s novel was published in 1940, long before Smith’s 1958 “discovery.” Since Hunter’s dependence on Smith is not an option, Smith’s dependence on Hunter appears to be the unavoidable conclusion.

			Hunter’s novel may well have inspired Smith’s “discovery.” Another novel may have contributed to this inspiration.

			A Second Novel

			There is a second novel that should be considered. In 1956, just two years before Morton Smith visited the Mar Saba Monastery and made his discovery, Angus Wilson (1913–1991) published his acclaimed and much talked about novel, Anglo-Saxon Attitudes.[74] Recently, historian Philip Jenkins observed an uncanny similarity between the novel’s plot and Smith’s story of his Mar Saba find.[75]

			At the center of the novel is a controversial archaeological discovery at Melpham, England, that was made in 1912 (the year in which the notorious Piltdown discovery was made). Much to the surprise and embarrassment of archaeologists, which included high-ranking men of the church, a pagan idol was found in the coffin of Bishop Eorpwald. Eorpwald had converted to Christianity thanks to the missionary work of seventh-century Bishop Theodore, whose piety and zeal are referenced everywhere in Bede’s Ecclesiastical History of the English Nation.

			Discovery of the idol called into question the orthodoxy of Eorpwald’s faith. But the idol was no ordinary idol; its phallic design suggested that it represented a pagan god of fertility.[76] Moreover, the presence of the idol in the coffin of Eorpwald could be interpreted as confirmation of a later tradition—long regarded as dubious—that Eorpwald may have indulged in magic.[77] One of the novel’s characters remarked in reference to the idol that Eorpwald “had to have this little wooden fellow . . . and a very priapic little fellow at that.”[78] The surprising discovery suggested that the Christian faith of Eorpwald—and perhaps that of Bishop Theodore, as well, whose missionary labors united Christendom in Britain—wasn’t entirely free of paganism and the un-Christian sexual ethics that went with it.

			The novel’s respected medievalist and enthusiastic supporter of the veracity of the find, Dr. Rose Lorimer, speaks of “the dual religion which stares at us from Eorpwald’s tomb,” concluding that the evidence of the idol is sufficient “to establish a deep-seated survival of the pagan fertility cults, of the old religion . . . to suggest that Eorpwald’s worship of the old gods and the New God was to be a prominent feature of Christendom for many centuries.”[79] Rose Lorimer, says Jenkins, is “a thinly disguised version of the eccentric real-life Margaret Murray, the inventor of many modern theories about the history of witchcraft and neo-paganism.”[80] She’s perfect for the role Wilson gives her in Anglo-Saxon Attitudes.

			As it turned out, however, the discovery was a hoax, perpetrated by a young man who resented his respectable but inattentive father. For the idol, confirmed by scientific testing to be authentic and ancient, had in fact been recovered from another site and later planted in Eorpwald’s coffin.[81]

			Wilson’s sophisticated, satirical novel reflects more than a passing knowledge of seventh- and eighth-century English history and several archaeological discoveries in Britain and on the Continent. Wilson, former curator in the British Museum, knows his stuff well, but he also freely rewrites history and historical sources, which, of course, novelists are permitted to do.[82] For example, whereas in Bede’s Ecclesiastical History Eorpwald is a king (ruled ca. 624–627), in Wilson’s novel he is a bishop.[83] The transformation from king to bishop intensifies the scandal of the sex idol. After all, kings do those sorts of things, but bishops?

			Wilson’s reworking of Eorpwald draws upon Bede’s accounts of Theodore of Tarsus (ca. 602–690) and the apostasy of Raedwald of East Anglia (560–624). Bede recounts the ordination of Theodore and his mission to Britain. Learned in Latin and Greek, Theodore seemed immune from the influence of Greek paganism or “anything contrary to the true faith.” Commissioned by the pope, Theodore traveled to Britain and surrounded himself with a circle of scholars and eager students.

			One of Theodore’s converts was Edwin, who in turn persuaded Eorpwald, who would later become king, “to worship the true faith” and “to abandon the superstitions of idols.” Eorpwald’s commitment to the faith contrasted with the fecklessness of his father Raedwald, who, though taught “the mysteries of the Christian faith,” later “served both Christ and the gods he served before” under the influence of his wife.[84] This is what lies behind Wilson’s version of seventh-century Christianity in Britain. Finding a pagan idol—one that apparently had to do with a fertility cult—in the coffin of the pious Eorpwald, who was martyred on account of his Christian faith, could indicate that the monarch (or bishop) was no better than his faithless father.

			Wilson’s novel makes for an engaging read and in some ways is ahead of its time. Although not a major theme in the novel, two or three of Wilson’s characters are gay.[85] Wilson himself, a very colorful figure, was openly gay.[86] Lying at the heart of the novel, however, is the question of truth—if there is any and if and how it should be pursued—and the value, if any, of history itself.[87] All in all, the novel offers an insightful critique of mid-twentieth-century British academic and ecclesiastical concerns.[88]

			It would be surprising if Smith had not read the novel with appreciation. Perhaps it was the appearance of Theodore in Wilson’s novel that inspired Smith to have his Clementine letter addressed to an otherwise unknown “Theodore.” Jenkins is persuaded that the novels by James Hunter and Angus Wilson provided Morton Smith with the inspiration for his Mar Saba discovery. “There is no mystery here,” says Jenkins. “The Mystery of Mar Saba + Anglo-Saxon Attitudes = Secret Mark.”[89]

			Disputed Science

			The debate over handwriting analysis requires a few comments. In his 2005 publication Stephen Carlson, assisted by a professional handwriting expert,[90] concluded that Morton Smith penned the three pages of Greek text found at the back of the seventeenth-century edition of the letters of Ignatius. Other scholars have challenged these findings. Dismissing Carlson’s analysis, Hershel Shanks asked two Greek-speaking handwriting experts to compare samples of Smith’s Greek with the Greek of the Mar Saba find. One expert concluded that Smith did not write the Clementine letter. The other expert concluded that he did. Shanks has posted their reports on the Biblical Archaeology Society web page.[91] It seems that the appeal to native Greek-speakers has not resolved the controversy.[92]

			Although Carlson does not regard himself as a handwriting expert per se, his expertise in evaluating documents, as well as procuring assistance and expert advice, should not be quickly dismissed (as I think Shanks has done). Novum Testamentum, a highly respected international journal devoted to the critical study of the New Testament, recently published an article in which Carlson’s conclusion that “Archaic Mark” (Greek NT ms 2427 = Chicago ms 972) is a modern forgery has been vindicated.[93] This manuscript, written on what at one time was believed to be fourteenth-century parchment, deceived the likes of Edgar Goodspeed, Ernest Cadman Colwell, Kirsopp Lake, and Kurt and Barbara Aland, text critics well-versed in ancient Greek manuscripts and hands. “Archaic Mark,” under the number 2427, appears in the list of miniscules in the two standard critical editions of the Greek New Testament. In these editions, it is dated to the fourteenth century, evidently on the basis of the presumed age of the parchment as well as the paleography.[94] Carlson, however, concluded that although the parchment is old, perhaps dating to the fourteenth or fifteenth century, the handwriting is modern and the forger, who imitated fourteenth-century Greek penmanship remarkably well, used Philipp Buttmann’s 1860 edition of the Greek New Testament as his base text.[95] As reported in the recent issue of Novum Testamentum, scientific testing has confirmed Carlson’s conclusion. The ink was found to contain a chemical that was not in use prior to 1874, and carbon 14 has dated the parchment to the sixteenth century. It is now believed that the manuscript was produced in the early twentieth century. Once again, handwriting analysis was at best uncertain. Internal considerations, including evidence of anachronism, pointed to forgery.[96] Scientific testing provided confirmation.

			Where does this leave us with regard to Smith’s Mar Saba find? With uncertain and conflicting handwriting analyses. Carlson and two handwriting experts, one English-speaking and one Greek-speaking, think Smith wrote the document in question. Another Greek-speaking handwriting expert thinks he did not. Which conclusion is correct? One is reminded of the sensational scandal involving the notorious Hitler diaries, which came to public attention in 1983. Three handwriting experts and at least one Hitler scholar argued for the authenticity of the more than 60 volumes of diaries.[97] Had the matter been left to handwriting “experts,” it would have been necessary to rewrite history. Fortunately, the diaries, initially hailed as the “biggest literary discovery since the Dead Sea Scrolls,”[98] were subjected to scientific study and were shown to be forgeries, mostly produced in the 1970s. Perhaps in this connection readers need to be reminded that Smith’s three pages of text have never been subjected to scientific testing, which might be able to determine the age of the paper when the ink was applied and whether the ink dates to the eighteenth century or the twentieth century. In any event, handwriting analysis does not appear to be conclusive.

			Whatever the handwriting analysis shows, the remarkable coincidence of the five elements Smith brought together in earlier publications also appearing together in Smith’s Mar Saba find justifies suspicion. The additional parallels adduced by Francis Watson add to this suspicion. Some may even say these remarkable parallels and coincidences justify more than suspicion; perhaps they call for a conclusion.

			These parallels and coincidences notwithstanding, several scholars continue to defend Smith. They remain convinced that the Mar Saba find is genuine. I wonder what kind of evidence it would take to persuade them that suspicions of forgery are fully justified. It is natural and understandable to assume that our colleagues are completely honest and would never take part in a hoax. Unfortunately, as Christopher Rollston has recently reminded us, this charitable assumption is naive.[99] Suspicious coincidences need to be taken very seriously.[100]

			The Criterion of Knowing the Find before Making the Find

			Let’s return to Coleman-Norton’s Amusing Agraphon. What evidence is there that Coleman-Norton is the author of this agraphon? All we have is Bruce Metzger’s claim that he heard Coleman-Norton utter something very similar several years before making the find. For most scholars—perhaps all scholars—this is enough. Coleman-Norton’s knowledge of the contents of the agraphon before he allegedly discovered it in North Africa provides more than enough evidence for Metzger to judge it a hoax. But in the case of the Mar Saba find, we have the testimony of Morton Smith himself, who writes of the very elements that he later discovers in his Mar Saba find. In this case we do not have to rely on the memory of a former student, who says he heard his professor say such-and-such many years ago. In the case of the Mar Saba find, we actually have the publications of Professor Smith—still available for study—publications that we know appeared before he made his discovery.

			For scholars who remain unconvinced of the probative value of prior knowledge and coincidence as evidence of hoax, and therefore continue to urge us to accept Smith’s Mar Saba find as genuine, I suggest they also accept Coleman-Norton’s find. After all, the only weighty objection to its acceptance is Bruce Metzger’s claim that Coleman-Norton knew the contents of the agraphon several years before he found the agraphon.[101]

			Not only does Smith’s scholarly discussion of matters that would later be discovered in the Mar Saba find trouble me, his nonusage of his discovery in subsequent research, which would have and should have benefited from it, also troubles me. Here I have in mind the arguments, conclusions, and insinuations of his book Jesus the Magician.[102] In this work, Smith suggests that the historical Jesus was recognized by his contemporaries as a magician, whose practices included “union”—spiritual and/or physical—with his followers.[103] In his two books on Secret Mark, Smith discusses secret rituals and union of Jesus with his followers. Yet Smith’s Jesus the Magician does not depend on the Mar Saba find in any significant way.[104] This curious feature has been remarked upon by scholars, some of whom see it as one more indication that Smith knew perfectly well that the Mar Saba find was not authentic and therefore did not make use of the find in his later, serious work.[105]

			At the 2008 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, some of Smith’s surviving correspondence was discussed.[106] It was noted that nowhere does Smith hint at his involvement in a hoax. I am not sure how significant this observation is, given the fact that Smith gave instructions in his will to have all of his correspondence destroyed after his death.[107] Accordingly, we really do not know what may or may not have been hinted at in his correspondence. All that survives is a small sample.[108]

			In any case, why should we expect Smith to drop any hints or make admissions during or after the commission of a hoax, assuming Secret Mark is a hoax? Bruce Metzger tells us that Paul Coleman-Norton never acknowledged his hoax. Indeed, according to Metzger, years later Coleman-Norton complained of the way his transcription of the Greek text of his “amusing agraphon” was presented in its published form. He gave no indication to Metzger that his North African find was bogus. Yet Metzger had no doubt whatsoever that Coleman-Norton’s text and story of its finding were fraudulent.[109]

			Some have wondered, however, if Smith did in fact offer a veiled confession. In his Preface to The Secret Gospel Smith states, “No doubt if the past, like a motion picture, could be replayed, I should also be shocked to find how much of the story I have already invented.”[110] This is a very curious statement. Yes, some of us do wonder how much of the story Smith invented. The last sentence of The Secret Gospel tells us that “truth is stranger than history,”[111] which of course turns upside down the old adage that “truth is stranger than fiction.” Are these playful hints? Smith dedicates the book, “For the one who knows.” Knows what? That Smith’s story of the Mar Saba find is indeed stranger than history? That his “truth” is in fact fiction?

			Before concluding this part of the discussion, let me assure readers that I do recognize that innocent coincidences sometimes occur.[112] In 1960, when Morton Smith announced his Mar Saba discovery, Professor A. H. M. Jones, a distinguished British scholar of Roman history, published an essay in which he argued that the rank of Pontius Pilate, governor of Judea and Samaria, was that of prefect, not procurator (as stated by the early second-century Roman historian Tacitus in his Ann. 15.44).[113] The very next year, a stone slab was uncovered during an excavation at Caesarea Maritima bearing the inscription: “Pontius Pilate, prefect of Judea.”[114] This remarkable coincidence aroused no suspicion for at least three reasons: (1) The Pilate inscription was discovered during a controlled dig; (2) Professor Jones did not discover the inscription, nor was he present at the excavation; and (3) the inscription confirmed a plausible hypothesis, viz., that Pilate’s rank was prefect. Not one of these “innocent” details applies to Smith’s Mar Saba find.

			Curious Features about the Find Itself

			Finally, there are a few other details that raise troubling questions. I begin with some oddities about the old Voss edition, in which Smith says he found the Clementine letter. First, Isaac Voss’ 1646 edition of the genuine epistles of Ignatius stands out among the old books at the Mar Saba monastery. Smith lists ten old printed books, ranging in date from 1628 to 1805. Nine of these books were published in Venice and in the Greek language. But Voss’ book was published in Amsterdam and in the Latin language. As Carlson remarks, it “sticks out like a sore thumb.”[115] Smith too apparently sensed this problem, offering wholly gratuitous speculations, none of them convincing, that attempt in one way or another to link the book to Venice.[116] Why did he do that? Perhaps because he recognized the non-Greek, non-Venetian publication of the book as a problem—a problem that needed to be mitigated in some way. Would an authentic find occasion this kind of embarrassment?

			Second, there is no evidence that the book was at Mar Saba prior to Smith’s visit in 1958. It is not listed in the monastery’s 1910 catalogue of books.[117] Third, I find it odd that Smith worked on the Clementine letter for some fifteen years (1958–73) and never returned to Mar Saba to examine Voss’ book itself. Smith was content to work from his black-and-white photographs. Why did Smith make no effort to subject the book to scientific analysis?[118] And fourth, there is the striking coincidence of the subject matter of the Clementine letter and the last printed page of Voss’ book, the printed page that lies opposite the first handwritten page. Clement’s letter is concerned with inauthentic interpolations in the Gospel of Mark. So is Voss, with respect to the letters of Ignatius and the pseudepigraphal letter of Barnabas, into which “impudent fellows” insert “all kinds of nonsense.”[119] Bart Ehrman has called our attention to this interesting coincidence.[120] On the assumption that Smith forged the Clementine letter, his choice of Voss’ book was brilliant. Selecting the Voss book, because of its last page, was a humorous, almost poetic touch.

			There are also internal oddities. Skeptical scholars have remarked that the vocabulary of Secret Mark is too Markan and the vocabulary of the Clementine letter is too Clementine, which suggests the composer of the letter, who probably made use of Otto Stählin’s concordance of Clement’s vocabulary,[121] overdid his imitation.[122] Charles Murgia has compared the Clementine letter to other forgeries of antiquity and concludes that the Mar Saba document reads as an autograph, not as a copy.[123] If it is an autograph, then it cannot be a copy of an authentic letter of Clement. Watson has also observed in the Mar Saba Clementine dependence on the language and syntax of the Papias fragments concerned with the authorship of the Gospels of Mark and Matthew. Clement does this nowhere else. Indeed, as Watson remarks, “The compositional procedure is more plausibly ascribed to a modern author than to a second-century one. Clement of Alexandria would not require this degree of assistance from Papias. A modern author might well.”[124] On top of this, as Ehrman and others have noted, the Mar Saba letter at points actually contradicts the authentic Clement.[125] Per Beskow also finds the “idea of a written secret tradition . . . completely foreign to Clement’s mind. Those secret traditions, which he sometimes refers to, are always oral, and it is with reluctance that he writes them down.” Beskow also observes that for all the talk of secrecy in the Mar Saba Clementine, no secrets are revealed.[126] The whole point seems to be to make known a nocturnal encounter in the nude.

			Indeed, the hint of homosexuality in receiving a nocturnal visit from a nude youth may in fact be highlighted by Jesus’ refusal to receive the women who wish to see him. I refer here to the second, much briefer excerpt from Secret Mark:

			καὶ ἦσαν ἐκεῖ ἡ ἀδελφὴ τοῦ νεανίσκου ὃν ἠγάπα αὐτὸν Ἰη(σοῦ)ς· καὶ ἡ μήτηρ αὐτοῦ καὶ Σαλώμη· καὶ οὐκ ἀπεδέξατο αὐτὰς ὁ Ἰη(σοῦ)ς. (II.14–16)

			And the sister of the youth whom Jesus loved and his mother and Salome were there, and Jesus did not receive them.[127]

			No explanation is given why Jesus would not receive the three women. The Jesus of the canonical Gospels never refuses anyone, including women and children. Indeed, the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel is willing to converse with the Samaritan woman of questionable morals (John 4:7–30), and after hearing a moving reply that indicated her faith, Jesus was willing to hear and act on the petition of the gentile woman (Mark 7:24–30). Jesus’ refusal here to meet with women who for all we know are highly regarded in the Gospel tradition is highly suspicious. Of course a forger would know this, so why would he have produced such an unlikely scenario? Perhaps to make the contrast as clear as possible: Jesus prefers the company of naked young men; he has no interest in women.

			I find it unlikely, moreover, that a different edition of Mark could leave no traces in the manuscript tradition—whether it was a second-century edition or a first-century edition perhaps expanded by the Markan evangelist himself. I also find strange the absence of discussion, polemic, and apologetic related to the passage from Secret Mark that is quoted in the Mar Saba Clementine, the only letter of Clement to have survived. It is hard to believe that a story (no matter how secret it was supposed to be) in which Jesus (in the nude?) instructs a new convert did not generate controversy that would have left traces in the writings of the fathers. It is very curious that such a story managed to survive only in a letter written in the back of a seventeenth-century book, which Morton Smith, whose previous publications showed interest in this very topic and who was himself gay, just happened to find in the Mar Saba Monastery.

			One also must wonder why Clement tells Theodore what he tells him. Not only does the church father counsel deceit, which as already noted is found nowhere in Clement’s genuine writings, he divulges to Theodore the secrets that are supposed to be kept secret. Telling people secrets is a good way for the secrets to become known. A recent reviewer, with years of experience in investigating fraud, makes this point. Clement’s letter doesn’t make sense, in that what Clement concedes to Theodore lends credibility to the Carpocratians, which is not what Clement wants. The reviewer concludes that the Mar Saba Clementine is indeed a forgery.[128]

			Finally, I am troubled by Mar Saba Clement’s strange advice to Theodore. Near the end of the first paragraph, he says, with regard to the Carpocratians:

			For, even if they should say something true, one who loves the truth should not, even so, agree with them. For not all true things are the truth [τἀληθῆ ἀλήθεια], nor should that truth which merely seems true according to human opinions be preferred to the true truth [τῆς ἀληθοῦς ἀληθείας], that according to the faith” (I.8–11).[129]

			Peter Jeffery is troubled by it, too. “It is implausible,” says Jeffery, “that any ancient author could have written the phrase ‘the true truth,’ which clearly reflects modern Perspectivism, the belief that truth is socially constructed so that there can be no objective universal standard.”[130] He is surely correct. Nowhere does Clement of Alexandria say such a thing, nor, so far as we can tell, did other ancient writers.[131]

			The language of Mar Saba Clement does not reflect the thinking and thinkers of antiquity, but rather the epistemology and morality of the nineteenth-century Perspectivists, above all their godfather Friedrich Nietzsche (1844–1900).[132] But Perspectivism found expression in the arts too, not only in the hallowed halls of academe. In Francis Marion Crawford’s romantic novel, Greifenstein (1889), a distraught woman says to her former lover: “Everything you have done and said is brave, noble, generous—but you have gone too far—you have lost sight of the true truth in pursuing a truth that was true yesterday. It was never your duty to do more than offer to set me free.”[133] Mar Saba Clement couldn’t have said it better. If Theodore heeds the counsel of Mar Saba Clement, he will learn the true truth and the true truth will set him free.[134]

			Concluding Comments on Clement’s Letter and Secret Mark

			Although not the intention of its author, the novel The Mystery of Mar Saba seems to have spawned at least two Gospel-related hoaxes that more or less adapted the setting and circumstances of the hoax described in the novel. In the case of the first, the best that the hoaxer (Coleman-Norton) could do was “find” a page of Greek in an uncatalogued rare book in a mosque in North Africa. In the case of the second, the hoaxer (Smith) could do better: he could “find” pages of Greek in an uncatalogued rare book in the very monastery in the Judean wilderness in which the novel’s fraudulent page of Greek was planted. To be sure, the sites actually visited by the hoaxers placed limits on where they could make their respective “finds.” The first hoaxer had visited North Africa (but not Palestine); the second had visited Palestine, the location of the Mar Saba Monastery.

			In my opinion, Morton Smith’s Mar Saba discovery is a modern forgery. I cannot prove this, of course, so I concede the point made by Hershel Shanks in his summation in Biblical Archaeology Review.[135] In my view, the evidence that Smith possessed knowledge of distinctive elements of the Mar Saba find, prior to his finding it, is more than sufficient for viewing the find with grave suspicion.[136] The same can be said with respect to Coleman-Norton’s Amusing Agraphon. No one can prove that Coleman-Norton perpetrated a hoax. But most would agree that he probably did. The reason most regard it as a hoax is that before making the find, he had spoken in jest of dentures being supplied to the toothless damned, so that they might gnash their teeth.

			The reason many New Testament scholars—and the number seems to be growing—will continue to view Smith’s find as a fake is that before making his find at Mar Saba, he too spoke of the mystery of the kingdom of God, secrecy, prohibited sexual relationships, Johannine elements in the Synoptic tradition, Clement of Alexandria, and the Carpocratians. That this unusual combination of elements just happens to appear in a document that Smith himself found, a document that has not been examined scientifically, should serve as a warning to scholars that in the case of the Mar Saba Clementine and its quotations and discussion of a longer edition of the Gospel of Mark, we may well be dealing with a modern fake, not an ancient text.[137] However, we should speak cautiously in this matter, not simply out of fairness to the late Morton Smith but also out of professional courtesy for our colleagues who have reached a different conclusion.[138]

			Was Jesus Married? Jesus in the Gnostic Gospels

			The so-called Amusing Agraphon has nothing to do with the debate surrounding Jesus’ possible marital status. The agraphon, almost certainly a hoax engineered by Princeton’s Latinist Paul Coleman-Norton, is useful in discussing the inspiration for and origins of the Mar Saba Clementine letter to Theodore. The parallels are intriguing, and both the agraphon and the letter, whatever may have been the personal motives of their respective creators, apparently owe their inspiration in part to James Hunter’s 1940 novel and, in the case of the letter to Theodore, Angus Wilson’s 1956 novel. One of the texts that will be considered next may owe its inspiration to a novel that appeared in 2003.

			In the balance of the present chapter, we shall look at three more texts. The first two are genuine texts that date to the late second or early third centuries ce. Both of these texts feature Mary Magdalene prominently and both present her in a very privileged position among the followers and disciples of Jesus. These texts are the Gospel of Mary and the Gospel of Philip. Both were discovered in the Coptic codices recovered from the vicinity of Nag Hammadi in Egypt. The first, the Gospel of Mary, is also partially extant in two Greek fragments, also recovered from Egypt.[139] Some think that these texts offer evidence that Jesus and Mary Magdalene were married or were lovers. This is an all-too-common theme in popular literature, above all in the pseudo-historical research that is presented in Holy Blood, Holy Grail (1982), a dubious book that influenced a number of popular writers including the naive novelist Dan Brown, well known for his record-setting bestseller The Da Vinci Code (2003).[140] The third text in which Mary also figures prominently is the recently published and very dubious Gospel of Jesus’ Wife, whose creation may well have been inspired by Brown’s novel. I begin with the Gospel of Mary.

			The Gospel of Mary

			Three ancient fragments of the Gospel of Mary are extant: one large Coptic fragment (BG 8502, 1, published in 1955) and two smaller Greek fragments (P.Ryl. 463, published in 1938; and P.Oxy. 3525, published in 1983).[141] The opening pages of the text are lost, so we do not know what transpired at the beginning or how Mary herself was introduced. In any event, when the disciples express doubts about their ability to fulfill their evangelistic task, Mary stands up, greets them, and (according to the Greek version) kisses them. After she speaks a word of encouragement, Peter says to her:

			“Sister, we know that you were greatly [loved by the Sav]ior, as no other woman. Therefore tell us t[hose wor]ds of the Savior which [you know] but which we haven’t heard.” [Mary] re[plied, “I will] rep[ort to you as much as] I remember that is unknown to you.” [And she began (to speak) the]se words [to them]. (P.Oxy. 3525 [Greek])

			“Sister, we know that the Savior loved you more than all other women. Tell us the words of the Savior that you remember, the things which you know that we don’t because we haven’t heard them.” Mary responded, “I will teach you about what is hidden from you.” And she began to speak to them. (BG 8502, 1 [Coptic])[142]

			Mary speaks at length concerning Jesus’ secret teachings, which among other things includes cosmic mythology typical of gnostic revelatory discourses. When she finishes, Andrew and Peter express doubt that Jesus ever said such things. Peter asks sharply of his male colleagues:

			“Has the Sa[vior] spoken secretly to a wo[m]an and not openly so that [we] would all hear? [Surely] he did [not want to show] that [she] is more worthy than we are, did he?” (P.Ryl. 463 [Greek])

			“Did he, then, speak with a woman in private without our knowing about it? Are we to turn around and listen to her? Did he choose her over us?” (BG 8502, 1 [Coptic])[143]

			Mary is distressed by the rebuke and begins to weep. The disciple Levi comes to her defense and rebukes the hot-headed Peter:

			“Peter, you are al[ways] rea[dy] to give way to you[r] perpetual inclination to anger. And even now you are doing exactly that by questioning the woman as though you’re her adversary. If the Savio[r] considered her to be worthy, who are you to disregard her? For he knew her completely (and) loved her stea[df]ast[ly]. Rath[e]r [we] should be ashamed . . .” (P.Ryl. 463 [Greek])

			“Peter, you have always been a wrathful person. Now I see you contending against the woman like the Adversaries. For if the Savior made her worthy, who are you then for your part to reject her? Assuredly the Savior’s knowledge of her is completely reliable. That is why he loved her more than us. Rather we should be ashamed . . .” (BG 8502, 1 [Coptic])[144]

			We are told that Jesus loved Mary more than other women and regarded her as “worthy.” Is this evidence that Mary and Jesus were married or were lovers? To say that Jesus loved Mary more than other women is very strange, if love in this context implied marriage or sexual love. It seems that what is claimed is that Mary is privileged beyond the other women associated with Jesus (such as Martha, Joanna, Susanna, and others). The issue revolves around Mary’s worthiness to receive revelation that the male disciples had not received. Mary has been found worthy, worthy enough to have received revelation from Jesus that Jesus had not imparted to his male disciples. Indeed, Mary plays the role of one who encourages the disciples, as though in a sense she has taken the place of Jesus himself. Peter balks at the idea: “Surely he did not want to show that she is more worthy than we are, did he?” She is worthy, retorts Levi. “That is why [Jesus] loved her more than us.” Love in the Gospel of Mary has nothing to do with sex or marriage; it has to do with discipleship. (See fig. 8.2.)

			The Gospel of Mary finds an interesting parallel at this point to the final saying in the Gospel of Thomas. In §114 Peter says to the disciples: “Let Mary leave us, for women are not worthy of life.” This time it is Jesus who responds to Peter, but not as a rebuke. Jesus explains what he will be able to do for Mary: “I myself shall lead her in order to make her male, so that she too may become a living spirit resembling you males. For every women who will make herself male will enter the kingdom of heaven.”[145] No such transformation, however, is necessary for Mary in the Gospel of Mary. The anthropology of Mary differs at this point from the anthropology of Thomas. Mary is loved and Mary is thus worthy for revelation from Jesus. Indeed, her status in the Gospel of Mary is such that she is able to impart new teaching to the male disciples and in doing so prepare them for their mission.

			There is no reason to think that the love Jesus has for Mary in the Gospel of Mary signifies more than a rabbi’s love for his disciples (at least so far as we can discern from the extant text); however, the love and kisses of Jesus in the Gospel of Philip may signify more.

			The Gospel of Philip

			The possibility that one or both of these gnostic or semi-gnostic Gospels actually imagine Jesus and Mary as having a physical relationship has been explored recently by the well-known scholar of early Gnosticism Karen King of Harvard University. Her most learned contribution to this discussion is found in her work on the Gospel of Philip (NHC II, 3).[146] The most relevant passages for the discussion at hand read as follows:

			There are three who always walked with the Lord: Mary his mother and her sister and Magdalene, who is called his koinōnos. For Mary is his sister and [Mary is] his mother and [Mary is] his hôtre.[147] (Gos. Phil. 59.6–11)

			Wisdom, who is called “the barren,” is the mother [of the an]gels and the koinōnos of the S[avior, Mar]y the Magdalene. The S[avior loved her] more than [all] the discip[le]s [and he] kissed her [mouth many] times. The other [disciples]. . . . They said to him, “Why do you love her more than us?” The Savior answered them, “Why do I not love you like her? If a blind man and one who sees are both in the dark, they do not differ from each other. When the light comes, then the one who sees will see the light, and the one who is blind will remain in the dark.”[148] (Gos. Phil. 63.33–64.9)

			The second passage is not easily interpreted, in part due to the lacunae. Why Wisdom is called “barren” when she is called “the mother of the ages” seems odd. King’s rendering, which includes some restoration, identifies Mary as the Savior’s companion: “Wisdom, who is called “the barren,” is the mother [of the an]gels and the koinōnos of the S[avior, Mar]y the Magdalene.” But this is doubtful. Would the author of Philip identify Mary as Wisdom and as the “mother of the angels”? It is better to read, “Wisdom who is called ‘the barren’ is the mother [of the an]gels and the koinōnos of the S[avior].”[149] Mary Magdalene is then part of the next sentence, whose syntax is uncertain because of the lacunose condition of the text.

			The idea that Wisdom is the companion of the Savior makes sense and finds approximate parallels in early Christian literature. Wisdom tradition informs the theologies of Paul and the Fourth Evangelist. Philip may be alluding to 1 Cor 1:24 (“Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God”). Wisdom (Sophia) is God’s consort, who in language that reminds us of John 1:1–18 is commanded to dwell in Israel and bear fruit (Sir 24). If Jesus is divine, then it is appropriate to speak of Wisdom as the companion or consort of Jesus.

			However, in the first passage Mary (or Maria) is called the koinōnos and hôtre of Jesus. What the Greek loanword koinōnos and the Coptic word hôtre mean in these two passages largely determines how we should understand the relationship of Jesus and Mary in the Gospel of Philip. We will pursue this question shortly. Because Philip often speaks of the “bridal chamber” (65.12; 67.5, 30; 69.1, 27; 70.18, 22; 72.21, 22; 74.22; 75.29; 76.5; 82.18, 24; 84.21; 85.21, 33; 86.5) and uses language of sexuality, union, and begetting offspring, it is possible that the author of this work believes that Jesus and Mary were actually married and engaged in sexual intercourse.[150] The reference in the second passage to Jesus kissing Mary often (on the mouth?)[151] may also allude to sexual intimacy, for in Gos. Phil. 59.2–3 we are told that “it is by a kiss that the perfect conceive and give birth.” For these reasons, King concludes that the author of the Gospel of Philip does think Jesus and Mary were married and were sexually intimate. She adds that in Philip, their “marriage functions as a symbolic paradigm for the mystery of marriage between Christ and the church,” the purpose of which was to create a “paradigm for undefiled marriage of Christians.”[152]

			King has argued plausibly that the Gospel of Philip builds on the analogy of the church as the bride of Christ in Eph 5:22–33. The exclamation “Great is the mystery of marriage!” (Gos. Phil. 64.31–32) is probably an echo of Eph 5:32, where the Pauline author says in reference to marriage, “This mystery is a profound one.” Elsewhere, Philip speaks of marriage and mystery (Gos. Phil. 82.2–6). The discussion of marriage in Gos. Phil. 76.6–16 (“the union is one of husband with wife”) seems to echo Eph 5:31, where the Pauline author appeals to dominical tradition, itself a quotation of Gen 2:24, in saying, “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh” (cf. Matt 19:9; Mark 10:7–8).

			King does acknowledge, of course, that Philip’s use of metaphor and symbols creates uncertainty. Perhaps Jesus and Mary were not literally married; perhaps the idea of actual marriage and physical intimacy is only metaphorical and spiritual. This is how other interpreters of the Gospel of Philip see it.[153] Again in reference to kissing, the passage goes on to say, “For this reason we also kiss one another. We receive conception from the grace which is in each other”[154] (Gos. Phil. 59.3–5). Is this physical conception or spiritual conception? Is literal sexual intercourse in view? I have my doubts. The kissing could be that of the master/disciple relationship, which was common in the culture of late antiquity.[155] The “conception” of which Gos. Phil. 59.3–5 speaks seems to be in contrast to the comments about those “who are begotten in the world . . . in the natural way.” We may have an allusion here to John 3:6. In fact, John 3 seems to lie behind Philip’s ideas of begetting.

			In Gos. Phil. 60.7, we are told that “the Spirit begets.” This sounds a lot like John 3:3–8, where Jesus tells Nicodemus that he must be “born from above” (v. 3). Nicodemus misunderstands, thinking that Jesus is speaking of a literal second birth: “How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter a second time into his mother’s womb and be born?” (v. 4). Jesus of course is not speaking of physical conception and birth; it is spiritual. Accordingly, Jesus replies, “Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God” (v. 5). Surely, it is to this conversation that the Gospel of Philip alludes when it says, “the Spirit begets.” Or in 69.1–8 in reference to the bridal chamber, when we are told that it is “through the Holy Spirit that we are indeed begotten again . . . we are anointed through the Spirit” (69.4–8).[156]

			Later, in what may be another echo of John 3 (esp. v. 8), we hear of a contrast between the spirit of the world that blows and the Holy Spirit that breathes (77.12–15).[157] Later, the Gospel of Philip teaches that in contrast to physical copulation, which produces physical offspring, “spirit mingles with spirit, and thought consorts with thought. . . . [I]f you become [a spirit], it is the spirit which will be joined to you. . . . If you become light, it is the light which will share with you” (78.25–79.3).[158] Is physical contact required for any of these transactions? The author seems to be saying that physical intercourse, whether involving humans or animals, only produces physical beings. It is spirit that produces spirit and so forth. Would the idea of physical contact between Jesus and Mary advance the theology and ethics the author of Philip is trying to articulate?

			As mentioned earlier, the question about Mary’s relationship to Jesus rests heavily on the meaning of the Greek loanword koinōnos, which occurs in both quoted passages, and its Coptic equivalent hôtre, which occurs in the first passage.[159] As King points out, κοινωνός can refer to one’s marriage partner, as in, for example, LXX Mal 2:14 αὐτὴ κοινωνός σου καὶ γυνὴ διαθήκης σου (“she is your companion and wife of your covenant”). But even in this example, it is the word γυνή that identifies the κοινωνός, “companion,” as wife. κοινωνός appears another seven times in the LXX,[160] but none of these occurrences are in reference to one’s marriage partner. In the New Testament, the word occurs ten times but not once in reference to one’s spouse.[161]

			What could lend some support to King’s interpretation is the appearance of the cognate loanword κοινωνει, which functions as a verb, in contexts that speak of sexual intercourse (e.g., Gos. Phil. 78.12–20: “. . . the adulterer with whom she has intercourse [κοινωνει] . . .”; 81.35–82.1: “. . . when the husband and wife have intercourse [κοινωνει] with one another . . .”). But of course even in these texts, we have words like “adulterer,” “husband,” and “wife” that make it clear that sexual intercourse is in view and not simply companionship. Elsewhere in Coptic literature, the Greek verb κοινωνεῖν usually means “to consort with,” “to be a friend,” or “to be a partner.”[162]

			The meanings for κοινωνός given in BDAG and LSJ are “companion,” “partner,” “fellow,” “sharer,” and “accomplice.” We see these meanings throughout early Christian literature. In the collection of early works known as the apostolic fathers, κοινωνός is never used in reference to a spouse.[163] In one interesting example, we find κοινωνός with the meaning of “accomplice.” The Pastor of Hermas warns that if a man knows about his wife’s sin and “continues to live with her, he becomes responsible for her sin and an accomplice in her adultery [κοινωνὸς τῆς μοιχείας αὐτῆς]” (Shep. Herm. 29.5). Here the husband is his wife’s κοινωνός, not in the sense of spouse but in the sense of a fellow-sinner. Justin Martyr alludes to this principle, if not the very passage (2 Apol. 2 “an accomplice [κοινωνός] also in his wickednesses and impieties”; and it is repeated in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.17.5). Elsewhere in Justin, Theophilus, and Eusebius, κοινωνός is used in reference to comrades, associates, companions, colleagues, and partners; not in reference to spouses.[164] At least once κοινωνός has a theological meaning, as in “partaker in the body of Christ” (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 12.1.4).

			Clement of Alexandria is especially fond of κοινωνία, κοινωνικός, and cognate verbs. In Stromata, I have found only a half-dozen occurrences of κοινωνός. In four of them, κοινωνός means “partaker” or “sharer,” without any reference to gender or sexuality,[165] but two of the passages do use κοινωνός in connection with women. In the first, Clement says, “The wise woman [ἡ σώφρων], then, will first choose to persuade her husband to be her associate [κοινωνόν] in what is conducive to happiness” (4.19.2). In the second, Clement says, “God is her [the wife’s] helper and associate [συλλήπτορα καὶ κοινωνόν] in such practice” (4.20.2). In these passages, κοινωνός is not used as spouse, but as an associate or partner. In the first passage, the wise woman will make her husband an associate or companion in doing what makes for happiness. If κοινωνός here meant spouse, the sentence would be a tautology. In the second passage, we may assume that Clement is not saying that God is a wife’s spouse.

			In Philo and Josephus, κοινωνός occurs about forty times;[166] in all but a few passages, the meaning and function of the word is what we have seen in early Christian literature. Twice Philo refers to Sarah as Abraham’s life’s partner (Abr. 246 κοινωνὸς ὄντως βίου; 256 κοινωνὸν τοῦ σύμπαντος βίου), but even in these passages it is not clear that κοινωνός means spouse as much as it means partner in the sense that Sarah shared in Abraham’s admirable and noteworthy life. In another place, Philo refers to the patriarch “Jacob who seeks marriage for himself; for from what other place shall he seek a partner than from the house of wisdom [ἐνθένδε ὁ ἀσκητὴς Ἰακὼβ μνᾶται γάμον ἑαυτῷ· πόθεν γὰρ ἄλλοθεν ἢ ἐκ τοῦ σοφίας οἴκου κοινωνὸν]?”[167] (Fug. 52). In this allegorical passage, Philo is not talking of a literal spouse for the historical patriarch; rather he is saying that Jacob chose Wisdom, the “daughter of God,” to be his companion forever. In another allegory, Philo counsels against taking Lamech’s wife Ada as a partner (κοινωνός), for “she will give birth to you very great evil” (Post. 83). But again, Philo is not speaking of a literal spouse, sex, or childbearing.

			Of the two dozen times or so that Josephus uses κοινωνός, two seem to speak of a spouse. In his letter to the governors of the Persian Empire, the great king Artaxerxes condemns Haman who had plotted to destroy Mordechai and “Esther, our partner of life and rule [τὴν κοινωνὸν ἡμῖν τοῦ τε βίου καὶ τῆς ἀρχῆς]” (Ant. 11.278). Josephus is drawing upon the Greek Additions to Esther (compare Add Esth E 13, where Esther is described as τὴν ἄμεμπτον τῆς βασιλείας κοινωνὸν, “the blameless partner of the kingdom”). The reference to Esther as κοινωνός, however, has more to do with sharing the life and rule (or kingdom) of Artaxerxes than with being the king’s wife. The second occurrence of κοινωνός in Josephus that might mean spouse is found in the response of Herodias to Caesar when told she would not have to forfeit her property and accompany her deposed husband Antipas into exile: “It is not right when I have been partner in his prosperity [κοινωνόν με τῆς εὐδαιμονίας γενομένην] that I abandon him when he has been brought to such a station” (Ant. 18.254). To be sure, Herodias, former wife of Philip tetrarch of Gaulanitis, had become the wife of Antipas tetrarch of Galilee, but κοινωνός here has more to do with sharing life and fortune than being a wife as such.

			In some of the apocryphal books of Acts, κοινωνός appears a number of times, again with the same range of meaning that has been observed in early Christian literature (e.g., Acts of John 47.5; 82.1; Acts of Philip 131.1). Of special interest are several occurrences of the word in the Acts of Thomas, a work that originated in the early third century in Syria, in about the same time and place as the Gospel of Philip. In the Acts of Thomas, the apostle “broke bread with [the new converts] and made them partakers of the eucharist of Christ [κοινωνοὺς αὐτοὺς κατέστησεν τῆς εὐχαριστίας τοῦ Χριστοῦ]” (27.7). Elsewhere, new believers are called “partakers” or “partners” (100.5). A new convert says of the apostle Thomas, “He healed my wife and daughter . . . he demands faith and holiness that all may become partakers with him [κοινωνοὶ αὐτῷ γένωνται] in what he does” (104.5).

			A new believer invites an acquaintance, “Become my partner in eternal life [κοινωνὸς τῆς αἰωνίου ζωῆς]” (120.7). Elsewhere, we are told that the person who is baptized will “become a partaker in the remission of sins [κοινωνὸν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ἀφέσεως]” (132.1). A woman named Tertia asks to be taken to Thomas, so that she may be “taught to worship the God he proclaims and become partaker of his prayers [κοινωνὸς αὐτοῦ γένωμαι τῶν εὐχῶν] and a sharer [συμμέτοχος] in all” that he has been told (136.1). The new convert asks the apostle Thomas, “May I become a partaker in this life [κοινωνὸς τῆς ζωῆς ταύτης]?” (136.7). The supplicant is assured that she will be “made worthy of the mysteries” and will be made an “heir of (Christ’s) kingdom” (136.10).

			The use of κοινωνός in the Acts of Thomas is similar to its use in the Gospel of Philip. In Philip Mary Magdalene, as already observed, is identified as the κοινωνός and 6wtre, hôtre of Jesus, a woman loved more than the other disciples of Jesus. Even with the bridal chamber metaphor, the point in Philip seems to be that Mary is worthy to receive the deepest mysteries and revelation—not that she has a physical relationship with Jesus and enters with him into a literal bridal chamber.

			The mission of Jesus, Philip tells his readers, is “to unite [hôtre] the two, and to give life to those who died as a result of the separation” (70.15–17). Is sex in view here, or is it something of a metaphysical or spiritual nature? It seems the latter. As Antti Marjanen reminds us, when the author of Philip speaks of “wife” he uses the Coptic word s6ime, shime (Gos. Phil. 65.20; 70.19; 76.7; 82.1), not hôtre.[168] Had the author/compiler of the Gospel of Philip imagined Mary and Jesus literally married, surely he would have referred to her as “wife” as well as companion. Indeed, if Mary is supposed to be Jesus’ wife, then why not say so in 59.6–11? This text could then read: “There are three who always walked with the Lord: Mary his mother and her sister and Magdalene, who is called his companion. For Mary is his sister and Mary is his mother and Mary is his wife.”

			It is true that in some contexts hôtre can refer to a spouse, but it usually refers to someone who has been hired (and so has “joined” someone) or is in agreement, or even a “twin.” Often when hôtre is used in reference to a spouse, the Greek loanword γάμος is present, making clear the nature of the partnership or union.[169] In the case of κοινωνός in Coptic texts, the most common meaning is “companion,” “friend,” or “comrade.”[170] In the context of discipleship and Christian practices, such as evangelism, baptism, and Eucharist, the meaning of hôtre, as Bruce Chilton has suggested, is probably closer to חָבֵר, ḥābēr, “colleague,” which in rabbinic contexts is the usual word for those who study together.[171] The use of κοινωνός in the Acts of Thomas reflects the same range of usages.

			The symbolism and metaphor of the Gospel of Philip, not to mention the abrupt shifts in the train of thought, thanks to the composite nature of the text, make it challenging to interpret this interesting writing. It is therefore very difficult to say if the author (or compiler) of this work had in mind literal marriage, as King thinks. I myself hesitate because Jesus implies, in the analogy of the two people in the dark (64.5–9),[172] that he loves Mary more than the male disciples because she can see and is therefore a more worthy recipient of revelation than they are. Jesus loves his disciples, but he loves Mary the most because of her spiritual receptivity. In a sense, she is a better disciple than they.[173]

			Of course, even if we accept King’s interpretation, the Gospel of Philip, composed no earlier than the begining of the third centry, tells us nothing about the historical Jesus and his relationship with Mary Magdalene. Indeed, King admits as much herself, remarking that Philip “does not provide reliable historical evidence that Jesus was married.”[174] King also calls to our attention the earliest authorities who reference the marital status of Jesus. She cites Tertullian (late second century), Clement of Alexandria (early third century), and John Chrysostom (late third–early fourth century). All three state univocally that Jesus was unmarried (Tertullian, Mon. 5.7; Clement, Strom. 3.6.49; John Chrysostom, Virginit. 11.1; 23.4).[175]

			The Gospel of Mary and the Gospel of Philip suggest that Mary Magdalene was a perceptive and privileged disciple. As such, she was worthy of the special revelation that she received from Jesus. But both of these writings fall short of calling Mary Jesus’ “wife.” For the case to be made that some circles of the late second- or early third-century church believed that Jesus and Mary actually were married and had a physical relationship, additional evidence is needed—evidence in which Mary Magdalene is actually called “wife.” As it so happens, a text myteriously came to light only a few years ago that just might provide such evidence. To this new text we now turn.

			The Gospel of Jesus’ Wife

			At an international conference held in September 2012, Karen King announced that she had come into possession of a papyrus fragment of Coptic text in which Jesus explicitly refers to Mary as his wife. Her announcement created a sensation. The new text was aptly, if somewhat clumsily, named the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. King had learned of the text in 2010 and came into possession of it in 2011. Knowledge of this papyrus fragment may have influenced her interpretation of the Gospel of Philip, which has been discussed above. King had intended to publish her paper in the Harvard Theological Review in 2013, but warnings that the text was in all probability a modern forgery led to the decision to delay publication and examine the text further. Satisfied that the fragment was ancient, a revised form of the paper was published in 2014.[176] (See fig. 8.3.) The text reads as follows:[177]
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			1 ] not [to] me. My mother gave me li[fe . . .

			2 ] The disciples said to Jesus, [ . . .

			3 ] deny. Mary is n[ot] worthy of it [ . . .

			4 ] . . .” Jesus said to them, “My wife . . . [

			5 ] . . . she will be able to be my disciple and . . . [
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			King dates the papyrus fragment to the fourth century and suggests that the underlying Greek original was composed in the second half of the second century.[178] The Coptic fragment of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife has at last provided conclusive evidence that by the end of the second century some Christians believed that Jesus and Mary Magdalene were man and wife. Or has it? Several factors suggest otherwise.

			Within days of the announcement of the discovery and the posting of King’s paper on the internet, scholars found problems. Some wondered at the placement of the words on the papyrus fragment, others wondered why the letters had been applied with a brush instead of a reed pen, why the ink was so black and glossy; but most damaging of all, Francis Watson, Simon Gathercole, Christian Askeland, and a few others observed that the text of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife was little more than a pastiche of words and phrases taken from the only extant Coptic copy of the Gospel of Thomas.

			As already mentioned, these observations plus troubling questions about provenance led King to delay publication until 2014, so that tests could be undertaken. Tests confirmed that the papyrus itself was genuine (something no one had doubted) and that it probably dated to the eighth century (and not the fourth century, as King originally thought). The limited value of the testing and especially the problematic nature of the late date for the papyrus were not sufficiently appreciated, so Professor King went forward with the publication of a revision of her paper in the Harvard Theological Review. One year later (2015), six papers appeared in a single issue of New Testament Studies, all devoted to the newly published Coptic fragment. That same year a conference was convened at York University in Toronto in which three papers and one response addressed several issues surrounding the scholarly reaction to the fragment.[179]

			I will touch on the most relevant factors relating to the question of the authenticity of the text. The apparent identification of the person who forged the text some time after 2002 and the concession from Professor King and the dean of Harvard Divinity School that the Coptic fragment is probably a modern forgery[180] make a lengthy discussion unnecessary.

			The first problem with the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife concerns its relationship to the Coptic Gospel of Thomas extant as tractate 2 in what is identified as Codex II of the Nag Hammadi codices (i.e., NHC II, 2). We have three Greek fragments of Thomas, but only one Coptic exemplar of Thomas. It has been shown that the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife is closely related to that unique text (and not to the Greek fragments) or to another Coptic version. Given that this particular copy of Coptic Thomas was produced at the beginning of the fifth century and perhaps a century later or so was taken out of circulation (if it ever circulated at all) and hidden (probably in a grave or tomb), it is hard to see how the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife, written on eighth-century papyrus, could have had access to Coptic Thomas. When the Coptic fragment was written (on the assumption that it was written in late antiquity), Coptic Thomas was no longer available. The conclusion that the fragment was composed after the 1945 discovery and 1948 publication of Coptic Thomas is plausible and much more likely.[181]

			It has been shown that almost all of the text of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife has been drawn from Coptic Thomas (mostly §101 and §114) but not always skillfully. (One of the composer’s slips was mishandling the word “wife”![182]) The most glaring problem is that the composer of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife made use of an online version of Coptic Thomas, a version that contained idiosyncracies, including an error, that found their way into the new text. Moreover, an interlinear of the Coptic text and English translation that the owner of the papyrus fragment gave to King is also related to the online version of Coptic Thomas.[183]

			A second major problem concerns paleography. The use of a brush instead of a reed pen (κάλαμος) for a text composed in the fourth century (King’s original date of the fragment) or the eighth century (the actual date of the fragment as determined by AMS) also points to modern forgery.[184] The hand, moreover, is not fourth century; nor does it match hands of the eighth century.[185] Also, Coptic scholars are unable to link the extant lines of the fragment in a way that results in a coherent, meaningful paragraph.[186] There simply is not enough room on the left and right sides of the lines when the fragment is placed on a full-sized sheet of papyrus. Even more problematic, it has been shown that the brush and hand used to compose the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife are the same brush and hand that composed the fragment of Coptic John, which has been shown to be a forgery based on a text published in 1924.[187] The fact that Coptic John is a forgery only confirms that the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife is a forgery.[188] Moreover, the Coptic dialect is Lycopolitan, which after the fifth century was no longer in use. A Lycopolitan Coptic text on an eighth-century papyrus is therefore highly suspicious.[189]

			A third problem is similar to the one I raised above with respect to the Mar Saba Clementine and its discussion and quotation of two excerpts from a “mystical” version of the Gospel of Mark. Just as it is most unlikely that an alternate version of the Gospel of Mark (containing the story of the naked youth who met Jesus at night) circulated on into the fourth century, was known to Clement of Alexandria, and was misused by the Carpocratians, yet left no trace in the manuscript tradition or patristic testimony, so it is most unlikely that a Gospel that explicitly speaks of the wife of Jesus also remained unknown until it surfaced a few years ago.[190] Closely related to this absence of history is the highly dubious documentation that supposedly provides provenance.[191]

			Fourth and finally, the man who has been identified as the forger studied Coptic in Berlin, had access to fragments of ancient papyrus,[192] owns several similar facsimiles/fakes, and, along with his wife, has interest in esoterica and erotica.[193] It is surmised that the forger was motivated in part by the astounding success of Dan Brown’s book The Da Vinci Code (2003) and the media attention surrounding the movie version (2006). It has been further surmised that the forger offered his fragment to Professor King because of her competence in Coptic and scholarly interest in Mary Magdalene.

			It is unlikely that we will see a scholarly drive to rehabilitate the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. But I suspect there will be a postmortem of sorts, as scholars give thought to how the debacle took place and how future events of this nature can be avoided. How such a postmortem should take place is not exemplified in a few of the papers included in the volume Fakes, Forgeries, and Fictions.[194] For example, one contributor to the volume complains that scholars like Francis Watson, Christian Askeland, and others “made up their minds prematurely, before the evidence became available,” but in the end “happened . . . to be right.”[195] Watson, Askeland, and others weren’t lucky and just happened to get it right; they were competent. Within days of the posting of Karen King’s paper, which included the Coptic text, these scholars noticed how heavily dependent the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife was on the Gospel of Thomas. Their reasons for calling into question the authenticity of the Coptic fragment had nothing to do with theological convictions or preferences;[196] it had to do with the evidence—the Coptic text! To imply that Watson and Askeland were guided by theological interests, rather than competent analysis,[197] is as gratuitous as it is discourteous.

			Fakes, Forgeries, and Fictions editor Tony Burke ends his paper with a thought about assumptions and “how much the need to declare a text a forgery . . . is motivated not so much by a desire to understand its origins as by a distaste for its contents.”[198] The reverse of this gratuitous assertion can be made, of course, by claiming that those who defend the authenticity of a dubious text do so, not because the evidence supports it, but because its contents suit their taste. It seems that was very much the case with regard to the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. Some of the participants in the York University Christian Apocrypha Symposium held in late September 2015, which gave rise to the volume Fakes, Forgeries, and Fictions, still clung to the belief that the Coptic fragment was a genuine ancient text even after the publication of the conclusive studies that appeared in the summer 2015 issue of New Testament Studies. Those pointing accusing fingers at Watson, Askeland, and others who quickly and rightly recognized the Coptic text for what it was should be embarrassed.

			I doubt much that we have seen the last of new sensational “finds.” In my view, part of the problem is that scholars do not engage popular works and confront nonsense when it rears its head. Because it is beneath our academic dignity, or so we think, we tend to ignore books like Holy Blood, Holy Grail (1982), Dead Sea Scrolls Deception (1991), The Jesus Papers (2006), and the silly novels, such as The Da Vinci Code, that these works of pseudo-scholarship inspire. In my plenary address at the 2013 Lilly Theological Research Grants Conference in Pittsburgh, I exhorted the grants recipients to get out of the ivory tower, at least once in a while, to engage the popular arena and to make competent scholarship known to the public.[199] If we do not, others who lack the requisite education and training will.

			The need for scholarly vigilance has been underscored, unfortunately, by the publication of a book whose thesis is as absurd as it is misleading. It is yet another book about Jesus and Mary, but what makes this one especially embarrassing is that its authors cite the discovery of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife as the confirmation that they needed.[200] They claim that a Syriac version of the pseudepigraphal work known as Joseph and Aseneth is in reality an allegory of Jesus and Mary Magdalene and their marriage. As reviewers and bloggers have pointed out, of course, Joseph and Aseneth is not lost, it is not a Gospel, it is not in code or an allegory, and it has nothing to do with Jesus and Mary. The purpose of this pseudepigraphal work, which is also extant in Greek and was published many years ago,[201] was to address the problem of Joseph the Jewish patriarch marrying Aseneth, the daughter of an Egyptian priest and idolater (Gen 41:45). The work has nothing whatsoever to do with Jesus and Mary.

			Before concluding this chapter, I should mention another sex-related forgery, this one an inscription. Although it has nothing to do with Jesus, it offers yet another example of scholarly fraud. I refer to an inscription that supposedly at one time was displayed, appropriately, in the Temple of Venus.[202] It is published as CIL VI 17*, with the asterisk indicating that scholars have come to recognize it as spurious. It is the lex ex tabellis divum de re futuaria, “law from the tablets of the gods regarding rutting.” This was possibly a humorus reply to the authentic lex Iulia de adulteriis (17 bce), which required the banishment of adulterers, sometimes confiscation of property, and even the execution of offenders. The forger apparently felt the adultery law a bit too severe. Now recognized as a forgery, at one time many scholars accepted it as genuine.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			A number of cautions and lessons can be learned from the publication and controversy relating to the several texts that have been discussed in this chapter. Two of the texts are now universally regarded as modern forgeries, the Amusing Agraphon and the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. The Mar Saba Clementine, in which reference is made to a “mystical” version of the Gospel of Mark (usually referred to as Secret Mark), is very probably a modern forgery as well. The other two writings, the Gospel of Mary and the Gospel of Phillip, are ancient, probably dating to the early third century. Although the authenticity of these writings is not in question, contemporary interpretation of them has been problematic in that it is perhaps a little too reflective of current fashion. What is common to all (excepting the Amusing Agraphon) is speculation about the sexuality of Jesus, a speculation that is very much driven by modern preoccupation with the general topic of sex and, at times, an iconoclastic disposition toward the church.

			I recognize that many scholars still defend the authenticity and antiquity of the Mar Saba Clementine and no doubt will continue to do so in the foreseeable future,[203] but I should hope that most if not all will recognize that the objections to its authenticity raised by scholars like Stephen Carlson, Peter Jeffery, Pierluigi Piovanelli, and Francis Watson are quite serious and should not simply be swept aside. Piovanelli wisely recommends that the Mar Saba Clementine not be used “in any reconstruction of the history of early Christian traditions, texts, individuals, or groups.”[204]

			The exposure of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife as a modern forgery also has much to teach us. In this case, unlike the Mar Saba Clementine, we have access to the artifact itself, not a copy centuries removed. The artifact has been tested and the handwriting has been analyzed. The date of the papyrus creates a problem, in that it is very probably too late, and the handwriting does not match authentic Coptic penmanship from any period. Both of these findings raise troubling questions. The discovery of the fragment’s dependence on an online version of the only extant Coptic version of the Gospel of Thomas (i.e., NHC II,2) renders a verdict of modern forgery inescapable. Other problems with the text only add icing to the inauthenticity cake, as it were.

			In the case of the Mar Saba Clementine, however, we do not possess an ancient artifact. This means that we do not have papyrus, whose age can be tested, nor do we have original handwriting that can be analyzed. Rather, we have a relatively modern copy, perhaps an autograph of a text, written on the endpapers of a seventeenth-century book. Well, actually we have only the book; the endpapers have vanished. Consequently, there is nothing to test scientifically. All we have to go on is the text itself and its relationship to the person who found it: Morton Smith. This is where the case of the Mar Saba Clementine differs significantly from the case of the Coptic fragment known as the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. Whereas Karen King’s scholarly interests have no bearing on the question of the authenticity of the latter, Morton Smith’s scholarly interests definitely have a bearing on the question of the authenticity of the former.

			It is the close relationship of the find and the finder that leads many of us to suspect that the Mar Saba Clementine is indeed a modern forgery, for its contents fit the life and interests of the finder better than they do the known history of the Markan text, the views of the historical Clement of Alexandria, and the history of Christian liturgy.[205] In short, the thought world of the Mar Saba Clementine seems more at home in the world of Morton Smith than in the world of the early church.

			Finally, the unfortunate affair of the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife underscores the point detectives of forgeries have made again and again: the assumption that educated, cultured people, especially academicians, would never manufacture a fake is simply naive. In the world of art and literature, there are literally thousands of fakes; and many of them were so well crafted it took decades, sometimes centuries, before their true nature was discovered. Many others are suspected, but science and scholarship have not yet determined the truth. This naïveté may also be in play with respect to the Mar Saba Clementine. We must be careful, on all sides, not to allow our emotions or preferences to guide us. What happens to be popular or in vogue at the time can be very misleading.[206]

			In the next chapter we shall look at presentations of Jesus in diverse texts, with varying degrees of authority, in the respective faiths of Judaism, Islam, and popular Christianity. All of the texts are ancient but the traditions they draw upon are highly dubious. Even so, some of these traditions carry a great deal of weight and deeply influence the faithful.
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			CHAPTER NINE

			Panther, Prophet, or Problem Child? Jesus in Rabbinic, Islamic, and Popular Christian Traditions

			In this chapter I shall look at the diverse, yet related, portraits of Jesus found in popular Christian accounts of his childhood, in polemical accounts in rabbinic literature, and in sympathetic utterances and descriptions in the Qur’ān and other early Islamic writings. It is useful to compare the respective popular Christian, rabbinic, and Islamic traditions about Jesus in the same chapter, not only because they overlap in time and geography but also because these respective traditions are clearly in reaction to one another. In the case of Islam, we shall see adoption of some of the canonical and extracanonical materials filtered through the twin lenses of disagreement with Christian theology on the one hand, and sharp condemnation of Jewish polemic directed against Jesus and his disciples on the other. Indeed, it is not possible to understand fully the polemical strategies in Jewish and Islamic traditions without taking each into account.

			As we shall also see, the manuscripts themselves are an important part of the story. The manuscripts of the Infancy Gospel tradition are incredibly diverse, in that we not only have numerous versions but even in single language versions, such as the Greek, we find numerous recensions. In contrast, the manuscript tradition of the Talmud is relatively stable, but we find in many manuscripts evidence of medieval censorship in which explicit references to Jesus have been deleted or altered. This of course makes it difficult to know with certainty which passages actually refer to Jesus. And finally, with regard to the Qur’ān, we are not always sure that we have the original text, for many Arabic manuscripts containing what were regarded as “discrepant” readings were gathered up and destroyed. In fact, so much of the manuscript evidence has been destroyed, scholars today despair of ever being able to restore the autographic text of the Qur’ān.

			Most scholars recognize the anti-Christian polemic in the Talmud and midrash, but they do not always recognize the role this polemic played in shaping the Jesus tradition in the Qur’ān. The portraits of Jesus (or ‘Īsā) in the Qur’ān and early Islamic literature are fascinating, not least because of the opportunities they afford for investigating the origin and interpretation of the diverse traditions that underlie these portraits. Some of the Jesus tradition in the Qur’ān and early Islamic literature derives from Christians sources, including Infancy traditions, as we should suspect; but some of it seems to be creative adaptation of and reaction to rabbinic traditions relating to major figures in Jewish Scripture, such as Abraham, Ishmael, and Moses, as well as Jesus himself.

			In recent studies, Peter Schäfer has argued convincingly that much of the Jesus tradition in the Talmud and related rabbinic literature was formulated in reaction to Christianity. This reaction comes to sharpest expression in the Babylonian Talmud, probably because this work took shape in the East, in a setting in which Jewish scholars could freely express themselves (in contrast to Jewish scholars in the West), because it was just outside the eastern boundaries of the Byzantine Empire.[1] In a recent study, Oskar Skarsaune revisits the larger question of who influenced whom, concluding that not only was the portrait of Jesus in the Talmud shaped in reaction to Christianity but also ideas about the awaited Messiah.[2]

			In my view, the give and take of Jewish-Christian polemics centered on Jesus, messianic ideas, and monotheism itself is a major factor in understanding the portrait of Jesus in the Qur’ān and early Islamic tradition. The portrait of Jesus in the Qur’ān is not simply the result of Muhammad’s adaptation of Christian tradition, but it is very much a reflection of Muhammad’s personal reaction to the debates and polemics going on between Jews and Christians and sometimes between Christians themselves over matters of Christology and theology proper (i.e., the Godhead, the Trinity, divinity of Jesus).

			In this chapter, we shall consider how Jesus is presented in the popular Infancy Gospel traditions, why they developed, and how widely known they were. We shall then look at some of the Jesus tradition in the Talmud and midrash. Finally, we shall look at the Jesus tradition in the Qur’ān, particularly in its depiction of Jesus as a prophet and teacher. We shall also give attention to the controversial passage in the Qur’ān at sura 4.157–158, in which Muhammed (or a later compiler) seems to be reacting to Jewish-Christian polemic focused on the crucifixion of Jesus. This Qur’ānic passage continues to be hotly debated, with defenders of the traditional view that Jesus was not crucified, or at least did not in fact die on the cross, challenged by the arguments of more recent scholarship that contends that sura 4.157–158 has not been understood correctly.

			To repeat, my primary interest is in the manuscripts, so along the way I inquire into their age, origins, and regions of circulation. The present book is not intended to be a survey of diverse portraits of Jesus in diverse religious traditions, but a survey and analysis of the manuscript tradition itself, out of which these diverse portraits arise. I begin with Jesus in the Christian tradition.

			The Problem Child: The Juvenile Jesus in Popular Christian Traditions

			The Infancy Gospel texts (and here I focus on the stories related to the infancy and childhood of Jesus, not to his mother Mary) have been well known for a long time and are described in many surveys and introductions to New Testament apocryphal literature.[3] In recent years, the Infancy Gospel texts and traditions have been subjected to very positive detailed and fresh investigations. This diverse and fascinating literature has been of interest for many years, especially with the discovery of various unpublished manuscripts, but it has been only relatively recently that we have seen an impressive surge in scholarly publications.[4] Significant studies that have appeared in recent years include those by Ronald Hock, Gerhard Schneider, Reidar Aasgaard, Tony Burke, Stephen Davis, and Robert Cousland,[5] to mention the most influential.

			The manuscript tradition of the Infancy Gospel is rich and complicated. It is extant in many versions, including Arabic, Ethiopic, Georgian, Greek (several recensions), Irish, Latin, Slavonic, and Syriac. Most scholars believe that the Infancy Gospel (or Paidika,[6] meaning the “childhood [deeds]”) was originally composed in Greek, even though our Greek manuscripts are late and heavily interpolated (with “of Thomas” added to the title much later). As it happens, our Latin and Syriac manuscripts are much earlier. The best known recension is Greek A, which comprises nineteen chapters.[7] It is based on several manuscripts ranging in date from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries.[8] The other well-known recension is Greek B, which is shorter and comprises eleven chapters.[9] B is based on two manuscripts that range from the fourteenth or fifteenth century to the fifteen or sixteenth century.[10] We also have a recension known as Greek D, which is based on three manuscripts, one of which dates to the thirteenth century,[11] and a recension known as Greek S.[12]

			There are two major Latin versions. The First Latin version (Latin A) of the Infancy Gospel is represented by a fifth-century manuscript[13] and two fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts.[14] The Second Latin version (Latin B) is extant in at least five manuscripts ranging from the twelfth to sixteenth centuries.[15] The Second Latin text is found in Tischendorf.[16] The Syriac version is extant in three major recensions, Syriac A, Syria W, and Syriac E. Syriac A has the strongest attestion, with manuscripts dating from the fifth and sixth centuries.[17] Tony Burke has recently produced a new edition of the Syriac.[18] Although some scholars have argued that the Infancy Gospel originated in Syriac,[19] it is now widely believed, as mentioned above, that Greek was in fact the original language.[20] The Infancy Gospel originated in Greek and was soon after translated into Syriac, which was then translated into Arabic. (See fig. 9.1.)

			The Infancy Gospel, or Paidika, has for a long time circulated under the name of the Infancy Gospel of Thomas (or, in Latin, Euangelium Thomae de infantia Saluatoris, the “Gospel of Thomas concerning the Infancy of the Savior”). It is closely related to and in some versions overlaps with works that circulated under titles like Arabic Infancy Gospel (translated from the Syriac)[21] or the Latin Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew,[22] as well as various works under the name of Mary, such as the Syriac Life of Mary.[23] (See figs. 9.2 and 9.3.)

			Most scholars believe the Infancy Gospel originated in the second half of the second century. The evidence for this is seen not in the manuscripts themselves, for they are quite late, but in patristic testimony in which Infancy stories are referenced. For example, at Greek A 13:1 we are told that the father of Jesus τέκτων ἦν, καὶ ἐποίει ἐν τῷ καιρῷ ἐκείνῳ ἄροτρα καὶ ζυγούς, “was a carpenter, and he made at that time ploughs and yokes.” Justin Martyr may allude to this story when he says that “when Jesus came to the Jordan, he was considered to be the son of Joseph the carpenter [τοῦ τέκτονος] . . . making ploughs and yokes [ἄροτρα καὶ ζυγά]” (Dial. 88.8). However, the parallel might not be close enough to serve as evidence that Justin was acquainted with the Infancy Gospel.[24]

			More promising is the very distinctive story of Jesus being instructed in the meaning of the alphabet.[25] In the Infancy Gospel (Greek A), a teacher requests of Joseph:

			Come, hand him over to me that he may learn letters, and I will teach him with the letters all knowledge, and how to address all the older people, etc. (6:2; cf. Syriac Inf. Gos. 6:2)

			After the attempt to teach the alphabet to Jesus, he replies:

			How do you, who do not know the Alpha according to its nature, teach others the Beta? (6:3; cf. Syriac Inf. Gos. 6:3)

			Later we are told that Joseph

			took him and handed him over to another teacher. And the teacher said to Joseph, “First I will teach him the Greek letters, and then the Hebrew.”[26] For the teacher knew the child’s knowledge and was afraid of him. Nevertheless he wrote the alphabet and practiced it with him a long time; but did not answer him. And Jesus said to him, “If you are indeed a teacher, and if you know the letters well, tell me the power of the Alpha, and I will tell you that of the Beta.”[27] (14:1–2; cf. Syriac Inf. Gos. 15:1–2)

			The curious story is evidently known to Irenaeus, who writing ca. 180 complains of the Marcosians:

			Besides these (errors), they adduce an unspeakable number of apocryphal and spurious writings, which they themselves have forged, to bewilder the minds of foolish people, and of such as are ignorant of the Scriptures of truth. Among other things, they bring forward that falsification that relates that when the Lord was a boy learning his letters, on the teacher saying to him, as is customary, “Pronounce Alpha,” he replied, “Alpha.” But when, again, the teacher ordered him to say, “Beta,” the Lord replied, “First tell me what Alpha is, and then I will tell you what Beta is.” This they expound as meaning that he alone knew the unknown, which he revealed in the form of the Alpha.[28] (Haer. 1.20.1)

			The story is also recounted briefly in the Epistula Apostolorum:

			This is what our Lord Jesus Christ did, who was delivered by Joseph and Mary his mother to where he might learn letters. And he who taught him said to him as he taught him, “Say Alpha.” He answered and he said to him, “First you tell me what Beta is.” And truly (it was) a real thing which was done.[29] (Epistula Apostolorum 4)

			It is likely the version of the story found in the Epistula Apostolorum is the oldest of the three. Irenaeus knows of the story but in a very negative context, in that it is linked to the Marcosians. The author/compiler of the Infancy Gospel evidently knew of no such “heretical” tendencies. It is likely, then, that the story itself was known no later than the middle of the second century and was within a generation or so taken up as a positive story in the emerging Infancy cycle. In Marcosian circles, the story was adopted and interpreted in a way that supported a speculative doctrine to which Irenaeus objected strongly.[30]

			We cannot be dogmatic here, but the evidence taken as a whole suggests that the Infancy Gospel, perhaps in a somewhat briefer form, was in circulation by the end of the second century.[31] In any case, fourth-century references to dubious accounts of childhood miracles in later fathers[32] confirms that by this time the Infancy Gospel had become well known.

			Other stories in the Infancy Gospel may have drawn on Greco-Roman traditions. One of the more curious stories is seen in the episode where the young child Jesus brings clay birds to life:

			When this boy Jesus was five years old he was playing at the crossing of a stream. . . . Having made soft clay he moulded from it twelve sparrows. And it was the Sabbath when he did these things. . . . . . . Joseph . . . cried out to him, saying, “Why do you do on the Sabbath things which it is not lawful to do?” But Jesus clapped his hands and cried out to the sparrows and said to them, “Be gone!” And the sparrows took flight and went away chirping.[33] (Greek A 2:1–2, 4; cf. Greek D 9:2; Greek S 2:1–2, 4; Syriac Inf. Gos. 2; Arab. Inf. Gos. 36)

			The story is summarized and augmented in the Syriac Life of Mary:

			And it happened that when Jesus was about seven years old he and the children who were his companions made figures in clay of horses, and mares, and oxen, and donkeys; and each child was saying, “Mine is more beautiful than yours.” Then Jesus said to them, “If I command my figures, they will walk.”[34] (2:1–2)

			Jesus so commands and the animals walk about and even eat and drink; and the birds, of course, take flight. The expanded story also appears in the Arabic Infancy Gospel:

			When the Lord Jesus had completed seven years from his birth, on a certain day he was occupied with boys of his own age. For they were playing with clay, from which they were making images of donkeys, oxen, birds, and other animals; and each one boasting of his skill, and praising his own work. Then the Lord Jesus said to the boys, “I will order the images I have made to walk.” The boys asked if he were the Son of the Creator; and the Lord Jesus ordered them to walk. And they immediately began to leap; and then, when he had given them permission, they again stood still. And he had made figures of birds and sparrows, which flew when he told them to fly, and stood still when he told them to stand, and ate and drank when he handed them food and drink.[35] (Arab. Inf. Gos. 36:1–4)

			The Syriac appears to be an expansion of the Greek, and the Arabic is an expansion of the Syriac. What started out as a simple story, probably inspired by canonical stories in which Jesus is faulted for activity on the Sabbath (e.g., Matt 12:1–8, 9–14; Mark 3:1–6; Luke 13:10–17; 14:1–6; John 5:1–18; 9:1–17), has become a highly involved story of the fantastic. Gero wonders if lying behind the Infancy story is the classical story of Daedalus, whose sculpted work was so lifelike it could move (cf. Plato, Euthyphro 11C; cf. Pliny, Nat. 7.198: the works of Daedalus “have a touch of the divine in them”).[36] It is a plausible suggestion when we remember that not only was the work of Daedalus lifelike, the artist was also famous for creating wings for himself and his son Icarus so that they might fly (Ovid, Metamorphoses 8.183–235). Accordingly, Jesus too could create lifelike creatures that could fly.[37]

			Another story in the Infancy Gospel that may owe its inspiration to Greco-Roman popular tradition is the healing of the man who (through magic) had been changed into a mule. The story is found in the Arabic version (chs. 20–21). A woman, who had been cleansed of leprosy by Jesus, tells the sisters of the afflicted man of the mighty infant. The sisters appeal to Mary, who then

			took up the Lord Jesus, and put him on the mule’s back. And she wept, as well as the women, and said to Jesus Christ, “Alas, my son! Heal this mule by your mighty power, and make him a man endowed with reason as he was before.” And when these words were uttered by the Lady Mary, his form was changed, and the mule became a young man, free from every defect. Then he and his mother and his sisters adored the Lady Mary, and lifted the body above their heads, and began to kiss him . . .[38] (Arab. Inf. Gos. 21:5–7)

			Gero and others wonder if this story may have been inspired by the similar story concerning Lucius Apuleius, accused of being a witch and magus.[39] The amusing story, written in archaizing style, is found in a work entitled, appropriately, the Golden Ass. Apuleius covers himself with a magic ointment provided by a sorceress and then is transformed into an ass, rather than into a bird as he had hoped.[40] After a series of misadventures, his petitions to the goddess Isis are finally answered: “Behold, Lucius, I am come. Your weeping and prayer have moved me to help you.”[41] Isis instructs the hapless Apuleius; he obeys, joins a procession in honor of the goddess, and then is changed back into human form when he eats the roses offered him by the priest of the cult of Isis: “As soon as I had eaten them . . . my deformed and assinine face was altered . . . the hooves of my feet changed into toes . . . my long ears were shortened . . .” Those standing by saw the miracle and lifted up their hands and voices in praise.[42]

			One more example from the Arabic Infancy Gospel should be mentioned:

			We find what follows in the book of Joseph the high priest, who lived in the time of Christ. Some say that he is Caiaphas. He has said that Jesus spoke. Indeed, even when he was lying in his cradle he said to Mary his mother, “I am Jesus, the Son of God, the Logos, whom you have brought forth, as the angel Gabriel announced to you. My Father has sent me for the salvation of the world.”[43] (1:1–2)

			This curious tradition, which in effect prefaces the work (in the Arabic version, Jesus is not actually born until ch. 3),[44] will be mentioned below in the discussion of Jesus in the Qur’ān. The identification of high priest Joseph as Caiaphas may reflect acquaintance with the Jewish Antiquities of Josephus, who twice identifies the high priest as “Joseph [called] Caiaphas” (Ant. 18.35, 95), in contrast to the New Testament Gospels and Acts, which only call him Caiaphas (Matt 26:3, 57; Luke 3:2; John 11:49; 18:13–14, 24, 28; Acts 4:6). It should be noted that only Luke mentions Caiaphas at the beginning of his Gospel, which may have encouraged linking the high priest with the Infancy tradition. Interest in Caiaphas is also seen in some of the fanciful passion pseudepigrapha, such as Pilate’s letters, in which Caiaphas is named among those who called for the death of Jesus.[45]

			There are stories in the Infancy Gospel that find parallels in rabbinic legends about great rabbis. The first is seen in the story of being bitten by a poisonous viper:

			Joseph sent his son James to gather wood and take it into his house, and the child Jesus followed him. And while James was gathering the sticks, a viper bit the hand of James. And as he he lay stretched out and about to die, Jesus came near and breathed upon the bite, and immediately the pain ceased, and the creature burst, and at once James was healed.[46] (Greek A 16:1–2; cf. Greek D 16:1–2; Greek S 15:1–2; Syriac Inf. Gos. 16:1–2; Arab. Inf. Gos. 43)

			What is interesting about this story is not that Jesus heals James but that in healing him (by breathing upon the bite) the viper is killed. We have a similar story told about Hanina ben Dosa, a legendary Jewish holy man known for his piety and amazing answers to his prayers. The oldest version of the story is found in the Tosefta (“Supplement” to the Mishnah), which was compiled ca. 300 ce:

			They related about R. Hanina ben Dosa that once while he was reciting the Prayer (the Amidah), a poisonous lizard bit him, but he did not interrupt (his prayer). His students went out and found it (the lizard) dead at the entrance to its hole.[47] (t. Ber. 3.20)

			We find the same curious juxtaposition in this story: the bitten human lives, but the poisonous lizard (or viper; ‘ārōd can refer to either) dies (see the expanded form of the story in b. Ber. 33a). There is no overt act of healing on Hanina’s part, but it is understood that it was his righteousness that prevailed over the poisonous reptile.

			In a second story, a plank of wood is miraculously stretched. We are told that Joseph

			received an order from a rich man to make a bed for him. But when one beam was shorter than its corresponding one and they did not know what to do, the child Jesus said to his father Joseph, “Lay down the two pieces of wood and make them even from the middle to the end.” And Joseph did as the child told him. And Jesus stood at the other end and took hold of the shorter piece of wood, and stretching it made it equal to the other.[48] (Greek A 13.1–2; cf. Greek B 11:1–2; Greek D 13:1–2; Greek S 12:1–2; Syriac Inf. Gos. 13:1–2; Arab. Inf. Gos. 39)

			Once again we find an approximate parallel in rabbinic literature, and again it involves Hanina ben Dosa:

			Once a woman neighbor of R. Hanina was building a house but the beams would not reach the walls. She went to him and said, “I have built a house but the beams will not reach the walls.” He asked her, “What is your name?” She replied, “Aiku.” He then exclaimed, “Aiku, may your beams reach.”[49] (b. Ta‘an. 25a)

			We may have a touch of magic here, for the miracle takes place because of Hanina’s utterance “Aiku.” It plays off the woman’s name, for in the Greek the similar sounding imperative middle εἴκου means “yield” or “give way,” in the sense of the beams permitting themselves, in this context, to be stretched and so reach the walls.

			What has generated most of the scholarly discussion is the portrait of Jesus as a petty, vengeful child, who easily takes offence and punishes people with injury and sometimes death. This observation raises the question why the Infancy literature was produced. As has already been noted, this literature is early, widespread, and represented in several recensions and languages.

			The vengeful nature of the child Jesus is a theme that runs through all of the versions of the Infancy Gospel. When Jesus gave life to the clay birds, he was criticized for breaking the Sabbath (Greek A 2:4; Greek S 2:3–4; Arab. Inf. Gos. 46). Hearing of this infraction, the “son of Annas” (surely in reference to high priest Annas, father-in-law of Caiaphas, who condemned Jesus) dispersed the water in the pools that Jesus had collected for the purpose of making clay. Jesus rebukes the man, calling him an “insolent, godless ignoramus” and then curses him with the result that he loses his youth and withers (Greek A 3:1–3; cf. Greek B 3:1–2; Greek S 3:1–3; Syriac Inf. Gos. 2:1–4; Arab. Inf. Gos. 46–47).[50]

			Walking through the village, Jesus is struck in the shoulder by a boy running by (in any other version he is struck by a stone). Jesus speaks, “You shall go no further,” and the boy drops dead (Greek A 4:1; Syriac Inf. Gos. 4:1–2; Arab. Inf. Gos. 47). When Joseph scolds Jesus, lamenting that the people “suffer and hate us” (Greek A 5:1a), Jesus says those who speak against him will be punished. “Immediately those who had accused him became blind” (5:1b). Terrified, the people of the village acknowledge the power of Jesus (5:2).

			Jesus shames Zacchaeus his teacher (6–7; two more teachers are humiliated in 14–15), laughs (8:1), and restores all who had been cursed and injured (8:2a). Nevertheless, “no one after that dared to provoke him, lest he should curse him, and he should be maimed” (8:2b). Jesus then performs a number of positive wonders, raising a boy who fell and died (9), healing an injured man (10), producing a hundred measures of grain from a single seed (12), healing his brother James from the bite of a viper (16), restoring life to a child (17), and restoring life to a man killed in a building accident (18). The final pericope (19) is an expansion of the story of finding the boy Jesus in the temple (cf. Luke 2:41–52).

			The last pericope, as well as a number of parallels with the Gospel of Luke, leads some scholars to think that the purpose of the Infancy Gospel is to supplement the Gospel of Luke.[51] It is true that this material does fill in the “gap” between the birth of the Jesus and his appearance in the temple at the age of twelve,[52] but the purpose of the Infancy Gospel seems to be more than that. At the very least, the divine identity of the child Jesus is enhanced.[53] We must assume that lying behind the Infancy Gospel is an apologetic of sorts, intended not only to edify Christians but to impress their non-Christian friends, neighbors, and critics.[54]

			So, in what sense did the Infancy Gospel edify Christians (and which Christians?) and impress their non-Christian family and acquaintances? In what way did they think a portrait of Jesus that was not very much like the Jesus in the canonical Gospels would serve the interests of the Christian church?

			Reidar Aasgaard suggests that the Infancy stories were intended for children, so that children might more closely identify with Jesus.[55] But the problem here is that the youthful Jesus is hardly a model for children: he shows disrespect for adults, he maims and kills people, including children. Much about him falls well outside the parameters that Plutarch outlines for the proper education of a child (Mor. 1A–14C). At his worst, he is a little monster.[56] There is no indication in the Infancy narratives themselves that Jesus’ behavior is morally wrong. Even when rebuked by a parent, Jesus concedes nothing and is without remorse. Would parents want their children to “identify with” a Jesus like this? It is hard to see how they would.

			The portrait of Jesus is so bad and so out of step with Greco-Roman understanding of how children should behave, Kristi Upson-Saia concludes that many of the stories in the Infancy Gospel were originally composed by opponents of Christianity. Christians adopted the stories and recontextualized them to mitigate to some extent the completely negative portrait of Jesus.[57] Her suggestion has attracted few followers, because it is not clear how negative portraits of Jesus as a child—and a very powerful one at that—would undermine what Christians said about the adult Jesus. After all, Celsus did not find it difficult to criticize the adult Jesus of the canonical Gospels. He didn’t bother with the childhood of Jesus. Portraying Jesus as a supernatural Son of God who merely speaks and miracles occur would probably impress rather than scandalize most pagans. Indeed, on Upson-Saia’s theory, Christians themselves were impressed—and so adopted the stories!

			David Litwa has recently compared the Jesus of the Infancy Gospel to various Greco-Roman deities in their youth, including Heracles, Hermes, and Dionysius.[58] These comparisons are instructive. Educating Heracles (Latin Hercules), son of Zeus and the mortal woman Alcmene, was a dangerous task. When his distinguished teacher strikes the son of Zeus for his poor performance in music, the enraged Herakles takes his lyre (or stool in other versions) and breaks it over the teacher’s head and kills him (Ps.-Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 2.4.9; Pausanius, Descr. 9.29.9). Herakles is then sent elsewhere for his education. One immediately thinks of Jesus as a schoolboy and his treatment of his teachers (Greek A 6, 7, 14, 15; Greek S 6, 7, 13, 14).[59]

			The youthful Hermes is in some ways much worse than Herakles. He is a liar, thief, and manipulator who hopes to receive honors that match those of his brother Apollo. His mischief knows no bounds. However, his father Zeus thinks it all quite funny (Homeric Hymn to Hermes 13–173).[60] Dionysius, another son of Zeus and the mortal woman Semele (who is destroyed by a jealous Hera), brings about the ruin of his mortal cousin Pentheus, king of Thebes. As told in Euripides’ well-known play Bacchae, the mother of Pentheus and other women become intoxicated with the wine and spirit of Dionysius (and so become his maenads, his “maddened ones”) and tear Pentheus apart and devour him. It matters little that Pentheus acted in ignorance; Dionysius exacts revenge on him and on the whole family for failing to show the god the honor he believes he deserves. When a distinguished family member protests, “This is too much” (1346), Dionysius replies, “I, a god, was enraged against you!” (1347).[61] The gods really don’t have to justify their actions to mere mortals, no matter how capricious and groundless they may seem.

			Even as adults, the Greco-Roman gods were often vindictive and capricious. The story is told of Actaeon the hunter who innocently wanders into a cave and observes the naked Diana (Greek Artemis) bathing. The goddess curses him, turning him into a deer, and then he is killed by his own hunting dogs. Diana is not faulted; she had to protect her honor (Ovid, Metamorphoses 3.131–255).[62] From these examples, Litwa concludes that Jesus the divine child should be understood in a similar light. Jesus is, after all, divine, and so the slightest insult results in swift and severe punishment. Litwa concludes that the portrait of the young Jesus in the Infancy Gospel is what one would expect of Christians living in a Greco-Roman world in which the gods were viewed as powerful and dangerous. The stories of the Infancy Gospel were intended to confer on Jesus, even as a youngster, “divine status.”[63]

			A few of the Infancy Gospel stories are also reminiscent of the stories told of the infancies of emperors and other great men. During the building of the Acropolis (fifth century bce), a worker fell and was seriously injured. Physicians gave no hope for the man’s recovery. Pericles grieved over the man but Athena appeared to him, providing a cure, and the man recovered (Plutarch, Per. 13.7–8). Suetonius tells us that when Octavius (63 bce–14 ce), who later becomes Emperor Augustus, was an infant he was placed in his cradle on the ground floor, but the next day he was missing. After a long search he was found “lying on a lofty tower with his face toward the rising sun” (Aug. 94.6),[64] an omen of future greatness. In the Infancy Gospel, Jesus speaks from the cradle, fully aware of his divinity (Arab. Inf. Gos. 1:2), and at the age of twelve he too went missing and after a long search was found in the temple, his “Father’s house” (Infancy Gospel Greek A 19; cf. Luke 2:41–51).

			Suetonius further relates that when the youthful Octavius began to speak and was interrupted by croaking frogs, the future emperor commanded them to be silent and they obeyed. In fact, the frogs were never heard making a sound again (Aug. 94.7a). So also in the Infancy Gospel, animals bend their knees and worship Jesus (Gos. Ps.-Mt. 14:1; 18:1; 19:1–2). The child Jesus boasts, “It is necessary for me to tame every kind of wild beast” (18:2). In another story, we are told that an eagle snatched bread from the hand of Octavius and then, after flying aloft, it returned and gave it back (Aug. 94.7b). The child Jesus commands the palm tree to bend down, so that the holy family, on the road to Egypt, may enjoy its fruit (Gos. Ps.-Mt. 20:1–2).

			Late Antique readers could not hear the stories of the Infancy Gospel without thinking of the Greco-Roman gods and the great men, such as the emperors. Of course, the gap between emperors and the gods was not a very wide one in Greco-Roman thinking; for successful, virtuous emperors, like Augustus, were divinized after death. They too became gods and so their portentous infancies became paradigmatic, even sacred. It is not surprising then that the infant Jesus behaved very much like the gods and divinized great men.

			Cousland believes that Litwa’s study is on the right track and that the Infancy Gospel should be interpreted in the light of Greco-Roman beliefs about the gods. These beliefs, of course, range from the sophisticated and sometimes skeptical to the uneducated, unsophisticated, and quite gullible. Cousland calls our attention to Plutarch’s description of the gods as “rash, faithless, fickle, vengeful, cruel, and easily offended,” with the result that humans “hate and fear the gods,” and though they erect impressive statues and temples in honor of the gods, “in their hearts they hate them” (Plutarch, Superst. 170D-E).[65] Indeed, even the man who believes in the gods “wishes there were none” (170F).[66] Humans should hate the gods, for at times the pagan gods gave thought to annihilating all or most of the human race.[67] In his defense of Christianity against pagan criticism, Clement of Alexandria reminds pagans that their “gods are inhuman and misanthropic” (Protr. 3.1).

			Cousland argues that in the Infancy Gospel “Jesus has been portrayed as though he were a Graeco-Roman deity.”[68] In part, the author of the Infancy Gospel presents Jesus as an “Olympian” deity to answer the objections of critics like Celsus who ridicule the idea that Jesus was divine and yet was unable to avoid crucifixion and, when resurrected, failed to exact revenge against those who had put him to death. Cousland contends that Jesus in the Infancy Gospel is portrayed “as powerful and as acutely aware of his divine nature as any of the pagan gods.” The author of the Infancy Gospel has done this in order to make Jesus “more appealing to a pagan audience.”[69] It has also been observed that Jesus is portrayed as a beardless youth in catacomb and early church art. Scholars suspect that these portraits were intended to present Jesus as a young god.[70]

			Cousland’s hypothesis has much to commend it. The fickleness and lack of sympathy of the pagan gods were givens. Not too many in the Greco-Roman world doubted them. Therefore, the callous, immature, prickly behavior of the child Jesus would hardly stand out. By establishing Jesus’ “Olympian” credentials, as it were, the Infancy Gospel prepared its pagan readers to encounter a Jesus whose compassion and beneficence increase with age[71] and, in the canonical Gospels, an adult Jesus whose redemptive work on behalf of humanity is unmatched and his willingness to suffer for sinful humanity almost beyond comprehension. What Jesus grew into sharply contrasted with the pagan gods, who in some ways never really grew up.

			Scholars have asked who the readers and hearers of the Infancy Gospel were. Cousland has argued persuasively that the Infancy Gospel was written for the Great Church, for Christians and also for pagans considering conversion. He rightly makes a distinction between the Infancy Gospel and the type of literature that Christianity’s more learned authors produced, such as Justin Martyr or the later Irenaeus and Tertullian. The readers and hearers of the Infancy Gospel were mostly uneducated, illiterate, and from the lower class.

			The evidence for Cousland’s proposal is substantial; some of it is found in the general context of the Roman Empire in the first centuries of the church, and some of it is found in specific descriptions of Christians. As an example of the first, Strabo (ca. 64 bce–ca. 24 ce) remarks that “every illiterate and uneducated man [ἰδιώτης . . . καὶ ἀπαίδευτος] is, in a sense, a child [παῖς], and, like a child, he is fond of stories [φιλομυθεῖ],”[72] especially stories of the fearful (φοβερόν) and wondrous (τερατῶδες). To persuade such a man, reason is insufficient; religious fear (δεισιδαιμονίας) is needed (Strabo, Geogr. 1.2.8).[73] Cousland’s focus on this passage is very much to the point.[74] It is not hard to imagine the Infancy Gospel written for the illiterate, uneducated man of Strabo’s description. The stories of the Infancy Gospel would inspire fear and wonder in the illiterate person, playing off his superstitious ideas about the gods (the basic meaning of δεισιδαιμονία),[75] who for the most part care little for humanity.

			Many Christians were illiterate, uneducated, and placed little value on evidence and critical thinking. Critics like Celsus and Porphyry mocked Christianity. Celsus caricatures the Christian invitation to faith: “Let no one come to us who has been educated [πεπαιδευμένος], no one wise [σοφός], no one sensible [φρόνιμος]; for such qualifications are deemed evil [κακά] by us. But if there is any one who is ignorant [ἀμαθής], or stupid [ἀνόητος], or uneducated [ἀπαίδευτος], or a child [νήπιος], let him come boldly” (apud Origen, Cels. 3.44). Celsus hammers away at how most Christians are simple people, whose employment is usually menial, who have little to say to the educated and learned and are themselves “the most uneducated” (τοὺς ἀπαιδευτοτάτους); but, when no one of authority is around, they instruct children and people who are as stupid and gullible as themselves (3.55).

			There can be little doubt that Christian emphasis on faith and the fact that many Christians were illiterate, uneducated, and sometimes did not themselves know Christian beliefs and evidences well[76] gave critics like Celsus more than enough material to throw against the new faith. The problem of illiteracy and lack of education among many Christians facilitated the spread of novel, non-apostolic teaching (i.e., heresy) and dubious writings that claimed apostolic authority.

			Illiterate Christians and uneducated inquirers into the Christian faith would in all probability have heard the stories of the Infancy Gospel tradition read in public—that is, in church settings or, more likely, in non-worship group settings. Few would have pored over a manuscript in the way a scholar might critically examine a learned text. Public reading was common in the Greco-Roman world of late antiquity and the evidence for it is extensive. It is not hard to imagine how it took place. I will cite a few examples from Greek and Roman authors, then consider Jewish and Christian sources.

			Persius (ca. 34–62 ce) describes the activities of writers such as himself: “We shut ourselves away and write some grand stuff, one in verse, another in prose. . . . This stuff you will some day read aloud to the public . . . you will take your seat on the high chair” (Satirae 1.13–15).[77] In his letter to Calvisius Rufus, Pliny the Younger (ca. 61–113 ce) describes a pleasant visit to Spurinna, a man who loves having books read either in private (sometimes while taking a bath!) or, if his guests have no objection, in the dining room (Ep. 3.1.4–5, 8: “something light and soothing is read aloud”).[78] In another letter, Pliny mentions that certain guests at a public reading begged the reader to cease, not wishing to hear an account of their conduct read aloud. Alas, remarks Pliny, the book “will always be read,” by which he primarily means it will be read in public (9.27.1–2).

			Marcus Cornelius Fronto (ca. 100–165 ce), or simply Fronto, in one of his letters to Marcus Aurelius, about fourteen years before the latter became emperor, recalls: “You went about in public gatherings with too serious a face, as when you used to read books [tu libros . . . lectitabas] either in the theatre or at a banquet” (Fronto, Epistula ad M. Caes. 4.12.3 [147 ce]).[79] A generation or two later, Athenaeus (late second–early third century ce) reminds his readers that “Mnesiptolemus . . . once gave a reading [ἀνάγνωσις] of his Histories” (Athenaeus, Deipn. 10.432 B).[80]

			Persius, Pliny, Fronto, Athenaeus, and others provide important evidence of the common practice of public reading in Greco-Roman late antiquity. Letters and speeches were commonly read publicly (to the general public, to a gathering of friends or colleagues, or to an assembled army); so were plays, histories, philosophical or religious texts, and collections of maxims. The settings included dining halls, theaters, and town squares. The purposes were political or cultural, either to educate or to entertain.

			Jewish practice was not too different. It begins in biblical literature itself. On occasion Moses assembled Israel and recited to them “the words which the Lord had commanded” (Exod 19:7–9; 24:3–4; Num 11:24; Deut 1:1; 31:30; 32:44). Joshua, successor of Moses, recites the words of the Lord to the people (Josh 3:9). When the book of the law is discovered during the reign of Josiah, the people of Judea and Jerusalem go up to the temple to hear it read (2 Kgs 23:1–2). The prophet Jeremiah read to the king the words written on the scroll (Jer 36:4–11). One will also recall in the postexilic setting how the Jewish people gather to hear Ezra the scribe read the law (Neh 8:1–8).

			Philo tells of the reading of Scripture in synagogues on the Sabbath (Prob. 81–82: “one takes the books and reads aloud”; Hypoth. 7.13 “some priest who is present or one of the elders reads the holy laws to them”). The author of Ps.-Philo recalls how Joshua assembled the people and “read out loud before them all the words of the law” (LAB 21:10). In his interesting paraphrase of the story of Josiah and the book of the law that was found in the temple, Josephus says that the king commanded “those of every age to be present,” which presumably means children were included. In 2 Kgs 22:8 Hilkiah the high priest found “the book of the law,” but in Josephus he finds “the sacred books of Moses” (Ant. 10.58). These “sacred books,” presumably all five books of Moses, are read to the people (10.63). Josephus has embellished the story by including children and by expanding the corpus of what was read. These embellishments were probably inspired, at least in part, by contemporary practice in synagogue and school.[81] Josephus adds that Moses required the people “to assemble together for the hearing of the law, and learning it exactly . . . every week” (Ag. Ap. 2.175).

			In New Testament literature, we have of course the well-known story of Jesus reading a passage from Isaiah to the Nazareth synagogue congregation (Luke 4:16–20). James the brother of Jesus reminds leaders of the young church that Moses “is read every Sabbath in the synagogues” (Acts 15:21). Paul alludes to the practice when in his midrash he comments that “to this day whenever Moses is read a veil lies over their minds” (2 Cor 3:15). Both James and Paul assume that Scripture is regularly read in the synagogues. This practice carried over into Christian assemblies.

			Christian assemblies not only read Old Testament Scripture, with which most of their leaders were familiar, they also read, as early as the middle of the first century, apostolic writings, some of which would eventually be recognized as part of the canon of New Testament Scripture. Near the close of his first letter to the Thessalonians, Paul commands: “I adjure you by the Lord that this letter be read to all the brethren” (1 Thess 5:27). In a letter either written by Paul or a disciple, the recipients are instructed: “And when this letter has been read among you, have it read also in the church of the Laodiceans; and see that you read also the letter from Laodicea” (Col 4:16). The author of the Apocalypse begins with a macarism: “Blessed is he who reads aloud the words of the prophecy, and blessed are those who hear” (Rev 1:3).

			The author of 2 Clement refers to “the one who reads [τὸν ἀναγινώσκοντα]” to the congregation (2 Clem. 19:1). Writing in the middle of the second century, Justin Martyr provides a concise description of a Christian gathering in which sacred texts are read:

			And on the day called Sunday there is an assembly of those who dwell in the cities or the countryside, and the memoirs of the apostles [τὰ ἀπομνημονεύματα τῶν ἀποστόλων] or the writings of the prophets [τὰ συγγράμματα τῶν προφητῶν] are read, for as long as there is time. Then, when the reader has stopped, the president, in an address, makes admonition and invitation of the imitation of their good things. Then we all stand up together and send prayers. And, as we said before, when we have stopped praying, bread and wine and water are brought . . .[82] (1 Apol. 67.3–5)

			Of course, what actually constituted authorized, apostolic literature was not always known. One immediately thinks of Serapion, bishop of Antioch, who initially permitted the reading of the Gospel of Peter in his churches (ἀναγινωσκέσθω, “let it be read”), then later, learning of its dubious character, forbade its reading (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.12.2–6). The canonicity of controversial writings was often linked to whether or not they could be read publicly in churches. Of course, not all churches were necessarily under the authority of bishops recognized by the Great Church. Jerome (347–420) twice refers to the Gospel of the Hebrews, “which the Nazarenes read.”[83] Although it is not stated explicitly, reading in public is probably implied. This interpretation is supported by the incident reported by Eusebius but also by the comment in Canon Muratori (which should be dated to the fourth not second century[84]), which says with regard to the Shepherd of Hermas, “It ought to be read, but it cannot be read to the people in church [in ecclesia populo]” (lines 77–78).[85] So when Jerome says the Nazarenes read (lectitant Nazaraei) the Gospel of the Hebrews, he probably means when they read it publicly.

			A very important example of public reading is found in the Infancy Gospel itself. Jesus entered a school “and found a book lying on the reading desk [βιβλίον κείμενον ἐν τῷ ἀναλογίῳ] and picked it up, but he did not read the letters in it [οὐκ ἀνεγίνωσκε τὰ γράμματα τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ]; instead he opened his mouth and spoke by the Holy Spirit. . . . [A] large crowd assembled and stood there listening to him, wondering . . .” (Greek A 15:2; cf. Greek D 15:2; Greek S 14:1; Latin B 13:2; Syriac Inf. Gos. 15:1–2).[86] The assumption, of course, is that Jesus would read from the book to those in the school. Of course, the words of the book can hardly do justice to the deep thoughts of the young Jesus, so he simply speaks by the Holy Spirit. Not surprisingly, a large crowd gathers and is very impressed.[87] Acclamations by crowds serve an important validating function, as they do in the apocryphal books of Acts.[88] The Infancy story goes on to say that the people hearing Jesus recite were impressed by the “beauty of his teaching and the fluency of his words” (Greek A 15:2), attributes that are characteristic of a student properly trained for “speaking in public” (Quintilian, Inst. 2.5.7). The Infancy Gospel “was very likely one of the first non-canonical narratives to have been specifically written for the Great Church and unsophisticated pagan audiences.”[89] The apocryphal Acts of Thomas, written about the same time and evidently also in the East in the same region, could have been an early rival of the Infancy Gospel.

			Early Christian scholars, such as Irenaeus, may have scoffed at these stories and may well have regarded them as disgraceful, as well as false, but their elite opinion and proto-orthodoxy apparently had little influence in popular circles, where writings like the Infancy Gospel and the various apocryphal books of Acts were enjoyed.[90] The scribal energy expended in the copying, translation, and circulation of these writings testifies to their widespread and long-lasting popularity.

			The portrait of Jesus in the Infancy Gospel is fantastic and unappealing to us moderns, but it served a useful purpose in its time. The popularity of this portrait led to a proliferation of diverse versions and a great many translations, as attested by the many extant manuscripts, that facilitated its migration into distant lands, east and west, north and south. Some of the stories became known in Syria, even beyond the eastern boundaries of the late Roman and Byzantine Empires. Some of the stories find themselves echoed not only in rabbinic tradition but also in later Islamic tradition. To the rabbinic tradition we now turn.

			The Panther: Jesus in Rabbinic Literature

			Some of the stories about Jesus in the Infancy Gospel are echoed in rabbinic literature, especially in the polemical work known as the Toledot Yeshu, or “Generations of Jesus,” a title probably inspired by the incipit of the Gospel of Matthew.[91] In this work, which like the Infancy Gospel exists in a confusing number of Hebrew and Judeo-Arabic versions with great variation in contents, Jesus plays ball, quickens sparrows and various figurines, heals people, flies, and even raises the dead. One of the Toledot Yeshu manuscripts begins with the words, “The story of Yeshu ha-Notsri, found in old worn-out codices, covered with writing and blurry, yet the letters are recognizable” (Parma 2091 65r, lines 0–2). Another begins with the incipit, “This is the Book of Nazoreans, as decreed concerning Yeshua‘, the son of Pandera” (New York JTS 8998 1r line 1).

			The hearers of the Toledot Yeshu may well have been similar to those we think heard the Infancy Gospel stories. No doubt the hearers found it very entertaining. But the Toledot Yeshu was not composed by uneducated people. Its composers may not have known the New Testament Gospel stories well, but they were very clever. Hebrew Scripture is often cited, including Scripture to which Christians and the Christian Gospels appeal, and it is well applied. Rabbinic-style midrash is present in the Toledot Yeshu, including some materials drawn from the Talmud itself and related writings. So although the Toledot Yeshu is not on the level of sophistication we see in the Talmud, which was designed for scholarly study and discussion, it is more sophisticated than what we find in the various versions of the Infancy Gospel.

			The purpose of the Toledot Yeshu is to refute Christian belief that Jesus was the Messiah and God’s divine Son. Jesus is portrayed, instead, as a magician and false prophet, who acquired his magical skills through inappropriate use of the Divine Name. That Jesus actually performed miracles of the most amazing variety is not disputed; that he was a brilliant student is also conceded. What is asserted is that Jesus was born out of wedlock, was filled with grandiose ideas of his greatness, learned some powerful magic and uttered unspeakable blasphemies. Jesus was initially successful in his contests with the rabbis and enjoyed the support and protection of Queen Helene, but he was eventually defeated and executed.[92]

			Before turning to the rabbinic literature proper, I want to review briefly a few stories in the Toledot Yeshu and show their relationship to the Christian Infancy Gospel already considered. A major theme in the Toledot Yeshu concerns the conception and birth of Jesus. Some of the manuscripts describe Mary as “beautiful,” “shapely,” and “good-looking,” which unfortunately attracted a man, named either Pandera or Yohanan, to seduce (or rape) her, which results in her pregnancy.[93] In the Infancy Gospel, we are told that Mary’s “appearance was so beautiful and glorious that scarcely anyone could look into her face” (Gos. Ps-Mt. 6). In the Toledot Yeshu, Mary’s beauty occasions the sexual assault. The various versions of the Infancy Gospel go to great lengths to show that Mary was chaste and that her virginity was carefully protected. Their emphasis on Mary’s chastity and virginity may well have been in reaction to unsavory allegations. (See fig. 9.4.)

			The nomen Pandera (פנדירא) or Pantira (פנטירא) reaches back at least as far as the second century and seems to be based on the Latin panthera, or panther, which happened to be a popular name with Roman soldiers.[94] We do not know the origin of the slur. Our attestation is found in Celsus, who authored an anti-Christian tract called True Doctrine (ca. 170). Speaking of Mary, he says that “when she was pregnant she was turned out of doors by the carpenter to whom she had been betrothed, as having been guilty of adultery, and she bore a child to a certain soldier named Panthera” (apud Origen, Cels. 1.32).[95] The slander that Mary was an adulteress is what lies behind the habit of referring to Jesus as “Jesus ben Pantera” (as in the story of the man named Jacob who offered to heal someone “in the name of Jesus ben Pantera”).[96] The sobriquet “ben Pantera” means “son of the panther.” Several times Pandera or Yosef (ben) Pandera is mentioned in Toledot Yeshu as the father of Jesus.[97] The illegitimate birth of Jesus is driven home by repeated references to him as a bastard and son of a menstruating woman, which sometimes Jesus himself acknowledges.[98]

			In the moral and spiritual world of the authors and compilers of the Toledot Yeshu, the illegitimate birth of Jesus seems to have a great deal of explanatory power. It explains why though possessed of intelligence and potential Jesus turns out so poorly. Above all, his works of power demonstrate not his divine sonship but his evil inclination and reckless use of black magic. All of the miracles of Jesus in the Toledot Yeshu should be seen in this light. Some of the miracles appear to have been borrowed from the Infancy Gospel tradition. Even the stories that do not involve miracles take on a diabolic sense.

			In the Toledot Yeshu, Galileans “made birds of clay,” which Jesus caused to fly by “pronouncing the letters of the Ineffable Name.”[99] In one version it is dead birds, not clay birds, that Jesus makes fly.[100] The birds frighten the soldiers sent to arrest Jesus. In another version Jesus brings to life figurines of an ox, sheep, rooster, donkey, birds of clay, and other beasts.[101] It was noted above that in the Infancy Gospel the five-year-old Jesus makes clay sparrows fly (Greek A and S 2:1–4); but in the Arabic Infancy Gospel the seven-year-old Jesus makes images of donkeys, oxen, birds, and other animals walk, as well as figures of birds and sparrows fly (Arab. Inf. Gos. 36).

			In the Toledot Yeshu, we find a story of Jesus taken to school at the age of five. Surprisingly, it is conceded that Jesus was a good student. We are told that his “mother hired a teacher for him, and he was smart and studied both Scripture and Talmud.”[102] (To the point but less complimentary is the comment, “Most bastards are clever.”[103]) Indeed, Jesus “revealed understanding in everything his rabbi taught him.”[104] This point is much emphasized in the Infancy Gospel (e.g., Greek A 6, 7, 14, 15; Greek B 6, 7; Greek S 6, 7, 8, 13, 14; Arab. Inf. Gos. 48, 49).

			Although a good student, Jesus was arrogant and presumptuous and soon got into trouble with his teachers.[105] Confronted, Jesus would not accept correction. Instead, he illicitly acquired the Divine Name, drew followers, and began making outrageous claims, such as “I am the Messiah, the Son of David”[106] and “I am he, the Messiah, and I can raise the dead.”[107] In the Infancy Gospel, Jesus does just that; several times he raises the dead (Greek A 9:3; 17:1; 18:1; Greek B 8; Greek S 9:1–3; Arab. Inf. Gos. 30, 44; Gos. Ps-Mt. 40). His greatest offences were his blasphemous assertions, “I am the Son of God” and “I am God.”[108] In one version Jesus states, “I am God, and I am the Son of God, and my mother became pregnant from the Spirit of God . . . and my mother was a virgin. . . . I am the true Savior, and everyone who believes in me has [life in] the World to Come.”[109] In the Infancy Gospel, the humiliated teacher is perplexed by Jesus, confessing, “Whatever great thing he is, a god or an angel I do not know” (Greek A 7:4; Greek S 7:3 “whether a god or an angel or whatever else”). Later a crowd cries out, “Truly, this child was either a god or an angel of God” (Greek A 17:2).[110] Lying in his cradle, the infant Jesus himself says to his mother, “I am Jesus, the Son of God, the Logos, whom you have brought forth” (Arab. Inf. Gos. 1).

			There can be no doubt that some of the stories of the Infancy Gospel were known to the framers of the Toledot Yeshu. The presumptuous child who shows disrespect for his teachers provided a template that could be exploited in synagogue polemic. His amazing powers, such as bringing clay birds to life, could be presented as examples of magic, which in turn justified appeals to Deut 13:1–15, a passage that warns Israel of false prophets who show misleading signs intended to lead people into worshipping false gods. The people are to show the false prophet no mercy but are to “remove the evil” from their midst (Deut 13:5[6]).[111] Some of the parallels with Toledot Yeshu are limited to the distinctive traditions found in the Arabic Infancy Gospel, which attests their circulation in the East, where the least restrained and least censored anti-Christian rabbinic traditions came to expression. As already mentioned, some of the traditions found in the Toledot Yeshu are derived from the more academic, authoritative tradition, to which we now turn.

			In the Talmud and midrash, Jesus (whose name is again regularly abbreviated as Yeshu) is referenced explicitly or allusively many times.[112] The exact number of times cannot be known, either because of the work of medieval censors or because the tradents and editors of the rabbinic literature employed various sobriquets that today make it very difficult to identify passages that originally referred to Jesus. There are a few passages, however, where the name Jesus (Yeshu) appears. One of these texts directly bears on the question at hand. The text is in Bavli,[113] in an elaboration of the latter part of m. Sanh. 6:1. The relevant part reads:

			If then they found him [the accused] innocent, they set him free; otherwise he goes forth to be stoned. A herald goes out before him [calling], “Such-a-one, the son of such-a-one, is going forth to be stoned because he committed such or such an offense. Such one and such-a-one are witnesses against him. If any man knows anything in favor of his acquittal let him come and plead it.”[114]

			In Bavli, the gemara (at b. Sanh. 43a) that concerns us comments on this text as follows:

			Abaye said: “It must also be announced: On such and such a day, at such and such an hour, and in such and such a place [the crime was committed], in case there are some who know [to the contrary], so that they can come forward and prove the witnesses [as false].”

			“And a herald goes out before him,” etc. This implies, only immediately before [the execution], but not previous to it. [In contradiction to this] it was taught: “On the eve of the Passover Yeshu[115] was hanged. For forty days before the execution took place a herald went forth and cried, ‘He is going forth to be stoned because he has practised sorcery and enticed Israel to apostasy. Anyone who can say anything in his favor, let him come forward and plead on his behalf.’ But since nothing was brought forward in his favor he was hanged on the eve of the Passover.”[116]

			Ulla said: “Do you suppose he was one for whom a defense could be made? Was he not a mesit [enticer], concerning whom Scripture says, ‘nor shall you spare him, nor shall you conceal him’ [Deut 13:9]?” With Yeshu, however, it was different, for he was near to the kingdom.[117]

			This fascinating material is best understood as an argument leveled against the Gospels’ passion narratives as read, proclaimed, and debated in the early Amoraic period in Syria and Persia. It does not represent independent tradition.[118]

			Abaye’s qualifications counter the Gospels’ claim that the testimony of the (plural) witnesses against Jesus failed (Mark 14:58–59). Read in the light of Susanna, where the young Daniel separates the two accusers and shows how their testimony is false (Sus 51–62),[119] readers of the Markan narrative would have assumed that the witnesses who said Jesus threatened to destroy the temple were questioned separately and found to contradict one another. Abaye’s assertions challenge the impression one receives from the Gospels that the trial of Jesus was conducted in secrecy and in haste and that only witnesses for the prosecution were sought.

			The gemara quotes the next lemma of the Mishnah: “And a herald goes out before him [לפניו].” The prepositional phrase, “before him,” is ambiguous, so the gemara explains that the reference is spatial, not temporal. That is, the herald goes in front of the man being led to execution; he does not go forth some time before the scheduled day of execution. But the gemara goes on to add a contradictory opinion: In the case of Jesus, for “forty days before the execution took place” a herald went forth anouncing the charge and inviting witnesses for the defense to come forward. At the end of the gemara, the contradiction is explained: treatment of Jesus was exceptional, “for he was near to the kingdom.”

			Once again, the rabbinic tradition appears to be offering what Peter Schäfer describes as a “counternarrative” that qualifies or rebuts the Christian narrative found in the Gospels. The “exception” suggests that not only were witnesses in support of the accused invited to come forward, the invitation, along with the announcement of the charge, was extended forty days in advance. Schäfer plausibly suggests that the announcement of the charge against Jesus forty days before the day of execution counters the Gospels, in which Jesus foretells his death in Jerusalem (Mark 10:32–34, etc.).[120] In other words, Jesus spoke of his death weeks before entering Jerusalem, because the announcement of judgment against him had gone throughout Israel weeks before he entered Jerusalem. The implication is that Jesus foretold nothing. He showed no prophetic ability; no one should be impressed.

			A tradition attributed to Ulla (late third–early fourth century), in which he wonders on what basis an exception for Jesus would have been made, is added to the gemara. After all, Jesus was an “enticer” (i.e., a מסית, from Deut 13:6[7]: כִּ֣י יְסִֽיתְךָ֡ אָחִ֣יךָ, “If your brother entice you . . .”), for whom no mercy was to be extended (as in Deut 13:8[9]). So why, Ulla wonders, was an exception made for Jesus? The gemara explains: “With Yeshu, however, it was different, for he was near to the kingdom.” What is meant by “near to the kingdom [קרוב למלכות]”? A number of interpretations have been suggested, such as the belief that Jesus was of Davidic descent, or that Pilate crucified Jesus as “king of the Jews,” or that Jesus was remembered to have spoken often of the kingdom.[121] Morris Goldstein wonders if we have an echo of Luke’s narrative in which Jesus is presented before Antipas, the tetrarch of Galilee (Luke 23:6–12). The forty-day delay was so that Antipas could meet Jesus.[122] Schäfer considers the possibility that the assertion that Jesus was “near to the kingdom” may reflect the Johannine narrative in which Pilate is told that if he releases Jesus he is no friend of the Roman emperor (John 19:12).[123]

			I am not satisfied with any of these explanations. The threat against Pilate hardly works in Jesus’ favor, on the idea that he (Jesus) would have a longer time to find supporting witnesses and mount a defense. Claims of Davidic descent will not work either, for Jesus was widely regarded as a mamzer (מַמְזֵר), a person of suspect birth (which is greatly emphasized in the Toledot Yeshu). Being “near” to Antipas the tetrarch would not be to any advantage for Jesus. Recalling that Jesus spoke of the kingdom of God hardly makes sense of the talmudic tradition.

			What is more likely is that Jesus was “near to the kingdom” in that his name was revered in the Roman Empire of the fourth century, at the time this part of the gemara came to expression. One will recall that according to the Toledot Yeshu, Jesus was supported by Queen Helena of the eastern Roman Empire. In that setting, the following of Jesus, that is, the Christian church, was influential with the government. The saying, therefore, is not a fragment of old tradition—harking back to Pilate or Antipas, or even to Jesus’ habit of speaking of the kingdom of God—but rather it is an expression of the political realities the rabbis faced in the fourth century. Jesus was “near to the kingdom,” to be sure, but not the kingdom of first-century Rome; rather, the kingdom of fourth-century Constantinople.[124] After all, Ulla was originally from Palestine and would have been well aware how different the West was from the East. The explanation that Jesus was “near to the kingdom” is part of the counternarrative that explains why any consideration was shown Jesus, even though he was an enticer, a mesit. Of course, the tradition cuts both ways. On the one hand, there is the admission that Jesus had to be treated as an exception, yet on the other hand extending to him every consideration demonstrates the fairness of the Jewish court. Therefore, so the argument goes, the condemnation and execution of Jesus did not constitute a miscarriage of justice.

			The charge that Jesus was an enticer or mesit draws upon an older and independent rabbinic tradition: “[Jesus] practised sorcery and enticed Israel to apostasy.” Besides here in b. Sanh. 43a, Jesus (under various sobriquets) is elsewhere accused of sorcery (t. Šabb. 11.15; b. Šabb. 104b; and b. Sanh. 107a in uncensored mss), once again a charge frequently encountered in the Toledot Yeshu. In these other texts, we are told that Jesus acquired his magical powers while living in Egypt. This tradition reaches back at least to the latter half of the second century, for a form of it was known to Celsus (ca. 140–200), who says of Jesus: “He was brought up in secret and hired himself out as a workman in Egypt, and having tried his hand at certain magical powers he returned from there, and on account of those powers gave himself the title of God” (apud Origen, Cels. 1.38; cf. 1.6, 46, 68, 71; 2.9, 14, 16; 3.1; 5.51; 6.42). Part of this polemical tradition is expressed in the Infancy Gospel. The accusation that Jesus was empowered by Satan is found in the Synoptic Gospels (Matt 12:24; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15)[125] and probably reflects the authentic Sitz im Leben Jesu. The association of Jesus’ power with Egypt was likely suggested by the story of the holy family’s flight to Egypt (Matt 2:13–15), as well as Egypt’s dubious reputation as the magic capital of the world.

			Perhaps the most startling feature in the Babylonian tradition of the death of Jesus is the omission of the role played by Roman authorities. In b. Sanh. 43a Jesus is said to have been “hanged,” yet the herald announces that Jesus was to be “stoned.” What is in view is probably the old tradition of execution by stoning, especially for enticers (Deut 13:10) and witches and wizards (Lev 20:27), and then hanging the body of the deceased on a pole or tree until sundown (Deut 21:22–23). In the time of Jesus, to speak of “stoning” is to speak of execution, not necessarily literal stoning (as may have been in the case in the execution of James, the brother of Jesus, and a few others, probably also Christians; cf. Josephus, Ant. 20.200).

			There is nothing in this talmudic tradition that suggests Rome was involved in the execution of Jesus. Remember too that the gemara we have just considered elaborates on chapter 6 of the mishnaic tractate Sanhedrin. The whole discussion is focused on the punishment and burial of malefactors who had been judged by the Jewish court. Even in the supplement we find in Tosefta (at t. Sanh. 9.7; cf. m. Sanh. 6:4), in which crucifixion is explicitly referenced, there is no mention of Rome. This is especially noteworthy, in that the text may in fact refer to Jesus. It reads:

			Rabbi Meir would say, “Why does Scripture say, ‘for a hanged man is accursed by God’ (Deut 21:23)? The matter is comparable to two brothers, who were identical twins. One was king over the whole world, and one joined a gang of thieves. After a while this one who had gone out to join the thieves was caught, and they crucified him on a cross. And everyone who went by said, ‘This one who is being crucified looks just like the king!’ Therefore it is said, ‘for a hanged man is accursed by God.’ ”[126]

			A number of points suggest that we may have in this tradition an oblique reference to the crucifixion of Jesus. First, Jesus is compared to a king and as such he was crucified (Mark 15:26 “king of the Jews”). Second, in the Fourth Gospel, Jesus affirms that to see him is to see the Father (John 14:9). In rabbinic parables, God is often presented as a king. Third, people “go by” saying that the crucified brother “looks just like the king,” which may recall the mockery hurled at the crucified Jesus: “Let the Christ, the King of Israel, come down now from the cross, that we may see and believe” (Mark 15:32). Fourth, in Pauline theology Deut 21:23, the thematic text for the Tosefta passage under consideration, is linked to the death of Jesus on the cross, which is said to be a curse (Gal 3:13). And finally, in reference to the burial of the executed, the Tosefta adds: “And even if he were a king of kings, they would not bury him in the burial grounds of his ancestors, but in the burial grounds of the court” (t. Sanh. 9.8; cf. m. Sanh. 6:5). The description “king of kings” could refer to a pagan king (as in Ezek 26:7; Dan 2:37; Ezra 7:12); but given the context the reference may well be to Jesus, the church’s “King of kings” (1 Tim 6:15; Rev 17:14; 19:16). At no point in this passage is there reference to crucifixion by the authority of Rome.[127] The mishnaic statement that the executed person would not be buried in the “burial grounds of his ancestors, but in the burial grounds of the court,” is an accurate recollection of actual practice in Israel, even under Roman authority.

			Further evidence that the rabbinic tradition is familiar with the Gospels, particularly the Gospel of John, is seen in the statement that Jesus was hanged “on the eve of Passover” and (in some manuscripts) “on the Sabbath.” That agrees exactly with the chronology presented in the Fourth Gospel (John 19:14, 31, 42),[128] which is one more indication that in the development of their counternarrative the rabbis seem especially familiar with the Gospel of John, a Gospel that was very popular in the Eastern Church.[129]

			One is left with the impression that the execution of Jesus was entirely a Jewish affair. To quote Peter Schäfer, the rabbinic counternarrative “proudly proclaims Jewish responsibility for Jesus’ execution.”[130] It is to this proud claim, as well as other offensive elements in the Toledot Yeshu, that Muhammad responds in the Qur’ān.

			The Prophet: Jesus in the Qur’ān

			Jesus is an important figure in the Qur’ān and early Islamic tradition.[131] In the Qur’ān Jesus is called ‘Īsā,[132] is often referred to as the “son of Mary” (see Mark 6:3 “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?”), sometimes with the full title “Christ Jesus, the son of Mary” (sura 3.45).[133] The Qur’ān states that Jesus was strengthened with the Holy Spirit (sura 2.87, 253) and that he received revelation from God, or Allāh (sura 2.136). We are told that Jesus is “held in honor in this world and in the hereafter” and is “of those nearest to Allah” (sura 3.45). He is also of the company “of the righteous” (sura 3.46). All in all, these are very positive statements. There is no question that Muhammad and his followers held Jesus in high regard. Their quarrel was not with Jesus. It was with Christians who divinized Jesus and with Jews who reviled him.

			The Jesus tradition in the Qur’ān reflects acquaintance with Luke, especially with regard to stories about Jesus’ infancy and childhood.[134] One of the polemical features directed against Jesus that Muhammad found very offensive was the slur that Jesus was a bastard and was called “son of Pandera.” To counter this allegation, the Qur’ān has Mary reply to the angel who has just announced to her that she will have a son, “How shall I have a child seeing that no human being has ever touched me, nor have I been unchaste?”[135] (sura 19.20). Mary’s reply is an expansion of her response in the Gospel of Luke: “How shall this be, since I have no husband?” (Luke 1:34). Luke’s “I have no husband” is not enough to protect her innocence. In the Qur’ān Mary has not been “touched”; the mother of Jesus has been “chaste.” Indeed, Allāh will “appoint him (Jesus) as a sign for men” (sura 19.21; cf. 21.91b: Mary and her son will be “a sign for the nations”),[136] which serves as an important endorsement, for an adultress and bastard can hardly serve as Allāh’s sign for humanity.

			Later in the Qur’ān, Allāh himself proclaims that Mary had “guarded her chastity” and that her conception was the result of Allāh breathing into her his “inspiration” (sura 21:91a; cf. Luke 1:35, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you”). When Jesus is born and Mary presents him publicly, people are scandalized, thinking that he was born out of wedlock (sura 19.27–28). Mary points to the babe, implying that the people should ask him. “How do we speak to one who is a child in the cradle?” they ask (sura 19.29). The infant Jesus replies, “I am indeed a servant of God! He has given me the Book and made me a prophet” (sura 19.30).[137] The assertion of the infant recalls what the Qur’ān said earlier, when it predicted that Jesus “shall speak to the people when in the cradle . . . and [he shall be] of the righteous ones” (sura 3.46; cf. sura 5.110: “so you would speak to the people in the cradle”).[138] The righteousness of both Mary and Jesus is confirmed. It may well be that Muhammad was familiar with the tradition in the Arabic Infancy Gospel, in which Jesus speaks from the cradle and identifies his divine origin. This could explain why the Qur’ān appeals to the cradle tradition to counter the charge that Mary had committed adultery, which is emphatically and frequently asserted in the Toledot Yeshu.

			At the conclusion of the speech, the author of this part of the Qur’ān adds this important comment: “Such is ‘Īsā, son of Mary; [this is] the saying of truth about which they dispute” (sura 19.34).[139] Allāh’s power to create is affirmed (sura 19.35–36). The sura again refers to the dispute: “But parties from among them disagreed with each other, so woe to those who disbelieve. . . . How clearly shall they hear and how clearly shall they see on the day” of judgment; “but the unjust this day are in manifest error” (sura 19.37–38).[140] It is probable that the “parties” (or “factions”) in the dispute over Jesus’ birth are Christians who argue for an immaculate conception and Jews who claim that Jesus is little more than a bastard. In other words, these parties are representatives, in a sense, of the respective but very opposed constituencies of the Infancy Gospel and the Toledot Yeshu.

			Other Infancy stories are alluded to in the Qur’ān. Jesus is made “an apostle to Israel”; and as proof that he truly was been sent by Allāh, he makes the form of a bird out of the dust, breathes into it, “and it becomes a bird with Allāh’s permission” (sura 3.49; cf. sura 5.110). Giving life to earthen birds is something Jesus the child does in the Infancy Gospel (cf. Greek A 2:1–4; Arab. Inf. Gos. 36:5). The sura goes on to say that Jesus will “heal the blind and leprous, and bring the dead to life with Allāh’s permission” (cf. sura 5.110).[141] These are the activities of Jesus the child in the Infancy Gospel (cf. Greek A 9:1–3; 17:1; 18:1; Greek B 8; Arab. Inf. Gos. 17:1–2; 31:1–2) and Jesus the wayward student in the Toledot Yeshu.[142] The sequence of healing the blind, leprous, and raising the dead is also found in the New Testament Gospels (cf. Matt 11:5; Luke 7:22). It is possible that Muhammad was vaguely familiar with the Lukan form of Jesus’ reply to John the Baptist. As has been noted, the Qur’ān contains echoes of Luke’s Infancy story.

			Muhammad and/or the compilers of the Qur’ān were familiar with another curious Infancy story. According to Pseudo-Matthew, the holy family in the wilderness stops at an oasis for water and rest. Mary observes fruit on a palm tree, but the fruit is out of reach. She cries out in frustration. The infant Jesus commands, “Bend down, O tree, and refresh my mother from your fruit.” The tree obeys (Gos. Ps.-Mt. 20:2). The story appears in the Qur’ān, where we are told that Mary has retired to a remote place to give birth. She finds herself next to a palm tree and cries out in distress. The infant Jesus, who apparently is in the process of being birthed (he speaks “from below” his mother), directs Mary to shake the tree and she will be showered with fruit. “So eat and drink and refresh your eye,” the newborn instructs his mother (sura 19.22–26).[143]

			One of the oddest claims in the Qur’ān concerning Jesus is not from the Infancy Gospel or the Toledot Yeshu. Its origin lies elsewhere. However, Infancy stories do play a role. I refer to what appears to be a denial of the death of Jesus on a Roman cross. The strange statement appears in sura 4, a section of the Qur’ān that is concerned with laws and teaching relating to women. The context directly relates to what the Qur’ān says about the birth of Jesus.

			Our passage appears in a section that expresses criticism of unbelievers, especially Jews. We find references to Moses, Mount Sinai, the covenant, the Sabbath, and a number of laws or allusions to laws (see sura 4.153–155). The Jews stand condemned, the Qur’ān says, “for their having uttered against Mary a grievous insult” (sura 4.156). Although the insult is not spelled out, it is probably the claim found in rabbinic literature, especially in the Toledot Yeshu, to the effect that Mary conceived Jesus through adultery. For example, in the Talmud (where some of this material appears) we find: “She [Mary] who was the descendant of princes and governors played the harlot with carpenters [Joseph]” (b. Sanh. 106a).[144] This of course alludes to the slander against Mary, mentioned above.

			It has already been noted that Celsus provides the earliest attestation of the “panther” slur, but the charge of illegitimate birth directed against Jesus is undoubtedly much earlier. It probably reaches back to the first century and seems to be hinted at in the Gospel of John (ca. 90). In a very polemical context, Jesus’ critics ask him, “Where is your Father?” (John 8:19). The question is ambiguous, in part playing off the idea of Jesus’ heavenly origin and his claim that in fact God is his Father (John 5:18; 8:54). But the question may also hint at the uncertainty of Jesus’ birth (despite what his disciples had earlier stated in John 1:45: “We have found him of whom Moses in the law and also the prophets wrote, Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph”).

			Doubts about the legitimacy of Jesus’ conception and birth seem to lie behind his critics’ assertion: “We were not born of fornication [ἡμεῖς ἐκ πορνείας οὐ γεγεννήμεθα]” (John 8:41).[145] In my view, the statement is elliptical, in that lying behind it is an unstated but understood contrast. If we fully write out the insinuation, his critics were saying: “We were not born of fornication [but you were].”[146] Even the reference to Jesus as “son of Mary” (Mark 6:3) may have been based on the uncertainty of Jesus’ paternity. In the second-century apocryphal work Acts of Pilate, the implied logic of the ellipsis we just considered is stated rather matter-of-factly. Jesus’ critics say to him: “You were born of fornication [ἐκ πορνείας γεγέννησαι]” (Acts Pil. 2.3). Celsus, of course, claimed that the story of the conception of Jesus through the Holy Spirit was nothing more than a cover for Mary’s adultery. Indeed, he attributes the charge to an imaginary Jewish critic, who could have asked Jesus: “Is it not true, good sir, that you fabricated the story of your birth from a virgin to quiet rumors about the true and unsavory circumstances of your origins?” (apud Origen, Cels. 1.28).[147]

			Although we cannot be sure of the origin of the allegation that Jesus was conceived out of wedlock, there is little question that by the second century, perhaps earlier, slanders against Mary and Jesus could be heard in both Jewish and pagan circles. Whatever its origin, the “ben Pantera” sobriquet suggested that Jesus was the illegitimate son of a Roman soldier with whom Mary had had a dalliance (or by whom she had been raped). What makes the sobriquet so delightful from a rabbinic perspective is that the Latin pantera may well have been understood as a wordplay on the Greek παρθένος, “virgin.” That is, Jesus was the son of the virgin Mary all right—but not in the way you think!

			Apparently, Muhammad found this slander highly offensive (and no doubt Christians did too), and either he or one of his early followers spoke against it in sura 4.156.[148] The Qur’ān’s reference to the Jewish insult to Mary sets up what follows in 4.157–58 (see fig. 9.5):

			Allāh set a seal upon them (the Jews) owing to their unbelief, so they shall not believe except a few . . . for they say: “Surely we have killed the Messiah, Jesus son of Mary, the apostle of Allāh.” Nay, they did not kill him, nor did they crucify him, but it was made to appear so to them. Those who argued this matter are uncertain; they have no knowledge about it except by speculation. In certainty they did not kill him, for Allāh took him up to himself.[149] (sura 4.155, 157–58)

			The vast majority of Muslim laity, clerics, and scholars understand this passage as affirming that Jesus did not in fact die on the cross.[150] In recent studies, however, Gabriel Reynolds and Suleiman Mourad have argued that this traditional understanding is mistaken and that what the Qur’ān is asserting is that the Jewish people themselves did not put Jesus to death and that the death of Jesus was not the end of the matter, for “Allāh took him up to himself.”[151] The Qur’ānic passage is saying in effect that it is wrong “to say that Jesus is dead when he was resurrected from death and is alive in heaven.”[152] Mourad adds that the passage “addresses an Israelite/Jewish group who boasted that they have killed Jesus.”[153] This is an intriguing suggestion, to which I will return later.

			I find Reynolds’ and Mourad’s arguments plausible. After all, the death of Jesus is affirmed elsewhere in the Qur’ān (e.g., “O Jesus, I am causing you to die” [3.55]);[154] and in any event, the compilers of the Qur’ān know full well that crucifixion means death (cf. 5.33). Moreover, Jesus himself knows of his death. Speaking prophetically from the cradle, the infant Jesus says: “Peace on me the day I was born, and the day I die, and the day I am raised to life.” To this statement a comment is added: “Such is Jesus son of Mary—a statement of truth about which they dispute” (19.33–34; cf. 5.117).[155] Disputing the death and resurrection of Jesus harks back to sura 4.155–158.

			I agree that the Qur’ān does not deny the death of Jesus. Rather, it seems to deny that Jesus was crucified and that the Jews can take credit for killing him. I find the coherence with the teaching of Basilides compelling and am fully in support of the long-held majority view. The Qur’ān explicitly and emphatically states that, contrary to what the Jews claim, “they did not kill him, nor did they crucify him.”[156] The difficulty is in understanding what is meant by the words, “a likeness made to appear to them” (Arabic: walākin shubbiha lahum).[157] These words seem to mean that it only appeared to the Jews that Jesus had been crucified. The focus is on the act of crucifying Jesus, not his death. But in what sense did Jesus only appear to have been crucified?

			The answer to this question may lie in the obscure comment about the uncertainty, lack of knowledge, and speculation on the part of those who “argue this matter.” These two elements—the appearance of the crucifixion, when in fact Jesus was not crucified, and the subsequent futile debate over what really happened—seem to be clarified by the second-century debate apparently instigated by one Basilides, a gnostic, who suggested that it was not Jesus who was crucified but Simon of Cyrene, the man who assisted Jesus with the cross (Mark 15:21). This strange hypothesis is sharply criticized by the influential church father Irenaeus (ca. 180 ce), who describes the view of Basilides as follows:

			He (Jesus) appeared, then, on earth as a man, to the nations of these powers, and worked miracles. Therefore he did not himself suffer death, but Simon, a certain man of Cyrene, being compelled, bore the cross in his stead [angariatum portasse crucem eius pro eo]; so that this latter being transfigured by him [transfiguratum ab eo], that he might be thought to be Jesus, was crucified, through ignorance and error, while Jesus himself received the form of Simon [Simonis accepisse formam], and, standing by, laughed at them. For since he was an incorporeal power [virtus incorporalis] . . . he ascended to him [ascendisse ad eum] who sent him. (Haer. 1.24.4)[158]

			Irenaeus’ description of what Basilides taught coheres with the Qur’ān’s claims: It really wasn’t Jesus who was crucified; it only seemed to be. Jesus (or an angel) transformed[159] the hapless Simon to look like Jesus, while Jesus was transformed to look like Simon. Rather than dying on the cross, as everybody thought, Jesus, who was an incorporeal power, was taken up to God (which likely reflects the ascension; cf. Luke 24:50–53; Acts 1:9–12). It is in reference to this debate between Basilides and docetic gnostics, on the one hand, and Irenaeus and the proto-orthodox Christians, on the other, that the Qur’ān’s references to uncertainty and speculation should be understood. Although Gnosticism as an influential movement had receded by the time of Muhammad (seventh century), some of its distinctive ideas lingered, especially in the East.[160]

			What is asserted in sura 4.157–158 seems to reflect a form of Basilides’ teaching, at least as it is summarized by Irenaeus (and the later Epiphanius). The Jews thought they had crucified Jesus. Hence their boast, “Surely we have killed the Messiah, Jesus son of Mary.” But in fact, “they did not kill him, for Allah took him up to himself.” That is, God himself removed Jesus from the earth (through his eventual death and ascension). Both Jews and Christians now debate the matter, speculating about what really happened. Both agree that Jesus was put to death by crucifixion, but they disagree over what happened to him.[161] Both are wrong, says the Qur’ān, for Jesus was not crucified, and certainly not by the Jews. That is not how he died.

			It is important to emphasize that the Qur’ān is not asserting docetism (i.e., that Jesus only seemed to be physical),[162] which was the perspective that Basilides and other gnostics were attempting to defend. Muhammad never doubted the reality of Jesus’ physical humanity, his mortality, or even his vulnerability. The Qur’ān is simply asserting that the Jews did not kill Jesus as they claim.

			Whereas Basilides suggested that the man who was crucified in place of Jesus was Simon of Cyrene, Islamic tradition came to believe that it was Judas Iscariot. Writing ca. 995 ce, ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 1025), chief judge of Rayy (today’s Tehran), claimed that through angelic intervention the “shape of Jesus was put upon Judas who had pointed him out, and they crucified him instead, supposing that he was Jesus. After three hours, God took Jesus to himself and raised him up to heaven.”[163] The same is said in the Tafsīr al-Jalālayn: “The one slain and crucified, who was an associate of theirs [i.e., the Jews], was given the resemblance of Jesus. In other words, Allāh cast his [Jesus’] likeness on him and so they thought it was he [Jesus].”[164] There is, however, absolutely no evidence before the time of Muhammad for the idea that Judas Iscariot was crucified in the place of Jesus. Some Muslims, however, think there is.

			Muslims will sometimes appeal to a work called the Gospel of Barnabas for proof that Jesus really was not crucified, as the Qur’ān seems to say. As we just noted in ‘Abd al-Jabbar, so also in the Gospel of Barnabas it is the betrayer Judas Iscariot who is crucified (Gos. Barn. 220). As in the Qur’ān’s account, in the Gospel of Barnabas, Jesus is taken up into heaven. But what of the discovery of the empty tomb, reported in all four of the Christian Gospels? According to the Gospel of Barnabas, some of Jesus’ less enlightened, less spiritual disciples came by night and stole the body of Judas, thinking it was the body of Jesus (cf. Matt 28:13 “Tell people, ‘His disciples came by night and stole him away’ ”). For this reason, there arose the belief that Jesus had been crucified, buried, and resurrected. Muslims will sometimes appeal to the Gospel of Barnabas, because in it Jesus teaches that the chosen line descends through Ishmael not Isaac (Gos. Barn. 43), denies that he is the Son of God (Gos. Barn. 53), and prophesies the coming of Muhammad (implicitly in Gos. Barn. 43; explicitly in Gos. Barn. 97[165] and 163;[166] cf. Qur’ān sura 61.6, where Jesus shares the “good news of an apostle who will come after me, his name being Ahmad”[167]).

			Critical scholars, of course, know that the Gospel of Barnabas is a medieval forgery that cannot date earlier than the fourteenth or fifteenth centuries.[168] The work is filled with anachronisms and geographical and cultural blunders.[169] Outside of the Muslim world, it is not taken seriously as a source of historical information relating to the time of Jesus and his disciples. This eccentric work offers no proof whatsoever for the idea that Judas Iscariot or anyone else died on the cross in the place of Jesus.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			As this chapter draws to a close, I return to where I began, with Peter Schäfer’s observation that the Babylonian Talmud contains a polemical counternarrative to the narratives of the Christian Gospels. He is able to show how several details are clever rejoinders to various key components of the life of Jesus, including and especially his birth and his passion, as told in the Gospels.[170] In this chapter, I suggest that the Qur’ān’s portayal of some of these components should be understood similarly, but with an important qualification: In the case of the Islamic tradition, it is not simply a narrative that counters the Christian version of events but a narrative that mediates between the Jewish counternarrative (especially as seen in the Babylonian Talmud) and the Christian narrative (as seen principally in the New Testament Gospels).

			Muhammad, or the tradents who followed him, denied the death of Jesus on the cross (but not his death and ascension). The Qur’ān maintains that both Jews and Christians are mistaken, in that either Jesus somehow survived the cross or that someone else died on the cross in his place. Either way, Jews and Christians, says the Qur’ān, possess no certain understanding of what took place and so continue to debate the matter. Muhammad, or the tradents who followed him, also defend the morals of Mary and the sacredness of the birth of Jesus. It is very probable that Muhammad had heard some of the stories of the Toledot Yeshu and found them offensive. All three versions of the Infancy—Christian, Jewish, and Islamic—are linked in various ways, mostly in eastern Syria and northwestern Arabia. Some of the Christian and Jewish stories migrate to the West, where the former take on new and more diverse forms, while the latter meet much stiffer resistance thanks to the Christianization of Europe.

			Further study of Jesus in the Qur’ān and early Islamic tradition should take into account Schäfer’s analysis of the counternarrative that is embedded in the Babylonian Talmud and expressed quite colorfully in the Toledot Yeshu. The geographic setting accommodates this analysis and the seventh-century eastern Sitz im Leben of Muhammad is fully consistent with how we should imagine Christians and Jews debating their respective narratives and interpretations. In my view, this proposed setting makes good sense of much of the Jesus tradition that we find in the Qur’ān, particularly with respect to the curious tradition found in sura 4.157–158.

			Before concluding this chapter, it is necessary to say a few things about Qur’ān manuscripts. In contrast to the work that has been done on the biblical manuscripts of Jews and Christians, textual criticism of Qur’ān manuscripts is at most only in its infancy. There are several relatively early manuscripts, some of which date to about one century after the death of Muhammad and others to about two centuries after the death of Muhammad.[171] High resolution imaging is making it easier for scholars to compare these manuscripts and lay the foundation for the production of a critical text.

			The development of a critical text of the Qur’ān will not be easy, however. The very idea is not welcome in much of the Islamic world, where it is believed that the official text of the Qur’ān, as it now exists, is in fact the original and contains no errors. The extant manuscripts and what we know of the origins of the Qur’ān tell a different story.[172] The principal problem centers on how the Qur’ān was produced, both during the latter part of the life of Muhammad and after his death, when his Companions collected what had been written and committed to writing what had not been written up to that point. How long this process took and how divergent the early forms of the Qur’ān were are important questions.[173] The deliberate destruction of many early manuscripts that were regarded as unacceptable only makes the task of textual criticism more difficult in that witnesses for comparison are not as plentiful as they might have been.

			Comparison of the Qur’ān with the Bible appears to be another important area that is growing. Anyone who reads the Qur’ān and is familiar with the Bible will quickly discover allusions to well-known biblical characters and events. Readers will also notice how foreign to the older biblical context most of these allusions are. One will wonder to what degree and in what way Muhammad and his Companions had access, if at all, to biblical literature. More work is needed in this important field of study.[174]

			In the chapter that follows, we shall once again look at Jesus in a variety of texts; in this case, “small texts,” as I have dubbed them—texts that either survive as small fragments or were composed to be small texts. Though small and fragmentary, they sometimes reveal big things about how Jesus was understood in late antiquity by those who believed in him in a proto-orthodox sense and others who believed in him in ways that the early Christian leaders would not approve.
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			CHAPTER TEN

			Jesus in Small Texts: Agrapha, Amulets, Fragments, and Inscriptions

			The Jesus tradition is also preserved in what might be called “small texts”—that is, brief quotations, inscriptions, or fragments of what were in most cases much larger texts. Most of these texts are found in manuscripts, however small and whatever their condition, but some of those found in amulets or as inscriptions do not involve manuscripts as such. In this chapter, we shall look at sayings and deeds (mostly the former) attributed to Jesus preserved (1) in the so-called agrapha; (2) in amulets and related magical texts (on papyrus, leather, or metal); (3) in fragments of manuscripts, whose original size we usually have no way of knowing; and (4) in inscriptions on ceramic or stone. As we shall see, the principal value of this material preserved in “small texts” lies in the light it sheds on the communities that preserved them, not so much in the light they shed on Jesus himself and his life setting. In some cases, these small texts will give insight in how non-Christians in late antiquity viewed Jesus.

			Jesus in the Agrapha

			Several sayings attributed to Jesus circulated in late antiquity that are “not written” in the canonical Gospels. They are called agrapha, from ἄγραφα (λόγια), “unwritten (sayings).” At the beginning of the twentieth century, several scholarly collections of agrapha were published.[1] Some of the agrapha became known to a wider audience thanks to the popular work by Joachim Jeremias, which appeared in German and in English.[2] Only a few of the agrapha have perhaps some claim to being authentic, and those that might be genuine add little or nothing to what we learn about Jesus from the canonical Gospels themselves.[3] With respect to the agrapha, our expectations must be modest.

			The oldest agraphon appears in the book of Acts, in Paul’s farewell address to the Christian elders from Ephesus: “In all things I have shown you that by so toiling one must help the weak, remembering the words of the Lord Jesus, how he said, ‘It is more blessed to give than to receive’ [μακάριόν ἐστιν μᾶλλον διδόναι ἢ λαμβάνειν]” (Acts 20:35), though the sense may be better rendered, “To give rather than to receive is blessed.”[4] There is no Jewish or rabbinic equivalent to this saying (though Sir 4:31 has been suggested). The closest parallels are found in the Greco-Roman world.[5] Whether the agraphon goes back to Jesus, perhaps in a somewhat different form, is debated.[6]

			A few other agrapha have been inserted into Gospel manuscripts themselves. They include Luke 6:5 (Codex D); 9:55b, 56a (D and other mss); and John 7:53–8:11 (several mss), in which Jesus speaks a few times (in 8:7b, 10b, and 11b).

			The agraphon found in Codex D (or Codex Bezae), a codex today containing the Gospels and Acts produced ca. 400, is in the context of the exchange between Jesus and Pharisees over the disciples’ plucking grain on the Sabbath (Luke 6:1–5; cf. Matt 12:1–8; Mark 2:23–28). Immediately after Luke 6:4 (“. . .not lawful for any to eat, but only for the priests”) Codex D reads:

			τῇ αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ θεασάμενός τινα ἐργαζόμενον τῷ σαββάτῳ εἶπεν αὐτῷ· ἄνθρωπε, εἰ μὲν οἶδας τὶ ποιεῖς, μακάριος εἶ, εἰ δὲ μὴ οἶδας, ἐπικατάρατος καὶ παραβάτης εἶ τοῦ νόμου.

			On the same day, observing a certain man working on the Sabbath, he said to him: “Man, if you know what you are doing, you are blessed; but if you do not know, you are cursed and a transgressor of the Law.”

			The saying, which seems to echo Pauline thought (e.g., Rom 14:22–23), is generally regarded as apocryphal,[7] though Jeremias argued for its authenticity.[8] The agraphon is similar to a saying in the Hebrew Gospel, preserved by Origen (Comm. in Matt. 15.14) in Latin: Homo, legem et prophetas fac, “Man, do the law and the prophets.” Marcion also seems to have known an approximation of the agraphon. None of this proves the authenticity of the distinctive Bezaen agraphon, but it does argue against seeing it as a creation of the Bezaen copyist.[9] If the agraphon was original to the Gospel of Luke, however, one would think that it would appear in a few other mss.

			The Gospel of Luke has some textually uncertain readings in 9:51–56, including another agraphon. When Jesus is not received by a Samaritan village, his disciples James and John ask, “Lord, do you want us to bid fire come down from heaven and consume them?” (v. 54). The allusion to 2 Kgs 1:9–12, where Elijah calls fire down on the king’s men, is obvious. Accordingly, it is not surprising that an early copyist added the gloss, “as Elijah did” (A C D K W Θ Π Ψ f 1 f13 et al.). In our oldest and best mss, we are told only that Jesus “turned and rebuked them” (𝔓45,75 א B L et al.). We are not told what Jesus said. But some of the same authorities that preserve the gloss, “as Elijah did,” report that Jesus said the following:

			οὐκ οἴδατε ποίου πνεύματός ἐστε. 56 ὁ γὰρ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἦλθεν ψυχὰς ἀνθρώπων ἀπολέσαι ἀλλὰ σῶσαι. “You do not know what kind of spirit you are. For the Son of man did not come to destroy men’s lives, but to save (them).” (parts or all read by D K Θ Π f 1 f13 Marcion)

			Although the great majority of commentators regard this agraphon as a copyist’s gloss (perhaps based on Luke 19:10 ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ζητῆσαι καὶ σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός, “For the Son of man came to seek and to save the sinful”), a few scholars do entertain the possibility that it goes back to Jesus.[10]

			We also have in John 7:53–8:11 the well-known pericope adulterae. The pericope is omitted in 𝔓66,75 א B W 33 and many other authorities (including, in all probability, A and C) and so is widely regarded as an interpolation, though the question of its historicity remains open.[11] Within the pericope Jesus says the following:

			ὁ ἀναμάρτητος ὑμῶν πρῶτος ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν βαλέτω λίθον. “Let him who is without sin among you be the first to throw a stone at her.” (v. 7b)

			γύναι, ποῦ εἰσιν; οὐδείς σε κατέκρινεν; ἡ δὲ εἶπεν· οὐδείς, κύριε. εἶπεν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· οὐδὲ ἐγώ σε κατακρίνω· πορεύου, [καὶ] ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν μηκέτι ἁμάρτανε. “Woman, where are they? Has no one condemned you?” She said, “No one, Lord.” And Jesus said, “Neither do I condemn you; go, and do not sin again.” (vv. 10b–11)

			The style and vocabulary of the pericope are not characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. That, along with the absence of the pericope from many old authorities—in Greek, Latin, Syriac and other versions—as well as its different locations in some manuscripts, strongly suggest that this passage was not part of the original text of John.[12] However, it is not clear in what sense the sayings attributed to Jesus in this pericope are true examples of agrapha. All of them seem specifically constructed for the context of the pericope. Not one seems to be a genuine free-floating saying that was incorporated into the pericope. Even if not originally part of John, the story might be authentic.[13]

			In a critical study, Otfried Hofius concludes that only nine agrapha are not obviously inauthentic and derivative either from the canonical tradition itself or from the Old Testament. One of these nine is the already considered Luke 6:5 D; another is found in a papyrus fragment (P.Oxy. 840), which will be considered later in the present chapter. The remaining seven are as follows:

			“As you were found, so you will be taken away.” (Syriac Liber Graduum, Serm. 3.3 = sicut inventi fueritis, assumemini).[14]

			ἐν οἷς ἂν ὑμᾶς καταλάβω, ἐν τούτοις καὶ κρινῶ. “In whatsoever things I shall take you, in these I shall judge you.” (Justin Martyr, Dial. 47.5)[15]

			Hofius believes the form in the Liber Graduum (“Book of Steps”) is closest to the original. He thinks it is probably a summary of “what is depicted at length in synoptic sayings,” like Matt 24:27, 40–41; Luke 17:24, 26–30, 34–35.[16]

			The second promising agraphon is preserved in the Gospel of Thomas:

			The man is like a wise fisherman, who cast his net into the sea. He pulled it up from the sea full of small fish. Among them the wise fisherman found a good, large fish. He cast all the little fish out into the sea, and he chose the large fish without being troubled.[17] (Gos. Thom. §8)

			Hofius, along with others, believes the parable originally began, “The kingdom is like a wise fisherman . . .”[18] The Thomasine parable reminds us of the Parable of the Fishnet (Matt 13:47–48), as well as the story of catching the fish and finding a shekel in its mouth (Matt 17:27). But the point of the Thomasine parable is more in step with the Parables of the Treasure in the Field (Matt 13:44) and the Pearl of Great Value (Matt 13:45–46). Hofius acknowledges that the Thomasine parable could reach back to Jesus, but it may only be an adaptation of the Matthean materials just noted, the way Gos. Thom. §76 (the merchant who found a pearl, sold all of his merchandise and bought the pearl for himself) is clearly an adaptation of the Parable of the Pearl of Great Value.[19] In my view, Gos. Thom. §8 is an adaptation of one or more of the Matthean parables, even as Gos. Thom. §107 (“. . . one of them went astray, which was the largest. . . . ‘I desire you more than the ninety-nine’ ”) is an adaptation of the Parable of the Lost Sheep (Matt 18:12–14; Luke 15:3–6).

			αἰτεῖσθε τὰ μεγάλα, καὶ τὰ μικρὰ ὑμῖν προστεθήσεται. “Ask for the great things and God will add to you the little things.” (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.24.158; cf. Origen, Sel. Ps. 4.4; Or. 2.2; 14.1; 16.2; Eusebius, Comm. Ps. 16.2)[20]

			Hofius believes that the saying could be a summary of the teaching in Luke 12:31 ζητεῖτε τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ, καὶ ταῦτα προστεθήσεται ὑμῖν, “Seek first his kingdom, and these things will be added to you” (cf. the fuller version in Matt 6:33), but he does acknowledge that it could be a genuine, related saying.[21]

			In the Pseudoclementine Homiliae, Peter reminds his fellow disciples that Jesus had exhorted them:

			γίνεσθε τραπεζῖται δόκιμοι. “Be good money-changers.” (Homiliae 2.51.1; cf. 3.50.3; 18.20.4)[22]

			Peter (or Jesus) speaks metaphorically, not in reference to money but in reference to the discernment needed in weighing the authenticity and truth of words and teaching. Hofius doubts the agraphon is more than an adaptation of Paul’s exhortation in his First Letter to the Thessalonians: πάντα δὲ δοκιμάζετε, τὸ καλὸν κατέχετε, “Test all things; hold fast the good” (1 Thess 5:21). But the money-changing metaphor is distinctive; the agraphon could reach back to Jesus. After all, given Jesus’ criticism of money-changers in his demonstration in the temple precincts (Matt 21:12 parr.), it seems unlikely a saying exhorting disciples to be “good money-changers” would be invented.

			ὁ ἐγγύς μου, ἐγγὺς τοῦ πυρός· ὁ δὲ μακρὰν ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ, μακρὰν ἀπὸ τῆς βασιλείας. “He who is near me is near the fire; he who is far from me is far from the kingdom.” (Didymus the Blind, Comm. Ps. 88.8; who is dependent on Origen below)

			Qui juxta me est, juxta ignem est; qui longe est a me, longe est a regno. (Origen, Hom. Jer. 20.3; cf. Gos. Thom. §82)[23]

			The saying may echo the dominical exclamation in Luke: πῦρ ἦλθον βαλεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, καὶ τί θέλω εἰ ἤδη ἀνήφθη, “I came to cast fire upon the earth; and would that it were already kindled!” (Luke 12:49), as well as what Jesus said to the scribe who answered wisely: οὐ μακρὰν εἶ ἀπὸ τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ, “You are not far from the kingdom of God” (Mark 12:34). But the parallels are not close enough to conclude that the agraphon is no more than an adaptation of the saying found in Luke.[24]

			Jerome cites an agraphon found in the Gospel of the Hebrews:

			Etnumquam (inquit) laeti sitis, nisi cum fratrem vestrum videritis in caritate. “And never be joyful, except when you look upon your brother in love.” (Jerome, Comm. Eph. 5.3–4)[25]

			This agraphon is not simply an adaptation of the love command of Lev 19:18 (cf. Matt 19:19; Mark 12:31; Luke 10:27), as is the saying in Gos. Thom. §25 (“Love your brother as your own soul; guard him like the pupil of your eye”). It does seem to be an independent saying that could reach back to Jesus.

			The seventh agraphon is found in a papyrus fragment (P.Oxy. 1224), but its juxtaposition next to the canonical sayings Matt 5:44 (“Pray for your enemies”) and Luke 9:50 (“For he who is not against you is for you”) suggests that whatever the original length and form of the fragmentary document, the saying itself probably should be viewed as an agraphon. It reads:

			[ὁ σήμερον ὢ]ν μακρὰν αὔριον [ἐγγὺς ὑμῶν γ]ενήσεται. “[The one who] is [today] afar tomorrow will be [near you].” (P.Oxy. 1224 ii 4–5)[26]

			Hofius wonders if an exhortation found in the Liber Graduum may be related in some way to the agraphon: “ ‘Pray patiently for them that they be saved. If they repent,’ he says, ‘behold, they will be ashamed of their offenses and come to you and have life [adibunt vos et vivent]’ ” (Liber Graduum 20.13); that is, the one who today is far away from the believer because of his sin and unbelief will some day repent and come near.[27] Today’s enemy could be tomorrow’s brother.

			After careful review of the agrapha just considered, which should be viewed as the best of the more than two hundred that circulated in late antiquity, Hofius concludes that although they cannot be ruled out, there is nothing that compels us to regard any one of them as authentic.[28] In my view, the value of the agrapha is that they put in sharper relief the earlier and better dominical tradition that we have extant in the four first-century, canonical Gospels. These agrapha often provide us with important insight into theological and social issues in the life of the early church, as well as provide indications as to how the tradition was understood and applied.

			Here are a few more agrapha:

			ἐὰν ἦτε ἐν τῷ κόλπῳ μου καὶ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πατρός μου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς μὴ ποιῆτε, ἐκ τοῦ κόλπου μου ἀπορρίψω ὑμᾶς. “If you are in my bosom and do not the will of my Father in heaven, I will cast you out of my bosom.” (Matt 7:5 apud Codex 1424 = 2 Clem. 4:5 ἐὰν ἦτε μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ συνηγμένοι ἐν τῷ κόλπῳ μου καὶ μὴ ποιῆτε τὰς ἐντολάς μου, ἀποβαλῶ ὑμᾶς καὶ ἐρῶ ὑμῖν· Ὑπάγετε ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ, οὐκ οἶδα ὑμᾶς πόθεν ἐστέ, ἐργάται ἀνομίας, “If you are gathered with me close to my breast, yet you do not keep my commandments, I will throw you out and say to you: ‘Get away from me; I do not know where you are from, you evildoers’ ”; cf. Matt 7:21–23; 25:12)[29]

			ὡς χρηστεύεσθε, οὕτως χρηστευθήσεται ὑμῖν. “As you prove yourself kind, so you will experience kindness.” (1 Clem. 13.2 = Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.18.91; cf. Matt 7:12; 1 Cor 13:4 ἡ ἀγάπη μακροθυμεῖ, χρηστεύεται ἡ ἀγάπη, “love is patient, love is kind”)[30]

			σώζου σὺ καὶ ἡ ψυχή σου. “Save yourself and your life” (Clement of Alexandria, Exc. 2.2; cf. Matt 10:22; 16:25; Luke 17:28–33; Gen 19:17)[31]

			ὑμεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε ἐκ μικροῦ αὐξῆσαι καὶ ἐκ μείζονος ἔλαττον εἶναι. “But seek to increase from being small, not from greater to less.” (D Φ it syc, after Matt 20:28; cf. Luke 14:7–11)[32]

			ἔσονται σχίσματα καὶ αἱρέσεις [or ἔσονται αἱρέσεις καὶ σχίσματα]. “There will be schisms and heresies.” (Justin, Dial. 35.3; Didascalia Apostolorum 6.5; cf. Matt 10:34–35; 24:5, 7, 15; 1 Cor. 11:18–19)[33]

			egbe li shappire; shappire hanon dihab li ab debashemayya. “I choose for myself the best; the best are they whom my Father in heaven gives me” (Gos. Naz. §23; cf. Eusebius, Theoph. 4.12 syr [on Matt 10:34–36]; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 6.6.48 ἐξελεξάμην ὑμᾶς δώδεκα μαθητὰς κρίνας ἀξίους ἐμοῦ; cf. Matt 10:37–38; John 15:16, 19; Eph 1:4–5).[34]

			ἀλλὰ προσέχετε μή πως καὶ ὑμεῖς τὰ ὅμοια αὐτοῖς πάθητε· οὐ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς ζωοῖς μόνοις ἀπολαμβάνουσιν οἱ κακοῦργοι τῶν ἀν(θρώπ)ων ἀλλὰ [κ]αὶ κόλασιν ὑπομένουσιν καὶ πολ[λ]ὴν βάσανον. “But take care lest you also suffer the same things as they; for the evil doers among men receive their reward not among the living only, but also await punishment and much torment.” (P.Oxy. 840 1.2–7; cf. Matt 18:34; 25:46)[35]

			Quomodo dicis, legem feci et prophetas? Quoniam scriptum est in lege: Diliges proximum tuum sicut te ipsum; et ecce multi fratres tui filii Abrahae amicti sunt stercore, morientes prae fame, et domus tua plena est multis bonis, et non egreditur omnino aliquid ex ea ad eos. “How can you say, ‘I have kept the law and the prophets?’ For it is written in the law: You shall love your neighbor as yourself, and lo, many of your brothers, sons of Abraham, are clad in filth, dying of hunger, and your house is full of many good things, and nothing of it goes out to them.” (Gos. Naz. §16; Origen, Comm. in Matt. 15.14 [on Matt 19:16–30]; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 3.6.55; cf. Mark 10:17–24)[36]

			Qui mecum sunt, non me intellexerunt. “They who are with me have not understood me.” (Actus Petri cum Simone 10; cf. Mark 4:13; 7:18; 8:17–21; Luke 18:34; John 14:9; 16:12)[37]

			Neminem intentatum regna coelestia consecuturum. “No one can obtain the kingdom of heaven who has not passed through temptation.” (Tertullian, Bapt. 20.2 = Didascalia Latina: Vir, qui non est temptatus, non est probatus a Deo, “A man who is not tempted is not approved by God” = John of Damascus, De fide 2.30: ἀνὴρ γὰρ ἀπείρααστος ἀδόκιμος, “for a man untested is not approved”; cf. Luke 22:28–29; Acts 14:22b)[38]

			παρήγγειλεν ὁ κύριος ἔν τινι εὐαγγελίῳ· μυστήριον ἐμὸν ἐμοὶ καὶ τοῖς υἱοῖς τοῦ οἴκου μου. “The Lord announced in a Gospel: ‘My mystery is for me and for the sons of my house.’ ” (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 5.10.63; cf. Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 19.20)[39]

			ὁ γήμας μὴ ἐκβαλλέτω καὶ ὁ μὴ γαμήσας μὴ γαμείτω. “He who is married should not renounce his wife, and he who is unmarried should not marry.” (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 3.15.97; cf. 1 Cor 7:1–9, 25–38)[40]

			τὸ ἀσθενὲς διὰ τοῦ ἰσχυροῦ σωθήσεται. “The weak one will be saved through the strong one.” (Judicium Petri 2; cf. Matt 9:12; 1 Cor 1:25)[41]

			ἀρακετὸν τῷ ἐργαζομένῳ ἡ τροφὴ αὐτοῦ, “Sufficient for the worker is his food.” (Epiphanius, Pan. 80.5.4; cf. Matt 10:10 ἄξιος γὰρ ὁ ἐργάτης τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ, “for the worker is worthy of his food”; 1 Tim 5:18 ἄξιος ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ, “The worker is worthy of his wage”)[42]

			Review of the many agrapha confirms that the vast majority are adaptations of the older canonical materials. Very few, at most a handful, have any claim to reaching back to the Sitz im Leben Jesu. The modest findings of Hofius are to be preferred to the more generous assessment of Jeremias.

			Jesus and Gospel Texts in Amulets

			An amulet, from the Latin amulētum, which is itself a transliteration of the Arabic hamalet, refers to something “suspended.” Greek equivalents include περίαμμα, περίαπτον, and φυλακτήριον.[43] An amulet is a sacred object that is believed to provide the wearer (or house, i.e., the whole family) protection from illness, evil spirits, curses, or bad luck. The earliest references to the word amulētum are found in Pliny the Elder: “They call it an amulet [amuletum vocant]” (Nat. 25.115).[44] Use of amulets was common throughout human history, especially in late antiquity.

			Scholarly interest in amulets is part of a larger interest in the role of magic in late antiquity, which includes its relationship to medicine and miracles.[45] Amulets represent one practical and very common expression of magic/religious devotion. My interest here is focused on the appearance of Jesus and Gospel texts in amulets.[46] Most of these amulets, of course, were created by and for Christians; but some amulets, especially if we include books of magic and magic bowls, which of course were not worn or hung about the neck, were for use by non-Christians. Amulets can be pendants, rings, precious stones, small books or writings, and the like. They are usually related to religion but not always. In the Judeo-Christian world, phylacteries (or teffilin) and crosses were common.

			In some non-Christian amulets and other magic media, the name of Jesus is found. The name Ἰησοῦς appears in the well-known Pibechis charm (PGM IV.3007–3086), in which the user is instructed to write out certain voces magicae (“magic words/sounds”) on a tin lamella and then say, “I conjure you by the God of the Hebrews, Jesus [ὁρκίζω σε κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν Ἑβραίων Ἰησοῦ]. . .” (PGM IV.3019–3020).[47] The charm is pagan in origin, but it has been enriched with Jewish elements and, evidently, in its final iteration the name Jesus was added.[48] It is unlikely that the copyist or the purchaser of the charm understood the reference to Jesus in a Christian sense. More likely the name was added as one more powerful name, whose influence enhanced the overall potency of the charm. (See fig. 10.1.)

			The name of Jesus may appear in three pagan love charms. The first two are related charms, in which the name of Jesus is vocalized as υεσεμιγαδων, Yesemigadōn (PGM IV.296–433),[49] and as υεσεμμειγαδων, Yesemmeigadōn (P.Mich. 757),[50] respectively, perhaps intended to express Ἰησοῦς μέγας ἀδών, meaning “Jesus great lord,”[51] or perhaps Ἰησοῦς Μέγαδων, “Jesus Megadōn.” The third text is a malevolent “love” charm, intended to induce insomnia until the pursued woman finally relents. In this charm, the name of Jesus again appears in a string of names, this time the names of the “seven gods.” The chanter is to say: “I call upon you, great god [σε τὴν μεγίστην θεόν], Thathabathath Pepennabouthi Peptou Bast Jesus [Εἰησοῦς] Ouair Amoun . . .” etc. (PGM XII.376–396).[52] These charms are probably pagan; apart from the name of Jesus itself, there is nothing distinctively Christian and no echoes of his teaching and ministry. The name of Jesus seems to appear in Jewish magic bowls as well, which will be considered below.

			As we should expect, Jesus appears in many Christian charms.[53] His name is often invoked either for healing or for protection against sickness, evil spirits, or curses. In some charms Jesus speaks, thus creating what could be, very loosely speaking, classified as an agraphon. In one case, a pagan charm against Antaura, the Migraine Demoness, inscribed on a silver lamella (first–second century), has been Christianized, with Jesus rebuking the headache demoness: “Where are you going, O headache and migraine and pain in the skull and in the eyes and inflammation and tears . . . and dizziness?” Jesus goes on to command the demoness not to go into his servant but to enter the head of a bull.[54] In another silver lamella (third–fourth century), evil spirits are commanded to depart “by the right hand of God and by the blood of Christ.”[55] Yet another petitions God “by the vigorous name and crown of the Lord [στέφανον κυρίου].”[56]

			The wording of some amulets takes on a creedal flavor, reminding both the Christian to be protected and the evil spirit to be driven away that Christ has conquered and is powerful. One of these amulets reads: “† Christ was born, amen. Christ was crucified, amen. Christ was buried, amen. Christ arose, amen. He has woken to judge the living and the dead. You too, fever with shivering, flee from Kalē, who wears this phylactery [φύγε καὶ σοί ῥιγοπυρέτιν ἀπὸ Καλῆς τῆς φορούσης τὸ φυλακτήριον τοῦτο]” (SM I 23.1–9).[57]

			Several charms, whether lamellae or papyri, call on the name of Jesus in exorcism. In a silver lamella (fourth century), the charm (with restorations) reads: “I adjure you in the name of the Nazarene, Jesus Christ, and his holy apostles, and his angels, to come out!”[58] Another amulet, this one made of papyrus, begins: “Jesus Christ heals the chill and the fever and every disease of the body of Joseph, who wears this amulet” (P.Köln 851).[59] An elaborate and lengthy amulet written for one Joannia threatens: “Flee, hateful spirit! Christ pursues you; the Son of God and the Holy Spirit have overtaken you. . . . [U]pon your name, O Lord God, have I called, the wonderful and exceeding glorious name, the terror of your foes” (P.Oxy 1151).[60] A much simpler amulet appeals to a half-dozen divine names and/or voces magicae and then says, “Jesus Christ, help us and this house [βοήθι ἡμῖν καὶ τούτῳ οἴκῳ]. Amen” (P.Oxy 1152).[61] Both amulets probably date to the fifth century.

			Although we do have a few Christian amulets that quote passages from Paul’s letters and other New Testament letters, the preferred sacred sources are the Gospels. P.Oxy 840, which may have been an amulet and which will be discussed later in this chapter, fits this pattern. It narrates a realistic story of Jesus’ angry encounter with a ruling priest, who questions the purity status of Jesus and his disciples. There is nothing in this story that speaks of healing or protection against evil spirits. But the story itself, in which the purity and righteousness of Jesus and his disciples are implied, may well have provided assurance of the same for the owner of the amulet.

			Because Scripture was sacred, it was believed to be powerful and protective.[62] It is therefore not suprising that Scripture appears in amulets. Recent studies have examined these scriptural texts in amulets. Part of the purpose in these studies is to determine the character of the text and what assistance it may offer the discipline of textual criticism. The studies of Theodore de Bruyn, Brice Jones, and Joseph Sanzo, on which I have relied, are exemplary.[63] The lists that de Bruyn has prepared are very helpful also.[64] The following fifteen amulets are offered as examples.

			No. 1. P.Oxy VIII 1077 Amulet with Matt 4:23–24 (cf. 9:35)

			ἰαματικὸν εὐαγγέλιο(ν) κατὰ Ματθαῖον. καὶ περιῆγεν ὁ Ἰ(ησοῦ)ς[65] ὅλη(ν) τὴ(ν) Γαλιλέαν[66] διδάσκω(ν)[67] καὶ κηρύσσων τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τῆς βασειλείας κ(αὶ) θεραπεύων πᾶσαν νόσο(ν) καὶ πᾶσαν νόσον[68] κ(αὶ) πᾶσαν μαλακία(ν) ἐν τῷ λαῷ. κ(αὶ) ἀπῆλθεν ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ εἰς ὅλη(ν) τὴν Συρίαν· καὶ προσήνεκαν[69] αὐτῷ τοὺς κακῶς ἔχοντας[70] καὶ ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτούς ὁ Ἰ(ησοῦ)ς.[71]

			A curative gospel according to Matthew. “And Jesus went around all of Galilee teaching and preaching the gospel of the kingdom and healing every illness and every illness [sic] and every infirmity among the people. And a report about him went out into all of Syria and they brought to him those who were sick and Jesus healed them.”

			Jones suggests, rightly in my view, that the words ἰαματικὸν εὐαγγέλιο(ν) κατὰ Ματθαῖον, which woodenly are rendered, “a curative gospel according to Matthew,” should probably be taken in the sense of “the good news about healing according to Matthew.”[72] The name “Jesus” appears at the beginning of v. 23 and at the end of v. 24. Apart from the omission of ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς αὐτῶν (“in their synagogues”) in v. 23 and the large (and probably deliberate) omission in the middle of v. 24, in which the diseases are described (ποικίλαις νόσοις καὶ βασάνοις συνεχομένους καὶ δαιμονιζομένους καὶ σεληνιαζομένους καὶ παραλυτικούς, “afflicted with various diseases and pains, demoniacs, epileptics, and paralytics”), the text of Matt 4:23–24 closely reflects the majority text of its day. The smaller omission in v. 23 may have been due to a wish to avoid limiting the scope of Jesus’ healing power.[73]

			No. 2.  BKT VI 7.1 Amulet with Ps 90 + Gospel Incipits + Matt 4:23 etc.

			† “In the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit” [Matt 28:19b]. “The one who dwells in the help of the Most High will abide in the shelter of the Lord of heaven” [Ps 90:1]. † “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with (God). This one was in the beginning with God” [John 1:1–2]. † “Book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ son of David, son of Abraham” [Matt 1:1]. † “Beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, Son of God” [Mark 1:1]. † Since many have undertaken to set down an account . . .” [Luke 1:1]. † “The Lord is my help and I will not fear what a person may do to me. The Lord is my help and I will observe my enemies” [Ps 117:6–7]. † “The Lord is my firmness and my refuge and my rescuer” [Ps 17:3]. † “The Lord Jesus went around all of Galilee teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the gospel of the kingdom and healing every illness and every infirmity” [Matt 4:23]. † The body and the blood of Christ spare your servant who carries this amulet [τὸ φυλακτήριον]. Amen. Alleloujah. † α † ω †

			This amulet, written on sheepskin—so it is parchment not papyrus—and adorned with crosses, witnesses the common feature in amulets of the use of Gospel incipits. In this instance they appear in the order of John, Matthew, Mark, and Luke. The appearance of Ps 90, with which the amulet begins, is also common.[74] The appeal to the “body and blood” of Jesus is not unusual. In the translation above I place the opening words in quotation marks and cite in brackets Matt 28:19b. NA28 reads εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος, whereas the amulet above reads ἐν ὀνόματι τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος. The preposition εἰς in the Matthean text accommodates the preceding participle βαπτίζοντες. The appearance of the preposition ἐν in the opening line of the amulet, where clearly an instrumental sense is in view, is appropriate. Accordingly, the opening words of the amulet may well be a quotation of Matt 28:19b, slightly modified to fit the context. Of course, the trinitarian formula is found in other amulets (e.g., P.Oxy 1384, P.Turner 49), so it is not clear if the Matthean text is in view or all that we have is a creedal commonplace. There are some spelling irregularities (e.g., the scribe has a preference for epsilons),[75] but the manuscript tradition is followed.[76]

			No. 3. P.Turner 49 = P.Berol. inv. 21230 Amulet with Matt 4:23 + Mark 1:30–31

			[He was born of the vir]gin Mary and crucified by Pontius Pilate and buried in a grave [. . . ένου Μαρία καὶ ἐστ(αυ)ρ(ώ)θη ὑπὸ Ποντίου Πιλάτου καὶ ἐτάφη εἰς μνημῖον]. He rose on the third day and was taken up into the heavens and [καὶ ἀνέστη ἐν τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ καὶ ἀνελήφθη ἐπὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ ε] . . . Jesus! Because you then cured the people’s “every infirmity and disease” [Ἰ(ησο)ῦ ὅτι ἐθεράπευες τότε πᾶσαν μαλακίαν τοῦ λαοῦ κ(αὶ) πᾶσαν νόσον] [Matt 4:23] . . . Jesus! . . . because when you went then into the house of Peter’s mother-in-law, who was sick with fever, the fever left her [ὅτι ἀπῆλθες τότε εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν τῆς πενθερᾶς Πέτρου πυρεσσούσης καὶ ἀφῆκεν] [Mark 1:30–31], even now we beseech you, Jesus, heal even now your servant, who wears your holy name, of every sickness and (every) fever and every ague and every headache (?) and every witchcraft and every evil spirit [καὶ νῦν παρακαλοῦμέν σε, Ἰ(ησο)ῦς, θεράπευσον καὶ νῦν τὴν δούλην σου τὴν φοροῦντα τὸ ἅγ[ιον] ὄνομά σου ἀπὸ πάσης νόσου καὶ [ἀπὸ παντὸς π]υρετοῦ καὶ ἀπὸ ῥιγοπυρέτου καὶ ἀπὸ κροτάφου καὶ ἀπὸ πάσης βασκοσύνης καὶ ἀπὸ παντὸς πν(εύμ)α(τος) πονηροῦ]. In the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit [ἐν ὀνόματι Π(ατ)ρὸς καὶ Υ(ἱο)ῦ καὶ Ἁγίου Πν(εύματ)ος].[77]

			I wonder if καὶ ἀνελήμφθη ἐπὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ ε, “was taken up into the heavens and —,” should be restored to read ἀνελήμφθη εἰς τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐκ δεξιῶν τοῦ θεοῦ, “was taken up into the heavens and [sat at the right hand of God]” (Mark 16:19 or a creed)? The amulet quotes Matt 4:23 and alludes to Mark 1:30–31. The logic of the amulet is one of precedent: Because Jesus healed people, including those with fevers, he is able to heal his unnamed female “servant, who wears your holy name,” probably an allusion to the amulet itself. The word βασκοσύνη, above translated “witchcraft” (so Brashear), comes from βασκαίνειν, “to slander” or “bewitch” (LSJ). Its usage here is well illustrated in statements made by Eusebius, where he complains of “the demon who hates what is good, being malignant in its nature [τῷ μισοκάλῳ δαίμονι βασκάνῳ ὄντι τὴν φύσιν]” (Hist. eccl. 5.21.2), and elsewhere affirms that “no evil demon could slander them or hinder them [οὐδέ τις δαίμων πονηρὸς οἷός τε ἦν βασκαίνειν]” (8.1.6).

			No. 4. P.Princ. II 107 = PGM LXXXIII.1–20 Amulet with Ps 90:1–2 + Matt 6:9, 11

			[⳨ voces magicae?] . . . fever with shivering [ῥυγοπύρετον], I adjure you, Michael, archangel of the earth [ὁρκίζω σε Μιχαὴλ ἀρχάγγελε γῆς]; [whether] it is quotidian or nocturnal or quartan fever; by the Almighty Sabaoth, that it no longer touch the soul of the one who carries [μηκέτι ἅψῃ τῇ ψυχῇ τοῦ φοροῦντος] (this amulet), nor [touch] his whole body. I adjure you and the dead [ὁρκίζω σε καὶ νεκρούς], deliver Taiolles, daughter of Isidorus. . . . “The one who dwells in the help of the Most High will abide in the shelter of the God of heaven. He will say to God, ‘and my refuge and my helper, I put my trust in him’ ” [Ps 90:1–2]. “Your Father who is in heaven, may your will be holy, your daily bread [Πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ ἐν τῆς οὐρανῆς, ἁγιασθήτω τὼ θέλημά σου, τὼν ἄρτον ὑμῶν τὼν ἐπιούσιον]” [Matt 6:9–11]. “Holy, holy is the Lord Sabaoth, heaven and earth are full of your holy glory” [cf. Isa 6:3]. Aniaadaiia, Migael [Μιγαὴλ], the Lord of Abraham, Isaaac, Jacob, Elôei, Ele, Sabaoth, Ôel.[78]

			Besides spelling inconsistencies (e.g., Μιχαήλ at the beginning, but Μιγαήλ at the end; ῥυγοπύρετον, instead of the expected ῥιγοπύρετον, as in amulet no. 3 above), this amulet is marked by a garbled quotation of parts of the Lord’s Prayer. Jones justly describes it as “incoherent.”[79] The amulet’s Πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ ἐν τῆς οὐρανῆς, ἁγιασθήτω τὼ θέλημά σου, τὼν ἄρτον ὑμῶν τὼν ἐπιούσιον should be compared with the reading in the major manuscript tradition: Πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς· ἁγιασθήτω τὸ ὄνομά σου· ἐλθέτω ἡ βασιλεία σου· γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς· τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡμῖν σήμερον. Why the amulet omits certain parts, mismatches other parts, and writes ὑμῶν where we would expect ἡμῶν is not clear.[80] Roy Kotansky is correct in concluding that the copyist did not understand the meaning of the prayer.[81]

			Even the quotation of Isa 6:3 is somewhat irregular. The trishagion is reduced to a bishagion and the last part is garbled. The amulet’s ἅγιος ἅγιος κ(ύριο)ς σαβαωθ πλήρις οὐρανὸς καὶ γῇ κης ἁγίας σου δόξης should be compared with the standard reading in the Old Greek: ἅγιος ἅγιος ἅγιος κύριος σαβαωθ, πλήρης πᾶσα ἡ γῆ τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ (“Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord Sabaoth, all the earth is full of his glory”). As Jones notes, the amulet’s version of the doxology is not modeled after Isaiah’s text, with which our copyist almost certainly was not familiar; rather, it imperfectly echoes the Liturgia Marci, which reads ἅγιος ἅγιος ἅγιος κύριος σαβαωθ πλήρης ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ τῆς ἁγίας σου δόξης (“Holy, holy, holy, Lord Sabaoth, the heaven and the earth are full of your holy glory”).[82] For another example of the trishagion, see amulet no. 8 below.

			No. 5. P.Iand. I 6 Amulet with Luke 11:1–2; Matt 6:9–13 + Psalm 90

			(col. 1) The Gospel according to Matthew. “When Jesus came down from the mountain [Luke 9:37], [his] disciples came to him [sayi]ng, ‘Teacher, teach us to p[ra]y as [Joh]n taught his disciples.’ And he said to them, ‘Whenever you pray, say [Luke 11:1–2]: (col. 2) “Our Father who is in heaven, hallowed be your name. Your kingdom come, [your will be do]ne, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread and forgive our debts as we also have forgiven our debtors. (col. 3) [And do not lead us into temptation but deliver us from the ev]il one. Fo[r yours] is the glory forever and ever” ’ ” [Matt 6:9–13]. An exorcism of Solomon[83] against every unclean spirit, that God gave . . . (col. 4) . . . by whom stand myriads of myriads and thousands and thousa[nds] of angels [μύριαι μαιριάτες ἀγγέλων καὶ χίλιαι χιλιάδες]” [Ps 90:7].[84] “[You will tread] on asp and basil[isk] and trample the lion and dragon [ἐπὶ ἀσπίδα καὶ βασιλε(ίσκον) ἐπιβήσῃ καὶ καταπατήσις λέοντα κα(ὶ) δράυχοντα]” [Ps 90:13]. (col. 5) . . . I . . . that administers the [creation . . . ] . . . the “noonday demon, night [demon] of shuddering . . . asnto day [demon] [μεσημβρινὸν δαιμόνιον νυκτερινοῦ φιρξοίας[85] . . . ασντο [ἡ]μερινῆς]” [Ps 90:5–6], night fever or any number of blind, mute, dumb, or toothless demons. (col. 6) . . . I adjure you by the arm of the immort[al God and] his right hand, and by his fearful and holy name: expel toxin or any disease or evil plague from the one who carries [this amulet]. Amen.[86]

			Many amulets quote portions of and sometimes all of Ps 90 (Heb. 91). The original Hebrew psalm spoke of the protection that God provides his people, including protection from daytime and nighttime terrors and pestilence (91:5–6). But in the Greek translation, with which most of the authors of Greek and Coptic amulets were familiar, there is explicit mention of a “demon”: οὐ φοβηθήσῃ . . . ἀπὸ συμπτώματος καὶ δαιμονίου μεσημβρινοῦ, “You will not be afraid . . . of mishap and noonday demon” (LXX 90:5–6). This part of the psalm is alluded to in col. 5 of the amulet. The demonology of the psalm is embellished in the later Aramaic paraphrase.

			It is not surprising that Jews and Christians appealed to Ps 91/90 in their respective amulets and charms. In the case of the latter community, the psalm was especially important, for it appears twice in dominical tradition, both times in reference to the demonic world. The first occurrence is in the well-known temptation story, in which Satan assures Jesus that he has nothing to fear if he throws himself from the pinnacle of the temple, for God has promised him angelic protection. Satan then quotes Ps 91:11–12 (cf. Matt 4:5–7; Luke 4:9–12). Appeal to this psalm makes sense only if it was understood to offer protection from evil spirits, including Satan himself.

			The second occurrence of Ps 91/90 in dominical tradition appears when the seventy disciples return from their mission, saying, “Lord, even the demons are subject to us in your name!” (Luke 10:17). Jesus responds, “I saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven. Behold, I have given you authority to tread upon serpents and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy; and nothing shall hurt you” (Luke 10:18–19). Jesus’ words, “I have given you the authority to tread upon serpents and scorpions” (δέδωκα ὑμῖν τὴν ἐξουσίαν τοῦ πατεῖν ἐπάνω ὄφεων καὶ σκορπίων), come from Ps 91/90:13, which is paraphrased in our amulet. In the Aramaic, this verse is explicitly understood in reference to demons. At Qumran Ps 91 is one of four exorcistic psalms (cf. 11Q11). LXX Ps 90:13 also underlies a promise the patriarch Levi gives to this sons, with respect to a figure who will arise from his line: ὁ Βελιὰρ δεθήσεται ὑπ᾿ αὐτοῦ, καὶ δώσει ἐξουσίαν τοῖς τέκνοις αὐτοῦ τοῦ πατεῖν ἐπὶ τὰ πονηρὰ πνεύματα, “Beliar will be bound by him; and he will give to his children authority to tread upon the evil spirits” (Testament of Levi 18:12). Traditions such as these account for the frequent appeal to Ps 91/90 in amulets and other magical media.[87]

			No. 6. P.Duke 778 Amulet with Matt 6:9–13 + Ps 90

			⳨ ⳨ ⳨ “The one who dwells in the help of the Most High, who abides in the shelter of the God of heaven. He will say to my Lord, ‘You are my refuge and my fortress, my God my helper, and I will hope in him’ because it is he who will rescue me from a trap of hunters and from a troublesome word; with the broad of his back he will shade you and under his wings you will find hope; with a shield his truth will surround you. I [sic] will not be afraid of nocturnal fright, of an arrow that flies by day, or a deed that travels in darkness, of mishap and noonday demon. At your side a thousand will fall and ten thousand at your right. . . . Only with your eyes will you perceive, and the requital of sinners you will see . . . the Most High you made your refuge. No evil will come before you, and no scourge will come near your tent, because he will command his angels concerning you to guard you in all your ways; upon his hnds they will bear you up so that you will not dash your foot aganst a stone. On asp and cobra you will tread, and you will trample lion and dragon under foot. Because in me he hoped, I will also rescue him; and I will protect him. . . . He will call to me and I will listen to him; I am with him in trouble. I will deliver and glorify him because he knew my name. I will satisfy him with length of days and show him my deliverance” [Ps 90:1–16]. “A Psalm pertaining to David regarding the day of the Sabbath” [Ps 90 heading]. “Our Father who is in heaven, hallowed be your name. Your kingdom come . . . on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily loaves and forgive our debts. . . . Do not lead us into temptation but deliver us [from the] evil one” [Matt 6:9–13], because of the “only begotten Son [διὰ τὸ(ν) μονογενῆ υἱὸν]” [John 3:16], “for yours is the glory and the power” [ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ δόξα καὶ τὼ κράτως],[88] and through your all-Holy Spirit, now, always, and forever and ever. A[men.]

			This amulet is unusual in that it presents the whole of Ps 90 and most of the Lord’s Prayer, with part of the doxology. What is especially interesting is the gloss taken from John 3:16, inserted between the final petition of the prayer and concluding doxology. The relevant part of John reads, τὸν υἱὸν τὸν μονογενῆ ἔδωκεν, “he gave his only begotten Son.” The amulet reads, διὰ τὸ(ν) μονογενῆ υἱόν, “because of the ‘only begotten Son.’ ” The gloss was probably intended to strengthen the final petition of the Lord’s Prayer, “deliver us from the evil one [ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ].” In the context of an amulet, with its demonological orientation, the adjective πονηρός, with the definite article, would likely be understood substantively, that is “the evil one,” not as the abstract “evil” (though see amulet no. 8). The meaning, then, is that God will indeed be able to deliver his people from the “evil one”—that is, Satan or an evil spirit—“because of [his] ‘only begotten Son.’ ”[89] (See fig. 10.2.)

			No. 7. BGU III 954 Amulet with Matt 6:9–13 + John 1:1 + Matt 1:1

			Master, O God Almighty, the Fath[er] of our Lord and Savior [Jesus Christ], and Saint Serenus: I, Silvanus, son of Serapion, give thanks and bow [my] head before you, asking and beseeching that you might chase away from me, your servant, the demon of the evil eye, the e[vil de]ed an[d] unpleasantness and take away from me “every illness and every infirmity” [πᾶσαν δὲ νόσον καὶ πᾶσαν μαλακίαν] so that I might be healthy and [able] to say the Gospel-prayer [of health: “Our Father who is in] heaven, [hallowed be] your name. Your [kingdom] come [your] will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give u[s] this day our daily bread and forgive our deb[t]s [a]s [we] also have forgiven [our debtors]. And do [not] lead us into temptation, Lord [but] deliver us from ev[il. For yours is] the glor[y] forev[er and the . . . ]” [Matt 6:9–13]. “In the beginning was the [Wor]d” [John 1:1]. “Book of the gen[ealogy of Jesus Christ, s]o[n of David, son of Abraham]” [Matt 1:1]. O light from light, true God, grant me, your servant, the light. Saint Serenus, supplicate on my behalf so that I may be perfectly healthy [τελείως ὑγιάνω].

			This amulet is a prayer, whose petitioner, Silvanus, son of Serapion, asks for health. He specifically asks that God “chase away . . . the demon of the evil eye, the evil deed and unpleasantness.” I suspect that literal demons are not in view here. Silvanus is speaking of impulses (perhaps sourced in an evil spirit) that lead to evil attitudes, actions, and other forms of unpleasantness. Silvanus does request protection from “every illness and every infirmity,” where once again the oft-quoted phrase from Matt 4:23 (and/or Matt 9:35) appears. He desires to remain healthy so that he may pray the “Gospel-prayer” (τὴν εὐαγγελικὴν εὐχήν). That the prayer of Silvanus doesn’t seem overly concerned with evil spirits is seen in how the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer reads. Instead of ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ, “deliver us from the evil one,” as it reads in the manuscript tradition, the amulet reads, ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τῆς πονηρίας, “deliver us from evil”—that is, from abstract evil, sin, immorality, and the like. It isn’t the devil that worries Silvanus—it is evil thoughts and deeds. The amulet quotes two of the four Gospel incipts, addresses God with creedal language,[90] and then petitions Saint Serenus that the petitioner may be in perfect health.[91]

			No. 8. P.Köln IV 171 Amulet with Matt 6:12–13

			. . . [τὰ ὀφειλή]μ[ατα ἡμῶν ὡ]ς καὶ ἡ[μ]εῖς ἀφή[καμεν το]ῖς ὀφι[λ]έταις ἡ[μῶν κα]ὶ μὴ εἰσ[εν]γκῃς ἡμᾶς εἰς πιρασμόν ἀλλὰ ῥῆσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ διὰ τοῦ μονογενοῦς σου Ἰη(σο)ῦ Χρ(ιστο)ῦ ἀμήν

			ἀμήν = ἀμήν = ἀμήν =

			ἅγιος = ἅγιος = ἅγιος

			. . . [our de]b[ts a]s we also have forg[iven] o[ur] debtors. [An]d do not lead us into temptation but deliver us from the evil one through your only begotten Jesus Christ. Amen.

			Amen = Amen = Amen! =

			Holy = Holy = Holy!

			We again have the final petition of the Lord’s Prayer glossed with Johannine language (see amulet no. 6 above). In the earlier amulet, we found the reading διὰ τὸν μονογενῆ υἱόν, “because [or on account of] the only begotten Son.” Here we have διὰ τοῦ μονογενοῦς σου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, “through the only begotten Jesus Christ.” The text of the amulet is an exact match with part of the Euchologium of Bishop Serapion of Thmuis: διὰ τοῦ μονογενοῦς σου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἀμήν ἀμήν ἀμήν.[92] The trishagion occurs in our amulet, which provides a match with its threefold amen.[93]

			No. 9. P.Oxy LXIV 4406 Amulet with Matt 27:62–64 + 28:2–5

			. . . μετὰ τ]ὴν παρ[ασκευήν συνήχθησαν ο]ἱ ἀρχιερ[εῖς καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι πρὸς] τὸν Πει[λᾶτον λέγοντες κύριε ἐμ]νήσθημ[εν ὅτι ἐκεῖνος ὁ πλάνος] εἶπεν ἔτι [ζῶν μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας] ἐγείρομα[ι κέλευσον οὖν ἀσφαλισθ]ῆναι τὸν [τάφον . . . . . . καὶ ἐκάθητο ἐπάν]ω αὐτο[ῦ ἦν δὲ ἡ εἰδέα αὐτοῦ ὡς ἀστρ]απὴ καὶ τ[ὸ ἔνδυμα αὐτοῦ λευκὸν] ὡς χειώ[ν ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ φόβου αὐτ]οῦ ἐσείσθ[ησαν οἱ τηροῦντες καὶ] ἐγενήθη[σαν ὡς νεκροί Ἀποκριθ]εὶς δὲ ὁ ἄ[γγελος εἶπεν ταῖς γυναιξίν μ]ὴ φο[βεῖσθε ὑμεῖς . . .

			. . . (after the Day of) Preparation, the ruling priest[s and the Pharisees gathered] before Pi[late and said, “Sir], w[e rememb]er that th[at imposter] said while he was still [alive, ‘After three days] I will rise again.’ [Therefore command the tomb] to be made [secure] . . . . . . and he sat upo]n it.” [His appearance was like lightn]ing, and [his clothing white] as snow. [For fear of hi]m [the guards] shook [and] became [like dead men]. But the a[ngel answered and said to the women, “Do] n[ot be af]raid . . .” [Matt 28:2–5]

			Although this leaf was used as an amulet, it was probably once part of a codex (as likely was the case with respect to P.Oxy 840, which will be discussed below). Because it was not originally prepared for use as an amulet, it does not contain the usual themes and languages found in amulets (i.e., no exorcistic language, no petitions for protection, no references to Jesus healing people, and so forth). It is enough to have on one’s person a leaf from a Gospel book. Of course, it is likely the owner of this amulet was aware that this leaf of the Gospel of Matthew narrates the story of the resurrection of Jesus, which for Christians was the cardinal element of the faith and ground for hope.[94]

			No. 10. P.Oxy LXXVI 5073 Amulet with Mark 1:1–2

			ἀνάγνωτι τὴν ἀρχὴν τοῦ εὐαγ’γελίου καὶ ἴδε
ἀρχὴ τοῦ εὐαγ’γελίου Ἰη(σο)ῦ Χρ(ιστο)ῦ
ὡς γέγραπται ἐν τῷ Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ
ἰδοὺ ἀποστελῶ τὸν ἄγγελόν μου
πρὸ προσώπου σου ὃς κατασκευάσει

			Read the beginning of the Gospel and see:
“The beginning of the gospel of Jesus the Christ,
as it is written in Isaiah the prophet,
‘Behold! I will send my angel
before your face who will prepare’ ” [Mark 1:1–2; cf. Isa 40:3]

			The quotation of Mark 1:1–2, in which the contested words, υἱοῦ θεοῦ, “Son of God,” are omitted, is from a text critical point of view the most important feature about this amulet, which is dated perhaps as early as the third century.[95] υἱοῦ θεοῦ, “Son of God,” is read by אa B D L W and other authorities (and υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ by A K Δ 33 and others), but the words are omitted by א* Θ 28c and a few versions and fathers. In a recent study, Tommy Wasserman has argued that the long version of Mark’s incipit, which reads ἀρχὴ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ υἱοῦ θεοῦ, is probably the original reading and that the last two words were accidentally omitted. Although an error of homoioteleuton committed at the beginning of a work may seem unusual,[96] the series of six genitives comprising the nomina sacra normally abbreviated ΙΥ ΧΥ ΥΥ ΘΥ make this suggestion the best explanation for the absence of the words υἱοῦ θεοῦ.[97] Furthermore, claims that mistakes of this nature did not occur in the opening line of a book are simply not true, for examples are extant.[98] We should not assume that when a scribe commenced the task of copying the Gospel of Mark he began fresh. He may have completed one writing (perhaps Matthew) and then continued with Mark, fatigued and as likely to make an error in Mark 1:1 as anywhere else. Internal considerations also favor the originality of the longer incipit, for it fits well the evangelist’s theology and, in particular, matches the centurion’s confession at the death of Jesus in Mark 15:39 (ἀληθῶς οὗτος ὁ ἄνθρωπος υἱὸς θεοῦ ἦν, “Truly this man was Son of God”).[99] It is also important to note that quotations of Scripture, including Gospel incipits, are sometimes abbreviated and altered in other ways. The reading in P.Oxy 5073 is important, to be sure, but its witness to the Markan text needs to be evaluated with caution.

			This amulet also contains Isaiah’s divine promise, “Behold, I will send my angel” (Isa 40:3). This is precisely what the wearer hopes for, that God will send his protecting angel (not a message-bearing human prophet as in the original prophecy, but a heavenly angel). In Greek Isaiah, the verb is in the present tense, ἀποστέλλω, “I am sending,” which could imply that the sending has already taken place. But in the amulet the verb is in the future tense, ἀποστελῶ, “I will send,” perhaps to underscore the futuristic and promissory nature of the prophecy: God will send his protector, his ἄγγελος, whenever his people petition him.[100]

			No. 11. P.Oxy VI 924 Amulet concerned with fever

			Truly guard and protect Aria from fever [φρικός] by day, and from daily fever [φρικός], and from fever [φρικός] by night, and from minor fever [λεπτοῦ πυρετοῦ] and small [κουφῆς] [fever]. All this you will do with benevolence according to your will and according to her faith, because she is a servant of the living God so that your name may be glorified forever. Father of Jesus, Son, Mother of Christ, Alpha and Omega, Holy Spirit, Abrasax.

			Fever (typically πυρετός and πυρέσσω, from πῦρ, “fire,” and φρικός, which is “shaking” or “shivering” with fever) was a common malady in late antiquity, and we have reason to believe that malaria was a problem along the swampy western and southern shores of the Sea of Galilee.[101] It is not surprising then that Jesus is depicted healing people of fever (Matt 8:14–15 parr.; John 4:52; cf. Acts 28:8), so it is also not surprising that Christian amulets call on Jesus to protect the wearer from fever. It was widely believed that some fevers were brought on by evil spirits (e.g., Testament of Solomon 18:20, 23, where a demon admits, ἐπιφέρω πυρετοὺς ἀνιάτους, “I bring on incurable fevers”). An amulet, it was believed, can drive the demon away (as again in Testament of Solomon 18:23 the demon, under duress, advises King Solomon: ἐν οἵῳ δὲ οἴκῳ γράψεις τὸ ὄνομά μου, εὐθὺς ἀναχωρῶ, “In the house in some way write my name and I immediately depart”).

			The appearance of the name “Abrasax” (Ἀβρασάξ) is somewhat unexpected. The name appears in magic texts (e.g., PGM I.302; III.77 [following Yahweh, Sabaoth, and Adonai!], 150, 213, 443 [restored]; IV.322, 363, 1535) and in gnostic texts (e.g., NHC III 52.26; 53.9; 65.1; V 75.22; VIII 47.13). In magic texts Abrasax (also spelled “Abraxas”) was given, through gematria, the numerical value of 365 (i.e., α = 1 + β = 2 + ρ = 100 + α = 1 + σ = 200 + α = 1 + ξ = 60),[102] was associated with the sun, and was depicted as a snake-footed creature.[103] The appearance of Abrasax at the end of the present amulet is a bit odd because it follows a rather orthodox list of holy names—that is, “Father of Jesus, Son, Mother of Christ, Alpha and Omega, Holy Spirit.” The appearance of the name Abrasax in such a context testifies to the enduring power of tradition and superstition in magic, as well as to the respect with which the figure of Abrasax was evidently regarded.[104]

			No. 12. PSI VI 719 Amulet with Gospel incipits + Ps 90 + Matt 6:9

			† Χ(ριστ)ὲ [σ](ῶτ)ερ ἐν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος, καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν, καὶ θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος. βίβλος γενέσεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ υἱοῦ Δαυὲτ υἱοῦ Ἀβραάμ καθὼ[ς ε]ἶπεν Ἠσαΐας ὁ προφήτης. [ἀρχὴ τοῦ εὐα]γγελίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ υἱοῦ θεοῦ υἱοῦ Ἀβραάμ. ἐπε[ιδ]ήπερ πολλοὶ ἐπεχείρησαν ἀν[ατάξα]σθαι δ[ι]ήγ[η]σιν περὶ τῶν πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖ[ν π]ραγμάτων. ὁ κατοικῶν [ἐν βοηθεί]ᾳ τοῦ ὑψίστου καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς. Πάτηρ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐ[ραν]οῖς· ἁγιασθήτο τὸ ὄνομά σου κα[ὶ τὰ ἑξῆς]. δόξα πατρὶ καὶ υἱῷ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύματι καὶ νῦ[ν κ]αὶ ἀεὶ καὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν [αἰ]ώνων ἀμήν. χ. . . †††

			† Christ Savior! “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God” [John 1:1]. “Book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ son of David, son of Abraham” [Matt 1:1]. “Just as Isaiah the prophet said” [Mark 1:2]. “[The beginning of the gos]pel of Jesus Christ, Son of God, son of Abraham” [Mark 1:1]. “Since many have undertaken to set down an orderly account of the events that have been fulfilled among us” [Luke 1:1]. “The one who dwells [in the hel]p of the Most High,” and so forth [Ps 90:1]. “Our Father who is in heaven, hallowed be your name,” a[nd so forth] [Matt 6:9]. Glory to the Father and Son and Holy Spirit, both now and always, and forever and ever. Amen. χ. . . †††

			The order of the Gospel incipits is unusual. We have John, Mark, Luke, and Matthew. Also, the quotation of Mark 1:2 precedes the quotation of Mark 1:1. Jones notes that the last part of the amulet’s doxology matches the already noted Euchologium of Bishop Serapion (see amulet no. 8 above): διὰ τοῦ μονογενοῦς σου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ δι᾿ οὗ σοί ἡ δόξα καὶ τὸ κράτος ἐν ἁγίῳ πνεύματι καὶ νῦν καὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας.[105]

			No. 13. P.Oxy VIII 1151 Amulet with John 1:1, 3 + 5:2 (Sheep Gate Pool)

			Flee, hateful spirit [φεῦγε πνεῦμα μεμισιμένον], Christ pursues you [Χριστός σε διώκει]! The Son of God and the Holy Spirit have overtaken you [προέλαβέν σε]. O God of the sheep pool [ὁ θεὸς προβατικῆς κολυμβήθρας], deliver from all evil your servant Joannia, whom Anastasi, also called Euphemia, bore. “In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God and Word was God. All things came into being through him and without him not one thing came into being” [John 1:1–2]. O Lord Christ, Son and Word of the living God, the one who heals “every illness and every infirmity” [Matt 4:23], heal and look over your servant Joannia, whom Anastasia, also called Euphemia, bore, and chase away and put to flight from her every fever and every kind of chill, quotidian, quartan and every evil through the prayers and intercessions of our Lady the God-bearer and the glorious archangels and St. John the glorious apostle and evangelist and theologian, and Saint Serenus and Saint Philoxenus and Saint Victor and Saint Justus and all the saints, because your name, O Lord God, I have called, the wonderful and most glorious (name), the fear of your enemies. Amen.[106]

			The opening line of the amulet, “Flee, hateful spirit, Christ pursues you!” (φεῦγε, πνεῦμα μεμισιμένον, Χριστός σε διώκει), is formulaic. Kotansky calls attention to an example in Pliny the Elder, who describes a procedure in which one touches the sufferer with a moss-covered stone and says: φεύγετε, κανθαρίδες· λύκος ἄγριος αἷμα ὕμμε διώκει, “Flee, beetles, a savage wolf (spider?) pursues you!” (Pliny the Elder, Nat. 27.75).[107] It is interesting that the Latin-writing Pliny provides his readers with the exorcistic threat and command in Greek, which, we may assume, assures its efficacy. Jones also cites a similar exorcistic command inscribed on a gemstone, which reads: φεῦγε, ποδάγρα, Περσεύς σε διώκει, “Flee, Gout, Perseus pursues you.”[108]

			The idea that the rightous can put evil spirits to flight is attested in Judeo-Christian literature. In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, it occurs in several passages. Issachar tells his sons that if they live righteously “every spirit of Beliar will flee from you [πᾶν πνεῦμα τοῦ Βελιὰρ φεύξεται ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν]” (Testament of Issachar 7:7). Dan gives the same advice, enjoining his sons to “depart from anger, and hate lying, that the Lord may dwell with you, and Beliar may flee from you [ἀπόστητε δὲ ἀπὸ θυμοῦ καὶ μισήσατε τὸ ψεῦδος, ἵνα κύριος κατοικήσῃ ἐν ὑμῖν καὶ φύγῃ ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν ὁ Βελιάρ]” (Testament of Dan 5:11). Naphtali tells his sons, If you are righteous “the devil will flee from you, and the wild beasts will fear you [ὁ διάβολος φεύξεται ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν, καὶ τὰ θηρία φοβηθήσονται ὑμᾶς]” (Testament of Naphtali 8:4). So also Benjamin, who promises his sons, “If you do well, even the unclean spirits will flee from you; and the beasts will dread you [ὰ ἀκάθαρτα πνεύματα φεύξεται ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ θηρία φοβηθήσονται ὑμᾶς]” (Testament of Benjamin 5:2). It is against this backdrop that James can assure the readers of his letter, “Resist the devil and he will flee from you [ἀντίστητε δὲ τῷ διαβόλῳ, καὶ φεύξεται ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν]” (Jas 4:7; cf. Shepherd of Hermas 48:2 “if you resist him [the devil], he will be defeated and flee from you [φεύξεται ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν] in disgrace”).

			The amulet’s curious reference to ὁ θεὸς προβατικῆς κολυμβήθρας, “the God of the sheep pool,” which in context I take as an invocation, “O God,” etc., refers to the healing of the invalid in John 5:2–9,[109] where readers are told: ἔστιν δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ἱεροσολύμοις ἐπὶ τῇ προβατικῇ κολυμβήθρα, “There is in Jerusalem by the Sheep Gate a pool” (John 5:2). (In the amulet the adjective “sheep” is applied to the pool itself.) The “God of the sheep pool” refers to Jesus and his power to heal and protect, which is underscored by the subsequent reference to him as “Lord Christ . . . who heals ‘every illness and every infirmity,’ ” which alludes to the oft-cited phrase from Matt 4:23.

			The amulet not only invokes Jesus the healer, on behalf of one Joannia, who evidently is afflicted with fever (see comments and notes on amulet no. 11 above), it appeals to prayers and intercessions by Mary, “our Lady the God-bearer,” archangels, the apostle John, and various saints—indeed, “all the saints.”[110]

			No. 14.  P.Köln VIII 340 Amulet with John 1:1–11

			Frag. A

			⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ις

			ἐν ἀρχῇ ἦ[ν ὁ] λόγος, καὶ ὁ [λόγος ἦν] πρὸς τὸν θ(εό)ν, [κ]αὶ θ(εὸ)ς ἦν ὁ [λόγος.] οὗτος ἦν [ἐν] ἀρχῇ πρὸς τ[ὸν] θ(εό)ν. πάντα δι᾿ αὐτοῦ [ἐγ]ένετο . . . καὶ οἱ ἴδιοι αὐτῶν οὐ παρέλαβον [John 1:1–11]. . . . ἐ[πικαλοῦ]μέν σε, θ[εόν, καὶ τὴν θεο]τόκον Μαρία, π[(ατέ)ρα] τοῦ κ(υρίο)υ καὶ σωτῆρ[ος ἡ]μῶν Ἰ(ησο)ῦ Χ(ριστο)ῦ ὅπ[ως ἐ]καποστίλης τὸν ἄγγελόν σου ἐπὶ τὸν ἱμάτον ἐπὶ τὸν φορ[οῦν]τα τὸν ὁρκισμὸ(ν) τοῦτον κ(αὶ) ἀπωδιώξης ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ πᾶσαν νό[σον κ]αὶ πᾶ[σαν] μαλα[κίαν . . . [Matt 4:23]. . .

			Frag. B

			. . . ἀκάθ[α]ρ[τ]ον πᾶ[ν] πνεῦμα ιλγνγ . . . τα ὀφθαλμὸν πονηρὸν ἢ ἐπιβουλὴ(ν) ἄνθρωπον ὁρίζο ὑμ[ᾶς] εἰς τὸ[ν] ἔνδοξον κ(υρίο)υ ὄ(νομα) . . . ιαγα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰῶνας ἀμήν, ἀμήν, ἀμήν.

			Frag. A

			⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ ⳨ J(esu)s

			 “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. This one was in the beginning with God. All things through him became . . . and his own people did not receive him” [most of John 1:1–11 is quoted; followed by an incantation:] We [call upon] you, G[od, and Mary the God]-bearer, F[ather] of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, that you might send your angel who presides over the healing of the one who we[ars] this adjuration and chase away each and “every ill[ness] and infirmity . . .” [Matt 4:23]. . .

			Frag. B

			. . . every unclean spirit, ilgng . . . every evil eye, every human snare. I banish yo[u] by the glorious name of the Lord . . . iaga forever and ever. Amen, amen, amen.

			The length of the quotation (i.e., John 1:1–11) is unusual (in the text and translation above I have omitted most of the middle portion of the quotation). The petitioner calls on God the Father, the Lord Jesus, and his mother Mary, “the God-bearer,” to “send forth your angel” (ἐκαποστίλης τὸν ἄγγελόν σου), which is probably an allusion to Isa 40:3. As in amulet 10 above, the petitioner understands the ἄγγελος as a heavenly being, who can “chase away” illness, not as a human messenger or prophet.

			In fragment B, the amulet speaks of “every unclean spirit” (ἀκάθαρτον πᾶν πνεῦμα), which is common parlance in New Testament literature (e.g., Matt 10:1, where the phrase πᾶσαν νόσον καὶ πᾶσαν μαλακίαν, “every disease and every infirmity,” also occurs; 12:43; Mark 1:23, 26; 3:11; etc.). The amulet also calls for protection from the “evil eye” (ὀφθαλμὸν πονηρόν). The evil eye (sometimes as ὀφθαλμὸς βάσκανος) appears in classical texts (e.g., Alciphron, Epistulae 1.15; Heliodorus, Aethiopica 3.7; Vergil, Eclogae 3.103). Pliny the Elder tells of a tribe of people who “bewitch with a glance and who kill those they stare at for a longer time, especially with a look of anger, and that their evil eye [(oculus) malus] is mostly felt by adults” (Nat. 7.16). In Jewish magic, steps are taken to protect against the evil eye (e.g., Israel Museum Magic Bowl no. 69.20.265, line 2: “Bound is the evil eye”; plus the following amulets from the Cairo Synagogue Genizah: TS K1.127; TS K1.168; TS K1.94; TS NS 322.69).

			In the dominical tradition, Jesus speaks of ὀφθαλμὸς πονηρός (esp. Mark 7:22, though perhaps also at Matt 6:23 and 20:15 parr.), but what exactly is meant is not clear.[111] In ethical contexts, the “evil eye” is usually understood in terms of jealousy, covetousness, outright hatred (Sir 14:10; 31:13 κακὸν ὀφθαλμὸς πονηρός, “an evil eye is a wicked thing”; Testament of Issachar 4:6 “eyes made evil [ὀφθαλμοὺς πονηρούς] from the deceit of the world”). But in the context of amulets and magic, it is usually in reference to cursing or putting a hex on someone.

			Finally, the amulet speaks of ἐπιβουλὴν ἄνθρωπον, “human devices,” “schemes,” or “plots” (e.g., LXX Esth 2:22; 3 Macc 1:2, 6), which serves as a catch-all. Christian amulets and other types of writing will often exhibit a staurogram or two. Fragment A of the amulet under consideration is adorned with seven staurograms.[112]

			No. 15. P.Vindob. G 29831 Amulet with John 1:5–6

			ἐπικαλοῦμέ σε, ὁ θ(εὸ)ς ὁ π(ατ)ὴρ τοῦ κ(υρίο)υ ἡμῶν Ἰ(ησο)ῦ Χ(ριστο)ῦ ὅπως ἐξαποστίλης τὸν ἄγγελόν σου ἐπὶ τὸν φοροῦντα τοῦτο. τὸ φῶς ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ φαίνει, καὶ ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν. ἐγένετο ἄν(θρωπο)ς, ἀπεσταλμένος παρὰ . . .

			I call on you, O God the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, to send forth your angel to the one carrying this (amulet). “The light shines in the darkness and the darkness did not overcome it. There was a man sent from God . . .” (John 1:5–6).

			The opening ἐπικαλοῦμε is the equivalent of ἐπικαλοῦμαι (where in the Byzantine period the vowel ε often takes the place of the αι diphthong) and so is first-person singular, “I call upon,” not first-person plural ἐπικαλοῦμεν, “We call upon” (as in amulet no. 14 above).[113] The quotation of John 1:5–6 ends abruptly, but that is not unusual in amulets where quotatons of Scripture and creeds are often abridged or abruptly ended.[114]

			Most of the amulets that have been briefly surveyed range in date from the late third century on into the fifth and sixth centuries. They attest popular fears and superstitions and make use of language carried over from pre-Christian antiquity. They also attest how in popular circles the Gospel stories about Jesus were put to use. The authors, purchasers, and wearers of the amulets apparently preferred Gospel stories over the didactic material of the Epistles probably because the deeds of Jesus, the well-known healer, offer more assurance than doctrine or dogma. The appearance of Scripture in amulets gives textual critics further opportunity to assess the form and stability of the New Testament text in the Roman period on into the Byzantine period. From his survey of twenty-four amulets that cite Scripture, Jones finds that these “citations must be studied only in terms of what they tell us about the reception of scripture and not for their text-critical value.”[115] I think this conclusion is fully justified. It is interesting not only to see how the composers of these amulets make use of Gospel materials but what selections they make. Their selections, applications, and interpretations help us better understand popular piety in the early centuries of the church. What lends a measure of pathos to the study of amulets and other magic texts is the recognition of the problems of malnutrition, disease, and short life expectancy in late antiquity.[116] Many of these texts reflect this grim reality.

			Jesus in Fragments

			Stories about the life, teaching, and deeds of Jesus also survive in a number of fragments of what originally were much longer works, in some cases possibly full-length Gospels or Gospel-like writings. Of course, because of the fragmentary nature of these materials we cannot always ascertain what the genres actually were. Are we looking at the remains of a Gospel, or of a harmony of two or more Gospels (canonical or otherwise)? Perhaps what we have is a fragment of a commentary or of a didactic work that quotes a Gospel passage, and so on. We also are unsure of how widely circulated and read most of these writings were, and therefore we really do not know how influential they may have been at one time. Did these works compete with the major Gospels that were read publicly in Christian assemblies? Were some of these writings linked to or produced by groups eventually labeled heretical? However these questions will be answered, there is no doubting the value of the extant fragments (and more will probably come to light).

			In the balance of this section, I will look at some fifteen very small fragments and then will discuss at greater length two larger fragments that I think are quite important. There is no attempt here to offer critical editions or improved readings.[117] My intent is in keeping with the purpose of the present book, and that is to introduce readers to the material and to suggest the ways this material contributes to our knowledge of Jesus and the manuscripts in which he appears.

			Twelve Small Fragments

			The several small fragments touch on every element in the Jesus story. They range from the birth and ministry of Jesus to his death, resurrection, and post-Easter appearances. Several are so fragmentary that we are not sure exactly how they parallel or differ from the canonical Gospels. The first text illustrates this problem.

			Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 210 preserves two fragments of Gospel stories. The first one (on the recto side) seems to be related to the Infancy narrative. Part of the text reads:

			1 αρτη [ . . . ] αλ [ . . . ]

			2 εξει ι [ . . . ] ν αγ [ . . . ]

			3 ρσιν οὐ δ [.] ινατα [ . . . ὑ]

			4 πομεῖναι ἃ ἐπο[ίησε καθὰ προσέ]

			5 ταξε ἄγγελος πα[ραλαβεῖν Μαρίαν. τὰ δὲ]

			6 περὶ ἄγγελον λεχ[θέντα . . . ]

			7 ἐ[στὶ]ν σημεία. ρ[ . . . ]

			8 να τὰ ἰσχ[υρὰ . . . ]

			9 οὗτος τα [ . . . ]

			As one can see, the text makes little or no sense without the reconstructions. On the basis of these reconstructions, the text reads (starting at line 4): “. . . to wait; he did that which an angel commanded, to take Mary [as wife]. But the things spoken about an angel . . . they are signs/sins . . . the strong things . . . this . . .” Reconstructed this way, the text seems to echo a verse in Matthew’s story of the infancy: ἐγερθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰωσὴφ ἀπὸ τοῦ ὕπνου ἐποίησεν ὡς προσέταξεν αὐτῷ ὁ ἄγγελος κυρίου καὶ παρέλαβεν τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, “When Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of the Lord commanded him and he took his wife” (Matt 1:24).

			On the verso side of this fragment, we have what appears to be Jesus’ teaching on bearing good fruit, along with some commentary. Part of this fragment reads:

			4 ] ἀγαθο[

			5 ] ἔλεγεν [

			6 ]ι π(ατ)ρ(ὸ)ς υ[ἱὸς

			7 . . .

			8 . . .

			9 . . .

			10 ἀγα]θὸν το[

			11 ] ενεγκε [

			12 ] θ(εό)ς ο [ . . . ] ἀλλὰ [

			13 . . . ] α Ἰη(σοῦ)[. κα]ὶ ἐρεῖ τ[

			14 καρποὺς ἀγα]θούς [ἐν]έγκει. ὁ [δὲ πονηρὸς

			15 πονηροὺς ἐ]νέγ[κει. ἀ]γαθὸς [

			16 καρ]πὸς δ[ὲ δέν]δρου ἀγαθοῦ [

			17 κ]αὶ πο[ιεῖ τὸ ἀ]γαθὸν. ἐγώ εἰμι [

			18 ]το εἰμι εἰκὼν τῆς [

			19 ]ος ἐν μορφῇ θ(εο)ῦ [

			20 δια ὡς εἰκὼν αὐ[τοῦ

			21 ]α θ(ε)ῷ θ(ε)ῷ τῷ [

			22 ]ν τοῦ εἰναί [

			23 ]εῖται ὁρατά [

			Here the reconstructions are more cautious. The broken text seems to read “good . . . he was saying . . . son of the Father . . . . . . good [tree] . . . brought forth . . . God . . . but . . . Jesus. And he will say . . . ‘[God] brought forth good fruit. But the evil [tree] brought forth evil fruit. Good . . . but the fruit of the good tree . . . and he will do the good. I am . . . I am an image of . . .’ . . . who in the form of God . . . as his image . . . to God, to God the . . . to be . . . visible things . . .” The text seems to be based on Jesus’ teaching about bearing good fruit (Matt 7:16–20; 12:33–35; Luke 6:43–45), which is then followed by commentary that draws on 2 Cor 4:4 (“who is the likeness of God”); Col 1:15 (“the image of the invisible God”); and Phil 2:6 (“who was in the form of God”). This Oxyrhynchus fragment is from a writing that probably was not a Gospel,[118] but from a homily or treatise in which Gospel and non-Gospel texts are combined.[119]

			Somewhat like P.Oxy. 210, Cairo Papyrus 10735 quotes Gospel passages and then offers what appears to be commentary.[120] All that is extant is one leaf of text. On the recto side we read: “The angel of the Lord said, ‘Joseph, rise up, take Mary your wife and flee to Egypt” (cf. Matt 2:13). On the verso side, someone (probably the later-named “leader of the hosts”) “speaks to the virgin: ‘Behold, Elizabeth your relative has also conceived and it is the sixth month for her who has been been called barren,’ ” etc. (cf. Luke 1:36). The fragment goes on to explain that it was necessary that John (the Baptist) be proclaimed in advance, because he is the “servant who precedes the coming of his Lord.”[121]

			One of the papyri in the Egerton collection (which will be discussed more fully below), classified as P.Egerton 3 and dated to the early third century, seems to be a fragment of a commentary on one of the Gospels, probably Matthew (though there are quotations and allusions to John and one or two of Paul’s letters). At the beginning of the fragment, we read (with some restoration): “. . . an evil spirit . . . it is written: ‘The devil takes Jesus into the holy city and stood him on the pinnacle of the temple.’ And again it is written: ‘Many bodies of those who sleep were raised and entered the holy city . . .’ ” (frag., col. 1, lines 3–12; cf. Matt 4:5; 27:52–53). The fragmentary text goes on to quote and comment on one of the beatitudes (frag. 1, col. 2, lines 44–47; cf. Matt 5:8) and John’s identification of Jesus as the “Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (frag. 1, col. 1, lines 67–71; cf. John 1:29).

			In the Egyptian Museum and Papyrus Collection in Berlin, there is a fragment (P.Berol. 11710) made up of two leaves of text that clearly parallel the Gospel of John. Part of the text reads: “ ‘Rabbi, you are the Son of God.’ The rabbi [answered him] and said, ‘[Natha]niel . . .’ Nathaniel replied, and said to him, ‘Rabbi, Lord, you are the lamb . . .’ ” (cf. John 1:20, 38, 49–50). At the end of the text there are some scribbles, followed by “Jesus Christ, great God” in Coptic. Accompanying holes and string suggest that these Greek leaves were used as an amulet, perhaps worn by a Coptic-speaking Christian.[122]

			A recently published fragment (P.Oxy. 5072) recounts an exorcism. Part of the text on the recto side reads, “[seeing hi]m he cried out, saying, ‘Son [of God], what have you to do with me? Have you come before the time to [destroy] us?’ He rebuked him, saying, ‘Be silent! Come out of the man!’ [Then,] going (out) he sat in the midst . . .” The passage appears to be a blending of the exorcism of the demonized man on the east side of the Sea of Galilee (Matt 8:28–33; Mark 5:1–20) and the story of the exorcism in Galilee (Mark 1:21–28; Luke 4:31–37). We hear echoes of Matt 8:29 (ἔκραξαν λέγοντες . . . υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ; ἦλθες ὧδε πρὸ καιροῦ βασανίσαι ἡμᾶς; “He cried out, saying, ‘Son of God, have you come here before the time to torment us?’ ”), Mark 1:25 (ἐπετίμησεν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς λέγων . . . ἔξελθε ἐξ αὐτοῦ, “Jesus rebuked him, saying, ‘Be silent! Come out of him’ ”), and Mark 5:15 (“And they came to Jesus, and saw the demoniac sitting there, clothed and in his right mind”).

			On the verso side, which is very rough, we seem to have something like this, “after . . . [If you] . . . do not conf[ess . . . me as te]acher, I will de[ny] you as [m]y disciple. And you will be ash[amed et]ernally. Yes, I tell you, the one who lo[ves h]is [life] more than me is not [worthy to be my dis]ciple. If a scrib[e go up to] Jerusalem; but if a wis[e man en]ter the cou[rts . . . ] but the kingdom [of God is be]fore you. [My Father from the dis]cerning hid[es . . . He taught his] disciples . . .” Parallel texts include Matt 10:32–33 parr; Matt 10:37–38; Luke 14:26–27, 33; Gos. Thom. §§55, 101; and Matt 11:25 par. How Jesus’ teaching on the verso of this fragment relates to the exorcism described on the recto is not obvious.[123] The editors of this fragment wonder if it is a leaf from a Gospel; it may well be. (See fig. 10.3.)

			The Chester Beatty Library in Dublin, Ireland, conserves a small fragment known as P.Mert. 51. On both sides of this leaf, we encounter familiar Gospel material. On the recto side, we have a version of the baptizing activity of John: “. . . and all the peo]ple and the tax collecto[rs heard (him and) jus]tified God, [confessing] their sins. [But the Pharisees] were not baptized [by John, but the coun]cil of God [and the commandment of Go]d they rejected . . .” (cf. Luke 7:29–30). On the verso side, we find another version of the analogy of the tree that bears good fruit and the good treasure of the human heart (cf. Luke 6:45–46).[124] The restorations are extensive, but they are also very plausible.

			Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 4009 preserves part of a conversation between Jesus and his disciples. The papyrus is so fragmentary that its restoration would not have been possible without the parallel at 2 Clem. 5:2–4, in which the author of this homily appeals to an unidentified tradition in which Jesus warns his disciples that they will be like sheep torn apart by wolves. The author of 2 Clement and the tradition behind P.Oxy. 4009 have drawn upon material similar to what we have in Matt 10:16; Luke 10:3 (lambs in the midst of wolves) and Matt 10:28 and Luke 12:4–5 (fear not the one who can only destroy the body and then do no further harm). Dieter Lührmann and others have argued that P.Oxy. 4009 is part of the Gospel of Peter,[125] but the linkage is quite tenuous.[126]

			The next fragment to be considered, P.Vindob. G 2325 (a.k.a. the Fayûm Fragment), has also been put forward as part of the Gospel of Peter. Lührmann reconstructs the text to read: “ ‘. . . th]is night you will be scandali[zed, according to] what is written, “I shall strike the [shepherd and the] sheep will be scatter[ed.” ’ When I] Pet(er) said, ‘Even if all (are scandalized), n[ot I.’ Jesus says, ‘Befo]re the cock twice cro[ws, three times today you will de]n[y me . . .’ ” (cf. Mark 14:27–31). Some of his reconstructions are dubious, especially the genitive absolute, which makes it possible to present Peter speaking in the first person (as he does in the Gospel of Peter). There is nothing in P.Vindob. G 2325 to force us to look beyond what we have in the Synoptic tradition.[127]

			Yet another fragment that has been put forward as part of the Gospel of Peter is P.Oxy. 2949. Some have transcribed the text to read in line 5, “[Joseph] the friend of Pilate,” which then matches Gos. Pet. 2.3.[128] At other points questionable readings in P.Oxy. 2949, along with some pruning here in there in the Akhmîm text of the Gospel of Peter, and we find some fairly close parallels. But Foster will have none of it. All we have in P.Oxy. 2949 is “friend,” “to Pilate,” “[bod]y into a tomb,” “requested,” and “him.” What we have in P.Oxy. 2949 reflects Luke 23:7, where Herod Antipas and Pilate become friends, and basic components of the passion narrative, such as Joseph’s request for the body of Jesus, followed by burial in a tomb. The Akhmîm fragment’s distinctive “Joseph, the friend of Pilate” is not in P.Oxy. 2949. Kraus, Nicklas, and Foster rightly believe that the better explanation of the distinctive material in P.Oxy. 2949 is to see it as having contributed to the later version we find in the Gospel of Peter, than to see it as a version of the Gospel of Peter itself.[129]

			In P.Oxy. 1224 we have two fragments of what could be an extracanonical Gospel. In frag. 2 Jesus appears to one of his disciples (presumably) and asks him, “Why are you disheartened?” But this apparently is not a post-Easter setting, for later in frag. 2 Pharisees criticize Jesus for eating with sinners, to which Jesus responds, “Those who are healthy do not need the physician” (cf. Matt 9:11–12 parr.). In the next piece of readable text, Jesus teaches his disciples to “pray for your enemies. For he who is not against you is for you” (cf. Matt 5:44).

			We may have a fragment of Tatian’s Diatessaron[130] in Greek:

			1 [Ζεβεδ]αίου καὶ Σαλώμη κ[αὶ] αἱ γυναίκες

			2 [τῶ]ν ἀκολουθησάντων α[ὐ]τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς

			3 [Γαλιλαῖ]ας ὁρῶσαι τὸν σταυ(ρωθέντα) ἦν δὲ

			4 [ἡ ἡμέρ]α παρασκευὴ σάββατον ἐπέφω-

			5 [σκεν ὀ]ψίας δὲ γενομένης ἐπὶ τ[ῇ π]αρ[ασ

			6 [κευῇ,] ὅ ἐστὶν προσάββατον προσ-

			7 [ἦλθεν] ἄνθρωπος βουλευτὴ[ς ὑ]πάρ

			8 [χων ἀ]πὸ Ἐρινμαθαῖα[ς] π[ό]λεως τῆς

			9 [Ἰουδαῖ]ας, ὄνομα Ἰω[σὴφ] ἀ[γ]αθὸς δί-

			10 [καιος] ὢν μαθητὴς τ[ο]ῦ Ἰη(σοῦ), κε-

			11 [κρυμ]μένος δὲ διὰ τὸν φόβον τῶν

			12 [Ἰουδαίω]ν, καὶ οὗτος προσεδέχετο

			13 [τὴν] β[ασιλείαν] τοῦ θ(εο)ῦ. οὗτος οὐκ

			14 [ἦν συνκατατ]ιθέμεν[ο]ς τῇ β[ουλῇ]

			of [Zebed]ee and Salome a[nd] the women [of] those who followed him from [Galil]ee to see the cr(ucified one). Now, it was [the day] of Preparation, Sabbath was dawn[ing.] Now as it was becoming evening on the Prep[aration], that is, the day before the Sabbath, there app[roached] a man, a member of the council, from Erinmathaia, a city of [Jud]ea, named Jo[seph], a good, right[eous man], being a disciple of Je(sus), but hid[de]n for fear of the [Jew]s, and he was expecting [the] k[ingdom] of Go(d). This one was not [consent]ing to the c[ounsel] . . .

			This fragment, perhaps from the Diatessaron, blends together, as we should expect of a harmony, elements from all four of the canonical Gospels (cf. Matt 27:55–61; Mark 15:42–47; Luke 23:50–56; John 19:38–42).[131]

			Fragments of two gnostic texts can be mentioned; both presuppose post-Easter settings. In P.Oxy. 1081 we have a fragment of the Sophia of Jesus Christ (NHC III,4; BG 8502,3), a revelatory discourse that is a heavily redacted version of Eugnostos the Blessed (NHC III,3 and V,1).[132] We also have two Greek fragments of the Gospel of Mary (P.Oxy. 3525; P.Ryl. 463),[133] in which Mary—despite complaints from Peter—divulges to the apostles Jesus’ secret teaching about which they had known nothing. Peter insinuates that Mary is lying, but he is rebuked by Levi who defends Mary as a disciple whom Jesus loved as much as he loved his other disciples.

			Two Larger Fragments

			Two fragmentary texts, P.Egerton 2 (papyrus) and P.Oxy. 840 (vellum), have attracted considerable attention since their respective discoveries and publications many years ago. The former has become part of the debate of the origins and sources of the canonical Gospels, while the latter some think may shed light on Christian baptismal practice in the second century or may actually preserve a story from the life of Jesus.

			P.Oxy. 840, comprising a single vellum leaf from a small codex, which may have served as an amulet, was discovered at Oxyrhynchus in December 1905 during one of the excavations directed by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. It was published in 1908.[134] It is housed in the Bodleian Library, Oxford University, as ms Gr Th G 11(P), and it has been subjected recently to a careful and detailed study by Michael Kruger.[135] (See fig. 10.4.)

			Lines 1–7a of the recto were treated earlier in this chapter in the section concerned with agrapha. Here we shall resume at line 7b, where we find a story relating a confrontation between Jesus and a ruling priest. I follow the Greek text that Kruger presents:[136]

			Recto

			7                        καὶ παραλαβὼν αὐτοὺς

			8 εἰσήγαγεν εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ ἁγνευτήριον καὶ

			9 περιεπάτει ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ. καὶ προσε[λ-][137]

			10 θὼν Φαρισαῖός τις ἀρχιερεὺς Λευ[εὶς]

			11 τὸ ὄνομα συνέτυχεν αὐτοῖς καὶ ε[ἶπε]ν

			12 τῷ σω(τῆ)ρι, τίς ἐπέτρεψέν σοι πατ[εῖν]

			13 τοῦτο τὸ ἁγνευτήριον καὶ ἰδεῖν [ταῦ-]

			14 τα τὰ ἅγια σκεύη μήτε λουσα[μ]έν[ῳ] μ[ή-]

			15 τε μὴν τῶν μαθητῶν σου τοὺς π[όδας βα-]

			16 πτισθέντων; ἀλλὰ μεμολυ[μμένος]

			17 ἐπάτησας τοῦτο τὸ ἱερὸν τ[όπον ὄν-]

			18 τα καθαρόν, ὃν οὐδεὶς ἄ[λλος εἰ μὴ]

			19 λουσάμενος καὶ ἀλλά[ξας τὰ ἐνδύ-]

			20 ματα πατεῖ(ν), οὐδὲ ὁ[ρᾶν τολμᾷ ταῦτα]

			21 τὰ ἅγια σκεύη. καὶ σ[τὰς[138] εὐθέως ὁ σω(τὴ)ρ]

			22 [σὺν τ]οῖς μαθηταῖ[ς ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ],

			Verso

			23 σὺ οὖν ἐνταῦθα ὢν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καθα-

			24 ρεύεις; λέγει αὐτῷ ἐκεῖνος, καθαρεύω· ἐλουσά-

			25 μην γὰρ ἐν τῇ λίμνῃ τοῦ Δ(αυεὶ)δ καὶ δι᾿ ἑτέ-

			26 ρας κλίμακος κατελθὼν δι᾿ ἑτέρας

			27 ἀ[ν]ῆλθον, καὶ λευκὰ ἐνδύματα ἐνε-

			28 δυσάμην καὶ καθαρά, καὶ τότε ἦλθον

			29 καὶ προσέβλεψα τούτοις τοῖς ἁγίοις

			30 σκεύεσιν. ὁ σω(τὴ)ρ πρὸς αὐτὸν ἀπο-

			31 [κρι]θεὶς εἶπεν, οὐαί, τυφλοὶ μὴ ὁρῶν-

			32 τ[ε]ς; σὺ ἐλούσω τούτοις τοῖς χεομένοις

			33 ὕ[δ]ασιν ἐν οἷς κύνες καὶ χοῖροι βέβλην-

			34 [ται] νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας, καὶ νιψάμε-

			35 [ν]ος τὸ ἐκτὸς δέρμα ἐσμήξω, ὅπερ

			36 [κα]ὶ αἱ πόρναι καὶ α[ἱ] αὐλητρίδες μυρί-

			37 [ζ]ου[σιν κ]αὶ λούουσιν καὶ σμήχουσι[139]

			38 [καὶ κ]αλλωπίζουσι πρὸς ἐπιθυμί-

			39 [αν τ]ῶν ἀν(θρώπ)ων· ἔνδοθεν δὲ ἐκεῖ-

			40 [ναι πεπλ]ήρω(ν)ται σκορπίων καὶ

			41 [πάσης κα]κίας. ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ οἱ

			42 [μαθηταί μου] οὓς λέγεις μὴ βεβα-

			43 [πτίσθαι βεβά]μμεθα[140] ἐν ὕδασι ζω-

			44 [ῆς αἰωνίου τοῖ]ς[141] ἐλθοῦσιν ἀπὸ [ . . .

			45 [ . . . . . . . .[142] ἀλ]λὰ οὐαὶ [τ]οῖς [ . . . .

			Recto

			7                        And taking them along

			8 he entered the holy court itself and

			9 began walking in the temple. Going by,

			10 a certain Pharisee, a ruling priest, Levi

			11 (his) name, met them and said

			12 to the Savior, “Who permitted you to tread

			13 on this holy court and see these

			14 holy vessels, having not washed, nor

			15 indeed have your disciples (their) feet

			16 dipped (in water)? But defiled

			17 you have tread upon this sacred place,

			18 which is pure, which no other except

			19 one having washed and having changed

			20 clothes may walk, nor dare to view these

			21 holy vessels.” And immediately standing with

			22 his disciples the Savior said to him,

			Verso

			23 “Are you, then, being here in the temple,

			24 clean?” That one says to him, “I am clean,

			25 for I washed in the Pool of David and by one

			26 set of steps I descended (and) by another

			27 (set of steps) I ascended, and white clothes I

			28 put on, even pure, and then I went

			29 and looked upon these holy

			30 vessels.” The Savior, answering him,

			31 said, “Woe, you blind who do not see!

			32 You washed in these running

			33 waters, in which dogs and swine have

			34 been pitched night and day, and have washed

			35 and cleaned the outer skin, with which

			36 also the prostitutes and flute girls

			37 anoint and wash and wipe

			38 and beautify for the lust

			39 of men; but within they

			40 are full of scorpions and

			41 all wickedness. But I and

			42 my disciples, whom you say have not

			43 bathed have dipped ourselves in waters

			44 of eternal life, which come from . . .

			45 . . . But woe to those who . . . .

			This interesting story is witnessed only in P.Oxy. 840, on a single leaf that measures a mere 7.2 x 8.6 cm. It is a leaf from a miniature codex, which were popular in early Christianity. The leaf in question, which probably dates to the early fourth century, may have been used as an amulet, though that is debated. If it was used as an amulet, it was not originally written with that use in mind.[143] The verisimilitude of the story of the confrontation in the temple precincts is such that some scholars have entertained the possibility that what is described may actually date to a time when the temple was still standing.

			Thirty years ago, Daniel Schwartz published a study in which he argued that the controversy over viewing holy utensils in the temple precincts, as described in P.Oxy. 840,[144] accurately reflects pre-70 ce practice, in which the utensils in fact could on occasion be viewed[145] and where ritual immersion was required before approaching the sanctuary.[146] Schwartz does not contend that the story necessarily derives from the Sitz im Leben Jesu, but he believes that the author was well informed with respect to authentic temple practices. The story may contain a genuine first-century polemic directed against priestly arrogance and elitism. In my view, the absence of witnesses beyond P.Oxy. 840 itself is what militates against the probability that the story actually derives from Jesus. There is otherwise nothing about the story that suggests fiction.

			In a subsequent study, however, the late François Bovon demurred. He contended that the story reflects Christian baptismal conflict in the late second or perhaps third century and that the story in fact does not exhibit verismilitude.[147] Bovon calls attention to Levi the priest’s statement about the steps in and out of the immersion pool: δι᾿ ἑτέρας κλίμακος κατελθὼν δι᾿ ἑτέρας ἀνῆλθον, “by one set of steps having gone down (and) by another another (set of steps) I went up” (lines 25–27). Bovon thinks Christian baptism is in view.[148] I disagree. Levi is not describing baptistry steps in Christian churches, which is probably anachronistic in any event,[149] he is describing actual pre-70 Jewish practice and the divided steps of miqvōth, such as those at Qumran, a community guided by priestly purity concerns, and especially those that surround the Temple Mount itself (cf. m. Šeqal. 8:2), as ongoing archaeological work has made abundantly clear.[150]

			But how would Levi know, without asking, that Jesus and his disciples had not in fact immersed themselves in the Pool of David or in one of the other several immersion pools in the immediate vicinity of the Temple Mount? In 2012, archaeologist Eli Shukron found a ceramic “button” (measuring 1 cm across), or token, from the late Second Temple period, in an excavation “in the channel that leads to the base of Robinson’s Arch by the Western Wall in Jerusalem.” In this channel (and other tunnels to the immediate west of the Temple Mount) people tried to hide when the Romans captured the city in the summer of 70. Several significant finds have been made in recent years. On the token found by Shukron, there is an Aramaic inscription reading, “pure to the Lord” (דכא ליה). The ceramic piece seems to be designed to be held between thumb and forefinger, in order to be presented, presumably when entering the temple precincts.[151] The mishnaic discussion of seals, or tokens, may be relevant (m. Šeqal. 5:4–5). If Shukron’s interpretation is correct, our question has been answered. Jesus and his disciples apparently entered the precincts without this purity token, which then explains why they were confronted by the priest.

			The second larger fragmentary document is P.Egerton 2, supplemented with P.Köln 255, a small fragment of the larger Egerton text. P.Egerton 2 ( = P.Lond.Christ. 1) was one of a number of papyri purchased in the summer of 1934 and published the following year.[152] P.Köln 255 was discovered much later and was published in 1987.[153] Tobias Nicklas and Lorne Zelyck have recently published critical studies of the Egerton Papyrus (or Egerton Gospel, as some call it).[154] It reads, with P.Köln 255 at the bottom of frag. 1, col. 1, as follows:

			Fragment 1, verso

			2 . . . ὁ δὲ Ἰ(ησοῦς) εἶπεν] τοῖς νομικο[ῖς·

			3 κολάζετε πά]ντα τὸν παραπράσσ[οντα

			4 τὸν νό]μον καὶ μὴ ἐμέ· ο[ὐ γ]ὰρ ἔ

			5 γνωκε]ν ὃ ποιεῖ, πῶς ποιε[ῖ·] πρὸς

			6 δὲ τοὺς] ἄ[ρ]χοντας τοῦ λαοῦ [στ]ρα-

			7 [φεὶς εἶ]πεν τὸν λόγον τοῦτο[ν·] ἐραυ-

			8 [νᾶτε τ]ὰς γραφάς, ἐν αἷς ὑμεῖς δο-

			9 [κεῖτε] ζωὴν ἔχειν· ἐκεῖναί εἰ[σ]ιν

			10 [αἱ μαρτ]υροῦσαι περὶ ἐμοῦ· μὴ ν[ο-

			11 μίσητε ὅ]τι ἐγὼ ἦλθον κατηγο[ρ]ῆσαι

			12 [ὑμῶν] πρὸς τὸν π(ατέ)ρα μου· ἔστιν

			13 [ὁ κατη]γορῶν ὑμῶν Μω(ϋσῆς) εἰς ὃν

			14 [ὑμεῖς] ἠλπίκατε· α[ὐ]τῶν δὲ λε-

			15 [γόντω]ν ὅ[τι] οἴδαμεν ὅτι Μω(ϋσεῖ) ἐλά-

			16 [λησεν] ὁ θ(εό)ς· σὲ δὲ οὐκ οἴδαμεν

			17 [πόθεν εἶ]· ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ Ἰη(σοῦς) εἶ-

			18 [πεν αὐτο]ῖς· νῦν κατηγορεῖται

			19 [ὑμῶν ἡ ἀ]πιστεῖ[ν] τοῖς ὑπ᾿ αὐτοῦ

			20 [μεμαρτυρη]μένοις· εἰ γὰρ ἐπι-

			21 [στεύσατε Μω(ϋσεῖ)], ἐπιστεύσατε ἄ[ν

			22 [ἐμοί· πε]ρ[ὶ] ἐμοῦ γὰρ ἐκεῖνο[ς]

			23 [ἔγραψε]ν τοῖς πατ[ρά]σιν ὑμῶ[ν

			Fragment 1, recto

			1 . . . . . . τῷ ὄ]χλῳ [ . . . ] β[αστάσαντες δὲ]

			2 [ . . . . . . ] λίθους ὁμοῦ λι[θάσω-]

			3 σι[ν αὐ]τόν· καὶ ἐπέβαλον [τὰς]

			4 χεῖ[ρας] αὐτῶν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν οἱ [ἄρχον-]

			5 τες [ἵ]να πιάσωσιν καὶ παρ[αδώ]σω-

			6 [σι]ν τῷ ὄχλῳ· καὶ οὐκ ἠ[δύναντο]

			7 αὐτὸν πιάσαι ὅτι οὔπω ἐ[ληλύθει]

			8 αὐτοῦ ἡ ὥρα τῆς παραδό[σεως]·

			9 [α]ὐτὸς δὲ ὁ κ(ύριο)ς ἐξελθὼν [ἐκ τῶν χεί-]

			10 ρων ἀπένευσεν ἀπ᾿ α[ὐτῶν·]

			11 καὶ [ἰ]δοὺ λεπρὸς προσελθ[ὼν αὐτῷ]

			12 λέγει· διδάσκαλε Ἰη(σοῦ) λε[προῖς συν-]

			13 οδεύων καὶ συνεσθίω[ν αὐτοῖς]

			14 ἐν τῷ πάνδοχείῳ ἐλ[έπρησα]

			15 καὶ αὐτὸς ἐγώ· ἐὰν [ο]ὖν [σὺ θέλῃς]

			16 καθαρίζομαι· ὁ δὴ κ(ύριο)ς [ἔφη αὐτῷ]·

			17 θέλ[ω], καθαρίσθητι· [καὶ εὐθέως

			18 [ἀ]πέστη ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἡ λέπ[ρα· λέγει]

			19 δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰη(σοῦς)· πορε[υθεὶς σεαυ-]

			20 τὸν ἐπίδειξον τοῖ[ς ἱερεῦσιν]

			21 καὶ ἀνένεγκον [περὶ τοῦ κα-]

			22 [θ]αρισμοῦ ὡς προ[σ]έ[ταξεν Μω(ϋσῆς) καὶ]

			23 [μ]ηκέτι ἁ[μά]ρτανε.

			Fragment 2, verso

			0 [ἕνα κόκκον σίτου τοῦ γεω-]

			1 [ργοῦ ἐν] τῷ ἀγρῷ [κ]ατακλείσαν-

			2 [τος ὡς] ὑποτέτακτα[ι] ἀδήλως

			3 [πῶς γίν]εται τὸ βάρος αὐτοῦ ἄστατο(ν)

			4 [κόρον·] ἀπορηθέντων δὲ ἐκεί-

			5 [νων ὡς] πρὸς τὸ ξένον ἐπ[ε]ρώτημα,

			6 [τότε π]εριπατῶν ὁ Ἰη(σοῦς) [ἐ]στάθη

			7 [ἐπὶ τοῦ] χείλους τοῦ Ἰο[ρδ]άνου

			8 [ποταμ]οῦ, καὶ ἐκτεῖνα[ς τὴν] χεῖ-

			9 [ρα αὐτο]ῦ τὴν δεξιὰν [ἐκό]μισεν

			10 [ἅλας κ]αὶ κατέσπειρ[εν ἐπ]ὶ τὸν

			11 [ποταμ]όν· καὶ τότε [αὐτὸς] κατέ-

			12 [χεεν ἱκ]ανόν ὕδωρ ἔ[πὶ τ]ὴν γῆν

			13 [προσεύξατο]· καὶ ἐπλ[ήσ]θη ἐνώ-

			14 [πιον αὐτῶν. ἐ]ξήγα[γ]εν [δὲ] καρπὸ(ν)

			15 [ . . . ] πολλ [ . . . ] εἰς χαρὰν

			16 [ . . . ] τα [ . . . ] υτους·

			Fragment 2, recto

			2 παραγε]νόμενοι πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐξ[εστασ-]

			3 τικῶς ἐπείραζον αὐτὸν, λ[έγοντες]·

			4 διδάσκαλε Ἰη(σοῦ) οἴδαμεν ὅτι [ἀπὸ θ(εο)ῦ]

			5 ἐλήλυθας· ἃ γὰρ ποιεῖς μα[ρτυρεῖ]

			6 ὑπὲρ το[ὺ]ς προφ(ήτ)ας πάντας· [εἶπε οὖν]

			7 ἡμεῖν· ἐξὸν τοῖς βα(σι)λεῦσ[ιν ἀποδοῦ-]

			8 ναι τὰ ἀν[ή]κοντα τῇ ἀρχῇ· ἀπ[οδῶμεν αὐ-]

			9 τοῖς ἢ μ[ή]; ὁ δὲ Ἰη(σοῦ)ς εἰδὼς [τὴν δι-]

			10 άνοιαν [αὐτ]ῶν ἐμβρειμ[ησάμενος],

			11 εἶπεν α[ὐτοῖς]· τί με καλεῖτ[ε τῷ στό-]

			12 ματι ὑμ[ῶν δι]δάσκαλον· μ[ὴ ἀκού-]

			13 οντες ὃ [λ]έγω· καλῶς Ἡ[σ(αΐ)ας περὶ ὑ-]

			14 μῶν ἐπ[ρο]φ(ήτευ)σεν εἰπών· ὁ [λαὸς οὗ-]

			15 τος τοῖς [χείλ]εσιν αὐτ[ῶν τιμῶσιν]

			16 με ἡ [δὲ καρδί]α αὐτῶ[ν πόρρω ἀπέ-]

			17 χει ἀπ᾿ ἐ[μοῦ· μ]άτη[ν σέβονται με]·

			18 ἐντάλ[ματα ἀνθρώπων . . . ]

			Fragment 3, recto

			1 [ . . . ἐγὼ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ] ἕν ἐσμ[εν . . .

			2 μένω π[ . . λί]θους εἰς [τὰς χεῖρας, ἵνα ἀπο-]

			3 κτείνω[σιν αὐτόν. ὁ δὲ Ἰη(σοῦ)ς αὐτοῖς]

			4 λέγει· ὁ [ . . .

			Fragment 1, verso

			2 Jesus said to the legal experts,

			3 “Punish everyone who transgresses

			4 the law, and not me. For he

			5 does not know how he does it.” To

			6 the rulers of the people, turn-

			7 ing, he said this word, “Search

			8 the scriptures, in which you think

			9 you have life. They are

			10 what testify about me. Do not suppose

			11 that I have come to accuse

			12 you to my Father. He who is

			13 accusing you is Moses, in whom

			14 you have hoped.” But they were saying,

			15                      “We know that to Moses

			16 God spoke; but you — we don’t know

			17 where you are from.” Answering, Jesus

			18 said to them, “Now your unbelief

			19 accuses you with regard to the things that by him

			20 have been witnessed. For if you had

			21 believed Moses, you would have believed

			22 me; for concerning me that one

			23 wrote to your fathers . . .

			Fragment 1, verso

			1                  . . . with/to the crowd . . . But bearing

			2           . . . stones that together they might

			3 stone him. And they put their

			4 hands on him, (that is,) the rulers,

			5 that they should seize and deliver

			6 (him) to the crowd; and they were unable

			7 to seize him, because not yet had come

			8 his hour of delivering up.

			9 But the Lord himself, going out of their

			10 hands, withdrew from them.

			11 And behold, a leper approaching him

			12 says, “Teacher, Jesus, with lepers

			13 traveling and eating together with them

			14 in the inn I contracted leprosy,

			15 even I myself. If you are willing

			16 I am made clean.” Then the Lord said to him,

			17 “I am willing, be clean.” And immediately

			18 the leprosy departed from him. Then says

			19 Jesus to him, “After going,

			20 show yourself to the priests

			21 and offer up concerning (your)

			22 cleansing, as Moses commanded, and

			23 no longer sin.”

			Fragment 2, verso

			0 “When the farmer has

			1 enclosed a single seed of grain in the field,

			2 so that it is invisibly buried,

			3 how can its abundance become an immeasurable

			4 bushel?” But they were at a loss

			5 at this strange question,

			6 then walking by, Jesus stood

			7 at the edge of the Jordan

			8 River, and extending his

			9 right hand, he took

			10 [salt a]nd scattered it on the

			11 river. And then he poured out

			12 sufficient water upon the ground.

			13 He prayed, and it was filled before

			14 them. And it brought forth fruit

			15 . . . much . . . to joy

			16 . . .

			Fragment 2, recto

			2 They came out to investigate him,

			3 and they were testing him, saying,

			4 “Teacher Jesus, we know that from God

			5 you have come, for what things you do testify

			6 beyond all the prophets. Tell us then:

			7 Is it lawful to hand over to the kings

			8 what belongs to the government? Shall we pay

			9 them or not?” Jesus, knowing their

			10 mind (and) becoming angry,

			11 said to them, “Why do you call me with

			12 your mouth ‘Teacher’? not hearing

			13 what I say? Well did Isaiah concerning

			14 you prophesy, saying, ‘This people

			15 with their lips honor

			16 me, but their heart is far

			17 from me. In vain they worship me.

			18 Commandments of men . . .’ ”

			Fragment 3, recto

			1 “[ . . . I and the Father] are one . . .”

			2 . . . stones in their hands, that they might

			3 kill him. But Jesus to them

			4 says, “The . . .

			On the face of it, this fragmentary document appears to be a Gospel harmony, rather than simply an extracanonical Gospel. Although I am inclined to this view, I acknowledge that there is not enough extant text to determine this question. The Egerton text could be an extracanonical Gospel that has drawn upon canonical and extracanonical traditions and not an attempt to blend together the canonical Gospels the way Tatian and, evidently, his mentor Justin Martyr did. What the purpose and emphases of Egerton’s author may have been cannot be ascertained from its scanty remains. Indeed, we are not even sure what the correct order of the fragments is.[155] (See fig. 10.5.)

			Goro Mayeda, Helmut Koester, John Dominic Crossan, and others have argued that the Fourth Gospel is dependent on the Egerton text.[156] Koester and Crossan believe that not only is the Egerton text independent of the canonical Gospels, it is an important witness to primitive traditions in which the Synoptic and Johannine elements have not yet bifurcated.[157] Not only is the Fourth Gospel dependent on the text of the Egerton Papyrus 2, so is the Gospel of Mark.[158] These scholars have argued against the more likely view—namely, that the second-century Egerton text is acquainted with the first-century canonical Gospels—because it is unlikely that the Egerton author “would have deliberately composed [his work] by selecting sentences” from them.[159] But of course this is hardly what has been done. In the second and third centuries, new texts were composed that exhibit influence from two or more Gospels.

			We should not imagine an author seated at a writing table with the canonical Gospels before him, randomly selecting sentences from this one and that one. Indeed, Christian scholars, like Justin Martyr, who actually harmonized the Synoptics and whose disciple Tatian harmonized all four canonical Gospels, often quoted Gospel passages in which material from two or more Gospels are blended together (e.g., Justin Martyr, 1 Apol. 15.10–12, which blends material from at least three passages from Matthew and Luke; 1 Apol. 16.9–13, which blends material from Matthew, Luke, and John).

			Nicklas rightly concludes that the author of Egerton “seems to know John’s Gospel, but he deals with it in a very free manner. . . . [He] does not deal slavishly with Johannine texts; he does not simply copy them, but he uses Johannine wordings and sentences to develop his own theological ideas in a new composition.” In the case of the story of the healing of the leper, Nicklas thinks that the author of Egerton was familiar with an apocryphal version of the Synoptic story.[160] Zelnyck similarly concludes that the author of Egerton was familiar with John and the Synoptics, especially the former.[161]

			The most obvious apocryphal story in the Egerton text is the fragmented narrative in fragment 2 (verso) where Jesus seems to sow salt (or seed), either in the Jordan River or near the Jordan, resulting in the appearance of fruit. Someone has asked a “strange question” (perhaps Jesus himself), Jesus walks to the edge of the Jordan, extends his hand, which is apparently filled with salt (or seed), sows it on the river (or beside the river), and then fruit is produced, which apparently occasions joy. It is clear that Jesus has performed some sort of miracle, even if some of the details remain obscure.

			This miracle reminds me of one of the stories told of Jesus in the Infancy Gospel cycle. In the better known Greek version, we are told: “Again, in the time of sowing the child went out with his father to sow wheat in their land. And as his father sowed, the child Jesus sowed also one kernel of wheat [ἔσπειρε καὶ τὸ παιδίον Ἰη(σοῦ)ς ἕνα κόκκον σίτου]. And after reaping and threshing he produced a hundred measures” (Infancy Gospel Greek A 12:1–2); that is, the one seed Jesus sowed produced a great quantity of grain.[162] In a different setting, the youthful Jesus tells his teacher, “My hand is full of wheat [manus plena tritico]. I showed it to them and scattered the wheat [sparsi triticum]” (Infancy Gospel Latin 2:3). In the Arabic version of the Infancy Gospel, the youthful Jesus “stretches forth his hand” and performs miracles (Infancy Gospel Arabic 37).

			One must wonder if a version of the Infancy story has influenced the author of the Egerton text. Both the Egerton text and the earliest Infancy stories emerged in the second half of the second century. The parallel, however it is to be explained, argues against the great antiquity of the Egerton papyrus. On the evidence at hand, Nicklas concludes that the author of the Egerton text was familiar with a written copy of the Gospel of John and that the reverse—that is, that John knew the Egerton text—“is untenable.”[163] Nicklas further concludes that the author of the Egerton text likely knew of at least one Synoptic Gospel (perhaps Luke) but did not depend on it. The hypothesis that the Egerton text contains primitive Synoptic-Johannine tradition that predates the canonical Gospels is rejected.[164] The author of the Egerton text has made such free use of his sources, Nicklas recommends that his text be used for textual criticism only with great caution.[165]

			Jesus in Inscriptions

			In this final, much briefer section, we shall look at the inscriptions in which the name of Jesus, or what may be the name of Jesus, appears on ceramic or stone. In all, there are some eight early inscriptions, not counting Byzantine coins and inscriptions on Christian buildings, homes, and tombs. The eight inscriptions that I have in mind are (1) the magician’s cup from Alexandria, (2) the so-called James Ossuary, (3) magic bowl M166, (4) magic bowl M155, (5) BLM magic bowl 17, (6) the Abgar inscription in Ephesus, (7) the Abgar inscription in Edessa, and (8) the Abgar inscription in Philippi. Of the latter three inscriptions, I will treat only the Ephesian inscription. The references to Jesus in the Abgar inscriptions are certain; the references to Jesus in the three magic bowls are probable, even if problematic in some ways. The reference to Jesus in the cup from Alexandria is possible, while the reference to Jesus in the James Ossuary is also possible. With the exception of the ossuary, these inscriptions testify to the widespread view of Jesus as a healer, exorcist, and protector, even in non-Christian communities.

			Magician’s Cup

			In the fall of 2008, French marine archaeologist Franck Goddio, co-founder of the Oxford Centre of Maritime Archaeology, announced the discovery of a ceramic cup during underwater exploration of the ancient city of Alexandria, Egypt.[166] Goddio and his team found a cup on which are inscribed the words ΔΙΑ ΧΡΗΣΤΟΥ Ο ΓΟΙΣΤΑΙΣ, which may mean “the magician by Christ” or “by Christ [performs/acts] the magician,” perhaps in the sense that “the magician [speaks / possesses his power] by [or through] Christ.” In this reading ΓΟΙΣΤΑΙΣ would be understood as a variant of γοητής or γόης (“enchanter” or “magician”). Goddio and Egyptologist David Fabre date the cup sometime between late second century bce and early first century ce. If the reference is to Jesus Christ, then it would indeed be the earliest inscriptional reference to the founder of Christianity. (See fig. 10.6.)

			One immediately thinks of the deity Χρηστός invoked in PGM XIII.288–295: “Hear me, Chrestos,[167] in tortures, help in necessities. . . . Let every bond, every force be released . . . let no one subdue me by force, for I am ___” (the name of the petitioner is to be written in the blank). It is possible that this Χρηστός refers to Jesus Christ. But the syncretism of this charm, like the charm of Pibechis considered above, makes it difficult to pin down a specific reference or tradition. It may refer to Christ, but if so, not necessarily exclusively. In any case, the appearance of χρηστου on a magician’s cup, found in Egypt—the place of origin of many of the charms and spells in the PGM—should occasion no surprise.[168] The Χρηστός of the cup may have evoked in the first century ce some syncretistic amalgamation of deities and spirits, of which the spirit of Christ, the well-known Jewish healer and exorcist, is one.

			The spelling χρηστου, instead of the more conventional χριστου, is not especially problematic. In Greek and Latin texts, Christ and Christian are sometimes spelled with η/e instead of ι/i (e.g., in א we have Chrestians in Acts 11:26; 26:28; and 1 Pet 4:16; in B we have Chreistians in Acts 11:26; 26:28; and 1 Pet 4:16; in Tacitus we have Christus in Ann. 15.44; and in Suetonius we have Chrestus in Claud. 25.4). The use of η appears in Christian epitaphs.[169] In PGM IV.1234 Jesus Christ is, in Coptic, addressed as ΙΗΣΟΥΣ ΠΙΧΡΗΣΤΟΣ.[170] The frequency of the usage of the eta instead of the iota is hidden from us because of standardized texts. Χρηστός/Chrestus can be a personal name, of course, but that option here is not realistic. The cup probably does read “by [or through] Christ,” in reference to Jesus, well known for his healing and exorcistic prowess.

			The principal problem for analysis is the meaning of the word or words Ο ΓΟΙΣΤΑΙΣ. Is this a spelling variant for ὁ γοητής? It could be ΟΓΟΙΣΤΑΙΣ, or Ogoistais, in reference to the followers of the god Ogoa, mentioned by Pausanius: “the sanctuary of the god (i.e., Zeus), called in the native tongue Osogoa [Ὀσογῶα]” (Descr. 8.10.3); and Strabo: “The Mylasians have two temples of Zeus, Zeus Osogo, as he is called [τοῦ τε Ὀσογῶ καλουμένου], and Zeus Labrandenus” (Geogr. 14.2.23). But in what sense would followers of the god Ogoa, or Osogoa, do anything “through Christ,” or through someone called Chrestos? Besides, there is no evidence that followers of Ogoa were known for magic. The best option, at least for now, is the proposed reading, “The magician [speaks / has his power] through Christ.”

			The eighth-century bce ceramic cup known as “Nestor’s Cup,” found on a small island in the Gulf of Naples in 1954, may offer us another example of a magician’s cup.[171] The meaning of the hard-to-read three lines of Greek is much debated. Christopher Faraone thinks the lines represent erotic magic,[172] a theme that is common in magic texts.

			Whereas the typology of the ceramic cup from Alexandria suggests a date of production ca. 100–150 bce, the palaeography of the cup’s inscription suggests first century ce for the inscription itself. If “by/through Christ” refers to Jesus, as seems likely, then the date of the inscription cannot be much earlier than the middle of the first century. If so, this cup provides us with a very early archaeological artifact that relates to Jesus of Nazareth and the public perception of him as a magician, exorcist, or, more probably, a potent spirit.

			An Inscribed Ossuary

			Another potentially early inscription is found on the controversial James Ossuary, whose discovery was announced in 2002. After a protracted legal battle and scientific debate, it was finally confirmed as authentic. The five inscribed Aramaic words read:

			יעקוב בר יוסף אחוי דישוע

			Jacob, son of Joseph, brother of Yeshu‘a

			(or: James, son of Joseph, brother of Jesus)

			Palaeographers all along agreed that the inscription was ancient. The only doubt came from an Israeli scientist who initially claimed that a false patina had been applied in modern times to create the illusion of antiquity. Under oath, he retracted his claim and agreed with other scientists that traces of genuine patina could in fact be observed in some of the letters of all five words. The problem is that this ossuary really does not tell us anything that we did not already know about James (Jacob) and his family.[173] No serious historian doubts that James the brother of Jesus led the church in Jerusalem from the early 40s (cf. Acts 12:17) until his martyrdom in 62 ce (cf. Josephus, Ant. 20.200: High Priest Annas “convened the Sanhedrin and brought before them a man named James, the brother of Jesus who was called the Christ”).[174] The ossuary inscription above is exactly how we would expect it to read. Nevertheless, the ossuary was apparently looted many, many years before its current owner acquired it from an antiquities dealer in the 1970s. Where the ossuary was originally found is unknown. What could have been learned from an examination of its place of burial is lost forever. Whether the men whose names are inscribed on the side of this battered, weather-beaten ossuary are the well-known men of the New Testament and the early Christian movement, we shall probably never know. (See fig. 10.7.)

			Jewish Magic Bowls

			The amulets that have been reviewed above make it clear that Jesus enjoyed the reputation of a powerful healer and exorcist. The magician’s cup described a few paragraphs above, if it does refer to Jesus, testifies to that reputation, even in Egypt, well known in late antiquity as the world’s capital of magic. As it turns out, Jesus’ reputation as healer and exorcist extended into the Jewish community as far away as today’s Iraq.

			In at least two Aramaic magic bowls the name of Jesus appears (from the Moussaieff Collection). A third bowl refers to “the Messiah,” which may be another reference to Jesus. The first bowl, which dates to the fifth or sixth century, reads in part:

			And may they block up his lot and his fate and his stars and his star signs and his bindings and his idols. In the name of I-am-that-I-am YHWH Sebaoth and in the name of Jesus [ובשמיה דאישו] who conquered the height and the depth by his cross and in the name of his exalted father and in the name of the holy spirits for ever and eternity. Amen amen selah. This press is true and established. (M163, lines 29b–30)[175]

			We have here an unmistakable reference to Jesus, even though the unusual spelling for Jesus, אישו, is nowhere else attested. (In rabbinic literature, Jesus is usually called ישו, Yeshu, though sometimes the name is spelled out fully as ישוע, Yeshu‘a.) Dan Levene wonders if the spelling reflects Christian Syriac vocalization.[176] This could be the case. Other elements, including the phrase “by his cross” and the Trinitarian formula (“in the name of Jesus . . . in the name of his exalted Father and in the name of the holy spirits”), may also echo Syrian traditions (see Acts of Judas Thomas §39 and §123).

			The text of this Aramaic magic bowl was originally Jewish. Most, if not all, of the “in the name of” material in lines 29b–30 could be a later interpolation. Either a Christian took it over, or a Jew with syncretistic tendencies glossed the text. I find the latter more probable, for I would think a Christian would have taken the opportunities to gloss the text elsewhere (e.g., in lines 13, 14, and 26). Gideon Bohak agrees. He believes the bowl was produced by a Jewish magician, who “saw nothing wrong with incorporating Jesus, the Cross, and a Trinitarian formula—all of which he probably learned from a Syriac-speaking Christian—in his incantation bowl.”[177] True enough, but of course this “does not imply,” as Peter Schäfer remarks, “that the Jewish writer believed in Jesus and the Trinity, but it certainly means that he knew of the name of Jesus and believed in its magical power.”[178]

			The text from a second bowl from the Moussaieff Collection reads as follows:

			This amulet shall be to heal Mahadukh daughter of Neiwandukh. May she be healed from the spirit of the belly in the name of . . . YHWH holy God, holy God, holy God, brave God, brave God . . . who sits upon the throne of glory by his word and by the countenance of his glory he created the heavens and completed the world. On account of his great name may Mahadukh daughter of Neiwandukh be protected, and not be harmed, not in the shade, not in the sun, not in the daytime and not in the night-time. . . . In the name of YHWH Sebaoth Elohim the God of Israel who dwells in a temple of fire and ice. . . . Change your path just as a primal demon [changed his]. In the name of ZWKSYN ZWKSYN A’ST Christos [קריסטוס] accept this rebuke and carry away the evil spirit from the belly of Mahadukh daughter of Neiwandukh. From [ . . . ] amen amen selah. (M155 lines 1–6, 8, 12)[179]

			Allusion to Jesus Christ in this very interesting Aramaic Jewish incantation bowl is less obvious. Halfway through line 12, we find a word that appears to read קריסטוס (qrystos), which then should be rendered Χριστός, “Christ.”[180] However, the reading could be קדיסטוס (qǝdystos), in which case we probably have the name of another deity. Even if we accept the reading “Christ,” it is not clear that the name is being used in conscious reference to the founder of Christianity. The author of this incantation may have simply been familiar with the name “Christ” as one of several divine and angelic names, or magical words, to be invoked for protection against evil spirits. On the other hand, a Jew deliberately inserting the name Christ, as the name of a divinity widely regarded as possessing the power to heal sickness and protect against evil spirits, is not hard to imagine.[181] On balance the reading probably should be קריסטוס (qrystos), which means the charm probably does refer to “Christ”; but as said with reference to the preceding bowl, this does not mean that the author of the charm understood Christ in the way Christians did.

			A third magic bowl, from the Bible Lands Museum in Jerusalem, refers to “the Messiah.” It is possible that the Messiah to whom reference is made is Jesus. The inscription reads in part:

			He said: “I have raised a dead [man] [מית אקימית] and he caused Yoyi‘a son of Rashnendukh to win. Everyone who stands against him shall in this manner be smitten, and the anger of everyone who is born of a woman and who stands against him shall be annulled.” May the power of the Messiah [דמשיחא] † rise and become awake. (BLM Bowl 17, lines 4–6)[182]

			The person assumed to be speaking, who says, “I have raised a dead [man],” is probably God. If so, then the reference could be to the raising of Jesus.[183] Taken this way, then the final line, “May the power of the Messiah [or the power of Christ] rise and become awake” clearly refers to Jesus. There is what appears to be a cross symbol right after the word Messiah (which in the Aramaic text is in fact the last word of the incantation). Indeed, the expression “rise and become awake” may allude to Eph 5:14: “Awake, O sleeper, and rise from the dead, and Christ will shine on you.” Passages from Isaiah may also be echoed (Isa 26:19 “their bodies shall rise . . . awake and sing”; 60:1 “Arise, shine; for your light has come”). Given the fact that the parallel Bible Lands Museum magic bowl 16 (also produced for the benefit of Yoyi‘a son of Rashnendukh) makes no mention of Jesus or the Messiah,[184] I wonder if bowl 17 originally made reference to the Messiah in the Christian sense, complete with the symbol of the cross. If it did not, then we again may have a Jewish incantation that was later glossed. In any case, we have further inscriptional evidence of the belief that Jesus was a powerful healer and protector. (See fig. 10.8.)

			The Abgar-Christ Correspondence Inscribed in Public and in Private

			One of the more curious apocryphal Christian writings is the correspondence between Jesus and Abgar V, king of Edessa, Syria (ruled 4 bce–7 ce and 13–40 ce).[185] The legend is narrated by Eusebius, the church historian of the early fourth century (Hist. eccl. 1.13.1–21), though its witnesses are legion.[186] He tells us that King Abgar (βασιλεὺς Ἄβγαρος), who suffered from an illness that no one could cure, had “heard much of the name of Jesus and of the miracles [τὰς δυνάμεις] attested unanimously by all.” The king then wrote to Jesus, as follows:

			Ἄβγαρος Οὐχαμα τοπάρχης Ἐδέσσης Ἰησοῦ σωτῆρι ἀγαθῷ ἀναφανέντι ἐν τόπῳ Ἱεροσολύμων χαίρειν. ἤκουσταί μοι τὰ περὶ σοῦ καὶ τῶν σῶν ἰαμάτων, ὡς ἄνευ φαρμάκων καὶ βοτανῶν ὑπὸ σοῦ γινομένων. ὡς γὰρ λόγος, τυφλοὺς ἀναβλέπειν ποιεῖς, χωλοὺς περιπατεῖν, καὶ λεπροὺς καθαρίζεις, καὶ ἀκάθαρτα πνεύματα καὶ δαίμονας ἐκβάλλεις, καὶ τοὺς ἐν μακρονοσίᾳ βασανιζομένους θεραπεύεις, καὶ νεκροὺς ἐγείρεις. καὶ ταῦτα πάντα ἀκούσας περὶ σοῦ, κατὰ νοῦν ἐθέμην τὸ ἕτερον τῶν δύο, ἢ ὅτι σὺ εἶ ὁ θεός καὶ καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ποιεῖς ταῦτα, ἢ ὑἱὸς εἶ τοῦ θεοῦ ποιῶν ταῦτα. διὰ τοῦτο τοίνυν γράψας ἐδεήθην σου σκυλῆναι πρὸς μέ, καὶ τὸ πάθος, ὃ ἔχω, θεραπεῦσαι. καὶ γὰρ ἤκουσα ὅτι καὶ Ἰουδαῖοι καταγογγύζουσί σου καὶ βούλονται κακῶσαί σε. πόλις δὲ μικροτάτη μοί ἐστι καὶ σεμνή, ἥτις ἐξαρκεῖ ἀμφοτέροις. (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.13.6–9)

			Abgar Uchama, the Toparch of Edessa, to Jesus the good Savior who has appeared in the district of Jerusalem, greeting. I have heard concerning you and your cures, how they are accomplished by you without drugs and herbs. For, as the story goes, you make the blind recover their sight, the lame walk, and you cleanse lepers, and cast out unclean spirits and demons, and you cure those who are tortured by long disease and you raise dead men. And when I heard all these things concerning you I decided that it is one of the two, either you are God, and came down from heaven to do these things, or you are a Son of God for doing these things. For this reason I write, to beg you to hasten to me and to heal the suffering of which I have. Moreover I heard that the Jews are mocking you, and wish to harm you. Now I have a city very small and venerable which is enough for [us] both.[187]

			Jesus replies to Abgar by the courier Ananias:

			μακάριος εἶ πιστεύσας ἐν ἐμοί, μὴ ἑωρακώς με. γέγραπται γὰρ περὶ ἐμοῦ, τοὺς ἑωρακότας με μὴ πιστεύσειν μοι, καὶ ἵνα οἱ μὴ ἑωρακότες, αὐτοὶ πιστεύσωσι καὶ ζήσωνται. περὶ δὲ οὗ ἔγραψάς μοι ἐλθεῖν πρὸς σέ, δέον ἐστὶ πάντα δι᾿ ἃ ἀπεστάλην, ἐνταῦθα πληρῶσαί με, καὶ μετὰ τὸ πληρῶσαι, οὕτως ἀναληφθῆναι πρὸς τὸν ἀποστείλαντά με. καὶ ἐπειδὰν ἀναληφθῶ, ἀποστελῶ σοί τινὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου, ἵνα ἰάσηταί σου τὸ πάθος, καὶ ζωὴν σοὶ καὶ τοῖς σὺν σοὶ παράσχηται. (1.13.10)

			Blessed are you who have believed in me without having seen me, for it is written concerning me that those who have seen me will not believe in me, and that those who have not seen me will believe and will live. Now concerning what you wrote to me, to come to you, I must first complete here all things for which I was sent, and after thus completing it be taken up again to him who sent me. But when I have been taken up I will send to you one of my disciples, that he might heal your suffering and provide life to you and to those with you.[188]

			Eusebius tells his readers that Jesus fulfilled his promise, assigning the task to Judas Thomas, who on his behalf sent Thaddeus (a.k.a. Addai) to Edessa to heal King Abgar (Hist. eccl. 1.13.11–21). Traditionally scholars have regarded the story of Abgar as wholly legendary. In a recent study, however, Ilaria Ramelli has suggested there may have been correspondence between Abgar and Emperor Tiberius, in which Jesus was referenced, which evolved into the apocryphal Abgar-Jesus correspondence.[189]

			One of the unique features of the Abgar-Jesus correspondence is that it offers the only example in which, contrary to Christian assertions, Jesus left behind something in writing.[190] Yet another unusual feature is that all or part of this correspondence, with some variations, including spelling, appears in several stone inscriptions and ceramic shards. The major inscriptions on stone include a gate in the city of Philippi (Macedonia),[191] a grave just outside Edessa (Syria),[192] a lintel above the door of a house in Ephesus,[193] a slab in Euchaïta (Pontus) secondarily built into a mosque,[194] and a fountain, also in Euchaïta.[195] In a recent study, Theodore de Bruyn notes several artifacts, mostly amulets (primarily in Greek and Coptic), that contain parts of the Abgar-Jesus correspondence, especially where Jesus promises to heal the king.[196]

			The Abgar-Jesus correspondence and the related Thaddeus (Addai) legend were widespread in Eastern Christianity and, thanks to the Latin translation of Historia ecclesiastica by Rufinus (401), were fairly well known in the Western Church also. The letter from Jesus to Abgar, in which healing is promised, apparently “enjoyed wide circulation as an amulet affixed to doorposts and walls.”[197] The inscriptions with which we are concerned here should be viewed as examples of this usage.

			There is no need to provide the full texts of these inscriptions. I will offer a few brief observations. The nineteen-line Pontus foundation inscription is entitled: † ἐπιστολῆ Αὐγάρου πρὸς τὸν σωτῆρα θεόν, “Epistle of Augar to the savior God” (or “divine savior”).[198] For the most part the inscription matches verbatim what we read in Eusebius, but there is an interesting variant in lines 10–12: καὶ γὰρ ἤκουσα ὅτι καὶ οἱ Ἰουδέοι καταγογγύζουσείν σου κ/////////[κα]κοῦσείν σε βουλομενοί σε ἀποκτίναι.[199] “Moreover I have heard that the Jews are mocking you a[nd . . . to h]arm you, planning to kill you.” The Pontus inscription makes explicit the death threat only hinted at in the form of the text given by Eusebius.

			The final part of Jesus’ reply to Abgar reads a bit differently also. In the Eusebian text, Jesus says, ἀποστελῶ σοί τινὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου, ἵνα ἰάσηταί σου τὸ πάθος, καὶ ζωὴν σοὶ καὶ τοῖς σὺν σοὶ παράσχηται, “I will send to you one of my disciples, that he might heal your suffering and provide life to you and to those with you.” The Pontus inscription reads, ἀποστελῶ σοί τινὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου, ὃς ἰάσηταί σου τὸν ///θος καὶ ζωὴν αἰώνιον καὶ εἰρήνην καὶ σοὶ καὶ τοῖς σὺν σοὶ χαρίσηται καὶ τῇ πόλι[200] σου πρὸς τω[201] μηδένα τῶν ἐχθ[ρ]ῶν σου κατακυρίευσαι αὐτῆς. ἀμήν, “I will send to you one of my disciples, who will heal your [suf]fering and grant eternal life and peace both to you to those with you and for your city that none of your enemies will ruler over it. Amen.” The granting of “eternal life and peace” is interesting. To heal someone so he may continue living is one thing (something that the apostles of Jesus were empowered to do), but to grant “eternal life” is what the divinity does (cf. John 4:14; 6:33; 10:28 “I give them eternal life”; Acts 13:48; 1 John 5:11).

			Jesus also promises Abgar that no enemy will rule over his city, a detail not found in the Eusebian version. This longer ending is also found in the second, fragmentary Pontus inscription. It extends the letter saying “. . . none of your enemies will rule over it for all time [εἰς τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον] . . .” (Pontica no. 226). The same promise is found at the end of the letter in the Ephesian inscription, “[and grant] to your city that none of your enemies have authority or will have [authority] over this [city].”

			It is probable that the longer ending seen in the inscriptions is part of the original composition of Jesus’ “letter.” Eusebius, no doubt for political reasons, chose to omit this part of the letter. After all, in his Historia ecclesiastica, which will be read by Emperor Constantine and his ministers, Eusebius can hardly have Jesus promise a city, which someday will be absorbed into the eastern Roman Empire, that no outside power will ever rule over her. Eusebius understandably chose to limit Jesus’ promise to the ailing Abgar to personal healing and long life for himself and his family.

			What is especially interesting in the Abgar-Jesus text is its use as an amulet, not so much for individuals (as on an epitaph near Edessa) or households (as on a lintel above a door in Ephesus)—for there is nothing unusual in that—but in its use for protection of a city. The appearance of the text inscribed on a gate in the city of Philippi and on a fountain in Euchaïta (and perhaps the slab, also in Euchaïta, which later became part of a mosque) in such a public manner attests to the widespread belief in the healing and protective power of Jesus. Civic and public inscriptions of this nature parallel similar and much older inscriptions dedicated to the Greco-Roman gods, the purpose of which was the same: to solicit the divinity’s aid and protection.

			The Crucifixion Titulus

			All four New Testament Gospels tell us that when Jesus was crucified a titulus (Greek τίτλος) or an inscription (ἐπιγραφή) was affixed to or near the cross:

			And over his head they put the charge [τὴν αἰτίαν] against him, which read, “This is Jesus the King of the Jews [οὗτός ἐστιν Ἰησοῦς ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων].” (Matt 27:37)

			And the inscription of the charge [ἡ ἐπιγραφὴ τῆς αἰτίας] against him read, “The King of the Jews [ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων].” (Mark 15:26)

			There was also an inscription [ἐπιγραφή] over him, “This is the King of the Jews [ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων οὗτος].” (Luke 23:38)

			Pilate also wrote a title [τίτλον] and put it on the cross; it read, “Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews [Ἰησοῦς ὁ Ναζωραῖος ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων].” Many of the Jews read this title, for the place where Jesus was crucified was near the city; and it was written in Hebrew, in Latin, and in Greek. The chief priests of the Jews then said to Pilate, “Do not write, ‘The King of the Jews,’ but, ‘This man said, I am King of the Jews.’ ” (John 19:19–21)

			The Gospel of Mark refers to “the inscription of the charge” (ἡ ἐπιγραφὴ τῆς αἰτίας) against Jesus. Matthew drops “the inscription” and refers only to “the charge” (τὴν αἰτίαν), though he also notes that it was placed “over his head” (ἐπάνω τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ). Luke drops “the charge” but retains “inscription” (ἐπιγραφή), which is said to be ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ. The RSV translates “over him.” If so, then Luke approximates Matthew. But the preposition ἐπί with the dative can also mean “against” (LSJ), as it should be understood at Luke 9:5 εἰς μαρτύριον ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς, “for a testimony against them” (see also Luke 11:17, where the kingdom is divided ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτήν, “against itself”; see also Luke 11:18; 12:52–53; 14:31; 21:10; 22:52; Acts 4:27; 7:54; 8:1; 13:50; 23:30). It is thus hard to say if Luke means an inscription over Jesus, as in Matthew, or against Jesus, as in Mark. Given Luke’s frequent use of ἐπί as “against,” I incline to the latter option. The Fourth Gospel provides us with the most detail. The evangelist explicitly states that the Roman prefect “wrote a title [τίτλον]” and “put it on the cross [ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ]” (v. 19). Given that Matthew and John very probably represent independent traditions, we should conclude that the tradition that a titulus was placed on the cross and over the head of Jesus is ancient and probably historical.

			The Roman custom of placing a titulus or πίναξ, usually for the purpose of identifying the victim and sometimes describing the charge, is well attested. Suetonius tells us of a punished slave led about “preceded by a titulus giving the reason for his punishment [praecedente titulo qui causam poenae indicaret]” (Cal. 32.1). Suetonius also speaks of a man thrown to the dogs with a titulus (cum hoc titulo) describing his offense (Dom. 10.1). Other examples could be cited (e.g., Dio Cassius, Historia romana 54.3.7 μετὰ γραμμάτων τὴν αἰτίαν τῆς θανατώσεως αὐτοῦ δηλούντων, “with letters that disclosed the reason of his being put to death”; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.1.44 “He was led around the amphitheater, a tablet [πίνακος] being carried before him on which was written in the Roman language [ἐγέγραπτο Ῥωμαϊστί], ‘This is Attalus the Christian’ ”).

			All four Gospels claim that the words ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων, “the king of the Jews,” were written on the titulus, or inscription placed above Jesus. So far as we know, these are the first words written in reference to Jesus of Nazareth. The inscriptions in Matthew and John mention Jesus by name, with the latter stating that Pilate wrote, “Jesus the Nazarene” (or “Nazaraios”). For all we know, this may have been the first time Jesus’ name was written. There are no compelling reasons for viewing the inscription or titulus as inauthentic.[202] The posting of the titulus was in keeping with Roman practice.

			John states that the inscription was written “in Hebrew, in Latin, in Greek [Ἑβραϊστί, Ῥωμαϊστί, Ἑλληνιστί]” (19:20). Through assimilation to the Fourth Gospel, this form of the inscription appears in Luke in the Byzantine Greek text (ἦν δὲ καὶ ἐπιγραφὴ γεγραμμένη ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ γράμμασιν Ἑλληνικοῖς καὶ Ῥωμαϊκοῖς καὶ Ἑβραϊκοῖς, Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων) and in the Vulgate (erat autem et superscriptio inscripta super illum litteris graecis et latinis et hebraicis hic est rex Iudaeorum), “And there was also a superscription written over him in letters of Greek and Latin and Hebrew, ‘This is the King of the Jews.’ ” The latter derives from the former.

			The Greek text of the inscription given in the Acts of Pilate is loosely based on the Fourth Gospel, and introduces an element of apologetic. It reads, ἐκέλευσεν δὲ ὁ Πιλᾶτος μετὰ τὴν ἀπόφασιν εἰς τίτλον ἐπιγραφῆναι τὴν αἰτίαν αὐτοῦ γράμμασιν ἑλληνικοῖς ῥωμαϊκοῖς καὶ ἑβραϊκοῖς, καθὼς εἶπαν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι ὅτι βασιλεύς ἐστιν τῶν Ἰουδαίων, “And Pilate, after the sentence, ordered the charge made against him to be inscribed as a superscription in Greek, and Latin, and Hebrew letters, just as the Jews had said: ‘He is king of the Jews’ ” (Acts Pil. 10.2). The Greek text of the inscription found in the Gospel of Peter is based on Matt 27:37. It reads, καὶ ὅτε ὤρθωσαν τὸν σταυρόν, ἐπέγραψαν ὅτι Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῦ Ἰσραήλ, “And when they had put the cross upright, they wrote upon it, ‘This is the king of Israel’ ” (Gos. Pet. 4.11).

			There is in Rome’s Basilica di Santa Croce in Gerusalemme an old wooden fragment, apparently rediscovered in 1492, that supposedly contains part of the wording of the inscription (e.d., I. NAZARINVS RE[X IVDAEORVM], “J[esus] the Nazarene, ki[ng of the Jews]”). Although its authenticity has been vigorously defended in recent years (and the palaeography is remarkably well done),[203] carbon 14 dates the relic to a period no earlier than the twelfth century.[204]

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			The “small texts,” as I have dubbed them, are in aggregate quite important. They represent a diverse number of genres and purposes, several regions, and they span the first four or five centuries of the church. Some of these small texts, which survive as brief quotations or as fragments of what had been longer writings, have been repurposed. A page or two from a miniature codex can become an amulet. Gospel incipits and a favorite healing summary, such as Matt 4:23, are cited over and over again for protection against illness and evil spirits. The name of Jesus, or his title “Christ,” can be grouped with the names of other deities and potent spirits, or added to a list of mystical-sounding voces magicae.

			The numerous fragments of extracanonical Gospels, Gospel-like writings, paraphrases, harmonies, and commentaries attest to the curiosity and keen interest early Christians had in the life and teaching of Jesus. Although the four first-century Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John clearly enjoyed prominence and wide circulation, their place of authority in the second century was not such that no competing accounts could be produced. Some rival texts clearly wanted to alter the older, apostolic portrait of Jesus to introduce new ideas and perhaps give new prestige and authority to lesser known, minor figures. But some rival texts do not seem to exhibit new doctrines that correct or redirect the emerging proto-orthodoxy; they seem more interested in filling in the blanks, as it were, either out of curiosity or perhaps for apologetical reasons. The Infancy Gospel and the Gospel of Peter appear to be examples of those interests; some of the fragmentary texts may also.

			Common to all of this literature is that it is handwritten, which of course is obvious. This is why these writings are called “manuscripts.” But my point here is that because all writings in late antiquity were handwritten, every writing, even copies of writings, were to some extent unique. Each copy could potentially create its own character. This is true with respect to copies of Scripture, as modern text critics know. The ancient copyists, interpreters, teachers, and theologians knew this too. They knew that no two copies of a writing, whether of Matthew or of Romans, were verbally identical. The later, more sophisticated Christian scholars of the second and third centuries and beyond compared manuscripts and examined competing readings, considering which was more likely the original or the clearest, and so on. Textual variants were neither surprising nor alarming; they were part of the reality of written texts.

			All of this began to change with the invention of the printing press and the new reality of mass-produced copies of Scripture, whose texts were verbally identical. The new reality made possible a new understanding of the text of Scripture and created new expectations and problems with respect to the Gospels themselves, whose accounts relate the words and deeds of Jesus. But before we turn to this new dimension, we shall first look at how Jesus himself may have impacted the formation of the Christian canon, both with respect to its contents and with respect to the language(s) chosen for circulating the authoritative literature.
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			CHAPTER ELEVEN

			Jesus and the Beginnings of the Christian Canon of Scripture

			Jesus quoted, paraphrased, or alluded to all of the books of Moses, most of the Prophets, and some of the Writings.[1] Superficially, then, the “canon” of Jesus is pretty much what it was for most religiously observant Jews of his time. Jesus also privileged certain books—such as Deuteronomy, Isaiah, and Psalms—which again suggests that his usage of Scripture was pretty much in step with what we observe at Qumran and other circles. (See fig. 11.1.)

			But apparently Jesus did not privilege the Hebrew version as such, or at least the perspective of the Hebrew version.[2] He often paraphrased Scripture, usually according to the Aramaic, which in his time, so far as we know, was emerging in an ad hoc fashion in the synagogue.[3] In this chapter, we will examine what I call Jesus’ “versional openness” and inquire into what influence this may have had on his disciples and the early church, which did not seem committed to one particular version, whether Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek. This versional openness, I believe, had significant implications for the respective contents of Scripture represented in the various canons of the Christian church.[4] In what follows, we shall observe examples of this versional openness in Jesus’ use of Scripture.

			Jesus and the Announcement of the Kingdom of God. It is universally agreed that the single most important element in the preaching and teaching of Jesus was his announcement of the kingdom of God. The Markan evangelist sums it up as follows:

			πεπλήρωται ὁ καιρὸς καὶ ἤγγικεν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ· μετανοεῖτε καὶ πιστεύετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ. (Mark 1:15)[5]

			The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent, and believe in the gospel.

			It is widely recognized that Jesus’ announcement of the kingdom of God draws upon the language and imagery of the prophet Isaiah, especially as some of these oracles had come to expression in the Aramaic paraphrases of the synagogue that in time would become the Targum.[6] References to the reign of God or to God acting in a kingly fashion are rendered in the Aramaic as “the kingdom of the Lord of hosts will be revealed” or “the kingdom of your God will be revealed [אִתְגלִיאַת מַלכוּתָא דַאְלָהְכוֹן],” not only in Isaiah (Isa 24:23; 31:4; 40:9; 52:7) but in other Prophets as well (Zech 14:9; Obad 21; and Mic 4:7b–8; in the last passage the Messiah is linked to the appearance of the kingdom).

			The antiquity of the theological expression “kingdom of God” is partially attested in Hebrew Scripture, where we find “kingdom of the Lord [מַלְכ֥וּת יְהוָ֖ה]” in Chronicles (at 1 Chr 28:5 and 2 Chr 13:8), and in the Dead Sea Scrolls, especially in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, where more than 20 times we observe references to “his kingdom [מלכותו]” (4Q403 1 I, 8, 14, 32; 4Q405 3 II, 4; Masada ShirShabb 2:20; etc.) or “kingdom of your glory [מלכות כב[וד]כה]” (4Q401 14 I, 6), including “the glorious kingdom of the King of all the g[ods]” (4Q405 24, 3). This encourages us to think that the expression “kingdom of God,” in Hebrew and Aramaic Jewish traditions and in the Aramaic-speaking Jesus, was not idiosyncratic but a widely recognized theologoumenon in first-century Israel.

			The kingdom, or rule, of God was the central datum in Jesus’ proclamation and teaching and remained central, even if qualified, in the preaching and teaching of the early church (e.g., Acts 1:3; 8:12; 14:22; 19:8; 28:23, 31; Rom 14:17; 1 Cor 4:20; 6:9; 15:50; Gal 5:21; Col 4:11; 2 Thess 1:5; 1 Clem. 42.3; 2 Clem. 9.6; 12.1; Ignatius, Eph. 16.1; Phld. 3.3; Barn. 21.1; Shep. Herm. 89.3–5). This language was rooted in the Aramaic paraphrase of Isaiah and other prophets and likely influenced the early church’s appreciation of the Aramaic tradition. For example, Aramaic forms of Scripture appear in the letters of Paul and elsewhere.[7] (See fig. 11.2.)

			Jesus and the mystery of the kingdom. Awkwardly placed between the Parable of the Sower (Mark 4:3–9) and its explanation (Mark 4:14–20) is an explanation Jesus gives to his disciples about why he speaks in parables:

			ὑμῖν τὸ μυστήριον δέδοται τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ· ἐκείνοις δὲ τοῖς ἔξω ἐν παραβολαῖς τὰ πάντα γίνεται, ἵνα βλέποντες βλέπωσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν, καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν, μήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς. (Mark 4:11–12)

			To you has been given the secret of the kingdom of God, but for those outside everything is in parables; so that they may indeed see but not perceive, and may indeed hear but not understand; lest they should turn again, and be forgiven.

			Jesus has paraphrased Isa 6:9–10 (in v. 12). The language does not reflect either the Hebrew or the Greek, where the people refuse to turn back (or repent) and be healed; rather, the language reflects the Aramaic, which employs the prosaic, non-metaphorical “be forgiven.” But it is more than the diction itself that points to the Aramaic. It is also the perspective of the oracle. In the Hebrew version, the prophet is commanded to speak thus:

			Go, and say to this people: “Hear and hear, but do not understand; see and see, but do not perceive.” Make the heart of this people fat, and their ears heavy, and shut their eyes; lest they see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and understand with their hearts, and turn and be healed. (Isa 6:9–10)

			The causative force is softened in the LXX, which transforms the Hebrew’s imperatives into predictive futures: “You will hear and not understand, you will see and not observe.” In the Greek, the prophet is not to make the people obdurate (as in the Hebrew’s הַשְׁמֵן, “make fat”), for they already are obdurate: “For the heart of this people has grown thick [ἐπαχύνθη] . . .” (LXX). But in the Aramaic, the harsh prophetic word is limited; it applies only to those who refuse to hear and see: “Go and speak to this people who hear [דְשָׁמְעִין] but not listen, and see but do not observe.” The Hebrew’s imperatives become descriptives. The Aramaic paraphrase appears to envision two groups: those in the company of the prophet, who do see, and those among the wicked, who refuse to see.

			Jesus reflects both the diction of the Aramaic, as well as its perspective: To his disciples the secret or mystery (μυστήριον = רָז, rāz) of the kingdom of God is given, but to outsiders (τοῖς ἔξω) everything is riddles. The Aramaic understanding and Jesus’ understanding of Isa 6:9–10 may approximate that of the Great Isaiah Scroll’s interesting reading, if William Brownlee’s interpretation is accepted.[8]

			Be merciful as your Father in heaven is merciful. In Q tradition, Jesus admonishes his followers to be merciful:

			ἔσεσθε οὖν ὑμεῖς τέλειοι ὡς ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ οὐράνιος τέλειός ἐστιν. (Matt 5:48)

			You, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect.

			γίνεσθε οἰκτίρμονες καθὼς [καὶ] ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν οἰκτίρμων ἐστίν. (Luke 6:36)

			Be merciful, even as your Father is [also] merciful.

			The obvious difference in the forms of this saying is in Matthew’s τέλειοι/τέλειος versus Luke’s οἰκτίρμονες/οἰκτίρμων. It is likely that Luke preserves the original form, for of the evangelists only Matthew makes use of the word τέλειος (see Matt 19:21). But more to the point is the use of τέλειος in the context of Matt 5:21–48. The requirement that the disciples be “perfect” or “complete” in their application of the law of Moses fits the context far better than their being merciful. Moreover, nowhere in the Old Testament or in the Dead Sea Scrolls is God described as “perfect” (תמם).[9]

			That Luke’s form of the saying is closer to the original utterance of Jesus is also supported by a remarkable parallel once again with Aramaic tradition. In Targum Pseudo-Jonathan to Leviticus, the Mosaic command regarding killing a cow and its young on the same day is expanded. According to the Hebrew:

			And whether the mother is a cow or a ewe, you shall not kill both her and her young in one day. (Lev 22:28)

			The expanded version in the Aramaic reads as follows (with the expansion indicated in italics):

			My people, children of Israel, just as I am merciful [רחמן] in heaven, so shall you be merciful [רחמנין] on earth. You shall not slaughter a cow or ewe and its young on the same day. (Tg. Ps.-J. Lev 22:28)

			Several times in the LXX, רחם and cognates are translated with οἰκτίρω and cognates (e.g., Exod 33:19; 1 Kgs 8:50; 2 Kgs 13:23; Isa 27:11; and others). The saying appears in Talmud Yerushalmi (y. Ber. 5.3, 9c; y. Meg. 4.9, 75c), quoted in Aramaic, following the Targum. It is probable that Jesus was familiar with the saying in Aramaic, as an expansion of Lev 22:28.[10]

			With the measure you measure out. In Luke’s arrangement of the Q tradition, the very next saying also exhibits a targumic character. In his warning about judging others, Jesus says:

			ᾧ γὰρ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε ἀντιμετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν. (Luke 6:37b = Matt 7:2b)

			for with the measure you measure out it will be measured out to you.

			ἐν ᾧ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε μετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν καὶ προστεθήσεται ὑμῖν. (Mark 4:24b)

			with the measure you measure it will be measured to you and more will be added to you.

			Matthew introduces the clause with καί, which is probably closer to the original (rather than Luke’s postpositive γάρ). Mark’s version, whose first part is quite close, is probably secondary to the form and meaning of Q’s version.[11] Parallels once again are found in the Targum—in this instance in several versions of the Targum to Genesis, in which the accused Tamar is vindicated and Judah the patriarch is embarrassed:

			במכילא דאינש מכיל בה מתכיל ליה (Tg. Neof. Gen 38:25)

			By the measure by which a man measures, it shall be measured to him.

			במכילתא דאיניש מכייל בארעא בה מכיילין ליה בשמיא (Frg. Tg. [ms P] Gen 38:25)

			By the measure by which a man measures on earth, they measure to him in heaven.

			במכלה דאנש מכיל ביה מתכיל ליה (Frg. Tg. [ms V] Gen 38:25)

			By the measure by which a man measures, it is measured to him.

			בַמְכָלְתָּא דֶאְנָש מְכִיל בַהּ מֶיתְּכִיל לֵיהּ (C.Tg. [ms D] Gen 38:25)

			By the measure by which a man measures, it will be measured to him.

			דמיכלא קבל מיכלא היא (Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 38:25)

			For it is measure for measure.

			A form of the aphorism also appears in Tg. Isa 27:8, בְסָתָא דַהְוֵיתָא כָאֵיל בַה יְכִילוּן לָך, “Like the seah with which you were measuring, they will measure you.” Given Jesus’ evident familiarity with the Aramaic paraphrase and interpretation of Isaiah that in subsequent generations were preserved in the Isaiah Targum, this could be significant.

			A very early form is expressed by Yeshua ben Sirach the sage: “He will make room for every act of mercy; every one will receive in accordance with his deeds [ἕκαστος κατὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ εὑρήσει]” (Sir 16:14). A century or so later, the patriarch Zebulon advises his sons: “Therefore have mercy in your hearts, my children, because as a person does to his neighbor, so also will the Lord do to him [ὡς ἄν τις ποιήσῃ τῷ πλησίον αὐτοῦ, οὕτως καὶ ὁ κύριος ποιήσει αὐτῷ]” (Testament of Zebulun 5:3). The aphorism in various forms is well represented in rabbinic literature (e.g., m. Soṭah 1:7; t. Soṭah 3.1, 2; Mek. on Exod 13:21; 14:25; 15:3, 5, 8; 17:14; Sipre Num. §106 [on Num 12:1–6]; Sipre Deut. §308 [on Deut 32:5]; b. Soṭah 8b; b. Sanh. 100b).

			The closest matches are those found in the Targums, especially in the expanded material attributed to Judah in Gen 38:26. The only difference is that in the dominical tradition we find the second person, whereas in the Aramaic it is third person. The saying is early, but it is hard to determine in which tradition it first appeared. Whatever the case may be, it is probable that Jesus became acquainted with it in the setting of the synagogue where Scripture was translated, paraphrased, and interpreted in Aramaic.[12]

			Sitting on the throne of Glory. In the Q tradition, Jesus assures his disciples that someday they will reign with him. The two versions of the utterance read as follows:

			ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι ὑμεῖς οἱ ἀκολουθήσαντές μοι ἐν τῇ παλιγγενεσίᾳ, ὅταν καθίσῃ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ θρόνου δόξης αὐτοῦ, καθήσεσθε καὶ ὑμεῖς ἐπὶ δώδεκα θρόνους κρίνοντες τὰς δώδεκα φυλὰς τοῦ Ἰσραήλ. (Matt 19:28)

			Truly, I say to you, in the new world, when the Son of man shall sit on his glorious throne, you who have followed me will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.

			ὑμεῖς δέ ἐστε οἱ διαμεμενηκότες μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ ἐν τοῖς πειρασμοῖς μου· κἀγὼ διατίθεμαι ὑμῖν καθὼς διέθετό μοι ὁ πατήρ μου βασιλείαν, ἵνα ἔσθητε καὶ πίνητε ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης μου ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ μου, καὶ καθήσεσθε ἐπὶ θρόνων τὰς δώδεκα φυλὰς κρίνοντες τοῦ Ἰσραήλ. (Luke 22:28–30)

			You are those who have continued with me in my trials; and I assign to you, as my Father assigned to me, a kingdom, that you may eat and drink at my table in my kingdom, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.

			The dominical utterance appears to be based on Dan 7:9 (“thrones were placed”), 13 (“a son of man”), and especially Ps 122:3–5:

			Jerusalem, built as a city which is bound firmly together, to which the tribes go up, the tribes of the Lord, as was decreed for Israel, to give thanks to the name of the Lord. There thrones for judgment were set, the thrones of the house of David.

			Not only is Dan 7 understood in an eschatological sense in Jewish interpretation,[13] as well as in dominical material (see also Matt 25:31; Mark 14:62), Ps 122:3–5 is understood eschatologically in the Aramaic Psalter. Envisioned in the Aramaic version is the heavenly Jerusalem and end-time judgment.[14] In an early rabbinic midrash, Dan 7 and Ps 122 appear together in a depiction of eschatological judgment, in which the elders of Israel sit on twelve thrones in judgment upon the peoples (Midr. Tanḥ. Qidd. §1 [on Lev 19:1–2]). The parallels with Jesus’ saying are remarkable.[15]

			The idea that the “son of man” figure in Dan 7 would sit on one of the thrones mentioned in v. 9 is found in 1 Enoch, in another book that likely originated in Aramaic, as the evidence from Qumran strongly suggests. Daniel’s “son of man” figure appears in a number of places in the Similitudes of Enoch (i.e., 1 Enoch 37–71) where he is identified as the Messiah (48:10; 52:4) and Elect One (40:5; 49:2), who will “sit on the seat of glory” (45:3; 51:3) or “throne of glory” (54:3; 55:4; 61:8; 69:29). Although we have found no trace of 1 Enoch 37–72 among the many Aramaic fragments of the various components of the Enoch materials, it is probable that the Similitudes were composed in the first century and the ideas contained within this collection were in circulation, at least in part, in the time of Jesus and his followers.[16] The Q saying once again shows Jesus’ familiarity with Scripture (i.e., Daniel, Psalms, Enoch) that was available in Aramaic.[17]

			Jesus apparently is also familiar with at least two other portions of Aramaic Daniel. These include Dan 2:21 and 23, where Daniel thanks God for revealing his secrets to the wise:

			He changes times and seasons; he removes kings and sets up kings; he gives wisdom to the wise and knowledge to those who have understanding. . . . To thee, O God of my fathers, I give thanks and praise, for thou hast given me wisdom and strength, and hast now made known to me what we asked of thee, for thou hast made known to us the king’s matter. (RSV)

			In his prayer of exaltation and thanksgiving, Jesus subverts Daniel’s prayer:

			I thank thee, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hidden these things from the wise and understanding and revealed them to babes; yea, Father, for such was thy gracious will. (Matt 11:25–26 = Luke 10:21 RSV)

			Whereas Daniel gives thanks to the Lord (σοί, κύριε . . . ἐξομολογοῦμαι) for giving wisdom, intelligence, and understanding to the wise (σοφοῖς), Jesus thanks his Father (ἐξομολογοῦμαί σοι, πάτερ, κύριε) for having hidden these things from from the wise and understanding (ἔκρυψας ταῦτα ἀπὸ σοφῶν καὶ συνετῶν)—that is, from scholars—and instead revealed (ἀπεκάλυψας) them to babes (νηπίοις)—that is, to the unlearned and unsophisticated.[18] Jesus’ declaration that God’s truth is in fact hidden (ἔκρυψας) from the scholars plays off Nebuchadnezzar’s declaration that Daniel’s God has bought to light “hidden [κρυπτά] mysteries” (Dan 2:47), as well as the earlier description of the Jewish youths, to whom God “gave intelligence and understanding [σύνεσιν καὶ φρόνησιν],” and to Daniel “intelligence . . . and in all wisdom [σύνεσιν . . . καὶ ἐν πάσῃ σοφίᾳ].”[19]

			Jesus subverts Daniel again when he declares that “the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve” (Mark 10:45a). This asssertion flies in the face of Daniel’s vision of one “like a son of man” who was presented to God, from whom he received “dominion and glory and kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him” (Dan 7:14a; cf. v. 27 “all dominions shall serve and obey them”). Apart from “son of man” there is no exact verbal match in the Greek, but there can be no doubt that this dominical utterance alludes to Aramaic Dan 7.[20]

			Resurrection “on the third day.” In the Synoptic tradition, Jesus is remembered to have predicted his suffering, death, and resurrection “after three days” or “on the third day.”[21]

			δεῖ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου πολλὰ παθεῖν καὶ ἀποδοκιμασθῆναι ὑπὸ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ τῶν ἀρχιερέων καὶ τῶν γραμματέων καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι καὶ μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας ἀναστῆναι. (Mark 8:31)

			The Son of man must suffer many things, and be rejected by the elders and the chief priests and the scribes, and be killed, and after three days rise again.

			δεῖ αὐτὸν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα ἀπελθεῖν καὶ πολλὰ παθεῖν ἀπὸ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ἀρχιερέων καὶ γραμματέων καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ ἐγερθῆνα. (Matt 16:21)

			He must go to Jerusalem and suffer many things from the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and on the third day be raised.

			It is interesting to observe the variation of the prepositions μετά (“after”) and ἐν (“on”), whether written (as in Acts 10:40)[22] or implied (as in the passion predictions). Both prepositions appear in Hos 6:2, the passage to which Jesus probably alluded in offering his disciples (and himself?) assurance that regardless of his fate in Jerusalem, he will be raised up. The Hebrew and Greek of Hos 6:2 read:

			יְחַיֵּ֖נוּ מִיֹּמָ֑יִם בַּיּוֹם֙ הַשְּׁלִישִׁ֔י יְקִמֵ֖נוּ וְנִחְיֶ֥ה לְפָנָֽיו[23]

			After two days he will revive us; on the third day he will raise us up, that we may live before him.

			ὑγιάσει ἡμᾶς μετὰ δύο ἡμέρας, ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ ἀναστησόμεθα καὶ ζησόμεθα ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ.[24]

			After two days he will make us healthy; on the third day we will rise up and live before him.

			The passion predictions in the Gospels echo Hosea’s “after two days” (μετὰ δύο ἡμέρας) and “on the third day” (ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ). But it is the Aramaic version that makes the hint at resurrection explicit:

			יְחַיֵינַנָא לְיוֹמֵי נַחָמָתָא דַעֲתִידִין לְמֵיתֵי בְיוֹם אֲחָיוּת מִיתַיָא יְקִימִינַנָא וְנֵיחֵי קֳדָמוֹהִי

			He will give us life in the days of consolations that will come; on the day of the resurrection of the dead he will raise us up and we shall live before him.[25]

			The passion predictions of the Gospels do not reflect the diction of the Aramaic, but they do reflect the exegetical orientation of the Aramaic. The Hebrew’s anticipation of national restoration becomes in the Aramaic an eschatological prophecy of future resurrection. Jesus accepts the eschatological framework of the Aramaic, but narrows its focus when he applies the passage to himself.

			The last part of Hos 6:2, “that we may live before him” (so Hebrew) or “and we shall live before him,” may be echoed in Luke’s form of Jesus’ reply to the Sadducees concerning the resurrection (Luke 20:27–40 = Mark 12:18–27). According to Mark, Jesus concludes with the words “He is not God of the dead, but of the living; you are quite wrong” (12:27). Matthew follows Mark, but omits “you are quite wrong” (Matt 22:32). Luke also omits Mark’s last clause, reading instead, “for all live to him [πάντες γὰρ αὐτῷ ζῶσιν]” (20:38). The utterance seems to parallel Hosea’s נִחְיֶ֥ה לְפָנָֽיו/ζησόμεθα ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ. The appearance of this language in the context of a discussion concerned with resurrection suggests that Aramaic interpretation of Hos 6:2 was in circulation in the time of Jesus.

			Interpretation of Hos 6:2 in reference to resurrection seems to be attested in 4 Maccabees, a mid-first-century ce work perhaps composed in Antioch of Syria, or Palestine. Not only has the author alluded to Hos 6:2, he links the hope of living before God to Israel’s great patriarchs, just as Jesus does:

			. . . πιστεύοντες ὅτι θεῷ οὐκ ἀποθνῄσκουσιν, ὥσπερ οὐδὲ οἱ πατριάρχαι ἡμῶν Αβρααμ καὶ Ισαακ καὶ Ιακωβ, ἀλλὰ ζῶσιν τῷ θεῷ. (4 Macc 7:19)

			. . . believing that they, like our patriarchs Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, do not die to God, but live in God.

			. . . οἱ διὰ τὸν θεὸν ἀποθνῄσκοντες ζῶσιν τῷ θεῷ ὥσπερ Αβρααμ καὶ Ισαακ καὶ Ιακωβ καὶ πάντες οἱ πατριάρχαι. (4 Macc 16:25)

			. . . those who die for the sake of God live in God, as do Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and all the patriarchs.

			Commentators on Luke have noted the parallels.[26] Hosea’s idea of living before God seems to be echoed in other New Testament passages also. One thinks of Rom 6:10 (ὃ δὲ ζῇ, ζῇ τῷ θεῷ, “the life he lives he lives to God”); 14:8 (ἐάν τε γὰρ ζῶμεν, τῷ κυρίῳ ζῶμεν, “if we live, we live to the Lord”); Gal 2:9 (ἵνα θεῷ ζήσω, “that I might live to God”).[27] Although it is possible that Paul has been influenced by 4 Maccabees, I think it is unlikely given the date of this writing. I think it is more likely that the Greek version of Hos 6:2 is what lies behind all of these first-century writings—4 Maccabees, Paul, and Luke. The explicit link to resurrection in Hos 6:2 in the Aramaic tradition only encouraged appeal to this prophetic text. The link to the patriarchs, as we see in Luke 20:38 and 4 Macc 7:19, is not to be explained in terms of direct dependance but in terms of shared tradition.

			Where the worm does not die and the fire is not quenched. Warning his disciples of the fearful consequences for causing “little ones who believe in me to sin” (Mark 9:42), Jesus speaks of the danger of being cast into gehenna and its “unquenchable fire” (v. 43), the place “where their worm does not die, and the fire is not quenched” (v. 48). The reference to the undying worm and unquenched fire makes it clear that Jesus has alluded to Isa 66:24, which in the Hebrew reads: “And they shall go forth and look on the dead bodies of the men that have rebelled against me; for their worm shall not die, their fire shall not be quenched, and they shall be an abhorrence to all flesh” (RSV). The relevant, middle part (כִּי תוֹלַעְתָּם לֹא תָמוּת וְאִשָּׁם לֹא תִכְבֶּה) is translated very literally in the Old Greek: ὁ γὰρ σκώληξ αὐτῶν οὐ τελευτήσει, καὶ τὸ πῦρ αὐτῶν οὐ σβεσθήσεται.

			Mark’s Greek text is a partial match of the Old Greek: ὁ σκώληξ αὐτῶν οὐ τελευτᾷ καὶ τὸ πῦρ οὐ σβέννυται. However, the reference to gehenna (γέεννα, rendered “hell” in the RSV) reflects the paraphrase we find in the Isaiah Targum: “And they shall go forth and look on the bodies of the sinful men who rebelled against my Memra; for their breaths will not die, and their fire shall not be quenched, and the wicked shall be judged in gehenna [גֵיהִנָם] until the righteous say concerning them, ‘We have seen enough’ ” (Tg. Isa 66:24, with major alterations noted in italics).[28]

			References to gehenna are of course found elsewhere in the Targum. Neofiti explains that two thousand years before God created the world, he created the garden of Eden for the righteous and gehenna for the wicked (Tg. Neof. Gen 3:24; cf. Tg. 1 Sam 2:8–9).[29] In gehenna God has prepared “darts of fire and burning coals for the wicked” (Tg. Neof. Gen 3:24).[30] According to the Targum, Abraham saw gehenna in his vision: “And behold, gehenna, which is like a furnace, like an oven surrounded by sparks of fire, by flames of fire, into the midst of which the wicked fall” (15:7).[31] Another feature of gehenna is its unquenchable fire. Whereas Hebrew Isaiah simply says that “their fire shall be not quenched” (אִשָּׁם לֹא תִכְבֶּה), the Targum to Gen 38:26 speaks of “the fire that devours fire” (אישא אכלא אישא),[32] in contrast to the fire of this world, which can be extinguished.

			References to gehenna appear elsewhere in the dominical tradition. In Mark the word occurs only in the passage we have already looked at (9:43, 45, 47), but in Matthew the word occurs several times, all in passages distinctive to the evangelist. In the Sermon on the Mount, the Matthean Jesus warns that one angry with his brother could face judgment and that whoever says, “ ‘You fool!’ shall be liable to the gehenna of fire [τὴν γέενναν τοῦ πυρός]” (5:22). Later in the Sermon part of Mark 9 is repeated, in which gehenna is referenced twice (Matt 5:29–30; repeated again in Matt 18:9). In Q material, Jesus warns his disciples to “fear him who can destroy both soul and body in gehenna [ψυχὴν καὶ σῶμα ἀπολέσαι ἐν γεέννῃ]” (Matt 10:28 = Luke 12:5). The destruction of the body (σῶμα) in gehenna is consistent with Isa 66:24, especially as paraphrased in the Targum (“the bodies of the sinful men . . . shall be judged in gehenna”). Gehenna occurs two more times in Jesus’ invective against the Pharisees (23:15, 33).

			The only occurrence of gehenna in Luke is in the aforementioned passage that the evangelist shares with Matthew, drawn from Q. The Lukan evangelist apparently prefers the Greco-Roman word Hades (ᾅδης, cf. Luke 16:23; Acts 2:27 [quoting LXX Ps 15:10]; 2:32). Hades appears once in Q (Matt 11:23 = Luke 10:15): “And you, Capernaum, will you be exalted to heaven? You shall be brought down to Hades.”

			Hades was not foreign to Jesus and his Jewish disciples,[33] but גיהנם, which was heard from time to time in the Aramaic readings and interpretation of Scripture in the synagogues and which likely had currency in Aramaic sayings and teachings concerned with eschatology and judgment, would have been the word Jesus and his disciples regularly used. Its appearance in a context in which part of Isa 66:24 is quoted once again provides evidence of Jesus’ familiarity with the Aramaic tradition that would eventually become the Targum. Some of his other references to gehenna, such as the warning about the destruction of the body in gehenna (Matt 10:28 = Luke 12:5), probably reflect familiarity with Scripture as it was paraphrased and taught in Aramaic in the setting of the synagogue.

			The Vineyard and the temple. Jesus begins his Parable of the Vineyard (Mark 12:1–9) with an obvious allusion to Isaiah’s sharply critical song of the Vineyard (Isa 5:1–7): “A man planted a vineyard, and set a hedge around it, and dug a pit for the wine press, and built a tower, and let it out to tenants, and went into another country” (Mark 12:1). About a dozen words are imported from Isaiah, inviting hearers and readers to think of the symbols and values of the old prophetic song as the parable unfolds. In its original setting, Isaiah’s song offers a devastating critique against Israel’s ruling elite, identified in v. 3 as the “inhabitants of Jerusalem and men of Judah” and in v. 7 as “the house of Israel, and the men of Judah.” The description of the vineyard as planted on a “fertile hill” (v. 1) might have been viewed as a reference to Jerusalem and perhaps even to the hill on which the temple was situated, but it is in the Aramaic that identification with the temple becomes explicit and detailed. The relevant parts of the passage in the Targum read:

			I glorified them and I established them as the plant of a choice vine; and I built my sanctuary in their midst, and I even gave my altar to atone for their sins; I thought that they would do good deeds, but they made their deeds evil. . . . And now I will tell you what I am about to do to my people. I will take up my Shekhinah from them, and they shall be for plundering; I will break down the place of their sanctuaries . . . (Tg. Isa 5:2, 5, with major alterations noted in italics)[34]

			In the Aramaic paraphrase the Hebrew’s “hill” becomes a high hill, the “watch tower” becomes the sanctuary, and the “wine vat” becomes the altar. These identifications are explicit in the Tosefta (t. Me‘ilah 1.16; t. Sukkah 3.15). In the material that follows the song, we hear references to oppression (vv. 7–8), failure to pay tithes (v. 10), and ignoring the law (vv. 1–13)—criticisms that very much reflect complaints directed against the ruling priesthood in the decades leading up to the destruction of the temple in 70. These complaints are found in later rabbinic literature (e.g., b. Pesaḥ. 57a; b. Yebam. 61a), but they are widely attested in earlier Jewish literature (such as the writings of Josephus), including literature that circulated prior to 70.[35]

			The antiquity of the temple-oriented interpretation of Isa 5:1–7 is attested in 4Q500. In this small fragment, the temple is viewed positively (at least so far as we can discern), but the perspective found in Jesus, the Targum, and early rabbinic tradition shows that the negative interpretation was also in circulation in the pre-70 period[36] and that it was not distinctive to the early Christian movement, in reaction (say) to the ruling priests’ opposition to Jesus.

			The rejected stone as rightful king. Jesus concludes the Parable of the Vineyard with a verbatim quotation of LXX Ps 118:22–23.

			οὐδὲ τὴν γραφὴν ταύτην ἀνέγνωτε· λίθον ὃν ἀπεδοκίμασαν οἱ οἰκοδομοῦντες, οὗτος ἐγενήθη εἰς κεφαλὴν γωνίας· παρὰ κυρίου ἐγένετο καὶ ἔστιν θαυμαστὴ ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς ἡμῶν; (Mark 12:10–11)

			Have you not read this scripture: “The very stone which the builders rejected has become the head of the corner; this was the Lord’s doing, and it is marvelous in our eyes”?

			Because the quotation follows the Greek, some scholars have argued or assumed that it cannot go back to Jesus.[37] Whatever Jesus’ facility with Greek, I doubt very much he quoted this passage from the Psalter in Greek. What is more likely is that Jesus quoted or paraphrased it according to the Aramaic, as he did other passages. But the popularity of this passage, as we see in a number of places in the Greek New Testament and early Christian Greek literature, in which Ps 118:22–23 is quoted in Greek (e.g., Acts 4:11; 1 Pet 2:4, 6–7; Barn. 6.4; Justin, Dial. 36.1),[38] led to assimilation to the Greek here in Mark 12:10–11. We see this very thing in the Gospels themselves, where, for example, the Matthean evangelist greatly reduces Jesus’ paraphrase of Isa 6:9–10 in Mark 4:12, removing its Aramaic features, and then adds a formal quotation of Isaiah according to the LXX (Matt 13:13–15). Luke also reduces Jesus’ paraphrase of Isaiah, and he too eliminates the Aramaic features (Luke 8:10). Like Matthew, the Lukan evangelist will quote LXX Isa 6:9–10—only not in the parable context but at the end of the book of Acts (at 28:26–27).

			What convinces me and others that the Parable of the Vineyard did originally conclude with a quotation of Ps 118 as a proof-text (or nimshal, which normally concludes rabbinic parables) is, once again, its interpretive coherence with the Aramaic.[39] Whereas the Hebrew (MT) reads at Ps 118:22, “The stone that the builders rejected has become the head of the corner” (so also the Greek, which is 117:22), the Aramaic reads, “The builders abandoned the boy among the sons of Jesse, but he was worthy to be appointed king and ruler [למליך ושולטן].”[40] The Aramaic paraphrase, in which the stone is interpreted as boy, probably owes its inspiration to the play on words with אבן (“stone”) and הבן (“the son”).[41] The identification of the stone of Ps 118:22 with the son of Jesse, destined to become Israel’s king, facilitated using Ps 118:22 as the concluding proof-text to the Parable of the Vineyard, in which focus is placed on the vineyard owner’s rejected son.[42]

			The Aramaic paraphrase of Ps 118 merges vv. 19–27 with the story of the selection of Jesse’s son David as Israel’s new king (1 Sam 16:1–13), producing a remarkable antiphony as David and his family wend their way up the holy hill to the waiting priests. The Aramaic paraphrase is part of a complex Jewish interpretive tradition, some of which was apparently known in the time of Jesus.[43] When Jesus recast Isaiah’s song into a new parable, introducing novel elements that shifted the guilt from the fruitless vineyard to an avaricious and violent ruling priesthood, his opponents (i.e., the “builders”) readily understood that “he had told the parable against them” (Mark 12:12).

			All who take the sword will perish by the sword. After Peter strikes the servant of the high priest with his sword, Jesus says: “Put your sword back into its place; for all who take the sword will perish by the sword. Do you think that I cannot appeal to my Father, and he will at once send me more than twelve legions of angels?” (Matt 26:52–53). It has been observed that the aphorism, “all who take the sword will perish by the sword [πάντες οἱ λαβόντες μάχαιραν ἐν μαχαίρῃ ἀπολοῦνται],” closely parallels a gloss in the Isaiah Targum:

			Behold, all you [כוּלְכוֹן] who kindle a fire, who grasp a sword [מְתַקְפֵי חְרַב]! Go, fall in the fire, which you kindled, and on the sword, which you grasped! This you have from my Memra: you shall return to your stumbling.[44] (Tg. Isa 50:11, with major alterations noted in italics)

			The Hebrew reads (RSV):

			Behold, all you who kindle a fire, who set brands alight! Walk by the light of your fire, and by the brands which you have kindled! This shall you have from my hand: you shall lie down in torment.

			It seems very probable that Jesus’ πάντες οἱ λαβόντες μάχαιραν (“all who grasp a sword”) is a quotation of Aramaic Isaiah’s כוּלְכוֹן . . . מְתַקְפֵי חְרַב (“all you who grasp a sword”). The only difference, and it is minor, is that Jesus forms the saying in the third person, while in Aramaic Isaiah it is in the second person.[45] The logic of Jesus’ warning, in that those who grasp a sword will die by it, is the same logic in Isaiah’s prophecy: those who grasp a sword will fall on it (and die).[46]

			After Jesus warns Peter about the danger of the sword, he then asks rhetorically: “Do you think that I cannot appeal to my Father, and he will at once send me more than twelve legions of angels [λεγιῶνας ἀγγέλων]?” (Matt 26:53). The Greek words “legions” and “angels,” most of the time in the plural, appear in the Targums and rabbinic writings as loanwords. Most of the time “legions” (לגיון, ליגיון) is in reference to Roman legions or other gentile warriors. We see this in Genesis where Abraham fears that legions (ליגיונין) of fighters will come against him (Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 15:1). Jacob says, “I will not be afraid of Esau and his legions [ליגיונוי]” (Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 30:25). Esau and his legions will later attack but unsuccessfully (Tg. Ps.-J. 50:13). The population of Israel is said to be eighty legions (לגיונין) in the wilderness (Tg. Ps.-J. Num 12:16). In Tg. Ps.-J. and Frg. Tg. (mss P and V) Num 24:24 Roman troops are called legions (לגיונין), who will go out against Israel but will be defeated by King Messiah.

			The military associations of “legions” seen in the examples above fit Jesus’ reference to his Father sending him “twelve legions of angels.” But one other targumic example may be especially helpful. In what is probably a late gloss, we read in one of Ezekiel’s oracles: “On that day swift messengers [מַלְאָכִים] shall go forth from me to terrify the unsuspecting Ethiopians; and anguish shall come upon them on the day of Egypt’s doom; for, lo, it comes!” (Ezek 30:9 RSV). The Old Greek reads: “In that day, messengers (or angels, ἄγγελοι) shall go out rushing to annihilate Ethiopia, and there shall be tumult among them in the day of Egypt, for behold, it has come” (NETS). Who the messengers are supposed to be is not clear.

			In Hebrew Ezekiel the מַלְאָכִים may well be ambassadors sailing up the Nile, as one commentator has suggested.[47] Clearly the Greek translator does not view the messengers as ambassadors, however. The messengers, he believes, will “annihilate Ethiopia.” These מַלְאָכִים are warriors, not ambassadors. This suggests that the Greek translator’s ἄγγελοι might be angels—angelic warriors, not messengers. Indeed, the meturgeman seems to understand it this way, for he speaks of “legions” of these messengers. He renders the verse as follows:

			At that time, messengers [אִזגַדִין] will go forth from before Me in legions [בְלִגיוֹנִין] to shake Cush, which dwells securely. And there will be a shaking among them on the day of the retribution of Egypt; for behold, it is coming. (Tg. Ezek 30:9)

			These legions are not messengers who frighten, but warriors who attack.[48]

			As already mentioned, the Greek loanword אנגלי, angeli, sometimes appears in the Targums and rabbinic writings. In the Targums, it appears some nine times in the Psalms, some three times in Job, and one or two other times elsewhere, so far as we know.[49] As an example, we read in the Aramaic Psalter: “He will call to the angels [אנגלי] of the height above” (Tg. Ps 50:4). Of greater relevance is the Psalter’s description elsewhere of the heavenly army: “The chariots of God are twice ten thousand of blazing fire; two thousand angels [אנגלי] lead them; the Shekinah of the Lord dwells among them” (Tg. Ps 68:18).[50]

			Language such as this, where loanwords such as “legions” and “angels” appear in the Aramaic paraphrase and Jewish interpretation of Scripture, encourage us to see in Jesus’ words to Peter in Matt 26:52–53 further evidence of familiarity with Aramaic Scripture and language.

			The Aramaic tradition comes into play elsewhere in the dominical tradition, yet the evangelists themselves freely make use of other versions of Scripture, either when they add proof-texts or when they paraphrase the dominical tradition itself. We observe the same thing in the New Testament and early Christian writers, who make use of various versions of Scripture or interpretations of Scripture that depend on non-Hebrew versions. The evangelists Matthew and John make use of or presuppose Scripture in Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic.[51] So does Paul.[52]

			Jesus and books outside the Hebrew Scriptures. Jesus does not quote or formally appeal to writings outside the Hebrew Scriptures, but he does allude to several, or at least to traditions also found in these writings. These include 1 Maccabees, 2 Maccabees, 4 Maccabees, Enoch, Psalms of Solomon, Sirach, Tobit, the Wisdom of Solomon, and perhaps some of the Testaments of the Patriarchs. Two examples will be discussed.

			In his graphic warning of the dangers of temptation and how it is better to enter the kingdom of God without a hand or an eye than to be cast into gehenna (Mark 9:42–48), Jesus has probably alluded to the fearsome injuries suffered by the Maccabean martyrs (e.g., 2 Macc 6–7; 4 Macc 5, 10, 18).[53] This is probable, not simply because of the similarities of injuries (2 Macc 7:4; 4 Macc 10:5—hands or feet; 4 Macc 5:30; 18:21—eyes), but because of comparable settings. Just as the Maccabean martyrs choose to lose limbs rather than risk loss of life in the world to come, so Jesus reasons that it is better to lose members of the body rather than to be cast into gehenna whole. The parallel is not exact,[54] but the point is very similar.

			Jesus may also have alluded to the book of Enoch. In Matt 22:13a, an angry king in Jesus’ Parable of the Marriage Feast (Matt 22:1–14) commands: δήσαντες αὐτοῦ πόδας καὶ χεῖρας ἐκβάλετε αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ σκότος τὸ ἐξώτερον (“Bind him hand and foot, and cast him into the outer darkness”). David Sim has argued persuasively that the king’s command alludes to 1 Enoch 10:4a: δῆσον τὸν Ἀζαὴλ ποσὶν καὶ χερσίν, καὶ βάλε αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ σκότος (“Bind Azael foot and hand, and cast him into the darkness”).[55] The parallel is close enough that we probably should conclude that Matthew’s wording has been influenced by a Greek version.[56] This of course does not rule out the possibility that the saying goes back to Jesus and that it was originally uttered in Aramaic,[57] the language in which Enoch circulated in Jewish Palestine in the time of Jesus (as amply attested by the many Aramaic Enoch scrolls from Qumran).[58]

			In Jude, however, we seem to have a direct quotation of 1 Enoch 1:9. Jude 14a introduces the quotation, “It was of these also that Enoch in the seventh generation from Adam prophesied, saying,” and then reads:

			ἰδοὺ ἦλθεν κύριος ἐν ἁγίαις μυριάσιν αὐτοῦ ποιῆσαι κρίσιν κατὰ πάντων καὶ ἐλέγξαι πᾶσαν ψυχὴν περὶ πάντων τῶν ἔργων ἀσεβείας αὐτῶν ὧν ἠσέβησαν καὶ περὶ πάντων τῶν σκληρῶν ὧν ἐλάλησαν κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἁμαρτωλοὶ ἀσεβεῖς. (Jude 14b–15)

			Behold, the Lord came with his holy myriads, to execute judgment on all, and to convict all the ungodly of all their deeds of ungodliness which they have committed in such an ungodly way, and of all the harsh things which ungodly sinners have spoken against him.

			Jude’s text closely matches the Greek text of 1 Enoch 1:9:

			ἔρχεται σὺν ταῖς μυριάσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ τοῖς ἁγίοις αὐτοῦ, ποιῆσαι κρίσιν κατὰ πάντων, καὶ ἀπολέσει πάντας τοὺς ἀσεβεῖς, καὶ ἐλέγξει πᾶσαν σάρκα περὶ πάντων ἔργων τῆς ἀσεβείας αὐτῶν ὧν ἠσέβησαν καὶ σκληρῶν ὧν ἐλάλησαν λόγων, καὶ περὶ πάντων ὧν κατελάλησαν κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἁμαρτωλοὶ ἀσεβεῖς.

			He comes with his myriads and with his holy ones, to make judgment against all, and he will destroy all the ungodly, and convict all flesh about all works of their ungodliness which they in an ungodly way committed and the harsh words which they have spoken, and about all which the ungodly sinners have spoken evil against him.

			At first blush, the text in Jude seems to be based on a Greek version of Enoch, such as we have extant in the Panopolitanus Codex. Although some of the differences in Jude’s text can be plausibly explained in reference to the author’s interest and the contextualization of the quotation in his Epistle, other differences with the Greek suggest that he was acquainted with the Aramaic, for Jude’s rendering of the Greek makes better sense of the Aramaic than what we see in the Panopolitanus Codex.[59]

			Some of Jesus’ parables may well have been inspired by parables in circulation in his time. One parable in which this may have been the case is the well-known Parable of the Sower, or Four Soils:

			A sower went out to sow. And as he sowed, some seed fell along the path, and the birds came and devoured it. Other seed fell on rocky ground, where it had not much soil, and immediately it sprang up, since it had no depth of soil; and when the sun rose it was scorched, and since it had no root it withered away. Other seed fell among thorns and the thorns grew up and choked it, and it yielded no grain. And other seeds fell into good soil and brought forth grain, growing up and increasing and yielding thirtyfold and sixtyfold and a hundredfold. (Mark 4:3–8 RSV)

			A shorter form of this parable appears in 4 Ezra, a work now embedded in 2 Esdras:

			For just as the farmer sows many seeds upon the ground and plants a multitude of seedlings, and yet not all that have been sown will come up in due season, and not all that were planted will take root; so also those who have been sown in the world will not all be saved. (8:31 RSVA)

			This parable was part of the original 4 Ezra, a work written in the first century ce in either Hebrew or Aramaic. It was later translated into Greek. Christians authors added two chapters at the end (i.e., 2 Esd 15–16) and two chapters at the beginning (i.e., 2 Esd 1–2). The work survives in Latin and other languages.[60] It is not likely the original Semitic author of 4 Ezra created the parable found in 8:1; it probably circulated for years before the book was composed. If so, then the parable probably reaches back to the time of Jesus, perhaps even earlier.

			Another example could be the Parable of the Wheat and Weeds:

			The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a man who sowed good seed in his field; but while men were sleeping, his enemy came and sowed weeds among the wheat, and went away. So when the plants came up and bore grain, then the weeds appeared also. And the servants of the householder came and said to him, “Sir, did you not sow good seed in your field? How then has it weeds?” He said to them, “An enemy has done this.” The servants said to him, “Then do you want us to go and gather them?” But he said, “No; lest in gathering the weeds you root up the wheat along with them. Let both grow together until the harvest; and at harvest time I will tell the reapers, Gather the weeds first and bind them in bundles to be burned, but gather the wheat into my barn.” (Matt 13:24–30)

			Once again 4 Ezra (2 Esdras) offers a suggestive parallel:

			For the evil about which you ask me has been sown, but the harvest of it has not yet come. If therefore that which has been sown is not reaped, and if the place where the evil has been sown does not pass away, the field where the good has been sown will not come. (4:27–28 RSVA)

			Although both parables parallel the dominical parables verbally and thematically, it is not likely they depend on the dominical parables or that the dominical parables depend on them. It is more likely the parables were adapted and edited to fit their respective contexts. That the parables of 4 Ezra circulated in the first century, and perhaps earlier, in either Hebrew or Aramaic (or both) makes their appearance in somewhat expanded form in the teaching of Jesus unsurprising.

			Some of Jesus’ ethical teachings may echo not only the teachings of the Scriptures that eventually would become recognized as authoritative (such as the Law and the Prophets) but writings that are at best quasi-canonical, such as the Wisdom of Yeshua ben Sirach.[61] The Wisdom of Yeshua was composed in Hebrew around 180 bce and was translated into Greek about fifty years later. This means that in the time of Jesus of Nazareth, it circulated in Israel in Greek and in Hebrew.

			Jesus is well remembered to have counseled his disciples:

			Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on earth, where moth and rust consume and where thieves break in and steal, but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor rust consumes and where thieves do not break in and steal. (Matt 6:19–20)

			More than two hundred years before Jesus uttered these words, ben Sirach gave similar counsel:

			Lose your silver for the sake of a brother or a friend, and do not let it rust under a stone and be lost. Lay up your treasure according to the commandments of the Most High, and it will profit you more than gold. Store up almsgiving in your treasury, and it will rescue you from all affliction. (Sir 29:10–12 RSVA)

			Jesus of Nazareth often enjoined his disciples not to exalt themselves but to humble themselves (e.g., Matt 18:4; 23:12; Luke 14:11; 18:14). So did ben Sirach:

			The greater you are, the more you must humble yourself; so you will find favor in the sight of the Lord. (Sir 3:18 RSVA)

			Jesus exhorts his disciples to avoid vain repetition in their prayers:

			And in praying do not heap up empty phrases as the Gentiles do; for they think that they will be heard for their many words. (Matt 6:7)

			Ben Sirach provided the same advice:

			Do not prattle in the assembly of the elders, nor repeat yourself in your prayer. (Sir 7:14 RSVA)

			We might consider one final example. In a well-known passage that has been compared to Johannine language, Jesus, speaking as Wisdom, summons people to himself:

			Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me; for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light. (Matt 11:28–30)

			Commentators have pointed out how closely these sayings resemble ben Sirach’s wisdom summons:

			Draw near to me, you who are untaught, and lodge in my school. . . . I opened my mouth and said, Get these things for yourselves without money. Put your neck under the yoke, and let your souls receive instruction; it is to be found close by. See with your eyes that I have labored little and found myself much rest. (Sir 51:23, 25–27 RSV; cf. 6:23–30)

			It is difficult not to conclude that the dominical utterance found in Matt 11:28–30 (originally in Aramaic) was deeply influenced by the concepts and language expressed by ben Sirach (originally in Hebrew).[62]

			Through his teaching, Jesus exhibits familiarity with the great literature of his time. Some of this literature would eventually win recognition as canonical Scripture; some of it did not. What is important is that we recognize that the teaching of Jesus was shaped by Israel’s spiritual heritage, whether “canonical” or not.[63]

			Other examples could be discussed, in which either the text of Scripture that is cited in an early Greek Christian writing, or the interpretation of the text, reflects readings that are distinctive either to the Hebrew or the Aramaic. Exegetically as well as textually, then, appeals to Scripture in early Christian literature reflect a trilingual reality in the early centuries of the church, which in turn influenced the very contents of the canon.

			Summing Up and Looking Ahead

			I suggest that the linguistic diversity that we observe in the quotations and interpretations of Israel’s Scripture was itself a factor in canonical formation in the early church. The textual diversity—in the Christian community—originated with Jesus himself. There is little doubt that he regarded the Hebrew text of Scripture as sacred and authoritative, but this sacredness and authority were not limited to the Hebrew. Jesus readily appealed to readings and interpretations that originated in the Aramaic-speaking synagogue that in time would come to expression as Targum. Following the Master’s example, early Christian teachers appealed to the Greek, as well as to the Hebrew and Aramaic.

			Of course, given the fact that the Greek literature of Christianity’s earliest writers formed the canon of Scripture for the West, it is hardly surprising that the Greek version of Scripture (i.e., the LXX and to a lesser degree the recensions) dominates in the writings that make up this canon. Accordingly, it is not surprising at all that the early Greek Christian Bibles contained some of the books of the Apocrypha, particularly those that were originally written in Greek or were translated into Greek. (See fig. 11.3.)

			The great disruption in this pattern was Jerome’s decision to translate into Latin not the Greek Old Testament but the Hebrew Bible. This decision, which was controversial, resulted in segregating the non-Hebrew books (i.e., the Apocrypha) from the Hebrew books. This gave the Western canon of Scripture a distinctively Semitic orientation. The Greek Church, of course, retained the Greek Old Testament, which included most of the books of the Apocrypha.[64] The canons of the Eastern and Coptic Churches were even less influenced by the West, with the result that books such as Enoch or Jubilees continued to enjoy semi-canonical authority (at least in some branches and offshoots of these Eastern churches).[65]

			The “versional openness” of Jesus and his early followers left the Christian church free to pursue either a Greek canon or a Hebrew-Aramaic canon or a combination of the two. This the church did, with the result that different canons emerged, reflecting languages, regional traditions, and historical and social vicissitudes. Canonical diversity should not be viewed as a theological problem, but rather as a hermeneutical asset that facilitates the teaching and application of Scripture in diverse cultural, social, and linguistic settings.

			Jerome and his team produced a Latin text, which became known as the Vulgate (the “common”), that for more than a millennium served as the official version of the Western, or Roman Catholic, Church. It is ironic that it was the decision of another learned scholar to improve upon the Vulgate’s Latin that led to the recovery of the primacy of the Greek text of the New Testament, which in turn helped lay the exegetical foundation on which the Reformation would establish its Scripture-centered theology. But the new, authoritative Greek text, which became known as the “received text,” created some interesting side effects as well, to which we turn in the next chapter.
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			CHAPTER TWELVE

			Jesus in Print: Erasmus and the Beginnings of Textual Fundamentalism

			This final chapter is in a sense a postscriptum.[1] The previous chapters were concerned with manuscripts, that is, writings produced by hand, not by the printing press. Every handwritten book is distinctive. Only rarely did two handwritten copies produced in antiquity agree exactly. With the advent of the printing press, this changed. The ability to mass-produce the printed text of the Greek New Testament was a change of great magnitude. Collation and textual criticism, which always existed,[2] took on new characteristics and new concerns. In short, the printed text, produced in batches of identical copies, changed the way scholars looked at the text. This change did not take place overnight, of course, for the invention of the movable type printing press ca. 1439 did not bring handwritten manuscripts to a sudden end. But it did bring changes in the way text was understood.

			For several years, Desiderius Erasmus (1469–1536) worked on a critical edition of the Latin text.[3] By collating and sifting dozens of Latin manuscripts, Erasmus produced a text he believed was superior to that produced by Jerome more than eleven centuries earlier.[4] In 1516, Erasmus published his new Latin text, along with a Greek text based on a collation of eight manuscripts.[5] The original purpose of the Greek text was to confirm the accuracy of the new Latin translation.[6] In print, the Latin and Greek appear side by side in vertical columns. The work was published in Basel by Johann (or Johannes) Froben (1460–1527) under the title Novum Instrumentum omne (“the whole New Instrument”). Erasmus was criticized for this title, but he explained that instrumentum—which means “document” or “deed,” as well as “utensil” or “instrument” (cf. Oxford Dictionary of Latin)—was in fact a more appropriate term than testamentum and that the great Latin divines, such as Jerome and Augustine, often used instrumentum in reference to the Scriptures, old or new (e.g., Jerome, Epist. 55.1.2; 108.26.2; Augustine, C. du. ep. Pelag. 3.4.12). His critics, says Erasmus, “do not perceive that when they vent their rage against me on this point, they vent their rage against Jerome and Augustine, pillars of the Church” (Epistulae 1858 [ = 23 August 1527]).[7] (See figs. 12.1 and 12.2.)

			The first edition, which was 982 pages in length, was filled with errors, perhaps due to the haste of preparation. A second edition, which was 1,276 pages in length, appeared in 1519 under the more familiar title Novum Testamentum omne (“the whole New Testament”), a decision that was made after Erasmus had left Basel and perhaps without his knowledge. In any case, the title Novum Testamentum remained for all subsequent editions. In the second edition, most of the errors were corrected and a number of other changes were made.[8] In a recent essay concerning the second edition, Henk Jan de Jonge makes the point that for Erasmus the principal purpose of the second edition remained unchanged: to produce an improved version of the Latin text. The Greek text, along with the Annotationes, provided the evidence and justification for the new readings in the Latin.[9] Erasmus saw his 1519 Novum Testamentum omne, as he did his 1516 Novum Instumentum omne, as a critical edition of the Latin text, intended to supersede the antiquated inferior Vulgate. The publications of these texts revolutionized biblical scholarship and theology, perhaps not entirely in the way Erasmus had anticipated. For Protestant scholars and theologians, the focus was very much on the new Greek text. (See figs. 12.3, 12.4 and 12.5.)

			The 1519 edition was used by Martin Luther for his German translation of the New Testament. (See figs. 12.7 and 12.8.) A third edition appeared in 1522, which was used by William Tyndale for his English translation (1526) and by the translators of the Geneva Bible (1557) and the King James Version (1611). The third edition of Novum Testament omne is famous for its inclusion of the longer reading of 1 John 5:7–8, the well-known Comma Johanneum.[10] A fourth edition of Novum Testamentum omne appeared in 1527, and the fifth and final edition appeared in 1535.

			Initially, Erasmus seems to have been more interested in publishing a better Latin edition of the New Testament than in producing a critical edition of the Greek text.[11] However, by the time his fifth edition (1535) was published, the emphasis seems to have shifted to the Greek. In any event, the Reformation, which was now well underway, created an environment in which scholars focused their attention on the original text, not its Latin translation (however much improved it might be). This meant interest in the Greek of the New Testament and, in due course, the Hebrew and Aramaic of the Old Testament. (See fig. 12.6.)

			The Influence of the Text of Erasmus

			The Greek text of Erasmus was published by many others in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. A number of influential European translations of the New Testament were based on it as well. Robert Estienne (1503–1559), also known as Stephanus, produced four editions of the Greek New Testament. Although he depended on the later editions produced by Erasmus, Stephanus took into account the readings of other manuscripts. Théodore Beza (1519–1605) published nine editions of the Greek New Testament. In 1633, the Elzevir publishing house printed a Greek New Testament, largely based on the text of Beza. In the preface to the second edition, the editors declare: Textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum: in quo nihil immutatum aut corruptum damus, or “So you hold the text, now received by all, in which is nothing changed or corrupted.” This is where we get the name “Textus Receptus,” the Greek text that the King James New Testament was based on, as well as a host of other translations in modern languages.[12] (See figs. 12.9, 12.10, 12.11, and 12.12.)

			It is this notion that we now have an established, authoritative text that has encouraged the emergence of the phenomenon that I call “textual fundamentalism.” Note especially that the editors of the second Elzevir edition claim that there is nothing “changed or corrupted” (nihil immutatum aut corruptum). We now have an inerrant text, an edition essentially understood as identical to the autographic text.[13] Or at least this is the way some could understand what is meant by the words “Textus Receptus.”

			Erasmus’ printed “critical edition” of the Greek New Testament represents a great step forward in the scholarly study of the New Testament. But it also laid a foundation on which an uncritical understanding of the biblical text could find apparent support. The idea of a text in which there was no corruption created the context, if not incentive, for the development of a new form of “fundamentalism” (whose usage here I recognize is anachronistic), a fundamentalism that focused on the ipsissima verba autographorum (“the very words of the originals”) and, eventually, with respect to the teaching of Jesus, the ipsissima verba Jesu (“the very words of Jesus”). After all, if we are now in possession of the autographic text, we are now in possession of the exact words spoken by Jesus.

			Prior to the existence of printed editions of the Greek New Testament, in which for the first time multiple copies with identical readings circulated, no two manuscripts were identical. All of early Christianity’s theologians and interpreters who had access to two or more New Testament manuscripts were aware of this. With the printing of identical texts, texts based on a critical comparison of several manuscripts, the expectation arose that an original could and should be recovered. Accordingly, some scholars in the Reformation period and beyond believed that the Textus Receptus was such a text.

			It was this conviction that, in time, gave rise to aspects of the fundamentalism that arose in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This fundamentalism was very much focused on the text of Scripture, especially the text of the Greek New Testament. Not surprisingly, many fundamentalists reacted very negatively to the Greek New Testament published by Westcott and Hort in 1881.[14] The new text represented a departure from the Byzantine Textus Receptus, the text that was supposedly free from corruption and unchanged. (See fig. 12.13.)

			Alas for the defenders of the Textus Receptus. The march toward establishing the Greek text on the basis of the oldest manuscripts available was very much under way. There would be no turning back.[15] Not only were more old codices being discovered in libraries and monasteries, new finds of papyri, mostly in Egypt, made it possible to recover fragments of text reaching back to the third and second centuries. The number and age of our witnesses have increased remarkably. I have no doubt that if Erasmus were with us today he would be astounded.

			With the new discoveries, however, it became evident that there were variants in the earliest copies of Scripture read and studied in the church. But of much greater significance was the realization that there really are discrepancies among the Gospels. Getting back to a text that was much closer to the original revealed the presence of many harmonizations, where scribes either consciously or unconsciously harmonized the wording of parallel passages. Discrepancies were hard to miss in the mass-produced printed texts of the Greek New Testament, based on older, less harmonized manuscripts.

			How to understand these discrepancies was hotly debated. For many fundamentalists, these discrepancies were very problematic. Some tried to wish them away, either through unconvincing harmonizations or verbal gymnastics. For some fundamentalists, the discrepancies of the Gospels led to a crisis of faith, for discrepancies were often seen as a euphemism for “errors”; and if there were errors, then Scripture could no longer be trusted. It is to this difficult issue I now turn.

			The Meaning of the Differences and Discrepancies in the Gospels

			Any careful, fair reading of the Gospels, side by side, will reveal a number of differences and discrepancies. Some of these discrepancies are more apparent than real, but many of them are indeed real. We observe differences in the wording of Jesus’ teaching. Sayings clustered together in one Gospel (in a Matthean discourse, for example) are scattered over several chapters in another Gospel (as, for example, in Luke’s Central Section). The order and sequence of a number of episodes sometimes vary from one Gospel to another. Details in parallel stories sometimes vary—and on it goes.

			Most scholars are not troubled by such discrepancies, recognizing a number of factors involved. In fact, many Gospel commentators revel in the differences, for differences are often indicators of interpretive and theological nuances that provide clues as to the respective evangelists’ strategies and purposes for writing. Although the Matthean evangelist liked what he found in the Gospel of Mark (or Proto-Mark) and so incorporated about 90 percent of it, he did not hesitate to make revisions. By supplementing the Markan narrative with additional teaching, by adding a number of fulfillment quotations, and by doing some old-fashioned editing, Matthew tried to show how Jesus was not, as some claimed, a lawbreaker, but a fulfiller of the law; that he was a figure greater than Moses, who teaches the true way of righteousness; a figure who is wiser than Solomon; and a king greater than David. The evangelist Luke also appreciated the Gospel of Mark (or proto-Mark), but his purpose for writing was very different from Matthew’s. Luke augmented, rearranged, and edited material inherited from Mark and elsewhere, all in an effort to show, among other things, that what God accomplished in Jesus was of profound significance for all people and not just for Israel. In presenting the teaching of Jesus in this new light, the evangelist Luke prepared for his second volume, the book of Acts, which recounts the birth of the church and its evangelistic outreach to Israel and the Roman Empire.

			But it wasn’t only the evangelists who edited the teachings and stories of Jesus. So did Jesus’ earliest followers, long before the Gospels were written. Gospel scholars are convinced that the tradition inherited by the evangelists had been edited to one degree or another.[16] In other words, the earliest recitation of the words and deeds of Jesus was not static or frozen; it was a living, adaptable tradition. Scholars familiar with the pedagogy of late antiquity—in both Jewish as well as Greco-Roman circles—know this and are not troubled by it. But I suspect many conservative Christians, especially those of a fundamentalist stripe, may not know this and may view the editing and adapting of Jesus’ teaching with misgivings. Indeed, many non-Christians may hold to similar assumptions about the Gospels and so are impressed when a skeptic or late night talk show host points out discrepancies and apparent contradictions.

			Discrepancies are also due to the approach taken in writing history. The ancients debated among themselves what constituted proper history. Some believed it was best to produce annales, or yearly records of events. Others believed it was better to write capitulatim (“summarily”), that is, history arranged by subject matter or topics (lit. “by heads”). Still others thought it appropriate to describe res gestae (“things done”), which often focused on the magni viri antiqui, the “great men of the past.” The Res Gestae Divi Augusti (Augustus died 14 ce) is an excellent example of this genre. Many thought one’s history should offer an apologia, or defense of a person or a people. Some of these approaches attempted to maintain chronological order (as in the annales), but others did not.[17] All are selective, and all have specific purposes and agendas. The kind of history and biography that the Gospels offer should be understood in this wider context, exhibiting some of these styles, and not as modern history or biography.[18]

			The “discrepancies” in the Gospels begin with Jesus himself. His teaching was not static and unchanging. It was adaptable, it was situational, it was applied to a variety of settings, and it was altered as the occasion required. He taught his disciples accordingly. Yes, they were to learn his teaching, to memorize his words,[19] but they were expected to apply them according to the needs of evangelism and teaching. These disciples, or “learners” (μαθηταί), could hardly claim to be genuine disciples if their learning never progressed beyond rote memory and mere repetition.

			How do we know this? We know it because this was the understanding of education and pedagogy in late antiquity—in both Jewish and Greco-Roman society. Jewish and Greco-Roman pedagogies were not separate and isolated from one another. Most of the rabbinic rules of exegesis were learned from the Greeks. Greek and Jewish memory techniques and practice overlapped. Techniques of argumentation overlapped. Scribal practices overlapped.[20] Indeed, the Greek gymnasium was present on Jewish soil, even in the vicinity of Jerusalem itself, as early as the second century bce.[21]

			Young Greeks began their education by memorizing chreiai—brief anecdotes—in which a well-known figure says or does something significant and of value.[22] As the student progresses, he learns to insert a chreia, a useful or instructive anecdote, into his argument or to string together several chreiai and in doing so he is free to edit the beginnings and endings of the chreiai. The student is not only permitted to edit these pithy anecdotes, he is required to do so for the sake of clarity. This point needs to be underscored: Recitation of these anecdotes presupposed memorization, but memorization did not prohibit a change of wording, nor did it prohibit expansion or contraction,[23] so long as the change remained true to the original meaning and intent. The overarching concern was clarity.[24]

			New Testament scholars have discovered the chreia form in the Gospels. This has been much discussed in the literature of the last thirty-five years or so.[25] As in the case of the chreia, so in the Gospels we observe relatively stabilized units of tradition (often from Q), rearranged, expanded (usually with additional Q material), and introduced and contextualized in various ways. This editing, adapting, clustering, and contextualizing quite naturally created differences and “discrepancies.” This always happens when we have overlapping, parallel accounts whose purposes and styles vary. The ancients knew this; so did early Christians who gathered the parallel-yet-discrepant Gospels side by side in second- and third-century codices.[26]

			Helpful examples may be found in the biographies and histories of the contemporaries Plutarch, Suetonius, and Tacitus, who give us accounts of various events and major figures, such as Roman emperors. Craig Keener has recently compared the various accounts of the life and death of Otho,[27] who for a brief time ruled as Rome’s emperor (15 January–16 April of the year 69).[28] The three historians wrote forty to fifty years after the death of the would-be emperor. Thus the temporal distance between them and their subject is about the same as the temporal distance between the New Testament evangelists and their subject, Jesus of Nazareth.

			The three Roman historians drew on some common material, just as the New Testament evangelists did.[29] The principal elements in the story of Otho, as told by the three Roman historians, number about seventy. No one version of the man’s life contains all seventy of these elements, but most of the them are found in Plutarch and Tacitus. Several are missing in Suetonius, for his is a much shorter account. In fact, Suetonius’ compression of the story sometimes creates confusion. Had it not been for the fuller accounts of Plutarch and Tacitus, historians would often not be in a position to resolve the problem.

			Not surprisingly, there are a number of discrepancies. Suetonius and Tacitus give Otho’s astrologer different names. It is suspected that the discrepancy is due to confusing the name of Otho’s astrologer with the name of Vespasian’s astrologer. Tacitus says Densus defended Galba; Plutarch says Densus defended Galba’s adopted son Piso. Tacitus says Otho left the city of Rome in the care of his brother Titianus, but elsewhere Tacitus says Titianus had left Rome. Suetonius says Rome was under the authority of Sabinus. A number of other discrepancies, including chronological discrepancies, could be cited.[30] The function of rhetoric, including the practices associated with chreiai, can be detected throughout the accounts of the three Roman historians, especially as they relate to Otho’s speeches. We observe expansion, condensation, omission, and rearrangement. Plutarch, Suetonius, and Tacitus have different purposes and they write from different perspectives. At times bias is evident.

			Discrepancies notwithstanding, the points of agreement in the accounts of Plutarch, Suetonius, and Tacitus are far more numerous. A coherent and plausible portrait of the life, brief reign, and death of Otho emerges. No historian despairs over the discrepancies and indications of authorial bias and declares, in the light of such bias and discrepancies, that we cannot know what Otho did and what happened to him. Indeed, modern historians have high regard for these three historians of late antiquity.[31]

			The major historians—such as Herodotus, Thucydides, Polybius, and Tacitus—emphasized eyewitness testimony, corroboration, and evidence and knew the difference between “mere tradition” and “accurate history” (e.g., Herodotus, Hist. 3.122; Thucydides, Historiae 1.20–21; Polybius, Historiae 2.56.10–12; Polybius, apud Livy 45.27.9: “The goal of history is truth”). Mosley demonstrates that many readers in late antiquity were critical in perspective and evaluated historians accordingly.[32] In the centuries leading up to the New Testament period, philosophers and historians debated what constituted genuine history. In the passage of time, they increasingly agreed that myth and unsubstantiated legends had no place in the writing of history. Eyewitness testimony was prized.[33]

			After citing and describing hundreds of points of contact between Suetonius’ Tiberius and inscriptions on stone and on coins, Clara Holtzhausser remarks: “So far as actual historical records are concerned, I find that Suetonius rarely makes a mistake.”[34] Her comment recalls the point made above about the correlation between text and artifact. It is this correlation—often outright confirmation—that inspires confidence in the modern historian. Holtzhausser goes on to comment that the “general unfavorable impression” that Suetonius “gives of the Roman world towards Tiberius is not confirmed by inscriptions.”[35] Perhaps not “confirmed,” but the failure to deify the emperor after his death offers an important measure of corroboration, even if only through silence. In any event, the discrepancy between confirmation of facts and details, on the one hand, and the nonconfirmation of the more subjective impressions and attitudes, on the other, is what historians—including biblical scholars—typically encounter. Keener concludes that Suetonius made use of sources and information; he did not invent “new stories.”[36]

			The same applies to the New Testament Gospels. The stories and teachings of Jesus have been edited and contextualized in ways that lead to clarity. The teaching of Jesus has been applied in new ways, and new insights have been discovered as his followers encounter fresh challenges. All of this reflects the way Jesus taught his disciples. It reflects the pedagogy of the time. The disciples were not taking dictation, mere reciters of the Jesus tradition. They were disciples, learners, trained to understand the teaching of Jesus, not simply to repeat it word for word. They were trained to apply it as they led the followers of Jesus, who in time became known as the church.

			It is to this training, this ability to apply Jesus’ teaching in new and creative ways, that the saying in Matt 13 alludes: “Therefore every scribe who has been discipled [μαθητευθείς] for the kingdom of heaven is like a householder who brings out of his treasure what is new and what is old” (v. 52). Jesus did not say, “Every scribe who has been discipled for the kingdom of heaven must repeat my words verbatim.” In reference to this verse, Dale Allison and W. D. Davies, in their magisterial commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, rightly comment that “the ability to teach things new and old rests upon the ability to understand Jesus’ teaching.”[37] Precisely.

			A Few Examples of Variants and Discrepancies

			It will be helpful to review a few examples of textual variants and textual discrepancies in the four New Testament Gospels. These are not examples of the careless scribe who accidentally omits a word or line, or writes the wrong lookalike or soundalike word. These are examples in which copyists have supplemented or altered the text, perhaps out of theological motivation. We will see that these kinds of variants are not too difficult to spot and not too difficult to explain—unless one is caught in the post-Erasmian, printed-text rigidity that afflicts thinking in some quarters.

			Mark 2:26. In Mark 2:23–28, the disciples of Jesus are accused of breaking the Sabbath. Jesus defends them by appealing to the actions of David, who “entered the house of God, when Abiathar was high priest, and ate the bread of the Presence” (RSV). Jesus has alluded to the story in 1 Sam 21:1–6, where David and his men are given holy bread to eat. The event in the life of David is identified as the time ἐπὶ Ἀβιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως, “when Abiathar was high priest,” that is, “during the high priesthood of Abiathar.”[38] The problem is that at the time of the incident in which David and his men ate the holy bread the priest, according to the MT, was not Abiathar; he was Ahimelech, the father of Abiathar. Abiathar at the time was a priest, but he was not the “high priest,” as is stated in Mark 2:26. And in any case, Abiathar takes no part in the story.

			Commentators have puzzled over the phrase, ἐπὶ Ἀβιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως. It does not appear in the parallel passages in Matt 12:4 and Luke 6:4, at least not in the oldest and best mss. It is missing in some mss of Mark. But its claim as the original reading in Mark 2:26 seems solid. How should this “discrepancy” be understood? Is it an error? And if so, who made the error—Jesus, the evangelist Mark, or his source (perhaps Peter, if we are guided by the testimony of Papias)?[39]

			The New Testament manuscript evidence is not especially difficult. Both Sinaiticus (א) and Vaticanus (B), our oldest witnesses to Mark 2:26, read ἐπὶ Ἀβιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως; so do K L and a host of other authorities.[40] As best as I can tell, 𝔓88, which preserves much of Mark 2:1–26, ends with the words ΕΙΣ ΤΟΝ ΟΙΚΟΝ ΤΟΥ ΘΥ ΕΠΙ ΑΒ, which read as εις τον οικον του θ(εο)υ επι αβ[ιαθαρ]. Of course, the restoration αβ[ιμελεχ] is also possible, given the variants in the Old Greek mss (which will be noted below). Nevertheless, it is probable that 𝔓88 originally read αβιαθαρ. Most date 𝔓88 to the fourth century, which makes it contemporaneous with א and B, though some have suggested earlier dates.[41]

			All commentators rightly note that the story presupposed in Mark 2:25–26 is found in 1 Sam 21:1–6. Pursued by Saul, David flees to Nob, where he meets “Ahimelech the priest [אֲחִימֶ֖לֶךְ הַכֹּהֵ֑ן / Αβιμελεχ τὸν ἱερέα]” (1 Sam 21:1). Throughout the story and on into ch. 22, where Saul has him murdered, Ahimelech is mentioned by name repeatedly (1 Sam 21:1, 2, 8, 9; 22:9, 11, 14, 16, 20). In the MT his name is אֲחִימֶ֖לֶךְ, but in the Old Greek it is Αβιμελεχ (with some additional variants in Old Greek mss[42]). When Ahimelech is murdered, his son Abiathar (1 Sam 22:18–19) flees and joins David and his men (1 Sam 22:20; 23:6). In both of the latter passages, Abiathar is explicitly identified as the son of Ahimelech. Abiathar survives and serves as a high priest (1 Sam 23:9; 30:7; 2 Sam 15:24, 35; 20:25).

			At 2 Sam 8:17 the MT reads “Ahimelech the son of Abiathar” (אֲחִימֶלֶךְ בֶּן־אֶבְיָתָר), which is followed by the Old Greek (Αχιμελεχ υἱὸς Αβιαθαρ). The MT has apparently reversed the father-son relationship (or has introduced a second Ahimelech, who is the grandson of the murdered Ahimelech). That the Old Greek reads the same way is evidence that the Hebrew reading at 2 Sam 8:17 is quite old and probably would have been in circulation before the time of Jesus. At 1 Chr 18:16, which parallels 2 Sam 8:17, the MT reads “Abimelech the son of Abiathar” (אֲבִימֶלֶךְ בֶּן־אֶבְיָתָר).[43] The Old Greek, however, reads Αχιμελεχ υἱὸς Αβιαθαρ, “Ahimelech the son of Abiathar.”

			Josephus, who usually follows the LXX in his recounting of Israel’s history, sees the problem. At Ant. 6.242, following 1 Sam 21:1–6, he has David meet Ahimelech (a.k.a. “Abimelech,” Ἀβιμέλεχον,[44] which corresponds with the Old Greek’s Αβιμελεχ), and at Ant. 7.110, where his narrative is following 2 Sam 8:17, Josephus mentions David’s appointment of Zadok as high priest, “together with Abiathar, for he was his friend.” Josephus has omitted the name of Ahimelech (or Abimelech), thus avoiding the discrepancy with the earlier narrative and, especially, with 1 Sam 22:20; 23:6; and 30:7, where Abiathar is explicitly identified as the son of Ahimelech.

			Given the ancient, pre-Markan textual evidence, perhaps we should view the reading at Mark 2:26, ἐπὶ Ἀβιαθὰρ ἀρχιερέως, as a textual witness, not as an erratum novum, either on the part of Jesus, the Markan evangelist, or the pre-Markan tradition. The Hebrew and OG suggest that the identity of the priest in 1 Sam 21 was uncertain and that early copyists, both in Hebrew and in Greek, made deductions from the subsequent narrative and glossed the text with various names, such as Abiathar, Ahimelech, and others. The reading at Mark 2:26, then, is a variant, not so much of the Greek New Testament, but of the Hebrew and Greek Old Testament. The Markan text is a first-century witness to the textual uncertainty of 1 Sam 21.[45]

			The New Testament manuscripts also bear witness to a common practice or problem (depending on one’s perspective) witnessed in virtually all manuscripts. That is the problem of glossing or correcting the text. Because scribes make mistakes (often accidentally omitting a word or two or even a whole line),[46] corrections, either by the original scribe or a later proofreader, are made in the margins. Later readers of the manuscripts may add marginal glosses, either clarifying a difficult reading, or adding a comment, an additional divine title, or whatever. Then a future scribe, using this aging manuscript as his exemplar, introduces into the text the corrections, glosses, or comments. By comparing the many hundreds of manuscripts that are available, textual critics are able to identify these glosses and restore the text to its earlier, pre-gloss form. We shall look at a few examples.

			Matt 6:13. It is no surprise that the Lord’s Prayer became part of the early Christian liturgy and so became one of the most familiar passages of the New Testament Gospels. In chapter 11 above, it was noted that the Lord’s Prayer was a favorite Scripture in amulets, no doubt because of its concluding petition, ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ, “deliver us from evil,” or “from the evil one,” that is, Satan. In amulets, it was usually in the second sense that the petition was understood.[47] In a number of later manuscripts, we find the familiar doxology appended at the end of the Lord’s Prayer: ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία καὶ ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. Ἀμήν, “For yours is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever. Amen.” This concluding doxology is found in many mss, including K L W Δ Θ Π f13 28 33 et al.[48] The doxology was probably inspired by 1 Chr 29:11–13, “Yours, O Lord, is the greatness, and the power, and the glory . . . yours is the kingdom, O Lord,” etc. Other Greek mss, as well as various versions, read the doxology somewhat different or in shorter forms. But the doxology is absent from our earliest mss (e.g., א B D f1 et al.).

			Textual critics and commentators have no doubt that the original text of the Lord’s Prayer ended at v. 13 with the petition for protection against evil (or the evil one). The liturgical use of the prayer eventually resulted, understandably, in the adding of a doxology, in more than one form (some are trinitarian), which in turn eventually found its way into the text of Matthew itself. This development is hardly surprising, nor does it present any difficulties for textual critics or interpreters. The secondary nature of the gloss and why it was added to the text are easily explained.

			Matt 24:36. In reference to the coming day of judgment, Jesus says, according to the Gospel of Mark: περὶ δὲ τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης ἢ τῆς ὥρας οὐδεὶς οἶδεν, οὐδὲ οἱ ἄγγελοι ἐν οὐρανῷ οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός, εἰ μὴ ὁ πατήρ, “But of that day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father” (Mark 13:32). The Matthean evangelist, following Mark almost verbatim, agrees that no one knows the day, “not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father” (Matt 24:36). Several manuscripts, however, omit the phrase, οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός, “nor the Son,” from Matthew, so that the verse reads, “But of that day and hour no one knows, not even the angels of heaven, but the Father only” (אa K L W Δ Π f1 33 vg et al.).[49]

			Textual critic Bruce Metzger and most commentators believe it is more likely that copyists omitted οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός to avoid the christological difficulty of imposing a significant limitation on the knowledge of Jesus than that copyists, under the influence of the parallel passage in Mark 13:32, added it.[50] When it comes to assimilation, Matthean readings normally dominate, not Markan readings. What is interesting is that the words were not omitted in any early or important mss of Mark.[51] Whatever decision is made with regard to Matthew, the presence of the words in Mark 13 provides confirmation of the doctrine itself—namely, that Jesus the Son does not know the day of coming judgment.

			Mark 9:29. The gloss at Mark 9:29 has nothing to do with liturgy or Christology; rather, it has to do with prayer, piety, and healing. The passage is found in Mark 9:14–29, the episode in which the disciples fail to cast out an evil spirit from a young boy. When Jesus joins the excited crowd, the desperate father, and the frustrated disciples, he has no difficulty casting out the evil spirit. The disciples then ask Jesus why they had been unable to effect a cure and are told: τοῦτο τὸ γένος ἐν οὐδενὶ δύναται ἐξελθεῖν εἰ μὴ ἐν προσευχῇ, “This kind cannot be driven out by anything but prayer” (v. 29). In the great codices א* and B, the verse ends here; but in several other witnesses, including 𝔓45 אb A C D K L W X Δ Θ Π f 1 f13 33 et al., the words καὶ νηστείᾳ, “and fasting,” are found.[52] In other words, the really tough evil spirits require more than a command—even more than a command and prayer—they require prayer and fasting.

			The added words probably originated as a gloss (by a scribe or by an exegete), a gloss that reflected exorcistic practice. A scribe may have added the gloss to the margin to augment the advice Jesus gave his disciples, which then became instruction for the church. The marginal gloss was later incorporated into the text itself by a copyist who may have understood the marginal gloss as a correction.

			I should note that at v. 24 some mss say that “the father of the child cried out with tears [μετὰ δακρύων]” (e.g., Ac C3 D K N Γ Θ f1,13 33 et al.).[53] This gloss is probably best explained as a heightening of the father’s desperation.[54] The scribe who added the gloss may have done so on the basis of actual observation in late antiquity of the anxiety and grief of parents whose children were seriously ill.

			Luke 22:43–44. In Luke’s shortened account of the prayer and vigil on the Mount of Olives (Luke 22:39–46; cf. Matt 26:36–46; Mark 14:32–42), Jesus concludes his prayer with the words: “Father, if you are willing, remove this cup from me; nevertheless not my will, but yours, be done” (Luke 22:42). At this point, some mss continue with v. 45 (“And when he arose from prayer . . .”), but other mss contain vv. 43–44: ὤφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ἄγγελος ἀπ᾿ οὐρανοῦ ἐνισχύων αὐτόν. καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ ἐκτενέστερον προσηύχετο· καὶ ἐγένετο ὁ ἱδρὼς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ θρόμβοι αἵματος καταβαίνοντες ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, “And there appeared to him an angel from heaven, strengthening him. And being in agony he prayed more earnestly; and his sweat became like great drops of blood falling down upon the ground” (apud א*,b D K L X Γ Δ* Θ Π* Ψ f 1 0171 syp vg; with obeli or asterisks Δc Πc et al.).[55] In some mss these verses appear in the Gospel of Matthew, after Matt 26:39 (e.g., Cmg f13). The verses are not found in 𝔓69vid 𝔓75 אa A B N R T W et al. and are not found in several early fathers (Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Athanasius, Ambrose, et al.).

			In this case, the question of originality is not obvious. It is possible that a copyist or two found the scene objectionable, in that describing Jesus as “in agony” was viewed as undignified and perhaps not in accord with his identity (contrast the serenity of Jesus in John 17). Yet, the passage presents Jesus as hardly less dignified than the descriptions in Matthew and Mark, where Jesus is “greatly distressed and troubled” (Mark 14:33) and then “fell on the ground and prayed” (v. 35; cf. Matt 26:39 “fell on his face”). If the Matthean and Markan descriptions were acceptable and passed on by copyists, as they were, it is hard to see why a copyist was unable to accept and transmit Luke 22:43–44, where an angel appears to Jesus to strengthen him and where the earnestness of Jesus’ prayers results in great drops of sweat. But it is not hard to see why a copyist would accept and insert a free-floating story about an appearance of an angel (which in a sense is an endorsement of Jesus—of his person and of his agony in prayer the evening of his betrayal and arrest) and an embellishment of the agony itself. It fits Luke well. Note that Luke does not say that Jesus “fell on the ground” or “fell on his face.” On the contrary, in Luke 22:41 Jesus “knelt down and prayed.” Verses 43–44 should be understood as an early gloss that enhanced Luke’s more dignified portrait of Jesus and showed that the prayer directed to his heavenly Father has in fact been heard and answered.

			The gloss is early enough (e.g., it is known to Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, both second century;[56] Hippolytus, early third century;[57] and apparently was in the Gospel of the Nazarenes,[58] also second century) that, like the story of the woman caught in adultery (John 7:53–8:11 in some mss, including some mss of Luke), the story of the angel and the blood-like sweat may have originated early and independently of Luke (Justin Martyr and Irenaeus do not say the tradition comes from Luke). Indeed, fourth-century Epiphanius seems to have suspected that the verses were a gloss and not originally part of the Gospel of Luke.[59] Whatever the origin of the story, its placement in the Gospel of Luke, as opposed to the other Gospels, makes sense, for it fits the Lukan perspective and style well.

			John 5:3b–4. In the Johannine story of the healing of the lame man at the pool of Bethzatha (John 5:1–18),[60] the lame man, who had been lying beside the pool for a long time, tells Jesus that when the water is agitated, he is never able to enter the water. Before he enters, someone else enters before him and is healed (v. 7). The lame man either means that the first person to enter the pool is healed (so the gloss soon to be considered) or that the healing power of the water lasts only a moment, when the water is agitated, and that he is too weak and too slow to get into the water soon enough (especially with other sick persons pushing ahead of him). People unfamiliar with the tradition surrounding this pool would find the lame man’s explanation confusing.[61]

			Several mss add the following between vv. 3 and 5: ἐκδεχομένων τὴν τοῦ ὕδατος κίνησιν. ἄγγελος [τοῦ κυρίου] γὰρ κατὰ καιρὸν κατέβαινεν ἐν τῇ κολυμβήθρᾳ, καὶ ἐτάρασσε τὸ ὕδωρ· ὁ οὖν πρῶτος ἐμβὰς μετὰ τὴν ταραχὴν τοῦ ὕδατος, ὑγιὴς ἐγίνετο, ᾧ δήποτε κατείχετο νοσήματι, “waiting for the moving of the water. For an angel [of the Lord] at certain season would descend into the pool and agitate the water; then the first person entering after the agitation of the water was made well, of whatever disease he had” (A C3 K L Δ Θ Ψ 063 078 f1 f13 et al.). Some mss read only the words found at the end of v. 3 (cf. vg expectantium aquae motum). Some mss have the passage, but it is marked with obeli or asterisks (e.g., S Λ Π 047 et al.). Several old and high quality mss do not have vv. 3b–4 (e.g., 𝔓66 𝔓75 א B C D Wsupp 33 and various versions).

			The statement made by the lame man in v. 7 could be seen as support for the originality of vv. 3b–4. But it is more likely that his statement about his inability to descend into the pool at the moment of agitation, which lacks context and no doubt was confusing to readers unfamiliar with the popular belief about this pool, prompted the addition of vv. 3b–4. In other words, the doubtful verses represent an explanatory gloss, which an interpreter, probably not a copyist initially, added in the margin. Then a later copyist, thinking it was part of the original text, added it to the copy he was making. Further support for the non-Johannine origin of vv. 3b–4 lies in the observation that several words and phrases are not characteristic of the Fourth Evangelist (e.g., ἐκδέχομαι, κατὰ καιρόν, κατέχομαι, κίνησις, νόσημα, ταραχή). Metzger and most commentators rightly regard vv. 3b–4 as a gloss.[62]

			Other examples where scribes add, subtract, or alter the text could be discussed, but I think the half-dozen reviewed above provide an adequate sample. What we observe are intentional alterations of the text, by which copyists believe they are restoring the text (e.g., by including a marginal gloss) or clarifying the text; or unintentional alterations thanks to errors of eye or ear, fatigue, or carelessness. However the variants were introduced, in almost all cases they are easy to spot and usually not too difficult to unravel. This is the case either because of internal considerations or because of the number and quality of the witnesses themselves.

			Conscious attempts to alter the theological complexion of the text are surprisingly rare and they too are easy to spot. The omission of “not even the Son” in Matt 24:36 is an obvious example. Presumably the copyist who omitted these words did so to protect an exalted understanding of Jesus. But his effort failed. He succeeded in influencing several important mss, but many other important witnesses retained the words. Moreover, the parallel at Mark 13:32 also retains the words. The copyist who omitted the words simply could not influence enough mss in enough regions and in enough versions to succeed in altering the text. And we should also assume that there was more than one copyist who chose to omit the unwanted words.

			Corruption of the text, whether in an orthodox direction or an unorthodox direction, was not easy to do; and we have no evidence that suggests anyone managed to pull it off. This was one of the points made in ch. 2 above. There is no evidence of significant redaction in the first two centuries of the text. Rather, the text of the New Testament, including the text of the four Gospels, remained stable and retained a close facsimile of the autographic text. The few significant and substantial variants that entered the text—such as the pericope adulterae and perhaps the Long Ending of Mark, as well as some of the shorter glosses like the ones considered in the paragraphs above—entered the text in later times.[63] Even when they enjoy widespread attestation among many manuscripts and authorities, their second- or third-century intrusion into the text left behind disturbances in the textual tradition. The discovery in the last two centuries of a great many older manuscripts has greatly facilitated detection of these glosses and variants.

			Claims to the effect that scribes altered the text to suit their own theological preferences are overdrawn, and claims that the text was substantially altered in the first century of transmission, whatever the motives, simply have no support in the textual evidence itself. The principal problem with the hypothesis that early copyists would have been tempted to make textual adjustments on theological grounds is that in the early period it was not clear what “orthodoxy” should be or which Gospels, among all on offer, would be accepted as authoritative. What copyist of a Gospel in the first century of the writing’s existence would know what changes he should make? How would the copyist know that the Gospel he is copying will emerge as canonical and contribute significantly to the church’s understanding of the person, mission, and achievement of Jesus? The assumption that early copyists found it necessary to adjust the text is anachronistic, in that it is imagined that copyists knew what literature would become part of the canon and what theology would become orthodox.

			Furthermore, although some of the early copyists were probably Christians, as the tendency to harmonize the Gospels seems to suggest,[64] many of the copyists of early Christian literature were professional scribes and not necessarily Christians.[65] What theological preferences motivated them? None at all, we should assume. These copyists were paid by the line to copy and to copy accurately. Careful, accurate scribes were paid more than sloppy, careless, or tendentious scribes.[66] The professional scribe would have had no motive whatsoever to alter the theological complexion of any New Testament writing.[67] And if he had, he would not have known how.

			Summing Up

			The advent and eventual triumph of the printing press over the manuscript significantly changed how copies of biblical writings were made. The nature of the text of Scripture itself and of how it was understood was thrown into a whole new light. Whereas each handwritten copy of Scripture was in some ways unique—with respect to its verbal content (which inevitably included a number of distinctive readings), quality of penmanship, use of nomina sacra, abbreviations, punctuation, and marginal sigla and notes, even the very order of the New Testament books themselves—the new printed texts began to circulate in the hundreds (and later thousands) in identical form, with the same words, same spelling, same abbreviations, and the like. Only in a context like this could anyone begin to speak of a Textus Receptus, a “received text.” And only when a received text was in hand could scholars and laity alike begin to think of this text as perhaps the autographic text itself.

			Of course, what made it possible to produce a critical text was gathering and collating many manuscripts, which is what Erasmus did. His seven or eight manuscripts used for the 1516 edition soon became dozens and dozens and eventually became hundreds. And in collating dozens and eventually hundreds of manuscripts in the effort to construct a critical text that, it was hoped, approximated the autographic text, hundreds and, in time, thousands of variants were also identified and catalogued. The potential importance of this task was recognized by John Mill (ca. 1645–1707), who labored away for some thirty years. When Mill published his edition of the Greek New Testament (principally the third edition, 1550, of Stephanus), he included an apparatus that cited some thirty thousand places in the text where variant readings existed among the one hundred manuscripts or so that he had examined.[68] His work launched modern textual criticism and it also generated controversy.

			Not everyone was happy to see so many variants brought to light. Theologian Daniel Whitby (1638–1726) believed that the many variants presented by Mill undermined faith and made it easier for doubters to express their skepticism.[69] The textual realia of the many manuscripts and their variants did nothing to undermine either faith or the integrity of the text.[70] Indeed, the collation of numerous manuscripts, the search for older manuscripts, and the development of the principles and canons of textual criticism provided firm evidence that the text of the New Testament was in fact well preserved, notwithstanding the many variants. Textual scholarship made steady progress, ultimately resulting in the fine editions of the Greek New Testament that we possess today.[71]

			As a discipline, textual criticism has matured. We possess today more than five thousand pre-printing-press Greek texts (New Testament writings, lectionaries, patristic commentaries) and many thousands more in Latin and in other languages. There really is nothing in the Greek New Testament, including and especially the Gospels, where there is uncertainty about anything of great importance. There are no missing (original) verses or missing (original) chapters (as often is the case with classical literature). The four Gospels, as well as the other twenty-three books of the New Testament, are fully preserved, in their original language and in a number of other languages. We are not left wondering, for example, what Jesus really said in the Sermon on the Mount or how John’s poetic prologue originally read. Critical scholars go about their work of interpretation and put to use the various methods of criticism employed by historians and literary critics on the well-founded assumption that the text we have is very, very close to the autographic text.

			Critical scholars know, too, that the four New Testament Greek Gospels provide us with the best materials for inquiry into the teaching and activities of Jesus of Nazareth, whose disciples founded the Christian church. The other writings considered in this book all have value, to be sure, and make important contributions in one way or another and so are fully deserving of fair and unbiased study. But these writings are secondary to the New Testament Gospels; and where they differ from the New Testament Gospels, they invariably exhibit a lack of verisimilitude (as underscored with respect to the Gospel of Thomas in chs. 4–5 above and with respect to the Gospel of Peter in ch. 6 above).

			The four New Testament Greek Gospels present portraits of Jesus in the context of the Jewish world of the early first century, a world whose abundant literary and material remains allow us to flesh out a remarkably full and nuanced setting in which the founder of Christianity conducted himself and memorably impacted his contemporaries.
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					[40]. I might add that ἐπὶ Ἀβιαθὰρ τοῦ ἀρχιερέως is read by Erasmus (cf. A C Θ Π Σ Φ 074 33 et al.).

				

				
					[41]. The ms is held in the Catholic University in Milan as P.Med. Inv. Nr. 69.24.
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					[45]. Perhaps we should say the Abiathar reading in Mark 2:26 belongs in the textual apparatus of the Hebrew Bible and the Old Greek. The Abiathar reading in Mark 2:26 could reflect an exegetical strategy on the part of the evangelist, who wishes by referring to Abiathar, David’s supporter, to extend and elaborate on Jesus’ comparison between himself and David. See M. Botner, “Has Jesus Read What David Did? Probing Problems in Mark 2:25–26,” JTS, n.s., 69 (2018): 484–99, esp. 498–99.
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					[50]. B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London: United Bible Societies, 1975 [corrected edition]), 62.
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Figure 1.1: Codex Vaticanus. Codex Vaticanus, made up of three columns per page, is identified by the sigla B and 03. It dates to about the middle of the fourth century. According to Vaticanus, Mark 1:1 (the incipit of Mark) reads, “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” Textual critics think the last two words (in Greek), “Son of God,” were accidentally omitted because of parablepsis. One will notice at the bottom of the middle column, where the Gospel of Matthew ends, the words Κατὰ Μαθθαῖον, “according to Matthew.” Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 1.2: Codex Vaticanus. As in Codex Sinaiticus, Mark 16 in Codex Vaticanus ends with verse 8 about two-thirds down, with the column to the right-hand side left blank. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 1.3: Codex Vaticanus. Luke 1 in Codex Vaticanus begins on page “1304,” in the far left-hand column. The opening verse is preceded by a green horizontal bar with three red crosses. The first letter in Luke 1:1, the letter epsilon, is oversized and colored with blue and red ink. One will also note the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana stamp near the bottom of the page, between the first and second columns of text. The left side of the stamp obscures the last letter in the last line of the first column. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 1.4: Codex Ephraemi syri rescriptus. Codex Ephraemi syri rescriptus (C 04) dates to the fifth century. In the twelfth century, the pages were scraped and overwritten with a Greek translation of Syriac tractates by Ephraem (fourth century). The original underlying Greek is very difficult to read. In the image depicted here, the original Greek is rightside up and the medieval overwrite is upside down. Courtesy of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France.
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Figure 1.5: Codex Bezae (Luke 6). Codex Bezae, meaning “(Theodore) Beza’s Codex,” dates to about 400, perhaps somewhat later. It is a diglot, comprising Greek and Latin columns, and is identified with the sigla D and 05. At Luke 6:5 we find an otherwise unattested utterance attributed to Jesus when he sees a man working on the Sabbath. Courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library. Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.6: [image: Image]19. Papyrus 19 dates to the third century and preserves Matt 10:32–11:5. It was part of a papyrus codex. What is interesting about this fragment of text is its affiliation with a few otherwise distinctive readings found in the Hebrew text of Matthew as preserved in Shem Tov, a medieval Jewish text. Courtesy of Weston Library, University of Oxford. Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.7: [image: Image]64. Papyrus 64 may date as early as the late second century. It preserves parts of Matthew 26. Courtesy of Magdalen College, University of Oxford. Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.8: [image: Image]110. Papyrus 110 preserves a few verses of Matthew 10 and probably dates to the late third century. Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project.
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Figure 1.9: [image: Image]45. Papyrus 45 dates to the early third century and preserves portions of the four New Testament Gospels and the book of Acts. Depicted here is Mark 9 (CBL BP I f.7). Image used with permission of the Chester Beatty, Dublin. Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.10: [image: Image]137. Papyrus 137, published in 2018, contains portions of a few verses from Mark 1. This fragment was initially dated to the end of the first century, but is now dated to the late second century or early third century. Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project.
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Figure 1.11: [image: Image]75. Papyrus 75, formerly housed in the Fondation Martin Bodmer Bibliothèque et Musée, Geneva, and now housed in the Vatican, preserves portions of the Gospels of Luke and John. This papyrus codex, possibly one of a set of two (the other containing the Gospels of Matthew and Mark), probably dates to the third century. Depicted here is the end of the Gospel of Luke and the beginning of the Gospel of John. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 1.12: [image: Image]52. Papyrus 52 dates to the second century, perhaps as early as the middle of the century. (The commonly claimed date of 125 CE is far too precise.) This small fragment, which was part of a codex, preserves on both sides parts of John 18. Courtesy of the John Rylands Library, University of Manchester. Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.13: [image: Image]66. Papyrus 66 contains almost all of the Gospel of John. Although this small papyrus codex could date as early as the end of the second century, it more likely dates to the first half of the third century. The scribe who copied this text made numerous errors, almost all of which he corrected. Courtesy of the Fondation Martin Bodmer, Cologny (Geneva). Photo: Brian Russell.
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Figure 1.14: [image: Image]90. Papyrus 90 preserves John 18:26–19:7 and may date as early as the late second century. Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project.
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Figure 2.1: Grenfell and Hunt at Oxyrhynchus. Local Egyptians worked for B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt in excavating the trash mounds at Oxyrhynchus. Depicted here are workers placing finds in baskets. Photo ca. 1903: Public domain.
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Figure 2.2: Grenfell and Hunt digging at Oxyrhynchus. One can see in this photo two trenches, which permitted stratigraphical analysis, which in turn made it possible to determine how long MSS remained in use before being discarded. Photo ca. 1903: Public domain.


[image: Image]

Figure 2.3: The Tesoro Letter of Herculaneum. A partially deciphered letter from Herculaneum published by Giacomo Castrucci, Tesoro letterario di Ercolano, ossia: La reale officina dei papiri ercolanesi (Naples: Fibreno, 1858). Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 2.4: Herculaneum Papyrus 1425 facsimile. Drawn by Giuseppe Casanova ca. 1807. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 2.5: Public wharfs at Herculaneum. The charred remains of some fifteen humans huddled together in a storage room on a waterside wharf testify to the deadly heat of the eruption of Mount Vesuvius in 79 CE. The heat also charred hundreds of bookrolls in the Villa of the Papyri, thus preserving them to this day. Photo: Craig Evans.
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Figure 3.1: Shem Tov’s Hebrew Matthew. Shem Tov (“Good Name”) ben Isaac ben Shaprut made a Hebrew translation of the Gospel of Matthew and then wrote mostly negative commentary on the text. Depicted is the first page, with commentary on Matt 1:1. Photo: Public domain.


[image: Image]

Figure 3.2: Syriac Sinaiticus Matthew. The Syriac Sinaiticus version of the New Testament Gospels may have appeared at the end of the second century. It is debated whether the Syriac Gospels influenced Tatian, who produced the Diatessaron, or if the Diatessaron influenced the Syriac Gospels. Depicted is fol. 82b (Matt 1:1–17). Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 3.3: Syriac Sinaiticus John. Depicted is fol. 129r (John 5:46–6:11). Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 4.1: Greek fragment of the Gospel of Thomas. Three Greek fragments of unknown “Sayings of Jesus” were recovered from Oxyrhynchus. In 1945 a complete Coptic translation was recovered from Nag Hammadi. It was then that scholars realized that the Greek fragments were from the Gospel of Thomas. Depicted is P.Oxy. 1. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 4.2: First page of Coptic Gospel of Thomas. A complete Coptic version of the Gospel of Thomas was found in 1945. It is now designated as tractate 2 in Nag Hammadi Codex II (i.e., NHC II,2). Depicted above is the end of the Apocryphon of John and the beginning of the Gospel of Thomas. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 5.1: Page of Arabic Diatessaron. Tatian’s Diatessaron, a harmony of the four New Testament Gospels, was probably produced in Greek in the 170s in Syria. The work was translated into Arabic and perhaps other languages. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 5.2: Codex Fuldensis 296–297. The sixth-century Codex Fuldensis 296–297 is an early and important witness to the text of Tatian’s Diatessaron. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 5.3: Syriac Bible Paris MS. The illustrated sixth- or seventh-century Syriac Bible of Paris (Bibliothèque Nationale MS syr. 341) is an important witness to the Syriac text. Depicted is Moses before Pharaoh. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 6.1: Leaf of the Akhmîm Codex, Gospel of Peter. A large part of the Passion narrative was recovered from Akhmîm in 1887. The text was eventually identified as belonging to the Gospel of Peter, an elaboration of the earlier canonical Gospels, especially Matthew. The Gospel of Peter describes a very tall Jesus emerging from the tomb, followed by a walking, talking cross. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 6.2: Acts of Pilate / Gospel of Nicodemus. The Acts of Pilate (also called the Gospel of Nicodemus) narrates a greatly embellished account of the trial, execution, and resurrection of Jesus. Depicted is a page of a ninth- or tenth-century parchment version of this work. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 7.1: Gospel of Judas. The 2006 publication of the Gospel of Judas, one of the tractates found in Codex Tchacos, created a public sensation. The initial interpretation that the Gospel of Judas portrays Judas Iscariot, the disciple who betrayed Jesus, as a hero has been largely abandoned. Depicted is leaf 33, the first page of the Gospel of Judas. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 8.1: Mar Saba Clementine letter. At the 1960 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Columbia University Professor Morton Smith announced that he had found a letter of Clement of Alexandria in which mention is made of a mystical or secret version of the Gospel of Mark. Scholars today are sharply divided on the question of the authenticity of this document and Smith’s account of its discovery. Depicted is the second of the three pages of Greek penned in the back of an old book found in the Mar Saba Monastery in the Judean Desert. Photo: Public domain.


[image: Image]

Figure 8.2: Gospel of Mary. In a gnostic text known as the Gospel of Mary, the woman known in the canonical Gospels as Mary Magdalene (or Mary of Magdala) is portrayed as a favored disciple of Jesus. Depicted is a Greek fragment recovered from Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy 3525). Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project.
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Figure 8.3: Gospel of Jesus’ Wife. A Coptic papyrus fragment called the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife was announced in 2012. The Coptic text, English translation, notes, and commentary were published in 2014. Very quickly it was recognized as a modern forgery. Courtesy of Harvard Divinity School.


[image: Image]

Figure 9.1: Jesus in the Infancy Gospel. The fourteenth-century Klosterneuburger Evangelienwerk contains some of the Infancy Gospel, in which the youthful Jesus performs astounding feats. Depicted (fol. 28r) is Jesus making birds from clay. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 9.2: Infancy Gospel of James. The Infancy Gospel of James relates the miraculous birth and upbringing of Mary, the mother of Jesus. Depicted is Bodmer V, page 1. Courtesy of the Fondation Martin Bodmer Bibliothèque et Musée.
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Figure 9.3: Miracles of Mary. In the Byzantine period on into the medieval period, stories multiplied about Mary, the mother of Jesus. Some narratives, such as the one contained in the fourteenth-century leaf depicted above, relate various miracles that Mary performed. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University.
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Figure 9.4: A fragment of the Toledot Yeshu. Jewish teachers in the Byzantine period on into the medieval period produced narratives that countered the Christian Gospels. These stories were gathered into a work, which circulated in many versions, known as the Toledot Yeshu, “the Generations of Jesus.” Depicted here is Cambridge University Library T-S NS 164.26, a fragment of the Toledot Yeshu found among the thousands of documents recovered from the Ben Ezra Synagogue of Cairo. In line 10 Jesus says, “I am the Messiah and I make alive the dead.” Courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library.
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Figure 9.5: Jesus in the Qur’ān. The Qur’ān apparently claims that Jesus was not put to death on a cross, but rather that this only appeared to have happened. Depicted is Qur’ān 4.157–158 (fol. 55v), in which this curious claim apparently is made. Photo courtesy of the Chester Beatty Library, Dublin.
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Figure 10.1: Pibechis Charm. The well-known Pibechis Charm from the Greek Magical Papyri (PGM IV.3007–3086) invokes Jesus as “the God of the Hebrews” for protection against demons. Courtesy of the Bibliothèque nationale de France.
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Figure 10.2: Magic charm with the Lord’s Prayer. P.Duke 778 is a Christian magical charm that contains LXX Psalm 90 on the front and the Lord’s Prayer (Matt 6:9–13) on the back. Courtesy of the Early Manuscripts Collection, David M. Rubenstein Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Duke University.
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Figure 10.3: Apocryphal exorcism text. P.Oxy. 5072 contains an exorcism story on the recto side that appears to blend elements of the exorcism of the man in the synagogue (Mark 1:21–28) and the demonized man called “Legion” (Matt 8:28–33; Mark 5:1–20). The verso side appears to contain sayings of Jesus on being his disciple. Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society and the University of Oxford Imaging Papyri Project.
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Figure 10.4: P.Oxy. 840, Jesus in the temple precincts. A small leaf of parchment (not papyrus), probably used secondarily as an amulet, narrates a sharp encounter between Jesus and a Pharisaic priest in the temple precincts. Bodleian Libraries MS. Gr. Th. G. 11 (P), verso. Courtesy of the Bodleian Libraries, The University of Oxford.
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Figure 10.5: P.Egerton 2. The Egerton Papyrus 2 is made up of fragments of what may have been a Gospel harmony. The papyrus dates to the middle of the second century and may actually be an autograph. Depicted are fragments 2–3. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 10.6: Magician’s Cup. In 2008 a ceramic cup was recovered from the harbor at Alexandria, Egypt. The cup appears to read, “The chanter [speaks? acts?] through Christ.” Courtesy of the Oxford Centre for Maritime Archaeology. Photo Christoph Gerigk@Franck Goddio/Hilti Foundation.
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Figure 10.7: James Ossuary. In 2002 it was announced that a first-century ossuary (or bone box) was inscribed with the words “Jacob (or James), the son of Joseph, brother of Jesus.” Although some claimed that the inscription was modern, it was later determined to be authentic. Courtesy of the Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 10.8: Magic bowl with pseudoscript. The name of Jesus appears in a few Jewish magic bowls, usually for protection against illness or demons. At least 10 percent of these magic bowls, which date from the fifth to the eighth centuries, contain pseudoscript (as the one depicted here). Some scholars think this could be viewed as “writing in tongues.” Courtesy of the University of Pikeville Museum. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 11.1: Cairo Hebrew Exodus Scroll. Although dating to the medieval period, the Cairo Hebrew Exodus Scroll is a fair representation of what Torah Scrolls would have looked like in the time of Jesus and the early church. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 11.2: Kennicott Bible. Hebrew scholar Benjamin Kennicott (1718–1783) owned a number of old Hebrew and Aramaic Bibles. Depicted here is the so-called Kennicott Bible (fol. 6v.), which dates to December 1298. It is a Hebrew Bible that includes the Targum. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 11.3: London Polyglot. The Polyglot (1657) by Brian Walton (1600–1661), or the London Polyglot, as it became known, exhibited the Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic texts of the Bible. It was probably the best of its kind in the emerging age of the printing press. Courtesy of Craig Evans. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.1: Novum Instrumentum omne (1516). The first collated and printed Greek New Testament was Desiderius Erasmus’ Novum Instrumentum omne, “The Complete New Instrument,” of 1516. Depicted here is the title page. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.2: Novum Instrumentum omne, Matthew’s incipit. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.3: Novum Testamentum omne (1519). Erasmus brought out a second edition of his Greek New Testament in 1519, this time under the title Novum Testamentum omne, “The Complete New Testament.” Depicted here is the title page. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.4: Novum Testamentum omne, Mark’s incipit. The incipit of the Gospel of Mark in the 1519 edition of the Novum Testamentum omne. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.5: Novum Testamentum omne (1519) with error. The printing press reduced the number of errors in the second edition, but it did not eliminate them. On page 119 of this edition, the running head over the Latin column reads secundum Marcum, “according to Mark,” instead of secundum Lucam, “according to Luke.” The running head over the Greek column on the left is correct, however. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.6: Novum Testamentum omne (1522). Depicted is the incipit of the Gospel of John in Novum Testamentum omne (1522). Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.


[image: Image]

Figure 12.7: Martin Luther’s Das Neue Testament (1524). Depicted is the title page of Martin Luther’s 1524 German translation of the New Testament. The page is illustrated with a number of scenes, mostly from the Gospels. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.8: Martin Luther’s Das Neue Testament, Matthew’s incipit. The first page of Luther’s German translation shows the evangelist Matthew at his writing desk. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.9: Bishops’ Bible (1568). The title page of the 1568 Bishops’ Bible features Elizabeth I, Queen of England. Photo: Public domain.
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Figure 12.10: Bishops’ Bible, Matthew’s incipit. The title of Matthew is given as “The Gospell by Saint Matthew.” Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.11: The Newe Testament of the Holy Bible of 1611. The Holy Bible, “containing the Old Testament and the New,” authorized by James I, King of England, appeared in 1611. Depicted here is the first page of the first edition of the “Newe Testament.” Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.12: Incipit of the Gospel of Luke in the Holy Bible of 1611. Courtesy of the Dunham Bible Museum, Houston Baptist University. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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Figure 12.13: The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881). B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort’s The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881; American edition, 1882) was controversial because it represented a break from the Textus Receptus, the Greek text based on the Majority Text tradition (the so-called Byzantine MSS). Depicted are the last two pages of the Gospel of Mark. On the left (p. 112), Mark 16 ends with verse 8. On the right (p. 113), Westcott and Hort provide the Long Ending (Mark 16:9–20) and the so-called Short Ending. Courtesy of Craig Evans. Photo: Ginny Evans.
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