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PREFACE

THE Gospel of Philip belongs to the same collection of
Gnostic documents as the more famous Gospel of
Thomas, but has not as yet received the same attention. Many
of the sayings in Thomas are parallel to, yet not identical with,
sayings long familiar from the canonical Gospels, and the
suggestion that this document goes back at least in part to a
tradition independent of our Gospels at once aroused a lively
interest. Philip, on the other hand, has never been considered
as anything but a Gnostic document. It is not, however, for
that reason unimportant. The original Gnostic documents at
our disposal are not so numerous that we can afford to neglect
any addition to their number, and this new gospel has in
several respects an interest of its own. It provides a striking
confirmation for some aspects of the account of Valentinianism
supplied by Irenacus, and to this extent attests the substantial
reliability of the early Father’s report. If we may date the
Greek original, as has been suggested, in the second century,
Philip is one of the earliest documents for some of the themes
which figure in later apocryphal literature. And by no means
least, it is significant for Valentinian exegesis of the New
Testament, as evidence of the ways in which the Gnostics took
over and adapted New Testament language and ideas for
purposes of their own. One or two passages may even have
some significance for the textual critic (130. 17: cf. Matt. ix. 15;
132. 27f.: cf. Matt. xxiii. 38).

The pioneer work on this text was done by Dr. H. M.
Schenke, who published the first modern translation in 1959.
My indebtedness will be evident on nearly every page, and is
frankly acknowledged. The present volume is not, however,
merely a reproduction of his work, but an attempt to carry it
further and to make some independent contribution to the
study of the document. Inevitably there are points of transla-

tion and of interpretation on which I have been unable to agree
v



vi PREFACE

with him, but criticism on points of detail does not imply any
failure to recognize the value of his work, which has laid the
foundation upon which all who follow him must build.

My special thanks are due to Dr. W. C. Till for his advice
and criticism, but for which this book would have been much
the poorer. Dr. Till has himself been engaged on the prepara-
tion of an edition of the Coptic text, which is shortly to be
published, and over a period of several months we have dis-
cussed in detail the problems which the text presents. I think
I may venture to claim that in this collaboration the debt has
not been wholly upon one side. In any case, the final responsi-
bility for this book, and in particular for the commentary, is
my own. For discussion of the language and an index to the
vocabulary, reference may be made to Dr. Till’s edition. Ihave
also to thank Sir Steven Runciman for drawing my attention
to a passage in Obolensky’s The Bogomils, and for his con-
firmation of my impression that no exact parallel to ‘saying’ o1
is as yet known. Finally, I have to thank Messrs. Rascher of
Ziirich for permission to quote material from the translations
of the Jung Codex Treatise on the Resurrection (or Letter to
Rheginus) and Epistle of James, which are to be published by
them. '

R. McL. W.
St. Andrews.
May, 1962.
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THE GOSPEL OF PHILIP

INTRODUCTION

THE discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947 and the
succeeding years inaugurated a new era in the study of
Christian origins. It is now generally acknowledged that these
documents are the remains of the library of a community of
Essene type which maintained itself at Qumran down to the
Roman occupation of the site about A.p. 68, and which to
some extent stood apart from the main stream of Jewish life
as we know it from other sources. The texts have shed fresh
light on many aspects of the Palestinian background of New
Testament times, and the interest which they have aroused is
reflected in the steady flow of books and articles devoted to
them in recent years.

Even before the discovery of the Scrolls another collection
of documents was found at Nag Hammadi in Egypt, the library
of a Gnostic group, which may in time prove to be as impor-
tant for the history of the second Christian century as the
Scrolls have been for an earlier period; but their fate so far has
been very different.? Of the thirteen codices in this collection,
one was secured for the Jung Institute in Ziirich and the other
twelve for the Coptic Museum in Cairo. From the Jung Codex
only the Gospel of Truth has yet been published,? although
work on other texts is in progress. A photographic edition of
some of the Cairo texts was published in 1956, and from this
German translations were made by Prof. J. Leipoldt and Dr.

1 On the Nag Hammadi library as a whole see H. C. Puech in Coptic Studies in
Honor of W. E. Crum, Boston 1950, 91f.; J. Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian
Ghrostics, London 1960; S. Schulz, Theol. Rundschau 26 (1960), 237

2 Malinine, Puech, Quispel, Evangelium Veritatis, Ziirich 1956; four pages missing

from this edition were published by the same editors, with W. C. Till, in Evangelium
Veritatis (Supplementum), Ziirich and Stuttgart 1961.
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H. M. Schenke;! but of these only the Gospel of Thomas has
so far attracted attention. The discovery by H. C. Puech (and
independently by G. Garitte) that this ‘gospel’ contains a
Coptic version of the famous Oxyrhynchus ‘Sayings of Jesus’ 2
together with the claim (advanced especially by G. Quispel)
that this document goes back at least in part to a tradition
independent of that contained in our canonical Gospels, made
it at once the subject of a lively interest. Translations were
published in several languages, and the problems which it
presents, including those of interpretation and of its relation to
our Gospels, have been discussed in a growing stream of books
and articles.?

The Gospel of Philip belongs to the same collection, and
indeed to the same volume, as the Gospel of Thomas. In
Codex III of the Nag Hammadi library (Puech’s classification;
Codex X in that of Doresse)* Thomas is the second text and
Philip the third. This may not be without significance in view
of the fact that in the Pistis Sophia (c. 42) Philip, Thomas and
Matthew are the three disciples charged with the recording of
the words and works of Jesus, a charge explained in the
following chapter in terms of the three witnesses required by

IPhotographic edition: P. Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old
Cairo, Cairo 1956. The German translations were originally published in Theol.
Literaturzeitung 1958-59, and subsequently reprinted, with revisions, in Leipoldt-
Schenke, Koptisch-gnostische Schriften aus den Papyrus-Codices von Nag-Hamadi, Ham-
burg-Bergstedt 1960. This contains the Gospels of Thomas and Philip and the
Hypostasis of the Archons (i.e. Labib plates 80-145); the anonymous document which
follows them (in Labib, 145-158) is not included (see TLZ 1959, 243ff., and Leipoldt-
Schenke 84).

2 Cf. Schneemelcher, in Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NT Apokryphen i, Tiibingen
1959, 61 note 1; also Puech in the same volume, 199ff.; Garitte, Le Muséon 70 (1957),
591t

3 For the earlier literature cf. Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, London 1960,
to which may be added B. Girtner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, London
1961; E. Haenchen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums, Berlin 1961; R. Kasser,
L’Evangile selon Thomas, Neuchitel 1961; and articles by Haenchen, Th. R. 27 (1961),
147ff.; H. W. Montefiore, New Testament Studies vii (1961), 220f.; A. F. J. Klijn,
Vigiliae Christianae xv (1961), 146ff.

4 Puech in Crum Studies, 101ff.; Doresse, op. cit. 142ff.; for a comparative table of
these classifications see van Unnik, Newly Discovered Gnostic Writings, London 1960,
16f£.
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Deuteronomy xix. 15 As Puech has shown,? there is evidence
that at least the Gospels of Thomas and Philip enjoyed a con-
siderable prestige in Gnostic and Manichean circles, and there
is reason to believe that some at least of the allusions to writings
bearing these titles relate to the documents now restored to us.
The one quotation which has come down to us from a ‘Gospel
of Philip’ (in Epiphanius, Pan. 26. 13. 2-3) does not, however,
occur in our present Coptic text.? As with so many apocryphal
gospels, including the Gospel of Thomas, the title of the Gospel
of Philip affords no clue to the identity of the author. Itis most
improbable that Philip had anything to do with it, and the
most obvious explanation of its ascription to him is the fact that
he is the only disciple mentioned by name in the document.*
The Coptic manuscript is probably to be dated about
A.D. 400, but the document itself is older. In Puech’s view the
Vorlage, originally in Greek, might be dated to the second
century A.D., or at latest to the beginning or middle of the
third.®* Complete certainty is not yet possible, and there is of
course nothing to prevent the use of second-century ideas by
men of the third century or even later, but there are a number
of indications which seem to point to the second century. In
the first place there is the agreement with the Valentinian
system as described by Irenaeus and in the Excerpta ex Theo-
doto. It would probably be too much to claim that the docu-
ment was known to Irenacus, but it certainly reflects the

1 Cf. Puech in Hennecke-Schneemelcher 194. Doresse (op. cit. 221ff.) identifies the
third ‘witness’ as Matthias (in this following Zahn); but cf. Puech, op. cit. 227.

2 For Thomas, cf. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, 1994F., esp. 216fF.; for Philip, ib. 194fF.

3 According to Doresse (op. cit. 225) the passage appears in the Nag Hammadi
Gospel of the Egyptians.

4 Cf. Schenke in Leipoldt-Schenke 34. In an appendix (p. 82) he notes Leipoldt’s
view that the colophon containing the title is a later addition, which would mean
that the document was anonymous down to the transcription of our present text.
Comparison with the colophons of Thomas and the Hypostasis of the Archons
supports this view, although the similarity of the script may tell against it.

5 According to Labib, ‘the first half of the fourth century A.D.’; but estimates vary
considerably. Puech {op. cit. 197) notes that the Ms. was first dated to the middle or
first half of the third century, but seems to belong rather to the fourth or fifth. The
date ‘about 400’ is Dr. Till's guess for the Gospel of Thomas in the same codex
(B.J.R.L. 41 (1959) 451). Doresse (141 and 144) identifies the hand as a book-writing
style, the transition to which is said to have taken place during the fourth century.

¢ Hennecke-Schneemelcher 199.
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Valentinian theory as he knew it; in Philip the Gnostic system
has not yet been dissipated into fantasy as in some other later
texts.! Secondly, there are the parallels with such writings as
those of the Apostolic Fathers. At several points we can see the
same or similar ideas, although they are not necessarily used in
the same way; nor is it a case of borrowing by Philip from an
older text. Here it is important to bear in mind the point
recently urged by Prof. W. C. van Unnik,? that it is dangerous
to treat the Gnostics, the Apologists and others as distinct and
separate groups. There are, of course, differences arising from
the nature of the documents and the purposes which they were
meant to serve—a pastoral letter to a Christian congregation is
bound to differ from an apologia addressed to the unbeliever—
but the Gnostics remained fairly close to the ‘orthodox’
Church down to about 180; and it is clear from some of their
literature at any rate that some at least of them were, or
professed to be, Christians. It is indeed an open question how
far we can really make use of such terms as ‘orthodox’ and
‘heretical’ at this stage, when the situation is still fluid and the
issues not yet always clear-cut.* Moreover, we must also take
into account contemporary trends in philosophy, which in
varying degree affected not only orthodox and Gnostics but
their pagan neighbours as well. The similarities between
Plotinus and Gnosticism neither make Plotinus a Gnostic nor
the Gnostics Neo-Platonists!* In short, we have to distinguish
those elements which are specifically Gnostic from those which
derive from the common background of thought and ideas
and are shared by other groups; and this is one point at which
the material supplied by the Nag Hammadi discovery may be
of the first importance. In the third place, there is the state of
the Canon reflected in the New Testament echoes and allusions.
As with the Gospel of Truth,® it is clear that for the author of

1 Cf. Till in La Parola del Passato, 1949, 230ff.

2 Theol. Zeitschrift 17 (1961), 166fT.

3Cf. H. E. W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth, London 1954.

4 Cf. ]. Zandee, The Terminology of Plotinus and of some Gnostic Writings, Ned.
Hist.~arch. Inst., Istanbul 1961.

5 See van Unnik in The Jung Codex, ed. F. L. Cross, London 1955, 81f.
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Philip the greater part of our New Testament was known and
recognized as authoritative, even if we can scarcely say that it
was fully canonical. Here again the evidence appears consistent
with a date in the second century. Finally, the general atmo-
sphere seems to be rather that of the second century than of
the third. This last factor is admittedly rather more subjective,
since it is a matter of the impression formed by the individual
scholar on the basis of his knowledge of the period; but the
first three points admit of critical testing, and appear to be
reasonably sound.

A more delicate question is that of the relative dating of the
three Gnostic ‘Gospels’. Prof. van Unnik has maintained the
thesis that the Gospel of Truth is the work of Valentinus
himself, composed about A.p. 140-145 before the development
of the specifically Valentinian theories.! The editors of the
document, however, are more reserved, and claim only that
it is Valentinian, while other scholars have denied even this.2
Others again, like Jonas,® admit its Valentinian character but
argue that it does not anticipate but rather presupposes the
developed Valentinian theory. With the Gospel of Thomas,
again, some scholars have argued for a date in the first half of
the second century, whereas others have claimed the document
to be later than the Diatessaron of Tatian.* In both cases it
must be admitted that we are far from reaching any agreed
conclusion; but if Haenchen and Girtner are correct in their
analysis of the theology of Thomas we should have to allow
for a fairly advanced stage of development in Gnostic theory.®

1loc. cit.

2 Evangelium Veritatis xii-xv; this position is reaffirmed in the supplement (p. vii)
The Valentinian origin of the document has been disputed, among others, by Haenchen
(Z.K.G. 67 (1955), 154) and by Schenke (Die Herkunft des so-genannten Evangelium
Veeritatis, Berlin 1958). 3 Gnomon 32 (1960), 3271%., esp. 333.

4 Puech, for example, would date the last redaction about 140, or perhaps a little
later (Hennecke-Schneemelcher 221); dependence on the Diatessaron is suggested by
Grant-Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus, London 1960, and by Schippers, Het
Evangelie van Thomas, Kampen 1960 (cf. the discussion of the relationship there by
T. J. Baarda).

8 Haenchen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums; Girtner, The Theology of the
Gospel of Thomas. But cf. Grobel in New Testament Studies viii (1962) 367f.
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The Gospel of Philip, as Schenke has shown,! is clearly
Valentinian; indeed, a knowledge of some aspects of the
Valentinian theory is a necessary presupposition to the under-
standing of some of the allusions. If, therefore, van Unnik is
correct in his view of the Gospel of Truth, Philip must be
later. On the other hand, the absence of some of the features
which Girtner and Haenchen have found in Thomas would
suggest that Philip is earlier than that work; but it must be said
that a first impression on reading the two documents is that
Thomas, composed as it is largely of sayings similar to those in
our Gospels, is the older, and Philip a later and purely Gnostic
compilation on the same lines.? This, however, raises the
question of the structure and composition of the latter work.

For the present it must suffice to state this problem of the
relative dating of these texts and leave it unsolved, for the
simple reason that they have not yet been sufficiently studied
for a final verdict to be given. The question is, however,
important, and will require investigation, since its solution may
have much to teach us about the development of Gnostic
thought. Moreover, it serves to remind us that these texts are
not to be studied in isolation; they must be set in the context
of their period, so far as that is possible, and compared not only
with other Gnostic documents, whether earlier or later, but
with the extant remains of the literature of their times. Only
thus will they fully yield up all they have to tell.

Reference has been made above to the New Testament
echoes and allusions which this document contains. These
range from clear and unmistakable quotations down to echoes
which may appear significant to one scholar yet unimportant,
or even non-existent, to another. For example, when we read
“Then the slaves will be free, and the captives delivered’ are we
to think of Luke iv. 187 Or of Romans vii. 23 or Ephesians iv.
8? In many cases we may suspect that some New Testament
passage was in the author’s mind, although the text scarcely
justifies the claim that he is consciously quoting or alluding to

! Leipoldt-Schenke 34ff. 2 See further p. 10 below.
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our canonical Scriptures. The appended index of echoes and
allusions has accordingly been made as complete as possible,
with some attempt to indicate the less certain echoes; but it
cannot be said that nothing has been overlooked. Of the four
Gospels, the author’s preference is clearly for Matthew and
John, although there is at least one distinct allusion to Luke
(126. 7); there does not appear to be any evidence for know-
ledge of Mark. With the Fourth Gospel may be linked a
couple of allusions to 1 John, and there is at least one clear
citation of 1 Peter. Among the Pauline letters he knows and
quotes from Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians and
Philippians. There appear to be no quotations of Ephesians,
Colossians or the Thessalonian epistles, or at any rate they are
not such as to be readily detected. The reference to entering
within the veil with the high priest (133. 3-5) recalls Hebrews,
as Grant® observes. This last case may serve at once as an
example of the way in which these ‘echoes’ are frequently
employed, and as a warning against any hasty assumption that
books not listed above were not known to the author of
Philip. Occasionally he does quote, directly and explicitly, but
without naming his source or using any formula of citation,
but very often the allusions are worked into the context as if
he were a man steeped in the Scriptures, to whom their
language and phrases came as a natural vehicle for the expres-
sion of his ideas.

STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION

To speak of ‘structure’ or ‘composition’ in relation to such
a document as the Gospel of Philip may appear at first sight to
be a misuse of these terms. Certainly there has been some
difference of opinion among scholars upon this subject.
Doresse, for example, calls it ‘simply an epistle, though without

1 Unless we are to assume, with Grant, that the imagery of Bride and Groom is
inspired by this letter. The idea of ‘putting on the living man’ (123. 22) may owe
something to Eph. iv. 24, Col. iii. 10, the contrast of day and night in ‘saying’ 126 to

1 Thess. v. 5ff,, and the idea of Christ as ‘the perfect man’ (103. 12) to Eph. iv. 13.
2J.B.L. 8; Vig. Chr. 136 (for details see Bibliography).
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stated destination, actually a treatise vaguely directed against
some adversaries unnamed’ ;! but this, like his further remark
that ‘the work seems to be written in the name of some
“Hebrew Apostles” ’, appears to be a first impression based on
a somewhat hasty reading (as his book indicates,? he had
opportunity only for a rapid inspection of some of these texts).
Puech says, somewhat more cautiously, ‘Apparently we have
to do with a continuous discourse, an exposition (or admoni-
tion), addressed now to several people, now to an individual’.?
On the other hand, Schenke calls it ‘a kind of florilegium’, and
Segelberg ‘a collection of “sayings” without any definite plan
of composition’.* Finally Grant says it consists ‘of materials
which seem to be arranged chaotically, if one can speak of -
chaotic arrangement’; but he goes on to add that despite this
lack of order ‘both Thomas and Philip are written in order to
present very special theological viewpoints’.®

On Dr. Schenke’s own division, however, some of these
‘sayings’ are very long. To take but one example, ‘saying’ 123
runs from 130.26 to 132. 14—58 lines of text. Admittedly
logion 64 of the Gospel of Thomas is also long, but this is a
parable and quite unlike anything in Philip; the majority of the
sayings in Thomas are considerably shorter. It would there-
fore seem legitimate to ask whether Schenke’s view of Philip
has not been influenced by his knowledge of Thomas. Cer-
tainly there are ‘sayings’ in Philip which lend themselves to
that description, but it may perhaps be suggested that in some
ways the Gospel of Truth would present a better standard of
comparison. This rambling and inconsequential method of
composition is not without parallel in the writings of the
Fathers, or in the Bible itself. Clarity is sometimes introduced
by modern chapter divisions, and if the texts were written out
as in Philip without these aids to comprehension we should be
faced with the same bewildering movement, as of a butterfly
flitting from one theme to the next.

Yop. cit. 222, ?ib, 120. 3 op. cit. 197f.
4 Schenke, op. cit. 33; Segelberg, Numen vii (1960), 91. §J.B.L.2.
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This document is certainly an extreme case, but that does
not justify us in abandoning the effort to discover how its
author (or compiler) went to work. As it is, there are signs
at some points of a closer articulation than Schenke would seem
to admit, and sometimes, indeed, ‘sayings’ which he divides
appear to belong more closely together. A case in point occurs
at 132. 14ff.,, where Schenke marks the beginning of a new
‘saying’ at line 21, while Dr. Till would put it at line 23; as
suggested in the notes, it may be that the whole passage is more
closely connected than appears at first sight. Another example
occurs at 128. sff., where Dr. Schenke’s division separates two
questions which might well belong together.

It cannot be contended that Philip is a single coherent text,
composed according to normal standards of writing. That any
such claim would be erroneous is evident on every page. But
why did the ‘author’ act as he did? Are there any indications
to suggest, for example, the fragmentation of an originally
more consistent text, or the interpolation of extrancous
material? These are questions to which attention must be given
in future study. For the present it must suffice once again to
state the problem, and to indicate some clues which may help
towards its solution. The opening section, for example,
appears to present a series of contrasts. Some of them we know
from other sources to have been common currency in the
vocabulary of Gnosticism, to describe the ‘spiritual’ Gnostic as
compared with the merely ‘material’ man. Then follows an
exposition of the work of Christ (100. 35ff.), interwoven with
explanations of man’s ‘existential’ condition. The treatment is
not systematic, and there is no clear and logical structure or
development; rather does it seem that the link is through
association of ideas, or by catchwords. ‘Saying’ 10, for instance,
could be taken as intended to provide a clue to the meaning of
the preceding section; ‘saying’ 11 explains that the names given
to things in this world are deceptive, which links with the
preceding statement that neither is good good, nor evil evil.

This exposition of the truth about names then leads on to a
B .
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discussion of the Name in ‘saying’ 12. On occasion one has
the impression that two or three successive ‘sayings’ are in-
tended as so many separate illustrations of one and the same
theme from different angles.

Two further points deserve to be borne in mind in this con-
nection. The first is that the imagery of the bridal chamber,
which figures so prominently in the latter half of the work,
does not make its appearance until ‘saying’ 60, almost half-way
through; which suggests a certain reserve in relation to this
highest ‘mystery’. The second is the constant recurrence of a
number of favourite themes: Adam and Paradise, creation and
begetting, the meaning of the names of Jesus, etc. Taken in
conjunction with what has already been observed, these factors
may perhaps be held, not unreasonably, to suggest a sort of
spiral movement, gradually approaching the central and
deepest mystery. That the construction is not entirely random
would appear to be indicated by the fact that the document
reaches something of a climax towards the end of ‘saying’ 125,
after which the ‘Gospel’ is quietly rounded off in ‘sayings’ 126
and 127.

To have to state a problem without being able to supply an
answer is of course unsatisfactory, for an author as well as for
his readers; but in the present case it scems to be inevitable. It
may indeed be a service to draw attention to the fact that there
is a problem, since otherwise its existence might be overlooked,
and ill-founded conclusions built upon inadequate and ill-
considered assumptions. What, for example, is the relation-
ship, if any, between Philip and Thomas? As already noted,?
a first impression is that Thomas is an adaptation to Gnosticism
of sayings largely drawn from Christian tradition, and Philip
a later and purely Gnostic compilation on the same lines.
Thus Gértner,? noting that it contains none of those sayings of
Jesus which are so typical of Thomas, says we must treat
Philip ‘rather as a compendium of doctrinal passages drawn
from Gnostic sources’. On Girtner’s own presentation,

1 Above, p. 6. 2 op. cit. 30.
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however, the thought of Thomas has to be extracted by a process
of interpretation, by ‘translating’ the ideas and the imagery
with the help of other documents. In this respect Philip is much
less ‘esoteric’, and the majority of its ‘sayings’ can be readily
understood with no other aids than the New Testament and
the account of the Valentinian theory provided by Irenacus.
If Girtner is correct, therefore, in his interpretation of Thomas,
it would appear that the first impression is, in fact, mistaken,
and that Philip is the earlier; and this view finds some support
in the further fact that a number of the concepts and ideas
which appear in this ‘Gospel’ are employed by perfectly
‘orthodox” writers of the second century, including Irenacus.
The problems presented by Thomas have not all as yet been
finally resolved, while the study of Philip can scarcely be said
to have begun, but clearly the assumption that what is true of
the one is also true of the other, merely because there are some
rather superficial similarities, may lead to completely false
results. .

For convenience of reference, and to avoid the confusion
consequent on a multiplication of numbering systems, Dr.
Schenke’s division of the text has been retained. Some such
division is in any case necessary to break up the text into
manageable units for purposes of comment and discussion.



THE THEOLOGY OF PHILIP -

HE author of this document, as already noted, was

familiar with several New Testament books, but his
theology is scarcely that of the New Testament. Death, for
example, is not as for Paul the wages of sin, but the result of
the separation of the sexes (‘sayings’ 71, 78). We do indeed
read, in a somewhat obscure passage concerning the trees in
Paradise (pl. 122. 1-7), about Adam being slain; but this is not
the fruit ‘of man’s first disobedience’, nor is there any reference
to forgiveness. The statement that the Law was the tree, and
that it could give the knowledge of good and evil but was yet
unable to make a man good instead of evil, recalls some of
Paul’s teaching, but it cannot be said that Philip shows any
profound grasp or comprehension of Paul’s Gospel. It is all
the more remarkable, therefore, that his discussion of the
resurrection of the flesh (23), if the interpretation suggested in
the notes is correct, reflects so accurately the Pauline doctrine.
There is a reference to redemption (9), but it is not developed.
There is no theory of the Atonement, and none of the refer-
sences to the Cross suggests that it has any saving significance,
In short, it must be said that the document gives the impression
of being the work of one who knows the language without
having penetrated very deeply into the content of Christian
thought. In this, however, he was perhaps a man of his time.
The proper standard of comparison is not the theology of the
Reformation, or of the later Fathers, much less any theology
of to-day. It is the theology of the second century. Now it
appears from other sources that Paul’s teaching went into
something of an eclipse in the post-apostolic period, and it is
only with Irenaeus that a genuinely Biblical theology really
begins to emerge.! If Philip does indeed belong to the second

LCf. for the Apostolic Fathers Torrance, The Doctrine of Grace in the Apostolic
Fathers, Edinburgh 1948, and Lawson, A Theological and Historical Introduction to the
Apostolic Fathers, New York 1961; and for Irenaeus Lawson, The Biblical Theology of
St. Irenaeus, London 1948,

12
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century, as has been suggested above, then no small part of its
importance may lie precisely in the fact that it enables us to see
a man of that period grappling, however inadequately, with
the problems of Christian life and thought.

That he counts himself a Christian is clear: he can contrast
his present state, and that of his readers, with the period before
they became Christians (6, 102); he draws a distinction between
Christians and the nations of this world (49), and he can
distinguish the reality from the name (59). Indeed, he goes
further, to speak of being not merely a Christian, but a Christ
(67, cf. 44)). The derivation of the name ‘Christian’ from the
chrism (95) he shares with other writers of the period, while
his condemnations of idolatry and sacrifice also have their
parallels. In ‘saying’ 95 he develops his own theory of ‘apostolic
succession’: ‘the Father anointed the Son, the Son anointed the
Apostles, and the Apostles anointed us’.

It is in keeping with this that he gives to Jesus a prominent
place, even if it is not exactly the place that is given him in the
New Testament. Dr. Schenke! lists twenty-seven sayings
which refer to Jesus, to Christ, or to the Lord, and another
six at least may be added, not to mention those which refer to
the Son or to the Son of Man. Christ is the perfect Man (15),
whom the Gnostic must put on (101). He came ‘to redeem
some, to save others, to deliver others’ (9), or as it is put else-
where ‘to make good the separation’ (78). At several points he
is contrasted with Adam (e.g. 83). ‘Saying’ 72 presents a kind
of inverted Docetism: the flesh we mortals possess is not true
flesh (and therefore, as 23 says, cannot inherit the kingdom of
God), but only a likeness of the true, which is that of Jesus.
If Philip can echo the New Testament when he speaks of
‘bread from heaven’ (1), his speculations on the flesh, and on
the names of Jesus, lead him away from the New Testament
doctrine. His Christ comes not to save the world by giving
his life but to restore things to their proper places (70)
and become the father of a redeemed progeny (74, 120).

! Leipoldt-Schenke 33.
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Deliverance comes through knowledge (cf. 110), not through
the sacrifice of Calvary.

The same use of New Testament language, transposed into
another key, can be seen also at other points. References to
the Holy Spirit are common enough, but it is difficult to be
certain which of them refer to the Holy Spirit of Christian
theology, and which to the Gnostic Sophia-Achamoth, who
as we know from Irenacus was also called ‘Holy Spirit’. The
three ‘theological virtues’ of 1 Corinthians xiii are mentioned,
but unfortunately in one case, referring to faith and love (45),
the text is damaged; another (115) makes reference not only to
faith, hope and love, but also to gnosis; and it is not by faith
in Christ that a man finds life, but by ‘believing in the truth’
(r00. 17). Of the references to the Resurrection, two (21, 9o)
present the view condemned in the Pastoral Epistles, that for
the believer it is already a thing of the past. Another admit-
tedly, as already noted, is an accurate reflection of the Pauline
doctrine (23), but admits of interpretation in a Gnostic sense.
Of the others, 67 contains no more than a passing allusion,
while 63 treats the resurrection as one of the three possibilities
open to man: he may find himself either in this wotld or in the
resurrection or in ‘the places of the Midst’.

This world is unreal, and the names that are here employed
are deceptive (10-11, 63); it came into being through a trans-
gression (99). The only true realities are those of ‘the other
acon’. In this world man is under the sway of the archons, the
hostile powers who seek to bind him to themselves for ever.
Here he is exposed to the attacks of unclean spirits (61), and
his only escape is to come out of the world into the ‘rest’ of
the other acon. The same negative attitude appears with
regard to the body, and to the flesh (cf. 22, 62, 123). The
condemnation of sacrifice (cf. 14, 50) and of idolatry (84-85)
may appeat closer to more orthodox Christian teaching, but
in the light of what has already been said this too is probably
to be understood in terms of the unreality of the things of this
world.
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At this point a note of caution should perhaps be sounded.
It is plain from the foregoing survey that we have to do with
a Gnostic text—even without taking into account the aspects
which have still to be considered. There is, however, a danger
here. Nothing is easier than to draw up a schematic outline of
belief, be it orthodox, Gnostic or Jewish-Christian, and apply
it to the texts, thereafter labelling each with the appropriate
designation. But were these three streams so clearly distinct
in the earlier stages of Church history? Or should we not
rather expect to find a certain interpenetration of thought, a
gradual hardening of the lines of cleavage?

So far as Philip is concerned, the document is definitely
Gnostic. As will appear, it can be located with confidence as
a work deriving from the Valentinian school. This does not
mean, however, that it is Gnostic throughout. Much of it in
fact could probably have been read without misgiving by
many a Christian of the period, and certainly some of the
themes appear in other works which have never been con-
sidered anything other than orthodox. It may be, therefore,
that it will enable us to reach a fuller understanding of the
relation between Christianity and Gnosticism, of the ways in
which the Gnostics made use of Christian ideas, and of the
extent to which they diverged from what was to become
‘orthodox’ belief. Much of what has come down to us in the
pages of the Fathers, or in the extant Gnostic texts which were
previously known, has seemed to be merely bizarre and
eccentric, yet Gnosticism was enough of a menace for such
men as Irenaeus to write at length against it. What was its
appeal? And what did these ideas, so strange to us in the light
of Christian history, mean for the Gnostics themselves?

Another problem which the Nag Hammadi library may
eventually help us to solve is that of the origins of the Gnostic
movement. Were the Gnostics, as Burkitt thought,* Christians
who tried to accommodate the Gospel to the ideas of their
time? Or was Gnosticism in fact pre-Christian, a religion in

X Church and Gnosis, Cambridge 1932, 27f.
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its own right which sought to assimilate Christianity into
itself, along with other faiths of the ancient world? Was it a
Christian heresy, or a form of paganism? Those scholars who
claim Gnosticism to be pre-Christian point to the fact that
many of the ideas which appear in the Christian Gnosticism of
the second century were already current in the period preceding
the Christian era, and in this they are certainly correct; but
others observe, with no less justice, that we have no clear
documentary evidence for anything resembling a Gnostic
system prior to the Christian era.! The problem is complicated
by laxity in the use of terms, since some scholars speak of
Gnosis in a wide and vaguely-defined sense, as distinct from
Gnosticism, while others treat the words almost as synony-
mous. To add to the possibilities of confusion, the same
adjective ‘gnostic’ has to do duty in both senses. It may be
perfectly correct to speak of a Hellenistic gnosis, in the wider
sense, and in this sense to discover ‘gnostic’ influences in Paul
and John; but there is always a danger that some of these
influences may first have to be read back from the second
century before they can be discovered in the New Testament.
The fact that Paul or John uses some conception which was
later to become Gnostic does not prove that these writers were
exposed to the influence of Gnosticism. On the contrary, some
ideas and concepts in second-century Gnosticism are most
readily explained, whatever their affinities with other religious
systems of antiquity, as the product of a defective exegesis of
the New Testament. Here such documents as the Gospel of
Philip are of value as showing both similarities with and
differences from more ‘orthodox’ Christian texts, whether in
the New Testament or later. Both similarities and differences
require to be taken fully into account.

1 On Gnosticism generally, see Wilson, The Grostic Problem, London 1958; Jonas,
The Gnostic Religion, Boston 1958; Grant, Grosticism and Early Christianity, London
and New York 1959. Over against a tendency in recent years to seek the origins of
Christian Gnosticism in a pre-Christian Jewish gnosis, van Unnik (Vig. Chr. xv (1961),
65ff.) emphasizes that we have to do not with one system or one mythology, and

therefore must not look for a single origin; moreover the Jewish elements which are
certainly present do not necessarily indicate a direct Jewish influence.
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According to Doresse,' the Nag Hammadi documents pro-
vide the evidence for the Christianizing of an earlier non-
Christian form of Gnosticism. Indeed, he can classify the texts
under the headings of “The Revelations of the great prophets of
Gnosticism, from Seth to Zoroaster’; ‘Gnostics disguised as
Christians’; and “The Gospels of Christianized Gnosticism’. If
this is correct, a problem of long standing will be resolved, but
unfortunately the texts are not yet available for detailed
examination. Moreover, the position maintained by Burkitt
and R. P. Casey? has recently been advocated afresh by Mlle
Pétrement,® who sees the whole Gnostic movement, both in
its Christian and in its pagan forms, as the outcome of the
impact of Christianity upon the ancient world. So far as Philip
is concerned, we can but echo the words of Grant: ‘At least in
Thomas and Philip we find little reason to regard Gnosticism
as a pre-Christian phenomenon. It looks like a special way of
viewing materials which are largely Christian in origin.”* To
the two documents mentioned we should probably add the
Gospel of Truth, which likewise weaves together Christian
and other elements. The problems, it is clear, are not simple;
the answer may not lie along one or another of the lines so far
suggested, but rather in some combination of two or more.
To reach a final solution we must study these texts not in
isolation but in relation to contemporary thought and against
the background of their times.

THE SACRAMENTS
This aspect of the theology of Philip is sufficiently important
to call for separate discussion. It has indeed been the chief

1op. cit. 300f., and for his classification of the texts 146ff.

?e.g. in J.T.S. xxxvi (1935), 456, and in The Background of the New Testament and
its Eschatology, 52F.

8 Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale Ixv (1960), 385fF.

4 J.B.L. 10. Consideration will require to be given in due course to the possibility
that the movement was actually from Christian Gnosticism to the Revelations of the
‘great prophets’, Seth and Zoroaster being enlisted as the Gnostics sought to bring
other religions with which they came in contact into their own syncretistic systems.
The key document here is probably the Epistle of Eugnostus, still unpublished.
According to Doresse and Puech, it was Churistianized in the Sophia Jesu Christi;
but Till thinks the latter was the original and Eugnostus the adaptation.
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concern of two of the three articles devoted to this Gospel: the
study by E. Segelberg of the sacramental system as a whole,!
and the discussion by R. M. Grantof ‘the mystery of marriage’.2
Segelberg takes as his starting point ‘saying’ 68, which names
five rites apparently in ascending order: Baptism, Chrism,
Eucharist, Redemption and Bridal Chamber. In ‘saying’ 6o,
however, if Dr. Schenke’s restoration is correct (and no other
word seems possible), the ‘mysteries’ are seven in number.
The explanation of the discrepancy may be either that there
were other sacraments also, or that the ‘mysteries’ refer to
something else. Of the five mentioned, the Eucharist and the
Redemption do not figure very prominently. For the former
we may refer only to the words about the ‘bread from heaven’
(15, cf. 23) or ‘the bread, the cup and the oil’ (98) or ‘the cup
of prayer’ (100). ‘Bread’ and ‘the cup’ are mentioned also in
108, while in 53 Jesus is identified with the Eucharist. In none
of these is there any indication as to what form this sacrament
took. In 26 the word is used in the sense of ‘thanksgiving.’
The Redemption was a rite practised by the Marcosians
(Iren. i. 21), but does not figure at all prominently in Philip.
In 76 it is apparently linked with Baptism, but perhaps we
must distinguish redemption as an act of deliverance from the
sacrament known as the Redemption. If Segelberg is correct,
the ‘oil” of 98 has nothing to do with the Eucharist, but is to
be linked with the apolytrosis; he compares the latter with the
euchelaion of the Byzantine Church. On these two sacraments,
then, the text affords but little information. Perhaps the most
striking feature is that in 100 the drinking of the cup is the
means of receiving the perfect man, which in 101 appears to
be linked with Baptism; but in 108 the ‘holy man’ is so holy as
to sanctify even the bread and the cup.

The three remaining rites have a somewhat more prominent
place, and indeed it might be argued from ‘saying’ 76 that at
some stage there were three sacraments only, corresponding tg

1 Numen vii (1960), 1891 2 Vig. Chr. xv (1961), 12941.
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the three ‘houses’ in the Temple at Jerusalem. From the refer-
ences to ‘going down to the water’ (59, 101, 109; cf. 120. 30),
Baptism would seem to have been by immersion, probably in
a river but possibly in some kind of reservoir or cistern. ‘Say-
ing’ 101 indicates that the candidate laid aside his clothes before
entering the water, and we may presume that he put on fresh
garments on emerging, as in other forms of the baptismal rite.
To this, as Segelberg observes, a symbolic significance was
attached. An interesting point emerges from 59, in that the
‘true’ believer is expected to receive the Holy Spirit at Baptism,
not at Confirmation; he who has not reccived the Spirit has
merely taken the name of Christian ‘on loan’, whereas he who
has received the Spirit possesses the name in reality, as a gift
that will not be taken from him. ‘Saying’ 43 suggests that
Baptism conveys a character indelibilis.

In the light of these sayings we may reasonably conclude
that Baptism is in view, or at least in the background, in other
‘sayings’ which refer simply to water (e.g. 24, 25). Some of
them, however, refer to Baptism not only in water but in light
(e.g. 75), and the latter is identified with the chrism. Moreover
a certain disparagement of Baptism appears in 9o, which seems
to imply that some people speak of Baptism as ‘a great thing’,
which it is not; and in 95, which states clearly and unambigu-
ously that the chrism is superior to Baptism.! The same
appears from 76, if Schenke is right in his restoration of the
lacuna at 117. 23. Elsewhere the chrism is identified with fire
(e.g. 25). From 92 it appears that olive oil was used for this
rite, but no details are given as to what form the ceremony
took. ‘Saying’ 111 is of interest in this connection since it
seems to link up with a passage in the Gospel of Truth. Philip
speaks of a fragrance enjoyed not only by those who wear the
perfume (i.e. the Gnostics) but also by those outside—so long
as the Gnostics are with them; in the Gospel of Truth (33.
39ff.) the ‘children of the Father’ are His fragrance. In ‘sayings’

1 Schenke (op. cit. 37) notes that for the Marcosians Baptism was merely psychic
(cf. Tren. 1. 21. 2; Hippol. vi. 41. 2-4, 42. 1). Their chief sacrament was the apolytrosis,
celebrated in various ways—some of which suggest the ‘chrism’ of our present text.
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67 and 74, unfortunately, the meaning of the text is not
altogether clear. All we can really say is that the chrism is
superior to Baptism, that olive oil was used for the ceremony,
and that by an etymology known also to Theophilus the name
Christian was itself derived from this rite (95). How far Philip
is from distinct and clear-cut ideas on the subject of the sacra-
ments is shown by the fact that in this last ‘saying’ we are told
that he who is anointed possesses all things—and that the
Father gave him this in the bridal chamber (122. 21-22).

As Grant observes, the imagery of marriage has a Biblical
background, both in the Old Testament and in the New.
Paul’s use of it he thinks most simply explained ‘in relation to
the Old Testament as interpreted in the light of the work of
Christ’. The Gnostic theories show a further stage of develop-
ment, their ideas being closely related, at least verbally, to the
New Testament and their doctrines showing one kind of
interpretation which could be placed upon the New Testament
data. Since Daniélou has indicated that the imagery of mar-
riage was popular in Jewish-Christian thought,! it is possible
that it was from such circles that it passed into Gnosticism.

Among the Gnostics it was the Valentinians who made the
most of marriage as a ‘mystery’, and Dr. Schenke had already
noted that among other things Philip clearly contains the
specifically Valentinian doctrine of the Saviour as the bride-
groom of the lower Sophia, and his angels as the bridegrooms
of her ‘seed’ (cf. 106. 11-14 and ‘sayings’ 61 and 67).2 This of
course provides clear proof of the Valentinian origin of the
document, although as Schenke says it may contain elements
from other systems also. As already noted, there are some
‘sayings’ (e.g. 67) which presuppose for their understanding a
knowledge of the Valentinian theory.

According to Irenaeus (i. 2. 6) Jesus, also called Saviour,

Y Théologie du fudéo-christianisme 326-329.

2 Among other passages pointing to a Valentinian origin Schenke lists ‘sayings’ 39
and 125. A ‘mystery’ of the bridal chamber is attested only for the Marcosians

(Iren. i. 21. 3; cf. Bousset, Hauptprobleme 315fL.), but may probably be presumed for
other Valentinians also. The etymology of 110. 14f. he compares with Iren. loc. cit.
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Christ and Logos, is emitted as the perfect fruit of the Pleroma,
and with him a bodyguard of angels. Later (i. 4. 5) he is sent
to Sophia-Achamoth, who becomes pregnant with a spiritual
embryo after the likeness of his guards, and this embryo is
secretly inserted into the Demiurge and sown by him in the
souls and bodies he has created (i. 5. 6). This embryo is subse-
quently identified with the ‘spiritual’ among men, who are
destined to become the brides of the angels about the Saviour
(1. 7. 1, 5). As Schenke notes! there are variations in the
accounts supplied by our several sources, but that in general
this is the theory underlying the references in Philip to the
bridal chamber is clear enough. The ‘bridegroom’ is the
Saviour, Sophia the ‘bride’, and the Pleroma is the archetypal
bridal chamber. Of this earthly marriage is the counterpart,
although it is not always clear whether it is the archetype or the
counterpart which is in view, or whether the reference is to
marriage as such or to a sacrament called ‘the bridal chamber’
which was distinct from marriage. Grant notes that according
to Irenaeus (i. 6. 3) the rite was not very spiritual,? but this may
be mere polemic. Bousset,® for example, observed on Iren. i.
13. 3 that the reporter no longer understood the meaning of
the action recorded, and saw in it only a deception practised by
Marcus upon his female converts, while Foerster* finds the
allegation of libertinism irreconcilable with Ptolemy’s views.
The fact that a notorious scandal is reported in connection
with the mysteries of Isis may suggest that such accusations
were not uncommon.® On the other hand, it may be said that
there is no smoke without a fire, and that the very fact that
such charges could be made indicates that they were not

1 The sources to which he draws attention are Iren. i. 1-8 (on which he refers to
Foerster, Von Valentin zu Heracleon, Beih, 7 z. ZNW, Giessen 1928, and N.T.S. vi
(1959), 16fL.); Exc. ex Theod. 4365 and 29-42; and Hippol. vi. 29-36. Reference
may be made in addition to the editions of the Excerpta by Casey and by Sagnard,
and to Sagnard, La gnose valentinienne et le témoignage de s. Irénée, Paris 1947.

2 Vig. Chr. 133, referring to Iren. i. 6. 3 (p. 56 Harvey).

3 Hauptprobleme 316. AN.T.S. vi(1959), 27.

5 Josephus, Ant. xviii. 3. 4. The truth of the story has been disputed.






