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Since Francis Watson initially suggested that the Gospel of Jesus’ Wife (GJW) might have “been
constructed out of small pieces – words or phrases – culled mostly from the Coptic Gospel of
Thomas (GTh)” known from Nag Hammadi Codex II (NHC II),1 it has become evident that
practically every decipherable word of GJW could have been copied from GTh.2 In fact, GJW
could arguably be nothing more than a “collage” of short excerpts from GTh.
Assuming for the sake of simplicity that a modern author created the fragmentary text of GJW by
just rearranging words and phrases from the GTh (even though this has not been established
conclusively3), the formation of most lines on the recto of GJW can be easily explained:
1. This line was formed by combining words from different parts of GTh 101, ⲉⲓ ⲁⲛ
ⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩ from NHC II 49.36 and ⲁⲥϯ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ
from NHC II 50.1. It is noteworthy that the
line’s first word can be restored to ⲛⲁ]ⲉⲓ, just as it is in published editions of GTh 101,
and the final word can be restored to [ⲛϩ, which is what actually appears on the Nag
Hammadi manuscript. The only difference between these parallels is the (accidental?)
omission of ⲙ from ⲙ ⲛϩ from NHC II 50.1.
2. This line was formed by copying the text ⲉϫⲉ ⲙⲙⲁ ⲧ ⲥ ⲛⲓⲥ ϫⲉ verbatim from either
GTh 12 (NHC II 34.25), 18 (NHC II 36.9), or 20 (NHC II 36.26), and then adding
meaningless sigmas to the ends of the line.4
3. This line was formed by juxtaposing words found on page 51 of NHC II, ⲁⲣⲛⲁ from GTh
110 (NHC II 51.5), and ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙ and ⲙ ϣⲁ from GTh 114 (NHC II 51.19 and 20,
respectively). The only difference between these parallels is the (accidental?) omission of
ϩ from ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙ from NHC II 50.1. The following word, ⲙⲙ ⲥ, could have been copied
from any of the eight places it appears in NHC II (including in 51.21). The ⲁ at the end of
the line might also be restored as ⲁ[ⲛ, which would indicate the copying of an additional
word from NHC II 51.20.
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Watson’s article first appeared online on September 21 at: http://ntweblog.blogspot.com/2012/09/the-gospel-ofjesus-wife-how-fake.html
2
Possible parallels between GJW and GTh not initially noted by Watson (in the draft article that he remarkably
researched and wrote in less than three days) have since been observed by others, including Mark Goodacre, Päivi
Vähäkangas, Oli Hormon, and the present author. See: http://ntweblog.blogspot.com/2012/09/the-gospel-of-jesuswife-latest-news.html
3
Although there is no definitive proof that a modern author composed GJW, this working hypothesis is assumed
here in order to simplify analysis of how GJW might have been composed.
4
The initial ⲥ might actually be an alteration of the ϥ found in the parallel in GTh 12 (NHC II 34.25). If GJW was
composed by a modern author using excerpts of GTh, he or she seems to have had a tendency to change masculine
pronouns to their feminine equivalents (perhaps to ensure that the text remained focused on a female character).
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4. This line was constructed to give the impression that some unidentified individual
finishes speaking and then Jesus replies. The apparent ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙ ⲩ indicates the end of a
saying in GTh 18 (NHC II 36.17) and 19 (NHC II 36.25). The words ⲉϫⲉ ⲓⲥ ⲛⲁⲩ mark
the beginning of Jesus’ statement and were likely copied verbatim from GTh 12 (NHC II
34.27). The key word ⲧⲁϩⲓⲙⲉ (which is not found in GTh) has been inserted for dramatic
effect. It is followed by the letters ⲙⲛ (which appear more than 50 times in GTh and
cannot be deciphered without additional context).
5. This line was formed by copying ⲥⲛⲁϣⲣⲙⲁ ⲧ ⲥ ⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩ from GTh 55 (NHC II 42.2627). The initial ⲥ (intentionally?) replaces the ϥ that would be expected on the basis of the
parallel and the negative ⲁⲛ has (also intentionally?) been omitted.
7. This first part of this line was formed by copying ⲁⲛ ⲕ ϯϣ
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ from GTh 30
(NHC II 30.4-5); the text is verbatim except that a ⲥ (intentionally?) replaces the ϥ that
would be expected on the basis of the parallel. The ⲉⲧⲃⲉ at the end of the line was
probably copied from GTh 29, which appears nearby in the Nag Hammadi manuscript
(NHC II 38.33).
8. This line was formed by copying ⲩϩⲓⲕ ⲛ from GTh 22 (NHC 37.34).
Thus, it appears that GJW 1-3, 5, 7-8 all could have been formed simply by bringing together words
and short phrases found in close proximity in GTh. And if GJW was prepared by a modern author,
line 4 was probably deliberately constructed to feature Jesus saying ⲧⲁϩⲓⲙⲉ (my wife). See the
synopsis on page 3 for a systematic presentation of the parallels between GJW and GTh.
Only line 6 presents any problem for the thesis that GJW is nothing more than a “collage” of
words and short phrases from GTh with the word ⲧⲁϩⲓⲙⲉ inserted for theatrical impact. One
might be inclined to regard this line as a simple compilation of words from page 41 of NHC II:
ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲣ ⲙⲉ from GTh 47 (NHC II 41.17), ⲉ ⲩ from GTh 45 (NHC II 41.3), and ϣⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ from
GTh 45 (NHC II 41.5).5 The line would then seem to have been formed just like all the others
(except 4): by culling words and short phrases in close proximity to each other in GTh.
However, such a view is problematic because the ⲓ has been omitted from the ϣⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ found in
NHC II 41.5. Thus, King has presented the line as it must be read: ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲣ ⲙⲉ ⲉ ⲩ ϣⲁϥⲉ ⲛⲉ . . .
with a word (ϣⲁϥⲉ) that is not found in GTh. And it cannot be assumed that the ⲓ was omitted
accidentally. If the ⲓ were reinserted, GJW 6 would read ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲣ ⲙⲉ ⲉ ⲩ ϣⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ . . . with the
verb ⲉⲓⲛⲉ modified by two prefixes ⲙⲁⲣⲉ- and ϣⲁϥ-, which is not grammatically allowable.
Scholars advocating that GJW could be simply a “patchwork” of excerpts from GTh created by a
modern author still need to explain the construction of GJW 6 for their case to be airtight.
5

The present author himself noted that the ϣⲁϥⲉ ⲛⲉ in GJW 6 might be a corruption of ϣⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ in GTh 45 (NHC II
41.5) in a synopsis posted on September 25: http://www.gospels.net/gjw/GJW-Synopsis(Bernhard).pdf. At the time,
he was unaware that Oli Hormon had already made the same observation in a comment on Mark Goodacre’s blog
post of September 21: http://ntweblog.blogspot.com/2012/09/the-gospel-of-jesus-wife-howfake.html?showComment=1348568760503#c1175619749860438507. The image Hormon created for illustrative
purposes can be found at: http://i.imgur.com/9DDCJ.jpg.
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Synopsis of Gospel of Jesus’ Wife/Gospel of Thomas Parallels

1

Gospel of Jesus’ Wife
Recto
]ⲉⲓⲁⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩⲁⲥϯⲛⲁⲉⲓ [

2

]ⲥ ⲉϫⲉⲙⲙⲁ

ⲧ ⲥⲛⲓⲥϫⲉⲥ[

Gospel of Thomas
Nag Hammadi Codex II
101 (49.36)
101 (50.1)

ⲉⲓⲁⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲣⲛⲧⲁ .[ . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . ] ⲉⲙⲙⲉⲁⲥϯⲛⲁⲉⲓⲙ ⲛϩ

12 (34.25)

ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲁϥ ⲉϫⲉⲙⲙⲁ

ⲧ ⲥⲛⲓⲥϫⲉⲧⲛ

(cf. NHC II 36.9 &36.26)

3

]. ⲁⲣⲛⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁⲙⲙ ϣⲁⲙⲙ ⲥⲁ[

110 (51.5)
114 (51.19)
114 (51.20)
114 (51.21)

ⲛϥⲣⲣⲙⲙⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲁⲣⲛⲁⲙ ⲕ ⲥⲙ ⲥ
ⲛⲁⲩϫⲉⲙⲁⲣⲉⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲉⲓⲉⲃ ⲛϩ ⲧⲛ
ϫⲉⲛⲥϩⲓ ⲙⲉⲙ ϣⲁⲁⲛⲙ ⲛϩ ⲉϫⲉⲓⲥ
ϫⲉⲉⲓⲥϩ ⲧⲉⲁⲛ ⲕϯⲛⲁⲥ ⲕⲙⲙ ⲥϫⲉ

4

]ⲁⲛⲙ . . ⲩ ⲉϫⲉⲓⲥⲛⲁⲩⲧⲁϩⲓⲙⲉⲙⲛ[

19 (36.25)
12 (34.27)

ⲛⲁⲥ ⲩ ⲛ ⲩϥⲛⲁϫⲓϯ ⲉⲁⲛⲙⲙ ⲩ
ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲛ ϭⲉϩⲣⲁⲓⲉϫ ⲛ ⲉϫⲉⲓⲥⲛⲁⲩ
The letters ⲙⲛ appear 50+ times in GTh
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]. . . ⲥⲛⲁϣⲣⲙⲁ

ⲧ ⲥⲛⲁⲉⲓⲁⲩ [

55 (42.26)
55 (42.27)

ⲁⲛⲙⲛⲧⲉϥⲙⲁⲁⲩϥⲛⲁϣⲣⲙⲁ ⲧ ⲥⲁⲛ
ⲛⲁⲉⲓⲁⲩ ⲛϥⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉⲛⲉϥⲥⲛ ⲩⲙⲛ

6

ⲓⲙⲁⲣⲉⲣ ⲙⲉⲉ

ⲩϣⲁϥⲉⲛⲉ[

47 (41.17)
45 (41.3)
45 (41.5)

ⲣϩⲩⲃⲣⲓ ⲉⲙⲙ ϥⲙⲁⲣⲉⲣ ⲙⲉⲥⲉⲣ ⲁⲥ
ϩⲙ ⲉϥⲉϩ ⲉ ⲩⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲉϥϩ ⲧⲁⲩ
ⲩ ⲙ ⲧϣⲁϥⲉⲓⲛⲉⲉⲃ ⲛϩⲛ

7

]ⲁⲛ ⲕϯϣ

ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥⲉⲧⲃⲉ [

30 (39.4)
30 (39.5)
29 (38.33)

ⲛ ⲩⲧⲉⲛⲉ ⲙⲁⲉⲩⲛⲥⲛⲁⲩ ⲩⲁⲁⲛ ⲕ
ϯϣ
ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ ⲉϫⲉⲓⲥⲙⲛ ⲣ
ϫⲉ ⲛⲁ ⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲥ ⲙⲁ ⲩϣ ⲣⲉ

22 (37.34)

ⲛ ⲩⲉⲣ ⲧⲉ ⲩϩⲓⲕ ⲛⲉ ⲙⲁⲛ ⲩϩⲓⲕ

99 (49.25)
100 (49.36)

ⲛⲁⲥⲛ ⲩⲙⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩⲛⲧ ⲩ ⲉⲉⲧⲛⲁ
ⲉⲓⲁⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲣⲛⲧⲁⲥ[

8

] ⲩϩⲓⲕ ⲛ[
Verso

1

]ⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩ[

2

]ⲛⲙϣⲙⲛⲧ[

Too few certain letters for comparison.

3

]ⲁ . ⲉ[

Too few certain letters for comparison.

4

]ⲉⲃ ⲉⲧⲛ[

The letters ⲉⲃ

5

]

....[

Too few certain letters for comparison.

6

] . [ . ] . . ⲙⲙ[

Too few certain letters for comparison.



appears 50+ times in GTh.

Coptic Gospel of Thomas, Saying 101 (Nag Hammadi Codex II, page 49, line 36)
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