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A BiT MoRE oF JEsus’s CHILDHOOD:
A NEwW FRAGMENT OF THE INFANCY GOSPEL OF THOMAS PAPYRUS

In Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), we published P.Hamb.Graec. 1011, the first papyrological attestation
of the so-called Infancy Gospel of Thomas (IGT) kept in the Staats- und Universitétsbibliothek Carl von
Ossietzky Hamburg, which also happens to be the earliest manuscript of the work in any language. During
a recent visit to Hamburg, we identified an adjoining fragment of the same papyrus among the uninvento-
ried pieces of the collection.! As explained in the editio princeps, PHamb.Graec. 1011 either belongs to the
original core of the collection or was transferred from Berlin to Hamburg in a wooden box belonging to
the Nachlass of Hugo Ibscher in 1990:2 both possibilities apply also to the new fragment. Unlike the first
fragment (P.Hamb.Graec. 1011), the new piece, now inventoried as P.Hamb.Graec. 1011/1, had not under-
gone conservation and was not mounted in glass when we identified it. It has since been attached to 1011
(with bits of washi tape) inside the glass frame where the latter is preserved alongside four other papyrus
fragments.

As we provided a detailed description of the material and palaecographical aspects of the papyrus in
our editio princeps,3 here we now offer a joint edition of both fragments, and discuss the insights provided
by the new discovery. The back of 1011/1, like that of 1011, is blank.* The new fragment joins the upper
right corner of 1011 and contains remnants of eight lines, the last three of which are the continuation of
the three first lines of 1011. It also shows a portion of the right-hand margin at ends of lines 3—6. Lines
4 and 5 end mid-word, while lines 3 and 6 end with a vacat after a word-end. This is consistent with the
somewhat clumsy layout of the text, which, as we previously argued, suggests that the original manuscript
was an informal copy, probably from an educational context.> The new fragment also presents a diacritical
sign, the only one in the text, namely two dots (trema) on either side of the upper part of the iota in Twcn[e]
in line 2.

Generally, the new fragment also follows the text of Gs, considered to be the closest version to the
Greek original.® However, it poses questions about text reconstruction, which we address below. We first
provide a diplomatic transcription of the two joint fragments, followed by a reconstructed text with a new
line numbering. Then, we present a hypothetical reconstruction of the original lines, in order to illustrate
how the text of the papyrus might have looked like and how it might compare to that of Gs, as presented in
Tony Burke’s edition.’

The letters belonging to fragment 1011/1 are printed in bold.

1 ' We warmly thank Dr Kathrin Janz-Wenig for welcoming us and giving us access to the uninventoried pieces in the
collection, as well as for providing us with digital images and permission to publish them.

2 Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 68.
3 Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 68-70.

4 In Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 68, we had only conjectured that the verso was left unwritten, because the papyrus
was mounted on cardboard. Upon our request, the glass frame was subsequently opened, the cardboard removed, and the blank
verso photographed.

5 Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 69. Written objects stemming from an educational context were not necessarily pro-
duced or used by children, but also by adult pupils at various stages of education. The use of the IGT in a writing exercise would
fit particularly well within a church or monastic context, but this must remain a hypothesis.

6 Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 71.

7 Burke (2010), 302-337.
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Diplomatic transcription
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coviyloyev [ ] [
1€€ [ 1 nlpovev
10

7-8 cuvkpol[ticac: In Berkes—Nocchi Macedo (2024), 73, we proposed as a possible supplement cov[ekpotncev.
The new fragment, however, shows that the papyrus contains the participle form, albeit with an orthographic
variant (vk for yx), thereby aligning with Gs. A detailed discussion and new interpretation of this passage of Gs

will be provided elsewhere.

P.Hamb.Graec. 1011 + 1011/1r P.Hamb.Graec. 1011 + 1011/1v
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Reconstructed Page Layout Following Gs (2,3-3,1)

This reconstruction incorporates supplements from Gs as presented in Burke’s edition. We do not supple-
ment lines 1, 18, and 19, which are too fragmentary in the papyrus to allow for an accurate reconstruction,
nor lines 14-15, whose text differs considerably from Gs. The line alignment of the papyrus is respected.

letters/line

[ ulet[o tadv]
[6ALov Tondiov Todto moodvta, Topevbeic ploc Tach[¢] 43
[tov rotépa 0bT0D d1éParev 16 modiov Injcodv 37
[Aéyow Gt céfPormov TnAdv Eromcev 6 ovk Egctv kod] Erdor- 47

5 [cev ctpovbio: 1. Kloi &A- 18
[Bov Toche énetipo avtov Aélywlv: di]a 30
[t0 caPPorov todta motelc; 6 de] Tncod(c) cuvkpo 34
[tNcoc Tac getpoc peta @o]vijc énétacev to 33
[8pvea évdmiov mévim]v koi elnev 6 Inco[dc] 33

10 [brdyete, tetdcOnte og Ldlvtec [ ede o 8¢ nletoc] 338
[0évta dniihBav] kexporyd[to 18w OE] 27
[6 Paprcotoc 0o]uPnOn wod [Gmfyyet-] 28
[Aev mactv tolc idot]c adTod 0 8[¢ vioc] 30
[ ] kot avtoc af

15 | ] kA@volv ttéac]
[kotéctpeyev Tovc Adikko]uc kad &E[€xeev] 32
[t0 VOwp Gvmep coviyloyev [ ]| [ ca. 6] ca.28
[ Tl Tlpavev ?
[ I ?

The reconstruction suggests that most lines contained between 30 and 35 letters. In Berkes—Nocchi Mac-
edo (2024), 69, esp. n. 8, we hypothesized an average of 30 letters per line and a width of ca. 10—15 cm for
the written surface. As the presence of the right-hand margin has allowed for a more precise calculation of
the number of letters per line, we can now estimate the width of the written surface to be ca. 11.5-17.5 cm.
The scribe seems to have used most of the available space, leaving only a very narrow margin on the right,
and presumably also on the left. Therefore, the original leaf-width was probably not much larger than that
of the written surface.

The reconstruction confirms that the original text on the papyrus could not have been completely iden-
tical to that of Gs, since line 5 contains too few letters in comparison to the others, whereas line 14, and
consequently also 15, diverge considerably from the manuscript’s text. Some outliers, such as lines 11 (27
letters) and 12 (28 letters), may be explained by the presence of corrections and the varying letter-sizes of
the clumsy script, although textual divergences cannot be ruled out. However, supplements in lines 2 (43
letters), 3 (37 letters), and 4 (47 letters) are too long for the available space, thus suggesting that the text of
the papyrus was shorter than that of Gs.

The difficulty posed by line 2 may perhaps be resolved by omitting the word ¢AAwv, which would
bring the letter count to 38. This is supported by comparison with both the Syriac recensions and the early
Latin version, which read “with the children” instead of “with the other children”.?

Lines 4 and 5 need to be treated together. A possible emendation would be to transpose the relative
clause 6 0¥k £€ectv from line 4 to line 5:

8 Without counting the erased letters.
9 Syriac recensions: Burke (2017), 128-129 and 172-173; Latin palimpsest: Philippart (1972), 407.
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[Aéywv Gm cdfPorrov TnAov Erotncev kod] Erdoc- 36 letters
[cev ctpovBic: 1f 6 ovk EEectiv. k]od EA- 29 letters

This transposition is supported by Ga and by both Syriac recensions, in which the interdiction of the Sab-
bath follows the verb referring to the molding of the birds.10

Our previous assessment of the relationship between the papyrus text and the early Greek versions,
Gs and Ga, remains valid in light of the new fragment. The medieval codex unicus of Gs (H = Codex
Sabaiticus 259) appears to contain a stylistically simplified text, whereas the version on the papyrus seems
to be more respectful of norms of Classical syntax and style, and in that sense, is closer to Ga.l! Fragment
1011/1 may offer further evidence in support of this hypothesis, if the proposed transposition in lines 4 and
5 is correct. As we have recently demonstrated,!? the new evidence provided by P.Hamb.Graec. 1011, and
now also 1011/1, opens up the possibility of reconsidering the text of Gs, as we will show in detail in our
forthcoming new critical edition.
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