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Abstract

The so-called Hymn of the Bride is found in Chapters 6-7 in the first Act of the apocryphal Acts of
Thomas. The manuscripts containing it show a particular history of the text which does not always
coincide with that of the rest of the Act. For instance, family gamma (T') often presents a summar-
ized version of the first two Acts, thus heavily shortening the Hymn.

A study of the text is essential to establish a new edition with translation, which is the aim of the
project in which this study is embedded. However, analysis of the manuscripts omitting or summar-
izing the Hymn is also relevant for other goals, such as a proper understanding of the interrelation-
ships between the different manuscripts and of the interest in the text, and its use by early Christian
communities and by later readers.

Consequently, in this paper, I will analyse the particularities of such a textual tradition and offer
a few conclusions that will, in turn, contribute to the broader analysis of the Acts of Thomas.

Keywords: manuscript tradition; textual criticism; Early Christianity; Apocryphal Acts; Acts of
Thomas; Hymn

I Introduction

The Acts of Thomas (henceforth ATh) is the only apocryphal Act of the Apostles that has
survived in its entirety, albeit presenting a complex textual tradition.

As part of a larger project intending to provide a new edition with translation and com-
mentary on ATh, this paper focuses on the so-called Hymn of the Bride, sometimes also
known as Hymn of the Daughter of Light (henceforth HBr), which is found in Chapters 6-7
in the first Act. While the logical approach for this task would be to focus on the manu-
scripts which transmit the whole Hymn - which I have studied elsewhere'- there are cer-
tain traditions that only transmit a summarised version or directly omit it, which deserve
proper study too. It is also fundamental for our knowledge of the text to address these
versions, as well as how the text is reorganised, to either accommodate the new version
or the lack of it. This will allow us to achieve three goals: 1) understanding the interre-
lationships between the different manuscripts, 2) casting light on the interest in the
text and its use by early Christian communities and by later readers, and 3) inferring
from the present results useful information for the study of the rest of ATh.

Already in his edition of the Greek text in 1903, M. Bonnet accounted for two families
of textual transmission, I and A, which differ in the parts of the text they provide.” Here

! L. Lesage Garriga, ‘El Himno de la Novia en Acta Thomae. Un nuevo acercamiento al texto griego’ (in press).
% M. Bonnet, Acta Philippi et Acta Thomae (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1903 (1959°)).
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is not the place to go deeper into this issue, for which I refer to the studies by I. Mufioz
Gallarte & A. Narro (2021) and I. Mufioz Gallarte (in press),” but it is relevant to point out
that, in general terms, the manuscript tradition usually transmits the text grouped as fol-
lows: the first two Acts (Chapters 1-29) seem to have circulated independently as well as
with the whole of the work, resulting in them being transmitted by numerous testimonies;
the remaining Acts (30-158, including the famous Hymn of the Pearl) presents another
tradition, and so does the final martyrdom of Thomas (159-171), which on account of
the popularity that such martyrdoms attracted in Antiquity is also attested separately,
in a wide number of manuscripts. Among those consulted by Bonnet, only two transmit
the Acts in its complete form - P and U, the latter being the only one, as far as we know,
that has preserved the full text including the Hymn of the Pearl in its Greek version.*

Within the testimonies of Chapters 1-29, which are the focus of our study, an interest-
ing phenomenon occurs: not all of them grant the same importance to all the parts of the
text, which results in summarised versions of the first two Acts. This particular tradition
is what Bonnet called family gamma (I')’, and it represents a key issue when dealing with
HBr because the Hymn is one of the parts usually affected by the abbreviation of the text.
These, however, are not the only testimonies modifying or suppressing the Hymn: family
delta (A), which goes back to the archetype according to Bonnet, also presents interesting
alternative versions of the Hymn.

More than a century has passed since Bonnet’s edition, and in the meantime, new
manuscripts have been discovered and transcribed, around 60 in total. It seems, therefore,
appropriate to investigate what these abbreviated versions tell us about ATh as a literary
unit.

2 Manuscripts omitting or summarizing HBr

For this study, I have limited the analysis to the manuscripts used by Bonnet together
with the oldest testimonies among the recently discovered texts, all of them copied
between the 10" and the 12 centuries CE.

Regarding those included in Bonnet’s edition, he indicated that the first two Acts were
transmitted by ABCDFGHPQRSTUVXY.® He categorised G and H as belonging to the family
T, with a shortened version of HBr, and B as a hybrid between families T" and A. However,
among the remaining testimonies we have found, as a matter of fact, that C, S, T, Q, and V
do not transmit HBr in complete form either.

The following list provides the basic information of the manuscripts analysed in this
study:

B, Bibliothéque nationale de France (henceforth BnF), gr. 1468, 11 ¢,
C, BNF, gr. 1454, 10" c,
G, Real Biblioteca del Escorial, Y 11 9 / 264, 11t c.

® 1. Mufioz Gallarte & A. Narro, ‘The Abridged Version(s) of the So-Called Family I of the Apocryphal Acts of
Thomas’, The Apostles Peter, Paul, John, Thomas and Philip with their Companions in Late Antiquity (ed. T. Nicklas, J.E.
Spittler, J.N. Bremmer; Leuven: Peeters, 2021) 254-69; 1. Mufioz Gallarte, ‘New Textual Witnesses for the Greek
Apocryphal Acts of Thomas’, L. Roig Lanzillotta & 1. Mufioz Gallarte (eds.), New Trends in the Study of the
Apocryphal Acts of Thomas. Revisiting the Scholarly Discourse Twenty Years Later (in press).

* For a detailed palaeographic analysis of U (Vallicellianus B 35), see L. Roig Lanzillotta, L., ‘Codex Vallicellianus
B 35: An Assessment of the only Extant Greek Manuscript of Acta Thomae, Including the “Hymn of the Pearl”,’ in
L. Roig Lanzillotta & I. Mufioz Gallarte (eds.), New Trends in the Study of the Apocryphal Acts of Thomas. Revisiting the
Scholarly Discourse Twenty Years Later (in press).

5 Bonnet, Acta, XIX.

¢ Bonnet, in the preface of Acta, xvii.
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H, Real Biblioteca del Escorial, Y 11 6 / 314, 12" c.
Q, BnF, gr. 1485, 10" c.

S, B, gr. 1613, 15™ c.

T, BnF, gr. 1540, 11 ¢,

V, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (henceforth BAV), gr. 1190, 16" c.
Z, Saint Petersburg, 906 gr. 94, 12 c.

7, BAV, 866, 1112 c.

8, BAV, 1608, 121-13% ¢,

11, Bodleian Library, Barocci 180, 127 ¢,

12, Bodleian Library, Laud. gr. 68, 10™-11"" c.

36, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 063, 12" c.

38, Mount Athos, 002 Lambros 2, 117 c.

40, Mount Athos, 0275 Lambros 4395, 12t .

3 Analysis

In the following paragraphs, I will detail the main differences and similarities that the
above-listed manuscripts present, both among themselves and also in relation to other
manuscripts transmitting the whole text of HBr.

Before doing so, however, let us review the context in which the Hymn is included in
ATh.” After having been sent to India as a slave, Thomas arrives in Andrapolis® and par-
ticipates as a guest at the wedding of the daughter of the king. In 6.1, while minding his
own business he is slapped by a server, a moment in which (6.2-6.3) he predicts the ter-
rible near future of the server, punished by God in this world. In 6.4, Thomas is said to
start singing the Hymn, which is found in lines 6.5-7.12. In 8.1, Thomas finishes and
the people around look at him.

6.1. The transmission of the first line shows two predominant trends. Several manu-
scripts show the same text as the non-abbreviated testimonies: C, Q, S, T, V and 8, with
small variations mainly due to errata, all read 100 8¢ dmootOrOV €ig TV YAV CpOPDVTOG
eig TIC 1AV oivoydmv Exteivag Ty xelpa adtod €ppdmicev owtdv (C, for illustration).
The other trend, differently, shows a summarised version, omitting the mention of the
apostle at the beginning, but referring to him by the pronoun and often omitting other
words as well: B, G, H, 7, 11, 12 and 36 (o100 8¢ €ig v yhv dpopdviog €ig OV
olvoydwv £xteivag Ty xelpa €pdmnoev o016V, B for illustration).

38 and 40 seem to distance themselves from both trends, providing a text unique to
them: eig 8¢ tig 1@v oilvoxdwv &' owT0d TapepyOUEVOC. 180V oOTOV obTe KbT®
vevovio €ppamioey 0OTOV TV Gloryova T idilm yepl. eimev ovtd va i oUteg KaBEln
otuyvalwv. Kol 00 TPocEYeLs T aOALTploL Eumpocbey Gov oAovon ML TOGOUTNY BPOV
38; the same with the variants ¢ppdmnoev, npocéyne, and towcottnv 40.

6.2. This line is heavily edited in B, G, H, 7, 11 and 36: all share a modified beginning
(Bupréyog 8¢ gig adtov 6 dmdotolog Aéyer 6 kUplog B; some without the mention to 6
andotorog, like G and H); 11 differs slightly while still remaining part of this trend
(mpoceupréyog ovv gig adtov 6 dmdcTorog &v Buud Aéyer). G and H also show a modified
version at the end (v dpoptiov &v 1@ péAlovtt aidvt), while B, 7, and 36 transmit the

7 See C.H. Cosgrove, ‘Singing Thomas: Anatomy of a Sympotic Scene in Acts of Thomas’, Vigiliae Christianae 69
(2015) 256-75 and M. Marcovich, ‘The Wedding Hymn in Acta Thomae’, Illinois Classical Studies 6 (1981) 367-85, for
two literary studies of the Hymn.

® This is the name of the city as read in most mss.; some of them provide variants, such as Enadroch. On this
tradition, see I. Mufioz Gallarte & A. Narro, ‘Some Notes on Andrépolis, the Royal City: Apocryphal Acts of
Thomas 3, Collectanea Christiana Orientalia 18 (2021) 225-35.
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text from non-abbreviated testimonies (gig 10v péAlovio aidva), and 11 remains halfway
between with the inclusion of the term dpoptiuo: (eig TOv péAlovto cidve O GuopTie).

Differently, C, Q, S, T, V, 8, 12, 38 and 40 transmit the text of the non-abbreviated tes-
timonies (¢mapog 8¢ 6 dmdTOA0G TOVG OPOOALOVG CVTOD KO TPOSYBY TG TOWOVTL OVTOV
ginev- 6 Bedg Lov dpfioel oot ig 1OV uEAAOVTO, cidvo Thv dduciov Tody, C for illustra-
tion); with 38 and 40 deviating only with the addition of ovt® it £Bpaidt Sroaréktan at
the end of the first sentence, after the verb einev.

6.3. A shortened version, with several words omitted, is transmitted by B, G, H, 7, 11
and 36, all ever so slightly different (gig 8¢ 10v xdopov todtov 8eifn Bovpdoo, €ig
gxelvny v xelpo €xkelvny Ty TOYoohy pe kol 18w odtny DO Kowog cupwuévny B;
€ig 10V 8¢ VOV koopov deifel Bovudoia €ig £keivny ™y xelpa v TOWOohY Le Kol 18w
cvpopévn (otouévnv) évtadBo, Umd kVvog G; gig OV 8¢ xdouov deifel Bowudoo, koi
€ig €kelvny TV Yepa TV TOYaSEY e Kol 18w adtyv Do KLvog cupouévny H; gig 8¢
T0v koOopov tovtov deifn Oovudola, €ig oiknvny Ty XEPO TV TOYOCAV PE Kol 8o
oOTIV DO KUVOG GUPOUEVTV 7; €l ToUTov 8¢ 1OV KoOopov 8ifel Bovudolov €lg Ty
XEPO TV TOYoohv pE Kol Oedomuol vty UmO Kuvog ocupopévny 11; €ig 8 1oV
kdopov tovtov deifel ovTob T0 Bovpdiola, €1 THY TOYOCAV PE YEIPO EXKELVIV Kol 18®
oVt cLPOUEVNY VIO KLVOG 36).

C,Q,S,T,V, 8 and 12 transmit a text fairly similar to the non-abbreviated versions (gig
&€ 10V Koouov ToVToV deifel auTod Tl Barupdiola, kol Bedicopon 1o T xElpo EKElvV TV
TOYoohy e OTd Kuvav cupouévny C; the same but with the singular xkuvog, 12); 38 and 40
as well, with the inclusion of the sintagma &ig o¢ & Borvpdiore. adto? instead of ovToD XL
Bowpdota (gig 8¢ 1OV kdoupov tovtov deifer gig o6& T Bovpdioio crToD, Koid Bedicopon T
XEPO THYV TOYaGAV LE VIO KUVAY GUPOUEVNY).

6.4. We see, again, two main trends in the transmission of this line. G and 8, on the one
hand, do not transmit the line at all. Notwithstanding this, most manuscripts transmit a
shortened and sometimes reworked version. Some include a reference to the language in
which Thomas sings: B, H, S, 7, 12, 36, 38, 40 (xoi fipEoto woAAelv £Bpaioth éni dpav piowy,
B for illustration’); 11 shares almost the same version, but without this explanation
("HpEoto 8¢ wéArew xoi 8te v @dNv Noev). C, Q, and T transmit the same text as
the non-abbreviated testimonies (xoi eimov Todtor fpoto WYEAAEW Kol Aéyswv v
®dnv tavtv). And V provides a unique reading (xoi eimdv todtoe pévn My odAiotpio
cuViiBev 10 AeyxOev- £Bpaiog yop Mv- elta 6 dmdcTorog HpEoto yeAdew £Bpaioti).

6.5-7.12. Only three manuscripts provide us with part of the Hymn, properly. C transmits
the first half of 6.4 as usual in the abbreviated versions, but continues with half of the lines
6.5 and 6.6, 6.8 almost complete with some additions, and finishes with 7.12 (§ xdpn 100
cpmég, f] Buydmp, N €ott kod éykerton 10 dmoyoouo TV PocAEmy Mg TO év&')uoctoc
£owcev eocpwmg Gvbeoy, sstnoa de owmg ™ KeQUAR Gvbectv yopav 8 101G MOGY
otig éupoiverl g T (S‘CO},LO( avépKTon Kod npenovm)g, n Aertovpyovoty Xeuxnuovouvrsg
Syyerot: 8o&dovot 8¢ oLy 1@ LovTl Tveuudrl, OV motépo Thg dAneiog Kod v untépo
S coPiag).

Q presents a fairly stable version, similar to the one transmitted by A, from 6.1 to 6.7,
and lacks from 6.8 up to half of passage 27. This important loss, however, is due to missing
folia in the manuscript and not to an active intention of shortening the text: (6) &yxetton
8¢ tovmg Th ke@oAf (27) ebomioyyvog.'

° For Gpaw, see G.W.H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961) s.v. dpa 1, as hours of
prayer, and in combination with yéAAe, definition 2.

1 have added numbers in parentheses to clarify the passage; these, obviously, are not included in the
manuscript.
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T transmits the usual half of 6.4 and continues with an abbreviated and transformed
version of 6.5 before jumping to 8: (6) M x6pn 0D ewTOG, N Buydmp, N Eykerton 1O
dmonvyoouo v BaciAémv kol 1o £ERG. (8) kad dte Duvnoev...

8:1. The transmission of the first line after the end of the Hymn is rather varied in our
sources. While the content is always alike, the form is never quite the same. Most manu-
scripts provide a version close to the non-abbreviated testimonies: T and V show 8:1 com-
plete (kai 8te Duvnoev kod £téhece Ty GOV TouMY, TAVTEG 01 £KET TaPOVTES £ig AHTOV
améPrenov koi Novyalev T; the same with fiovyalov at the end V); C, S, 12, meanwhile,
all omit the first half of the line but transmit the second half without much alteration
(mévteg ol €xel mopdvieg eig adtov dméPrenov xoi Novyalov C; xoi dte Etélecey v
eV Tavteg ol €xel mopdvieg €l abtov GméPremov kol Movyalov S; kol Ote
£noo0T0, TAVTEG Ol £kel Tapodvieg eig oTdV dnéPrenov, ur eiddreg dmep MG 12).
11 follows the trend with half 8.1 but reworks the ending too (névteg oi éxel mopdvieg
£ig ad1ov dmgkAentov koi £dpwv 10 €180¢ adTOD EvnAaryuévov).

B, 7, and 36 provide a rather similar text (xoi dte énovoaro, ndvteg adtd frévilov B;
Kol 01e Enoboato, TovTong outd 1 TEVILoV 7; kol 0Te 100 WOALELY £nodcOTo TOVTEG
nrévilov ovt® 36). Others transmit a very innovative version: G (‘Ote 8¢ €rnodcavto ol
Tapovieg, NEVILOV avtdv un eiddvieg dmep €AdAeL kol EBAenov 10 TPOGOTOV CLTOD
gvnlayuévov &v £tépa uopet); H (koil 81e €mobooro, mlvieg ol €kel mopovien
vifov eig adtov); 8 (H 8¢ adAtpia mhvior fikovoey pdvn kod ideiw frovev adtod Mg
GvBponov opoedvov avtig fiv 8€ kol T NdEW BdPpotog O AmOGTOAOG VIEP TAVTOG TOVG
éxeloe Ovtog), 38 and 40 both share the same line verbatim (mévieg 8¢ fixovov adtoD
WEALoVTOg Kol foow oTd dtevilovieg Kol puf voodvieg 0 U’ odtod Aeydvio 38; the
same with Aeyduevo, at the end 40).

4 Results

After the survey presented above, we may infer a few plausible conclusions.

From the study of Chapters 6-7 alone, we cannot know where manuscript Z stands,
given that it does not transmit Chapters between 4 and 16. The leap, however, occurs
within the same folio, which leads us to suppose that the copyist was not interested in
transmitting ATh as a whole, but rather specific parts and in a peculiar order: 1-3; 17-
29; 163-167 (namely the martyrdom); 146; 148; 168-170.

The case of Q is different, which transmits a fairly complete version of the Hymn up
to 6.7. The folia missing until mid-27 indicates that Q does not belong to the branch omit-
ting or summarizing HBr, but rather has suffered the inclemency of time and textual loss.

Manuscripts 7 and 36, which had previously been included in family gamma,"" present
in the text of the Hymn a mixture of elements from both I" and A. In fact, it shows a text
quite close to B - catalogued, as we have seen above, as a hybrid between I" and A - where
certain elements from A remain stable (e.g., pov dpicet cot gig 1OV uérhovio aidva B;
LoV QPNGEL GOL €16 TOV HEALOVTOL OL®VOL 7; LOV GLPNGEL GOL EIG TOV OUAVO, TOV LEAAOVTOL
36) against the tendency of I' to modify them (uov doloer v duoptiov &v @
pérrovtt aidvt H); and they also diverge together from readings proper to I' (kod 81
gnoboorto, Tavteg aT® NtéEvilov B; kol 0te €noboortm, TavTong avtd 1N tevifov 7; Kol
01 100 YOAEWV £€NOOGOTO TAVTEG NTEVILOV 0OTQ 36, Vs, Kol 01e €modcnto, TAvTeS ol
£xel mopovren tévilov gig adtov H).

The cases of 11 and 12 are not dissimilar; while none of them has been attributed to T,
both begin the Hymn in the same way as this tradition (A0vt0? 8¢ €ig Thv YAV dpop®dVTOC)

' Mufioz Gallarte & A. Narro, ‘The Abridged Version(s)’, 259.
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and jump from 6.4 to 8.1, like all other manuscripts we have analysed from I"."> However, 12
presents a text closer to A from 6.2 onwards than 11, whose transmission of 6.2 is the same as
I (npoceufréyog oy eig ooV 6 dmdotorog &v Buud Aéyet 11; ndpag & Toug OEBOALOVS
00100 6 dmOGTOAOG KO PG MV T@ TOWOVTL 0T eiev 12). These two, to a greater or lesser
degree, could be also included in the line of hybrid manuscripts, with B, 7 and 36.

Of these five, it is interesting to notlce that 12 is the oldest copy - being dated from the
10th 11 Cy whlle B is dated from the 11% c., 7 from the 11™-12" ¢, and both 11 and 36 from
the 12 ¢.® Given that it provides the closest version to the manuscripts with the Hymn
complete, it is tempting to see in it one of the earliest attempts to shorten or summarize
the text. This hypothesis could be proven by a detailed analysis of the whole of ATh in 12.

Another interesting tradition, peculiar to only two manuscripts among those studied,
is that of 38 and 40. They virtually coincide in most elements: the beginning being differ-
ent from all the other abbreviated testimonies (gig 8¢ g t@v oivoydwv, vs. family T,
o0tob 8¢ gig ™y YAV dpopdvtog H, and family A shortened, 100 8¢ dnootdrov eig v
YRv dpopdvtog C), adding a long rewriting of 6.1 (§t" avtod mopepyduevos, I8V oTOV
oUT® KAT® VEVOVTIO, £PPATICEY CVTOV TV olaydvo T 18w xepl. eimdv ovtd Tvar Tl
oUtmg KoBElN otuyvalev. Kol 00 TPocEyelg T avAitplo €unpocBey cov adlovon €mi
ooy dpaw), some additions throughout (gig ot & Bovudoio avtov), and an original
version of 8.1 (nécvrsg 8¢ frovov atod YeAAovtog kod foo ot drevilovieg kol um
voovteg T Ut otoD Aeydvia 38; the same with ?»syopevoz 40). It would be interesting
to further study more recent manuscripts (from the 13 to the 16" c.) to investigate
whether their version of HBr reappears later on.

Finally, we arrive at the uncanny resemblance of V with one of the manuscripts trans-
mitting the whole text of HBr, 24. While V transmits 6.1 to 6.3 without deviating from the
tradition of complete versions and later transforms 6.4 and jumps to 8.1, as do most of the
abbreviated versions, the transmitted text shares eight common readings with 24, of
which four are transmitted only by these two manuscripts (xoi un dvoavevovrog added
before £ig and the omission of tig in 6:1; cuyywpnoel instead of pov denoet in 6:2; vov
in lieu of 1461 before v yeipo in 6:3; and €Bpaict in substitution of koi Aéyewv in 6:4).

In fact, from all the manuscripts transmitting the complete HBr that I have been able
to check (A, D, F, P, R, U, X, 9, 10, 24, 39, 42, 43, 45, 47, 50, 55, 60), 24 is the only one which
included the reading £Bpaioth. The reference to the Hebrew language used by Thomas,
however, is quite frequent in the summarized versions. Granted, with different wordings,
it appears in B, H, S, 12, 36, 38, 40.

Given that 24 is dated from the 12" c. and V from the 16" ¢.,'* it is a safe assumption to
suggest dependence, probably indirect, of V on 24. Again, a larger study on ATh would be
beneficial to confirm whether the resemblances go beyond HBr or not.

It has been speculated that a possible reason for the lack of the Hymn in a wide range
of manuscripts is due to the fact that it was a later addition and that it was not part of ATh
in its original form." In other words, the Hymn was an independent poem which would

'% For a clear overview of this family, see Table 1.

'3 For the dating of these manuscripts we have relied on the online catalogues of the Bodleian Library and
Pinakes: https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript_6881 and https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/
cote/48290/ for 12; https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/4536/ for B; https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/
cote/67497/ for 7; https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/47467/ for 11; https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/
cote/42187/ for 36 (Consulted on 05/11/2022).

1 For the dating, see the catalogue Pinakes: https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/4536/ for B; and https://
pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/67821/ for V (Consulted on 05/11/2022).

'® To mention a couple of examples: H.W. Attridge, ‘Intertextuality in the Acts of Thomas’, The Apocryphal Acts
of the Apostles in Intertextual Perspectives (Semeia 80; 1997) 88; and H.J. Klauck, The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles. An
Introduction (transl. by Brian McNeil; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2008) 142.
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have been adapted and integrated into the literary unit of ATh. As support for this hypoth-
esis, scholars point to the same argument regarding the Hymn of the Pearl, which, as we
have seen above, has only been transmitted in Greek by U, and in Syriac translation.
Nonetheless, the textual tradition of the Hymn of the Bride completely differs from
that of the Hymn of the Pearl, and so this theory lacks foundation.

The fact that twelve manuscripts with the summarized version transmit the part of 6.4
where Thomas is said to start singing his psalm (§p&oto yéiAde)'® points to the fact that,
while the Hymn was known, it is cut from the copy being made. It seems a less probable
option to assume that the original text had that line without any song or content related
to it and that it was so conveniently taken later on to add an external Hymn. As a matter
of fact, from almost 150 occurrences where Thomas is said to start talking, singing, or
praying there is only one occasion without the words of the Saint following the state-
ment."” This too does not play in favour of the latter option.

Consequently, this study has shown that the Hymn of the Bride is, in one form or
another, integrated into the body of the narration in most testimonies checked. This
allows us to hypothesize that the Hymn truly belongs to the narration and is not a
later addition.
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