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In December 1945, near the Egyptian town of Nag Hammadi, an Arab peasant named 
Muhammad  Ali  al-Samman  unearthed  a  sealed  earthenware  jar  containing  thirteen 
codices of papyrus leaves, bound in leather. The find — now known as the Nag Hammadi 
Library — included more than fifty texts written in the Coptic language, most of them 
previously unknown to modern scholarship. The discovery was to biblical studies what the 
Dead Sea Scrolls  were to  Old  Testament  research:  an earthquake in  the scholarly 
landscape.

Among those texts were documents whose titles carried the names of apostles and 
disciples of Jesus: the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Philip, the Gospel of Truth, the 
Gospel of Mary (Magdalene), and others. Popular writers and journalists quickly branded 
these writings "the lost Gospels" — suppressed by a power-hungry institutional Church 
that  had,  the  narrative  went,  edited  history  to  consolidate  its  own authority.  Elaine 
Pagels's 1979 bestseller The Gnostic Gospels gave that narrative its most polished form, 
and it has not left popular consciousness since.

This paper undertakes a systematic, evidence-based examination of these texts from 
three angles: (1) the historical and textual evidence bearing on authorship and dating; (2) 
the reasons the early  Church rejected these writings — reasons that  preceded the 
institutionalization  of  the  canon by  centuries;  and (3)  the  theological  content  of  the 
principal  Gnostic  texts  compared  point  by  point  against  the  Greek  New Testament 
(NA28/UBS5),  demonstrating  that  these  documents  do  not  merely  supplement  the 
canonical Gospels but contradict them at every fundamental level of theology, cosmology, 
soteriology, and Christology.

The  conclusion  this  paper  reaches  is  not  a  conclusion  of  ecclesial  politics.  It  is  a 
conclusion  of  historical  philology,  linguistic  dating,  patristic  testimony,  and  doctrinal 
analysis: the Gnostic Gospels were not written by the apostles whose names they bear, 
they  were  rejected  by  the  earliest  Christian  communities  on  substantive  theological 
grounds, and they represent a rival religion — Gnosticism — that is incompatible with the 
Greek New Testament at its foundational premises.

II. THE GNOSTIC MOVEMENT: ORIGINS, BELIEFS, AND 
VARIETIES

A. What Is Gnosticism?

The term "Gnosticism" derives from the Greek gnosis (γνῶσις), meaning "knowledge" — 
specifically, esoteric, experiential, saving knowledge of one's divine origin. Gnosticism 
was not a single unified system but a loose family of religious movements flourishing 
primarily in the second and third centuries CE, borrowing terminology and imagery from 
Judaism, Platonism, Christianity, and Zoroastrianism while constructing radically different 
cosmological and soteriological frameworks from any of these parent traditions.
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Scholars debate whether "Gnosticism" even constitutes a coherent category. Michael A. 
Williams,  in  Rethinking  "Gnosticism"  (Princeton,  1996),  argued  that  the  term  is  so 
imprecise  as  to  be  analytically  misleading.  Karen  L.  King  similarly  questioned  the 
construct in What Is Gnosticism? (Harvard, 2003). These scholarly cautions are well 
taken:  the  systems  of  Valentinus,  Basilides,  Sethians,  Ophites,  Naassenes,  and 
Marcionites differ substantially from one another. Nevertheless, certain recurring features 
justify speaking of a "Gnostic" family of movements for the purposes of this analysis.

B. Core Gnostic Theological Claims

Despite internal variations, the texts commonly grouped as Gnostic share a cluster of 
distinctive theological commitments that place them in direct contradiction to the Greek 
New Testament:

1. Cosmic Dualism and the Demiurge. Gnostic systems uniformly posit a fundamental 
ontological dualism between a transcendent, unknown, perfectly spiritual Supreme God 
(the "Monad" or "Father of the All") and a lower, ignorant, or malevolent creator deity 
called the Demiurge (from Greek dēmiourgos, "craftsman"). The Demiurge — frequently 
identified with the God of the Hebrew Bible, YHWH — created the material world as a 
prison or mistake. Matter itself is evil, or at least soteriologically irrelevant. This is the 
single most foundational Gnostic claim, and it stands in irreconcilable opposition to the 
Greek New Testament's identification of Jesus's Father with the Creator God of Israel 
(John 1:1-3; Col. 1:15-17; Heb. 1:2).

2. The Divine Spark. Human beings contain within them a fragment of the divine light, a 
pneumatic "spark" (σπινθήρ) that has fallen into the material world through cosmological 
catastrophe.  Salvation  consists  in  the  pneumatic  individual  (the  "spiritual"  person, 
πνευματικός) awakening to the knowledge of this divine origin and escaping the material 
trap through gnosis.

3. A Secret Apostolic Transmission. Gnostic texts typically claim that the true teachings of 
Jesus were not the public teachings recorded in the canonical Gospels but rather secret, 
post-resurrection discourses delivered privately to select disciples. This claim of secret 
transmission is structurally necessary to Gnostic systems because the canonical Gospels 
are plainly incompatible with Gnostic theology. The claim of secrecy allows Gnostics to 
dismiss canonical testimony as exoteric and incomplete.

4. Docetism and Anti-Incarnationalism. Many Gnostic texts deny or minimize the physical 
reality of the Incarnation. If matter is evil and the Supreme God has nothing to do with 
matter, then Christ cannot have genuinely taken on flesh. Some Gnostic texts depict 
Jesus as a purely  spiritual  being whose physical  appearance was illusory (dokesis, 
"seeming" — hence "Docetism"). Others maintain a sharp distinction between the earthly 
Jesus and the heavenly Christ who descended upon him at baptism and departed before 
the crucifixion.

5. Rejection of Bodily Resurrection. Since the body is material and therefore either evil or 
irrelevant, physical resurrection has no place in Gnostic soteriology. Salvation is escape 
from the body, not resurrection of the body. The Gospel of Philip explicitly spiritualizes 
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resurrection, and the Gospel of Thomas makes no reference to a bodily resurrection 
event.

C. The Historical Setting: Second-Century Syncretism

Gnosticism as a developed system emerges clearly in the mid-second century CE. The 
first major Gnostic teachers known by name — Basilides of Alexandria (ca. 117-138 CE), 
Valentinus (ca. 100-180 CE), and Marcion of Sinope (ca. 85-160 CE) — all belong to this 
period. This chronological fact is of enormous significance: by the time Gnostic systems 
appear with identifiable theological structure, the canonical New Testament documents 
had already been written (ca. 50-100 CE), the Apostolic Fathers had already composed 
their letters (ca. 96-150 CE), and eyewitness testimony to Jesus was a generation or more 
in the past.

The intellectual milieu of second-century Alexandria, Antioch, and Rome was one of 
intense  religious  syncretism.  Middle  Platonism,  with  its  concept  of  a  transcendent, 
unknowable divine principle beyond the material  world,  provided ready philosophical 
architecture for Gnostic cosmological speculation. Jewish apocalyptic traditions furnished 
the angelology. Christianity provided the name of Jesus and the vocabulary of salvation. 
The result was not a deeper or more primitive form of Christianity — it was a new religion 
wearing Christian costume.

III. AUTHORSHIP AND DATING: THE CASE AGAINST 
APOSTOLIC ORIGIN

A. The Gospel of Thomas

The  Gospel  of  Thomas  is  the  most  studied,  most  discussed,  and  most  frequently 
championed of all the Nag Hammadi texts. It consists of 114 sayings (logoi) attributed to 
"the living Jesus," with no narrative framework, no passion account, and no resurrection 
appearance. The Coptic manuscript from Nag Hammadi (Codex II, tractate 2) is dated 
paleographically to approximately 340-380 CE. Greek fragments of Thomas — P.Oxy. 1, 
P.Oxy. 654, P.Oxy. 655 — discovered at Oxyrhynchus, Egypt in the 1890s, are dated to 
approximately 200-250 CE.

The critical question is not the date of the surviving manuscript but the date of the text's  
composition. Scholarly opinion spans a wide range. John Dominic Crossan and the Jesus 
Seminar proposed an early date of ca. 50-60 CE, arguing that some Thomas sayings 
preserve independent early tradition. April DeConick (The Original Gospel of Thomas in 
Translation, T&T Clark, 2006) argued for a "kernel" of early tradition expanded by later 
accretions. However, the dominant critical consensus, represented by scholars such as 
Nicholas Perrin (Thomas and Tatian, SBL, 2002),  Mark Goodacre (Thomas and the 
Gospels,  Eerdmans,  2012),  Simon  Gathercole  (The  Composition  of  the  Gospel  of 
Thomas, Cambridge, 2012), and Christopher Tuckett, places Thomas's composition in 
the second century, most likely 140-180 CE.
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Evidence Against Early Dating of Thomas

Linguistic Dependencies. Perrin's exhaustive Syriac catchword analysis demonstrated 
that the Gospel of Thomas shows verbal and structural links to Tatian's Diatessaron (a 
Syriac harmony of the four Gospels composed ca. 170-175 CE). If Thomas is literarily 
dependent on or related to the Diatessaron, it cannot predate it. Goodacre and Gathercole 
independently demonstrated that Thomas shows knowledge of the canonical Gospels in 
their redacted, edited form — not merely isolated oral traditions — which means Thomas 
postdates the canonical Gospels and uses them as sources.

Theological  Development.  Thomas's  sayings  presuppose  a  developed  Gnostic 
theological framework — the idea of self-knowledge as salvation (Saying 3: "the kingdom 
is within you and outside you... when you know yourselves, then you will be known"), the 
devaluation of the female/material (Saying 114: "every woman who makes herself male 
will enter the Kingdom of Heaven"), and the deprecation of Jewish cultic practice (Saying 
6, 14). This theological sophistication is characteristic of mid-second-century Gnosticism, 
not of the Palestinian milieu of the 50s CE.

No  Patristic  Evidence  Before  the  Second  Century.  No  first-century  author  — Paul, 
Clement of Rome, Ignatius of Antioch, Polycarp — ever quotes or alludes to the Gospel of 
Thomas. The first identifiable reference is Hippolytus of Rome (Refutation of All Heresies, 
ca. 222-235 CE), who quotes a Thomas saying as belonging to the Naassenes. Origen of 
Alexandria (185-254 CE) mentions "the Gospel according to Thomas" as one of the 
heretical gospels in circulation. The silence of first and early second-century writers is 
deafening.

The Claim of Thomasine Authorship

The text identifies itself as "the secret sayings which the living Jesus spoke and which 
Didymos Judas Thomas wrote down." "Didymos" is the Greek word for "twin," as is 
"Thomas" in Aramaic. The text thus identifies the author as the apostle Thomas, the twin. 
The Syrian church tradition identified this Thomas with Judas, the brother of James (cf. 
Luke 6:16; Acts 1:13), who was venerated especially in Edessa (modern Urfa, Turkey) as 
the apostolic founder of Syrian Christianity.

However, no credible external evidence supports Thomasine authorship. The apostle 
Thomas is mentioned in the canonical Gospels only four times in John (11:16; 14:5; 
20:24-29; 21:2) and appears in the apostolic lists (Matt. 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 
1:13).  The tradition  of  Thomas as  author  of  a  sayings  gospel  appears  to  originate 
precisely in the second-century Syriac church's interest in claiming apostolic legitimacy for 
its  distinctive  theological  tradition.  As  Helmut  Koester  acknowledged,  the 
pseudepigraphical  attribution  to  Thomas  is  a  literary  device  of  the  kind  commonly 
employed in second-century religious writing.

The verdict of scholarship is clear: the Gospel of Thomas was not written by the apostle 
Thomas. It was written by an unknown author or authors working within the Gnostic milieu 
of the second century, using the authority of Thomas's name — a device known as 
pseudepigraphy — to lend credibility to what was in reality a later theological construction.

B. The Gospel of Philip
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The Gospel of Philip (Nag Hammadi Codex II, tractate 3) is not a narrative gospel but a 
loosely  organized  collection  of  theological  reflections,  aphorisms,  and  sacramental 
instructions.  Its  author is  never named within the text;  the title  "according to Philip" 
appears only in the concluding colophon of the manuscript. The surviving Coptic text is a 
translation of a Greek original.

Scholars uniformly date the Gospel of Philip's composition to the second half of the 
second century CE, most likely 150-250 CE. Wesley Isenberg, who produced the critical 
edition in The Nag Hammadi Library in English (Robinson, ed., Harper, 1977, revised 
1988), concluded that the text belongs to the Valentinian school of Gnosticism, reflecting 
theological categories characteristic of Valentinus (d. ca. 180 CE) and his disciples. The 
extensive  sacramental  theology  —  particularly  the  "bridal  chamber"  as  the  highest 
Gnostic sacrament — is a distinctively Valentinian motif.

There is no credible evidence that the apostle Philip wrote this document. Philip the 
apostle  is  mentioned in  the  Synoptics  only  in  the  apostolic  lists  and in  John more 
substantially (1:43-48; 6:5-7; 12:21-22; 14:8-9). Nothing in the Johannine portrait of Philip 
suggests  a  Valentinian Gnostic  teacher.  The attribution is  purely  pseudepigraphical, 
exploiting Philip's name to claim apostolic authority for a second-century Valentinian text.

C. The Gospel of Mary (Magdalene)

The Gospel of Mary survives in fragmentary form: a Coptic manuscript (Berlin Gnostic 
Codex 8502, ca. 5th century CE) and two Greek papyrus fragments (P.Ryl. 463 and 
P.Oxy. 3525, ca. 2nd-3rd century CE). The first six pages and pages 11-14 of the Coptic 
text are missing, making assessment of the complete document impossible.

Karen L. King (The Gospel of Mary of Magdala, Polebridge, 2003) argued that the text 
preserves a debate within early Christianity about apostolic authority and the legitimacy of 
visionary revelation. However, even King acknowledges that "the Gospel of Mary was 
probably composed in the second century CE." The presence of distinctively Gnostic 
categories — the soul's ascent through seven planetary powers, the rejection of bodily 
resurrection,  the  Gnostic  conception  of  "the  Good"  —  confirms  a  second-century 
provenance.

The attribution to Mary Magdalene is especially problematic. Mary Magdalene appears in 
the canonical Gospels as a witness to the crucifixion (Matt. 27:56; Mark 15:40; Luke 8:2; 
John 19:25) and the resurrection (Matt. 28:1-10; Mark 16:1-8; Luke 24:1-10; John 20:1-
18). She is never presented in the canonical texts as a theological teacher, an apostolic 
authority,  or  a recipient  of  secret  revelation.  The Gospel of  Mary constructs a Mary 
radically at odds with the canonical portrait, serving the Gnostic purpose of claiming a 
revelatory tradition independent of — and superior to — the apostolic tradition preserved 
in the canonical Gospels.

D. The Gospel of Truth

The Gospel of Truth (Nag Hammadi Codex I, tractate 3; also Codex XII, tractate 2) is a 
homiletical  meditation  rather  than  a  narrative  gospel.  Irenaeus  of  Lyon  (Adversus 
Haereses I.11.9, ca. 180 CE) appears to reference a "Gospel of Truth" used by Valentinus 
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himself: "they have a gospel of truth." If this identification is correct — and most scholars 
accept it  cautiously — the text dates to approximately 140-160 CE, placing it  in the 
Valentinian school.

Even granting an early date within the second century, the Gospel of Truth makes no 
claim of first-generation apostolic authorship. Its theology is thoroughly Valentinian: the 
Father is ineffable and unknowable; the material world results from Ignorance (agnoia); 
salvation is knowledge that awakens the soul from a nightmare. These are not categories 
from the Palestinian movement of 30-70 CE — they are the sophisticated philosophical 
constructions of Alexandrian-Roman intellectual culture of the mid-second century.

E. The Gospel of Judas

The Gospel of Judas, recovered from a codex purchased on the antiquities market and 
first published by the National Geographic Society in 2006 (Rodolphe Kasser, Marvin 
Meyer, and Gregor Wurst, eds.), presents the most spectacular pseudepigraphical claim 
of all the Gnostic texts: that Judas Iscariot was not a traitor but the only apostle who truly 
understood Jesus, and that Jesus instructed Judas to betray him in order to liberate his 
divine spirit from its material prison.

Irenaeus of Lyon (Adversus Haereses I.31.1, ca. 180 CE) mentions a "Gospel of Judas" 
used by a group he calls the Cainites, providing a firm terminus ante quem of ca. 180 CE. 
The  Coptic  manuscript  itself  is  dated  to  approximately  280-340  CE by  radiocarbon 
analysis (National Geographic, 2006). Scholars including April DeConick (The Thirteenth 
Apostle, Continuum, 2007) have argued, controversially, that National Geographic's initial 
translation misread several key passages, making the text appear more favorable to 
Judas than it actually is — in DeConick's reading, the text consistently portrays Judas 
negatively as a demon's disciple. Either reading confirms that the text is a Sethian Gnostic 
composition of the second century, entirely pseudepigraphical.

F. Summary on Authorship

The cumulative weight of the evidence admits only one conclusion: not a single text in the 
so-called Gnostic Gospel corpus was written by the apostle or disciple whose name it 
bears.  All  of  the texts in question were composed in the second century CE, a full 
generation or more after the deaths of the apostles to whom they are attributed. The 
apostolic names are pseudepigraphical devices — standard practice in ancient religious 
literature, but nonetheless a form of literary falsification. The texts do not preserve secret 
apostolic tradition; they project second-century Gnostic theology backward onto apostolic 
figures to give that theology false historical legitimacy.

IV. THE EARLY CHURCH'S REJECTION: REASONS, 
WITNESSES, AND CRITERIA

A. The Criteria of Canonicity
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A persistent misunderstanding in popular treatments of the Gnostic Gospels is the claim 
that the canonical New Testament was arbitrarily assembled by the Council of Nicaea in 
325 CE, at which point politically powerful bishops "voted" certain texts in and certain texts 
out. This narrative is historically false at every point.

The  process  by  which  the  New  Testament  canon  was  recognized  was  gradual, 
decentralized, and driven by criteria developed organically from the experience of the 
early communities — not by imperial decree. F. F. Bruce (The Canon of Scripture, IVP, 
1988), Bruce M. Metzger (The Canon of the New Testament, Oxford, 1987), and Lee 
McDonald (The Biblical Canon, Hendrickson, 2007) all document this process in detail. 
The primary criteria employed by early Christian communities in evaluating texts were:

1. Apostolicity: Was the text written by an apostle or by a close associate of an apostle (as 
Luke was associated with Paul, and Mark with Peter)? This criterion was applied to the 
canonical Gospels and Epistles; the Gnostic Gospels fail it entirely, as demonstrated 
above.

2. Catholicity: Was the text used universally across the geographically dispersed Christian 
communities, or only by a particular sect? The Gnostic texts were produced within and for 
specific Gnostic schools, not the broad Christian community.

3. Orthodoxy: Was the teaching of the text consistent with the apostolic rule of faith (regula 
fidei) — the core doctrines transmitted from the apostolic generation? This is the criterion 
of greatest substance, and it is on this criterion that the Gnostic texts fail most decisively.

4.  Traditional  Use:  Was  the  text  consistently  read  in  the  liturgical  assembly  of  the 
churches across generations? The Gnostic texts have no such liturgical pedigree.

B. The Patristic Witnesses Against Gnosticism

1. Irenaeus of Lyon (ca. 130-202 CE)

Irenaeus is the most important anti-Gnostic writer of the second century. His five-volume 
work Adversus Haereses (Against Heresies, ca. 180 CE) is the most comprehensive early 
critique of Gnostic systems. Irenaeus had a direct connection to the apostolic generation 
through his teacher Polycarp of Smyrna, who had known the apostle John. This chain of 
tradition gave Irenaeus's critique particular historical weight.

Irenaeus's central argument against Gnosticism is not political but theological: the Gnostic 
systems contradict the apostolic rule of faith on every fundamental point. He catalogs the 
diversity of Gnostic systems to demonstrate that they have no stable tradition — every 
Gnostic teacher invents his own variation — while the apostolic churches, separated by 
vast distances, confess the same faith. He identifies the Creator God of Genesis with the 
Father of Jesus Christ, directly refuting the Gnostic Demiurge doctrine. He insists on the 
physical reality of the Incarnation against Docetism and affirms bodily resurrection against 
Gnostic spiritualization.

Most significantly, Irenaeus identifies the four canonical Gospels — Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and John — as the apostolic fourfold Gospel, arguing from internal evidence, patristic use, 
and analogical reasoning that these four — and no others — constitute the authentic 
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record of Christ's ministry. This fourfold structure was already established in the churches 
Irenaeus knew before any council convened to formalize it.

2. Tertullian of Carthage (ca. 155-240 CE)

Tertullian addressed Gnosticism in a series of polemical treatises including Adversus 
Marcionem (Against  Marcion, ca.  207-212 CE),  Adversus Valentinianos (Against  the 
Valentinians, ca. 206 CE), and De Praescriptione Haereticorum (On the Prescription of 
Heretics, ca. 200 CE). In De Praescriptione, Tertullian articulated what remains one of the 
most powerful logical arguments against Gnostic claims of superior secret tradition: the 
Gnostics cannot claim an independent apostolic tradition, because the apostolic churches 
— founded by apostles — show no trace of Gnostic teaching in their earliest records. If the 
apostles had known and taught Gnostic doctrine, that teaching would appear in the 
churches  the  apostles  founded.  It  does  not.  Therefore  the  Gnostic  claim  of  secret 
apostolic tradition is fabricated.

3. Hippolytus of Rome (ca. 170-235 CE)

Hippolytus composed the Refutatio Omnium Haeresium (Refutation of All Heresies, ca. 
222-235 CE),  a massive work demonstrating that  Gnostic systems derived not from 
Christian  apostolic  tradition  but  from  pagan  Greek  philosophy.  Hippolytus  traces 
Valentinian  cosmology  to  Pythagorean  number  mysticism,  Basilidean  theology  to 
Aristotelian categories, and Naassene doctrine to mystery cult traditions. His argument is 
that the Gnostics are not a deeper form of Christianity; they are paganism in Christian 
disguise.

4. Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150-215 CE)

Even Clement of Alexandria, who was more sympathetic to the idea of Christian gnosis 
than most of his contemporaries, drew clear boundaries against the Gnostic sects. In his 
Stromateis (Miscellanies) and Excerpta ex Theodoto (Excerpts from Theodotus), Clement 
engages seriously with Valentinian material but insists that true Christian gnosis is built 
upon the apostolic scriptures and the orthodox rule of faith — not upon the esoteric 
traditions of the Gnostic schools.

5. Origen of Alexandria (ca. 185-254 CE)

Origen mentions the Gospel of Thomas and other Gnostic gospels in his Commentary on 
Luke (Homily 1), where he explicitly states that "the Church has four Gospels; heresies 
have a great many." He acknowledges the existence of the Gnostic texts not to validate 
them but to dismiss them as heretical productions without apostolic sanction.

C. The Rejection Was Theological, Not Political

The narrative that the Church's rejection of the Gnostic Gospels was an act of political 
suppression  —  rather  than  theological  discernment  —  depends  on  a  fundamental 
anachronism:  it  projects  the consolidated institutional  Church of  the  fourth  and fifth 
centuries backward onto the decentralized, persecuted communities of the second and 
third centuries. The Christians who rejected Gnostic texts were themselves subject to 
Roman persecution. They had no political power to suppress anything. Their rejection of 
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the Gnostic texts was an act of theological conviction, based on the recognition that 
Gnostic teaching contradicted the apostolic proclamation they had received.

Bart Ehrman, who is far from a defender of orthodoxy, acknowledges this point in Lost 
Christianities (Oxford, 2003): the proto-orthodox Christians "won" not because of political 
advantage but because their form of Christianity proved more compelling to a broader 
range  of  converts,  and  because  their  theological  arguments  — particularly  against 
Gnostic dualism — were internally more coherent. Ehrman does not agree with the proto-
orthodox position, but he does not attribute their success to political conspiracy.

V. THEOLOGICAL INCOMPATIBILITY: GNOSTIC TEXTS vs. 
THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

This section undertakes a systematic comparison of Gnostic theological claims against 
the teaching of the Greek New Testament (NA28 critical text). It demonstrates that the 
incompatibility  is  not  peripheral  or  secondary  but  goes  to  the  most  fundamental 
theological categories of both systems. Wherever the Greek New Testament makes a 
clear,  unambiguous  affirmation,  the  Gnostic  texts  make  an  equally  clear,  opposite 
affirmation.

A. The Identity of the Creator God

The Greek New Testament

The Greek New Testament is unequivocal in its identification of the Father of Jesus Christ 
with the Creator God of Israel. John 1:1-3 states: "In the beginning was the Word (ὁ 
Λόγος), and the Word was with God (θεόν), and the Word was God (θεός). He was in the 
beginning with God. All things came into being through him (δι᾽ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο πάντα), and 
apart from him not one thing came into being." The identical Greek verb for creation 
(ἐγένετο) connects this to Genesis 1:1 (LXX: ἐν ἀρχῇ). Paul writes in Colossians 1:15-17 
that Christ is "the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation, because in him all 
things were created (ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα), in heaven and on earth... all things have been 
created through him and for him." Hebrews 1:2 states that the Father created the universe 
(τοὺς αἰῶνας ἐποίησεν) through his Son.

The conclusion is unavoidable: in the Greek New Testament, the Father who created all 
things and the Father of Jesus Christ are the same being. There is one God, the Creator, 
and Jesus is his Son and agent of creation. The material world is his good creation (Gen. 
1:31 LXX: καλὰ λίαν — "very good").

The Gnostic Position

The Gnostic Gospels and their associated texts construct a cosmology that directly inverts 
this. In the Apocryphon of John (Nag Hammadi Codex II, a foundational Sethian Gnostic 
text closely related to the Gospel tradition), the material world is created by the Demiurge, 
identified as Yaldabaoth or Sakla ("fool"), who is described as "a lion-faced serpent" 
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whose creation  results  from the  fall  of  Sophia  (Wisdom).  This  Demiurge  arrogantly 
declares, "I am God and there is no other God besides me" — directly quoting YHWH from 
Isaiah 45:5-6 — but the text presents this as a lie born of ignorance. The true God is 
beyond this Demiurge entirely.

The  Gospel  of  Philip  (NHC  II.3)  states:  "The  world  came  into  being  through  a 
transgression. For he who created it wanted to create it imperishable and immortal. He fell 
short and did not attain his hope. For the world is not imperishable, nor is the one who 
made the world." The creator God of Genesis is thus explicitly characterized as failed and 
inferior.

The incompatibility here is total. The Greek New Testament teaches that the Creator God 
is the Father of Jesus Christ. The Gnostic texts teach that the Creator God is an ignorant, 
inferior, or malevolent being from whom Christ comes to liberate human beings. These 
positions cannot be reconciled.

B. The Nature of the Incarnation

The Greek New Testament

The Incarnation — the entry of the eternal Son of God into genuine human flesh — is the 
architectural  foundation  of  the  New Testament's  soteriology.  John  1:14  states  with 
unprecedented directness: "And the Word became flesh (ὁ Λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο) and 
tabernacled among us (ἐσκήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν)." The aorist ἐγένετο ("became") and the noun 
σάρξ  ("flesh"  — not  merely  "body,"  but  the  full  human condition  including  physical 
materiality and frailty) leave no room for a merely spiritual appearance.

1 John 4:2 makes authentic confession of Christ's physical Incarnation a criterion for 
distinguishing the Spirit of God from the spirit of antichrist: "By this you know the Spirit of 
God:  every  spirit  that  confesses that  Jesus Christ  has come in  the flesh (ἐν  σαρκὶ 
ἐληλυθότα) is from God, and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God; and 
this is the spirit of the antichrist." The context of 1 John makes clear that the author has in 
view exactly the kind of Docetic teaching that characterizes Gnostic Christology.

Philippians 2:7-8 states that the Son "emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, being 
born in the likeness of human beings (ἐν ὁμοιώματι ἀνθρώπων γενόμενος), and being 
found in appearance as a human being (σχήματι εὑρεθεὶς ὡς ἄνθρωπος)." Galatians 4:4: 
"God sent his Son, born of a woman (γενόμενον ἐκ γυναικός), born under the Law."

The Gnostic Position

The Gospel of  Thomas contains no birth narrative,  no Incarnation theology, and no 
passion account. Jesus in Thomas is a purely revelatory figure dispensing liberating 
sayings — the physical, historical Jesus of the canonical Gospels is effectively absent. 
The Gospel of Philip distinguishes between "Jesus" (the earthly person) and "Christ" (the 
heavenly spiritual being), suggesting a separation that undermines genuine Incarnation: 
"Jesus took them all by stealth, for he did not appear as he was, but in the manner in which 
[they would] be able to see him" (Gospel of Philip 57.28-58.10, NHS).
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The Gospel of Judas, in its Sethian framework, consistently presents Jesus as a purely 
spiritual  being  whose  relationship  to  the  material  body  is  at  best  provisional.  The 
Apocryphon of John depicts Christ as descending upon Jesus at baptism and departing 
before the crucifixion — the classic Gnostic separation of the heavenly Christ from the 
earthly Jesus. 1 John 4:2 directly addresses and condemns this position.

C. Soteriology: How Are Human Beings Saved?

The Greek New Testament

The Greek New Testament's soteriology is consistently objective and Christocentric: 
human beings are saved by the atoning death and bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ, 
received through faith. Romans 3:23-25: "For all have sinned (πάντες γὰρ ἥμαρτον) and 
fall short of the glory of God, being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that 
is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as a propitiation (ἱλαστήριον) through faith in his 
blood." Romans 5:8-9: "God demonstrates his love for us in that while we were still  
sinners, Christ died for us (ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἀπέθανεν)." 1 Corinthians 15:3-4: "Christ died for 
our sins (ἀπέθανεν ὑπὲρ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ἡμῶν) according to the scriptures, and he was 
buried, and he was raised on the third day according to the scriptures."

The New Testament nowhere presents salvation as self-knowledge, cosmic awakening, 
or the discovery of one's divine nature. It presents salvation as the forgiveness of sin 
through the atoning death of Christ, justification by grace through faith, and future bodily 
resurrection.

The Gnostic Position

The Gospel of Thomas presents a radically different soteriology based entirely on self-
knowledge. Saying 3: "When you come to know yourselves, then you will be known, and 
you will  realize  that  you are  the sons of  the  living  Father.  But  if  you do not  know 
yourselves, then you live in poverty, and you are poverty." Saying 70: "If you bring forth 
what is within you, what you have will save you. If you do not have that within you, what  
you do not have within you will kill you."

Salvation in Thomas requires no atonement, no cross, no resurrection. It requires only 
self-discovery — the recognition of one's divine inner nature. This is not a complement to 
New Testament soteriology; it is its replacement. The Gospel of Truth similarly presents 
salvation as awakening from ignorance and nightmare: "It is within Unity that each one will 
attain himself; within knowledge he will purify himself from multiplicity into Unity" (Gospel 
of Truth 25.10-19).

The contrast could not be sharper. The Greek New Testament locates the problem of 
humanity in sin (ἁμαρτία) — a moral failure of will in relation to God — and the solution in 
atoning sacrifice.  The Gnostic  texts  locate the problem in ignorance (ἄγνοια)  — an 
ontological condition of not knowing one's true origin — and the solution in enlightening 
knowledge. These are categorically different diagnoses and categorically different cures.

D. The Resurrection of the Body
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The Greek New Testament

Bodily resurrection is not peripheral to the Greek New Testament — it  is its central 
eschatological  and  soteriological  claim.  1  Corinthians  15:12-19:  "Now  if  Christ  is 
proclaimed as raised from the dead (ἐκ νεκρῶν ἐγήγερται), how can some among you say 
that there is no resurrection of the dead (ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν οὐκ ἔστιν)? But if there is no 
resurrection of the dead, neither has Christ been raised; and if Christ has not been raised, 
then our proclamation is futile and your faith is also futile... and you are still in your sins." 
Paul  here  makes  bodily  resurrection  the  indispensable  presupposition  of  the  entire 
Christian soteriological structure.

The resurrection accounts in all four canonical Gospels emphasize the physical reality of 
the resurrection body: the empty tomb (John 20:1-10), physical handling of Jesus (Luke 
24:39: "touch me and see, because a ghost does not have flesh and bones as you see me 
having"; John 20:27: "put your finger here and see my hands"), and meals shared with the 
risen Jesus (Luke 24:41-43; John 21:12-13). N. T. Wright (The Resurrection of the Son of 
God, Fortress, 2003), in an exhaustive 817-page study, demonstrates that "resurrection" 
in  first-century  Jewish and Christian usage invariably  meant  bodily  resurrection,  not 
spiritual survival or spiritual transformation.

The Gnostic Position

The  Gnostic  texts  consistently  reject,  reinterpret,  or  ignore  bodily  resurrection.  The 
Gospel of Thomas contains no resurrection account whatsoever — it presents no passion 
narrative, no burial, and no empty tomb. Its silence on the resurrection is not incidental; it 
reflects the Gnostic conviction that the material body is irrelevant to salvation.

The Gospel of Philip explicitly spiritualizes resurrection: "Those who say that the Lord died 
first and then rose are in error, for he rose first and then died... Those who say they will die 
first and then rise are in error. If they do not first receive the resurrection while they live, 
when they die they will receive nothing" (Gospel of Philip 56.15-20). Resurrection here is 
a spiritual experience in the present life — the awakening of the pneumatic self — not a 
future bodily event.

The Gospel of Mary explicitly denies the resurrection's soteriological significance: after a 
revelation from the risen Jesus, Mary teaches the disciples that salvation lies in the soul's 
ascent through seven spiritual powers — a journey that leaves the body behind entirely. 
Peter's protest against Mary's teaching in the text reflects the historical conflict between 
apostolic bodily-resurrection tradition and Gnostic spiritualizing theology.

E. The Role of the God of Israel and the Hebrew Scriptures

The Greek New Testament

The Greek New Testament presents the Old Testament (Hebrew Bible/LXX) as divinely 
authoritative scripture that finds its fulfillment in Jesus Christ. Matthew 5:17: "Do not think 
that I came to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I did not come to abolish but to fulfill  
(πληρῶσαι)." Romans 15:4: "Everything that was written beforehand was written for our 
instruction." 2 Timothy 3:16: "All scripture is God-breathed (θεόπνευστος) and profitable 
for teaching, reproof, correction, and training in righteousness." Jesus himself quotes the 
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Hebrew scriptures as the authoritative Word of God throughout the Gospels (Matt. 4:4, 7, 
10; 22:37-40; John 10:35: "scripture cannot be broken").

The Gnostic Position

Marcion of Sinope (ca. 85-160 CE), one of the most influential Gnostic-adjacent teachers, 
went to the logical conclusion of the Gnostic premise: if the Creator God of the Old 
Testament is an inferior, ignorant Demiurge, then the Hebrew scriptures are his revelation 
— not the revelation of the true God — and should be rejected entirely. Marcion produced 
the first known explicit Christian canon, consisting only of an edited version of Luke and 
ten Pauline letters, with all Jewish-Christian material excised.

While not all Gnostic texts go as far as Marcion, the internal logic of Gnostic theology 
requires the devaluation of the Hebrew scriptures. If YHWH is the Demiurge, then the 
Torah, Psalms, and Prophets are his word, not the Supreme God's word. The Gospel of 
Judas explicitly connects the God worshipped by the other apostles — identified with the 
God of Israel — to Saklas, the foolish Demiurge. The apostles who worship the God of 
Israel are, in the Gospel of Judas's framework, worshipping an inferior deity.

The Greek New Testament's thoroughgoing affirmation of the Hebrew scriptures as God's 
word and of Jesus as their fulfillment is thus incompatible at the most foundational level 
with the Gnostic theological architecture.

F. Pneumatics, Psychics, and Hylics: Gnostic Anthropological Elitism

Gnostic anthropology — particularly in its Valentinian form — divides humanity into three 
ontological categories based on their inner nature: pneumatics (πνευματικοί, "spiritual" 
persons), who possess the divine spark and are capable of full salvation through gnosis; 
psychics (ψυχικοί,  "soulish"  persons),  who are capable of  a  lower form of  salvation 
through faith and works but not gnosis; and hylics (ὑλικοί, "material" persons), who are 
incapable of salvation and are bound permanently to the material world.

This tripartite anthropology has no foundation in the Greek New Testament. The New 
Testament's soteriology is universally available: "For God so loved the world (τὸν κόσμον) 
that he gave his only Son, that everyone who believes in him (πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων εἰς αὐτόν) 
should not perish but have eternal life" (John 3:16). Romans 10:13: "Everyone who calls 
on  the  name  of  the  Lord  will  be  saved."  Acts  17:30:  God  "commands  all  people 
everywhere  to  repent  (πάντας  πανταχοῦ  μετανοεῖν)."  Salvation  in  the  Greek  New 
Testament is neither ontologically predetermined by one's inner spiritual constitution nor 
restricted to an enlightened elite.

Gnostic pneumatic elitism — the conviction that only the spiritually constituted can receive 
gnosis — is a rejection of the New Testament's universal offer of salvation by grace 
through faith. It introduces into Christianity a predestinarian anthropological hierarchy that 
has no precedent in apostolic teaching.

G. The Saying About Mary Magdalene in the Gospel of Thomas

Saying 114 of the Gospel of Thomas has attracted considerable attention: "Simon Peter 
said to them, 'Let Mary leave us, for women are not worthy of life.' Jesus said, 'I myself 

14



shall lead her in order to make her male, so that she too may become a living spirit 
resembling you males.  For  every woman who will  make herself  male will  enter  the 
Kingdom of Heaven.'"

This saying reflects a body-denying, gender-hierarchy anthropology completely foreign to 
the canonical Gospels. In the canonical tradition, women are the primary witnesses of the 
resurrection (all  four Gospels), Jesus models a revolutionary equality toward women 
relative to his cultural context, and Paul writes that "there is neither Jew nor Greek, there 
is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ 
Jesus" (Gal. 3:28). The Gnostic Saying 114 does not represent an advanced or liberated 
view  of  women  —  it  represents  the  Gnostic  identification  of  the  "male"  with  the 
spiritual/pneumatic and the "female" with the material/inferior, a framework utterly alien to 
the Greek New Testament.

VI. CANON FORMATION: HOW THE NEW TESTAMENT 
CANON WAS ESTABLISHED

The history of New Testament canon formation is one of the most misrepresented topics 
in popular treatments of early Christianity. The facts, as established by Metzger (The 
Canon of the New Testament, Oxford, 1987), McDonald (The Biblical Canon, 2007), and 
Dunbar (The Biblical Canon, in Hermeneutics, Authority, and Canon, ed. Carson and 
Woodbridge, Zondervan, 1986), are as follows:

The  four  canonical  Gospels  were  in  widespread  use  across  geographically  diverse 
Christian communities by the early second century.  Justin Martyr  (ca.  100-165 CE), 
writing  in  Rome,  refers  to  the  "memoirs  of  the  apostles"  (ἀπομνημονεύματα  τῶν 
ἀποστόλων) as authoritative documents read in the liturgical assembly alongside the 
Hebrew prophets (First Apology 67, ca. 155 CE). He quotes from Matthew, Luke, and 
John by content, and Mark by reference. The Muratorian Fragment (ca. 170-200 CE, 
Rome) lists the four canonical Gospels, Acts, thirteen Pauline letters, Jude, 1-2 John, and 
Revelation as accepted, while explicitly rejecting a "Marcion Gospel" and an "Epistle to 
the Laodiceans."

Irenaeus of Lyon (ca. 180 CE) is the first writer to explicitly argue for exactly four canonical 
Gospels, but his argument is clearly responding to an established fourfold tradition, not 
creating one. The Diatessaron of Tatian (ca. 170 CE) — a harmony of the four Gospels — 
presupposes that precisely these four Gospels carried authority in the Syrian church. 
Papias of Hierapolis (ca. 60-130 CE), whose writings survive only in fragments preserved 
by Eusebius, provides the earliest testimony about the composition of Matthew and Mark.

The Council  of Nicaea (325 CE) did not vote on the canon. This is a modern myth 
traceable primarily to a misreading of Voltaire and Gibbon. The Council addressed the 
Arian controversy — the question of Christ's divine nature — and not the boundaries of 
scripture. The first synodal decision on the New Testament canon was the Synod of Rome 
(382 CE) under Pope Damasus I, and the Synod of Hippo (393 CE), followed by the 
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Councils of Carthage (397 CE and 419 CE). These decisions ratified what was already the 
consensus of the major churches; they did not create it from nothing.

The Gnostic texts were never serious candidates for canonical inclusion because they 
failed every criterion the early churches employed: they lacked genuine apostolic origin, 
they were used only within specific Gnostic sects rather than across the broad church, and 
— most critically — their theological content contradicted the apostolic rule of faith that the 
churches had received and preserved. They were not excluded by political power; they 
excluded themselves by their content.

VII. SPECIFIC CONTRADICTIONS: KEY TEXTS EXAMINED IN 
DETAIL

A. The Gospel of Thomas: 114 Sayings Against the Greek New 
Testament

The Gospel of Thomas presents Jesus as a dispenser of cryptic wisdom sayings whose 
understanding leads to liberation. This framework contradicts the canonical Gospels' 
portrait of Jesus as the incarnate Son of God who came to die for the sins of humanity at 
multiple specific points:

Saying 1 ("Whoever discovers the interpretation of these sayings will not taste death") 
frames  salvation  as  intellectual-interpretive  achievement,  directly  contradicting  John 
11:25-26 ("I am the resurrection and the life; whoever believes in me, even if he dies, will 
live") and John 3:16, where eternal life is a gift received through faith, not earned through 
esoteric interpretation.

Saying 13 presents Thomas as the disciple who truly understands Jesus, to whom Jesus 
imparts three secret words that Thomas refuses to share with the other disciples because 
they would stone him. This construction of Thomas as the superior disciple who alone 
grasps the true teaching is a transparent apologetic device to authorize the Gnostic 
Thomas tradition over against the apostolic tradition preserved in the canonical Gospels. 
It contradicts the canonical picture in which Peter receives the rock-confession (Matt. 
16:16-18), and in which Thomas is notably the doubter rather than the privileged insider 
(John 20:24-29).

Saying 77 ("I am the light that is above all things... split a piece of wood; I am there. Lift up 
the stone and you will find me there") reflects a Gnostic pantheistic immanence theology 
— Christ as the divine spark within all material things — that contradicts the canonical 
Gospels' consistent presentation of Jesus as a specific historical individual, the incarnate 
Son of God, whose atoning death and bodily resurrection are the means of salvation. The 
Johannine Jesus says "I am the light of the world" (John 8:12) in the context of his 
historical, embodied ministry — not as a claim of cosmic material immanence.
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B. The Gospel of Philip: Sacramental and Christological 
Contradictions

The Gospel of Philip's treatment of the "bridal chamber" as the supreme sacrament — a 
mystical, spiritual union between the pneumatic soul and its heavenly counterpart — has 
no basis in any canonical text. The canonical sacraments are baptism (Matt. 28:19; Acts 
2:38;  Rom. 6:3-4)  and the Lord's Supper (Matt.  26:26-28;  1 Cor.  11:23-26) — both 
physical, communal, and tied to the historical events of Christ's death and resurrection. 
Philip's  "bridal  chamber"  is  a  privatized,  spiritualized  sacrament  aimed at  individual 
pneumatic liberation rather than communal incorporation into Christ's body.

Philip's famous statement about Mary Magdalene — "the companion (κοινωνός) of the 
[Savior] is Mary Magdalene. [The Savior loved] her more than [all] the disciples [and used 
to]  kiss  her  [often]  on  her  [mouth]"  (Gospel  of  Philip  63.34-64.5)  —  has  been 
sensationalized in popular culture as evidence of a romantic relationship between Jesus 
and Mary Magdalene.  The text  is  fragmentary  and the word "mouth"  is  a  scholarly 
reconstruction of a lacuna. More significantly, even if the text says what it is reconstructed 
to say, this reflects the Valentinian use of "spiritual marriage" (the bridal chamber) as a 
theological metaphor, not a historical claim. The canonical Gospels present no such 
tradition,  and  the  patristic  silence  on  any  tradition  of  Jesus's  marriage  or  romantic 
relationship with Mary Magdalene is complete. If  such a tradition existed in the first 
century, it  is inexplicable that no first-century document — hostile or sympathetic — 
records it.

C. The Gospel of Judas: Inverting the Passion Narrative

The Gospel of Judas's central theological move is the inversion of the canonical passion 
narrative: Judas is not a traitor but the hero, and his "betrayal" is an act of liberation. This 
inversion requires the reader to accept the Sethian Gnostic cosmology in which the 
material body is a prison, death liberates the spirit, and the other eleven apostles are 
ignorant worshippers of an inferior deity.

This  construction  contradicts  the  canonical  passion  narrative  at  every  point.  In  the 
canonical Gospels, Jesus speaks of his death as a ransom (λύτρον, Matt. 20:28; Mark 
10:45), as the pouring out of his blood for the forgiveness of sins (Matt. 26:28), and as the 
fulfillment of what the scriptures require (Luke 22:37; John 19:28-30). He does not speak 
of  death  as  liberation  from  a  material  prison;  he  speaks  of  it  as  a  sacrifice.  The 
Gethsemane prayer (Matt. 26:36-46; Mark 14:32-42; Luke 22:39-46) — in which Jesus 
agonizes over his coming death and asks the Father to remove the cup if possible — is 
incomprehensible on the Gnostic reading. If death is liberation, why the agony? The 
canonical Jesus experiences his death as a genuine sacrifice entailing real suffering — 
not as a welcome escape from materiality.

The "star" that Jesus shows to Judas in the Gospel of Judas — a celestial spirit that will 
guide Judas to the thirteenth aeon beyond the material world — belongs to Sethian 
Gnostic astrological cosmology entirely foreign to the canonical Gospels. As DeConick 
demonstrated,  even  scholars  initially  sympathetic  to  the  text  have  been  forced  to 
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acknowledge that Judas in the Gospel of Judas is ultimately a demonic figure serving 
Saklas (the Demiurge), not a heroic disciple serving the true God.

VIII. CONCLUSION: THE VERDICT OF SCHOLARSHIP AND 
THEOLOGY

The comprehensive examination undertaken in this paper leads to conclusions that are 
neither the result of ecclesial bias nor the product of confessional apologetics — they are 
the conclusions that follow from the evidence on the questions of history, philology, and 
doctrinal analysis.

On the question of authorship, the verdict is unanimous among serious critical scholars 
across the theological spectrum: the Gnostic Gospels were not written by the apostles 
whose names they bear.  They were composed by unknown authors  working within 
Gnostic communities of the second century CE — a full generation and more after the 
deaths of the apostles. The apostolic names attached to them are pseudepigraphical 
devices  that  confer  false  historical  legitimacy  on  what  are,  in  fact,  second-century 
theological constructions. Even scholars sympathetic to Gnosticism — Elaine Pagels, 
Karen King, Bart Ehrman — do not argue for genuine apostolic authorship of the Gnostic 
texts.

On the question of rejection, the early Church did not suppress the Gnostic Gospels out of 
political self-interest. The Church that rejected these texts was itself being persecuted by 
Rome; it had no political power to suppress anything. The rejection was theological and 
substantive,  grounded  in  patristic  testimony  from  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  Hippolytus, 
Clement, and Origen — theologians who engaged the Gnostic systems in detail and 
found them incompatible with the apostolic tradition they had received. Their criteria were 
apostolicity, catholicity, and consistency with the rule of faith — criteria that the Gnostic 
texts failed on every count.

On the question of theological compatibility, the evidence of direct comparison between 
the Gnostic texts and the Greek New Testament is definitive: these texts do not merely 
supplement the canonical Gospels with additional traditions. They contradict them at the 
most fundamental level on every major theological question — the identity of the Creator 
God, the reality of the Incarnation, the mechanism of salvation, the resurrection of the 
body, the authority of the Hebrew scriptures, and the universal scope of the Gospel. The 
Gnostic texts represent not a variant form of Christianity but a different religion entirely — 
one  that  employs  Christian  vocabulary  while  filling  it  with  a  cosmological  and 
soteriological content derived primarily from Middle Platonism and Jewish mysticism.

The popular narrative — promoted in works like Elaine Pagels's The Gnostic Gospels 
and, more extravagantly, in Dan Brown's The Da Vinci Code — that the Gnostic Gospels 
represent  an  earlier,  purer,  or  more  authentic  form  of  Christianity  suppressed  by 
institutional power is not supported by the historical, linguistic, or theological evidence. It 
is a modern romantic narrative, driven partly by anti-institutional sentiment and partly by a 
desire to find in "alternative" Christianity solutions to perceived deficiencies in orthodox 
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Christianity. The narrative requires ignoring the chronological evidence that the canonical 
Gospels are earlier than the Gnostic texts, dismissing the patristic testimony that engaged 
these texts seriously and rejected them on principled grounds, and reading the Gnostic 
theological categories as compatible with or complementary to the canonical tradition 
when they are, in fact, its systematic inversion.

The Gnostic Gospels are historically significant documents. They illuminate the diversity 
of  religious  thought  in  the  second  and  third  centuries  of  the  common  era.  They 
demonstrate the vitality of early Christian-adjacent speculation. They raise genuine and 
important  questions  about  the  boundaries  of  orthodoxy  and  the  process  of  canon 
formation. But they are not the lost words of Jesus's apostles. They are not suppressed 
truth. They are not compatible with — or supplementary to — the Greek New Testament. 
They are the products of a different religious tradition, dressed in borrowed Christian garb, 
and the early Church's rejection of them was not a failure of discernment but an exercise 
of it.
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