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Chapter 12. The Recent Discoveries in the Field of Gnosticism
The discovery, about 1945, at Nag Hamadi in Egypt (the ancient Chenoboskion), of what was probably the complete sacred library of a gnostic sect, is one of those sensational events in the history of religious-historical scholarship which archeology and accident have so lavishly provided since the beginning of this cen​tury. It was preceded (speaking of written relics only) by the enormous find, early in the century, of Manichaean writings at Turfan in Chinese Turkestan; by the further unearthing, about 1930 in the Egyptian Fayum, of parts of a Manichaean library in Coptic; and was closely followed by the discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls in Palestine. If we add to these new sources the Mandaean writings, whose progressive coming to light since the latter part of the last century is owed, not to the digging of archeologists or the scavenging of shepherds and peasants, but to contacts with the still living, long forgotten sect itself, we find ourselves now in possession of a massive literature of "lost causes" from those crucial five or so centuries, from the first century b.c. onward, in which the spiritual destiny of the Western world took shape: the voice of creeds and flights of thought which, part of that creative process, nourished by it and stimulating it, were to become obliterated in the consolidation of official creeds that followed upon the turmoil of novelty and boundless vision.
Unlike the Dead Sea finds of the same years, the gnostic find from Nag Hamadi has been beset from the beginning and to this day by a persistent curse of political roadblocks, litigation and, worst of all, scholarly jealousies and "firstmanship"—the combined upshot of which is that fifteen years after the first recognition of the nature of the documents, only two of the 46 (49)1 writings have been
1One writing occurs twice, and one occurs three times in the collection.
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properly edited,2 three more have been translated in full;3 and another two (4)4 are available from a different papyrus also con​taining them and published not long ago in its gnostic parts, after having been in the Berlin Museum for sixty years.5 For all the rest, about which fragmentary information has been seeping out over the years, we have now,* and probably for some time, to be content with the provisional descriptions, excerpts and summaries offered in J. Doresse's book The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics? It is the purpose of this chapter to take such account of the whole body of new evidence as it presently yields and as is pertinent to our general treatment of the gnostic problem.
2Evangelium veritatis . . . eds. M. Malinine, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel. Zurich, 1956; The Gospel according to Thomas, eds. A. Guillaumont, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till, Y. 'Abd al Masih. Leiden, 1959. The first could just be utilized to some extent in the first edition of this book. [See end of note 3.]
8 The Hypostasis of the Archons, the Gospel according to Philip, and an untitled cosmogony (no. 40 of the collection by Doresse's counting, no. 14 by Puech's)— all three translated into German by H. M. Schenke: see supplementary bibliography. These translations were made from a photographic reproduction of the texts in Pahor Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo, Vol. I. Cairo, 1956 (the beginning of a planned, provisional publication of all the manuscripts). For the missing title of the cosmogony (no. 40), Schenke proposes "Discourse on the Origin of the World," which we shall here adopt in a shortened form: Origin of the World. [Since this was written and set, the complete text of the treatise was published, with translation and commentary, by A. Bohlig and P. Labib: see sup​plementary bibliography. Schenke's translation, it now appears, covers only the first half of the writing, which he took for the whole.]
4The Sophia of Jesus and The Secret Book, of John (quoted later as Apocryphon
of John).
5 W. Till, Die gnostischen Schriften des kpptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502. Berlin, 1955. The codex will be quoted as BG.
6
(Subtitle, An Introduction to the Gnostic Coptic Manuscripts discovered at
Chenoboskion.) New York, 1960. The French original appeared in 1958. Its author,
a French Egyptologist, happened to be on the spot when, in 1947, the first of the
thirteen papyrus codices comprising the find was acquired by the Coptic Museum in
Cairo.   He recognized its significance and was from then on intimately connected
with the unfolding story of further acquisition—and the aforementioned intramural
feuds.  Having had access, if for brief times only, to all of the twelve Cairo codices
(one codex found its way to Europe and was acquired by the Jung Institute in
Zurich), he has catalogued the writings composing them and taken notes—sometimes
hurried—of their contents.   These, as embodied in his book, are at the moment
a major evidence beyond the fully published or translated writings cited above.
*This was written in 1962 and no longer holds (1970). For present condition, including numeration of codices and writings, see Addendum on p. 319.
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I. OBSERVATIONS ON THE CHENOBOSKION LIBRARY
With the obvious reservations dictated by the state of affairs, let us ask: What do the new finds7 add to our knowledge and understanding of Christian gnosticism? It is, of course, simply not the case that our evidence hitherto was scanty. The patristic testi​mony is rich and stands vindicated with every test by newly recov​ered originals (i.e., texts preserved on their own and not through doxography). Also, as regards the question of authentic information in general, the reminder is not out of place that nothing in the new sources, being translations one and all (from Greek into Coptic), equals in directness of testimony the direct quotations in the Greek fathers (such as, e.g., Ptolemy's Letter to Flora), which render the Greek originals themselves—even if a longer line of copyists then intervenes between them and our oldest manuscript. This aspect is easily forgotten in the elation over the mere physical age of the writing which happens to come into our hands. But of such com​plete or extensive verbatim renderings (see above, p. 38) there are not many in the Church writers, while the original Coptic works which hitherto constituted our independent evidence (sc., of "Chris​tian" gnostic literature) were not from the classical period of heret​ical growth (second and third centuries a.d.), with which the Church writers dealt. It is of this period that we now possess a whole library:8 with it we are truly "contemporaneous" with the Christian critics, and this is an inestimable advantage.
A priori, and quite apart from questions of doctrine, it is obvious that so large an accretion of original writings will afford us a much more full-blooded, full-bodied experience of the authentic flavor of gnostic literary utterance, a more intimate view of the working and manner of self-communication of the gnostic mind, than any doxo-graphic excerpts or rendering of doctrinal substance can convey. As has happened before in the case of the Manichaean documents, the form and tone of statement in all its profusion now add their undimmed voice to the object "content," the "themes" as it were,
TI include in these the writings of the Berlin papyrus, whose publication at long last, in 1955, was indeed prompted by the Nag Hamadi discovery.
8 The manuscripts are probably from the 4th century, but the contents are older, and some can be dated with fair certainty in the 2nd century.

which the heresiologists could for purposes of debate detach from the din of their polyphonous treatment: and the latter is of the substance, even if it should not show it to advantage. If the picture becomes more blurred instead of more clear, this would be part of the truth of the matter.
Further, we learn what was the reading matter of a gnostic community9 of the fourth century, probably typical for the Coptic area and possibly well beyond it. From the relative weight of Sethian documents in the total we may conclude that the community was Sethian. But the presence of many writings of quite different affilia​tions10 shows the openmindedness, the feeling of solidarity, or the mutual interpenetration, which must have been the rule among the Gnostics at large. Really surprising in this respect is the inclusion of five Hermetic treatises in an otherwise "Christian" gnostic collec​tion—which proves a greater proximity, or at any rate feeling of proximity at this time, between the two streams of speculation than is usually conceded. On the other hand, as Doresse has pointed out (op. cit., p. 250), none of "the great heretical teachers" of patristic literature "makes any explicit appearance in the writings from Chenoboskion," i.e., none is either named as author of a writing or mentioned in a writing. From this, however, it does not follow, especially in an age of revelatory literature, which favors anonymous authorship or outright pseudepigraphy, that some of the texts might not be by one or the other of the known teachers. Some conjectures, involving the authorship of Valentinus and Heracleon, have indeed been advanced in connection with the strongly Valentinian parts of the Jung Codex; and Doresse believes to recognize "Simon Magus" in two treatises (op. cit., Appendix I). In any case, the absence of the "great names" of the second century must not be taken to detract from the importance which patristic testimony ascribes to them (and thereby from the value of that testimony in general)—it merely reflects the intellectual level and literary habits of the Chenoboskion group and its likes in the fourth century.
9
It is, of course, possible that the collection was that of a wealthy individual,
but he too must have belonged to some kind of group, whatever its form of co​
herence.
10
E.g., the Apocryphon of John, Hypostasis of the Archons, Origin of the World
are barbelo-gnostic, the Gospel of Truth, Letter to Reginos, Gospel of Philip are
Valentinian, etc.
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To the Sethians no historical teacher is attributed by the heresi-ologists anyway. Their teaching itself is now richly documented. The (Iranian) doctrine of "three roots," i.e., of a third primordial principle intermediate between Light and Darkness—which they shared with the Peratae, Justin, the Naassenes, and others—stands forth clearly and in full accord with Hippolytus' account. Of course, the relative prominence of this cosmogonic feature in the Chenobo-skion collection—a consequence of its Sethian emphasis—is no reason for now seeing in it more than the quite specific feature, peculiar to one group of teachings, as which it appeared before. The ema​nation-, aeon- and Sophia-speculation of the whole "Syrian-Egyptian" gnosis has no room for it; the "Iranian" gnosis itself, to which it belongs, can do without it (as not only Mani, but long before him the system cited by Basilides proves—see above, p. 214, n. 10); and even in the Sethian case the speculative role of the intermediate principle is in fact slight: the real meaning is dualistic, and in gen​eral the third principle either affords—as "Space"—the mere topological meeting ground for the opposites, or in its substantial descrip​tion—as "Spirit"—is an attenuated form (notwithstanding the assurance of co-primacy) of the higher principle, susceptible of inter​mingling. As the various alternatives show, this susceptibility, for which gnostic speculation calls, does not really require a separate aboriginal principle. Because of this relative systematic unimpor​tance—as distinct from the importance for questions of historic affiliations—no example of this type was included in our selection of gnostic myths.11 However, a full publication of the Paraphrase of Shem, the main Sethian cosmogony in the collection (and the longest of the "revelations" in the whole library) may in time prompt a new evaluation of this point.12
I turn to some general doctrinal observations which can be
11In my more detailed German work, a special section is devoted to the "three roots" systems: Gnosis und spatantiker Geist, I, pp. 335-344.
12Apropos of the Paraphrase of Shem, Doresse has called attention {op. cit., p. 150) to its close resemblance with what Hippolytus reports of a "Paraphrase .of Seth" (Refut. V. 19-22). There is, however, this important difference: the first speaks in the Manichaean manner of a rising up of the primordial Darkness to the Light, whereas the latter speaks of the Light's being attracted to the Darkness. We see how much wavering—or shall we say, free play of variation—there was on such cardinal points.

provisionally gleaned from the new material and related to the older evidence. By way of confirmation, and in part reinforcement, of the latter, one is struck by the impressively persistent recurrence of certain motifs which, well documented as they were before, now receive added accreditation as basic articles of faith from the sheer weight of numerical and even verbal constancy.
1. Prominent among them is the theme—familiar to the reader of this book—which for short I will call "the pride of the demiurge," i.e., the story of his ignorance, perversity, and conceit. The ubiquity of this theme, with an almost stereotyped repetition of its formulae throughout the cosmogonic writings of the Chenoboskion collection, is a striking though not surprising fact of the new evidence: it agrees with the patristic testimony down to the literal phrasing of (a) the demiurge's thinking that he alone exists and there is nothing above him, (b) his boasting about his creation, issuing in the cry "I am God and there is no other God than I," (c) his humbling by the retort from on high "Thou art mistaken (or, "do not lie") . . . ! There is above thee . . ." This nearly invariant cluster of features, already familiar from Irenaeus,13 Hippolytus,14 Epiphanius,15 and attributed by them to a variety of gnostic sects, is found in no less than the following writings of the "library": No. 27,16 Paraphrase of Shem (Doresse, p. 149); no. 39, Hypostasis of the Archons;17 no. 40, Origin of the World;18 nos. 2-7, Sacred Boo\ of the invisible Great Spirit, or Gospel of the Egyptians (Doresse, p. 178); no. 4, Sophia of Jesus;19 nos. 1-6-36, Apocryphon of John.20 These, if I am not mistaken, are all the cosmogonic tractates of the collection which Doresse has summarized.
Some particulars are worth mentioning. Concerning (b): The assertion by the demiurge of his arrogant claim always takes the form of an "exclamation" in the unmistakeably Old Testament style
13E.g., Adv.Haer.l. 30. 6. 14E.g., Refut. VII. 25.3. 15E.g.,Panar. 26. 2.
161 use throughout the counting introduced by Doresse. [See Addendum  p 319 1 17134:27-135:4; 142:21-26; 143:4-7 (Schenke, cols. 664; 667; 668). 
18 148:29-33; 151:3-28; 155:17-34 (Schenke, cols. 249; 251; 253). 
19BG  125:10-126:5   (Till, pp. 290-293): the Nag-Hamadi manuscript has a lacuna here.
20BG 44:9-16, cf. 45:11 f.; 45:20-46:9 (Till, pp. 128-133).
ssj*.-.^ssjs*,. *-,■*
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of divine self-predication (recalling, e.g., Is. 45:5, 46:9, LXX), some​times adding to the profession of uniqueness that of jealousy.21
Except for the special psychological twist in the Apocryphon, the trait is familiar from patristic reports and is now shown to be one of the true invariants of that whole type of gnostic cosmogony in which the "lower" represents a defection from the "higher." 22 The anti-Jewish animus of these transparent identifications of Ialdabaoth (etc.) with the Judaic god is one of the elements one has to con​sider in forming any hypothesis on the origins of Gnosticism.
Concerning (c): The rebuke from on high, mostly by his mother Sophia, reveals to the demiurge, and to the lower powers at large, the existence of the higher God "who is above the All" {Sophia of Jesus, BG 126:1-5), thus undeceiving him and humbling his pride; but its most telling form is "Man exists [above thee = before thee] and so does the Son of Man."23 This formula, too, which shows "Man" elevated to a supracosmic deity, is known from patristic testimony (e.g., Iren. I. 30.6), and there some of the systems listed even go so far as to equate him outright with the first and supreme God himself,24 as do some (or all?) of the passages in the new sources. Now this elevation—whether going that far or not— of 'Man' to a transmundane deity, prior and superior to the creator of the universe, or, the assigning of that name to such a deity, is one of the most significant traits of gnostic theology in the general history of religion, uniting such widely divergent speculations as
221E.g., in nos. 2=7 "I am a jealous God and there is no other beside me!";
identical in nos. 1=6=36 (Apocryphon of John)—where the exclamation is neatly
turned into proof of his awareness "that there is another God: for if there were
none, of whom should he be jealous?" (see above, p. 134).
22
It is not, however, confined to that type: in the Paraphrase of Shem the trait
appears in a context which the doctrine of 'three roots' puts squarely within the
Iranian type.   Doresse's summary does not show how in this case the demiurge (as
also Sophia) originated.   But from other instances it appears that Ialdabaoth could
also be conceived as a wholly evil power rather than the son of the fallen Sophia.
Mythographically, the figure is indeed independent of the latter and became sec​
ondarily combined with her.
23
Nos. 2=7 (Doresse, p. 178); no. 40, 151:19 f. "An Immortal Man of Light";
Apocryphon of John, in all versions—there apparently as a voice coming to Sophia
herself from above, but also heard by Ialdabaoth.
24
Cf., e.g., Iren. I. 12. 4 for one branch of the Valentinians (see above, p. 217);
cf. ibid. 30. 1 for the Ophites: the primal Light in the Abyss, blessed, eternal and
infinite, is "the Father of all, and his name is First Man"; cf. also the Naassenes and
the Arab Monoimos in Hippolytus' report, Refut. V. 7, VIII, 12.
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those of the Poimandres and of Mani. It signifies a new metaphys​ical status of man in the order of things; and by being advised of it is the creator of the world put in his place. Join to the theological concept the fact which the very name ensures, viz., that terrestrial man can identify his innermost being ("spirit," "light," etc.) with this supracosmic power, can therefore despise his cosmic oppressors and count on his ultimate triumph over them—and it becomes visible that the doctrine of the god Man, and in the creation story specif​ically: the humiliation of the demiurge in his name, mark the distinctly revolutionary aspect of gnosticism on the cosmic plane, which on the moral plane shows itself in the defiance of antinomian-ism, and on the sacramental plane in the confidence of defeating Fate and outwitting the archons. The element of revolt, with its affective tone, will be discerned only when taken together with the element of oppression and the consequent idea of liberation, i.e., of reclaiming a freedom lost: we must remember that the role of the demiurge is not exhausted in his feat of creation, but that, through his "Law" as well as through cosmic Fate, he exercises a despotic world rule aimed mainly at enslaving man. In the Revelation of Adam to his son Seth (no. 12, Doresse, p. 182), Adam tells how, after he had learnt (from Eve?) about "the eternal angels" (aeons), who "were higher than the god who had created us ... the Archon, in anger, cut us off from the aeons of the powers . . . The glory that was in us deserted us ... the primordial knowledge that had breathed in us abandoned us ... It was then that we knew the gods who had created us ... and we were serving him in fear and humility:" 25 what relish, then, to learn that, even before, the Archon himself had been humiliated by the disclosure that above him is "Man!"26
25 Cf. also Gospel of Philip, 102:29f. "They (the Archons) wanted to take the free one and make him their slave in eternity" (Schenke, col. 7).
26 In both the Hypostasis of the Archons and the Origin of the World, the demiurge Ialdabaoth, when rebuked by Sophia for his boasting, is addressed with the alternative name of Samael, which is said to mean "the blind god" (Hypostasis, 134:27-135:4; 142:25 f.; Origin, 151:17 f.). The plausible but secondary.(Aramaic) etymology explains the appellation "the blind one" for the demiurge in Hippolytus' account of the Peratae, where it is merely based on an allegory of the Esau story (Refut. V. 16. 10—see above p. 95): we now learn that the predicate "blind" was more than an ad hoc exegetical improvisation. Indeed, the very description of the archons in the Hypostasis begins thus: "Their lord is blind.  Because of his power,
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2. Practically coextensive in occurrence with the "pride of the demiurge" is the theme I will briefly call "the jolly of Sophia" i.e., the story of her aberration and fall from the higher divine order, of which she is and continues to be a member even during her exile of guilt. In the sequence of the myth this topic, as we have seen, precedes the pride of the demiurge—in fact, Sophia's fall is the generative cause of the demiurge's existence and of his ab initio inferior nature. But historically the figure is of different provenance. The Jewish reference, and thus the anti-Judaic sting, are absent;27 and in spite of the genealogical connection and even culpability, the affective tone of the symbol is different: she evokes tragic "fear and compassion," not revolt and contempt. The presence of this theme is an infallible sign that we deal with the "Syrian-Egyptian" type of gnostic speculation, in which the cosmogonic process, engulfing parts of divinity, is originated by a self-caused descensus from the heights, and not, as in the "Iranian" type, by the encroachment of a primordial darkness from without. One of the new texts, the Origin of the World, provides by its polemical opening telling proof that the proponents of the Sophia myth were well aware of this doctrinal point: "Since everybody, the gods of the world and men, contend that nothing existed before the Chaos, I will prove that they all are mistaken, for they never knew the origin of Chaos, nor its root . . . The Chaos originated from a Shadow and was called 'Darkness'; and the Shadow in turn originated from a work that exists since the beginning": this primordial work was undertaken by Pistis Sophia outside the realm of the "Immortals"—who at first existed alone and whence she strayed (145:24-146:7). Thus the very exist​ence of darkness is here the consequence of a divine failing. Sophia, "Wisdom," is the agent and vehicle of this failing (not the least of the paradoxes in which Gnosticism delighted); her soul-drama be​fore time prefigures the predicament of man within creation (though
ignorance, and conceit, he says in the midst of his creation 'I am God . . .'" (134:27-31; cf. also Sophia of Jesus, BG 126:1-3).—Another (Hebrew) etymology, found in the Origin of the World, is "Israel = the man-that-sees-God" (153:24 f.). This is very well known from Philo, with whom it assumes great doctrinal sig​nificance (cf. Gnosis und spatantikcr Geist. II, 1, p. 94 ff.). A concordance pairing the educated Hellenist with the obscure sectarian testifies to a common background of well established Jewish exegesis.
27 The first in spite of the name Achamoth = Hebr. chokma: a pagan female deity, as Bousset has shown, provided the mythological substratum for the figure.

it has preempted "guilt" for the precosmic phase alone); and the various possibilities of motivation open to choice make for consider​able freedom in the actual psychological evolution of the transcen​dental adventure tale. Of this freedom, the number of variations found in the literature bears witness: even for the one Valentinian school, two alternative conceptions of the first cause and nature of Sophia's fault are recorded. Thus we have here, with all sameness of the basic idea, not the same rule of stereotype as in the "demiurge” theme. We list a few instances from the new sources and relate them to their counterparts in the old.
The Hypostasis of the Archons and the Origin of the World both tell us that Pistis Sophia (a) desired to produce alone, without her consort, a work that would be like unto the first-existing Light: it came forth as a celestial image which (b) constituted a curtain between the higher realms of light and the later-born, inferior aeons; and a shadow extends beneath the curtain, that is, on its outer side which faces away from the light. The shadow, which was called "Darkness," becomes matter; and out of this matter comes forth, as an abortion, the lion-shaped Ialdabaoth. Comments:
a) Nature of the fault. "Without consort" {Hypostasis 142:7): the same motif occurs in the Apocryphon of John (BG 36:16-37:4; see above, p. 200), also in the Sophia of Jesus,28 and is fully explained in Hippolytus' version of the Valentinian myth, viz., as impossible imitation of the Father's mode of creativity "out of himself," which requires no sexual partner (see above, p. 182, n. 11). Thus Sophia's fault is here presumption, hybris, leading directly to failure, but indirectly, in the further chain of consequences (via the demiurge, in whom the hybris reappears compounded by ignorance and amor dominandi) to the becoming of the material world: this, therefore, and with it our condition, is the final fruit of the abortive attempt of an erring sub-deity to be creative on her own. The student of Val-entinianism knows from Irenaeus (Ptolemy: Italian school) and the Excerpts from Theodotus (Anatolian school) of a different and more sophisticated motivation of Sophia's error: excessive desire for com​plete knowledge of the Absolute (see above, p. 181 f.). To this vari​ant there seems to be no parallel in the new documents, anymore than there was in the older ones. And in the light of the Coptic testi-
28 "Without her male partner," cf. Till, p. 277, footnote to BG 118:3-7.
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mony it is now safe to assume what internal evidence by the criterion of subtlety and crudity always suggested: that Hippolytus' version, which agrees so well with the now attested gnostic Vulgate, repre​sents within Valentinian literature an archaism, preserving currency from the established gnostic Sophia mythology, whereas the version prevalent within the school itself represents a uniquely Valentinian refinement.
b) Consequence of the fault. The "curtain," in the above examples obviously a direct effect of Sophia's work as such, is in the Sophia of Jesus a creation of the Father in response to this "work": he spreads a separating screen "between the Immortals and those that came forth after them," so that the "fault of the woman" may live and she may join battle with Error (BG 118:1-17).29 This recalls the "limit" (horos) of the Valentinians, in the second of his roles.30 In this version, then, the "curtain" or "limit" was ordained with the intent of separation and protection: while in the other version, where it arises with Sophia's work itself, it becomes the unintended cause of the "darkness" beneath itself—which becomes "matter," in which Sophia then carries on her "work": in this unin​tended aspect it rather recalls the "fog" of the Gospel of Truth?1 which in its turn recalls the Valentinian doctrine that Sophia, falling into ignorance and formlessness, "brought into being the Void-of-Knowledge, which is the Shadow [i.e., the cone of darkness pro​duced by her blocking the light] of the Name" (Exc. Theod. 31.3 f.). Thus, where the "curtain" is not spread by the Father but directly results from Sophia's error, it forms a link in the genealogical deduc​tion of darkness from that primordial error, if by a somewhat extran​eous kind of causality. We have here the incipient or cruder form of that derivation of matter from the primal fault32 whose perfected
29 Cf. also the eschatological speculation on the "renting of the curtain" in the Gospel of Philip, 132:22 ff. (cf. 117:35 ff.).
30See above, p. 184; the "second" role of the limit is that between the Pleroma
and the outside—cf. e.g., Hippol. VI. 3h 6 "that nothing of the deficiency might
come near the Aeons within the Pleroma."
3117:11-16 "The Anguish condensed like a fog, so that no one could see. Because of this, Error gained strength and set to work upon her own matter in the void."
32Cf. Hypostasis 142:10-15 "And a Shadow formed below the curtain, and
that shadow turned into matter and . . . was cast into an (outer) part . . . com​
parable to an abortion"; Origin 146:26-147:20 "Its outer side is Shadow which was
called Darkness. From it a Power came forth . . . The Powers that arose after it

"the folly of sophia"
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form we encounter in the Valentinian doctrine of the origin of psychic and hylic substance out of—not merely in consequence of— the mental affections of Sophia herself. In the Gospel of Truth, this subtle doctrine seems presupposed.33 Again the new texts permit us to measure the step which Valentinianism took beyond the more primitive level of its general group.
c) The passion of Sophia. This step is also apparent in the meaning given the suffering of Sophia, i.e., in whether it is inci​dental (however movingly told) or, as a second phase, crucial to the cosmogonic process. As that process was initiated by the "error" which somehow gave rise, in the first phase, to a darkness and chaos that were not before (thus providing the monistic turn in the theory of dualism), there was ample cause, without further purpose, for distress, remorse and other emotions on the part of the guilty Sophia. It is obvious that these formed part of the story before their speculative use was seized upon. What do the Coptic sources tell us in this respect? In the Apocryphon of John, Sophia's distress arises over the creative doings of the demiurge, her son34—a comment on, not an originative factor in the cosmogonic process, by now well under way (though a factor in her own conversion and provisional redemption). In the Pistis Sophia, let us remember, the long drawn out, dramatic epic of this suffering is wholly for its own emotional sake (cf. p. 68 above). But in the Origin of the World, noted before for its awareness of the theoretical implications of the Sophia theme, a substantive and originative role is assigned to her very distress, which accordingly there precedes the demiurgical stage: Sophia, beholding the "boundless darkness" and the "bottomless waters" ( == Chaos), is dismayed at these products of her initial fault; and
called the Shadow 'the boundless Chaos.' From it the race of the gods sprouted . . . so that a race of abortions followed from the first work . . . The Deep (Chaos) thus stems from the Pistis ... As when a woman gives birth, all her redundancy (after​birth) is wont to fall off, thus did Matter come forth from the Shadow." This comes very close indeed to the Valentinian doctrine: the barbelo-gnosis, to which both writings (as also the Apocryphon of John) belong, is generally of all varieties of Gnosticism the one most akin to Valentinianism in the speculation on the beginnings (see Gnosis und spatantiker Geist I, p. 361).
38 See above, n. 31, and 24:22 ff: the world is the "shape" {schema) of the "deficiency" [thus "deficiency" its matter], and "deficiency" arose because of the primordial Ignorance about the Father.
34 "She saw the wickedness and the apostasy which clung to her son. She re​pented . . ." (etc.): see above, p. 201 f.
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her consternation turns into the apparition (upon the waters?)35 of a "work of fright," which flees away from her into the Chaos (147:23-34): whether this is the male-female Archon, later mentioned, himself or his first adumbration, the future creator of the world is either mediately or directly a projection of the despair of "Wisdom." This comes closest to the hypostasizing role which the "affects" of Sophia assume in Valentinian speculation; also the two-step develop​ment (first chaos, then demiurge) adumbrates the differentiation into a higher and a lower Sophia.30 Yet it is still a marked step hence to the definite derivation of the several psychic and hylic elements of the universe from those passions; and nothing so far in the new texts suggests the existence of something as subtle outside the Valen​tinian circle: the latter's originality stands forth again and again.
The particular cosmogonic importance of the two barbelo-gnos-tic writings translated by H.-M. Schenke, viz., the Hypostasis of the Archons and (according to his title-suggestion) the Discourse on the Origin of the World, warrants the reproduction here, in English, of the main cosmogonic passages from both. Schenke37 has summarized the very close relationship between the two writings in the following points of agreement: fall of Pistis Sophia by the creation of a curtain before the world of light; formation of a shadow and of matter; origin of the male-female Ialdabaoth and his male-female sons; pride and punishment of Ialdabaoth; elevation of his penitent son Saoaotn; origin of Death and his sons. The Origin offers the more circumstantial description, and the name "immortal Man" for the highest God occurs only there. In the following selection, passages are rearranged to fit the order of the cosmogonic process.
1.  The Hypostasis of the Archons (Cod. II, 4)
Above, in the limitless Aeons, there exists the Incorruptibility. The Sophia, who is called Pistis, wished to accomplish a Work by herself,
35For the begetting of the demiurge through a reflection upon the waters of the abyss, see above p. 164, n. 16; cf. the general remarks on the motif of the mirror image, pp. 62 ff.
36The differentiation is fully present in the Gospel of Philip, 108:10-15 Another is Ekhamoth, and another is Ekhmoth. Ekhamoth is the Sophia simply, but Ekhmoth is the Sophia of Death . . . who is called 'the little Sophia.'" The Gospel of Philip is by all accounts a Valentinian composition—cf. H.-M. Schenke in Theologische LJteraturzeitung 84 (1959) 1, col. 2 f.
37 Theologische literaturzeitung 84 (1959), 4, col. 246 f.

without her consort. And her work became a celestial image, so that a curtain exists between the upper ones and the aeons that are below. And a shadow formed below the curtain, and that shadow turned into matter and . . . was cast into an (outer) part. And its shape became a work in matter, comparable to an abortion. It received the impression (typos) from the shadow and became an arrogant beast of lion shape (Ialda​baoth). . . . He opened his eyes and beheld matter great and boundless; he became haughty and said: "I am God, and there is none other besides me." Saying this, he sinned against the All. A voice came from the height of the Sovereignty . . . "Thou art mistaken, Samael," that is, the blind god or, god of the blind (142:4-26). His thoughts were blind (135:4). He bethought himself to create sons to himself. Being male-female, he created seven male-female sons and said to them "I am the God of the All" (143:1-5). [Zoe, daughter of Pistis Sophia, has Ialda​baoth bound and cast into Tartarus at the bottom of the Deep by a fiery angel emanating from her (143:5-13).]
When his son Sabaoth saw the power of this angel, he repented. He dissembled his father and his mother, Matter; he felt loathing for her . . . Sophia and Zoe carried him upward and set him over the seventh heaven, beneath the curtain between above and below (143:13-22). When Ialdabaoth saw that he was in this great glory ... he en​vied him . . . and the envy begot death, and death begot his sons . . . (144:3-9).
The Incorruptibility looked down upon the regions of the water. Its image revealed itself in the water and the powers of darkness fell in love with it (135:11-14). The archons took counsel and said "Come, let us make a man from dust . . ." (135:24-26). They formed (their man) after their own body and after the image of God which had revealed itself in the water. . . . "We will equal the image in our formation, so that it (the image) shall see this likeness of itself, [be attracted to it,] and we may trap it in our formation (135:30-136:1). [We omit the ensuing story of Adam, Eve, paradise, serpent, Norea, etc.]
2. Discourse on the Origin of the World (Cod. II, 5)
When the nature of the Immortals had perfected itself out of the Boundless, an image flowed out from Pistis who was called Sophia. She wished it to become a work like unto the Light that existed first. And forthwith her will came forth and appeared as a celestial image . . . which was in the middle between the Immortals and those who arose after them according to the celestial model, which was a curtain that separated men and the upper ones. The Aeon of Truth has no shadow
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inside38 himself . . . But his outside is shadow, which was called "Dark​ness." From it came forth a power (to rule) over the Darkness. But the powers who came into being after him called the Shadow "bound​less Chaos." From it, the race of the gods sprouted ... so that a race of abortions followed from the first work. The Deep (Chaos), therefore, stems from the Pistis (146:11-147:2).
The Shadow then became aware that there was one stronger than himself. He became envious, and having forthwith become pregnant from himself gave birth to Envy . . . That Envy was an abortion de​void of Spirit. It arose like shadows (cloudiness) in a watery substance. Thereupon the Envy was cast . . . into a part of Chaos ... As when a woman gives birth all her redundancy (afterbirth) is wont to fall off, thus did Matter come forth from the Shadow (147:3-20).
After these happenings, Pistis came and revealed herself over the Matter of the Chaos which had been cast (there) like an abortion . . . : a boundless darkness and a bottomless water. When Pistis saw what had come forth from her transgression she was dismayed; and the dismay turned into the apparition of a work of fright, which fled away from her into the Chaos. She turned to it to breathe into its face, in the deep beneath the heavens [of Chaos] (147:23-148:1).
When Sophia wished this (abortion) to receive the impression (typos) of an image and to rule over matter, there first came forth from the water an Archon with lion shape . . . who possessed great power but knew not whence he had come (Ialdabaoth) . . . When the Archon beheld his own magnitude . . . seeing only himself, and nothing else except water and darkness, he thought that he existed alone. His thought came forth and appeared as a spirit which moved to and fro upon the water (148:1-149:2).
[149:10-150:26: creation by Ialdabaoth of six male-female "sons" (archons); their male and female names (among them Sabaoth); crea​tion of a heaven for each, with thrones, powers, archangels, etc.]
When the heavens (after a helping intervention by Pistis) were firmly established, with their powers and all their dispositions, the Archbegetter became filled with pride. He received homage from all the host of the angels . . . and he boasted . . . and said "I am God . . ." (etc., with Pistisr* rejoinder here expanded beyond the stereotype:) "Thou art mistaken, Samael"—that is, the blind god. "An immortal Man of Light exists before thee, who will reveal himself in your crea​tion (plasma). He will tread thee underfoot . . . and thou with thine
38 The ms. has "outside": an obvious error.

will descend to thy mother, the Deep.39 For at the end of your works the whole Deficiency which has come forth from the Truth will be dis​solved: it will pass, and it will be as if it had never been." Having spoken thus, Pistis showed the form of her greatness in the water, and then returned to her light (151:3-31).
After the Archbegetter had seen the image of Pistis in the water he became sad . . . and was ashamed of his transgression. And when he recognized that an immortal Man of Light existed before him, he became greatly agitated, having said before to all the gods "I am God, and there is none beside me," for he was afraid they might discover that there was one before him, and disown him. But being without wisdom ... he had the insolence to say "If there is one before me, may he reveal himself!" Forthwith a light came out of the upper Ogdoad. It passed all the heavens of earth . . . and in it the form of a Man appeared . . . When the Pronoia (the consort of Ialdabaoth) saw this angel, she fell in love with him; but he hated her because she was of the Darkness. She wanted to embrace him but could not . . . (155:17-156-18).40
After Sabaoth, the son of Ialdabaoth, had heard the voice of Pistis (sc. in her threatening speech to Ialdabaoth) he exalted her and disowned his father. He exalted her for having taught about the immortal Man and his Light. Pistis Sophia . . . poured over him light from her light . . . and Sabaoth received great power over all the forces of Chaos . . . He hated his father, the Darkness, and his mother, the Deep. He loathed his sister, the Thought of the Archbegetter who moves to and fro above the water . . . When Sabaoth had, as reward for his repent​ance, received the place of rest (in the seventh heaven), Pistis also gave him her daughter Zoe (Life) ... in order that she instruct him on all (the Aeons) that exist in the Ogdoad (151:32-152:31).
When the Archbegetter of Chaos beheld his son Sabaoth in his
39Schenke (op. cit. 251, n. 39) observes to this passage that the teaching of this (and the preceding) treatise, according to which Ialdabaoth indeed arises from Chaos, brilliantly confirms the explanation which already Hilgenfeld proposed for the puzzling name of the demiurge: yalda bahuth (Son of Chaos).
40 To this appearance of the heavenly Man and its sequence in our text, which leads to the origin of earthly man, of Eros, and of plant life, Schenke suggests two parallels from widely divergent provinces of the gnostic realm: Poimandres § 12-17, where the female Physis who is seized with love for the divine Anthropos would correspond to the Pronoia here (op. cit. col. 254, n. 57—see above pp. 150 f.; 161 ff.; 172 f.); and from Mani's doctrine, the role of the "Third Messenger" in causing the origin of plants, animals, and man, by arousing the lust, with pollutions and abor​tions, of the male and female archons (op. cit. col. 247—see above pp. 225 ff.).
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glory ... he envied him.  And when he got angry he begot Death from his own death (etc.) (154:19-24). (End of translation)
The favorable treatment of Sabaoth in these two, closely related writings betrays a streak of sympathy for Judaism strangely contrast​ing with the anti-judaic animosity which the selfsame writings show in the transparent identification of the hateful Ialdabaoth with the Old Testament God.
Having dealt with some of the larger and pervading features, let us also list a few more particular observations. The Apocryphon of John, which we have summarized from the Berlin version (above, pp. 199-205), occurs three times in the codices fom Chenoboskion, two of them giving longer versions (nos. 6 and 36). Among the amplifications is an ending tacked on to them, which shows the ease with which heterogeneous material was accepted into gnostic compositions of well established literary identity. The appended ending is a self-account by a saving deity of her descent into the depth of Darkness, to awaken Adam: its particular gnostic parentage is readily identified by such passages as "I penetrated to the midst of the prison . . . and I said 'Let him who hears wake up from heavy slumber!' Then Adam wept and shed heavy tears . . . : 'Who called my name ? And from whence comes this hope, while I am in the chains of the prison?' . . . 'Stand up, and remember that it is thyself thou hast heard, and return to thy root . . . Take refuge from . . . the demons of Chaos . . . and rouse thyself out of the heavy sleep of the infernal dwelling' " (Doresse, p. 209). The close parallels in Manichaean (also Mandaean) writings (see above, pp. 86 flf.) tell that we have here an intrusion of "Iranian" gnosis into an otherwise "Syrian" context.
No. 12, Revelation of Adam to his son Seth, presents the (orig​inally Iranian?) doctrine of a succession (thirteen, or more?) of Enlighteners coming down into the world in the course of its history, through the miraculous births of prophets. Variations of this theme occur in the Pseudo-Clementines, Mani and elsewhere in Gnosticism (see above, p. 230; 207, n. 2)—the first conception of one "world his​tory" as a divinely helped progress of gnosis. The author of our treatise is unaware of a clash between this idea of intermittent revela​tion and that of a continuous secret transmission of the "secrets of Adam" through Seth and his descendants, which he professes in the

same breath (Doresse, p. 183). To the latter doctrine Doresse ad​duces (p. 185) a parallel from a later Syriac Chronicle,41 which we will rather use for a confrontation of standpoints. In the Chris​tian rendering of the Chronicle, Adam, when imparting revelations to his son Seth, shows him his original greatness before his trans​gression and his expulsion from Paradise and admonishes him never to fail in justice as he, Adam, had done: in the gnostic rendering of the Revelation, Adam is not the sinner, but the victim of archontic persecution—ultimately of the primordial Fall to which the world's existence and his own are due. Here is one simple criterion for what is "Christian" (orthodox) or "gnostic" (heretical): whether the guilt is Adam's or the Archon's, whether human or divine, whether arising in or before creation. The difference goes to the heart of the gnostic problem.
As a curiosity let us note that no. 19 (title missing)—which is also interesting by a polemic of Marcionic vehemence against the Law—launches a startling attack upon the baptism of John: "The river Jordan ... is the strength of the body, that is, the essence of pleasures, and the water of Jordan is the desire for carnal cohabita​tion"; John himself is "the archon of the multitude"! (Doresse, p. 219 f.). This is entirely unique. Could it be a retort to the Man-daeans and their option for John against Christ? the other side of the bitter quarrel, of which we have the Mandaean side in their writings? A tempting idea. The available account is too sketchy to permit more than suggesting it as a possibility.
To return once more from intra-gnostic doctrinal matters to the subject of "foreign relations," of which we had an instance in the inclusion of Hermetic writings in the Nag Hamadi collection, it is almost irresistible to ask the question whether there are any links between the Nag Hamadi codices and the Dead Sea scrolls, between "Chenoboskion" and "Qumran"—the two groups whose relics, by one of the greatest coincidences imaginable, have come to light at almost the same time. Indeed there may have been, according to a fascinating suggestion by Doresse {op. cit. p. 295 ff.), whose gist, in all brevity, is this: Qumran could be Gomorrha—a hypothesis first suggested by F. de Saulcy on linguistic and topo-
41 From the Zuqnin monastery near Amida, finished about 774 a.d.: quoted in U. Monneret de Villard, Le leggende orientali sui Magi evangelici, p. 27 £.
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graphical grounds; Gomorrha and Sodom are named by ancient writers as places of Essenian settlements, and in this connection the Biblical connotations of the two names seem not to matter; no. 2 of the Nag Hamadi texts, the Sacred Boo\ of the invisible Great Spirit, or Gospel of the Egyptians, has the following passage: "The great Seth came and brought his seed, and sowed it in the aeons that have been engendered and of which the number is the number of Sodom. Some say: 'Sodom is the dwelling place of the great Seth, which [or: who?] is Gomorrha.' And others say: 'The great Seth took the seed of Gomorrha, and he has transplanted it to the second place which has been called Sodom'" (Doresse p. 298). The sug​gestion is that, late as the text is relative to the date of the cessation of the Qumran community, it may refer to it (or else, to some neighboring group) as "the seed of the great Seth" and even allude to its reconstitution farther south, at Sodom, after the catastrophe that overtook Qumran. There would then be some kind of contin​uity between the disappearing Essenian movement and an emerging Sethian gnosis. Pending more data, it is impossible to assess the merits of this bold conjecture. Certainly, the implications of such a linkage between Essenes and Gnostics, as here intimated by a mythologized "historical" memory, would be vast and intriguing. My comments so far have ranged over the whole of the Chenob-oskion library for much of which the information is still fragmentary. Of the two fully edited and translated writings (see above, n. 2), I bypass the Gospel according to Thomas, a collection of "secret sayings of the living Jesus" allegedly taken down by Didymus Judas Thomas (about 11242 of them), the relation of which to the Sayings of the Lord in the four gospels (thus to the whole problem of the synoptic tradition) is the subject of intensive study by New Testa​ment scholars. Suffice it to say that of these "sayings" some (over 20) are almost identical with or very close to canonical ones, others (nearly 30) are looser parallels, with only partial agreement in word and content; another group (about 25) are but faint echoes of known logia; and the very substantial remainder (about 35) has no counterpart at all in the New Testament: the largest body so far of "unknown sayings of Christ."  The gnostic character of the collec-
42 The counting by different scholars varies somewhat.

tion (if it has that as a whole) is not readily recognizable: only in a few cases does it show unmistakably, often it may be guessed from the slant given a saying in the deviant version, and the meaning of many is veiled and elusive—or as yet so. While this text, because of its far-reaching implications for the question of the original sub​stance and history of the Jesus tradition, is probably to the New Testament scholar the most exciting single writing of the whole Nag Hamadi find, the student of Gnosticism finds his richest reward so far in the so-called Gospel of Truth (Evangelium Veritatis), which has been published from the Jung codex. I shall devote the remainder of this chapter to some observations on this fascinating document.43
II.
THE GOSPEL OF TRUTH (GT —Cod. I, 2)
The composition has no title in the codex, but begins with the words "The gospel of truth . . ." This, and the emphatically Valen-tinian character of language and content, have led the first editors to see in this meditation on the secrets of salvation and of the savior that "Gospel of Truth" with whose fabrication Irenaeus (Adv. haer.
III.
11. 9) charges the Valentinians.   The identification is entirely
plausible, though of course not demonstrable. That the writing is
very different in type from what a "gospel" should be according to
the New Testament usage, viz., a record of the life and the teaching
of Christ, is no objection.  The extreme latitude with which the
hallowed title was bestowed in gnostic circles has just been tellingly
demonstrated by Nos. 2-7 of the Chenoboskion collection itself:
with not the faintest likeness to a "gospel" in our sense (it deals not
even with Jesus but with the Great Seth) it has for its second title,
besides Sacred Boo\ of the invisible Great Spirit: Gospel of the
Egyptians. If our text is the "Gospel of Truth" denounced by Irenae​
us, its authority among the Valentinians must have been well estab-​
lished by his time, which would place its origin in the previous, i.e.,
43For a somewhat fuller presentation of the argument rendered on the follow​ing pages see my two articles: "Evangelium Veritatis . . .", Gnomon 32 (1960), 327-335 [German], and "Evangelium Veritatis and the Valentinian- Speculation," Studia Patristica, vol. VI (Texte u. Unters. z. Gesch. d. Altchr. Utr., 81). Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1962, pp. 96-111.
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the first Valentinian generation (about 150 aD.) and indeed the authorship of Valentinus himself must not be ruled out. Its form is that of a homily or meditation; its style an allusive and often elusive mystical rhetoric with an ever shifting wealth of images; the emotional fervor of its piety is for once responsive to the mystery of incarnation and the suffering of Christ (see above, p. 195, n. 28): especially in this last respect, the GT adds a new voice to the gnostic chorus as we heard it before. As to doctrinal content, I shall single out one train of thought which constitutes something of an argument—that argument, in fact, which without exaggeration can be termed the hub of the Valentinian soteriology.
In the opening lines the Gospel of Truth is declared to be "a joy for those who have received from the Father of Truth the gift of knowing Him through the power of the Word (Logos) who has come from the Pleroma ... for the redemption of those who were in ignorance of the Father"; the name "gospel" (evangelium) itself is then explained as "the manifestation of hope" (i.e., of the hoped-for). In other words, evangelium has here the original and literal meaning of "glad tidings" that hold out a hope and give assurance of the fulfillment of that hope. Accordingly, two salient themes in what follows are: the content or object of the hope, and the ground of the hope. Merged with these two is a third theme, viz., the role which the "tidings" themselves play in the realization of the hope.
The object of the hope, of course, is salvation, and accordingly we find large parts of the book devoted to expounding the nature or essence of salvation, which is by preference called "perfection"; and this being a gnostic treatise, we are not surprised to find the essence of perfection intimately related to gnosis, knowledge. The term "gnosis" specifies the content of the hope and itself calls for further specification as to the content of the knowledge.
It is the grounding of the hope which involves an argument: for the connection of ground and consequence is of the form "be​cause this is (or was) so, therefore this is (or will be) so," which is the form of reasoning. Its content is determined by the particular doctrine in the given case: if our writing is Valentinian we must meet here with the speculative reasoning peculiar to Valentinian theory; and a conformity on this point is indeed the crucial test for the Valentinianism of the whole document.

Now, it is Valentinian, as generally gnostic, doctrine that the ground of eschatological hope is in the beginnings of all things, that the first things assure the last things as they have also caused the need for them. The task, then, of furnishing a ground to the eschatological hope is to establish a convincing nexus between what is proclaimed to be the means and mode of salvation, viz., knowl​edge, and the events of the beginning that call for this mode as their adequate complement. That nexus alone provides an answer to the question why knowledge, and just knowledge, can be the vehicle and even (in the Valentinian version) the essence of salvation. The cogency of that nexus, which is part of the very truth that the gospel has to reveal, and therefore part of the saving knowledge itself, indeed constitutes the gladness of the glad tidings. For it makes what otherwise might be a personal goal merely by subjective pref​erence—the psychological state of knowledge—objectively valid as the redemption of the inner man and even (again in the Valen​tinian version) as the consummation of Being writ large. In this direction, then, we have to look when asking what not only evan​gelium in general—"a manifestation of hope"—but what the evangel​ium veritatis of our determinate message may be.
To this, our text gives a formal and concise answer, coming at the end of a brief account of the first beginnings: "Since 'Oblivion' came into being because they did not know the Father, therefore if they come to know the Father, 'Oblivion' becomes, at that very instant, non-existent" (18:7-11). Of this bald proposition it is then emphatically asserted that it represents the gist of the revelation of truth, the formulation as it were of its logic: "That, then, is the Gospel of Him whom they seek, which Jesus the Christ revealed to the Perfect, thanks to the mercies of the Father, as a hidden mys​tery" (18:11-16). More expressly could an author not declare what he regarded as the statement of the innermost secret of his gospel.
The proposition, in its bald formality far from self-explanatory and thus calling for the speculative context from which it receives meaning, has in fact the quality of a formula: it is twice more on record, with the identical grammatical structure of "since-therefore" and the reference to past history: once more within the GT itself, and once prominently in the Valentinian quotations of Irenaeus. This recurrence alone would show it to be an important and as such
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stereotyped item of the doctrine in question—a Valentinian doctrine, by the testimony of Irenaeus. In the GT, the formula reappears in the same brevity but with a slight variation of expression: "Since 'Deficiency' came into being because they did not know the Father, therefore when they know the Father, 'Deficiency' becomes, at that same instant, non-existent" (24:28-32). From this version we learn that "oblivion" (of the first version) is interchangeable with "defi​ciency"; and this very term "deficiency" leads us to the fullest extant statement of the formula, which was known before and by some recognized as the all-important Valentinian proposition as which it is now explicitly confirmed by the GT. It is quoted by Irenaeus in the famous passage Adv. haer. I. 21. 4, which we have rendered in full on p. 176 and from which we here repeat only the "formula" itself: Since through 'Ignorance' came about 'Deficiency' and 'Pas​sion,' therefore the whole system springing from the Ignorance is dissolved by Knowledge." This slightly fuller version of the formula adds one important item to the elliptic versions offered in the GT: it does not simply state that, since Deficiency (or Oblivion: mere negative terms) came into being through not-Knowing, it will cease with the advent of Knowledge, but it speaks of a "whole system" (systasis—a positive term) originating from the Ignorance and of its dissolution by Knowledge. This sounds much less tautological than the elliptic version. The reader of Irenaeus, of course, knows from what went before in his grand account of Valentinian specula​tion that the "system" in question is nothing less than this world, the cosmos, the whole realm of matter in all its elements, fire, air, water, earth, which only seem to be substances in their own right but are in truth by-products and expressions of spiritual processes or states: knowing this he can understand the argument of the formula which otherwise, by the mere terms of its language, would not be understandable even in this fuller version. The reader of Irenaeus knows further (which is equally indispensable for understanding the formula) that the Ignorance and Passion here named are not ordinary ignorance and ordinary passion as in us, but Ignorance and Passion writ large, on a metaphysical scale and at the origin of things: that far from being mere abstracts they denote concrete events and entities of the cosmogonic myth: that the subjective

states they apparently name, being those of divine powers, have objective efficacy, and an efficacy on the scale of the inner life whereof they are states—the inner life of divinity—and therefore can be the ground of such substantive, total realities as cosmos and matter. In short, the premise of the formula, presupposed by it and required for the understanding of it, is the complete Valentinian mythos, of which the formula is in fact the epitome—that speculation on the beginnings of things that was developed in the tale of the Pleroma, the Sophia, and the Demiurge. Of this premise, even of several versions of it, the reader of Irenaeus is possessed when he comes to the passage in question.
Is the reader of the GT in the same position—assuming that he has nothing but the GT itself to go by? To ask thus amounts to asking whether the tale of the beginnings to which the formula makes reference is spelled out in the Gospel itself. The answer is "yes and no." The tale is offered and withheld at the same time, its essentials are recounted for those who already know but tanta-lizingly veiled for those who do not. The following is a quotation, in their order of occurrence, of the several passages in the GT that deal with the primordial past and—employing the argument of the "formula"—with the eschatological future as its counterpoint.44
The All was searching for Him from whom it had come forth, . . . that incomprehensible, unthinkable one who is superior to all thought. The Ignorance concerning the Father produced Anguish and Terror. And the Anguish became dense like a fog so that no one could see. Thus Error {plane) gained strength. It set to work on its own matter (hyle) in the void, not knowing the Truth. It applied itself to the fashioning of a formation {plasma) exerting itself to produce in beauty (fair appearance) a substitute for Truth (17:5-21). . . . They were a Nothing, that Anguish and that Oblivion and that formation of False​hood (17:23-25). . . . Not having thus any root Error was immersed in a fog concerning the Father while engaged in producing works and oblivions and terrors in order to attract, by their means, those of the Middle and to imprison them (17:29-35). . . . Oblivion did not origi​nate close to (or: with) the Father although it did originate because of
44Parts of these passages have been quoted by us before, on pp. 60, 181, 182, 183, 185, 190, 196 f. Other quotations from the GT are found on pp. 70, 71, 75, 76, 78, 89, 94, 180 (n. 8), 195.
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Him. On the contrary, what originates in Him is the Knowledge, which was revealed so that the Oblivion should be dissolved and they might know the Father. Since Oblivion came into being because they did not know the Father, therefore if they attain to a knowledge of the Father, Oblivion becomes, at that same instant, non-existent. That, then, is the Gospel of Him whom they seek, which Jesus the Christ revealed to the Perfect, thanks to the mercies of the Father, as a hidden mystery (18:1-16). . . . The All is in want (of the Father) for He retained in Him​self their perfection which He had not accorded to the All (18:35-38). ... He retained their perfection in Himself, according it to them (later) in order that they should return to Him and should know Him through a knowledge unique in perfection (19:3-7). . . . For of what was the All in want if not of the knowledge of the Father? (19:15-17) . . . Since the perfection of the All is in the Father, it is necessary for the All to re-ascend towards Him (21:8-11) . . . They had strayed (from their places) when they received Error because of the Depth of Him who encompasses all spaces ... It was a great marvel that they were in the Father without knowing Him and that it was possible for them to escape outside by their own will because they could not understand and know Him in whom they were (22:23-33) . . . Such is the Knowledge of this living Book which He revealed to the Aeons in the end (22:37-23:1) . . . (The Father) reveals that of Him​self which was hidden—that of Himself which was hidden was His Son—so that, through the mercies of the Father, the Aeons may know Him and cease their toiling in search of Him, reposing in Him (and) knowing the repose to consist in this that by filling Deficiency he (the Son?) has abolished Shape {schema): its (Deficiency's) Shape is the world {cosmos), to which he (the Son?) had been subjected (24:11-24) . . . Since Deficiency came into being because they did not know the Father, therefore when they know the Father, Deficiency, at that same instant, will cease to exist. As a person's ignorance, at the moment when he comes to know, dissolves of its own accord: as darkness dissolves at the appearance of light: so also Deficiency is dissolved with the advent of Perfection. Surely from there on Shape is no longer apparent but will dissolve in fusion with Unity ... at the moment when Unity shall perfect the Spaces (= Aeons?). (So also)45 through Unity shall edch one (of us) receive himself back. Through knowledge he shall purge himself of diversity towards Unity, by consuming the matter within him​self like a flame, darkness by light, and death by life (24:28-25:19).
45 Here is a transition from the macrocosmic to the microcosmic scene, from universal to individual salvation—for all the foregoing referred to the Aeons and not to terrestrial man.
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This, then, is the account of the beginnings as our writing offers it, and the spelling-out of the ground of hope that is to lend mean​ing and conclusiveness to the proposition condensed in the "formula." But is that account, destined to support a proposition not other​wise intelligible, itself intelligible as it stands? The answer, I think, must be "No": suggestive it surely is and intriguing, adum​brating a world of meaning which yet eludes our grasp unless we have the benefit of extraneous help. We must, of course, try to forget whatever we know of the Valentinian myth from other sources and consult the language of the text alone. Now what can a reader thus unprepared make of the information that "Anguish" became dense like a fog, that "Error" elaborated "its matter" in the void, that "it" fashioned a formation, produced works, became angry, etc.? that "the AH" was searching, that "they" did not know the Father? that "Oblivion" originated "because" of the Depth of the Father? that "Deficiency" has a "shape" and is "dissolved" with the coming of Plenitude, when "they" know the Father ?
What scanty explanation of this cryptic language the text supplies it drops almost inadvertently by the way, and at that mostly so late in the account that we have to read it from the end back​wards to profit by those cues. Thus we do finally learn that it is "the Aeons" that search for Him, lack knowledge and attain to a knowledge of Him: but this we learn on p. 24, when for once the noun is used after all previous statements from p. 18 on had over and over again the unexplained pronoun "they" 46—which in turn replaced the expression "the All" with which the account opened on p. 17. As far as the evidence of the GT itself goes, we might not have known until then that "the All" is not the world, and "they" are not people, but that both refer to the Pleroma of the divine Aeons that antedate creation. Or, to take another example, we do encounter at last, on that same p. 24, the key-word cosmos, which retroactively secures the meaning of a host of earlier terms which in themselves have no cosmological reference: for cosmos is said to be the "shape" (schema) of "Deficiency"; Deficiency we could equate with the "Oblivion" on p. 18 (because it takes the latter's place in the formula), Oblivion in turn is there related to "Error"
46 This in Coptic also serves to express an impersonal passive—thus "they do not know the Father" = "the Father is unknown."
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(plane) and its "formation" (plasma), this in turn to "Anguish" and "Terror," they again to "Ignorance"—and so the whole chain of apparently psychological and human concepts, through which the mysterious tale moves, has almost by accident its cosmic meaning authenticated, which up to that moment the uninitiated reader could at best divine. He will still find himself at a loss how to picture, in the concrete, those abstracts of mind and emotion as actors in cosmogonic roles. With not so much as a mention of the chief dramatis personae like Sophia and demiurge the account remains elliptic and allusive. Even those sparing cues which we were able to glean from the text are not offered there as cues at all, as a denouement for which the reader had been kept waiting. He is obviously expected to have known this all along: the terms in ques​tion occur where they do as a matter of course.
In other words, the intended reader of the GT must be sup​posed to have been on familiar ground when meeting, abruptly in our text, with those opaque terms like "Anguish," "Terror," and so on, his familiarity stemming from prior acquaintance with some complete version47 of the Valentinian myth which enabled him to read the speculative passages of the GT as a mere condensed repeti​tion of well-known doctrine.
Now this finding is of some importance for a true evaluation of our document. For one, it means that it is not a systematic or doctrinal treatise—which is anyway obvious from its general, homi-letic style. Further, it is esoteric, addressed to initiates: it can there​fore, in the speculative parts, largely work with "code" words, each an abstraction with a somewhat indefinite range as to the concrete mythical entities covered by it.48 Lastly, the reductive picture it thus
47It does not matter which: the GT reflects the central principle of Valentinian-ism as such and in this common denominator agrees with any version of it. It may well also reflect a particular version, and an unknown one at that. We must not forget what Irenaeus has said about the individual freedom of invention rampant in the school {Adv. haer. I. 18. 5).
48 "Anguish" and "Terror" seem not to be persons, but must be states of per​sons or of a person, and here one thinks of Sophia, out of whose "affects," in Valentinian teaching, the elements of matter condense: and the "affects" in turn are products of "ignorance." "Error" definitely is a person, and here one thinks of the demiurge. The "formation" which it fashions out of matter as an "equivalent" or "substitute" (i.e., in imitation?) of "Truth" could by general gnostic analogies be either the universe or man, but in the progress of the GT the cosmic reference preponderates.   What Error fashions is "its own hyle": why "its own"?   Is it the

offers of the "system" (with no mention of Sophia and demiurge, of the number and names of Aeons, etc.) does not justify the in​ference that it represents an incipient, still undeveloped, as it were embryonic stage of that speculation.49 It rather represents a sym​bolism of the second degree. But it is indeed significant that the inner meaning of the doctrine could be expressed, at least to the "knowing" ones, in such abst(r?)action from the lavish personal cast with which it was presented on the mythological stage. And this contains the answer to the question: what does the GT contribute to our knowledge of Valentinian theory ?
In the field of universal speculation, with which alone I am here concerned, the GT may or may not add a new variant of the Valentinian doctrine to the several ones known from patristic testimony: any reconstruction of it from the sparse hints which the language of the text yields must at best remain highly conjectural. Not conjectural is the concordance in outline and spirit with the general eidos of Valentinian speculation, and here the GT is ex​tremely valuable for an understanding of that very speculation which is so much more fully documented in the older reports. For the speculative passages of the GT are not merely an abridgment or summary of some fuller version: they point up, in their symbolic contraction, the essence of the doctrine, stripped of its vast mytho​logical accessories and reduced to its philosophical core.  Thus, as
"fog" to which "anguish" condensed? From its darkening effect (blotting out the light and thus visibility) Error originally "gained strength"—a negative strength, viz., "oblivion." But besides being the source, the "fog" (or a further condensation of it?) may also be the material (hyle) for the activity of this strength: if so, one could say that "matter" is the external, "oblivion" the internal aspect of the "de​ficiency" in which Error objectified itself. In the final product, the "deficiency" is the world as fashioned by Error in a "shape" {schema), in which the force of oblivion that lies at its root lives on.
49 This thesis has been advanced by van Unnik (H.-C. Puech, G. Quispel, W. C. van Unnik, The Jung Codex, London 1955, 81-129): it is critically dealt with in my articles named above, n. 43. The tenor of my argument is that it is more plausi​ble for the abstraction to come after than before the concrete imagination. Accordingly the GT would be a kind of "demythologized" expression of Valentinianism (it could still, as such, be by Valentinus himself or a contemporary). It must be con​ceded that the inverse sequence: a pre-mythological, quasi-philosophical beginning which then becomes clothed in mythology, is not impossible per se. But that the GT, with its free play of mystical variations on an underlying theological theme, its rich but loosely associated and ever blending imagery, should belong to an im​mature stage of Valentinianism is utterly implausible to me.
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the GT can only be read with the help of the circumstantial myth, so the myth receives back from such reading a transparency as to its basic spiritual meaning which the density of its sensuous and necessarily equivocal imagery somehow disguises. In this role the GT acts like a pneumatic transcription of the symbolic myth. And what is truly inestimable: since its discovery we have it on their own authority what the Valentinians themselves considered as the heart of their doctrine: and that the heart of that heart was the proposi​tion expressed in the "formula."
That formula, we found, had been known before (though not recognized as a formula) from the famous passage in Irenaeus which we quoted. Irenaeus himself gives no particular emphasis to it: the passage occurs at the tail-end of his comprehensive reports on Valentinian doctrine, among sundry supplementary information which is packed into (or rather, as I believe, follows upon50) the chapters dealing with the Marcosian heresy—which inclined students to see in it a tenet peculiar to one variety of this particular branch of the Valentinian tree and not central to Valentinianism as such. Nevertheless, the passage has for a long time impressed students of Gnosticism with its intrinsic significance.51 Unexpectedly, this im​pression is now confirmed by the most authentic testimony. For the GT (whose authority with the Valentinians must have been great, if it is the "Gospel of Truth" assigned to them by Irenaeus) does nothing less than state in so many words that the truth condensed in the "formula" is—the gospel of truth! That the sentence in question had the currency of a formula we learn only now from its repetitious use in our text. That it was used by Valentinians we knew from Irenaeus. And only Valentinians could use it legitimately, for none but Valentinian speculation provided its validating context. To realize this, the reader is referred to the general characterization of "the speculative principle of Valentinianism" at the beginning of Chapt. 8 (pp. 174-176), which terminates in the exposition of what I call there the "pneumatic equation"—namely: that the hu​man-individual event of pneumatic knowledge is the inverse equiv-
501 have never persuaded myself that from chapt. 19 on Irenaeus still deals with the Marcosians in particular, and not with Valentinian teachings in general.
"See, e.g., my treatment in Cnosis und spatantiker Grist, I (1934), 206, 2; 374 f; cf. II, 1 (1954), 162 f.

alent of the pre-cosmic universal event of divine ignorance, and in its redeeming effect of the same ontological order; and that thus the actualization of knowledge in the person is at the same time an act in the general ground of being. The "formula" is precisely a shorthand expression of that pneumatic equation—which thus is the Gospel of Truth.
Addendum to Chapter 12
In the above chapter, which was added to this book for its Second Edition in 1963,1 used J. Doresse's numeration of the Nag Hammadi writings. This, as well as the different numeration by H.-Ch. Puech, has meanwhile been superseded by that of Martin Krause, which is based on a detailed inventory of the thirteen Codices.1 In Krause's numeration, Roman numerals indicate the Codex (in the sequence adopted by the Coptic Museum in Cairo), followed by Arabic numerals for the individual Tractates as counted from number 1 in each Codex. The following concordance will enable the reader t convert Doresse's numbers, insofar as they appear in my presenta​tion, into what now has become the standard reference system.
1=111,1; 2=111,2; 4=111,4; 6=IV,1; 7=IV,2; 12=V,5; 19=IX,3; 27=VII,1 and 2; 36=11,1; 39=11,4; 40=11,5
The complete inventory now counts fifty-three or more Tractates (as against forty-nine counted by Doresse and Puech) on an estimated original number of 1350 or more pages, of which about 1130 (plus a number of fragments) are preserved. The progress made in the study and publication of this vast material since the above chapter was written is reflected to some extent in the revised Supplementary Bib​liography (pp. 351ff), which was prepared for the third printing of this edition.
1M. Krause.  "Der koptischc Handschriftenfund bei Nag Hammadi: Umfang und In-halt," Mitteilungen d. Dt. Archaol. Instituts, Abtl. Kairo 18 (1962).
