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1. Introduction 

Studying Theology in the 1980s, after a study of classical languages in the 1970s, I got to know the 

late Prof. Dr. Tjitze Baarda. I followed the lectures he gave with more than the normal enthusiasm, 

because he had a very inviting way of teaching. One semester his teaching was about a book written 

by a certain Celsus, a person I had never heard of. Celsus proved to be a pagan philosopher who 

criticized Judaism, Christianity and the founder of this religion, Jesus. Questions immediately arose 

for me: why had Celsus written the things he had written? Where and how did he collect his 

material? 

I was interested in this Celsus and telephoned Baarda about the possibility of writing a PhD thesis on 

Celsus’s sources. He agreed upon the subject and I started researching primary and secondary 

literature. At the beginning of the 1990s, however, I had to end the research, because my job as a 

teacher of Classics had become too busy. I decided to lay down my pen, hoping that a time would 

come to pick it up again. 

The past few years, since I did not have to care about a job anymore, have been that time to 

research, read, think and write, and the result is the present study. I have had the privilege to work 

under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, the successor of Baarda’s successor at 

de Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam, and equally inspiring. 

Chapter 1 of this study is the introduction you are reading. 

Chapter 2 treats the methodology I have used. 

Chapter 3 deals with the status quaestionis. Here I have used many quotations from secondary 

literature in order to present an overview of the state of affairs in research, and to explain the 

testimonials. 

In the second century a Hellenistic-Jewish polemic against Jesus was underway, a polemic that had 

been developed over many years. Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho (enacted about 135 C.E., written 

about 155) is important evidence for the fact that this polemic existed, at least in literary form. At 

some point during this period a Greek speaking Jew writes down what has been passed along to him 

from oral tradition, using for his stories about Jesus words that resemble the Gospels of Matthew 

and Luke, and, to a lesser extent, John. 

Celsus calls his source “the Jew”, and the question arises whether we have to consider this Jew as a 

person or as a personification. The Jew may have written a text that was a reaction to stories based  
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on an oral tradition, crystallized in Jewish circles. This oral pre-stage generally was of considerable 

interest, but especially to Celsus, for he must have used this text.  

The material for this text, written against the Christians, was responding to Christian material and 

was specifically directed against this Christian material. The “Panthera-theory” for example, treated 

in Chapter 5.1, intends to undermine the idea that Jesus is divine, as was written in the Gospels. 

Other subjects that needed to be undermined, were Jesus’s identity, origin, authority and miracles, 

as pictured in the Gospel tradition. 

It is impossible to understand Celsus’s main ideas without taking into account his dependency on 

Plato. In terms of Celsus’s criticism regarding Jesus, examination of Celsus’s image of God, which is 

based on Plato, is necessary. That is the reason why Chapter 4, about Plato’s influence on Celsus’s 

work, is part of the study. 

Chapter 5 is the central chapter of the thesis: here I discuss the testimonials thematically, trying to 

find out two things, how Celsus was inspired to write them, and, as always, what Celsus used as his 

sources. I chose nine themes, all connected to Jesus: what Celsus reports about Jesus’s parentage 

and birth, Jesus being baptized by John, Jesus as a magician, his teaching, Jesus and his disciples, 

Jesus and the Jewish law, Jesus and the prophets, Jesus’s appearance and character, and finally 

Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection.   

Chapter 6, on Christology, Celsus’s ideas of who Jesus was or not was, is essential in Celsus´s work: 

being a Platonic philosopher Celsus could not stand the idea that God would leave the heavens and 

come down to earth. This chapter is dedicated to Celsus’s dislike of the thought that Jesus might 

have been divine. Calling Jesus a Son of God, let alone God, was way beyond Celsus. We also read 

what he thought about Jesus as an angel or a daemon, the Logos or a Spirit of God, and again we try 

to find from where Celsus got his ideas for these statements. 

Finally, in chapter 7, I draw my conclusion: I compare my postulated source to the Jewish writings of 

Toledot Yeshu and conclude that Celsus’s Jew is a precursor of the writers of Toledot Yeshu. In short, I 

trace back Κατὰ Κέλσου to Celsus, I trace back Celsus to his informing Jew, I describe the patterns, 

and I indicate that the patterns in Toledot Yeshu can be traced back to the ideas of the Jew. Very 

probably Celsus as well derives material concerning Jesus from this Toledot Yeshu tradition that he 

does not attribute to the Jew, or that he maybe omitted to attribute to the Jew. But we will see that 

there are a few testimonials that are not attributed to the Jew by Celsus (or Origen), although the  
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content closely resembles what is “normally” ascribed to the Jew. The material in Κατὰ Κέλσου 

shows patterns that I observe in Toledot Yeshu.  

In the Appendix after the seven chapters I recorded 177 testimonials with, according to me, the 

words Celsus wrote about Jesus, within the books of Origen. The text I used was Markovich’s Contra 

Celsum Libri VIII.1 The last department of my study contains the bibliography, where I also mention 

the other editions of Origen’s text, and finally a survey and a Dutch “samenvatting.” 

In Origen’s book there are many main characters: the inspired conservative Platonic philosopher 

Celsus, Jesus, Plato, the Jews as a people, the philosophy, the cosmos. In my study there are only 

three main characters: Celsus, Jesus, and Origen. I fully focused on these three persons, and 

considered the other subjects in Origen’s books and his reproduction of Celsus’s book, as a side issue, 

necessary to highlight at least one of the three main characters I mentioned. 

It is not easy to determine the public that Celsus wrote for: the only people we can distinguish clearly 

in this respect, are the Jews. Celsus tries to hold back the Jews (and very probably the Gentiles, 

although he does not mention them specifically) from following Jesus. He also turns to the followers 

of Jesus in his effort to show them what a deplorable charlatan this Jesus was. The addressees in the 

rest of his book are the people in general: it is to them that he spreads his Middle Platonic views that 

do not always concern Jesus, trying to show how deficient their knowledge is, how brilliant an 

interpreter of Plato he himself is, and, consequently, how completely pointless it is to join these 

followers of Jesus. 

 

                                                           
1 M. Marcovich, Contra Celsum Libri VIII. Supplements to VC 54. Leiden: Brill (2001). 
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2. Methodology 

My main question is as follows: what is the source or what are the sources that Celsus used in order 

to write his Ἀληθὴς Λογός, especially in respect to what he says about Jesus? I have fully focused on 

the person of Jesus. In order to find an answer to my questions, the first step was reading Origen’s 

work of 8 books, Κατὰ Κέλσου (Contra Celsum), in the edition of M. Marcovich: this text edition was 

the foundational layer for my research. Marcovich selected the most probable text from the 

manuscripts and created a reconstruction. I wrote a critical apparatus and made my choices in the 

apparatus on the basis of the text of Marcovich. There were some places where I did not consider 

Marcovich’s choices to be correct, and there I have indicated at least one reason for my own choice. 

Thus I learned the substance of Origen’s response, and I tried to find out what he responded to, in 

other words: what, within Origen’s text, were the statements and ideas of Celsus himself, especially 

about Jesus?  

This was the second layer of research: which in the text were the words of Origen about Jesus, and 

which were the words of Celsus about Jesus? Sometimes distinguishing that was easy, for example 

when Origen writes something such as: “Celsus says”, or “he continues with”. Sometimes it was not 

clear in the text who was saying what, but the words used simply could not belong to Origen, so they 

had to come from Celsus. Sometimes it was more difficult still and where there was a particular 

problem, I have described my solution in the text. 

There was another layer of attribution that had to be discerned within the words of Celsus: some of 

those words, only in Origen’s first two books, had to be attributed to “the Jew”, a character whom 

Celsus has speaking, and who was a written source, or held a written source for Celsus. Again: 

sometimes it was easy to decide, for example when Origen writes something such like: “Now Celsus’s 

Jew says,” sometimes it was more difficult, because it seemed as if Origen had forgotten or had 

neglected to record that it was the Jew who said something. In most cases it was not difficult to 

reconstruct from the contents of the statement, who it was that had made it. In this way I 

constructed a list of 177 testimonials of what Celsus or his Jew says about Jesus or, for instance, 

about convictions or behavior deduced from Jesus and his words. This collection of testimonials can 

be found in the Appendix. 

In these testimonials the words that I have attributed to Celsus or his Jew, have been placed in 

brackets. Under every testimonial I have put a critical apparatus to show whether there were any 

textual variants, I put in cross references, references to places in the Old Testament (OT) or New 

Testament (NT) of the Bible, and a translation. 
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The fourth and last layer was the trajectory from the “reconstructed” Jew in Celsus’s book to the 

source of the Jew: I contend that there are good arguments for considering that Celsus’s Jew wrote 

down many, or maybe even all criticisms regarding Jesus that circulated in Jewish oral tradition. 

There is no irrefutable evidence for this, but I maintain that Celsus quotes someone or something, 

when he renders words of the Jew, and that my arguments make a plausible case that Celsus quoted 

something written by a Jew from about the first quarter of the second century C.E. This writing he 

calls “the Jew.” 

On the basis of the reconstructed source I have noted that the contours of that source very much 

resemble what we find in Toledot Yeshu, a later set of Jewish stories about Jesus’s life.   

In my study I have applied textual criticism. I have situated Celsus’s Jew in the context of the second 

century CE (an historical reconstruction), and have sought to indicate that some words originally 

come from Celsus’s mouth (or from the Jew), but that others have to be traced back to material that 

is even older than (the words of) the Jew. 

All abbreviations are taken from the SBL Handbook of Style, Second Edition, SBL Press, Atlanta, GA,  

2014.  
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3. Status quaestionis 

 

3.1 Introduction 

In this chapter I will discuss how the research on the sources of the words of Celsus and his Jew is 

situated, and address the following questions: why did Origen write his book against Celsus? When 

and where did Ἀληθὴς Λογός emerge? What was the situation of the Roman Empire, of Christianity, 

of social life in general during the time when Celsus wrote? Is it possible to find a reason that 

prompted Celsus to write his book? Which, if any, were the philosophical thoughts that caused 

Celsus to write?  

As I previously said, Celsus introduces a Jew in the first book of Origen’s Κατὰ Κέλσου (Contra 

Celsum) and has this Jew speaking in both books 1 and 2. This chapter examines whether “the Jew” 

was an historical person or whether these words function as a personification of a written document 

that Celsus had access to. Such an examination needs to establish what has been written about 

Celsus’s sources so far and by whom and where Κατὰ Κέλσου itself is situated within all of Origen’s 

work. Alongside this, consideration needs to be given as to what we can establish about Celsus’s 

opinions about Jesus and from where he drew these thoughts. Finally, the question of why Celsus 

took such a fierce stand against Jesus needs to be discussed and how this relates to Celsus’s view of 

his own era. Such a discussion should lead to an answer to my main question: what is or which are 

the source(s) that Celsus drew from for his words about Jesus, when he wrote his Ἀληθὴς Λογός? 

  

3.2 The position of Origen 

The Church Father Origen was fairly elderly2 when his friend and convert3 Ambrose of Alexandria 

asked him to formulate a response to an assault that had been published some eighty or eighty-five 

years previously (Origen himself does not mention any reference to the publication date of Celsus’s 

work). A certain Celsus of whom very little is known, at some moment in the third quarter of the 

second century had published a work titled Ἀληθὴς Λογός, a title perhaps best translated as A true 

doctrine. Carleton Paget states: “Celsus’s True Word had not, as far as we know, been the subject of  

 

                                                           
2 Born in 185 he must have written Contra Celsum in 248, at the age of about 63 (Eusebius: Hist. Eccl. VI, 36, 2). 
3 Edward Joseph Young, “Celsus and the Old Testament,” WTJ  6, 2, (1944): 166-97 (167), according to Eusebius: 
Hist. eccl. VI, 18. 
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any detailed response from a Christian before Origen.”4 Emphasis should be laid here upon the word 

“true”, as representing a counterweight to examples of, according to Celsus, a false doctrine, a 

deceptive teaching. 

Nowhere we get the impression that Origen knew Celsus’s work or the writer himself, let alone that 

he was troubled by either of them. His first response to Ambrose’s request consequently was a 

refusal, wondering if it would not be much wiser to follow the behavior of Jesus in the presence of 

Pilate, and so to be silent.5 However, Ambrose turned out to be capable of persuading Origen, the 

latter put aside his reluctance and turned to writing Κατὰ Κέλσου, a work consisting of eight books. 

In these books he tried to appropriately refute Celsus’s criticism of Jesus and Christianity. According 

to Robert Somos, “we cannot speak about a ‘debate’ between Celsus and Origen in its narrow 

meaning; Celsus tries to refute Christianity, but he does not dispute with Christianity.”6 Origen’s 

attempt resulted, intended or unintended, in the most thoroughgoing apologetic for Christianity of 

the first three centuries. 

Unfortunately, it is impossible to find out whether Origen reacted to all aspects of Celsus’s work, 

because Ἀληθὴς Λογός is lost. So we have to trust Origen’s word, when he remarks upon the 

completeness, thoroughness or order of cited textual elements in Celsus’s writing. 

Of course, it is possible to study the manner in which Origen structured his rebuttal. In the first two 

of his eight books Κατὰ Κέλσου, after the preface, Origen has Celsus speaking through a Jew.7 This 

Jew talks directly with Jesus and with his own Jewish people, and “the distinctive dialogue format 

[between Celsus’s Jew and Jesus, and between the Jew and the Christ believing Jews] together with 

the characteristically Jewish outlook supports the notion that Celsus has contributed little to the 

sections preserved in books I and II,”8 which means that what is said there is mainly derived from the 

Jew. Probably every word of Celsus in books I and II comes from “the Jew,” but it seems that 

occasionally Origen neglects to mention that Celsus is quoting this Jew. From the beginning of the 

third book Origen has Celsus speaking personally, for example about philosophical topics, cosmology, 

the origin of evil, ethics, and religious habits.  

                                                           
4 James N. Carleton Paget, “The Jew of Celsus and adversus Judaeos literature,” ZAC 2 (2017): 201-42 (203). 
5 Henry Chadwick, Origen, Contra Celsum (Cambridge: University Press, 1953; repr., Northampton: John 

Dickens & Co., 1965), Preface, chapter 1. 
6 Robert Somos, “Strategy of Argumentation in Origen’s Contra Celsum,” Adamantius 18 (2012): 200-17 (201). 
7 Lincoln Blumell, “A Jew in Celsus’ True Doctrine? An Examination of Jewish Anti-Christian Polemic in the 
Second Century C.E,” SR 36, 2 (2007): 297-315 (308). 
8 Albert I. Baumgarten, “Jews, Pagans and Christians on the Empty Grave of Jesus,” Proceedings of the 10th 
World Congress of Jewish Studies, Division B, 2: The History of the Jewish People (1990): 37-44 (42).  
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Again (some 15 lines ago I wrote: “Origen’s attempt resulted, intended or unintended, in the most 

thoroughgoing apologetic for Christianity of the first three centuries”), Origen turns out to be an 

erudite man and a gifted writer: in an apparently effortless way he weaves quotations from the 

classical Greek writers, from philosophers of any origin, and words of Old and New Testament 

through Κατὰ Κέλσου. He is widely read and makes use of this when he eloquently fights Celsus in all 

areas the latter has put forward. From the moment Origen gives up his initial preference for being 

silent as a response to Celsus, many words of rebuttal flow from his pen. His style is brilliant and 

seemingly easy. 

 

3.3 Date and place of emergence of Ἀληθὴς Λογός 

Dating Origen’s Κατὰ Κέλσου is not very difficult: the work can be placed at about 248 CE, but dating 

the work of Celsus that Origen contests is a lot more difficult. In 1972, H.U. Rosenbaum9 suggested a 

date of publication of Ἀληθὴς Λογός as shortly after 160. He cited two reasons for his suggestion: at 

the start of T176 (VIII.68) he referred to εἷς βασιλεύς (“one king/emperor”). This is a quotation from 

Homer’s Iliad 2. 205. Celsus continues his argument two lines further in the same T176 with ὁ 

βασιλεύς (“the king/emperor”): according to Celsus imperial power at that moment is held in one 

hand. Celsus could have changed the quotation silently into the plural10, if he had wanted to, for here 

it says, “For if you invalidate this doctrine, of course the king/emperor will punish you.” This is not 

about the Iliad quotation anymore nor about a particular emperor. Finally, in VIII.73, Celsus uses 

again the Greek singular for “regent/emperor” in “for the king” (τῷ βασιλεῖ). In short, according to 

Rosenbaum, this argument means that there is no need to date Celsus in a period with more than 

one emperor (161-169 and 177-180).  

Rosenbaum’s second argument was that Celsus’s words οἱ νῦν βασιλεύοντες ἡμῶν in C.C. VIII.71 

should be related to the Romans being a people of rulers11, not necessarily to the situation when 

Celsus, according to many scholars, may have been  writing, namely the period with two emperors, 

Mark Aurelius and  Lucius Verus, 161-169, or Mark Aurelius and Commodus, 177-180. This reasoning 

led Rosenbaum to his conclusion that Ἀληθὴς Λογός had not necessarily been written in the 160s or 

the 170s, that in short the number of emperors was not relevant for the dating of Ἀληθὴς Λογός.   

 

                                                           
9 H.U. Rosenbaum, “Zur Datierung von Celsus’ ALETHES LOGOS,” VC 26, 2 (1972): 102-11 (110/111). 
10 Ibid., 105/106. 
11 Ibid., 108. 
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Pichler rejected this suggestion too hastily: “Leider ist dieser Überblick (of Rosenbaum) nicht präzise 

genug, als dass es mit einem Hinweis darauf sein Bewenden haben könnte.”12 Pichler does not 

explain this lack of accuracy, which is a weakness here. In a brief survey, Rosenbaum, before 

returning to his suggested date of publication, treats dates that have been suggested over time13, 

finishing with Chadwick’s suggestion 176-178.14 Arnold Stötzel also agrees with this time frame, 

giving a date of 180: “Allgemein wird angenommen, dass Kelsos mit dieser Schrift u.a. reagiert auf die 

apologetischen Schriften Justins.”15 Finally, Jacques Schwartz assumes a date of “les premières 

années du règne de Marc-Aurèle.”16 There is good reason to join Rosenbaum and Schwartz, scholars 

who favor an early date between 160 and 165. Apart from the fact that Celsus hardly makes any 

open or manifest allusion to works published on a subject like this during the second century, the 

most important argument for a publication date for the work in or about 161 is that Celsus seems to 

have been using another, earlier, edition of the Gospels than we know. Finally, if he had written at a 

later moment, he probably would have read more and different writings and quoted them. This will 

be considered further later in the chapter, along with the discussion about Celsus’s Jew. 

Considering all the arguments mentioned, it seems that Rosenbaum presents the best reasoning, and 

thus I conclude that Ἀληθὴς Λογός was written somewhere in the very early 160s.17 

About the place of emergence of Ἀληθὴς Λογός hardly anything reliable can be written: Chadwick  

pleads for Rome or Alexandria, but it is impossible even for him to deliver any proof.18 He slightly 

prefers Rome, because Celsus is informed excellently about the many gnostic sects that flourished in 

Rome. Also Celsus’s patriotic call at the end of the eighth book of C.C. supports the idea that he was 

writing in Rome. But Celsus is interested in Egyptian matters as well and knows about the Logos-

theology, the way it was current in Hellenistic Judaism. This consideration may suggest that he has 

written in Egypt. Additionally, in Alexandria the line between orthodoxy and gnosis was drawn less 

sharply than in Rome, which may explain why Celsus more than once confuses the different ideas in  

                                                           
12 Karl Pichler, Streit um das Christentum: Der Angriff des Kelsos und die Antwort des Origenes, RST 94 
(Frankfurt am Main: Peter D. Lang, 1980), 94. 
13 Theodor Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, Aelteste Streitschrift Antiker Weltanschauung gegen das Christentum 
(Zürich: Orell, Füssli & Co., 1873), 176-178; Bader following Keim: 178; Borret (SC 227, p. 129) following Keim, 
Aubé, Neumann and Chadwick: 176-180. 
14 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, XXVIII.  
15 Arnold Stötzel, “Warum Christus so Spät Erschien: die Apologetische Argumentation des Frühen 
Christentums,” ZKG 92, 2-3, (1981): 147-60 (149). 
16 Jacques Schwartz, “Celsus Redivivus,” RHPR 53, 3-4, (1973): 399-405 (399, 400). 
17 Cf also J.B. Lightfoot, who mentions 161 in The Apostolic Fathers, part II, I, 2nd ed. (London: Macmillan, 1889), 
530-1. 
18 Chadwick. Contra Celsum, XXVIII, XXIX. See also Horacio E. Lona, Die ‘Wahre Lehre’ des Kelsos, Übersetzt und 
Erklärt (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2005), 57, who remarks: “Alexandrien wahrscheinlicher als Rom.” 
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the various theological streams. In short, according to Chadwick, no other places qualify than Rome 

and Alexandria. H. Dörrie19 also thinks that Ἀληθὴς Λογός originated in Alexandria, but J.M. 

Vermander20 assumes that it is probable that Celsus wrote his work in Athens. 

However, we should consider that the majority of Celsus’s Gospel quotations derive from Matthew’s 

Gospel, probably written in Syria, and from Luke’s Gospel, probably written in Asia Minor. So Antioch 

and Ephesus, the most important cities in these regions, also may qualify as places where Ἀληθὴς 

Λογός emerged, although no author specifically mentioned them as such, and these two gospels of 

course knew a much wider distribution than these two cities. Celsus himself does not offer any clue 

whatsoever of his writing environment: he does not mention a temple, a synagogue, a church, a 

library or a junction of roads. 

It seems most probable that Celsus wrote in a city where the writings that he refers to circulated. 

This city may have been Rome, Alexandria, Antioch, Ephesus or a city as yet unknown to us. 

 

3.4 Context 

According to Horacio Lona, Celsus would have visited certain types of Christian schools purely out of 

intellectual interest:  

[Es gab] eine qualifizierte christliche Stimme im Rahmen einer allen Gebildeten offenen 

Einrichtung, zu denen auch interessierte Heiden freien Zugang hatten, wo sie christliche 

Inhalte hörten und Kenntnisse über die Heilige Schrift gewannen, und sich dabei ein gewisses 

Bild vom Glauben und von den Gläubigen machen konnten.21 

Visiting at least one of these institutes Celsus came to see the dangers of Christianity: “its connection 

with Judaism, its typically Jewish rejection of worshipping and sacrificing to the Roman gods 

automatically classified it as a dangerous superstition, and its oriental origin made it into a superstitio  

 

 

                                                           
19 Heinrich Dörrie, Platonica Minora, Studia et Testimonia Antiqua 8 (München: Fink, 1975), 417. 
20 J.M. Vermander, “Théophile d’Antioche contre Celse: Ad Autolycos III,” REAug 17 (1971), 203-25 (225, note 
164). Cf Pichler, Streit um das Christentum, 98. 
21 Lona, Die ‘Wahre Lehre’ des Kelsos, 39: there was a qualified Christian voice in a facility open to all educated 
people, where interested pagans as well had access. Here they got to know Christian matters, here they 
collected knowledge of the Holy Scripture (the paraphrase in the translation is mine).  
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externa, foreign to Roman mentality. Christians appeared as members of a secret collegium and 

these were forbidden.”22 Or, in the words of Mihwa Choi: “Christians’ non-participation in the 

hegemonic domain of the elites was seen as subversive and, thus, charges of magic were often laid 

against them.”23  

Celsus saw Christianity as a threat to (Roman) pietas, that was essential to the securitas, stabilitas 

and Romanitas of the Empire. Consequently, as Carleton Paget states, “Christians rather than Jews 

are the principal focus of Celsus’s attack.”24 That is why Gregor Emmenegger says: “Kelsos 

argumentiert primär gegen den neuen Glauben, weil er durch ihn das überkommene Wertesystem in 

Gefahr sieht.”25 Celsus complains of Christian secretiveness (C.C. I.1, beginning).26 In the words of 

Jason M. Scarborough: “Christianity was socially subversive.”27 W.H.C. Frend states: “These Christians 

deserved punishment as members of an illegal association. They were a danger to society and the 

state.”28 For, according to Alfons Fürst, “Was für Kelsos Aufruhr gegen die etablierte Ordnung war, 

die Einheitsvision des Christentums, war für Origenes Anfang einer neuen und besseren Ordnung.”29 

Together with the theories about the origin of Ἀληθὴς Λογός, discussed in section 3 of this status 

quaestionis, the context of the work has also been partially formulated. The place of emergence is a 

big, leading city in the Roman Empire. Celsus, the writer, is a man who sees that an increasing part of 

humanity follows someone who is, according to him, a foolish charlatan. “Celsus could see no reason 

why the accumulated wisdom and experience of centuries should be abandoned in favor of a religion  

that was born only a few generations earlier.”30 These Christians “lacked logos, were fanatics, and in 

‘sheer opposition’ to Rome.”31 

                                                           
22 Stephen Benko, “Pagan Criticism of Christianity During the First Two Centuries A.D.,” ANRW 2; 23.2 (1980):  
1055-1118 (1076, note 80).   
23 Mihwa Choi, “Christianity, Magic and Difference: Name-calling and Resistance between the Lines in Contra 
Celsum.” Semeia 79 (1997), 75-92 (92). 
24 Carleton Paget, the Jew of Celsus, 208. 
25 Gregor Emmenegger, “Die Heiligen Pflichten müssen wir erfüllen –Origenes und Kelsos,” in Ringen um die 
Wahrheit: Gewissenkonflikte in der Christentumsgeschichte (Studien zur Christlichen Religions- und 
Kulturgeschichte 15), ed. Mariano Delgado et al., (Fribourg: 2011), 78: “Celsus primarily argues against the new 
religion, because he sees the overcome system of values in danger because of this new religion.” 
26 Harold Remus, “Persecution,” in Handbook of Early Christianity: Social Science Approaches, ed. Anthony J. 
Blasi et al. (Walnut Creek, CA: Alta Mira Press, 2002), 431-452 (436 and 438). 
27 Jason M. Scarborough, “Origen and Celsus: Exegesis and Apologetics,” USQR 62, 1-2 (2009): 46-56 (49). 
28 W.H.C. Frend, “Prelude to the Great Persecution: the Propaganda War,” JEH 38, 1 (1987), 1-18 (6). 
29 Alfons Fürst, “Wahrer Gott …. Wahre Gerechtigkeit: Politische Implikationen des Monotheismus in der 
Spätantike, Fragen nach dem Einen Gott: Die Monotheismusdebatte im Kontext,” Religion und Aufklärung 14 
(2007): 251-282 (268): “What was to Celsus a revolt against the established order, Christianity’s vision of 
unity,was to Origen the beginning of a new and better order.” 
30 Robert L. Wilken, “Religious Pluralism and Early Christian Thought,” ProEccl 1, 1 (1992): 89-103 (91). 
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This Jesus movement seems to go and wrinkle on the foundations of the Roman Empire. Clemens 

Scholten states: “Christen sind barbarischer Herkunft und lehnen Tempel, Altäre und Götterbilde ab, 

sind zusammen mit den Juden Fremdkörper in der griechisch dominierten Kultus.”32 It is as if the 

environment and the government cannot get to grips with those Christians. In the words of Ekkehard 

Mühlenberg, “the Christians not only exclude all other gods (than Christ), but also exclude 

themselves from humanity: they do not take part in the festivals of the people. The Christians 

destroy the preserving unity of the Nomos of humanity.”33 They do not give access to their own 

celebrations, they are very tenacious in holding to their own convictions, and show great compassion 

not just to one another, but also towards strangers and enemies. 

The more Christian apologetics tried to present this apparently “new” religion as no less than the 

culmination of Judaism, and to present the Jewish Bible as a wholly Christian book34, the more 

determined Celsus became to write a work from his own pagan convictions in order to demonstrate  

that it is life threatening to become a follower of this philosophical lightweight,35 called Jesus. In 

Celsus’s view, this Jesus never “displayed” anything, he did not even have control over his most 

direct followers, performed his miracles by a kind of magic, was a bastard child, betrayed the people 

from which he arose, and died ingloriously on a cross. Celsus does not know any reason to become a 

follower of such a fool, rather, those who are so blinded, that they do follow Jesus, should be fought. 

That is the context in which Celsus picks up his pen and these are the motives that have him writing, 

for the purpose of intelligent Jews and pagans, who consider to follow this Jesus. According to Celsus 

Christianity is objectionable, especially because its leader died on the cross, like a criminal, a leader 

who was called by his followers “Son of God.” To Celsus it is impossible that a son of God would die - 

to Celsus everything divine is by very nature immortal -, but that this dying happens on a cross, is one 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
31 Ilaria Ramelli, “Ethos and Logos: a Second-Century Debate between ‘Pagan’ and Christian Philosophers,” VC 
69, 2 (2015): 123-156 (128). 
32 Clemens Scholten, “Die Funktion der Häresienabwehr in der Antiken Kirche,” VC 66, 3 (2012): 229-68: 
“Christians have a barbaric ancestry and reject temples, altars, and images of gods. Together with the Jews 
they are foreigners in the Greek-dominated cult.”  
33 Ekkehard Mühlenberg, “The Divinity of Jesus in Early Christian Faith”, StPatr 17, I, (Elmsford, NY: Pergamon 
Press, 1982), 141. 
34 Jonathan Cahana, “None of Them Knew me or my Brothers: Gnostic Antitraditionalism and Gnosticism as a 
Cultural Phenomenon,” JR 94, 1 (2014): 49-73 (56). 
35 Georg Schöllgen, “Magier, Gaukler, Scharlatane: das Christentum als Unterschichtenreligion bei Kelsos,” in 
Volksglaube im Antiken Christentum, ed.Heike Griesser and Andreas Merkt (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 
Buchhandlung, 2009), 28-37 (28): “Begreift man Volksglaube (i.c. Christianity) als Gegenstück zur 
philosophischen Theologie der Gebildeten, dann kommt man der Konzeption des Kelsos sehr nahe, mit der er 
die Religionsgemeinschaft der Christen zu verstehen und bekämpfen versucht.” 
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of the many matters on the grounds of which Celsus consequently refuses to consider Jesus as a Son 

of God, let alone as God incarnated.36 

 

3.5 The philosophical ideas of Celsus 

Johann Lorenz von Mosheim has stated concerning Celsus’s philosophical ideas: “Celsus ist . . . ein 

Mitglied der sogenannten eclectischen Partey, die schon eine geraume Zeit vor ihm zu Alexandrien 

geblühet hat.”37 But Karl Pichler states: “Origenes, der bei Kelsos epikureische Elemente zusammen 

mit platonischen festgestellt habe, komme der Wahrheit näher als manche modernen Forscher, die 

das eine im anderen aufzulösen suchen und entweder vom Epikureer oder vom Platoniker Kelsos 

sprechen.”38 In C.C. I.8 Origen writes that he has heard that there were two Epicurean philosophers 

named Celsus, one a contemporary of Nero (emperor 54-68), the other a contemporary of Hadrian 

(emperor 117-138). That is why Origen, with some hesitation, calls Celsus an Epicurean, an idea 

shared by Theodor Keim (he also thinks that Celsus was an Epicurean), but, according to Michael 

Frede, “Origen had not heard of Celsus. Otherwise he would not have persisted in referring to Celsus 

as an Epicurean.”39 Frede must have meant that Origen had not heard of “our” Celsus. On the other 

hand, if this “second” Celsus was young in Hadrian’s times, perhaps being born in about 105, this 

may be an additional argument for an early dating of Ἀληθὴς Λογός: in 161 this Celsus would have 

been only 56 years old. 

From the latter part of Ἀληθὴς Λογός we may conclude that Origen also thought of Celsus as a 

Platonist. Johannes Arnold clarifies: “Der Titel Ἀληθὴς Λογός, der bis heute Rätsel aufgibt, wird 

verständlicher, wenn es Celsum darum ging, seine Leser, soweit sie ihm folgen konnten, in die  

 

                                                           
36 Heinrich Dörrie, “Formula Analogiae: an Exploration of a Theme in Hellenistic and Imperial Platonism,” in 
Neoplatonism and Early Christian Thought. Essays in Honor of A.H. Armstrong, ed. H.J. Blumenthal and R.A. 
Markus (London: Variorum, 1981), 33-49 (43): “The firm belief in this God’s having become man, i.e. 
incarnation, was the pivotal point in their (= the Christians’) religious convictions. This pivotal point Celsus 
sought to destroy.” 
37 Johann Lorenz von Mosheim, Origenes, Vorstehers der Christlichen Schule zu Alexandrien und Aeltestens, 
Acht Bücher von der Wahrheit der Christlichen Religion wider den Weltweisen Celsus (Hamburg: Bohn, 1745), 
56, note 3 (“Celsus is a member of the so-called eclectic party that flourished in Alexandria a long time before 
him).”  
38 Pichler, Streit um das Christentum, 29 (“Origen, who in Celsus’s work determined Epicurean as well as 
Platonic elements, would approach the truth closer than some modern scientists, who try to dissolve the one 
thing into the other, and refer neither to the Epicurean nor to the Platonist Celsus”). 
39 Michael Frede, “Origen’s Treatise against Celsus,” in Apologetics in the Roman Empire: Pagans, Jews and 
Christians, ed. Mark J. Edwards et al. (Oxford: University Press, 1999), 131-55 (148). 
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Mysterien der wahren platonischen Lehre einzuführen.”40 Origen called Celsus an Epicurean to make 

Celsus suspect to his (Origen’s) readers. In the days of Origen, the name “Epicurean” was an offense.  

However, after the last allusion to Celsus as an Epicurean (C.C. V.3) Origen makes it utterly obvious 

that he thinks Celsus is a Platonist. Here (in C.C. V.3), according to Silke-Petra Bergjan, “Celsus is 

identified as an Epicurean, only because he holds a false concept of divine providence and because 

Origen can ascertain a fundamental dissent at this point.”41 Bergjan is more definitive than Pichler in 

her final judgment, saying “In VII.68 it is entirely clear that the Epicurean references which Origen 

used in the first [four] books [of Contra Celsum] no longer apply.”42 Bergjan also formulates a 

solution for this apparent dilemma: “In the Middle Platonic context there was a juxtaposition of 

different positions, a background which makes it plausible that Origen addresses the Platonist Celsus 

first with the Epicurean references.”43 But the distinction between the philosophical schools in the 

first two centuries was very relative: they sharpened each other and in the long run they developed  

individuality and recognizability. (The definitive form of) Christianity did not yet exist in the second 

half of the second century. Origen gives Celsus the mark of being an Epicurean and gives a name to 

the argument against God’s individual providence.44  

According to Jaap Mansfeld Celsus’s interpretation of Zeus as God and of Hera as matter (C.C. VI.42) 

is originally Stoic.45 This Stoic cosmology, however, has been platonized, he says. On this topic Lona 

states: “Im Bereich der Kosmologie, der Erkenntnislehre und der Affektenlehre liegt stoische 

Begrifflichkeit vor, die aber meistens die spezifische Prägung verloren hatte. An anderen Stellen 

verwendet Kelsos stoische Wendungen in einem nicht-stoischen Sinn.”46  

To call Platonism monotheistic seems too briefly formulated, because Plato acknowledges a 

Demiurge and the Highest Good, but Celsus does not believe the Christians to be really monotheistic  

 

                                                           
40 Johannes Arnold, “Unordnung, bedingt durch Hass? Origenes und die Struktur von Celsus’ Alethes Logos,” in 
Origeniana Decima, ed. Sylwia Kaczmarck and Henryk Pietras (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 280: “The title Ἀληθὴς 
Λογός, which until now yields mysteries, becomes more understandable, when Celsus would try to introduce 
his readers into the mysteries of the real Platonic doctrine.” 
41 Silke-Petra Bergjan, “Celsus the Epicurean? The Interpretation of an Argument in Origen, Contra Celsum,” 
HTR 94, 2 (2001): 179-204 (192). 
42 Ibid., 195. 
43 Ibid., 202. 
44 Ibid., 203. 
45 Jaap Mansfeld, “Hesiod and Parmenides in Nag Hammadi,” VC 35, 2 (1981): 174-82 (177). 
46 Lona. Die ‘Wahre Lehre’ des Kelsos, 44, 45 (“In the area of cosmology, epistemology and ethics Stoic 
terminology is present, which mostly has lost its specific embossing. At other places Celsus uses Stoic turns in a 
non-Stoic sense”). 
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either: according to him they worship three gods, with an emphasis on Jesus, although they say they 

are monotheistic. This problem is also recognized by Jussi Junni who observes that “although to 

some extent Celsus can tolerate Judaism because of its national nature, there is a real struggle 

between the true monotheism of his philosophy and a pseudo-monotheism of a particular religion 

called Christianity.”47 

In Chapter 4 concerning Celsus’s philosophical ideas I make the case that Celsus was in fact a Middle  

Platonist, and not an Epicurean (as Origen states on several places). A conclusion that is in line with 

both Aldo Magris48 and Mihwah Choi, who states that “Celsus’s attacks on Christianity focus on 

demonstrating its irrationality in relationship to the  worldview of Platonism . . . Celsus bases his 

argument on Platonism in making reason the standard that distinguishes religion from magic. His 

definition of magic parallels the thinking of the evolutionist anthropologists, viz. magic is irrational.”49 

But here we have to remark that rationalism was not necessarily a characteristic of later Platonism. 

 

3.6 Is Celsus’s Jew literary or real? 

In the first book of Origen’s Κατὰ Κέλσου he introduces, on behalf of Celsus, the rhetorical figure of 

the prosopopoeia: he stages a Jew talking to Jesus50 (e.g., T10, I.41, and T12, I.50, but many other 

places too) and then talking to the Christians who, of course, had emanated from the Jews. It is 

difficult to determine whether Celsus invented this Jew, or whether he was a real human being at the 

time of Celsus’s writing or shortly before that. Origen (C.C. I.28) speaks of a fictional character. Lona 

uses the words “literary creation.” He comments: “Der Jude des Kelsos ist seine literarische 

Schöpfung . . . Dass die Gestalt eine literarische Schöpfung ist, zeigt sich besonders dort, wo die Züge 

seines Schöpfers durchschimmern,” going on to call the words spoken by the Jew in C.C. I and II a 

“vituperation” or blaming speech: “Die Tadelrede oder ‘vituperatio’ orientiert sich an ihrem 

Gegenstand nach Gesichtspunkten, die von den Rhetorikern systematisch dargelegt wurden.”51   

                                                           
47 Jussi Junnni, “Celsus’ Arguments Against the Truth of the Bible”, StPatr 65, 13 (Leuven, Paris: Peeters, 2013), 
175-84 (178). 
48 Aldo Magris, “Aufklärerischer Platonismus: Kelsos und Origenes”, in Chartulae: Festschrift für Wolfgang 
Speyer, ed. Ernst Dassmann et al. (Münster: Aschendorff, 1998), 228-43 (230). 
49 Choi,”Christianity, Magic and Difference”, 82. 
50 Arnold, “Unordnung, bedingt durch Hass?, 267: “Der fiktive Jude wendet sich direkt an den irdischen Jesus, 
dann aber an die Judenchristen.” 
51 Lona, Die ‘Wahre Lehre’ des Kelsos, 172 and 173: “Celsus’s Jew is his literary creation . . . That the person is a 
literary creation, is visible especially there, where aspects of its creator shine through . . . The blaming speech 
or “vituperatio” orients itself on its object according to aspects which are expounded systematically by the 
rhetoricians." 
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Maren Niehoff considers that Celsus consulted one document, the Jewish author of which should be 

placed in an Alexandrian context in the aftermath of the Jewish Diaspora Revolts of 115-117.52 

According to Niehoff this author apparently responded to the increasing popularity of the Christian 

faith among his fellow Jews, being concerned especially about the Letter of Barnabas. The fragments 

attributed to Celsus’s Jew would derive from one written Jewish source, composed in mid-second 

century Alexandria. Carleton Paget tentatively expresses a similar opinion, asking “in the first two 

chapters [of Contra Celsum] we find Celsus arguing through a particular person other than himself. 

Could this imply that he is following a source?”53 Although the possibility that the designation “the 

Jew” refers to an actual person cannot be dismissed entirely, Origen’s verdict that the term indicates 

a personification of a Jewish anti-Christian tradition does seem likely. James Dunn states: “when the 

Synoptic Gospels were first received by various churches, these churches already possessed their 

own versions of much of the material.”54 If Celsus’s Jew were a personification, the tradition ascribed 

to him may have come from from all kinds of sources. More or less the same way for Celsus’s Jew in 

order to get in contact with stories about Jesus we find in the work of Arie Zwiep: “There can be little 

doubt that most people in the first century heard the words of the gospels rather than read them, be 

it for the reason that most people could not read (enough) or because copies were simply not 

available in their communities.”55 

In a recent article Antti Laato suggests that there is a need “to re-evaluate parallels which exist 

between an unknown Jewish writing (alternative writings) against Christianity used by Celsus and 

referred to in Contra Celsum, and the early versions of the so-called Toledot Yeshu tradition.”56 

Celsus’s Jew would have used what he knew from hearsay to write his response to Jesus. Celsus must 

at least have had a written text in front of him, and there must have been a Jewish author of that 

text since Celsus’s knowledge is too accurate for a pagan for it to have been written down from 

memory only. Morton Smith, before Niehoff and Laato, similarly stated that “a certain notion of  

 

                                                           
52 Maren R. Niehoff, “A Jewish Critique of Christianity from Second-Century Alexandria: Revisiting the Jew 
mentioned in Contra Celsum,” JECS 21, 2 (2013): 151-75 (152-56). 
53 Carleton Paget, the Jew of Celsus, 218. 
54 James D.G. Dunn, Christianity in the Making; Jesus Remembered, Vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan / Cambridge, 
UK: William B. Eerdmans, 2003), 250. 
55 Arie W. Zwiep, Jairus’s Daughter and the Haemorrhaging Woman. Tradition and Interpretation of an Early 
Christian Miracle Story, WUNT 421 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 190. 
56 Antti Laato, “A Cold Case Reopened: a Jewish Source on Christianity Used by Celsus and the Toledot Yeshu 
Literature – from Counter-Exegetical Arguments to Full-Blown Counter-Story”, StPatr 94, 20 (2017), 99-110 
(99). 



23 
Status quaestionis 

 

Jesus is only explicable from a tradition based on observation of Jesus himself, as he appeared in 

Palestine to those who were not his followers.”57 

 

3.7 What has been written about the sources of Celsus? 

The main subject of this thesis is to find an answer to the question of what were the sources Celsus 

used to collect his knowledge about Jesus, and to a lesser extent Christianity, and Judaism. 

Immediate problems arise on account of the fact that it is difficult to determine which writings Celsus 

had in front of him when he wrote his polemic. In Chapter 4 we will see that at least Plato was a 

source for Celsus’s image of God, and to fully understand Celsus’s judgment on Jesus, and his image 

of Jesus, we firstly need to know the way Celsus viewed God. This image of God Celsus mainly 

derived from Plato. So in a way Plato was a source for Celsus’s thoughts about Jesus. 

Gary T. Burke sees the Old Testament as another important source for Celsus. He contends that 

Celsus gives a strong impression that he has read Genesis.58 Pichler remarks: “es gibt keinen Konsens 

darüber, aus welchen Büchern ‘die christliche Bibliothek’ des Kelsos bestanden hat . . . Teile des Alten 

Testaments, vor allem den Schöpfungsbericht und die Patriarchenerzählungen, scheint er gelesen zu 

haben, auch exegetische Arbeiten dazu.”59 Celsus eagerly used the stories - for example, Lot and his 

daughters (Gen. 19:30-38) - in his polemic in order to embarrass the readers.60 Celsus was aware of 

the similarities and differences between Judaism and Christianity. For his picture of the life and 

passion of Jesus and of his disciples he “borrowed” from the canonical Gospels or from what he 

heard, for, as again Dunn states: “the life and identity of any community of Jesus’s earliest followers 

was unlikely to be dependent solely on the written tradition it possessed.”61 What he borrowed he 

augmented with elements from the typical Jewish controversy with Christianity of his days. 
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The Jew and his source suggest (once more) that there is a dissonance between the editorial layer of 

the Gospels, according to which Jesus knew about his imminent execution, and the earlier layer of 

the Gospels which report his crucifixion under shameful circumstances.62 

Celsus used the view of his Jewish spokesman for his criticism of Jesus.63 However, there is 

disagreement among scholars as to whether this was actually the case. Lincoln Blumell contends that 

“Celsus was not relying on a written Jewish source for this polemic,”64 whereas Morton Smith argues: 

“apologetic traits indicated the existence of charges about Jesus that the Gospels were trying to 

answer. The charges must have been earlier than the answers. It seemed likely to suppose that they 

were not isolated accidents, but came from a body of hostile material.”65 R. Joseph Hoffmann is of 

the opinion that “Celsus knew the Gospels as missionary literature - as propaganda and 

proclamation, rather than as sacred biography.66 Tjitze Baarda gives some insight into what Celsus’s 

assumptions regarding the Gospels may have been: “Celsus may have assumed that originally there 

was only one Gospel (C.C. II.27), which became the source of those Gospels, which were current in 

the churches and held in esteem by believers.“67 Other scholars such as Markus Vinzent and Gary 

Burke, see a connection between Celsus and the Gospel of Marcion. Vinzent observes “that Celsus 

not only studied the Montanists, as he relates, but that he was also well acquainted with Marcionite 

material, especially Marcion’s Antitheses and his NT.”68 Burke as well saw this connection between 

Celsus and the Gospel of Marcion.69 

Celsus knew the “topoi” of the apologists, but the question remains how he acquired that 

knowledge, for it cannot be proved in a convincing way that he read the work of, for example, Justin 

Martyr, although Carl Andresen is convinced that Celsus’s writing is an answer to Justin’s Second  
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Apology.70 C. Warren Hovland is more cautious, when he states: “It is probable that Celsus also knew 

the work of Justin. Writing fifteen or twenty years after him, he may have been responding directly 

to his work.”71 Celsus also knew many gnostic groups who fought each other (C.C. V. 61-64); centre of 

focus these days regarding Gnosticism72 is the fusion of religion, philosophy, folk wisdom, and 

traditions. This fusion occupied the second century. In short, Celsus knew his opponents, but it is not 

easy to say how.  

What did Celsus know about the Christians, apart from what I discuss in Chapter 5 of this study, 

because those subjects are related to Jesus? He mentions their exclusivity (III.9: “If all men wanted to 

be Christians, the Christians would no langer want them”). He knows about their being divided: 

“Since they have spread to become a multitude , they are divided and rent asunder, and each wants 

to have his own party” (III.10), and “they only have one thing still in common – the name” (III.12). 

The Christians’ idea of righteousness is absurd: "God forbid that they should do away with the 

doctrine that the unrighteous will be punished and that the righteous will be deemed worthy of 

rewards” (III.16). Celsus knew about the Christian ideas regarding the last judgment: “When God 

applies the fire, all the rest of mankind will be thoroughly roasted and that they alone will survive” 

(V.14), but also about their ambiguity regarding the body: “You long for the body and hope that it will 

rise again in the same form as if we possessed nothing better or more precious than that, on the 

other hand you would cast it into punishments as though it were of no value” (VIII.49).  

But Celsus did not just depend on books, as Lona observes (translation of the quote is in the foot 

note): “Das Wissen des Kelsos beruht aber nicht allein auf Büchern und schulischer Bildung . . .  

Wenigstens ein Teil seiner umfassenden Information über die Christen geht auf mündliche Quellen 

zurück, welche die Zustände in den christlichen Gemeinden aus erster Hand wiedergeben.”73 

Furthermore, Lona assumes that Celsus has known the Gospels, except Mark’s Gospel.74 I agree with 

Lona: I shall prove that he is right in stating that Celsus (better: his Jew) was familiar with the Gospels 

of Matthew and Luke, and had some acquaintance with the Gospel of John. Similarities with Mark  
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are accidental.  He has used Luke’s Gospel as “corrected” by Marcion75, and Niehoff remarks: “The 

Jewish author relies on Matthew’s reference to Jesus as “the son of the carpenter” in order to stress 

his low social status.”76 Of Paul’s writings he knew 1 Cor 3:19 and Gal. 6:14, and of the Old 

Testament, apart from Genesis, he knew Ex 1, Jona 4:6, and Dan 6:16-23. Finally, Lona is convinced 

that Celsus was a teacher and that in his teacher’s capacity he visited a Christian school, where he 

heard and was able to learn about Judaism and Christianity. Gianluca Piscini too is convinced that 

“Celse a eu des échanges directs avec des Chrétiens.”77 

 

3.8 Contra Celsum and the rest of Origen’s work 

Not much has been written about the place of Κατὰ Κέλσου amidst all the other writings of Origen.  

Pichler is perhaps illustrative of this, although he does not really react to the place of Contra Celsum 

amidst Origen’s other works, when he remarks that “in den acht Büchern gegen Celsus erkannt man 

mit Recht nicht nur die inhaltsreichste aller Apologieen, . . . die große Wertschätzung, die dieses 

Werk zumindest bei den Verehrern des Origenes erfahren habe, sei schon durch die Tatsache seiner 

Erhaltung bewiesen.”78 

Chadwick, on the other hand, attributes more weight to Contra Celsum:  

The Contra Celsum, in fact, brings into prominence one side of Origen’s work and shows him 

diverted from his central task of Biblical exegesis and textual criticism into the line of 

apologetic . . . What the Church absorbed from Origen was felt primarily in the sphere of 

Biblical interpretation and in the profound influence of his ideals of the spiritual life upon 

later monasticism. But in the history of the intellectual struggle between the old and the new 

religion the Contra Celsum is of the first importance, comparable only with Augustine’s City 

of God.79 
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In most of his books Origen worked on exegesis, textual criticism and Biblical interpretation. In 

Contra Celsum, however, he delivered a highly apologetic, mature work, rich in content, that 

deviated very much from what he usually wrote.  

 

3.9 Celsus and Jesus 

In this section we will explore what the main reason was for Celsus’s condemnation of Jesus, and  

especially of the result of Jesus’s efforts: Christianity. In Celsus’s view some Jews, having been misled 

by Jesus, separate from the main stream and choose their own religious ways, thus Jesus turns out to 

be a revolutionary. According to Jakob Engberg, “the Christian community is an asocial fellowship 

united in rebellion against, and at the expense of, the community at large.”80 Jussi Junni states it this 

way: “Celsus presents the Jewish people and the Christian faith as descendants of the rebellion 

against ancient peoples, most commonly Egyptians, who held and practiced an ancient account, the 

True Doctrine.”81 Junni continues: “As Jews and Christians take only their scriptures and holy men 

into account, their faith is not universal, but exclusive and particular.”82 It is this particularity, this 

tendency to isolation, that irritates Celsus, and because Jesus is the founder of Christianity, the 

leader of the rebellion, Celsus aims his arrows at Jesus. “Denn die Wurzel des Sektenwesens ist in 

seiner Sicht der Geist der Rebellion”, according to Clemens Scholten. In the same article Scholten 

continues: “Kelsos verweist auf Wahrnehmung der Zersplitterung des Christentums, um die Kluft 

zwischen Christen und Gesellschaft zu vertiefen.”83 

A significant number of scholars have highlighted this particular aspect of Celsus’s complaint and 

how it reflected what appears to be a common feeling of the time that Christians, inspired by Jesus, 

were leaving the “logos and nomos” of the ancestors. Alfons Fürst and Robert L. Wilken, for example, 

pick up this point. Wilken observes that “Celsus believed that Christianity was a revolt against 

practices that had served the peoples of the Mediterranean world for centuries.”84 It is not surprising 

anymore that Alfons Fürst writes: “Es ging Kelsos nicht um den Monotheismus der Christen als  
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solchen, es ging nicht einmal um ausschließlich religiöse Fragen. Zur Debatte standen vielmehr 

gesellschaftspolitische Implikationen des Christentums.”85   

It is not just this desire for isolation among the Christians, that is a problem for Celsus, it is also the 

person of Jesus himself, and especially the way Jesus shamefully died: “Celsus sees ‘the cross’ for the 

offense it is to pagan conceptions of deity and of order, i.e. nomos.”86 And there are the “stories” 

told about him, such as the incarnation, which Giulia Sfameni Gasparro highlights: “The 

incompatibility between ‘paganism’ and Christianity was caused by the irreducible Christological 

novelty of the incarnation.”87 Stories of incarnation also turn up, of course, in Greek mythology (in 

Ovid’s Metamorphoseis Zeus and Hermes visiting Philemon and Baucis, for example), but that is 

mythology: according to Celsus these Christians are so serious! So this “incompatibility” deserves a 

note: this representation of things is rather dogmatic than historical. Finally, Jesus and the writers of 

the Gospels tried to convince the people that God intervened directly in history, for example by 

sending His so-called son into the world, but, according to Winfrid Cramer, Celsus is not able to 

consider the highest God as a person working in the history.88 On the contrary, Celsus feels obligated 

to write for Jews and Gentiles to prevent them from joining this new religion in the making, 

established by a very doubtful guru. 

So things like particularity and exclusivity, a certain distance to society, a revolt against the past, all 

this was seemingly inspired by Jesus. Engberg summarizes: “even when differences in wealth and 

influence, social class and order, education, sex, age were acknowledged and explicitly described, 

this did not hinder Christianity from being imagined as one community, that could either be criticized 

or defended as one single unified phenomenon.”89 Furthermore, there is Jesus himself, Jesus’s death  
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on the cross and his incarnation into being a son of God on earth. The early second century knew also 

the quarrel about the reception of the Jesus figure: Celsus’s antichristian book paradoxically plays a 

confirming part in the process of the reception of Jesus. Celsus feels the need to resist. 

      

3.10 The position of Celsus 

In this section one remaining question regarding Celsus will be discussed: why did he make such a 

fierce stand against Christianity and against Jesus as its founder? 

As we saw in section 3.5 Celsus was a philosopher, who in his time fully participated in spiritual life. 

He was a Middle Platonist, little influenced by the ideas of Epicurus. He was equipped with an image 

of God, entirely derived from Middle Platonism. This image of God can be briefly outlined as follows: 

Celsus believes that the God of the Gospels is deemed to beget a son by breathing his Spirit into the 

womb of a woman, and to feel compassion for Jesus, his mother and his earthly father, as well as for 

Jesus when he is suffering; he is supposed to feel harmed, when people worship daemons or angels, 

in short: he feels emotions, and that is far beyond Celsus’s imagination. The Christian God is 

supposed to be visible in his so-called Son, and to have come down to the earth in the shape of this 

Son. Celsus says that, according to the Christians, God is supposed to have an adversary, called Satan 

(a Manichean way of thinking), and to have sent his Son because of the sins of earthly people. These 

seem to be more than enough reasons for Celsus to try to call a halt to this utter madness. So, 

although Celsus does not mention expressis verbis his reasons to write, he takes up his quill and 

writes an attack on the supposed Son of this too emotionally and too humanly depicted God, 

doubtlessly hoping that it would not be too late to warn outsiders, in order that they would not fall 

into the trap of these followers of Jesus.  

Celsus came into contact with Christians and their ideas, which, although not completely a matter of  

coincidence (according to Rodney Stark’s hypothesis,90 in those days the growing group of Christians 

consisted of about 90.000 people, out of a population of 60 million in the entire Roman Empire), was 

not a common thing. Robert Crotty remarks: “In the literary sources of the first century, there is little 

that would indicate that Christianity was even known by the vast majority of Romans in the early 

Empire. It was regarded, then, as a negligible religious sect. In general this Jesus-movement shared 

certain core beliefs with Judaism: there were common ideas about sin, repentance and the possibility 

of divine forgiveness. They both revered the Hebrew Scriptures, but Christians reinterpreted its text  
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in the light of Jesus events and rewrote these into their own growing body of Christian Scriptures.”91 

Still, the fact that Celsus met Christians may be another proof that he lived in a city with many 

Christians, for example Rome or Alexandria.92 Stegemann and Stegemann state: “In the everyday 

praxis of ancient cities there was a broad spectrum of public and private social interaction between 

Jews and Gentiles.”93 So in Celsus’s days it was difficult to meet a Christian, but certainly not 

impossible. In addition, “Oral persuasion to various philosophies played a prominent part those days 

. . . Even among the elite, and certainly among the masses, culture had a strong oral companion.”94 

Wherever Celsus may have lived, his city must have housed a considerable number of Christians, for 

local groups of Christians had united in a network, for example on account of “Christianity’s appeal to 

the masses.”95 

Who were these (first) Christians? In Celsus’s view they were vulgar, uneducated people, not 

rhetorically educated at all, and refuting everything that Celsus esteemed.96 However, at one place 

(T6) Celsus does admit that the Christian congregations were a mixed company in his time and had 

within them educated members, not just people with a low social status. But, according to Stanley E. 

Porter, there is no doubt that some of the large quantity of manuscripts of ancient Christianity being 

found, rests on the fact that fairly early on Christianity became an institutionalized religion, and this 

led to the production and preservation of manuscripts. Still, as Ong writes: “in antiquity the most 

literate cultures remained committed to the spoken word, to a degree which appears to our more 

visually organized sensibilities somewhat incredible.”97 Despite the widespread formal illiteracy of 

the ancient world, there was what has been called a ‘literate culture’ that Christianity was part of, 

and the impact of this literate culture has been underestimated.”98 From Celsus’s writings we must 

conclude that according to him the things Christians thought and did, and Christian convictions, were  
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contrary to common sense, civilization and the right form of religion.99 Their religion and behavior 

were a total reversal of values. 

This reversal of values may be illustrated in light of the following general definition formulated by 

Bruce Malina:  

Groups are organized when some person or persons are not satisfied with a situation, have 

enough social standing to define the undesirable state of affairs, envision a successful 

alternative, give others hope for success, in a culture that prepares people for group roles. 

The envisioned better state of affairs is the group’s purpose or objective.100  

I shall relate each section of this definition to the early Christians in order to explore  something of 

their situation at the time of Celsus.  

Who were the people that created the groups and the organization? To begin with, the first 

Christians were Jews, a Jesus-movement. According to Gerd Theißen, “ist die Jesusbewegung eine 

innerjüdische Erneuerungsbewegung. Sie trennte sich von den andern Juden weit weniger als 

Essener und Pharisäer. Nach Osten wurde sie im auβerjüdischen Bereich eine Kultbewegung, eine 

Form des Judentums, die sich auβerhalb ihres Heimatlands missionarisch verbreitet hat.”101  Feldman 

remarks: “The early Christians realized the value of the antiquity ascribed to the Jews and identified 

themselves with the Jews.”102 Christianity being a new religion those days, lacked respectability, 

because it had no continuity or tradition.103 Judaism had both.  

Looking from a different perspective, we see  with James Dunn that “with the emergence of rabbinic 

Judaism (post-70 period) we have the beginnings of the first real or really effective form of orthodox 

or normative Judaism. In these circumstances it became increasingly difficult for Christian Jews to 

sustain any claim to be one of a number of legitimate forms of Judaism. From being heterodox,  
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Christianity became heretical.”104 The pagan Celsus follows this discussion between Jews and 

Christians, pagan philosophers know about it. The process of parting of the ways does not stand 

apart from society. On the other hand: Judith Lieu criticizes this parting of the ways: “that the ways 

(of Jews and Christians) parted at different places, at different times, and in different ways, is now 

obvious, but equally unproductive of greater understanding. If Judaism and Christianity (if not 

already Christians and Jews) are implicated in the construction of each other, then how can we speak 

of a parting between them?105 According to Ekkehard and Wolfgang Stegemann: “After a certain time 

(in the first century) Jews from the Diaspora joined the followers of Jesus – perhaps even somewhat 

prosperous ones.”106 Thus, when Burke argues that “Christians were illiterate members of the lower 

classes, with a few exceptions,”107 echoing Celsus, he may be overstating the case. There must have 

also been members of the higher classes among them, the people who, to return to Malina’s quote, 

“were not satisfied with the situation.”   

This view is supported by many modern authors. Wayne Meeks for example states: “Christian groups 

included in intimate fellowship persons of a wide mix of social levels,”108 while Robert M. Grant 

contends that “Christianity should be viewed not as a proletarian mass movement, but as a relatively 

small cluster of more or less intense groups, largely middle class in origin.”109 Judge tells us: “Far from 

being a socially depressed group, then, the Christians were dominated by a socially pretentious 

section of the population of big cities.”110 But we have to admit that this matter is very complicated, 

because there are not many sources from the first and second century, certainly not sources that 

give insight in the social composition of the first Christian communities. Some commentators even go 

as far as maintaining that it was in fact, in Stark’s words, “from the ranks of the privileged”111 that the 

early Christians were primarily drawn. With reference to M. Sordi Stark makes another statement.112  
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E.A. Judge cites the patronage system as social evidence for this: “Christianity was a movement 

sponsored by local patrons to their social dependents.”113 Stegemann and Stegemann, on their part, 

look to where Christian groups met as support for the participation of the wealthy. They state that 

“the Christ-confessing assemblies probably took place primarily in private houses,”114 a matter 

attested by Meeks, who comments that “some Christians had houses, slaves, the ability to travel and 

other signs of wealth. Some of the wealthy provided houses, meeting places and other services for 

individual Christians and for whole groups. In effect they filled the role of patrons.”115 Antti Marjanen 

and Petri Luomanen make the general observation that “in second-century Asia Minor the spiritual 

and financial leadership of a main-stream church were often linked, and a person had to be wealthy 

in order to gain an influential position in a Christian church (or had a well-to-do patron).”116 So there 

were prosperous and wealthy Christians, and also intellectual Christians: Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian, 

Clement of Alexandria, Tatian, Athenagoras among others. 

Back to Malina’s definition: these people, who were not satisfied with their situation, organized 

themselves. Now what united the Christians and how did Christianity come into being? What was the 

attractiveness of Christianity? What was the “successful alternative” it envisioned? And what was the 

hope it gave others that it would be successful? Meeks gives a pragmatic reason behind the spread of 

Christianity observing that “much of the Christian mission was carried out by people who were 

traveling for other reasons.”117 Moreover, taking into account Judge’s view of the importance of 

social patronage - “Christianity was a movement sponsored by local patrons to their social 

dependents”118 - we may state that some pressure is suggested. If the patron was Christian, it might 

be advantageous for his clients to become Christians as well.  

These answers do not reveal anything about Christianity’s attraction, at least they do not answer the 

question of why these patrons were persuaded to accept Christian belief. It was, according to Dale 

Martin, “Christianity’s reputation as a wonder-working, healing and exorcising movement, attested 

even by its enemies,”119 that appears to be the key factor. “What Christianity gave to its converts was  
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nothing less than humanity,” says Rodney Stark,120 further asserting that “Christianity served as a 

revitalization movement that arose in response to the misery, chaos, fear, and brutality of life in the 

urban Greco-Roman world.”121 In the words of Gerd Theißen: “die Sympathisantengruppen (des 

Christentums) brachten ein strukturelles Element der Anpassung an die Notwendigkeiten des Lebens 

als “Erbe” ein, das Wandercharismatikertum ein Element von Radikalität. Die Symbiose beider 

Lebensformen hat dem Christentum seine innere Spannung und Dynamik verliehen.”122 Especially 

this “adaptation to the necessities of life” must have been an attraction of Christianity. 

Dale Martin, again, makes an insightful remark with regard to superstition and early Christianity. He 

notes that early Christianity “taught the impossibility of self-sufficiency.”123 This could have been a 

significant attraction of Christianity that there was something or someone to lend a helping hand 

against the problems of everyday life. Stark similarly states: “Once Christianity appeared, its superior 

quality for meeting [these] chronic problems [misery, chaos, fear, brutality] soon became evident 

and played a major role in its ultimate triumph.”124 So, again according to Stark: “Paganism did 

acquire its fatal illness during the epidemics [165-180, and about a century later], falling victim to its 

relative inability to confront these crises socially or spiritually - an inability suddenly revealed by the 

example of its upstart challenger [Christianity].”125 At the beginning of this period (about 165) Celsus 

must have finished his writing, not being impressed by the love and care these Christians 

demonstrated. 

Another factor that has been argued as central to the attractiveness of Christianity is its moral 

teaching. John Behr traces this from the time of the apostles to the practices of the early Christian 

communities. He notes with regard to the apostles that “the apostles’ preaching gathered adherents 

from most sections of Jewish society, . . . and the Godfearers, those Gentiles attracted by the moral 

teaching and the monotheism of the Jews,”126 and that for those first Christian communities, “the 

Christian faith demanded total commitment, and this dedication . . . served to strengthen the 

community immeasurably (I.1): the injunction to love another as a way of loving God and as a 

reflection of His love for the human race, was a novelty in the pagan world.”127 
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So, according to Jakob Engberg: “Christianity, or perhaps rather some Christianities, evolved from a 

Jewish sect or different Jewish sects with a few thousand members and with an origin in Judea and 

Galilee, to (a) new, independent religion(s) comprising millions of people spread in Asia, Africa,and 

Europe. The vast majority of these new adherers had no previous relationship to Judaism.128  

If the teaching and practice of the Christians attracted a section of the wider community and offered 

an alternative to other prevailing practices, what then was the relationship of Christians to other 

groups in the Empire? How do we have to imagine Christian life in those early days? For, according to 

Judith Lieu, “early Christian thought need not to be studied in isolation as if it was sui generis or 

subject to special rules of study or evaluation, but surely needs to be located within, and as part of, 

the vast and complex cultural fabric of what is called the second sophistic.”129 It appears that mostly 

“In the second century every day relations between confessors of Christ and Jews were relatively 

harmonious,”130 although, when we consider the martyrdom of bishop Polycarp, we must admit that 

in that case Jews and Romans conspired with each other against the bishop. Maybe this is the 

exception that confirms the rule. Stark remarks, “In the first century, Alexandria’s pagans and Jews 

were confronted by a rapidly growing Christian community,”131 but, according to the first quotation 

of this paragraph, there is little evidence that this confrontation was often violent. Porter writes: 

“Christianity, so far as its early documents indicate, was a part of the literate culture of the Greco-

Roman world, and not an aberrant or isolationist group that shunned literary conventions.“132 In the 

words of Malina: “Post-Jesus groups were associations (collegia, θίασοι), equally concerned with the 

social well-being of collective selves.”133 “Am Rande der Gesellschaft reifte hier ein neues 

Lebensform heran, eine Alternative, die von der ganzen Gesellschaft rezipiert wurde,” writes 

Theißen.134 And finally Engberg about this matter: “Christianity gradually - and not abruptly - was 

separated and separated itself, from Judaism to become an independent religion.”135 
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In general: although the quantity of evidence is not too convincing, there seems to rise a consensus 

(wishful thinking/ideology?) among the scholars that Jews and Christians lived in a relative harmony. 

Or at least they had to find a way to live together, as appears from one of Stark’s statements: 

“Christianity took root sooner where there were Jewish communities,“136 although this may have 

evoked resentment with the Jews, because at least partially they were each other’s rivals. Obviously, 

as Theißen notices: “Das Erfolg des Urchristentums auβerhalb Palästinas mußte negative 

Rückwirkungen auf die Situation der Christen im Ursprungsland der Bewegung haben. Je deutlicher 

wurde, daß das Christentum die Grenzen des Judentums überschritt und unbeschnittene Heiden 

akzeptierte, um so weniger Chancen hatte es als innerjüdische Erneuerungsbewegung.”137 But 

scholars do not at all agree on the history of the oldest Christianity, as I have tried to indicate up 

here. 

How did the Romans view these Christians? And how did other people, to whom Christians had to 

pay obedience, view them? Dale Martin observes that “by lumping Christianity with all those other 

foreign ‘superstitions’, Roman leaders and intellectuals were signaling their perception of it as a 

threat to Roman power.”138 What qualified it as a superstition, was, according to Martin, that “in the 

eyes of educated Romans and Greeks” early Christianity “was a religion of excess, and it taught the 

impossibility of self-sufficiency.”139 When Stegemann and Stegemann write, “Jesus was executed like 

a social bandit by the Romans,”140 we are confronted with another reflection of how the Romans 

viewed Jesus (and the Christians), effectively treating them “in the same way as they did 

revolutionaries and social bandits.”141 Obviously, there is some truth in all these arguments: Roman 

authority did not like superstition, because it could not get a handle on it. The same applies to 

(assumed) excesses. The Romans had always been self-sufficient, so who needed a personal God? 

And they had never had much hesitation about how to treat revolutionaries; some eye-catching 

cases were the Gracchus brothers and Catilina. 

The evidence may look slightly ambiguous, but it seems that Christianity was also attractive for the 

rich top layer of society, although it certainly appealed to the masses. Celsus of course was not the 

only one who considered them for the most part vulgar and uneducated, revolutionaries and social 

bandits.  
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So the Christian community had a certain appeal to uneducated people, but the rich and educated 

seem to have been part of it too. Many indeed may have been illiterate, but there was learning 

within it. Many found its teaching attractive. However, the very things that made it attractive to 

some, caused it to be regarded with suspicion by the Greek and Roman world principally for the 

reason of being a “superstition” that subverted the prevalent mores of the Empire. Again, whilst the 

Christian community celebrated the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus as one of its central tenets 

to its beliefs and life, it was particularly problematic for others, as the religion descended from the 

Jewish faith. 

Celsus it seems is not alone in considering the Christians for the most part as vulgar and uneducated, 

revolutionaries and social bandits. So, in light of the above, we can begin to build a picture of the 

context in which Celsus wrote and what might have formed the nature of his writing. In summary, 

Celsus’s criticism highlighted Christianity’s vulgarism and lack of education and was particularly 

focused on this idea of superstition. In section 4, second paragraph, of this status I already quoted 

Stephen Benko: “Its typically Jewish rejection of worshipping and sacrificing to the Roman gods 

automatically classified it as a dangerous superstition . . . Christians appeared as members of a secret 

collegium and so they were considered subversive.”142  

The crucifixion of Jesus was not just a Roman affair, according to Malina: “The city elites of Jerusalem 

perceive a threat in this movement [of Jesus], and they annihilate its central symbolic figure.”143 It is 

not too daring to say that the government, Jews and Romans, viewed the followers of Jesus in a 

different way from the ordinary people.144 But for Christians things were the other way around: for 

them the crucifixion and the resurrection of Jesus were a rearrangement of things and a monument 

of grace. They believed that he had conquered death and devil, after he had entered the realm of the 

dead, and that he died in order to pay for their sins. They chose to behave in a way different from the 

dominant culture.  

Finally, we might ask what daily life was like in a Christian community. Stegemann and Stegemann, 

for example, state that “the typical Christian was a free artisan or a small trader.”145 These people 

may not have been overwhelmingly rich, but helping each other they lived in an atmosphere of 

brotherly and sisterly love.   
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K.O. Sandnes made the helpful observation regarding literacy and education among the early 

Christians that “the nascent Church followed the Jewish practice of valuing literacy and education to 

a large degree,”146 continuing that “Some Christians, particularly among the leaders, attended 

schools, and thus were familiar with that world.”147 Sandnes argues that Celsus’s “exaggerated”148 

depiction derived from a belief that this unlearnedness was a deliberate choice among Christians 

according to the instruction “presented in, for example, Matthew 11: 25-30 and 1 Cor. 1-2, about 

God’s revelation given to the simple.”149 Still, some of these “simple” were educated, and, according 

to Marjanen and Luomanen: “The educated Christians were also the wealthy ones who could afford 

private houses,”150 where the services of the Christians could be held. 

What was the nature of Celsus’s criticism, apart from Christianity’s vulgarism and lack of education? 

“In Celsus’s attack on Christianity we can trace the lines - by now familiar to us - of the ancient 

philosophical criticism of superstition,” says Dale Martin.151 This philosophically inspired criticism is 

addressed in the discussion of the testimonials in Chapter 5. 

Perhaps the fact that Celsus met Christians caused him to read about what they said and thought, 

perhaps it was the other way around: he may have read or heard something that compelled him to 

go to see these remarkable people, converts to such an aberrant religion. But clearly, he must have 

read some (maybe much) of their writings: his references to what we call the Old Testament of the 

Bible are so numerous, that Celsus must have been familiar with at least a large number of its books. 

His quotations of what we call the New Testament, are vague in a way that they cannot be called 

verbatim quotations. It is not particularly likely that Celsus had Christian texts in front of him, when 

he wrote, but the Jew certainly knew about the Gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John.152 References 

to the Gospel of Mark seem rather accidental, in a way that the relevant narratives also feature in 

Mark’s Gospel, but  Celsus’s choice of words points in the direction of Matthew and Luke.  

Celsus heard and read more ideas that conflicted with his own insights than he could bear: 

“Christianity was becoming well established not only in Rome, but in most major provinces of the 

Roman Empire, and most of the Empire’s larger cities would have housed functioning Christian  
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communities. In the Roman world, with its variety of Christian movements and Christian Gnostics, 

stability and succession was required. This was done in the first place by establishing a canon of 

sacred writings,” according to Robert Crotty.153 Moreover, these ideas came from followers of a new 

religion, although it relied on its Jewish basis, and “nothing can be true and new at the same 

moment.”154 Christianity, a new religion in Celsus’s time, could not be true. It could not be 

respectable either, for unfamiliar (new) religions were labeled “superstition”, because “they so often 

were taken to be politically threatening and used by people who bypassed traditional religion by 

recourse to alien techniques to get what they wanted.”155 Still, as Theißen and Merz notice: “das 

kirchliche Christentum, dem sich die Auswahl und Durchsetzung des Kanons verdankt, ist das 

Ergebnis eines längeren Prozesses, innerhalb dessen andere Traditionen mit ebenfalls auf die 

Anfänge zurückgreifenden Schriften ausgeschieden worden sind.”156 Reasoning this way, Celsus 

concluded that Judaism, because of its long tradition, should be tolerated. 

Celsus, the educated outsider, thought it would be worthwhile to explore and fight the ideas of 

someone who, in Celsus’s view, failed in all the areas where he operated, and whose ideas only 

found acceptance with the vulgar people and the uneducated. Celsus, the philosopher, felt irritated 

by this movement of, in his view, lower class plain people, a movement that seemed to spread 

everywhere. Celsus, the rational intellectual, could not understand why the masses, led by emotional 

considerations, followed this Jesus. 

Celsus’s problem regarding the Christians may now be clear in outline. The subsequent chapters seek 

to provide an in-depth elaboration as to the content of what Celsus said. There is one question 

remaining: why did he make such a fierce stand against the Christians and Jesus? My first hypothesis 

is that Celsus wrote so fiercely, because on the basis of his own ideas about the divine, the ways in 

which Christians identified Jesus as a divine figure, could only be seen as sacrilegious. My second  

hypothesis is that Celsus wrote so fiercely, because he could not understand why so many people 

followed a person that he even called a plague (T53). Jesus’s statements were idle, Jesus’s life of 

fraud and lies ended ingloriously at the cross, so consequently his followers were misguided poor 

wretches.   
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Summarizing: Celsus saw Christianity as a threat to the Roman Empire, because the Christians were 

secretive and subversive. Inspired by Jesus they left the “logos and nomos” of their ancestors. They 

not only excluded all other gods, but also excluded themselves from humanity. Their “god” Jesus was 

a rebel and a total failure. They worship three gods, with an emphasis on Jesus, but they say they are 

monotheistic. The Christian God feels emotions and is supposed to be visible in his so-called Son, and 

to have come down to the earth in the shape of this Son. Religion and behavior of the Christians 

were a total reversal of values. Still, Celsus’s objections against Christianity and its founder, and 

Celsus’s fierce stand seem to be rather based on conservatism than on religious feelings that were 

hurt. 

 

3.11 The question regarding the sources of Celsus 

The data we possess in order to answer this question are the selected testimonials from Origen’s 

work (see appendix). These testimonials contain, denoted by brackets, those words in Origen’s 

Contra Celsum that seem to be Origen’s quotations from Celsus’s Ἀληθὴς Λογός, whether attributed 

to Celsus personally or to the Jew, the identity of whom will later be elaborated. 

The methodology, apart from the way it is described in Chapter 2, is as follows: the content of the 

testimonials is arranged thematically in Chapter 5 for discussion. The themes covered are the things 

Celsus says about Jesus’s parentage and birth, about his baptism, about accusations that Jesus was a 

magician, about the way Jesus has taught, the way he lived with his disciples, about the way he dealt 

with the Jewish law, what the prophecies seem to say about Jesus, about his appearance and 

character, and finally about his passion, death and resurrection. Following this discussion, the next 

step in Chapter 5 is distinguishing whether the quoted words have to be attributed to Celsus 

personally or to the Jew. Chapter 7 contains the conclusion, where, on the basis of the above, I seek 

to answer my central research question: is it possible to determine one or more sources for the 

words and thoughts of Celsus in this book? 

I posit that from the material of Contra Celsum a pattern can indeed be found that points strongly 

back to the Toledot Yeshu. This conclusion justifies the hypothesis that Celsus’s Jew was a precursor 

of Toledot Yeshu, expanding the statement by Carleton Paget that “Celsus’ Jew represents a part of  
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the complex historical background to such a tradition of anti-Christian Jewish polemic [Toledot 

Yeshu].”157            

But before turning to these issues, Chapter 4 is dedicated to exploring Plato and the influence he had 

on Celsus and, most importantly for this thesis, Celsus’s image of God, which, as far as we can deduce 

from what Origen tells us, is mainly derived from Plato. Finally we shall see that to Celsus Platonistic 

sources were the criterion to judge Jesus’s deeds (the philosophical part of Celsus’s criticism), Jewish 

sources were the historic material to serve as counter-narrative regarding the Gospels (the other, 

Jewish, part of Celsus’s criticism).  

In the second century in leading circles of highly educated pagan philosophers, the policy makers, 

Christianity must have been a known phenomenon. They knew (something about) Jesus, as Celsus 

knew about Christianity and was in contact with it. What he knew about Jesus, he mainly derived 

from the Jew whom he has speaking, as far as criticisms of Jesus are concerned, from the Old 

Testament, Plato, the canonical Gospels, Jewish sources, and not in the least the spoken word.  
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4. Putting Celsus in context: Plato’s influence on the work of Celsus 

 

4.1 Introduction 

Celsus was clearly a highly educated man, as Origen himself also was. In his refutation of Celsus, 

Origen reproaches him time and again for being an Epicurean. Yet there are good reasons to suspect 

that this is primarily an attempt to undermine Celsus’s authority, since Epicurus counted as an 

atheist. Given Celsus’s argument, it is more likely that he was significantly influenced by Plato. Origen 

explicitly states that Celsus quotes Plato regularly and for this reason it is important to look for traces 

of Plato in what we can reconstruct as Celsus’s words.  

In an almost literal quotation of Plato, we find in Contra Celsum VI.9, Celsus’s words about a true 

doctrine, where he states: “Each thing that exists has three factors by which knowledge of it must 

necessarily come; and the knowledge itself is a fourth, and we must define the fifth as that which is 

knowable and true. Of these the first is the name, the second the word, the third is the image, and 

the fourth is the knowledge.” These words of Celsus are an almost complete quotation of Plato’s 

Epistles VII, 342 A, B: “Each thing that exists has three factors by which knowledge of it must 

necessarily come, and the knowledge itself is a fourth, and we must define the fifth as that which is 

knowable and true. Of these the first is the name, the second the word, the third is the image, and 

the fourth is the knowledge (ἔστιν τῶν ὄντων ἑκάστῳ, δι΄ ὧν τὴν ἐπιστήμην ἀνάνγκη παραγίγνεσθαι, 

τρία, τέταρτον δ΄ αὐτή, πέμπτον δ΄ αὐτὸ τιθέναι δεῖ ὃ δὴ γνωστόν τε καὶ ἀληθῶς ἐστιν ὄν—ἓν μὲν 

ὄνομα, δεύτερον δὲ λόγος, τὸ δὲ τρίτον εἴδωλον, τέταρτον δὲ ἐπιστήμη).”  

It is possible to find more places where Celsus quotes Plato literally or almost literally, as will be 

shown in the rest of this chapter. We may say that it seems probable that we can also find allusions 

to and echoes of Plato’s work in Celsus’s words. In order to categorize Celsus’s references to Plato I  

use the framework of Richard B. Hays. In this respect Hays handles a trichotomy, distinguishing 

quotation, allusion and echo. According to Hays  

a quotation is introduced by a citation formula (e.g., “as it is written”) or it features the 

verbatim reproduction of an extended chain of words, often a sentence or more, from the 

source text. An allusion usually imbeds several words from the precursor text, or it at least in 

some way explicitly mentions notable characters or events that signal the reader to make the 

intertextual connection. Echo is the least distinct form of intertextual reference: it may  
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involve the inclusion of only a word or phrase that evokes,  for the alert reader, a 

reminiscence of an earlier text.158 

Hays continues:  

In all three of these forms of intertextual reference readers should be on the alert concerning 

the possibility that any particular connection may create a poetic effect known as 

‘metalepsis’. Metalepsis is a literary technique of citing or echoing a small bit of a precursor 

text in such a way that the reader can grasp the significance of the echo only by recalling or 

recovering the original context from which the fragmentary echo came and then reading the 

two texts in dialogical juxtaposition.159 

Origen states (IV.83): “for in many points he [Celsus] wants to follow Plato” (καὶ γὰρ ἐν πολλοῖς 

πλατωνίζειν θέλει). In VI.1 Origen even remarks: “For Celsus has quoted several passages especially 

from Plato, comparing them with extracts from the holy scriptures such as could impress an 

intelligent person (Παρέθετο γὰρ πλειόνα μάλιστα Πλάτωνος ὁ Κέλσος, κοινοποιῶν τὰ δυνάμενα 

ἑλεῖν τινα καὶ συνετὸν ἐκ τῶν ἱερῶν γραμμάτων).” This chapter analyzes the most evident traces of 

Plato in Celsus, and thus focuses especially on Celsus’s image of God, on the soul, the cosmos, the 

highest Good, and ethics, because these are the areas, where Plato’s influence is present and 

sometimes obvious.  

One may wonder whether it is useful to check if Hays’s criteria are applicable to the words of Celsus, 

as recorded by Origen, and at a later stage of this study to the Toledot Yeshu. The answer must be 

negative, because it is impossible to find out whether Origen quoted Celsus literally. The same 

applies to the Toledot Yeshu: we cannot know whether the words are quotations, allusions or 

echoes. 

Many of Celsus’s thoughts, ideas, and statements will turn out to be  derived from the work of this 

philosopher. Occasionally there is even a literal quotation of Plato, for example in VI.3, where Celsus 

himself indicates that what follows will be a literal quotation. The aim of this Chapter is to clarify the 

question of whether Celsus was a real Platonist or whether other philosophical ideas also had some 

or more influence on the Ἀληθὴς Λόγος? Are Origen’s “many” (πολλά) points enough to justify calling 

Celsus a Platonist?  

                                                           
158 Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2016), introduction, 
10. 
159 Hays, Echoes, 11. 
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4.2 Celsus’s image of God 

In order to understand why Celsus attacked Jesus and Christianity, it is necessary to take a look at his  

image of God, because there is a close connection between the way Celsus viewed God and the way 

in which he judged Jesus and the Christians. In this section we will see that there are fundamental 

differences between the way Celsus viewed God, that is according to the words of Origen, and the 

way the Christians did as inspired by Jesus, Paul and the Gospel writers. 

Celsus had his problems in finding a description of God, a fact he illustrates by quoting Plato 

(Timaeus 28C) in VII.42: “To find the Maker and Father of this universe is difficult, and after finding 

Him it is impossible to declare him to all men (τὸν μὲν οὖν ποιητὴν καὶ πατέρα τοῦδε τοῦ παντὸς 

εὑρεῖν τε ἔργον καὶ εὑρόντα εἰς πάντας ἀδύνατον λέγειν).” But some people should be capable of 

following his story, especially “seers and philosophers” (θεοπρόποι καὶ φιλοσόφοι, also VII.42). In 

other words: to localize God is not easy, but explaining God to the people is almost impossible, a 

literary topos in the apophatic or negative theology. Despite these difficulties Celsus deems that it is 

possible to make some remarks about God that facilitate some kind of declaration about Him. 

Unsurprisingly Celsus records many quotations from the Timaeus. “Among the Platonists of the 

imperial age, the best known Platonic texts were the Timaeus, Republic, and Phaedo,” according to 

John D. Turner.160  

 

4.3 The Demiurge 

Still, it is possible to mention some of God’s deeds, and some of the qualities and features that God 

has, according to Celsus, and get a little more insight into His nature. For a start, Celsus does not 

state that God has created everything, but he does state that God has certainly created the cosmos, 

as is illustrated by T122 (IV.99, my translation): “So all things have not been created [solely] for man, 

. . . but in order that this world - as a work of God - would be complete and perfect in every respect.” 

God is the Creator, according to Celsus, and this will turn out to be a very important remark. 

Celsus argues in T120 (IV.52): “that God made nothing mortal; but all that is immortal, is the work of 

God, all that is mortal, is their work [of the immortal beings/of God’s offspring]. Also the soul is a 

work of God.” Again Celsus’s auctor intellectualis is Plato: Celsus’s words seem to be an echo of 

Timaeus 69C: “Now of the divine, he himself was the creator, but the creation of the mortal he  

                                                           
160 John D. Turner, “Middle Platonism,” in The Brill Encyclopedia of Early Christianity, ed. David D. Hunter, Bert 
Jan Lietaert Peerbolte and Paul van Geest (Leiden/New York: Brill, 2020 (online publication), 2.  
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committed to his offspring. And they, imitating him, received from him the immortal principle of the 

soul” (καὶ τῶν μὲν θείων αὐτὸς γίγνεται δημιουργός͵ τῶν δὲ θνητῶν τὴν γένεσιν τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ 

γεννήμασιν δημιουργεῖν προσέταξεν. Οἱ δὲ μιμούμενοι͵ παραλαβόντες ἀρχὴν ψυχῆς ἀθάνατον). 

God is the Creator, again, this time of all that is immortal. As John Dillon states in his translation of 

and introduction and commentary to the work of Alcinous: “The creation of living beings which were 

going to be immortal God entrusted to the gods who were His offspring, to avoid the consequence 

that, if they were made by Him, they would be immortal.”161  

The beginning of VI.59 gives another confirmation of God having created the cosmos: “out of this 

world which He Himself made (τοῦ κόσμου τοῦδε ὃν ἐποίησεν αὐτός).” Again, God is the Creator. Of 

course, since Plato there is an enormous development, for Turner articulates Plato’s principles very 

briefly: “Plato’s primal principles were the One and an opposing principle, the infinite Dyad.”162 The 

principle of the One returns in later times, but not so much later than Celsus’s days. Perhaps traces 

are already visible in his time: “according to Plotinus there are three principles, because they alone 

have a real existence. The first principle is, simply, the One, then follows the Intellect (which is also 

being and life), and finally the soul. It is from these three primordial realities that an explanation of 

all things is possible.”163 

In short, according to Celsus God is the Demiurge, a word that seems best translated with “Creator”: 

God or the Demiurge or the Creator (an important identification) created the cosmos and all 

immortal beings and everything immortal. The Christians have, according to Celsus (T127, V.54), 

“departed from the Demiurge as an inferior being and have gone to an - in their view - superior God 

and the Father of him that took up earthly residence.” So in Celsus’s view the Christians consider God 

the Creator or Demiurge as inferior to God the Father of Jesus: this implies that Celsus ascribes a 

Marcionite position to the Christians. In Celsus’s time, when the Platonic tradition had fallen apart 

after the Timaeus and the Parmenides, usually the distinction was made between the supreme God 

and the Demiurge, a distinction to be traced back to the Parmenides. The Demiurge in this kind of 

two-gods-system is the lower One. This distinction is in Middle Platonism the preparation for  

 

                                                           
161 John M. Dillon, Alcinous, the Handbook of Platonism, Clarendon Later Ancient Philosophers (Oxford: 
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162 John D. Turner, Sethian Gnosticism and the Platonic Tradition (Louvain-Paris: Peeters, 2001), 455 
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Neoplatonism. However, Celsus does not make this distinction himself. He keeps on stating that God 

is the Demiurge. 

But in the words of John D. Turner: “for the Middle Platonists, the principal Platonic dialogue of 

reference was the Timaeus, interpreted to reveal three fundamental principles: 1. The supreme 

principle was God, identified with the supreme Form of the Good from the Republic and the 

Demiurge of the Timaeus conceived as a universal intellect; 2. Next was the paradigm of the Timaeus, 

conceived as the intelligible realm of Forms, perhaps identical with God’s thoughts, existing either 

within the divine intellect or occupying a distinct realm external and subjacent to it. By 

contemplating these, God confers order upon 3. the third and lowest principle, Matter, a pre-existing 

stuff mysteriously agitated within its matrix, the receptacle of the Timaeus.”164  

Celsus gives the impression that to him God and the Demiurge are one and the same. For the Middle 

Platonists Plato’s Timaeus is leading, saying that God had to be identified with the Demiurge, and we 

have to conclude that Celsus joins that school, following the Timaeus, and in any case here ignoring 

the Parmenides. For Middle Platonists, says Turner as well, the principal Platonic dialogue of 

reference was the Timaeus. It offered a cosmology that revealed the supreme cause of the world as a 

divine and paternal figure wo had made it the best possible copy of his own divine thoughts.165 The 

Christians thought that the Demiurge was inferior to God, and again: Celsus did not agree with them. 

The idea of God as the Demiurge or Creator of the cosmos was common in the world of the Middle-

Platonists: John Dillon writes about the second-century philosopher Alcinous that the latter wrote: “it 

is necessary that the most beautiful of constructions, the world, should have been fashioned by God, 

looking to a form of world . . . , and it is by assimilation to it that it is fashioned by the Creator . . . He 

created it, then, out of the totality of matter.”166 So, the Creator looks up to the idealistic and is 

inferior to that. The consequence of this is, again according to Dillon: “[because] God is the Creator 

of the universe, . . . by his will this universe admits of no dissolution.“167  

According to John D. Turner in another work168 “most Platonists of the first two centuries CE also 

tended to distinguish between a first and second god, a supreme intellect aloof from the world and  
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an active, creative intellect at work upon the world, which seems similar to the gnostic distinction 

between the high deity and the ignorant creator of this world.” So, in Middle Platonism there was a 

distinction between the supreme God and the Demiurge. Celsus’s images of the creation are: God 

created the cosmos, all that is immortal, all who are immortal, and God created the soul. Up to this 

point Jews and Christians think exactly the same, according to Celsus, but he also states that the 

Christians have left the Jewish God/Demiurge, and have gone to a superior God, the Father of Jesus. 

Celsus does not say whether the Christians believe that this Father of Jesus also created this world. In 

the opinion of the Jews this God created the world, but He is not the Father of Jesus.  

In the Chaldean Oracles, a work that has to be placed between Celsus and Neoplatonism, “as the 

highest god a first intellect is posited, that contains all the Ideas and is entirely self-directed and self-

sufficient, and a second god (the Demiurge) or intellect that looks both to the first intellect and to 

the world, in order to instantiate the Ideas as the Forms of wordly and maintain the universe in 

existence.”169 

So, God has created this world, in the view of Celsus. In VII.42 he quotes Plato assenting with him: 

“the Maker and Father of this universe (Timaeus 28C).” In T122 (IV.99) Celsus calls this world a “work 

of God.” In VI.59 we read “this world which He [God] himself made.” About the way of creating VI.42 

reads, referring to Timaeus 37A: “[matter] was in chaos and God divided it in certain proportions.” 

About the divinity of the cosmos Dirk Baltzly writes: “In Plato’s Timaeus it seems that the main 

reason why the cosmos is a god, is because it is the creation of the Demiurge who is good, in a 

derivative sense, and who therefore makes all things to be as good as possible. . . In particular, the 

fact that the cosmos is furnished with soul and intellect, makes it a god.”170 About this Demiurge 

Baltzly states on another place: “The Demiurge makes the cosmos ensouled and virtuous 

simultaneously.”171 After the creation God’s work is not done, for (T122) “God takes care of the 

whole; providence never abandons it,” thus God keeps on playing some role in the cosmos.  

In T135 (VI.29) the impression is given that, according to Celsus, this Demiurge is the same as the 

God of the Jews: “How do you [the Christians] accept for yourself his [the God of the Jews’] 

cosmogony or the law of the Jews, interpreting them, as you say, as a superficial allegory? But do you 

praise only grudgingly, you most impious, the Demiurge of the world, although he promised them  
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everything, although he declared he would increase their race to the ends of the world, and would 

raise them from the dead, precisely with flesh and blood, and although he inspired the prophets, you 

yet taunt him?” But in V.41 (which is not in my testimonials, as it does not concern Jesus) Celsus puts 

Zeus, Zen, Adonai, Sabaoth, Ammon and Pappaeus on an equal footing, concluding that “they [the 

Jews] do not know the great God (οὐκ εἰδὼς τὸν μέγαν θεόν).” So, it does not seem to matter 

whether we call Zeus the Highest, or Zen or Adonai or any of the others, as according to Celsus all 

names of gods are in the end indications of the same highest God. He blames Jews and Christians for 

not understanding this, and for claiming exclusiveness for their own God.  

 

4.4 Anthropomorphism 

There are no traces in Contra Celsum of Celsus thinking that God has either any kind of outer 

(physical) or inner (mental/emotional) anthropomorphism. We may state, though, that he does not 

mention the first at all, but refutes the last, necessarily in his view, because the Christians think that 

God knows qualities such as pity, mercy, anger, fear and agony. Celsus is convinced that God does 

not know any emotions at all. For instance, Celsus fights the idea which he considers the Christians 

have, that God could fall in love (T9, I.39): “He does not have the nature to be in love with a 

transitory body.” The idea originates from Jesus’s birth story: according to the  Christian story (see 

Chapter 5.1) God begot Jesus through Mary, and Celsus thinks that for this it is necessary for God to 

have fallen in love, which, in his view, is all utter nonsense. He does not know, or at least he does not 

discuss, that the Holy Spirit would have begotten Jesus. The other argument, that God did not beget 

Jesus because of his being self-sufficient, I mention in the last paragraph of this section. 

Pity is not one of God’s qualities either, according to Celsus. Also, in T9 he states: “there was neither 

divine power to save her [Jesus’s mother] nor a persuading word, when she was hated by the 

carpenter and cast out.” T116 (IV.18) provides another example of God’s lack of pity: “neither 

someone ill or insane is dear to God,” a thought also derived from Plato. And inT121 (IV.73) we find 

the skeptical question: “but the - their own words - supreme God . . . sends his own Son and he 

suffers such things?” In other words, God does not even feel any compassion for the one whom the 

Christians call His own Son. Although “God takes care of the whole” (see section 3), He does not 

know any emotion. Most likely Celsus derived this idea from Plato’s thoughts about the supreme God 

being unmoved (T166, VIII.2): “in the case of god, whom neither harm nor grief can affect.” T116 

(IV.18) again is a source for us to know that God does not know any fear for people: “nor is God 

afraid of anyone.”  
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Anger is another emotion that God does not know, according to Celsus. In T122 (IV.99) he states: 

“nor does He get angry,” and “God does not even threaten,” Celsus says in the same testimonial.  

Finally, God is not familiar with envy. As we read in T171 (VIII.24): “God is surely common to all, and 

good, in need of nothing and without envy.” The last words “in need of nothing and without envy” 

strongly emphasize that God is under no condition anthropomorphic. This may be seen as the 

argument of God’s being self-sufficient, so He does not need to beget Jesus. 

 

4.5 Immortality 

Celsus does not say anything about God’s immortality, very probably because it is too logical for him  

to deny. The only time he indirectly writes something about it, it is incorporated in words about God 

and His Son being Spirits, in T143 (VI.72). Celsus here reveals the thoughts of the Christians in this 

matter, and adds his own opinion that spirit is mortal: “Because the Son, born in a human body, is 

Spirit derived from God, even God’s Son himself would not be immortal.” And of course, this 

Christian opinion that God (and his Son) is/are spirit(s) becomes impossible in Celsus’s view, because 

then even God would be mortal: spirit is mortal. In this respect it might be good to mention T143 

once more. Celsus declares in this testimonial that no spirit is immortal, so God cannot be a Spirit: 

“no spirit nature is such, that it exists forever.” Celsus  adheres to the Stoic thought that the first 

principles, such as the spirit, are corporeal and thus destructible. This means that God cannot be 

Spirit, as I said in the previous paragraph. On the contrary, it is God’s nature to remain the same. He 

will never change and thus he will never die. Celsus states this in T115 (IV.14): “the mortal being has 

a nature to change and be re-shaped, but the immortal being must remain exactly the same,” which 

is a Platonic idea.172 

 

4.6 Sensory perceptibility 

Because the presence or absence of sensory perceptibility is an important aspect of God and 

impossible to combine with any other, I uphold it here as a distinct idea. It concerns Celsus’s 

conviction that according to the  Christians, God is perceptible to the human senses, but he knows 

there is only one way to “see” God. In T160 (VII.36) he states that “if you shut your eyes to sense and 

look up with your mind, turn away from the flesh and open the eyes of the soul, only so will you see  
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God.” God is not to be observed by the senses. Although we find this thought in the so-called 

hermetic writings, still, because Celsus never seems to quote them, it seems better to consider it as 

being derived from Plato,173 quoted literally in VI.19: “Ultimate being, colourless, formless and 

impalpable, visible only to the mind that is guide of the soul, round which is the species of true 

knowledge, lives in this place (Ἡ γὰρ ἀχρώματός τε καὶ ἀσχημάτιστος καὶ ἀναφὴς οὐσία ὄντως οὖσα 

ψυχῆς κυβερνήτῃ νῷ μόνῳ θεατή, περὶ ὃν τὸ τῆς ἀληθοῦς ἐπιστήμης γένος τοῦτον ἔχει τὸν τόπον).” 

 

4.7 The place where God lives 

In T170 (VIII.15) we find the only reference to God’s dwelling place: God is “super-celestial” 

(ὑπερουράνιος). In VI.19 (not in the list of testimonials) Celsus says something on this subject, but it 

is not about his own insights, and is more of a gnostic idea: “some  Christians boast of a God Who is 

above the heavens and place Him higher than the heaven in which the Jews believe (τινας 

Χριστιανοὺς αὐχεῖν τὸν ὑπερουράνιον θεόν, ὑπεραναβαίνοντας τὸν Ἰουδαίων οὐρανόν).”  

However, there is something else that Celsus does know about God, namely that a descent of God 

into this world is “very shameful” (T109, IV.2: αἴσχιστον). “Nor God has come down nor any Son of 

God, nor could he come down,” Celsus states in T123 (V.2). God’s descent is simply impossible, 

according to Celsus. God will always remain the super-celestial. The thought of God coming down 

from the heaven to the earth is unbearable to Celsus. So Celsus’s problem with Jesus is mainly a 

matter of Christology. As the super-celestial, God cannot come down, and he would not want to 

either, as T115 (IV.14) states: “God is good, beautiful and happy, and in the most wonderful and best 

state. If then he comes down to man, he needs a change, a change from good to bad, from beautiful 

to shameful, from happiness to misfortune and from the best to the worst. Who would choose a 

change like that?” For Celsus it is unimaginable that any deity would make himself known as a (Son 

of) God through an appearance in human shape. It is impossible for God and besides, He would not 

want to appear like that either. This conclusion also is based on Celsus’s deeply rooted Platonism.  
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4.8 God’s uniqueness. 

Celsus abhors the idea that God would have an opponent. It is a Manichean or Marcionite thought 

that he cannot accept, as we see in T138 (VI.42): “They [the Christians] make some very impious 

errors also regarding this utter ignorance, . . . when they create someone opposed to God, calling this 

same being devil and, in the Hebrew language, Satanas.” According to Celsus no one exists next to or 

opposite God. 

Even speaking of one Lord finds no sympathy from Celsus, as if there could possibly be more gods or 

lords. Thus, a devil opposed to God, and in this way two Gods, is something Celsus cannot approve 

of: Celsus views God as absolutely unique, as he states in T167 (VIII.11), “he who says that only one 

has been called Lord, speaking of God, speaks impiously, dividing the kingdom of God and evoking 

revolution, as if there is one party and another one opposing it.” This is another proof of the fact that 

Celsus does not believe in more than one God. In fact it is remarkable that the pagan critic of 

Christianity, Celsus, in this conversation seems to be the real monotheist. There is no Satan (T138, 

VI.42), there is just God; the Demiurge-figure of the Timaeus is the same as the supreme God; and 

there is no God coming down to planet earth. According to Celsus, the Christians know a god higher 

than the Demiurge (T127, V.54), but Celsus does not follow them in this reasoning. This accusation is 

also formulated by Celsus in VI.29. Finally, in V.41 the Jews appear not to kniow “the great God.” 

Now the question remains: was Celsus a real monotheist? In fact, he was not, for the cosmos is also a 

god, in his view. Still, Celsus is not a “systematic” philosopher in a way that he emphasizes an 

hierarchy, such as Numenius does. Celsus does not share Numenius’s hierarchy who posits that the 

first God, the supreme being, is “an inert Mind, called the Monad, King, and Sower; it is the Good in 

itself, characterized by stability and motionless motion, and is equated with Timaeus’s supreme 

principle. This Monad seems to be opposed by an Indefinite Dyad, i.e. Matter, at first precosmic and 

unbegotten, but subsequently begotten by the Demiurge. The second God is the plurality of the 

Forms; called Good and Cultivator, he is a Mind in motion, contemplating the first God. The third God 

is the Demiurge, insofar as he is occupied with Matter.”174 Celsus’s conviction on the other hand is 

that  the supreme God is the same as the Demiurge. So Celsus acknowledges two gods: the Demiurge 

or supreme God, and the cosmos.  

It is as if Celsus supposes that the cosmos is naturally god, because Plato said so, but he does not pay 

much attention to the subject. If only for the contrast with the Christians (and their two gods-theory  
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of Father and Son), Celsus in fact does not want to acknowledge anyone or anything on one footing 

with or closely subordinated to God. Of course, there are daemons and angels, but they are no 

comparison to God, and they do not affect God’s uniqueness. 

 

4.9 God is the cause 

In a paraphrase of Plato’s Republic 6.508 B Celsus reveals more of his image of God. Celsus views God 

as the first principle, the cause of everything, as is stated in T161 (VII.45): “So what the sun is among 

the visible things, . . .  so is he (God) among the noetic things, he who is neither mind nor intelligence 

nor knowledge, but for the mind cause of thinking and for intelligence and knowledge cause of their 

existence, and for all noetic things and for the truth itself and for being itself cause of their existence, 

since He is beyond all things, cognitional by a certain unspeakable power.” So God is neither mind 

nor intelligence nor knowledge, but in terms of the mind he is the cause of its working. Intelligence 

and knowledge would not even exist without God, and the same applies for all noetic things, and 

ultimately for truth and being: God is the cause of their existence. Without God spiritual and physical 

life (in other words, being) would not exist, and truth would be out of reach. God is the beginning, 

the principle of all things, who cannot be predicated. 

In addition to this we can quote John Dillon again, who says: “God is the Good, because He benefits 

all things according to their capacities, being the cause of all good . . .”175 

 

4.10 The creation, and then? 

Previously, in section 3, I argued that God continues to play some role in the cosmos. This statement 

is true and not true at the same moment, and to see behind these mysterious words it would be 

beneficial to examine T165 (VII.68):  

However, are not all things administered according to God’s will and  does not all providence 

come from him? And whatever exists in the universe, whether a work of God or of angels, or 

of other daemons or heroes, does not all this keep a law given by the supreme God, and has 

there not been appointed over each particular thing someone who is deemed worthy to 

receive power? So will he who worships God, not rightly worship him, who received authority 

from him?  
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Thus God is reigning, but not actively. He has created the world and has established powers to look 

after his creation. In this respect Celsus mentions providence, angels, daemons and heroes, all a 

creation of God as well, who make sure that all things are administrated according to God’s will, and 

that whatever exists in the universe, keeps a law given by the supreme God. In this way God does not 

reign actively, but in an indirect way he looks after his creation. This is something different from  

Epicurean belief: the Epicureans admitted there were gods, but of course comprised of atoms, like 

everything else. The gods were dwelling between the worlds, but they did not take any interest in 

what happened on earth. In this regard Celsus speaks of a certain concern for the world on God’s 

part. This may not be a direct Platonic idea, but “the Platonic tradition since the time of Xenocrates 

in the latter part of the fourth century BC had thought of the popular gods as intermediate between 

the supreme God and man. They were ‘daemons’. It was not a long step to affirm that in the local 

deities of each nation there were to be found subordinate administrators of the one supreme 

God.”176 

 

4.11 Honoring God. 

This God is a great God, to be honored accordingly. To emphasize how great God is Celsus actually  

calls Him great (ὁ μέγας θεός) in five testimonials: 19 (I.66), 140 (VI.52), 156 (VII.14), 166 (VIII.2), and 

175 (VIII.66). God is also the greatest (μέγιστος θεός) God in three testimonials: 36 (II.9), 138 (VI.42), 

and 165 (VII.68). Furthermore, God is called supreme  (ἐπὶ πᾶσι) twice, in T140 (VI.52) and T156 

(VII.15), and higher (ἀνωτέρος) in T140 (VI.52), but it should be noticed that here the designation is  

meant to make a distinction from another god. Finally, God is called powerful (κρατῶν) by Celsus in 

T170 (VIII.15). It goes without saying that this supreme God should be honored, so Celsus in T169 

(VIII.14) notes that “we really ought to worship Him alone.” This word “alone” does not mean that 

we should not honor other beings, but that we certainly should not honor Jesus, for this is a 

testimonial especially related to the opposition between God and Jesus. Celsus does not consider 

Jesus to be the Son of God, does not think that Jesus received any authority from God, and views 

Jesus as a fraud. Moreover, in T174 (VIII.63) Celsus appears to be really serious about honoring God: 

“God should never in any way be forsaken, neither by day nor by night, neither in public nor in 

private in every word and deed, continuously, but let the soul . . .  be always directed towards God.”   

 

                                                           
176 Chadwick, Origen: contra Celsum, Introduction, xvii. 
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With regard to the other beings and their honor, Celsus is not so specific about providence, angels 

and heroes, but in terms of daemons Celsus declares that daemons should be honored, in order that 

they may be and remain good for human beings, for they belong to God. In T171 (VIII.24) he notes: 

“if they are daemons of some kind, it is obvious that these too belong to God, and we must believe in 

them and sacrifice to them, according to the customs, and pray to them, in order that they are good-

natured.” In the beginning of T175 (VIII.66) there is even a close bond between the worship of God 

and daemons: “If anyone commands you to praise Helios or Athena very diligently with a beautiful 

paean, then in doing so you will appear much more to worship the great God, if you will also sing to 

them: for the worship of God becomes more perfect, when it goes through all of them.” There is not 

only nothing wrong with worshipping daemons (in this case Greek gods), on the contrary, it makes 

the worship of God more perfect. Thus, there is a big difference between daemons and the great 

God, and Celsus, the almost pure monotheist, never puts them on an equal footing. 

This idea about honor does not only apply to daemons. In the second part of T175 (VIII.66) Celsus 

shows us that sovereigns are also included in the hierarchy that starts with God: “Even if anyone 

commands you to take an oath by a sovereign among men, that too is nothing terrible. For to him 

earthly things have been given, and whatever you receive in life, you receive from him.”  

 

4.12 Is God in need of honor? 

We see that, according to Celsus, there is a hierarchy of honor and as the head of this, God should be 

worshipped. However, at the same time we see that Celsus is also convinced that God does not need 

this worship. This idea is confirmed in T171 (VIII.24): “God is surely common to all, and good, in need 

of nothing and without envy.” The last words “in need of nothing and without envy” strongly 

emphasize that God is not in need of the honor that people bring Him. Moreover, because God is 

good, people had better (again T175) “endure all tortures and tolerate any death, before you say, or 

even think, something profane about God.” Although Celsus’s ideas about honoring God cannot be 

traced back to Plato directly, they are part of  Celsus’s image of God, which for the most part is to be 

traced back to Plato, so it is important that they are formulated and explored here. 
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4.13 The soul 

In Contra Celsum, Celsus, in words rendered by Origen of course, touches on topics other than the 

image of God where we might recognize the influence of Plato. It is to these that we now turn. This 

section, and those following, deal with the themes, as far as is possible, in the chronological order in 

which they appear in Contra Celsum. The first place in the book where we find Plato, indirectly, 

concerns words about the soul. I.8 reads: “there is something in man superior to the earthly part, 

which is related to God (κρεῖττόν τι τοῦ γηΐνου εἶναι ἐν ἀνθπώπῳ συγγενὲς θεοῦ).” Furthermore, 

Celsus says in the same passage: “those in whom this part [the soul] is healthy, always long for him to 

whom it is related (he means God).”177  The insertion “he means God” in the previous words is 

Origen’s. 

We find this affinity of the soul with God also in Timaeus 90 A: “We should consider that God gave 

the sovereign part of the human soul to be the divinity of each one, being that part which, as we say, 

. . . raises us from earth to our kindred who are in heaven (τὸ δὲ δὴ περὶ τοῦ κυριωτάτου παρ΄ ἡμῖν 

ψυχῆς εἴδους διανοεῖσθαι δεῖ τῇδε͵ ὡς ἄρα αὐτὸ δαίμονα θεὸς ἑκάστῳ δέδωκεν͵ τοῦτο ὃ δή φαμεν 

. . . Πρὸς δὲ τὴν ἐν οὐρανῷ συγγένειαν ἀπὸ γῆς ἡμᾶς αἴρειν).” Clearly the citation here is not literal, 

but the sentiment of Celsus’s words is Platonic: the best part of man is the soul. This soul is related to 

God and when the soul is healthy, it longs for God. In Plato’s words the sovereign part of the human 

soul is divine and raises someone from the earth. According to Hays’s framework,178 in this case we 

speak of an allusion, although, again, it is a topos in Antiquity. It is Plato who brought Celsus to this 

idea. Celsus observes people’s religious behavior and explains this with Plato’s insight that man is 

twofold, with an earthly part and a superior part. This superior part is called the soul and this soul 

leads people to God. What is consequently incomprehensible to him is the fact that this soul, which is 

divine and related to God, should lead the Christians to Jesus. For Jesus was nothing like a god. On 

the contrary, he had been crucified and the Christians believed that he, although he was the Son of 

God, had become a human being. 

According to Plato and the Christians179 the soul is immortal, and Celsus shares this idea with Plato. 

VIΙ.28 reads: “And Plato, who thinks the soul immortal, quite openly calls that region where the soul 

is sent [after death] a ‘land’ (Πλάτων δὲ ἀθάνατον τὴν ψυχὴν ἡγούμενος ἐκείνην τὴν χώραν ἔνθα  

                                                           
177 Greek text:  οἷς τοῦτο εὖ ἔχει (τουτ’ έστιν ἡ ψυχή), πάντῃ ἐφίενται τοῦ συγγενοῦς (λέγει δὲ τοῦ θεοῦ). 
178 Hays, Echoes, 10. 
179 Mark Edwards, “Origen’s Platonism,” in Plato’s Parmenides and its Heritage, vol. 2: Reception in Patristic, 
Gnostic and Christian Neoplatonic Texts, ed. John D. Turner and Kevin Corrigan (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2011), 
199-216), 215: “A Platonist might agree with a Christian that . . . the soul lives forever.” 
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στέλλεται ἄντικρυς “γῆν” ὠνόμασεν).” In talking of this land, where the souls live, Celsus quotes 

Plato’s Phaedo (109 B): “and that the true earth is pure and in the pure heaven (αὐτὴν δὲ τὴν γῆν 

καθαρὰν ἐν καθαρῷ κεῖσθαι τῷ οὐρανῷ).” Again Celsus (VI.20) quotes Plato, Phaedrus 247 B, in an 

allusion, when he speaks about the “troubles and strivings here” (τοὺς ἐνταῦθα πόνους καὶ τοῦς 

ἀγῶνας), after which the souls will “come to the topmost heavens (πρὸς ἄκροις γενέσθαι τοῖς 

οὐρανοῖς).”  

Origen once more returns to the Phaedo, when he has Celsus saying (VII.31): “due to our weakness 

and slowness we cannot pass through to the topmost air, and if nature were able to bear the vision 

we would realize that that is the true heaven and the true light (ὑπ΄ ἀσθενείας καὶ βραδυτῆτος οὐχ 

οἵους τε εἶναι <ἡμᾶς> διεξελθεῖν ἐπ΄ ἔσχατον τὸν ἀέρα· καὶ εἰ ἡ φύσις ἱκανὴ εἴη ἀνασχέσθαι 

θεωροῦσα, γνῶναι ἂν ὅτι ἐκεῖνός ἐστιν ὁ ἀληθῶς οὐρανὸς καὶ τὸ ἀληθινὸν φῶς).” These words 

recall Phaedo 109 E and 110 A in a literal quotation: “due to our weakness and slowness, we cannot 

pass through to the topmost air; for if anyone should come to the top of the air, . . . so he would see 

things in that upper world; and if nature were able to bear the vision, we would realize that that is 

the true heaven and the true light and the true earth (ὑπ΄ ἀσθενείας καὶ βραδυτῆτος οὐχ οἵους τε 

εἶναι ἡμᾶς διεξελθεῖν ἐπ΄ ἔσχατον τὸν ἀέρα· ἐπεί, εἴ τις αὐτοῦ ἐπ΄ ἄκρα ἔλθοι, . . . οὕτως ἄν τινα καὶ 

τὰ ἐκεῖ κατιδεῖν, καὶ εἰ ἡ φύσις ἱκανὴ εἴη ἀνασχέσθαι θεωροῦσα, γνῶναι ἂν ὅτι ἐκεῖνος ἐστιν 

ὁ ἀληθῶς οὐρανὸς καὶ τὸ ἀληθινὸν φῶς καὶ ἡ ὡς ἀληθῶς γῆ).” In this same chapter VI.20 Origen 

counters another remark by Celsus, where we read, “we shall not be carried about away from the 

circumference of the heaven (οὐ περιαχθησόμεθα ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ περιφοράς).” These words 

echo Phaedrus 247 C: “and when they have taken their stand, the revolution carries them round and 

they behold the things outside of the heaven (στάσας δὲ αὐτὰς περιάγει ἡ περιφορά, αἱ δὲ 

θεωροῦσι τὰ ἔξω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ).” 

In the next chapter of Contra Celsum (VI.21), according to Origen’s arrangement, Celsus mentions the 

soul again: “Plato says that the way for the souls to and from the earth passes through the planets 

(ὁδὸν εἶναι ταῖς ψυχαῖς ἐς γῆν καὶ ἀπὸ γῆς . . . Πλάτωνά φησι γίνεσθαι διὰ τῶν πλανήτων).” This  

appears to be another echo, this time of Timaeus 42 B: “And he that has lived his appointed time 

well, shall return again to his abode in his native star (καὶ ὁ μὲν εὖ τὸν προσήκοντα χρόνον βιούς, 

πάλιν εἰς τὴν τοῦ συννόμου πορευθεὶς οἴκησιν ἄστρου),” but it is also possible that Celsus does not 

have Plato in mind here, or just Plato, but the Stoics, especially Seneca, for the distinction between 

the philosophical schools was not always obvious. A final statement about the soul, a statement also 

to be traced to Plato, can be found in T160 (VII.36): “if you . . . turn away from the flesh and open the  
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eyes of the soul, only so will you see God.” Here, the (immortal) soul is the only way to get into 

contact with God. A variant on these words is found in Symposion 219A, where Plato uses διανοία 

(mind), instead of ψύχη (soul), which may indicate that to Celsus there was not much difference 

between the words: “Remember, the sight of the mind begins to be keen when the visual is starting 

to wane. (ἥ τοι τῆς διανοίας ὄψις ἄρχεται ὀξὺ βλέπειν ὅταν ἡ τῶν ὀμμάτων τῆς ἀκμῆς λήγειν 

ἐπιχειρῇ).” Celsus’s words are different from Plato’s, so again this statement should be classified as 

an echo. 

We may question whether Celsus thought that God created the soul. Celsus answers this question in 

T120 (IV.52): “all that is immortal, is the work of God, all that is mortal, is their work [of the immortal 

beings/of God’s offspring]. Also the soul is a work of God.” Celsus means the human soul: in the work 

of Dillon we read an idea of the philosopher Alcinous, also useful in this respect: “There was never a 

time when the world did not exist; the world is perpetually in a state of becoming . . . God does not 

create the soul of the world, since it exists eternally.”180 

We may state that in several ways Celsus has been influenced by Plato regarding his ideas about the 

soul. In summary, along with Plato Celsus thinks that man has a soul, that the soul is superior to the 

“earthly part” and, most importantly, that the soul is related to God. Celsus is also, with Plato, 

convinced that a healthy soul longs for God. Celsus similarly agrees with Plato in thinking that the 

soul is immortal, being sent after the death of the body (after troubles and strivings here) to a land in 

the topmost heavens. Moreover, Plato and Celsus both think that due to humanity’s weakness and 

slowness, we cannot pass through to the topmost air; for if anyone should come to the topmost air, 

he would see things in that topmost air; and if  nature were strong enough to bear the sight, that 

person would realize that that is the true heaven and the true light and the true earth. But, as has 

been said previously, human nature is too weak and too slow to stand these things. Plato’s influence 

is also visible in Celsus’s statement: “Plato says that the way for the souls to and from the earth 

passes through the planets.” Finally, the idea that only with the eyes of the soul you will see God, is 

clearly derived from Plato. 

       

4.14 The cosmos 

Another matter where Celsus is influenced by Plato, is regarding his system of ideas about the 

cosmos. In I.24, for example, he states: “The goatherds and shepherds” [the Jewish people who left  

                                                           
180 Dillon, “Alcinous,” 23. 



58 
Putting Celsus in context: Plato’s influence on the work of Celsus 

 

Egypt with Moses] “thought that there was one God called the most High, or Adonai, or the Heavenly 

One, or Sabaoth, or however they like to call this cosmos (οἱ αἰπόλοι καὶ ποιμένες ἕνα ἐνόμισαν 

θεόν, ἔιτε Ὕψιστον εἴτ΄ Ἀδωναῖον εἴτ΄ Οὐράνιον εἴτε Σαβαώθ, εἴτε καὶ ὅπῃ καὶ ὅπως χαίρουσιν 

ὀνομάζοντες τόνδε τὸν κόσμον).” Here we encounter an allusion to Timaeus 28 B: “Now the whole 

Heaven, or Cosmos, or if there is any other name which it specially prefers, by that let us call it-so, be 

its name what it may . . . ( Ὁ δὴ πᾶς οὐρανὸς-ἢ κόσμος ἢ καὶ ἄλλο ὅτι ποτὲ ὀνομαζόμενος μάλιστ᾽ ἂν 

δέχοιτο, τοῦθ᾽ ἡμῖν ὠνομάσθω . . .).” Thus for Celsus it was not important how this cosmos was 

called, for the cosmos is God.  

Now something curious seems to emerge. As established in section 3 of this chapter, this cosmos  

also is a creation of God, seen in the words of T122 (IV.99), “So all things have not been created 

[solely] for man, . . . but in order that this world - as a work of God - would be complete and perfect 

in every respect.” The words “this world as a work of God“ clearly seem to point to a contradiction in 

Celsus’s thoughts: this world is God and has been created by God. The statement that this world or 

cosmos is God, is easily traceable to Plato, and so is the statement that God created this world 

(Timaeus 28C). This seeming contradiction has been discussed by Riemer Roukema, who quotes 

Numenius, a Middle Platonist from Celsus’s time, positing a hierarchy: the first God, the supreme 

being, is God, the second god, the Creator, is the Demiurge, the third god is the cosmos.181 Again, we 

find a reference to Plato in Celsus’s words in I.20: “The Greeks thought these things [the cosmos] 

ancient since they did not perceive or possess records of earlier events . . .  (Ἕλληνας ταῦτα νομίζειν 

ἀρχαῖα, ὡς πρεσβύτερα . . . οὐ τεθεωρήκασιν οὐδ΄ ἀπομνημονεύουσιν).” This idea is an echo as 

well, traced back to Timaeus (23 B), with the note that here an Egyptian priest tells the story: “you 

are left as unlettered and uncultured, forever young, with no knowledge of all that happened in old 

times in this land or in your own . . .  you remember but one deluge, though many had occurred 

previously.”  

Concerning the cosmos Celsus mentions a purifying flood, an idea he also may have derived from 

Plato’s work. In IV.20, for example, we read: “that the wicked may be punished and everything 

purified, as it was when the first flood occurred (ἵν΄ οἱ μὲν ἄδικοι κολασθῶσι, τὰ δὲ πάντα καθαρθῇ 

ἀνάλογον τῷ πρώτῳ συμβάντι κατακλυσμῷ).” Timaeus may be the source here (22 D) “when . . .  the 

gods purge the earth with a flood of waters (Ὅταν δ᾽ αὖ θεοὶ τὴν γῆν ὕδασιν καθαίροντες 

κατακλύζωσιν).” Celsus may have intended an allusion to these words, but the idea of a purifying  

                                                           
181 Riemer Roukema, Gnosis and Faith in Early Christianity: An Introduction to Gnosticism (London: SCM, 1999), 
90; see also this chapter section 4 about “God’s uniqueness.” 
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flood also occurs in the Bible in Genesis182 and in a story in the work of Ovid,183 as alternatives to the 

Stoic idea of a conflagration. 

However, God does not punish the world with a flood or a conflagration, according to Celsus in IV.69: 

“God does not inflict correction on the world like a man who has built something defectively and 

created it unskillfully, when He purifies it by a flood or a conflagration (οὐδ΄ ὡς ἄνθρωπος 

τεκτηνάμενος τι ἐνδεῶς καὶ ἀτεχνότερον δημιουργήσας ὁ θεὸς προσάγει διόρθωσιν τῷ κόσμῳ, 

καθαίρων αὐτὸν κατακλυσμῷ ἢ ἐκπυρώσει).” Firstly God does not know any emotions, so God 

cannot be angry (section 4 above), and secondly, Celsus acknowledges the cyclic movement in which 

things happen, for “it is inevitable that according to the  determined cycles the same things always 

have happened, are now happening and will happen (καὶ κατὰ τὰς τεταγμένας ἀνακυκλήσεις ἀνάγκη 

τὰ αὐτὰ ἀεὶ καὶ γεγονέναι καὶ εἶναι καὶ ἔσεσθαι; IV.65).” This last thought can also be traced as an 

echo of Plato. In his Statesman (269 C) Plato says: “During a certain period God himself goes with the 

universe as guide in its revolving course, but at another epoch, when the cycles have at length 

reached the measure of his allotted time, he lets it go.” This lasting movement of change also 

appears in IV.69: “each particular thing both comes into existence and perishes for the sake of the 

whole according to the process of change from one thing to another (ἕκαστα τοῦ ὅλου σωτηρίας 

εἵνεκα γίνεται τε καὶ ἀπόλλυται καθ΄ ἣν προεῖπον ἀμοιβὴν ἐξ ἀλλήλων εἰς ἄλληλα).” The movement 

of change seems to be an allusion to Plato’s Laws, 10, 903 D, where it reads: “And inasmuch as soul, 

being conjoined now with one body, now with another, is always undergoing all kinds of changes . . .  

(ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀεὶ ψυχὴ συντεταγμένη σώματι τοτὲ μὲν ἄλλῳ, τοτὲ δὲ ἄλλῳ, μεταβάλλει παντοίας 

μεταβολὰς . . . ).” So, in describing the cosmos and its movements Celsus follows Plato. 

In V.6 Celsus says about the heavenly bodies: “Although they [the Jews] worship the heaven and the 

angels in it, yet they reject its most sacred and powerful parts, the sun, moon, and the other stars, 

both the fixed stars and the planets. They behave as though it were possible that the whole could be 

God, but its parts not divine . . .” The last is one of Celsus’s criticisms regarding the Jews. These words 

are an allusion to Epinomis 984D, where it reads: “But as our visible gods, . . . we must count first the 

order of the stars and all else that we perceive existing with them (θεοὺς δὲ δὴ τοὺς ὁρατούς, . . . 

τοὺς πρώτους τὴν τῶν ἄστρων φύσιν λεκτέον καὶ ὅσα μετὰ τούτων αἰσθανόμεθα γεγονότα).” 

Celsus refers to matter at the beginning of things, making the statement, in VI.42: “in the beginning it 

[matter] was in chaos and God divided it in certain proportions, bound it together, and ordered it  

                                                           
182 Genesis 6:5-8:5. 
183 Metamorphoses I:244-312. 
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(ἐξ ἀρχῆς αὐτὴν πλημμελῶς ἔχουσαν διαλαβὼν ἀναλογίαις τισὶ συνέδησε καὶ ἐκόσμησεν ὁ θεός).” 

Here we have no more than a reminiscence of Plato’s Timaeus 37 A, where Plato uses more or less 

the same words, but in this case referring to the soul: “Inasmuch, then, as she is a compound, . . . and 

is proportionately divided and bound together . . . (ἅτε οὖν . . . συγκραθεῖσα, καὶ ἀνὰ λόγον 

μερισθεῖσα καὶ συνδεθεῖσα . . . ).” Other references to this topic are to be found in VI.60, where 

Celsus makes the criticism: “But far more ridiculous is to have allotted certain days to the making of 

the world before days existed.184 For when the heaven had not yet been made, or the earth yet fixed, 

or the sun placed around it, how could days exist? (Μακρῷ δ΄ εὐηθέστερον τὸ καὶ ἡμέρας τινὰς 

ἐπιδιανεῖμαι τῇ κοσμογονίᾳ πρὶν εἶναι ἡμέρας. Οὐρανοῦ γὰρ οὔπω γεγονότος οὐδὲ γῆς πω 

ἐρηρεισμένης οὐδ΄ ἡλίου πω τῇδε περιφερομένου, πῶς ἡμέραι ἦσαν;).” Even Origen remarks that 

no person of any intelligence takes the days in the creation story literally.185 And Celsus’s question is 

justified, when we read Plato in Timaeus 37 E: “For simultaneously with the construction of the 

Heaven He contrived the production of days and nights and months and years, which existed not 

before the Heaven came into being 

(ἡμέρας γὰρ καὶ νύκτας καὶ μῆνας καὶ ἐνιαυτούς, οὐκ πρὶν οὐρανὸν γενέσθαι, τότε ἅμα ἐκείνῳ 

συνισταμένῳ τὴν γένεσιν αὐτῶν μηχανᾶται).” Apart from Celsus’s irony, he bears close similarity to 

Plato here, so this is a clear allusion. 

In conclusion, we can identify the following ideas of Celsus concerning the cosmos as those which 

have been clearly influenced by Plato: Celsus derives from Plato the view that the cosmos is God, an 

idea revealed in the Timaeus: the fact that the cosmos is furnished with soul and intellect, makes it a 

god. In the summarizing words of John D. Turner: “there were three fundamental principles of all 

things: God, the Ideas or Model, and Matter. 1. The supreme principle was God, identified with the 

supreme Form of the Good from the Republic, perhaps identified also with the Demiurge of the 

Timaeus conceived as a universal Intellect. 2. Next was the Paradigm of the Timaeus, conceived as 

the intelligible realm of Forms, perhaps identical with God’s thoughts, but displaced from its supreme 

position in the Timaeus and existing either within the divine Intellect or occupying a distinct realm 

external and subjacent to it. By contemplating these, God confers order upon 3. the third and lowest 

principle, Matter, a pre-existing stuff mysteriously agitated within its matrix, the receptacle of the 

Timaeus.”186    

 

                                                           
184 Gen.1:1-13. 
185 VI.60 and De Princ. IV, 3, 1. 
186 Turner, “Middle Platonism” (Hunter, Lietaert Peerbolte, and van Geest), 3/4. 
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Celsus does not criticize that, according to the Jews, the universe is divine (V.6), he criticizes that the 

Jews think that it is alright to honor only a part part of this divine universe. This cosmos is much older 

than the Greeks thought, because, in the words of an Egyptian priest, “you [the Greeks] remember 

but one deluge, though many had occurred previously.” Although the “purifying flood” may be 

Platonic, other sources may have also served Celsus, for example the Middle Platonist philosophers 

Alcinous and Numenius, whom I mentioned previously, but Celsus himself does not agree with the 

thought of God punishing the world with a flood or a conflagration: God does not know any emotion 

such as anger. Furthermore, Celsus and other philosophers acknowledge the cyclic movement in 

which things happen, a thought he may have derived from Statesman 269 E. About the heavenly 

bodies Celsus also agrees with Plato: “But as our visible gods, we must count first the order of the 

stars and all else that we perceive existing with them (Epinomis 984D, quoted by Celsus in V.6).”  

 

4.15 Evil 

Celsus does not spend many words on the origin of evil. In IV.65 he states in a derogatory manner, “it 

is enough for the masses to be told that evils are not caused by God (ἐξαρκεῑ δ΄ εἰς πλῆθος εἰρῆσθαι 

ὡς ἐκ θεοῦ μὲν οὐκ ἔστι κακά),” closely following Plato in his expression. In Republic 379 C we read: 

“but the cause of evil we must look for in other things and not in God (τῶν κακῶν ἀλλα δεῖ ζητεῖν τὰ 

αἴτια, ἀλλ΄ οὐ τὸν θεόν).” In the same sentence in IV.65 Celsus goes on to say that “[evils] inhere in 

matter and dwell among mortals (ὕλῃ δὲ πρόσκειται καὶ τοῖς θνητοῖς ἐμπολιτεύεται).” For this 

statement as well, we find the source with Plato, in this case Theaetetus 176 A: “but they [the evils] 

must inevitably hover about mortal nature and this place [the earth] (τὴν δὲ θνητὴν φύσιν καὶ τόνδε 

τὸν τόπον περιπολεῖ ἐξ ἀνάγκης).” Another statement that carries the same tenor of the last 

quotation from Theaetetus is VIII.55 where Celsus asserts that “by nature’s law all men must have 

experience of evils; evil is necessary and has nowhere else to exist (φύσις μὲν γὰρ αὕτη πάντας 

ἀνθρώπους πειρᾶσθαι κακῶν· εἶναι μὲν γὰρ ἀνάγκῃ κακά, χώραν δ΄ ἄλλην οὐκ ἔχει).” Finally, this 

same passage of Theaetetus resounds in IV.62: “In the existing world there is no decrease or increase 

of evils either in the past or in the present or in the future. For the nature of the universe is one and 

the same, and the origin of evils is always the same (Κακὰ δ΄ ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν οὔτε πρόσθεν οὔτε νῦν 

οὔτε αὖθις ἥττω καὶ πλείω γένοιτ΄ ἄν· μία γὰρ ἡ τῶν ὅλων φύσις καὶ ἡ αὐτή, καὶ κακῶν γένεσις ἀεὶ ἡ 

αὐτή).” 

In short, Celsus thinks that evil does not come from God and is certainly not caused by God. 

Moreover, Celsus thinks that evils dwell in matter and among mortals, a thought he derives from  



62 
Putting Celsus in context: Plato’s influence on the work of Celsus 

 

Plato’s Theaetetus (“but the evils must inevitably hover about mortal nature and this place [the 

earth].” Also based on this idea is Celsus’s statement: “all men must have experience of evils; evil is 

necessary and has nowhere else to exist.” What we do not get to understand from Celsus is his 

thoughts on the origin of evil, despite his comment that “the origin of evils is always the same.” What 

does come across strongly is his conviction that evil is just necessarily there, just as the universe 

remains the same, so does the source and extent of evil within it. Although, as I have noted, Celsus 

does not say much about evil, the similarities of his words to those of Plato seem obvious. They 

concern the belief that God is not the cause of evil, and that evil inevitably hovers about mortal 

nature and about the earth. Also Platonic is thus the belief that by nature’s law all men must have 

experience of evils; evil is necessary and has nowhere else to exist. The amount of evils was, is and 

will always be the same: there is no decrease nor increase. Perhaps Celsus considers evil as the 

“privatio boni” (the absence/lack of good), but there are no clear designations for this thought in his 

work. 

Finally, there are no (philosophical) movements that state comparable things about evil and its 

origins. Consequently, Celsus is also in this respect nothing but a Platonist. 

 

4.16 Plato’s highest Good 

Celsus refers more often to the Platonic idea of the first or highest Good. The first time in Contra 

Celsum occurs in VI.3: “Let Plato the son of Ariston . . . say that the highest Good cannot at all be 

expressed in words, but comes to us by long familiarity and suddenly like a light in the soul kindled by 

a leaping spark (Πλάτων ὁ τοῦ Ἀρίστωνος . . . φασκέτω ΄μηδαμῶς εἶναι ῥητὸν΄ τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθόν, 

΄ἀλλ΄ ἐκ πολλῆς συνουσίας΄ ἐγγινόμενον καὶ ΄ἐξαίφνης οἷον ἀπὸ πυρὸς πηδήσαντος ἐξαφθὲν φῶς ἐν 

τῇ ψυχῇ’).” The words are derived, almost literally, from Plato’s Epistle VII, 341 C: “For it does not at 

all admit of verbal expression . . . , but, as a result of continued application to the subject itself and 

communion therewith, [it is brought to birth in the soul] suddenly, as light that is kindled (ῥητὸν γὰρ 

οὐδαμῶς ἐστιν . . . , ἀλλ΄ ἐκ πολλῆς συνουσίας γιγνομένης περὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα αὐτὸ καὶ τοῦ συζῆν 

ἐξαίφνης, οἷον ἀπὸ πυρὸς).”  

Celsus tells more about Plato’s highest Good in VI.6: “what finer thing in life could we do than to 

describe what is of great benefit to mankind and to bring out its nature to the light for all men? (τί 

κάλλιον ἐπέπρακτο ἂν ἡμῖν ἐν τῷ βίῳ ἢ τοῖς τε ἀνθρώποις μέγα ὄφελος γράψαι καὶ τὴν φύσιν εἰς 

φῶς τοῖς πᾶσι προαγαγεῖν;).” This matter “of great benefit” must be the highest Good, for the place,  
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where we trace these words in Ep. VII, 341 D, is referring to the highest Good: “what nobler action 

could I have performed in my life than that of writing what is of great benefit to mankind? (τί τούτου 

κάλλιον ἐπέπρακτ΄ ἂν ἡμῖν ἐν τῷ βίῳ ἢ τοῖς τε ἀνθρώποισι μέγα ὄφελος γράψαι;).” This seems to be 

more than an allusion: when we take into consideration the most important words of the passage, 

we may call it a quotation. In the words of Luc Bresson: “for the Middle Platonists, reality is 

structured by three principles: God, the Model, and Matter. God was to be identified with the Good 

of the Republic and the Demiurge of the Timaeus. Since this Good is the very first God, nothing can 

be superior to him; and this supremacy determines the type of relation God maintains with the 

second principle, the Model. The Model corresponded to the Intelligible, which, as the object of 

thought of the first God, or the Intellect, was external and inferior to him.”187 

Dillon has Alcinous speaking about the highest or primal Good: “Plato placed the good for us in the 

knowledge and contemplation of the primal good, which one may term God and the primal 

intellect.”188 And on another place Dillon quotes Alcinous: “Alcinous’ theological system involves a 

primary and a secondary God, which he himself (i.e. Alcinous) saw as Platonic, the demiourgos 

standing in contrast and subordination to the Good.”189 On a different place Dillon goes on: “the 

Demiurge-figure of the Timaeus is the supreme God.”190 John Whittaker remarks concerning this 

primary and secondary God: “It was the view of Numenius that the First God stood in a paternal 

relationship to the Demiurge.”191 So, Celsus turns out to be a Middle Platonist, but one who sails his 

own course identifying a primary God and the Demiurge. Furthermore, he is an eclectic who also 

derives theories from the Stoa. 

Along with Plato, Celsus is convinced that this matter “of great benefit” is known only to a few, as he 

makes clear in VI.8: “the Good is known to a few (ὀλίγοις ἐστὶ γνωστὸν τὸ ἀγαθόν).” Celsus found 

this thought also in Plato’s Epistles (VII, 341 E) and alludes to it: “were I to undertake this task [bring 

forth to the light for all men the nature of reality] it would not, as I think, prove a good thing for men, 

save for some few who are able to discover the truth themselves with but little instruction (οὔτε 

ἀνθρώποις ἡγοῦμαι τὴν ἐπιχείρησιν περὶ αὐτῶν λεγομένην ἀγαθόν, εἰ μή τισιν ὀλίγοις ὁπόσοι 

δυνατοὶ ἀνευρεῖν αὐτοὶ διὰ σμικρᾶς ἐνδείξεως).” That this Good is only known to a few, is, according 

to Celsus, also due to the the fact that it cannot be “described in words (VI.10, ῥητὸν οὐκ ἔστιν).”  

                                                           
187 Luc Brisson, The Reception of the Parmenides Before Proclus, 56. 
188 Dillon, “Alcinous,” 35. 
189 Ibid., 88. 
190 Ibid., 104. 
191 John Whittaker, Numenius and Alcinous on the First Principle, Phoenix 32.2 (Toronto: Trinity College, 1978), 
153. 
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This is an allusion to Epistles VII, 341 C: “it does not at all admit of verbal expression (ῥητὸν γὰρ 

οὐδαμῶς ἐστιν).” 

The last Plato quotations mainly are derived from Epistle VII, and caution is required regarding the 

authenticity of this letter. Momigliano, who wants to believe in the authenticity of Ep. VII, states in 

this respect: “I am reluctant to admit that forgery preceded reality in the matter of autobiographical 

letters.”192 Gerald A. Press remarks in The Continuum Companion to Plato: “Overall the balance of 

recent scholarly opinion has tended towards acceptance of Ep. VII as either genuinely Platonic or the 

product of a contemporary with intimate knowledge of Plato’s thoughts and deeds.”193 Burnyeat and 

Frede, on the other hand, prove in a more recent book that Ep. VII cannot be by Plato.194 But if the 

letter looks like an authentic Plato text, then the Greek cannot be koine-Greek. In that case this letter 

will have been considered as authentic in Antiquity, but fortunately we are not depending on these 

quotations alone concerning Celsus’s image of God. 

We find another passage about the highest Good in VI.18: “All things are located in the King of all, 

and are for His sake, and He is the cause of all that is good (Περὶ τὸν πάντων βασιλέα πάντ΄ ἐστι, καὶ 

ἐκείνου ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἐκεῖνο αἴτιον ἁπάντων καλῶν).” Here, in a passage alluding to Epistles II, 

312 D/E, the cause of all good is called “King of all”. The original reads: “Related to the King of All are 

all things, and for his sake they are, and of all things fair he is the cause (περὶ τὸν πάντων βασιλέα 

πάντ΄ ἐστὶ καὶ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἐκεῖνο αἴτιον ἁπάντων τῶν καλῶν).”  

In VI.64 Celsus suggests that it is a Christian conviction that God should participate in shape and 

color. As this concept concerns God or the highest Good, it should be noted here. Origen states, 

denying what Celsus suggested: “Not one of us [Christians] says that God participates in shape or 

color (Οὐ γάρ φησί τις ἡμῶν ὅτι μετέχει σχήματος ὁ θεὸς ἢ χρώματος).” Of course not: God cannot 

participate in anything, for that matter would be bigger than he, then. In these words we hear the 

echo of Phaedrus 247 C: “the colorless, formless, and intangible truly existing being, with which all 

true knowledge is concerned (ἡ γὰρ ἀχρώματος τε καὶ ἀσχημάτιστος καὶ ἀναφὴς οὐσία ὄντως οὖσα, 

περὶ ἣν τὸ τῆς ἀληθοῦς ἐπιστήμης γένος).” These same words also figure in VI.19, where Celsus 

speaks about the region above the heavens: “Ultimate being, colorless, formless, and impalpable,  

 

                                                           
192 Arnaldo Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography, rev. ed. (Cambridge, MA/London: Harvard 
University Press, 1993), 61. 
193 Gerald A. Press, ed., The Continuum Companion to Plato (London/Oxford: Bloombury, 2012), 67/68. 
194 Myles Burnyeat and Michael Frede, The Pseudo-Platonic Seventh Letter, ed. Dominic Scott (Oxford: Oxford 
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visible only to the mind . . . lives in this place (Ἡ γὰρ ἀχρώματος τε καὶ ἀσχημάτιστος καὶ ἀναφὴς 

οὐσία ὄντως οὖσα, νῷ μόνῳ θεατή, . . . , τοῦτον ἔχει τὸν τόπον).” Also in VI.64 another assumption 

of Celsus is denied by Origen: “God does not participate in being either (οὐδ΄ οὐσίας μετέχει ὁ 

θεός),” says Origen. These words resemble Republic 6, 509 B: “the good itself is not essence but still 

transcends essence (οὐκ οὐσίας ὄντος ἀγαθοῦ, ἀλλ΄ ἔτι ἐπέκεινα τῆς οὐσίας).” This is the principle of 

Neoplatonism: the One transcends the essence. This results in a duality: the One and the essence. 

Part of the notion of the highest Good involved what constituted truth and error, knowledge and 

opinion. It is derived from T161 (VII.45): “Being and becoming are, respectively, cognitional and 

visible; truth accompanies being, error accompanies becoming. Knowledge then concerns truth, 

opinion the other; and of what is cognitional there is intelligence, of what is visible is sight (Οὐσία καὶ 

γένεσις νοητόν, ὁρατόν· μετὰ οὐσίας μὲν ἀλήθεια, μετὰ δὲ γενέσεως πλάνη. Περὶ ἀλήθειαν μὲν οὖν 

ἐπιστήμη, περὶ δὲ θάτερον δόξα· καὶ νοητοῦ μέν ἐστι νόησις, ὁρατοῦ δὲ ὄψις).” These words are an 

allusion to Republic 534 A: “opinion dealing with becoming and intelligence with being, and this 

relation being expressed in the proportion: as being is to becoming, so is intelligence to opinion; and 

as intelligence is to opinion, so is knowledge to belief, and understanding to image-thinking or 

surmise? (δόξαν  μὲν  περὶ  γένεσιν,  νόησιν  δὲ  περὶ  οὐσίαν: καὶ ὅτι οὐσία πρὸς 

γένεσιν, νόησιν πρὸς δόξαν, καὶ ὅτι νόησις πρὸς  δόξαν, ἐπιστήμην πρὸς πίστιν καὶ διάνοιαν πρὸς 

εἰκασίαν;)” In addition, we  can find an allusion to Timaeus 29 C here too: “for as being is to 

becoming, so is truth to belief (ὅτιπερ πρὸς γένεσιν οὐσία, τοῦτο πρὸς πίστιν ἀλήθεια).” 

In this same T161 (VII.45) we read more about the highest Good, when Celsus continues quoting 

Plato, comparing the sun to God: “So what the sun is among the visible things, being neither eye nor 

sight, but for the eye  cause of seeing and for sight cause of its existence and for visible things cause 

of being seen, for all sensible things cause of becoming, and itself for itself cause of being seen, that 

is He [God] among the cognitional things.” This passage refers to Plato’s Republic 508 B, where 

Socrates asks: “Is it not also true that the sun is not vision, yet as being the cause thereof is beheld by 

vision itself? (ἆρ΄ οὖν οὐ καὶ ὁ ἥλιος ὄψις μὲν οὐκ ἔστιν, αἴτιος δ΄ ὢν αὐτῆς ὁρᾶται ὑπ΄ αὐτης 

ταύτης;).” In VIII.21 the words “God” and “good” are linked in the statement: “God is . . . both good 

and in need of nothing, and without envy (Ὅ γε μὴν  θεὸς . . . ἀγαθός τε καὶ ἀπροσδεὴς καὶ ἔξω 

φθόνου).” This is an echo of Phaedrus 247 A: “jealousy is excluded from the celestial band (φθόνος 

γὰρ ἔξω θείου χοροῦ ἵσταται).” 

Finally, in VI.15 Celsus quotes Plato again about God, although two observations need to be made:  

firstly, the link between God and the highest Good is not clear at all here, and secondly, the scholiast   
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already commented calling God Zeus. So, although the Platonic reference is obvious, a little caution is 

due. First the words of Celsus: “God, as the ancient saying goes, having the beginning, end, and 

middle of all that exists, advances on a straight course and goes about according to nature (Ὁ μὲν δὴ 

θεός, ὥσπερ καὶ ὁ παλαιὸς λόγος, ἀρχήν τε καὶ τελευτὴν καὶ μέσα τῶν ὄντων ἁπάντων ἔχων,  εὐθείᾳ 

περαίνει κατὰ φύσιν περιπορευόμενος).” The allusion to Laws 715 E is clear: “that God who, as old 

tradition tells, holds the beginning, the end, and the center of all things that exist, completes his 

circuit by nature’s ordinance in straight, unswerving course (ὁ μὲν δὴ θεός, ὥσπερ καὶ ὁ παλαιὸς 

λόγος, ἀρχήν τε καὶ τελευτὴν καὶ μέσα τῶν ὄντων ἁπάντων ἔχων, εὐθείᾳ περαίνει κατὰ φύσιν 

περιπορευόμενος).”  

Summarizing we might say that, according to Plato and Celsus, it is impossible to express the highest 

Good in words: the highest Good enters people by long familiarity, and suddenly like a light in the 

soul. Although the highest Good cannot be expressed in words, still it is the finest thing ever to 

describe what is of great benefit to mankind. In order that we do not find any contradiction here, 

Celsus states that this matter of great benefit is known only to a few. So, although we fail with our 

words, it is possible to describe, and in that way, express, the highest Good to a few people. These 

are the few “who are able to discover the truth themselves with but little instruction”, according to 

Plato in Epistles VII, 341 E. Some of these similarities (quotations or allusions) between Plato and 

Celsus belong to the topoi that we come across everywhere in the post-Platonic philosophical 

tradition (the unspeakable of the Highest Good, the difficulty with the notion participation etc.).  

Celsus derives his quotations from the early works (Phaedo) through the latter (Nomoi). 

Furthermore, Plato moves on in his works from his theory of ideas to the One that transcends the 

essence. It seems best to place Celsus philosophically somewhere in the field of Platonic reception 

than in the immediate environment of Plato himself.  

According to John D. Turner: “the metaphysical doctrine of a supreme unity-in-trinity, whose nature 

could only be described in largely negative terms, need not be a post-Plotinian and therefore 

Neoplatonic invention, but already played a role in the thought of the Sethian Gnostics and certain 

Neopythagorean and Middle Platonic interpreters of Plato’s Parmenides.”195  

The cause of all good things is called the King of all, and all things are for his sake. This God or highest 

Good does not participate in shape, color nor in being, but God or the highest Good should be  
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compared to the sun, for “what the sun is among the visible things, being neither eye nor sight, but 

for the eye  cause of seeing and for sight cause of its existence and for visible things cause of being 

seen, for all sensible things cause of becoming, and itself for itself cause of being seen, that is He 

[God] among the noetic things.” This God is good, in need of nothing, and without envy. He “holds 

the beginning, the end, and the center of all things that exist, and He completes his circuit by 

nature’s ordinance in straight, unswerving course.” 

 

4.17 Ethics 

In T116 (IV.18) Celsus quotes Plato with respect to lying and deceit: “Deceit and lying are both evils in 

other cases, with the only exception being when someone uses them as a medicine, [or] in a healing 

way, [or] for friends who are ill and insane, or with enemies, [or] when one takes precautions to 

escape from danger.” We find the same thoughts echoing in Republic 2, 382 C: “Essential falsehood, 

then, is hated not only by gods, but by men.” “I agree.” “But what of lying, when and for whom is it 

serviceable so as not to merit abhorrence? Will it not be against enemies? And when any of those 

whom we call friends owing to madness or folly attempts to do some wrong, does it not then 

become useful? (μὲν δὴ τῷ ὄντι ψεῦδος οὐ μόνον ὑπὸ θεῶν ἀλλὰ καὶ ὑπ΄ ἀνθρώπων μισεῖται. Δοκεῖ 

μοι. Τί δὲ δὴ τὸ ἐν τοῖς λόγοις ψεῦδος; πότε καὶ τῷ χρήσιμον, ὥστε μὴ ἄξιον εἶναι μίσους; ἆρ΄ οὐ 

πρός τε τοὺς πολεμίους καὶ τῶν καλουμένων φίλων, ὅταν διὰ μανίαν ἤ τινα ἄνοιαν κακόν τι 

ἐπιχειρῶσιν πράττειν, τότε ἀποτροπῆς ἕνεκα ὡς φάρμακον χρήσιμον γίγνεται;).” 

Another testimonial that touches on the area of ethics is T105 (III.63), where Celsus says “that people 

who preside in a just way over jurisdiction, stop those who lament over their misdeeds from uttering 

plaintive words, in order that they are not judged according to pity, but the truth: so God does not 

judge in accordance with the truth, but with flattery instead.” It is clear that in this statement Celsus 

means the God of the Jews, who judges in accordance to flattery. It is not easy to make a definitive 

reference to any words of Plato here, although it seems to echo something of the thought of 

Phaedrus 267 C: “For tearful speeches, to arouse pity for old age and poverty, hold the palm 

(τῶν γεμὴν οἰκτρογόων ἐπὶ γῆρας καὶ πενίαν ἑλκομένων λόγων κεκρατηκέναι).” 

In T133 (VI.16) Celsus quotes Jesus’s famous statement, that “it is easier that a camel goes in through 

the eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of God.” With respect to these words Celsus 

himself states that they are derived from Plato, but here he openly says that “Jesus corrupts the 

Platonic statement (τοῦ Ἰησοῦ παραφθείροντος τὸ πλατωνικόν)” in Laws 743 A: “if a man is  
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superlatively good, it is impossible that he should be also superlatively rich (ἀγαθὸν ὄντα διαφόρως 

καὶ πλούσιον εἶναι διαφερόντως <εἶναι> ἀδύνατον).”196 Thus here Celsus reproaches Jesus for 

corrupting an idea of Plato, which is of importance for this chapter, for it evidences that to Celsus 

Plato is the norm. 

Celsus refers to another saying of Jesus in T163 (VII.58), where he formulates the Christian conviction 

“not to resist someone who is doing you wrong; even if someone strikes you on one cheek, offer the 

other one as well.” This saying (from Luke 6:29 and Matthew 5:39) is, according to Celsus, “old, 

worded very well previously, but they [the Christians] expressed it in a more vulgar way (Ἀρχαῖον καὶ 

τοῦτο, εὖ μάλα πρόσθεν εἰρημένον, ἀγροικότερον δ’ αὐτὸ ἀπεμνημόνευσαν).” Having said this 

Celsus quotes Plato to illustrate his words, from Crito, 49 B-E. The quote is too long to record here, 

but its core is Socrates saying: “So one should not repay nor do anyone of the people wrong, not 

even if one suffers anything from them (Οὔτε ἄρα ἀνταδικεῖν δεῖ οὐδὲ κακῶς ποιεῖν οὐδένα 

ἀνθρώπων, οὐδ’ ἂν ὁτιοῦν πάσχῃ παρ’ αὐτῶν).” 

The rest of this chapter will contain statements that cannot be placed together under one title, and  

quotations that do not have a common denominator, but that can certainly to be traced  to a work of 

Plato.  

 

4.18 Statements. 

The first general statement derived from Plato, but without a clear connection with other 

statements, is in I.2: “the Greeks are better able to judge the value of what the barbarians have 

discovered, and to establish the doctrines and put them into practice by virtue (κρῖναι καὶ 

βεβαιώσθαι καὶ ἀσκῆσαι πρὸς ἀρετὴν τὰ ὑπὸ βαρβάρων εὑρεθέντα ἀμείνονες εἰσιν Ἕλληνες).” Here 

we hear an allusion to Epinomis, 987 E: “whatever Greeks acquire from foreigners is finally turned by 

them into something nobler (ὅτιπερ ἂν Ἕλληνες βαρβάρων παραλάβωσι, κάλλιον τοῦτο εἰς τέλος 

ἀπεργάζονται).”  

The next statement is a proverb that Celsus uses in III.1: “our [of Jews and Christians] wrangle with 

one another about Christ is no different from that called in the proverb a fight about the shadow of 

an ass (μηδὲν διαφέρειν ἡμῶν τὸν πρὸς ἀλλήλους διάλογον περὶ Χριστοῦ τῆς κατὰ τὴν παροιμίαν 

καλουμένης ὄνου σκιᾶς μάχης).” The proverb is also used by Plato in Phaedrus 260 C: “not by  
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praising the ‘shadow of an ass’ under the name of a horse (μὴ περὶ ὄνου σκιᾶς ὡς ἵππου τὸν ἔπαινον 

ποιούμενος).” Celsus cites almost literally here. 

III.16 asserts that “we [the Christians] combine misunderstandings of the ancient tradition (τὰ τοῦ 

παλαιοῦ λόγου παρακούσματα συμπλάττοντες).” Here we might hear the echo of Epistles VII, 335 A: 

“But we ought always truly to believe the ancient and holy doctrines (πείθεσθαι δὲ ὄντως ἀεὶ χρὴ 

τοῖς παλαιοῖς τε καὶ ἱεροῖς λόγοις),” although admittedly the echo is a vague one. 

In T119 (IV.23) Celsus compares the race of Jews and Christians to “ants that came out of a nest, or 

frogs meeting round a marsh.” These words recall Phaedo 109 B directly: “like ants or frogs about a 

marsh (ὥσπερ περὶ τέλμα μύρμηκας ἢ βατράχους).”  

Next a statement in C.C. VI.7 should be highlighted: “through the use of questions and answers 

understanding illuminates those who follow his philosophy (ἐρωτήσεσι καὶ ἀποκρίσεσι χρωμένων 

ἐλλάμπειν φρόνησιν τοῖς κατ΄ αὐτὸν φιλοσοφοῦσι).” Words of this scope are to be found in Epistles 

VII.344 B: “perceptions, - proving them by kindly proofs and employing questionings and answers 

that are void of envy (αἰσθήσεις, ἐν εὐμενέσιν ἐλέγχοις ἐλεγχόμενα καὶ ἄνευ φθόνων ἐρωτήσεσιν 

καὶ ἀποκρίσεσιν χρωμένων),” but solving problems through the use of questions and answers 

(erotapokriseis) was a literary genre in and before Celsus’s time and therefore it cannot be said that 

Celsus knew this genre on account of his knowledge of the work of Plato.197 About philosophy, 

questions, and answers John D. Turner states: “philosophers, such as Numenius, packaged Plato’s 

doctrines not only in interlocutory dialogues, but also in the more impersonal form of questions and 

answers (erotapokriseis) to exegetical problems.”198  

Celsus remarks (VI.12) that, according to the Christians, “the wisdom possessed by men is foolishness 

with God (τὴν ἐν ἀνθρώποις σοφίαν μωρίαν εἶναι παρὰ θεῷ).” This, in his view, Christian thought 

was taken over from the Greeks, and to prove it Celsus quotes Heraclitus, and Plato’s Apology, 20 D, 

where Socrates states: “The fact is, men of Athens, that I have acquired this reputation on account of 

nothing else than a sort of wisdom. What kind of wisdom is this? Just that which is perhaps human 

wisdom. For perhaps I really am wise in this wisdom; (ἐγὼ γὰρ, ὦ ἄνδρες Ἀθηναῖοι, δι΄ οὐδὲν ἀλλ΄ ἤ 

διὰ σοφίαν τινὰ τοῡτο τὸ ὄνομα ἔσχηκα. Ποίαν δὴ σοφίαν ταύτην; ἥπερ ἐστὶν ἴσως ἀνθρωπίνη 

σοφία· τῷ ὄντι γὰρ κινδυνεύω ταύτην εἶναι σοφός).”  

 

                                                           
197 Cf Annelie Volgers and Claudio Zamagni, Erotapokriseis. Early Christian Question-and-Answer Literature in 
Context. Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 37 (Leuven: Peeters, 2004). 
198 Turner, “Middle Platonism,” (Hunter, Litaert Peerbolte, and van Geest), 3. 
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Celsus also refers to Plato’s famous simile of the cave (Republic 514 A-518 A), but this allegory is too 

long to quote here. Celsus’s words (VI.66) may be sufficient as an indication of this: “If anyone leads 

people out of darkness into a bright light, they cannot endure the sparkling and think that their sight 

is injured and damaged and incapacitated (Οὓς ἄν τις εἰς λαμπρὸν φῶς ἐκ σκότους προαγάγῃ, 

τούτους μὴ δυναμένους ἀντέχειν ταῖς μαρμαρυγαῖς κολάζεσθαι τὴν ὄψιν καὶ βλάπτεσθαι καὶ 

νομίζειν πηροῦσθαι).” 

 

4.19 Conclusion  

This chapter has sought to demonstrate that Celsus was a Platonist, much more than an Epicurean. 

Origen himself is on this side, stating: “For Celsus has quoted several passages especially from Plato 

(VI.1).” Using the parallels in this chapter I have clearly demonstrated that to a large extent Celsus 

has been influenced by Plato.  

According to Celsus, in agreement with Plato, it is not easy to find God, but if He is found, then it is 

still impossible to declare God to all  people. Yet God becomes a bit clearer, when we research His 

deeds: according to Celsus, God is the Demiurge/Creator of all that is immortal, of the soul, and of 

the cosmos, and so God is the supreme God. This capacity to create is God’s most important quality, 

according to Celsus. The Christians think there is a superior God: the Father of Jesus. Thus, the 

Christians acknowledge two gods, and so does Celsus, the Demiurge and the cosmos. So in fact 

Celsus is not a strict monotheist, although he never emphasizes that he acknowledges two gods, 

probably because he does not want to resemble the Christians. This Demiurge targets the highest 

Good. Some Platonic philosophers of that time, for example Numenius and Alcinous, even 

acknowledged the cosmos as god as well, effectively the third god: the first God, the supreme being, 

is God, the second god, the Creator, is the Demiurge, the third god is the cosmos. There is also 

another order to be found: the first God, the supreme being, is an inert Mind, called the Monad, 

King, and Sower; it is the Good in itself, equated with Timaeus’ s supreme principle. This Monad 

seems to be opposed by an Indefinite Dyad, i.e. Matter, at first precosmic and unbegotten, but 

subsequently begotten by the Demiurge. The second God is the plurality of the Forms; he is a Mind in 

motion, contemplating the first God. The third God is the Demiurge, insofar as he is occupied with 

Matter. 

After God creates he takes care of everything through providence. According to Celsus all other 

names of gods, such as Zeus or Ammon or the Highest, are equal: it does not matter how we name  
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God. He blames the Jews and the Christians for not understanding this and for deeming their God 

higher, for claiming exclusiveness. That God is immortal is so logical to Celsus that he does not even 

mention this. By nature God remains the same forever. Is it possible then to see God? Yes, that is 

possible for someone who looks up with his mind, for He is not perceptible by the (other) human 

senses. This supreme God does not know any emotions: amorousness, compassion, fear, anger, 

feeling harmed, grievance, agony, envy, all this is foreign to God. Thus, things like floods and 

conflagrations may be God’s work, but not because he is angry: he cannot be angry. 

About God’s dwelling place Celsus hardly says anything: God is living happily above the heavens, and 

it is impossible for Him to come down to the earth and become human. Besides, God would not want 

to, for the change would be disadvantageous to him. It would represent a change from good to bad, 

from beautiful to shameful, from happiness to misfortune and from the best to the worst. This kind 

of Christology is unacceptable to Celsus. In Celsus’s view God is absolutely unique too, and there is 

no Satan opposed to him, nor is there any other God, inferior or superior to him, a conviction in early 

Christianity, not shared by Manicheans and Marcionites. 

Without God as cause, as the beginning of everything, the first principle, spiritual and physical life too 

would not exist, and truth would be out of reach. God is still reigning, but not actively. He has 

created the world and has established powers to look after his creation. In this respect Celsus 

mentions providence, angels, daemons and heroes, all a creation of God as well, who make sure that 

all things are administrated according to God’s will, and that whatever exists in the universe, keeps 

the law given by the supreme God. In this way God does not reign actively, but in an indirect way He 

looks after his creation. God deserves to be worshipped every day, and so do daemons, other gods 

and sovereigns. Worshipping God’s administrators only makes the worship of God more perfect, 

although Celsus is convinced that God in actual fact does not need any worship, for God is in need of 

nothing and God is without envy. 

It will be clearer now why Celsus attacked Jesus and the Christians: the God that Jesus depicts 

through the gospels, is deemed to beget a son, breathing his Spirit into the womb of a woman, and 

to feel compassion for Jesus, for Jesus’s mother and his earthly father, also for Jesus when he is 

suffering. He is supposed to feel harmed, when people worship daemons or angels, in short, he feels 

emotions, and that is something completely beyond Celsus’s imagination. The Christian God is 

supposed to be visible in his so-called Son, and to come down to the earth in the shape of this Son. 

He is supposed to have an adversary, called Satan, and does not have any reason to send down a Son  
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because of sins of earthly people. Here Celsus turns out to have consulted at least as well a 

Manichean or Marcionite source, perhaps even only such a source. 

These were all reasons more than enough for Celsus to try to call a halt to this utter madness and 

deceit. He therefore took up his quill and wrote a fierce attack on the supposed Son of this too 

emotionally and too humanly depicted God, doubtlessly hoping that it would not be too late to warn 

outsiders not to fall into this trap. 

In this chapter Celsus’s words about matters like the soul, the cosmos and evil have also been 

discussed. With regard to the soul Celsus says that it is superior to the earthly part of a human being 

and that it is  related to God. Healthy souls always long for God. The soul is immortal and will live, 

after the earthly troubles, in the topmost heavens. Living people are too weak and too slow to pass 

through to the topmost air, moreover, their nature is not able to bear the vision of the true heaven 

and the true light and earth, but the souls of the dead will also see the things outside of the heaven. 

Before entering and after leaving a human body the souls abide in their native stars, says Celsus. 

Finally, the soul (also called “the mind” by Plato) is the foremost instrument to see God. All Celsus’s 

ideas about the soul have been derived from Plato. 

Celsus’s cosmology is also Platonic. To begin with, the cosmos, irrespective of how we wish to name 

it (most High, Adonai, Sabaoth, the Heavenly One), is God. Although the Greeks thought that this 

cosmos is old, it is much older still, but, according to Plato, regularly destroyed by purifying and 

punishing conflagrations and floods, launched by the gods. The plural “gods” is essential here: Plato 

does not write about God in this case. Celsus explains this more clearly than Plato himself: God is not 

the One to correct the world with floods and conflagrations: they appear, because the system 

consists of a cyclic movement in which the soul always undergoes changes, being conjoined now with 

one body, now with another. Moreover, as previously noted, God does not know any emotions such 

as anger, necessary for punishing floods and conflagrations. The stars are visible gods. The heavenly 

bodies, according to Celsus and following Plato, control “showers and heat, clouds and thunders.”  

Matter at the beginning was in chaos. This chaos has been ordered by God. Only after heaven had 

come into being, did days, nights, months, and years then exist. Each particular thing both comes 

into existence and perishes for the sake of the whole according to the process of change from one 

thing to another. All Celsus’s theories about the cosmos are derived from Plato too. 
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Evils are not caused by God, they inhere in matter and dwell among mortals. Evils are necessarily 

there and there is no decrease or increase of evils either in the past or in the present or in the future. 

Again, this is almost exactly equal to what Plato states about the evils. 

This chapter also discussed Plato’s idea of the highest Good, placed above the Demiurge, and 

Celsus’s thoughts concerning this idea. First of all, in agreement with Plato, Celsus argues that it is 

very difficult to be expressed in words, but comes to people by long familiarity. This matter of great 

benefit can only be known to a few, especially because it can barely be described in words. The 

highest Good is called by Celsus the King of all, the cause of all that is good, which we might phrase 

as the highest Good is King of all and is God. It is the colorless, formless, and intangible truly existing 

essence, with which all true knowledge is concerned, and that transcends all other essence. What the 

sun is among the visible things, that is God among the cognitional things: the first cause. He is God 

who holds the beginning, the end, and the center of all things that exist. Summarizing the thoughts 

of the Middle Platonists in these matters: for the Middle Platonists, reality is structured by three 

principles: God, the Model, and Matter. God was to be identified with the Good of the Republic and 

the Demiurge of the Timaeus. Since this Good is the very first God, nothing can be superior to him; 

and this supremacy determines the type of relation God maintains with the second principle, the 

Model. The Model corresponded to the Intelligible,which, as the object of thought of the first God, or 

the Intellect, was external and inferior to him.”199 

It seems that the development of ideas was the following: most Platonists of the first two centuries 

tend to distinguish between a first, supreme, god or intellect, and a second, active, god or intellect. 

The Middle Platonists distinguish in some terminology a supreme principle (God), the realm of the 

Forms (perhaps identical with the thoughts of God), and Matter. In another terminology this is 

formulated as: God (the same as the Good, the Demiurge, and the very first God), the Model (is the 

Intelligible), and Matter.  

Celsus’s ethical ideas are, as far as we can see, Platonic. Deceit and lying are permitted only under 

special circumstances; lamenting at court is prohibited to prevent judges from judging according to 

pity. Celsus accuses Jesus of corrupting a saying of Plato, when Jesus declares that “it is easier that a 

camel goes in through the eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of God.” It is supposed 

to be a corruption of Laws 743 A: “if a man is superlatively good, it is impossible that he should be 

also superlatively rich.” Goodness and wealth thus exclude each other. Celsus considers another 

statement of Jesus to be “old, worded very well previously, but they [the Christians] expressed it in a  

                                                           
199 Luc Brisson, The Reception of the Parmenides Before Proclus, 56. 
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more vulgar way.” It concerns  the Christian conviction “not to resist someone who is doing you 

wrong; even if someone strikes you on one cheek, offer the other one as well.” The essential thought 

here comes from Plato’s Crito: repaying a crime or doing any person wrong is not permitted, not 

even if one suffers at the hands of someone else.  

In Contra Celsum we find some more statements with a reference to Plato’s work. They do not have 

any mutual consistency within the work, so it is not possible to unite them under one title. These 

statements pick up references that range from particular sayings or expressions, to sayings referring 

to philosophical method or aspects of knowledge and wisdom:  e.g., the Greeks are better able to 

judge the value of what the barbarians have discovered. The fight of Christians and Jews about Christ 

is compared to a fight about “the shadow of an ass.” Celsus follows Plato in his idea that people 

should always truly believe the ancient and holy doctrines. He compares Jews and Christians to ants 

or frogs about a pond, an expression apparently derived from Plato. Celsus’s statement that through 

the use of questions and answers understanding illuminates those who follow someone’s philosophy, 

is also truly Platonic. 

The next Platonic statement in Celsus’s words as rendered by Origen is very difficult to summarize, so 

here it is in full: each thing that exists has three factors by which knowledge of it must necessarily 

come; and the knowledge itself is a fourth, and we must define the fifth as that which is knowable 

and true. Of these the first is the name, the second the word, the third is the image, and the fourth is 

the knowledge. Socrates’s words about human wisdom are the basis for a remark of Celsus: the 

wisdom possessed by men is foolishness with God. Finally, Celsus also quotes Plato’s myth of the 

cave.  

Concerning the matter of Celsus’s image of God: Celsus’s idea is that God and the Demiurge are one 

and the same. In his view the Demiurge is second to no one, for God is second to no one. On the 

contrary: he rejects what is according to him the Christian thought, that the Demiurge is inferior to 

God (the Father of Jesus). This point of view of Celsus also ignores the Middle Platonic thought that 

there is a distinction between God and the Demiurge. 

Taking into account both Celsus’s explicit references to Plato, and the implicit influences examined 

and outlined in the chapter, there is every reason to assume that he is depending on Plato. Celsus 

has used Plato’s work in a literal manner, but also in a more indirect way by means of allusions and, 

more indirectly, by means of references. Celsus found most of his quotes in Plato’s Timaeus,  
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Phaedrus, Epistles, Republic and Phaedo, but many other works by Plato were also cited such as 

Symposion, Statesman, Epinomis, Laws, Theaetetus, Crito and Apology. 

A clear picture has emerged that Celsus uses Plato as his most important source for philosophical 

matters like the soul, the cosmos, (the image of) God, the highest Good, evil, and ethics. In short, 

Plato is normative to Celsus in every respect, but in terms of what Celsus states about Jesus, Plato is 

most normative regarding his ideas about the image of God, evil and ethics. Celsus does not really 

attack Jesus in matters of the soul or the cosmos. Whereas the “highest Good” is more the Platonic 

terminology, “God” is more the terminology of Celsus and of Middle Platonism. The fact that people 

thought that Jesus was (a) god, that he could perform miracles, that he would have come down from 

heaven, that he had been conceived by God, that he would have risen from the dead, all those things 

were far beyond Celsus’s thinking that had been shaped by Plato. 

We have seen that Celsus’s philosophically based convictions were his main reason to criticize Jesus. 

Therefore there is no reason to separate the religious part of his criticism from the philosophical 

part. Having established a firm Platonic foundation from which Celsus operated, it is to Celsus and his 

understanding of the person of Jesus specifically that we now turn, through the discussion of the 

testimonials.  
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5. Discussion of the testimonials 

 
 

General introduction. 

In this chapter I have thematized the testimonials into 9 sections for discussion. Each section 

discusses what, according to Origen, Celsus or his Jew states about Jesus with relation to the 

following themes: Jesus´s parentage and birth (5.1); the baptism of Jesus (5.2); Jesus as a magician 

(5.3); the teaching of Jesus (5.4); Jesus and his disciples (5.5); Jesus and the Jewish law (5.6); Jesus 

and the prophecies (5.7); Jesus’s appearance and character (5.8); and finally about Jesus’s passion, 

death and resurrection (IV.9). In every section I try to distinguish what has been said by Celsus 

himself and what by his Jew. Every section draws the discussion together with a conclusion. 

 

5.1 Jesus’s parentage and birth 

5.1.1 Introduction 

The key points of Celsus’s thoughts concerning the parentage and birth of Jesus will be expanded in 

this chapter, of course in words handed down by Origen. 

Firstly, the birth of Jesus is extensively discussed by Celsus. However, it transpires that he does not 

know a great deal about Jesus as a youth, or at least if he does, he declines to comment on events 

during this time. This small quantity of information about the youth of Jesus corresponds with what 

we see in the canonical gospels. 

The first fact Origen provides about the birth of Jesus is that Celsus considers the virgin birth as 

“Jesus’s own fiction” (T7, I.28 πλασαμένου αὐτοῦ: he invented the story himself). The view 

expressed by Celsus is that in fact Jesus was born from an adulterous relationship, and he draws this 

information from his Jewish informant. Origen describes this Jew as an imaginary character in I.28, 

and continues to suggest this in I.32 (“put words into the mouth”) and I.37 (“has introduced the 

Jew”), although from this point on in Contra Celsum he tends to lose the idea of the imaginary Jew. 

Here Origen seems to have adopted the personification and has, with Celsus, “the Jew” speaking.  

From I.41 onwards even Origen writes about the Jew as if he were a  real person.200  

 

                                                           
200 I.44: “I say this to the Jew”; I.56: “Celsus and his Jew”; I.57: “his Jew says”; I.58: “Celsus’s Jew speaks”; I.61: 
Celsus’s Jew would not believe”. In Contra Celsum II every passage with the Jew suggests that Origen finally has 
accepted Celsus’s Jew as a real human being.  
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Celsus’s Jew continues to comment that this adultery, once it had been proved,201 caused his mother 

to be cast out202 by her husband (T7, I.28) or fiancé (T8, I.32). So according to Celsus’s Jew, Jesus 

spread the rumor that he had been born from a virgin, but the truth is that Jesus had been born from 

adultery. Neither Celsus nor the Jew believes in a virgin birth, and even a legitimate birth does not 

apply in this case. 

The question as to whether Jesus was born from a virgin has not always been seen to be an 

important or relevant one: for example, Paul and Mark203 do not even mention it in their writings. 

The  contemporaries of Jesus considered Joseph and Mary to be a married couple (Matt 1: 19, 20 and 

24), who legitimately begot Jesus. Even in the genealogies we read about marriage between them 

(Matt. 1:16). Matthew introduces Joseph as the husband of Mary (1:16), and in Luke (3:23) the 

genealogy starts with the remark that Jesus was the son of Joseph. However, Matthew (1:18-25) and 

Luke (3:23, ὡς ἐνομίζετο: “as people thought”) both indicate that some divine intervention is 

involved in the birth. In both their reports (especially Matt. 1:18 and Lk. 2:5) Joseph and Mary are 

spoken of as being engaged to be married, yet Joseph does not play a part in the conception of Jesus. 

Cerinthus thinks that Jesus is the son of Joseph and Mary.204 

In the second century, theories regarding the birth of Jesus follow two distinct paths: one of divine 

intervention,205 and the other (for example the Ebionites), which disapproves of the virgin  birth and 

considers Joseph to be the natural father of Jesus.206  

The divine nature of Jesus was the reason for the virgin birth narratives to be initiated. Virginity 

would have been a necessary condition207 in order for Mary’s body to “house” a god, thus to be  

                                                           
201 T7: ἐλεγχθεῖσαν ὡς μεμοιχευμένην; T8: ἐλεγχθεῖσα ἐπὶ μοιχείᾳ. 
202 T7: ἐκβληθεῖσα ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς; T8: ἐξωσθεῖσα ἀπο τοῦ μνηστευσαμένου αὐτὴν. 
203 Raymond E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah; a Commentary on the Infancy Narratives in Matthew and Luke 
(New York: Doubleday & Company Inc., 1997), 31: The infancy narratives appeared in the later Gospels (rather 
than in Mark). 
204 See Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I.26, 2. The same we see in John 6:42. 
205 E. de Strycker, La Forme la plus Ancienne de Protévangile du Jacques (Brussels: Société des Bollandistes, 
1961), 116, a writing from the second half of the second century or even from late second century, according 
to Bart D. Ehrman and Zatko Plese, The Apocryphal Gospels: Texts and Translations (New York: University Press, 
2011), 31. There are similarities with the words of Celsus, but there is hardly any chance that Celsus has seen 
the Protevangelium Jacobi; Philippe Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue avec Tryphon, I, (Fribourg: Academic 
Press, 2003), 454/456; Leslie William Barnard, St. Justin Martyr, the First and Second Apologies (New York and 
Mahweh: Paulist Press, 1997), I.33, 5; Adelin Rousseau and Louis Doutreleau, Irenée de Lyon, contre les 
Hérésies (Paris: les Editions du Cerf, 1979), I.30, 12: “Iesum autem, quippe ex virgine per operationem Dei 
generatum”. 
206 Walter Bauer, Das Leben Jesu im Zeitalter der Neutestamentlichen Apokryphen (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. 
Siebeck), 1909; reprint, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1967), 31. 
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called a god a  virgin birth is a requirement.208  According to the Protevangelium Jacobi Mary’s 

virginity had not even been affected by the children that were born to her after Jesus.209 

During the second century a third path manifests itself: Celsus rejected, like the Ebionites of his day, 

both the divinity of Jesus, and Jesus’s conception by the Holy Spirit or by God. Neither does he 

acknowledge that Jesus was the legitimate child of Mary and Joseph, perhaps on account of Mark 

6:3, where Jesus is referred to as the “son of Mary.”210 But we have to note here that the Jew does 

not give the impression that he knew the Gospel of Mark. 

Celsus objects strongly to the idea of a virgin birth. In his criticism regarding the possible conception 

of Jesus by God and Mary, he states that the very idea is in itself repellent (T145, VI.73). He argues 

that if God wanted to send out a Spirit from himself, then he could easily have shaped the body of 

man around that spirit. Celsus states it would not have been necessary for God to send his own Spirit 

into a “pollution.” The use of the word “pollution” by Celsus does not indicate a particular revulsion 

for Jesus’s mother (even though he felt a need to degrade her, cf 5.1.4 below), but rather the 

Hellenistic view that the body itself is impure.211 Celsus also exhibits this view elsewhere, when he 

mentions the “inferiority of the flesh.”212 

Origen, incidentally, also shares the same opinion as Celsus in this respect, when he voices his 

disapproval of Pythia, Apollo’s priestess, who receives “spirit” through her genitals (II.25 and VII.3). 

Indeed in several other works from the same period in history, there are references to the view of 

the flesh as a “pollutant.”213 It is important that Middle and Neoplatonic dualism was leading for 

Celsus’s views: in this kind of dualism the soul was the most important, the body was nothing, and 

that may well explain why Celsus states that if God had really wanted to beget a Son, then He would 

not have realized this through what Celsus calls a pollution, whereas If Jesus had been begotten 

“directly from above” (ἄνωθεν εὐθὺς, T145, VI.73), then his divinity would not have been disbelieved 

or questioned. Here also Celsus has left the insights of Plato, who deemed that the physical was the 

first step on the way to knowledge. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
207 See Otto Böcher, Christus Exorcista: Dämonismus und Taufe im Neuen Testament, BWANT 5, 16 (Stuttgart: 
Kohlhammer, 1972), 125.  
208 See Eugene V. Gallagher, Divine Man or Magician?: Celsus and Origen on Jesus (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 
SBL Dissertation Series, 64, 1982), 26. 
209 David Friedrich Strauss, das Leben Jesu Kritisch Bearbeitet (Tübingen: C.F. Osiander), 1835; reprint, 
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969), 184. 
210 Morton Smith, Jesus the Magician (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1978), 26. 
211 E.R. Dodds, A New Edition of Plotinus I (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer,1952), 1. 
212 V.14, where he invokes a statement of Heraclitus: “corpses ought to be thrown away as worse than dung.” 
213 William Watson Goodwin, Plutarch: Morals (Scholar’s Choice, 2015), 393c; Ernest Evans, Tertullian adversus 
Marcionem (Oxford, Clarendon, 1972), 3.10 and 11. 
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The view that Celsus holds on “the flesh” in general is one reason for him rejecting a virgin birth. His 

desire to give no credibility to the Christian idea that Jesus is divine or should be called a god is a 

second reason to take into consideration. Consequently, it was obvious to Celsus that of course God 

did not take part in the conception of the reprehensible being that Celsus depicts to us when he 

refers to Jesus.  

The “third path” mentioned above concerns theories, derived from Toledot Yeshu, about Jesus being 

at least blemished, or even called a bastard, because his mother had been raped or had committed 

adultery, when or after she was having her periods.214 

 

5.1.2 God’s role in the conception of Jesus 

Concerning God’s role in the conception of Jesus Celsus puts forward the following arguments to 

prove his theory that God had no part in this conception: 

a. His first point is that God does not have the nature to love a transitory body (T9, I.39);  

b. Secondly Celsus states that Jesus’s mother is too insignificant to raise God’s love (T9: “being 

neither rich nor royal, because nobody knew her, not even the neighbors”); 

c. Thirdly Celsus argues that if God had indeed been the Father of Jesus, his power alone would 

have saved her reputation (T9); 

d. Fourthly Celsus says that God did not care about his “Son” (T14, I.54: he received no help 

whatsoever from his Father); 

e. Lastly Celsus returns to his argument concerning the nature of the flesh, as he sees it, by 

declaring that God would not beget a Son through a “pollution” (T145, VI.73: “if he wished to 

send down Spirit from himself, why did he need to breathe it into the womb of a woman?”). 

 

 

 
                                                           
214 Toledot Yeshu, Ms JTS 6312, according to Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu: the Life Story of Jesus I, 48; I, 
49 about the St. Petersburg manuscript and Mary committing adultery; I, 33 about several other Toledot Yeshu 
mss; Antti Laato, “Toledot Yeshu and Early Traces of Apology for the Virgin Birth of Jesus: Jewish Studies in the 
Nordic Countries Today,” Scripta Instituti Donneriani Aboensis 27 (2016): 61-80): 65; Hugh J. Schonfeld, 
According to the Hebrews, 37 (London: Duckworth, 1937) discusses as well the bastard qualification of Jesus. 
Kalla 41d: according to rabbi Eliezer Jesus was a bastard and according to rabbi Jehoshua a son of a 
menstruating woman (Hermann L. Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker und die Christen nach den Ältesten Jüdischen 
Angaben; Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1910).  



80 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus’s parentage and birth 

 

5.1.3 Panthera 

Celsus also has a possible theory as to the mortal man who could have been the father of Jesus. 

Reasoning from the premise that Jesus was an illegitimate child, Celsus mentions, through his Jewish 

informant, a soldier named Panthera or a derivative of this name215 as the progenitor of Jesus (T8, 

I.32). Although Celsus is the first to mention this surname for the father of Jesus, that name is known. 

A Syrian tombstone216 has been discovered which bears the “nickname” Pantera, belonging to 

Tiberius Julius Abdas, an inhabitant of Sidon, who was born shortly before Jesus and died at the age 

of 62, after 40 years as a soldier.217 

There are many  theories concerning the linking of this name of Panthera to those of Mary and Jesus:  

a. Eusebius of Caesarea (died 339)218 is of the opinion that the name germinated from a Jewish  

misinterpretation of Hosea 13:7 (“I lurk on the road like a panther”). But interpreting the 

name like this would be a compliment to Jesus and the name of a hero does not explain 

Jewish criticism.219 In addition, the way Celsus’s informant speaks about Jesus’s parentage 

does not allow his preference for such a derivation. 

b. Epiphanius of Salamis (died 403)220 on the other hand, writes, probably on account of 

Hegesippus, that Jacob, the father of Joseph, would have had the surname Panther and that 

this name would have become hereditary. Again, it must be taken into account that this 

name would still be seen as complimentary, so some caution must be applied here.  

c. In the writings of the Toledot Yeshu (eldest parts of which date from the fourth or fifth  

century C.E., but see Chapter 7 of this study) it is in some versions Joseph, son of Pandera, 

who seduces Mary, engaged to John, from the house of David.221 If this writing really is based 

on the Gospel of the Hebrews, as Hugh Schonfield suggests,222 the name Pandera would have  

                                                           
215 Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker und die Christen, 21, note 3 on the several ways to spell Panthera’s name: found 
are Panthera, Pantera, Pantere, Pandera, Pandira, Panther and Pantheras. Also: “Schon im J. 4 n. Chr. nennt 
eine Inschrift in Pisa (Corpus Inscript. Lat. 11, 1421) einen Decurio L. Otacilius Q. f. Panthera.” 
216 Now in museum Römerhalle, Bad Kreuznach, Germany. According to the Dutch mathematician and film 
director Paul Verhoeven Panthera belonged to the first cohort of Sagittarians, who were a part of the army that 
Varus sent to the Israeli Sepphoris (in 4 BC) in order to knock down a rebellion. A coincidence, he wonders? 
(Paul Verhoeven, Jezus van Nazareth, Amsterdam: Meulenhoff), 47. 
217 Schonfield, The Hebrews, 144ff. The name apparently has a pagan origin. 
218 Thomas Gaisford, Eusebii Pamphili Eclogae Propheticae (Oxford, Typographeo Acad., 1842), 3.10. 
219 Johann Maier, Jesus von Nazareth in der Talmudischen Überlieferung, EdF 82 (Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche 
Buchhandlung, 1978). 
220 K. Holl, Epiphanius, Ancoratus und Panarion, I, 78.7 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1815). Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker 
und die Christen, 10. 
221 Schonfield, The Hebrews, 35. 
222 Ibid., 225. 
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been mentioned in this gospel for the first time. However, there are two objections to this 

assumption: according to Origen, Jesus calls the Holy Spirit his mother in this gospel, and 

secondly, it was not usual to transcribe the Hebrew letter daled as a Greek thèta, so Celsus’s 

spelling of the name is not explained. 

d. In the first two of the eight books Origen writes to refute Celsus, he claims that Celsus puts  

the statement about Panthera being the father of Jesus into the mouth of his Jewish  

informant. A story heard by Jews from Christians mentions Jesus as υἱὸς τῆς παρθένου (son 

of the virgin/son of the girl), whereupon they would have reacted mockingly with ben ha- 

Panthera (son of Panthera), playing with vowel and consonants.223 Perhaps this is no more 

than a play on words by some quarrelsome Jewish people. The fact is that παρθένος is a 

feminine word ending in –ος, where the vast majority of the Greeks words ending in –ος are 

masculine words, whilst Πανθήρα is a masculine word ending in –α, whilst the vast majority 

of the Greek words ending in –α are feminine words. 

e. A more reasonable theory for the introduction of the name Panthera would seem to have 

arisen from the ninth century monk Epiphanius from Jerusalem - not to be confused with 

Epiphanius from Salamis above -, who in his work Life of the Virgin Mary224 relies on the idea 

of Cyril, the fourth-century bishop of Jerusalem, for the thesis of a kin marriage.225 It is 

possible that the Greek word for brother-in-law, πενθερός, changed into the surname 

Panther, perhaps by a small slip of the tongue, perhaps to harmonize the different family 

trees of Jesus in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke:226 the theory runs that Jacob, from the 

tribe of Solomon, marries the widow of his half-brother Eli, from the tribe of Nathan, 

because Eli died childless. Jacob, now the πενθερός, is given the “nickname” Panther. As 

Jacob is the father of Joseph, it follows that Joseph would inherit his father’s nickname, and 

as it maintains that Joseph is the progenitor of Jesus, it thus explains why the name is of 

significance. 

It is plausible that Celsus derived the name Panthera from his Jewish source, and perhaps he was one 

of the first to hear it, and it gave either Celsus or his informant the idea that this name belonged to a  

 

                                                           
223 Joseph Klausner, Jesus von Nazareth, Seine Zeit, Sein Leben und Seine Lehre (Jerusalem: The Jewish 
Publishing House, 1952), 25. 
224 Jacques-Paul Migne, Patrologia Graeca (Paris: Imprimerie Catholique, 1857-1866), 120, 190. 
225 Cf section 6 below. In Epiphanius’s writing the name of Estha is lacking. Julius Africanus does mention this 
name in Eusebius’s work. Epiphanius does not mention Eusebius or Africanus as his source. 
226 Maier, Jesus von Nazareth, 263. 
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soldier (T8, I.32).227 Celsus, true to his character, would certainly have interpreted the name in a 

mocking way. 

 

5.1.4 Jesus’s mother  

The following image of Jesus’s mother arises from the writings of both Celsus and his Jewish 

informant. Firstly the informant states that she is Jewish. According to Origen Celsus introduces this 

informant at the moment when he is addressing the parentage of Jesus, and this remark is without 

any doubt meant to be denigrating, particularly when other statements Celsus made concerning the 

Jews are taken into account. For example, in T95 (III.5) Celsus asserts “that the Jews are Egyptian by 

race,” and that their leaving from Egypt should be viewed as a revolt against Egyptian religious 

customs, which has continued to be a pattern of behavior that has ultimately led to the introduction 

of “something new” into the religious context of this day. 

Similarly T149 (VI.78) makes a scathing comment: “if God, like the comedian’s Zeus, woke up from 

His long sleep and wanted to deliver the human race from evils, why then did He ever send this, what 

you call, Spirit into one corner? He ought to have breathed in a similar way through many bodies and 

sent them all over the world. But the comedy writer, raising a laugh in the theatre, wrote that Zeus 

after waking up sent Hermes to the Athenians and Spartans; but do you not think it is more ridiculous 

to make the Son of God to be sent to Jews?” 

We see his attitude further revealed in T150 (VI.81): “He says about God that he who knows all, did 

not know this, that he sent his Son to evil people who would sin and punish him.” 

Celsus only once mentions the name of Mary (T126, V.52), and he probably derives this name from 

tradition.228 Celsus says that Mary is poor, without means (T7, I.28, and T9, I.39) and has probably 

ended up in this situation, because she has been cast out and repudiated by her husband or fiancé 

(T7, I.28; T8, I.32; and T9, I.39). He also tells us that Mary made a living as a spinner (T7). Johann 

Maier writes that one Mary in bSanh 67a229 (Mirjam), who braided hair for a living, should not be  

 

                                                           
227 Ibid., 265, who remarks on this same page that it is impossible to explain Celsus’s Panthera from rabbinical 
anti-Christian polemic. 
228 Matt. 1:16 ff; Mark 6:3; Luke 1:27 ff; de Strycker, Protév. Jac., passim; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue, I, 
454. 
229 Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker und die Christen, 36, note 4. 
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confused with the mother of Jesus.230 However, there is a Christian tradition concerning Mary that  

claims that she weaved purple and scarlet for the curtain of the temple.231 

Yet again in an attempt to denigrate Mary Celsus states that not even her neighbors would 

acknowledge her (T9, I.39). It is possible that Celsus knew a traditional232 view that she hid herself 

from the “sons of Israel”, as her pregnancy became more visible. Had she been a rich woman, then 

the  neighborhood would have continued to keep company with her.  

Furthermore, Celsus says that Mary was not of royal lineage (T9, I.39, and T56, II.32). In saying this 

Celsus goes against the view of the Christian Church, which states that Mary, the mother of Jesus, 

was descended from the royal house of David.233 Celsus’s purpose here is to jeer at Mary. 

In Celsus’s view a mother of God’s Son would at least have had to be both rich and royal, and he says 

that God could not have fallen in love with a woman who could not fulfill these conditions, thus he 

deduces that God did not beget Jesus. 

Celsus emphasizes that Mary had the body of a mortal woman (T99, III.41), so he argues that 

Christians should not even consider that she could give birth to a god, as everything divine is also 

immortal and therefore cannot be born from a mortal body. 

If all the words Celsus speaks concerning Mary are drawn together, then we have to conclude that 

Celsus wants to depict her more than anything else as a woman, not worthy of note, a woman no 

one would consider. Without any doubt, Celsus chose this stereotype in order that no reader would  

believe anymore in the divinity of Jesus. In Celsus’s view no god could be born from a poor Jewish 

spinster of humble origin, who was unknown even in her own neighborhood, and more importantly, 

had the body of a mortal. 

 

5.1.5 Mary’s husband/fiancé 

On the one hand Celsus says that “Mary’s man” is her fiancé (T8, I.32), indicating his knowledge of 

the gospels,234 and perhaps of the contemporaneous Protevangelium Jacobi,235 on the other hand  

                                                           
230 Johann Maier, Jesus von Nazareth in der talmudischen Überlieferung, 254; also bSabb 104b (= bSanh 67a). 
231 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 110, 112, 114. 
232 Ibid., 120. 
233 Ibid., 110; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 288, 296, 454; Evans, Tertullian, 3.17, 20; 4.1; 5.8; Bauer, 
Leben Jesu, 9-14. 
234 Matt. 1:18, Luke 1:27, Luke 2:5. 
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that he was married to her (T7, I.28). Probably Celsus supposed they were married, because there 

are many parallels for this suggestion.236 Also, Celsus’s use of the verb μισέω (T9, I.39) points in this 

direction, for in a Jewish divorce this word indicates the end of a marriage.237 In T9 again Celsus adds 

the word ἐκβάλλω, with the same significance. 

Very probably the story of adultery (T7; T8), the reason for Mary’s husband to cast her out, falls back 

on older traditions. Already in the Gospel of John Jews say in a reproaching tone: “We are not born 

from fornication,” suggesting that Jesus was, and clearly showing that this rumor circulated among 

the Jews.238 In the Protevangelium Jacobi Joseph suspects Mary of adultery, but an angel invalidates 

Joseph’s suspicion.239 Justin Martyr (a contemporaneous writer) gives an almost identical story.240 

It is almost impossible that Celsus relied on the Protevangelium Jacobi for his statement about 

adultery. More plausible is that stories like this already existed in the middle of the second century, 

because it was not clear who the biological father of Jesus was. 

When Celsus mentions an angel visiting the “carpenter”(T126, V.52), he doubtlessly alludes to two 

gospel stories.241 In the first an angel explains Mary’s pregnancy to her husband, in the second an 

angel urges Joseph to flee to Egypt with Mary and Jesus. Celsus again bears witness to the Christian 

stories, but does not take them seriously. The tenor of his report in T126 (V.52), entirely about 

angels, is denigrating. 

According to Celsus, Mary’s husband was a professional carpenter (T7, T8, T9, and T126). Justin 

informs us that together with Jesus he made yokes and ploughshares.242 In the so called Infancy 

Gospel of Thomas243 (also contemporaneous to Celsus) he is a tool maker and in the Protevangelium 

Jacobi he is a laborer.244 Finally, Epiphanius from Jerusalem (cf above IV.1.3 e) mentions him as a  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
235 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 104 ff. 
236 Matt. 1:16, 19, 20, 24; Luke 3:23. See Mark 6:3 for the suggestion that Jesus was born in a big Jewish family. 
237 Cf Ernst Bammel, Judaïca, Kleine Schriften I, WUNT 37 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986), 270. 
238 John 8:41. 
239 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 128. 
240 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 392. 
241 Matt. 1:20; Matt. 2:13. 
242 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 428. 
243 Alfred Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte zu den Evangelien: T. 4. Heft. Paralleltexte zu Johannes. [5. 
Heft] Das Kindheitsevangelium nach Lucas und Matthaeus (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1896/97), 13.1. Also Ehrman 
and Plese, The Apocryphal Gospels, 5: this Infancy Gospel should be written before 180, so Celsus’s Jew may 
have seen it.   
244 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 108. 
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carpenter, but although he bases himself on the work of the-fourth century Cyril of Jerusalem, he 

remains a very late source, a fact that does not increase his reliability.245 

 

5.1.6 Genealogies 

Celsus mentions “the genealogists” (T56, II.32). This indicates that some way or another he knew 

more than one genealogy and this very probably implies that he had heard about the Gospels of 

Matthew (1:1-17) and Luke (3:23-38).246 He draws two conclusions. The first is that Jesus’s lineage 

was derived from the first man (T56), which only applies to the Gospel of Luke (3:38) as Matthew’s 

genealogy starts with Abraham, not with Adam. There is of course the possibility that Celsus really 

found this in a genealogy that we do not know. He does not spend many words on the subject, apart 

from the fact that he calls the genealogists “bold”, but this will refer particularly to his second 

conclusion that Jesus’s ancestry was derived from the kings among the Jews. This information applies 

to Luke (3:31, τοῦ Δαυίδ), but particularly to Matthew (1:6b-11). 

It is noteworthy that Celsus does not take up the differences between the family trees,247 a 

dangerous subject in the second century, as Origen remarks.248 Celsus however just wants to indicate 

that the genealogies have been fabricated to increase the status of Jesus. To do this Origen has 

Celsus using the verb ἀπαυθαδίζομαι, which here and in other places249 means “make pedantic 

statements about someone or something, speak or act boldly.”250 Celsus makes the assumption that 

both family trees concern Mary, the mother of Jesus. Origen does not attack Celsus about this, 

because Celsus’s sole aim is to attack the idea that Jesus is divine : the carpenter’s wife could not 

have been ignorant of the considerable claim, that her son was descended from the Holy Spirit. 

Celsus was convinced that Mary was not respectable enough to give birth to such a child. 

 

                                                           
245 Strack, Jesus, 13, where he quotes Epiphanius’s Vita Mariae. 
246 Cf Robert Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, Tübinger Beitrage zur Altertumswissenschaft 33 (Stuttgart--
‐Berlin: W. Kohlhammer, 1940), 71, note 3 on C.C. II.32. 
247 See Kirsopp Lake, Eusebius and the Ecclesiastical History (London: Heinemann, Cambridge: University Press, 
1926), I.1, 7: Matthan, descendant of Solomon, and Estha beget Jacob; Melchi, descendant of Nathan, raises Eli 
with the same woman (Estha). Eli dies childless. Jacob raises Joseph with Eli’s wife. So Joseph is Jacob’s natural 
son and Eli’s legitimate son. 
248 II.32, where Origen states: “In criticizing the genealogy he does not mention at all the discrepancy between 
the genealogies which is a problem discussed even among Christians, and which some bring forward as a 
charge against them.” 
249 V.65. 
250 Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) s.v. 
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5.1.7 Jesus’s birth place 

Concerning Jesus’s birth place Celsus says that Mary was “wandering about shamefully and that she 

gave birth to Jesus secretly/as an illegitimate child” (T7, I.28). The significance of the additional word 

“secretly” would seem to imply that there were no witnesses to that event or that Jesus was a 

bastard child. Celsus also emphasizes this in his words about the baptism of Jesus (see Chapter 5.2). 

Celsus reports (again T7) that Jesus comes from and apparently lives in a Jewish village. He does not 

speak about an inn (Luke 2:7) or a cave.251 It is also plausible that Celsus was not really interested in 

the place where Jesus was born and is therefore happy to use the existent traditional views regarding 

this. He does not mention Bethlehem or Nazareth. As to Jesus’s place of residence Celsus probably 

had Nazareth in mind (T157, VII.18 mentions ὁ Ναζωραῖος). Celsus apparently relied on the 

Gospels252, although Justin Martyr253 gives the same information. 

 

5.1.8 The arrival of the Chaldeans 

Through his informant, Celsus says that Jesus himself said that Chaldeans came to visit and worship 

him (T16, I.58) after his birth. By accrediting the event of the Chaldeans’ visit to a statement made by  

Jesus, Celsus is probably trying to deflect attention away from the Gospel story (Matt. 2:1-16), via his 

informant. It is clear though that Celsus was acquainted254 with this narrative and/or other Christian 

traditions.255 

However, it is possible that Celsus’s informant is referring back to some discussions held with Jesus, 

or that he is inferring that he consulted a narrative written by Jesus. One might also consider how  

advantageous it is to have the informant dismissing the virgin birth as Jesus’s own fiction (T7, I.28), a 

story, invented by Jesus himself. Celsus also accuses Jesus of inventing parts of the story of his own 

baptism (T10, I.41) and of Jesus’s sonship to God (T15, I.57). 

 

 

                                                           
251 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 146; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 398. According to De Strycker Justin and 
the Protev. depend on a common tradition.   
252 Matt. 2:23 ff; Luke 2:39 ff.   
253 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 398, where, according to Justin, Jesus lives in Nazareth; and 462, where 
we read that Joseph, Mary and Jesus go back “to their region”, Nazareth, although on 378 the Holy Family 
would return to Judea. 
254 R. Joseph Hoffmann, Celsus on the True Doctrine: a Discourse against the Christians (Oxford: University 
Press, 1987), 130, note 19 deems it to be unknown, whether Celsus knew Mt. 2:9 ff. 
255 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 166; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 396.    
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It is noteworthy that Celsus chooses to use the term “Chaldeans,”256 whereas Matthew and other 

traditions, such as the Protevangelium Jacobi and Justin Martyr, mention the term “magicians.”257 

The word “Chaldeans” was probably chosen inadvertently by Celsus, as both the Greeks and the 

Romans were impressed by the success of astronomy and astrology that came out of Mesopotamia.  

In Hellenistic times, everyone who was engaged in these subjects,258 was referred to as a Chaldean, 

and thus the word is synonymous with “magician”. Chaldeans and (other) magicians were not 

popular in Christian circles, so my impression is that Matthew is making a specific point here, that it 

is exactly these hated “pagans” from abroad who come to worship Jesus. Another probability is  that 

the magicians, mentioned in Matthew 2, were astrologists from Babylonia, Persia or Parthia, 

interested in a Jewish king on account of their contacts with Jewish exiles. 

Celsus says nothing about the place of origin of the Chaldeans, but Clement of Alexandria located the 

magicians in Persia259 and Justin Martyr260 claimed they originated in Damascus, which at that time 

was part of Arabia. 

According to Celsus (T16, I.58) the Chaldeans themselves had reported (δεδηλωκέναι, an active verb 

form) their arrival to Herod “the Tetrarch.”261 This should be Herod the Great, the father of the 

Tetrarch, as noted in my list of testimonials. In the Protevangelium Jacobi262 it is stated that Herod 

heard about the magicians coming to visit, a version that Matthew (2:3) already gives us. 

According to Matthew (2:2-3) Herod heard about the coming of the magicians before their adoration 

of Jesus. Celsus’s informant does not clarify whether merely the coming of the magicians was 

reported, or if their adoration of Jesus was reported as well. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
256 Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte II, 143: Chaldeans would be the name of a Mesopotamian group of 
magicians, who were in contact with Jerusalem from the Transjordan. 
257 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 166; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 396. 
258 Baumstark in Paulys RE, Band 3, Halfband 6, column 2059. 
259 Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, eds., The Ante-Nicene Fathers, 1885–1887. 10 vols. Repr., 
Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994: Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata I.15, 71. 
260 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 398, 400. 
261 Celsus confuses Herod the Tetrarch (Lc. 3:1) with his father Herod the Great (Mt. 2: 1-3). 
262 De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 168.    
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5.1.9 The infanticide 

Celsus states that from Jesus’s adoration by the Chaldeans the Tetrarch263 Herod would have 

deduced, that Jesus as an adult would be a king (T16, I.58, and T17, I.61). Because Herod became 

nervous at this prospect he had all the children who were born in the same time as Jesus killed, 

“thinking he would kill with them also him” (T16). Celsus’s choice of the verb (ἀνελεῖν) in the quoted 

words shows his knowledge of other traditions.264  

About the infanticide Brown remarks: “I suggest that Matthew did not draw upon an account of 

historical events, but rewrote a pre-Matthean narrative associating the birth of Jesus, son of Joseph, 

with the patriarch Joseph and the birth of Moses.”265 We find the motif of the infanticide also in the 

work of Flavius Josephus,266 but only with regard to explaining the motif itself: the story that 

Josephus tells happens centuries earlier, in the era of the exodus of the Jews from Egypt. 

Celsus uses the idea of Jesus’s kingship also to say that Herod’s fear and nervousness were 

unfounded (T17, I.61). Furthermore, Celsus may mean these words as a reference to the fact that 

Jesus did not act like a king. On the contrary: he rejected everything royal.267 

 

5.1.10 The flight into Egypt 

Celsus apparently does not believe in the historicity of the story about the infanticide. However, this 

is not an obstacle to the story suiting him very well, for he has an interest in Jesus’s journey to Egypt, 

the place where Jesus would have learned magic. As a result of the infanticide, Jesus would have 

been brought to Egypt (T19, I.66, and T126, V.52) on the advice of an angel, to escape being 

murdered. Celsus thinks it is not likely that a god would know any fear of death (T19, I.66), therefore 

Celsus uses the history of the flight into Egypt as his next argument to reject Jesus’s divinity. 

Celsus uses in these clauses two different words to describe Jesus as a child: βρέφος, that also 

features in the Protev. Jacobi (22:2),268 and νήπιος, which does not occur in the parallel stories which  

 

                                                           
263 See my note at T16 in the list of testimonials; cf also Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 57, note 3; 
Bauer, Leben Jesu, 511. Origen does not attack Celsus regarding this error. 
264 Matt. 2:16; De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 174; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 400, 462; Constantinus von 
Tischendorf, Apocalypses Apocryphae, Esdrae (Leipzig: Herm. Mendelssohn, 1866), 28. 
265 Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 228. 
266 F.L.A.M. Meijer and M.A. Wes: De Oude Geschiedenis van de Joden (Baarn: Ambo, 1997), III, 11. 
267 Luke 22:27; John 6:15; John 13:1-20. 
268 Also in Luke 2:12 and 16. 
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use παιδίον269 and παῖς.270 Νήπιος perhaps emphasizes Jesus’s pupillage, and it is not impossible that 

again it is meant to be denigrating. 

Celsus mentions a flight to Egypt (T19, I.66, and T126, V.52), and so does the angel in Matthew 

(2:13), but when Matthew continues his story, he uses ἀναχωρέω (“going”). Justin uses a same kind 

of verb.271 That the aim of the flight was to escape being killed we also find with Matthew (2:13) and 

Justin (Dial. 102), but Celsus draws a different conclusion: it is a sign of cowardice.272 

Celsus’s informant claims that the angel urged Jesus and his family to flee. In Matthew’s Gospel 

(2:13) we read that Joseph has to take both the child and his mother Mary to Egypt, which he did 

(2:14). Justin also reports (Dial. 102, 103) that all three of the family flee to Egypt. In Dial. 78 we find 

the same event recorded, but in this account there is no mention of a child. 

The apocryphal Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew gives us “some charming Christian tales”273 from Egypt, 

e.g., they [Joseph, Mary and Jesus] were protected from dragons, reverenced by lions and leopards 

who wagged their tails in homage.  

Finally, Celsus also reports the visitation of two angels (T19, I.66), sent by the great God to intervene 

in the life of Jesus. The first was to explain Mary’s pregnancy to the carpenter (T126, V.52), and the 

second was to encourage the flight to Egypt (T19). This is consistent with Matthew, who has the first 

angelic visit in 1:20 and the second in 2:13. 

From the work of Origen we learn that Celsus’s Jewish informant denied the infanticide (I.61): it is 

not likely that a (supposed) god has any fear of death, and consequently needs to flee. We do not 

have Celsus’s actual words on this subject, but this is not really an objection, because Celsus always 

agrees with the Jew when he has him speaking. We may conclude though, that Celsus used both 

stories (infanticide and flight) for his refutation of Christianity. Summarizing words we find in the 

apocryphal Acts of Pilate (second century) 2:3, where we read: “What should we see? First, that you 

were born of fornication; second; that your birth meant the death of the children in Bethlehem; 

third, that your father Joseph and your mother Mary fled into Egypt because they counted for 

nothing among the people.”274 There is a chance that Celsus read these words. He does not believe  

 
                                                           
269 Matt. 2:13; Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 398, 462. 

270 Manuscr. D on Mt. 2:13; De Strycker, Protév. Jac., 174. 
271 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I,  ἐξέρχομαι (398, 400), ἀπέρχομαι (458, 462), ἀπαλλάσσομαι (462). 
272 Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 15, note 3. 
273 Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 203 through 204. 
274 Ibid., 535. 
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that these stories were historical events and instead says that Jesus was in Egypt as a daily laborer 

and while he was there, he came into contact with the art of magic.275 

Celsus draws two conclusions, one that Jesus was not a god, for a god would have no fear of death 

(T19, I.66) and two, that Jesus was no Son of God, for if he had been, God would have saved him 

instantly (T19).276 Plato again echoes in this: God and the divine are unchanging. They do not know 

any emotions like fear of death. Both conclusions will be discussed further in Chapter 6 on  

Christology.  

 

5.1.11 The star 

When Celsus’s Jewish informant quotes Jesus as saying that at the time of his birth the Chaldeans 

moved into action to visit the birth place of the infant Jesus (T16, I.58), the informant does not report 

the star,277 and therefore cannot comment on the reason for their visit. Origen replies to the words 

of the Jewish informant that he is uncertain why the informant would conceal what motivated the 

magicians (I.58) into action. Neither does the informant say that “it was a star seen by the Chaldeans 

in the East.”  

Earlier in I.34 Origen has already dealt with the question of why Celsus omits the reason for the visit 

of the Chaldeans. Thus, Origen draws the conclusion that Celsus acknowledges the star tradition, but 

fails to mention it here in this context. However, Origen maintains, Celsus refutes the prophecies in 

Isaiah 7:10-14 and in Matthew 1: 23, regarding the virgin birth, out of perversity, although Celsus has 

quoted several sayings of Matthew that arose surrounding the birth of Jesus. Still, Origen states that 

Celsus mentioned the star. This is an incongruous statement, because Origen apparently knows that 

the star was a factor in the visit of the Chaldeans.  

In C.C. I.34 Origen surmises (T16, I.58) and concludes, probably from the words “motivated” 

(κινηθέντας) and “Chaldeans,” that Celsus alluded to the star. In I.34 it strikes Origen that the star is 

lacking in the text of T16. Origen’s first conclusion, that Celsus knew the story of the star, was 

probably correct.  

 

                                                           
275 See Chapter 5.3 of this study below. 
276 See Chapter 6.6 and 6.8 below. 
277 Francesco Mosetto, I miracoli evangelici nel dibattito tra Celso e Origene, Biblioteca di Scienze Religiose, 76 
(Rome: Libreria Ateneo Salesiano, 1986), 102; Bauer, Leben Jesu, 461. 
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Finally, Origen returns to the matter of the Chaldeans, the star (I.40) and the virgin birth. However, 

he particularly emphasizes, in comparison with the order in the Gospel of Matthew, the seemingly 

wrong order of events in the narrative of Celsus’s informant, who returns, according to Origen, to the 

story of the star and the magicians who came from the East. The word “magicians” alone indicates 

that here we are not dealing with a literal quotation from Celsus or his informant, who would have 

used the term “Chaldeans.” 

When the terms being used are compared, we see that Matthew (2:1) and Origen (I.40) both use the 

standard word for the East: ἀνατολή. Matthew278 and Origen (I.40) also use the same word for child: 

παιδίον, whereas Celsus (T16, I.58) uses νήπιος. Lastly, Celsus does not say where the Chaldeans 

came from (T16). Celsus’s report resembles the Gospel of Matthew. When Celsus differs from 

Matthew in the terminology, he may have heard the story in a version deviating from Matthew.279 

Another possibility is that Celsus acted inaccurately. In Chapter 7 of this study I shall demonstrate 

that Celsus used the information that he got through his Jew.  

In conclusion, I.40 does not prove that Celsus mentioned the star.280 It seems justified however, from 

the divergent terms, to draw the conclusion that Celsus knew about the star,281 but maybe the Jew 

read Matthew’s account inaccurately or left the story out on purpose, for example because he found 

the sign of heaven too much honor for a baby. 

 

5.1.12 Conclusion 

According to Celsus the birth of Jesus from a virgin was Jesus’s own invention. Jesus was born from 

adultery, a story with old roots, for already in the Gospel of John we read about Jews who speak 

against Jesus: “we are not born from fornication.” Moreover, Celsus tells us that when this adultery 

was proved, Jesus’s mother was cast out by her husband or fiancé, and put on the streets. Paul the  

                                                           
278 Matt. 2:8, 9, 11, 13 and 14. 
279 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, 161: “The Evangelists were probably at least in some measure selective in 
their use of Jesus tradition … The Jesus tradition was processed in oral form through the first two generations 
of Christians.” 
280 Against Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 29, who claims: according to C.C. I.40 Celsus dealt with the 
star before dealing with the magicians; [16] however clarifies that Celsus did not relate the star to the 
Chaldeans. Origen treated star and magicians together, but quoted Celsus only explicitly concerning the 
Chaldeans. 
281 Perhaps also via Protev. Jac. 21:1 (De Strycker, 166) and Justin Martyr: Dial. I, 78 (Bobichon, 398) and 106 

(Bobichon, 472). 
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Apostle and Mark the Gospel writer do not write about the virgin birth (Mark even states that Jesus 

was part of a big family) and according to Jesus’s contemporaries Joseph and Mary were a married 

couple, something which the genealogies in Matthew and Luke likewise declare. However, Luke and 

Matthew indicate divine intervention: Joseph does not play a part in Jesus’s conception. In second-

century theories regarding the birth of Jesus, divine intervention is mentioned, but Joseph is also 

considered as Jesus’s father. Celsus is the first, as far as we know, to design a third path, the path of 

Jesus being born from adultery. Virgin birth, according to Celsus, is a repellent idea, for he regarded 

women as creatures that polluted men, so it is impossible to even think that God had sexual 

intercourse with Mary. 

In addition to the belief that God would not beget a Son through a “pollutant,” Celsus has five further 

arguments to deny God’s taking part in the conception of Jesus: he maintains that God does not have 

the nature to love a transitory body; Jesus’s mother is too insignificant to raise God’s love; God is 

fully self-sufficient; if God had been the Father of Jesus, his power would have saved Mary’s 

reputation, and lastly, God shows no paternal care for his “Son”. In short, it is completely impossible 

that Jesus is God’s Son. 

Celsus mentions a soldier named Panthera as the father of Jesus. This name occurred in the Middle 

East, spelled in different ways, as evidenced by, for example, being found as a “nickname” on a 

Syrian tombstone that belonged to someone who was born shortly before Jesus. The theories as to  

how this name is linked to Mary and Jesus mainly revolve around a play on words directed at Jesus 

himself, or the inheriting of a nickname through Joseph’s father Jacob. The most credible of these 

theories, is put forward by Epiphanius of Jerusalem who surmises that it could be a result of the 

corruption of the Greek word for “brother-in-law” and relate to a kin marriage of Jacob, Joseph’s 

father. Celsus will have heard the name Panthera through his Jewish informant, and he interpreted 

the name in a mocking way. The existence of the proper name Panthera gave Celsus, or his 

informant, the idea, that it was linked to a soldier’s name. 

Mary, Jesus’s mother, is Jewish, a remark no doubt meant to be denigrating. Celsus only once calls 

her “Mary, a poor woman,” perhaps because she has been cast out and repudiated by her husband 

or fiancé, and that she made a living out of spinning. In other traditions she turns out to be braiding 

hair or weaving purple and scarlet cloth for the curtains of the temple. Mary’s neighbors scorned her, 

although they certainly would have kept company with a rich woman. According to Celsus, Mary also 

did not have the royal lineage, that was suggested by the traditional view of the Church. Celsus 

argues that Mary was neither rich nor royal and thus God would not have loved her and therefore  
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could not beget Jesus. In addition, Mary had a mortal body, so Christians should not even consider 

the notion that the child she gave birth to was a god. Everything divine is also immortal and therefore 

cannot be born from a mortal body. Celsus most probably assumed that Joseph and Mary were 

married. The story of adultery,282 the reason for her husband to cast her aside, falls back on older 

traditions. The Jewish story about a child being conceived during his mother’s menstrual period, is 

not mentioned by Celsus. These stories of adultery already existed in the middle of the second 

century, because it was unclear as to who the biological father of Jesus was. When Celsus mentions 

the angels visiting the “carpenter,” there is no proof that he takes these Christian stories seriously. 

Rather he is dismissively complacent towards them. 

According to Celsus, Mary’s husband was a professional carpenter, yet in other sources he is called a 

maker of yokes and plough shares, a tool maker and a laborer. 

It is probable that Celsus knew the genealogies in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. He draws two 

conclusions: firstly that Jesus was descended from the first man and secondly that Jesus was 

descended from the kings among the Jews. Celsus fails to mention the discrepancy between the 

genealogies, but perhaps he only knew one family tree, that of Mary’s line. Celsus wants to indicate 

that the genealogies have been fabricated to give Jesus regard. According to Celsus both family trees 

relate to Mary, and Origen does not challenge this view. Celsus’s only aim is to attack the idea of 

Jesus’s high ancestry. According to Celsus there were no witnesses to the birth of Jesus. The birth, he 

says, took place in a Jewish village, but it is not clear that Celsus alluded to either an inn or a cave as 

the birth place. According to Celsus Jesus probably lived in Nazareth. 

As the narrative about the virgin birth was Jesus’s invention, according to Celsus’s informant, so Jesus 

himself is also the source for the story that after his birth Chaldeans had come to worship him. This 

may be a reference to a discussion with Jesus or to a story or a gospel written by Jesus. Celsus’s 

terminology “Chaldeans” (contrary to “magicians” used by the writers of the gospels) may have been 

due to  this name being applied in Hellenistic times to everyone who was involved in matters of 

astronomy and astrology. Probably the magicians in Matthew 2 were Babylonian astrologists. 

Although at first there were differences in the activities of Chaldeans (astronomers) and magicians 

(priests and leaders of the people), after the capturing of Babylon (539 BC) the differences became 

less and less. It is unclear whether Herod heard about the coming of the Chaldeans or that they 

reported their coming to Herod. Celsus’s informant does not clarify either whether merely the arrival 

of the magicians (as Matthew 2 records) was reported or their adoration of Jesus as well. Herod  

                                                           
282 Cf John 8:41. 
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deduces from the adoration of Jesus by the Chaldeans that Jesus will be a king, but Celsus concludes 

that Jesus did not act like a king in any way. 

Although Celsus seemingly does not believe in the historicity of the infanticide, the story suits him 

well: Jesus being brought to Egypt in order to escape being murdered is seen by him to be a sign of 

Jesus’s cowardice. A god does not know any fear of death. Celsus uses two different words to 

describe Jesus as a child: βρέφος and νήπιος, the last of which may have been meant to be 

denigrating. Celsus uses the word “flight” and so does the angel in Matthew’s Gospel, but Matthew 

continues with the word ἀναχωρέω (“going”). Justin uses a same kind of verb. The angel who 

encourages the flight, comes from heaven, according to Celsus’s informant. The angel urges Jesus 

and his family to flee. Celsus finally reports two angels: the first to explain Mary’s pregnancy to “the 

carpenter,” and the second to encourage the flight. This is consistent with the writings of Matthew. 

Celsus used the stories of the flight and the infanticide to refute Christianity, but both the narratives  

were, according to him, not historical: Jesus was in Egypt as a day laborer.  

Thus, Jesus was not a god, for a god has no fear of death, and Jesus was no Son of God, for in that 

case God would have saved him on the spot. 

Finally, it is not certain that Celsus mentioned the star in his report of the birth story. Very probably 

he knew about the star, but the Jew read the Gospel of Matthew at least inaccurately. 
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5.2 The Baptism 

5.2.1 Introduction 
 

 
In this chapter we will see that Celsus considers the story of Jesus’s baptism283 a fiction of Jesus, just 

as he viewed Jesus’s birth from a virgin. Celsus actually states that the entire story of the baptism 

relies on what Jesus himself said and accuses Jesus of “seeing ghosts.” 

 

5.2.2 The order of events; the historicity of the baptism 

Following on his attack on the stories about the birth of Jesus (5.1) Celsus focuses his critical 

attention on the story about the baptism and the closeness of John. According to Origen, Celsus’s 

Jewish spokesman treats the order of the gospel story in a disorganized fashion, because he places 

the baptism between the birth of Jesus and the prophecy about the advent of Jesus and the coming 

of the Magi. According to Origen this order is prompted by “passion and hatred”, emotions that do 

not have an “orderly method” (I.40, beginning), but maybe there is more happening here than meets 

the eye. 

Although the reason for this order of events is uncertain, Celsus may have had a pragmatic motive: it 

is possible to surmise that he thematically linked the birth of Jesus, considered by at least some 

Christians as the coming into the world of God’s Son, to the baptism of Jesus, considered to be the 

proclamation of that Sonship (T10, I.41, and T86, II.72). 

However, is it possible that Celsus thought of infant baptism,284 when he used the order of birth, 

baptism, and the coming of the Magi? He may have heard or read about it, but this way of baptizing 

was certainly not the usual practice in Celsus’s days, although it seems to have been performed now 

and then.285 Moreover, if Jesus had been a baby at his baptism it is impossible that he could have 

remembered seeing a dove, or whatever else it may have been that Celsus seems to suggest with 

φάσμα ὄρνιθος (see below). If Celsus had put forward the suggestion of infant baptism, he certainly 

would have ridiculed the appearance of the dove in a different way than he does.  

                                                           
283 Matt. 3:13-17; Mc 1:9-11; Luke 3:21, 22; John 1:32-34, although John leaves out an actual baptism. 
284 Robin M. Jensen, Living Water: Images, Symbols, and Settings of Early Christian Baptism, Supplements to 
Vigiliae Christianae: Texts and Studies of Early Christian Life and Language, vol.105 (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2011), 
145: “Origen permits infant baptism.” 
285 Everett Ferguson, Baptism in the Early Church: History, Theology, and Liturgy in the First Five Centuries 
(Grand Rapids, Michigan; Cambridge: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2009), 197, 363, 856. 
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Richard T. France takes it for granted that the baptism of Jesus was a historical fact.286 David Friedrich 

Strauss argues for the historicity of the baptism of Jesus by raising the incongruity of Jesus being 

baptized by John and not the other way around: “You do not contrive something like that.”287 M. 

Lods is a bit more careful here stating that “c’est un argument juif que le commandant des Chrétiens 

est baptisé par un prophète juif.”288 Schonfield points out that only in the Gospel of the Hebrews do 

we find a testimony of both Jesus and John about the phenomena that accompany the baptism.289 

Finally, Theiβen and Merz note an excellent argument for the historicity of Jesus’s baptism: “die 

Erinnering an die Taufe Jesu durch Johannes bereitete der urchristlichen Überlieferung sichtbar 

Verlegenheit, einerseits wegen der scheinbaren Überlegenheit des Täufers über Jesus, andererseits 

wegen der mit der Taufe verbundenen Sündenvergebung, die auf ein Sündenbewuβtsein Jesu 

schlieβen läβt. Eben darum darf die Taufe al sein historisches Grunddatum gelten.”290 

 

5.2.3 The most relevant clause about Jesus’s baptism 

Again, Celsus quotes his Jewish informant, who it would appear, addresses Jesus directly here (T10, 

I.41): “you claim that, when you were bathing beside John a bird appeared in the air and flew 

towards you and landed upon you.” Next the Jew takes on the tone of the interrogator saying: “What 

reliable witness saw this appearance [of the bird], and who heard a voice from heaven declaring you 

to be ‘Son of God’? Only you say this [happened] and you ascribe it to someone from the group of 

people that have been punished alongside you.”  

According to Origen (I.40 and I.43), Celsus wants to attack this story as a work of fiction created by 

Jesus, akin to the story of the virgin birth. He does not reject the baptism as such, but directs his 

skepticism especially at the “appearance of a bird.”  

Robert John Hauck has an explanation for the way Celsus acts: “Celsus put the Christians’ stories 

about Jesus within the context of Stoic reliance on the trustworthiness of sense impressions, and 

argues that, in fact, these accounts [the dove, the resurrection] are stories of dreams or  

 

                                                           
286 Richard T. France, “the Birth of Jesus”, in Handbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus, vol. 1-4, ed. Tom 
Holmén and Stanley E. Porter (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2011), 2361-2382 (vol. 4). 
287 David Friedrich Strauss and Ludwig Friedrich Wilhelm Hoffmann, Das Leben Jesu Kritisch Bearbeitet 
(Tübingen, 1836, reprint Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969), 390.   
288 M. Lods, “Étude sur les Sources Juives de la Polémique de Celse,” RHPR 21 (1941): 1-33 (17). 
289 Schonfield, According to the Hebrews, 134. 
290 Theiβen and Merz, Der Historische Jesus, 193. 
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apparitions.”291 Of course Celsus, being a Platonic philosopher, rejects the Christians’ stories. In this 

way he also discredits the Gospel writers. 

Concerning the choice of words, the clause “appearance of a bird”, is different from what we read in 

the Gospels. Origen assumes that Celsus refers to the Gospel of Matthew (I.40) in particular, and 

possibly to the other Gospels, and thus writes in his paraphrase of Celsus’s words the choice of words 

that Matthew made. 

 

5.2.4 The bird    

Celsus’s Jew describes the event of the baptism in T10 (I.41) as follows: Λουομένῳ σοὶ παρὰ τῷ 

Ἰωάννῃ292 φάσμα ὄρνιθος ἐξ ἀέρος λέγεις ἐπιπτῆναι, so being baptized is similar to taking a bath 

(λούομαι), in his view, a word that we meet elsewhere as well in descriptions of the baptism.293 

“To take a bath” seems to be a good translation because of παρά that follows, a word that should be 

translated with “beside.” It is a technical term for Jewish purification rites.294 When John baptizes 

Jesus, there is a difference in this baptism from the Jewish religious baths: John has a different view 

from Celsus’s Jew. This difference concerns John’s eschatological call for repentance, the uniqueness 

of his baptism, and the fact that the baptism is administered by someone else other than the bathing 

person, that is Jesus.295 John the Baptist puts his unique rite in an eschatological context. In the 

words of Robin M. Jensen: “Baptism serves both as the Christian ritual of membership and as the 

passage from an old to a new self, enacting an individual’s spiritual death and rebirth. Moreover, 

baptism is the means by which a believer lays claim to the promise of salvation in the afterlife.”296  

If Celsus had heard about baptism as a Christian initiation rite, he very probably would have put the 

word βαπτίζομαι into the mouth of the Jew, the word that Origen uses in his discussion (I.40, 2), and 

the word that all four writers of the gospels use.  

 

                                                           
291 Robert John Hauck, “They Saw What they Said they Saw: Sense Knowledge in Early Christian Polemic,” HTR 
81, 3 (1988): 239-249 (242). 
292 There is no need to read Origen’s words (I.40) or in [10] as ‘παρὰ τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ’, as Delarue suggests (Origenis 
opera omnia I, 357, notes a and e) at a note in the margin of Codex Julianus.  
293 Erwin Preuschen, Origenes’ Werke Vierter Band: der Johanneskommentar, GCS 10 (Leipzig: De Gruyter, 
1903), 67, at John 1:3; also 142 at John 1:26; Gustav Krüger, Die Apologieen Justins des Märtyrers (Freiburg im 
Breisgau: Mohr, 1896) I.61, 3, 10 and 12; 52.  
294 Ferguson, Baptism in the early Church, 65. 
295 Ibid., 86, 88, 853. 
296 Robin Jensen, Living Water, 5. 
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This was the Christian word for being baptized in a manner that was derived from John’s baptism. 

This Christian baptism was accompanied by a call to believe in Jesus, an administration of baptism in 

Jesus’s name, and a connection with the Holy Spirit.297 

There seems to be no proof at all, that Celsus or his Jew had the Christian initiation rite in his mind 

here: the Jew in his report uses his familiar term λούω and Celsus does not have a reason to change 

it into βαπτίζω. 

Celsus uses φάσμα ὄρνιθος, apparently as a rendering of ἐν εἴδει περιστερᾶς, since otherwise he 

would have used the word ὄρνις, without any addition. Celsus indicates that an appearance is taking 

place, and Origen does not hesitate to adopt the word, and to use it as a rendering of what has 

happened (see the cross reference at T10, I.41). Still, it should be noticed that φάσμα almost 

everywhere in Celsus’s words298 has a denigrating or otherwise negative meaning. In T3 (I.9), for 

example, it reads “He compares irrational believers to the begging priests of Cybele and soothsayers, 

to worshippers of Mithras and Sabadios, and to anything else that one may fall in with, such as 

phantoms of Hecate or of another daemon or daemons.”  

In III.24 Celsus states: “a great multitude of men, both of Greeks and barbarians, confess that they 

have often seen and still do see not just a phantom, but Asclepius himself healing men and doing 

good.” Similarly in IV.10 we read: “For this reason he [Celsus] compares us [the Christians] to those in 

the Bacchic mysteries who introduce phantoms and terrors”.  

Bearing this in mind, we might say that Celsus accuses Jesus here of seeing phantoms or ghosts. On 

the other hand, it seems that Celsus places the stories of the Christians about Jesus within the 

context of Stoic reliance on the trustworthiness of sense impressions.299 

Finally, there is a possibility that the Greek word ὡσεί300 or ὡς301  has been interpreted as ἐν εἴδει.302 

What started as a mere metaphor, became understood by the writers of the Gospel as an historical 

fact. Luke303 is the most appealing representative of this view, and he finds an adherent in Justin.304 

 

                                                           
297 Ibid., 853. 
298 Apart from T3 see also III.24, 3; IV.10, 8 and V.6, 8. 
299 Robert John Hauck, “They Saw What They Said They Saw: Sense Knowledge in Early Christian Polemic”, HTR 
81, 3 (1988): 239-249 (242). 
300 Matt. 3:16 
301 Mark 1:10. 
302 Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte, II, zu Lucas, 19/20; Greeven on περιστέρα, TWNT VI, 67 ff. 
303 Luke 3:22 (σωματικῷ εἴδει ὡς περιστερὰν). 
304 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I, 88.4 (426). 



99 
Discussion of the testimonials: The Baptism 

 

The verb ἐπιπτῆναι is notable, although Origen adopts it once (ἐπιπτάσης, I.40, 2). The verb also 

turns up, next to ἔρχομαι (Matt. 3:16) and καταβαίνω305, in the words of Justin. 

 

5.2.5 The voice 

Celsus’s question (T10): “or who heard a voice from heaven ‘giving you into adoption’306 as a Son to 

God?” contains the following words: 

φωνῆς   = Matt. 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22 

ἐξ οὐρανοῦ   = Luke 3:22; Matt. 3:17; but Mark 1:11 says ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν  

εἰσποιούσης σε  suggests Mark 1:11 and Luke 3:22 (σὺ εἶ); 

   Matt. 3:17 has λέγουσα· οὗτος ἐστιν  

υἱὸν τῷ θεῷ  suggests ὁ υἱός μου (Matt. 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22).   

 

Celsus here closely parallels the gospel story, especially Luke’s version, but the third case of τῷ θεῷ is 

very peculiar: none of the gospel writers uses it. There is no reason at all to use a dative here. It is 

reasonable to think that Celsus wants to say something that is different from what he found in the 

tradition or he may have heard this story with a dative.307 But perhaps Celsus is just careless here, 

affords himself a certain freedom of writing.  

Elsewhere (T86, II.72) Celsus claims: “If he wanted to hide, why was the voice (φωνή) heard from 

heaven (ἐξ οὐρανοῦ = Luke 3:22), proclaiming that he was a Son of God (υἱὸν θεοῦ)? And if he did 

not want to hide, why was he punished or why did he die?” It is possible that this is referring to the 

Transfiguration,308 but it is more likely to be the first indication of an allusion to the title “Son of 

God.” This presumption is strengthened by ἐκολάζετο, which is also implied in T10 (I.41, 

κεκολασμένων). Moreover, we read about a voice “from heaven,” whereas in the history of the 

Transfiguration all Synoptics have the voice coming ἐκ τῆς νεφέλης. So very probably Celsus did not 

have the Transfiguration in mind. 

 

 

                                                           
305 Matt. 3:16; Mark 1:10; Luke 3:22. 
306 TLG s.v. 
307 Ong, The Presence of the Word, 115: “The spoken word does have more power than the written to do what 
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308 Matt. 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9: 34/35. 
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Werner Kelber states about this story: “Baptism constitutes the adoption or apotheosis [of Jesus],”309 

a confirmation of my translation in the first line of this section. 

 

5.2.6 Celsus’s criticism 

In the quote of Celsus’s Jewish informant the emphasis is on the fact that for this story again, as with 

the story about Jesus’s virgin birth, we have to rely on Jesus’s words. Is there a reliable witness who 

has seen this or who has heard the voice? Jesus himself alone turns out to claim this, and when he 

ascribes it to a witness (Chapter 5.2.3), it turns out to be one of those who have been punished with 

Him. 

The above has an obviously disparaging undertone. The tenor of Celsus’s words is that actually the 

entire story relies on Jesus’s own statements.310 This suggests that he did not know a version as in 

Matthew (cf John), where an image is invoked that others were not involved. Luke (3:21) supposes 

an audience being present. In Mark it seems it is all about a very personal experience,311 although 

Origen himself has his doubts about that.312 

What Celsus is implicitly asking is whether a story like this should be believed when no reliable 

witnesses can be presented. Origen rightly brings out the meaning that Celsus’s Jew considers the 

story to be a πλάσμα (fiction, I.43, 8). Of course, what matters here is the appreciation of who tells 

the story. Jesus is, in Celsus’s opinion, not very reliable.   

Even so, Celsus’s Jew cannot deny that there was at least one witness (T10, I.41). His statement, 

however, implies two negative factors. Firstly it concerns a witness whom Jesus himself introduces, 

and secondly the witness himself is one who has been punished (T10, and T86, II.72), and therefore 

apparently unreliable. In fact, because it is said that Jesus was also punished, Jesus transpires to be 

unreliable as well. 

The key question is, who was Celsus’s Jew thinking of? Origen supposes that it was John the Gospel 

writer.313 He remarks that Celsus has put these words into the mouth of the Jew.  

                                                           
309 Werner H. Kelber, The Kingdom in Mark. A New Place and a New Time (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1993), 
80. 
310 Origen opposes the value of this argument, towards the Jew relying on Jewish tradition, namely the words 
of the prophets (I.43 ff). 
311 1:10 εἶδεν; 1:11 σὺ εἶ. 
312 I.48, a bit further than halfway: “John bore witness saying, I have seen the Spirit descending as a dove from 
heaven”, so Origen quotes John 1:32. 
313 I.48; cf also John 1:32. 
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In fact, it is possible that Celsus and/or his Jew meant one of the disciples (John 1: 37) in this context, 

or alternatively the author of the story that they used here as their target. However, firstly the 

evidence that Celsus knew the Gospel of John is less than the evidence that he knew Matthew and 

Luke, and secondly there is no mention in John 1 of Jesus’s baptism.  

There is possibly an implicit reference to the story of the baptism in a question that Celsus addresses 

to Marcion (T146), where he asks: “How shall he, who was punished [the same Greek verb, κολάζω, 

as in T10 and T86] to such an extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it had been foretold about 

him?”314 

 

5.2.7 Conclusion 

Celsus suggests that his knowledge of the baptism of Jesus is based on what his Jewish informant has 

told him. Probably that is true in the sense that here he has given a certain Jewish interpretation of 

the story. The order of events that Celsus maintains (birth of Jesus, his baptism, the coming of the 

Magi) is based on an error, although Celsus may have had a pragmatic motive for linking the birth of 

Jesus to the baptism that is considered the beginning of Jesus’s Sonship of God. It is very improbable 

that Celsus thought of infant baptism, when he described the events in the order he chose. 

Again (as in the case of Jesus’s virgin birth) Celsus calls the story Jesus’s fiction, especially the words 

concerning the appearance of a bird. The first part of T10 (I.41) tells the story in brief, but in a text 

that is different from the Gospels that are known to us. This may be due to the fact that the story is 

retold for Greek ears, but certain elements (e.g., ἐπιπτῆναι) are also familiar to us from Justin Martyr, 

whereby a text might be supposed, that is different from one of the gospel texts.  

According to Celsus, being baptized (although he does not use this Greek verb) is comparable to 

taking a bath. Celsus’s Jew uses the verb λούομαι, the word for Jewish purification rites. John the 

Baptist confers quite a different intent to his baptism, compared to the usual Jewish baths, which 

were meant just for purification: there is an eschatological call for repentance, the uniqueness of his 

baptism, and the fact that the baptism is administered by someone other than the person bathing. 

Neither Celsus nor his Jew had a Christian initiation rite in mind, evoked by the Christian word 

βαπτίζομαι, the word that Origen uses in his response, and the word that all four writers of the 

Gospels use. This Christian baptism, derived from John’s, was accompanied by a call to believe in  

 

                                                           
314 Chapter 5.7.2, a (“Jesus and the prophecies”) of this study. 



102 
Discussion of the testimonials: The Baptism 

 

Jesus, an administration of it in Jesus’s name, and a connection with the Holy Spirit (see Chapter 

5.2.4 about the bird). 

The word φάσμα almost everywhere in Celsus’s words has a disparaging or otherwise negative 

meaning (see section 4). Celsus says that Jesus is seeing ghosts. There is a possibility that the Greek 

word ὡσεί or ὡς has been interpreted as ἐν εἴδει. What started as a mere metaphor, became 

understood by the writers of the Gospel as a historical fact. This is already the case in the New 

Testament: the metaphor of Matthew and Mark becomes material in Luke. The second part of T10 

(I.41) and the way the Jew asks his questions remind us of Mark (εἶδεν used in Mark and Celsus), but 

obviously contain a Lukan element (ἐξ οὐρανοῦ). The thrust of Celsus’s words is that actually the 

entire story relies on Jesus’s own statements. This suggests that Celsus may have been unaware of 

other accounts, such as those used by Matthew, John and Luke (3:21) that others were involved. 

That the Jew calls a witness who has been punished may be related to John the Gospel writer. 

An exact determination of the source for this material for Celsus or his Jew is impossible, but an 

extra-canonical (Jewish or Jewish-Christian) tradition is imaginable. This tradition may very well have 

been the manuscript that I called “the Jew” in the status quaestionis, the text that counts as a 

polemic Jewish text against the Christians.
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5.3 Jesus as a magician 

 

5.3.1 Introduction. 

In this section we will see that, according to Celsus, Jesus went to Egypt, a story we also read in  

Matthew (2:13-15). Matthew is the only Gospel where this story occurs. But Celsus also states that in 

Egypt Jesus came into contact with magic, that indeed he became such an expert that he called 

himself God on account of these magical powers, a story that naturally we do not find in Matthew.  

Perhaps Morton Smith315 is correct when he states that “Jesus the Son of God” is pictured in the 

gospels, while the works that pictured “Jesus the Magician” were destroyed in antiquity316 after 

Christians got control of the Roman Empire. Smith uses this starting point to tell that the gospels 

highlight one side of Jesus’s story, the assumption that he was the Son of God, but that other 

scriptures containing completely different stories, that Jesus was a common cheat, were destroyed 

before we could read them.  

Smith continues, regarding his sources: “We know the lost works only from fragments and 

references, mostly in the works of Christian authors.”317 So, in his story Matthew tells us that Jesus 

went to Egypt as a baby. Celsus, on the other hand, gives the impression that Jesus went there as a, 

possibly young, man in order to earn money. Let us explore what Celsus says about Jesus’s stay in 

Egypt. 

 

5.3.2 Egypt.                                                           

After the birth story that Origen read in Celsus’s work, something of note is given about Jesus’s 

sojourn in Egypt (T7): “and that he on account of his poverty hired himself out in Egypt.” Celsus 

indicates a connection here with Jesus’s mother, in that that they were both poor - διὰ πενίαν 

corresponds with πενιχρᾶς (poor).318 Origen has also considered this in the same vein (I.29, end), but  

 

 

                                                           
315 Smith, Jesus the Magician, VII. 
316 But we do not know which texts it is all about, and so we may wonder which evidence he had that texts 
about Jesus as a magician really existed. 
317 Smith, Jesus the Magician, VII. 
318 See Chapter 5.1.5 of this study. 
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adds (T7) that “in Egypt” Jesus “became acquainted with certain powers.” In the period when Celsus 

is writing Egypt is famous as symbolizing the cauldron of magic.319 Therefore it is probably not 

without reason that Celsus declares that Jesus was educated as a magician. It is evident that Celsus 

strives to make a connection between Jesus and magic, and that he gladly uses Egypt as a focus for 

this aim. As a consequence of being there it would not be surprising for Jesus to be influenced by 

those “certain powers” of magic. Celsus also draws our attention to the fact that the Egyptians (T7) 

themselves “boast about these powers.”  

In the story that Celsus presents it does not become clear why Jesus goes to Egypt, rather than to any 

other place or country. It may be a reminiscence of the flight into Egypt (Matt. 2: 13-23), projected 

into a different place in chronology,320 for Matthew tells us about the Holy Family, including baby 

Jesus, going to Egypt, but in Celsus’s version Jesus must have at least been between about 10 and 17 

years old as he earned money doing a job. Perhaps he went to Egypt earlier and stayed longer. Celsus 

seems to suggest that Jesus became a migrant worker in Egypt out of economic necessity and he 

draws the conclusion that Jesus would have experienced some connection with magic (κἀκεῖ 

δυνάμεών τινων πειραθείς).  

According to Celsus’s Jew, when Jesus returns from Egypt, he is very proud of his newly-found 

powers of magic, and on account of these he calls himself God (ἐπανῆλθεν ἐν ταῖς δυνάμεσι μέγα 

φρονῶν, καὶ δι' αὐτὰς θεὸν αὑτὸν ἀνηγόρευσε, see also Chapter 6.8).  

In his response to this accusation (I.38) Origen is extremely mild: he does not attack Celsus in 

particular concerning the statement that Jesus would have possessed powers, but wonders why a 

magician (μάγος, not the word originally used by Celsus) would have done his best to teach an ethical 

doctrine. It was commonplace to use magic to get rich,321 so why should Jesus use magic to teach 

ethics? Jesus has, he says, performed his miracles by invoking divine power, which is totally different 

from the powers Celsus means in his account. 
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5.3.3 Knowledge acquired in Egypt. 

Celsus, or his Jew, actually does not seem to believe that Jesus has done miracles. At this point it 

appears that it is difficult even for Origen to determine what might be the words of Celsus himself, 

and what should be attributed to the Jew. T21 (I.68) suggests that Celsus himself is the author, but at 

the end of I.71 Origen states that it is in this particular way that Celsus’s Jew draws his conclusions 

about Jesus. Origen notices that Celsus seems to contradict himself, but does not pursue the matter.  

This attitude of non-believing is rendered by the words: “Come on, let us believe those things have 

been done by you (T21).” Celsus or his Jew uses this formula merely for the process of reasoning, for 

almost immediately he withdraws his concession, equating Jesus’s miracles with the activities of the 

γοήται (sorcerers), who promise to do very miraculous things, but do not seem to achieve anything 

real. Celsus also compares Jesus’s so-called miracles to the achievements of those who learned the 

magical practices from the Egyptians,322 who really seem to achieve miraculous things. Thus, all these 

γοήται seem to be cheats, and Jesus is one of them, but people who learned from the Egyptians,  

demonstrate something real. Celsus now seems to contradict himself, for Jesus, according to him, 

was a charlatan and a cheat, although he learned his magic from the Egyptians, who really were 

experienced masters in this area. 

Celsus then (T21) proceeds to present an interesting picture of how these real magicians operate: 

They stand in the middle of market-places and in return for a few obols, they sell their venerated 

lessons. These lessons contain, according to Celsus or his Jew, the following: the expulsion of 

daemons from people; the banishment of disease; the invocation of the souls of heroes; the 

conjuring of tables laden with expensive meals; cakes and pottages that are mere illusion; and the 

movement of inanimate objects giving the impression that these objects are alive in this fantasy 

world, whereas in actual fact they are not. 

These practices may well have provided a decent trade for their purveyors, yet Celsus calls these 

merchants (T21, ending) “wicked people,” who are themselves “possessed by wicked daemons.”  

Therefore it is noteable that later on (III.50, beginning), using a similar terminology, he portrays an 

image of Christian preachers, “who display their trickery in the market-places and go about begging;  

. . . whenever they see [a group of] adolescent boys, a crowd of slaves or a company of fools, they 

push themselves to the fore and show off.” Here Celsus also clarifies the reason why he considers all 

these practices to be wicked. It is not that people try to sell knowledge of a certain kind, which in his  

                                                           
322 Cf Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 17, note 1.  



106 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus as a magician 

 

opinion is not a despicable act, but rather that they look for a soft target by deliberately choosing 

those who can most easily be influenced. 

Now that we know a little bit more about real magicians the question arises as to what the difference 

is between magicians and sorcerers. In other words, what do sorcerers do? To answer the question 

we will first research the terminology. 

 

5.3.4 The notion γόης  

According to Celsus and his Jew sorcerers are engaged in (T152, VII.9) “incoherent and utterly 

obscure statements, the meaning of which no sensible person could decipher. Not only are they 

nebulous and vacuous, but they offer the opportunity to every fool and utter sorcerer to usurp their 

words as they choose.”323 In a reaction Origen states (VII.10): “I think he said this out of deliberate 

wickedness because he wanted to do all in his power to prevent readers of the prophecies from 

examining and studying their meaning. His behavior resembles that of those who said of a certain 

prophet when he came in to a person and foretold the future to him ‘Why came this mad fellow to 

you?’”324 

According to TLG325 the word γόης means “sorcerer, wizard, juggler, cheat,” so all negative meanings. 

Fritz Graf states that a γόης “threatens the just relationship that normally unites humans and the 

gods,” but he does not tell us in what way.326 

Celsus tells us in T160 (VII.36) that sorcerers are people who guide those who look for God, and here 

is the connection with Jesus, who is for the Christians the one to guide them when they look for God. 

Celsus does not seem to be a friend of sorcerers, for he considers them synonymous with “deceivers 

and those that  invoke phantoms.” The first impression is that sorcerers are, to use the vernacular, 

“all talk and no action.”327 There are other places in the work of Celsus that support this impression: 

in VI.14 they are in fact Christians, who flee headlong from cultured people because those of culture 

are not prepared to be deceived; and the Christians seek only to trap illiterate folk. In VI.42, middle, a 

sorcerer is described as one who proclaims opposing opinions, while in T21 (I.68) a sorcerer is 

someone who “promises very miraculous happenings.” In T25 (I.70) Celsus states that “an  
                                                           
323 In Chapter5.5 of this study this perception will turn out to be the elite’s general cultural idea about magic.  
324 II Kings 9:11. 
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=deino%5Cs&la=greek&can=deino%5Cs0&prior=bi/ou
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=go%2Fhs&la=greek&can=go%2Fhs0&prior=deino/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C10&prior=go/hs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=farmakeu%5Cs&la=greek&can=farmakeu%5Cs0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C11&prior=farmakeu/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=sofisth%2Fs&la=greek&can=sofisth%2Fs0&prior=kai/


107 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus as a magician 

 

incarnation of a god does not use such a voice and does not use these methods in order to 

persuade.”  

This train of thought leads Celsus to the conclusion in T26 (I.71) that “all this belonged to a sorcerer, 

who was hated by God and who was also wicked.” Whether there is any influence here of 2 Cor. 

11:13, 14 (“For such boasters are false apostles, deceitful workers, disguising themselves as apostles 

of Christ. And no wonder! Even Satan disguises himself as an angel of light”328), is difficult to say. I do 

not consider it likely, as nowhere else Celsus gives any indication that he has ever read the Second 

Letter to the Corinthians.   

Two notes made by Celsus suggest the action of sorcerers: T138 (VI.42) describes the “Son of God” 

declaring “that even Satan himself will appear in ways similar to his, and will manifest great and 

amazing works that usurp the glory of God.” In T74 (II.49), according to Celsus, Jesus proclaims that 

“others as well will be with you, employing similar powers, wicked men and sorcerers.” Again, this 

seems to indicate some sort of action, although it should be taken into account that these very 

powers and works may also be a matter of fantasy and illusion. 

In short, according to Celsus and his Jew, a sorcerer speaks misleading words, interprets prophecies 

at his own discretion, shows the (wrong) way to those who search God, and makes false promises. In 

Celsus’s opinion a sorcerer is a misleading vagabond,329 of whom he disapproves. Celsus does not 

disapprove of the sorcerer because of the connection to magic arts, since a sorcerer is not at all 

capable of magic arts, and according to Celsus (see below), to call Jesus a magician would lead to 

other consequences. What Celsus disapproves of is the fact that a sorcerer chooses “easy victims.” 

 

5.3.5 The notion γοητεία 

As noted previously, Celsus uses the word “sorcerers,” because he states that Jesus performed his 

miracles using the medium of γοητεία (sorcery). Celsus hardly uses other terminology for kinds of 

magic: for μαγεία see section 5.3.6 below, and, for example, φαρμακεία does not occur at all.  Firstly  

 

 

                                                           
328 New Revised Standard Version. 
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it seems necessary to research what Celsus and his Jew meant by the use of the word γοητεία. 

According to Fritz Graf the word γοητεία means wizardy, or witchcraft of any kind.330 A few pages 

further in this same book (46) he states that γοητεία means witchcraft of any kind, but it remains  

unclear whether Graf means that sorcery is identical with magic. It is also unclear whether Celsus 

believed that Jesus really performed miracles, and secondly: does Graf mean that sorcery is identical 

with magic? In other words, what can be established by sorcery? 

In T2 (I.6) sorcery is a means to engender the impression of a person who can accomplish incredible 

things (παράδοξα), and this was a skill that could have been learned from the Egyptians (T21, I.68)331 

by means of cheap lessons  (μαθήματα, T2, T21). In V.6, 7 sorcery embodies a power to “blind” 

people to reason, or hold them in a trance or dream-like state, so that these people will hold the very 

ones who put them in this state in such high esteem that they worship them, creatures who, in their 

turn, then gain the reputation of being able to help these “blind dreamers.” In short, nobody knows 

what goes on except the sorcerers themselves, and the aim of what the sorcerers do is to be  

worshiped by the ones they have blinded by their trances. 

Sorcery is also the term applied to Moses and his capacity to mislead his followers.332 In I.23, for 

example, Celsus says about the Jews: “The goatherds and shepherds who followed Moses as their 

leader were deluded by clumsy deceits into thinking that there was only one God.” In V.41 it reads in 

Celsus’s own words, “For they [the Jews] do not know the great God, but have been led on and 

deceived by Moses’s sorcery.” In this way, Moses becomes the man who deceitfully persuades the 

Jews to leave their fellow countrymen in Egypt and, what is even worse, to leave the Egyptian 

traditions. Jesus actually does the same with his disciples to begin with, and then more generally 

spoken with the Jews, whom he loosens from their Jewish background. Moses and Jesus are both 

deceitful leaders who make use of highly dubious personal qualities to deceive people and to unleash 

a revolution. Consequently, sorcery in general means the means by which the experts are enabled to 

mislead the ignorant.333 Although Celsus does not give the impression that he is following an example 

here, the parallel between Moses and Jesus has been drawn before, a striking matter. 

Finally, in T76 (II.55) the word sorcerer indicates an ability to cause others to dream or hallucinate.  
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Jesus says (T74, II.49), according to the words of Celsus’s Jew, that “others will employ similar powers 

to his, wicked men and sorcerers,” and Jesus mentions “a certain Satan as designing this.” Celsus’s 

Jew continues: “not even he himself denies that these events are not divine intervention, but are 

indeed the works of wicked people.” The final words of Celsus’s Jew in this respect come in (T74), 

where he says: “In what way then is it not disastrous to infer from the same actions, that one is God, 

that the others are sorcerers? Actually even Jesus himself admitted that these were not the signs of a 

divine nature, but the signs of fraud from completely wicked men.” 

This leaves Celsus with no alternative conclusion to draw other than to say that Jesus was a sorcerer. 

Γοητεία turns out to be a power to create false illusions, as Smith states: “deceitful persuasion.”334  

This power deludes its instigator as well as other people. Illusionism, then, seems to be the correct 

term for the translation, or possibly hypnosis. Celsus and his Jew are both unanimous regarding the 

content of the term. 

The thoughts of Celsus (and his Jew) regarding sorcery and magic seem to be elite: he hated magic, 

and in this respect he was not the only one. In the Roman Empire practising magic was considered a 

crime and magician was a term of abuse.335 Graf states that “The sorcerer threatens the just 

relationship that normally unites humans and gods.”336 As to what this threat might be, Morton 

Smith comments, “Magicians sacrificed human beings, commanded demons, were too eager to earn 

money, and used incantations.”337 Smith is convinced that in the Early Church much magic was 

practised and that miracles that happened were downplayed to prevent accusations.338 To return to 

Moses once more, the allusion to the wisdom of the Egyptians in Acts 7:22 carries the implication 

that he too was considered a magician because of a long stay in Egypt.339 Part of the threat perceived 

in Jesus may well link to what also lies behind the practising of magic, which Smith usefully highlights: 

“Jesus is accused of being ‘one who leads astray;’ the term might mean merely ‘deceive’, but it might 

also refer to one who advocates the worship of alien gods.”340 It is understandable that the elite 

feared magic and its effects: monitoring the things that happened in the field of magic was outside of 

their control, and that is why the upper layer of society disliked all that was connected with magic. 

                                                           
334 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 70. 
335 Morton Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark (Harvard University Press, 1973; reprint 
2013), 220. 
336 Graf, Magic, 25. 
337 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 87. 
338 Ibid., 94. 
339 Cf Exodus 7:9 for a battle between “magicians” of God and of the Pharaoh.  
340 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 33.  



110 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus as a magician 

 

The people on the other hand liked magic, although it was proscribed by the authorities. The poet 

Apuleius (ca. 124-170) was even charged for magic. So Celsus wrote at a time when the practice of 

magic was illegal (Roman emperors prohibited magic every now and then, under penalty of death, 

but sometimes accepted magicians at court341), but discussions about it were prevalent. The fact that 

magic had been made illegal suggests that the dominant group of the time considered the practise 

threatening.342 

Now Celsus likes to state that the Christians, inspired by their founder, practise magic, and “in order 

to support his argument that they do, Celsus contended that Christianity was founded by a magician, 

a γόης.”343  

 

5.3.6 The notions μάγος and μαγεία 

In 5.3.1 above, it is clear that Origen used the notion μάγος in reaction to the words of Celsus 

concerning the powers manifested by Jesus, whereas Celsus did not use the same word himself. In 

the entirety of the work of Celsus, as far as it is known, the term μάγος does not occur. 

Consequently, he does not use it as a term to describe Jesus. 

The notion μαγεία rarely occurs in the work of Celsus. As far as the few sources available allow a 

conclusion to be drawn, it is possible that according to Celsus magic is “a power effective with 

uneducated people and with people of a depraved moral character (VI. 41, 4/5).” Concerning the 

meaning of the word TLG344 does not help us much: the dictionary definition reads “theology of the 

Magians” and “magic.”  

Celsus mentions the word in the same breath as γοητεία and connects it with the invoking of 

daemons with barbarian names. As he has used two different words, the implication is that each has 

a different meaning attached, however the information about μαγεία is too scanty to establish an 

emphatic, and therefore satisfactory, exact meaning of the word. Thus, a clear conclusion is not 

possible. 
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A possible answer to the question of why Origen uses a terminology that Celsus does not use or 

hardly ever uses, is that for Celsus the words μάγος345 and μαγεία had more authority than γόης and 

γοητεία, and the only word he did not want to entrust to Jesus, was  authority. A magician 

apparently was more highly regarded than a sorcerer, according to Morton Smith,346 although in the 

end, according to Graf,347 γόης and μάγος are identical, a conclusion which seems to be supported by 

the majority of literature on the subject. Smith, as noted above, seems to be the exception in 

addressing the distinction between γόης and μάγος and his view that Celsus gives the impression 

that a magician has more serious and professional weight and thus limits Jesus to the realm of 

sorcerer and poor charlatan, does have credibility. It is, however, impossible to find any certainty as 

to whether there was any real distinction in the words, a distinction that later gradually disappeared, 

whether they were always synonymous, or if Celsus was merely inaccurate in his usage.   

Celsus may have missed this development, if Graf’s idea of similarity is right, perhaps Celsus was just 

inaccurate. Anyway, nobody else of contemporaneous researchers, with the exception of Smith, as I 

noted, handled the same distinction between γόης and μάγος, but the impression Celsus gives, is 

that the words magic and magician had a serious and professional content, in his view, notions 

Celsus did not want to entrust to Jesus, and a sorcerer was nothing more than a poor charlatan. It 

seems there was more development in the meaning of the word than Celsus noted, but perhaps this 

development took place at a later stage than the time when Celsus wrote. 

 

5.3.7 The notion δύναμις 

Did Celsus think, then, that Jesus performed any miracles? Let us first consider the terminology 

Celsus used. Δύναμις in the work of Celsus simply means “power,”348 no more and no less, in contrast 

to the New Testament material, where the word means “power,” “expression of power,” and 

consequently “miracle.” Jesus does δυναμεῖς (“miracles”) in the New Testament, according to the 

Gospel writers, but Celsus has a different view: Jesus may or may not have powers, but he certainly 

does not demonstrate any, therefore he does not perform miracles. In Celsus’s view Jesus does not 

display any evidence of these powers.  

 

                                                           
345 TLG: one of the priests and wise men in Persia; later: enchanter, wizard, impostor, charlatan. Graf, Magic, 
20: “a priest, or, in any case, a specialist in religion.” 
346 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 71: “a step above γόης was μάγος.” 
347 Graf, Magic, 26. 
348 See also M.C. Parsons and Richard I. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (Minneapolis: Fortress 
Press, 1993), 95: δύναμις also means “power.” 
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Celsus uses this word (δυναμεῖς) in T7 (I.28), where it refers specifically to the powers that Jesus 

acquired whilst he was domiciled in Egypt; in T74 (II.49) the word is concerned with similar powers as 

in T77 (II.63), where it is stated that Jesus did not exhibit  divine power. Now Celsus seems to 

contradict himself: Jesus acquired powers in Egypt, but he did not demonstrate any (read: miracles). 

The solution must be that Celsus means that the powers Jesus acquired in Egypt were powers to 

make people believe that he performed miracles, but that Celsus does not believe at all that Jesus 

really performed miracles.  There is just not enough proof to conclude that Celsus had in mind the 

New Testament meaning of the word: “miracle.” 

Celsus is convinced that Jesus did not possess real δύναμις nor δυναμεῖς, principally because if he 

admitted that Jesus possessed them, he would also have to admit that Jesus had performed real 

miracles. Because for Celsus there was reason enough to assume that Jesus was a charlatan, there 

was also reason enough to assume that Jesus did not have δυναμεῖς either. Although Smith349 argues 

that the powers that Jesus acquired in Egypt also meant the miracles done through them, because 

Jesus showed nothing of these, it is still difficult to speak about the miracles of Jesus. Still, because 

“everybody” uses the words “miracles of Jesus,” the following section is dedicated to exploring the 

terminology.  

 

5.3.8 The miracles of Jesus 

What then did Jesus accomplish when using γοητεία, a word according to TLG mainly used by 

Christian authors, so Celsus’s Jew probably found it in a work of one of these. What kind of miracles 

did he convince his followers to believe? For “all major strands of gospel material present Jesus as a 

miracle worker who attracted his followers by his miracles.”350 Either Celsus or his Jew (T21, I.68) 

mentions cures for sickness and other medical conditions, resurrections from the dead351 and a few 

loaves352 being able to feed multitudes of people. 

However, Celsus puts forward important objections such as: the disciples of Jesus boasted when they 

wrote down the narratives (τερατευσαμένους, T21); with the word πιστεύσωμεν (see Chapter 5.3.2) 

Celsus uses a formula to keep the reasoning going, but he just pretends to believe; he does not really 

believe the matter that he pretends to believe. Moreover, Celsus calls Jesus’s achievements  

                                                           
349 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 81. 
350 Ibid., 14. 
351 Matt. 9:23-26; Luke 7:11-17; John 11:17-44. Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 60, note 2, thinks Celsus 
knows only the version of Matthew, on account of the singular he uses. I would rather think this is an error of 
Celsus. 
352 Matt. 14:16; Matt. 15:32; Mark 6:34-44; Mark 8:1-9; Luke 9:12-17; John 6: 5-13. 
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παράδοξα (T2, I.6): “seemingly exceptional.” Finally, in T21 Celsus likens the miracles of Jesus to 

those of the sorcerers (illusionists) and of those that learned such magical practices in Egypt. 

Celsus does not think that such “miracle workers” are worthy to be given the title “Sons of God,” and 

for that reason he refuses Jesus too as a “Son of God.” The relationship between “miracle workers” 

and "Sons of God” firstly becomes clear in T21: 

[He alludes to] matters accomplished by those who learnt from the Egyptians, who in the 

middle of the market-place, in return for a few obols, sell their venerated lessons, expel 

demons from people, banish diseases and invoke the souls of heroes and display expensive 

meals and tables, cakes and pottages that do not exist, move things as if they were alive, 

although they are not, but seem alive in illusion. He also says: Now because they perform 

these shows, shall we necessarily think they are Sons of God? According to Celsus, they are 

all wicked and possessed men: to Celsus the simple existence of a Son of God is impossible. 

God is unique, and albeit that magicians or sorcerers do every imaginable trick, they will 

never grow to be a Son of God. 

Secondly something slightly different proving the relationship between “miracles” and being God or a 

Son of God comes in T36, II.9: “How shall we regard him as God, who in other matters, as was heard, 

showed nothing of what he promised?” And thirdly, T74 (II.49) reads: “In what way then is it not 

disastrous to infer from the same works, that one is God, and that the others are sorcerers? For why 

should we conclude from these works that the others are more depraved than he, now that we use 

himself as a witness?” These three extracts provide clear evidence for the fact that in Celsus’s world 

there was a close relationship between miracle-working and being God or a Son of God. 

Again, according to Celsus, in this respect too Jesus held out hope to the people, but in reality he 

delivered nothing (T20, I.67), neither in word nor in deed. Celsus may have heard or read that, 

according to some people, this Jesus was a special one, but admitting that he really had 

demonstrated anything miraculous was far too risky for Celsus: such an admission would implie that 

Jesus had possessed something divine, or at least something elusive, which would have been much 

too uncomfortable for Celsus to entertain. 

Every time Celsus criticizes the Christians he turns out to be drawing from a theological/philosophical 

well. In this case we see that a sorcerer has a low social status, so he can never be a god or Son of 

God.  
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5.3.9 Miracles to legitimize Jesus 

In T7 (I.28) it is stated that on account of the powers he acquired in Egypt Jesus called himself “God.” 

In other words, the powers he displayed, legitimized him as God, or: “Jesus’s claim to be a Son of God 

was based on his miracles.”353 So Celsus views Jesus as someone who traveled to Egypt, learned 

magic there, or sorcery as Celsus calls it, and pretended to be a god or God after his return. This is 

not an unusual perspective in pagan thought, but at the same moment Celsus admits that he does 

not understand anything of the religious context that Jesus arose out of, nor of the ideas of the first 

Christians. What happens here is that Celsus undermines Jesus, denigrating Jesus’s divine authority 

that had been stipulated by the Christians. And undermining Jesus’s authority seems to have been 

Celsus’s main goal. This intention emerges on almost every page of his book.  

In T20 (I.67) Celsus writes about the ancient, mythological heroes of Greece: “the old myths that 

attributed a divine origin to Perseus, Amphion, Aeacus, and Minos - and we did not even give them 

faith - yet proved their great and wonderful and superhuman deeds, in a way that they did not seem 

implausible”.  

Celsus puts the point that Jesus did not perform any deeds, and that the deeds alone legitimize 

someone’s divinity, even if people do not believe in them. 

Another proof for the conviction that deeds make divinity visible is to be found in the New 

Testament,354 where the Jews ask Jesus to speak aloud that He is the Christ. Yet Jesus does not do 

this, instead he proclaims that his deeds are his witnesses.  

However, since Celsus did not believe that Jesus performed any miracles and that it was all a matter 

of sorcery, he did not believe that Jesus was God or a “Son of God.” As previously stated, Celsus 

would have heard about the miracles that Jesus was said to have performed and he attributed 

Jesus’s abilities in this area to γοητεία/sorcery.355 In light of that he concluded that if Jesus were a 

γόης, he could not be the Son of God. Taking this conclusion into account, we also have to draw a 

conclusion ourselves: apparently Jesus’s followers interpreted the miracles Jesus performed, 

according to their traditions, as proof of his divine provenance, an argument that does not seem to 

have worked outside the Christian communities. Thus, according to Morton Smith, Jesus’s miracles  

 

                                                           
353 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 83. 
354 John 10:23-25. 
355 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 55: Jesus was a magician who led the people astray and the miracles were 
“magically produced hallucinations”. 
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were taken by his adversaries as evidence of the fact that Jesus was a magician. Again according to 

Smith, Jesus himself took his miracles as proof of magical capacities.  

Celsus must have heard this message and he must have turned it around by attributing the miracles 

of Jesus to sorcery. The question is: do miracles never indicate divine origin, or only in the case of 

Jesus do miracles not indicate divine origin (the argumentum ad hominem)? Seeing what Celsus 

wrote about sorcery and magic we can only conclude that here he uses the argumentum ad 

hominem: in Jesus’s case the miracles do not indicate divine origin, and in that case the story of Jesus 

in Egypt was very important for Celsus, because he badly needed that particular explanation in order 

to make his conviction that Jesus was a charlatan plausible. 

Loveday Alexander however, seems to think in a somewhat different direction: “For Celsus, as for 

many pagans, the problem was not the reality of the miracles themselves, but the Christian attempt 

to argue that the miracles proved Jesus’s divinity.”356 It is not quite clear whether Alexander means 

that the miracles were real or that the question of whether they were real, was not interesting at all, 

but his insight bears close similarity to my own conclusion that to the followers of Jesus and to Jesus 

himself the miracles proved that Jesus was more than human. 

A similar line of thought is to be found in the work of David Neal Greenwood,357 who argues that 

Celsus’s conviction was that “Jesus’s miracles were not genuine, but shabby sleight-of-hand tricks” 

and “Celsus’s essential argument was that miraculous healings were attributed to Jesus in the 

gospels, but these apparent healings were done by trickery. This all means that Jesus was not divine.”  

Greenwood too is of the opinion that, according to Celsus, the miracles of Jesus were not real. 

 

5.3.10 The source of the accusation of sorcery 

In III.1 (end) Origen remarks: “and those [Jews] of the present day are delighted with the actions of 

the Jews in the past, who dared to go against Jesus, and directly accuse him of sorcery of some kind, 

an accusation confirmed by Justin and Lactantius.358 Their accusation was supposed to be “gut  

jüdisch,”359 which means: something specific to Jews. The disciples of Jesus would have formed a 

particular Jewish sect that denied many basic religious elements of traditional Judaism: a proof that  

                                                           
356 Loveday Alexander, “The Four Among Pagans,” in The Written Gospel, ed. Markus Bockmuehl and Donald A. 
Hagner (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 232. 
357 David Neal Greenwood, “Celsus, Origen and Julian on Christian Miracle-claims,” Heythrop Journal 57, 1, 
(2016): 99-108 (100, 101). 
358 Bobichon, Justin Martyr: Dialogue I 69 (376) and 85 (416); Lactantius, Div. Inst. V.3, 19. 
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their teacher Jesus had seduced them, made them apostate and  alienated them from the Jewish 

system of belief.360 

As outlined in this section we find some reason to assume that Celsus knew from Jewish sources that 

Jesus had been accused of sorcery. Morton Smith seems to agree with this point of view, when he 

writes: “it seems reasonable to conclude that the outsiders’ picture of Jesus the magician, although it 

used material drawn from hometown gossip, was principally shaped by the (Jewish) scribes during his 

work in Galilee.”361 Whether the source was “hometown gossip” or the scribes, both sources were, of 

course, Jewish.  

It is possible that this knowledge came directly from his Jewish informant. Whatever the case,  

“Origen’s correct observation indicates that Celsus was using a Jewish source . . . a non-canonical 

source.”362 What is not now possible is to discover the exact meaning of the original accusation as 

whether this concerned Jesus deluding the people, or whether he was performing “real” magic tricks. 

Probably Celsus meant both: tricks to delude the people. 

Early sources seem to imply that in Jewish circles the ordinary people depicted Jesus as a magician, 

although the evidence is not plentiful. But Smith helpfully draws attention to the words of Clement of 

Alexandria regarding this, who observes: “on account of his social status and decorum the same man 

by his admirers is called a Son of God, by his enemies a magician.”363 Moreover, it is plausible that 

the common people followed the scribes regarding their opinions, for example about Jesus. Finally, 

but with some reservation on account of their late date, early versions of the Toledot Yeshu 

tradition364 (Group 1, possibly fourth or fifth century) emphasize that Jesus used “words of sorcery” 

and managed to lead astray people, or even the whole world. The Early Oriental B version begins: 

“Yeshu who rebelled against the God of heaven and misled the people of the world by deeds of 

sorcery." We do not know whether Smith refers to these versions in his argumentation, but Laato 

concludes that “the sorcery was intimately related to his visit in Egypt.”365 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
359 Bauer, Leben Jesu, 462; Theodor Keim, die Geschichte Jesu nach den Ergebnissen Heutiger Wissenschaft 
(Zürich: Orell, Füssli & Co., 1873), I.16; Naomi Janowitz, Magic in the Roman World (London: Routledge, 2001), 
25: “Jews are addicted to magic”. 
360 Klausner, Jesus von Nazareth, 30. 
361 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 142. 
362 Ibid., 9 and 67. 
363 Smith, Clement of Alexandria, 229. 
364 See Chapter 5.1.1 (“Jesus’s parentage and birth”) of this study, and Chapter 7. 
365 Antti Laato, “A Cold Case Reopened: a Jewish Source on Christianity Used by Celsus and the Toledot Yeshu 
Literature – from Counter-Exegetical Arguments to Full-Blown Counter-Story”, StPatr 94, 20 (2017), 99-110 
(3.2). 
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An exact determination of the source of Celsus or his Jew for the accusation of sorcery is impossible, 

but an extra-canonical (Jewish or Jewish-Christian) tradition is a very feasible, although perhaps 

rather obvious, candidate. This tradition may very well have been the manuscript mentioned in 

Chapter 3, the Status Quaestionis, the source text for Celsus, the text found or written by “the Jew.” 

Celsus would have liked to accuse Jesus of possessing the skill of magic, since in antiquity,366 as  

observed before, magic had a bad reputation, but if he had chosen to do this, he would also have 

been forced to admit that Jesus really did perform the miracles attributed to him. If this were the 

case, it would not have been so easy for Celsus to withhold the title “Son of God,” as T20 (I.67) 

witnesses. So Celsus attributed Jesus’s “miracles” to sorcery, for magic leads to “real” miracles, and, 

according to Jesus’s followers, to the title of Son of God, whereas sorcery only leads to disapproval. 

A comparison between Celsus and his contemporary Lucianus of Samosata might be useful at this 

point, for Celsus describes Jesus as a fraud, and Lucianus does the same of Alexander. Lucianus wrote 

“Alexander or the false prophet,” and, although there are some significant differences, there are also 

clear resemblances between the two works. In section 2 we read that Alexander went through the 

cities plundering. In Celsus’s work in T17 (I.61) and T18 (I.62) we read: “Was the Son of God begging 

in so mean a condition?” and “Jesus having tied to Him ten or eleven notorious men, most wicked 

tax-gatherers and sailors, ran off with them here and there, collecting his sustenance in a shameful 

and aggressive way.” 

The following sections are mostly different, although the differences concern less important matters: 

Lucianus speaks in a positive sense about Alexander’s appearance (section 3), Celsus does not about 

Jesus’s. Alexander would surpass everyone in intellect (section 4), according to Celsus Jesus did not 

have much intellect. Alexander was very persuasive (section 4), but in the case of Jesus the lack of 

persuasion was one of his most significant deficiencies. According to Lucianus Alexander was the best 

of all the people (again section 4), Celsus utilizes most of the testimonials to demonstrate how wrong 

and bad Jesus was. 

There is some similarity in Lucianus’s remark in section 5 that a magician took on Alexander’s 

education: Celsus states that Jesus on account of poverty hired himself out in Egypt and that there he 

would have come into contact with magic. In section 6 it is said that Alexander and his followers  

 

                                                           
366 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 146 (here especially about the Eucharist; on page 152 Smith calls the Eucharist 
the clearest evidence of Jesus’s knowledge and use of magic); Smith, Clement of Alexandria, 220; Graf, Magic, 
21 and 23.  
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deceived the rich civilians. Jesus never made this distinction between rich and poor victims, as far as 

we know. 

In the rest of the book Alexander, accompanied by a fake snake, is busy uttering fake oracles. Jesus 

spoke only fraudulent words, and here we find the most important likeness. On account of their 

deceitful words and deeds it is not too bold to say that Alexander is a great fraud, according to 

Lucianus, just as Jesus is, according to Celsus.  

Finally, in section 25 it is said that the followers of Epicurus oppose Alexander. It is obvious that Jesus 

encountered resistance all his life, even from his own disciples, so this is perhaps a likeness between 

the works as well. 

This brief summary indicates that the differences between Lucianus’s and Celsus’s works were 

perhaps more numerous than the resemblances. Indeed, the most important difference is that 

Lucianus is writing in an obviously mocking and ironic manner, while Celsus is writing very seriously. 

However, the resemblances are more important, particularly the highly significant fact that 

Alexander and Jesus are frauds of the same scale and note, which gives the people who describe 

them reason to mock their subjects, one seriously, the other ironically.  

Celsus’s rendering of Jesus and Lucianus’s rendering of Alexander make it very clear that both writers 

are elitist characters with the same high education and the same philosophical background, two 

circumstances that yield the same rebuttal of a spiritual being. Lucianus tries to discredit the object 

of his attack, Alexander, in a satirical way, Celsus tries to do the same to Jesus in a different, more 

serious way. Both writers use the genre of the γόης, although there is no further evidence than these 

two writings that the γόης was a so-called topos in religious polemic. It is important to notice that 

both Jesus and Alexander are described as trying to influence people on account of their deceitful 

words and deeds. 

 

5.3.11 Conclusion 

Celsus depicts the following image of Jesus: Jesus, having suffered poverty, went to Egypt as a young 

man and hired himself out. In Egypt he came into contact with sorcery. Celsus uses the Egypt story to 

construct a connection between Jesus and magic, which was illegal. When Jesus was home again, he 

called himself God. Origen turns Celsus’s accusation of Jesus possessing magic into Jesus possessing  
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divine power, which is something quite different. Celsus equates the miracles of Jesus with the 

activities of γοήται (sorcerers), who make big promises, but do not achieve anything real. 

According to Celsus these sorcerers mainly speak, but they hardly ever act. They are engaged in 

incoherent and utterly obscure statements, the meaning of which no sensible being could begin to 

decipher. They make big promises and indicate a wrong way to God. Sorcery/Γοητεία is a way to 

engender the impression of a person who can accomplish incredible things, in order to create false 

illusions. This power can delude its creator as well as other people. Illusionism, therefore, would 

seem to be the more accurate translation, or perhaps hypnosis. To be a sorcerer at that time also 

meant being considered a criminal, as the dominant group, those belonging to the elite, considered 

even the practice of sorcery, let alone magic, threatening. The reader may keep in mind that Celsus 

did not consider Jesus as a magician, but as a good sorcerer: he displayed nothing.   

Celsus does not use the word μάγος for Jesus, possibly because the word has more authority than 

γόης and γοητεία, although all three words are suspect. The words may end up meaning the same, 

yet Celsus mentions the word μαγεία separately from γοητεία. So, according to him, the words were 

not synonymous, but the information about μαγεία  is too scanty to draw a reliable conclusion about 

the meaning. Celsus is convinced that Jesus did not possess real δύναμις nor δυναμεῖς (powers), and 

that is why, according to Celsus, Jesus did not perform any miracles. Jesus mastered the technique of 

γοητεία, which gives the illusion that something miraculous is going on. 

Miracles were important to legitimize someone as a magician or as a Son of God. To accuse Jesus of 

γοητεία means that Celsus did not believe that Jesus performed real miracles, thus the miracles did 

not legitimize him, thus Jesus was not a Son of God. And that is what it is all about. Celsus claims that 

in reality Jesus displayed nothing, either in word or deed. The only concession Celsus can bear to 

make is that it is by means of sorcery that Jesus accomplished the “miracles” ascribed to him. There 

seems to be reason to assume that Celsus knew from Jewish sources that Jesus had been accused of 

sorcery. It is possible that this knowledge came directly from his Jewish informant.  

Celsus would have liked to accuse Jesus of possessing real magic skills, since in antiquity magic had a 

bad reputation, but in that case, he would have been forced to admit that Jesus really had performed 

the miracles attributed to him. Then, according to Jesus’s contemporaries, it would not have been so 

easy to withhold the title “Son of God,” as T20 (I.67) witnesses. For magic leads to “real” miracles, 

but sorcery only leads to disapproval. 
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Finally, a useful comparison can be made with the work of Lucianus, Alexander or the false prophet. 

Although their tones are very different, with Lucianus clearly mocking and ironic and Celsus writing in 

a serious manner, the key notable factor is who the object is of their attack and the style of that 

attack. Alexander and Jesus are frauds of the same scale and significance. Celsus’s rendering of Jesus 

and Lucianus’s rendering of Alexander make it very clear that both writers are elitist characters with 

the same high education and the same philosophical background, two circumstances that yield the 

same rebuttal of a spiritual being. Lucianus tries to discredit his object Alexander in a satirical way, 

Celsus tries to do the same to Jesus in a different, more serious way. Again, although there is no 

further evidence than these two writings that the γόης was a topos in religious polemic, both writers 

use this genre  as a keystone in their works.
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5.4 Jesus’s teaching 

5.4.1 Introduction 

Celsus declares (T4, I.26) that the teaching of Jesus happened “very recently,” but what did Jesus 

teach? And was the appeal of Jesus’s teaching as communicated by his followers in Celsus’s day the 

motivation for him to write his work? Did Celsus read Jesus’s words directly or indirectly or did he 

hear about them? Were the teaching words of Jesus the reason for the (Jewish) accusation that Jesus 

misled the people?367 This chapter focuses on the question of whether it is possible to reconstruct 

Celsus’s views of Jesus’s teaching on the basis of Origen’s refutation of Celsus: what exactly did Jesus 

teach, how did he do that and what was the effect of his teaching? 

The passage where Celsus discusses the teaching of Jesus most extensively is T157 (VII.18), although 

it is notable that Celsus does not mention the verb “teach (διδάσκω).” Rather, he typifies Jesus as a  

legislator of the Jewish people, someone who, although a “Son of God,” according to the prophets, 

gives laws contradictory to the laws given by Moses, even though he is commissioned by God 

(ἀντινομοθετεῖ). Celsus thus depicts Jesus as not only opposed to Moses, but also as particularly 

opposed to the God of the Jews. 

 

5.4.2 Jesus opposed to Moses 

For clarity first the translation of the above mentioned T157 is given below: 

After this Celsus says the following: should they not ponder this [the great contradiction 

between Moses and Jesus] again? If the prophets of the God of the Jews predicted that Jesus 

would be his Son, why then did he give the Jews laws, through Moses, to become rich and 

powerful368 and to fill the earth,369 also to murder their enemies from the youth upwards and 

kill370 them with their entire race? Moses says that God himself does exactly this before the 

eyes of the Jews,371 and moreover, if they will not be obedient, then God expressly threatens  

 

                                                           
367 Graham Norman Stanton, “Aspects of Early Christian-Jewish Polemic and Apologetic,” NTS 31, 3 (1985): 377-
392 (380), on account of John 7: 12 and 47; an accusation also in Justin’s Dialogos 108, TLevi 16 and Matt. 
27:63, connected with Jesus’s crucifixion. 
368 Deut. 15:6; 28:11/12. 
369 Gen. 9:1. 
370 Ex. 17:14; Num. 21:34/35; Deut. 25:19. 
371 Ex. 34:11; Deut. 29:2/3. 
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to do to them what he did to their enemies.372 Yet his Son, the “man of Nazareth,” gives 

contradictory laws, [and states] that there is no access to the Father for those who are rich, 

or love power, or claim wisdom or a reputation, and that mankind should not pay more 

attention to their food or store-houses than “the ravens,” and to clothing less than “the 

lilies.” Also to allow him who once struck, to strike once more? Does Moses lie or Jesus? Or 

had the Father, when he sent him [Jesus], forgotten what he had commanded Moses? Or did 

he condemn his own laws and change his mind, or did he send his messenger for quite the 

opposite purpose?  

Although Christians say they worship the same God as the Jews (T135, VI.29), the Christians look, 

according to Celsus, for a God other than the Father when it transpires that Jesus and Moses support 

opposite laws. These contrasts focus on the points of view of both Moses and Jesus regarding the 

issues of  wealth, power and the attitude towards enemies. So we shall first examine these issues. 

 

5.4.3 The teaching of Jesus regarding wealth; the camel and the needle 

In the quoted passage T157 (VII.18) Celsus has Jesus saying “that there is no access to the Father for 

him who is rich.” It is entirely plausible that Celsus had Jesus’s statement (ἀπόφασις) in mind373 that 

he had already quoted in T133, VI.16: “It is easier that a camel goes in through the eye of a needle 

than a rich man into the kingdom of God.” 

The rendering of these words of course leads us to think of Jesus’s saying, delivered in the story of 

the rich man.374 The question evoked by Celsus’s rendering is whence he derived his text. He may 

have adopted it from another Christian writing. It is not impossible even that he heard the story, for, 

as Zwiep remarks: “The first tellers of the story of Jesus did not tell their stories for the sake of pure 

history, but they treasured the past to make sense of the community’s present situation and to 

situate themselves.”375 

 

 

                                                           
372 Deut. 1:26-45; 7:4; 9:14; 28:16-68. 
373 Keim, Wahres Wort, 108, note 1; Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 180, note 10; Rudolf Anger, 
Synopsis Evangeliorum Matthaei, Marci, Lucae, 162 (app., Leipzig, 18772) also links [157] to [133]. 
374 Matt. 19:24; Mark 10:25; Luke 18:25. 
375 Zwiep, Jairus’s Daughter, 193. 
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Because this saying is found in the gospels, it is important at this point to make a comparison 

between Celsus and the gospel texts:376 

Celsus     Matt./Mark/Luke 

1    εὐκοπώτερον    1 εὐκοπώτερον (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

2      2a ἐστιν (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25) 

     2b γὰρ ἐστιν (Luke: 25) 

3    κάμηλον     3 κάμηλον (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

4    εἰσελθεῑν    4   

5    διὰ     5  δὶα (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

6    τρήματος    6a τρήματος (Luke: 25) 

     6b τρυπήματος (Matt.: 24) 

     6c τρυμαλιᾶς (Mark: 25) 

7    ῥαφίδος    7a ῥαφίδος (Matt.: 24) / τῆς ῥαφίδος (Mark: 25) 

     7b βελόνης (Luke: 25)  

8     8a διελθεῖν (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25) 

     8b εἰσελθεῖν (Luke: 25) 

9    ἢ     9 ἢ (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

10 πλούσιον     10 πλούσιον (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

11      11a εἰσελθεῖν (Matt.: 24) 

     11b εἰσελθεῖν (Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

12 εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν    12 εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

13 τοῦ θεοῦ     13 τοῦ θεοῦ (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

14     14a εἰσελθεῖν (Matt.: 24 /Mark: 25 /Luke: 25) 

                                                           
376 Starting point is the established text in K. Aland et al.: Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, (Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 198413 ), 341. 
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Celsus’s version seems somehow shortened, omitting ἐστιν or γὰρ ἐστιν (2) and moving εἰσελθεῖν (11 

and 14). Moreover, he seems to combine Luke’s τρήματος with the reading of Matthew and Mark, 

ῥαφίδος. Finally, the transposition of the verb from 8 to 4 probably is Celsus’s idea: because he 

omitted ἐστιν, the requirement of a verb in front is understandable. 

Looking at the Gospel manuscripts we learn that Celsus’s words show most similarity with those of 

Luke. Both use εἰσελθεῖν (4), although some manuscripts of Matthew and Mark also have 

εἰσελθεῖν,377 and similarly τρήματος (6), although very few Matthew and Mark manuscripts also 

show this word.378 

Celsus’s reading ῥαφίδος (7) is a variant on Luke. Luke has βελόνης here, which is characteristic and 

which he may have used because, as some suppose he was a doctor.379 However, the word ῥαφίδος 

also occurs in some of Luke’s manuscripts.  

The similarity with Luke is striking, but a comparison between the manuscript variants clarifies that 

there is no real proof that Celsus actually heard the story in the version of Luke. There are too many 

differences, especially  when we also take into account what Celsus says about the genealogy as 

compared to Luke. Celsus’s version obviously shows a strong similarity to manuscripts of an 

“Egyptian” origin. It might be permissable to deduce from this similarity, that Celsus was familiar with 

an Alexandrian variant of the words, which would be explicable, if he had lived or worked in 

Alexandria. But it is possible that it mainly rests on an oral tradition, or on a parallel oral tradition 

that then ended up in the gospels. Dunn about proceedings like these: “The Synoptic tradition 

provides evidence for what Jesus was remembered as doing or saying by his first disciples.”380 

 

5.4.4 The teaching of Jesus plagiarized from Plato 

It is interesting that in T133 (VI.16) Celsus perceives a link to Plato’s statement: ἀγαθὸν381 ὄντα 

διαφόρως καὶ πλούσιον εἰναι διαφερόντως <εἰναι>382 ἀδύνατον (“it is impossible that an 

outstandingly good man is also exceptionally rich,” Leges 5: 743a). He even goes as far as to state 

that Jesus derived his words directly (ἄντικρυς) from Plato. In T163 (VII.58), which will be examined  

extensively in Chapter 4.4.6, Celsus refers to Plato (Crito 49b-e): Jesus’s advice to offer an aggressor  

                                                           
 C K L (W) Z Δ f1.13 28. 33. 892. 1010. 1241. 1424 pm sys.p.h samss bo (Matthew) א   377
          .B (Matthew) *א  378
379 Adolf von Harnack, Medicinisches aus der ältesten Kirchengeschichte, TU 8, 37-39 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 

1890); Kol. 4:14. 
380 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, I, 130. 
381 Burnet in the Oxford-tekst of Plato’s Leges (tomus 5, pars 1) adds δέ. 
382 εἰναι om. Plato PM. 
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the other cheek as well383 is, according to Celsus “old” (ἀρχαῖον) and “previously very well articulated 

(εὖ μάλα πρόσθεν εἰρημένον).”  

Moreover, Celsus notes here in Jesus’s words a high level of vulgarity of the terminology of the 

Christians, compared to Plato’s discourse. Elsewhere Celsus also associates Christians with a lack of 

civilized behavior. In I.27 he describes them as ἰδιῶται καὶ ἀγροικότεροι,384 while we read a 

comparable combination (ἀγροικοτάτους καὶ ἰδιῶτας) in VI.1.385 In III.75 Celsus calls the people, 

visited by Christians for healing, ἠλιθίους ἀγροίκους (“unmannerly fools”). In addition,  

independently of such combinations Celsus uses the word ἀγροῖκος for Christians, in different 

degrees of comparison.386 

In VII.61 Origen returns to the allegation of Celsus (T163, VII.58) that Jesus would have spoken 

ἀγροικότερον than Plato. Origen contends that Jesus, with these words, “formulated and presented 

his teaching as a more useful teaching for humanity (βιωφελέστερον κεκίνηκε τὸν λόγον καὶ 

παρέστησεν):” simple minds cannot understand Plato, educated minds understand him with 

difficulty. According to Origen the precept regarding leniency has not been corrupted by the stylistic 

simplicity. 

When Celsus, in response to this statement of Jesus, extensively quotes Plato’s Crito (49b-e), he 

notes that this view has indeed been previously articulated by “inspired people” (θείοις ἀνδράσι, 

T163). Here perhaps Celsus had a statement of Democritus in mind:387 ὁ ἀδικῶν τοῦ ἀδικομένου 

κακοδαιμονέστερος (“he who does injustice is more unhappy than he who is done injustice to”), 

although he does not make any further allusion to this philosopher. 

 

 

                                                           
383 Matt. 5:39; Luke 6:29. 
384 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 51, Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 27; Borret, Origène, Contre 
Celse, Sources Chrétiennes 132 (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1967), I, 150; and Marcovich, Origenes contra Celsum 
Libri VIII, Vig. Christianae 54 (Leiden, Boston, Cologne: Brill, 2001), 29, attribute these words entirely to Celsus, 
probably right on the basis of Origen’s repetition. Koetschau, Des Origenes acht Bücher gegen Celsus, Bibliothek 
der Kirchenväter 52 (München: Kösel & Pustet, 1926), I, 79 attributes οἱ ἰδιῶται to Celsus. Keim, Wahres Wort, 
11 does not translate the words. 
385 Without any doubt words of Celsus (cf Koetschau, Des Origenes acht Bücher II, 70; Chadwick, Origen: Contra 
Celsum, 316; Marcovich, Origenes contra Celsum, 377; in contrast to Keim, Wahres Wort, 77; Bader, Der 
ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 141. 
386 VIII.49 (Marcovich, Origenes contra Celsum, 564): ἀγροῖκοι repeated by Origen in VIII.50 (Marcovich, 565); 
VI.14 (M. 391: ἀγροικοτέρους (here Celsus means those who are subject to deceit by Christians); III.55 (M. 
196): ἀγροικοτάτους. 
387 Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, B45. 
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In T133 (VI.16) Celsus ascertains that Jesus corrupted Plato’s statement on wealth, when he adopted 

it (παραφθείραντος τὸ πλατωνικόν). Celsus generally accuses Christians of corrupting Greek thought, 

as, for example, in V.65: “Now first we must speak of all the misunderstandings and corruptions of 

the truth which they have made through ignorance” (transl. Chadwick). Likewise in III.16: τὰ τοῦ 

παλαιοῦ λόγου παρακούσματα (“the misunderstandings regarding the old doctrine”). 

Thus when Celsus has quoted passages, especially by Plato, and compared them to passages from 

the “holy writings,” he draws (T128, VI.1) the conclusion that “these things have been better 

articulated among the Greeks.” Moreover, he makes the point that the Greeks abstained from 

arrogance and did not give a divine authority to the statements. 

So Celsus noted an acquisition of Plato’s thought by Jesus and his followers, a high level of vulgarity 

in the terminology, and even corruption. However, it is doubtful that we should believe Celsus, when 

he says that Jesus derived his words directly from Plato: Origen already noted (VI.16) that it was 

impossible that Jesus, born and raised among Jews, considered to be the son of Joseph the 

carpenter, had read Plato’s writings. 

 

5.4.5 Jesus’s teaching on power 

In T157 (VII.18) the next point that appears is the criticism of the person seeking power 

(φιλαρχιῶντι), whom Jesus condemns. Perhaps the next category ἢ σοφίας ἢ δόξης ἀντιποιουμένῳ 

(“or claiming wisdom or a reputation”) is only an elaboration of the one who seeks power, for this 

person there is no access to the Father. 

Ἀντιποιοῦμαι may be interpreted as either “to exert oneself in order to achieve something,” or as “to 

boast.”388 Keim’s translation “Weisheitsbegierige oder Ruhmsuchende”389 follows the rather more 

positive first interpretation, while  Chadwick’s “lays claim to any intelligence or reputation”390 is 

much more negative, and because this translation best approximates the second meaning (“boast”) 

and φιλαρχιῶντι also is meant negatively by Celsus, it seems best to follow Chadwick’s 

interpretation. 

 

 

                                                           
388 TLG, s.v. 
389 Keim, Wahres Wort, 107: the person who seeks for wisdom or fame. 
390 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 409. 
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Which words of Jesus did Celsus have in mind, when he made these categorical statements? In terms 

of “him who seeks power,” references have been made to Mark 10:42-45,391 but it is very doubtful 

whether Celsus’s Jew knew Mark. As to the second category it is not directly apparent whether 

Celsus had a specific text in mind. It is easy to ascertain that he refers to statements of Jesus, in the 

elaboration of his argument. 

Celsus suggests that the teaching of Jesus may be described with the following words (T157): “that 

he should not pay more attention to food or to his store-house than the ravens.” This reminds us of a 

collection of words, presumably derived from the so-called Q-source, that Matthew mentions in the 

Sermon of the Mount (6:25-31), but that Luke records in his “Reisebericht” or “travel message” 

(12:22-32). The statement of Jesus is directed against the needless concern about what to eat or 

what to wear. There are a number of clear references to or parallels with these two writers.  

Firstly, τοὺς κόρακας. This is the word Luke uses (12:24). Matthew (6:26) writes: τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ 

οὐρανοῦ.392 Secondly, we find τὰ κρίνα. Again, this is the word Luke uses (12:27). Matthew (6:28) 

also writes τὰ κρίνα. The brevity of Celsus’s reference does not allow us to determine, whether 

Celsus had Luke in mind or Matthew, but the first example (τοὺς κόρακας) might indicate that Celsus 

had heard Luke’s version. 

The “ravens” are correlated to σίτων and ταμείου. The first word (σίτων) we do not meet in Jesus’s 

statement, but is evoked by σπείρουσιν/θερίζουσιν, both of which feature in Matthew and Luke. The 

word ταμεῖον does occur in Luke: the ravens do not have a ταμεῖον or ἀποθήκη (12:24). In Matthew 

(6:26) we only find the second word. Here as well it is not implausible that Celsus knew Luke’s 

version of the text.  

Celsus correlates the “lilies” to clothing (ἐσθῆτος). We do not find this word in the  statement of 

Jesus, although it is denoted by τί ἐνδύσησθε (Matt. 6:25/Luke 12:22). However, alongside them we 

find a word denoting clothing (Matt. 6:25 and 28/Luke 12:22, τοῦ ἐνδύματος). It is noteworthy that 

Clement of Alexandria393 in a quotation from Luke also mentions the word chosen by Celsus: ὁμοίως 

δὲ καὶ περὶ ἐσθῆτος, followed by Luke 12:27. This might mean that a Luke text existed with ἐσθῆτος 

instead of ἐνδύματος, but it is also possible that Celsus and Clement varied Luke’s text independently 

from each other, if Celsus knew a Luke version. 

                                                           
391 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 181, note 11, who also refers to the parallels Matt. 20:25-27 and 
Luke 22:25/26. 
392 Codex Bezae and some old-Lat. mss. (e, (f), l, r1) have in the Luke text: τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
393 Claude Mondésert and Henri-Irénée Marrou, Clément d’Alexandrie, Le Pédagogue (Paris, Éditions du Cerf, 
1965), II.10.102, 194. 
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Celsus’s formulation δεῖν . . .  μὴ μᾶλλον τι φροντίζειν ἢ . . .  ἧττον ἢ . . .  contains some other echoes.  

Δεῖν reminds us of the imperatives Jesus uses, where μᾶλλον is a keyword in Matthew and Luke in 

the comparison that Jesus makes. Μὴ . . .  τι φροντίζειν reminds the reader of μὴ μεριμνᾶτε in both 

Matthew and Luke. Again, the resemblance to Celsus in the words of Clement of Alexandria is 

striking: οὐ γὰρ τῇ ἡλικίᾳ, φησίν, ἐκ τοῦ φροντίζειν προσθεῖναί τι δύνασθε,394 where Matthew (6:27) 

and Luke (12:25) have μεριμνῶν. Here too there is no necessity  to think of a common text: it is 

possible to consider φροντίζειν as an obvious synonym for μεριμνᾶν.395 

From the above it is apparent that Celsus in his argument referred to words of Jesus in the pericope 

on “concern.” The impression is strongly established that here he did not have Matthew’s text in 

mind, but Luke’s. A reference to words of Clement of Alexandria is also detectable. Celsus stated that 

there was no access to the Father for him who is rich or who seeks power, for him who “lays claim to 

any intelligence or reputation.” 

In the words of Jesus that Celsus refers to, Solomon is also mentioned in contrast to the “lilies” as an 

illustration. The presumption seems to be justified that the wise Solomon, who is correlated in the 

text with δόξα, provided Celsus with the expression ἢ σοφίας ἢ δόξης ἀντιποιουμένῳ. That 

Solomon’s wealth and kingship brought Celsus to speak about πλουτοῦντι  and φιλαρχιῶντι, seems 

apparent. Finally we may assume that his choice of words, μηδὲ παριτητὸν εἶναι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα, 

which apply to who is rich, out for power and who lays any claim to intelligence or reputation, 

especially if we also take account of the unexpected occurance of “Father,” had something to do with 

Luke (12:32 and 34): in the same passage Luke has Jesus saying, that it has pleased the Father to give 

the kingdom to him who waives luxury. The conclusion we have to draw, is that Celsus knew this 

material from an existing oral Gospel tradition, either primary, in the sense that it reached him 

parallel to the written versions of Gospel tradition, or secondary, in the form of oral tradition rooted 

in the Gospels. Celsus may also have known Tatian’s harmonization of the Gospels in the 

Diatessaron,396 although it is impossible to substantiate this. 

 

 

                                                           
394 Eclog. propheticae 12 in R. Klotz, Titi Flavi Clementis Alexandrini, Operum omnium Tomus IV, 35 (Göttingen: 

Rudolf Deuerlich, 1834). Clement quotes the text with μὴ μεριμνᾶτε elsewhere: Otto Stählin and Ludwig 
Früchtel, Clemens Alexandrinus II: Strom. IV.6, 34; GCS 52 (Berlin, De Gruyter, 1985), 263. 
395 The difference in meaning is negligible (TLG s.v.), although φροντίζειν occurs significantly more. 
396 Ehrman and Plese, The Apocryphal Gospels, 210: the dating of the Diatesseron is mid-second century. 
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5.4.6 The teaching of Jesus on the attitude towards enemies 

There is a third point Celsus touches on in T157 (VII.18): in his argument he contrasts the legislation 

of the God of the Jews through Moses with the one through Jesus, also regarding the attitude 

towards enemies.397 According to Celsus, God ordered (T157) the Jews to become rich and powerful 

and to fill the earth and to murder their enemies from the youth upward and kill them along with 

their entire race, and God himself was an example (ὃπερ . . .  ποιεῖ). He even encouraged them to do 

this on penalty of their own destruction. The teaching of Jesus opposes this (ἀντινομοθετεῖ): he 

teaches an opposite attitude towards enemies. 

Celsus formulates a saying of Jesus in his own words: τῷ δ΄ ἅπαξ τυπτήσαντι παρέχειν καὶ αὖθις 

τύπτειν. These words remind us of Matt. 5:39 and Luke 6:29. Mark and John do not mention the 

story. It is not the only time that Celsus refers to this passage. In T163 (VII.58) he also touches on this 

statement of Jesus as a Christian rule of life (παράγγελμα): “not to resist someone who is doing you 

wrong.” 

In T163 this rule of life is illustrated by a statement (φήσιν) of Jesus: κἄν τύπτῃ . . . τὴν ἑτέραν 

γνάθον, σὺ δὲ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην πάρεχε (“and if he hits . . . your one cheek, offer the other as well”). The 

general principle to abstain from retribution towards the one who brutalizes another, reminds us of 

Jesus’s words: μὴ ἀντιστῆναι τῷ πονηρῷ (Matt. 5:39b), that immediately precede the saying to turn 

the other cheek to him who hits. The following words of Celsus strongly resemble Matt. 5:39b and 

Luke 6:29 and lend themselves to comparison. Origen returns to Celsus’s words in VII.61 and so this 

passage is recorded in the comparison as well: 

 

 [157]  [163]  Matt  Luke  Origen 

1. τῷ δ΄  κἄν  ὅστις  τῷ  τῷ  

2. ἅπαξ    σε  σε   

3. τυπτήσαντι τύπτῃ  ῥαπίζει  τύπτοντι τύπτοντι 

4.         σε 

5.   τὴν  εἰς τὴν  ἐπὶ τὴν  εἰς τὴν 

6.   ἑτέραν  δεξιὰν 

7.   γνάθον  σιαγόνα σιαγόνα σιαγόνα 

8.     σου 

9.   σὺ δὲ 

10. παρέχειν    στρέψον πάρεχε  πάρεχε 

11.     αὐτῷ 

                                                           
397 See for this contrast also section 5.4.2 above. 
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12. καὶ  καὶ  καὶ  καὶ  καὶ 

13. αὖθις 

14.   τὴν ἄλλην τὴν ἄλλην τὴν ἄλλην τὴν ἄλλην 

15. τύπτειν  πάρεχε 

 

This comparison clarifies that Celsus renders the saying very freely in T157 (VII.18), although here as 

well we see clear links with the canonical texts: τῷ . . . τυπτήσαντι follows Luke’s text τῷ τύπτοντι.  

This preamble of Luke is often found in patristic literature.398 From κἄν τύπτῃ (Celsus, T163, VII.58) it 

might appear that the description with a participle aorist (part. aor.) in T158 (VII.32) possibly 

concerns Celsus’s own rendering (in Luke we find a participle as well). The words κἄν τύπτῃ do not 

appear in Matthew or Luke, but we find the formulation ἐάν τίς σε τυπτήσῃ in Epiphanius.399 In both 

places Celsus leaves out the object σε, although this is suggested in T163, because he starts the 

second sentence  with σὺ δέ.400 Celsus also misses σου (Matthew), with Luke.401 

Although in the general formulation of T157 Celsus leaves out the “cheek”, in T163 he writes τὴν 

ἑτέραν γνάθον. From the comparison, there are several aspects that need to be noted in particular 

and these are outlined below: the omission of the preposition εἰς (Matt.) or ἐπί (Luke).402 Ἑτέραν 

(opposite ἄλλην), the one,403 where Matthew writes δεξίαν and Luke omits. 

Γνάθον. We do not find this word in any other quotation. It firstly means “jaw,” secondly “cheek,” 

and is the prosaic variant of γναθμός, although it also often occurs in poetry.404 It is impossible to find 

out why Celsus prefers this word here rather than σιαγόνα (a word popular with Christian authors): 

Perhaps it was the word to use there where he lived, perhaps this word contained more scorn. A 

third possibility is that this was just the most popular classical word. 

 

 

                                                           
398 Stählin and Früchtel, Clemens II, Strom. IV.8, 62 (276); Hans Waitz, Die Pseudoklementinen, Homilien und 
Rekognitionen, TU 10, 4 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1904): Homilien  XV.5 (322). 
399 Holl, Epiphanius, Haer. 33.10 (1, 462). See Hermann Dörries, Erich Klostermann, and Matthias Kroeger, Die 
50 Geistlichen Homilien von Makarios, PTS 4 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1964), 17.11; 173 (ἐάν τίς σε ῥαπίσῃ). W.H. 
van de Sande Bakhuyzen, Der Dialog des Adamantius (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1901) 814a7 (32).  
400 In [157] the saying is so general, that σε is not necessary, see Stählin and Früchtel, Clemens II, Strom. IV.8, 62 
(276).  
401 Van de Sande Bakhuyzen, Der Dialog des Adamantius, 814a7 (32). 
402 Likewise: Stählin and Früchtel, Clemens II, Strom. IV.8, 62 (276); Waitz, die Pseudoklementinen: Hom., XV.5 
(322). 
403 Clemens Alexandrinus and Clementinus (Homilien) have ἑτέραν, where Celsus reads τὴν ἄλλην, with Mt and 
Luke. 
404 TLG, s.v. 
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Celsus has the Lukan reading πάρεχε in T163, compared with παρέχειν in T157, with the difference 

that he writes the imperative at the end. Celsus omits αὐτῷ, with Luke.405 When we observe things 

like this it seems that our conclusion has to be that again Lukan words resound in those of Celsus, 

although it is not so literal, that we can demonstrate that he knew Luke: Celsus falls back on gospel 

traditions. 

καί is found in both places, as well as in Matthew, Luke and Origen. 

τὴν ἄλλην (T163) is found in Matthew, Luke and Origen. 

Dunn asks a question that may explain the different words in different traditions: “Is it not more 

realistic in reference to groups/churches functioning initially in a highly oral society, to conceive of 

these [churches] all having quite extensive repertoires of Jesus tradition, overlapping with that of 

other churches/groups?406  

In T157 Celsus quotes the text in a passage where he sharply contrasts Law and Gospel. Origen 

suggests (VII.25) that Celsus derives this contrast from Marcion. This is feasible because he also 

indicates it elsewhere.407 The question then is legitimate, whether Celsus evidences that in this 

respect he knows Marcion’s text of Luke, but this is a matter outside the scope of this thesis and 

reference should be made to journals for discussion.408 

The problem is that we only know the Marcionite text of Luke fragmentarily. As Judith Lieu writes: 

“Marcion’s Gospel lacks stories that later turn out to be typically Lucan, like the ‘lost son,’ Martha 

and Mary etc.”409 According to Lieu, in many cases Marcion followed the available text, but it is not 

surprising that he made textual changes or choices, something which was much more usual then.”410 

Harnack’s reconstruction of Luke’s text reads: ἐάν τίς σε ῥαπίσῃ εἰς τὴν σιαγόνα, παράθες/πρόσθες 

αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην.411 This reconstruction is based on what we read in Adamantius’s Dialogue.412    

 

                                                           
405 Likewise: Stählin and Früchtel, Clemens II, Strom. IV.8, 62 (276); Waitz, die Pseudoklementinen: Hom. XV.5 

(322); Hermann Dörries et al., Homilien von Makarios, 17.11 (173).  
406 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, 883. 
407 Cf II.27 (Marcovich, Origenes contra Celsum, 105); [127]; V.62 (Marcovich, 373); VI.52/53 (M. 430/431); 
[148]; Adolf von Harnack, Marcion, das Evangelium vom fremden Gott, TU 45 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1921),  
191/192. 
408 E.g. Judith M. Lieu, Marcion and the Making of a Heretic. God and Scripture in the Second Century 
(Cambridge: University Press, 2015), 202. 
409 Ibid., 202. 
410 Ibid., 206. 
411 Harnack, Marcion, Beilage IV, 174/175. 
412 Van de Sande Bakhuyzen, Der Dialog des Adamantius, 32. 
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Harnack pleads, on the basis of πρόσθες in verse 29b, to also read this word in 29a. But it is not 

unimaginable that Marcion wrote παράθες because of Luke’s πάρεχε.   

However, question marks should be put regarding the reliability of Adamantius: there is an enormous 

distance in time between Marcion (about 140) and Adamantius (4th century); Adamantius was not a 

Marcionite, so perhaps it is wise not to rely on him too much. His text forms part of a protocol-text 

that had stemmed from an orthodox pen. 

 

5.4.7 The statement of Jesus about man as a Son of God 

In T15 (I.57) Celsus’s Jew, as if in a dialogue, asks Jesus: εἰ τοῦτο λέγεις, ὅτι πᾶς ἄνθρωπος κατὰ 

θείαν πρόνοιαν γεγονὼς υἱός ἐστι θεοῦ, τί ἂν σὺ ἄλλου διαφέροις; There are two possible 

translations of this: a. If you say that everyone born according to divine providence is a Son of God,413 

in what respect would you differ from another? And b. If you say that every man has become a Son 

of God by divine providence,414 in what respect would you differ from another? 

Because, according to Celsus, nothing in the cosmos happens without divine providence being 

involved, we may assume that both translations are virtually equivalent. In translation b. it is 

assumed, that God wants every man to become his Son by his providence, translation a. emphasizes 

the fact that everyone is a Son of God. The effect is the same: everyone is a Son of God. 

The question is how did Celsus’s Jew come up with the idea that, according to Jesus (λέγεις), 

everyone is a Son of God? Robert Bader415 and Theodor Keim416 direct us to Mt. 5:9, where we read: 

μακάριοι οἱ εἰρηνοποιοί, ὅτι αὐτοὶ υἱοὶ θεοῦ κληθήσονται (“blessed the peacemakers, for they will 

be called Sons of God”). This gospel passage deviates from what the Jew attributes to Jesus to the 

extent that in Matthew Jesus reserves the Sonship for the peacemakers. It should be noted here that 

it might be God’s aim for everyone to be a peacemaker. 

We might think of a parallel text to Matt. 5:45, namely Luke 6:35. But here there are also important 

differences with the words of Celsus’s Jew: the future tense ἔσεσθε indicates that the Sonship still 

has to be acquired; in addition, according to Luke, Jesus attaches conditions to that Sonship. 

 

                                                           
413 Thus Keim, Wahres Wort, 14; Borret, Origène. Contre Celse I, 231; and my own translation of T15. 
414 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 52. 
415 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 56, note 1 on cap. 57. 
416 Keim, Wahres Wort, 14, note 4. 
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Another text concerning the Sons of God, as also pointed out by Bader and Keim, is Matt. 5:45, 

where Jesus urges his followers to pray for their persecutors, ὅπως γένησθε υἱοὶ τοῦ πατρὸς ὑμῶν 

(“in order that you may become sons of your Father”). But now the sentence only applies to people 

who act with the aim of becoming Sons of God by virtue of that action. Celsus’s Jew on the other 

hand has Jesus saying that everyone is a Son of God. 

A last phrase mentioned in this context, is Rom. 8:14-15.417 Celsus refers to the dialogue between the 

Jew and Jesus. The Jew says explicitly that a statement of Jesus is meant (λέγεις). Of course there is 

the possibility that Celsus is confusing matters here, but nowhere else does he quote the Letter to 

the Romans. Furthermore, the text of Rom. 8:14-15 is not directed to everyone, nor does it speak of 

πρόνοια.  

In conclusion, in the words of Celsus’s Jew an echo may resound of the words of Jesus in John 10:34-

36. Jesus there tries to refute an accusation of blasphemy by asking the question: “has it not been 

written ἐν τῷ νόμῳ418 ὑμῶν ὁτι ἐγὼ εἶπα· θεοί ἐστε; (in your law that I said: you are gods?).” John 

has Jesus saying in verse 35, “if He called them gods,” πρὸς οὓς ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο   (“towards 

whom came the word of God”) and verse 36 ends with Jesus’s words: ὑμεῖς λέγετε ὅτι βλασφημεῖς, 

ὅτι εἶπον· υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ εἰμι (“do you say: you blaspheme, because I have said: I am God’s Son?”);419 

If we may assume that Celsus’s Jew by the word πρόνοια denotes what Jesus calls νόμος ὑμῶν (cf ὁ 

λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ), and if we link verses 34 (θεοί) and 35 (υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ), then it is feasible that Celsus 

had these words in mind when he attributed the statement about a universal Sonship to Jesus. 

Celsus’s Jew certainly must have heard about or read the Gospel of John too. 

However, again it is possible that Celsus’s Jew referred to a word from an apocryphal or an oral 

tradition that is unknown to us. Although the notion that everyone could be a Son of God is beyond 

Celsus’s frame of reference, Jesus’s statement in this respect suits him well: in this way, surely for 

Christians, the unique position of Jesus is affected. Why would Christians worship Jesus, if everyone 

is a Son of God? 

 

 

                                                           
417 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 56, note 1 refers to this text; Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 52, 
likewise, but only when Origen has linked the words of Celsus’s Jew to those of Paul; cf Gal. 4:6/7. 
418 Psalm 82:6. 
419 John 1:12-13. 
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5.4.8 Jesus’s statement on serving several masters 

In T165 (VII.68) we find a reference of Celsus to another statement (φησί) of Jesus: Οὔτοι420 γὰρ οἷόν 

τε, φησί, "δουλεύειν" τὸν αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις" (“No, he says, for it is impossible that the same 

man ‘serves’ several ‘masters’”).  

Clearly here Jesus’s words in Matt. 6:24 and Luke 16:13421 are meant. However, Celsus paraphrases 

this text in the frame of his own argument that concerns many gods, daemons or angels,422 again  

because he heard the story, but did not have a manuscript of both Gospels at hand: the quotation 

anyway is not literal, there is no manuscript with precisely the same words. 

The text is quoted again by Celsus in the continuation of his work,423 which Origen addresses in his 

eighth book.    

For Celsus this statement is an indication of the rebellion (T166, VIII.2: στάσεως) of the Christians. For 

in this way, he says, they secede, and distinguish themselves from the other people.424 Celsus 

acknowledges that Jesus’s words principally apply to the human sphere, where “he who serves 

someone, could not reasonably serve another man as well, since the other man would think he 

would be harmed by the service to the first man.” (T166) 

A third reference to Jesus’s words comes in T170 (VIII.15), where Celsus discusses the fragment of 

the Heavenly Dialogue, a rather obscure text, about which Chadwick asks the question: “is this a 

gnostic version of Jesus’s agony in Gethsemane?”425 The translation of the fragment is: “if the Son is                 

mightier than God and the son of man is his Lord - and some other is to be lord of the God who rules 

(the world)? -, why are many round the well, but no one (goes) into the well? Why don’t you dare at 

the end of such a long journey? You are wrong: for I have courage and a sword.” There Celsus 

finishes his discussion with “Hence they have that precept not to ‘serve’ two ‘masters’, in order that 

the party . . . ” 

                                                           
420 Thus Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 194, and Borret, Origène. Contre Celse, IV, 172. Koetschau, Des 
Origenes acht Bücher (II, 217) writes οὔτε on the basis of ms. A. In the repetition (VII.70) we find οὐ: Koetschau 
(II, 220), Borret (IV, 178) and Marcovich, Origenes contra Celsum, 519. 
421 Already Origen identifies the text (VIII.3); cf Koetschau II, 222; II, 224/226; II, 273). 
422 See VIII.2; Koetschau II, 222 θεοὺς πλείονας; Marcovich, 521/522. 
423 Cf Origen’s remark περὶ οὓ ….. at the end of book VII (Marcovich, 520). 
424 See E. Peterson, Der Monotheismus als Politisches Problem (Leipzig: Hegner, 1935), 61/62: Christian 
monotheism is, politically spoken, rebellion, for directed towards separation. The Christians thus disturb the 
national cults and affect the Roman Empire. Celsus’s supreme God dominates, but national gods, that the 
Christians do not want to worship, rule. 
425 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 462. 
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From this quotation we may conclude that Celsus knew a text with δύο,426 so πλείοσι apparently 

belongs to his reformulation of the sentence, necessary to supply a meaningful place for the text in 

his argument. It concerns a παράγγελμα (T170) of Jesus (φήσιν, T165, VII.68), a precept apparently 

containing the words: δουλεύειν δύο κυρίοις. Moreover, when the adaptation Celsus gives is taken 

into account, we may assume that οὔτοι (or οὐχ) . . . οἷον τε is a rendering of οὐ (δεὶς) δύναται.    

The question can be asked whether Celsus, when he mentions πλείοσι in T165, really has several 

masters in mind or only two. The indications that Celsus is thinking of only two are as follows: τινι . . .  

καὶ ἄλλῳ; τοῦ ἑτέρου; τινὶ καὶ ἑτέρῳ. The obvious deduction from this is that Celsus knows the 

continuation of the saying: τὸν ἓνα μισήσει καὶ τὸν ἓτερον ἀγαπήσει, ἢ ἑνός ἀνθέξεται καὶ τοῦ 

ἑτέρου καταφρονήσει (Mt 6:24 and Luke 16:13). Because the text is identical with Matthew and 

Luke, apart from a variant on Luke’s ἀνθέξεται, the question whether Celsus had Matthew or Luke in 

mind,427 or neither of these, because he relied on an oral tradition, cannot be answered. 

In addition, when τὸν δουλεύοντα τινι is a circumscription for Luke’s οἰκέτης, it still has to be taken 

into account that this word has been added to Matthew in some manuscripts.428 The displacement 

forward of δουλεύειν is to be ascribed to Celsus.   

 

5.4.9 Jesus sent for sinners 

In T104 (III.62) Celsus says that Christians state, “that God has been sent for sinners.” A reference to 

a word of Jesus is not necessarily indicated here. It is a reference indeed to a Christian conception 

that is indirectly based on Matt. 9:13, Mark 2:17, and Luke 5:32 (Mark’s text reads: οὐκ ἦλθον 

καλέσαι δικαίους ἀλλὰ ἁμαρτωλούς – “I did not come to call  righteous, but sinners”). Lona tries to 

explain Celsus’s amazement over Jesus’s attitude towards sinners.429 Experiencing this human 

fallibility apparently was not one of Celsus’s favorite occupations.  

Celsus’s response to this Christian conception contrasts the sinners with those who are not: “why 

was not he sent for the sinless?” Furthermore, Celsus wonders: “what evil is it not to have sinned?” 

                                                           
426 Origen’s δυσὶ (VIII.5) is probably based on Mt/Luke, Celsus’s δύο ([170]) looks like a free interpretation of 
Matt./Luke, but this numeral occurs indeclinably, see Eduard Bornemann and Ernst Risch, Griechische 
Grammatik (Frankfurt am Main: Moritz Diesterweg, 1973), 70. 
427 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, I, 241: “What we have in the Jesus tradition is the consistent and coherent 
features of the shared impact made by Jesus’s deeds and words, not the objective deeds and words of Jesus as 
such.” 
428 Lpc. 
429 Horacio E. Lona, Die “Wahre Lehre” des Kelsos, 211. 
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Celsus also touches on the topic of the favored sinner in T103 (III.59): “whosoever, they say, is a 

sinner, or is unwise, or is a child, and to keep it simple: whosoever is wicked, the kingdom of God will 

receive him.” 

Celsus goes on to elaborate ἁμαρτωλός, the notion that was first mentioned in the quotation of 

T103, which he equates to ἄδικον,430 κλέπτην and so forth, to ask at the end of the testimonial: 

“Which other people would have invited a proclaiming robber?” The word λῃστής is generally 

interpreted by Origen (III.61) as “Christian,” but it is possible that Celsus in fact means Jesus here.431 

ἐκάλεσε may refer to Mark 2:17 (καλέσαι), but because Celsus does not seem to make other 

references to Mark, this is doubtful. What Celsus blames the Christians for is probably with reference 

to a gospel text. 

The contrast has been rendered in what comes after T104 (III.62), with ἄδικος – δίκαιος, again in a 

statement ascribed to the Christians: τὸν μὲν ἄδικον . . . δέξεται ὁ θεός, τὸν δὲ δίκαιον . . . τοῦτον οὐ 

δέξεται. 

A second contrast is linked to the conditions through which the righteous and the unjust are rejected 

or respectively received: God receives the unjust, “if he will humble himself because of his 

wickedness,432 but he does not receive the righteous, although he will look up to him with virtue 

from the beginning.” 

One thing stands out, when we consider the thoughts of Celsus concerning Jesus’s attitude towards 

sinners: Celsus does not mention that he has read or heard anything about the forgiving of sins. He 

writes about Jesus receiving/accepting sinners or calling/inviting sinners, but not a word about 

forgiveness, although he must have come across this. It is impossible to determine whether Celsus 

did this consciously or unconsciously. 

 

5.4.10 Jesus as the “teacher”? 

At the end of C.C. III.75 we find a statement that Celsus περιέθηκε τῷ τοῦ διδάσκοντος προσώπῳ 

(“put into the mouth of the teacher”), namely that “ἐγὼ ὑμᾶς σώσω μόνος” (“I alone will save you”). 

At the beginning of III.75 this teacher is described as τὸν τὰ χριστιανισμοῦ διδάσκοντα: “he who 

teaches the things of Christianity.” The problem arises as to who is meant by “the teacher”? Several  

                                                           
430 Mark 2:17, previously mentioned (δικαίους). 
431 See also my discussion of T37 (II.12) in Chapter 5.5.5 (“Jesus and his disciples”) of this study. 
432 I translate “ὑπό” causally, with Keim, Wahres Wort (43) and to a lesser extent Chadwick, Origen: Contra 

Celsum (170: “conscious of”); Borret, Origène. Contre Celse (II, 145): “dans le sentiment”; see TLG, s.v. 
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times Celsus brings this teacher to the stage at the end of Origen’s third book: III.72 τοῦ διδάσκοντος, 

ΙΙΙ.73 τῷ πρεσβεύοντι χριστιανισμόν, ΙΙΙ.74 τῷ δι δάσκοντι, III.76 τὸν διδάσκαλον and III.77 τὸν 

διδάσκοντα. 

Moreover, Celsus himself mentions the teacher (III.76): (ὡς) εἴ τις μεθύων εἰς μεθύοντας παριὼν 

κακηγορεῖ τοὺς νήφοντας ὡς μεθύοντας (“like a drunk appearing to drunks and blaming the sober 

people for drunkenness”). It is possible that this is an echo from the Gospel of Thomas 28,433 where 

Jesus says: “I stood in the midst of the world, and I appeared to them in (the) flesh. I found all of 

them drunken; I found none among them athirst.” Yet, Celsus seems to be more interested in the 

“performance” of the teacher than in the reaction of the teacher’s audience. Finally, Celsus does not 

mention Jesus’s name anywhere in this context, so we must assume that Celsus does not mean Jesus 

precisely, but all who try to spread abroad his teaching. 

Origen too gives an interpretation of the notion “teacher”, forced by Celsus who accuses the 

Christians of saying “See that none of you ever obtains knowledge,” and that “knowledge is a bad 

thing (III.75, end),” but Origen is clearer about whom is meant by the word teacher. Apart from Paul 

and John, whom he calls teachers (III.76), Origen additionally mentions, also in III.75, τὸν πατέρα τῆς 

χριστιανῶν διδασκαλίας (“the father of the doctrine of the Christians”), “who has arranged for his 

teaching (μαθήματα) to be spread abroad for the instruction of the souls of all mankind.”434 Jesus 

seems to be meant here, but a teacher is not specifically mentioned.  

The core of Origen’s argument is (III.75, end) to admonish the Christians to focus their attention on 

God and on Jesus, διδασκάλῳ τῶν περὶ αὐτοῦ [God] μαθημάτων, “the teacher of the lessons about 

God.” According to Origen, Jesus explains God and the Christian teachers explain Jesus. 

 

5.4.11 The purpose of Jesus’s teaching 

The question needs to be asked as to what Celsus viewed the purpose of Jesus’s teaching to be. To 

answer this, we turn to T149 (VI.78), where we read that God sent His Spirit to “one corner” [to 

teach]. In this passage Celsus compares God to Zeus,435 who is pictured sleeping, as in a comedy. God 

also would have been sleeping, like Zeus, would have awakened from his long sleep, and would have 

wanted “to deliver the human race from evils.”  

                                                           
433 Aland, Synopsis, 521; Meyer, The Nag Hammadi Scriptures, 133: dated in the middle of the second century.  
434 Translation by Henry Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 179. 
435 Theodor Kock, Comicorum Atticorum Fragmenta (Leipzig: Teubner, 1888) III, 43, (406). 
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Origen clarifies in VI.78 what a Christian understanding on this would be. The purpose of the teaching 

is for the one prophesied to visit those who had learnt that there was one God, and for those who 

were reading the prophets to learn about the Christ they preached.                                                    

God does not sleep at all. At the end of IV.4 Origen remarks that God is continually sending people 

(Moses and the prophets are mentioned) “to correct” men (ἐπανορθωσομένους), and that the 

“reformation” brought about by Jesus was the most important. For Jesus came as “savior of all men” 

(end of IV.4, σωτὴρ πάντων ἀνθρώπων).436 

Also the end of V.50 is a good illustration of the Christian view on the purpose of Jesus’s teaching. 

Here Οrigen states: θεία χεὶρ . . . βουλομένη τὸν τοῦ θεοῦ λόγον ἐπισπεῖραι . . . ὅλῳ τῷ γένει τῶν 

ἀνθρώπων (“For the hand of God . . . wanted to scatter the word of God . . . to the whole of 

humankind’’). 

Finally, Celsus has Jews and Christians saying (T119, IV.23) that God does not stop sending 

messengers to them and seeking to achieve the goal “that we are with him forever.” Celsus’s 

distance from this understanding is indicated in his criticism that Jews and Christians keep God’s 

intent for the salvation of humankind for themselves alone. 

 

5.4.12 The ways of Jesus’s teaching 

Needless to say, it is his voice that Jesus uses for teaching. With his voice he “proclaimed” (T81, II.70: 

ἐκήρυττεν), but he also “threatened” (T89, II.76: ἀπειλεῖ) and “jeered” (ibid. λοιδορεῖ), according to 

Celsus’s Jew. Celsus strongly disapproves of these last two ways of communicating, because they 

show unambiguously that Jesus was not capable of persuading. 

Celsus signals that the Christians connect an educational purpose to Jesus’s passion and death.437 

They know indeed that Jesus’s punishment effected the destruction of the “father of evil” (T72, II.47: 

ὑπὲρ καθαιρέσεως τοῦ πατρὸς τῆς κακίας). According to the Christian view Jesus’s passion and death 

are an ultimate illustration and thus they form a part of Jesus’s teaching. 

 

 

                                                           
436 1Tim. 4:10. 
437 See Chapter 5.9 of this thesis: “Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection”. 



139 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus’s teaching 

 

5.4.13 The effect of Jesus’s teaching 

Naturally Celsus with his background in Greek education considers someone’s ability to persuade 

very important. Celsus’s way of thinking is strongly influenced by Plato,438 who stages Socrates, in 

Gorgias, discussing with Gorgias. Gorgias considers persuasion to be the greatest good,439 which is 

not a strange argument here, because the Sophists and their leader Gorgias do not care about the 

truth, just about persuasion. Celsus’s Jew comments on the inability to persuade in T89 (II.76), noting 

that this “would not happen to a god, not even to a sensible man.”   

Jesus’s lack of persuasion brings Celsus to a scathing judgement about the effect of his teaching: 

Jesus very rarely found belief. “When living Jesus did not succeed  in persuading anyone, not even his 

own disciples (T63, II.39).”440 

“He was distrusted, although he proclaimed without restraint to all (T81, II.70).” Regarding the fact 

that when living Jesus “proclaimed to all,” Celsus determines that Jesus missed an important 

opportunity after his resurrection from the death: “he clearly should have taught all why he had 

come down (T87, II.73).” However, he limits himself to “only one woman441 and to his own 

supporters,” as we read in T81 (II.70). 

In addition to T63 (II.39) above, we are told in T66 (II.43) that “he had failed in persuading the people 

here [on this earth],” and in T70 (II.46) that “when he was alive he won only ten very depraved 

sailors and tax-collectors, and not even all of these.” In T71 (also II.46) Celsus continues: “he himself 

when he lived, did not persuade anyone.” Furthermore, there is in T88 (II.75) the statement: “Which 

god present among men is disbelieved?” 

On this subject, there is much material to support Celsus’s conviction. For example, T92 (II.78) reads: 

“Or did he come down with the purpose that we would disbelieve?” And T102 (III.44): “they want 

and are able to persuade only the foolish, dishonorable, obsessives, slaves, women and children.” 

Finally we find the words in T145 (VI.73) that ”in this case he would not have been disbelieved, if he 

had been begotten directly from above.”  

In the end Jesus’s threats and jeering statements turn his teaching into a failure (T89, II.76): 

persuasion is lacking, according to Celsus, and Jesus’s own disciples feel deceived by him (T37, II.12:  

                                                           
438 See Chapter 4 of this thesis: “Putting Celsus in context; Plato’s influence on Celsus’s work”. 
439 Gorgias 452 d5-e8 in J. Burnet, Platonis Opera III. 
440 See Chapter 5.5 of this thesis: “Jesus and his disciples”. 
441 Mark 16:9; John 20:14-18. 
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ἀπατήσας τοὺς μαθητὰς). The consequence is the dramatic illustration of this total failure as Jesus is   

“betrayed and denied” by his own disciples (T46, II.18): αὐτοὶ προέδωκάν τε καὶ ἠρνήσαντο). 

 

5.4.14 Conclusion 

Celsus pictures Jesus not so much as a teacher: he rather juxtaposes Jesus over against Moses as a 

legislator, giving laws contradictory to those given by Moses, and so contradictory to those given by 

God Himself. Celsus probably derived this idea as well from his Jew, who must have noticed the 

differences between Jesus and Moses when he read or heard about the Gospels, and compared 

them to what he had had been taught from an early age. 

Celsus’s rendering of the words of Jesus about the rich man (T157, VII.18) is based on the Gospel 

saying which he previously quoted in T133 (VI.16), that “it is easier that a camel goes in through the 

eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of God.” It is clear that his words show a certain 

similarity to the so-called Alexandrian manuscripts of Matthew and Luke. According to Celsus, Jesus 

may also have derived his words about the rich man (T133) directly from Plato. Celsus formulates the 

same judgement about Jesus’s advice regarding the attitude towards an aggressor. He asserts 

plagiarism, a deterioration of the terminology and corruption of Plato’s words. Celsus does not limit 

this vulgarity to Jesus: Christians in general suffer from a lack of civilized behavior, and as Jesus 

corrupted Plato’s statement, so Christians corrupt Greek thought. Jesus also criticizes the one who is 

ambitious for power, and who claims wisdom or reputation (T157, VII.18). Very probably Celsus 

utilized the words about “concern,” because he heard a Lukan version of the story. In T158 (VII.32) 

Celsus also contrasts Jesus with Moses regarding the attitude towards enemies. For this purpose he 

quotes a statement of Jesus allowing the person who struck once, to strike once more. When he 

returns to it in T163 (VII.58), Celsus comments that it concerns a Christian rule of life (παράγγελμα). 

For both quotations Celsus seems to have based himself freely on a Lukan version of the gospel text. 

A judgment is not possible about the question of whether, and possibly the extent to which, Celsus 

addressed himself to Marcion’s text of Luke for his rendering of Luke’s words. 

Through his Jew Celsus states that Jesus would have said that everyone is a Son of God (T15, I.57). 

The Jew, again, may have found such a saying of Jesus in an oral tradition about the Gospel of John 

(10:34-36). Here Jesus reminds his audience of Psalm 82:6, where it is said: “I have said: you are 

gods,” and John connects Jesus’s question to the Jews to this: “do you say: you blaspheme, because I 

said: I am God’s Son?” The quotation is not literal. Celsus sharply disagrees with the idea, that  
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everyone would be a Son of God. On the other hand: of course this view affects Jesus’s uniqueness, 

which comes in handy for Celsus. 

With Celsus we also find Jesus’s words that it is impossible to serve several masters (T165, VII.68). He 

explains these words as an indication of Christian rebellion and secession. Celsus quotes them again 

in T166 (VIII.2), and we find a third reference in T170 (VIII.15). Celsus signals as a Christian conviction 

that Jesus has been sent for sinners (T104, III.62). This conviction may be based on Jesus’s statement, 

that he has not come to call righteous people, but sinners. It certainly refers to a Christian 

conception. Celsus equates the notion “sinner” with “unjust,” “thief” and so on. He attacks this 

preference for sinners, but does not mention a forgiving of sins.  

Jesus has not been the one indicated by Celsus and Origen in the circumscription “the teacher” 

(III.72-77). With this word they both mean everyone who tries to spread abroad Jesus’s teaching or 

an interpretation of it. Celsus does not say much about the purpose of Jesus’s teaching, but he 

notices that according to the Christian view this purpose is the salvation of humankind from evil 

(T149, VI.78). God continuously sends servants to correct the people. Through Jesus the most 

important reformation came, for he came, according to this view, as savior of all people. In teaching 

Jesus primarily used his voice. With his voice he proclaimed, jeered and threatened. Celsus 

disapproves of the last two methods, because to him they are the proof that Jesus was not capable 

of persuasion (T71, II.46). 

The Christians interpret Jesus’s passion and death as an ultimate illustration of his teaching, because 

they know that by means of his punishment “the father of all evil”(T72, II.47) was eliminated. Despite 

his teaching, according to Celsus, Jesus did not find belief: lack of persuasion was the cause. He did 

not even know how to hold his own disciples (T70, II.46). When he appeared after his resurrection 

from the dead, Jesus should have taught everyone what he had come for, but he limited himself to 

only one woman and his own supporters (T81, II.70, and T82, also II.70). Betrayal and denial by his 

disciples (T45, II.18, and T46, also II.18) illustrate the total failure of Jesus’s teaching.
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5.5 Jesus and his disciples 

5.5.1 Introduction 

When we read about Jesus we often read about his disciples as well. In this part of the chapter I deal 

with questions concerning the part these disciples played: were they some kind of pupils and did 

Jesus educate them? What was their relationship to Jesus? Did they apply for the “job” or were they 

designated by Jesus? What were their professions, how many disciples of Jesus were in the company, 

how did they behave socially, were they all men or were there women as well, and what was the 

interaction like between Jesus and his disciples? In short, what information about Jesus’s disciples 

can be found in Celsus’s work and from where did he get his knowledge?  

 

5.5.2 Designation of the circle 

When Celsus typifies the circle of people who regularly are in Jesus’s company, he firstly calls them 

θιασῶται, as in T81 (II.70) and T96 (III.22), a word that I considered to translate, with some 

hesitation, with fellow-revelers. A θιασώτης442 is a member of a θιάσος, a religious guild or cult 

community, often ecstatic, as in Euripides’s Bacchae. In the Bacchae the women are a community 

mislead by Bacchus, clearly a matter of religious astonishment. Here Celsus blames the disciples for 

following a religious dreamer. But nevertheless, the word may just mean disciple, member of a band 

of followers. In Celsus’s writings we do not notice much ecstasy in the case of Jesus’s disciples, so 

perhaps the best translation is “member of a society.”443 

The question is of course why Celsus uses this word. It is impossible to find much in “True Doctrine” 

about ecstasy. In T76 (II.55) Celsus states that Jesus “rose after his death and showed the signs of his 

punishment, and his hands, how they had been pierced; who saw this? A hysterical woman, as you 

say, and perhaps another victim of the same sorcery, either since he had dreamed due to some state 

of mind (κατά τινα διάθεσιν) and hallucinated (φαντασιωθείς) (in) his misinterpretation.” In Celsus’s 

work we do not find any proof that the disciples of Jesus or the Christians in general were ecstatic. 

He rather has a Jesus-cult in mind, which is convincingly demonstrated, when we examine how 

Celsus designates the circle around Jesus. 
                                                           
442 TLG, s.v. 
443 Richard S. Ascough, Philip A. Harland, John S. Kloppenborg, Associations in the Greco-Roman World. A 
Sourcebook (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2012), 5. See also: Bruce J. Malina, The New Testament World: 
Insights from Cultural Anthropology (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), especially chapter 7 
(198-220). 
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In T95 (III.5) he secondly calls them “those who followed Jesus and believed him to be Christ,” in 

other words: Jesus’s followers. Noteworthy in this context is T27 (II.1) where we see that, according 

to Celsus’s Jew, the followers of Jesus were “deluded (ψυχαγωγηθέντες) and deceived 

(ἐξηπατήθητε).” They left “the tradition of the fathers” (τὸν πάτριον νόμον) and they ran away from 

“us” [the Jews] to another name and another life. This view of Celsus has an important consequence, 

for thirdly he calls them στασιάσαντες (T95, III.5), picking up on the idea expressed in T27 (II.1), that 

as a result of delusion and deceit they are those who “ran away from us [the Jews] to another name 

and another life.” They revolted “against the community” (πρὸς τὸ κοινόν), which was the “cause of 

the introduction of something new (αἴτιον τῆς καινοτομίας).”  

This accusation of modernism is not a key factor for Celsus: in T1 (I.4) he even says that their “ethical 

view is common and, compared to the other philosophers, neither some honorable nor a new 

knowledge.” He does not criticize the Christians for the modernism of their ideas, he disapproves of 

their running away from the old institutions. We read the same judgment against the Jews, again in 

T95 (III.5): “the Jews who happen to be Egyptians by race (τοὺς Ἰουδαίους, Αἰγυπτίους τῷ γένει 

τυγχάνοντας),” have left Egypt after revolting against the Egyptian community and despising the 

Egyptian religious customs. According to Celsus the Jews are not Israelites, but Egyptians. Moreover, 

in T29 (II.5) Celsus asserts that the Christians teach “nothing new (μηδὲν δὲ καινὸν),” and in this 

instance he is speaking about “resurrection, God’s judgment, honor for the righteous, but fire for the 

unrighteous.” 

 

5.5.3 The recruitment of the disciples 

With respect to the way Jesus recruited his disciples Celsus employs negative terms. In T76 (II.55) 

they are described as victims of sorcery, whom Jesus had made dependent upon himself (T18, I.62: 

ἐξαρτάω444), whom he had deluded (T27, II.1: ψυχαγωγέω445). He was guilty of deceiving them 

(ἀπατάω and ἐξαπατάω, T27) and he captivated them (T70, II.46: αἱρέω, which may even be 

translated by “he seized them,” or “he laid hold on them”). We read nothing in Celsus regarding the 

gospel account of Jesus’s way of recruiting disciples by choosing (Luke 6:13, ἐκλεξάμενος) or by 

calling them to him (Mark 3:13, προσκαλεῖται). Celsus may indeed have been of the opinion that 

Jesus chose his disciples the way the Gospels tell us, but that he subsequently deluded and 

enchanted them, therefore they believed in him because he had misled them. In any case, there is no  

                                                           
444 TLG, s.v. 
445 TLG, s.v. 
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trace in Celsus’s text of disciples applying to be disciples or otherwise giving signs to Jesus that they 

wanted to follow him spontaneously. But neither are there any indications of them not wanting to 

follow Jesus.  

 

5.5.4 The professions of the disciples 

According to Celsus, Jesus’s disciples are τελώναι (tax-collectors, T18, I.62) and ναύται (sailors, T70, 

II.46). He obviously derives the designation tax-collector from the gospels.446 E.g., in Matt. 21:31 

Jesus says that “the tax-collectors enter before you in the Kingdom of God.” Tax-collectors are also 

recorded as Jesus’s audience in Luke 15:1, and in the parable of Luke 18:9-14 a tax-collector plays a 

main part. 

Tax-collectors were not highly regarded at all in the world of the New Testament. In Matt. 18:17 they 

are mentioned in the same breath as ὁ ἐθνικός (pagan), and similarly in Matt. 5:46-47. In Matt. 11:19 

and Luke 15:1 tax-collectors are equated to sinners (ἁμαρτωλοί), and in Luke 19:2-7 the tax-collector 

Zacchaeus is specifically called a sinner.  

It is feasible that Celsus derived the designation ναύται from the professions of the disciples as 

fishermen on the Sea of Galilea.447 Origen (T18) too thinks that here Celsus is generalizing. In my 

view, it is as if Celsus prefers to avoid the word ἁλιεῖς (fishermen), perhaps because to him it carried 

a meaning like “skippers,” people with a respectable profession that he did not wish to attribute to 

Jesus’s disciples. 

With these designations (tax-collectors and sailors) Celsus implicitly indicates that Jesus gathered his 

disciples from the lowest social layer, a well-known idea which we can find elsewhere.448 Herbert 

Danby points to the Talmud,449 where it is said about sailors: “for their craft is the craft of robbers.” 

According to Origen (I.62), Jesus deliberately did not look for educated disciples in order to avoid the 

suspicion of “making use of a method similar to that of philosophers who are leaders of some 

particular sect.”450 

 

                                                           
446 Matt. 9:9; Matt. 10:3; Mark 2:14 sqq; Luke 5:27. 
447 Matt. 4:18; Mark 1:16; Luke 5:2. 
448 Acts 4:13 calls Peter and John ἀγράμματοι (illiterates) καὶ ἰδιῶται (idiots). 
449 Herbert Danby, The Mishnah Translated from the Hebrew with Introduction and Brief Explanatory Notes: 
Kiddushin IV, 14 (Oxford: University Press, 1933), 329. 
450 Bauer, Leben Jesu, 426. 
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In Celsus’s view being “ignorant, stupid or uneducated” applies to the followers of Jesus in general. In 

T102 (III.44) he remarks: “Let nobody educated draw near, nor wise nor sensible; for these are evils, 

in our [the Christians’] opinion; but if somebody is ignorant or stupid, uneducated or a child, let him 

come forth easily. For because they admit point-blank that these people are worthy of their God, it is 

obvious that they want and are able to persuade only the foolish, dishonorable, the stupid, slaves, 

women and children.” Keywords in this quotation are, in the field of knowledge: ἀμαθής, ἀνόητος, 

ἀπαίδευτος and νήπιος. In the field of social interaction Celsus uses: ἠλιθίος (foolish), ἀγεννής 

(dishonorable) and ἀναίσθητος (stupid). We find these same motifs in the work of other opponents 

of Christianity.451  

Celsus remarks derisively in T71 (II.46) that Jesus did not persuade anyone. Indeed, this may refer to 

the small number of the crowd of Jesus’s followers, but it may as well concern the social standard of 

the disciples of Jesus: he could only impress a collection of utter simpletons. The disciples have the 

same marginal and inferior status as their master.452 

 

5.5.5 The characterization of the disciples. 

Although with the designation “sailors” and “tax-collectors” Celsus typifies the social layer of the 

disciples as inferior, he still adds some appositions: ἐπίρρητος (“notorious,” in T18, I.62), 

πονηροτάτος (“most wicked,” in T18), δυσσεβής (“impious,” in T48, II.20), προδότης (“traitor,” in 

T48) and ἐξωλεστάτος (“very depraved,” in T70, II.46). This last characterization we find again in T106 

(III.65), where it is accompanied by ἀνοσιωτάτος (“most impious”), but it should be taken into 

account that here Celsus pictures the favorite targets of Christian proselytism and probably has more 

people in mind than just the disciples. 

Obviously Celsus utilized the motif that Jesus had not come to call the righteous, but sinners (T103, 

III.59). Origen recognized this, as evidenced in his comment (I.59-61) that in fact elaborates the εἰς 

μετανοίαν. Here Origen states that Celsus’s Jew uses the Gospels selectively: when they bring the 

disciples into discredit, he addresses them, but when an apparent aspect of divinity is mentioned, he  

 

 

                                                           
451 Ibid., 464. 
452 These findings tally with those of Gallagher in Divine Man, 54 and 83; and with those of Carl Andresen in 

Logos und Nomos, die Polemik des Kelsos wider das Christentum, Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 30 (Berlin: De 
Gruyter, 1955), 177 and 233. 
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ignores them, although Origen has to admit that New Testament sources themselves are not always  

laudatory about the disciples.453 

We find an implicit characterization in T68 (II.44), when Jesus is described as a robber who had 

foretold to his band of robbers that he would suffer the things he did in fact suffer. According to 

Celsus Jesus was a robber, and the disciples were his band of robbers. Celsus uses the word for Jesus 

again in T103 (III.59). 

Finally, in T37 (II.12) Jesus is compared to “a wicked chieftain of robbers, leader of the most wicked 

men, who seemed useful to those with him,” words with a strong suggestive power. The Roman 

government must have considered such movements as that of Jesus and his disciples, “as 

revolutionaries and social bandits, for the Roman word ‘robber’ (λῃστὴς) characterizes common 

robbery and social banditry, as well as insurrectionists in general relative to different eras and 

regions.”454 

But if the disciples answered to these descriptions, then it was because of their being with Jesus. In 

T48 (II.20) Celsus’s Jew writes: “God  led his own disciples . . . so far astray that they became impious 

and wicked.” In T48 as well, Celsus seems to admit that Jesus predicted his own passion, and “what 

he had predicted, should assuredly come true:” Jesus turned his own disciples into impious and 

depraved men, in order that they, on account of their bad behavior, would cause his prediction to 

come true. 

 

5.5.6 The number of the disciples 

Concerning the number of the disciples Celsus himself notes (III.10):  “When they were beginning, 

they were few and were of one mind; but since they have spread to become a multitude . . . (ὀλίγοι 

τε ἦσαν καὶ ἓν ἐφρόνουν· εἰς πλῆθος δὲ σπαρέντες . . .).”455 However, it is not clear whether Celsus 

just means the circle of direct followers or a larger group of followers, whom he calls “few” in a 

denigrating way. 

Celsus’s Jew is more accurate about the number. In T18 (I.62) he mentions “ten or eleven,” and in 

T70 (II.46) he speaks of “ten.” This difference may be a matter of disinterest, but it could also be the 

way the Jew interpreted the tradition that speaks of ὀλίγοι. It might be a case of needing to read  

                                                           
453 Cf e.g. Luke 5:8; 1Tim. 1:15. 
454 Stegemann and Stegemann, The Jesus Movement, 166 and 173. 
455 There may be a reminiscence here of Mt 22:24 (πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί). 
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the gospels456 accurately, for confusion is possible: in Matt. 20:24 and Mark 10:41 it is οἱ δέκα 

opposite τῶν δύο. After Jesus’s resurrection we find οἱ ἕνδεκα.457 It is not possible to find another 

source for “ten or eleven,” so probably Celsus’s Jew neither read nor listened accurately. Another 

opportunity: there were several traditions circulating. In this respect Wilhelm Schneemelcher states: 

“Celsus speaks of ten or eleven apostles. A decisive factor regarding the number was certainly which 

Christian group the respective informants had met with, or what they regarded as representative for 

Christianity.”458 So, “ten or eleven” is easy to explain from orality. 

Very probably Celsus himself too thought of ten or eleven disciples,459 as T18 (I.62) and T70 (II.46) are 

prior to III.10. Origen’s scorn in T18 falls on Celsus’s informant: “Next he said, without even knowing 

the number of the apostles, that Jesus having tied to Him ten or eleven notorious men . . .“ Celsus’s 

interest is not really in the number of the disciples, but it is also possible that his remark is meant to 

be denigrating in a way that, according to him, Jesus did not even impress the twelve that we read 

about. Maybe there were only ten or eleven. 

The Talmud460 attributed only five disciples to Jesus, but it is not likely that this number belongs to 

the older tradition.461 Moreover, Celsus obviously reasons with a larger number of disciples in mind, 

so the presumption that he knew this Talmud tradition is not justified.  

 

5.5.7 Celsus’s designation of the disciples 

Jesus presents himself as a διδάσκαλος (teacher; see Chapter 5.4). That is why his disciples are called 

μαθηταί (“disciples, students”) in many places in Celsus’s work.462 In T18 (I.62) Celsus’s Jew says “that 

Jesus having tied to him notorious men, ran off with them here and there.” In the reference text of  

 

                                                           
456 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, 507: “’The twelve’ as a description of a group of disciples close to Jesus is 
firmly rooted and widespread in the Jesus tradition.” 
457 Matt. 28:16; Mark 16:14; Luke 24:9 and 33; Acts 1:26. 
458 Wilhelm Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocryphon, Vol. 2: Writings Relating to the Apostles. Apocalypses 
and Related Subjects. Transl. by R. Mcl. Wilson. Revised edition of the collection initiated by Edgar Hennecke 
(Louisville, KY/London: Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), 17.  
459 Bauer, Leben Jesu, 463. 
460 bSanh. 43a. See also Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker und die Christen, 43.  
461 Maier, Jesus von Nazareth, 224/225; for a treatise on the names of the disciples: Maier, Jesus von Nazareth, 

232-235. See also Bauer, Leben Jesu, 463. 
462 I.65 (twice); T21 (I.68); T36 (II.9); T37 (II.12); T38 (II.13); T39 (II.13); T40 (II.15); T41 (II.16); T48 (II.20); T63 

(II.39). 
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I.65 we read: μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν τῇδε κἀκεισε ἀποδιδράσκεις (“with your disciples you run here and 

there”). That this involves Celsus’s own words here is a conclusion we may draw from Origen’s 

reaction. At the beginning of I.65 Origen writes a reference to Matt. 10:23.463 Thus Origen interprets 

Jesus’s words as an inducement not to be rash, and in his view Celsus misrepresents them.  

Again, in T18 we read that Jesus with his disciples “ran off collecting his sustenance in a shameful and 

aggressive way.” The reference text (I.65) reads: “αἰσχρῶς καὶ γλίσχρως τὰς τροφὰς συλλέγοντα 

περιεληλυθέναι (“went about collecting their sustenance in a shameful and aggressive way”). 

Origen’s response (also I.65): “Let him declare where he got his idea of disgraceful and importunate 

beggary.” The conclusion can only be that Celsus interprets Jesus’s travelling with his disciples as the 

movements of a bunch of beggars, asking for food wherever they go.  

However, Celsus does concede (T21, I.68) “that the disciples have recorded,” that they have written 

the gospels. But the aim was, according to Celsus, “to tell marvelous stories” (τερατευσαμένους, T21, 

I.68). We find an implicit reference to these activities in T38 (II.13), which notes “what is written by 

the disciples of Jesus,” and in T39 (also II.13) where “he reproaches the disciples as if they invented 

that he knew in advance and had predicted everything that has happened to him.” So, after their life 

of beggary with Jesus they wrote, but just to tell stories that they had invented. Celsus, on the other 

hand, can tell utterly different stories (T38), that are “true and do not resemble what is written by 

the disciples of Jesus.” This same phrase “the disciples of Jesus” also occurs in T40 (II.15). 

In T36 (II.9) we find a phrase indicating that Jesus consistently called his disciples μαθηταί: ὑπ' αὐτῶν 

δὲ ὧν ὠνόμαζε μαθητῶν (“by those whom he called disciples”) with the use of  the imperfect tense 

suggesting continuity. Celsus’s source is hard to find precisely: it would appear to be clearly from the 

gospels, but the places where a situation of a teacher (διδάσκαλος) with his pupils (μαθηταί) is 

pictured, are innumerable.464  

But Celsus also speaks of “subordinates,” when in T37 (II.12) he calls the disciples οἱ ὑπ' αὐτῷ. 

Already in T18 (I.62) Jesus has been depicted by Celsus as a gang leader, continuously on the run with 

his hangers-on. 

In this section a somewhat peculiar instance (T48, II.20) should also be discussed, where Celsus’s Jew 

calls the table companions of Jesus “disciples and prophets.” We only find this combination once, in  

                                                           
463 “If they persecute you in this city flee to another; and if they persecute you in that, flee again to yet 

another”. 
464 E.g. Matt. 10:24/25; Matt. 10:42; Matt. 26:18; Mark 14:14; Luke 6:40; Luke 14:26/27/33; Luke 22:11; John 

8:31; John 15:8. 
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this testimonial about the way Jesus led his disciples astray so they became “traitors and impious 

men.” Perhaps because Celsus’s Jew twice used the word “god” for Jesus at the beginning of this 

testimonial, and a god usually has prophets, he was led to the notion of “disciples and prophets.” 

Another explaining thought could be that Jesus, like a prophet, made predictions that the disciples 

then caused to be fulfilled. Origen does not respond to this word combination.  

 

5.5.8. Women in the circle 

At least one woman belonged, according to Celsus, to the intimates of Jesus. After his resurrection 

Jesus would have appeared to her465 (“and perhaps to another victim of the same sorcery,” T76, 

II.55). Celsus expresses his contempt for this story and this woman by calling her πάροιστρος 

(“hysterical”). Supported by Origen (II.59) we may assume Celsus has Mary Magdalen in mind, from 

whom, according to Luke 8:2, Jesus had expelled seven evil daemons. In T81 (II.70) we find three 

more pieces of information about this post-resurrection event: Jesus appeared “secretly” (κρύβδην), 

the woman is called γυναίῳ (more denigrating than γυναίκι) and there was more than one spectator 

(τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ θιασώταις, a terminology discussed in Chapter 5.5.1). 

Another fact to be mentioned here is that in T102 (III.44) Celsus states that women are a part of the 

target groups for Christian preachers: “it is obvious that they want and are able to persuade only the 

foolish, dishonorable, stupid, slaves, women and children.” In combination with “children” the word 

“women” may have come to Celsus’s mind, because he heard a gospel story like Matt. 18: 2-5 and 

10, where Jesus urges his audience to become “as children.” 

 

5.5.9 Jesus’s interaction with his disciples 

In T36 (II.9) Celsus calls the disciples οἱ συνόντες αὐτῷ (“those who were with him”). This is the 

Greek “terminus technicus” for a teacher and his students,466 a terminology we also find in the 

gospels.467 We might even translate “the followers” for οἱ συνόντες, as if Jesus were a wandering 

guru with his followers. 

 

                                                           
465 A reference of John 20:1. 
466 TLG, s.v. 
467 Mark 3:14; Luke 9:18; Luke 24:44; frequently with Luke. 
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In T48 (II.20) Celsus calls the disciples people “with whom he used to eat and drink.” Probably he 

refers to Gospel stories, where this intimacy between Jesus and his disciples is articulated in many 

places.468 

Celsus also calls the disciples συνεστίοι in T48 (“sharers of a house/hearth”), and συντραπέζοι (“table 

companions”), terms we do not find in the gospels, but terms that do illustrate the intimate 

interaction between Jesus and his disciples. Finally, in T36 (II.9), this same intimacy is underlined by 

Celsus’s words about the disciples: “who had privately shared everything with him.” 

 

5.5.10 Conclusion 

Celsus designates Jesus’s disciples as θιασῶται (“fellow-revelers” or “members of a society”) in T81 

(II.70) and T96 (III.22), as those “who followed Jesus and believed him to be Christ” in T95 (III.5), and 

in the same testimonial “revolutionaries:” they (T27, II.1) revolted “against the community,” which 

was the “cause of the introduction of something new.”   

Celsus uses negative terms to speak of Jesus’s recruitment of his disciples. In T76 (II.55) they are 

described as “victims of sorcery,” Jesus had made them dependent upon him (T18, I.62), he had 

“deluded” them (T27), he was guilty of “deceiving” them (T27) and he “captivated” them (T70, II.46: 

αἱρέω), which could be translated with the stronger “he seized them,” or “he laid hold on them.” The 

disciples are tax-collectors and sailors (T18 and T70). With these designations Celsus implicitly 

indicates that Jesus gathered his disciples from the lowest social layer. It is not surprising then that 

Celsus also calls them bad, wicked, depraved and impious. 

Celsus is not very accurate about the number of the disciples. Very probably he had ten or eleven in 

mind, as we read in T18 and T70, although it is his Jewish informant who mentions these numbers. 

This difference may be a matter of disinterest, but it could also be the way the Jew interpreted the 

tradition that uses ὀλίγοι. Even in the Gospels we read (Matt. 20:24 and Mark 10:41) οἱ δέκα (the 

ten) opposite τῶν δύο (the two). Perhaps several traditions regarding the number were circulating. 

Lastly, Celsus may have derived this information from a source that we do not know, but one that 

was written as a response to the Gospels. In T76 (II.55) and T81 (II.70) we find evidence for Celsus’s 

assumption that there was at least one woman in the company of Jesus, but in calling her 

“hysterical” Celsus proves not to take her presence very seriously. She was, rather, one of the “fools”  

                                                           
468 E.g. Matt. 26:20; Mark 14:18; Luke 22:14. 
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following Jesus. Although he does not mention a name it is very likely that Celsus had Mary 

Magdalen in mind. 

In terms of Celsus’s depiction of the disciples, he paints them as a group of beggars travelling about 

with Jesus. In T36 (II.9) we find a phrase indicating that Jesus used to call his disciples μαθηταί, and 

Celsus adopts this terminology. After their life of beggary with Jesus they wrote the Gospels, but just 

to tell stories they had invented, in contrast to those of Celsus, who can tell utterly different stories 

(T38, II.13) that are “true and  not resembling what is written by the disciples of Jesus.” Lastly, in T18 

(I.62) and T37 (II.12) we find indications that Celsus considered Jesus a gang leader, and the disciples 

his subordinates. There may be a certain temptation to interpret Celsus’s intention as seeing Jesus as 

the leader of a gang of Cynics when he calls them beggars, robbers, and when he mentions the lack 

of leadership of Jesus over his subordinates, but evidence for this cannot be found. Certainly Celsus 

makes no kind of a philosophical connection between Jesus and the Cynics. According to Celsus, 

Jesus’s interaction with his disciples was an intimate one in an educational situation: they lived with 

each other, ate and drank with each other and shared everything. Celsus utterly disagrees with this 

lifestyle.
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5.6 Jesus and the Jewish law 

 

5.6.1 Introduction 

In the course of the first century CE something new happens: several religions differentiate in several 

ways, and finally, through opposition or syncretism, new religions arise, also influenced, e.g., by 

Gnosticism. Firstly, some definitions of the word “Gnosticism:” in the words of John D. Turner 

“Gnosticism is a post-Christian syncretistic aggregate whose main components are esoteric Judaism 

and Platonism.”469 And from the same author a deepening of this definition: “Gnosticism is at root 

the system-building tendency of late antiquity, and the great gnostic systems of the second century 

as well as the system of Neoplatonism are its offspring and major exponents.”470 Robert Crotty 

remarks about this differentiation, influencing and syncretism: “the Christian Church in Rome had 

derived much from Judaism, but appeared less and less like it. Roman Christianity by the latter part 

of the first century CE was a gentile organization. Roman Christians were not by nature gnostic: the 

spiritualized genealogies and emanations of gnostics were not attractive. Still, some gnostics settled 

in Rome. The ‘pax Romana’ was an ideal climate for the spread of new ideas.”471 About the aspects of 

Gnosticism Mark Edwards says, “Gnosticism is thus a mythical construct in two senses: it is the 

subject of a false narrative that purports to be historical, and the product of a pattern that we 

knowingly impose on past phenomena to render them more amenable to our interests and 

capacities of perception.”472  

Gerd Theiβen and Annette Merz state about Gnosticism: “gemeinsam ist den gnostischen Quellen, 

dass Jesus als Offenbarer einer transzendenten Botschaft gesehen wird, die ein besonderes 

Verstehen (die ‘Gnosis’) erfordert. Dies Verstehen ist in sich der entscheidende Erlösungsakt.”473   

Finally, John D. Turner adds: “Gnosticism was a spiritual movement of the first four centuries of our 

era that typifies better than most movements of those times the religiosity of the Hellenistic and 

Graeco-Roman world: extreme religious eclecticism and a skeptical attitude toward the perfection  
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and self-sufficiency of the world . . . In fact, Gnosticism seems to be the last prominent outbreak of 

mythology in antiquity.”474  

“A religio-philosophical outlook such as (Middle) Platonism would synchronize nicely with the 

spiritual quest of Gnosticism. Both were dualistic, viewing the ordinary world as a less than perfect 

copy of a transcendent ideal realm that was the primordial home of the human soul. Both agreed 

that the world was not the direct, immediate product of the suprem deity,” according to, again, 

Turner.475  

Jews become members of a developing new religion, and it is important to investigate how Jewish 

people and others, in this case especially Celsus, responded to this new development, for we might 

say that in a way Jesus takes the place of the Jewish law concerning obedience, and concerning the 

means by which man is related to God.476 

 

5.6.2 Jesus leader of a rebellion 

Although Jesus and his followers visited the synagogue on the Sabbath, went to the temple, and 

celebrated the pilgrim festivals in Jerusalem,477 the Jews who become Jesus’s followers still make 

themselves guilty of something that, according to Celsus, cannot remain unpunished: they sever 

themselves from the tradition. Jesus’s religion lacks respectability because it has no continuity in 

tradition.478 Celsus does not hesitate to use (in T95, III.5) the verb στασιάζω (revolting/forming a 

party479) for their action. It is used for people who have something in common, but who break this 

solidarity480 and leave the group. 

As a people the Jews have revolted before, led by Moses, in the so-called Exodus. Celsus describes it 

in this way in T95 where he comments that they left Egypt, “after revolting against the Egyptian 

community.” That enmity between people who have something in common is involved here, is 

evidenced in what comes immediately prior to this. Here Celsus says of the Jews “that they happen 

to be Egyptians by race (Αἰγυπτίους τῷ γένει τυγχάνοντας).” So according to Celsus Egyptians and  
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Jews are both Egyptians. Furthermore, the verb is used in the same sense in III.28 as well as in T167 

(VIII.11). Thus, in the time of the Exodus, the Jews revolted against their fellow countrymen, the 

Egyptians, which Celsus again records an internal rebellion. This revolution is, apart from a political 

act, a particularly religious affair. Before the Jews left, they were not only rebelling against the 

community, but were also “despising the Egyptian religious customs (T95, III.5).” When Jews revolt 

against other Jews, Celsus’s Jew (T27, II.1) also speaks of ἀπαυτομόλεω (“desert, run away”481) εἰς 

ἄλλο ὄνομα καὶ εἰς ἄλλον βίον (“to another name and another life”). Clearly this name and life 

should be interpreted religiously, for shortly before in the same testimonial the Jew asks his fellow 

citizens: “What was wrong with you . . . that you left the tradition of the fathers?” The conclusion is 

therefore inevitable, if we follow Celsus, that “the origin of both Judaism and Christianity was due to 

rebellion against the state.”482  

Gradually it becomes clear that with στασιάζω Celsus means “forming a party” rather than actual 

armed opposition. Another verb he uses as a synonym is ἀφίσταμαι (“apostatize”). Yet again a 

secession is meant rather than active resistance. In this way in T28 (II.4) Celsus’s Jew reproaches 

those from his people who came to believe in Jesus: “you left the law of your fathers.” Whilst 

without the intervention of the Jew, Celsus himself notes about the Jews who follow Jesus (T124, 

V.33): “ they apostatized from the Jews.” 

Jesus is depicted by Celsus as the one who incited the Jews to this apostasy from their people. In 

T169 (VIII.14) Celsus calls him “the founder of their rebellion.” The word στάσις may mean “party, 

faction, rebellion.”483 In III.8 Celsus also uses the definition “rebellion” (“that the Hebrews derived 

their origin from a rebellion”). 

In T170 (VIII.15) the meaning “party, faction” is clearly intended: "in order that the party round that 

one person is guarded.” This is the only place where Celsus uses the word στάσις for the group of 

people around Jesus. When he uses it in other places, it is for the designation of the origin of the 

Jews (III.8, see above) and of the Christians (III.8 and III.14), for the secession of Jews from Jews 

(T169, VIII.14; T166, VIII.2, and VIII.49) or for the designation of several trends within Christianity 

(III.10). 
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Ἀρχηγέτης is defined as “first leader, founder,”484 and both meanings we find with Celsus.485 The 

question is whether Jesus wanted this rebellion against the tradition or that it was an unintended 

effect of his stay on earth. 

According to Celsus it was what Jesus wanted to happen. We have to draw this conclusion, when we 

notice how Celsus puts Jesus in opposition to Moses (see Chapter 5.4.2 above). To a lesser extent this 

appears in T27 (II.1), where Jesus is characterized as the one who “mislead” the Jews (ψυχαγωγέω, 

ἐξαπατάω), but the context there tends to imply that it is the innocence of Jesus’s followers that is 

the focus rather than Jesus’s design to mislead. Celsus does not leave any room for doubt in T28 

(II.4): here he typifies Jesus as someone with evil intentions (βουκολέω). 

The strongest indication of Celsus’s conviction, that it is Jesus’s aim to cause rebellion against the 

Jews, is seen in T2 (I.6) where Celsus suggests unambiguously that Jesus has been busy founding a 

state within or outside the state. Celsus writes that “even though he gave others a way of also doing 

the same, having learned the same lessons and boasting they did it by means of the power of God; 

these Jesus excluded from his state.”486 Jesus’s plans to found a state of his own consequently were 

doomed to fail. 

Why does Celsus speak of στασιάζω and a στάσις, when he refers to the actions of Jesus and his 

followers? Celsus determines a process that is enacted in two, maybe three, phases: firstly, there is a 

rebellion against religious traditions. For Celsus this is equivalent to (secondly) severing oneself from 

these traditions.487 The third stage, according to Celsus, is the forming of a party that particularly 

aims at religious self-support and independence from the former coherence.488 The latter Celsus 

perhaps illustrates the most strikingly in T166 (VIII.2) with the terminology “walling themselves off 

(ἀποτειχιζόντων ἑαυτοὺς).” That in the case of the Jewish rebellion against the Egyptians there is 

also geographical and political self-support (III.6), is of less interest to Celsus, so it seems. 

Celsus notices that, although the new “party” of the Christians has a “founder of the rebellion” (T169, 

VIII.14), it does not have an “author of their paternal habits (T124, V.33).” They themselves along 

with their leader state that they descend from Judaism, but lack a tradition of their own, as 

previously noted. Celsus on the contrary, thinks that everyone has to abide by Homer’s advice of εἷς  
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βασιλεύς, (“one king”, T177, VIII.69). In a plea in the same testimonial for the current religion, he 

mentions the reason for this: if the subject forsakes the emperor, punishment will follow, the 

emperor will be isolated, and matters on earth will come under the influence of the most lawless and 

wild barbarians. A peculiar tradition is justified by Celsus (V.34), apostasy from it is not.489 

 

5.6.3 The end of the rebellion 

In the case of the Jewish rebellion against the Egyptians, as well as in that of the Jews who follow 

Jesus and rebel against their fellow Jews, Celsus describes where severing oneself from the traditions 

of the fathers ultimately leads. The Jews of the first στάσις (the Exodus) never did anything 

important, never had any significance, and their history is not to be found among the Greeks (IV.31). 

Regarding the second στάσις (Christian Jews seceding from the other Jews) he notes that revolting 

against the community leads to “innovation” (T95, III.5: καινοτομία), and that in a short while their 

name has become the only thing that the Christians have in common (III.12).  

Celsus deems Jesus’s coup d’état to have failed. Disparagingly he remarks that Jesus “won only ten 

disciples, and not even all of these” (T70, II.46, see Chapter 5.5 above). Jesus encounters disbelief, 

even though he appears to people who expect him. He is not recognized (T88, II.75: “Or why is he still 

not recognized by those that long expected him?”) because he does not fulfill the expectations he 

arouses (T36, II.9: “who in other matters, as was heard, displayed nothing of what he promised”). He 

irritates his (Jewish) leaders to such extent, that he is captured and put to death. 

So according to Celsus Jesus’s plan has failed. Even his intimates forsake him (T46, II.18: “they 

betrayed and denied him”). Celsus does not ignore the fact that Jesus found many followers, 

however, the “quality” of that entourage elicits only scorn, as demonstrated by his Jew in T27 (II.1):  

“being deluded by him you were deceived in a very ridiculous way.” In T34 (II.8) again he 

characterizes Jesus as an impostor and his followers as obedient victims: “to those who want to be 

deceived”. 

With Jesus’s doctrine Christians “are only able to persuade the foolish, dishonorable, obsessives, 

slaves, women and children (T102, III.44).” They even avoid educated people (III.50), and the 

uneducated ones who surely are addressed are not enough to convince Celsus that Jesus really 

succeeded in his rebellion. 
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Naturally Celsus cannot afford to admit Jesus’s possible success. It is his fixed conviction, “that it is 

impious to abandon the customs which have existed in each locality from the beginning (V.25).” 

Again, he underlines this conviction in V.41: “we should not find fault with them [the Jews], but 

rather with those who have abandoned theirs [i.e.: their traditions] (οὐ μεμπτὰ αὐτῶν, ἐκείνων δὲ 

μᾶλλον τῶν καταλιπόντων τὰ σφέτερα).” 

 

5.6.4 Jesus sent to the Jews 

In T149 (VI.78) Celsus discusses the question of whether God wanted “to deliver the human race 

from evils.” For this aim He sent what, according to the Christians, was “a spirit (τοῦτο, ὅ φατε, 

πνεῦμα) into one corner.” Additionally, within this testimonial Celsus calls this spirit “the Son of God” 

(τοῦ θεοῦ τὸν υἱόν) and he also mentions the inhabitants of this corner: Jews. 

Celsus ridicules God’s manner of acting, comparing it to Zeus’s in a comedy fragment: Zeus wakes up 

from a long sleep and sends Hermes to the Athenians and Spartans.490 Zeus, as well as God, planned 

the salvation of people, according to Celsus. However, the important difference is that the comic 

poet has Zeus acting this way to make the audience laugh, but the Christians seriously think that God 

wanted to deliver the human race from evils.491 

In T94 (III.1) also Celsus refers to this way of saving humankind. Here he does not record from what 

the people have to be saved nor does he use the verb ῥύομαι. It is all about a savior, for by a divine 

spirit it would be prophesied “that a Savior would come to mankind (τις ἐπιδημήσων σωτὴρ τῷ γένει 

τῶν ἀνθρώπων).” 

The verb ῥύομαι, as it is used in T149 (VI.78), recalls the words of “the Lord’s Prayer.”492 Matthew 

has the phrase (6:13b) ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ (“deliver us from evil”). Some Luke 

manuscripts record literally the words we read with Matthew. But a striking difference between the 

Gospel text(s) and Celsus’s words is that the word “evil” is denoted in the Gospels as τοῦ πονηροῦ, 

by Celsus with κακῶν.  
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Apart from Matthew 6:13b the verb ῥύομαι is hardly used in the New Testament,493 when its usage is 

compared to that of σῴζω. The latter is used for the interpretation of eschatological salvation, 

namely to be kept from being excluded from God’s salvation.494 The plural of τὸ κακόν also occurs in 

the NT.495 In the OT it occurs as an ethical notion, but in the NT τὸ κακόν loses importance on 

account of the “joyful message,” and as an ethical notion it steps back behind τὸ πονηρόν.496 

The expression τὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων γένος (also in T127, V.54) is specifically Christian, so we may 

conclude that Celsus here uses a terminology, where on one side ῥύσασθαι ἐκ κακῶν has very old 

roots, but where on the other side, the object consists of specific Christian language.  

According to Celsus God should not have sent His Son to one corner of the world.497 He criticizes 

God’s actions in two ways (T149, VI.78): “He ought to have breathed in a similar way through many 

bodies, and sent them all over the world.” As stated, the Jews live in what he characterizes as a 

corner and it is all the “more ridiculous” (καταγελαστότερον) to think that God would send His Son to 

these Jews, if He contemplated the salvation of all humankind. 

The universality of this salvation is at odds with the particularity of Jesus being sent to the Jews in a 

corner of Palestine.498 This is considered as one of the social-ethical reproaches addressed to 

Christianity.499 

Origen deduces from Celsus’s words that according to Celsus the Jews received little inspiration from 

God, in contrast to Egyptians, Persians and Indians, and in the end they would perish.500 Moreover, in 

T50 (VI.81) Celsus characterizes as evil people those “who would sin and punish him [Jesus].” God as 

the one who knows everything, should have known this, “for these things had been predicted long 

ago (T150).”501 Thus, the disastrous conflict between Jesus and the Jews was already present long 

before. 
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5.6.5 The Jewish expectations of the Messiah 

Celsus’s Jew creates (T34, II.8) the impression that people through the ages were ready to be 

deceived by someone like Jesus. He states that πολλοὺς ἂν καὶ ἄλλους φανῆναι τοιούτους τοῖς 

ἐξαπατᾶσθαι θέλουσιν, ὁποῖος ἦν ὁ Ἰησοῦς. The problem in translating these words is ἂν. Some 

translators ignore this particle. Chadwick translates: “many others of the same type as Jesus have 

appeared to people who are willing to be deceived,” while Keim renders it: “Denen, welche 

getäuscht sein wollen, werden wohl noch viele Andere als Derartige erscheinen wie Jesus war,”502 

although “werden . . . erscheinen” does not sufficiently capture the meaning of φανῆναι: again the 

particle is ignored. 

Marcel Borret signals rightly that here we find a potential mood within an A.c.I.503  The question is 

whether the translation of Borret correctly renders this potential mood. It seems as if Celsus’s Jew on 

the one hand tries to undermine the uniqueness of Jesus, on the other hand directly criticizes his 

own people. 

Perhaps the following translation should be contemplated: “that many others may have appeared, 

such as Jesus was, to those who want to be deceived.” The idea is that it should not be ruled out, 

that Jesus was not particular at all, and it should be accepted that there will always be people who 

want to be deceived. People receptive for deceit always have followed a clever talker. In Jesus’s case 

these were the Jews who accepted him. 

Why did these receptive people start to believe in Jesus? Celsus shows that Jesus, in the perception 

of these followers, answered to an image created by the prophets. This image had several aspects. 

Celsus’s Jew, for example, reports the prophesied coming of a Son of God (T11, I.49): “But my 

prophet once declared in Jerusalem that a Son of God would come as a Judge of the pious and a 

Punisher of the unjust.” The word προφήτης recalls T94 (III.1), where Celsus’s Jew says: “by a divine 

spirit was prophesied.” This prophet, thus, is able to prophesy “by a divine spirit.” What is the 

content of his prediction? 

In T11 (I.49) above we read “that a Son of God would come,” and in T94 that “a Savior would come to 

humankind.” In T109 (IV.2) we again find an allusion to this Son of God, although here it seems as if 

Celsus leaves open the possibility that it concerns a god or God Himself. He refers to a dispute  
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between some Christians and Jews: “the first say that a god or a Son of God has come down to earth, 

the latter that he will, as a judge of the people here.”  

This prophesied one is also described (T117, IV.20) as “the one sent from God,” apparently for the 

purpose of the salvation of humankind (see section 5.6.3 above). That is also, according to Celsus 

(T113, IV.7), the reason why God provides knowledge about himself to humankind: “for the sake of 

our salvation he wants to give us knowledge of himself.”  

However, the salvation of humankind is not God’s only motive for sending the prophesied one. In 

T11 (I.49) it appears that the one sent by God has a judicial function (“a Judge of the pious and a 

Punisher of the unjust”). In T109 (IV.2) this judicial function is also emphasized: “judge of the people 

here,” and likewise in T117 (IV.20), where we read: “in order that the wicked are punished.” 

This combination of salvation and judgment occurs again in T113 (IV.7). After Celsus has commented 

that God “gives knowledge of himself for the sake of the salvation of humankind” he describes God’s 

motivation for acting as “in order that those who have accepted it [the knowledge of God], become 

good and be saved, but those who have not accepted it, be punished after they have been shown to 

be wicked.” 

It should be noticed that Celsus states these things within an argument that is meant to refute the 

Christian supposition, contending as if God Himself had descended to the earth. In this way He would 

have given knowledge of Himself. Celsus quickly finds an objection to this by noting that if it was the 

case that God came down Himself, that would mean that “He would have left His throne (T111, 

IV.5).” Nevertheless, this image of salvation and trial utterly tallies with what, according to Jews and 

Christians (T94, III.1), had been predicted regarding “God or a Son of God (T109, IV.2).” 

From the Jews Celsus derives the idea that a judgment is necessary. They state (T117, IV.20): “that 

life, filled with all kinds of evil, needs the one sent from God.” This testimonial also gives the (Jewish) 

motive for this sending: “in order that the wicked are punished and everything is purified, as it was 

when the first flood occurred.” 

But Celsus combats the idea that God’s descent is necessary for a flood or a conflagration with the 

function of a judgment to happen. He thinks that Christians misunderstood the theories of Greeks 

and barbarians about the cycles in nature, wherefore after the latest flood at the time of Deucalion, 

according to them “God will descend with the judging fire of a torturer.” 
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Finally, Celsus identifies a discussion between Jews and Christians about the question of whether the 

prophecies regarding a savior and a judge have been fulfilled or not. The two groups do not agree 

“on the question whether the prophesied one has come or not (T94, III.1).” The Christians state that 

a god or a Son of God already has descended (T109, IV.2: οἱ μὲν καταβεβηκέναι), the Jews that he 

will descend (T109: οἱ δὲ καταβήσεσθαι). 

Celsus sees no reason to apply the prophecies to Jesus, in preference to others born after the 

prophecy. He considers the discussion regarding the application a futility: “that our talk with each 

other about Christ is no different from that which is called in the proverb a fight about the shadow of 

an ass504 (μηδὲν διαφέρειν ἡμῶν τὸν πρὸς ἀλλήλους διάλογον περὶ Χριστοῦ τῆς κατὰ τὴν παροιμίαν 

καλουμένης ὄνου σκιὰς μάχης, ΙΙΙ.1).” 

To which extent did Jesus satisfy, according to Celsus, the expectations concerning a Messiah? 

Similarly, to what extent was he a Son of God, did he do justice to the pious, did he punish the unjust, 

and did he turn out to be the savior of humankind and a great prince and Lord? 

Almost every section of this chapter ends with the conclusion that Celsus only seized the relevant 

theme to indicate that Jesus was not the Son of God. Two examples from Celsus’s text may suffice 

here: for a Son of God the flight to Egypt would not have been necessary (T19, I.66); a Son of God 

would have despised people, and laughed at what happened to him (T57, II.33).                                    

According to Celsus Jesus was not a judge of the pious, which may be interpreted as he did not serve 

justice to the pious. According to the Christian conviction he was primarily sent to sinners, and from 

this Celsus concludes (T104, III.62): “What evil is it not to have sinned?” To be pious does not serve 

any purpose, “for God will not receive the righteous man (T104).”   

Although Celsus reported, through his Jew (T11, I.49), that the prophesied one would punish the 

unjust, there is no punishment at all. On the contrary: Jesus would have “had mercy on the sinners, 

whether they feel remorse or not (T85, II.71).” He does not punish anyone, but is punished himself, 

by Satan (T138, VI.42), who sees that Jesus’s execution is carried out by the Jews (T150, VI.81). 

The obvious consequence is that, according to Celsus, Jesus himself does not realize the salvation 

aspect of his mission either: firstly Jesus himself admits (T74, II.49), that his works which aim at 

salvation “are nothing divine, but are works of wicked people.” Secondly, Celsus asserts that “God 

does not need a newer creation (IV.69: Οὔτε τῷ θεῷ καινοτέρας δεῖ διορθώσεως),” for “all this 

keeps a law given by the supreme God (T165, VII.68).” Alongside the fact that not even his disciples  
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considered Jesus as a savior (T36, II.9; and T37, II.12), Celsus also states that a desire on the part of 

God to save the world is a superfluous matter. 

Needless to say, Celsus does not consider Jesus as a ruler or a Lord. On the contrary: he is a beggar 

(T17, I.61), he runs off (T18, I.62) and hides himself (T36, II.9). In contrast to the predicted majesty, 

Jesus turned out to be “such a plague (τοιοῦτον ὄλεθρον, T53, II.29).” 

 

5.6.6 The relative novelty of Jesus’s words 

In the face of the Christian belief that Jesus was the prophesied Messiah, Celsus merely brings new 

arguments to reject this view. Through his Jew he states that he finds “nothing new” (T29, II.5) in 

what the Christians teach about “resurrection of the dead, God’s judgment, honor for the righteous, 

but fire for the unrighteous.”  

Neither is Celsus impressed by Christian ethics. Again, we read the doctrine is “nothing new (T1, I.4).” 

Celsus even adds that this doctrine is “not honorable,” it is “common.” At this point,  Celsus 

seemingly contradicts himself, for Jesus was founding a new religion, but without any new ideas, and 

“nothing can be both new and true. So, Christianity, as a new religion, cannot be true.”505 

This lack of originality turns out to be a general reproach on Celsus’s part. Already in I.2 he states 

“that their doctrine originally is barbarian (βάρβαρον506 ἄνωθεν εἶναι τὸ δόγμα).” Origen remarks 

here that Celsus alludes to Judaism, but is immediately forced to incorporate Christianity in this as it 

is allied to Judaism. Celsus admits that barbarians were capable of “discovering tenets (εὑρεῖν 

δόγματα507),” but “judging (κρῖναι)” their value and “putting them into practice (ἀσκῆσαι)” should be 

left to the Greeks,508 because the “Greeks are better” at that (ἀμείνονές εἰσιν Ἕλληνες). 

We have to assume that Celsus gives his judgment as a result of reasoning from a narrow connection 

between Jesus’s words and the doctrine the Christians based upon them. Implicitly Celsus infers that 

Jesus did not say anything new in any area, that Jesus’s words were commonplace indeed. It should  
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507 On the term δόγματα: Borret, Origène. Contre Celse I, 82, note 1. 
508 Also T128 (VI.1): “that these things have been better articulated among the Greeks” (βέλτιον αὐτὰ παρ' 
Ἕλλησιν εἰρῆσθαι). 
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not be surprising then, that, according to Celsus, only illiterate people509 were won for Jesus’s 

doctrine (T6, I.27). 

 

5.6.7 Conclusion 

Jesus’s followers are accused by Celsus of στασιάζειν (T95, III.5): they formed a (spiritual) state within 

their own (spiritual) state. According to Celsus the Jews revolted twice: firstly, against their 

countrymen (the Exodus), the Egyptians (T95), despising the Egyptian religious customs. Secondly, 

Jews, led by Jesus, apostatized from the Jews (T169, VIII.14). In both cases Celsus speaks about a 

στάσις, which only once carries the meaning “party”, in T170, VIII.15, and everywhere else has 

something to do with “secession.” Jesus knowingly wanted this second rupture. Celsus draws this 

conclusion on the grounds that Jesus put himself in his teaching in the opposite position to Moses 

(T157, VII.18), on the grounds that he misled the Jews (T27, II.1; and T28, II.4), although the Jews did 

not mind being misled, and finally because Jesus wanted to found a state for himself (T2, I.6). The 

origin of both Judaism and Christianity was due to rebellion against the state.  

The Jewish στάσις, led by Jesus, comprised of three components, two of which show little or no 

distinction: a. people revolt against religious traditions; b. people sever themselves from those 

religious traditions; c. the dissenters pursue religious, and for Celsus less important, political 

independency. However, in principle, according to Celsus, this revolt never concerns armed 

opposition. The new “party” of the Christians has a “founder of the rebellion(T169, VIII.14),” but it 

does not have an “author of their paternal habits (T124, V.33).” A peculiar tradition is justified by 

Celsus (V.34), apostasy from it is not. Because Celsus thinks people should abide by Homer’s εἷς 

βασιλεύς (one king) - otherwise power will accrue to the barbarians -, he strongly disapproves of 

such a στάσις. Celsus appears to profess, certainly in the case of the birth of Christianity, that he is 

most concerned about the religious motivation and consequences of a rebellion, whereas in essence 

he is primarily concerned about the political consequences. 

Launching a rebellion merely causes misery: the Jews who revolted against the Egyptians turn out to 

be utterly insignificant (IV.31), the Christians shortly afterwards form a house divided against itself, 

where the name is the only thing they have left in common (III.12: “since they have spread to 

become a multitude, they are divided and rent asunder, and each wants to have his own party. They  

                                                           
509 T102 (III.44); IV.55 (M. 272); VI.12 (M. 389); Jacques Schwartz, Lucien de Samosate, Philopseudès et de Morte 
Peregrini (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1951); De morte Peregrini 12, 13 (72, 73). 
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are divided again by becoming too numerous, and condemn one another; they only have one thing 

still in common, so to speak, if indeed they have that - the name. And in spite of all this, this alone 

are they ashamed to desert; in other respects they are at sixes and sevens).”510 We do not know how, 

but Celsus knew what was the matter in some Christian communities.  

In both cases of rebellion Celsus maintains that delusion played its part. Therefore, it was sheep- and 

goatherds who followed Moses (I.23) and left Egypt, and therefore the foolish, dishonorable, stupid, 

slaves, women and children follow Jesus (T102, III.44). The small circle around Jesus deserts him (T45, 

II.18; and T46, also II.18), he encounters disbelief and is not recognized (T88, II.75). In the end his 

own Jewish government captures him and puts him to death, whilst God, of Whom Jesus claims to be 

a Son, does not help him during his punishment (T173, VIII.41). Celsus sees his conviction confirmed 

here, that it is “impious to abandon the customs which have existed in each locality from the 

beginning (V.25).”  

Celsus’s rebellion theory is completely opposed to the view of the Christians regarding Jesus. They 

say God sent His Son, spirit clothed with flesh, to the country of the Jews to deliver the human race 

from evils (T149, VI.78). Here Celsus compares God to the Zeus in the comedy, who after a long sleep 

sends Hermes as a messenger of salvation. But the comic poet stages this to make his audience 

laugh, the Christians on the contrary present their view on the sending of Jesus as serious. The 

terminology in T149, ῥύσασθαι ἐκ κακῶν, is very old, dating from Old Testament times and is hardly 

used in the New Testament, apart from “the Lord’s Prayer;“ τὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων γένος on the other 

hand is specifically Christian. A striking difference between the Gospel text(s) and Celsus’s words is 

that the word “evil” is denoted in the Gospels as τοῦ πονηροῦ, Celsus uses κακῶν. This again may 

indicate that Celsus had heard matters via an oral tradition. There is no evidence that Celsus knew 

anything about New Testament Letters or about the Acts. 

Celsus attacks God’s rescue plan in two ways (T149, VI.78): a. God ought to have breathed in a similar 

way through many bodies; b. God should have sent those many bodies all over the world. Celsus 

thinks it is “rather ridiculous,” that God would send his Son specifically to the Jews, when he 

contemplated the salvation of all humankind. The universality of this salvation is at odds with the 

particularity of Jesus being sent to the Jews. The Jewish expectations concerning the Messiah do not 

much impress Celsus. Through his Jew he informs us (T34, II.8), that many others may have  
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appeared, such as Jesus was, to those who want to be deceived. These followers of Jesus allowed 

him to fool them, because they thought he answered to an image created by the prophets. 

“By a divine spirit” (T94, III.1) the prophets would have made certain predictions, namely that a Son 

of God would come (T11, I.49; and T109, IV.2), that a Savior would come to humankind (T94), sent 

from God (T117, IV.20), in order that he would be a judge of the pious and a punisher of the unjust 

(T11). This function as a judge is emphasized by Celsus (T109 and T117]), and is combined with that 

as a savior in T113 (IV.7). Celsus rejects the Christian view that God himself would have descended to 

the earth, because it is naturally impossible that He would have left his throne. Celsus derives the 

notion of a necessary trial from Jewish ideas: life, filled with all kinds of evil, would need someone 

sent from God, in order that the wicked are punished and everything is purified, as it was when the 

first flood occurred (T117). He considers this Jewish view a misinterpretation of barbarian and Greek 

theories (T114, IV.11). Jesus did not accomplish the salvation aspect of his mission nor the 

punishment aspect, but was punished himself, by Satan. 

According to the Christians Jesus was sent into the world by God. We encounter this view several 

times in Celsus’s work. Yet we also read about the appearance of Jesus without God being mentioned 

as Sender. Sometimes it is indistinct as to whether Celsus alludes to Jesus having come into the 

world, or to God Himself. In the latter case Celsus’s vocabulary clearly tends towards the idea of 

descending (T114: καταβαίνω; T111, IV.5; and T115, IV.14: κάτειμι). The incarnation of Jesus, 

according to the Christians, happened in this form because God put his Spirit into a human body and 

sent it to the earth (T149, VI.78). Jesus completely failed to meet Jewish expectations of a Messiah, 

according to Celsus. He did not turn out to be a Son of God, a conviction of Celsus we meet at several 

places, nor a judge of the pious (T104, III.62), nor a punisher of the unjust (T85, II.71), neither a savior 

(T74, II.49), nor a king (T17, I.61) nor a god (T35, II.8). Jesus was just a plague (T53, II.29). 

The Christians are not original in their doctrine on the resurrection of the dead, the judgment of God, 

the way this judgment will be executed (T29, II.5) nor in their ethics (T1, I.4). Their doctrine receives 

as Celsus’s judgment the predicate “barbarian” (I.2), and although barbarians were capable of 

discovering tenets, judging (κρῖναι) the value of these tenets and putting them into practice 

(ἀσκῆσαι) should be left to the Greeks, because they are more skilled in that. Since we may assume 

that Christians based their doctrine on Jesus’s words and deeds, Celsus concludes that Jesus said 

nothing new. The logical consequence of this is that only “simple people” (T6) converted to the new 

doctrine.  
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On the other hand, in saying that Jesus said nothing new Celsus seems to contradict himself. 

Especially in his teaching and his interaction with his disciples Jesus certainly brought so many ideas 

and deeds which were new to Celsus, that he decided to write a complete book, partially against 

Jesus.
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5.7 Jesus and the prophecies 

5.7.1 Introduction 

In his efforts to disqualify Jesus Celsus naturally does not want the prophecies to be unchallenged. 

Indeed, the Christians believe, that the “prophets had predicted the events concerning Jesus (T52, 

II.28),” as Celsus’s Jew remarks, for “the prophets and apostles, pious and virtuous as they were, 

knew divine truth because of the elevation of their souls, and saw, according to their capacity, divine 

things with divine senses.”511 This chapter examines the prophetic texts referred to by Celsus, 

analyzes what the prophets predicted, what Celsus’s view was regarding prophets, and inquired why 

he did not deem their predictions applicable to Jesus. 

 

5.7.2 Contents of the prophecies 

a. The prophesied one as a Son of God 

The prophecies that Celsus alludes to, sometimes through the words of his Jew, turn out to predict 

the coming of a Son of God (LXX, Isa. 53 and Isa. 9:6). This Son is called παῖς in II.4: a quotation by 

Celsus’s Jew, maintaining that a Jewish prophecy says that the Son of God would come down. This 

Son is also called παῖς in T146 (VI.74), where Celsus quotes Jewish prophecies: “How shall he, who 

was punished to that extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it had been foretold about him?,” 

and in T152 (VII.9), where Celsus sums up general features of several prophecies. The most 

prominent words are “I am God or a Son of God or a divine Spirit.” Lastly, we read the word παῖς in 

T157 (VII.18) where it says “If the prophets of the God of the Jews predicted that he would be His 

Son.” Apart from T152 (VII.9), where general features of prophecies are discussed, these παῖς-

prophecies are derived from Jewish sources. 

On the other hand, we read υἱός as the word for “Son” in T11 (I.49): “But my prophet once declared 

in Jerusalem that a Son of God would come.” Here Celsus’s Jew is speaking, quoting a Jewish source. 

The word also occurs in T12 (I.50): “some on account of pure inspiration, others, beggars, say that 

they have come as sons of God.” Although it is not very probable, there is a slight chance that 

Celsus’s Jew, who is speaking here, derived these words from a Christian source. More probable is 

that the Jew is quoting or saying what the majority of the people think about prophecies, and that 

the distinction between παῖς and υἱός is not relevant here.  

                                                           
511 Hauck, They Saw What They Said They Saw, 249. 



168 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus and the prophecies 

 

T109 (IV.2) reads: “That some of the Christians and Jews say, the Christians, that a god or a Son of 

God has come down to earth, the Jews that he will.” On the basis that Celsus uses the word υἱός 

here, we might say that it is probable that Celsus derived the notion from a Jewish source, but on 

account of the content it is also possible that he found it in a Christian source.   

Finally, we should mention T150 (VI.81): “He [Celsus] says about God that he who knows all, did not 

know this, that he sent his Son to evil people who would sin and punish him”. These words are not 

literally derived from a prophecy, but it is Origen who connects them to a prophecy, a connection 

which I have signified in the list of testimonials (see appendix). There Origen’s words are recorded: 

“Immediately he says that these things had been predicted long ago (Εὐθέως δὲ λέγει τὸ πάλαι 

ταῦτα προειρῆσθαι).” 

Summarizing we might say that both terms, παῖς and υἱός, seem to be used rather arbitrarily, 

although the word υἱός seems to be derived from a Jewish source, not just where Celsus speaks in 

personal capacity, but also where he has the Jew speaking. The references to Christian sources are 

less clear: as far as it is possible to judge we should state that Celsus got his words about the Son of 

God from a Jewish source. 

 

b. The prophesied one as a judge. 

The prophesied one is also described as a judge, not just as a Son of God. For example, in T11 (I.49) 

the function of the prophesied Son of God is described by the Jew as “a judge of the pious and a 

punisher of the unjust.”512 Origen does not respond to the words of the Jew concerning judging. 

What he concentrates on, is the words being a prophecy. Celsus probably did not find these words in 

the Old Testament: the phrase ὁσίων κριτής cannot  be derived directly by Celsus from any LXX 

manuscript, known to us, while the word κολαστής does not appear there at all, as far as we know. 

In T35 (II.8) again we find something about a punisher coming from God, although this person is not 

explicitly called a Son Of God, nor is the statement in the literal sense of the word a prophecy: it 

reads that the Jews “declared to all people that he who would punish the unrighteous, would come 

from God,” again according to Celsus’s Jew. It should be noticed here as well, that this terminology is 

not found in any of the Septuagint translations of the Old Testament. 
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In T109 (IV.2) this judicial function of the prophesied one is also reported, and again connected to the 

title “Son of God.” In this testimonial he is called “a judge of the people here.”513 The word δικαιωτής 

does not appear in LXX either. Origen makes no response to the prophesied one’s task as a judge. 

In a taunt (T119, IV.23) Celsus has Jews and Christians saying that “God shows and proclaims 

everything to us in advance . . . and sends messengers to us alone, and does not stop sending them 

nor stop seeking that we should be with him forever.” Furthermore “God will arrive or send his Son, 

to destroy the unrighteous and to make sure that the others have eternal life with him.”   

Two things should be noticed regarding T119 above. Firstly, the last quotation seems to be a 

prophecy, about a punisher and a judge, although Origen does not use this terminology here, nor 

does Celsus. Secondly, Origen does not highlight the prophetic character of the words, and Celsus 

does not seem to be interested in this prophetic character: the core of this testimonial is rather 

God’s special care for the Christians. 

 

c. The prophesied one as a Savior. 

Celsus also signals that Jews and Christians are in conflict over the question of whether a prophesied  

Savior (σωτήρ) has come to humankind or still is to come (T94, III.1).514 The Jews expect a Savior, 

according to Isa. 52:13-53:12, and the Christians live with the persuasion that in Jesus that 

prophesied Savior has come to this world. Thus the Jews are still expecting, the Christians have seen 

their expectation fulfilled.   

In T109 (IV.2) the same difference of opinion is reiterated, but here the appeal to the prophecies is 

lacking, and the question is framed differently: whether a god or a Son of God (τινα θεὸν ἢ θεοῦ 

υἱὸν) has come down to earth or will come down. In T123 (V.2) Celsus again touches on this theme, 

when he rebutts Jews and Christians with “neither God has come down nor any Son of God, nor 

could He come down (θεὸς μέν . . . καὶ θεοῦ παῖς οὐδεὶς οὔτε κατῆλθεν οὔτ' ἂν κατέλθοι)”: Celsus’s 

position in this argument is that in any case Jesus has not been the expected and prophesied one, for 

he is a clown and a charlatan. Furthermore, it is impossible that  a god or a Son of God would come 

down from heaven. Such an idea is in conflict with the convictions Celsus has s a Platonic 

philosopher: heavenly persons and things remain in heaven, earthly persons and things remain on  

                                                           
513 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, justly notes (103, n. 4 to IV.2), that Celsus here only generally speaks 
about prophecies regarding a Messiah: he does not mention a certain prophecy or prophet. 
514 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, (85, note 5 on cap. 1) refers to Tertullian, Apol. 21: “nec alia magis 
inter nos et illos compulsatio est, quam quod iam venisse non credunt.” 
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earth. Jews and Christians have and have had had wrong expectations on account of false 

prophecies. 

 

d. The prophesied one as a Ruler and a Lord. 

Although Celsus does not elaborate the term σωτήρ, perhaps T53 (II.29) gives us a clue as to its 

sense. Here we are informed by Celsus’s Jew, that the prophets say that he who will come is “a great 

Ruler515 and Lord of the whole earth and of all nations and armies.” 

Bader refers to Psalms 2 and 72, both mentioning a rescuing king, like the king (ἄρχων) of Micah 

5:1.516 It is conceivable that Celsus derived the notion σωτήρ (T94, III.1) from these Psalms. Bader’s 

reference thus seems justly made.517 

 

5.7.3 Bad prophecies 

Celsus also reports that bad prophecies have been expressed about the prophesied one. By “bad 

prophecies” he means prophecies that are unworthy of a god, prophecies about bad matters. In T153 

(VII.12) Celsus specifies them as “wicked or disgraceful or impure . . . or something abominable.” 

However, he does not explain what he means, as Origen (VII.12, end) observes. Celsus does use these 

prophecies to silence Christians, who derive their defense regarding what happened to Jesus from 

these prophecies: they do not have a rebuttal, according to Celsus, when these bad things turn out to 

be prophesied “about the divine (περὶ τοῦ θείου).” 

Celsus once more approaches the prophecies cryptically,518 when he states (T154) that it has been 

predicted “that God ministers to the evil, or does or suffers the most shameful things.” And once 

more Origen observes (VII.13) that Celsus does not mention examples of passages where these 

matters would have been prophesied.  

Origen goes on to conclude that, according to Celsus, Jesus’s passion was “most abominable and 

impure,” when he states that “eating the flesh of sheep519 and drinking gall or vinegar [is equal to]  

                                                           
515 Micah 5:1, although the word here in LXX is ἄρχων. 
516 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 70, note 2 on cap. 29. 
517 For the aspect of rescue see also: Dan. 7:14.  
518 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 179, note 4 on cap. 13: “ein weiteres Zeugnis, dass Kelsos auf die 

Prophezeiungen des A.T. nicht näher eingegangen ist.” 
519 Celsus here refers to the Passover. 
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eating filth (T155, VII.13).” But we do not get the sense of whether Celsus means this as a fulfillment 

of the prophecy.  

In T156 (VII.14) Celsus expresses himself very carefully, accommodating some bad prophecies in a 

conditional subordinate clause: “if the prophets have predicted that the great God . . . would be a 

slave or be ill or die.” Celsus does not say more than that he suggests that these things have been 

prophesied. He uses the [assumed] prophecies to wonder whether God has to be a slave now, or be 

ill or die, as had been predicted, in order to arouse faith through His death that he was God. Celsus 

does not answer this question. He only states that it is impossible for prophets to have predicted 

something like this, “because it is wicked and impious (T156).” So Celsus first creates the suggestion 

that he knows such prophecies,520 but within the same testimonial he writes they simply cannot have 

been spoken. 

In the same lines Celsus repeats his denial, for in T156 we also read: “even if the prophets really have 

predicted such things about a Son of God, it were impossible to trust the predictions that it was 

necessary that he suffered or did them.”   

Lastly, T146 (VI.74) needs to be mentioned. Here Celsus asks, “how shall he, who was punished to 

that extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it had been foretold about him?” Chadwick 

translates the conditional subordinate clause: “unless it was foretold that this would happen to 

him?” Keim translates: “wenn nicht Voraussagungen über denselben ergangen sind?”521 With his 

translation Chadwick creates the impression that Jesus’s punishment had been prophesied, while 

Keim expresses himself more vaguely. Celsus’s imprecise subject (“it”) in this subordinate clause may 

refer to both: the Sonship of Jesus and his punishment. Celsus means that it is impossible for 

someone who was punished to be a Son of God, and that Jesus was one, is only acceptable for those 

who think that a prophecy with this content was true. To sober minds prophecies like these are 

utterly unacceptable. 

Therefore, in my opinion Jesus’s Sonship of God is the subject, and when Jesus’s Sonship is taken to 

be the subject, what Celsus means becomes clear. Namely, Celsus is asking how shall he be proved to 

be a Son of God, unless that Sonship had been predicted? Or in other words: not even the Christians 

would have believed that a poor punished soul like Jesus was the Son of God. But the prophecies  

                                                           
520 Isa. 53, a chapter Celsus seems to have read or heard about, and one that is explained as predicting Jesus’s 
passion: “He is despised and rejected of man” (3); “we did esteem him stricken, smitten of God and afflicted” 
(4); “he was bruised for our iniquities, with his stripes we are healed” (5); “and the Lord hath laid on him the 
iniquity of us all” (6); “And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his death” (9). 
521 Keim, Wahres Wort, 102 (“when predictions had not been made about him”).  
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leave them no room other than to accept that this suffering servant was the Son of God, despite 

everything. To Celsus it is impossible that these things could have even been prophesied about a Son 

of God, in that they may have been prophesied, but the object of this prophecy could not be the Son 

of God. To the Christians, on the other hand, Jesus is the Son of God precisely because all these 

things have been prophesied. It is a matter of two clashing world views. 

  

5.7.4 The prophets  

Now we turn to the question of who the prophets were that Celsus and his Jew refer to. In T11 (I.49) 

Celsus’s Jew mentions “my prophet,” who spoke in Jerusalem. Origen states in his response (I.49), 

that it was not only one prophet who prophesied about Jesus, but that there were several Jewish 

prophets. Furthermore, Origen assumes that Celsus’s Jew alludes to Moses. Although he does 

continue to consider this suggestion, because on the one hand it would probably have been more 

likely for a Sadducee or a Samaritan to speak these words rather than a Jew. Both groups indeed do 

not accept more than the books of Moses, but a Jewish prophet never would have said that a “Son of 

God” would come, but that “the Messiah” would come. Additionally, Origen mentions the point that 

in Moses’s day Jerusalem did not exist as a city. 

In II.4 (ending, and see my reference at T11, I.49) Celsus’s Jew again mentions the prophet: “our 

prophet, of our God.” Two issues prevent us from drawing conclusions as to the prophet from this 

reference: the prophesied one here is a παῖς of God (in T11 a υἱός), and Celsus’s Jew does not say 

anything about the identity of this prophet. However, the formulation παῖς of God reminds us of the 

description of the “suffering servant of the Lord” in Isa. 52 and 53. 

In a way II.79 (ending) offers a solution. Origen here reports that, according to Celsus’s Jew, one 

prophet had predicted “the Christ” (or “the Messiah” or “the Anointed One”). Celsus’s Jew must have 

met this word “Christ” in Jewish writings, for example in Isaiah 9, as when he mentions Jesus in other 

prophecies, he always calls him Son of God. An objection raised to this chapter of Isaiah is that it is 

only interpreted as announcing the Messiah: neither the word “Messiah” itself, nor the Greek 

translation “Christ”, nor the description “Anointed One” actually features here. Perhaps Celsus heard 

the word in discussions with Jews, or was influenced by prophetic writings, Jewish and others, to that 

extent that he uses it unconsciously. And yet the Jew nowhere mentions  the designation the “one.” 

It is possible to argue that the terminology “Christ,” may even be an error of Origen: Origen does not  
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have a quotation at hand and puts “Christ” into the mouth of the Jew, because it is the word that he 

himself uses, instead of “Son of God.” 

In his response to T11 (I.49), Origen ascribes the announcement of “a Son of God” directly to this 

Jewish prophet (“What they, he means the Jews, do say is that the Christ of God will come”). The 

terminology “Christ” is mentioned by Celsus at only one place in connection with the prophecies, 

namely in T153 (VII.12). In all other places the terminology is “Son of God.” 

In light of the difficulty of determining any one specific prophet, it may be a better line of thought to 

consider whether Celsus is using the term collectively, especially as everywhere else the form is 

plural. This can be evidenced in T12, where it seems that Celsus’s Jew has in mind Jewish prophets, 

when he asks: “Why is it you [Jesus] rather than innumerable others [people saying that they are the 

Son Of God] born after the prophecy, about whom these things were predicted?” Origen also notes 

(I.50, end) that the Jew is speaking to believers from his own people. It has to be emphasized that 

this is an important reference, because it adds significant weight to the argument that Celsus’s Jew is 

not a fictional nor merely a rhetorical character, but a real human being and a very important source 

for Celsus. In the parallel texts at T12 Celsus’s Jew says that “the prophecies could be applied to 

thousands of others far more plausibly than to Jesus” (II.28). Similarly, in I.57 it says: “But some 

thousands will refute Jesus by asserting that the prophecies which were applied to him were spoken 

of them [instead].”   

So, although textual proof is lacking, there is little doubt that these prophecies have come from the 

mouth of Jewish prophets. Moreover, the Jews based their expectation of a Messiah on Jewish 

prophecies, which were interpreted by the Christians (T52, II.28) as applying to Jesus. So Celsus is 

convinced that the Jews expected the Christ or the Messiah or a Son of God, on account of the 

prophecies, but he is also convinced that the Jews, who have now become Christians, are completely 

wrong in believing that Jesus was this promised Christ, Messiah or Son of God. 

Celsus offers one place to serve as a proof for the conviction that when he mentions prophets, he 

always means Jewish prophets: in T157 (VII.18) he mentions prophets “of the God of the Jews.” It 

seems reasonable to assume that this statement also applies to his other words about prophecies. 

At last Celsus’s Jew in T12 (I.50) presents two specific categories of prophets who are mentioned 

again in T152 (VII.9), now directly by Celsus himself. People in ecstasy and mendicant prophets are 

named, although it is not clear if there is any difference between these groups in Celsus’s view. 

Celsus does not mention these prophets on account of their prediction of Jesus, but only to indicate  
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that many people in all kinds of situations prophesied that they came from above as sons of God. 

Celsus thinks, in the words of Thomas W. Gillespie, that they are prophesying “nonsense born of 

madness, but it was accepted at the level of ‘Volksreligion’ as the sure sign that a prophet was 

genuinely inspired by the god for whom he spoke.”522 As Reitzenstein states: “Die Schilderung 

phönizischer und palestinensischer Profeten die Celsus nach eigener Kenntnis zu geben behauptet . .  

Grundanschauung und Sprachgebrauch sind bei Christ und Heide gleich. Wir müssen uns 

abgewöhnen die ‘Wirkungen des Geistes’ bei den Christen allein zu suchen . . . oder an eine 

christliche oder jüdische Quelle zu denken.”523 What Reitzenstein means is that all kinds of pagan 

texts know formulations like those of Celsus’s exemplary prophets in T152: the basic perspective and 

speech usage are identical with Christian and pagan. But since these prophets are not clearly 

connected with Jesus, an extensive discussion of this material does not seem relevant here. 

 

5.7.5 Applying the prophecies to Jesus 

In the above, the line of argumentation emerged that according to Celsus the prophecies have not 

been fulfilled in Jesus, because he did not meet the expectations that the prophets had created. The 

question may be asked in what way and why, according to Celsus, Jesus did not meet the 

expectations. 

Celsus’s reasons for rejection of applying the prophecies to Jesus can be divided in four categories: 

a. Rejection, because the prophecies were too general. 

“what has been prophesied could be applied to thousands of others far more plausibly than to Jesus 

(II.28 parallel to T12, I.50).”  

“Some thousands will refute Jesus by asserting that the prophecies which were applied to him, were 

spoken of them (I.57 parallel to T12).” 

“The prophecies applied to what happened to this man may also relate to other events (T13, I.50).” 

In T12 (I.50) Celsus’s Jew expands his question “Why is it you rather than innumerable others?” with 

the remark, meant to reveal the motivation behind it: “some on account of inspiration, others,  

                                                           
522 Thomas W. Gillespie, “A Pattern of Prophetic Speech in First Corinthians,” JBL 97, 1, (1978): 74-95 (82). 
523 Richard Reitzenstein, Die Hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen nach Ihren Grundgedanken und Wirkungen 
(19202; repr., Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1966), 167-68. 
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beggars, say that they have come as Sons of God.” In other words: everyone may say he is a son of 

God.  

Thus, these prophecies are rejected by Celsus repeatedly in the voice of his Jew, because they are 

too general, and applicable to too many people. Celsus himself appears to have at least many 

reservations about them too.   

b. Moses personalizes the second reason for Celsus to reject the prophecies. He gave the law to 

the Jews, but later Jesus gave a quite different law.  

In T157 (VII.18) we read: “If the prophets of the God of the Jews predicted that he [Jesus] would be 

His Son, then why does God give [different] laws through Moses?”  

Celsus wonders if God was in conflict. And because of the big difference between the laws given by 

Moses and Jesus, Celsus concludes that Jesus cannot have been the prophesied one. Jesus has 

undone Moses and Mosaic institutions. Celsus has not discovered this through the work of, for 

example, Paul, as Celsus did not know Paul, nor did he base it on some Christian interpretation of 

Jesus’s life on earth. Celsus simply compares Moses’s words to those of Jesus and draws his own 

conclusions. These conclusions either fitted in well with what he already thought about Jesus and 

Christianity or lay the foundation for his ideas.   

c. In T146 (VI.74) Jesus’s punishment is Celsus’s motivation to reject the prophecy. 

It reads: “how shall he, who was punished to that extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it had 

been foretold about him?” This testimonial constitutes a transition to the  following category: in T146 

Celsus states that only by application of the prophecies to Jesus it can be made plausible, that Jesus 

was a Son of God. In other words, only by doing something absolutely illogical is Jesus recognizable 

as a Son of God. 

d. The illogical prophecies: in this category bad prophecies are concerned, predicting matters 

that, according to Celsus, do not belong to a Son of God. 

Perhaps Celsus can bring himself to believe that these prophecies apply to Jesus (T153, VII.12; T154 

(VII.13); T156, VII.14), but they predict so much evil that it is impossible that he who answers to them 

is a Son of God, and very definitely that these prophecies are true. 
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5.7.6 Conclusion 

Prophets of the God of the Jews have predicted a Son of God. This Son of God is called παῖς and υἱός, 

in an arbitrary alternation, by Celsus himself and by his Jew, and there appears not to be any special 

importance attached to these words nor to their combination. What is important is that Jesus does 

not answer to the image of a Son of God, no matter whether he is called παῖς or υἱός. 

The prophesied one is announced as a judge and a punisher, whose aim is to bring people other than 

the unjust into eternal life with him. Furthermore, he is called a savior. In addressing this theme 

Celsus mentions the debate between Jews and Christians as to whether this savior has already 

appeared or not, and he returns twice to this theme, in T109 (IV.2) and T123 (V.2). According to the 

prophets, the prophesied one would also be a great ruler and lord of the whole earth, of all nations 

and armies. 

However, Celsus has also heard or read negative prophecies. Wicked, disgraceful, impure or 

abominable matters have been predicted about the Son of God, which, according to Celsus, 

completely undermine the Christian defense of the events regarding “the Christ” on the basis of the 

prophecies. Other prophecies say that God ministers to evil, or does or suffers the most shameful 

things.  Origen states in a reaction (VII.13) that Celsus does not give any examples of such 

prophecies. Celsus also suggests that it would have been predicted (T156, VII.14) that the great God 

would be a slave or be ill or die. These prophecies Celsus considers so bad and impious, that it is 

impossible that prophets have uttered them, and if they have, then it is impossible to believe them. 

Jesus’s way of acting and suffering makes it impossible to believe, that he was a Son of God, and this 

sort of Sonship of of God can only be demonstrated, when we seek to relate prophecies to him 

(T146, VI.74). 

It is a reasonable assumption that Celsus or his Jew is alluding to Jewish prophets, when he correlates 

the prophecies with Jesus. The singular “prophet” in  T11 (I.49) should be interpreted collectively. To 

indicate that predicting was a widely practised activity Celsus mentions people in ecstasy and 

mendicant prophets (T12, I.50), but he does not contemplate a specific prediction regarding the 

Christ or the Son of God in their case. Celsus’s reasons for rejecting the idea that the prophecies are 

to be applied to Jesus touch upon four areas that cover the nature of the prophecies as being either 

too general, or illogical in their subject matter as it relates to a Son of God, to the person of Jesus 

himself who by necessity is excluded as the prophesied one due to the content of his teaching and 

the nature of his suffering and punishment. 
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The general picture that appears from this discussion seems to be that Celsus is convinced that the 

Jews have had their prophets, and that the Jews of his day still rely on prophecies. The prophets 

predicted a Son of God or Christ/Messiah who would come down to earth. Celsus takes into account 

that the Jewish prophecies are prophecies, but he cannot accept Jesus as their fulfillment. To Celsus 

this one thing is at least certain: Jesus did not in any way answer to the image created by the 

prophets. 
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5.8 Jesus’s appearance and character 

 

5.8.1 Introduction 

Celsus also discusses Jesus’s appearance and character, and the discussion here is introduced with a 

general remark of Celsus in T148 (VI.75): “Because there was a divine Spirit in a body, this certainly 

must have differed in every respect from the other bodies . . . For it is impossible that he who had 

something more divine than the others was absolutely not different from another.” Here Celsus uses 

an argument that should chime with Origen, for the latter states in I.32 (end): “It is therefore 

probable that this soul, which lived a more useful life on earth than many men . . . , needed a body 

which was not only distinguished among human bodies, but was also superior to all others.”524 

 

5.8.2 The arrival of Jesus 

In Celsus’s work we have encountered several times an idea of how Jesus made his appearance  in 

the world. To begin with, in T149 (VI.78) we read three times that God, according to the Christian 

view, sent Jesus into the world: ἔπεμψε, ἀποστεῖλαι and πεμπόμενον. Wherever Celsus refers to this 

view, he uses πέμπω or καταπέμπω as verb. In T149 we also read ἀποστέλλω. 

Celsus also reports Jesus’s appearance without mentioning God as Sender. Here a distinction should 

be made between the following: a. Jesus’s appearance as Son of God; b. a supposed coming into the 

world of God Himself and c. places where it is obscure whether Celsus means Jesus or God. 

Celsus reflects these distinctions in the verbs he uses. In terms of a., Celsus employs the verbs ἥκω 

(the Jew in T11, I.49), φανῆναι (the Jew in T34, II.8), ἐπιδημέω (T94, III.1; and T127, V.54), 

ἐληλυθέναι (T94, III.1), κατέρχομαι (T130, VI.8), πάρειμι (T131, VI.10) and γεγονέναι (T140, VI.52). 

For b. he uses καταβαίνω (T114, IV.11), κάτειμι (T111, IV.5; and T115, IV.14) and ἀφικνέομαι (T119, 

IV.23). 

With regard to c., in the two testimonials where it is unclear whether Celsus means God or Jesus, we 

find the verb καταβαίνω (T109, IV.2), and in T123 (V.2), the verb and κατέρχομαι (T123, V.2). 

Jesus arriving into the world as a result of an act of incarnation is sharply criticized by Celsus. He 

makes the rather dismissive comment (T149, VI.78): “what you call (ὅ φατε) the incarnation,” and is  

                                                           
524 Translation: Henry Chadwick. 
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scathing about God’s action, “who put His Spirit into a human body, and sent it to the earth (T149).” 

Celsus thus criticizes God’s proceeding in two ways: it is a Jewish invention, and it is utterly 

impossible. 

 

5.8.3 The body of Jesus  

“A body such as yours could not be the body of a god (T22, I.69).” That is how Celsus’s Jew starts his 

direct address to Jesus (see also Chapter 6.4). He explains his remark in T23 (also I.69): “a body of a 

god would not have been begotten the way you, Jesus, have been begotten.” Here, according to 

Origen, Celsus (or his Jew) has in mind the rape of the virgin by Panthera525 (see Chapter 5.1), and 

this is indeed possible. But it is also possible that Celsus just means Jesus’s natural birth, from a 

woman, instead of, like the goddess Athena, from his Father’s head, which would have been much 

more divine. 

In T100 (III.42) Celsus compares “the human flesh of Jesus with gold, silver and stone, [meaning] that 

that [flesh] is more perishable than these elements.” In the same testimonial he calls the flesh of 

Jesus “not any longer having the properties belonging to physical weakness, and properties [that 

Celsus called] more abominable still.” Perhaps here Celsus is drawing on a sentence of Heraclitus,526 

that he cites twice. In I.5 it says: “Those who approach lifeless things as gods act like a man who 

holds conversation with houses.” In VII.62 it is quoted as: “And they pray to these images just as if 

one were to have conversation with houses, having no idea of the nature of gods and heroes.” 

From this we should not deduce more than that Celsus considered Jesus to be human. Celsus’s 

thoughts on the human body in general are explored further in Chapter 6.14. 

 

5.8.4 Jesus’s eating habits do not accord with God 

Celsus further elaborates the previous criticisms of Jesus’s body, when he writes (T24, I.70): “a body 

of a god does not eat such food.” The expression “such food” is not explained, and consequently 

Origen wonders which gospel words have inspired him. 

 

                                                           
525 Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 61, n.1 does not think that Celsus’s Jew here has Panthera in mind 
nor the virgin birth. 
526 Diels-Kranz, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, I,151, No. 5; see also Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 93, 
note 1. 
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From another testimonial it appears that Celsus criticizes Jesus for drinking “vinegar and gall” (ὄξος 

καὶ χολὴν, T61, II.37), although the essence of the argument is different here, referring to Jesus not 

being able to bear his thirst. More obvious is the clause in T153 (VII.12), in which Celsus speaks about 

“something wicked or disgraceful or impure” that is connected with Jesus and where is said explicitly 

(T155, VII.13): “For what else was to God eating the flesh of sheep and drinking gall or vinegar but 

eating filth?” This appears to be the explanation of “such food” in T24, I.70 (τοιαῦτα). 

What was Celsus thinking of, when he wrote these words? He may be referring to what he heard 

about Matt. 27: 34 and/or Mark 15:23, but the Greek word for wine before the crucifixion of Jesus is 

in the case of both writers “οἶνος”, not “ὄξος”, which is the word all four gospel writers use for the 

scene during the crucifixion. For the gall Matthew uses the same word as Celsus, but in Mark’s text it 

says “ἐσμυρνισμένος,” which means mixed with myrrh. Celsus also uses the word “χολὴ” in T118 

(IV.22), without mentioning vinegar or wine there. Where Celsus took the words “eating the flesh of 

sheep” (προβάτων σάρκας ἐσθίειν) from is obscure. The first thought is that he took them from the 

Passover, a thought Origen also expresses in his comment on T24 (I.70, beginning). But the problem 

is that the writers of the gospels only mention “bread”527/ἄρτος as the food of Jesus and his disciples, 

and the question arises as to why Celsus would compare this meal to “eating filth” (σκατοφαγεῖν528). 

Celsus perhaps intends nothing more than a condemnation of Jesus’s passion and his not being able 

to bear his thirst. 

 

5.8.5 The voice of Jesus 

Another element that Celsus highlights is Jesus’s voice: “a body of a god also does not use such a 

voice (T25, I.70).” What is it that Celsus alludes to? Origen‘s interpretation in his immediate response 

to this (I.70) is that the use of the human voice is alluded to, for he tries to refute the reproach by 

making reference to the Greek god Apollo, who also uses the human voice of the priestesses in 

Delphi and Didyma as a medium. 

From T148 (VI.75) it appears that, according to Celsus, a body with a divine spirit within should be 

different in terms of the voice as well. Celsus mentions Jesus’s voice in two other places: T69 (II.45) 

says “heard his voice,” and in T74 (II.49) it says: “with his own voice he explicitly proclaims.” It is  

 

                                                           
527 Matt. 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19. 
528 TLG, s.v.; Keim, Wahres Wort, refers to Heraclitos 5, 14. 
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unclear whether Celsus was commenting that Jesus’s “cry on the cross529 (T76, II.55),” when he 

expired, where Celsus uses for “cry” the same word as “voice,” was not what was expected from 

God, or whether it was the actual words of the cry he had in mind. 

 

5.8.6 Jesus’s persuasiveness 

In direct connection with the voice, Celsus establishes that a body of God “also does not use such a  

way of persuasion530 (T25, I.70).” What he alludes to can perhaps be deduced from T148 (VI.75), 

where he states that a divine body should differ from other bodies also in πείθω (“persuasiveness”), 

something that is obviously not the case with Jesus. Very probably Celsus is referring to Jesus’s way 

of preaching, that we find him attacking in T89 (II.76): “He threatens and jeers frivolously whenever 

he says: ‘Woe unto you’ and ‘I declare unto you.’ For in these words he openly admits that he is not 

capable of persuading, which would not happen to a god, not even to a sensible man.” It does not 

need much comment to see that Celsus disapproves of the way Jesus used to preach: it was too 

threatening. 

 

5.8.7 Jesus’s μέγεθος (size) 

In T148 (VI.75) Celsus demands that a divine body differs from other bodies, but Jesus’s does not, 

because his “as they say, was small531 and undistinguished.”  

 

5.8.8 Jesus’s κάλλος (beauty) 

In this same T148 it is said that also the beauty of someone with a divine spirit should be different 

from the beauty of other people. But in this respect also Jesus falls short: his body is ugly532 

(δυσειδὲς). 

 

  

                                                           
529 Matt. 27:50; Mark 15: 37-39; Luke 23:46; see also John 11:43 and 12:44. 
530 See I.62 for Origen’s thoughts on the way the apostles spoke in contrast to the way of philosophers. 
531 Origen assumes that Celsus derives this description from Isaiah 53:1-3. Cf also Clem. Alex., Paed. III.3.2. 
532 See Chapter 5.9 of this study about “the Passion, Death and Resurrection of Jesus”. 
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5.8.9 Jesus’s cowardice 

Can it be said that Jesus was brave? Again, Celsus answers with a clear “no”. The best illustration for 

this is T36 (II.9), which reads: “How shall we regard him as God, who . . . was captured hiding himself 

and running off in a most disgraceful way?” And in the same testimonial: “And yet it was impossible 

that he fled and was carried away in chains being God.”   

Celsus elaborates on this idea when he wonders (T50, II.24), “Why then does he complain and wail 

and pray to escape the fear of death?,” and when he rejects the prediction (T154, VII.13) “that God 

ministers to the evil, or does or suffers the most shameful things.” This prediction should be related 

to Jesus’s passion, and in T59 (II.35) Celsus also asks of the passion of Jesus: “Why . . . does not he 

display anything divine or defend himself against that shame or take revenge on those who violate 

him and his Father?” That Jesus was a coward, is Celsus’s inevitable conclusion. 

 

5.8.10 Jesus’s lack of noble deeds 

Jesus has not done anything noble, something which might have been expected from a god. T57 

(II.33) is clear about this: “what noble action did Jesus do, like a god, e.g. despising people, laughing 

and mocking at what happened to them?” Accordingly, he has done nothing divine as the 

qualification for divinity necessarily includes noble acts, acts which are diametrically opposed to the 

behavior of Jesus in Gethsemane, as described in T59 (II.35) above. 

 

5.8.11 Jesus’s lack of self-control 

Celsus also observes a non-divine desire in Jesus. He reproaches Jesus “with the vinegar and the gall, 

because he drank them greedily and did not bear his thirst till the end, as even an ordinary man often 

bears it (T61, II.37).” According to Celsus Jesus should have showed more self-control, but he shows 

himself to be not just non-divine, but even inferior to “an ordinary man,” a Stoic remark indicating 

again that Celsus is an eclectic concerning the philosophical schools. 

 

5.8.12 Jesus’s jealousy 

One last very interesting feature of Jesus’s character, according to Celsus, may be discovered in T2 

(I.6), where Celsus states: “Even though he ensured that others would also do the same, having  
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learned the same lessons and boasting they did it by means of the power of God; these Jesus 

excludes from his state.”533 It is not possible to find more evidence in Celsus’s work of jealousy on the 

part of Jesus, but these lines need to be noted. 

 

5.8.13 An apotheosis? 

The question may arise of whether Jesus became a god after he died. Mythology offers many 

examples, as partially quoted by Celsus in T100 (III.42): “But having put off this flesh he will be a god? 

Then why not rather Asclepius, Dionysus and Heracles?” Celsus’s answer to his own question is to be 

found in T101 (III.43): “we [the Christians] ridicule those who worship Zeus,534 because his tomb is 

shown in Crete, and nevertheless we worship him who rose from his tomb.” It is not surprising that 

Celsus did not believe in Jesus’s resurrection nor ascension, so we may conclude that he did not 

believe either in an apotheosis of Jesus. It would have been too much honor for a man who was just 

a human being. 

 

5.8.14 Conclusion 

It appears that Celsus’s main contention is that, as he states in T148 (VI.75), “it is impossible that he 

who had something more divine than the others was absolutely not different from another.” Celsus 

explores this in terms of Jesus’s coming into the world, his physical form and aspects of his character.  

Celsus reports the Christian view of Jesus being sent by God into the world, and the notion of 

incarnation. However, for him, even if some kind of coming to the world was credible, Jesus does not 

answer to the expectations of a god, or a Son of God. His body has not been begotten the way a body 

of a god would have been, and his body was no different from any other body. This is so in terms of 

his size and physical looks, where Celsus deems him to have been small and ugly, and particularly 

with regard to his voice. Jesus does not possess a voice different from that of other people which 

might have been expected from someone with a divine spirit within, and in connection with the voice 

Celsus remarks that Jesus’s persuasiveness was not convincing: Jesus threatens and jeers too much.  

 

                                                           
533 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum (10) refers to Bader (Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos), who “suggests that 
ἀπελαύνει τῆς ἑαυτοῦ πολιτείας may allude to Plato’s expulsion of Homer and the poets from his Republic”. 
534 See Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, note 2 on III.43. 
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Neither do his eating habits equate with God. As to character, Jesus was a coward, which is best 

illustrated by the story of his passion. He did not do anything noble, as might be expected from a 

god, and he did not show any self-control (again the illustration of the statement is from the passion 

story). Jesus was jealous, as is illustrated by his expelling from his state the ones who would do the 

same miracles as he did (T2, I.6). Not even after his death did Jesus become a god, in the same way 

as he had not been godlike when he lived.  

Celsus’s Jew draws the conclusion (T93, II.79): “So he was a man, and of such a character as the truth 

itself reveals and as reason shows.” He “did not show himself to be pure of all evils (T64, II.41).” And 

in T65 (II.42) Celsus pretends, according to Origen, that Jesus “was not even free from blame.”
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5.9 Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection 

 

5.9.1 Introduction 

In this section everything that Celsus states about the passion, death and resurrection of Jesus is 

discussed. The first question concerns what Celsus knew about Jesus’s passion and death, moving to 

a discussion of the resurrection at the end of the section. 

 

5.9.2 Celsus’s knowledge of Jesus´s punishment and death 

Celsus knows that Jesus was crucified. Many testimonials evidence this knowledge. He uses the word 

“crucified” in T55 (II.31): “we [the Christians] . . . present . . . a man who was carried away and 

crucified in a most disgraceful way.”535 And T60 (II.36) reads: “What does he say, even when his body 

is crucified? (Τί φησι καὶ ἀνασκολοπιζομένου536 τοῦ σώματος;)” Celsus must have found these Greek 

words for the act of crucifying in the profane, perhaps philosophical literature that he knew, for the 

Gospel writers consequently use σταυρόω.537 As far as we can see there is no clear reason for Celsus 

to use words that differ from the Gospels. This strengthens the idea that Celsus knew a divergent 

biography of Jesus, but maybe he just chooses words that are more contemptuous than what he had 

heard or read. 

The word “cross” is recorded in T70 (II.46): “he should have become invisible from the cross 

immediately (ἀπὸ τοῦ σκόλοπος538 γοῦν εὐθὺς ἀφανὴς γενέσθαι),” in T76 (II.55, “his cry on the cross 

when he expired”), and in T136 (VI.34): “their teacher was nailed to a cross.” Again, the Gospel 

writers consequently use the word σταυρός, a word Celsus uses only once (in T136). Celsus must 

have seen (but that cannot be proven) or heard another version, otherwise he would not have used a 

word so different from that used by the Gospel writers. Or again, Celsus also here likes to use a more 

contemptuous word than the Gospel writers do. 

 

                                                           
 
535 Keim, Wahres Wort, 24, note 3: “auf dem Marterinstrument (τύμπανον, hier σταυρός) zum Tod 
ausgespannt”. Not a typical classical word, although it figures in the work of Lysias and Aristotle (TLG, s.v.). Cf 
Hebr. 11:35; Vulg.: “distenti sunt”.  
536 A typical classical verb, not figuring in Christian literature. TLG, sv. Herodotus uses it in Hist. 9.78 convertibly 
with ἀνασταυρόω. 
537 Matt. 27, Mark 15, Luke 23 and John 19. 
538 This word rather means “pale” or “stake” than “cross”, the way we usually imagine a cross.  



186 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection 

 

Celsus also records the circumstances of the crucifixion. To begin with, he mentions what happened 

in Gethsemane, according to the Gospel writers, although he does not mention the place (T50, II.24): 

“Why then does he complain and wail and pray to escape the fear of death saying something like: 

‘Father, if this cup may pass by me’? (Τί οὖν ποτνιᾶται καὶ ὀδύρεται καὶ τὸν τοῦ ὀλέθρου φόβον 

εὔχεται παραδραμεῖν, λέγων ὧδέ πως· ‘Ὦ πάτερ, εἰ δύναται τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο παρελθεῖν’;539).” 

In T58 (II.34) another feature of the passion narrative appears: “those who mocked him and put a 

purple robe around him, and mentioning the crown of thorns and the reed in his hand.” Examination 

of the language sees some clear parallels emerge: τοὺς ἐμπαίξαντας (Matt. 27:29; Mark 15:20) αὐτῷ 

καὶ φοινικίδα (not in one of the gospels) περιθέντας (Matt. 27:28; Mark 15:17) καὶ τὸν ἐξ ἀκανθῶν 

στέφανον (Matt. 27:29; Mark 15:17 in slightly other words; John 19:2) καὶ τὸν ἐν τῇ χειρὶ κάλαμον540 

(Matt. 27:29). The similarities are obvious, but Celsus’s lack of accuracy too, particularly with respect 

to participles and some choices of another word). 

“The vinegar and the gall (τὸ ὄξος καὶ τὴν χολὴν)541” are mentioned by way of a reproach in T61 

(II.37).542 Again, Celsus may have heard a Matthew version. Other evidence for the fact that Celsus 

knew at least Matthew is in T118 (IV.22): “they . . . gave him gall to drink (χολὴν ποτίσαντες).” Lastly, 

we find “drinking gall or vinegar” again in T155 (VII.13), where Celsus uses the word ὂξος, as he did in 

the other clause (T61). 

Apparently Celsus knows about other circumstances surrounding the crucifixion (T76, II.55): “his cry 

on the cross when he expired, and the earthquake and the darkness (τὴν ἐπὶ τοῦ σκόλοπος αὐτοῦ 

φωνήν, ὅτ' ἀπέπνει, καὶ "τὸν σεισμὸν" καὶ τὸν σκότον).”543 A further aspect is recorded in T82 (II.70), 

although Celsus notes it for other reasons: “when he was punished, he was seen by all.”  Celsus 

highlights the fact of the bystanders here to draw a contrast with the resurrection of Jesus, which, 

according to him, was seen by “only one.” Whatever the intention, it still remains that he knew there 

were people, other than soldiers, attending the crucifixion.544  

                                                           
539 Matt. 26:39 (παρελθάτω τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο); Mark 14:36 (παρένεγκε τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο); Luke 22:42 
(παρένεγκε τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον). Celsus seems to use the words of Matthew. 
540 Matt. 27:28-31; Mark 15:17-20; John 19:2, 3. John does not mention the reed. Celsus seems to use 
Matthew. 
541 Matt. 27:34, where we read: οἶνον μετὰ χολῆς μεμιγμένον, but several manuscripts have ὄξος, the word 
Celsus uses; Mark 15:23 (again οἶνον). John has words about vinegar in another context (19:29, 30). 
542 Cf Chapter 5.8.12 of this study. 
543 Matt. 27:46, 50, 51; Mark 15:33, 37 (Mark does not mention the earthquake); Luke 23:44, 46 (Luke does not 
mention the earthquake either); John only records Jesus saying: τετέλεσται, but does not mention earthquake 
or darkness.  
544 Matt. 27:47, 55, 56; Mark 15:35, 40, 41; Luke 23:48, 49; John 19: 25-27. 
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5.9.3 Celsus’s interpretation of passion and death of Jesus  

The testimonials where Celsus calls the crucifixion a punishment are almost too numerous to 

mention:545 κεκολασμένων (T10, I.41), ἐκολάζομεν (T28, II.4), κολάζεσθαι (T36, II.9), ἐκολάσθη (T63, 

II.39), κολαζόμενον (T69, II.45), κόλασιν (T72, II.47), κολάσεως (T76, II.55), κολαζόμενος (T82, II.70), 

ἐκολάζετο (T86, II.72), κολάσεων (T87, II.73), κολάσαντες (T118, IV.22), κεκολασμένος (T132, VI.10), 

κολαζόμενος (T138, VI.42), κολασθείς (T146, VI.74), κολάσουσιν (T150, VI.81), κολάζοντες (T173, 

VIII.41).  

However, it is not easy to discern from Celsus’s words the reason(s) why Jesus had to be punished.546 

The statements with regard to this almost all come from Celsus’s Jew, who says in T28 (II.4) “when 

we punished him who cheated you,” and in T27 (II.1), “you, being deluded by him to whom we 

recently spoke, were deceived in a very ridiculous way (see Chapter 5.6.1).” In T5 (I.26) it says: “they 

were deceived (ἀπατηθῶσι).”547 So Celsus’s Jew, speaking to other Jews who followed Jesus, makes 

the claim that Jesus has been crucified because he cheated them and deceived people. 

T36 (II.9) is another possible source for determining what lay behind the punishment: “who [Jesus] in 

other matters, as was heard, displayed nothing of what he promised and when we [the Jews] 

considered it appropriate to punish him, having convicted and condemned him.” In the previous 

testimonial the word “who” had to guarantee the connection between “cheat” and “punishment,” in 

this testimonial the “who” functions similarly, leading to a connection that does not offer a 

particularly convincing motive: “displayed nothing of what he promised” should be read as a reason 

here to punish Jesus. Whatever the reasons might be, the crucifixion of Jesus confirms, according to 

Celsus, his humble origin and his unworthy character.548 

Perhaps T49 (II.23) offers the clearest statement: “if these things had been decided for him and he 

was punished, because he obeyed his Father.” However, there are two notes to be made on this: the 

first is that “because” is my translation of the Greek participle, and the second is, that Celsus or his  

                                                           
545 Celsus uses the word punishment or variants in T10 (I.41), T28 (II.4), T36 (II.9), T63 (II.39), T69 (II.45), T72 
(II.47), T76 (II.55), T82 (II.70), T86 (II.72), T87 (II.73), T118 (IV.22), T132 (VI.10), T138 (VI.42), T146 (VI.74), T150 
(VI.81), T173 (VIII.41).  
546 Ernst Bammel, Judaica, Kleine Schriften I, WUNT 37 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986),77. He remarks that 
crucifixion, according to rabbinical sources, always was connected to robbery with a political accent. 
547 Ernst Bammel, The trial of Jesus: Cambridge Studies in Honour of C.F.D. Moule, SBT 13 (London: A.R. 
Allenson, 1970), 112, points at “the type of Toledoth Jeshu” that assumes that Jesus is condemned to death 
“because he had taught a halakah in the presence of his master”, and in note 50: “the charge that Jesus taught 
a new Torah”. 
548 Gallagher, Divine Man or Magician?, 122. 
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Jew does not explain the way in which Jesus was obedient to his Father, although in T50 (III.24) 

Celsus pictures the close tie between Jesus and his Father: "Ὦ πάτερ, εἰ δύναται τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο 

παρελθεῖν (Father, if this cup may pass by me).” 

T49 continues with: “then it is obvious that what was done to him on purpose, was neither          

grievous nor painful, because he was a god and wanted it.” Michael Slusser comments, “what is 

essentially painful or grievous to us, is what imposes itself upon us against our will, and therefore: 

unless Christ suffers unwillingly and not freely, he does not share man’s suffering in its most 

profound dimension.”549 

One notable matter should be mentioned at this point. The rabbinical practice was to kill someone 

first, for example by stoning him, and then hang him on a cross (bSanh. 46b), in order to exhibit 

him.550 In other words, in Jesus’s case we witness the Roman practice, to crucify someone until he 

dies. The reason for this “Roman” punishment must have been that the Romans feared the political 

consequences of Jesus’s behavior. The fact that the Jews took over this Roman manner of crucifixion 

must have fitted in well for the Romans. According to Toledot Yeshu Jews stoned Jesus, and then 

they hung him.551  

 

5.9.4 The reality of Jesus’s passion and death 

In many places in his work Celsus gives us the impression, that he is really convinced that Jesus 

suffered and died. One of the proofs is in T14 (I.54): “Celsus reproaches the Savior for His passion, 

because, in his [Celsus’s] view, He did not get any help from His Father and could not help Himself.” 

Another proof comes in T43 (II.16), about Jesus: “And how can the corpse be immortal?” T62 (II.38) 

and T63 (II.39) say respectively: “he endured these sufferings” and “endured such sufferings.”   

A similar impression that Celsus was certain that Jesus really had died is given by T69 (II.45): “those 

who lived with him then and heard his voice and considered him their teacher, seeing him being 

punished and dying, did not die with him nor died on his behalf nor were they persuaded to despise 

punishments, but they even denied they were disciples; and now you die with him.” So, the disciples  

 

                                                           
549 Michael Slusser, Theopaschite Expressions in Second-century Christianity as Reflected in the Writings of 
Justin, Melito, Celsus and Irenaeus (Oxford: University Press, 1975), 96. 
550 Bammel, Kleine Schriften I, 77. 
551 Michael Meerson and Peter Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu: the Life Story of Jesus, TSAJ 159 (Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2014), I, 144 (on MS New York JTS 8998). 
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“deserted” Jesus when he suffered and died, but later their attitude changed, due to Jesus’s 

teaching: it took some time before they really understood Jesus’s words. 

However, in Celsus’s world view it is still unthinkable that a god or Son of God would suffer or die, as 

already witnessed in T14, I.54; and in T19, I.66.552 Thus, when he suffers and dies, Jesus provides the 

best evidence that he is not (the Son of) God (see also Chapter 6: Christology). Celsus can imagine 

that the Christians would offer the pretence that although Jesus seemingly suffered he did not in 

reality, but as T42 (II.16) witnesses he is surprised that they did the opposite: “For you did not even 

say this, that to the impious people he seemingly suffered these things, but did not really suffer, but 

on the contrary you admitted that he suffered.” 

Celsus assumes (T76, II.61), that “after his death Jesus sent a mental impression of the wounds on 

the cross and was not really wounded to such an extent.”    

Only when he pretends to accept Jesus’s divinity, in order to keep the discussion going, does Celsus 

say (T49, II.23), as previously noted in 5.9.3: “if these things [passion and death] had been decided 

for him and he was punished, because he obeyed his Father, then it is obvious that what was done to 

him on purpose, was neither grievous nor painful, because he was a god and wanted it.” But of 

course, Jesus was not a god according to Celsus, so again the conclusion must be that Jesus really 

suffered and died. 

 

5.9.5 Jesus’s foreknowledge of the passion 

According to Celsus Jesus’s disciples “invented that he knew in advance and had predicted everything 

that has happened to him (T39, II.13).” In T40 (II.15) Celsus makes a similar assessment: “because 

even Jesus’s disciples could not conceal a self-evident fact, they designed the following: to say that 

he had known everything in advance.” Celsus’s judgment is clear: because the facts were so 

embarrassing, Jesus’s disciples tried to mitigate the tragedy saying that he had known everything in 

advance.553 

Celsus also seems to know about a prophecy that may concern Jesus’s passion and death. T154 

(VII.13) reads that it is predicted “that God ministers to the evil, or does or suffers the most shameful  

 

                                                           
552 T19 (I.66) reads:“For it was not likely that a god was afraid of death”. 
553 Matt. 16:21 / Mark 8:31 / Luke 9:22; Matt. 17:22, 23 / Mark 9:31 / Luke 9:44; Matt. 20:18, 19 / Mark 10:33, 
34 / Luke 18:32, 33; Matt. 26:2. 
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things.”554 Another prophecy is to be found in T68 (II.44): “a similarly shameless person could say 

about a robber and a murderer, who have been punished, that he really was not a robber but a god; 

for he had foretold his robbing companions that he would suffer those things that he in fact 

suffered.” Celsus’s conviction is clear: Jesus was killed, because he was a criminal, and what 

transforms him from criminal to god, according to the testimony of the disciples, is the fact that he  

predicted everything in advance. 

It is not surprising that Celsus has his doubts about the way the disciples acted in these matters. 

Celsus articulates his criticism in T43 (II.16) with the question: “Why then is the claim that he 

predicted it reliable?” He does not answer this question, but in T44 (II.17) he clarifies his point of 

view: “Which god, daemon or sensible person, knowing in advance that such things would happen to 

him, would not have avoided them, if he could, instead of falling in with what he knew in advance?” 

Celsus just cannot believe that someone who knows of certain terrible things in advance, would not 

avoid them happening. 

A statement along the same lines is to be found in T45 (II.18): “If he had foretold both the one who 

would betray him and the one who would deny him, why would not they fear him as God, so that the 

one did not betray him nor the other deny him?” Thus Jesus would have avoided his passion and the 

disciples would not have denied or betrayed him, if he had foretold both, because they would have 

feared him. 

Celsus’s first conclusion about the issue of predicted events can be found in T47 (II.19): “these things 

certainly did not happen because they had been predicted, for that is impossible; but because they 

happened, the assertion that he predicted them is shown to be false.” A second conclusion, 

expressed as certainly as the first, is described in T48 (II.20): “These events he foretold being a god 

and what he had predicted, should assuredly come true. God in consequence led his own disciples 

and prophets, with whom he used to eat and drink, so far astray that they became impious and 

wicked.”  

The final conclusion is twofold: Jesus was not a god, for then the things that happened would not 

have happened, and Jesus has not predicted anything, for, again, if he really had predicted such 

things as his passion and betrayal, then they would not have taken place because, for example, his 

disciples would have feared both him and his predictions.  

                                                           
554 See Chapter 5.7.2 (“Jesus and the prophecies”) of this study for a discussion. 
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5.9.6 Jesus’s authority towards his disciples 

When he writes about Jesus’s passion and death Celsus also pictures Jesus as someone who lacks the 

authority that is necessary for a leader or a chieftain. Celsus reasons that through this lack of 

authority Jesus incited his disciples to deny and betray him. It is not difficult to find testimonials to 

underpin this. For example, T36 (II.9) notes “he was left alone and betrayed by those who were with 

him,” and T37 (II.12) which reads “being betrayed by his subordinates” (the comparison is to a 

general or a chieftain of robbers). Celsus’s reasoning here is as follows: to Celsus Jesus is the leader 

of a gang, but when the moment of reckoning arrives his followers abandon him, which 

demonstrates a lack of authority on the part of Jesus. On the other hand, it has been predicted that 

his disciples will abandon Jesus and Jesus the leader does not impede that. Celsus’s conclusion is that 

Jesus by predicting his fate has encouraged his disciples to carry it through: Jesus predicts the events, 

Jesus is God, so the events have to happen. 

In the previously discussed T45 (II.18) (see 5.9.5) Celsus gives his opinion about Jesus’s lack of 

authority more clearly still: the disciples would not have denied or betrayed him, if he had foretold 

both, because they would have feared him. 

T46 (II.18 also) states more or less the same in a concise manner: “they betrayed and denied him 

without respecting him,” and T47 (II.19) articulates Celsus’s opinion again: “for it is utterly impossible 

that those who heard [the prediction] in advance, still betrayed and denied him.”  

How little Jesus had impressed his disciples is illustrated by T69 (II.45): “those who lived with him 

then and heard his voice and considered him their teacher, seeing him being punished and dying, did 

not die with him nor died on his behalf nor were they persuaded to despise punishments, but they 

even denied they were disciples.” At the end of Chapter 5.5 the way Jesus lived closely with his 

disciples and educated them was discussed. It was a situation in which they shared everything. Celsus 

utterly disagrees with this lifestyle. And apparently it was not enough to save Jesus since the disciples 

did not die with him, when they should have. To Celsus, that should have been the consequence of 

their shared life together. The fact is that not only did the disciples of Jesus not die with him, nor on 

his behalf (T69, II.45), they did not even fight for him.555 

Celsus remarks (T36, II.9) that Jesus “was captured hiding himself and running off in a most 

disgraceful way.” According to the NT versions Jesus did not attempt to escape after he was  

 

                                                           
555 See Strack, Jesus, die Häretiker und die Christen, 15; Bammel, The trial of Jesus, 30 and 110. 



192 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection 

 

condemned,556 but according to Toledot Yeshu (Early Oriental A-version) Jesus tried to escape from 

his trial.557 Again, this leaves only one conclusion: Celsus must have had information at his disposal 

that cannot be traced to the canonical writings of the New Testament. This information must stem 

from a Jewish source, either oral or written, but Celsus may have also known some gnostic traditions, 

that he did not demonstrably use. He may have known from the gnostic Nag Hammadi Scriptures, 

e.g., The Secret Book of John (second half of the second century), The Gospel of Truth (dated before 

180, mentioned by Irenaeus who wrote ca. 160), maybe more of the gnostic scriptures558, but I base 

this statement only on the time of emergence of these writings: Celsus does not quote them nor 

does he refer to them, and there is no material that may be reduced to gnostic scriptures.   

The same applies to apocryphal scriptures: there are similarities to the Protevangelium Jacobi (dated 

not before 150), but it is very hard to prove that Celsus or his Jew quotes this work. Similarities we 

find in, e.g., The Acts of Thomas, in the area of the encratite ethics: "Hardly shall a rich man enter 

into the kingdom of heaven” (see Mt 19:23) and “Be not anxious for your life, what ye shall eat or 

what ye shall drink, neither for your body, what ye shall put on . . . “ (Mt 6:25), but this work is dated 

in the beginning of the third century, and if that is true, Celsus cannot have seen it. 

The matter of Jesus’s efforts to escape and Celsus’s knowledge of other than NT traditions will be 

discussed extensively in Chapter 7: “the sources of Celsus.” 

 

5.9.7 A god takes revenge  

If Jesus had been a god, then he would have taken revenge for what people had done to him during 

his life, and especially during his passion. Celsus offers proof that he indeed holds that opinion with 

this quotation from Euripides’s Bacchae: “The god himself will set me free, whenever I want (Λύσει μ' 

ὁ δαίμων αὐτός, ὅταν ἐγὼ θέλω, T58, II.34).” The translation “god,” and not “daemon,” is the correct 

one here, because the god Dionysos is speaking in this play, referring to himself. This line from the 

Bacchae,559 quoted by Celsus to illustrate Jesus’s impotence to escape from his punishment, might 

give the impression that Celsus criticizes Jesus’s Father, because He did not help him. That may be 

true, because Celsus criticizes the attitude of Jesus’s Father not only with regard to God’s passive  

                                                           
556 In John 8:59 and 12:36 Jesus hides himself, in John 10:39 he flees, but all three examples are in a different 
context. 
557 Antti Laato, A Cold Case Reopened: a Jewish Source on Christianity Used by Celsus and the Toledot Yeshu 
Literature: from Counter-Exegetical Arguments to Full-Blown Counter-Story, StPatr 94, 20 (2017), 99-110 (3.3). 
558 Meyer, The Nag Hammadi Scriptures, passim. 
559 Bacchae, line 498. 
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role during Jesus’s crucifixion (e.g., in T173, VIII.41: “What father is so degenerate?”), but T59 (II.35) 

already shows that there is more to arouse Celsus’s criticism: “Why, if not before, then now at least, 

does not he show anything divine or defend himself against that shame or take revenge on those 

who violate him and his Father?” Of course, the reference to Dionysos in the Bacchae may also mean 

that Celsus denies Jesus’s divinity: when Dionysos says that the god himself will set him free, he aims 

for himself, he will set himself free. Celsus may mean here that Jesus is not a god at all, because he 

does not set himself free, like Dionysos did. 

The confirmation that the criticism is primarily directed at Jesus’s inability to escape punishment and 

avenge himself, can be found in T172 (VIII.39): “the Son of God takes no vengeance on him.” And this 

behavior of Jesus is contrasted (T173, VIII.41) to that of the Greek gods (Celsus mentions Dionysus 

and Heracles as examples): “but they, in fact, do take severe revenge on anyone who blasphemes 

them, for either he flees because of this and hides, or he is caught and killed”. 

With his mind educated by the Greek world with its philosophy and mythology, Celsus refutes Jesus, 

because he does not do, what a Greek god in his circumstances would have done: take revenge. Yet 

again, Jesus does not appear to be a god. However, eschatological texts about a return of Jesus 

indicate, just like those about his resurrection, that the son of man will be avenged.   

 

5.9.8 The effect of Jesus’s passion 

In T62 (II.38) Celsus’s Jew mentions a reason why the passion of Jesus has an effect, according to the 

Christians: “So you reproach us [Jews] because we do not agree with you that he endured these 

sufferings for the benefit of mankind, in order that we also will despise punishments?” So Celsus’s 

Jew thinks that the Christians, taught by Jesus’s passion, will learn to despise punishments, a useful 

lesson in times of persecution. 

In T72 (II.47) Celsus’s Jew has the Christians saying that “we know that his punishment has taken 

place to eliminate the father of evil.”  

The Christian thought of despising punishments, as the result of Jesus’s passion, returns in T87 (II.73): 

“he wanted to teach us to also despise death by the punishments he suffered,” and again, with more 

elaboration, in T138 (VI.42): “The Son of God then is defeated by the devil, and, being punished by 

him, teaches us to also despise the punishments inflicted by him.” The thought here is more or less  
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that the devil (“the father of evil”) harasses the Christians with evil, culminating in death, and 

conquering the devil entails despising death (see T62 and 72). 

 

5.9.9 The resurrection 

Firstly, it has to be established that the resurrection of Jesus560 is mainly a Christian topic, in Celsus’s 

view. T101 (III.43) reads: “we worship him who rose from his tomb.” However, the Jews share this 

topic,561 as Celsus’s Jew shows in T90 (II.77): “We certainly hope that we shall rise in a body and that 

we shall have eternal life, and that he who is sent to us will be a pattern and a leader of that, 

showing that it is not impossible for God to raise someone with the body.” In Jewish writings the 

notion of physical resurrection slowly evolves into a spiritual one, although the physical does not 

vanish completely.562 And so Alexey Somov states:  

many Jewish sources in one way or another refer to a celestial afterlife. Thus, shining and 

light may refer to the glorification of the resurrected. This fact demonstrates the ambiguity of 

the nature of the eschatological resurrection in Jewish views. Those texts that deal with this 

type of resurrection but explicitly speak about its bodily character treat it as an intermediate 

state of both the righteous and the wicked before their final transformation.563 

Henk Jan de Jonge points out in a lecture564 he gave in Leiden that during the first phase after Jesus’s 

death (so, after about 30 CE) people were convinced that Jesus had risen, but they did not yet know 

the idea then, that Jesus would have left his tomb empty. Jesus had risen in heaven! After the  

appearance of Mark’s Gospel565 the opinion prevails that Jesus, with his earthly body, has left his 

tomb empty. Afterwards he has ascended to heaven (with his earthly body). Moreover, De Jonge 

states in the same lecture,566 in those days the Jewish idea was that who lost his life serving God, 

immediately got his life back from God, in heaven. A martyr, they thought, is released by God from 

the last judgment. According to Celsus the reason why Christians believe that Jesus rose from the  

                                                           
560 Matt. 28:6; Mark 16:6; Luke 24:6; John 20:1-18 (?). 
561 Jes. 26:19; Dan. 12:2. 
562 James D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit. A Study of the Religious and Charismatic Experience of Jesus and the 
First Christians as Reflected in the New Testament (London: SCM Press, 1975), 117 and 118. 
563 Alexey Somov, Representations of the Afterlife in Luke-Acts (Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit Reprografie, 
2013), 198. 
564 Henk Jan de Jonge, De Opstanding van Jezus, page 2. Lecture not published, as far as I know. Held in Leiden 
November 3, 2001. 
565 Kelber, The Kingdom in Mark , 1: “The Gospel of Mark came into existence sometime after A.D. 70.” 
566 Ibid., page 2. 
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grave, is that it had been predicted, as is stated in T75 (II.54): “What then led you [to believe] that he 

would rise after his death, or [was it] because he had predicted it?” Celsus may have read these 

predictions in the Gospels,567 but he has his doubts regarding a physical resurrection for many 

reasons. 

There is doubt in Celsus’s statement of T126 (V.52): “They even say an angel came to the tomb of this 

very man, some say one,568 others say two,569 answering the women that he was risen. For the Son of 

God was, so it seems, not capable of opening the tomb, but needed someone else to move the 

stone.” If Jesus did not have the power to move the stone from his grave, in what way then can the 

story be reliable that he actually did rise? This again is a point of evidence that Celsus or his Jew must 

have known in some way about stories with one or two angels, or men in shining clothes. He uses the 

angel(s) to indicate that Jesus was a weak man, certainly not a god. A god would have been capable 

of removing the gravestone. 

Celsus gives grounds for his doubt in a different way in T76 (II.55), where he dwells on Greek 

mythology: “But this has to be investigated, whether someone who had really died ever rose with 

the same body; or do you think that the stories of the others are and appear myths, but that you 

have found a noble or convincing turn to the tragedy?” In this testimonial two kinds of doubt are to 

be read, for Celsus continues with the question: “When he was alive he did not help himself, but 

after his death he rose and showed the signs of his punishment, and his hands, how they had been 

pierced;570 who saw this?” Why do Christians think their stories should be appreciated more than 

mythology? The other question is, where are the witnesses? Celsus thinks that Christians believe in a 

resurrection merely because it had been predicted, but there are several factors that lead Celsus to 

totally discount a bodily resurrection of Jesus: the necessity of angels to remove the stone in front of 

Jesus’s tomb, the impossibility of rising with the same body, and the lack of witnesses. 

According to Celsus it is utterly impossible that Jesus was God’s Spirit or contained God’s Spirit, for if 

he did or was, he could not rise with his body: (T144, VI.72) “Jesus cannot have risen with his body: 

for God would not have retrieved the Spirit He had given, if it were stained with the nature of the 

body.” Here Celsus’s doubt becomes manifest rejection. 

Celsus pays more attention to the matter of the (lacking) witnesses. For example, in T82 (II.70) he 

states: “So when he was punished, he was seen by all, but after he rose by only one.” This seems  

                                                           
567 Matt. 28:6; Mark 16:7; Luke 24:6, 7; John 20:9. 
568 Matt. 28:2-7. 
569 Luke 24:4-7. 
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somehow problematic, for taken literally these words mean that Jesus appeared to one man, but the 

only gospel story we know of Jesus’s appearance immediately after his resurrection is John 20:1 and 

14-18, where Jesus appears to Mary Magdalene.571 Again, a proof of Celsus having heard about the 

Gospel of John. 

The solution to this problem very probably is to be found in T81 (II.70): “but when he, after his 

resurrection from the dead, would have established a strong faith, he appeared secretly to only one 

woman and to his own band of followers.” It is clear that ἑνὶ here refers to γυναίῳ, and so Celsus 

uses the not favorably sounding, neutral γύναιον (meaning something like “babe”) to portray Mary 

Magdalene,572 a woman he elsewhere describes as “hysterical” (πάροιστρος, T76, II.55).573 Here again 

we have evidence of the possibility that Celsus was also familiar with the Gospel of John, although 

women play a part in the resurrection story of both Matthew (28:1) and Luke (24:10). 

It is clear that Celsus thinks the witnesses of the resurrection are not numerous enough. He 

emphasizes this in T77 (II.73): “If Jesus really wanted to show divine power, he should have been 

seen by the very men who deviled him and by him who had condemned him and shortly by all.” 

Celsus’s doubts and rejection culminate in T91 (II.77): “Where is he then?” This statement sufficiently 

illustrates that Celsus did not believe in bodily resurrection, certainly not in Jesus’s case.  

Celsus underlines his distrust regarding Jesus’s physical resurrection once more in T96 (III.22), where 

he reports that the Christians “say that Jesus after his death was seen by his own band of followers; 

and he reproaches us [the Christians], as if we say that he has been seen, but merely as a phantom.” 

In these words of Celsus three objections are visible: the resurrection story is a Christian story, so it 

should be mistrusted. Jesus has only been seen by his “band of followers,” so the degree of 

objectivity is not very high, according to Celsus. Finally, even the Christians admit that Jesus has been 

seen as a phantom, although it should be noticed here that Celsus uses this as a reproach to the 

Christians, so the story that the Christians considered Jesus a phantom is not necessarily true. 

In T158 (VII.32) we find Celsus’s extremely short explanation for the Christian belief in at least Jesus’s 

physical resurrection: “We [the Christians] say the things about resurrection, because we 

misunderstood reincarnation.” The meaning behind this runs something along the lines that the 

Christians believe that one day we will rise with a new body, but reincarnation says that our souls will 

find a new place in a (possibly already existing) body. So according to Celsus, Christians state that  

                                                           
571 Dunn, Christianity in the Making, I, 843: “John (the Gospel writer) was in touch with an early memory that 
Mary of Magdala had indeed been the first to see Jesus.” 
572 Mark 16:9; John 20:14-18.  
573 Perhaps a reference to Mark 16:9. 



197 
Discussion of the testimonials: Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection 

 

Jesus has risen from the dead, and they say so because they misinterpret (Plato’s) theories about 

reincarnation. The Christians do not know about reincarnation, but, as Origen pointedly comments,  

“Celsus did not understand the doctrine of the resurrection (Origen in VII.32).” Celsus himself sadly 

enough does not tell us anything more about the subject of reincarnation than this. Origen on the 

other hand, in the same VII.32, says of resurrection that the Christians “know that when the soul, 

which in its own nature is incorporeal and invisible, is in any material place, it requires a body suited 

to the nature of that environment.” 

 

5.9.10 Conclusion 

There is much evidence for the fact that Celsus knew that Jesus died being nailed to a cross or a pole 

or stake. He also records the events during the crucifixion, such as Jesus’s prayer “Father, if this cup 

may pass by me?,” the mockery, the purple robe, the crown of thorns, the reed, the vinegar and the 

gall, Jesus’s cry at the cross, the earthquake and the darkness, and lastly: the people, not just  

soldiers, attending the crucifixion. 

Celsus was convinced that Jesus’s passion and death were a punishment imposed by the Jews. He 

mentions three reasons for this punishment, of which the most important is that Jesus deluded the 

Jews. The deceit consisted of founding a new religion and persuading Jews to follow him in this new 

religion. The second reason is that Jesus displayed nothing of what he had promised. The third 

reason is not elaborated by Celsus, but is expressed as Jesus had to be punished because he obeyed 

his Father. Jesus’s death was neither grievous nor painful, because, Celsus states cynically, “he was a 

god and he wanted it.” This is a way for Celsus to ridicule Jesus’s death. If he was a god, then he did 

not feel anything like pain or grief. But if he felt pain or grief being crucified, then he was not a god. 

Both Romans and Jews wanted to get rid of Jesus, the Romans for political reasons, the Jews because 

Jesus had deceived them. 

Celsus really believed that Jesus had suffered and died, and that his followers did not die with him: 

they even denied they were his disciples, an attitude that changed later. Not even the Christians 

offer a pretence of Jesus’s death. That is why in Celsus’s view Jesus cannot have been a god or a Son 

of God, for it is unthinkable to him that God or His Son either suffers or dies. According to Celsus, 

Jesus did not know in advance about his passion. It is even completely certain that Jesus did not 

predict his passion (T45, II.18). Foreknowledge has been invented by the disciples to conceal the  
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embarrassing fact, that Jesus had been killed because he was a criminal. These are decisive reasons 

for Celsus to distrust Jesus having predicted his own passion. 

Jesus did not possess any authority over his disciples. Because of this lack of authority one disciple 

denied him and another one betrayed him. Celsus is even convinced that Jesus incited his disciples to 

denial and betrayal by his “predictions” that had to come true, because he was a god.  Celsus 

concludes that Jesus’s disciples “seeing him being punished and dying, did not die with him nor died 

on his behalf nor were they persuaded to despise punishments, but they even denied they were 

disciples.” When Jesus was captured, he tried to hide himself and to run off in a very disgraceful way. 

His disciples did not even fight for him. Although according to Jesus God is his Father, God did not 

help him at any time, and Jesus did not take revenge for his passion and death. The Greek gods 

would have taken revenge.  

According to Christian thought there is an effect of Jesus’s passion: it was for the benefit of 

humankind, in order that humankind would learn to  despise punishment. The passion of Jesus, 

Christians think, is also to eliminate the father of evil. Thus the devil (“the father of evil”) harasses 

the Christians with evil, culminating in death, and conquering the devil entails despising death. Both 

Christians and Jews believe in resurrection. The Jews believe in a bodily resurrection, which is explicit 

in T90 (II.77), and in an indirect way Celsus says the same about the Christians: “But this has to be 

investigated, whether someone who had really died ever rose with the same body (T76, II.55).” This 

sentence implies that Christians also believed in bodily resurrection. The reason for their belief is that 

it has been predicted. Whether Christians believe in it or not, to Celsus it is clear: if someone cannot 

move the stone from his own tomb, which is said about Jesus, then resurrection is impossible (T126, 

V.52). In Greek mythology people return to life, but Christians call these stories myths. Why then do 

they claim their own story about Jesus to be true? 

A fact that also renders Jesus’s resurrection unreliable is that there were only a few witnesses, and 

they were from his own circle, so not objective. Celsus mentions “one woman and his own band of 

followers (T81, II.70).” This woman is also called hysterical. It is not surprising that Celsus thinks Jesus 

appeared to the wrong people. He should have appeared to (T77, II.63) “the very men who deviled 

him and him who had condemned him and shortly to all.” Celsus finally reproaches the Christians for 

saying that they have seen Jesus after his resurrection, as a phantom. The inevitable conclusion that 

emerges from all this is that Celsus did not believe in bodily resurrection, at least not in Jesus’s  
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case.574 According to him, the Christians should not do that either. He thinks the explanation for their 

belief is a misunderstanding regarding reincarnation. Celsus’s arguments rely on a sense of justice: 

Jesus should have appeared to his hangmen. Celsus is not just interested in depicting the Christians 

as simple minds, deeper rooted motives regarding Jesus, like justice and self-control, also play an 

important part.

                                                           
574 See T126 (V.52); T76 (II.55); T144 (VI.72); T82 (II.70); T81 (II.70); T77 (II.49); T91 (II.77); T96 (III.22). 
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6 Celsus and Christology 

 

6.1 Introduction 

We have examined Celsus’s criticism of Christianity and established Celsus’s philosophical position as 

belonging to Middle Platonism. We have also addressed the manner in which Celsus discusses the 

Christian view of Jesus: he writes about the stories concerning Jesus’s parentage and birth, Jesus’s 

baptism and his stay in Egypt, where he encountered magic. He gives us treatises about the way 

Jesus taught and what he taught, his interaction with his disciples, the question of whether the 

prophecies should be applied to Jesus, about Jesus’s character and appearance, and finally about the 

last stage of Jesus’s life and his assumed resurrection. 

This chapter now deals with Celsus’s treatment of Christology, and looks at the reasons why Celsus  

rejects the use of Christological notions for Jesus. We listen to Celsus concerning such questions as: 

was Jesus a (material) Spirit from God? Was Jesus a daemon,575 to be classified with gods and angels, 

subordinate to the supreme God? Was Jesus an angel (a messenger from God) or the Logos (a Son of 

God)? Was he a Son of God or perhaps God? And what do these notions mean? Each of these notions 

has been carefully explored to see what Celsus thought and especially why he thought so. 

 

6.2 Jesus as a Spirit from God  

In his detailed treatment of the question whether it is possible to know God - according to Celsus 

God “does not resemble any form at all (VI.63: οὔτ΄ ἄλλῳ εἴδει οὐδενὶ ὅμοιος)”- Celsus speculates576 

how Christians solve that problem: “Since God is great and hard to perceive, He put His own Spirit in 

a body like ours and sent him down here, in order that we might hear and learn from him (T141, 

VI.69).”  

On the one hand Celsus uses the same terminology as the Christians, but on the other hand he 

clearly parts ways with them, as we evidently know from Rom. 8:3 (“God sent His own Son in a 

flesh,577 similar to that of sin”: ὁ θεός τὸν ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν πέμψας ἐν ὁμοιώματι σαρκός ἁμαρτίας).  

 
                                                           
575 In the work of Euripides, for example, a daemon is an inhibiting god. 
576 Koetschau, Des Origenes acht Bücher gegen Celsus, 383, note 4. 
577 See Barnabae Epistula, VI, in Edward Burton, The Apostolic Fathers (Edinburgh: John Grant, 1909), 131: “put 
your trust in Jesus, who shall be manifested to you in the flesh 
(ἐλπίσατε ἐπὶ τὸν ἐν σαρκὶ μέλλοντα φανεροῦσθαι ὑμῖν Ἰησοῦν). 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29lpi%2Fsate&la=greek&can=e%29lpi%2Fsate0&prior=ma/qete
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29pi%5C&la=greek&can=e%29pi%5C9&prior=G
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5Cn&la=greek&can=to%5Cn19&prior=e)pi/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29n&la=greek&can=e%29n18&prior=to/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=sarki%5C&la=greek&can=sarki%5C3&prior=e)n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=me%2Fllonta&la=greek&can=me%2Fllonta3&prior=sarki/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fanerou%3Dsqai&la=greek&can=fanerou%3Dsqai1&prior=me/llonta
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=u%28mi%3Dn&la=greek&can=u%28mi%3Dn2&prior=fanerou=sqai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29ihsou%3Dn&la=greek&can=*%29ihsou%3Dn0&prior=u(mi=n
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Yet, there is a notable order in his formulation: first a spirit is put into a body like ours, and only 

afterwards the body with the spirit is sent down. This deviates from the usual Christian formulation 

of the incarnation, such as in John 1:14 (“the word/logos became flesh:” ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο). 

Obviously, according to Celsus the body has already been shaped in heaven, before it descended to 

the earth. 

With terminology derived from the Christians Celsus has given their possible response to the 

problem that he puts. Because God had his Spirit descend in a body, he could become known to us 

people, “in order that we might hear and learn from him (T141).”578  

This “Christian” view that Jesus’s body contained (the) Spirit of God, springs, according to Celsus, 

from an idea that we also find among the Stoics (T142, VI.71). A word like spirit immediately reminds 

the reader of the Stoics, for according to Celsus, the Christians plagiarize the Stoics when they state 

“that God is Spirit, that has gone through everything and contains everything within itself.” There 

was an important connection between Stoics and Christians in the days of Early Christianity.579 But 

Stoics were not the only ones to play their part: the syncretism between religion, gnostics and 

Platonism also had a profound influence on emergence and development of Christianity. 

Does Celsus have John 4:24 in mind (“God is Spirit”/πνεῦμα ὁ θεός)? For Celsus says that “we [the 

Christians] say that God is Spirit.” John 4:24 is a text that Origen earlier referred to (VI.70), “also if 

God is called Spirit, we do not hold that He is material” (οὕτως ἐὰν λέγηται πνεῦμα ὁ θεός, οὐ σῶμα 

αὐτὸν λέγομεν εἶναι), in his rejection of Celsus’s view on the Spirit. This is another layer to add to the 

proofs that Celsus’s Jew also knew about the Gospel of John. 

Celsus thus interprets the Christian view that (the) Spirit of God came to humankind in Jesus.580 

Previously , in T140 (VI.52), he expressed it in this way “that the Spirit of the supreme God came 

among mankind here as among strangers,” a statement that Origen rejects resolutely. It is 

noteworthy that this statement falls within a discussion of the creation, and at first sight seems  

dissonant. But it is possible that Celsus here has Gen. 1:2 in mind, for immediately after Celsus’s 

rejection of the Christian authenticity of this statement Origen writes: according to the word “a Spirit 

of God floated above the water (κατὰ τὸ ‘Πνεῦμα θεοῦ ἐπεφέρετο ἐπάνω τοῦ ὕδατος’).” This is  

                                                           
578 Cf John 1:18 (ὁ υἱὸς ἐξηγήσατο, the Son has made Him known). 
579 See e.g. Troels Engberg-Pedersen, Paul and the Stoics (Louisville, KY, Westminster John Knox Press, 2000), 
33-40. 
580 James D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making: a New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the 
Incarnation (London, SCM Press, 1980), 140: the Gospel writers too considered the relationship between Jesus 
and the Holy Spirit in terms of inspiration and the granting of power. 
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without any doubt a quotation of Gen. 1 by Celsus,581 for otherwise it would be a “Fremdkörper”582 in 

the argument: Celsus quotes the words as a testimonial of the coming of the Spirit in Jesus as a 

stranger. Celsus may have derived the idea of “the stranger” from Marcion,583 who called his “good 

God” a stranger, and those whom He redeemed “the strangers (VI.53: ἀλλοτρίων).” 

Most Christians, according to Celsus, believe that “the Son, born in a human body, is Spirit derived 

from God (T143, VI.72).” However, he continues, some would not admit “that God is Spirit, but his 

Son is.” Because Celsus thinks spirits are mortal, they cannot be rooted in the immortal God. Thus in 

Celsus’s view, if both God and Son were Spirits (the Christian view), they would not be immortal, and 

immortality to Celsus is a criterion for divinity. For the same reason Jesus may have been a spirit (for 

he died), but if he was, he was not the Son of God, for that would require Jesus to have been 

immortal. 

Then Celsus attributes a view to the Christians that again is not theirs, according to Origen: “It is 

necessary that God has retrieved His Spirit (T144, VI.72).” Consequently, Celsus says, Jesus has not 

risen with the body, “for God would not have retrieved the Spirit he had given, if it were stained with 

the nature of the body.”584 This “nature of the body” we find again in T145 (VI.73), where Celsus asks, 

regarding a spirit being sent by God: “why did he need to breathe it into the womb of a woman?” 

“Already since the creation he could make people knowingly and compose a body round this spirit, 

without throwing his own Spirit into such a pollution.”585  

With a divine Spirit in the body, according to Celsus, “this body certainly should have differed in any                        

respect from the other bodies, either in size or beauty or strength or voice or striking appearance or 

in persuasiveness(T148, VI.75).” Yet, “that body was no different from any other, but as they say, it 

was small and ugly and undistinguished (also T148).” Here with “as they say (ὥς φασι)” Celsus 

reveals a source of his words. He says he received his information that Jesus was small, ugly and 

undistinguished from oral tradition, but he may have read it as well in Isaiah 52:14 and 53:2.   

 

                                                           
581 So Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 97; Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 167, note 4, against Chadwick 
(368, note 5). 
582 More or less a “foreign body.” 
583 Harnack, Marcion, 265, although according to Lieu (Marcion and the Making of a Heretic, 329) it is 
impossible to trace whether the term “Stranger” goes back on Marcion himself. 
584 Borret, Origène, Contre Celse, III, 361, note 4. 
585 Doubtlessly the idea of spirit being stained by the body plays its part here in Celsus’s mind. Cf Chadwick, 
Origen: Contra Celsum, 386, note 7, about uncleanliness of the body. This dislike of the body compared to the 
spirit was common in Antiquity. 
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If it would have been God’s intention to deliver the world from evils (T149, VI.78), He should have 

used his Spirit in a different way586 and he should not have sent it to the Jews. The Egyptians, 

Persians, Chaldeans, Indians qualified more. 

In an ironic way Celsus formulates his doubts about Jesus’s intentions: in T152 (VII.9) he mentions 

“many anonymous people, who very easily for an accidental reason prophesy, inside and outside 

temples.” In the same testimonial he also mentions “others who beg and visit cities or military 

camps,” who all say: “I am God or a Son of God or a divine Spirit. And I have come.” Celsus may have 

based the “I have come” word on a certain knowledge of John 8:42, where Jesus is quoted, saying 

“ἣκω,” but, again, there is no proof of this and there were innumerable wandering prophets at that 

time.587  

On the other hand, it should be noted that Celsus indeed believed in a divine spirit: “if you think that 

a spirit coming down from God predicted the divine things, this [spirit] may be the one which 

declares these things, and filled with this spirit indeed men of ancient times588 proclaimed many good 

doctrines (T161, VII.45).” But Celsus does not find a reason to think that Jesus had been gifted with 

this spirit. 

Celsus gathers examples of such men in T162 (VII.53). He thinks the Christians should have made 

Orpheus their hero, “who, as everyone agrees, possessed a pious spirit and died a violent death589 as 

well.” Or they should have chosen Anaxarchos who uttered statements that were full of a truly divine 

breath (also T162, VII.53).590 Or Epictetus, or Daniel who managed to escape the wild animals, Jonah 

or the Sibyl.591 In the cases of Orpheus, Anaxarchos and Epictetus it is the contempt of punishment, 

which Celsus explicitly considers the characteristic of possessing a divine spirit. In the case of Daniel, 

the implication is that he considers his courage the proof of a divine spirit. 

According to Celsus a divine spirit grants inspiration to deliver notable achievements. This is 

expressed in showing courage, in making beautiful music, in giving authoritative oracles and in 

creating many good doctrines. Jesus did not have this divine spirit. He does not have the appropriate  

                                                           
586 See Chapter 5.6.4 (“Jesus and the Jewish law”) of this study for a discussion. 
587 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 402/403, notes 5 and 6; Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 178, note 
12. 
588 Plato, Rep. 534a; Andresen, Logos und Nomos, 124 and 128. 
589 Plato, Rep. 620a: Orpheus was lacerated by Thracian women. 
590 “Anaxarchos who, when he had been cast into a mortar and was pounded in the cruelest way, utterly 
condemned his punishment saying: “Pound, pound Anaxarchos’s pouch, for him you do not pound”). 
591 V.61. Jewish Sibylline oracles were often quoted by Christian apologists. For this see Chadwick, Origen: 
Contra Celsum, 312, note 3 and 440, note 2. 
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characteristics, does not provide any evidence, in short, he does not meet the expectations, that 

Celsus anyway has for someone housing a divine spirit. 

Celsus does not acknowledge that in Jesus a spirit has descended from heaven. Where Celsus gives 

the impression that he is making this concession, again it is in order to assume the presuppositions of 

the Christians and subsequently nullify them. For the theorem that Jesus was a human being, he 

brings considerably more arguments. 

Celsus is convinced that Jesus was a human being who is worshipped by his followers now as if he 

were some sort of phantom.  

 

6.3 Jesus as a daemon 

Celsus calls Jesus a daemon in only one testimonial. T172 (VIII.39) reads: “anyone who stands by  

your [the Christians’] daemon, not only blasphemes him [Jesus], but also banishes him from every 

land and sea, and takes you away and crucifies you, when he has tied you, after you have been 

dedicated to him like an image.” The Christians do not worship the daemons, they even provoke 

them. Celsus also puts the opposite case that Jesus is slandered without avenging himself, and that 

his followers are sued without him avenging them.  

What we see in this testimonial is “daemon” as a direct designation for Jesus. Jesus being considered 

a daemon is less strange than it may seem: according to Celsus’s favorite philosopher Plato daemons 

are intermediaries between gods and humans.592 The Jews agreed upon the idea that the realm of 

daemons had been created by God and that it carried out God’s will.593 

In T21 (I.68) Celsus describes practices “accomplished by those who learnt from the Egyptians,” and 

in light of this he questions Jesus’s performances of miracles: “shall we necessarily think they are 

Sons of God? Or must we say that these are practices of wicked people possessed by wicked 

demons?” Celsus had a deep admiration of the Egyptians because of their knowledge of the names of 

countless daemons in the human body.594 

Celsus does not reveal much about who or what these daemons are. Two testimonials can be found 

on what they do. In T3 (I.9) Celsus “compares irrational believers to begging priests of Cybele and  

                                                           
592 Janowitz, Magic in the Roman World, 33, about Symposion 202D-203A. 
593 Wittmayer Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, 19. 
594 Ibid., 21.  
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soothsayers, to worshippers of Mithras and Sabadios, and to anything else that one may fall in with, 

phantoms of Hecate or of another daemon or daemons.” For us the sequel is more interesting still: 

“For as among those people often wicked persons, taking advantage of the ignorance of people who 

are easy to be deceived, lead them wherever they want, so it happens, he says, among Christians.” 

So here the daemon is a wicked being taking advantage of the ignorance of people. 

T44 (II.17) too tells something about the ways of a daemon: “Which god, daemon or sensible person, 

knowing in advance that such things would happen to him, would not have avoided them, if he 

could, instead of falling in what he knew in advance?” Here the daemon is equated with a god and a 

sensible person, so there is not much of a clue as to the daemon itself: if Jesus had been a daemon, 

he would have avoided his passion. 

Images (ἀγάλματα) of stone, wood, bronze, and gold are devoted to daemons (T164, VII.62). These 

daemons are not gods, but they are divine, according to Celsus, and a Christian who serves God, can 

also serve daemons. So, once again, here nothing about the nature of daemons, but something about 

the way they are worshipped. 

More or less comparable is T171 (VIII.24) about idols and partaking of state feasts: “If these idols are 

nothing, why is it terrible to take part in the festival? And if they are daemons of some kind, it is 

obvious that these too belong to God, and we must believe in them and sacrifice to them according 

to the customs, and pray to them, in order that they are good-natured.” Celsus is convinced that 

everything in creation belongs to God, including idols and daemons. 

That daemons are also directed according to God’s will, and keep the God-given law, is stated by 

Celsus in T165 (VII.78): “And whatever exists in the universe, whether a work of God or of angels, or 

of other daemons or heroes, does not all this keep a law given by the supreme God, and has not 

been appointed over each particular thing someone who is deemed worthy to receive power?” 

Again, we find nothing about the nature of daemons.  

In T123 (V.2) it says: “And if you speak of certain angels, whom do you mean by them, gods or 

another race? Probably another race, the daemons.” As this a question primarily regarding angels, it 

will be discussed in the following section (6.4). 

Daemons are to be ranked among gods, just like angels, subordinate to the supreme God, according 

to Celsus. Worship should turn them into good-natured beings, for otherwise they may lead one 

wherever they want. Celsus equates Jesus to a daemon, because Jesus misled his followers, and  
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because of the way he performed his miracles. But on the other hand, Jesus was not a daemon, for in 

that case he would have been able to avoid his passion. 

 

6.4 Jesus as an angel 

Celsus suggests that Jesus might have been an angel,595 sent because the Jews “were doing 

something wrong or were debasing their religion or behaving impiously (T127, V.54)” or because God 

had changed his mind regarding the laws Moses had given and “sent his messenger for opposite laws 

(T157, VII.18).” Two functions of angels have been highlighted here: correcting (the Jews) and giving 

(opposite) laws. 

Angels appear to be sent to announce something: we read that an angel, addressing Jesus,  

encourages “you and your family to flee” (T19, I.66).596 Announcements are also the reason for 

angels to be sent in T126 (V.52): to answer the women at Jesus’s tomb, to open that tomb and to 

explain Mary’s pregnancy to “the carpenter.” According to Celsus, angels are sent to announce 

matters coming from God (T125, V.34): “reporting the things of God.”597 Thus Jesus would have been 

sent as an angel in order “to proclaim the message he had been commanded to deliver (T80, II.70).” 

Celsus supposes that announcing a new law, contravening Moses’s, was also the work of Jesus as an 

angel (T157, VII.18).  

In every example Celsus mentions, God turns out to be the Sender of the angels. Once more the 

impression is that Celsus concedes that Jesus was an angel to keep the debate going and to prevent 

him from having to say that Jesus was the Son of God: “let him really seem to be an angel (T126, 

V.52).” But he is also convinced that it is a Jewish and mainly Christian view, that produces the angel 

histories. In Christian circles the belief in angels was considerable, as Luca Arcari remarks: “scrive 

[Celsus] nel II secolo, un’epoca dove la cristologia ‘angelica’ doveva essere particolarmente viva in 

molti dei gruppi di credenti in Cristo.”598  

 

 
                                                           
595 Cf T36 (II.9); T80 (II.70); T126 (V.52) and T157 (VII.18). 
596 Matt. 2:13 and Chapter 5.1.10 (“Jesus’s descent and birth”) above. 
597 See e.g. Acts 7:38, although it is very doubtful that Celsus knew Acts. 
598 Luca Arcari, Menzogna e Contradizzione: la Polemica tra Celso e Origene sulla natura ‘angelica’ di Gesù e 
l’Uso di I Enoc, Atti delle giornate origeniane (Auctores Nostri 15), ed. by Teresa Piscitelli (Bari: Edipuglia, 2015), 
163: “He wrote in the second century, a time in which the ‘angel’ Christology must have been very lively in 
many groups of the believers in Christ.” 
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Loren Stuckenbruck about this matter: “In the late first-early second century a venerative behavior 

may have been deemed appropriate towards God’s messengers, an attitude which at least the 

proponents themselves would probably not have considered destructive to a believe in one God.”599 

The Christians are wrong, as far as Celsus is concerned, and the misunderstanding is revealed the 

most clearly in T123 (V.2): “And if you speak of certain angels, whom do you mean by them, gods or 

another race? Probably another race, the daemons.”600  

T36 (II.9) too is clear about the Christian view: “who was regarded as Savior and Son of the supreme 

God and angel.” The matter is not that Jesus was an angel, but that the Christians regarded him as an 

angel. In this respect T67 (II.44) is even stronger proof for Celsus’s conviction. Here Celsus fulminates 

against the Christians: “If you really think you can defend yourselves by inventing absurd 

justifications for things that deceived you in a ridiculous way, what then will prevent us to think that 

also all others who came to a rather unfortunate end after a conviction, are greater and more divine 

angels than this one?” 

This begs the question: why do the Christians consider Jesus an angel? Celsus’s answer is twofold: 

Jesus was sent by God601 and Jesus was a messenger (T80, II.70; and T157, VII.18), so he was an 

angel, and either of these is characteristic for angels: messenger and angel are the same word in 

Greek, ἄγγελος. 

Celsus does not believe there are angels visiting the earth. They are only active in the upper world,602 

a thought derived from the dualism of his philosopher Plato: what is above has to stay above, what is 

on earth has to stay on earth. So, it is an impossibility from Celsus’s perspective that angels could 

come to the earth. When he mentions their appearance, he uses the verb ἐπιδημέω, a verb he 

derives from the ideas of the Greeks concerning epiphanies of gods. In interpreting Jesus as an angel 

Celsus turns him into a messenger of God, and in this way he is understandable for Greek readers. 

When he attributes to Jesus the angel rank, Celsus is able to hold on to his Platonic dichotomy: the 

earthly world of change and mortality remains separated from the world of God, which is 

unchangeable and equal to itself. 

In spite of this, Celsus simultaneously disqualifies Jesus as an angel, because far too many matters do 

not tally with the idea of being sent from God: Jesus was captured “hiding himself and running off in  

                                                           
599 Loren T. Stuckenbruck, Angel Veneration and Christology. A Study in Early Judaism and in the Christology of 
the Apocalypse of John. WUNT 2. Reihe 70 (Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 103. 
600 About daemons see the previous section. 
601 T119 (IV.23); T126 (V.52); T157 (VII.18). 
602 Andresen, Logos und Nomos, 100. 
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a most disgraceful way, and betrayed by those whom he called disciples (T36, II.9).” Jesus was one of 

those who “came to a rather unfortunate end after a conviction (T67, II.44).” Jesus “hid himself, 

although he should have proclaimed the message he had been commanded to deliver (T80, II.70).”  

Jesus can appear to be an angel only if it is accepted that other angels also came from God (T126, 

V.52: “If then also others have been sent, it is obvious that he too came from the same God”). Celsus 

seems to refer here to an angel Christology in early Christianity, against which Hebrews 1:4 takes a 

stand, saying about Jesus, “having become as much superior to angels as the name he has inherited 

is more excellent than theirs.”603  

Finally, Jesus died like a criminal. To call him an angel would imply that “also all others who came to a 

rather unfortunate end after a conviction, are greater and more divine angels than this one (T67, 

II.44).” 

Stuckenbruck again: “Celsus’s charge of angel veneration by the Jews in the context of magical 

practices is admitted by Origen who, however, can only attribute it to Jews who have deliberately 

transgressed the Torah.”604 In short, according to Stuckenbruck: “Polemical texts against the 

veneration of angels and angelological ideas could function to safeguard Christology (in Christian 

writings) as well as monotheism (in Jewish and Christian writings).”605 

In essence Celsus does not consider Jesus an angel either, nor was there any writer of the New 

Testament who considered Jesus as a (preexistent) angel.606 This did not always remain the case: in 

the  second century Marcion, for example, probably talked about Jesus as a Spirit (Marcion presents 

Jesus as non-carnal).607 However, since it makes things easier for him to disqualify Jesus as (a Son of) 

God, reluctantly Celsus calls Jesus an angel. The Jews certainly expected a god, and according to the 

Christians God sent his Son (T119, IV.23: “God will arrive or send his Son”):  Celsus was convinced 

that it was necessary to moderate these lofty expectations. 

 

 

 

                                                           
603 NRSV. 
604 Stuckenbruck, Angel Veneration, 149. 
605 Ibid., 204. 
606 Dunn, Christology in the Making, 158. 
607 Lieu, Marcion and the Making of a Heretic, 82. 
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6.5 Jesus as the Logos 

Celsus is aware that the Christians “proclaim that the Son of God is the Logos608 (T55, II.31).” In this 

same testimonial we also read: “For if the Logos in your view is Son of God, then we too agree.” In 

T105 Origen says: “as if not all are called by the Logos,” supporting the view that considering Jesus as 

the Logos was a purely Christian matter, as here it explicitly is not Celsus, who uses the word Logos. 

Celsus agrees that the Logos is a Son of God, but since Jesus is not a Son of God, Jesus logically 

cannot be the Logos. T55 again offers the perfect illustration for this view, although it is his only 

argument against the idea of Jesus being the Logos: [the Christians] “do not present a pure and holy 

Logos, but a man who was carried away and crucified in a most disgraceful way.” According to Celsus, 

further discussion on this is not worthwhile.  

 

6.6 Jesus as a Son of God 

Within the early Church the idea that Jesus was the Son of God, was widely held, and its basis in this 

early Christian world was much broader than just the Gospel of John. In order to combat this 

assumption Celsus relies, among other things, on the Jewish prophecies. In T11 (I.49) we read in the 

words of Celsus’s Jew: “But my prophet once declared in Jerusalem that a Son of God would come as 

a Judge of the pious and a Punisher of the unjust.” 

In T53 (II.29) it is the Jew who says: “The prophets say that he who will come is a great ruler and lord 

of the whole earth and of all nations and armies.” In T94 (III.1) Celsus himself informs us that “by a 

divine spirit was prophesied that a Savior would come to humankind.”  

The Christians think that in Jesus the prophecies have been fulfilled, but the Jews think the fulfillment 

is still to come (T94, III.1; and T109, IV.2). They have just not recognized Jesus as the one promised 

(T88, II.75). 

In light of these testimonials, we have to conclude again that Celsus had heard about the Gospel of 

John as well: John 12:31 (“now the ruler of this world will be driven out”) and John 16:11 (“because 

the ruler of this world has been condemned”609) are strong indications for the fact that Jesus knew 

that his passion had this aim, eliminating the father of evil. Celsus robustly attacks the idea that Jesus 

was the Son of God, from several points of view.  

                                                           
608 Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, 93, note 3; Keim, Wahres Wort, 24, note 3. 
609 NRSV. 
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God is the Father of all, it is true, but He has not begotten Jesus (see Chapter 5.1.2). Moreover, in 

T145 (VI.73) we read: “if he wished to send down Spirit from himself, why did he need to breathe it 

into the womb of a woman?” Thus, God neither used the “natural” way to beget Jesus, nor the way 

of sending his Spirit into a woman. Creating something mortal is, according to Celsus, not one of 

God’s features (ὁ θεὸς οὐδὲν θνητὸν ἐποίησεν, T120, IV.52), and because Jesus died he is in Celsus’s 

view, not a “creation” of God. 

It is impossible, Celsus states, that God has a preference for people, let alone for sinners. Although, in 

T105 (III.63) we  read: "in a way the human race sins by nature; then as if not all are called by the 

Logos, he says: so he should have called all in general, if, in fact, all commit sin.” If God were to have 

had a Son, he should have sent him to all people, not just to the sinners. 

Another reason for Celsus to fight the idea that Jesus was the Son of God is the fact that God has not 

descended in Jesus from heaven. This descending of God in his Son was a conviction of Jews and 

Christians, but also a painful point of difference, for, as Celsus says in T109 (IV.2): “some of the 

Christians and Jews say, the first, that a god or a Son of God has come down to earth, the latter that 

he will.”610 

“God really changes, as they [the Christians] say, into a mortal body, and it has already been stated 

that this is impossible” (T116, IV.18), for, as we read in T115 (IV.14), “only the mortal being has a 

nature to change and get a new shape, but the immortal being must remain exactly the same. 

Accordingly, God would not be capable of accepting the change.” 

Perhaps then God Himself does not change, but turns those people that “see” Him into people who 

imagine that they see Him descended in a mortal body (T116). But then, says Celsus, he “misleads 

and deceives,” which is something only allowed in a healing way towards friends who are ill and mad, 

or with enemies, in order to escape danger.611 But “neither someone ill or someone mad is dear to 

God, neither is God afraid of anyone, so that He misleads him to escape danger.” Origen denies 

(IV.19) the remark that ill and mad people would not be dear to God, and thinks it is “entirely 

superfluous and unreasonable to reply to an assertion which is not made about our Savior by anyone 

(i.e. Celsus stating that God would be afraid).” 

 

                                                           
610 This remark of Celsus may refer to the Jewish expectation that the Messiah will come at the end of time. 
Celsus articulates this Jewish eschatological expectation in a Christian terminology: the descent of the Son of 
God from heaven. 
611 Plato, Rep. 382c; 389b; 459c, d. 
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Also the laws given by Jesus stand in the way of the idea Christians have of him being a Son of God 

(T157, VII.18): his laws contradict the ones of Moses to such an extent, that Celsus wonders whether 

“the Father, when he sent him [Jesus], had forgotten what he had commanded Moses.” And that 

God would contradict himself, is beyond Celsus’s imagination. 

Neither does Jesus’s background allow the assumption that Jesus would be the Son of God: in T139 

(VI.47) we read that “men of old612 called this world, because in their opinion it descended from God, 

His Son and a demigod.” But Jesus is not at all a majestic creation of God, according to Celsus, let 

alone a Son. 

Jesus being adopted by God at his baptism613 is rejected by Celsus, because Jesus staged too little 

reliable witnesses to this event (T10, I.41; and T86, II.72). Nonetheless Jesus considered himself as a 

Son of God in a particular sense and he wanted to transfer this insight on his disciples.614 This Sonship 

of Jesus was an existential conviction of his. 

The Jewish prophecies615 regarding the coming of a Son of God should not be applied to Jesus.  Celsus 

wonders (T12, I.50): “Why is it you [Jesus] rather than innumerable others, born after the prophecy, 

about whom these things were predicted?” In the same testimonial it is stated: “some on account of 

inspiration, others, beggars, say that they have come as Sons of God.” According to Celsus it is all too 

common to find prophets who claim to be Sons of God (see also T152, VII.9). If the prophecies were 

not there, nobody would consider Jesus to be a Son of God. T146 (VI.74) is very clear about this: 

“How shall he, who was punished to that extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it had been 

foretold about him?” Celsus does not consider punishment as something divine, and Christians would 

never believe that Jesus, having died on a cross, was a Son of God, unless it had been prophesied. 

The character and behavior of Jesus are other reasons for Celsus to state that Jesus cannot have 

been the Son of God: Jesus invented that at his birth Chaldeans came to worship him as a god.616 

Moreover, Jesus missed a significant opportunity to prove his divinity, when he did not respond to 

being asked for a sign617 in the temple. When Jesus did show something of his abilities, it was as a 

result of his stay in Egypt, Celsus states.618 So not even his miracles justify a title “Son of God.” 

                                                           
612 V.7 about the divinity of the cosmos. 
613 See Chapter 5.2 (“The baptism”) of this study. 
614 Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 38. 
615 See Chapter 5.7.2a (“Jesus and the prophecies”) of this study. 
616 See Chapter 5.1.9 (“Jesus’s parentage and birth”) of this study. 
617 Matt. 12:38; Matt. 16:1; Mark 8:11; Luke 11:16; Luke 11:29; John 6:30. 
618 See Chapter 5.3 (“Jesus as a magician”) of this study. 
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In T30 (II.6) we read an interesting argument against Jesus where it appears that Celsus had put 

forward the observation that “Jesus kept all the Jewish customs, yes even their sacrifices.” It is 

impossible to decide, whether Celsus meant just the usual sacrifices here or also the eating of the 

Passover (T155, VII.13). Celsus drew (T155) from this the conclusion that “we should not believe in 

him as a Son of God,” which Origen rejects. That a Jew eating the Passover cannot be a Son of God, in 

Celsus’s view, is also confirmed in T24 (I.70): “a body of a god does not eat such food.”  

 

6.7 Jesus as God 

In several testimonials we read that the Christians, according to Celsus’s Jew, considered Jesus as 

God and man.619 In the opinion of Celsus and his Jew the inescapable consequence, then, is that they 

believe in two Gods, God who comes forward in Chapter 4 of this study, and Jesus. But it is 

intolerable for both of them to place God and Jesus, in whatever capacity, on one level. God is way 

too high for this, and Jesus is, according to both, a fraud. T35 (II.8), for example, bears witness to this, 

where Origen explains “how we regard him as God, and in what way we call him man.” Christians 

state that Jews do not agree, and Celsus’s Jew names this as an accusation of the Christians: “this 

accusation from the side of those who believe in the Christ, is expressed against the Jews, that they 

have not believed in Jesus as in a God.” But Celsus’s Jew also suggests that the Jews had their 

reasons not to acknowledge Jesus as God, although they “declared to all people that a punisher of 

the unrighteous would come from God. Why then,” Celsus’s Jew asks, “would we despise him when 

he came?” In other words, Jesus having come down was not God or the one who came to earth was 

not God. Otherwise the Jews as well would have recognized and acknowledged him. 

Again according to Celsus’s Jew, the Jews had two main reasons for rejecting the idea that Jesus was 

God. T36 (II.9) reads that Jesus “displayed nothing of what he promised,” and that he “was captured 

hiding himself and running off in a most disgraceful way, and betrayed by those whom he called 

disciples.” Since Celsus primarily expresses his opinion through his Jew, it is a fair assumption that 

here too he agrees with him, and does not consider Jesus as God. 

Another argument for Celsus to reject the belief that Jesus was God is put forward in T88 (II.75) in 

words put into the mouth of the Jew: “Which god present among men is disbelieved, and he even 

appears to those who expect him? Or why is he still not recognized by those that long expected  

 

                                                           
619 Cf T99 (III.41) and T173 (VIII.41), although in the latter Celsus also calls Jesus “Son of God”. 
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him?” Here Celsus does not make any difference between Christians and Jews, but it is obvious that 

the Jew is alluding to the Jews and that Celsus again agrees. 

In many testimonials we read that Jesus was of  humble parentage.620 Time and again it appears that 

the concession is made that Jesus could be God, but only if this was as a Son of God. However, when 

his being a Son of God is ruled out, which Celsus indeed does (see 6.6 above), then at the same 

moment the divinity of Jesus is likewise denied (T22,  I.69: “a body such as yours could not be the 

body of a god”). 

In T25 (I.70) Celsus states: “a body of a god also does not use such a voice nor such a way of 

persuasion.” Very probably he means that a god never speaks directly to mankind. Origen in his 

response (I.70) explains that Apollo talked to humankind by means of the Pythian priestess or the 

prophetess at Miletus, so used a human voice, but perhaps that is exactly what Celsus means: Apollo 

still did not speak directly. Jesus did; so he is not a god. 

Furthermore, Jesus’s passion and death621 belong to a human being, not to a god: if Jesus had been 

God, he would not have complained and wailed on the cross (T50, II.24), and he would have taken 

revenge.622 

Celsus does not actually believe that prophecies concerning Jesus as God ministering to evil, or doing 

or suffering the most shameful things have been spoken. Such prophecies that predict (T156, VII.14) 

that Jesus as the great God would be a slave, or be ill or would die, are so impious from Celsus’s 

perspective, that a prophet could not possibly have uttered them, and if they have been spoken, 

then it is certainly not possible to believe them. That Jesus did suffer therefore disqualifies him from 

being a Son of God and Celsus asserts that the only way a case could be made for Jesus’s Sonship on 

this basis would have to be by willing these highly dubious prophecies to relate to him (T146, VI.74). 

In a work that Celsus calls “the Heavenly Dialogue”623 we find the following passage (T170, VIII.15): 

“Thus, that is not their [gnostic Christians’] object, to worship the super-celestial God, but him, whom 

they presumed to be the Father of him, who was the centre of their gathering, under the pretext that 

he is a great god.” According to Howard Jackson, the ‘Celestial Dialogue’ assumed the existence of a 

God beyond  “the ruling God” (Celsus’s “supercelestial God”). The text of the “Heavenly (or Celestial) 

Dialogue” made Jesus the Son of Man, the son of the transcendent god and master of the God who  

                                                           
620 T7, 8, 9, 23, 99, and 145. 
621 See Chapter 6.9 (“Jesus’s passion, death and resurrection”) of this study. 
622 T58 (II.34), T172 (VIII.39), and T173 (VIII.41). 
623 Chadwick (462) wonders: is this a gnostic version of Jesus’s agony in Gethsemane? Cf also his note 2 on 
VI.27 (342). 
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rules the world.”624 In this testimonial, Celsus is making reference to a Christian idea that he will not 

take seriously, and it seems moreover, that in his assessment Celsus does not distinguish between 

Gnostics and other kind of Christians. 

Jesus did not behave like God nor like a god. T57 (II.33) tells us what Celsus’s Jew understood by that: 

“what noble action did Jesus do, like a god, e.g., despising people, laughing and mocking at what 

happened to them?” In T58 Celsus’s Jew tells from where he derived this image of a god: the classical 

gods tended to make fun of mortals and took revenge for what was done to them. That is what a god 

is like. 

Finally: T104 (III.62) tells us that, according to the Christian view, God has been sent to sinners (“we 

say God has been sent to sinners”). Celsus disagrees with this firstly on the grounds that it is 

Christian, and secondly because it reflects a despicable preference for sinners (“But why was he not 

sent to those without sin? What evil is it not to have sinned?”). This preference for sinners just does 

not accord with Celsus’s image of God. 

 

6.8 Conclusion  

In examining Celsus’s work from the perspective of Christology, a picture begins to build of what 

particularly concerned Celsus about the Christian view of Jesus and the general direction of his 

arguments in refuting this Christology, maybe derived from the Stoics, that Jesus was a spirit. To 

begin with he seems accommodating: in his view spirits are mortal, Jesus died, and so Jesus  may 

have been a spirit, but in that case not a Son of God or “Spirit derived from God,” for that would 

imply that God as well would be mortal. But immortality is one of the criteria for divinity. So if Jesus 

were a spirit, he was not the Son of God.  

However, Celsus quickly moves to the reasons why he is convinced that Jesus was not and did not 

have God’s spirit. If Jesus were to have been (God’s) Spirit, he would not have risen with the body. 

Celsus also disapproves of God breathing his Spirit into the body of a woman to bring about the birth 

of his Son. Moreover: if Jesus’s body had contained God’s Spirit, it would have differed from every 

other body, which it did not. If God’s intention had been to deliver the world from evils, he should 

have used his Spirit in a different way and he should not have sent It to the Jews. Celsus’s conclusion 

about Jesus in this respect does not prevent Celsus from believing in a divine spirit, but the Christians  

                                                           
624 Howard M. Jackson, “The Setting and Sectarian Provenance of the Fragment of the Celestial Dialogue 
Preserved by Origen from Celsus’s Alethes Logos, HTR 85, 3 (1992); 273-305 (275). 
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should have looked for another hero, such as Orpheus, Anaxarchos, Epictetus, Daniel, Jonah or the 

Sibyl, since a divine spirit grants inspiration to bring about notable achievements. Jesus certainly did 

not have this divine spirit. 

If Jesus cannot be said to be or have a divine spirit, then how might he be classified or understood? 

Celsus explores the possibilities of classifying Jesus as daemon or angel. In the matter of Jesus 

perhaps being a daemon Celsus is somewhat ambivalent: Jesus misled his followers, one of the things 

daemons can do, and the way he performed his miracles is the way of wicked people possessed by 

daemons. But on the other hand, Jesus demonstrated himself not to be a daemon, for had that been 

the case he would have been able to avoid his passion. It is not easy to decide what was the most 

important for Celsus: that he wanted to prove that Jesus was a daemon, because of the misleading 

and the wicked nature of daemons, or to prove that Jesus was not, which would have left him firmly 

as a human. Thus, it is not easy to answer the question whether in Celsus’s view Jesus was a daemon 

or not. 

Celsus seems to admit that Jesus was an angel, but Christians confuse daemons with angels, and they 

think Jesus was an angel, because they assume he had been sent by God and he was a messenger. 

Wrong again, says Celsus: angels do not come to the earth, Jesus had not been sent by God and he 

did not proclaim the message he had been commanded to deliver. Angels do not die like criminals. 

Jesus did, so he was not an angel. If Jesus cannot be said to have been an angel, then perhaps he was 

the Logos? This question is much easier to answer, with a simple “no”. Celsus agrees with the 

Christians that the Logos exists and is a Son of God, but since Jesus is not a Son of God, Jesus logically 

cannot be the Logos. In T55 (II.31) Celsus uses one of the arguments he used to deny that Jesus was a 

Son of God, in this case to clarify that Jesus was not the Logos either: [the Christians] “do not present 

a pure and holy Logos, but a man who was carried away and crucified in a most disgraceful way.” 

A significant issue that Celsus turns his attention to is Jesus’s designation as “Son of God”. Here, 

according to Celsus, an important obstacle to Jesus being this, is God’s own nature, for God does not 

fall in love, does not create anything mortal, he does not send his Spirit into a woman’s womb and he 

would not send his Son to sinners. Furthermore, it is impossible that God descended in Jesus from 

heaven. Descending would demand a change and change belongs to the mortal world, not to God’s 

immortal world. If Jesus, giving laws contradictory to those that Moses gave, were God’s Son, God 

would have been contradicting Himself. Impossible, says Celsus. Neither is Jesus’s background 

sufficient for the title of “Son of God:” he is not at all a “majestic creation” of God. Jesus does not fit  
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the prophecies in any respect, and there are too many prophets claiming that they are the Son of 

God to make Jesus’s claim unique or any more valid than theirs. 

Regarding Jesus’s character and behavior Celsus thinks that when Jesus showed something of his 

abilities, it was on account of his stay in Egypt, where he had come into contact with sorcery. Finally: 

a Jew eating the Passover cannot be a Son of God, for “a body of a god does not eat such food.”  

Was Jesus God himself then? No, says Celsus through his Jew, for many reasons: Jesus “displayed 

nothing of what he promised” and he “was captured hiding himself and running off in a most 

disgraceful way, and betrayed by those whom he called disciples.” Furthermore: Jesus is not 

recognized, not even by those who long expected him. Jesus spoke directly to the people and a god 

never does that. His passion does not tally with his being a god. The prophecies are not applicable to 

Jesus. He did not do anything the way a god does. Finally, a god would not have been sent only to 

sinners.  

We have to conclude that Celsus did not believe that Jesus was spirit or a daemon or an angel, or the 

Logos or God. But according to him these things are either obvious or not really important. What is 

really important and the aim of Celsus’s writing, is to convince other people of the fact that Jesus was 

not the Son of God. That is what made him pick up his pen. 

The strong overall impression created from bringing this material together around the theme of 

Christology, is that according to Celsus, the Christians in principle handle the right (Platonic) notions 

(the supreme God is superior to the Demiurge), but they wrongly apply them to Jesus (who does not 

at all figure in the Platonic system, because he is not (a) God). Consequently, the distance between 

Celsus and the Christians turns out to be much smaller than we might have thought in the first 

instance. Up to now the emphasis was on the fact that the Christians do not meet the criteria that a 

Platonic philosopher handles, now the Christians handle the same criteria, but in the wrong way. In 

other words, already at this stage of their development the Christians use Platonic notions, which 

they, according to Celsus wrongly, apply to Jesus.  
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7 Celsus’s sources 

7.1 Introduction 

Now that the testimonials have been analyzed, this Chapter moves to examining in more detail the 

criteria Celsus used in order to judge the information he found, the sources that have delivered his 

information, and to the question of whether we can determine any particular source that served as 

the origin for the figure of his Jew. To begin this area of the investigation, it is necessary to take a 

step back and revisit the concluding material of Chapters 4, 5 and 6 with particular regards to where 

suggestions have already been made as to possible sources behind Celsus’s words and parallels 

found within the Gospels in particular. 

In Chapter 5.1 we saw that, according to Celsus, the virgin birth of Jesus was Jesus’s own invention: 

Jesus was born from his mother’s adultery with the soldier Panthera. Jesus’s mother was neither rich 

nor royal, but the genealogies were fabricated to give Jesus regard. The coming of the “Chaldeans” 

was also Jesus’s invention, and the infanticide that Matthew mentions did not happen: Jesus really 

was in Egypt, but as a laborer. Celsus certainly heard about the gospel stories, but he also knew in 

some way another story, a response to the gospel stories. This other story sometimes used other 

words than those that we know from the gospels. It had been written from a solely Jewish point of 

view, in order to indicate that Jesus was not God or a Son of God. 

According to Celsus the story of Jesus’s baptism (5.2) is another example of Jesus’s ability to invent 

stories: Celsus considers especially the appearance of the bird/dove a φάσμα, meaning that Jesus 

was seeing ghosts. Again, there are differences in the story compared to the gospels: this time it 

seems that Celsus knew about the baptism version of Luke, for only Luke implies that an audience is 

present at the baptism. The differences in Celsus’s text once more suggest that his Jew read or heard 

another story. 

In terms of Jesus’s time in Egypt, Celsus has a very different perspective on this from the gospels. 

Celsus centres his account on the connection between Egypt and sorcery. Jesus was in Egypt where 

he hired himself out as a laborer and came into contact with sorcery. On account of his knowledge of 

sorcery he called himself God (5.3). His “miracles” are a matter of sorcery: he does not achieve 

anything real, according to Celsus. The best translation of the word sorcery therefore is “illusionism” 

or “hypnosis.” Real miracles would have legitimized Jesus as a divine being, but a sorcerer was just a 

criminal. The differences with the gospel stories leave no other conclusion than that Celsus must 

have seen or heard another story than the gospels tell. 
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Jesus is not portrayed by Celsus as a teacher. Rather he is a legislator different from Moses (5.4). 

There is no evidence that Celsus derived this opposition between the two from a Jewish source, but 

where else has Celsus found the words of Moses? Jesus teaches life rules, other than Moses’s, which 

are derived from Plato. Celsus states that Jesus plagiarized Plato. It does not appear that Celsus’s Jew 

knew sources other than Matthew, Luke, John, and Plato of course, but the suggestion of his words 

again is that Jesus was a fraud, as with the “miracles.”   

As to Jesus’s disciples (5.5), Celsus calls them revolutionaries against the community. He also calls 

them Jesus’s victims, bad and wicked, a gang of beggars with Jesus as their leader. He suggests that 

there was a woman in the company. Celsus alleges that after Jesus’s death the disciples wrote the 

Gospels, but that he knows other stories than the ones they wrote down. Again, Celsus must have 

known another source, and his emphasizing the questionable way of Jesus living together with his 

disciples, is only the next illustration of the fact that Jesus was a gang leader, not the Son of God. The 

conclusion seems indisputable that Celsus knew material from all four gospel writers (although the 

similarities with Mark seem accidental), he knew para-biblical Christian material, and a written 

Jewish polemic against the Christians. 

Regarding the Jewish law (5.6) Celsus states that Jesus and his followers revolted against it: they 

apostatized from the Jews, and the result of this revolution, the Christians, is  divided among 

themselves. Celsus highlights the Christian belief that God sent his Son Jesus to deliver the human 

race from evils. Here Celsus’s text shows a striking difference from that of the gospels in that the 

word “evil” is denoted in the gospels as τοῦ πονηροῦ, but by Celsus with κακῶν, whereas there does 

not appear to be any need to change the word from πονηροῦ to κακῶν, so again this may refer to a 

source for Celsus other than the gospels we know, or written in another setting. Jesus did not realize 

the salvation aspect, but was punished himself by Satan, and this can only mean that he was not the 

Son of God: a Son of God would, of course, never be punished by anyone.  

Jesus did not respond to the image of a Son of God, an image predicted by the prophets of the Jews 

(5.7): he was not the predicted Son of God. There is no evidence that for his statements about Jesus 

and the prophets Celsus used any other source than the Old Testament.  

Celsus’s Jew must have consulted a non-canonical source for his description of Jesus’s appearance 

and character (5.8). Celsus may have found from elsewhere statements such as “he was a man,” “his 

body was not different from any body,” “his voice was not different from other people’s,”  “he  
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possessed neither size nor beauty,” but probably these were also the kind of characteristics that 

Celsus deemed to be appropriate for someone who was supposed to be a Son of God, that he used 

to emphasize how Jesus did not answer to that expectation. Proving that Jesus was not the Son of 

God was Celsus’s main goal of writing.  

Celsus knew that Jesus died on a cross (5.9). It is striking that for the word “cross” he uses the classic 

word σκόλοψ, whereas all gospel writers consequently use σταυρός. Another evidence for the fact 

that Celsus saw or heard another source, or wrote in a different setting where people used other 

words than in the places where the gospels were written. Or did Celsus try to express his contempt 

for Jesus? 

According to Celsus, Jesus really suffered and died (he did not just seemingly die), so he was not a 

Son of God, for it is unthinkable that a Son of God would die. When Jesus was captured, he tried to 

hide and run off. This must be derived from another source than the NT. Finally, Jesus did not rise 

from the dead. His tomb was empty for another reason:625 in the evening after the crucifixion Jesus’s 

corpse was removed from the gallows and buried in a water trench (or an aqueduct) in the garden of 

Rabbi Yehudah the gardener. To explain this empty grave the disciples state in the New Testament, 

according to the Gospel writers, that Jesus has risen.  

Two things keep emerging from the above: Jesus is not the Son of God, and, more important for my 

research, Celsus must have read or heard about other sources than OT and NT. Another important 

matter relates to what was the core of Chapter 4: Celsus was a Middle Platonic philosopher and that 

is why his image of God did not admit that God came to the earth in the shape of Jesus. Firstly, this 

would have been a decline to God’s position, secondly Plato’s dualism would have prevented this.   

Nothing that is in the heavens could come down to earth. So not only is Jesus’s life a failure (Chapter 

5), also the entire Christian invention of God coming down or sending down a Son is utterly 

impossible (Chapter 4), as a result of Celsus’s Platonic image of God. 

Chapter 6 was on Christology and in terms of sources we noted how Celsus’s concerns about Jesus 

took up the language familiar in the Christian world, of the divine spirit, Logos - shared with Plato -, 

angels, and Sonship.  

The most important conclusion that might be drawn from such a close examination of Celsus’s 

testimonials is that in his criticism of Jesus Celsus’s quotations of what we call the New Testament  

 

                                                           
625 Cf Chapter 7.3 of this study: parallels ad f. from Toledot Yeshu. 
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are inaccurate. There are some striking differences between the gospel texts and some of Celsus’s 

words: the word “evil” is denoted in a gospel (Mt 6:13b) as τοῦ πονηροῦ, by Celsus with κακῶν 

(T149), Matthew626 uses, as I previously wrote, as word for “child” παιδίον, whereas Celsus (T16) 

uses νήπιος. In the story about the baptism of Jesus627 Celsus uses λουομένῳ versus βαπτιζομένῳ, 

used by the gospel writers. Many more examples have been mentioned during the course of the 

discussion of the testimonials. Therefore, it is difficult to state that Celsus quotes the gospels that 

were considered authoritative in mainstream Christianity: perhaps he just alludes to the words and 

stories we know, perhaps his references are based on oral tradition, written down by the Jew.  

At this point it is worth addressing the issue of Celsus’s dependency on the gospels. There are the 

following options: 1. Celsus knew the gospels in a written form. The differences concerning the 

versions we know must be explained by differences in the manuscripts. 2. Celsus knew one or some 

of the gospels in written form and the rest from oral tradition. 3. Celsus knew the material of the 

gospels from oral tradition, based on the gospels. In this option the differences concerning the 

versions we know are a result of the oral tradition. 4. Celsus never saw any copy of the gospels, but 

based his knowledge of them fully on the Jew. The Jew had certainly read the gospels, perhaps apart 

from Mark, in an early version, and had written down divergent material which he knew from oral 

tradition. 5. Celsus made it all up himself. If so, Celsus makes use of a literary style figure here and 

introduces the Jew as a personification, which by the way is exactly what Origen thinks.  

The truth seems to be in the combination of options 3. and 4.: Celsus knew the material of the 

gospels with their differences concerning the versions we know, from an oral tradition, based on the 

gospels. This oral tradition had been written down by the Jew, provoked by the fact that he knew 

things about this Jesus that differed from those which he read in the works of the gospel writers.  

It is almost impossible to imagine that Celsus saw or had in front of him one of the gospels we know. 

The discussion of Chapter 5 concerning all the textual differences between the testimonials and the 

New Testament, has demonstrated this sufficiently.  

Another indisputable matter is that it is very complicated to indicate the role that the Jew plays in 

Celsus’s work: it is plausible that “the prosopopoeia of the Jew presumably shows us the objections  

 

 

                                                           
626 Matt. 2:8, 9, 11, 13 and 14. 
627 Matt 3:13-17; Mc 1:9-11; Luke 3:21, 22; John 1:32-34. 
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of the Jews against the Christians in the second century.”628 Was the Jew a real human being before 

Celsus or living in Celsus’s time, was he a writer whose work was used by Celsus, or just a literary 

figure? According to M. Lods “Celsus used a written source that portrayed Jesus’s life in a hostile 

way, from birth till baptism.”629 Morton Smith states: “It seems reasonable to conclude that the 

outsiders’ picture of Jesus the magician, although it used material drawn from hometown gossip, was 

principally shaped by the scribes during Jesus’s work in Galilee.”630 The possibility cannot be excluded 

that this source supplied Celsus with more events from Jesus’s life. 

Lastly, there are big differences in terms of content between what we read about Jesus in Celsus’s 

work and in the New Testament gospels or apocryphal works. These differences mainly fall within 

areas such as Jesus’s parentage, the way he performed his miracles, Jesus’s passion, Jesus misleading 

the people, and the way Jesus and his disciples are described. Nevertheless, it remains true that 

Celsus mentions and emphasizes matters which are different from the New Testament. It is intriguing 

to discover where these differences originated, and moreover, as Michael Frede remarks: “we have 

to assume that Celsus collected many arguments from an oral tradition.”631  

Celsus’s Jew admits that he (and consequently Celsus) knew these different stories. In T38 (II.13) 

Celsus  says: “although I can say much about what happened to Jesus, which is true and does not 

resemble what is written by the disciples of Jesus, I omit that on purpose.“ Celsus certainly knew 

these “different stories,” but he did not know what “was written by the disciples of Jesus.” He only 

knew “the stories” and what was written by the Jew, and the Jew may have read the gospels.  

Thus, it is at least rather surprising that Celsus, although his attitude is very critical, does not refer to 

the popular charges against the Christians of incest, black magic and ritual murder.632 Comparable, 

and equally notable, is the fact that Celsus does not repeat633 the slander of cannibalism and orgies. 

In short, “Celsus is silent concerning the supposed immorality of the Christians, a fact which may 

suggest his disbelief of such reports or his preference for a higher level of discussion.”634 Of course, it  

 

 

                                                           
628 Rougier, Celse ou le Conflit, 264.  
629 M. Lods, “Étude sur les Sources Juives de la Polémique de Celse contre les Chrétiens,” RHPR 21 (1941): 1-33 
(31). 
630 Smith, Jesus the Magician, 142. 
631 Michael Frede, “Origen’s Treatise against Celsus,” 133.   
632 Frend, “Prelude to the Great Persecution”, 6. 
633 Remus, “Outside / Inside II”, 136. 
634 Hoffmann, Celsus, on the True Doctrine, 30. 
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may as well mean that Celsus just did not know about these objections against the Christians. Very 

probably, for uncertain reasons, his source did not mention them.635 

 

7.2 A possible origin of the words of the Jew and of the differences 

With regard to the differences between the gospels that we have today and the things we read in 

Celsus’s work, it should  not be overlooked that, according to Salo Wittmayer Baron, “in the second 

century the Christian traditions about Jesus and the apostles are rewritten in an anti-Jewish way, 

while Celsus states that Christians rewrite the gospels into something that serves their aims.”636 It 

seems to me that the gospels, especially Matthew and Luke, got that critical trend earlier, ultimately 

around 105.637  Celsus knew about Matthew and Luke, and John as well, but to a lesser extent, and 

every time with the intervention of the Jew. The resemblances with Mark always seem accidental. 

Lods states: “The accuracy of Celsus’s attacks, and their sentence construction that so resembles the 

one in Jewish documents, make it very probable that Celsus used written documents.”638 Considering 

the apparent inaccuracy of Celsus’s New Testament quotations, considering also the important role 

that the Jew plays, and the character of the differences between Celsus’s argument and the stories in 

the Gospels, it would seem important to inquire into the theory that, to my knowledge, was first  

launched by Maren Niehoff639 and Antti Laato640, as the latter has written much about Celsus using 

written documents. 

This theory maintains that Celsus based his words about Jesus on “fragments of a Jewish document. 

The Jewish author can be placed in an Alexandrian context in the aftermath of the Jewish Diaspora 

Revolts (115-117).”641 Niehoff also asserts that “the fragments attributed to the Jew derive from one 

written Jewish source, composed in mid-second century Alexandria”642 and “we can safely conclude  

 

                                                           
635 See also Engberg, Impulsore Chresto, 300: “One would expect also Celsus to advance such an accusation. 
This, however, is not the case.”  
636 Salo Wittmayer Baron, ed., A Social and Religious History of the Jews, II, 2nd ed. (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1952), 131. 
637 Richard I. Pervo, The Gospel of Luke, Annotated with Introduction, the Scholars Bible (Salem, OR: Polebridge 
Press, 2014), 6: the date of Luke is not before 105. 
638 Lods, Étude sur les Sources Juives, 31. 
639 Maren Niehoff, A Jewish Critique of Christianity, 151-175. 
640 Antti Laato, “A Cold Case Reopened: A Jewish Source on Christianity Used by Celsus and the Toledot Yeshu 
Literature; from Counter-Exegetical Argument to Full-Blown Counter-Story”, StPatr 94, 20 (2017): 99-110. 
641 Niehoff, opus citatum, 152. 
642 Ibid., 156. 
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that Celsus used a written source composed by a Jew, written in Greek.”643 This idea, that Celsus’s 

main (Jewish) source was written in Greek, not in Hebrew or Aramaic, is very important, for we have 

no indications that Celsus knew Hebrew or Aramaic. Unless he knew these languages, the only option 

seems to be that we postulate a Greek translation, and that Celsus used this translation. 

Many examples of similarities to the Gospels in this thesis seem to underline the theory of Niehoff. 

Those similarities can be reduced to oral tradition which underlay the Gospels. I would agree that it is 

safe to assume that Celsus’s Jew knew gospel stories, which inspired him to counterattack. This 

resulted in the writing that Celsus finally used. 

Turning to Laato, he states644 “that Celsus knew some independent Jewish counter-exegetical 

arguments toward Christian Gospels which in the Byzantine period were developed to the counter-

story, i.e. to the early versions of the Toledot Yeshu645 literature.” Concerning the Jew in Celsus’s 

work, Laato first cites Michael Meerson and Peter Schäfer: “It is impossible to ascertain whether or 

not Celsus’s Jew was a fictive character.”646 Later he concludes: “it is not surprising if some Jew in 

Alexandria wanted to present counter-exegetical arguments to the life of Jesus by using the counter-

exegetical rhetoric known to him.”647 Here Laato seems to acknowledge that Celsus’s Jewish 

informant was an actual person. Laato’s main goal is to highlight “parallels between an unknown 

Jewish writing (alternatively writings) used by Celsus, and the early versions of the Toledot Yeshu 

literature.”648 

Thus, Laato says that Celsus’s source must rely on a [Jewish] writer. The distinctive conclusions that 

emerge from my study are most understandable when viewed from this explanation, that a Jewish 

author during the second century wrote such a treatise, “offering a detailed analysis of the gospels, 

which increasingly gained canonical status among Christians. Celsus hoped to expose their inferior 

value and discourage others from accepting theit authority.”649 

Antti Laato spoke of Celsus knowing “Jewish counter-exegetical arguments” and below we will see 

which these were, but Celsus almost nowhere quotes literally the NT words that we know.  Almost  

 

                                                           
643 Ibid., 158. 
644 Laato, A Cold Case Reopened, 1, 2. 
645 Schonfield, According to the Hebrews, 219: Toledot Yeshu originates from the end of the 4th century, not 
based on the canonical Gospels. 
646 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu I, 7, note 25. 
647 Laato, A Cold Case Reopened, 9. 
648 Ibid., 1. 
649 Niehoff, “A Jewish Critique of Christianity”, 159. 



224 
Celsus’s sources 

 

 

every criticism Celsus has toward Jesus, comes from the Jew. And the rest of his criticism toward 

Jesus may also come from the Jew, but was just not attributed to him by Origen.  

Whether this is the case or not, the Jew speaks in the first two books, not in books three through  

eight, and the impression arises that Celsus’s references to gospel words all stem from the Jew’s 

material. We may assume that this Jewish polemic against the Christians was based in some way on 

the gospels. As I said, almost every criticism of Celsus towards Jesus comes from the Jew, and where 

it seems not to come from the Jew, it may be a matter of forgetfulness on the side of Origen to 

mention his source: there is no reference to the gospels outside of the Jew. Consequently, it does not 

seem probable that Celsus independently had access to the gospels. 

My theorem is that Laato’s “Jewish counter-exegetical arguments” were a response to the gospels at 

their rudimentary stage, that Celsus’s Jew discovered or even wrote this text “with Jewish counter-

exegetical arguments”, that this text was a precursor of Toledot Yeshu, and that the scope of this 

Jewish source text lay somewhere between the gospels and Toledot Yeshu, developed for clearly 

other aims in much later times, but in a kind of statu nascendi at the end of the first 

century/beginning of the second. I shall elaborate this theorem on the following pages of this study. 

The gospel writers wrote in order to spread the gospel, not in order to record history literally, with 

the consequence that, for example, they may have invented a new explanation for Jesus’s parentage, 

or maybe they built on an existing tradition: not through adultery Jesus came into this world, but 

because of divine intervention. Celsus’s Jew knew at least about three of these gospels, because he 

was interested. The Jew wrote his findings from the gospels down in some biography of Jesus. This 

biography contrasted with the gospels in many places, because it was based on oral history from 

non-believers, whereas the gospels were based on oral history from believers. Thereafter Jews 

during the ages developed versions of this other biography, this original text, that shone a more 

unfavorable light on Jesus, the man who had deceived their fellow countrymen, when he walked 

upon the earth, the man who had not fulfilled their expectations. 

As I have argued in almost every section of Chapter 5 (the discussions of the testimonials), it is clear 

that Celsus did not quote by heart, when he wrote his book: he is quoting so accurately that this is 

not credible. He must have had the Jew’s criticism of the Gospels in front of him, and logically the 

discrepancies between his text and the versions that were transmitted into the modern era are 

there.  
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On the other hand, his quotations of Plato prove that he certainly was able to cite exactly. The 

following examples illustrate this: Plato’s Phaedo109E/110A (ὑπ΄ ἀσθενείας καὶ βραδυτῆτος οὐχ 

οἵους τε εἶναι ἡμᾶς διεξελθεῖν ἐπ΄ ἔσχατον τὸν ἀέρα· . . . καὶ εἰ ἡ φύσις ἱκανὴ εἴη ἀνασχέσθαι 

θεωροῦσα, γνῶναι ἂν ὅτι ἐκεῖνος ἐστιν ὁ ἀληθῶς οὐρανὸς καὶ τὸ ἀληθινὸν φῶς καὶ ἡ ὡς ἀληθῶς γῆ) 

is quoted literally by Celsus in VII.31.  

Republic 379C: τῶν κακῶν ἀλλα δεῖ ζητεῖν τὰ αἴτια, ἀλλ΄ οὐ τὸν θεόν, is found in IV.65: ἐκ θεοῦ μὲν 

οὐκ ἔστι κακά. In VI.3 and VI.6 Celsus makes a literal quotation of  Plato’s Epistles VII, 341C and D. In 

Epistles II, 312D/E we read: περὶ τὸν πάντων βασιλέα πάντ΄ ἐστὶ καὶ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἐκεῖνο 

αἴτιον ἁπάντων τῶν καλῶν. Celsus quotes in VI.18: Περὶ τὸν πάντων βασιλέα πάντ΄ ἐστι, καὶ ἐκείνου 

ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἐκεῖνο αἴτιον ἁπάντων καλῶν, exactly identical. And at least six other literal 

quotations from Plato’s work can be found.  

Moreover, his interest in the development of Christianity is conceivable, because he clearly was an 

intellectual who flourished in the Roman society characterized by a state religion and an order that 

had been established in the previous almost thousand years. Now these Christians interfere with 

many of the foundations that he thought he was sure of. It is logical that he wants to know more. But 

that he knew the Christian writings does not seem feasible, so he must have had some kind of 

biography of Jesus in front of him, a biography that was not the same as any of the Gospels we know. 

This must have been the Jewish polemic, in which material from the gospels had been recorded. 

If the character of “the Jew” in Celsus may indeed be read as a literary reference to a Jewish writing 

about Jesus, and this unknown writing did indeed contain the elements outlined above, “in a 

response to the stories of Matthew and Luke,”650 the correspondence of this possible source text of 

Celsus’s work with the later writing known to us as Toledot Yeshu becomes all the more telling. 

Following the order of the events prior to Jesus’s life, and during Jesus’s life and passion, Celsus’s 

criticisms will be traced back to the first version, or at least a very old version of Toledot Yeshu, in 

order to illustrate my hypothesis that the Jewish source text that Celsus knew and read, was a text, in 

response to the gospel writers and edited in a direction, opposite to theirs, by the copyists of Toledot 

Yeshu. 
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7.3 Differences between Celsus and the NT 

Before it is possible to inquire where the differences between the stories that Celsus tells us and the 

NT stories originate, it seems wise to note what differences there are. The main differences come 

down to five: Jesus’s birth story, his stay in Egypt, some parts of his life, Jesus’s passion, and his 

resurrection. I will discuss the differences in the order of the testimonials. 

 

7.3.1 Jesus’s birth story 

In terms of the birth of Jesus the following differences with the NT are striking: about Jesus’s mother 

Celsus states in T7 (I.28) that “she has also been cast out by her husband, because of a conviction of 

adultery.” We cannot find this in the gospels, on the contrary, Mary’s husband Joseph plans (Matt. 

1:19) to leave her in order to prevent her from being embarrassed. 

In this same T7 we read about adultery, whereas Matthew (1:18) and Luke (1:35) introduce the Holy 

Spirit to explain Mary’s pregnancy. We find this accusation of adultery in the case of Jesus’s mother 

again in T8 (I.32), “convicted of adultery,” but here in T8 a new element has been added: the name of 

the man she committed adultery with: she was “impregnated by a certain soldier whose name was 

Panthera.”  

Finally, the way Mary spent her life between her adultery and Jesus’s birth chronologically is 

different from the way it is described in the New Testament, because in the NT the only mention of 

Mary before Jesus’s birth is the visit to Elizabeth. Celsus claims to know (T7) that “she wandered 

about disgracefully and gave birth to Jesus secretly/as an illegitimate child.”  

In T9 it is Mary’s alleged wealth and lineage that are criticized and denied by Celsus saying “being 

neither rich nor royal,”651 whereas Luke (1:27) states that Mary was engaged to Joseph, from the 

house of David. Matthew (1:6-16) also tells us that Joseph, Mary’s husband, was from the house of 

David. So Celsus denies any wealth or important lineage on the side of Jesus’s mother, but Matthew 

and Luke both report that an important ancestry was there, but on the side of Joseph, and Joseph 

had, according to them, nothing to do with the begetting of Jesus. 

T56 (II.32) again is an outstanding example of differences between gospel writers and Celsus. Here 

Celsus states that “the genealogists have been bold in writing that Jesus was descended from the 

first man and from the Jewish kings . . . The carpenter’s wife would have happened to know very well  

                                                           
651 See also  the “Magnificat” (Luke 1:46-55) fort he humble status of Mary (Luke 1:48). 



227 
Celsus’s sources 

 

 

that she was from such an ancient family.” Celsus does not know, or want to know about Joseph or 

about his descent from king David, although “Christian missionaries in the second century emphasize 

Jesus’s descent from David to refute the reproach, that Christianity was “recent”.”652 In his view the 

only one with a respectable line of descent was possibly Mary, but according to Celsus she did not 

have that. 

So regarding Jesus’s birth story, Celsus says that Jesus’s mother committed adultery with a soldier, 

Panthera, and that she has been cast out by her husband. Moreover, Jesus’s mother wandered about 

disgracefully and gave birth to Jesus as an illegitimate child. According to Celsus Jesus’s mother was 

neither rich nor royal. All these remarks come from the Jew whom Celsus introduces speaking, and 

they are all contradictory to the gospels.  

 

7.3.2 Egypt and learning magic 

It is magic653 learned by Jesus in Egypt, according to Celsus, that enabled him to perform his miracles. 

An example of Celsus’s conviction is found in T2 (I.6): “That by means of sorcery he could achieve the 

miracles he seems to have wrought.” Celsus is not at all positive about magic and sorcery,654 as he 

illustrates in T74 (II.49) regarding miracles performed by people other than Jesus: “those things are 

nothing divine, but are works of wicked people.” As David Neal Greenwood states: “Celsus’s essential 

argument was that miraculous healings were attributed to Jesus in the gospels, but these apparent 

healings were done by trickery.”655 

Thus the similarity in the story is Egypt, but according to Celsus Jesus went there more or less as an 

adult, and learned sorcery, but according to Matthew he went there as a baby. 

This sorcery or magic plays a very important part in Celsus’s judgment about Jesus and the things he 

did. In many testimonials Celsus accuses Jesus of deceit,656 for example, in T5 it reads: “they [the 

Jews that followed Jesus] were deceived and received a doctrine that, as they [Celsus and associates] 

claim, harmed the life of humankind.” It is this deceit that Celsus wants to fight, this revolution of  

                                                           
652 Wittmayer Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, II, 136. 
653 Lona, die Wahre Lehre des Kelsos, 100: Der Vorwurf, Jesus sei ein Magier ist literarisch zum ersten Mal bei 
Justin, Dial. 69,7, belegt. 
654 See Chapter 5.3.5 and 6 (“Jesus as a magician”) of this study. 
655 David Neal Greenwood, “Celsus, Origen and Julian on Christian Miracle-Claims,” HeyJ 57, 1 (2016): 99-108 
(101). 
656 Lona, die Wahre Lehre des Kelsos, 108: Tatsächlich sind die Wundertaten nur eine optische Täuschung! (“In 
fact the miracles are just an optical deceit!”). 
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Jesus leading fellow-Jews astray, that he wants to undo. Michael Frede concludes: “The main body of 

Celsus’s treatise consisted of an attempt to make the Christians see the folly of their ways.”657 

All these testimonials, except T2 (I.6), come from the mouth of the Jew, and in T2 Origen does not 

have Celsus explicitly stating that the remark comes from the Jew, but the content of the testimonial 

matches completely with the content of the other testimonials about Egypt and magic.  

 

7.3.3 Differences in the number of the disciples and regarding the way Jesus lived 

Twice Celsus suggests that he has other information about the number of the disciples than that 

which  we have: in T18 (I.62) he reports “Jesus having tied to Him ten or eleven notorious men,” and 

in T70 (II.46) it reads about the disciples: “When he was alive he won only ten very depraved sailors 

and tax-collectors.” The gospels consequently mention 12 disciples or “the twelve” until Judas’s 

death, a death mentioned only by the Gospel writer Matthew (27:5), not by Mark, Luke, and John. 

Celsus is full of criticism regarding the way Jesus lived his life, mostly in the company of his disciples, 

for example that Jesus was begging. In T17 (I.61) Celsus asks: “Was the Son of God begging in so 

mean a condition, cowering out of fear and wandering up and down in destitution?” We read more 

or less the same in different words in T18: “(Jesus) ran off with them here and there, collecting his 

sustenance in a shameful and aggressive way.” 

This behavior of Jesus brings Celsus to his statement in T64 (II.41) that Jesus “did not show himself to 

be pure of all evils,” an accusation he repeats in T65 (II.42): “Jesus was not even free from blame.” 

We also do not read about matters such as this in the New Testament. 

Of these testimonials T70 (II.46) is not attributed to Celsus’s Jew officially, but T69 and T71, coming 

from the same II.45 and 46, are statements of the Jew, so it is highly likely that T70 also has the Jew 

speaking. T18 (I.62) comes indisputably from Celsus’s Jew and T17 seems to come from the Jew, 

although Origen does not record this: a bit earlier in the same I.61 he indeed attributes the words to 

the Jew. T64 and 65 both come from the mouth of the Jew.   

 

 

 

                                                           
657 Frede, Origen’s Treatise against Celsus, 136. 
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7.3.4 Differences in the report of Jesus’s passion. 

An important difference as well between the gospel writers and Celsus is in their reports of Jesus’s 

passion. Celsus states several times that Jesus hid himself and tried to escape during the time 

between his condemnation and his crucifixion. Examples of this behavior we find in T36 (II.9): “when 

we considered it appropriate to punish him, having convicted and condemned him, [he] was 

captured hiding himself and running away in a most disgraceful way.” Here Celsus gives the 

impression that in sources that he knew, Jesus tried to flee from the people that had planned to 

capture him, whereas in the gospels he surrenders quietly.658 

Another example of Jesus hiding, less convincing because it does not belong to Jesus’s passion, is T78 

(II.67). Here Celsus states about the period after Jesus’s resurrection: “he had not been sent in 

principle for that purpose, that he might hide.” 

A last example of Jesus’s inclination to hide, now during the period before his passion, is delivered by 

testimonial T80 (II.70): “what messenger that had ever been sent hid himself, although he should 

have proclaimed the message he had been commanded to deliver?” Celsus suggests that it was on 

account of fear that Jesus hid himself. On the other hand, in the New Testament it is suggested that 

Jesus knew no fear, certainly not during his arrest.659 

All three testimonials cited with respect to this subject must be attributed to the Jew. 

 

7.3.5 Jesus not free from evil. 

In quite a number of testimonials Celsus suggests that Jesus was not free from evil. In other words, 

that Jesus would have been a sinner. First, we shall investigate what Celsus meant by that. In T64 

(II.41), for example, Celsus says about Jesus: “because, according to him [the Jew, but Celsus agrees], 

he did not show himself to be pure of all evils.” Celsus does not mention what he means by this. 

T131 (VI.10) gives a glimpse: “Plato is not arrogant neither is he lying by saying that he finds 

something new or that he is here from heaven, to proclaim it, but he admits where those doctrines 

come from.” Celsus states here that Jesus plagiarizes, which, as Celsus states, turns Jesus into an 

arrogant human being and a liar: Jesus calls new what he says, and lies that he is from heaven. If 

these things are true, Jesus is not free from evil. 

                                                           
658 Matt. 26:55; Mark 14:48-49; Luke 22:52-53; John 18:5-8. 
659 Matt. 26:49-56; Mark 14:48-50; Luke 22:48-53; John 18:4-11. 



230 
Celsus’s sources 

 

 

Then T154 (VII.13) is the first of three testimonials (along with T155, VII.13; and T156, VII.14) about 

Jesus’s passion, a big evil according to Celsus, not in itself, but for someone who is said to be a god: 

“That it has been predicted that God ministers to the evil, or does or suffers the most shameful 

things.” 

In T169 (VIII.14) Celsus calls Jesus “the founder of their rebellion.” This is something that he blames 

Jesus for: Jesus caused a rebellion of Jews against Jews, as the Jews had done earlier, when they 

separated from the Egyptians in the exodus. For Celsus this is doubtlessly another heresy of Jesus. 

In T2 (I.6) we find an act of Jesus with which he tries to restore his leadership within the movement 

or perhaps it is an act of jealousy. In either case, Celsus condemns Jesus’s act as an evil one: “Even 

though he ensured that others would also do the same, having learned the same lessons and 

boasting they did it by means of the power of God; these Jesus excludes from his state.” And Celsus’s 

condemnation: “if he justly throws them out, being himself guilty of the same, he is wicked.” 

The arrogance and the lying from T131 (VI.10) also turn up in T32 (II.7): “And let someone prove 

what untruths he told, and let him provide big and small lies, to evidence that Jesus has told major 

lies” (words of Origen). The problem here of course is that Origen just quotes Celsus, but that Celsus 

does not mention any of these “untruths, big and small lies,” or “major lies.”  

More or less the same happens in T33 (also II.7): “Let him announce which were even the profane 

actions of Jesus.” Once again Celsus mentions “profane actions of Jesus” without going into details. 

In T48 (II.20) Celsus’s Jew criticizes another aspect of Jesus’s passion. Here it is about the fact that 

Jesus would have urged his disciples to deny and betray him, because he had prophesied that they 

would do so (and he was God’s Son, according to them, so what he had prophesied, had to come 

true): “God in consequence led his own disciples and prophets, with whom he used to eat and drink, 

so far astray that they became impious and wicked, although he more than anyone else had to do all 

people well, especially those with whom he lived.” That this is evil according to Celsus (and his Jew) 

does not need any comment. 

Lastly, we should not forget that Celsus states that Jesus’s laws were contradictory to those of 

Moses, without emphasizing that it concerns an evil deed of Jesus. T157 (VII.18) is the best example 

of this conviction of Celsus. It is too long to be quoted here, but it is a very good bridge to Toledot 

Yeshu. What is in those stories that may be stamped as a corollary of Celsus’s criticism and that may 

have been based upon the “source text?” 
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From the testimonials quoted about Jesus not being free from evil T48 certainly has to be attributed 

to the Jew; T32 and T33 (both II.7) probably should be attributed to the Jew (the testimonials before 

and after belong to the Jew), but T2 (I.6), T131 (VI.10), T154 (VII.13), T155 (VII.13), T156 (VII.14), T157 

and T169 (VIII.14) certainly should be attributed to Celsus himself. 

 

7.3.6 Different ideas regarding Jesus’s resurrection 

Celsus’s Jew does believe in resurrection of the dead. He expresses this belief in T90 (II.77): “We 

certainly hope that we shall rise in a body and that we shall have eternal life, and that he who is sent 

to us will be the pattern and the leader of that, showing that it is not impossible for God to bodily 

raise someone.”  

Yet the overall impression is that Celsus does not believe that Jesus rose from the dead. The 

testimonials to prove this are almost too many to mention. T75 (II.54), for example asks: “What then 

led you [to believe] that he would rise after his death? Or [was it] because he had predicted it?” This 

may not be a clear rejection, but it certainly does not support the idea that Celsus believed in a 

resurrection of Jesus. Or see T76 (II.55): “When he was alive he did not help himself, but after his 

death he rose and showed the signs of his punishment. His hands, how they had been pierced; who 

saw this?” Again, perhaps not a clear rejection, but certainly disbelief on Celsus’s part. 

T77 (II.63) outlines a situation after Jesus’s death: “If Jesus really wanted to show divine power, he 

should have been seen by the very men who reviled him and by him who had condemned him and in 

short, by everyone.” In other words: if Jesus really had risen, he would have demonstrated himself to 

everyone. Finally, T81 (II.70), T82 (also II.70) and T87 (II.75) again show Celsus’s disbelief. In contrast 

to the gospels660 Celsus does not believe in a resurrection in the flesh. He knew the gospel stories 

regarding the resurrection (“where is he then?”), but does not believe a word of them. 

T90 (II.77) should be attributed to Celsus’s Jew. So should T75 (II.54), because it is a question flowing 

from a remark of the Jew. T76 (II.55) and T77 both come from Celsus’s Jew. T81, 82 and 87 seem to 

belong to Celsus. At least it is not clear that we are supposed to attribute these testimonials to the 

Jew. 

Then there is also the Book of the Life of Jesus, the Toledot Yeshu, which Katja Vehlov describes as 

being the following:  

                                                           
660 Matt. 28:1-10; Mark 16:1-8; Luke 24:1-11; John 20:1-18. 
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the story of Jesus from a Jewish, anti-Christian perspective, telling Jesus’s story from his 

(illegitimate) birth through various heresies to his disgraceful death. Toledot Yeshu is not 

meant to reveal new details about the historical Jesus. Rather, the texts in this book 

demonstrate how Jews who composed Toledot Yeshu approached traditions about Jesus over 

a long period of time. Jews and Christians read this controversial work, Jews largely as a 

truthful account, Christians denouncing its subversive nature. Indeed, for centuries, some 

Ashkenazi Jews read Toledot Yeshu on Christmas Eve when Torah study was prohibited. The 

book’s appeal extended well beyond Europe.”661  

In the following section I seek to give parallels from Toledot Yeshu to the above five areas, that in 

their core resemble or show affinity with the differences from the New Testament, differences we 

see in Celsus’s work. I suggest that it is highly conceivable that these parallels have developed 

themselves into parts of Toledot Yeshu. Of course it is conceivable that the Toledot Yeshu tradition 

depended on Celsus, not the other way around. The only thing we can say about this idea, is that on 

the one hand TY nowhere mentions Celsus, whereas it is very obvious that Celsus used a Jewish 

source, but we must admit on the other hand that Celsus nowhere calls his source(s) Toledot Yeshu. 

The idea of TY depending on Celsus has never been investigated, as far as I know, and because of its 

improbable character it is not necessary to do so. 

 

7.4 Parallels from Toledot Yeshu 

7.4.1 Parallel ad 7.3.1, from Toledot Yeshu: Jesus’s mother an adulteress? 

For Celsus’s calling Jesus’s mother adulterous we find many parallels in Toledot Yeshu: in the seven 

manuscripts of Toledot Yeshu’s Late Yemenite A version,662 all titled “The Story of Yeshu son of 

Pandera, may the name of the wicked rot,” Yeshu’s mother (in Toledot Yeshu called) Miriam testifies 

that her fiancé Yohanan is the father of Yeshu. Then Shim’on ben Shetah disproves Miriam’s 

testimony, retelling the story which Yohanan told him thirty years ago: it was his neighbor Yosef ben 

Pandera who raped Miriam and fathered Yeshu. When Yeshu learns these facts he flees to 

Jerusalem. It seems from this information that Pandera was the grandfather of Jesus, not his father.  

 

                                                           
661 Katja Vehlov, SCJR 11, 1 on The Book of the Life of Jesus (Toledot Yeshu) by Peter Schäfer and Michael 
Meerson (Boston: Center for Christian-Jewish Learning, 2016). 
662 For all the references to Toledot Yeshu I used Michael Meerson and Peter Schäfer, eds. Toledot Yeshu, The 
Life Story of Jesus. TSAJ 159 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), in this case II, 112. 
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Also, in other versions of the story Miriam’s pregnancy is the consequence of rape rather than of 

adultery. 

Another witness for Miriam being raped is from the category of Byzantine manuscripts, the St. 

Petersburg RNL EVR 1.274 manuscript, dated in 1536.663 This contains a rather elaborate birth 

narrative: Yosef, the husband of Miriam, has a quarrel with one wicked man, whose identity remains 

unknown. When Yosef goes out to the synagogue, that wicked man disguises himself like Yosef and 

comes to Miriam. While she is confused, he rapes her. Yosef and Miriam leave their native Nazareth 

and go to the town Zevgelation, where Miriam gives birth to Yeshua’, later renamed Yeshu. Again, 

this story is a story of rape, as in the Late Yemenite A version. 

A third witness of Jesus’s doubtful parentage is a manuscript from the category of Early Oriental B 

manuscripts, known as JTS 8998,664 and preserved at New York’s Jewish Theological Seminary. This 

manuscript “can hardly postdate the 15th century” and does not contain the birth narrative. Meerson 

and Schäfer state that “this part of the narrative [Jesus’s birth] was appended during the late Middle 

Ages.” However, it is useful for our purposes, because Yeshu here openly admits that he is an 

illegitimate child and his father, Pandera, is a foreigner in Israel, which reminds us of Celsus, who says 

that Panthera was a soldier (T8, I.32). Not a word here about rape. Nor is anything said here about 

the behavior of Miriam. 

A fourth variant about Yeshu’s conception is appended to the Ashkenazi A version:665 a drunken 

neighbor, Yosef, rapes Miriam, the fiancée of Yohanan who is a scholar and an offspring of the house 

of David.666 Yosef never visits Miriam again; she becomes pregnant and Yohanan has to go to 

Babylonia (so in this Toledot Yeshu version the fiancé is the one leaving, not Jesus’s mother, as Celsus 

states); Miriam gives birth to a son and names him Yehoshua’ after her maternal uncle. Yehoshua’ 

becomes Yeshu, a bastard667 and the son of a menstruating woman. 

In the so-called Italian A and B versions668 we find the names of the men in the story turned the other 

way around: Yosef is the husband, and Yohanan is the rapist. 

 

                                                           
663 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 71. 
664 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 58. 
665 Ibid., II, 80 / 81. 
666 Cf Matt. 1:18; Luke 1:27. 
667 The name “bastard” returns in the Petr274 manuscript, where certain judges “publicize the secret of his 
birth and excommunicate him as a bastard” (Meerson and Schäfer, II, 71). 
668 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 136. 
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About Jesus’s illegitimacy, consistently mentioned in these stories, Raymond Brown states: “By the 

Amoraic period of rabbinic literature (200-500), the belief in Jesus’ illegitimacy was well established 

in Jewish circles, as Ben Pantera was identified with Ben Stada, whose mother was Miriam, a 

hairdresser who had been unfaithful to her husband. Ben Stada was supposed to have learned black-

magic formulas in Egypt, which he brought back inscribed or cut into his skin, and he is said to have 

been hanged (crucified) on Passover Eve.”669 

In addition, there are the Slavonic A manuscripts.670 Here Yohanan and Miriam are betrothed and not 

married yet. Yohanan, having made Miriam pregnant, but not by means of rape, emigrates from 

Jerusalem to Babylonia. Miriam gives birth to a son whom she calls Yishai or Yesu. When later Yeshu 

inquires after his origin, Miriam swears that he is not a bastard, but the son of Yohanan. 

The Early Yemenite version671 leaves out the birth narrative as well, but Rabbi Yehoshua’ ben 

Perahiah sheds light on Yeshu’s origin: his frivolous mother confesses to having been raped by 

someone when she went out at night to launder her menstruation shawls. 

Likewise, the statement of Celsus’s Jew that Jesus’s mother “wandered about disgracefully” before 

she gave birth to Jesus is paralleled in Toledot Yeshu. Although in most of the stories from Toledot 

Yeshu, Miriam is raped, she was still regarded672 more or less as a prostitute or an adulterous woman 

in the early versions: in the Early Yemenite version above, Miriam is called “frivolous.” We do not 

really know what Celsus intended with this statement nor do we know what the Early Yemenite 

version meant with “frivolous,” although a fairly clear presumption can be made, strengthened by 

the Early Oriental B version.673 Here it is said: “Her name is Miriam, and she grows the (long) hair of 

women,” which indicates that she was a prostitute. This seems to be in contrast with Rom. 11:15, 

where wearing long hair is supposed to be an honor for the woman. Perhaps the solution is that  

women wear long hair that is tied up in a knot. Apart from the word “frivolous” this is the only 

reference in Toledot Yeshu to Miriam being of questionable behavior.  

In his analysis of this material Antti Laato correctly concludes: “We have a coherent interpretive 

tradition from the Jewish points of view which depicts the pregnancy of Mary as an adulterous act,  

 

                                                           
669 Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 536. 
670 Ibid., II, 254 / 255. 
671 Ibid., II, 65. 
672 Antti Laato, “Celsus, Toledot Yeshu and Early Traces of Apology for the Virgin Birth of Jesus; Jewish Studies 
in the Nordic Countries Today,”Scripta Instituti Donneriani Aboensis 27 (2016), 61-80 (70). 
673 Laato, “Celsus, Toledot Yeshu and Early Traces”, 69.  
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presumably with the Jewish villain Pandira or the Roman soldier Panthera.”674 The only problem with 

the contents of Toledot Yeshu is that it would have been impossible for Celsus to have read or 

studied these writings: the earliest manuscripts date from the end of the fourth century. Still, it is 

possible that Celsus heard about the Gospels, and saw a precursor of Toledot Yeshu, and that Celsus’s 

Jew wrote this precursor. It seems permitted, on account of the content of Toledot Yeshu, to assume 

that the text itself dates from a time earlier than the fourth century: for a considerable part the 

stories of TY are an intensification of what Celsus writes. 

Celsus also feels the necessity to deny that Mary was royal and rich (T9, I.39: “being neither rich nor 

royal”). However, in the Slavonic A4 manuscript of Toledot Yeshu,675 in the conception story, both 

Miriam and Yohanan are reported as the queen’s family relatives. Moreover, “when Miriam 

remained in her youth without [her] father and mother, Helene the Queen took her into her house, 

and she was important in her house as her daughter.” 

The conclusion with regard to the events previous to Jesus’s birth must be that already in the source 

text, consulted or perhaps even written by Celsus’s Jew, Jesus may have been described as a bastard 

child and that his mother Miriam/Mary, although engaged to Josef, did not reject Pandira/Panthera. 

This Miriam was neither rich nor royal, and probably nothing regarding her royalty or wealth was in 

the original text, but Celsus has to attack this idea, because in his world a woman who gives birth to a 

(Son of) God, must necessarily be both. Celsus takes over the Panthera story, so that Jesus becomes a 

bastard child (T7, I.28: “Jesus’s mother gave birth to Jesus secretly/as an illegitimate child”). Finally, 

Celsus denies that through his mother Jesus descended from kings and the first man, but he does not 

write anything similar about Mary’s fiancé. Very probably the source text contained the statement 

that Mary’s fiancé Joseph descended from David, but that was not important to Celsus because 

Joseph did not beget Jesus, so there did not seem to be any reason for Celsus to dedicate one more 

word to this Joseph. That Panthera did not descend from David was obvious: Panthera is described as 

a foreigner.  

 

7.4.2 Parallel ad 7.3.2, from Toledot Yeshu: Egypt and learning magic 

Celsus states that Jesus “became acquainted with certain powers there [in Egypt],” an euphemism 

for sorcery, and that is a theme we discover in Toledot Yeshu, for example in the manuscript  

                                                           
674 Ibid., 71. 
675 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 254. 
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Petr274:676 when a man whose identity remains unknown, has disguised himself like Yosef, the 

husband of Miriam, he comes to her and rapes her. Yosef and Miriam leave their native Nazareth, go 

to Zevgelation in Israel, where Miriam gives birth to Yeshua’, and then they emigrate to Egypt. Here 

Yeshu grows up and becomes a skilled magician. 

Eventually, his family returns to Israel, and this fact we also find in Celsus (T7, I.28), but accompanied 

by something we don’t  read with Matthew nor in Toledot Yeshu: “He [Jesus] then returned highly 

elated by the powers and on account of these called himself God.” There is every reason to believe 

that Celsus connects Jesus’s knowledge of sorcery, acquired in Egypt, to Jesus’s calling himself God or 

Son of God. Jesus’s followers call him “Son of God” and “God,” and after all, Jesus calls God “Father,” 

and if the Father is God, then so is the Son. 

Celsus and Toledot Yeshu meet once more, when both connect sorcery and Jesus´s miracles. Yet in 

Toledot Yeshu there is an addition, namely the accusations that Jesus stole the Ineffable Name, 

writing it on a piece of paper and hiding that under the skin of his thigh,677 or that he possessed 

books of sorcery.678 Neither the gospels nor Celsus state(s) anything about Jesus stealing the 

Ineffable Name, but naturally the gospels do not relate Jesus’s miracles to magic or sorcery, and 

naturally Celsus and Toledot Yeshu do so, as in T2 (I.6): “That by means of sorcery he could achieve 

the miracles he seems to have wrought,” but also in many more testimonials. 

Then, in Toledot Yeshu we are forced to believe that Yeshu performed real miracles, such as the 

“flying contest,”679 whereas Celsus gives the impression that he does not believe that Jesus 

performed miracles. He accuses Jesus of some kind of illusionism: Jesus is capable of misleading 

people to such an extent that they believe he performed miracles, but in reality he demonstrated 

nothing at all (T20, I.67: “You showed us nothing, although they challenged you in the temple to give 

a clear sign, that you were the Son of God”). 

What do we have to conclude as to the content of the source text regarding the stay of Jesus in 

Egypt, an infanticide, learning magic and performing miracles? The source text that Celsus used 

contained the statement that Jesus spent a substantial part of his youth in Egypt, very probably from 

about his fifth until about his twenty-fifth year, certainly not just the first two years. In assuming that  

                                                           
676 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 71. 
677 Ibid., II, 65, about the Early Yemenite version, and 80, about the Ashkenazi A version. Almost every version 
treats the “Jesus as a Magician”-theme. 
678 Ibid., II, 59, about the Early Oriental B version. 
679 Ibid., II, 161-163: Jesus steals the Ineffable Name and flies away wit hit. Judas is commanded by the elders to 
go after Jesus. He does so, there is a fight, Judas cannot win, there is sexual intercourse between Jesus and 
Judas; Judas drops his sperm on Jesus, and both fall down to earth. 
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Jesus only spent a few very early years there, as can be deduced from Matthew’s words680 (Jesus was 

10 years old at most when the Holy Family returned to and settled in Nazareth), the idea that Jesus 

had learned magic in Egypt, would never have risen. But it has risen and it has not been emphasized 

by Jesus, perhaps even concealed, for, as earlier stated, magic was not “en vogue” in those days. On 

the other hand, mastering magic made Jesus the more mysterious, and concealing the sources of his 

magical knowledge was to his advantage.  

The theory that Jesus fled to Egypt681 because of Herod’s infanticide is admittedly the dominant  

narrative tradition in Early Christianity, where Jesus is connected with Egypt, although Luke does not 

mention a stay in Egypt. Luke has the family returning from Jerusalem to Nazareth.682 In addition, the 

advantages of mentioning an infanticide in order to create sympathy for the gospel and for Jesus, are 

obvious. But as there is no proof for this theory in any other source apart from a single gospel, 

Matthew’s, the case for infanticide cannot be said to be strong.  

So, in light of two theories neither of which can be proved, one about an individual spending his 

youth in Egypt and getting acquainted with sorcery, and the other about a major historical event as 

an infanticide that is not mentioned elsewhere, we might be allowed to conclude that we have found 

a new story told about Jesus.     

The conclusion then, regarding the contents of the Jew’s source text, must be that Jesus went to 

Egypt for reasons of poverty, not in order to escape from infanticide, in the company of at least his 

mother, because he was so young, and there he spent his whole youth. The consequence of this 

conviction is that the story of Jesus teaching in the temple at the age of twelve683 cannot be 

historically true, because, as concluded above, he was in Egypt then. Again, as with the story of the 

infanticide, there is only one Gospel writer, Luke in this case, to tell this incident. We have to 

consider this story as a legend that reached the canon of the New Testament. 

Maybe Jesus even called himself God, and probably the disciples did: this caused the gospel writers 

to consider him as the Son of God, and caused Celsus to put Jesus’s qualities to the test.  

 

 

                                                           
680 Matt. 2:22. Archelaos started to reign in the year 6 C.E. 
681 Regarding the flight to Egypt, see Chapters 5.1.9 and 5.1.10 of this study, including the footnotes to these 
sections.  
682 Luke 2:39. 
683 Luke 2:40-52. 
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7.4.3 Parallel ad 7.3.3, from Toledot Yeshu: the number of the disciples 

In T18 Celsus states about the number of Jesus’s disciples: “having tied to Him ten or eleven 

notorious men.” In T70 Celsus speaks more mysterious words still about the number of the disciples: 

“he won only ten very depraved sailors and tax-collectors, and not even all of these.” We will not 

discuss here the disqualifying words “notorious” and “very depraved,” but just highlight that Celsus is 

not sure about the number of the disciples. In Toledot Yeshu we find two different numbers within 

the Early Oriental B manuscripts Camb298 and JTS 8998:684 11 disciples are mentioned in the 

Camb298, with the names Naqinar, Mattai, Luka, Alqi, Altaus, Yehudah, Polus, Petmus, Netser, Buni, 

and Todah. In the JTS manuscript 12 are mentioned: Naqi, Alqi, Rabi, Tat, Todah, Petrus, Netser, 

Mattai, Altagius, Pilus, Paschus, and Zachari. Apart from some similar names, the numbers also differ 

between  themselves, as is the case in the work of Celsus. 

On the other hand, in most of the Late Yemenite B manuscripts685 it is said that “thirteen apostles 

went to Mount Seir, thirteen to Rome, and thirteen to Greece.” Within this version it is Jerusalem 

JNUL Heb. 40 15 that mentions only three apostles for every destination. 

According to the Early Yemenite version686 Jesus’s six (not five as elsewhere) disciples are tried and 

executed,687 but Yeshu and Yohanan are temporarily imprisoned to await the verdict of the emperor 

Tiberius. 

The conclusion seems to be that there was no unanimity about the number: probably Celsus wrote 

“ten or eleven,” not because he was not interested in the number, but because the number of the 

disciples was not fixed in the source text, so that Celsus did not find a reliable number at the time 

when he was writing. Although the gospel writers numbered the disciples as 12, perhaps because it 

corresponded with the number of the tribes of Israel, the source text cannot have contained such a 

fixed number when we consider the different numbers and names that we find in Toledot Yeshu: 

different traditions must have been circulating, regarding the number of the disciples as well. 

 

 

 

                                                           
684 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 59. 
685 Ibid., II, 113-14. 
686 Ibid., II, 65. 
687 Laato, “A Cold Case Reopened”, 3.4: in bShab 43 a-b five or six disciples of Jesus are condemned. 
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7.4.4 Parallel ad 7.3.4, from Toledot Yeshu: Jesus escaping and fleeing during his passion 

In several places Celsus writes that Jesus ran away or flew with or without his disciples. Because this 

is also a theme in Toledot Yeshu, it is addressed here. In addition to the examples given in section 

7.3.4, Celsus says in T18 (I.62) that “Jesus ran off with them [the disciples] here and there,” while T86 

(II.72) reminds us of the story of Jesus’s baptism: “If he wanted to hide, why was the voice from 

heaven heard proclaiming that he was a Son of God?” 

Celsus pictures an image of someone who is on the run most of his life. It is not always clear who the 

enemies are, but during the time of Jesus’s passion they are the Romans and the Jews, who want to 

capture him. In T18 the reason seems to be that Jesus and his disciples are not welcome because he 

is “collecting his sustenance in a shameful and aggressive way.” Also, in T80 (II.70) there seems to be 

a reason why the people do not allow Jesus to proclaim his message. In T86 Celsus states implicitly 

that Jesus used to hide himself. 

In the New Testament Jesus hardly hides himself,688 but leaves when he sees a crowd around 

himself689 or he leaves a house and sits by the sea, when “many crowds gather near him,” then he 

goes into a boat and the crowd is on the shore.690 In another example691 Jesus retreats in a boat to an 

abandoned place, alone or “he retreated to the surroundings of Tyre and Sidon,”692 and lastly, Jesus 

“went along the sea of Galilea, climbed the mountain and sat down there.”693 These are some 

examples from Matthew’s Gospel, but the other Gospel writers have the same phrases. The passages 

do not really indicate that Jesus is fleeing, but certainly that he is looking for rest and solitude. 

In Toledot Yeshu Jesus definitely flees and tries to escape from situations. In the Early Oriental A694 

manuscripts, for instance, Yeshu flying flees to the cave of Elijah after he has failed at performing 

magic. 

In the Ashkenazi A manuscripts695 Yehoshua’ insults the rabbis in Tiberias by failing to greet them and 

by teaching the tractate Nezikinin in front of his rabbi. The rabbis learn of his shortcomings, and 

Yehoshua’ becomes Yeshu, a bastard and the son of a menstruating woman. He escapes to  

                                                           
688 John 8:59 and 10:39 are the exceptions to the rule. 
689 Matt. 8:18. 
690 Matt. 13:1-2. 
691 Matt. 14:13. 
692 Matt. 15:21. 
693 Matt. 15:29. 
694 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 49. 
695 Ibid., II, 81. 
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Jerusalem. The story continues and Yehuda Iskariota defeats Yeshu performing magical tricks. Yeshu 

escapes with his followers to Antioch. So again, a clear escape story. 

In the trial report as we find it in the Slavonic A manuscripts696 Yeshu escapes and restores his 

powers by immersing himself in the river Jordan. All these stories clearly speak of fleeing and 

escaping, whereas the New Testament does not go any further than suggesting that Jesus looked for 

rest. 

What about the source text that Celsus read and which was some kind of base for Toledot Yeshu? In 

this text Jesus must have been thrown out and chased several times. The evidence for this statement 

is as follows: Celsus states that Jesus did not find belief, that he and his disciples were a bunch of 

beggars wandering around in the country, and that he hid himself when Jews and Romans were after 

him. The New Testament does not report any of these things, but there Jesus seems to withdraw 

from the people (who always know how to find him again after he has left). In Toledot Yeshu Jesus 

escapes in almost every version. There it is a general theme. 

The conclusion can only be that, once again, according to Celsus, the gospel writers have embellished 

the life of Jesus in their reports: every time when Jesus has to flee from the people in general or from 

the Government or from his fellow Jews, Matthew and his colleagues write that Jesus only looks for 

rest. Celsus states that he hides himself and occasionally flees, whereas Toledot Yeshu reports one 

escape of Jesus after the other. Thus, it seems that the Jew’s source text must have been a middle 

way between the gospels and Celsus.  

 

7.4.5 Parallel ad 7.3.5, from Toledot Yeshu: Jesus not free from evil 

The group of manuscripts called Slavonic A697 mentions a standard set of Yeshu’s heresies: playing 

ball on Sabbath in the public domain; teaching halakhah in front of his rabbi; interrupting Shim’on 

ben Shetah’s pious prayer with the impious request of becoming a god; and finally, Yeshu’s refusal to 

bow before the members of Sanhedrin. Perhaps these “evils” of Jesus do not strike us as particularly 

serious or impactful, apart maybe from Jesus’s request of becoming a god, but there is more in the 

area of evils that is worth mentioning. 

 

                                                           
696 Ibid., II, 256. 
697 Ibid., II, 255. 
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About the “heresies of Yeshu” the late Yemenite B version698 adds that the “heresies of Yeshu” 

consist in Yeshu’s denying the greatness of Moses. Here there is an interesting similarity with one of 

the things Celsus writes when he wonders why there are such big differences between Moses’s and 

Jesus’s law giving. Changing laws of one person for those of another person may imply for the 

objective observer more than a little contempt. 

When Matthew treats this theme, of differences between the ideas of Jesus and what is in Moses’s 

law, he has Jesus saying that he has not come to abolish the law or the prophets but to fulfill them.699  

Next Jesus contrasts all kinds of prohibitions of the law of Moses with his own ideas regarding these 

prohibitions. Jesus does not frame his words as criticism regarding Moses’s law, but it is not indeed 

difficult to find criticism in his words. 

So according to Celsus, Jesus’s evils are arrogance about finding something new, plagiarizing, and 

lying about the origin of what he found. Jesus’s passion is another evil, as is deceiving the Jews into 

following him. Celsus also draws our attention to Jesus’s throwing out people who would perform 

the same wonders as him (T2, I.6), as an evil act. Jesus did “profane actions,” but Celsus does not 

explain what he means with these words. By his prophecies of denial and betrayal Jesus would have 

urged the disciples to deny and betray him. Finally, Jesus gives another law compared to the one of 

Moses. 

In Celsus’s source text Jesus may have said something about the origin of what he proclaimed, such 

as an announcement that he had a message from his Father. Moreover, the story of the passion was 

there, another evil as noted in the previous paragraph, and suffering too was in the source text. 

Something about throwing out rivals may have been a part of the source text, but certainly there was 

much about the relationship between Moses’s law and Jesus’s statements about that. The (Jewish) 

writer of that text noticed the big differences between the two, wrote about them, and did what the 

Gospel writer Matthew had done in a different way, to mitigate the conflict (“not to abolish, but to 

fulfill”). Celsus “twisted the knife,” when he wondered (T157, VII.18): “Does Moses lie or Jesus? Or 

had the Father, when he sent him [Jesus], forgotten what he had commanded Moses? Or did he 

(God) condemn his own laws and change his mind, and did he send his messenger for quite the 

opposite purpose?” 

 

                                                           
698 Ibid., 113. 
699 Matt. 5: 17-48. 
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7.4.6 Parallel ad 7.3.6, from Toledot Yeshu: the resurrection of Jesus 

As we saw in the testimonials700 Celsus denies the resurrection of Jesus. He says nothing about a 

location of a tomb of Jesus. 

In consequence it is not difficult to tell what the source text, read or maybe even written by Celsus’s 

Jew, said about the subjects of death and resurrection: Jesus died on a cross and did not rise from 

the dead. The gospel writers have Jesus dying on a cross, and witness that he rose from the dead, 

probably because his tomb was empty. Maybe Toledot Yeshu gives us a clue regarding the empty 

grave of Jesus: in Camb 35.87,701 for example, belonging to the Oriental A manuscripts, Yeshu is 

executed by being hung on a garden pole. In the evening Yeshu’s judges remove his corpse from the 

garden pole and bury it in a water trench (or an aqueduct) in the garden of Rabbi Yehudah the 

gardener. This clearly leaves Jesus’s grave empty. To explain this empty grave the disciples state in 

the New Testament that Jesus has risen, urged to do this by an angel or angels.702  

Along with the Group I manuscripts703 Agobard’s account704 also mentions the water channel as 

Jesus’s place of burial: here, Yeshu is buried in an aqueduct that floods suddenly, and his body 

disappears forever. Yet in Amulo’s story,705 “Yeshu is buried in a garden of cabbages. This dichotomy 

of water and garden continues in the later versions of the Toledot.” 

It does not seem likely, according to the source text, that Jesus was buried in a stone tomb, as it is 

pictured in the New Testament stories. It is far more probable that his enemies tried to get rid of his 

body in a more definite way, by throwing it into water, for example, to prevent Jesus’s followers 

from creating a sacred space, a spot to remember him, and in order to make his memory disappear 

as soon as possible.  

 

7.5 Conclusion about Celsus’s sources 

The source text that has been mentioned a few times now was a kind of biography of Jesus, written 

by a Jew who was amazed by (the success of) Jesus’s deceit and by the success of the gospels. He 

wrote his Jewish polemic based on oral tradition and material from the gospels that he had at his  
                                                           
700 T81, T82, T87. 
701 Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, II, 50 and I, 101. 
702 Matt. 28:2-10; Mark 16:4-8; Luke 24:2-12; John 20:1-18. 
703 Early Oriental A, B and C, Early Yemenite and Byzantine. Cf Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, I, 101. 
704 779-840, bishop of Lyon. Writer of several anti-Jewish tracts. Meerson and Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, I, 3. 
705 Direct successor of Agobard in the bishop’s chair. Died 852. Also writer of anti-Jewish tracts. Cf Meerson and 
Schäfer, Toledot Yeshu, I, 9. 
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disposal, because he could not understand why so many of his fellow Jews followed a charlatan, who 

in fact had come to nothing. His book about Jesus was a warning in order to prevent still more people 

from the Jews (the others did not bother him at all) would join the circle of followers of this guru. 

This Jew must have written his polemic against Jesus between 105 and 130 as a response to gospel 

stories he had heard or maybe seen. Celsus was one of the people who read this polemic, which can 

be very plausibly explained: probably Celsus lived in Alexandria (although Rome is not impossible, 

just less probable), also the place where this biography was published. He quotes it very frequently, 

putting the words he writes into the mouth of “the Jew,” very probably the writer of this original 

text. 

The apparent need to speak in a denigrating way about Jesus’s birth and to attribute his parentage to 

Panthera or even to a rape, evidently seems to be a response to stories about the divine origin of 

Jesus’s birth. These birth stories do not appear before Matthew and Luke. The dating of these 

gospels is not certain, but there is some consensus about the period between year 80 until the 

beginning of the second century. Thereafter the Christians must have been appealing to a special 

birth story of Jesus (think of Cyrus of Persia,706 Romulus and Remus707), a story that received a Jewish 

reaction. 

This Jewish biography was kind of a middle way between the gospels and Celsus’s work: the gospel 

writers had written their texts, that would become the gospels. The Jew wrote, as a response, his 

version of the events surrounding Jesus, based on these gospels and oral tradition, and Celsus used 

the (text of the) Jew for his book. Celsus was stirred by the warning character of what his Jewish 

source had written in his biography on the same subject, and tried to strengthen that aspect, 

according to his pagan, and sometimes philosophical, ideas. Later the writers of Toledot Yeshu 

extended this Jewish source text. The Jew whom Celsus mentions was a personification of a written 

Jewish source or perhaps the writer himself of this Jewish text. This written text had the following 

contours: Jesus was already described as a bastard child, because a certain Pandira/Panthera had 

impregnated his mother Miriam/Mary. This mother of Jesus was neither rich nor royal, although 

nothing necessarily was stated as to her wealth or royalty in the original text: Celsus was compelled 

to make a statement about this subject, because it was his conviction that a woman of that 

importance, supposed to have given birth to a Son of God, had to be rich and royal. 

 

                                                           
706 Herodotos,  Hist. I.107-122. 
707 Livius, Ab Urbe Condita I.3 and 4. 
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Jesus did not descend from kings or the first man through his mother, according to Celsus, but Celsus 

did not write anything of this regarding Mary’s fiancé Joseph. The source text did contain the 

statement that Joseph descended from David, but that obviously did not play any part for Celsus, 

because this “carpenter” did not beget Jesus. Finally, of course, Panthera did not descend from kings: 

he was a foreigner. According to the source text Jesus spent a substantial part of his youth in Egypt, 

from about his fifth until his twenty-fifth year. He went there for reasons of poverty, together with at 

least his mother. In Egypt he came into contact with magic, although he probably kept this hidden, 

because magic was not “en vogue.” The source text did not contain anything about Herod’s 

infanticide. The story of Jesus, teaching in the temple at the age of twelve, cannot be historically 

true, if the tradition worded in the source text is reliable. Using magic or sorcery Jesus gave the 

impression that he could perform miracles, a process that brought him followers, who saw him as a 

guru. It cannot be discounted that Jesus called himself God, according to Celsus’s source text. 

The conclusion about the number of Jesus’s disciples in the source text must be that there was no 

unanimity about it: probably Celsus wrote “ten or eleven,” not from disinterest in the number, but 

because the number of the disciples was not fixed at the time the Jew wrote his work. The Gospel 

writers, however, used the number 12. Toledot Yeshu mention five, six, eleven, twelve and even 

thirteen disciples, sometimes called apostles. Apparently different traditions were circulating. 

Regarding the fact that Jesus, according to Celsus, was not free from evil, it is probable that the 

source text contained something about a message that Jesus pretended to receive from “his Father.” 

This behavior was obviously evil in Celsus’s opinion. 

Certainly the passion of Jesus was an evil in the source text, for self-proclaimed gods can suffer, 

according to Celsus, real gods cannot. Perhaps there was also a word about Jesus throwing out rivals: 

it may be the way to become the leader of a group, but at the same time it is too human for 

someone who pretends to be a god. But we may assume that the Jewish writer was especially critical 

about the differences between Jesus’s and Moses’s law. Celsus gratefully picked up these differences 

from his source. With regard to Jesus’s fleeing and escaping, according to the source text Jesus had 

to flee regularly from his many enemies (all kinds of people who felt deceived, the Roman and the 

Jewish Governments, his fellow-Jews). Celsus extends this element to Jesus’s continual efforts to 

hide himself, whereas the gospels mitigate it by telling us that Jesus was only looking for some rest 

and solitude. 

This source text, probably the first response to oral traditions that Celsus’s Jew had heard of, 

mentioned Jesus’s death upon a cross. It is not clear whether it mentioned the traditional names of  
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Pilate and Herod, for example. Toledot Yeshu do so, but Celsus does not mention them, at least not 

in the story of Jesus’s passion. No resurrection has been reported in the source text. Yet, it did report 

that Jesus’s tomb which had been bought by one of his followers, was empty, because his corpse had 

been thrown into water, in order to have it disappear fully, and had gone with the stream, a story 

later fully told by Toledot Yeshu. 

I posit that I have brought together enough evidence to suppose a source text that Celsus built upon, 

containing more or less the same history from another perspective, and certainly with traces of oral 

tradition. Celsus bases himself upon this text, which he attributes to the “Jew,” a text that was a 

response to the proto-Matthew, proto-Luke, and very probably proto-John, and to oral tradition.  

The Jew was, according to Origen, a fictional character,708 and here we have a good case to state that 

he is the personification of an anti-Christian Jewish tradition. Celsus seems to have been familiar with  

gospel traditions, but there is no proof that he knew any of them in written form. His knowledge of 

Jewish and Christian traditions was considerable, and it is likely that he used written sources, but not 

demonstrable. What we can conclude, is that he knew a written version of the LXX.  

Celsus´s Jew is the writer of, or the one who found, a Jewish source text that Celsus possessed, one 

that matches Toledot Yeshu reasonably. Given the foregoing, especially the fact that Celsus had a 

Jewish source text to refer to, it is plausible that Celsus possessed the early concept for the texts of 

Toledot Yeshu.

                                                           
708 See Chapter 3.6 of this study. 
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Appendix: Celsus’s Testimonials 

Greek testimonials of Celsus’s statements about Jesus, between [ ]. The same applies to the 

translations. 

The numbers that precede the testimonials refer to the lines in the text edition of Marcovich, the 

numbers under the testimonial refer to the lines in the testimonial. 

 

1. (I.4, 1-3) The first book of Contra Celsum starts with several criticisms Celsus expounds  

 

regarding Christianity: 

 

 

 Ἴδωμεν καὶ ὡς [τὸν ἠθικὸν τόπον] οἴεται διαβαλεῖν τῷ [κοινὸν εἶναι καὶ πρὸς τοὺς ἄλλους  

 

φιλοσόφους ὡς οὐ σεμνόν τι καὶ καινὸν μάθημα.] 

 

               Cf test. 29: [μηδὲν δὲ καινὸν] ἐν τούτοις [διδάσκεσθαι] φάσκων [Χριστιανοὺς] οἴεται  

               ἀνατρέπειν χριστιανισμόν·  

 

               Tr: Let us also consider how he thinks to disparage [our ethical view], saying it [is common  

               and compared to the other philosophers it is neither some honorable nor a new 

               knowledge.]   

  

 

2. (I.6, 17-24) Origen mentions as one of Celsus’s reproaches concerning the Christians, that  

 

they obtain the power they seem to possess, from reciting the names of certain demons and  

 

from occult incantations: 

 

  

[ὡς γοητείᾳ δυνηθέντος ἃ ἔδοξε παράδοξα πεποιηκέναι καὶ προϊδόντος ὅτι μέλλουσι καὶ  

 

ἄλλοι τὰ αὐτὰ μαθήματα ἐγνωκότες ποιεῖν τὸ αὐτό, σεμνυνόμενοι τῷ θεοῦ δυνάμει ποιεῖν· 

 

οὕστινας ἀπελαύνει τῆς ἑαυτοῦ πολιτείας ὁ Ἰησοῦς]. Καὶ κατηγορεῖ αὐτοῦ ὅτι, [εἰ δικαίως  

 

ἀπελαύνει, καὶ αὐτὸς ἔνοχος ὢν τοῖς αὐτοῖς, φαῦλός ἐστιν· εἰ δ` αὐτὸς οὐ φαῦλος ταῦτα  

 

ποιήσας, οὐδ` οἱ ὁμοίως αὐτῷ πράττοντες.]  
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Tr: [that by means of sorcery he could achieve the miracles he seems to have wrought, and  

 

even though he ensured that others would also do the same, having learned the same  

 

lessons and boasting they did it by means of the power of God; these Jesus excludes from his  

 

state.] Celsus accuses Jesus that, [if he justly throws them out, being himself guilty of the  

 

same, he is wicked. But if he is not wicked for having done that, then neither are they who  

 

acted as he did.]  

 

 

3. (I.9, 1-13) The Christians, according to Celsus, lack reason and a rational guide in their belief: 

 

  

Μετὰ ταῦτα προτρέπἑι ἐπὶ τὸ [λόγῳ ἀκολοθοῦντας καὶ λογικῷ ὁδηγῷ παραδέχεσθαι  

 

δόγματα, ὡς πάντως ἀπάτης γινομένης τῷ μὴ οὕτω συγκατατιθεμένῳ τισί·] καὶ ἐξομαιοῖ  

 

[τοὺς ἀλόγως πιστεύοντας μητραγύρταις καὶ τερατοσκόποις, Μίθραις τε καὶ Σαβαδίοις, καὶ  

 

ὅτῳ τις προςέτυχεν, Ἑκάτης ἢ ἄλλης δαίμονος ἢ δαιμόνων φάσμασιν. Ὡς] γὰρ [ἐν ἐκείνοις  

 

πολλάκις μοχθηροὶ ἄνθρωποι ἐπιβαίνοντες τῇ ἰδιωτείᾳ τῶν εὐεξαπατήτων ἄγουσιν αὐτοὺς 

 

ᾗ βούλονται, οὕτως] φησὶ [καὶ ἐν τοῖς Χριστιανοῖς γίνεσθαι.] Φησὶ δέ [τινας μηδὲ  

 

βουλομένους διδόναι ἢ λαμβάνειν λόγον περὶ ὧν πιστεύουσι χρῆσθαι τῷ “Μὴ ἐξέταζε ἀλλὰ 

 

πίστευσον”709 καὶ “Ἡ πίστις σου σώσει σε.”710] Καὶ φησὶν αὐτοὺς λέγειν· [“Κακὸν ἡ ἐν τῷ  

 

κόσμῷ σοφία ἀγαθὸν δ΄ ἡ μωρία.”]711  

      

l. 1 μετὰ τοῦτο Φ  

 

l. 1 τό M : τῷ Α, Φ 

 

l. 3 μητραγύρταις Pap A, Pat B, Ro : μιτρα- C μηνα- mg A2 P 

 

l. 3 σαβαδίοις (σαββα- M) AM, Ro : σαβα-/σαβιζείοις Pap σαβιζίοις Φ 

 

                                                           
709 See Mc. 5:36, Luke 8:50. 
710 See Mt. 9:22, Mark 5:34, Luke 8:48. 
711 See I Cor. 3:19.  
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l. 6 γίνεσθαι Β : γίγν- A, γενέ- Pat C 

 

l. 6 μηδέ : μὴ δέ (δέ in ras) A, μή Φ  

 

l. 7 τῷ : τό Pat B 

 

l. 8 φασιν Pat 

 

l. 8 τῷ κόσμῳ Pap A : βίῳ Φ  

 

l. 7/8 “Μὴ ἐξέταζε ἀλλὰ πίστευσον” cf I.12, 5: “Μὴ ἐξέταζε” καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς  

 

l. 8/9 “Κακὸν ἡ ἐν τῷ κόσμῷ σοφία ἀγαθὸν δ΄ ἡ μωρία” cf I.13, 2/3: 

 

          “Κακὸν μέν γε ἡ ἐν τῷ βίῳ σοφία ἀγαθὸν δ΄ ἡ μωρία”.  

 

l. 1 in the cross reference κακὸν μέν γε : ὅτι κάκον Φ  

 

Tr. Next he goes on [urging us to adopt doctrines by means of following reason and a rational  

 

guide, because], according to him, [when we do not agree with doing so, we will be deceived  

 

completely.] He compares irrational believers to [the begging priests of Cybele and  

 

soothsayers, to worshippers of Mithras and Sabadios, and to anything else that one may fall  

 

in with, such as phantoms of Hecate or of another demon or demons. For as among those  

 

people often wicked persons, who take advantage of the ignorance of people who are easily 

 

deceived, lead them wherever they choose, so it happens], he says, [among the Christians.] 

 

He claims that [some who do not want to be accountable or give a reason for what they  

 

believe, make use of: “Do not investigate, but believe” and “Your faith will save you.”] He  

 

claims that they say: [“The wisdom in the world is a bad thing, but foolishness a good thing.”]  

 

  

4. (I.26, 18-21) After his promise to teach later about the Jewish doctrines Celsus first holds an  

 

argument about Jesus: 

 

 

ὡς [γενομένου ἡγεμόνος] τῇ καθὸ Χριστιανοί ἐσμεν γενέσει ἡμῶν, καί φησιν [αὐτὸν πρὸ 

 

πάνυ ὀλίγων ἐτῶν τῆς διδασκαλίας ταύτης καθηγήσασθαι, νομισθέντα ὑπὸ Χριστιανῶν υἱὸν 
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εἶναι τοῦ θεοῦ.] 

 

l. 1/2 αὐτὸν πρὸ πάνυ ὀλίγων ἐτῶν cf I.26, 21/22: πρὸ ὀλίγων ἐτῶν  

 

Tr. Because [he was the leader] of our coming into being, in so far as we are Christians, and  

 

he says that [he has taught this doctrine a very few years ago, being regarded by Christians  

 

as Son of God.]  

 

 

5. (I.26, 45-48) In I.26, 9-11 Celsus promises to teach us how the Jews too fell into error and 

 

were deceived. This promise seems to find a connection with his statement in I.26, 1-4 that  

 

the Jews worship angels and are addicted to the sorcery that Moses taught them. However,  

 

Origen mentions deception again as a quotation of Celsus, where he deals with  the  

 

unrestrained and unjust life of Jesus’s converts:  

 

 

πρίν, ὥς φησι Κέλσος καὶ οἱ τὰ αὐτὰ αὐτῷ νομίζοντες, [ἀπατηθῶσι καὶ παραδέξωνται λόγον  

 

λυμαινόμενον,] ὡς ἐκεῖνοι λέγουσι, [τὸν τῶν ἀνθρώπων βίον,]  

 

l. 1 καί Apc : κἄν PMV  

 

Tr. Before, as Celsus says and those who think as he does, [they were deceived and received  

 

a doctrine that], as they (Celsus c.s.) claim, [harmed the life of humankind,] 

 

 

6. (I.27, 16-23) Inevitably there were more ordinary citizens and illiterates among those who  

 

were won by the Word than educated people, but yet Celsus does not even want to admit  

 

that there were some educated: 

 

 

τὴν τοῦ λόγου φιλανθρωπίαν καὶ φθάνουσαν ἐπὶ πᾶσαν ψυχὴν "<ἀπὸ> ἀνατολῆς ἡλίου"  

 

οἴεται εἶναι [ἰδιωτικήν, διὰ τὸ ἰδιωτικὸν καὶ οὐδαμῶς ἐν λόγοις δυνατὸν ἰδιωτῶν μόνων 

 

κρατήσασαν.] Καίτοι οὐδ' αὐτὸς ἰδιώτας μόνους φησὶν ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγου προσῆχθαι τῇ κατὰ  

 

Ἰησοῦν θεοσεβείᾳ· ὁμολογεῖ γὰρ [καὶ μετρίους καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς καὶ συνετούς τινας καὶ ἐπ'  
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ἀλληγορίαν ἑτοίμους εἶναι ἐν αὐτοῖς.] 

 

       l. 1 ἀπό add Koe  

 

       Tr. He thinks that this philanthropic doctrine that reaches every soul “under the sun,” is       

       [common, overpowering only simple people because of its vulgarity and total lack of power  

       with words.] Still, not even he himself says only simple minds have been persuaded by the  

       word to worship Jesus: for he acknowledges that [among them are some reasonable, decent  

       and wise people, capable of understanding an allegory.]  

 

7. (I.28, 7-18) Celsus introduces a Jew who makes childish remarks towards Jesus and who says  

 

things unworthy of a philosopher. The Jew converses with Jesus and, in his own opinion,  

 

refutes him in many respects, firstly: 

 

 

ὡς [πλασαμένου αὐτοῦ τὴν ἐκ παρθένου γένεσιν·] ὀνειδίζει δ' αὐτῷ καὶ ἐπὶ τῷ [ἐκ κώμης  

 

αὐτὸν γεγονέναι ἰουδαϊκῆς καὶ ἀπὸ γυναικὸς ἐγχωρίου καὶ πενιχρᾶς καὶ χερνήτιδος.] Φησὶ  

 

δ' [αὐτὴν καὶ ὑπὸ τοῦ γήμαντος, τέκτονος τὴν τέχνην ὄντος, ἐξεῶσθαι ἐλεγχθεῖσαν ὡς  

 

μεμοιχευμένην.] Εἶτα λέγει ὡς [ἐκβληθεῖσα ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς καὶ πλανωμένη ἀτίμως σκότιον  

 

ἐγέννησε τὸν Ἰησοῦν·] καὶ ὅτι [οὗτος διὰ πενίαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον μισθαρνήσας κἀκεῖ δυνάμεών  

 

τινων πειραθείς, ἐφ' αἷς Αἰγύπτιοι σεμνύνονται, ἐπανῆλθεν ἐν ταῖς δυνάμεσι μέγα φρονῶν,  

 

καὶ δι' αὐτὰς θεὸν αὑτὸν ἀνηγόρευσε.] 

 

l. 1/2 ἐκ κώμης αὐτὸν γεγονέναι cf I.29, 40/41: ἐκ κώμης γεγονὼς 

 

l. 2 ἀπὸ γυναικὸς ἐγχωρίου καὶ πενιχρᾶς καὶ χερνήτιδος cf I.29, 43:  

 

      τῷ πενιχρᾶς καὶ χερνήτιδος υἱὸς εἶναι  

 

l. 3 τοῦ γήμαντος cf test. 8, r. 2: τοῦ μνηστευσαμένου 

 

l. 5 διὰ πενίαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον μισθαρνήσας cf I.29, 43/44:  

 

      διὰ πενίαν καταλιπὼν τὴν πατρίδα ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ μισθαρνῆσαι 
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l. 4-7 σκότιον ἐγέννησε τὸν Ἰησοῦν·] καὶ ὅτι [οὗτος διὰ πενίαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον μισθαρνήσας  

 

          κἀκεῖ δυνάμεών τινων πειραθείς, ἐφ' αἷς Αἰγύπτιοι σεμνύνονται, ἐπανῆλθεν ἐν ταῖς  

 

          δυνάμεσι μέγα φρονῶν, καὶ δι' αὐτὰς θεὸν αὑτὸν ἀνηγόρευσε cf I.38, 10-13: 

 

          φησὶ γὰρ αὐτὸν σκότιον τραφέντα, μισθαρνήσαντα εἰς Αἴγυπτον, δυνάμεών τινων  

 

          πειραθέντα ἐκεῖθεν ἐπανελθεῖν, θεὸν δι' ἐκείνας τὰς δυνάμεις ἑαυτὸν ἀναγορεύοντα. 

 

l.  5/6 εἰς Αἴγυπτον μισθαρνήσας κἀκεῖ δυνάμεών τινων πειραθείς cf I.46, 6/7: 

 

           αὐτὸν παρ' Αἰγυπτίοις μεμαθηκότα πεποιηκέναι (sc. τὰ ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ πάραδοξα  

 

           γεγενημένα, I.46, 5)  

 

l. 2 ἐγχωρίου Α : -ίας  Pap 

 

r. 4 ἐλεγχθεῖσαν Α΄ : ἐλεχ- A  

 

Tr. Because [he invented his virgin birth], and in addition he blames him for [being derived  

 

from a Jewish village and being born from a woman from that village, a poor woman that  

 

made a living out of spinning.] He claims that [she has also been cast out by her husband,  

 

a carpenter by trade, because of a conviction of adultery.] Next he says that, [after the  

 

repudiation by her husband, she wandered about disgracefully and gave birth to Jesus  

 

secretly/as an illegitimate child;] and that [he on account of his poverty hired himself out in  

 

Egypt, where he became acquainted with certain powers there, that Egyptians are proud of.  

 

He then returned highly elated by the powers and on account of these called himself God.]  

 

 

8. (I.32, 1-5) After his effort to refute the allegations of testimonial 7 Origen decides to return 
 
to the words of Celsus’s Jew:  
 
 
ἐπανέλθωμεν εἰς τὴν τοῦ Ἰουδαίου προσωποποιΐαν, ἐν ᾗ ἀναγέγραπται [ἡ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ μήτηρ]  

 

ὡς [ἐξωσθεῖσα ἀπο τοῦ μνηστευσαμένου αὐτὴν τέκτονος, ἐλεγχθεῖσα ἐπὶ μοιχείᾳ καὶ  

 

κύουσα ἀπό τινος στρατιώτου Πανθήρα τοὔνομα·]  



252 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

 

l. 2 τοῦ μνηστασευμένου cf test. 7, r. 3: τοῦ γήμαντος 

 

               l. 1 ἡ om Pap 

               l. 2 ἀπό Pap A : ὑπό P, Koe 

               l. 3 κύουσα Pap mg A’ et M’ : τίκτουσα (posterius erasum) A) AM, Koe om PV 

               l. 3 ἀπό τινος στρατιώτου Πανθήρα (ρος P) τοῦνομα Pap PM : eras A om V  

 

               Tr. Let us return to the words put into the mouth of the Jew, where [the mother of Jesus] is  

               portrayed as having been [cast out by the carpenter, to whom she was engaged, convicted of  

               adultery and impregnated by a certain soldier whose name was Panthera;]  

         

 

9. (I.39, 2-10) Celsus’s next remark is not taken seriously by Origen, but dismissed as  
 
mockery:  
 
 
[Ἢ ἄρα καλὴ ἦν ἡ μήτηρ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, καὶ ὡς καλῇ αὐτῇ ἐμίγνυτο ὁ θεός, οὐ πεφυκὼς ἐρᾶν  
 
φθαρτοῦ σώματος;] Ἢ ὅτι [οὐδ' εἰκὸς ἦν ἐρασθήσεσθαι αὐτῆς τὸν θεόν, οὔσης οὔτ'  
 
εὐδαίμονος οὔτε βασιλικῆς, ἐπεὶ μηδεὶς αὐτὴν ᾔδει μηδὲ τῶν γειτόνων·] παίζει δὲ λέγων καὶ  
 
ὅτι [μισουμένην αὐτὴν ὑπὸ τοῦ τέκτονος καὶ ἐκβαλλομένην οὐκ ἔσωσε θεία δύναμις οὐδὲ  
 
λόγος πειστικός. Οὐδὲν οὖν], φησί, [ταῦτα πρὸς τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ βασιλείαν.]  
 

               l. 1 Ἢ Μarcovich : εἰ A Pap 

               l. 2 ἢ ὅτι A Koe Wif : καίτοι Ktr 

               l. 5 πειστικός Ktr : πι- Α (ζτ mg A1) Koe  

 

               Tr. [Was Jesus’s mother beautiful and did God have intercourse with her because of her  

               beauty, even though He does not have the nature to be in love with a transitory body?] Or:  

               [it was not even plausible that God would fall in love with her, being neither rich nor royal,  

               because nobody knew her, not even the neighbors;] and he jokes saying also [there was  

               neither divine power to save her nor a persuading word, when she was hated by the  

               carpenter and cast out. This], he says, [clearly has nothing to do with the kingdom of God.] 
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10. (I.41, 10-15) From the virgin birth Celsus moves to criticizing the appearance of the bird at  
 
Jesus’s baptism and thus attacks the prophecy about Jesus’s coming and returns to the  
 
stories about the star712 and the magicians, that is: according to Origen. He first has the Jew  
 
speaking about what happened at Jesus’s baptism:  
 

              [Λουομένῳ], φησί, [σοὶ παρὰ τῷ Ἰωάννῃ φάσμα ὄρνιθος ἐξ ἀέρος λέγεις ἐπιπτῆναι.] Εἶτα  

              πυνθανόμενος ὁ παρ' αὐτῷ Ἰουδαῖός φησι· [Τίς τοῦτο εἶδεν ἀξιόχρεως μάρτυς τὸ φάσμα, ἢ  

              τίς ἤκουσεν ἐξ οὐρανοῦ φωνῆς εἰσποιούσης σε υἱὸν τῷ θεῷ; Πλὴν ὅτι σὺ φῂς καί τινα ἕνα  

              ἐπάγῃ τῶν μετὰ σοῦ κεκολασμένων.]  

 

              l. 1 φάσμα cf I.43, 9: τοῦ φάσματος  

              l. 3/4 Πλὴν ὅτι σὺ φῂς καί τινα ἕνα ἐπάγῃ τῶν μετὰ σοῦ κεκολασμένων cf I.48, 91/92:                                   

                        Πλὴν ὅτι σὺ φῂς καί τινα ἕνα ἐπάγῃ τῶν μετὰ σοῦ κεκολασμένων 

 

              l. 4 ἐπάγῃ A2 : -ει Α  

 

              Tr. He says: [you claim that, when you were bathing beside John a bird appeared in the air  

              and flew towards you and landed upon you.] Next the Jew with him says interrogating: [What  

              reliable witness saw this appearance, or who heard a voice from heaven giving you into  

              adoption as a Son to God? Just you say this and you stage someone from the people that  

              have been punished with you.]  

                

 

11. (I.49, 12-14) Celsus posits a thesis that, according to Origen, belongs more to the Sadducees  
 
or Samaritans, people who do not accept more than the books of Moses. Again the Jew: 
 
 
[Ἀλλ' εἶπεν ἐμὸς προφήτης ἐν Ἱεροσολύμοις ποτὲ ὅτι ἥξει θεοῦ υἱός, τῶν ὁσίων κριτὴς καὶ  
 
τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής.] 

                                                           
              712 cf I.58, 13-15: καὶ οὐκ εἶπεν αὐτὸ εἶναι ἀστέρα ὀφθέντα ὑπ΄ αὐτῶν ἐν τῇ ἀνατολῇ κατὰ τὸ  

                γεγραμμένον  
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               l. 1 εἶπεν ἐμὸς προφήτης ἐν Ἱεροσολύμοις ποτὲ ὅτι ἥξει θεοῦ υἱός cf I.49, 31/32:     

                      εἶπεν ἐμὸς προφήτης ἐν Ἱεροσολύμοις ποτὲ ὅτι ἥξει θεοῦ υἱός  

l. 1/2 τῶν ὁσίων κριτὴς καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής cf I.50, 1/2:    
        
          ὁσίων αὐτὸν εἶναι κριτὴν καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστήν 
 
l. 1 Ἀλλ' εἶπεν ἐμὸς προφήτης ἐν Ἱεροσολύμοις ποτὲ ὅτι ἥξει θεοῦ υἱός cf II.4, 32-34:  
 
      Εἴτε γὰρ προηγόρευσέ τις ὑμῖν ὅτι ἄρα ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἀφίξεται, οὗτος  
 
      ἡμέτερος ἦν ὁ προφήτης καὶ τοῦ ἡμετέρου θεοῦ  
 
l. 1/2 τῶν ὁσίων κριτὴς καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής cf test. 29, r. 1/2:  
 
          τὰ περὶ (ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν καὶ) κρίσεως θεοῦ καὶ τιμῆς μὲν ἐπὶ τοὺς δικαίους πυρὸς    
                           
          δ' ἐπὶ τοὺς ἀδίκους 

               l. 2 τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής cf test. 35, r. 5: τὸν κολάσοντα τοὺς ἀδίκους    

 

               Tr. [But my prophet once declared in Jerusalem that a Son of God would come as a Judge of  

               the pious and a Punisher of the unjust.] 

 
    

12. (I.50, 5-10) Celsus’s Jew continues as if, says Origen, the prophecies contain nothing about  
 
Jesus's place of birth or his passion or resurrection or the miracles he would perform:  
 
 
[Τί μᾶλλον σὺ ἢ ἄλλοι μυρίοι οἱ μετὰ τὴν προφητείαν γενόμενοί εἰσι, περὶ ὧν ταῦτα  
 
ἐπροφητεύετο;] Καὶ οὐκ οἶδ' ὅπως βουλόμενος καὶ ἑτέροις περιθεῖναι τὸ δύνασθαι  
 
ὑπονοεῖσθαι ὅτι αὐτοὶ ἦσαν οἱ προφητευθέντες φησὶν ὅτι [οἱ μὲν ἐνθουσιῶντες, οἱ δὲ  
 
ἀγείροντές φασιν ἥκειν ἄνωθεν υἱοί θεοῦ·] 
 

               l. 4 υἱόν Pap A : υἱοί Wif Ch Marcovich (in my opinion pertinent, because they say they come  

               being sons of God, so nominative plural) 

 l. 1/2 Τί μᾶλλον σὺ ἢ ἄλλοι μυρίοι οἱ μετὰ τὴν προφητείαν γενόμενοί εἰσι, περὶ ὧν ταῦτα      
 
ἐπροφητεύετο; cf II.28, 9/10:  
 
μυρίοις ἄλλοις ἐφαρμοσθῆναι δύνασθαι πολὺ πιθανώτερον τὰ προφητικὰ ἢ τῷ Ἰησοῦ.   
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And cf II.28, 13/14: πῶς ἄλλοις ἐφαρμοσθῆναι δύναται πολὺ πιθανώτερον ἢ τῷ Ἰησοῦ.                          
 
And cf I.57, 11-14: Τινὲς δὲ καὶ ἐλέγξουσιν, ὥς φησιν ὁ παρὰ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαῖος, μυρίοι τὸν  
 
 Ἰησοῦν φάσκοντες περὶ ἑαυτῶν ταῦτα εἰρῆσθαι, ἅπερ περὶ ἐκείνου ἐπροφητεύετο.  
 

               l. 1 ἠ post ἐλέγξουσιν conj Ktr (sed rej Ba Ch)  

 

               Tr. [Why is it you rather than innumerable others born after the prophecy, about whom  

               these things were predicted?] In his passion, I don’t know why, to also grant others the  

               opportunity to think that they are the predicted ones, he says that [some on account of pure 

               inspiration, others, beggars, say that they have come as Sons of God.]   

   

 

13. (I.50, 16-18) Not only, according to Celsus’s Jew, that more people than Jesus are eligible to  
 
be subject of the prophecies, but later on he also says to the believers amongst the Jewish  
 
people:  
  
[τὰς εἰς τὰ περὶ τούτου ἀναφερομένας προφητείας δύνασθαι καὶ ἄλλοις ἐφαρμόζειν  
 
πράγμασι,]  

 

              Tr. That [the prophecies applied to stories about him may also suit other events,] 

 

 

14. (I.54, 2/3) Also Jesus’s passion had been prophesied, says Origen, but still:  
 
Κέλσος ὀνειδίζει τῷ σωτῆρι ἐπὶ τῷ πάθει ὡς [μὴ βοηθηθέντι ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρὸς ἢ μὴ δυνηθέντι  
 
ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι]  

 

              Tr. Celsus reproaches the Savior for his passion, because, in his (Celsus’s) view, [he did not  

              get any help from his Father and could not help himself.] 

 

 

15. (I.57, 2/3) Another argument to bring doubt upon the possibly unique position of Jesus is: 
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[εἰ τοῦτο λέγεις, ὅτι πᾶς ἄνθρωπος κατὰ θείαν πρόνοιαν γεγονὼς υἱός ἐστι θεοῦ, τί ἂν σὺ  
 
ἄλλου διαφέροις;] 

 

              l. 2 διαφέροις A2P : -ῃς ΑΜ  

 

              Tr. [If you say that everyone born according to divine providence is a son of God, in what  

              respect would you differ from another?] 

 

 

16. (I.58, 2-8) From the prophecies Celsus moves to the Chaldeans: 
 
 
[Χαλδαίους] φησὶν [ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ λελέχθαι κινηθέντας ἐπὶ τῇ γενέσει αὐτοῦ ἐληλυθέναι,  
 
προσκυνήσοντας αὐτὸν ἔτι νήπιον ὡς θεόν· καὶ Ἡρώδῃ τῷ τετράρχῃ τοῦτο δεδηλωκέναι·  
 
τὸν δὲ πέμψαντα ἀποκτεῖναι τοὺς ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ χρόνῳ γεγεννημένους, οἰόμενον καὶ τοῦτον  
 
ἀνελεῖν σὺν αὐτοῖς, μή πως τὸν αὐτάρκη ἐπιβιώσας χρόνον βασιλεύσῃ.] 
 

               l. 1 φησίν Α : λέγει Pap 

               l. 3 γεγεννημένους ΑΡ : -γενη- M  

 

               Tr. Celsus says that [Jesus has said that Chaldeans motivated by his birth have come to  

               worship him as God, although he was still a child; and that they have made this known to  

               Herod the tetrarch; who had sent an order to kill those that had been born in the same  

               period, thinking he would kill with them him as well, to prevent him from living long enough  

               to become a king.]  

 

 

17. (I.61, 32-35) About the kingship of Jesus Celsus says: 
 
 
[Εἰ δ' ὅπως μὴ σὺ αὐξηθεὶς ἀντ' ἐκείνου βασιλεύῃς, τί ἐπειδή γε ηὐξήθης, οὐ βασιλεύεις,  
 
ἀλλ' ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς οὕτως ἀγεννῶς ἀγείρεις κυπτάζων ὑπὸ φόβου καὶ  
 
περιφθειρόμενος ἄνω κάτω;] 
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              l. 1 βασιλεύσῃς Μ 

  

              Tr. [If (he did this) to prevent you from usurping him after you had reached maturity, why  

              were you not a king when you had matured? Was the Son of God begging in so mean  

              a condition, cowering out of fear and wandering up and down in destitution?] 

 

 

18. (1.62, 1-5) Jesus was begging and loitering, but not unaccompanied. Celsus’s Jew:  
 
 
Μετὰ ταῦτα δ' ἐπεὶ μηδὲ τὸν ἀριθμὸν τῶν ἀποστόλων ἐπιστάμενος [δέκα] εἶπεν [ἢ ἕνδεκά  
 
τινας ἐξαρτησάμενον τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἑαυτῷ ἐπιρρήτους ἀνθρώπους, τελώνας καὶ ναύτας τοὺς  
 
πονηροτάτους, μετὰ τούτων τῇδε κἀκεῖσε αὐτὸν ἀποδεδρακέναι, αἰσχρῶς καὶ γλίσχρως  
 
τροφὰς συνάγοντα.]  
 
 
l. 2/3 ἐπιρρήτους ἀνθρώπους, τελώνας καὶ ναύτας τοὺς πονηροτάτους cf I.63, 1/2: 
  
          ἐπιρρήτους εἶπεν ἀνθρώπους, τελώνας καὶ ναύτας πονηροτάτους λέγων ὁ Κέλσος  
 
l. 3 μετὰ τούτων τῇδε κἀκεῖσε αὐτὸν ἀποδεδρακέναι cf I.65, 8/9:  
 
      μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν τῇδε κἀκεισε ἀποδιδράσκεις 
 
l. 3/4 μετὰ τούτων τῇδε κἀκεῖσε αὐτὸν ἀποδεδρακέναι, αἰσχρῶς καὶ γλίσχρως τροφὰς  
 
          συνάγοντα cf I.65, 19-21: 
  
          Ἰησοῦν μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν αἰσχρῶς καὶ γλίσχρως τὰς τροφὰς συλλέγοντα  
 
          περιεληλυθέναι  
 
 
Tr. Next he said, without even knowing the number of the apostles, that Jesus having tied to  
 
him [ten or eleven notorious men, most wicked tax-gatherers and sailors, ran off with them  
 
here and there, collecting his sustenance in a shameful and aggressive way.]  

 

 

19. (I.66, 2-8) The word ἀποδεδρακέναι in the previous testimonial reminds Celsus’s Jew of  
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another flight:  
 
  
[Τί δὲ καί σε νήπιον ἔτι ἐχρῆν εἰς Αἴγυπτον ἐκκομίζεσθαι, μὴ ἀποσφαγῇς; Θεὸν γὰρ οὐκ  
 
εἰκὸς ἦν περὶ θανάτου δεδιέναι. Ἀλλ' ἄγγελος μὲν ἧκεν ἐξ οὐρανοῦ, κελεύων σοι καὶ τοῖς  
 
σοῖς οἰκείοις φεύγειν, μὴ ἐγκαταλειφθέντες ἀποθάνητε. Φυλάσσειν δέ σε αὐτόθι ὁ δύο ἤδη  
 
διὰ σὲ πεπομφὼς ἀγγέλους, ὁ μέγας θεὸς τὸν ἴδιον υἱόν, οὐκ ἐδύνατο;]  
 

              l. 1 μή : ἵνα μή BCD  

 

              Tr. [Why moreover did you, still a child, have to be taken to Egypt to escape being  

              slaughtered? For it was not likely that a god was afraid of death. However, an angel came  

              from heaven, encouraging you and your family to flee, so you would not be left alone to die.  

              The great God, who had already sent two angels on account of you, could not guard you, his  

              own Son, “on the spot”?]   

 

 

20. (I.67, 3-9) The great God not being able to protect his Son in the situation in which he found  
 
himself makes the sonship doubtful, in Celsus’s opinion. Jesus will have to deliver a better  
 
proof, says Celsus’s Jew: 
 

              [οἱ μὲν παλαιοὶ μῦθοι Περσεῖ καὶ Ἀμφίονι καὶ Αἰακῷ καὶ Μίνωϊ θείαν σπορὰν  

              νείμαντες –οὐδ' αὐτοῖς ἐπιστεύσαμεν– ὅμως ἐπέδειξαν αὐτῶν ἔργα μεγάλα καὶ   

              θαυμαστὰ ἀληθῶς τε ὑπὲρ ἄνθρωπον, ἵνα μὴ ἀπίθανοι δοκῶσι· σὺ δὲ δή, τί καλὸν ἢ  

              θαυμάσιον ἔργῳ ἢ λόγῳ πεποίηκας; Ἡμῖν οὐδὲν ἐπεδείξω, καίτοι προκαλουμένων ἐν  

              τῷ ἱερῷ σε παρασχέσθαι τι ἐναργὲς γνώρισμα, ὡς εἴης ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς.]  

   

              l. 2 αὐτῶν De : ἑ- A  

 

              l. 4 οὐδὲν ἐπεδείξω cf test. 36, l. 2: οὐδὲν ὧν ἐπηγγέλλετο ἐπεδείκνυτο  

 

              Tr. [The old myths that had attributed a divine origin to Perseus and Amphion and Aeacus  

              and Minos - and we did not even give them faith - still proved their great and wonderful and  
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              superhuman deeds, so they would not seem implausible; but you, what have you done that is  

              good or wonderful, in word or deed? You showed us nothing, although they challenged you   

              in the temple to give a clear sign, that you were the Son of God.]  

 

 

21. (I.68, 3-19) Celsus’s Jew wishes to comment on the word οὐδέν in line 4 of the previous  
 
testimonial:  
 
  
προσποιεῖται συγχωρεῖν ἀληθῆ εἶναι ὅσα [περὶ θεραπειῶν ἢ ἀναστάσεως ἢ περὶ ἄρτων  
 
ὀλίγων θρεψάντων πολλοὺς ἀναγέγραπται, ἀφ' ὧν λείψανα πολλὰ καταλέλειπται, ἢ ὅσα  
 
ἄλλα] οἴεται [τερατευσαμένους τοὺς μαθητὰς ἱστορηκέναι,] καὶ ἐπιφέρει αὐτοῖς· [Φέρε  
 
πιστεύσωμεν εἶναί σοι ταῦτ' εἰργασμένα.] Καὶ εὐθέως κοινοποιεῖ αὐτὰ πρὸς [τὰ ἔργα τῶν  
 
γοήτων, ὡς ὑπισχνουμένων θαυμασιώτερα,] καὶ πρὸς [τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν μαθόντων ἀπὸ Αἰγυπτίων  
 
ἐπιτελούμενα, ἐν μέσαις ἀγοραῖς ὀλίγων ὀβολῶν ἀποδιδομένων τὰ σεμνὰ μαθήματα καὶ  
 
δαίμονας ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπων ἐξελαυνόντων καὶ νόσους ἀποφυσώντων καὶ ψυχὰς ἡρώων  
 
ἀνακαλούντων δεῖπνά τε πολυτελῆ καὶ τραπέζας καὶ πέμματα καὶ ὄψα τὰ οὐκ ὄντα  
 
δεικνύντων καὶ ὡς ζῷα κινούντων οὐκ ἀληθῶς ὄντα ζῷα ἀλλὰ μέχρι φαντασίας φαινόμενα  
 
τοιαῦτα,] καί φησιν·[ Ἆρ' ἐπεὶ ταῦτα ποιοῦσιν ἐκεῖνοι, δεήσει ἡμᾶς αὐτοὺς ἡγεῖσθαι υἱοὺς  
 
εἶναι θεοῦ; Ἢ λεκτέον αὐτὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα εἶναι ἀνθρώπων πονηρῶν καὶ κακοδαιμόνων;] 
 

               l. 3 τερατευσαμένους PM : -τευσο- A : -τευο- V 

               l. 5 ἀπό A2 3 : ὑπό Α 

               l. 6 ἀποδιδομένων We Ktr Ch : ἀποδο- A Koe 

               l. 9 φαινόμενα Α : βλεπόμενα (mg A1)  

 

               Tr. He pretends to admit that everything is true that has been written down about [cures or  

               resurrection or about a few loaves that fed many, loaves from which there were many   

               remains, or everything else] he thinks [the disciples have recorded to tell marvellous stories.]  

               He adds: [Come on, let us believe those things have been done by you.] Immediately he 
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               regards them as common by comparing them to [the tricks of sorcerers, because they  

               promise to do more miraculous things.] (He alludes to) [matters accomplished by those who  

               learned from the Egyptians, who in the middle of the market-place, in return for a few obols,  

               sell their venerated lessons, expel demons from people, banish diseases and invoke the souls  

               of heroes and display expensive meals and tables, cakes and pottages that do not exist,  

               move things as if they were alive, although they are not, but seem alive in illusion.] He also  

               says: [Now because they perform these shows, shall we necessarily think they are Sons of  

               God? Or must we say that these are practices of wicked people possessed by wicked  

               daemons?] 

 

 

22. (I.69, 3/4) After criticizing the miracles of Jesus, the Jew turns to Jesus’s physical aspects:  
 

              φησὶν ὅτι [θεοῦ οὐκ ἂν εἴη τοιοῦτον σῶμα οἷον τὸ σόν.]  

 

              Tr. He says that [a body such as yours could not be the body of a god.]  

 

 

23. (I.69, 14-16) Not just Jesus’s body is a matter of criticism for Celsus’s Jew, also the way that   
 
  body had been begotten:  
 

              Εἶτα ὁ Κέλσος φησὶν ὅτι [οὐκ ἂν εἴη θεοῦ σῶμα τὸ οὕτω σπαρέν, ὡς σύ, ὦ Ἰησοῦ, ἐσπάρης.]  

              Cf I.69, 21/22: ὅτι οὐκ ἂν εἴη θεοῦ σῶμα οὕτω σπαρέν, ὡς σὺ ἐσπάρης.  

 

              Tr. Celsus then says: [a body of a god would not have been begotten the way you have been  

              begotten.]  

 

 

24. (I.70, 1) The body of Jesus and the way he had been begotten lead Celsus’s Jew to the way  
 
  Jesus fed himself:  
 
 
  Λέγει δ' ὅτι [οὐδὲ τοιαῦτα σιτεῖται σῶμα θεοῦ]  
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  Tr. And he says: [a body of a god does not eat such food.] 

 

 

25. (I.70, 11/12) Celsus’s Jew goes more into detail regarding the corporeality of Jesus:  
 

 
  [Ἀλλ' οὐδὲ σῶμα], φησί, [θεοῦ χρῆται τοιαύτῃ φωνῇ οὐδὲ τοιᾷδε πειθοῖ]  
 
  Cf I.70, 13-16: χρῆται ὁ πεπιστευμένος παρ' Ἕλλησιν εἶναι θεὸς ὁ Πύθιος καὶ ὁ ∆ιδυμεὺς   
 
                            τοιᾷδε φωνῇ τῇ τῆς Πυθίας ἢ τῆς ἐν Μιλήτῳ γενομένης προφήτιδος·  
 
  Tr. [But], he says, [a body of a god also does not use such a voice nor such a way of  
 
  persuasion.]  

   

 

26. (I.71, 3/4) Celsus, according to Origen hated by God and a bad man, summarizes his  
 
  criticisms regarding Jesus:  
 
 
  [ταῦτα θεομισοῦς ἦν τινος καὶ μοχθηροῦ γόητος]  
 
  Tr. [All this belonged to a sorcerer, hated by God and wicked.]  

 

 

27. (II.1, 66-70) Origen writes Book 2 of Contra Celsum to comment upon the accusations of  
 
  Celsus’s Jew, addressed to the Jews who believe in Jesus:  
 
 
  [Τί παθόντες, ὦ πολῖται, κατελίπετε τὸν πάτριον νόμον καὶ ὑπ' ἐκείνου, πρὸς ὃν ἄρτι  
 
  διειλέγμεθα, ψυχαγωγηθέντες πάνυ γελοίως ἐξηπατήθητε καὶ ἀφ' ἡμῶν  
 
  ἀπηυτομολήσατε εἰς ἄλλο ὄνομα καὶ εἰς ἄλλον βίον;]  
 

               l. 1 κατελίπατε Pap  

 

               cf II.1, 15-17: 

               Φησὶν αὐτοὺς καταλιπόντας τὸν πάτριον νόμον τῷ ἐψυχαγωγῆσθαι ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ  
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               ἠπατῆσθαι πάνυ γελοίως καὶ ἀπηυτομοληκέναι εἰς ἄλλο ὄνομα καὶ εἰς ἄλλον βίον.  

 

               l. 1 Τί παθόντες, ὦ πολῖται, κατελίπετε τὸν πάτριον νόμον; cf II.3, 3/4:      

                     τί παθόντες κατελίπετε τὸν πάτριον νόμον;  

 

               Tr. [What was wrong with you, citizens, that you left the tradition of the fathers and, being  

               deluded by him to whom we recently spoke, were deceived in a very ridiculous way, and ran  

               away from us to another name and another life?]  

  

 

28. (II.4, 2/3) When Origen has tempted that the Jews have left the law of their fathers he writes  
 
  down another remark on this matter, made by Celsus’s Jew, one he does not criticize,  
 
  referring to the previous testimonials: 
 
 
  [χθὲς καὶ πρώην καὶ ὁπηνίκα τοῦτον ἐκολάζομεν βουκολοῦντα ὑμᾶς, ἀπέστητε τοῦ πατρίου  
 
  νόμου] 
 
  l. 1 ὁπηνίκα τοῦτον ἐκολάζομεν cf II.5, 2/3:  
 
        λέγων πλημμελήσαντα αὐτὸν δεδωκέναι παρὰ Ἰουδαίοις δίκην  
 
  Tr. [Yesterday, recently and when we punished him who cheated you, you left the law of  
 
  your fathers.]  
 
 

29. (II.5, 4-8) Celsus’s Jew works out the βουκολοῦντα in the previous testimonial:  
 
 
  Εἶτ' ἐπεὶ ὡς ἕωλα [τὰ περὶ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν καὶ κρίσεως θεοῦ καὶ τιμῆς μὲν ἐπὶ τοὺς  
 
  δικαίους πυρὸς δ' ἐπὶ τοὺς ἀδίκους] εὐτελίζει ὁ παρ' αὐτῷ Ἰουδαῖος, [μηδὲν] δὲ [καινὸν] ἐν  
 
  τούτοις [διδάσκεσθαι] φάσκων [Χριστιανοὺς] οἴεται ἀνατρέπειν χριστιανισμόν·  
 
  l. 1/2 τὰ περὶ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν καὶ κρίσεως θεοῦ καὶ τιμῆς μὲν ἐπὶ τοὺς δικαίους πυρὸς   
 
            δ'ἐπὶ τοὺς ἀδίκους cf test. 11, r. 1/2: τῶν ὁσίων κριτὴς καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής  

  
  l. 2/3 [μηδὲν δὲ καινὸν] ἐν τούτοις [διδάσκεσθαι] φάσκων [Χριστιανοὺς] cf test. 1, r. 2:  
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            οὐ σεμνόν τι καὶ καινὸν μάθημα  
 
 
  Tr. Then when Celsus’s Jew deprecates as stale [the things concerning the resurrection of  
  
  dead, God’s judgment, honor for the righteous, but fire for the unrighteous,] he thinks he  
 
  can overthrow [Christianity] saying that [Christians teach nothing new] in those matters.   

 

30. (II.6, 1-4) Again about Jewish customs and “nothing new:” Jesus was a Jew like all the others,  
 
  and did not give any reason to suppose he was a son of God:  
 
 
   Ἔστω δὲ καὶ [πάντα τὰ κατὰ Ἰουδαίους ἔθη μέχρι καὶ τῶν παρ' αὐτοῖς θυσιῶν πεποιηκέναι  
 
  τὸν Ἰησοῦν·] τί τοῦτο συμβάλλεται πρὸς τὸ [μὴ δεῖν πιστεύειν αὐτῷ ὡς υἱῷ τοῦ θεοῦ;]  
 

               l. 1 Ἰουδαίους ΡΜ : -ίων AV  

 

               Tr. Let it be true that [Jesus kept all the Jewish customs, yes even their sacrifices:] Why does  

               this support the view that [we should not believe in him as a Son of God?]  

             

 

31. (II.7, 1-3) Jesus was not a son of God, says Celsus. On the contrary, he was an arrogant liar:  
 
  ∆εικνύτωσαν δέ, ποῦ κἂν ἔμφασις λέξεως ἀπὸ [ἀλαζονείας] προφερομένης παρὰ τῷ Ἰησοῦ  
 
  εὑρίσκεται. Πῶς γὰρ [ἀλαζὼν] ὁ λέγων·   
 

              l. 2 γὰρ ἄν M  

 

              Tr. But let them demonstrate where even a suggestion of a saying of Jesus uttered from  

              [arrogance] is found. For how is he [arrogant] who says . . .  

 

 

32. (II.7, 12-14) Celsus says in general Jesus was a liar. Origen includes this accusation in his  
 
treatise, not giving the exact consistency of Celsus’s words:  
 

              Ἐλεγχέτω δέ τις, τίνα [ἐψεύσατο], καὶ παραστησάτω μεγάλα καὶ μικρὰ ψεύδη, ἵνα δείξῃ [τὰ  
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              μεγάλα ψευσάμενον τὸν Ἰησοῦν.]  

 

              Tr. And let someone prove what [untruths he told,] and let him provide big and small lies,  

              to evidence that [Jesus has told major lies.]  

 

 

33. (II.7, 17) Another of Celsus’s accusations included in Origen’s apology:  
 

               Τίνα δὲ καὶ [τὰ ἀνόσια] τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ἀπαγγελλέτω.  

 

               Let him announce which were even [the profane actions] of Jesus.  

 

 

34. (II.8, 1/2) Celsus’s Jew tries to clarify that Jesus was nothing extraordinary:  
 

         Φησὶ δὲ [πολλοὺς ἂν καὶ ἄλλους φανῆναι τοιούτους τοῖς ἐξαπατᾶσθαι θέλουσιν, ὁποῖος ἦν  

         ὁ Ἰησοῦς.]  

 

         Tr. He says that [many others may have appeared, like the one Jesus was, to those who want  

         to be deceived.]   

 

 

35. (II.8, 7-14) Another remark made by Celsus’s Jew would further undermine the unicity of  
 
Jesus as Son of God: 
 

              Φησὶ δὲ [τοῦτο ἔγκλημα ἀπὸ τῶν εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν πιστευόντων προσάγεσθαι Ἰουδαίοις, ἐπεὶ  

               μὴ πεπιστεύκασιν ὡς εἰς θεὸν τὸν Ἰησοῦν·] καὶ περὶ τούτου δὲ ἐν τοῖς ἀνωτέρω  

               προαπελογησάμεθα, δεικνύντες ἅμα, πῶς μὲν αὐτὸν θεὸν νοοῦμεν, κατὰ τί δὲ ἄνθρωπον  

               λέγομεν. [Πῶς δέ], φησίν, [ἡμεῖς οἱ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις δηλώσαντες ἥξειν ἀπὸ θεοῦ τὸν  

               κολάσοντα τοὺς ἀδίκους ἐλθόντα ἠτιμάζομεν;]  

 

               l. 1/2 Φησὶ δὲ [τοῦτο ἔγκλημα ἀπὸ τῶν εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν πιστευόντων προσάγεσθαι Ἰουδαίοις,       
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                        ἐπεὶ μὴ πεπιστεύκασιν ὡς εἰς θεὸν τὸν Ἰησοῦν·] cf test. 62, r. 1: 

                        Ταῦτ' οὖν ἡμῖν ἐγκαλεῖτε, ὦ πιστότατοι, διότι τοῦτον οὐ νομίζομεν θεὸν                          

               l. 4/5 Πῶς δὲ ἡμεῖς οἱ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις δηλώσαντες ἥξειν ἀπὸ θεοῦ τὸν κολάσοντα τοὺς                         

                        ἀδίκους ἐλθόντα ἠτιμάζομεν; cf II.8, 39/40: ∆ιὰ τί ἠτιμάζομεν ὃν προεκηρύσσομεν; Ἢ  

                        ἵνα πλέον τῶν ἄλλων κολασθῶμεν;  

               l. 4/5 τὸν κολάσοντα τοὺς ἀδίκους cf test. 11, r. 2 and the other references there:                         

                        τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής  

 

               Tr. He says that [this accusation from the side of those who believe in the Christ, is expressed  

               against the Jews, that they have not believed in Jesus as a God.]  We spoke of this matter in 

               previous lines above, our words of defense, showing both how we regard him as God, and in  

               what way we call him man. [Why], says he, [would we despise him when he came, we who  

               declared to all people that he, who would punish the unrighteous, would come from God?]  

 

 

36. (II.9, 1-11) Continuing test. 35, where is stated that the Jews did not believe in Jesus as God,  

              Celsus’s Jew says:  

 

              [Πῶς δ' ἐμέλλομεν τοῦτον νομίζειν θεόν, ὃς τά τε ἄλλα, ὥσπερ ἐπηκούετο, οὐδὲν ὧν  

              ἐπηγγέλλετο ἐπεδείκνυτο, καὶ ἐπειδὴ ἡμεῖς ἐλέγξαντες αὐτὸν καὶ καταγνόντες ἠξιοῦμεν  

              κολάζεσθαι, κρυπτόμενος μὲν καὶ διαδιδράσκων ἐπονειδιστότατα ἑάλω, ὑπ' αὐτῶν δὲ ὧν  

              ὠνόμαζε μαθητῶν προὐδόθη; Καίτοι θεόν], φησίν, [ὄντα οὔτε φεύγειν ἐνῆν οὔτε δεθέντα  

              ἀπάγεσθαι, ἥκιστα δὲ ὑπὸ τῶν συνόντων αὐτῷ καὶ παντὸς ἰδίᾳ κεκοινωνηκότων καὶ  

              διδασκάλῳ χρωμένων σωτῆρα νομιζόμενον καὶ θεοῦ τοῦ μεγίστου παῖδα καὶ ἄγγελον  

              ἐγκαταλείπεσθαί τε καὶ ἐκδίδοσθαι.] 

 

              l. 6 καὶ σωτῆρα Μ  

 

              l. 1/2 ὃς τά τε ἄλλα, ὥσπερ ἐπηκούετο, οὐδὲν ὧν ἐπηγγέλλετο ἐπεδείκνυτο  

                        cf test. 20, r. 4: οὐδὲν ἐπεδείξω  

              l. 2/3 ἐλέγξαντες αὐτὸν καὶ καταγνόντες ἠξιοῦμεν κολάζεσθαι cf II.10, 6/7: 

                        ἐλέγξαντες αὐτὸν καὶ καταγνόντες ἠξιοῦμεν κολάζεσθαι  
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              l. 3 κρυπτόμενος μὲν καὶ διαδιδράσκων ἐπονειδιστότατα cf II.10, 17/18: 

                    Λεγέτω δέ τις, πῶς ἐπονειδιστότατα κρυπτόμενος διεδίδρασκεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 

              l. 3 ἑάλω cf II.10, 20: Ἀλλ' ἐπεί φησι καὶ ὅτι ἑάλω  

              l. 3 ἑάλω cf II.11, 59/60: δεικνύντες ὅτι οὐ φεύγων ἑάλω ὁ Ἰησοῦς                        

              l. 3/4 ὑπ' αὐτῶν δὲ ὧν ὠνόμαζε μαθητῶν προὐδόθη cf II.11, 1-3: 

                          Εἶτα ὅτι μὲν ὑφ' ὧν ὠνόμαζε μαθητῶν προὐδόθη, ἔμαθεν ὁ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ  

                          Ἰουδαῖος ἀπὸ τῶν εὐαγγελίων, πολλοὺς εἰπὼν μαθητὰς τὸν ἕνα Ἰούδαν  

              l. 5 δεθέντα cf II.11, 61: εἰ καὶ ἐδέθη  

              l. 6 νομιζόντων Marcovich (but not necessary, in my opinion)  

 

              Tr. [How shall we regard him as God, who in other matters, as was heard, displayed nothing  

              of what he promised and when we considered it appropriate to punish him, having convicted  

              and condemned him, was captured hiding himself and running away in a most disgraceful  

              way, and who was betrayed by those whom he called disciples? And yet], he says, [it was  

              impossible that he fled and was carried away in chains being God, least that he, who was  

              regarded as Savior and Son of the supreme God and angel, was left alone and betrayed by  

              those who were with him and had privately shared everything with him and associated with  

              him as their teacher.]     

                         

 

37. (ΙΙ.12, 1-8) The behavior of the disciples has already been described in the previous  

               testimonial and now Celsus considers the same events more from the position of Jesus   

               highlighting his lack of authority:  

 

               Παιδαριώδη δέ μοι δοκεῖ καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα, ὅτι [στρατηγὸς μὲν ἀγαθὸς καὶ πολλῶν  

               μυριάδων ἡγησάμενος οὐδεπώποτε προὐδόθη, ἀλλ' οὐδὲ λῄσταρχος πονηρὸς καὶ  

               παμπονήρων ἄρχων, ὠφέλιμος τοῖς συνοῦσιν εἶναι δοκῶν· αὐτὸς δὲ προδοθεὶς ὑπὸ τῶν ὑπ'  

               αὐτῷ οὔτε ὡς στρατηγὸς ἦρξεν ἀγαθός, οὔτ' ἀπατήσας τοὺς μαθητὰς κἂν τὴν ὡς πρὸς  

               λῄσταρχον, ἵν' οὕτως ὀνομάσω, εὔνοιαν ἐνεποίησε τοῖς ἀπατηθεῖσι.] 

 

               l. 3 ὑπό A2,3 : om A  
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               Tr. Also the next point seems to me to be puerile: [never a good general who led tens of  

               thousands was betrayed nor a wicked chieftain of robbers, leader of the most wicked  

               men, who seemed useful to those with him; but being betrayed by his subordinates he  

               did not rule like a good general nor did he, having deceived his disciples, inspire in the  

               deceived a sympathy, so to speak, towards their chieftain.] 

 

 

38. (II.13, 1-4) From the disciples’ objectionable behavior (test. 37) Celsus moves to their  

               general behavior towards Jesus: 

  

               Mετὰ ταῦτά φησιν ὁ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαῖος ὅτι [πολλὰ ἔχων λέγειν περὶ τῶν κατὰ τὸν  

               Ἰησοῦν γενομένων καὶ ἀληθῆ καὶ οὐ παραπλήσια τοῖς ὑπὸ τῶν μαθητῶν τοῦ Ἰησοῦ  

               γραφεῖσιν ἑκὼν ἐκεῖνα παραλείπω.]  

 

               Tr. After this Celsus’s Jew says: [although I can say much about what happened to Jesus,  

               which is true and does not resemble what is written by the disciples of Jesus, I omit that on  

               purpose.]  

 

 

39. (II.13, 11/12) ἐκεῖνα παραλείπω in test. 38 turns out to be a false statement. The first  

               objection against the disciples’ story about Jesus now appears:  

 

               Ἐγκαλεῖ δὲ [τοῖς μαθηταῖς ὡς πλασαμένοις ὅτι πάντα τὰ συμβάντα αὐτῷ ἐκεῖνος  

               προῄδει καὶ προειρήκει.]  

 

               l. 1/2 ὅτι πάντα τὰ συμβάντα αὐτῷ ἐκεῖνος προῄδει καὶ προειρήκει cf II.13, 69: 

                         ὅτι πάντα τὰ συμβάντα αὐτῷ προῄδει  

               Tr. He reproaches [the disciples that they invented that he knew in advance and had  

               predicted everything that has happened to him.]  

 

 

40. (II.15, 1-3) Celsus considers why the disciples voiced their figments of imagination: 
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              Φησὶ δὲ ὁ Κέλσος ὅτι [καὶ οἱ μαθηταὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ἐπὶ πράγματι περιφανεῖ μηδὲν ἔχοντες  

              ἐπισκήψασθαι τοῦτο ἐπενόησαν, τὸ λέγειν αὐτὸν πάντα προεγνωκέναι.] 

           

              Tr. Celsus says: [because even Jesus’s disciples could not conceal a self-evident fact, they  

              designed the following: to say that he had known everything in advance.]  

 

 

41. (II.16, 1-6) Celsus extensively mocks the disciples’ behavior regarding Jesus and works  

              out their particular attitude in some general comparisons: 

 

              Πάνυ δ' εὐήθως φησὶ [τοὺς μαθητὰς πρὸς παραίτησιν τῶν κατὰ τὸν Ἰησοῦν  

              ἀναγεγραφέναι περὶ αὐτοῦ τοιαῦτα· ὥσπερ], φησίν, [εἴ τις λέγων εἶναί τινα δίκαιον  

              δεικνύει αὐτὸν ἀδικοῦντα, καὶ λέγων ὅσιον δεικνύει φονεύοντα, καὶ λέγων ἀθάνατον 

              δεικνύει νεκρόν, πᾶσι τούτοις ἐπιφέρων ὅτι προειρηκὼς αὐτὰ ἔτυχεν.] 

 

               l. 2 εἴ τις : ὁ Ρ 

               l. 4 προφέρων Μ  

 

              Tr. In a very silly way he says that [the disciples, in order to excuse what happened to Jesus,  

              have recorded these things about him; it is], he claims, [as if someone saying that someone  

              else is righteous, shows him to be unjust, and saying that he is pious, shows that the  

              other is a murderer, and saying that he is immortal, shows him to be dead, adding to all  

              this that he had happened to predict it.]    

 

 

42. (II.16, 17-19) According to Celsus the disciples state that Jesus is immortal, but  

              demonstrate he is dead. Celsus shows them a better excuse:   

 

              [Οὐδὲ γὰρ τοῦτο εἴπατε ὅτι ἐδόκει μὲν τοῖς ἀσεβέσιν ἀνθρώποις ταῦτα πάσχειν οὐκ  

              ἔπασχε δέ, ἀλλ' ἄντικρυς παθεῖν ὁμολογεῖτε.]  

 

              l. 1 εἴπατε PMac V : εἴπετε Mpc 
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              l. 2 ὁμολογεῖτε Sp De : -αι PMV  

 

              Tr. [For you did not even say this, that he seemed to the impious people to suffer these  

              things, but did not really suffer, but on the contrary you admitted that he suffered.]  

 

 

43. (II.16, 48/49) Previous testimonials culminate into two questions:  
 

              [Πόθεν οὖν πιστὸν τὸ προειρηκέναι;] Τὸ δὲ [πόθεν ἀθάνατος ὁ νεκρός;]  

 

              Tr. [Why then is the claim that he predicted it reliable?] Also [how can the corpse be  

              immortal?]  

 

 

44. (II.17, 1-4) Despite foreknowledge and prediction, according to the disciples, Jesus suffers.  

              Celsus’s Jew wonders:  

 

              [Τίς ἂν ἢ θεὸς ἢ δαίμων ἢ ἄνθρωπος φρόνιμος προειδὼς αὐτῷ τοιαῦτα  

              συμβησόμενα οὐκ ἄν, εἴ γε ἐδύνατο, ἐξέκλινεν ἀλλὰ συνέπιπτεν οἷς προηπίστατο;]  

 

              l. 1/2 προειδὼς αὐτῷ τοιαῦτα συμβησόμενα οὐκ ἄν, εἴ γε ἐδύνατο, ἐξέκλινεν ἀλλὰ  

                        συνέπιπτεν οἷς προηπίστατο; cf II.17, 13-15:  

                        εἰ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐπιστάμενος τὰ συμβησόμενα οὐκ ἐξέκλινεν ἀλλὰ περιέπιπτεν οἷς καὶ  

                        προηπίστατο;  

 

              Tr. [Which god, daemon or sensible person, knowing in advance that such things would  

              happen to him, would not have avoided them, if he could, instead of falling in with what he  

              knew in advance to take place?]  

 

 

45. (II.18, 2-4) Jesus’s behavior may be strange, but totally ununderstandable is the behavior of  

              those of whom he foretold that one would betray him, the other deny him:   
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              [πῶς, εἴπερ προεῖπε καὶ τὸν προδώσοντα καὶ τὸν ἀρνησόμενον, οὐκ ἂν ὡς θεὸν  

              ἐφοβήθησαν, ὡς τὸν μὲν μὴ προδοῦναι ἔτι τὸν δὲ μὴ ἀρνήσασθαι;] 

 

              l. 1 ἀρνησόμενον Pap A2 P : -σά- A  

 

              Tr. [If he had foretold both the one who would betray him and the one who would deny him,  

              why would not they fear him as God, so that the one did not betray him nor the other deny 

              him?]  

 

46. (II.18, 18/19) Despite Jesus’s prediction:  
 

              [Ἀλλ' αὐτοὶ προέδωκάν τε καὶ ἠρνήσαντο μηδὲν αὐτοῦ φροντίσαντες.]  

 

              Tr. [But they betrayed and denied him without respecting him.]  

 

 

47. (II.19, 1-9) Again Celsus’s Jew lingers at the ununderstandable behavior of the traitor and the  

              denier. Next he rejects the thought that Jesus would have predicted these things:  

 

              [ Ἤδη γάρ που καὶ ἄνθρωπος ἐπιβουλευόμενός τε καὶ προαισθόμενος ἐὰν προείπῃ τοῖς  

              ἐπιβουλεύουσιν, ἀποτρέπονται καὶ φυλάσσονται·] πολλοὶ γὰρ καὶ προαισθομένοις τοῖς  

              ἐπιβουλευομένοις ἐπεβούλευσαν. Ἑξῆς ὡσπερεὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἐπάγων τῷ λόγῳ φησίν·  

              [Οὔκουν ἐπειδὴ προείρητο ταῦτα, γέγονεν, ἀδύνατον γάρ· ἀλλ' ἐπειδὴ γέγονε, ψεῦδος  

              ἐλέγχεται τὸ προειρηκέναι· πάντῃ γὰρ ἀμήχανον τοὺς προακούσαντας ἔτι προδοῦναι καὶ  

              ἀρνήσασθαι.] 

 

              l. 3 ἑξῆς δέ M2     

                      l. 4/5 ψεῦδος ἐλέγχεται τὸ προειρηκέναι cf II.19, 14/15: ψεῦδος ἐλέγχεται τὸ προειρηκέναι  

              l. 5/6 πάντῃ γὰρ ἀμήχανον τοὺς προακούσαντας ἔτι προδοῦναι καὶ ἀρνήσασθαι  

              cf II.19, 15-17: πάντῃ γὰρ ἀμήχανον τοὺς προακούσαντας ἔτι προδοῦναι καὶ ἀρνήσασθαι  

 

              Tr. [If furthermore a man who is waylayed, perceiving this, will predict this to his assailants,  
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              then they turn back and are on their guard]: for many people have conspired against men  

              who perceived their assailants. Next he says, as if bringing completion to his argument:  

              [these things certainly did not happen because they had been predicted, for that is  

              impossible; but because they happened, the assertion that he predicted them is shown to be  

              false, for it is utterly impossible that those who heard (the prediction) in advance, still  

              betrayed and denied him.]     

 

 

48. (II.20, 1-10) Celsus’s Jew now takes as his starting point that Jesus has made predictions,  

              but what a god predicts, must come true: Jesus therefore carried his disciples to their deeds:  

 

              [Ταῦτα θεός], φησίν, [ὢν προεῖπε, καὶ πάντως ἐχρῆν γενέσθαι τὸ προειρημένον. Θεὸς  

              οὖν τοὺς αὑτοῦ μαθητὰς καὶ προφήτας, μεθ' ὧν συνεδείπνει καὶ συνέπινεν, εἰς τοῦτο  

              περιήγαγεν, ὥστε ἀσεβεῖς καὶ ἀνοσίους γενέσθαι, ὃν ἐχρῆν μάλιστα πάντας ἀνθρώπους  

              εὐεργετεῖν, διαφερόντως δὲ τοὺς ἑαυτοῦ συνεστίους. Ἢ ἀνθρώπῳ μὲν ὁ κοινωνήσας  

              τραπέζης οὐκ ἂν ἔτι ἐπεβούλευσε, θεῷ δὲ <ὁ> συνευωχηθεὶς ἐπίβουλος ἐγίνετο; Καὶ  

              ὅπερ ἔτι ἀτοπώτερον, αὐτὸς ὁ θεὸς τοῖς συντραπέζοις ἐπεβούλευσε, προδότας καὶ  

              δυσσεβεῖς ποιῶν.] 

 

              l. 1 τὸ πάντως Mpc 

              l. 2 αὑτοῦ Bo De : αὐτοῦ A 

              l. 5 ἀνθρώπῳ (οις super ῳ) A1 : -ων Α 

              l. 5 ἐπιβουλεύσειε Ktr (makes the sentence potential. I think the actual irrational mode  

                    is better) 

              l. 5 <ὁ> add Ktr (a necessary addition, in my view)  

           

              l. 1/2 Ταῦτα θεός, φησίν, ὢν προεῖπε, καὶ πάντως ἐχρῆν γενέσθαι τὸ προειρημένον  

                        cf II.20, 83/84: Θεὸς ὢν προεῖπε, καὶ πάντως ἐχρῆν γενέσθαι τὸ προειρημένον  

              l. 4/5  Ἢ ἀνθρώπῳ μὲν ὁ κοινωνήσας τραπέζης οὐκ ἂν ἔτι ἐπεβούλευσε, θεῷ δὲ <ὁ> 

                          συνευωχηθεὶς ἐπίβουλος ἐγίνετο; cf II.21, 3-5: 

                          ἀνθρώπῳ μὲν ὁ κοινωνήσας τραπέζης οὐκ ἂν αὐτῷ ἐπιβουλεύσειεν· εἰ δὲ  

                          ἀνθρώπῳ οὐκ ἂν ἐπιβουλεύσειε, πολλῷ πλέον ὁ θεῷ συνευωχηθεὶς οὐκ ἂν αὐτῷ  
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                          ἐπίβουλος ἐγίνετο.  

                          l. 1 (in the reference): ἀνθρώπῳ (-οις super -ῳ) A1 : -ων A  

                          l. 2 (in the reference): ἀνθρώπῳ A1 : -ων A 

                          Despite twice ἐπιβουλεύσειε(ν) in the reference I remain with the irrational mode of  

                          the testimonial text: the reference is not litteral, so not fully normative for the  

                          notation in test. 48  

              l. 5-7 Καὶ ὅπερ ἔτι ἀτοπώτερον, αὐτὸς ὁ θεὸς τοῖς συντραπέζοις ἐπεβούλευσε, προδότας καὶ  

                         δυσσεβεῖς ποιῶν cf II.22, 2-4: 

                         Καὶ ὅπερ ἔτι ἀτοπώτερον, αὐτὸς ὁ θεὸς τοῖς συντραπέζοις ἐπεβούλευσε, προδότας καὶ  

                         δυσσεβεῖς ποιῶν  

                         l. 1 (in the reference): ἐπεβούλευσε Ktr : -ευε A, Koe   

 

              Tr. He says: [These events he foretold being a god and what he had predicted, should  

              assuredly come true. God in consequence led his own disciples and prophets, with whom he  

              used to eat and drink, so far astray that they became impious and wicked, although he more  

              than anyone else had to do all people well, especially those with whom he lived. A table  

              companion would not have waylayed a man, but one who had a regale with a god would  

              become his assailant? And what is still more absurd, God Himself meant mischief to His  

              table companions by making them traitors and impious men.]  

 

 

49. (II.23, 1-4) As in the previous testimonial Celsus’s Jew also now considers it profitable to  
 
admit Jesus’s divinity. This offers him the opportunity to state that Jesus did not really suffer:  
 

              Μετὰ ταῦτα λέγει ὅτι, [εἰ δέδοκτο αὐτῷ ταῦτα, καὶ τῷ πατρὶ πειθόμενος ἐκολάζετο, δῆλον  

              ὅτι θεῷ γε ὄντι καὶ βουλομένῳ οὔτ' ἀλγεινὰ οὔτ' ἀνιαρὰ ἦν τὰ κατὰ γνώμην δρώμενα.] 

 

              l. 2 χρώμενα Pap A : δρώμενα A3 Koe : γινόμενα conj Velser Hoe Bo De : (ἐγ)χειρούμενα  

                    Marcovich. Because of the addition κατὰ γνώμην (“on purpose”) I think δρώμενα is the  

                    best. This addition suggests an act, rather than an event (γινόμενα).  

 

              Tr. After this he says: [if these things had been decided for him and he was punished, because  
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              he obeyed his Father, then it is obvious that what was done to him on purpose, was neither  

              grievous nor painful, because he was a god and wanted it.]  

 

 

50. (II.24, 3-6) Jesus really suffered, according to Celsus’s Jew, for he was not a god:  
 

              [Τί οὖν ποτνιᾶται καὶ ὀδύρεται καὶ τὸν τοῦ ὀλέθρου φόβον εὔχεται παραδραμεῖν, λέγων ὧδέ  

              πως· "Ὦ πάτερ, εἰ δύναται τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο παρελθεῖν”;]  

 

              l. 2 εἴθε δύναιτο Koe  

 

              Tr. [Why then does he complain and wail and pray to escape the fear of death saying  

              something like: “Father, if this cup may pass by me”?]  

 

 

51. (II.26, 1-3) That Jesus was not a god, although the disciples want to present him as such, this 

              takes Celsus back to, what he calls, the fabrication of the disciples: 

  

              Ἔτι δὲ λέγει ὁ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαῖος πρὸς τοὺς Ἰησοῦ μαθητὰς ὡς πλασαμένους ταῦτα,  

              ὅτι [οὐδὲ ψευδόμενοι τὰ πλάσματα ὑμῶν πιθανῶς ἐπικαλύψαι ἠδυνήθητε.] 

  

              Tr. Moreover Celsus’s Jew says to the disciples of Jesus that they have invented these stories,  

              because [even lying you were not capable of concealing your fabrications convincingly.]  

 

 

52. (II.28, 1-3) The writings of the disciples are unreliable, but the Christians should not think  

either that in Jesus the prophecies have been fulfilled:  

  

               Ἐπεὶ δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα καὶ τὸ [προφήταις χρῆσθαι Χριστιανοὺς προκηρύξασι τὰ περὶ Ἰησοῦ]  

               ὀνειδίζει ὁ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαῖος,  

 

               Tr. For after this Celsus’s Jew also reproaches [the Christians for using the prophets, who had  



274 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

 

               predicted the events concerning Jesus,]  

 

 

53. (II.29, 5-10) An elaboration of test. 52: a prophecy that has not been fulfilled in Jesus:  

 

              [μέγαν καὶ δυνάστην καὶ πάσης τῆς γῆς καὶ πάντων τῶν ἐθνῶν καὶ στρατοπέδων κύριόν  

              φασιν οἱ προφῆται εἶναι τὸν ἐπιδημήσοντα.] Ἰουδαϊκῶς δ' οἶμαι εἶπε καὶ κατὰ τὴν  

              ἐκείνων χολὴν μετὰ τοῦ χωρὶς ἀποδείξεως κἂν πιθανῆς λοιδορεῖν τὸν Ἰησοῦν, ὅτι [οὐχὶ  

              δὲ τοιοῦτον ὄλεθρον κατήγγειλαν.] 

 

              l. 2 φασιν A1 : φη- A 

              l. 3 πιθανῆς Bo Ktr Ch : -ῶς A Ko 

              l. 4 δέ add Bo Koe 

              l. 4 κατήγγειλαν A2 Bo De : -εν Α  

         

              Tr. [The prophets say that he who will come is a great ruler and lord of the whole earth and  

              of all nations and armies.] And he said, I think in a Jewish way and according to their  

              bitterness, reviling Jesus without a plausible proof: [but they did not proclaim such a plague.]  

 

 

54. (II.30, 1-3 and 9-11) But apart from prophesies not being fulfilled there are other things  

               contrary to the supposition that Jesus was divine:  

 

               [Θεὸν δὲ καὶ θεοῦ υἱὸν οὐδεὶς ἐκ τοιούτων συμβόλων καὶ παρακουσμάτων οὐδ' ἐξ οὕτως  

               ἀγεννῶν τεκμηρίων συνίστησιν.] 

 

               l. 1 θεοῦ A2 : τὸ θ- A  

          

               Tr. [But no one proves the existence of God or of a Son of God by such signs and stories that  

               were understood wrongly, nor by such inconsiderable evidence.] 

                        

               (9-11) [Ὡς γὰρ ὁ ἥλιος], φησί, [πάντα τὰ ἄλλα φωτίζων πρῶτον αὑτὸν δεικνύει, οὕτως ἐχρῆν 
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               πεποιηκέναι τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ.] 

 

               l. 3 αὑτόν edd : αὐ- A  

          

               Tr. He says: [For as the sun, that illuminates everything else, first shows itself, so the Son  

               of God should have done the same.]  

 

 

55. (II.31, 1-5 and 19/20) Now that Celsus thinks that sufficiently has been shown that Jesus was  
 
not a god nor a Son of God, he proceeds to contradict the Christians who say that Jesus was  
 
the Logos itself: 
  

              Μετὰ ταῦτα [Χριστιανοῖς] ἐγκαλεῖ [ὡς σοφιζομένοις ἐν τῷ λέγειν τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ εἶναι  

              αὐτολόγον,] καὶ οἴεταί γε κρατύνειν τὸ ἔγκλημα, ἐπεὶ [λόγον ἐπαγγελλόμενοι υἱὸν εἶναι τοῦ  

              θεοῦ ἀποδείκνυμεν οὐ λόγον καθαρὸν καὶ ἅγιον ἀλλὰ ἄνθρωπον ἀτιμότατα ἀπαχθέντα καὶ  

              ἀποτυμπανισθέντα.] 

 

              l. 4 ἀτιμότατον Mpc   

           

              Tr. After that he reproaches [the Christians for their use of sophistry when they claim that the  

              Son of God is the Logos itself,] and he thinks he points out the accusation, because, [although  

              we proclaim that the Son of God is the Logos, we do not present a pure and holy Logos, but a  

              man who was carried away and crucified in a most disgraceful way.] 

 

              (19/20) [Ὡς εἴ γε ὁ λόγος ἐστὶν ὑμῖν υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐπαινοῦμεν.]  

 

              Tr. [For if the Logos in your view is Son of God, then we too agree.]  

 

 

56. (II.32, 9-13) If the Logos is God’s Son, Jesus was not God’s Son, for he was not the Logos. He  

       was not even a noble man, according to Celsus’s Jew: 
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              Φησὶ δὲ [ἀπηυθαδῆσθαι τοὺς γενεαλογήσαντας ἀπὸ τοῦ πρώτου φύντος καὶ τῶν ἐν  

              Ἰουδαίοις βασιλέων τὸν Ἰησοῦν.] Καὶ οἴεταί τι εἰσφέρειν γενναῖον, ὅτι [οὐκ ἂν ἡ τοῦ τέκτονος  

              γυνὴ τηλικούτου γένους τυγχάνουσα ἠγνόει.]  

          

              Tr. He says that [the genealogists have been bold in writing that Jesus was descended from  

              the first man and from the Jewish kings.] And he thinks he argues a strong point when he  

              says that [the carpenter’s wife would have happened to know very well that she was from  

              such an ancient family.] 

 

 

57. (II.33, 1-3) Also in  another respect Jesus fell short concerning his divinity: his behavior  

       showed nothing divine:  

 

              [Τί δέ], φησί, [καὶ γενναῖον ἔδρασεν οἷον θεός, καταφρονῶν ἀνθρώπων καὶ διαγελῶν καὶ  

              παίζων τὸ συμβαῖνον ὁ Ἰησοῦς;]  

 

              Tr. [And also,] he says, [what noble action did Jesus do, like a god, e.g., despising people,  

              laughing and mocking at what happened to them?]  

 

 

58. (II.34, 4, 18/19 and 31-33) Surely for his behavior during his passion Jesus should have taken  
 
the Greek god Bacchus as his example:  
 

              Euripides’s Bacchae: Λύσει μ' ὁ δαίμων αὐτός, ὅταν ἐγὼ θέλω. 

 

              με Α  

 

              Tr. The god himself will set me free, whenever I want.  

  

              Bacchus takes revenge, Jesus has to suffer:  

 

              (18/19) [Ἀλλ' οὐδ' ὁ καταδικάσας], φησίν, [αὐτὸν ἔπαθέ τι, οἷον ὁ Πενθεὺς μανεὶς ἢ  
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              σπαραχθείς.]  

 

              Tr. [But also the one who condemned him], he says, [did not suffer anything, like Pentheus  

              who became mad and was torn to pieces.] 

 

              (31-33) παρατιθέμενος [τοὺς ἐμπαίξαντας αὐτῷ καὶ φοινικίδα περιθέντας καὶ τὸν ἐξ  

              ἀκανθῶν στέφανον καὶ τὸν ἐν τῇ χειρὶ κάλαμον.]  

 

              Tr. Mentioning [those who mocked him and put a purple robe around him, and mentioning  

              the crown of thorns and the reed in his hand.]     

 

 

59. (II.35, 1-4) Celsus works out test. 58: Jesus should have taken revenge for the insults against  
 
him and his “Father”:  
 

              [Τί οὐκ εἰ μὴ πρόσθεν ἀλλὰ νῦν γοῦν θεῖόν τι ἐπιδείκνυται καὶ τῆς αἰσχύνης ταύτης  

              ἑαυτὸν ῥύεται καὶ τοὺς ὑβρίζοντας εἰς ἑαυτόν τε καὶ τὸν πατέρα δικαιοῖ;]  

          

              Tr. [Why, if not before, then now at least, does not he show anything divine or defend  

              himself against that shame or take revenge on those who violate him and his Father?]  

 

 

60. (II.36, 1-3) Celsus’s Jew dwells upon Jesus’s suffering and mockingly highlights the crucifixion:  
 

              Εἶτά φησιν ὁ Κέλσος· [Τί φησι καὶ ἀνασκολοπιζομένου τοῦ σώματος; Ποῖος ἰχώρ, οἷός περ τε  

              ῥέει μακάρεσσι θεοῖσιν;]713 

 

              Tr. Next says Celsus: [What does he say, even when his body is crucified? What kind of ichor  

              (liquor/fluid), such as flows in the veins of the blessed gods?]  

 

                       

                                                           
713 Homer, Iliad E 340.   
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61. (II.37, 2-5) From the wound in Jesus’s side Celsus’s Jew moves over to another part of the  

              history of the crucifixion:  

 

              [τὸ ὄξος καὶ τὴν χολὴν] ὀνειδίζει τῷ Ἰησοῦ ὡς [χανδὸν ἐπὶ τὸ πιεῖν ὡρμημένῳ καὶ μὴ  

              διακαρτερήσαντι τὴν δίψαν, ὡς καὶ ὁ τυχὼν ἄνθρωπος πολλάκις διακαρτερεῖ.]  

 

              Tr. He reproaches Jesus about [the vinegar and the gall,] because [he drank them greedily  

              and did not bear his thirst till the end, even as an ordinary man often bears it.]  

 

 

62. (II.38, 2-5) Celsus’s Jew asks, reasoning from the passion of Jesus:  

 

              [Ταῦτ' οὖν ἡμῖν ἐγκαλεῖτε, ὦ πιστότατοι, διότι τοῦτον οὐ νομίζομεν θεὸν οὐδὲ συντιθέμεθα  

              ὑμῖν ὅτι ἐπ' ἀνθρώπων ὠφελείᾳ ταῦτα ὑπέμεινεν, ἵνα καὶ ἡμεῖς κολάσεων καταφρονῶμεν;]  

 

              l. 1 Ταῦτ' οὖν ἡμῖν ἐγκαλεῖτε, ὦ πιστότατοι, διότι τοῦτον οὐ νομίζομεν θεὸν cf test. 35, r. 1/2:  

                    τοῦτο ἔγκλημα ἀπὸ τῶν εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν πιστευόντων προσάγεσθαι Ἰουδαίοις, ἐπεὶ μὴ  

                    πεπιστεύκασιν ὡς εἰς θεὸν τὸν Ἰησοῦν  

              l. 2 ὅτι ἐπ' ἀνθρώπων ὠφελείᾳ ταῦτα ὑπέμεινεν cf II.38, 12/13: 

                    ὅτι ἐπ' ἀνθρώ πων ὠφελείᾳ ταῦθ' ὑπέμεινε  

 

              Tr. [So you (Christians), with your very great belief, reproach us (Jews) because we do not  

              consider him God and do not agree with you that he endured these sufferings for the benefit  

              of mankind, in order that we will also despise punishments?]    

 

 

63. (II.39, 1-4) Not only were the Jews not impressed by Jesus’s performance, but also regarding  

his own disciples he was not very persuasive:  

 

               Πῶς δ' οὐκ ἄντικρυς ψεῦδος τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαίου λεγόμενον, ὅτι [μηδένα  

               πείσας μέχρι ἔζη ὅ γε μηδὲ τοὺς ἑαυτοῦ μαθητὰς ἐκολάσθη καὶ τοιαῦτα ὑπέμεινε;]  
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               Tr. How is it anything but an utter lie when Celsus’s Jew claims that [as long as he lived he  

               persuaded nobody, not even his own disciples, and he was punished and endured such  

               sufferings?]   

 

 

64. (II.41, 1-3) Jesus died the wrong way, he should not have died at all, and Celsus’s Jew  

              mentions another reason still for Jesus’s lack of success:  

 

              Ἔτι δ' ἐγκαλεῖ τῷ Ἰησοῦ ὁ Κέλσος διὰ τοῦ ἰουδαϊκοῦ προσώπου, ὡς [μὴ δείξαντι ἑαυτὸν  

              πάντων δὴ κακῶν καθαρεύοντα.] 

 

              l. 1 ἰησοῦ (A1)  

 

              Tr. Celsus also criticizes Jesus through his Jewish actor, because, according to him (the Jew, 

              but Celsus agrees), [he did not show himself to be pure of all evils.]  

 

 

65. (II.42, 1-3) This testimonial largely contains the same material as the previous one, although  

              Bader714  gives an original interpretation of the central word ἀνεπίληπτον:  

 

              Ἔτι δ' ἐπεὶ βούλεται [μηδὲ ἀνεπίληπτον γεγονέναι τὸν Ἰησοῦν] ὁ Κέλσος, παραστησάτω, τίς  

              τῶν ἀρεσκομένων τῷ λόγῳ αὐτοῦ τὸ ἀληθῶς ἐπίληπτον τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ἀνέγραψεν· 

 

              l. 1 ἀνεπίληπτον A1 : ἀνεπιβούλευτον Α  

 

              l. 1 ἀν επίληπτον cf II.42, 5: ἀνεπίληπτον 

 

              Tr. Moreover when Celsus pretends that [Jesus was not even free from blame]: let him show  

              who from the ones that were pleased by his doctrine, wrote something really blameworthy  

              about Jesus;   

                                                           
714 See Bader, Der ΑΛΗΘΗΣ ΛΟΓΟΣ des Kelsos, 75, first comment at II.42. 
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66. (II.43, 1-3) Jesus’s having no success on earth gives Celsus an idea that he expresses  
 
ironically: 
  

              Μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα λέγει πρὸς ἡμᾶς ὅτι [οὐ δή που φήσετε περὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι μὴ πείσας τοὺς  

              ὧδε ὄντας ἐστέλλετο εἰς ᾅδου πείσων τοὺς ἐκεῖ.] 

 

              l. 2 ὄντας (mg A1)  

 

              Tr. After this he says to us: [you will not, I suppose, say about him, that after he had failed in  

              persuading the people here, he travelled to Hades to persuade the people there.]  

 

 

67. (II.44, 2-6) The idea that Jesus would have predicted his punishment is, according to  

              Celsus, an incongruous justification for Jesus’s passion. To take this idea seriously would have   

              important consequences:  

 

              [εἴπερ ἀτόπους ἀπολογίας εὑρίσκοντες, ἐφ' οἷς καταγελάστως ἐξηπατήθητε, οἴεσθε  

              ἀληθῶς ἀπολογεῖσθαι, τί κωλύει καὶ ἄλλους, ὅσοι καταγνωσθέντες κακοδαιμονέστερον  

              ἀπήλλαξαν, μείζονας νομίζειν εἶναι καὶ θειοτέρους τούτου ἀγγέλους;] 

 

              l. 1 οἷς Bo Ktr Ch : αἷς A, Koe 

              l. 3 τούτου De Ktr : -ους A, Koe  

 

              Tr. [If you really think you can defend yourselves by inventing absurd justifications for things  

              that deceived you in a ridiculous way, what then will prevent us from thinking that all the  

              others who came to a rather unfortunate end after a conviction, are greater and more divine  

              angels than this one?]   

 

 

68. (II.44, 13-16) With the next example Celsus clarifies what he already claimed in test. 67:  

 

               Ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ λῃσταῖς αὐτὸν παραβαλὼν ὁ παρὰ τῷ Κέλσῳ Ἰουδαῖός φησιν ὅτι [δύναιτο ἄν τις  
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               ὁμοίως ἀναισχυντῶν καὶ περὶ λῃστοῦ καὶ ἀνδροφόνου κολασθέντος εἰπεῖν ὅτι οὗτός γε οὐχὶ  

               λῃστὴς ἀλλὰ θεὸς ἦν· προεῖπε γὰρ τοῖς συλλῄσταις ὅτι πείσεται τοιαῦτα, οἷα δὴ πέπονθε·]  

 

               Tr. Having compared him also to robbers Celsus’s Jew says: [a similarly shameless person  

               could say about a robber and a murderer, who had been punished, that he really was not a  

               robber but a god; for he had foretold his robbing companions that he would suffer those  

               things that he in fact suffered;]  

 

 

69. (II.45, 2-7) Celsus’s Jew returns to the theme of test. 63, the disciples’ disbelief:  

 

              [Εἶτα οἱ μὲν τότε ζῶντι αὐτῷ συνόντες καὶ τῆς φωνῆς ἐπακούοντες αὐτοῦ καὶ διδασκάλῳ  

              χρώμενοι κολαζόμενον καὶ ἀποθνῄσκοντα ὁρῶντες, οὔτε συναπέθανον οὔτε 

              ὑπεραπέθανον αὐτοῦ οὐδὲ κολάσεων καταφρονεῖν ἐπείσθησαν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἠρνήσαντο  

              εἶναι μαθηταί· νῦν δὲ ὑμεῖς αὐτῷ συναποθνῄσκετε.]  

 

              l. 1 οἱ A1 : εἰ Α  

 

              Tr. [Next: those who lived with him then and heard his voice and considered him their  

              teacher, seeing him being punished and dying, did not die with him nor died on his behalf nor  

              were they persuaded to despise punishments, but they even denied they were disciples; and  

              now you die with him.]  

 

 

70. (ΙΙ.46, 2/3) From the attitude of the disciples at Jesus’s punishment Celsus now turns to  

              describing their characters and their professions:  

 

              [παρὼν δέκα ναύτας καὶ τελώνας τοὺς ἐξωλεστάτους μόνους εἷλε καὶ οὐδὲ τούτους  

              ἅπαντας]  

 

              Tr. [When he was alive he won only ten very depraved sailors and tax-collectors, and not  

              even all of these.]   
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71. (II.46, 14-16) Although Jesus’s teaching had little success during his lifetime, the effect of it  

       after his death may be called remarkable. Celsus’s Jew:  

 

              [Εἰ ζῶν μὲν αὐτὸς μηδένα ἔπεισεν, ἀποθανόντος δ' αὐτοῦ  πείθουσιν οἱ βουλόμενοι  

              τοσούτους, πῶς τοῦτο οὐχ ὑπεράτοπόν ἐστι;]  

 

              Tr. [Why is it not utterly absurd that, if he himself, when he lived, did not persuade anyone,  

              but now he is dead, those who want to do so persuade so many?]  

 

 

72. (II.47, 2-6 and 10-12) Celsus tries to find an explanation for the size of Jesus’s posthumous  
 
group of supporters. He asks the Christians why they think he is the Son of God. He answers  
 
his own question and refutes this answer:  
 

              [Τίνι προσήχθητε λογισμῷ τοῦτον νομίζειν υἱὸν θεοῦ;] Πεποίηκε γὰρ ἡμᾶς ἀποκρινομένους  

              ὅτι [τούτῳ προσήχθημεν, ἐπεὶ ἴσμεν τὴν κόλασιν αὐτοῦ ὑπὲρ καθαιρέσεως τοῦ πατρὸς τῆς  

              κακίας γεγονυῖαν.] 

 

              l. 2 ἐπεί Bo De Ba : ἐπεὶ καί Koe εἰ καί Α κάτισμεν Marcovich 

 

              Tr. [By which argument were you led to consider him a Son of God?] For he made us reply:  

              [we were led by the argument, that we know that his punishment has taken place to  

              eliminate the father of evil.]  

 

              (10-12) Καὶ ὡς ἡμῶν γε λεγόντων ὅτι [υἱὸν αὐτὸν νομίζομεν θεοῦ, ἐπεὶ ἐκολάσθη,] φησί· [Τί  

              οὖν; Οὐχὶ καὶ ἄλλοι πολλοὶ ἐκολάσθησαν, καὶ οὐχ ἧττον ἀγεννῶς;]  

 

              Tr. As if we say: [we regard him as a Son of God, because he was punished], he says: [Well  

              then! Were not many others punished as well, and as disgracefully?]  
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73. (II.48, 4-7) There is another possible answer to the question of test. 72:  

 

              Καὶ νῦν δέ φησιν οἱονεὶ ἡμᾶς ἀποκρίνασθαι ὅτι [διὰ τοῦτ' ἐνομίσαμεν αὐτὸν εἶναι υἱὸν  

              θεοῦ, ἐπεὶ χωλοὺς καὶ τυφλοὺς ἐθεράπευσε.] Προστίθησι δὲ καὶ τό· [Ὡς ὑμεῖς φατε, ἀνίστη  

              <καὶ> νεκρούς. 

 

              l. 3 <καὶ> add Gl Ba Ch (a possible, but not necessary expansion)  

 

              Tr. Next he says that we reply so to speak: [therefore we considered him a Son of God,  

              because he healed the lame and the blind.] Furthermore he adds: [As you say, he (even)  

              raised the dead.]  

          

74. (II.49, 22-34) Christians considered Jesus the Son of God, for his healing powers and his  

       raising of people from the dead. But Jesus also said there would be others performing the  

       same miracles. He called them bad. Celsus’s conclusion is clear: Jesus condemned his own  

       deeds. Celsus’s Jew:  

 

              [ Ὦ φῶς καὶ ἀλήθεια, τῇ αὐτοῦ φωνῇ διαρρήδην ἐξαγορεύει, καθὰ καὶ ὑμεῖς συγγεγράφατε,  

              διότι παρέσονται ὑμῖν καὶ ἕτεροι δυνάμεσιν ὁμοίαις χρώμενοι, κακοὶ καὶ γόητες, καὶ  

              Σατανᾶν τινα τοιαῦτα παραμηχανώμενον ὀνομάζει· ὥστ' οὐδὲ αὐτὸς ἔξαρνός ἐστιν, ὡς  

              ταῦτά γε οὐδὲν θεῖον ἀλλὰ πονηρῶν ἐστιν ἔργα. Βιαζόμενος δὲ ὑπὸ τῆς ἀληθείας ὁμοῦ καὶ  

              τὰ τῶν ἄλλων ἀπεκάλυψε καὶ τὰ καθ' αὑτὸν ἤλεγξε. Πῶς οὖν οὐ σχέτλιον ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν  

              ἔργων τὸν μὲν θεὸν τοὺς δὲ γόητας ἡγεῖσθαι; Τί γὰρ μᾶλλον ἀπό γε τούτων τοὺς ἄλλους  

              πονηροὺς ἢ τοῦτον νομιστέον αὐτῷ χρωμένους μάρτυρι; Ταῦτα μέν γε καὶ αὐτὸς  

              ὡμολόγησεν οὐχὶ θείας φύσεως ἀλλ' ἀπατεώνων τινῶν καὶ παμπονήρων εἶναι γνωρίσματα.] 

 

              l. 1 φωνῇ A1 : λέξει Α 

              l. 3 τινα τοιαῦτα Bo De : τοιαῦτα τινα Α  

              l. 4 δὲ : δὴ Marcovich 

 

              l. 1/2  Ὦ φῶς καὶ ἀλήθεια, τῇ αὐτοῦ φωνῇ διαρρήδην ἐξαγορεύει, καθὰ καὶ ὑμεῖς  

                        συγγεγράφατε, διότι παρέσονται ὑμῖν καὶ ἕτεροι δυνάμεσιν ὁμοίαις χρώμενοι, κακοὶ      



284 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

 

                        καὶ γόητες cf II.53, 7-11: 

                        ἀλλ' ὦ φῶς καὶ ἀλήθεια, τῇ αὐτοῦ φωνῇ διαρρήδην ἐξαγορεύει Ἰησοῦς ταῦτα, καθὰ  

                        καὶ ὑμεῖς συγγεγράφατε, διότι παρέσονται ὑμῖν καὶ ἕτεροι δυνάμεσιν ὁμοίαις  

                        χρώμενοι, κακοὶ καὶ γόητες  

              l. 2 διότι παρέσονται ὑμῖν καὶ ἕτεροι δυνάμεσιν ὁμοίαις χρώμενοι, κακοὶ καὶ γόητες  

                     cf II.50, 27/28: 

                     διότι παρέσονται ἕτεροι δυνάμεσιν ὁμοίαις χρώμενοι, κακοὶ καὶ γόητες  

              l. 2-4 καὶ Σατανᾶν τινα τοιαῦτα παραμηχανώμενον ὀνομάζει· ὥστ' οὐδὲ αὐτὸς ἔξαρνός ἐστιν,  

                        ὡς ταῦτά γε οὐδὲν θεῖον ἀλλὰ πονηρῶν ἐστιν ἔργα cf II.51, 2-5:  

                        Σατανᾶς τις τοιαῦτα παραμηχανήσεται ………. φάσκων μὴ ἔξαρνον εἶναι τὸν Ἰησοῦν, ὡς  

                        ταῦτα οὐδὲν θεῖον ἔχει ἀλλὰ πονηρῶν ἐστιν ἔργα  

              l. 2/3 καὶ Σατανᾶν τινα τοιαῦτα παραμηχανώμενον ὀνομάζει cf II.53, 23/24: 

                        καὶ Σατανᾶν τινα τοιαῦτα παραμηχανώμενον ὀνομάζειν  

              l. 3/4 ὥστ' οὐδὲ αὐτὸς ἔξαρνός ἐστιν, ὡς ταῦτά γε οὐδὲν θεῖον ἀλλὰ πονηρῶν ἐστιν ἔργα  

                        cf II.53, 27/28: 

                        ὥστε οὐδ' αὐτὸς ἔξαρνός ἐστιν, ὡς ταῦτά γε οὐδὲν θεῖον ἀλλὰ πονηρῶν ἐστιν ἔργα  

              l. 5/6 Πῶς οὖν οὐ σχέτλιον ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν ἔργων τὸν μὲν θεὸν τοὺς δὲ γόητας ἡγεῖσθαι;  

                        cf II.53, 35/36: 

                        πῶς οὖν οὐ σχέτλιον ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν ἔργων τὸν μὲν θεὸν τοὺς δὲ γόητας ἡγεῖσθαι;   

              l. 6/7 Τί γὰρ μᾶλλον ἀπό γε τούτων τοὺς ἄλλους πονηροὺς ἢ τοῦτον νομιστέον αὐτῷ  

                        χρωμένους μάρτυρι; cf II.53, 41-43: 

                        τί γὰρ μᾶλλον ἀπό γε τούτων τοὺς ἄλλους πονηροὺς ἢ τοῦτον νομιστέον αὐτῷ  

                        χρωμένους μάρτυρι;  

              l. 7/8 Ταῦτα μέν γε καὶ αὐτὸς ὡμολόγησεν οὐχὶ θείας φύσεως ἀλλ' ἀπατεώνων τινῶν καὶ  

                        παμπονήρων εἶναι γνωρίσματα cf II.53, 48-50: 

                        ταῦτα μέν γε καὶ αὐτὸς ὡμολόγησεν οὐχὶ θείας φύσεως ἀλλ' ἀπατεώνων τινῶν καὶ  

                        παμπονήρων εἶναι γνωρίσματα  

  

              Tr. [O light and truth, with his own voice he explicitly proclaims, as you also have recorded,  

              that others as well will be with you, employing similar powers, wicked men and sorcerers,  

              and he mentions a certain Satan as designing this; so that not even he himself denies that  

              those things are nothing divine, but are works of wicked people. But forced by the truth he  



285 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

 

              both revealed the deeds of others and denounced his own. In what way then is it not  

              disastrous to infer from the same works, that one is God, and that the others are sorcerers?  

              For why should we conclude from these works that the others are more depraved than he,  

              now that we use himself as a witness? Actually even he himself admitted that these were no  

              signs of a divine nature, but of some fraudulent and utterly wicked men.]  

 

 

75. (II.54, 4/5) Another answer to the question of Celsus’s Jew in test. 72 is Jesus’s prediction of  
 
his resurrection from the dead:  

 

              [Τίνι οὖν προσήχθητε ἢ διότι προεῖπεν, ὡς ἀποθανὼν ἀναστήσεται;]  

 

              Tr. [What then led you (to believe) that he would rise after his death? Or (was it) because he  

              had predicted it?]  

 

 

76. (II.55, 2-25 and II.61, 1-3) Two matters predominate in Celsus’s refutation of Jesus’s  

       resurrection: firstly he is not the only one who rose from the dead, and secondly there is not  

       enough proof for him rising from the dead:  

 

              [Φέρε δὴ καὶ πιστεύωμεν ὑμῖν τοῦτ' εἰρῆσθαι. Πόσοι δ' ἄλλοι τοιαῦτα τερατεύονται,  

              πειθοῦς ἕνεκα τῶν εὐήθως ἀκουόντων ἐνεργολαβοῦντες τῇ πλάνῃ; Ὅπερ οὖν καὶ Ζάμολξιν  

              ἐν Σκύθαις φασί, τὸν Πυθαγόρου δοῦλον, καὶ αὐτὸν Πυθαγόραν ἐν Ἰταλίᾳ καὶ Ῥαμψίνιτον ἐν  

              Αἰγύπτῳ· τοῦτον μὲν καὶ "συγκυβεύειν" ἐν ᾅδου "τῇ ∆ήμητρι" καὶ ἀνελθεῖν "δῶρον" "παρ'  

              αὐτῆς χειρόμακτρον χρυσοῦν" φέροντα· καὶ μὴν καὶ Ὀρφέα ἐν Ὀδρύσαις καὶ Πρωτεσίλαον  

              ἐν Θεσσαλίᾳ καὶ Ἡρακλέα ἐπὶ Ταινάρῳ καὶ Θησέα. Ἀλλ' ἐκεῖνο σκεπτέον, εἴ τις ὡς ἀληθῶς  

              ἀποθανὼν ἀνέστη ποτὲ αὐτῷ σώματι· ἢ οἴεσθε τὰ μὲν τῶν ἄλλων μύθους εἶναί τε καὶ  

              δοκεῖν, ὑμῖν δὲ τὴν καταστροφὴν τοῦ δράματος εὐσχημόνως ἢ πιθανῶς ἐφευρῆσθαι, τὴν ἐπὶ  

              τοῦ σκόλοπος αὐτοῦ φωνήν, ὅτ' ἀπέπνει, καὶ "τὸν σεισμὸν" καὶ τὸν σκότον; Ὅτι δὴ ζῶν μὲν  

              οὐκ ἐπήρκεσεν ἑαυτῷ, νεκρὸς δ' ἀνέστη καὶ τὰ σημεῖα τῆς κολάσεως ἔδειξε καὶ τὰς χεῖρας  

              ὡς ἦσαν πεπερονημέναι, τίς τοῦτο εἶδε; Γυνὴ πάροιστρος, ὥς φατε, καὶ εἴ τις ἄλλος τῶν ἐκ  
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              τῆς αὐτῆς γοητείας, ἤτοι κατά τινα διάθεσιν ὀνειρώξας καὶ κατὰ τὴν αὐτοῦ βούλησιν δόξῃ  

              πεπλανημένῃ φαντασιωθείς, ὅπερ ἤδη μυρίοις συμβέβηκεν, ἤ, ὅπερ μᾶλλον, ἐκπλῆξαι τοὺς  

              λοιποὺς τῇ τερατείᾳ ταύτῃ θελήσας καὶ διὰ τοῦ τοιούτου ψεύσματος ἀφορμὴν ἄλλοις  

              ἀγύρταις παρασχεῖν.] 

 

              l. 1    δὴ καὶ P : καὶ δή Α 

              l. 1    πιστεύωμεν Mpc : -ομεν A 

              l. 4    ἀνελεῖν Pap A : ἀνελθεῖν Ppc De Koe 

              l. 5    χειρώμακτρον Pap 

              l. 9    οὐκ (A1) 

              l. 11  πεπερονημέναι Pap A1 : -ρω- A 

              l. 13  ἤδη A2 : δέ Α δή Μ 

 

              l. 6/7 Ἀλλ' ἐκεῖνο σκεπτέον, εἴ τις ὡς ἀληθῶς ἀποθανὼν ἀνέστη ποτὲ αὐτῷ σώματι  

                        cf II.57, 3/4:  

                        Ἀλλ' ἐκεῖνο σκεπτέον, εἴ τις ἀληθῶς ἀποθανὼν ἀνέστη ποτὲ αὐτῷ σώματι 

              l. 7-9 ἢ οἴεσθε τὰ μὲν τῶν ἄλλων μύθους εἶναί τε καὶ δοκεῖν, ὑμῖν δὲ τὴν καταστροφὴν τοῦ  

                        δράματος εὐσχημόνως ἢ πιθανῶς ἐφευρῆσθαι, τὴν ἐπὶ τοῦ σκόλοπος αὐτοῦ φωνήν,  

                        ὅτ' ἀπέπνει cf II.58, 4-7:  

                        Ἢ οἴεσθε τὰ μὲν τῶν ἄλλων μύθους εἶναί τε καὶ δοκεῖν, ὑμῖν δὲ τὴν καταστροφὴν τοῦ  

                        δράματος εὐσχημόνως ἢ πιθανῶς ἐφευρῆσθαι, τὴν ἐπὶ τοῦ σκόλοπος αὐτοῦ φωνήν,  

                        ὅτ' ἀπέπνει;  

              l. 9-11 ζῶν μὲν οὐκ ἐπήρκεσεν ἑαυτῷ, νεκρὸς δ' ἀνέστη καὶ τὰ σημεῖα τῆς κολάσεως  

                          ἔδειξε καὶ τὰς χεῖρας ὡς ἦσαν πεπερονημέναι cf II.59, 5-7: 

                          ζῶν μὲν οὐκ ὅτι ζῶν μὲν οὐκ ἐπήρκεσεν ἑαυτῷ, νεκρὸς δ' ἀνέστη καὶ τὰ σημεῖα τῆς  

                          κολάσεως ἔδειξεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ τὰς χεῖρας ὡς ἦσαν πεπερονημέναι  

              l. 11 τίς τοῦτο εἶδε; Γυνὴ πάροιστρος, ὥς φατε, cf II.59, 18 and 20: 

                       τίς τοῦτο εἶδε; Γυνὴ πάροιστρος, ὥς φατε, 

              l. 11/12 καὶ εἴ τις ἄλλος τῶν ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς γοητείας cf II.59, 22/23: 

                             καὶ εἴ τις ἄλλος τῶν ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς γοητείας  

              l. 12/13 καὶ κατὰ τὴν αὐτοῦ βούλησιν δόξῃ πεπλανημένῃ φαντασιωθείς cf II. 60, 16-18: 

                             τινὰς καὶ κατὰ τὴν ἑαυτῶν βούλησιν δόξῃ πεπλανημένῃ φαντασιοῦσθαι  
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              l. 12/13 κατά τινα διάθεσιν ὀνειρώξας καὶ κατὰ τὴν αὐτοῦ βούλησιν δόξῃ πεπλανημένῃ  

                             φαντασιωθείς, ὅπερ ἤδη μυρίοις συμβέβηκεν cf II.60, 3-6:  

                             κατά τινα διάθεσιν ὀνειρώξαντά τινα ἢ κατὰ τὴν αὐτοῦ βούλησιν δόξῃ  

                             πεπλανημέῃ φαντασιωθέντα τὸ τοιοῦτον ἀπηγγελκέναι, ὅπερ, φησί, μυρίοις ἤδη  

                             συμβέβηκε  

 

              Tr. [Come on, let us believe you that this has been said. How many others tell miracle stories  

              like these to deceive their simple minded audience who benefitted from their deceit? They  

              say this about Zamolxis, Pythagoras’ s slave, among the Scythians and about Pythagoras  

              himself in Italy and also Rhampsinitus in Egypt. He even played dice with Demeter in Hades  

              and returned with a golden towel as a gift from her. Moreover they say this about Orpheus  

              among the Odrysians, in Thessaly about Protesilaos, about Heracles at Taenaron, and about  

              Theseus. But this has to be  investigated, whether someone who had really died ever rose  

              with the same body; or do you think that the stories of the others are and appear myths, but  

              that you have found a noble or convincing turn to the tragedy, his cry on the cross when he  

              expired, and the earthquake and the darkness? When he was alive he did not help himself,  

              but after his death he rose and showed the signs of his punishment. His hands, how they had  

              been pierced; who saw this? A hysterical woman, as you say, and perhaps another victim of  

              the same sorcery, either since he had dreamed due to some state of mind and hallucinated  

              (in) his misinterpretation, according to his own wishful thinking, what had already happened  

              to tens of thousands, or (which is more likely) because he wanted to impress the others with  

              that miracle story, and wanted to offer a chance to other impostors by such an untruth.] 

 

              (II.61, 1-3) [Ἦν οὖν καὶ ὁ Ἰησοῦς μετὰ θάνατον], ὡς μὲν ὁ Κέλσος οἴεται, [φαντασίαν  

              ἐξαποστέλλων τῶν ἐπὶ τῷ σταυρῷ τραυμάτων καὶ οὐκ ἀληθῶς τοιοῦτος ὢν τραυματίας·]  

 

              Tr. [So after his death], as Celsus thinks, [Jesus sent a mental impression of the wounds on  

              the cross and was not really wounded to such an extent;]  

                     

 

77. (II.63, 2-4) To prove his resurrection Jesus should have appeared, according to Celsus’s Jew,  

       to those who treated him badly and, in fact, to everyone:  
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              [ἐχρῆν, εἴπερ ὄντως θείαν δύναμιν ἐκφῆναι ἤθελεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς, αὐτοῖς τοῖς ἐπηρεάσασι καὶ τῷ  

              καταδικάσαντι καὶ ὅλως πᾶσιν ὀφθῆναι.]  

 

              cf II.67, 2-4: ἐχρῆν, εἴπερ ὄντως ἐκφῆναι θείαν δύναμιν ἤθελεν, αὐτοῖς τοῖς ἐπηρεάσασι  

                                    καὶ τῷ καταδικάσαντι καὶ ὅλως πᾶσιν ὀφθῆναι  

 

              Tr. [If Jesus really wanted to show divine power, he should have been seen by the very men  

              who reviled him and by him who had condemned him and in short, by everyone.] 

 

 

78. (II.67, 19-21) Celsus cannot find reasons why Jesus did not appear to the right persons, after  

       his death: he ought not fear anyone anymore and surely, he had not come to hide?  

 

              [οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἔτι ἐφοβεῖτό τινα ἀνθρώπων ἀποθανὼν καί, ὥς φατε, θεὸς ὤν, οὐδ' ἐπὶ τοῦτ'  

              ἐπέμφθη τὴν ἀρχήν, ἵνα λάθῃ].   

 

              Tr. [For he did not fear anyone of the people anymore after his death and, as you say,  

              because he was a god he had not been sent in principle for that purpose, that he might hide.]  

 

 

79. (II.68, 2/3) Celsus’s Jew knows, apart from appearances to Jesus’s attackers, another way for  

              Jesus to prove his divinity:  

 

              [εἰ δ' οὖν τό γε τοσοῦτον ὤφειλεν εἰς ἐπίδειξιν θεότητος, ἀπὸ τοῦ σκόλοπος γοῦν εὐθὺς  

              ἀφανὴς γενέσθαι.]  

 

              l. 1/2: ἀπὸ τοῦ σκόλοπος γοῦν εὐθὺς ἀφανὴς γενέσθαι cf II.69, 59: 

                          οὐ γέγονεν εὐθὺς ἀφανὴς ἀπὸ τοῦ σκόλοπος  

 

              Tr. [If he really was something so great, to prove his divinity he should have disappeared from  

              the cross immediately.]  
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80. (II.70, 2/3) The word ἀφάνης in test. 79 leads Celsus’s Jew to the next thought:  

 

              [Τίς δὲ πώποτε πεμφθεὶς ἄγγελος, δέον ἀγγέλλειν τὰ κεκελευσμένα, κρύπτεται;]  

 

              l. 1: κρύπτεται cf II.70, 1/2: ἐκρύπτετο Ἰησοῦς (ὁ ἰησοῦς M)  

 

              Tr. [But what messenger that had ever been sent hid himself, although he should have  

              proclaimed the message he had been commanded to deliver?] 

 

 

81. (II.70, 8-12) In this testimonial Celsus returns (also according to Origen) to matters he  

              claimed before: after his death Jesus appeared to just a few people, and not the right  

              persons:        

 

              [ὅτε μὲν ἠπιστεῖτο <ὢν> ἐν σώματι, πᾶσιν ἀνέδην ἐκήρυττεν· ὅτε δὲ πίστιν ἂν ἰσχυρὰν  

              παρεῖχεν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάς, ἑνὶ μόνῳ γυναίῳ καὶ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ θιασώταις κρύβδην  

              παρεφαίνετο.]  

 

              l. 1 <ὤν> add Ktr (to me a superfluous addition)  

              l. 2/3 ἑνὶ μόνῳ γυναίῳ καὶ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ θιασώταις κρύβδην παρεφαίνετο cf II.70, 28/29:  

                   ἑνὶ γυναίῳ καὶ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ θιασώταις κρύβδην αὐτὸν παραπεφάνθαι  

 

              Tr. [While he was disbelieved when in his body, he proclaimed without restraint to all; but  

              when he, after his resurrection from the dead, would have established a strong faith, he  

              appeared secretly to only one woman and to his own fellow-club members.]   

 

 

82. (II.70, 22/23) Celsus’s first objection from test. 81 turns up again here:  

 

              [κολαζόμενος μὲν ἄρα πᾶσιν ἑωρᾶτο, ἀναστὰς δὲ ἑνί,]  

 

              cf II.70, 30/31: 
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              Κολαζόμενος μὲν ἄρα πᾶσιν ἑωρᾶτο, ἀναστὰς δὲ ἑνί, οὗπερ ἐχρῆν τοὐναντίον 

              οὗπερ ἐχρῆν τοὐναντίον (in the reference) cf II.70, 35/36: οὗπερ ἐχρῆν τοὐναντίον  

 

              Tr. [So when he was punished, he was seen by everyone, but after he rose he was witnessed  

              by only one,]  

 

 

83. (II.71, 1) In test. 80 Celsus’s Jew called Jesus a πεμφθεὶς ἄγγελος. This evokes the next  

       question: 

   

              [ὅστις ἦν ὁ πέμψας.]  

 

              Tr. [Who it was that sent him.] 

 

 

84. (II.71, 10/11) When Origen has answered the question of test. 83 with: the Father was the  

              Sender, the next question is asked:  

  

              Ἀλλὰ καὶ [ἐφ' οἷς ἔπεμψεν αὐτὸν ὁ πατὴρ.]  

 

              Tr. But also [for what reasons the Father did send him.] 

 

 

85. (II.71, 17/18) Jesus had, according to Celsus, an absolutely wrong idea of his mission:  

 

              [Καὶ τοὺς μὲν εὐσεβοῦντας φωταγωγήσων τοὺς δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντας ἢ μεταγνόντας ἢ μὴ  

              ἐλεήσων.] 

 

              l. 1 <κἂν> μὴ μεταγνόντας Marcovich 

              l. 1/2 ἢ μή ἐλεήσων Mosheim Ktr Ba (a right addition, because then the sentence, “whether  

                         they feel sorry or not,” is more logical than the words chosen by Borret)  
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              Tr. [Both to enlighten the pious and to have mercy on the sinners, whether they feel remorse  

              or not.] 

 

 

86. (II.72, 1-3) Celsus ascertains a contradiction between Jesus’s desire to hide and also the voice  

              from heaven, and between his desire to be followed and his remarkable death:  

 

              [Εἰ μὲν ἐβούλετο λανθάνειν, τί ἠκούετο ἡ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ φωνὴ κηρύττουσα αὐτὸν υἱὸν θεοῦ; Εἰ  

              δ' οὐκ ἐβούλετο λανθάνειν, τί ἐκολάζετο ἢ τί ἀπέθνῃσκε;]  

 

              l. 1 τί ἠκούετο ἡ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ φωνὴ κηρύττουσα αὐτὸν υἱὸν θεοῦ; cf II.72, 22/23:  

                    τί ἠκούετο ἡ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ φωνὴ ἡ κηρύττουσα αὐτὸν υἱὸν θεοῦ;  

              l. 1/2 Εἰ δ' οὐκ ἐβούλετο λανθάνειν, τί ἐκολάζετο ἢ τί ἀπέθνῃσκε; cf II.72, 23/24:  

                        εἰ οὐκ ἐβούλετο λανθάνειν, τί ἐκολάζετο ἢ τί ἀπέθνῃσκεν;   

 

              Tr. [If he wanted to hide, why was the voice from heaven heard proclaiming that he was a  

              Son of God? And if he did not want to hide, why was he punished or why did he die?]   

 

 

87. (II.73, 2-5) Celsus again speaks his displeasure about Jesus’s actions after his resurrection,  
 
but now from another perspective. Celsus draws a wrong conclusion, according to Origen:  

 

               Οὐ γὰρ ἀκολουθεῖ τῷ [ἠθέλησεν ἡμᾶς δι' ὧν πέπονθε κολάσεων διδάξαι καὶ θανάτου  

               καταφρονεῖν] τὸ [ἀναστάντα αὐτὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν φανερῶς εἰς φῶς καλέσαι πάντας καὶ  

               διδάξαι, οὗ χάριν κατεληλύθει.]  

 

               l. 3 οὗ χάριν κατεληλύθει cf II.73, 8: οὗ χάριν κατεληλύθει  

 

               Tr. For it does not follow from the fact that [he wanted to teach us to also despise death by  

               the punishments he suffered,] that [after his resurrection from the dead he clearly should  

               have called everyone to the light and taught them why he had come down.] 



292 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

 

88. (II.75, 5-7) Celsus works out a last argument to undermine Jesus’s divinity: how is it possible  

       that a god, who appears on earth, does not inspire belief? The Jew: 

 

              [Τίς θεὸς παρὼν εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἀπιστεῖται, καὶ ταῦτα οἷς ἐλπίζουσιν ἐπιφαίνεται; Ἢ τί δή  

              ποτε τοῖς πάλαι προσδεχομένοις οὐ γνωρίζεται;]  

 

              l. 1 Τίς θεὸς παρὼν εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἀπιστεῖται cf II.74, 9/10: 

                     ὅλως, ὦ Ὕψιστε καὶ Οὐράνιε, τίς θεὸς παρὼν εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἀπιστεῖται;  

 

              Tr. [Which god present among men is disbelieved, and yet he even appears to those who  

              expect him? Or why is he still not recognized by those that long expected him?]  

 

 

89. (II.76, 5-8) Celsus’s Jew also knows to report why Jesus did not inspire belief: he was not able  

        to persuade people:  

 

               [Ἀπειλεῖ καὶ λοιδορεῖ κούφως ὁπόταν λέγῃ· "Οὐαὶ ὑμῖν" καὶ "Προλέγω ὑμῖν". Ἐν γὰρ τούτοις  

               ἄντικρυς ὁμολογεῖ ὅτι πεῖσαι ἀδυνατεῖ, ὅπερ οὐκ ἂν θεὸς ἀλλ' οὐδ' ἄνθρωπος φρόνιμος  

               πάθοι.]  

 

               l. 1 Ἀπειλεῖ καὶ λοιδορεῖ κούφως ὁπόταν λέγῃ· "Οὐαὶ ὑμῖν" καὶ "Προλέγω ὑμῖν".  

                     Cf II.76, 30-32:  

                     ἀπειλεῖ καὶ λοιδορεῖ κούφως, ὁπόταν λέγῃ· "Οὐαὶ ὑμῖν" καὶ "Προλέγω ὑμῖν" and 

                     cf II.76, 48/49: κούφως ἀπειλεῖν καὶ λοιδορεῖν τὸν θεὸν λέγοντα τὸ "Οὐαὶ" καὶ "Προλέγω  

                     ὑμῖν".    

               l. 2 ὅτι πεῖσαι ἀδυνατεῖ cf II.76, 36: ὡς πεῖσαι ἀδυνατῶν  

               l. 2 οὐδ' ἄνθρωπος φρόνιμος cf II.76, 51: οὐδὲ φρόνιμον ἄνθρωπον   

 

               Tr. [He threatens and jeers frivolously whenever he says: “Woe unto you” and “I declare  

               unto you.” For in these words he openly admits that he is not capable of persuading, and this  

               would not happen to a god, not even to a sensible man.]    
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90. (II.77, 2-5) Here, in contrast to test. 76, Celsus has the Jew speaking a more Jewish view of a 

               resurrection of the physical body. This testimonial is thematically connected to test. 87:   

 

              [ἐλπίζομεν δή που ἀναστήσεσθαι ἐν σώματι καὶ βιοτὴν ἕξειν αἰώνιον, καὶ τούτου 

              παράδειγμα καὶ ἀρχηγέτην τὸν πεμπόμενον ἡμῖν ἔσεσθαι, δεικνύντα ὅτι οὐκ ἀδύνατόν τινα  

              τῷ θεῷ σὺν τῷ σώματι ἀναστῆσαι.]  

 

              l. 2 τινα Α : τι παρά P 

              l. 3 σὺν τῷ σώματι om P 

              l. 3 ἀναστῆσαι add edd Koe (seems a necessary addition to me)  

 

              Tr. [We certainly hope that we shall rise in a body and that we shall have eternal life, and that  

              he who is sent to us will be the pattern and the leader of that example, showing that it is not  

              impossible for God to bodily raise someone.] 

 

 

91. (II.77, 22/23) So Celsus believes in a physical resurrection715, but not in Jesus’s case:  

 

              [Ποῦ οὖν ἐστιν; ἵνα ἴδωμεν καὶ πιστεύσωμεν.]  

 

              l. 1 Ποῦ οὖν ἐστιν; cf II.77, 23: Ποῦ οὖν ἐστιν;  

              l. 1 ἵνα ἴδωμεν καὶ πιστεύσωμεν cf II.77, 24/25: ; ἵνα ἴδωμεν καὶ πιστεύσωμεν  

 

              Tr. [Where is he then? In order that we can see and believe.]  

               

          

92. (II.78, 1/2) Celsus’s Jew now returns to the disbelief that Jesus encountered:  

 

              [ Ἢ ἐπὶ τοῦτο κατῆλθεν, ἵν' ἀπιστήσωμεν716;]  

                                                           
715 See the discussion in Chapter 5.9. of this study. 
716 Bader indicates the mocking trope that this testimonial offers, when it is read against the  
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               l. 1 ἐπὶ τοῦτο Pap : ἐπὶ τούτῳ A Koe 

 

               Tr. [Or did he come down with the purpose that we would disbelieve?]  

 

 

93. (II.79, 2/3) Jesus has not risen, the proof is clear according to Celsus, so Jesus did not  

              possess divinity and consequently was human:  

 

              [Ἐκεῖνος μὲν οὖν ἄνθρωπος ἦν, καὶ τοιοῦτος, οἷον αὐτὸ τὸ ἀληθὲς ἐμφανίζει καὶ ὁ λόγος  

              δείκνυσιν.]  

 

              Tr. [So he was a man, and of such a character as truth itself reveals and as reason shows.] 

 

 

94. (III.1, 15-20) From this moment on Celsus speaks personally. He notes an absurd fight  

              between Christians and Jews:  

 

              καὶ οἴεται [μηδὲν σεμνὸν εἶναι ἐν τῇ Ἰουδαίων καὶ Χριστιανῶν πρὸς ἀλλήλους ζητήσει,  

              πιστευόντων μὲν ἀμφοτέρων ὅτι ἀπὸ θείου πνεύματος ἐπροφητεύθη τις ἐπιδημήσων  

              σωτὴρ τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων οὐκέτι δ' ὁμολογούντων περὶ τοῦ ἐληλυθέναι τὸν  

              προφητευόμενον ἢ μή.]  

 

              l. 2/3 τις ἐπιδημήσων σωτὴρ τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων cf III.3, 23/24:  

              περί τινος ἐπιδημήσοντος σωτῆρος τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων  

 

              Tr. And he thinks [there is nothing elucidated in the dispute of Jews and Christians with one  

              another, because they both believe that by a divine spirit it was prophesied that a Savior  

              would come to mankind, but they both disagree on the question whether the prophesied one  

               

                                                                                                                                                                                     
      background of test. 91 (πιστεύσωμεν vs. ἀπιστήσωμεν).  
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              has come or not.]  

 

 

95. (III.5, 1-8) Celsus does not see much merit in the fight between Jews and Christians. He  
 
deems the birth of both groups the consequence of a rebellion against the community:  
 

               [τοὺς Ἰουδαίους, Αἰγυπτίους τῷ γένει τυγχάνοντας, καταλελοιπέναι τὴν Αἴγυπτον,  

               στασιάσαντας πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν τῶν Αἰγυπτίων καὶ τὸ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ σύνηθες περὶ τὰς θρησκείας  

               ὑπερφρονήσαντας,] φησὶν αὐτοὺς [ἅπερ ἐποίησαν Αἰγυπτίοις πεπονθέναι ὑπὸ τῶν  

               προσθεμένων τῷ Ἰησοῦ καὶ πιστευσάντων αὐτῷ ὡς Χριστῷ, καὶ ἀμφοτέροις αἴτιον  

               γεγονέναι τῆς καινοτομίας τὸ στασιάζειν πρὸς τὸ κοινόν.]  

 

               Tr. [That the Jews who happen to be Egyptians by race, have left Egypt after revolting against  

               the Egyptian community and despising the Egyptian religious customs.] He says that they,  

               [what they did to the Egyptians, suffered through those who followed Jesus and believed  

               him to be Christ, and that revolting against the community in both nations was the cause of  

               the introduction of something new.]  

 

 

96. (III.22, 3-10) Celsus wants to prove that the objections Christians have against the Greek  

       gods, can be related to Jesus to at least the same degree:  

 

              [∆ιοσκούρους καὶ Ἡρακλέα καὶ Ἀσκληπιὸν καὶ ∆ιόνυσον] ὀνομάζει, τοὺς ἐξ ἀνθρώπων  

              πεπιστευμένους παρ' Ἕλλησι γεγονέναι θεούς, καί φησιν [οὐκ ἀνέχεσθαι μὲν ἡμᾶς τούτους  

              νομίζειν θεούς, ὅτι ἄνθρωποι ἦσαν καὶ πρῶτον, καίτοι πολλὰ ἐπιδειξαμένους καὶ γενναῖα  

              ὑπὲρ ἀνθρώπων· τὸν δ' Ἰησοῦν ἀποθανόντα ὑπὸ τῶν ἰδίων θιασωτῶν ὦφθαί φαμεν·]  

              προσκατηγορεῖ δ' ἡμῶν καὶ [ὡς λεγόντων αὐτὸν ὦφθαι, καὶ ταῦτα σκιάν.] 

 

               l. 3 πρῶτον Bo Kap Gl Ba Ch : πρῶτοι A (ζτ mg A1), edd Koe τρωτοί Ktr 

               l. 5 ὦφθαί - λέγοντων (mg A1) 

  

               l. 4 ὑπὸ τῶν ἰδίων θιασωτῶν ὦφθαί φαμεν cf III.23, 17: ὀφθεὶς τοῖς ἰδίοις θιασώταις  
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               l. 5 αὐτὸν ὦφθαι, καὶ ταῦτα σκιάν cf III.23, 19: αὐτὸν ὦφθαι σκιάν   

 

               Tr. He mentions [the Dioskouroi, Heracles, Asclepius and Dionysus,] men whom the Greeks                 

               believed had become gods, and he says that we (the Christians) do not tolerate that they are  

               considered to be gods, because they were human beings in the first place, although they  

               achieved many noble acts on behalf of mankind; nevertheless we say that Jesus after his  

               death was seen only by his own fellow-club members;] and he reproaches us [as if we say  

               that he has been seen, but merely as a phantom.] 

 

 

97. (III.34, 8-10) By comparing belief in someone who was captured and killed to the belief of  

              barbarians Celsus tries to ridicule the Christians:    

 

              [παραπλήσιον] ἡμᾶς οἴεται [πεποιηκέναι τόν], ὥς φησιν ἡ Κέλσος, [ἁλόντα καὶ ἀποθανόντα  

              θρησκεύοντας τοῖς Γέταις σέβουσι τὸν Ζάμολξιν].  

 

              Tr.: He thinks that [we, worshipping someone who was], as Celsus says, [captured and killed,  

              have done something similar to the Getae, who reverence Zamolxis.]  

 

 

98. (III.36, 1-5) Finally Celsus compares the belief of the Christians in Jesus to the cult around  

              Hadrian’s male prostitute Antinoös:  

 

              Ἐπεὶ δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα καὶ [τὰ περὶ τῶν παιδικῶν Ἀδριανοῦ] –λέγω δὲ τὰ περὶ Ἀντινόου τοῦ  

              μειρακίου– [καὶ τὰς] εἰς αὐτὸν τῶν ἐν Ἀντινόου πόλει τῆς Αἰγύπτου [τιμὰς οὐδὲν] οἴεται  

              [ἀποδεῖν τῆς ἡμετέρας πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν τιμῆς,] φέρε καὶ τοῦτο ὡς φιλέχθρως λεγόμενον  

              διελέγξωμεν. 

 

              l. 2 τάς A1: τοῦ Α 

              l. 2 πόλει add Bo De (seems to be a necessary addition)  

 

              Tr. Because after this he thinks that [the events concerning Hadrian’s favorite - that is the  
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              stories about the boy Antinoös - [and the honors] granted to him by the people of  

              Antinoöpolis in Egypt, [are no different from our honor for Jesus,] come on, let us also refute  

              this as having been said out of mere hostility. 

 

 

99. (III.41, 1-3) As a conclusion Celsus says that the Christians absolutely do not stand apart from  
 
the Egyptians: they consider a mortal to be a god:  
 

              ἐγκαλεῖ ἡμῖν, οὐκ οἶδ' ἤδη ὁποσάκις, [περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ὅτι ἐκ θνητοῦ σώματος ὄντα θεὸν  

              νομίζομεν καὶ ἐν τούτῳ ὅσια δρᾶν δοκοῦμεν]. 

 

              l. 1 ποσάκις Pat C  

 

              Tr. He accuses us, I do not know how many times already, [about Jesus that we consider him  

              a god, although he was born of a mortal body, and that in this we think we act piously.]   

 

  

     100. (III.42, 1-3, 11/12 and 17-19) Celsus here shows us his thoughts about a mortal, a terminology  

              he also used for Jesus in test. 99:  

 

              παραβάλλων [τὰς ἀνθρωπίνας τοῦ Ἰησοῦ σάρκας χρυσῷ καὶ ἀργύρῳ καὶ λίθῳ, ὅτι αὗται  

              ἐκείνων φθαρτότεραι.] 

 

              l. 1 ἰησοῦ : θεοῦ Pat C  

 

              Tr. Comparing [the human flesh of Jesus with gold, silver and stone, (meaning) that that  

              (flesh) is more perishable than these elements.] 

 

              (11/12) οὐκέτι ἔχουσαν τὰ τῆς σαρκικῆς ἀσθενείας ἴδια καὶ ἅτινα [μιαρώτερα] ὠνόμασεν ὁ  

              Κέλσος  

 

              Tr. Not any longer having the properties belonging to physical weakness, and properties  
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              Celsus called [more abominable still.] 

 

              (17-19) [ἀλλ' ἀποθέμενος ταύτας ἄρα ἔσται θεός· τί οὖν οὐχὶ μᾶλλον ὁ Ἀσκληπιὸς καὶ  

              ∆ιόνυσος καὶ Ἡρακλῆς;]  

 

              Tr. [But having put off this flesh he will be a god? Then why not rather Asclepius, Dionysus  

              and Heracles?] 

 

 

     101. (III.43, 1-4) The “putting off the flesh” (test. 100) brings the tomb of Zeus in Crete to Celsus’s  

              mind, and he recalls that this causes the Christians to chuckle at the thought of it being  

              worshipped:  

 

              Μετὰ ταῦτα λέγει περὶ ἡμῶν ὅτι [καταγελῶμεν τῶν προσκυνούντων τὸν ∆ία, ἐπεὶ τάφος  

              αὐτοῦ ἐν Κρήτῃ δείκνυται, καὶ οὐδὲν ἧττον σέβομεν τὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ τάφου, οὐκ εἰδότες, πῶς  

              καὶ καθὸ Κρῆτες τὸ τοιοῦτον ποιοῦσιν.] 

 

              l. 3 τὸ τοιοῦτον A : τοῦτο PM  

              l. 2/3 οὐκ εἰδότες, πῶς καὶ καθὸ Κρῆτες τὸ τοιοῦτον ποιοῦσιν cf III.43, 12:  

                        ὅπως μὲν καὶ καθότι Κρῆτες τοῦτο ποιοῦσιν, οὐκ εἰδότες  

 

              Tr. After this he says about us that [we ridicule those who worship Zeus, because his tomb is  

              shown in Crete, and nevertheless we worship him who rose from his tomb, not knowing, how  

              and why the Cretans act similarly.] 

 

 

     102. (III.44, 4-11) Again Celsus’s contempt of the Christians comes to light, when he tells who the  

              supporters are of this despicable Jesus:  

 

              Φησὶ [τοιαῦτα ὑπ' αὐτῶν προστάσσεσθαι· μηδεὶς προσίτω πεπαιδευμένος, μηδεὶς σοφός,  

              μηδεὶς φρόνιμος· κακὰ γὰρ ταῦτα νομίζεται] παρ' ἡμῖν· [ἀλλ' εἴ τις ἀμαθής, εἴ τις ἀνόητος,  

              εἴ τις ἀπαίδευτος, εἴ τις νήπιος, θαρρῶν ἡκέτω. Τούτους γὰρ ἀξίους εἶναι τοῦ σφετέρου  
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              θεοῦ αὐτόθεν ὁμολογοῦντες, δῆλοί εἰσιν ὅτι μόνους τοὺς ἠλιθίους καὶ ἀγεννεῖς καὶ  

              ἀναισθήτους καὶ ἀνδράποδα καὶ γύναια καὶ παιδάρια πείθειν ἐθέλουσί τε καὶ δύνανται.] 

 

              l. 2 κακά : καί Α 

              l. 3 εἴ τις ἀπαίδευτος Φ, De : om A 

 

              l. 3 εἶναι Pat B, Ro : om A, C  

 

              l. 1/2 μηδεὶς προσίτω πεπαιδευμένος, μηδεὶς σοφός, μηδεὶς φρόνιμος cf III.48, 23/24:  

                        Μηδεὶς προσίτω πεπαιδευμένος, μηδεὶς σοφός, μηδεὶς φρόνιμος  

              l. 3/4 Τούτους γὰρ ἀξίους εἶναι τοῦ σφετέρου θεοῦ cf II.48, 28: 

                         πάντας ἀξίους κατασκευάζων τοῦ θεοῦ 

              l. 4/5 μόνους τοὺς ἠλιθίους καὶ ἀγεννεῖς καὶ ἀναισθήτους καὶ ἀνδράποδα καὶ γύναια καὶ  

                          παιδάρια πείθειν ἐθέλουσί cf III.49, 1-3:  

                          μόνους ἠλιθίους καὶ ἀγεννεῖς καὶ ἀναισθήτους καὶ ἀνδράποδα καὶ γύναια καὶ  

                          παιδάρια πείθειν ἐθέλειν  

                          l. 1 (in the reference): ἀγεννεῖς A1 : -ενεῖς A, Pat   

 

              Tr. He says that the following things are ordered by them: [let nobody educated nor wise nor  

              sensible draw near; for these are evils,] in our opinion; [but if somebody is ignorant or stupid,  

              uneducated or a child, let him come forth easily. For because they admit point-blank that  

              these people are worthy of their god, it is obvious that they want and are able to persuade  

              only the foolish, dishonorable, stupid, slaves, women and children.] 

 

 

     103. (III.59, 3-16) It is not just intelligence that, according to Celsus, is an obstacle when one  

              wants to join Christianity, but also a pure life: the Kingdom of God calls him who is bad:  

 

              [ Ὅτι δὲ οὐδὲν πικρότερον ἐπαιτιῶμαι ἢ ἐφ' ὅσον ἡ ἀλήθεια βιάζεται, τεκμαιρέσθω καὶ  

              τοῖσδέ τις. Οἱ μὲν γὰρ εἰς τὰς ἄλλας τελετὰς καλοῦντες προκηρύττουσι τάδε· ὅστις χεῖρας  

              καθαρὸς καὶ φωνὴν συνετός, καὶ αὖθις ἕτεροι· ὅστις ἁγνὸς ἀπὸ παντὸς μύσους, καὶ ὅτῳ ἡ  

              ψυχὴ οὐδὲν σύνοιδε κακόν, καὶ ὅτῳ εὖ καὶ δικαίως βεβίωται. Καὶ ταῦτα προκηρύττουσιν οἱ  
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              καθάρσια ἁμαρτημάτων ὑπισχνούμενοι. Ἐπακούσωμεν δὲ τίνας ποτὲ οὗτοι καλοῦσιν·  

              ὅστις, φασίν, ἁμαρτωλός, ὅστις ἀσύνετος, ὅστις νήπιος, καὶ ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν ὅστις  

              κακοδαίμων, τοῦτον ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ δέξεται. Τὸν ἁμαρτωλὸν ἆρα οὐ τοῦτον λέγετε,  

               

              τὸν ἄδικον καὶ κλέπτην καὶ τοιχωρύχον καὶ φαρμακέα καὶ ἱερόσυλον καὶ τυμβωρύχον;  

              Τίνας ἂν ἄλλους προκηρύττων λῃστὴς ἐκάλεσε;] 

 

              l. 2 τοῖσδέ Guiet : τούσδε A 

              l. 3 συνετὸς ἡκέτω Ktr 

              l. 6 φασίν Bo De : φησίν A 

              l. 9 ἄν (A1)  

              l. 9 λῃστής De : -άς A  

 

              l. 2/3 ὅστις χεῖρας καθαρὸς cf III.60, 3: ὅστις χεῖρας καθαρὸς  

              l. 3 φωνὴν συνετός cf III.60, 7: φωνὴν συνετὸς  

              l. 3 ὅστις ἁγνὸς ἀπὸ παντὸς μύσους cf III.60, 14: ὅστις ἁγνὸς οὐ μόνον ἀπὸ παντὸς μύσους   

              l. 3/4 ὅτῳ ἡ ψυχὴ οὐδὲν σύνοιδε κακόν cf III.60, 18/19: ὅτῳ οὐδὲν ἡ ψυχὴ σύνοιδε κακόν  

              l. 9 Τίνας ἂν ἄλλους προκηρύττων λῃστὴς ἐκάλεσε; cf III.61, 17/18: 

                     τίνας ἂν ἄλλους προκηρύττων λῃστὴς ἐκάλεσε;  

                     l. 9 ἂν in the reference: add Ktr 

                     l. 9 λῃστὴς in the reference A1 :”-άς A  

 

              Tr. [That I do not accuse them any more bitterly than truth forces me, let anyone deduce  

              that from the following. For those who invite people to the other mysteries, proclaim in  

              advance: all who have pure hands and a wise tongue, and others again: all who are pure  

              from all defilement, and have a soul, not conscious of any evil, and all who have lived well  

              and righteously. Those who promise purification from sins, proclaim this in advance. But let  

              us hear whoever they (the Christians) call: whoever, they say, is a sinner, or is unwise, or is a  

              child, and to keep it simple: whoever is wicked, the kingdom of God will receive him. Do you  

              not call him a sinner, the unrighteous, the thief, the burglar, the poisoner, the profane, the  

              grave robber? Which other people would a self-proclaimed robber have invited?]  
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     104. (III.62, 4, 11/12 and 21-23) Again Celsus is surprised, that a pure life is an obstacle rather  

              than a recommendation. He goes on reasoning: if Jesus has been sent for sinners, then   

              living a pure life is an evil:  

 

              φησὶν ἡμᾶς [λέγειν τοῖς ἁμαρτωλοῖς πεπέμφθαι τὸν θεόν]  

 

              Tr. He claims that we (the Christians) [say God has been sent to sinners] 

 

              (11/12) [Τί δὲ τοῖς ἀναμαρτήτοις οὐκ ἐπέμφθη; Τί κακόν ἐστι τὸ μὴ ἡμαρτηκέναι;]  

 

              Tr. [But why was he not sent to those without sin? What evil is it not to have sinned?]  

 

              (21-23) ὅτι [τὸν μὲν ἄδικον, ἐὰν αὑτὸν ὑπὸ μοχθηρίας ταπεινώσῃ, δέξεται ὁ θεός, τὸν δὲ  

              δίκαιον, ἐὰν μετ' ἀρετῆς ἀπ' ἀρχῆς ἄνω πρὸς αὐτὸν βλέπῃ, τοῦτον οὐ δέξεται.] 

 

              l. 1 αὑτόν A3 V : αὐ- APM   

 

              Tr. That [God will receive the unrighteous man, if he will humble himself because of his  

              wickedness, but he will not receive the righteous man, although he will look up to him with  

              virtue from the beginning.] 

 

 

     105. (III.63, 6-10, 23-26; III.64, 1/2, 19/20) God will not receive the righteous who live virtuously.  

              This thought leads Celsus to a judgment about God’s way of judging humanity:  

 

              φησὶν ὅτι [ἄνθρωποι μὲν ὀρθῶς δίκης προϊστάμενοι τοὺς ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀδικήμασιν  

              ὀλοφυρομένους ἀποπαύουσι λόγων οἰκτρογόων, ἵνα μὴ πρὸς ἔλεον μᾶλλον ἢ πρὸς  

              ἀλήθειαν δικασθῶσιν· ὁ θεὸς δ' ἄρα οὐ πρὸς ἀλήθειαν ἀλλὰ πρὸς κολακείαν δικάζει.] 

 

              l. 2 λόγων Neumann Koe : τῶν Apc, edd  

 

              Tr. He says that [people who preside in a just way over jurisdiction, stop those who lament  



302 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

               

              over their misdeeds from uttering plaintive words, in order that they are not judged  

              according to pity, but to the truth: so God does not judge in accordance with the truth, but  

              with flattery instead.] 

               

              God judges unjustly and haphazardly, for when it is only natural for all people to sin, he  

              should have called everyone through Jesus:  

 

              (III.63, 23-26) [Τοῦτο μὲν ἐπιεικῶς ἀληθές, ὅτι πέφυκέ πως τὸ ἀνθρώπινον φῦλον  

              ἁμαρτάνειν·] εἶτα ὡς μὴ πάντων καλουμένων ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγου φησίν· [Ἐχρῆν οὖν ἁπλῶς  

              πάντας καλεῖν, εἴ  γε πάντες ἁμαρτάνουσι.]  

 

              Tr. [This is generally true, that in a way the human race sins by nature;] then, as if not  

              everyone is called by the Logos, he says: [so he should have called everyone in general, if in  

              fact everyone commits sin.] 

 

              Celsus finally returns to God’s unjust judgment and wonders:  

 

              (III.64, 1/2) [Τίς οὖν αὕτη ποτὲ ἡ τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν προτίμησις;]  

 

              Tr. [So why then this preference for sinners?]   

 

              According to Origen’s report Celsus thinks this preference for sinners is a blasphemous lie:  

 

              (III.64, 19/20) Οὐ [βλασφημοῦμεν οὖν τὸν θεὸν] οὐ[δὲ καταψευδόμεθα].  

 

              Tr. So we do not [blaspheme against God] nor do [we tell lies.]   

 

 

     106. (III.65, 1-4 and 22-26) Celsus claims to know the reason for Gods preference for sinners:  

 

              Οἴεται δ' ὅτι [τοιαῦτα εἰς προτροπὴν τῶν ἁμαρτανόντων φαμὲν ὡς μηδένα ἄνδρα τῷ ὄντι  

              χρηστὸν καὶ δίκαιον προσάγεσθαι δυνάμενοι, καὶ ὅτι διὰ τοῦτο τοῖς ἀνοσιωτάτοις καὶ  
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              ἐξωλεστάτοις τὰς πύλας ἀνοίγομεν.] 

 

              l. 3 τὰς πύλας (A1)  

 

               

              Tr. He thinks we (the Christians) [say such things to exhort sinners as if we cannot convert  

              any really good and righteous men. That through this (thought) we open up our gates to the  

              most impious and abominable men.]  

 

              Every effort, though, to improve sinners is doomed to fail:  

 

              (III.65, 22-26) [Καὶ μὴν παντί που δῆλον ὅτι τοὺς μὲν ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκότας τε καὶ  

              εἰθισμένους οὐδεὶς ἂν οὐδὲ κολάζων πάντῃ μεταβάλοι, μήτι γε ἐλεῶν· φύσιν γὰρ ἀμεῖψαι  

              τελέως παγχάλεπον· οἱ δ' ἀναμάρτητοι βελτίους κοινωνοὶ βίου.]  

 

              l. 1 τοὺς μὲν ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκότας τε καὶ εἰθισμένους cf III.66, 2/3:  

                    τοῖς ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκόσι καὶ τοῦτο πράττειν εἰθισμένοις  

              l. 1/2 παντί που δῆλον ὅτι τοὺς μὲν ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκότας τε καὶ εἰθισμένους οὐδεὶς ἂν  

                        οὐδὲ κολάζων πάντῃ μεταβάλοι cf III.66, 14-17: 

                        παντί που δῆλον εἶναι τοὺς ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκότας καὶ εἰθισμένους ὑπ' οὐδενὸς ἂν  

                        οὐδὲ κολαζομένους πάντῃ ἀχθῆναι πρὸς τὴν εἰς τὸ βέλτιον μεταβολήν  

              l. 1/2 τοὺς μὲν ἁμαρτάνειν πεφυκότας τε καὶ εἰθισμένους οὐδεὶς ἂν οὐδὲ κολάζων πάντῃ  

                        μεταβάλοι cf III.66, 22/23:  

                        Τοὺς πεφυκότας ἁμαρτάνειν καὶ εἰθισμένους οὐδεὶς ἂν οὐδὲ κολάζων πάντῃ  

                        μεταβάλοι  

                        and cf III.67, 24-26: τοὺς πεφυκότας ἁμαρτάνειν καὶ εἰθισμένους οὐδεὶς ἂν οὐδὲ  

                        κολάζων πάντῃ μεταβάλοι  

              l. 2 φύσιν γὰρ ἀμεῖψαι τελέως παγχάλεπον cf III.69, 2:  

                    φύσιν ἀμεῖψαι τελέως παγχάλεπον and cf: III.69, 31/32: 

                    φύσιν γὰρ ἀμεῖψαι τελέως παγχάλεπον  

              l. 2/3 οἱ δ' ἀναμάρτητοι βελτίους κοινωνοὶ βίου cf III.69, 33/34: 

                        οἱ ἀναμάρτητοι βελτίους κοινωνοὶ βίου  
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              Tr. [It is certainly obvious to everyone, that no-one could entirely change those who sin by  

              nature and habit, not even by punishment, not to mention mercy. For it is very difficult to  

              change the entire nature, however those without sin take part in a better life.] 

 

 

     107. (III.70, 2 and 11/12) Celsus knows the reaction of the Christians upon his thoughts about  

              efforts to improve sinners: 

  

              [δυνήσεται πάντα ὁ θεός]  

 

              Tr. [God will be able to do everything.]  

 

              But he also knows about God:  

 

              (11/12) [οὐκ ἐθελήσει οὐδὲν ἄδικον,] διδοὺς ὅτι [δύναται μὲν καὶ τὸ ἄδικον, οὐ θέλει δέ.]  

 

              Tr. [He (God) will not want anything unrighteous,] although Celsus allows that [God can do  

              even what is unrighteous, but he does not want to do so.] 

 

 

      108. (III.71, 3-6) Celsus returns to what he already argued in test. 105: in his judgment God is  

               influenced by the lamentations of evil people:  

 

               [ἄρα ὁμοίως τοῖς οἴκτῳ δουλεύουσι δουλεύσας οἴκτῳ τῶν οἰκτιζομένων ὁ θεὸς τοὺς  

               κακοὺς κουφίζει καὶ μηδὲν τοιοῦτο δρῶντας τοὺς ἀγαθοὺς ἀπορρίπτει, ὅπερ ἐστὶν  

               ἀδικώτατον.]  

 

               Tr. [So God, similar to those who are slaves to feelings of mercy, and subject to compassion  

               for those who lament, relieves the wicked men. He casts out the good, which is  

               unjustifiable, as they do nothing to identify themselves with the wicked.]  
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      109. (IV.2, 1-4) Book 4 starts with a treatise about the prophecies. The most important question  

               is: should they be applied to Jesus? Celsus compares interpretations of Jews and Christians:  

 

               Ὅτι δὲ καὶ [Χριστιανῶν τινες καὶ Ἰουδαῖοι, οἱ μὲν καταβεβηκέναι λέγουσιν, οἱ δὲ   

               καταβήσεσθαι εἰς τὴν γῆν τινα θεὸν ἢ θεοῦ υἱὸν τῶν τῇδε δικαιωτήν, τοῦτ' αἴσχιστον, καὶ  

                

               οὐδὲ δεῖται μακροῦ λόγου ὁ ἔλεγχος.] 

 

               l. 1 λέγουσιν add Koe : φασίν Iol om A (none of these additions is necessary)  

 

               Tr. That [some of the Christians and Jews say, the Christians, that a god or a Son of God has  

               come down to earth, the Jews that he will, as a judge of the people here, that is very  

               shameful, and the refutation does not need a long argument.]  

 

 

      110. (IV.3, 4/5, 17/18, 21-24 en 32-34) Whether Jesus has come or is still to come, Celsus  

               wonders what God’s intention is in sending him:  

 

               [Τίς ὁ νοῦς τῆς τοιᾶσδε καθόδου τῷ θεῷ;] 

 

               l. 1 γάρ add Ba (no doubt because of the cross reference mentioned below): om A, Koe 

 

               l. 1 ὁ νοῦς τῆς τοιᾶσδε καθόδου cf IV.3, 6: τῆς καθόδου ὁ νοῦς  

               l. 1 Tίς γὰρ ὁ νοῦς τῆς τοιᾶσδε καθόδου τῷ θεῷ; cf IV.3, 15/16: 

                     Τίς γὰρ ὁ νοῦς τῆς τοιᾶσδε καθόδου τῷ θεῷ;   

 

               Tr. [What is the purpose of such a descent on the part of God?]    

 

               Celsus himself knows the answer. He presents it like a question: 

 

               (IV.3, 17/18) [ Ἢ ἵνα μάθῃ τὰ ἐν ἀνθρώποις;]  
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               Tr. Perhaps to learn what is happening among the people?  

 

               But, according to Celsus, the answer is absurd, as is the question:  

 

               (IV.3, 21-24) [οὐ γὰρ οἶδε πάντα;] Εἶτα ὡς ἀποκρινουμένων ὅτι οἶδε, πάλιν ἐπαπορεῖ λέγων  

               ὅτι [ἆρα οἶδε μέν, οὐκ ἐπανορθοῖ δέ, οὐδ' οἷόν τε αὐτῷ θείᾳ δυνάμει ἐπανορθοῦν;] 

 

               l. 2 ἐπανορθοῖ Ppc: -ου APac  

 

               l. 2 οἶδε μέν, οὐκ ἐπανορθοῖ δέ, οὐδ' οἷόν τε αὐτῷ θείᾳ δυνάμει ἐπανορθοῦν  

                     cf IV.3, 52/53:  

                     Οἶδε μέν, οὐκ ἐπανορθοῖ δέ, οὐδ' οἷόν τε αὐτῷ δυνάμει θείᾳ ἐπανορθοῦν  

 

               Tr. [For does not he know everything?] Then as if we answer that he does, he again asks a  

               new question by saying: [he knows, but he does not correct people, and it is impossible for  

               him to correct by divine power?] 

 

               But a god must be considered capable of correcting people without sending  

               someone for that purpose?  

 

               (IV.3, 32-34) [Ἆρ' οὐχ οἷόν τε αὐτῷ δυνάμει θείᾳ ἐπανορθοῦν, ἐὰν μὴ φύσει τινὰ ἐπὶ τοῦτο  

               πέμψῃ;]  

 

               Tr. [Was it impossible for him to correct by divine power, if he would not send someone on  

               purpose for that aim?]  

 

 

      111. (IV.5, 2-4) The starting point for Celsus here is that God will send nobody, but will descend  

               himself. However, this has a consequence. He derives the idea of a descending God from  

               the Christians:  

 

               ὡς λέγοντας ὅτι [αὐτὸς κάτεισι πρὸς ἀνθρώπους ὁ θεός·] καὶ οἴεται ἀκολουθεῖν τούτῳ τὸ  
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               [τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ἕδραν αὐτὸν καταλιπεῖν.]  

 

               Tr. That we say that [God himself will come down to men;] and he thinks it follows from this  

               (statement), that [God has left his throne.]  

 

 

      112. (IV.6, 2-7) According to Celsus God’s descent is impossible. Still he discusses the arguments  

               he thinks that the Christians have for this descent. The first is that God would have wanted  

               to increase his fame and put believers and non-believers to the test:  

 

               [Ἀλλὰ γὰρ ἀγνοούμενος ὁ θεὸς ἐν ἀνθρώποις καὶ παρὰ τοῦτ' ἔλαττον ἔχειν δοκῶν ἐθέλοι  

               ἂν γνωσθῆναι καὶ τοὺς πιστεύοντάς τε καὶ ἀπιστοῦντας διαπειράσαι, καθάπερ οἱ  

               νεόπλουτοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐπιδεικτιῶντες; Πολλὴν τινα καὶ πάνυ θνητὴν φιλοτιμίαν τοῦ  

               θεοῦ καταμαρτυροῦσι.] 

 

               l. 3 δή add Gl : γοῦν Bo De Koe οὖν Ba, but perhaps we can do without any of them 

 

               l. 2 τοὺς πιστεύοντάς τε καὶ ἀπιστοῦντας διαπειράσαι cf IV.6, 11/12:  

                     διαπειράσαι ….. τοὺς πιστεύοντας ἢ τοὺς ἀπιστοῦντας  

               l. 2/3 καθάπερ οἱ νεόπλουτοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐπιδεικτιῶντες cf IV.6, 18/19: 

                         ὡς τοὺς νεοπλούτους τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐπιδεικτιῶντας  

               l. 3/4 θνητὴν φιλοτιμίαν τοῦ θεοῦ καταμαρτυροῦσι cf IV.6, 25/26: 

                         θνητὴν φιλοτιμίαν ὁ Χριστιανῶν λόγος καταμαρτυρεῖ τοῦ θεοῦ   

 

               Tr. [But if God were not recognized among people and on this account thought that he was  

               underrated, would he want to be recognized and put believers and non-believers to the  

               test, like the newly rich showing off among men? Indeed they (the Christians) then attribute  

               to God a very strong and mortal ambition.]   

 

 

      113. (IV.7, 2-8) Their second argument for God’s descent has a higher level: God wanted to save  

               humanity. Celsus also refutes this argument:  
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               [οὐ δι' αὐτὸν δεόμενος γνωσθῆναι ἀλλὰ διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν γνῶσιν ἡμῖν  

               παρασχεῖν ἑαυτοῦ βούλεται· ἵν' οἱ μὲν παραδεξάμενοι αὐτὴν χρηστοὶ γενόμενοι σωθῶσιν,  

               οἱ δὲ μὴ παραδεξάμενοι ἀποδειχθέντες πονηροὶ κολασθῶσιν.] Καὶ ἐκθέμενός γε τὸ  

               τοιοῦτον ἐπαπορεῖ λέγων· [Νῦν ἆρα μετὰ τοσοῦτον αἰῶνα ὁ θεὸς ἀνεμνήσθη δικαιῶσαι  

               τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον, πρότερον δὲ ἠμέλει;]  

 

               l. 4/5 Νῦν ἆρα μετὰ τοσοῦτον αἰῶνα ὁ θεὸς ἀνεμνήσθη δικαιῶσαι τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον,  

                         πρότερον δὲ ἠμέλει; cf IV.8, 12/13:  

                         νῦν ἆρα μετὰ τοσοῦτον αἰῶνα ὁ θεὸς ἀνεμνήσθη δικαιῶσαι τὸ ἀνθρώπων γένος,  

                         πρότερον δὲ ἠμέλει;  

 

               l. 4/5 δικαιῶσαι τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον cf IV.7, 10: δικαιῶσαι τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον  

 

               Tr. [Not because he needs to be known for his own sake, but for the sake of our salvation  

               he wants to give us knowledge of himself; in order that those who have accepted it, become  

               good and are saved, but those who have not accepted it, are punished after they have been  

               shown to be wicked.] After this explanation he raises a new question saying: [After such a  

               long time, God remembers now to judge the life of men, whereas before he did not care?]    

                        

 

      114. (IV.11, 5-12) The third argument is this, that the Christians misunderstand a pagan doctrine  

               and therefore think God will descend to bring a judgmental fire:  

 

               [Ἐπῆλθε δ' αὐτοῖς καὶ ταῦτα ἐκείνων παρακούσασιν, ὅτι δὴ κατὰ χρόνων μακρῶν κύκλους  

               καὶ ἄστρων ἐπανόδους τε καὶ συνόδους ἐκπυρώσεις καὶ ἐπικλύσεις συμβαίνουσι, καὶ ὅτι  

               μετὰ τὸν τελευταῖον ἐπὶ ∆ευκαλίωνος κατακλυσμὸν ἡ περίοδος κατὰ τὴν τῶν ὅλων  

               ἀμοιβὴν ἐκπύρωσιν ἀπαιτεῖ· ταῦτ' αὐτοὺς ἐποίησεν ἐσφαλμένῃ δόξῃ λέγειν ὅτι ὁ θεὸς  

               καταβήσεται δίκην βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέρων.]  

 

               l. 1 αὐτοῖς καὶ ταῦτα ἐκείνων παρακούσασιν cf IV.11, 3/4:  

                     παρακούσαντας τῶν παρ' Ἕλλησιν ἢ βαρβάροις περὶ τούτων λεγομένων  

               l. 4/5 ταῦτ' αὐτοὺς ἐποίησεν ἐσφαλμένῃ δόξῃ λέγειν ὅτι ὁ θεὸς καταβήσεται δίκην  
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                         βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέρων cf IV.13, 36/37:  

                         ταῦτ' αὐτοὺς ἐποίησεν ἐσφαλμένῃ δόξῃ λέγειν ὅτι ὁ θεὸς καταβήσεται δίκην  

                         βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέρων  

               l. 4/5 ὅτι ὁ θεὸς καταβήσεται δίκην βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέρων cf IV.11, 24/25:  

                         ὅτι ὁ θεὸς καταβήσεται δίκην βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέρων and cf IV.13, 1/2:  

                         τὸν θεὸν δίκην βασανιστοῦ πῦρ φέροντα καταβαίνειν  

 

               Tr. [This idea occurred to them, because they (the Christians) also misunderstood their  

               doctrines (of Greeks and barbarians), (stating) that conflagrations and floods occur after  

               cycles of long periods and returns and conjunctions of stars. That after the last flood in the  

               time of Deucalion the cycle demands a conflagration in accordance with the alternation of  

               all things; this view caused the Christians to say, that God will descend with the judgmental  

               fire of a torturer, because of a misunderstanding.]  

 

 

      115. (IV.14, 2-12) Celsus, inspired by Plato717 says, that if God would descend he would have to  

               experience a change that would be disadvantageous for him. Thus Celsus cites this as  

               another reason to think that the descent of God would be an impossibility:  

 

               [Ἔτι δέ], φησίν, [ἄνωθεν πλείοσιν ἀποδείξεσιν ἀναλάβωμεν τὸν λόγον. Λέγω δὲ οὐδὲν  

               καινὸν ἀλλὰ πάλαι δεδογμένα. Ὁ θεὸς ἀγαθός ἐστι καὶ καλὸς καὶ εὐδαίμων καὶ ἐν τῷ  

               καλλίστῳ καὶ ἀρίστῳ· εἰ δὴ ἐς ἀνθρώπους κάτεισι, μεταβολῆς αὐτῷ δεῖ, μεταβολῆς δὲ ἐξ  

               ἀγαθοῦ εἰς κακὸν καὶ ἐκ καλοῦ εἰς αἰσχρὸν καὶ ἐξ εὐδαιμονίας εἰς κακοδαιμονίαν καὶ ἐκ  

               τοῦ ἀρίστου εἰς τὸ πονηρότατον. Τίς ἂν οὖν ἕλοιτο τοιαύτην μεταβολήν; Καὶ μόνῳ δὴ τῷ  

               θνητῷ μὲν ἀλλάττεσθαι καὶ μεταπλάττεσθαι φύσις, τῷ δ' ἀθανάτῳ κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ καὶ  

               ὡσαύτως ἔχειν. Οὐκ ἂν οὖν οὐδὲ ταύτην τὴν μεταβολὴν θεὸς δέχοιτο.]  

 

               l. 4 ἀγαθοῦ A2: ἀθοῦ A 

               l. 5 μέν : μόνῳ Ktr Ba Ch (a good suggestion, because now μέν in line 6, linked to δ’ in the  

                     same line, suggests a contradiction, strengthened appropriately by μόνῳ)  

                                                           
717 Rep. 381 B, C and Phaedrus 246 D 
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               l. 7 τήν A2 : om A  

 

               l. 3 μεταβολῆς αὐτῷ δεῖ cf IV.14, 15: μεταβολῆς αὐτῷ δεῖ  

               l. 3-5 μεταβολῆς δὲ ἐξ ἀγαθοῦ εἰς κακὸν καὶ ἐκ καλοῦ εἰς αἰσχρὸν καὶ ἐξ εὐδαιμονίας  

                         εἰς κακοδαιμονίαν καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ἀρίστου εἰς τὸ πονηρότατον cf IV.14, 16-18:  

                         τροπῆς τῆς ἐξ ἀγαθοῦ εἰς κακὸν ἢ ἐκ καλοῦ εἰς αἰσχρὸν ἢ ἐξ εὐδαιμονίας εἰς  

                         κακοδαιμονίαν ἢ ἐκ τοῦ ἀρίστου εἰς τὸ πονηρότατον  

 

               Tr. [Furthermore,] he says, [let us take up the argument again with more proof. I claim  

               nothing new, but things that have long been established. God is good, beautiful and happy,  

               and in the most wonderful and best state. If then he comes down to man, he needs a  

               change, a change from good to bad, from beautiful to shameful, from happiness to  

               misfortune and from the best to the worst. Who would choose a change like that? Only the  

               mortal being has a nature to change and be re-shaped, but the immortal being must remain  

               exactly the same. Accordingly, God would not be capable of accepting the change.] 

 

 

      116. (IV.18, 4-12) Change is impossible for God. Celsus investigates whether God maybe gave the  

               appearance that he had changed into a mortal body:  

 

               [ἤτοι ὡς ἀληθῶς μεταβάλλει ὁ θεός, ὥσπερ οὗτοί φασιν, εἰς σῶμα θνητόν, καὶ προείρηται  

               τὸ ἀδυνατεῖν· ἢ αὐτὸς μὲν οὐ μεταβάλλει, ποιεῖ δὲ τοὺς ὁρῶντας δοκεῖν καὶ πλανᾷ καὶ  

               ψεύδεται. Ἀπάτη δὲ καὶ ψεῦδος ἄλλως μὲν κακά, μόνως δ' ἂν ὡς ἐν φαρμάκου μοίρᾳ  

               χρῷτό τις ἤτοι πρὸς φίλους νοσοῦντας καὶ μεμηνότας, ἰώμενος, ἢ πρὸς ἐχθρούς, κίνδυνον  

               ἐκφυγεῖν προμηθούμενος. Οὔτε δὲ νοσῶν ἢ μεμηνὼς οὐδεὶς θεῷ φίλος, οὔτε φοβεῖταί  

               τινα ὁ θεός, ἵνα πλανήσας κίνδυνον διαφύγῃ.] 

 

               l. 1 ἤτοι A1 : τοι A 

               l. 1 φασιν mg A2 : om A  

               l. 2 τό : ὅτι Koe 

               l. 2 ἀδυνατεῖν Herter Ba Ch : -εῖ Ppc, Koe –οῖ APac –ον Mpc, edd Gl 

               l. 2 οὐ A2 PMV : οὖν A 
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               l. 5 προμηθούμενος M : -ους A  

 

               l. 4/5 πρὸς ἐχθρούς, κίνδυνον ἐκφυγεῖν προμηθούμενος cf IV.19, 18/19: 

                         πρὸς ἐχθρούς, κίνδυνον ἐκφυγεῖν προμηθούμενος  

               l. 5 Οὔτε δὲ νοσῶν ἢ μεμηνὼς οὐδεὶς θεῷ φίλος cf IV.19, 23/24:  

                      οὔτε δὲ νοσῶν ἢ μεμηνὼς οὐδεὶς φίλος τῷ θεῷ  

               l. 5/6 οὔτε φοβεῖταί τινα ὁ θεός, ἵνα πλανήσας κίνδυνον διαφύγῃ cf IV.19, 19/20:  

                         Οὐ φοβεῖται δέ τινας ὁ θεός, ἵνα πλανήσας τοὺς ἐπιβουλεύοντας κίνδυνον διαφύγῃ  

 

               Tr. [Either God really changes, as they (the Christians) say, into a mortal body, and it has  

               already been stated that this is impossible; or he himself does not change, but makes the  

               onlookers think he does, and he misleads and deceives. Deceit and lying are both evils in  

               other cases, with the only exception being when someone uses them as a medicine, (or) in  

               a healing way, (or) for friends who are ill and insane, or with enemies, (or) when one takes  

               precautions to escape from danger. However neither someone ill or insane is dear to God,  

               neither is God afraid of anyone, that he would mislead him to escape from danger.]    

 

 

      117. (IV.20, 5-9) Celsus has demonstrated why he thinks God’s descent is impossible. Now he  

               allows the Jews and Christians their say  with their counterarguments:  

 

               [Ἰουδαῖοι δὴ] παρ' αὐτῷ [λέγουσι πληρωθέντα τὸν βίον πάσης κακίας δεῖσθαι τοῦ  

               καταπεμπομένου ἀπὸ θεοῦ, ἵν' οἱ μὲν ἄδικοι κολασθῶσι, τὰ δὲ πάντα καθαρθῇ ἀνάλογον  

               τῷ πρώτῳ συμβάντι κατακλυσμῷ.] 

 

               l. 3 πρώτῳ PM : -ον A  

 

               Tr. [Jews] in his (Celsus’s) company [say that life, filled with all kinds of evil, needs the one  

               sent from God, in order that the wicked are punished and everything is purified, as it was  

               when the first flood occurred.] 
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       118. (IV.22, 1-5) This is the Christian argument for God’s descent:  

 

               [Καὶ Χριστιανοὶ] δὲ κατὰ τὸν Κέλσον [προστιθέντες τινὰς λόγους τοῖς ὑπὸ Ἰουδαίων  

               λεγομένοις φασὶ διὰ τὰς τῶν Ἰουδαίων ἁμαρτίας ἤδη πεπέμφθαι τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ ὅτι  

               Ἰουδαῖοι κολάσαντες τὸν Ἰησοῦν καὶ χολὴν ποτίσαντες ἐπὶ σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἐκ θεοῦ χόλον  

               ἐπεσπάσαντο.] 

 

               l. 1 προστιθέντες Reg : προτι- A  

 

                

               Tr. [According to Celsus, Christians also added certain doctrines to what had been said by the  

               Jews: they claim that on account of the sins of the Jews the Son of God has already been  

               sent, and that Jews, because they punished Jesus and gave718 him gall to drink, drew down  

               upon themselves anger from God.] 

 

 

      119. (IV.23, 1-21) With a taunt directed to Jews and Christians Celsus seems to close his treatise  

               about God’s descent:  

 

               Μετὰ ταῦτα συνήθως ἑαυτῷ γελῶν [τὸ Ἰουδαίων καὶ Χριστιανῶν γένος πάντας]  

               παραβέβληκε [νυκτερίδων ὁρμαθῷ ἢ μύρμηξιν ἐκ καλιᾶς προελθοῦσιν ἢ βατράχοις περὶ  

               τέλμα συνεδρεύουσιν ἢ σκώληξιν ἐν βορβόρου γωνίᾳ ἐκκλησιάζουσι καὶ πρὸς ἀλλήλους  

               διαφερομένοις, τίνες αὐτῶν εἶεν ἁμαρτωλότεροι, καὶ φάσκουσιν ὅτι πάντα ἡμῖν ὁ θεὸς  

               προδηλοῖ καὶ προκαταγγέλλει, καὶ τὸν πάντα κόσμον καὶ τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν ἀπολιπὼν  

               καὶ τὴν τοσαύτην γῆν παριδὼν ἡμῖν μόνοις πολιτεύεται καὶ πρὸς ἡμᾶς μόνους  

               ἐπικηρυκεύεται καὶ πέμπων οὐ διαλείπει καὶ ζητῶν, ὅπως ἀεὶ συνῶμεν αὐτῷ.] Καὶ ἐν τῷ  

               ἀναπλάσματί γε ἑαυτοῦ [παραπλησίους] ἡμᾶς ποιεῖ [σκώληξι, φάσκουσιν ὅτι ὁ θεός ἐστιν,  

               εἶτα μετ' ἐκεῖνον ἡμεῖς ὑπ΄ αὐτοῦ γεγονότες πάντῃ ὅμοιοι τῷ θεῷ, καὶ ἡμῖν πάντα  

               ὑποβέβληται, γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀὴρ καὶ ἄστρα καὶ ἡμῶν ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἡμῖν δουλεύειν  

               τέτακται.] Λέγουσι δ' ἔτι παρ' αὐτῷ οἱ σκώληκες, ἡμεῖς δηλαδή, ὅτι [νῦν, ἐπειδή τινες ἡμῶν  

                                                           
718 Not the Romans! A well known antisemitic rhetoric. 
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               πλημμελοῦσιν, ἀφίξεται θεὸς ἢ πέμψει τὸν υἱόν, ἵνα καταφλέξῃ τοὺς ἀδίκους, καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ  

               σὺν αὐτῷ ζωὴν αἰώνιον ἔχωμεν.] Καὶ ἐπιφέρει γε πᾶσιν ὅτι [ταῦτα μᾶλλον ἀνεκτά,  

               σκωλήκων καὶ βατράχων, ἢ Ἰουδαίων καὶ Χριστιανῶν πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαφερομένων.] 

 

               l. 6 ἐμπολιτεύεται M2 

               l. 8 ὁ om M 

               l. 11 δ΄ ἔτι Ktr Ch : δέ τι  A, Koe δέ M 

               l. 11 ἐν add Bo De Koe, post τινες  

               l. 11 ἡμῖν A : -ῶν Mpc (ἡμῶν seems the lectio facilior. I think here it’s better too, so ἐν may  

                        disappear) 

                

               l. 13 ζωήν A : βίον mg A2 

               l. 13 μᾶλλον add Bo De Koe 

               l. 13 καί De : ἤ A (bis) 

  

               l. 2/3 νυκτερίδων ὁρμαθῷ ἢ μύρμηξιν ἐκ καλιᾶς προελθοῦσιν ἢ βατράχοις περὶ τέλμα  

                         συνεδρεύουσιν ἢ σκώληξιν ἐν βορβόρου γωνίᾳ ἐκκλησιάζουσι cf IV.24, 3/4:  

                         ὁρμαθὸν εἶναι νυκτερίδων ἢ μύρμηκας ἢ βατράχους ἢ σκώληκας and cf IV.25, 6:  

                         ὁρμαθός εἰσι νυκτερίδων ἢ μύρμηκες ἢ σκώληκες ἢ βάτραχοι  

               l. 3 συνεδρεύουσιν cf IV.27, 6/7: ἐν τοῖς συνεδρεύουσι  

               l. 3 σκώληξιν …….. ἐκκλησιάζουσι cf IV.27, 9/10: σκώληκες οὖν ἐκκλησιάζοντές  

               l. 4/5 πάντα ἡμῖν ὁ θεὸς προδηλοῖ καὶ προκαταγγέλλει cf IV.27, 24/25:  

                         πάντα ταῦτα ἡμῖν τοῖς πιστεύουσιν ὁ θεὸς προδεδήλωκε καὶ κατήγγειλεν  

               l. 5 τὸν πάντα κόσμον καὶ τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν cf IV.27, 18/19:  

                     τὸν πάντα κόσμον καὶ τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν  

               l. 5/6 τὸν πάντα κόσμον καὶ τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν ἀπολιπὼν καὶ τὴν τοσαύτην γῆν παριδὼν  

                          ἡμῖν μόνοις πολιτεύεται cf IV.28, 13-15:  

                          τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν καὶ τὸν πάντα κόσμον ἀπολιπόντα τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν τοσαύτην  

                          γῆν παριδόντα ἡμῖν μόνοις ἐμπολιτεύεσθαι  

               l. 5-7 καὶ τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν ἀπολιπὼν καὶ τὴν τοσαύτην γῆν παριδὼν ἡμῖν μόνοις  

                         πολιτεύεται καὶ πρὸς ἡμᾶς μόνους ἐπικηρυκεύεται καὶ πέμπων οὐ διαλείπει καὶ  

                         ζητῶν, ὅπως ἀεὶ συνῶμεν αὐτῷ cf IV.28, 2-5:  
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                         τὴν οὐράνιον φορὰν ἀπολιπὼν ὁ θεὸς καὶ τὴν τοσαύτην γῆν παριδὼν ἡμῖν μόνοις  

                         πολιτεύεται καὶ πρὸς ἡμᾶς ἐπικηρυκεύεται καὶ πέμπων οὐ διαλείπει καὶ ζητῶν, ὅπως  

                         ἀεὶ συνῶμεν αὐτῷ  

               l. 8/9 ὁ θεός ἐστιν, εἶτα μετ' ἐκεῖνον ἡμεῖς cf IV.29, 1/2:  

                         ὁ θεός ἐστιν, εἶτα μετ' ἐκεῖνον ἡμεῖς and cf IV.29, 31:  

                         ὁ θεός ἐστιν, εἶτα μετ' ἐκεῖνον ἡμεῖς  

               l. 9 ὑπ΄ αὐτοῦ γεγονότες πάντῃ ὅμοιοι τῷ θεῷ cf IV.30, 3/4:  

                      ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ γεγονότες πάντῃ ἐσμὲν αὐτῷ ὅμοιοι and cf IV.30, 10/11:  

                      πάντῃ ὅμοιοί ἐσμεν τῷ θεῷ  

               l. 9/10 ἡμῖν …….. ὑποβέβληται, ………. καὶ ἄστρα cf IV.30, 11: ὑποβέβληται ἡμῖν καὶ τὰ  

                           ἄστρα  

                

               l. 9/10 πάντα …… ἡμῖν δουλεύειν τέτακται cf IV.30, 18: πάντα ἡμῖν δουλεύειν τέτακται  

               l. 11/13 ἐπειδή τινες ἡμῶν πλημμελοῦσιν, ἀφίξεται θεὸς ἢ πέμψει τὸν υἱόν, ἵνα καταφλέξῃ  

                              τοὺς ἀδίκους, καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ σὺν αὐτῷ ζωὴν αἰώνιον ἔχωμεν cf IV.30, 27-30:  

                              ἐπεί τινες ἐν ἡμῖν πλημμελοῦσιν, ἀφίξεται πρὸς ἡμᾶς ὁ θεὸς ἢ πέμψει τὸν υἱὸν  

                              ἑαυτοῦ, ἵνα καταφλέξῃ τοὺς ἀδίκους, οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ βάτραχοι σὺν αὐτῷ βίον  

                              αἰώνιον ἔχωμεν  

               l. 13/14 ταῦτα μᾶλλον ἀνεκτά, σκωλήκων καὶ βατράχων, ἢ Ἰουδαίων καὶ Χριστιανῶν πρὸς  

                              ἀλλήλους διαφερομένων cf IV.30, 34-36:  

                              ἀνεκτὰ εἶναι μᾶλλον ταῦτα ὑπὸ σκωλήκων καὶ βατράχων λεγόμενα ἢ ὑπὸ  

                              Ἰουδαίων καὶ Χριστιανῶν πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαφερομένων ἀπαγγελλόμενα   

 

               Tr. After this, as usual smiling at himself, [Celsus] has compared [the race of Jews and  

               Christians, all of them, to a cluster of bats or ants that came out of a nest, or frogs meeting  

               round a marsh, or worms holding an assembly in a filthy corner and debating with one  

               another about which of them are the worse sinners, and they say: God shows and  

               proclaims everything to us in advance. He has deserted the whole world and the motion of  

               the heavens, he has disregarded the vast earth and gives attention to us alone, sends  

               messengers to us alone, and does not stop sending them nor stop seeking that we should be  

               with him forever.] Also in his own invention he equates us [to worms who say that God  

               exists, then after him it is us, entirely made by God like him, and everything has been  
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               subjected to us, earth, water, air and stars, and all for our benefit, and everything has been  

               ordered to serve us.] We the Christians, who are obviously Celsus’s worms, further say: [but  

               now, since some of us sin, God will arrive or send his Son, to destroy the unrighteous with  

               fire and (to make sure) that the others have eternal life with him.]  Also he adds to all this:  

               [these things would be more bearable coming from worms and frogs than from Jews and  

               Christians debating with one another.]   

                  

        

      120. (IV.52, 10-15) Celsus puts his concept of God’s reckoning of the matter opposite the  

               concepts of the Jews and the Christians:  

 

               [Ἀλλ' ἐκεῖνο μᾶλλον ἐθέλω διδάξαι τὴν φύσιν, ὅτι ὁ θεὸς οὐδὲν θνητὸν ἐποίησεν· ἀλλὰ                 

               θεοῦ μὲν ἔργα ὅσα ἀθάνατα, θνητὰ δ' ἐκείνων. Καὶ ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ  

               ἄλλη φύσις. Καὶ ταύτῃ γε οὐδὲν διοίσει νυκτερίδος ἢ εὐλῆς ἢ βατράχου ἢ ἀνθρώπου  

               σῶμα· ὕλη γὰρ ἡ αὐτή, καὶ τὸ φθαρτὸν αὐτῶν ὅμοιον.]  

 

               l. 2-4 Καὶ ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις. Καὶ ταύτῃ γε οὐδὲν διοίσει  

                         νυκτερίδος ἢ εὐλῆς ἢ βατράχου ἢ ἀνθρώπου σῶμα· ὕλη γὰρ ἡ αὐτή, καὶ τὸ φθαρτὸν  

                         αὐτῶν ὅμοιον cf IV.54, 4-7:  

                         Καὶ ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις. Καὶ οὐδὲν διοίσει σῶμα  

                         ἀνθρώπου σώματος νυκτερίδος ἢ εὐλῆς ἢ βατράχου· ὕλη γὰρ ἡ αὐτή, καὶ τὸ  

                         φθαρτὸν αὐτῶν ὅμοιον; and cf IV.56, 1-4:  

                         ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις. Καὶ ταύτῃ γε οὐδὲν διοίσει  

                         νυκτερίδος ἢ εὐλῆς ἢ βατράχου ἢ ἀνθρώπου σῶμα· ὕλη γὰρ ἡ αὐτή, καὶ τὸ  

                         φθαρτὸν αὐτῶν ὅμοιον  

               l. 2/3 Καὶ ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις cf IV.56, 28/29:  

                         ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις and cf IV.58, 1/2:  

                         ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις and cf IV.59, 19/20:  

                         ψυχὴ μὲν θεοῦ ἔργον, σώματος δὲ ἄλλη φύσις 

   

               Tr. [Next I prefer to teach about nature: that God made nothing mortal; but all that is  

               immortal, is the work of God, all that is mortal, is their (God’s breedings’/the immortal  
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               beings’) work. Also the soul is a work of God, but the nature of a body is different. In this  

               respect a body of a bat or a worm or a frog or a man will not be different at all: for their  

               matter is the same and their transitory part is the same.] 

      

 

      121. (IV.73, 2-6) Jews and Christians ascribe emotions to God, according to Celsus. These  

               emotions damage humankind, and so he thinks it is blasphemous to ascribe them to God. So  

               it is impossible that God sent his Son out of revenge:  

 

               [Ἢ γὰρ οὐ καταγέλαστον, εἰ ἄνθρωπος μὲν ὀργισθεὶς Ἰουδαίοις πάντας αὐτοὺς ἡβηδὸν  

               ἀπώλεσεν καὶ ἐπυρπόλησεν, οὕτως οὐδὲν ἦσαν, θεὸς δ' ὁ μέγιστος, ὥς φασιν, ὀργιζόμενος  

               καὶ θυμούμενος καὶ ἀπειλῶν πέμπει τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ τοιαῦτα πάσχει;]  

 

               Tr. [Is it not ridiculous, if a man, angry with the Jews, destroyed them all from the youth  

               upwards and burnt down their cities - so absolutely nothing were they -, but the - their own  

               words - supreme God, angry, full of wrath and threatening, sends his own Son and he  

               suffers such things?] 

                    

 

      122. (IV.99, 2-11) Another theme in Book 4 of Origen’s work is the anthropocentrism in the  

               teaching of Jews and Christians. Celsus puts the opposite idea that the perfection of the  

               whole is the centre of creation:   

 

               [Οὔκουν ἀνθρώπῳ πεποίηται τὰ πάντα, ὥσπερ οὐδὲ λέοντι οὐδὲ ἀετῷ οὐδὲ δελφῖνι, ἀλλ'  

               ὅπως ὅδε ὁ κόσμος ὡς ἂν θεοῦ ἔργον ὁλόκληρον καὶ τέλειον ἐξ ἁπάντων γένηται· τούτου  

               χάριν μεμέτρηται τὰ πάντα, οὐκ ἀλλήλων, ἀλλ' εἰ μὴ πάρεργον, ἀλλὰ τοῦ ὅλου. Καὶ μέλει  

               τῷ θεῷ τοῦ ὅλου, καὶ τοῦτ' οὔ ποτ' ἀπολείπει πρόνοια, οὐδὲ κάκιον γίνεται, οὐδὲ διὰ  

               χρόνου πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ὁ θεὸς ἐπιστρέφει, οὐδ' ἀνθρώπων ἕνεκα ὀργίζεται, ὥσπερ οὐδὲ  

               πιθήκων οὐδὲ μυῶν· οὐδὲ τούτοις ἀπειλεῖ, ὧν ἕκαστον ἐν τῷ μέρει τὴν ἑαυτοῦ μοῖραν  

               εἴληφε·] 

 

               l. 1 τὰ πάντα Φ : ταῦτα A 
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               l. 2 ὅσδε Pat B1 

               l. 3 πάρεργον Bo Ro : πᾶν (ν in corr A) ἔργον A Pat C πάρεστιν B 

               l. 3 ἀλλά A2, Φ : om A, del Koe 

               l. 5 ἑαυτόν De Ro : αὐτόν Bo αὐτό Α Φ  

               l. 5 ἐπιστρέψει Pat B 

               l. 6 τούτων A 

               l. 6 αὐτοῦ A, B, Ro : ἑαυ- Pat C (I use ἑαυτοῦ, because Celsus suggests everything has got its  

                     own fate) 

               l. 7 εἴληφε : εἴληχεν Pat B 

  

               l. 1/2 ἀλλ' ὅπως ὅδε ὁ κόσμος ὡς ἂν θεοῦ ἔργον ὁλόκληρον καὶ τέλειον ἐξ ἁπάντων γένηται  

                         cf IV.99, 18/19: ὅπως ὅδε ὁ κόσμος ὡς ἂν θεοῦ ἔργον ὁλόκληρον καὶ τέλειον ἐξ  

                                                        ἁπάντων γένηται  

                

               l. 3/4 μέλει τῷ θεῷ τοῦ ὅλου cf IV.99, 20/21: Μέλει δὲ τῷ θεῷ ……… τοῦ ὅλου 

  

               Tr. [So all things have not been created (solely) for man, just as they have not been created  

               for lions, eagles or delphins, but in order that this world as a work of God would be  

               complete and perfect in every respect; for that purpose all things have been measured, not  

               for one another, apart from a side issue, but for the whole. Also God takes care of the  

               whole; providence never abandons it, it does not deteriorate, neither does God turn it to  

               himself after a time nor does he get angry because of men, just as he does not get angry on  

               account of monkeys or mice; neither does he threaten them, for each of them has received  

               in his turn his own share;]          

 

 

      123. (V.2, 2-5) Celsus returns to his theme of testimonials 109 sqq.: God’s descent is impossible.  

               Celsus also refers to stories about angels:  

 

               [Θεὸς μέν, ὦ Ἰουδαῖοι καὶ Χριστιανοί, καὶ θεοῦ παῖς οὐδεὶς οὔτε κατῆλθεν οὔτ' ἂν  

               κατέλθοι. Εἰ δέ τινας ἀγγέλους φατέ, τίνας τούτους λέγετε, θεοὺς ἢ ἄλλο τι γένος;  Ἄλλο τι  

               ὡς εἰκός, τοὺς δαίμονας.] 
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               l. 1 οὔτ΄ ἂν Ktr : οὔτε A, Koe (ἄν seems necessary: Celsus excludes the possibility of God’s  

                        descent) 

               l. 2 ἄλλο τι De : ἀλλ΄ ὅτι A  

 

               l. 1 Θεὸς μέν ………… καὶ θεοῦ παῖς οὐδεὶς οὔτε κατῆλθεν cf V.2, 11/12:  

                     θεὸν οὐδένα πρὸς ἀνθρώπους κατεληλυθέναι ἢ θεοῦ παῖδα  

               l. 2 Εἰ δέ τινας ἀγγέλους φατέ cf V.4, 3: Εἰ δέ τινας ἀγγέλους φατέ  

               l. 2 τίνας τούτους λέγετε, θεοὺς ἢ ἄλλο τι γένος; cf V.4, 4/5:  

                     τίνας τούτους λέγετε; θεοὺς ἢ ἄλλο τι γένος;  

               l. 2 ἄλλο τι γένος cf V.5, 19: ἄλλο τι γένος 

               l. 2/3  Ἄλλο τι ὡς εἰκός, τοὺς δαίμονας cf V.4, 5/6: ἄλλο τι ὡς εἰκός, τοὺς δαίμονας  

 

               Tr. [Jews and Christians, God has not descended nor any Son of God, for he could not                 

               descend. Also if you speak of certain angels, whom do you mean by these angels? Gods, or  

               another race? Probably another race, that of the daemons.] 

                          

 

      124. (V.33, 4-8) Celsus has spoken about the origin of the Jews explaining that they were slaves  

               who had escaped from Egypt. He states that the Christians are no different. They revolted  

               against the Jews and thus they too turned away from their origins:  

 

               [Ἴτω δὲ ὁ δεύτερος· ἐρήσομαι δὲ αὐτούς, πόθεν ἥκουσιν ἢ τίνα ἔχουσιν ἀρχηγέτην  

               πατρίων νόμων. Οὐδένα φήσουσιν, οἵ γε ἐκεῖθεν μὲν ὥρμηνται καὶ αὐτοὶ καὶ τὸν  

               διδάσκαλόν τε καὶ χοροστάτην οὐκ ἄλλοθέν ποθεν φέρουσιν· ὅμως δ' ἀφεστήκασιν  

               Ἰουδαίων.] 

 

               l. 2 πατρίων νόμων De : πάτριον νόμον A  

 

               l. 1 πόθεν ἥκουσιν ἢ τίνα ἔχουσιν ἀρχηγέτην cf V.51, 11/12:  

                     πόθεν ἥκομεν καὶ τίνα ἀρχηγὸν ἔχομεν  

               l. 3 τὸν διδάσκαλόν τε καὶ χοροστάτην cf V.33, 41: Ὁ χοροστάτης …… καὶ διδάσκαλος  
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               Tr. [Now let the second (chorus, the Christians) enter: I will ask them where they have come  

               from or whom they have as author of their paternal origins. They will say: “No one.” They  

               themselves, who originated from there (from Judaism), will not claim that they bring their  

               teacher and chorus-leader from anywhere else: nevertheless they apostatized themselves  

               from the Jews.]   

                  

        

      125. (V.34, 14-16) Celsus on angels amid the Jews:  

 

               [Ὁ δ' Ἄμμων οὐδέν τι κακίων διαπρεσβεῦσαι τὰ δαιμόνια ἢ οἱ Ἰουδαίων ἄγγελοι·]  

 

               Cf V.36, 15/16: οὐ κακίονα ἔφησεν εἶναι τὸν Ἄμμωνα πρὸς τὸ διαπρεσβεῦσαι τὰ δαιμόνια  

                                           ἢ οἱ Ἰουδαίων ἄγγελοι.  

 

               Tr. [Ammon is not any less competent at reporting the things of God than the angels of the  

               Jews.] 

 

 

      126. (V.52, 2-21) Celsus discusses the supposition that Jesus was an angel:  

 

               [Καὶ δὴ παραλείπομεν ὅσα περὶ τοῦ διδασκάλου διελέγχονται, καὶ δοκείτω τις ὡς ἀληθῶς  

               ἄγγελος. Ἧκε δὲ πότερον οὗτος πρῶτος καὶ μόνος, ἢ καὶ ἄλλοι πρότερον; Εἰ μὲν φαῖεν ὅτι  

               μόνος, ἐλέγχοιντο ἂν ἐναντία σφίσι ψευδόμενοι. Ἐλθεῖν γὰρ καὶ ἄλλους λέγουσι πολλάκις,  

               καὶ ὁμοῦ γε ἑξήκοντα ἢ ἑβδομήκοντα· οὓς δὴ γενέσθαι κακοὺς καὶ κολάζεσθαι δεσμοῖς  

               ὑποβληθέντας ἐν γῇ, ὅθεν καὶ τὰς θερμὰς πηγὰς εἶναι τὰ ἐκείνων δάκρυα. Καὶ μὴν καὶ  

               πρὸς τὸν αὐτοῦ τοῦδε τάφον ἐλθεῖν ἄγγελον, οἱ μὲν ἕνα, οἱ δὲ δύο, τοὺς ἀποκρινομένους  

               ταῖς γυναιξὶν ὅτι ἀνέστη. Ὁ γὰρ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς, ὡς ἔοικεν, οὐκ ἐδύνατο ἀνοῖξαι τὸν τάφον,  

               ἀλλ' ἐδεήθη ἄλλου ἀποκινήσοντος τὴν πέτραν. Ἔτι μὴν καὶ ὑπὲρ τῆς Μαρίας κυούσης πρὸς  

               τὸν τέκτονα ἧκεν ἄγγελος, καὶ ὑπὲρ τοῦ τὸ βρέφος ἐξαρπάσαντας φυγεῖν ἄλλος ἄγγελος.  

               Καὶ τί δεῖ πάντα ἀκριβολογεῖσθαι καὶ τοὺς Μωϋσεῖ τε καὶ ἄλλοις αὐτῶν πεμφθῆναι  

               λεγομένους ἀπαριθμεῖν; Εἰ τοίνυν ἐπέμφθησαν καὶ ἄλλοι, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ ὅδε παρὰ τοῦ  

               αὐτοῦ θεοῦ. Πλεῖον δέ τι ἀγγέλλειν δοκείτω, φέρε, ὥσπερ πλημμελούντων τι Ἰουδαίων ἢ  
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               παραχαραττόντων τὴν εὐσέβειαν ἢ οὐχ ὅσια δρώντων· ταῦτα γὰρ αἰνίττονται.] 

 

               l. 1 παραλείπωμεν Gelenius De 

               l. 3 ἐλέγχοιτο A  

               l. 12 δοκείτω M : δοκεῖ τῷ A  

 

               l. 1 δὴ παραλείπομεν ὅσα περὶ τοῦ διδασκάλου διελέγχονται cf V.53, 8/9:  

                     δὴ παραλιπεῖν ὅσα περὶ τοῦ διδασκάλου Χριστιανοὶ διελέγχονται  

               l. 1/2 δοκείτω τις ὡς ἀληθῶς ἄγγελος cf V.53, 17:  

                         δοκείτω τις ὡς ἀληθῶς ἄγγελος οὗτος εἶναι  

               l. 2  Ἧκε δὲ πότερον οὗτος πρῶτος καὶ μόνος, ἢ καὶ ἄλλοι πρότερον; cf V.53, 31:  

                      ἆρα πρῶτος ἧκε καὶ μόνος, ἢ καὶ ἄλλοι πρότερον;  

               l. 3 Ἐλθεῖν γὰρ καὶ ἄλλους cf V.54, 14: καὶ ἄλλους ἐληλυθέναι  

               l. 4/5 καὶ ὁμοῦ γε ἑξήκοντα ἢ ἑβδομήκοντα· οὓς δὴ γενέσθαι κακοὺς καὶ κολάζεσθαι                           

                         δεσμοῖς ὑποβληθέντας ἐν γῇ cf V.55, 17-19:  

                         τοὺς ὁμοῦ καταβεβηκότας ἑξήκοντα ἢ ἑβδομήκοντα κολάζεσθαι δεσμοῖς  

                         ὑποβληθέντας ἐν γῇ  

               l. 5 ὅθεν καὶ τὰς θερμὰς πηγὰς εἶναι τὰ ἐκείνων δάκρυα cf V.55, 20:  

                     ὅθεν καὶ τὰς θερμὰς πηγὰς εἶναι τὰ ἐκείνων δάκρυα  

               l. 7/8 Ὁ γὰρ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς, ὡς ἔοικεν, οὐκ ἐδύνατο ἀνοῖξαι τὸν τάφον, ἀλλ' ἐδεήθη ἄλλου  

                         ἀποκινήσοντος τὴν πέτραν cf V.58, 5-7:  

                         ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς, ὡς ἔοικεν, οὐκ ἐδύνατο ἀνοῖξαι τὸν τάφον, ἀλλ' ἐδεήθη ἄλλου  

                         ἀποκινήσοντος τὴν πέτραν  

               l. 12 Πλεῖον δέ τι ἀγγέλλειν δοκείτω cf V.58, 37: οὗτός τι πλέον ἀπαγγελλέτω  

               l. 12/13 πλημμελούντων τι Ἰουδαίων ἢ παραχαραττόντων τὴν εὐσέβειαν ἢ οὐχ ὅσια  

                              δρώντων cf V.58, 37-39:  

                              πλημμελούντων Ἰουδαίων καὶ μεταχαραττόντων τὴν εὐσέβειαν καὶ οὐχ ὅσια  

                              δρώντων    

 

               Tr. [Well then, we leave behind all arguments concerning their teacher where they are  

               entirely refuted, and let him really seem to be an angel. Did he come as the first and only  

               one or did other (angels) come before him as well? If they would say that he is the only one,  



321 
Appendix: Celsus’s testimonials 

 

                

               they could be refuted as liars and contradictory to one another. For they say that other  

               angels have visited earth often, in fact 60 or 70 together. (They also say) that they became  

               evil and were punished, cast under the earth in chains; on account of that they say their  

               tears are the hot springs. They (the Christians) even say that an angel came to the tomb of  

               this very man, some say one (angel), others say two, telling the women that he was risen.  

               So it seems that the Son of God was not capable of opening the tomb (himself), but needed  

               someone else to roll away the stone. Also, an angel visited the carpenter in order to explain  

               Mary’s pregnancy, and another angel (advised them), that they should rescue the infant  

               and escape. Why do I have to investigate everything exactly and enumerate all who,  

               according to  them, have been sent to Moses and others? If then others have also been  

               sent, it is obvious that he too came from the same God. Come on! It may seem that he  

               (Jesus) had a bit more to announce, for instance that  the Jews were doing something  

               wrong or were debasing their religion or behaving impiously; for they allude to these ideas.]  

 

 

      127. (V.54, 1-7 and V.61, 1-4) Celsus has admitted that Jesus was an angel, but claimed as well  

               that Jesus was not the only angel. Also his followers say that before him angels already  

               have been sent by the Demiurge:  

 

               [Οὕτω δ' οὐ μόνος ἱστόρηται ἐπιδεδημηκέναι τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ὡς καὶ τοὺς  

               προφάσει τῆς διδασκαλίας τοῦ ὀνόματος Ἰησοῦ ἀποστάντας τοῦ δημιουργοῦ ὡς ἐλάττονος  

               καὶ προσεληλυθότας ὡς κρείττονί τινι θεῷ καὶ πατρὶ τοῦ ἐπιδημήσαντος φάσκειν ὅτι καὶ  

               πρὸ τούτου ἐπεδήμησάν τινες ἀπὸ τοῦ δημιουργοῦ τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων.] 

 

               l. 3 καί2 : τῷ Bo Ktr Ba  

 

               Tr. [So far is he from being the only one reported to have taken up residence with  

               humankind, that even those who under the pretence of the teaching of Jesus’s name, have  

               departed from the Demiurge as an inferior being, and have gone to an - in their view -  

               superior God (and the Father of him that took up earthly residence), say that even before  

               him some coming from the Demiurge took up residence with humankind.]  
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               (V.61, 2-4)  Ἑξῆς δὲ τούτοις φησί· [Μή με οἰηθῇ τις ἀγνοεῖν, ὡς οἱ μὲν αὐτῶν συνθήσονται  

               τὸν αὐτὸν εἶναι σφίσιν ὅνπερ Ἰουδαίοις θεόν, οἱ δ' ἄλλον, ᾧ τοῦτον ἐναντίον, παρ' ἐκείνου  

               τε ἐλθεῖν τὸν υἱόν.]  

 

               l. 1/2 συνθήσονται τὸν αὐτὸν εἶναι σφίσιν ὅνπερ Ἰουδαίοις θεόν cf V.59, 1/2:  

                         Οὐκοῦν ὁ αὐτὸς θεὸς Ἰουδαίοις τε καὶ τοῖσδε  

 

               Tr. After this he says: [Let no one think that I do not know that some of them will agree that  

               they have the same God as the Jews, but that others think there is another god, to whom  

               the former is opposed, and that the son came from the latter.]  

 

 

      128. (VI.1, 6-8) In Book 6 Origen has Celsus speaking about Christians misunderstanding and  

               violating the truth out of ignorance:   

 

               [βέλτιον αὐτὰ παρ' Ἕλλησιν εἰρῆσθαι καὶ χωρὶς ἀνατάσεως καὶ ἐπαγγελίας τῆς ὡς ἀπὸ  

               θεοῦ ἢ υἱοῦ θεοῦ.] 

 

               l. 1 ἐπαγγελίας A, C : ἀ- Pat B, Ro  

 

               Tr. That [these things have been better articulated among the Greeks, and without  

               arrogance and (without) a promise pretending it came from God or from a Son of God.] 

 

 

      129. (VI.3, 1-7) Celsus explains who the Greeks are, mentioned in test. 128:  

 

               [Παλαιοὶ τοίνυν ἄνδρες καὶ σοφοὶ δηλούσθωσαν τοῖς ἐπίστασθαι δυναμένοις, καὶ δὴ καὶ  

               Πλάτων ὁ τοῦ Ἀρίστωνος τὰ περὶ τοῦ πρώτου ἀγαθοῦ διασημαινέτω ἔν τινι τῶν ἐπιστολῶν  

               καὶ φασκέτω μηδαμῶς εἶναι "ῥητὸν" τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθόν, "ἀλλ' ἐκ πολλῆς συνουσίας"  

               ἐγγινόμενον καὶ "ἐξαίφνης οἷον ἀπὸ πυρὸς πηδήσαντος ἐξαφθὲν φῶς ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ"·] 

 

               l. 1 δηλούσθωσαν A Ro Ba : δηλούτωσαν Φ, Sp De We Wif 
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               l. 2 ἐπιστολῶν : -ήν A 

               l. 4 καί om B C  

 

               l. 3 μηδαμῶς εἶναι "ῥητὸν" τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθόν cf VI.3, 26/27:  

                     "ῥητὸν οὐδαμῶς ἐστι" τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθὸν and cf VI.4, 29/30:  

                     "οὐδαμῶς" "ῥητὸν" ἐπιστάμενοι τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθὸν  

               l. 4 "ἐξαίφνης οἷον ἀπὸ πυρὸς πηδήσαντος ἐξαφθὲν φῶς ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ" cf VI.5, 1/2:  

                      "ἐξαίφνης οἷον ἀπὸ πυρὸς πηδήσαντος" ἐξάπτεσθαι "φῶς ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ"  

 

               Tr. [Then old and wise men should take a stand for those who can understand them, and let  

               especially Plato the son of Aristo be clear regarding the highest Good in one of his letters,  

               and let him say that the highest Good cannot be expressed in words at all, but rather  

               appears “from a long familiarity,” and “suddenly, like a light in the soul kindled by the  

               leaping of a spark;”]  

                  

    

      130. (VI.8, 5-9) Plato uses quite different methods of persuasion from the Christians:   

 

               [ταῦτα προειρηκὼς ὁ Πλάτων ὅμως οὐ τερατεύεται οὐδ' ἀποφράττει τοῦ προσερέσθαι  

               βουλομένου τί ποτε ἐστὶν ὃ ἐπαγγέλλεται, τὴν γλῶτταν, οὐδ' αὐτόθεν κελεύει φθάσαντας  

               πιστεύειν ὅτι τοιόσδε ἐστὶν ὁ θεὸς καὶ υἱὸν ἔχει τοιόνδε, καὶ οὗτος κατελθὼν ἐμοὶ  

               διελέξατο.] 

 

               l. 1 προσερέσθαι Bo De Ba Ch : προαιρεῖσθαι A, Koe πρόσθεν ἐρέσθαι Ktr  

 

               Tr. [When Plato has said this, nevertheless he does not tell miracle stories nor does he close  

               the mouth of him who wants to inquire what it in fact is that is proclaimed, nor does he at  

               once order people to start believing that God is like this and has a Son like that, and that  

               the latter talked with me after his descent.]  
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      131. (VI.10, 11-13) Having clarified in test. 130 how far Plato cedes from the Christians,  

               concerning the methods used to spread opinions, Celsus adds something to it:   

 

               [ὁ Πλάτων οὐκ ἀλαζονεύεται καὶ ψεύδεται φάσκων αὐτὸς καινόν τι εὑρίσκειν ἢ ἀπ'  

               οὐρανοῦ παρὼν ἀγγέλλειν, ἀλλ' ὁπόθεν ἐστὶ ταῦθ' ὁμολογεῖ.] 

 

               l. 1 καί A, Koe : ἤ Ktr  

 

               Tr. [Plato is not arrogant neither is he lying by saying that he finds something new or that he  

               is here from heaven, to proclaim it, but he admits where those doctrines come from.]  

 

 

      132. (VI.10, 34-38) This testimonial again illustrates, according to Celsus, what Christians do to  

               transfer their opinions to others:  

 

               [πίστευσον ὃν εἰσηγοῦμαί σοι τοῦτον εἶναι υἱὸν θεοῦ, κἂν ᾖ δεδεμένος ἀτιμότατα ἢ  

               κεκολασμένος αἴσχιστα, κἂν χθὲς καὶ πρώην ἐν τοῖς πάντων ὀφθαλμοῖς ἐπονειδιστότατα  

                

               κεκαλινδημένος,] οὐδέ φαμεν· [Ταύτῃ καὶ μᾶλλον πίστευσον.]  

 

               l. 1 πίστευσον ὃν εἰσηγοῦμαί σοι τοῦτον εἶναι υἱὸν θεοῦ cf VI.10, 26/27:  

                     πρῶτον πίστευσον ὃν εἰσηγοῦμαί σοι τοῦτον εἶναι υἱὸν θεοῦ  

 

               Tr. [Believe that the person I tell you about is God’s Son, although he is arrested most  

               dishonourably and punished most shamefully, and although quite recently he wandered  

               about most disgracefully, in the sight of all,] and we do not say: [Therefore, believe even  

               more.] 

 

 

      133. (VI.16, 1-7) Here Celsus also speaks about the Christians violating the truth (as in test. 128):  

 

               Μετὰ ταῦτα [τὴν κατὰ τῶν πλουσίων ἀπόφασιν τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, εἰπόντος· "Εὐκοπώτερον  
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               κάμηλον εἰσελθεῖν διὰ τρήματος ῥαφίδος ἢ πλούσιον εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ",] φησὶν  

               [ἄντικρυς ἀπὸ Πλάτωνος εἰρῆσθαι, τοῦ Ἰησοῦ παραφθείροντος τὸ πλατωνικόν, ἐν οἷς εἶπεν  

               ὁ Πλάτων ὅτι "ἀγαθὸν ὄντα διαφόρως καὶ πλούσιον εἶναι διαφερόντως <εἶναι>  

               ἀδύνατον."] 

 

               l. 2 τρήματος A : τρυπήματος PV 

               l. 3 παραφθείραντος Reg, De Ktr : -οντος A, Koe (the last seems the best to me. I cannot see  

                     the profit of using the aorist here) 

               l. 4 εἶναι om Plato PM (I agree: what is demanded here is a verb, not an infinitive)  

 

               Tr. After this he says that [Jesus’s statement against the rich, when he said: “It is easier that a  

               camel goes in through the eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of God,” has  

               been manifestly said by Plato, whilst Jesus corrupts the Platonic statement, where Plato  

               says: “it is impossible that an outstandingly good man is also exceptionally rich.”] 

 

 

      134. (VI.27, 4-6) In a treatise about the diagram of the Ophites Celsus mentions a dialogue  

               between a sealed son and a father guarding the seal:  

 

               ὡς [τοῦ μὲν τὴν σφραγῖδα περιτιθέντος καλουμένου πατρός, τοῦ δὲ σφραγιζομένου  

               λεγομένου νέου καὶ υἱοῦ καὶ ἀποκρινομένου· κέχρισμαι χρίσματι λευκῷ ἐκ ξύλου ζωῆς.]  

 

               Tr. That [he who applies the seal, is called father, and he who is sealed, is called young and  

               son, and he answers: I have been anointed with white ointment from the tree of life.]  

 

 

      135. (VI.29, 4-16) Celsus suggests that the Christians know another god, next to the Demiurge.  

               The Demiurge is supposed to be a cursed god, worshipped by only the Jews. In hard times  

               the Christians search another God through Jesus:  

 

               [Τί ἂν ἠλιθιώτερον ἢ μανικώτερον ταύτης τῆς ἀναισθήτου σοφίας γένοιτο; Τί γὰρ ἐσφάλη ὁ  

               Ἰουδαίων νομοθέτης; Καὶ πῶς τὴν ἐκείνου κοσμογένειαν σαυτῷ διά τινος, ὡς φῄς,  
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               τυπώδους ἀλληγορίας λαμβάνεις ἢ τὸν Ἰουδαίων νόμον, ἐπαινεῖς δὲ ἄκων, ὦ  

               δυσσεβέστατε, τὸν τοῦ κόσμου δημιουργόν, τὸν πάντα ὑποσχόμενον αὐτοῖς, τὸν τὸ γένος  

               αὐτῶν αὐξήσειν μέχρι περάτων γῆς ἐπαγγειλάμενον καὶ ἀναστήσειν ἐκ νεκρῶν αὐτῇ σαρκὶ  

               καὶ αἵματι καὶ τοῖς προφήταις ἐμπνέοντα, καὶ πάλιν τοῦτον λοιδορεῖς; Ἀλλ' ὅταν μὲν ὑπὸ  

               τούτων βιάζῃ, τὸν αὐτὸν θεὸν σέβειν ὁμολογεῖς· ὅταν δὲ τὰ ἐναντία ὁ σὸς διδάσκαλος  

               Ἰησοῦς καὶ ὁ Ἰουδαίων Μωϋσῆς νομοθετῇ, θεὸν ἄλλον ἀντὶ τούτου καὶ τοῦ πατρὸς ζητεῖς.] 

 

               l. 1 ἐσφάλη Ba Ch : -ετο A, Koe 

               l. 2 φῄς Bo Koe : φησι Α  

 

               l. 5 ἀναστήσειν ἐκ νεκρῶν αὐτῇ σαρκὶ καὶ αἵματι cf VI.29, 24/25:  

                     ἀναστήσειν ἐκ νεκρῶν αὐτῇ σαρκὶ καὶ αἵματί  

               l. 7 τὸν αὐτὸν θεὸν σέβειν ὁμολογεῖς cf VI.29, 19/20: τὸν αὐτὸν αὐτοῖς θεὸν ὁμολογεῖν  

               l. 7/8 ὅταν δὲ τὰ ἐναντία ὁ σὸς διδάσκαλος Ἰησοῦς καὶ ὁ Ἰουδαίων Μωϋσῆς νομοθετῇ, θεὸν  

                         ἄλλον ἀντὶ τούτου καὶ τοῦ πατρὸς ζητεῖς cf VI.29, 20/21:  

                         ὅταν δὲ τὰ ἐναντία Ἰησοῦς Μωϋσεῖ νομοθετῇ, ἄλλον ἀντὶ τούτου ζητεῖν   

 

               Tr. [What could be sillier or more insane than this short-sighted wisdom? For why did the  

               lawgiver of the Jews make a mistake? How do you (the Christians) accept for yourself his                 

               (the God of the Jews’) cosmogony or the law of the Jews, interpreting them, as you say, as a  

               superficial allegory, but do you praise only grudgingly, you most impious, the Demiurge of  

               the world, although he promised them everything, although he declared he would increase  

               their race to the ends of the world, and would raise them from the dead, precisely with flesh  

               and blood, and although he inspired the prophets, and again you taunt him? But when you  

               are put in difficulties by them (the Jews), you admit you worship the same God. But when  

               your teacher Jesus and Moses-of-the-Jews give contradictory laws, you look for another God  

               instead of this one, who is even the Father.]  

 

 

      136. (VI.34, 10-19) Celsus signals a gnostic doctrine, interpreting Jesus’s cross as the tree of life:  

 

               [πανταχοῦ δὲ ἐκεῖ τὸ τῆς ζωῆς ξύλον καὶ ἀνάστασιν σαρκὸς ἀπὸ ξύλου, διότι οἶμαι ὁ  
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               διδάσκαλος αὐτῶν σταυρῷ ἐνηλώθη καὶ ἦν τέκτων τὴν τέχνην. Ὡς εἰ ἔτυχεν ἐκεῖνος ἀπὸ  

               κρημνοῦ ἐρριμμένος ἢ εἰς βάραθρον ἐωσμένος ἢ ἀγχόνῃ πεπνιγμένος ἢ σκυτοτόμος ἢ  

               λιθοξόος ἢ σιδηρεύς, ἦν ἂν ὑπὲρ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς κρημνὸς ζωῆς ἢ βάραθρον ἀναστάσεως ἢ  

               σχοινίον ἀθανασίας ἢ λίθος μακάριος ἢ σίδηρος ἀγάπης ἢ σκῦτος ἅγιον.  Ἢ τίς γραῦς, ἐπὶ  

               τῷ βαυκαλῆσαι παιδίον <μεθύουσα> μῦθον ἐπᾴδουσα, τοιαῦτα ψιθυρίζειν οὐκ ἂν  

               ᾐσχύνθη;] 

 

               l. 5 ἅγιον P : ἅγιόν ἐστιν A 

               l. 5 ἤ4 del Bo De  

               l. 6 μεθύουσα add Kap Ba (does not seem necessary to me. Added on the basis of VI.37, 18.  

                     Possibly forgotten, because ἐπᾴδουσα was also there) 

               l. 6 ἐπᾴδουσα Koe : ἐπάγουσα A, sed cf VI.37, 18  

 

               l. 1 ἀνάστασιν σαρκὸς ἀπὸ ξύλου cf VI.36, 26/27: ἀνάστασιν σαρκὸς ἀπὸ ξύλου  

               l. 1/2 ὁ διδάσκαλος αὐτῶν σταυρῷ ἐνηλώθη cf VI.36, 31/32:  

                          σταυρῷ ἐνηλώθη ὁ διδάσκαλος ἡμῶν  

               l. 2 ἦν τέκτων τὴν τέχνην cf VI.36, 32: τέκτων ἦν τὴν τέχνην  

               l. 2/3 εἰ ἔτυχεν ἐκεῖνος ἀπὸ κρημνοῦ ἐρριμμένος ἢ εἰς βάραθρον ἐωσμένος ἢ ἀγχόνῃ  

                         πεπνιγμένος cf VI.37, 3-5:                          

                         εἴπερ ἔτυχεν ἐκεῖνος κατὰ κρημνοῦ ἐρριμμένος ἢ εἰς βάραθρον ἐωσμένος ἢ ἀγχόνῃ  

                         πεπνιγμένος  

               l. 4/5 ἦν ἂν ὑπὲρ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς κρημνὸς ζωῆς ἢ βάραθρον ἀναστάσεως ἢ σχοινίον  

                         ἀθανασίας cf VI.37, 5/6:  

                         ἦν ἂν ὑπὲρ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς ἀναπεπλασμένος κρημνὸς ζωῆς ἢ βάραθρον ἀναστάσεως  

                         ἢ σχοινίον ἀθανασίας  

               l. 5-7 γραῦς, ἐπὶ τῷ βαυκαλῆσαι παιδίον <μεθύουσα> μῦθον ἐπᾴδουσα, τοιαῦτα  

                         ψιθυρίζειν οὐκ ἂν ᾐσχύνθη cf VI.37, 17-19:  

                         γραῦς ἐπὶ τῷ βαυκαλῆσαι παιδίον μεθύουσα μῦθον ἐπᾴδειν τοιοῦτον καὶ ψιθυρίζειν  

                         τῷ παιδίῳ ἐπῃσχύνθη   

 

               Tr. [And there they mention everywhere the tree of life and the resurrection of the flesh by  

               means of the tree, I think because their teacher was nailed to a cross and was a carpenter  
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               by trade. So if he had happened to be thrown off a cliff or pushed into a pit or strangled  

               with a noose, or if he had been a shoemaker or a stonemason or a blacksmith, there would  

               be a cliff of life above the heavens or a pit of resurrection or a rope of immortality or a  

               blessed stone or an iron of love or a sacred leather hide. Which old woman telling a story to  

               lull a child to sleep would not be ashamed to whisper such tales?]    

 

 

      137. (VI.38, 5-8) Celsus returns to the diagram of the Ophites, like in test. 134. The mystic words  

               would seem to be deliberately mysterious:  

 

               [Θαῦμα δ' αὐτῶν οὐχ ἥκιστα ἐκεῖνο· ἐξηγοῦνται γάρ τινα μεταξὺ τῶν ὑπερουρανίων  

               ἀνωτέρω κύκλων ἐπιγεγραμμένα, ἄλλα τε καὶ δύο ἄττα, μεῖζόν τε καὶ μικρότερον <ὡς>  

               υἱοῦ καὶ πατρός.] 

 

               l. 2 ὡς addidit Marcovich   

 

               Tr. [The next is not their least miraculous: for they interpret certain words inscribed  

               between the upper supercelestial circles, and in particular two, a larger and a smaller  

               (circle), as of Son and Father.]  

 

       

      138. (VI.42, 2-16 en 68-71) Celsus moves on to a new theme: the Christian idea of Satan is  

               derived from Greek and Egyptian myths about fights between gods:  

 

               [Σφάλλονται δὲ ἀσεβέστατα ἄττα καὶ περὶ τήνδε τὴν μεγίστην ἄγνοιαν, ὁμοίως ἀπὸ θείων  

               αἰνιγμάτων πεπλανημένην, ποιοῦντες τῷ θεῷ ἐναντίον τινά, διάβολόν τε καὶ γλώττῃ  

               ἑβραίᾳ Σατανᾶν ὀνομάζοντες τὸν αὐτόν.  Ἄλλως μὲν οὖν παντελῶς θνητὰ ταῦτα καὶ οὐδ'  

               ὅσια λέγειν, ὅτι δὴ ὁ μέγιστος θεός, βουλόμενός τι ἀνθρώπους ὠφελῆσαι, τὸν  

               ἀντιπράσσοντα ἔχει καὶ ἀδυνατεῖ. Ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς ἄρα ἡττᾶται ὑπὸ τοῦ διαβόλου, καὶ  

               κολαζόμενος ὑπ' αὐτοῦ διδάσκει καὶ ἡμᾶς τῶν ὑπὸ τούτῳ κολάσεων καταφρονεῖν,  

               προαγορεύων ὡς ἄρα ὁ Σατανᾶς καὶ αὐτὸς ὁμοίως φανεὶς ἐπιδείξεται μεγάλα ἔργα καὶ  

               θαυμαστά, σφετεριζόμενος τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ δόξαν· οἷς οὐ χρῆναι βουκοληθέντας  
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               ἀποτρέπεσθαι πρὸς ἐκεῖνον, ἀλλὰ μόνῳ πιστεύειν ἑαυτῷ. Ταῦτα μέν γε ἐστὶν ἄντικρυς  

               ἀνθρώπου γόητος, ἐργολαβοῦντος καὶ προφυλαττομένου τοὺς ἀντιδοξοῦντάς τε καὶ  

               ἀνταγείροντας.] 

 

               l. 3 θνητά : πτηκτά conj Guiet ἀνόητα Gundermann vel ψεκτά Kap 

               l. 4 ἀνθρώπους A : -οις M 

               l. 6 τούτῳ A : -ου P 

               l. 8 χρῆναι βουκοληθέντας Wif Ch : χ- βουληθέντας Α : χ- πλανηθέντας Ktr : χ- προςέχειν 

                     βουληθέντας M2, edd χρὴ πλανηθῆναι βουληθέντας Koe 

               l. 9 πρός del M2, edd  

 

               l. 1 Σφάλλονται δὲ ἀσεβέστατα cf VI.43, 1/2: σφαλλομένοις ἀσεβέστατα  

               l. 1/2 ἀπὸ θείων αἰνιγμάτων πεπλανημένην cf VI.43, 2:  

                         ἀποπεπλανημένοις θείων αἰνιγμάτων  

 

               Tr. [They (the Christians) make some very impious errors also regarding this utter ignorance,  

               that similarly led them apart from the divine enigmas, when they create someone opposed  

               to God, calling this same being devil and, in the Hebrew language, Satanas. Well then, it is  

               obvious that these notions are entirely mortal, and it is blasphemous to say that the  

               supreme God, when he wishes to benefit humankind, has his opposing power and so is  

               unable to do it. The Son of God then is defeated by the devil, and, being punished by him,                 

               teaches us to also despise the punishments inflicted by him, predicting that even Satan  

               himself, appeared in a similar way to his, will show great and amazing works, usurping the  

               glory of God; we should not, misled by these, turn away to him (Satan), but believe in Him  

               alone. These are blatantly words of a sorcerer out for profit and taking precautions against  

               those who have an opposite view and rival him by begging.] 

 

               (VI.42, 68-71) [<τὸ> θεοῦ υἱὸν ὑπὸ διαβόλου κολάζεσθαι καὶ ἡμᾶς διδάσκει, ὡς ἂν ὑπὸ  

               τοῦ αὐτοῦ κολαζόμενοι καρτεροῖμεν. Καὶ ταῦτά τὰ πάντα καταγέλαστα· ἐχρῆν γὰρ οἶμαι  

               κολάσαι τὸν διάβολον ἀλλ' οὐ τοῖς ὑπ' αὐτοῦ διαβεβλημένοις ἀνθρώποις ἀπειλεῖν.] 

 

               l. 1 τό add We Ktr Ch (the addition is justly made, I think) 
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               l. 2 γ΄ἀπάντῃ Gundermann : τὰ πάντῃ Α : πάντῃ Ρ : τὰ πάντα Kap Ba Ch (the last seems the  

                       best to me, the others are more artificial)  

 

               Tr. [That the Son of God is punished by the devil teaches us to be strong also, when we are  

               punished by the same being. All that is also ridiculous: for I think he should have punished  

               the devil, but not threaten the people who had been attacked by him.]     

 

 

      139. (VI.47, 1-5) When Celsus has attacked the Christians’ teaching concerning Satan, he goes on  

               explaining that they consider Jesus God’s son for the wrong reasons:  

 

               [Ὁπόθεν δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐπῆλθεν αὐτοῖς θεοῦ υἱὸν καλεῖν, σημαίνω. Ἄνδρες παλαιοὶ  

               τόνδε τὸν κόσμον ὡς ἐκ θεοῦ γενόμενον παῖδά τε αὐτοῦ καὶ ἡμίθεον προσεῖπον. Πάνυ  

               γοῦν ὅμοιος οὗτός τε κἀκεῖνος παῖς θεοῦ.] 

 

               l. 2 ἡμίθεον Ktr Ba Ch : ἠΐθεον A, Koe  

 

               l. 1 . Ἄνδρες παλαιοὶ cf VI.47, 10: παλαιῶν ἀνδρῶν  

 

               Tr. [Let me clarify from where also exactly this idea occurred to them to call him Son of God.  

               Men of old called this world, because in their opinion it descended from God, his Son and a                 

               demigod. This Son of God (Jesus) and that one, indeed, are very alike.]  

 

 

      140. (VI.52, 5-11) According to Celsus the Christians suggest a dualism between the supreme  

               God and the Demiurge: the supreme God plays a role subordinate to the Demiurge, for the  

               Demiurge has designed matters against the will of the supreme God:  

 

               Ἀλλ' οὐδὲ [πνεῦμα τοῦ ἐπὶ πᾶσι θεοῦ] φαμεν [ὡς ἐν ἀλλοτρίοις τοῖς τῇδε γεγονέναι] κατὰ  

               τὸ "Πνεῦμα θεοῦ ἐπεφέρετο ἐπάνω τοῦ ὕδατος,"719 οὐδὲ [κακῶς μηχανώμενά τινα ὡς ὑπὸ  

                                                           
719 cf Gen. 1:2 
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               ἑτέρου τοῦ δημιουργοῦ παρὰ τὸν μέγαν θεὸν κατὰ τοῦ πνεύματος αὐτοῦ] φαμεν,  

               [ἀνεχομένου τοῦ ἀνωτέρω θεοῦ, δεδεῆσθαι καθαιρέσεως.] 

 

               l. 2 μηχανώμενά τινα Mpc : μηχανῶμεν ἅτινα A  

 

               Tr. But we do not say either that [the Spirit of the supreme God came among humankind  

               here as among strangers,] according to the word “a Spirit of God floated above the water,”  

               nor do we say that [some things, badly devised by another Demiurge, against the great God  

               (and) against his Spirit, while the higher God restrained himself, needed to be destroyed.]  

 

 

      141. (VI.69, 1-6) Celsus asks the Christians how God can be known. He guesses they willl give the  

               following answer:  

 

               Πλήν φησιν ὁ Κέλσος ἡμᾶς [ἀποκρίνεσθαι, εἰκότι στοχασμῷ] ὁμολογῶν [ἀναγράφειν ἡμῶν  

               τὴν ἀπόκρισιν] οὕτως ἔχουσαν· [Ἐπειδὴ μέγας ἐστὶ καὶ δυσθεώρητος ὁ θεός, πνεῦμα ἴδιον  

               ἐμβαλὼν εἰς σῶμα ἡμῖν ὅμοιον δεῦρο κατέπεμψεν, ὡς ἂν δυνηθείημεν ἀκοῦσαι παρ'  

               αὐτοῦ καὶ μαθεῖν.]  

 

               l. 2 δυσθεώρητος ὁ θεός cf VI.69, 18: δυσθεώρητος ὁ θεός  

               l. 2/3 πνεῦμα ἴδιον ἐμβαλὼν εἰς σῶμα ἡμῖν ὅμοιον δεῦρο κατέπεμψεν cf VI.70, 3/4:                           

                         πνεῦμα ἴδιον ἐμβαλὼν εἰς σῶμα ὁ θεὸς δεῦρο κατέπεμψεν  

               l. 2-4 πνεῦμα ἴδιον ἐμβαλὼν εἰς σῶμα ἡμῖν ὅμοιον δεῦρο κατέπεμψεν, ὡς ἂν δυνηθείημεν  

                         ἀκοῦσαι παρ' αὐτοῦ καὶ μαθεῖν cf VI.69, 26-28:  

                         πνεῦμα ἴδιον ἐμβαλὼν εἰς σῶμα ἡμῖν ὅμοιον δεῦρο κατέπεμψεν, ὡς ἂν δυνηθείημεν  

                         ἀκοῦσαί τε παρ' αὐτοῦ καὶ μαθεῖν  

 

               Tr. Nevertheless Celsus says that we [answer] (admitting [he writes with a probable guess]  

               that [our reply] is as follows): [Since God is great and hard to perceive, he put his own Spirit  

               in a body like ours and sent him down here, in order that we might hear and learn from him.]    
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      142. (VI.71, 4-8) Celsus knows that the Christians think God is Spirit. God sent his Spirit in a  

               human body, according to the Christians, but he is Spirit too. According to Celsus this idea  

               has been plagiarized from the Stoics:  

 

               οἰόμενος ἡμᾶς [λέγοντας "πνεῦμα" εἶναι τὸν θεὸν μηδὲν ἐν τούτῳ διαφέρειν τῶν παρ'   

               Ἕλλησι Στωϊκῶν, φασκόντων ὅτι ὁ θεὸς πνεῦμά ἐστι διὰ πάντων διεληλυθὸς καὶ πάντ' ἐν  

               ἑαυτῷ περιέχον.]  

 

               Tr. Since he means that, [when we say that God is Spirit, we in that respect are not totally  

               different from the Stoics among the Greeks, who claim that god is spirit, that has gone  

               through everything and contains everything within itself.]  

 

 

      143. (VI.72, 2-7) According to the Christians God and his Son are Spirits. But Celsus thinks there  

               is no immortal spirit, so God and his Son would be mortal. But immortality is a  

               characteristic of divinity, and in this case not even God would be a god. He denies the  

               theory that only God’s Son is a Spirit:  

 

               [ἐπείπερ πνεῦμά ἐστιν ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ υἱὸς ἐν ἀνθρωπίνῳ γεγονὼς σώματι, οὐδ' ἂν αὐτὸς  

               εἴη ἀθάνατος ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ υἱός.] Εἶτα πάλιν ἑαυτῷ φύρει τὸν λόγον, ὥς [τινων] ἀφ' ἡμῶν [οὐχ  

               ὁμολογησόντων πνεῦμα εἶναι τὸν θεὸν ἀλλὰ τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ,] καὶ οἴεται ἀπαντᾶν λέγων  

                

               ὅτι [οὐδεμία τοιαύτη φύσις ἐστὶ πνεύματος, ὥστ' ἀεὶ διαμένειν·]  

 

               Tr. [Because the Son, born in a human body, is Spirit derived from God, even God’s Son  

               himself would not be immortal.] Then he confuses his notion with itself, that [some] of us  

               [will not agree that God is Spirit, but his Son is,] and he thinks he can meet this saying: [no  

               spirit nature is such, that it exists forever;] 

 

 

      144. (VI.72, 16-19) If God had sent his Spirit in Jesus, he would have wanted it back, is the way  

               the Christians reason according to Celsus. But Celsus tries to demonstrate God would never  
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               have wanted to receive his Spirit, if it were stained by a body: 

 

               [ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστι τὸ ἀναπεπνευκέναι τὸν θεόν. Καὶ τούτῳ ἀκόλουθον τὸ μὴ δύνασθαι  

               ἀναστῆναι μετὰ τοῦ σώματος τὸν Ἰησοῦν· οὐκ ἂν γὰρ ἀπειλήφει ὃ δέδωκε πνεῦμα ὁ θεὸς  

               καταμεμολυσμένον τῇ τοῦ σώματος φύσει.] 

 

               l. 1 ἀναπεπνευκέναι A : ἐκπε- Ba (sed rej Ch)  

 

               Tr. [It is necessary that God has retrieved his Spirit. And it follows from this that Jesus  

               cannot have risen with his body: for God would not have received back the Spirit he had  

               given, if it were stained with the nature of the body.]   

 

 

      145. (VI.73, 3-8) Not just the mortality of spirits makes it impossible that Jesus was divine, also  

               his being born from the “shameful” womb of a woman makes him implausible for Celsus:  

 

               φησίν· [Εἰ δ' ἐβούλετο πνεῦμα ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ καταπέμψαι, τί ἐδεῖτο εἰς γυναικὸς γαστέρα  

               ἐμπνεῖν; Ἐδύνατο γὰρ ἤδη πλάσσειν ἀνθρώπους εἰδὼς καὶ τούτῳ περιπλάσαι σῶμα καὶ μὴ  

               τὸ ἴδιον πνεῦμα εἰς τοσοῦτον μίασμα ἐμβαλεῖν· οὕτως μέν τ' ἂν οὐδ' ἠπιστεῖτο, εἰ ἄνωθεν  

               εὐθὺς ἔσπαρτο.]  

 

               l. 3 μέντ<οι>: Marcovich         

 

               Tr. He says: [if He wished to send down Spirit from himself, why did he need to breathe it  

               into the womb of a woman? For he already could make people knowingly and compose a  

               body round this (spirit), without throwing his own Spirit into such a pollution: in this case  

               he would not have been disbelieved, if he had been begotten directly from above.]   

 

 

      146. (VI.74, 9/10) The next argument against his divinity is Jesus’s punishment. To Celsus he can  

               only be justly called a god, when the prophecies are related to him:  
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               [πόθεν ἀποδειχθήσεται θεοῦ παῖς ὁ τοιαῦτα κολασθείς, εἰ μὴ περὶ τούτου προείρηται;]  

 

               Tr. [How shall he, who was punished to that extent, be proved to be a Son of God, unless it  

               had been foretold about him?] 

 

 

      147. (VI.74, 11-17) The words “Son of God” (previous testimonial) lead Celsus to a theory of  

               Marcion and he introduces:  

 

               [δύο] εἰσάγων [υἱοὺς θεῶν, τοῦ δημιουργοῦ ἕνα καὶ τοῦ κατὰ Μαρκίωνα θεοῦ (πρώτου)  

               ἕτερον,] καὶ ἀναζωγραφεῖ [αὐτῶν μονομαχίας,] λέγων [αὐτὰς εἶναι ὡς τῶν ὀρτύγων, καὶ  

               τῶν πατέρων θεομαχίας· ἢ διὰ γῆρας ἀχρήστους αὐτοὺς ὄντας καὶ ληροῦντας μηδὲν μὲν  

               ἀλλήλους διατιθέναι, ἐᾶν δὲ τοὺς παῖδας μάχεσθαι.] 

 

               l. 1 πρώτου supplevit Marcovich, but it is not necessary, when we ascribe the words κατὰ  

                     Μαρκίωνα to Celsus                         

               l. 3 θεομαχίας καί φησι Ktr  

 

               Tr. Introducing [two sons of gods, one of the Demiurge and the other of Marcion’s god,] and  

               he describes [their single combats] saying that [these and the battles of their fathers are like  

               those of the quails; on account of their old age they themselves are useless and they dither,  

               but they do nothing to one another and allow their sons to fight.] 

 

 

      148. (VI.75, 1-6) Celsus returns to Jesus as Spirit. Before he thought it was implausible that God  

               would stain his Spirit with a body, now he desires external effects of the divine spirit upon  

               the body that hosts it:  

 

               [ἐπειδὴ θεῖον πνεῦμα ἦν ἐν σώματι, πάντως τι παραλλάττειν αὐτὸ τῶν λοιπῶν ἐχρῆν ἢ  

               κατὰ μέγεθος ἢ κάλλος ἢ ἀλκὴν ἢ φωνὴν ἢ κατάπληξιν ἢ πειθώ. Ἀμήχανον γὰρ ὅτῳ θεῖόν τι  

               πλέον τῶν ἄλλων προσῆν μηδὲν ἄλλου διαφέρειν· τοῦτο δὲ οὐδὲν ἄλλου διέφερεν, ἀλλ'  

               ὥς φασι, μικρὸν καὶ δυσειδὲς καὶ ἀγεννὲς ἦν.] 
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               l. 1 αὐτό Φ : -όν A 

               l. 1 ἤ : om A 

               l. 2 ὅτῳ A, Ro : ὧ τό Φ 

               l. 3 τοῦτο δέ A, Ro : τὸ δέ γε Φ 

               l. 4 ἀγενές B  

 

               l. 1/2 ἐπειδὴ θεῖον πνεῦμα ἦν ἐν σώματι, πάντως τι παραλλάττειν αὐτὸ τῶν λοιπῶν  

                         ἐχρῆν ἢ κατὰ μέγεθος ἢ κάλλος ἢ ἀλκὴν ἢ φωνὴν ἢ κατάπληξιν ἢ πειθώ cf VI.77, 1-3:  

                         Ἐπειδὴ θεῖον πνεῦμα ἦν ἐν σώματι, πάντως τι παραλλάττειν αὐτὸ τῶν λοιπῶν ἐχρῆν ἢ  

                         κατὰ μέγεθος ἢ φωνὴν ἢ ἀλκὴν ἢ κατάπληξιν ἢ πειθὼ  

 

               Tr. [Because there was a divine Spirit in a body, this (body) certainly must have differed in  

               any respect from the other bodies, either in size or beauty or strength or voice or striking  

               appearance or in persuasiveness. For it is impossible that he who had something more  

               divine than the others was absolutely not different from another; yet that one was no  

               different from any other, but as they say, it was small and ugly and indistinguished.]  

 

 

      149. (VI.78, 1-10) Here Celsus criticizes God’s Spirit entering only one human being, the more  

               because that person performed in a backwater of the world:  

 

               λέγει ὁ Κέλσος· [Ἔτι μὴν εἴπερ ἐβούλετο ὁ θεὸς ὥσπερ ὁ παρὰ τῷ κωμῳδῷ Ζεὺς ἐκ τοῦ                

 μακροῦ ὕπνου διϋπνίσας ῥύσασθαι τὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων γένος ἐκ κακῶν, τί δή ποτε εἰς μίαν  

               γωνίαν ἔπεμψε τοῦτο, ὅ φατε, πνεῦμα; ∆έον πολλὰ ὁμοίως διαφυσῆσαι σώματα καὶ κατὰ  

               πᾶσαν ἀποστεῖλαι τὴν οἰκουμένην. Ἀλλ' ὁ μὲν κωμῳδὸς ἐν τῷ θεάτρῳ γελωτοποιῶν  

               συνέγραψεν ὅτι Ζεὺς ἐξυπνισθεὶς Ἀθηναίοις καὶ Λακεδαιμονίοις τὸν  Ἑρμῆν ἔπεμψε· σὺ δὲ  

               οὐκ οἴει καταγελαστότερον πεποιηκέναι  Ἰουδαίοις πεμπόμενον τοῦ θεοῦ τὸν υἱόν;] 

 

               l. 2 τῶν M : om A  

               l. 3/4 ∆έον πολλὰ ὁμοίως διαφυσῆσαι σώματα καὶ κατὰ πᾶσαν ἀποστεῖλαι τὴν οἰκουμένην  

                         cf VI.79, 33/34:  

                         ∆έον πολλὰ ὁμοίως διαφυσῆσαι σώματα καὶ κατὰ πᾶσαν ἀποστεῖλαι τὴν οἰκουμένην  
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               Tr. Celsus says: [Moreover, if God, like the comedian’s Zeus, woke up from his long sleep  

               and wanted to deliver the human race from evils, why then did he ever send this, what you  

               call, Spirit into one corner? He ought to have breathed in a similar way through many  

               bodies and sent them all over the world. But the comedy writer, raising a laugh in the  

               theatre, wrote that Zeus after waking up sent Hermes to the Athenians and Spartans; but  

               do you not think it is more ridiculous to make the Son of God to be sent to Jews?] 

 

 

      150. (VI.81, 1-3 and 9) The Jews came forth as evil people in the way they treated Jesus. It is  

               impossible that God was omniscient, if he nevertheless sent his Son to those evil people:  

 

               φησὶ περὶ τοῦ θεοῦ ὅτι [ὁ πάντα εἰδὼς τοῦτο οὐκ ἠπίστατο, ὅτι κακοῖς ἀνθρώποις καὶ  

               ἁμαρτησομένοις καὶ κολάσουσιν αὐτοῦ τὸν υἱὸν πέμπει.]  

 

               Tr. He says about God that [he who knows all, did not know this, that he sent his Son to evil  

               people who would sin and punish him.]  

 

               (VI.81, 9) Εὐθέως δὲ λέγει τὸ [πάλαι ταῦτα προειρῆσθαι.]  

 

               cf: VII.2, 12: πάλαι γὰρ ταῦτα προείρητο  

 

               Tr. Immediately he says: [these things had been predicted long ago.] 

 

 

      151. (VII.2, 9-12) Celsus wonders about the excuse the Christians have for this peculiar behavior  

               of God, to send his Son to people that received him so badly. Celsus suggests an apology:  

               there is a Jewish God and another one:  

 

               [Ἴδωμεν ὅπῃ ἐφευρήσουσι παραίτησιν· οἱ μὲν ἄλλον εἰσηγούμενοι θεὸν οὐδεμίαν, οἱ δὲ  

               τὸν αὐτὸν αὖθις τὸ αὐτὸ ἐροῦσιν, ἐκεῖνο δὴ τὸ σοφόν, ὅτι ἐχρῆν οὕτως γενέσθαι·  

               τεκμήριον δέ, πάλαι γὰρ ταῦτα προείρητο.]  
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               l. 3 πάλαι γὰρ ταῦτα προείρητο cf previous testimonial, last line  

 

               Tr. [Let us have a look how they will find an excuse: those who say there is another god, do  

               not have any, but those who hold on to the same god, will say the same again, that  

               intelligent reply, that it had to happen this way; and the proof is, that these things had been  

               predicted long ago.] 

 

 

      152. (VII.9, 4-23) The last words in the previous testimonial are the starting point for this one.  

               Celsus is going to deal with the prophecies:  

 

               [πλείονα εἶναι εἴδη προφητειῶν,] μὴ ἐκτιθέμενος αὐτά· οὐδὲ γὰρ εἶχεν, ἀλλὰ ψευδῶς  

               ἐπανετείνετο. Ὃ δέ φησιν εἶναι [τελεώτατον παρὰ τοῖς τῇδε ἀνδράσιν] ἴδωμεν. [Πολλοί],  

               φησί, [καὶ ἀνώνυμοι ῥᾷστα ἐκ τῆς προστυχούσης αἰτίας καὶ ἐν ἱεροῖς καὶ ἔξω ἱερῶν, οἱ δὲ  

               καὶ ἀγείροντες καὶ ἐπιφοιτῶντες πόλεσιν ἢ στρατοπέδοις, κινοῦνται δῆθεν ὡς θεσπίζοντες.  

               Πρόχειρον δ' ἑκάστῳ καὶ σύνηθες εἰπεῖν· Ἐγὼ ὁ θεός εἰμι ἢ θεοῦ παῖς ἢ πνεῦμα θεῖον. Ἥκω  

               δέ· ἤδη γὰρ ὁ κόσμος ἀπόλλυται, καὶ ὑμεῖς, ὦ ἄνθρωποι, διὰ τὰς ἀδικίας οἴχεσθε. Ἐγὼ δὲ  

               <ὑμᾱς> σῶσαι θέλω· καὶ ὄψεσθέ με αὖθις μετ' οὐρανίου δυνάμεως ἐπανιόντα. Μακάριος  

               ὁ νῦν με θρησκεύσας, τοῖς δ' ἄλλοις ἅπασι πῦρ αἰώνιον ἐπιβαλῶ καὶ πόλεσι καὶ χώραις.  

               Καὶ ἄνθρωποι, οἳ μὴ τὰς ἑαυτῶν ποινὰς ἴσασι, μεταγνώσονται μάτην καὶ στενάξουσι· τοὺς  

               δέ μοι πεισθέντας αἰωνίους φυλάξω.] Εἶτα τούτοις ἑξῆς φησι· [Ταῦτ' ἐπανατεινάμενοι                 

               προστιθέασιν ἐφεξῆς ἄγνωστα καὶ πάροιστρα καὶ πάντῃ ἄδηλα, ὧν τὸ μὲν γνώρισμα  

               οὐδεὶς ἂν ἔχων νοῦν εὑρεῖν δύναιτο· ἀσαφῆ γὰρ καὶ τὸ μηδέν, ἀνοήτῳ δὲ ἢ γόητι παντὶ  

               περὶ παντὸς ἀφορμὴν ἐνδίδωσιν, ὅπῃ βούλεται, τὸ λεχθὲν σφετερίζεσθαι.]  

 

               l. 4 ἀγείροντες Kap Ba : -αντες A, Koe 

               l. 7 ὑμᾱς addidit Marcovich 

               l. 9 ἄνθρωποι Mpc : -οις A 

               l. 10 δ΄ἐμοί conj Kap 

               l. 11 γνῶμα Mpc : γνωμα (sic) A γνώρισμα P  

 

               l. 10-13 Ταῦτ' ἐπανατεινάμενοι προστιθέασιν ἐφεξῆς ἄγνωστα καὶ πάροιστρα καὶ πάντῃ  
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                              ἄδηλα, ὧν τὸ μὲν γνώρισμα οὐδεὶς ἂν ἔχων νοῦν εὑρεῖν δύναιτο· ἀσαφῆ γὰρ καὶ τὸ  

                              μηδέν, ἀνοήτῳ δὲ ἢ γόητι παντὶ περὶ παντὸς ἀφορμὴν ἐνδίδωσιν, ὅπῃ βούλεται, τὸ  

                              λεχθὲν σφετερίζεσθαι cf VII.10, 28-32:  

                              Ταῦτ' ἐπανατεινάμενοι προστιθέασιν ἐφεξῆς ἄγνωστα καὶ πάροιστρα καὶ πάντῃ  

                              ἄδηλα, ὧν τὸ μὲν γνώρισμα οὐδεὶς ἂν ἔχων νοῦν εὑρεῖν δύναιτο· ἀσαφῆ γὰρ καὶ τὸ  

                              μηδέν, ἀνοήτῳ δὲ ἢ γόητι παντὶ περὶ παντὸς ἀφορμὴν ἐνδίδωσιν, ὅπῃ βούλεται, τὸ  

                              λεχθὲν σφετερίζεσθαι  

               l. 11 πάροιστρα καὶ πάντῃ ἄδηλα cf VII.11, 5: πάροιστρα καὶ πάντῃ ἄδηλα  

               l. 13 ὅπῃ βούλεται, τὸ λεχθὲν σφετερίζεσθαι cf VII.11, 14/15:  

                        ὅπῃ ποτὲ τὸ λεχθὲν σφετερίσασθαι  

 

               Tr. [That there are several kinds of prophecies], although he does not explain these; for he  

               did not have them, but threatened mendaciously. Let us see what according to him is [the  

               most perfect among the men there. There are many people who are anonymous,] he says,  

               [who very easily for an accidental reason prophesy, inside and outside temples, others who  

               beg and visit cities or military camps, and they are moved of course, because they pretend to  

               predict. For each it is ordinary and common to say: I am God or a Son of God or a divine  

               Spirit. And I have come; for the world is already being destroyed and you people are  

               perishing because of your iniquities. But I want to save you; and you will see me again  

               returning with heavenly power. Blessed he who has worshipped me now, but upon all  

               others, cities and regions I will throw eternal fire. People will (because they do not know                 

               their punishments) repent and lament in vain; but those who have been persuaded by me I  

               shall guard forever.] Then after that he says: [having expressed those threats, they add  

               incomprehensible, incoherent and utterly obscure statements in a row, the meaning of  

               which no sensible being could discover; for they are obscure and empty, but they offer  

               every fool and utter sorcerer an opportunity to usurp the words as he likes.]    

 

 

      153. (VII.12, 1-4) Celsus thinks he can designate in the prophecies infamous statements about  

               God, that must silence the Christians, when they base their defense of Jesus upon the  

               prophecies:  
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               Οἴεται δὲ καὶ [τοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν προφητῶν ἀπολογουμένους περὶ τῶν κατὰ τὸν Χριστὸν μηδὲν  

               μὲν<τοι> δύνασθαι πρὸς ἔπος λέγειν, ἐπὰν φαίνηταί τι πονηρὸν ἢ αἰσχρὸν ἢ ἀκάθαρτον  

               λεγόμενον περὶ τοῦ θείου ἢ μιαρόν.] 

 

               l. 1 τῶν2 M : τόν A  

               l. 2 μέν<τοι> Marcovich scripsit 

               l. 2/3 ἀκάθαρτον λεγόμενον περὶ τοῦ θείου ἢ μιαρόν cf VII.13, 9/10:  

                         μιαρώτατα καὶ ἀκαθαρτότατα  and cf VII.13, 11:  

                         μιαρώτατα καὶ ἀκαθαρτότατ' ἄττα  

 

               Tr. He also thinks that [those who derive their defense from the prophets, concerning things  

               related to the Christ, do not have a reply, when something wicked or disgraceful or impure  

               appears to be said about the divine, or something abominable.]   

 

 

      154. (VII.13, 3/4) This testimonial is an elaboration of the previous one (infamous statements  

                about God):  

 

               [προειρῆσθαι τὸν θεὸν τῷ κακῷ διακονεῖσθαι ἢ ποιεῖν ἢ πάσχειν αἴσχιστα.]  

 

               l. 1 ἔμελλε post προειρῆσθαι A  

 

               cf VII.13, 1/2: Ἀλλ' οὐδὲ ποιεῖ ἢ πάσχει αἴσχιστα ὁ θεὸς οὐδὲ τῷ κακῷ διακονεῖται  

 

               Tr. [That it has been predicted that God ministers to the evil, or does or suffers the most  

               shameful things.]  

 

 

      155. (VII.13, 12-14) Celsus defines the “infamous statements” more accurately:  

 

               [Τί γὰρ ἄλλο ἦν θεῷ τὸ προβάτων σάρκας ἐσθίειν καὶ χολὴν ἢ ὄξος πίνειν πλὴν  

               σκατοφαγεῖν;]  
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               l. 1 χολὴν ἢ ὄξος cf test. 61, l. 1: τὸ ὄξος καὶ τὴν χολὴν  

 

               Tr. [For what else was to God eating the flesh of sheep and drinking gall or vinegar but  

               eating filth?] 

 

 

      156. (VII.14, 3-12 and 15, 2-7) According to Celsus prophecies should not be trusted blindly. Far  

               more important is whether what is predicted, is worthy of God, and good. If not, then the  

               prophecies should not be trusted:  

 

               [Φέρε ἐὰν προείπωσιν οἱ προφῆται τὸν μέγαν θεόν, ἵνα μηδὲν ἄλλο φορτικώτερον εἴπω,  

               δουλεύσειν ἢ νοσήσειν ἢ ἀποθανεῖν, τεθνήξεσθαι δεήσει τὸν θεὸν ἢ δουλεύσειν ἢ  

               νοσήσειν, ἐπειδὴ προείρητο, ἵνα πιστευθῇ ἀποθανὼν ὅτι θεὸς ἦν; Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἂν προείποιεν  

               τοῦτο οἱ προφῆται· κακὸν γάρ ἐστι καὶ ἀνόσιον. Οὐκοῦν οὔτ' εἰ προεῖπον οὔτ' εἰ μὴ  

               προεῖπον, σκεπτέον, ἀλλ' εἰ τὸ ἔργον ἄξιόν ἐστι θεοῦ καὶ καλόν. Τῷ δ' αἰσχρῷ καὶ κακῷ,  

               κἂν πάντες ἄνθρωποι μαινόμενοι προλέγειν δοκῶσιν, ἀπιστητέον. Πῶς οὖν τὰ περὶ τοῦτον  

               ὡς περὶ θεὸν πραχθέντα ἐστὶν ὅσια;] 

 

               l. 2 δουλεύειν A : -εύσειν edd (the last one is preferable, I think, because most of the  

                     following infinitives are in the future tense, except ἀποθανεῖν)  

               l. 1/2 τὸν μέγαν θεόν ………… δουλεύσειν ………… ἢ ἀποθανεῖν cf VII.17, 3/4:                           

                         ὁ μέγας θεὸς δουλεύσει ἢ τεθνήξεται  

               l. 3/4 Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἂν προείποιεν τοῦτο οἱ προφῆται· κακὸν γάρ ἐστι καὶ ἀνόσιον cf VII.17, 2/3:  

                         Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἂν προείποιεν τοῦτο οἱ προφῆται· κακὸν γάρ ἐστι καὶ ἀνόσιον  

               l. 4/5 Οὐκοῦν οὔτ' εἰ προεῖπον οὔτ' εἰ μὴ προεῖπον, σκεπτέον cf VII.14, 16/17:  

                         Οὐκοῦν οὔτ' εἰ προεῖπον οὔτ' εἰ μὴ προεῖπον, σκεπτέον  

               l. 5 τὸ ἔργον ἄξιόν ἐστι θεοῦ cf VII.17, 4:  Ἄξιον δὲ θεοῦ τὸ προφητευθέν ἐστιν   

 

               Tr. [Come on, if the prophets have predicted that the great God, to say nothing else more  

               offensive, would be a slave or be ill or die, will it then be necessary that God will be dead or  

               be a slave or be ill, just because it was predicted, in order that it might be believed that he  

               was God, because he died? But the prophets could not have foretold this: for it is wicked  
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               and impious. So it should not be inquired if they predicted this or not, but whether the act  

               is worthy of God and is good. Something disgraceful and wicked, even if all men will seem  

               to predict this in a state of frenzy, should be disbelieved. How then are the things, done to  

               him as to God, sacred?] 

 

               (VII.15, 2-7) [Εἰ ταῦτα προφητεύοιτο περὶ τοῦ ἐπὶ πᾶσι θεοῦ, ἆρ' ἐπεὶ προλέγεται,  

               πιστεύεσθαι δεῖ τὰ τοιαῦτα περὶ θεοῦ;] Καὶ νομίζει κατασκευάζεσθαι ὅτι, [κἂν ἀληθῶς ὦσι  

               προειρηκότες οἱ προφῆται περὶ υἱοῦ θεοῦ τοιαῦτα, ἀδύνατον ἦν αὐτὸν παθεῖν ἢ δρᾶσαι  

               χρῆναι πιστεύειν τοῖς προειρημένοις·] 

 

               l. 1 εἰ ταῦτα M : εἶτ΄ αὐτά A 

               l. 1 πιστεύεσθαι A : -ειν P 

               l. 3 οὕτως add Ktr post παθεῖν (but is not necessary, in my opinion) 

               l. 3 δρᾶσαι P : δράσαι A  

 

               Tr. [If these things were prophesied about the supreme God, should such things be believed  

               then, because they are predicted?] And he thinks it is constructive to say: [even if the  

               prophets really have predicted such things about a Son of God, it were impossible to trust  

               the predictions that it was necessary that he suffered or did them;] 

 

 

      157. (VII.18, 1-18) According to Celsus the prophecies in the Old Testament should not be  

               believed. The best proof for this statement are the contradictions between the legislation  

               of Moses and the one of Jesus:  

 

               Ἑξῆς δὲ τούτοις τοιαῦτά φησιν ὁ Κέλσος· [Ἐκεῖνο δ' οὐκ ἐνθυμηθήσονται πάλιν; Εἰ  

               προεῖπον οἱ τοῦ Ἰουδαίων θεοῦ προφῆται τοῦτον ἐκείνου παῖδα ἐσόμενον, πῶς ἐκεῖνος  

               μὲν διὰ Μωϋσέως νομοθετεῖ πλουτεῖν καὶ δυναστεύειν καὶ καταπιμπλάναι τὴν γῆν καὶ  

               καταφονεύειν τοὺς πολεμίους ἡβηδὸν καὶ παγγενεὶ κτείνειν, ὅπερ καὶ αὐτὸς ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς  

               τῶν Ἰουδαίων, ὥς φησι Μωϋσῆς, ποιεῖ, καὶ πρὸς ταῦτα, ἂν μὴ πείθωνται, διαρρήδην  

               αὐτοὺς τὰ τῶν πολεμίων δράσειν ἀπειλεῖ, ὁ δ' υἱὸς ἄρα αὐτοῦ, ὁ "Ναζωραῖος" ἄνθρωπος,  

               ἀντινομοθετεῖ μηδὲ παριτητὸν εἶναι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα τῷ πλουτοῦντι ἢ φιλαρχιῶντι ἢ  
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               σοφίας ἢ δόξης ἀντιποιουμένῳ, δεῖν δὲ σίτων μὲν καὶ ταμείου μὴ μᾶλλόν τι φροντίζειν ἢ  

               "τοὺς κόρακας", ἐσθῆτος δὲ ἧττον ἢ "τὰ κρίνα", τῷ δ' ἅπαξ τυπτήσαντι παρέχειν καὶ αὖθις  

               τύπτειν; Πότερον Μωϋσῆς ἢ Ἰησοῦς ψεύδεται; Ἢ ὁ πατὴρ τοῦτον πέμπων ἐπελάθετο, τίνα  

               Μωϋσεῖ διετάξατο; Ἢ καταγνοὺς τῶν ἰδίων νόμων μετέγνω καὶ τὸν ἄγγελον ἐπὶ τοῖς  

               ἐναντίοις ἀποστέλλει;] 

 

               l. 5 ποιεῖ Mpc : -εῖν A 

               l. 8 δεῖν Mpc : δεῖ A 

               l. 9 καί add (A1) 

               l. 11 διετάξατο Bo De : διελέξατο A 

               l. 11 ἐπί Bo De Ba : καὶ ἐπί A, Koe  

 

               l. 4 ἡβηδὸν καὶ παγγενεὶ κτείνειν cf VII.22, 29/30: Ἡβηδὸν …….. καὶ παγγενεὶ κτείνειν  

               l. 4/5 ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς τῶν Ἰουδαίων cf VII.22, 31/32:  

                         ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς τῶν "ἐν κρυπτῷ"720 Ἰουδαίων  

               l. 5/6 ἂν μὴ πείθωνται, διαρρήδην αὐτοὺς τὰ τῶν πολεμίων δράσειν ἀπειλεῖ cf VII.20, 1-3:  

                         μὴ πειθομένοις τῷ νόμῳ τὰ αὐτὰ πείσεσθαι, ἅπερ ἔδρων τοὺς πολεμίους  

               l. 7/8 μηδὲ παριτητὸν εἶναι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα τῷ ……… ἢ σοφίας …….. ἀντιποιουμένῳ  

                         cf VII.23, 18/19: μὴ παριτητὸν εἶναι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα τῷ σοφῷ                 

               l. 9/10 τῷ δ' ἅπαξ τυπτήσαντι παρέχειν καὶ αὖθις τύπτειν cf VII.25, 3:  

                           Τῷ δ' ἅπαξ τυπτήσαντι παρέχειν καὶ αὖθις τύπτειν  

               l. 10-12 Πότερον Μωϋσῆς ἢ Ἰησοῦς ψεύδεται; Ἢ ὁ πατὴρ τοῦτον πέμπων ἐπελάθετο, τίνα  

                             Μωϋσεῖ διετάξατο; Ἢ καταγνοὺς τῶν ἰδίων νόμων μετέγνω καὶ τὸν ἄγγελον ἐπὶ  

                             τοῖς ἐναντίοις ἀποστέλλει; cf VII.25, 18-22:  

                             οὐδ' ὁπότερος ψεύδεται, οὔτε Μωϋσῆς οὔτε Ἰησοῦς, οὐδ' ὁ πατὴρ τὸν Ἰησοῦν  

                             πέμπων ἐπελάθετο, τίνα Μωϋσεῖ διετάξατο· ἀλλ' οὐδὲ καταγνοὺς τῶν ἰδίων νόμων  

                             μετέγνω καὶ τὸν ἄγγελον ἐπὶ τοῖς ἐναντίοις ἀποστέλλει  

 

               Tr. After this Celsus says the following: [should not they ponder this again? If the prophets of  

               the God of the Jews predicted that he would be his Son, why does he give them laws  

                                                           
720 cf Rom. 2: 29. 
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               through Moses to become rich and powerful and to fill the earth and to murder their  

               enemies from the youth upward and kill them with their entire race, what he himself also  

               does before the eyes of the Jews, as Moses says, and moreover, if they will not be  

               obedient, does he expressly threaten to do them what he did to their enemies? But his  

               Son, the “man of Nazareth,” gives contradictory laws, that there is no access to the Father  

               for him who is rich or loves power or claims wisdom or a reputation, and that he should not  

               pay more attention to food or to his store-house than “the ravens,” and to clothing less  

               than “the lilies,” and allow him who once struck, to strike once more? Does Moses lie or  

               Jesus? Or had the Father, when he sent him (Jesus), forgotten what he had commanded  

               Moses? Or did He condemn his own laws and change his mind, and did he send his  

               messenger for quite the opposite purpose?]    

 

 

      158. (VII.32, 13/14) Celsus now speaks about the eschatological tenets of the Christians, and  

               highlights the teaching about the resurrection, in the frame of ideas about eternal life:  

 

               τῆς μετενσωματώσεως [παρακούσαντες τὰ περὶ ἀναστάσεώς] φαμεν.  

 

               Tr. We (the Christians) say the things about resurrection, [because we misunderstood        

               reincarnation.]721   

 

 

      159. (VII.35, 12-14) The Christians search a sensorily perceptible God, according to Celsus. If they  

               are so foolish, they had better go to the always accessible gods of the pagans than to Jesus.  

               Doing so Celsus equals Christianity to pagan religions:722  

 

               [ὀψεταί τις αὐτοὺς οὐχ ἅπαξ παραρρυέντας ὥσπερ τὸν τούτους ἐξαπατήσαντα ἀλλ' ἀεὶ τοῖς  

               βουλομένοις ὁμιλοῦντας.]  

 

                                                           
721 The translation is correct: παρακούω goes with a Genitive, but φημί cannot have another case than the 
Accusative. 
722 cf Baders note 4 on page 184 (at VII.34). 
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                l. 1/2 ἀεὶ τοῖς βουλομένοις ὁμιλοῦντας cf VII.35, 18/19: ἀεὶ τοῖς βουλομένοις ὁμιλοῦντας 

 

               Tr. [One shall see them (the gods) not making only one appearance, like he who deceived  

               them, but continuously having communion with those who want that.]  

 

 

      160. (VII.36, 2-16) Again Celsus suggests that the Christians search a sensorily perceptible God.  

               He thinks this an absurd tendency and advises them to choose a reliable guide for their  

               search:  

 

               [Οἱ δὲ καὶ πάλιν εἰρήσονται· Πῶς αἰσθήσει μὴ καταλαμβανόμενοι γνώσονται τὸν θεόν; Τί  

               χωρὶς αἰσθήσεως μαθεῖν ἐστι δυνατόν;] Εἶτα πρὸς ταῦτα ἀποκρινόμενός φησιν· [Οὐκ  

               ἀνθρώπου μὲν οὐδὲ τῆς ψυχῆς ἀλλὰ σαρκὸς ἡ φωνή.  Ὅμως δ' οὖν ἀκουσάτωσαν, εἴ τι καὶ  

               ἐπαΐειν δύνανται ὡς δειλὸν καὶ φιλοσώματον γένος· ἐὰν αἰσθήσει μύσαντες ἀναβλέψητε  

               νῷ καὶ σαρκὸς ἀποστραφέντες ψυχῆς ὀφθαλμοὺς ἐγείρητε, μόνως οὕτως τὸν θεὸν  

               ὄψεσθε. Κἂν ἡγεμόνα τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης ζητῆτε, φευκτέοι μὲν ὑμῖν οἱ πλάνοι καὶ γόητες καὶ  

               τὰ εἴδωλα προμνώμενοι· ἵνα μὴ παντάπασιν ἦτε καταγέλαστοι, τοὺς μὲν ἄλλους, τοὺς  

               δεικνυμένους θεούς, ὡς εἴδωλα βλασφημοῦντες, τὸν δὲ καὶ αὐτῶν ὡς ἀληθῶς εἰδώλων                 

               ἀθλιώτερον καὶ μηδὲ εἴδωλον ἔτι ἀλλ' ὄντως νεκρὸν σέβοντες καὶ πατέρα ὅμοιον αὐτῷ  

               ζητοῦντες.] 

 

               l. 4 ἀναβλέψητε Sp De : -αντες A 

               l. 6 τῆς ὁδοῦ add Koe 

               l. 9 ἀλλ΄ ὄντως Bo De : ἀλλ΄ ὡς PM ἄλλως A  

 

               l. 1/2 Πῶς αἰσθήσει μὴ καταλαμβανόμενοι γνώσονται τὸν θεόν; Τί χωρὶς αἰσθήσεως μαθεῖν  

                         ἐστι δυνατόν; cf VII.37, 14-16:  

                         Πῶς αἰσθήσεσι μὴ καταλαμ βανόμενοι γνώσονται τὸν θεόν; ἤ· Τί χωρὶς αἰσθήσεως  

                         μαθεῖν δυνατόν ἐστι;  

               l. 2/3 Οὐκ ἀνθρώπου μὲν οὐδὲ τῆς ψυχῆς ἀλλὰ σαρκὸς ἡ φωνή cf VII.37, 26/27:  

                         οὐκ ἀνθρώπου μὲν οὐδὲ ψυχῆς ἀλλὰ γὰρ σαρκὸς φωνή  

               l. 3/4  Ὅμως δ' οὖν ἀκουσάτωσαν, εἴ τι καὶ ἐπαΐειν δύνανται cf VII.39, 4/5:  
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                          Ὅμως δ' οὖν ἀκουσάτωσαν, εἴ τι καὶ ἐπαΐειν δύνανται  

               l. 4-6 ἐὰν αἰσθήσει μύσαντες ἀναβλέψητε νῷ καὶ σαρκὸς ἀποστραφέντες ψυχῆς  

                         ὀφθαλμοὺς ἐγείρητε, μόνως οὕτως τὸν θεὸν ὄψεσθε cf VII.39, 17-19:  

                         ἐὰν αἰσθήσεσι μύσαντες ἀναβλέψητε νῷ καὶ σαρκὸς ἀποστραφέντες ὀφθαλμὸν τὸν  

                         τῆς ψυχῆς ἐγείρητε, μόνως οὕτως τὸν θεὸν ὄψεσθε  

               l. 6/7 Κἂν ἡγεμόνα τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης ζητῆτε, φευκτέοι μὲν ὑμῖν οἱ πλάνοι καὶ γόητες καὶ τὰ  

                         εἴδωλα προμνώμενοι VII.40, 9-11:  

                         Κἂν ἡγεμόνα τῆς ὁδοῦ ταύτης ζητῆτε, φευκτέοι μὲν ὑμῖν οἱ πλάνοι καὶ γόητες καὶ τὰ  

                         εἴδωλα προμνώμενοι  

               l. 6/7 οἱ πλάνοι καὶ γόητες καὶ τὰ εἴδωλα προμνώμενοι cf VII.40, 6/7:  

                         οἱ πλάνοι καὶ γόητες καὶ τὰ εἴδωλα προμνώμενοι  

               l. 7-10 ἵνα μὴ παντάπασιν ἦτε καταγέλαστοι, τοὺς μὲν ἄλλους, τοὺς δεικνυμένους θεούς,  

                           ὡς εἴδωλα βλασφημοῦντες, τὸν δὲ καὶ αὐτῶν ὡς ἀληθῶς εἰδώλων ἀθλιώτερον καὶ  

                           μηδὲ εἴδωλον ἔτι ἀλλ' ὄντως νεκρὸν σέβοντες καὶ πατέρα ὅμοιον αὐτῷ ζητοῦντες  

                           cf VII.40, 14-18:  

                           Ἵνα μὴ παντάπασιν ἦτε καταγέλαστοι, τοὺς μὲν ἄλλους, τοὺς δεικνυμένους θεούς,  

                           ὡς εἴδωλα βλασφημοῦντες τὸν δὲ καὶ αὐτῶν ὡς ἀληθῶς εἰδώλων ἀθλιώτερον καὶ  

                           μηδὲ εἴδωλον ἔτι ἀλλ' ὄντως νεκρὸν σέβοντες καὶ πατέρα ὅμοιον αὐτῷ ζητοῦντες  

               l. 9 μηδὲ εἴδωλον ἔτι ἀλλ' ὄντως νεκρὸν σέβοντες cf VII.68, 3/4:                       

                      οὐ θεὸν ἀλλ' οὐδὲ δαίμονα, ἀλλὰ νεκρὸν σέβοντες  

 

               Tr. [Again they will also say: how will they know God unless they lay hold of him by  

               sensory-perception? What can be learned without sensory-perception?] Next he says,  

               answering this question: [this is not a statement of a man or of the soul, but of the flesh.  

               Nevertheless they should  listen, if they can understand anything, being a cowardly and  

               body loving race: if you shut your eyes to sense and look up with your mind, turn away from  

               the flesh and open the eyes of the soul, only so will you see God. And if you search a guide  

               along this path, you must flee from the deceivers and sorcerers and from those who invoke  

               phantoms; in order that you do not become utterly ridiculous blasphemously calling the  

               other gods, who made themselves manifest, phantoms, while you worship him who is more  

               wretched than even what really are phantoms, and who is not even a phantom anymore,  

               but really a dead, and while you look for a father similar to him.] 
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      161. (VII.45, 12-30) Celsus has clarified how we should search God and here he speaks about the  

               essence of God. He quotes Plato extensively and supposes a spirit has communicated these  

               matters to the people in the past:  

 

               [Οὐσία καὶ γένεσις νοητόν, ὁρατόν· μετὰ οὐσίας μὲν ἀλήθεια, μετὰ δὲ γενέσεως πλάνη.  

               Περὶ ἀλήθειαν μὲν οὖν ἐπιστήμη, περὶ δὲ θάτερον δόξα· καὶ νοητοῦ μέν ἐστι νόησις,  

               ὁρατοῦ δὲ ὄψις. Γινώσκει δὲ νοητὸν μὲν νοῦς, ὁρατὸν δὲ ὀφθαλμός.  Ὅπερ οὖν ἐν τοῖς  

               ὁρατοῖς ἥλιος, οὔτ' ὀφθαλμὸς ὢν οὔτ' ὄψις ἀλλ' ὀφθαλμῷ τε τοῦ ὁρᾶν αἴτιος καὶ ὄψει τοῦ  

               δι' αὐτὸν συνίστασθαι καὶ ὁρατοῖς τοῦ ὁρᾶσθαι, πᾶσιν αἰσθητοῖς τοῦ γίνεσθαι, καὶ μὴν  

               αὐτὸς αὑτῷ τοῦ βλέπεσθαι, τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς νοητοῖς ἐκεῖνος, ὅσπερ οὔτε νοῦς οὔτε νόησις  

               οὔτ' ἐπιστήμη, ἀλλὰ νῷ τε τοῦ νοεῖν αἴτιος καὶ νοήσει τοῦ δι' αὐτὸν εἶναι καὶ ἐπιστήμῃ τοῦ  

               δι' αὐτὸν γινώσκειν καὶ νοητοῖς ἅπασι καὶ αὐτῇ ἀληθείᾳ καὶ αὐτῇ οὐσίᾳ τοῦ εἶναι, πάντων  

               ἐπέκεινα ὤν, ἀρρήτῳ τινὶ δυνάμει νοητός. Ταῦτ' εἴρηται μὲν ἀνθρώποις νοῦν ἔχουσιν· εἰ δέ  

               τι αὐτῶν καὶ ὑμεῖς συνίετε, εὖ ὑμῖν ἔχει. Καὶ πνεῦμα εἴ τι οἴεσθε κατιὸν ἐκ θεοῦ  

               προαγγέλλειν τὰ θεῖα, τοῦτ' ἂν εἴη τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ταῦτα κηρύττον, οὗ δὴ πλησθέντες  

               ἄνδρες παλαιοὶ πολλὰ κἀγαθὰ ἤγγειλαν·] 

 

               l. 5 μήν Bo : μή edd μ (ras) A 

               l. 6 αὑτῷ edd : αὐ- A 

               l. 8 αὐτῇ1 – οὐσίᾳ Bo De : αὔτη ἀλήθεια καὶ αὔτη οὐσία A  

 

               l. 1 μετὰ δὲ γενέσεως πλάνη cf VII.50, 1/2: μετὰ γενέσεώς ἐστι πλάνη  

               l. 10-12 Καὶ πνεῦμα εἴ τι οἴεσθε κατιὸν ἐκ θεοῦ προαγγέλλειν τὰ θεῖα, τοῦτ' ἂν εἴη τὸ  

                             πνεῦμα τὸ ταῦτα κηρύττον, οὗ δὴ πλησθέντες ἄνδρες παλαιοὶ πολλὰ κἀγαθὰ  

                             ἤγγειλαν cf VII.51, 4-7: 

                             πνεῦμα θεῖον κατιὸν ἐκ θεοῦ προαγγέλλειν τὰ θεῖα, τοῦτ' ἂν εἴη τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ  

                             ταῦτα κηρύττον, οὗ δὴ πλησθέντες ἄνδρες παλαιοὶ πολλὰ κἀγαθὰ ἤγγειλαν  

 

               Tr. [Being and becoming are, respectively, noetic and visible; truth accompanies being, error  

               accompanies becoming. Knowledge, then, concerns truth, opinion the other; and of what is  

               noetic, there is intelligence, of what is visible is sight. Mind knows what is noetic, eye  

               what is visible. So what the sun is among the visible things, being neither eye nor sight, but  
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               for the eye  cause of seeing and for sight cause of its existence and for visible things cause  

               of being seen, for all sensible things cause of becoming, and itself for itself cause of being  

               seen, that is he (God) among the noetic things, he who is neither mind nor intelligence nor  

               knowledge, but for the mind cause of thinking and for intelligence and knowledge cause of  

               their existence, and for all noetic things and for the truth itself and for being itself cause of  

               their existence, since he is beyond all things, noetic by a certain unspeakable power. This  

               has been said for those who have mind. If you understand any of it, you are doing well. And  

               if you think that a spirit coming down from God predicted the divine things, this may be the  

               spirit which declares these things, and filled with this spirit indeed men of ancient times  

               proclaimed many good doctrines.]  

 

 

      162. (VII.53, 2-24) Celsus supposes the Christians cannot understand the scope of the previous  

               testimonial, because they also chose the wrong person Son of God:  

 

               [Πόσῳ δ' ἦν ὑμῖν ἄμεινον, ἐπειδή γε καινοτομῆσαί τι ἐπεθυμήσατε, περὶ ἄλλον τινὰ τῶν  

               γενναίως ἀποθανόντων καὶ θεῖον μῦθον δέξασθαι δυναμένων σπουδάσαι; Φέρε, εἰ μὴ                 

               ἤρεσκεν Ἡρακλῆς καὶ Ἀσκληπιὸς καὶ οἱ πάλαι δεδοξασμένοι, Ὀρφέα εἴχετε, ἄνδρα  

               ὁμολογουμένως ὁσίῳ χρησάμενον πνεύματι καὶ αὐτὸν βιαίως ἀποθανόντα. Ἀλλ' ἴσως ὑπ'  

               ἄλλων προείληπτο. Ἀνάξαρχον γοῦν, ὃς εἰς ὅλμον ἐμβληθεὶς καὶ παρανομώτατα  

               συντριβόμενος εὖ μάλα κατεφρόνει τῆς κολάσεως λέγων· "Πτίσσε, πτίσσε τὸν Ἀναξάρχου  

               θύλακον, αὐτὸν γὰρ οὐ πτίσσεις"· θείου τινὸς ὡς ἀληθῶς πνεύματος ἡ φωνή. Ἀλλὰ καὶ  

               τούτῳ φθάσαντές τινες ἠκολούθησαν φυσικοί. Οὐκοῦν Ἐπίκτητον;  Ὃς τοῦ δεσπότου  

               στρεβλοῦντος αὐτοῦ τὸ σκέλος ὑπομειδιῶν ἀνεκπλήκτως ἔλεγε· “Κατάσσεις", καὶ  

               κατάξαντος "Οὐκ ἔλεγον", εἶπεν, "ὅτι κατάσσεις"; Τί τοιοῦτον ὁ ὑμέτερος θεὸς  

               κολαζόμενος ἐφθέγξατο; Ὑμεῖς δὲ κἂν Σίβυλλαν, ᾗ χρῶνταί τινες ὑμῶν, εἰκότως ἂν μᾶλλον  

               προεστήσασθε ὡς τοῦ θεοῦ παῖδα· νῦν δὲ παρεγγράφειν μὲν εἰς τὰ ἐκείνης πολλὰ καὶ  

               βλάσφημα εἰκῇ δύνασθε, τὸν δὲ βίῳ μὲν ἐπιρρητοτάτῳ θανάτῳ δὲ οἰκτίστῳ χρησάμενον  

               θεὸν τίθεσθε. Πόσῳ τοῦδε ἐπιτηδειότερος ἦν ὑμῖν Ἰωνᾶς "ἐπὶ τῇ κολοκύντῃ" ἢ ∆ανιὴλ ὁ ἐκ  

               τῶν θηρίων θανάτῳ οἰκτίστῳ ἢ οἱ τῶνδε ἔτι τερατωδέστεροι;]  

 

               l. 1 ὑμῖν Mpc : ἡ- A 

               l. 13 δεδύνησθε conj Bo  
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               l. 14 κολοκύντῃ A : κοιλίᾳ κήτους mg Iol2, Bo De  

 

               l. 3/4 Ὀρφέα εἴχετε, ἄνδρα ὁμολογουμένως ὁσίῳ χρησάμενον πνεύματι cf VII.54, 11/12:  

                         Ὀρφέως ὁμολογουμένως φησὶν αὐτὸν ὁσίῳ χρησάμενον πνεύματι  

               l. 6/7 "Πτίσσε, πτίσσε τὸν Ἀναξάρχου θύλακον cf VII.54, 20/21:  

                         "Πτίσσε, πτίσσε τὸν Ἀναξάρχου θύλακον"  

               l. 10/11 Τί τοιοῦτον ὁ ὑμέτερος θεὸς κολαζόμενος ἐφθέγξατο;  cf VII.55, 2/3:  

                              Τί τοιοῦτον ὁ ὑμέτερος θεὸς κολαζόμενος ἐφθέγξατο;  

               l. 11/12 Ὑμεῖς δὲ κἂν Σίβυλλαν ………….. εἰκότως ἂν μᾶλλον προεστήσασθε ὡς τοῦ θεοῦ  

                              παῖδα cf VII.56, 1/2: ἐβούλετο ἡμᾶς μᾶλλον Σίβυλλαν ἀναγορεῦσαι παῖδα θεοῦ  

               l. 12/13 νῦν δὲ παρεγγράφειν μὲν εἰς τὰ ἐκείνης πολλὰ καὶ βλάσφημα εἰκῇ δύνασθε  

                              cf VII.56, 3: παρενεγράψαμεν εἰς τὰ ἐκείνης πολλὰ καὶ βλάσφημα  

               l. 13 θανάτῳ δὲ οἰκτίστῳ χρησάμενον cf VII.56, 15: θανάτῳ οἰκτίστῳ κεχρῆσθαι  

               l. 15 ἢ οἱ τῶνδε ἔτι τερατωδέστεροι cf VII.57, 21: · Ἢ οἱ τῶνδε ἔτι τερατωδέστεροι  

 

               Tr. [How much better it would have been for you, since you wished to bring something new,                 

               to focus your attention on someone else among those who died nobly and were worthy of  

               receiving a divine myth. Come on, if Heracles and Asclepius and those who long time have  

               been held in honour did not please you, you had Orpheus, a man who, as everyone agrees,  

               possessed a pious spirit and died a violent death as well. But perhaps Orpheus had been  

               chosen earlier by others. At least you had Anaxarchus who, when he had been cast into a  

               mortar and was pounded in the cruelest way, utterly condemned his punishment saying:  

               “Pound, pound Anaxarchus’s pouch, for him you do not pound;” the utterance of a surely  

               divine spirit. But some natural philosophers preceded  you following him. Take Epictetus  

               then? When his master twisted his leg, he said calmly smiling: “You are breaking it,” and  

               when he had broken it, he said: “Did I not say you were breaking it?” What comparable  

               saying did your god utter, when he was punished? You could also have put forward as a  

               child of God more obviously the Sibyl, whom some of you use; but now you can simply  

               interpolate many blasphemous words in her verses and you elevate him to your god, who  

               lived a most infamous life and died a most miserable death. How much more suitable than  
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               this one would have been Jonah “with his gourd,”723 or Daniel who escaped the wild animals  

               with their most miserable death or those more miraculous still than these?]    

                   

 

      163. (VII.58, 2-25) If Christians might indicate the command to love your enemy as well, then,  

               says Celsus, that is a doctrine derived from Plato (Crito, 49 BC):  

 

               [Ἔστιν αὐτοῖς καὶ τοιόνδε παράγγελμα, τὸν ὑβρίζοντα μὴ ἀμύνεσθαι· κἂν τύπτῃ, φησί, τὴν  

               ἑτέραν γνάθον, σὺ δὲ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην πάρεχε. Ἀρχαῖον καὶ τοῦτο, εὖ μάλα πρόσθεν  

               εἰρημένον, ἀγροικότερον δ' αὐτὸ ἀπεμνημόνευσαν. Ἐπεὶ καὶ Πλάτωνι πεποίηται Σωκράτης  

               Κρίτωνι διαλεγόμενος τάδε· "Οὐδαμῶς ἄρα δεῖ ἀδικεῖν. Οὐ δῆτα. Οὐδ' ἀδικούμενον ἄρα  

               ἀνταδικεῖν, ὡς οἱ πολλοὶ οἴονται, ἐπειδή γε οὐδαμῶς δεῖ ἀδικεῖν. Οὐ φαίνεται. Τί δὲ δή;  

               Κακουργεῖν δεῖ, ὦ Κρίτων, ἢ οὔ; Οὐ δεῖ δή που, ὦ Σώκρατες. Τί δέ; Ἀντικακουργεῖν καὶ  

               κακῶς πάσχοντα, ὡς οἱ πολλοί φασι, δίκαιον ἢ οὐ δίκαιον; Οὐδαμῶς. Τὸ γάρ που κακῶς  

               ποιεῖν ἀνθρώπους τοῦ ἀδικεῖν οὐδὲν διαφέρει. Ἀληθῆ λέγεις. Οὔτε ἄρα ἀνταδικεῖν δεῖ  

               οὐδὲ κακῶς ποιεῖν οὐδένα ἀνθρώπων, οὐδ' ἂν ὁτιοῦν πάσχῃ παρ' αὐτῶν." Ταῦτά φησιν ὁ                 

               Πλάτων καὶ αὖθις τάδε· "Σκόπει οὖν δὴ καὶ σὺ εὖ μάλα, πότερον κοινωνεῖς καὶ συνδοκεῖ  

               σοι, καὶ ἀρχωμεθα ἐντεῦθεν βουλευόμενοι, ὡς οὐδέποτε ὀρθῶς ἔχοντος οὔτε τοῦ ἀδικεῖν  

               οὔτε τοῦ ἀνταδικεῖν οὔτε κακῶς πάσχοντα ἀμύνεσθαι ἀντιδρῶντα κακῶς· ἢ ἀφίστασαι καὶ  

               οὐ κοινωνεῖς τῆς ἀρχῆς; Ἐμοὶ μὲν γὰρ καὶ πάλαι οὕτως καὶ νῦν ἔτι δοκεῖ." Πλάτωνι μὲν οὖν  

               οὕτως ἤρεσεν, ἦν δὲ καὶ πρόσθεν ἔτι θείοις ἀνδράσι δεδογμένα. Ἀλλὰ τῶνδε μὲν πέρι καὶ  

               τῶν ἄλλων, ὅσα παραφθείρουσιν, ἀρκείτω τὰ εἰρημένα· καὶ ὅτῳ φίλον ἐπὶ πλεῖόν τι αὐτῶν                 

               ζητεῖν, εἴσεται.] 

 

               l. 3 δ΄ A, C, Ro : δέ Pat B 

               l. 4 ἄρα (twice) A : ἆρα A, Pat 

               l. 4 οὐδ΄ A, B : οὐδέ Pat D Plato  

               l. 5 ἐπειδή γε : ἐπεὶ δέ γε A 

               l. 5 φαίνεται καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς Φ  

               l. 6 καί om Plato De 

                                                           
723 See Jonah 4:6. 
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               l. 9 οὐδέ A : οὔτε Plato 

               l. 9 παρ΄ A : ὑπ΄ PVpc, Plato 

               l. 10 δὴ οὖν Plato 

               l. 11 ἀρχόμεθα A, Ktr : -ώμεθα Plato M, Koe 

               l. 12 ἀφίστασθαι A 

               l. 14 οὕτω Plato 

               l. 16 εἰσέσται A 

  

               l. 3 ἀγροικότερον δ' αὐτὸ ἀπεμνημόνευσαν cf VII.61, 1/2: ἀγροικότερον εἰπὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς  

               l. 14-16 Ἀλλὰ τῶνδε μὲν πέρι καὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὅσα παραφθείρουσιν, ἀρκείτω τὰ εἰρημένα·  

                             καὶ ὅτῳ φίλον ἐπὶ πλεῖόν τι αὐτῶν ζητεῖν, εἴσεται cf VII.61, 11-13:  

                             Ἀλλὰ τῶνδε μὲν πέρι καὶ ἄλλων, ὅσα παραφθείρουσιν, ἀρκείτω τὰ εἰρημένα· καὶ  

                             ὅτῳ φίλον ἐπὶ πλέον τι αὐτῶν ζητεῖν, εἴσεται  

 

               Tr. [They have also the following precept: not to resist someone who is doing you wrong;  

               even if, says he, someone strikes you on one cheek, offer the other one as well. This too is  

               old, worded very well previously, but they expressed it in a ruder way. For Socrates has  

               also been staged by Plato in the following dialogue with Crito: “Then in no way we are                 

               allowed to do wrong. Certainly not. So not even to repay, when someone has been  

               wronged, as most people think, because in no way indeed it is allowed to do wrong. It  

               appears not. Well then: must we do harm, Crito, or not? We should not, Socrates, I think.  

               Well then: is it just, as most people say, or unjust, that even he who suffers badly, repays?  

               In no way just. For doing people wrong is, I think, in no way different from doing harm. You  

               are right. So one should not repay nor do anyone of the people wrong, not even if one                 

               suffers anything from him.” So says Plato and again he continues: Therefore look very well  

               to see, if you agree with me and if it seems the same to you, and let us begin from there to  

               deliberate, because it is never right to do wrong or to repay, or to resist when one suffers  

               harm, doing wrong in return; or do you distance yourself and do you not agree with the  

               starting point? For this seems to me to be so already a long time, and still.” This way then it  

               pleased Plato and so it seemed to divine men earlier still. But may these words on this point  

               be sufficient also for all the other doctrines they destroy; and anyone who wishes to find  

               more examples of this, will recognize them.]       
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      164. (VII.62, 19-29) Having inquired and rejected the Christian doctrines Celsus thinks the time  

               has come to protect pagan religious ideas against the attacks of the Christians. First the  

               worshipping of images:  

 

               [Εἰ μὲν ὅτι λίθος ἢ ξύλον ἢ χαλκὸς ἢ χρυσός, ὃν ὁ δεῖνα ἢ ὁ δεῖνα εἰργάσατο, οὐκ ἂν εἴη  

               θεός, γελοία ἡ σοφία. Τίς γὰρ καὶ ἄλλος εἰ μὴ πάντῃ νήπιος ταῦτα ἡγεῖται θεοὺς ἀλλὰ  

               θεῶν ἀναθήματα καὶ ἀγάλματα; Εἰ δ' ὅτι μηδὲ θείας εἰκόνας ὑποληπτέον, ἄλλην γὰρ εἶναι  

               θεοῦ μορφήν, ὥσπερ καὶ Πέρσαις δοκεῖ, λελήθασιν αὐτοὶ σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἐλέγχοντες, ὅταν  

               φῶσιν ὅτι "ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησε τὸν ἄνθρωπον" ἰδίαν "εἰκόνα" τὸ δὲ εἶδος ὅμοιον ἑαυτῷ. Ἀλλὰ  

               συνθήσονται μὲν εἶναι ταῦτα ἐπὶ τιμῇ τινων, ἢ ὁμοίων ἢ ἀνομοίων τὸ εἶδος, οὔτε δὲ θεοὺς  

               εἶναι, οἷς ταῦτα ἀνάκειται, ἀλλὰ δαίμονας, οὐδὲ χρῆναι θεραπεύειν δαίμονας ὅστις σέβει  

               θεόν.]  

 

               l. 5 "ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησε τὸν ἄνθρωπον" ἰδίαν "εἰκόνα" τὸ δὲ εἶδος ὅμοιον ἑαυτῷ”  

                      cf VII.66, 30/31: "ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησε τὸν τὸν ἄνθρωπον" ἰδίαν "εἰκόνα" καὶ εἶδος ὅμοιον  

                        ἑαυτῷ”  

               l. 6-8 συνθήσονται μὲν εἶναι ταῦτα ἐπὶ τιμῇ τινων, ἢ ὁμοίων ἢ ἀνομοίων τὸ εἶδος, οὔτε δὲ                          

                         θεοὺς εἶναι, οἷς ταῦτα ἀνάκειται, ἀλλὰ δαίμονας, οὐδὲ χρῆναι θεραπεύειν δαίμονας  

                         ὅστις σέβει θεόν cf VII.67, 1-4:  

                         συνθήσονται μὲν εἶναι ταῦτ' ἐπὶ τιμῇ τινων, ἢ ὁμοίων ἢ ἀνομοίων τὸ εἶδος, οὔτε δὲ  

                         θεοὺς εἶναι, οἷς ταῦτ' ἀνάκειται, ἀλλὰ δαίμονας, οὔτε χρῆναι θεραπεύειν δαίμονας  

                         ὅστις σέβει θεόν  

 

               Tr. [If (their wisdom is), that stone or wood or bronze or gold which some artist has worked, 

               could not be a god, their wisdom is ridiculous. For who but an utter fool imagines that these  

               things are gods and not votive offerings and images of gods? But if (they think that) images  

               may not even be understood as divine, because God’s shape is different, as it seems to the  

               Persians, then without noticing they have refuted themselves, when they say: “God created  

               man” his own “image” and man’s shape similarly to himself. But they will admit that these  

               things are for the honor of certain beings, similar or dissimilar in shape, but that they are not  

               gods, to whom they are dedicated, but daemons, and that he who worships God, should not  

               serve daemons.]    
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      165. (VII.68, 5-14) The Christian idea prohibits the worship of daemons. Celsus tries to prove that  

               he who worships God is also allowed to worship daemons:  

 

               [Πρότερον δὲ ἐρήσομαι, διὰ τί δαίμονας οὐ θεραπευτέον; Οὐ πάντα μέντοι κατὰ γνώμην  

               διοικεῖται τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ πᾶσα ἐξ ἐκείνου πρόνοια; Καὶ ὅ τι περ ἂν <ᾖ> ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, εἴτε  

               θεοῦ ἔργον εἴτ' ἀγγέλων εἴτ' ἄλλων δαιμόνων εἴτε ἡρώων, πάντα ταῦτα ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ  

               μεγίστου θεοῦ, τέτακται δὲ ἐφ' ἑκάστῳ δύναμιν λαχὼν ὅστις ἠξίωται; Τοῦτον οὖν τὸν  

               ἐκεῖθεν ἐξουσίας τετυχηκότα οὐ θεραπεύσει δικαίως ὁ σέβων τὸν θεόν; Οὔτοι γὰρ οἷόν τε,  

               φησί, "δουλεύειν" τὸν αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις".] 

 

               l. 2 ᾖ add Koe : om A 

               l. 5 θεραπεύσει Koe : -εύει A 

               l. 5 οὔτοι Ktr Ch : οὔτε A, Koe  

 

               l. 1 διὰ τί δαίμονας οὐ θεραπευτέον; cf VIII.2, 1/2: διὰ τί δαίμονας οὐ θεραπεύομεν                

               l. 2 πᾶσα ἐξ ἐκείνου πρόνοια cf VII.68, 35: πᾶσα ἐξ ἐκείνου πρόνοια  

               l. 2-4 ὅ τι περ ἂν <ᾖ> ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, εἴτε θεοῦ ἔργον εἴτ' ἀγγέλων εἴτ' ἄλλων δαιμόνων εἴτε  

                         ἡρώων, πάντα ταῦτα ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ cf VII.68, 38-40:  

                         ὅ τι περ ἂν ᾖ ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, εἴτε θεοῦ ἔργον εἴτ' ἀγγέλων εἴτε ἄλλων δαιμόνων εἴτε  

                         ἡρώων, πάντα ταῦτα ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ  

               l. 2-6 ὅ τι περ ἂν <ᾖ> ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, εἴτε θεοῦ ἔργον εἴτ' ἀγγέλων εἴτ' ἄλλων δαιμόνων εἴτε  

                         ἡρώων, πάντα ταῦτα ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ, τέτακται δὲ ἐφ' ἑκάστῳ                           

                         δύναμιν λαχὼν ὅστις ἠξίωται; Τοῦτον οὖν τὸν ἐκεῖθεν ἐξουσίας τετυχηκότα οὐ  

                         θεραπεύσει δικαίως ὁ σέβων τὸν θεόν; Οὔτοι γὰρ οἷόν τε, φησί, "δουλεύειν" τὸν  

                         αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις". Cf: VII.70, 27-33:  

                         ὅ τι περ ἂν ᾖ ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, εἴτε θεοῦ ἔργον εἴτ' ἀγγέλων εἴτ' ἄλλων δαιμόνων εἴτε  

                         ἡρώων, ταῦτ' ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ, τέτακται δὲ ἐφ' ἑκάστῳ δύναμιν  

                         λαχὼν ὅστις ἠξίωται; Τοῦτον οὖν τὸν ἐκεῖθεν ἐξουσίας τετυχηκότα οὐ θεραπεύσει  

                         δικαίως ὁ σέβων τὸν θεόν; Τούτοις δ' ἐπιφέρει τὸ οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τε "δουλεύειν" τὸν  

                         αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις".  

               l. 3/4 πάντα ταῦτα ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ cf VII.69, 2/3:  

                         πάντα οὖν ἔχει νόμον ἐκ τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ  
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               l. 4 τέτακται δὲ ἐφ' ἑκάστῳ δύναμιν λαχὼν ὅστις ἠξίωται cf VII.70, 1/2:  

                     τέτακται δὲ ἐφ' ἑκάστῳ δύναμιν λαχὼν τοῦ μεγίστου θεοῦ ὅστις ἠξίωται  

               l. 5/6 Οὔτοι γὰρ οἷόν τε, φησί, "δουλεύειν" τὸν αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις" cf VIII.2, 6/7:  

                         οὐχ οἷόν τε "δουλεύειν" τὸν αὐτὸν πλείοσι "κυρίοις"  

 

               Tr. [Shall I ask first why daemons should not be served? However, are not all things  

               administered according to God’s will and does not all providence come from Him? And  

               whatever exists in the universe, whether a work of God or of angels, or of other daemons or  

               heroes, does not all this keep a law given by the supreme God, and has not been appointed  

               over each particular thing someone who is deemed worthy to receive power? So will he  

               who worships God, not rightly worship him, who received authority from him? No, he says,  

               for it is impossible that the same man “serves” several “masters”.]   

 

       

      166. (VIII.2, 7-24) The Christian view that it is impossible to serve two masters, is according to  

               Celsus a revolutionary statement, coming from people who want to isolate themselves:  

 

               [Τοῦτο δ'] ὡς οἴεται, [στάσεως εἶναι φωνὴν τῶν], ὡς αὐτὸς ὠνόμασεν, [ἀποτειχιζόντων  

               ἑαυτοὺς καὶ ἀπορρηγνύντων ἀπὸ τῶν λοιπῶν ἀνθρώπων.] Νομίζει δὲ [τοὺς τοῦτο λέγοντας  

               τὸ ὅσον ἐφ' ἑαυτοῖς ἀπομάττεσθαι τὸ σφέτερον πάθος εἰς τὸν θεόν.] ∆ιὸ καὶ [ἐπὶ μὲν  

               ἀνθρώπων χώραν ἔχειν] οἴεται [τὸν δουλεύοντά τινι μὴ ἂν εὐλόγως καὶ ἄλλῳ "δουλεύειν"  

               ἀνθρώπῳ, ὡς βλαπτομένου τοῦ ἑτέρου ἀπὸ τῆς διαφόρου δουλείας, μηδὲ τὸν φθάσαντα                 

               συνομωμοκέναι τινὶ συνομνύειν καὶ ἑτέρῳ ὡς βλάπτοντα, καὶ λόγον ἔχειν τὸ μὴ δουλεύειν  

               ἅμα διαφόροις ἥρωσι καὶ τοῖς τοιούτοις δαίμοσιν· ἐπὶ δὲ θεοῦ, πρὸς ὃν οὔτε βλάβη τις  

               οὔτε λύπη φθάνῃ, ἄλογον] νομίζει [τὸ φυλάττεσθαι ὁμοίως τοῖς περὶ ἀνθρώπων καὶ  

               ἡρώων καὶ τοιῶνδε δαιμόνων θεραπεύειν θεοὺς πλείονας.] Φησὶ δὲ καὶ [τὸν θεραπεύοντα  

               θεοὺς πλείονας τῷ ἕν τι τῶν τοῦ μεγάλου θεραπεύειν φίλον καὶ ἐν τούτῳ ἐκείνῳ ποιεῖν]  

               καὶ προστίθησιν ὅτι [οὐδ' ἔξεστι τιμᾶσθαί τινι ᾧ μὴ ἐξ ἐκείνου τοῦτο δέδοται. ∆ιότι τιμῶν  

               τις καὶ σέβων,] φησί, [τοὺς ἐκείνου πάντας οὐ λυπεῖ τὸν θεόν, οὗ πάντες εἰσίν.] 

 

               l. 4 ἂν εὐλόγως Bo De : ἀνευλόγως A 

               l. 6 καί2 add Koe 
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               l. 6 μή om Iol 

               l. 8 φθάνει Koe : -ῇ Bo Guiet (preferable, for the most general) φανη (η in corr) A 

               l. 9 τοιῶνδε : τοιῶν A 

               l. 10 τῷ ἔν τι Vpc Iolpc : τῶν εν τι (sic) A  

 

               l. 1 στάσεως εἶναι φωνὴν cf VIII.5, 21: στάσεως ……. φωνὴ  

               l. 5 βλαπτομένου τοῦ ἑτέρου cf VIII.7, 4: , ὡς βλαπτομένου τοῦ προτέρου  

               l. 7 ἥρωσι καὶ τοῖς τοιούτοις δαίμοσιν cf VIII.7, 6: ἡρώων τε καὶ τῶν τοιούτων δαιμόνων  

                     and cf VII.7, 7/8: τοὺς ἥρωας καὶ ………. τοὺς τοιούτους δαίμονας  

                     and cf VIII.7, 13: ἡρώων ἢ τῶν τοιῶνδε δαιμόνων  

               l. 11 οὐδ' ἔξεστι τιμᾶσθαί τινι ᾧ μὴ ἐξ ἐκείνου τοῦτο δέδοται cf VIII.9, 7/8:  

                        Οὐδ' ἔξεστι τιμᾶσθαι οὐδενί, ὅτῳ μὴ ἐξ ἐκείνου τοῦτο δέδοται  

               l. 11/12 τιμῶν τις καὶ σέβων, φησί, τοὺς ἐκείνου πάντας οὐ λυπεῖ τὸν θεόν, οὗ πάντες  

                              εἰσίν cf VIII.10, 16/17:                                

                              τιμῶν οὖν τις καὶ σέβων τοὺς ἐκείνου πάντας τί λυπεῖ τὸν θεόν, οὗ πάντες εἰσίν   

 

               Tr. [This is], he thinks, [an utterance of rebellion, of people who,] as he called it, [wall  

               themselves off and break away from the rest of mankind. And he thinks that [those who say  

               this, as far as it refers to themselves, attribute their own feeling to God.] Therefore he also  

               thinks that, [in the sphere of humankind, he who serves someone, could not reasonably  

               “serve” another man as well, since the other man would think he would be harmed by the  

               service to the first man, and that someone who had already pledged himself to one man,                 

               could not do the same to another, since he would harm the first, and that it is reasonable  

               not to serve several heroes and daemons at the same time; but in the case of god, whom  

               neither harm nor grief can affect,] he thinks [it is irrational to guard against worshipping  

               several gods on principles similar to those regarding men, heroes and such daemons.] And  

               he says also that [he who worships several gods, because he worships one thing of what  

               belongs to the great (God), even is dear (to him), because he does that one thing], and he  

               goes on to say: [it is not allowed to honor someone to whom this right has not been  

               granted by him. [Therefore,] he says, [someone who honors and respects all who belong to  

               him, does not grieve God, to whom all belong.]   
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      167. (VIII.11, 1-4) The supposition of a contrast between God and enemies that are hostile to  

               him, is blasphemous, according to Celsus:  

 

               Ἑξῆς δὲ τούτοις φησί· [Καὶ μὴν ὅ γε φάσκων ἕνα εἰρῆσθαι κύριον, περὶ θεοῦ λέγων, ἀσεβεῖ  

               διαιρῶν τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ βασιλείαν καὶ στασιάζων, ὡς οὔσης αἱρέσεως καὶ ὄντος τινὸς ἑτέρου  

               ἀντιστασιώτου αὐτῷ.]  

 

               Tr. After this he says: [moreover, he who says that only one has been called Lord, speaking  

               of God, speaks impiously, dividing the kingdom of God and evoking revolution, as if there is  

               one party and another one opposing it.]  

 

 

      168. (VIII.12, 2-6) Although the Christians disapprove of serving two masters, they themselves  

               worship Jesus and the supreme God. So they do not accept their own monotheism:  

 

               [Εἰ μὲν δὴ μηδένα ἄλλον ἐθεράπευον οὗτοι πλὴν ἕνα θεόν, ἦν ἄν τις αὐτοῖς ἴσως πρὸς τοὺς  

               ἄλλους ἀτενὴς λόγος· νυνὶ δὲ τὸν ἔναγχος φανέντα τοῦτον ὑπερθρησκεύουσι καὶ ὅμως  

               οὐδὲν πλημμελλεῖν νομίζουσι περὶ τὸν θεόν, εἰ καὶ ὑπηρέτης αὐτοῦ θεραπευθήσεται.] 

 

               l. 2 ἀτενῆς A1 : ἀγεννής A  

               l. 1/2 ἦν ἄν τις αὐτοῖς ἴσως πρὸς τοὺς ἄλλους ἀτενὴς λόγος cf VIII.12, 17/18:              

                         μένει ἡμῖν ὁ πρὸς τοὺς ἄλλους ἀτενὴς λόγος  

               l. 2 τὸν ἔναγχος φανέντα τοῦτον ὑπερθρησκεύουσι cf VIII.12, 18/19:  

                     τὸν ἔναγχός γε φανέντα ………. ὑπερθρησκεύομεν  

 

               Tr. [If these people really worshipped no one else but one God, perhaps they would have a  

               serious argument against the others; but now they worship to an extravagant degree this  

               man who appeared recently and yet they say they do nothing wrong regarding God, if his  

               servant will also be worshipped.]  
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      169. (VIII.14, 1-6) In contrast to the Christians Celsus wants to emphasize God’s fatherhood  

               rather than Jesus’s sonship. The Christians’ attention for Jesus is overdone:  

 

               [Εἰ διδάξαις αὐτοὺς ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν οὗτος ἐκείνου παῖς, ἀλλ' ἐκεῖνός γε πάντων πατήρ, ὃν  

               μόνον ὡς ἀληθῶς δεῖ σέβειν, οὐκ ἂν ἔτι θέλοιεν, εἰ μὴ καὶ τοῦτον, ὅσπερ ἐστὶν αὐτοῖς τῆς  

               στάσεως ἀρχηγέτης. Καὶ ὠνόμασάν γε τοῦτον θεοῦ υἱόν, οὐχ ὅτι τὸν θεὸν σφόδρα  

               σέβουσιν, ἀλλ' ὅτι τοῦτον σφόδρα αὔξουσιν.]  

 

               l. 3/4 σφόδρα σέβουσιν cf VIII.14, 29: σφόδρα σέβομεν  

               l. 4 τοῦτον σφόδρα αὔξουσιν cf VIII.14, 30: τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ σφόδρα ηὐξημένον  

 

               Tr. [If you would teach them, that he is not his son, but that he is Father of all, and that we  

               really ought to worship him alone, they would not like it anymore, unless (you included)  

               him as well, who is the founder of their rebellion. And they called him Son of God, not  

               because they worship God intensely, but because they eulogize him (the Son of God)  

               greatly.]  

 

 

      170. (VIII.15, 1-16) On the basis of the “Heavenly Dialogue”724 Celsus claims that the Christians do  

               not worship the supercelestial God, but someone whom they assume to be the father of  

               Jesus. According to the Christians Jesus is also more powerful than the mighty God. That is  

               why they do not want to serve two masters:  

 

               [Ὅτι δὲ οὐκ ἀπὸ σκοποῦ ταῦτα δοξάζω, αὐτῶν ἐκείνων φωναῖς χρήσομαι. Ἐν γάρ που τῷ  

               οὐρανίῳ διαλόγῳ τῇδέ που λέγουσι τοῖσδε τοῖς ῥήμασιν· "Εἰ ἰσχυρότερός ἐστι <ὁ> θεοῦ  

               υἱός, καὶ κύριος αὐτοῦ ἐστιν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου–καὶ τίς ἄλλος κυριεύσει τοῦ  

               κρατοῦντος θεοῦ; –πῶς πολλοὶ περὶ τὸ φρέαρ, καὶ οὐδεὶς εἰς τὸ φρέαρ; ∆ιὰ τί τοσαύτην  

               ἀνύων ὁδὸν ἄτολμος εἶ; Λανθάνει σε· πάρεστι γάρ μοι θάρσος καὶ μάχαιρα." Οὕτως οὐ  

               τοῦτ' ἔστιν αὐτοῖς τὸ προκείμενον, τὸν ὑπερουράνιον θεόν, ἀλλ' ὃν ὑπέθεντο τούτου  

               πατέρα, περὶ ὃν συνῆλθον, σέβειν, ἵν' ἐπὶ προσχήματι μεγάλου θεοῦ τοῦτον, ὃν  

                                                           
724 See my discussion in Chapter 5.4.8 and 6.7 of this study. 
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               προΐστανται, τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ὃν ἀποφαίνουσιν ἰσχυρότερον καὶ κύριον "τοῦ  

               κρατοῦντος θεοῦ", θρησκεύωσι μόνον. Ἔνθεν αὐτοῖς ἐκεῖνο τὸ παράγγελμα, τὸ μὴ  

               "δουλεύειν" δύο "κυρίοις", ἵν' ἡ στάσις περὶ ἕνα τοῦτον φυλάσσηται.] 

 

               l. 1 αὐταῖς Ktr : αὐτῶν A, Koe (Celsus is quoting here; that is why I think αὐτῶν is better) 

               l. 3 κυριεύσει M : -ση (η in ras) A2  

               l. 6 τὸν γάρ M 

               l. 6 ἀλλ΄ ὅν A : ἄλλον Hoe Sp De  

 

               l. 3 κύριος αὐτοῦ ἐστιν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου cf VIII.15, 28:  

                     "Κύριός" ἐστι τοῦ θεοῦ "ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου" 

               l. 3/4 “τίς ἄλλος κυριεύσει τοῦ κρατοῦντος θεοῦ;” cf VIII.15, 42/43:  

                         "Τίς ἄλλος κυριεύσει τοῦ κρατοῦντος θεοῦ;"  

               l. 4/5 “πῶς πολλοὶ περὶ τὸ φρέαρ, καὶ οὐδεὶς εἰς τὸ φρέαρ; ∆ιὰ τί τοσαύτην ἀνύων ὁδὸν  

                          ἄτολμος εἶ; Λανθάνει σε· πάρεστι γάρ μοι θάρσος καὶ μάχαιρα." Cf VIII.16, 2-5:  

                          "<Πῶς> πολλοὶ περὶ τὸ φρέαρ, καὶ οὐδεὶς εἰς τὸ φρέαρ;" καὶ τὸ "∆ιὰ τί τοσαύτην  

                          ἀνύων ὁδὸν ἄτολμος εἶ; Λανθάνει σε" καὶ τὸ "Πάρεστι γάρ μοι θάρσος καὶ μάχαιρα"  

               l. 8/9 ἰσχυρότερον καὶ κύριον "τοῦ κρατοῦντος θεοῦ" cf VIII.16, 14/15:                           

                         ἰσχυρότερον ……. τὸν υἱὸν καὶ κύριον "τοῦ κρατοῦντος θεοῦ"  

 

               Tr. [To prove that this opinion is not wide of the mark, I shall use their own words. For  

               somewhere in the Heavenly Dialogue they speak there in, I think, these words: “if the Son is   

               mightier than God and the son of man is his Lord – and some other is to be lord of the God  

               who rules (the world)? -, why are many round the well, but no one (goes) into the well? Why 

               don’t you dare at the end of such a long journey? You are wrong: for I have courage and a                 

               sword.” Thus that is not their object, to worship the supercelestial God, but him whom they  

               presumed to be the Father of him, who is the centre of their gathering, in order that, under  

               the pretence that he is a great god, they worship only this son of man, whom they put  

               forward as their leader and whom they proclaim to be mightier than and master of “the  

               mighty God.” Hence they have that precept not to “serve” two “masters,” in order that the  

               party round that one person is guarded.]    
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      171. (VIII.21, 6-9 and VIII.24, 4-7) Again: the impossibility of serving two masters. God is not  

               offended by the cult of daemons, according to Celsus:  

 

               [Ὅ γε μὴν θεὸς ἅπασι κοινός, ἀγαθός τε καὶ ἀπροσδεὴς καὶ ἔξω φθόνου· τί οὖν κωλύει  

               τοὺς μάλιστα καθωσιωμένους αὐτῷ καὶ τῶν δημοτελῶν ἑορτῶν μεταλαμβάνειν;]  

 

               Tr. [God is surely common to all, and good, in need of nothing and without envy; what then  

               prevents those who are most devoted to him from partaking of the state feasts?] 

 

               (VIII.24, 4-7) [Εἰ μὲν οὐδὲν ταῦτά ἐστι τὰ εἴδωλα, τί δεινὸν κοινωνῆσαι τῆς πανθοινίας; Εἰ δ'  

               εἰσί τινες δαίμονες, δηλονότι καὶ οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσιν, οἷς καὶ πιστευτέον καὶ καλλιερητέον  

               κατὰ νόμους καὶ προσευκτέον, ἵν' εὐμενεῖς ὦσι.]  

 

               l. 1/2 Εἰ δ' εἰσί τινες δαίμονες, δηλονότι καὶ οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσιν cf VIII.25, 20/21:  

                         Εἰ δ' εἰσί τινες δαίμονες, δηλονότι καὶ οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ 

               l. 2/3 οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσιν, οἷς καὶ πιστευτέον καὶ καλλιερητέον κατὰ νόμους καὶ  

                         προσευκτέον, ἵν' εὐμενεῖς ὦσι cf VIII.25, 1-4:                           

                         οἱ δαίμονές εἰσι τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο πιστευτέον ἐστὶν αὐτοῖς καὶ καλλιερητέον  

                         κατὰ νόμους καὶ προσευκτέον, ἵν' εὐμενεῖς ὦσι  

               l. 1-3 Εἰ δ' εἰσί τινες δαίμονες, δηλονότι καὶ οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσιν, οἷς καὶ πιστευτέον καὶ  

                         καλλιερητέον κατὰ νόμους καὶ προσευκτέον, ἵν' εὐμενεῖς ὦσι cf VIII.27, 14-17:  

                         εἰ δ' εἰσί τινες δαίμονες, δηλονότι καὶ οὗτοι τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσιν, <οἷς> καὶ πιστευτέον καὶ  

                         καλλιερητέον κατὰ νόμους καὶ προσευκτέον, ἵν' εὐμενεῖς ὦσιν  

                

               Tr. [If these idols are nothing, why is it terrible to take part in the festival? And if they are  

               daemons of some kind, it is obvious that these too belong to God, and we must believe in  

               them and sacrifice to them according to the customs, and pray to them, in order that they  

               are good-natured.] 

 

                        

      172. (VIII.39, 4-9) The Christians do not worship the daemons, they even provoke them. Celsus  

               puts opposite that also Jesus is slandered without avenging himself, and that his followers  
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               are sued without him avenging them:  

 

               [Οὐχ ὁρᾷς οὖν, ὦ βέλτιστε, ὅτι καὶ τὸν σὸν δαίμονα καταστάς τις οὐ βλασφημεῖ μόνον  

               ἀλλὰ καὶ πάσης γῆς καὶ θαλάσσης ἐκκηρύττει καὶ σὲ τὸν καθωσιωμένον ὥσπερ ἄγαλμα  

               αὐτῷ δήσας ἀπάγει καὶ ἀνασκολοπίζει· καὶ ὁ δαίμων ἤ, ὡς σὺ φῄς, ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ παῖς οὐδὲν  

               αὐτὸν ἀμύνεται;]  

 

               Tr. [Don’t you see, my excellent man, that anyone who stands by your daemon, not only  

               blasphemes him, but also banishes him from every land and sea, and takes you away and  

               crucifies you, when he has tied you, after having been dedicated to him like an image? And  

               the daemon or, as you say, the Son of God takes no vengeance on him?] 

 

 

      173. (VIII.41, 2-18) Real divinity proves itself later, according to Celsus: Jesus has not avenged  

               himself on those who hurt him, so he is not a god, but Christians molesting sanctuaries of  

               demons, did not go scot-free:  

 

               [Σὺ μὲν τὰ ἀγάλματα τούτων λοιδορῶν καταγελᾷς, ὡς αὐτόν γε τὸν ∆ιόνυσον ἢ τὸν  

               Ἡρακλέα παρόντα εἰ ἐλοιδόρησας, οὐκ ἂν ἴσως χαίρων ἀπήλλαξας· τὸν δὲ σὸν θεὸν  

               παρόντα κατατείνοντες καὶ κολάζοντες οὐδὲν οἱ ταῦτα δράσαντες πεπόνθασιν ἀλλ' οὐδὲ  

               μετὰ ταῦτα ἐν τοσούτῳ βίῳ. Τί καινὸν ἐξ ἐκείνου γέγονεν ᾧ πιστεύσαι ἄν τις ὡς οὐκ ἦν  

               ἐκεῖνος ἄνθρωπος γόης ἀλλὰ θεοῦ παῖς; Καὶ ὁ πέμψας ἄρα τὸν υἱὸν ἀγγελμάτων τινῶν  

               εἵνεκα οὕτως ὠμῶς κολασθέντα, ὡς συνδιαφθείρεσθαι καὶ τὰ ἀγγέλματα, περιεῖδε καὶ  

               τοσούτου χρόνου διελθόντος οὐκ ἐπεστράφη. Τίς οὕτως ἀνόσιος πατήρ; Ἐκεῖνος μὲν οὖν                 

               τυχὸν ἐβούλετο, ὡς φῄς, διὰ τοῦτο περιϋβρίζετο. Οἵδε δέ, οὓς σὺ βλασφημεῖς, ἐνῆν μὲν  

               εἰπεῖν ὅτι καὶ αὐτοὶ βούλονται καὶ διὰ τοῦτ' ἀνέχονται βλασφημούμενοι· τὰ γὰρ ἴσα τοῖς  

               ἴσοις παραβαλεῖν κράτιστον· ἀλλ' οὗτοί γε καὶ σφόδρα ἀμύνονται τὸν βλασφημοῦντα, ἤτοι  

               φεύγοντα διὰ τοῦτο καὶ κρυπτόμενον ἢ ἁλισκόμενον καὶ ἀπολλύμενον.] 

 

               l. 4 βίῳ. Τί Bo : βίῳ τι A, edd 

               l. 4 γέγονεν ᾧ πιστεύσαι ἄν τις We Ktr Ch : γέγονε τῷ πιστεύσαντι ἄν A, Koe 

               l. 5 ἀγγελμάτων De :  ἄγελ τῶν Α μα super ελ (A1) 
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               l. 6 συνδιαφθείρεσθαι Ktr Ch : -φθεῖραι A, Koe  

               l. 6 ἀγγέλματα P : ἀγελμ- A 

               l. 6 περιεῖδε Bo De : περιϊδεῖν A 

               l. 8 οὕς Sp De : ὡς A  

 

               l. 1/2 ὡς αὐτόν γε τὸν ∆ιόνυσον ἢ τὸν Ἡρακλέα παρόντα εἰ ἐλοιδόρησας, οὐκ ἂν ἴσως  

                         χαίρων ἀπήλλαξας cf VIII.42, 5-7:  

                         Ὡς αὐτόν γε τὸν ∆ιόνυσον ἢ τὸν Ἡρακλέα παρόντα εἰ ἐλοιδόρησας, οὐκ ἂν ἴσως  

                         χαίρων ἀπήλλαξας  

               l. 2/3 τὸν δὲ σὸν θεὸν παρόντα κατατείνοντες καὶ κολάζοντες οὐδὲν οἱ ταῦτα δράσαντες  

                         πεπόνθασιν cf VIII.42, 14/15:  

                         τὸν δὲ σὸν θεὸν παρόντα κατατείνοντες καὶ κολάζοντες οὐδὲν οἱ ταῦτα δράσαντες  

                         πεπόνθασι  

               l. 3/4 οὐδὲ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐν τοσούτῳ βίῳ cf VIII.42, 18: μηδὲ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐν τοσούτῳ βίῳ  

               l. 8-11 Οἵδε δέ, οὓς σὺ βλασφημεῖς, ἐνῆν μὲν εἰπεῖν ὅτι καὶ αὐτοὶ βούλονται καὶ διὰ τοῦτ'  

                           ἀνέχονται βλασφημούμενοι· τὰ γὰρ ἴσα τοῖς ἴσοις παραβαλεῖν κράτιστον· ἀλλ' οὗτοί  

                           γε καὶ σφόδρα ἀμύνονται τὸν βλασφημοῦντα, ἤτοι φεύγοντα διὰ τοῦτο καὶ                             

                           κρυπτόμενον ἢ ἁλισκόμενον καὶ ἀπολλύμενον. Cf VIII.43, 27-32:  

                           Οἵδε δέ, οὓς σὺ βλασφημεῖς, ἐνῆν μὲν εἰπεῖν ὅτι καὶ αὐτοὶ βούλονται καὶ διὰ τοῦτ'  

                           ἀνέχονται βλασφημούμενοι· τὰ γὰρ ἴσα τοῖς ἴσοις παραβαλεῖν κράτιστον· ἀλλ' οὗτοί  

                           γε καὶ σφόδρα ἀμύνονται τὸν βλασφημοῦντα, ἤτοι γε φεύγοντα διὰ τοῦτο καὶ  

                           κρυπτόμενον ἢ ἁλισκόμενον καὶ ἀπολλύμενον  

               l. 10/11 ἀλλ' οὗτοί γε καὶ σφόδρα ἀμύνονται τὸν βλασφημοῦντα, ἤτοι φεύγοντα διὰ τοῦτο  

                              καὶ κρυπτόμενον ἢ ἁλισκόμενον καὶ ἀπολλύμενον. Cf VIII.44, 27-29:                               

                              ἀλλ' οὗτοί γε καὶ σφόδρα ἀμύνονται τὸν βλασφημοῦντα, ἤτοι φεύγοντα διὰ τοῦτο  

                              καὶ κρυπτόμενον ἢ ἁλισκόμενον καὶ ἀπολλύμενον  

 

               Tr. [Jeering you ridicule their images, (but) if you would ridicule Dionysus himself or Heracles  

               in person, perhaps you would not escape cheerfully. But those who tortured and punished  

               your God in person, have not suffered anything, although they had done that, not even  

               afterwards in the rest of their life. What particular thing has happened since then, whereby  

               someone might believe that he was not a human sorcerer, but a Son of God? And he who  
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               sent his Son to make certain announcements, stood idly when he had been so cruelly  

               punished, that even his announcements were destroyed with him, and did not pay  

               attention, although so much time has passed? What father is so degenerate? Perhaps he  

               wanted it, as you say, therefore he was jeered. But these (gods) whom you blaspheme,  

               could say that they too wanted it themselves and therefore endured to be blasphemed: for  

               it is best to compare equal to equal; but they, in fact, do take severe revenge on anyone  

               who blasphemes them, for either he flees because of this and hides, or he is caught and  

               killed.] 

                         

 

      174. (VIII.63, 18-22) The cult of daemons should not be exaggerated, says Celsus, because the  

               daemons do not need anything. The worship of God can never be exaggerated:  

 

               Πάλιν γὰρ ἐπιφέρει· [Θεοῦ δὲ οὐδαμῇ οὐδαμῶς ἀπολειπτέον οὔτε μεθ' ἡμέραν οὔτε  

               νύκτωρ οὔτ' ἐς κοινὸν οὔτ' ἰδίᾳ λόγῳ τε ἐν παντὶ καὶ ἔργῳ διηνεκῶς, ἀλλά γε καὶ μετὰ  

               τῶνδε καὶ χωρὶς ἡ ψυχὴ ἀεὶ τετάσθω πρὸς τὸν θεόν.]  

                

               Tr. For again he continues: [God should never in any way be forsaken, neither by day nor by  

               night, neither in public nor in private in every word and deed, continuously, but let the soul  

               with them (the daemons) as well as without them, be always directed towards God.]   

 

 

      175. (VIII.66, 3-13 and 67, 20-23) The cult of daemons should be maintained. The Christians  

               bequeath this and therefore annoy them. E.g., they refuse to worship the daemons of the                 

               Emperor, although that worship would be good:  

 

               [Ἐὰν μέντοι γε κελεύῃ <σέ> τις, εἰ τύχοις θρησκεύων θεόν, ἢ ἀσεβεῖν ἢ ἄλλο τι αἰσχρὸν  

               εἰπεῖν, οὐδαμῇ οὐδαμῶς πιστευτέον ἀλλὰ πρὸ τούτων πάσας βασάνους ἐγκαρτερητέον  

               καὶ πάντας θανάτους ὑπομενετέον, πρίν τι ἀνόσιον περὶ θεοῦ μὴ ὅτι γε εἰπεῖν ἀλλὰ  

               μελῆσαι·] εἶτα πάλιν ἀπ' ἀγνοίας τῆς περὶ τοῦ ἡμετέρου λόγου καὶ πρὸς ταύτῃ ἀπὸ τοῦ  

               φύρειν τὰ πάντα τοιαῦτά φησιν· [Ἐὰν δὲ κελεύῃ <σέ> τις εὐφημῆσαι τὸν Ἥλιον ἢ τὴν  

               Ἀθηνᾶν προθυμότατα μετὰ καλοῦ παιᾶνος εὐφημεῖν, οὕτω τοι σέβειν μᾶλλον δόξεις τὸν  
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               μέγαν θεόν, ἐὰν καὶ τούσδε ὑμνῇς· τὸ γὰρ θεοσεβὲς διὰ πάντων διεξιὸν τελεώτερον  

               γίνεται.] 

 

               l. 1 κελεύῃ A : -οι M 

               l. 1 σέ addidit Marcovich 

               l. 1 τύχοις Ktr Ch : -οι A Koe 

               l. 1 θρησκεύων A : -ειν M 

               l. 2 πάσαις βασάνοις Mpc 

               l. 3 ὑπομονητέον De 

               l. 4 μελῆσαι A : μελετῆσαι mg Mpc 

               l. 5 σέ addidit Marcovich 

               l. 6 δόξεις M : -ης A  

 

               Tr. [However, if someone commands you, if you happen to worship God, either to act  

               blasphemously or say some other shameful thing, he should never be trusted in any way,  

               but instead of this endure all tortures and tolerate any death, before you say, or even think,  

               something profane about God;] then again out of ignorance of our doctrine, and moreover,                 

               because he mixes all these things, he says: [but if anyone commands you to praise Helios or  

               Athena very diligently with a beautiful paean, then in doing so you will appear much more  

               to worship the great God, if you will also sing about them: for the worship of God becomes  

               more perfect, when it goes through all of them.] 

 

               (VIII.67, 20-23) [κἂν ἐν ἀνθρώποις βασιλέα κελεύῃ σέ τις ὁρκωμοτεῖν, οὐδὲ τοῦτο δεινόν.  

               ∆έδοται γὰρ τούτῳ τὰ ἐπὶ γῆς, καὶ ὅ τι ἂν λαμβάνῃς ἐν τῷ βίῳ, παρὰ τούτου λαμβάνεις.] 

 

               l. 1 κελεύῃ A : -σῃ M  

 

               Tr. [Even if anyone commands you to take an oath by a sovereign among men, that too is  

               nothing terrible. For to him earthly things have been given, and whatever you receive in  

               life, you receive from him.] 
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     176. (VIII.68, 1-9) By means of a quote from the work of Homer Celsus pleads divine worship of  

               the Emperor. Without this worship the state would become a ruin:  

 

               Εἶθ' ἑξῆς φησιν ὁ Κέλσος ὅτι [οὐ χρὴ ἀπιστεῖν ἀνδρὶ ἀρχαίῳ, πάλαι προειπόντι τό· Εἷς  

               βασιλεύς, ᾧ ἔδωκε Κρόνου παῖς ἀγκυλομήτεω.] Καὶ ἐπιφέρει· [Ὡς, ἂν τοῦτο λύσῃς τὸ  

               δόγμα, εἰκότως ἀμυνεῖταί σε ὁ βασιλεύς. Εἰ γὰρ τὸ αὐτό σοι ποιήσειαν ἅπαντες, οὐδὲν  

               κωλύσει τὸν μὲν καταλειφθῆναι μόνον καὶ ἔρημον, τὰ δ' ἐπὶ γῆς ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀνομωτάτοις τε  

               καὶ ἀγριωτάτοις βαρβάροις γενέσθαι, καὶ μήτε τῆς σῆς θρησκείας μήτε τῆς ἀληθινῆς  

               σοφίας ἐν ἀνθρώποις ἔτι καταλείπεσθαι κλέος.]  

 

               l. 1/2 Εἷς βασιλεύς cf VIII.68, 12: εἷς βασιλεύς  

               l. 2 ᾧ ἔδωκε Κρόνου παῖς ἀγκυλομήτεω cf VIII.68, 14: ᾧ ἔδωκε Κρόνου παῖς ἀγκυλομήτεω  

                      and cf VIII.68, 23: ᾯ ἔδωκε Κρόνου παῖς ἀγκυλομήτεω  

               l. 2/3 ἂν τοῦτο λύσῃς τὸ δόγμα cf VIII.68, 22: Λύομεν οὖν τὸ δόγμα  

               l. 3 Εἰ γὰρ τὸ αὐτό σοι ποιήσειαν ἅπαντες cf VIII.68, 36/37:  

                     Εἰ γάρ …….. τὸ αὐτό μοι ποιήσειαν ἅπαντες and cf VIII.69, 2:  

                     εἰ γὰρ τὸ αὐτό σοι ποιήσειαν ἅπαντες  

 

               Tr. Then Celsus says next: [we should not disbelieve an ancient man, who said long ago: One  

               king, to whom the son of crafty Kronos permitted (this).] And he continues: [For if you  

               invalidate this doctrine, of course the king/emperor will punish you. For if all would do the  

               same as you, nothing will prevent him, lonely and alone, from being abandoned, and that  

               matters on earth come into the power of the most lawless and wild barbarians, and that  

               neither from your worship nor from the true wisdom mention will be made anymore among  

               people.] 

 

 

      177. (VIII.69, 3-12) Celsus does not appreciate the God of the Christians: the Romans will not get  

               any profit, if they would adhere to Him, because he did not live up to his promises to Jews  

               and Christians:  

 

               [Οὐ μὲν δὴ τοῦτο φήσεις, ὡς, ἂν πεισθέντες σοι Ῥωμαῖοι καὶ τῶν νενομισμένων αὐτοῖς  
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               πρὸς θεούς τε καὶ ἀνθρώπους <προτέρων νόμον> ἀμελήσαντες τὸν σὸν Ὕψιστον, ἢ ὅντινα  

               βούλει, προσκαλέσωνται, καταβὰς ὑπερμαχεῖται αὐτῶν, καὶ οὐδεμιᾶς ἄλλης ἀλκῆς δεήσει.  

               Καὶ γὰρ πρότερον ὁ αὐτὸς θεὸς τοῖς προσέχουσιν αὐτῷ ταῦτά τε καὶ πολὺ μείζω τούτων,  

               ὡς ὑμεῖς φατε, ὑπισχνούμενος ὁρᾶτε ὅσα ὠφέλησεν ἐκείνους τε καὶ ὑμᾶς· ὧν τοῖς μὲν ἀντὶ  

               <τοῦ> γῆς ἁπάσης εἶναι δεσπόταις οὐδ' ὁποία τις βῶλος οὐδ' ἑστία λείπεται, ὑμῶν δὲ κἂν  

               πλανᾶταί τις ἔτι λανθάνων, ἀλλὰ ζητεῖται πρὸς θανάτου δίκην.] 

 

               l. 2 προτέρων νόμον supplevit Marcovich 

               l. 3 προσκαλέσωνται Koe : -σασθαι A 

               l. 6 τοῦ add Mpc, Koe (necessary for the substantival infinitive εἶναι) 

               l. 6 λείπεται A : καταλεί- Mpc  

 

               Tr. [Surely you will not say this, that, if the Romans were persuaded by you and would  

               neglect their rites to both gods and men, and would invoke your Most High, or whatever  

               name you want, he would descend and fight for them, and there would be no need for any  

               other defence. Indeed, although in earlier times the same God made these promises and far  

               greater promises than these, as you say, to those who are devoted to him, you see the                 

               extent to which he helped them (i.e. the Jews) and you: instead of being masters of the                 

               whole world, no land or house of any kind is left to them, and if anyone of you still wanders  

               about in secret, yet he is hunted and condemned to death.]   
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Survey 

Celsus, a second century Middle Platonist philosopher read or heard about a Jewish writing, written 

somewhere in the first quarter of the second century A.D. This book turned out to be contrary to the 

gospel stories he heard from people in his environment. In brief, the Jewish writing stated that most 

of the gospel stories were fraudulent. 

After an introduction and words about the methodology I have used, I wrote a chapter about the 

status quaestionis, the state of affairs concerning the research on my subject through the ages until 

now. This chapter is about the reason why Origen wrote his book against Celsus, where and when 

Celsus’s book may have emerged, what the situation was of the Roman Empire, of Christianity 

(although this terminology still had to be discovered), and of social life in the second century A.D., 

but also about questions like: is it possible to track down why Celsus wrote his book? Which, if any, 

were the philosophical thoughts that caused Celsus to write? Why does Celsus use a speaking Jew in 

Origen’s first two of eight books? 

Origen turns out to write at the request of his friend Ambrose of Alexandria, in order to respond to 

Celsus’s assault some eighty five years earlier. At first Origen refuses, wondering if it would not be 

much wiser to follow the behavior of Jesus in the presence of Pilate, and so to be silent. But from the 

moment Origen gives up his initial preference for being taciturn as a response to Celsus, many words 

of rebuttal flow from his pen. His style is brilliant and seemingly easy. 

It is probable, but unprovable, that Celsus’s book emerged in Alexandria, in the beginning of the 

sixties of the second century. Celsus came to see what he thought were the dangers of Christianity: 

the isolation and secretiveness the Christians searched, their threat to Roman “pietas” that was so 

essential for the stability of the Empire, the exclusion of all other gods (than Jesus and his Father). 

The more Christian apologetics tried to present this “new” religion as no less than the culmination of 

Judaism, and to present the Jewish Bible as a wholly Christian book, the more determined Celsus 

became to write a work based on his own pagan convictions, in order to demonstrate that it was life 

threatening to become a follower of this philosophical lightweight, called Jesus. This Jesus never 

“showed” anything, he did not even have control over his most direct followers, performed his 

miracles by a kind of magic, was a bastard child, betrayed the people from which he arose, and died 

ingloriously on a cross. 

Concerning Celsus’s philosophical thoughts, Origen gives Celsus the mark of being an Epicurean. 

Celsus speaks out against God’s individual providence. Platonism, according to Celsus, is not 

monotheistic, but neither is Christianity: Christians worship three gods, with an emphasis on Jesus.  
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Celsus believes that the God of the gospels is deemed to beget a son by breathing His Spirit into the 

womb of a woman, and to feel compassion for the suffering Jesus, his mother and his earthly father. 

He is supposed to feel harmed, when people worship daemons or angels, in short: He feels emotions, 

and that is far beyond Celsus’s imagination. The Christian God is supposed to be visible in his so-

called Son, and to have come down to the earth in the shape of this Son. Celsus says that, according 

to the Christians, God is supposed to have an adversary, called Satan, and to have sent his Son 

because of the sins of earthly people. These seem to be more than enough reasons for Celsus to try 

to call a halt to this utter madness. So, although Celsus does not mention his reasons to write in full, 

he takes up his quill and writes an attack on the supposed Son of this too emotionally and too 

humanly depicted God, doubtlessly hoping that it would not be too late to warn outsiders, in order 

that they would not fall into the trap of these followers of Jesus. 

Who were these (first) Christians? In Celsus’s view they were vulgar, uneducated people, not 

rhetorically educated at all, and refuting everything that Celsus esteemed. However, Celsus once  

admits that the Christian congregations were a mixed company in his time and had within them 

educated members, not just people with a low social status. There can be no doubt that the large 

quantity of manuscripts of ancient Christianity being found, rests on the fact that fairly early on 

Christianity became an institutionalized religion, and this led to the production and preservation of 

manuscripts. Despite the widespread illiteracy of the ancient world, there was a “literate culture” 

that Christianity was part of, and the impact of this literate culture has been underestimated. From 

Celsus’s writing we must conclude that according to him the things Christians thought and did, and 

Christian convictions, were contrary to common sense, civilization and the right form of religion. 

Their religion and behavior were a total reversal of values. 

In the second century in leading circles of highly educated pagan philosophers, Christianity must have 

been a known phenomenon. They knew (something about) Jesus, as Celsus knew about Christianity 

and was in contact with it. What he knew about Jesus, he mainly derived from the Jew whom he has 

speaking, as far as criticisms of Jesus are concerned, from the Old Testament, Plato, the canonical 

Gospels, Jewish sources, and not in the least the spoken word. 

Concerning Platonism, necessary to understand Celsus’s image of God: according to Celsus, in 

agreement with Plato, God is the Demiurge/Creator of all that is immortal, of the soul, and of the 

cosmos, and so God is the supreme God. This capacity to create is God’s most important quality. The 

Christians think there is a superior God: the Father of Jesus. Thus, the Christians acknowledge two 

gods, and so does Celsus, the Demiurge and the cosmos. So in fact Celsus is not a strict monotheist,  



391 
Survey 

 

 

although he never emphasizes that he acknowledges two gods, probably because he does not want 

to resemble the Christians. 

God is still reigning, but not actively. He has created the world and has established powers to look 

after his creation. In this respect Celsus mentions providence, angels, daemons and heroes, all a 

creation of God as well, who make sure that all things are administrated according to God’s will, and 

that whatever exists in the universe, keeps the law given by the supreme God. In this way God does 

not reign actively, but in an indirect way. God deserves to be worshipped every day, and so do 

daemons, other gods and sovereigns. Worshipping God’s administrators only makes the worship of 

God more perfect, although Celsus is convinced that God in fact does not need any worship, for God 

is in need of nothing and God is without envy. 

Celsus’s ethical ideas are, as far as we can see, Platonic. Deceit and lying are permitted only under 

special circumstances; lamenting at court is prohibited to prevent judges from judging according to 

pity. Celsus accuses Jesus of corrupting a saying of Plato, when Jesus declares that “it is easier that a 

camel goes through the eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of God.” It is supposed to 

be a corruption of Laws 743 A: “if a man is superlatively good, it is impossible that he should be also 

superlatively rich.” Goodness and wealth thus exclude each other. Celsus considers another 

statement of Jesus to be “old, worded very well previously, but they [the Christians] expressed it in a 

more vulgar way.” It concerns  the Christian conviction “not to resist someone who is doing you 

wrong; even if someone strikes you on one cheek, offer the other one as well.” The essential thought 

here comes from Plato’s Crito: repaying a crime or doing any person wrong is not permitted, not 

even if one suffers at the hands of someone else.  

A clear picture has emerged that Celsus uses Plato as his most important source for philosophical 

matters like the soul, the cosmos, (the image of) God, the highest Good, evil, and ethics. In short, 

Plato is normative to Celsus in every respect, but in terms of what Celsus states about Jesus, Plato is 

most normative regarding his ideas about the image of God, evil and ethics. Celsus does not really 

attack Jesus in matters of the soul or the cosmos. Whereas the “highest Good” is rather the Platonic 

terminology, “God” is the terminology of Celsus and of Middle Platonism. The fact that people 

thought that Jesus was (a) god, that he could perform miracles, that he would have come down from 

heaven, that he had been conceived by God, that he would have risen from the dead, all those things 

were far beyond Celsus’s thinking that had been shaped by Plato. 
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In Chapter 5 I have discussed all the relevant testimonials of Celsus about Jesus. I have divided them 

into 9 sections, about Jesus’s parentage, Jesus’s baptism, Jesus’s stay in Egypt, his teaching, his 

contact with his disciples, Jesus and the Jewish law, Jesus and the prophecies, Jesus’s appearance 

and character, Jesus’s passion and resurrection. 

As regards Jesus’s parentage: according to Celsus, Jesus was not begotten by the Holy Spirit, but by a 

soldier named Panthera. Jesus made up the story about a virgin birth. 

Celsus calls the story about Jesus’s baptism fiction by Jesus as well, especially the words concerning 

the appearance of a bird. 

Jesus has, according to Celsus, been in Egypt, but not as a baby, in order to escape from Herod’s 

infanticide. Jesus hired himself out as a migrant worker on account of his poverty. There in Egypt 

Jesus became acquainted with some kind of magic, sorcery, and on account of this sorcery he 

performed his miracles and called himself God. According to Celsus, Jesus did not really master 

magic. 

Celsus pictures Jesus not so much as a teacher: he rather juxtaposes Jesus over against Moses as a 

legislator, giving laws contradictory to those given by Moses, and so contradictory to those given by 

God Himself. According to Celsus, Jesus may have derived his words about the rich man directly from 

Plato. Celsus formulates the same judgement about Jesus’s advice regarding the attitude towards an 

aggressor. He asserts plagiarism, a deterioration of the terminology and corruption of Plato’s words. 

Celsus does not limit this vulgarity to Jesus: Christians in general suffer from a lack of civilized 

behavior, and as Jesus corrupted Plato’s statement, so Christians corrupt Greek thought. Jesus also 

criticizes the one who is ambitious for power, and who claims wisdom or reputation. Celsus  

contrasts Jesus with Moses regarding the attitude towards enemies. For this purpose he quotes a 

statement of Jesus allowing the person who struck once, to strike once more.  

Celsus paints Jesus’s disciples as a group of beggars travelling about with Jesus.  Jesus used to call his 

disciples μαθηταί, and Celsus adopts this terminology. After their life of beggary with Jesus they 

wrote the gospels, but just to tell stories they had invented, in contrast to those of Celsus, who can 

tell utterly different stories that are “true and  not resembling what is written by the disciples of 

Jesus.” We also find indications that Celsus considered Jesus a gang leader, and the disciples his 

subordinates. According to Celsus, Jesus’s interaction with his disciples was an intimate one in an 

educational situation: they lived with each other, ate and drank with each other and shared 

everything. Celsus utterly disagrees with this lifestyle. 
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In my Chapter about “Jesus and the Jewish law” I discuss Celsus’s idea that Jews, led by Jesus, 

apostatized from other Jews. Celsus speaks about a στάσις, which mostly means  “secession.” Jesus 

knowingly wanted this second rupture (after the “Exodus”). Celsus draws this conclusion on the 

grounds that Jesus put himself in his teaching in the opposite position to Moses, on the grounds that 

he misled the Jews, although the Jews did not mind being misled, and finally because Jesus wanted 

to found a state for himself. The origin of both Judaism and Christianity was due to rebellion against 

the state.  

About prophets and prophecies: the general picture that appears from the discussion in this Chapter 

seems to be that Celsus is convinced that the Jews have had their prophets, and that the Jews of his 

day still rely on their prophecies. The prophets predicted a Son of God or Christ/Messiah who would 

come down to earth. Celsus takes into account that the Jewish prophecies are real prophecies, but 

he cannot accept Jesus as their fulfillment. To Celsus this one thing is at least certain: Jesus did not in 

any way answer to the image created by the prophets. 

About Jesus’s appearance and character Celsus says: “the Christian cling to a view of Jesus being sent 

by God into the world, and the notion of incarnation.” But Jesus’s body has not been begotten the 

way a body of a god would have been, and his body was no different from any other body. This is so 

in terms of his size and physical looks, where Celsus deems him to have been small and ugly, and 

particularly with regard to his voice. Jesus did not possess a voice different from that of other people 

which might have been expected from someone with a divine spirit within, and in connection with 

the voice Celsus remarks that Jesus’s persuasiveness was not convincing. As to character, Jesus was a 

coward, which is best illustrated by the story of his passion. He did not do anything noble, as might 

be expected from a god, and he did not show any self-control. Jesus was jealous, as is illustrated by 

his expelling from his state the ones who would do the same miracles as he did. Not even after his 

death did Jesus become a god, in the same way as he had not been godlike when he lived.  

Celsus was convinced that Jesus’s passion and death were a punishment imposed by the Jews. He 

mentions three reasons for this punishment, of which the most important is that Jesus deluded the 

Jews. The deceit consisted of founding a new religion and persuading Jews to follow him in this new 

religion. Jesus’s death was neither grievous nor painful, because, Celsus states cynically, “he was a 

god and he wanted it.” This is a way for Celsus to ridicule Jesus’s death. If he was a god, then he did 

not feel anything like pain or grief. But if he felt pain or grief being crucified, then he was not a god. 

Both Romans and Jews wanted to get rid of Jesus, the Romans for political reasons, the Jews because 

Jesus had deceived them. 
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A fact that renders Jesus’s resurrection unreliable is that there were only a few witnesses, and they 

were from his own circle, so not objective. Celsus mentions “one woman and his own band of 

followers.” It is not surprising that Celsus thinks Jesus appeared to the wrong people. He should have 

appeared to “all.” The inevitable conclusion that emerges from all this is that Celsus did not believe 

in bodily resurrection, at least not in Jesus’s case. According to him, the Christians should not do that 

either. He thinks the explanation for their belief is a misunderstanding regarding reincarnation. 

Celsus’s arguments rely on a sense of justice: Jesus should have appeared to his hangmen. Celsus is 

not just interested in depicting the Christians as simple minds, deeper rooted motives regarding 

Jesus, like justice and self-control, also play an important part. 

Next I discussed Celsus’s opinion on Christology: we have to conclude that Celsus did not believe that 

Jesus was spirit or a daemon or an angel, or the Logos or God. But according to him these things are 

either obvious or not really important. What is really important and the aim of Celsus’s writing, is to 

convince other people of the fact that Jesus was not the Son of God. The strong overall impression 

created from bringing this material together around the theme of Christology, is that according to 

Celsus, the Christians in principle handle the right (Platonic) notions (the supreme God is superior to 

the Demiurge), but they wrongly apply them to Jesus (who does not at all figure in the Platonic 

system, because he is not a god or God). Consequently, the distance between Celsus and the 

Christians turns out to be much smaller than we might have thought in the first instance. Up to now 

the emphasis was on the fact that the Christians did not meet the criteria that a Platonic philosopher 

handles, now the Christians handle the same criteria, but in the wrong way. In other words, already 

at this stage of their development the Christians use Platonic notions, which they, according to 

Celsus wrongly, apply to Jesus.    

Finally, about Celsus’s sources: Celsus’s book about Jesus, based on the pamphlet of a Jew, was a 

warning in order to prevent still more people from the Jews (others did not bother him at all) to join 

the followers of this guru. This Jew must have written his polemic against Jesus between 105 and 130 

as a response to Gospel stories he had heard or maybe seen. Celsus was one of the people who read 

this polemic, which can be very plausibly explained: probably Celsus lived in Alexandria (although 

Rome is not impossible, just less probable), also the place where this biography was published. He 

quotes it very frequently, putting the words he writes into the mouth of “the Jew,” very probably the 

writer of this text. 

Jesus’s birth story does not appear before Matthew and Luke. The dating of these Gospels is not 

certain, but there is some consensus about the period between year 80 from the beginning of the  



395 
Survey 

 

 

second century. Thereafter a special birth story of Jesus must have originated (think of Cyrus of 

Persia, Romulus and Remus), a story that received a Jewish reaction. 

This Jewish biography was kind of a middle way between the gospels and Celsus’s work: the gospel 

writers had written their texts, that would become the gospels. The Jew wrote, as a response, his 

version of the events surrounding Jesus, based on these gospels and oral tradition, and Celsus used 

the (text of the) Jew for his book. Celsus was stirred by the warning character of what his Jewish 

source had written, and tried to strengthen that aspect, according to his pagan, and sometimes 

philosophical, ideas. Later the writers of Toledot Yeshu extended this Jewish source text. The Jew 

whom Celsus mentions was a personification of a written Jewish source or perhaps the writer himself 

of this Jewish text.  

This text had the following contours: Jesus was already described as a bastard child, because a 

certain Pandira/Panthera had impregnated his mother Miriam/Mary. The source text did contain the 

statement that Joseph descended from David, but that obviously did not play any part for Celsus, 

because this “carpenter” did not beget Jesus. Finally, of course, Panthera did not descend from kings: 

he was a foreigner. According to the source text Jesus spent a substantial part of his youth in Egypt, 

from about his fifth until his twenty-fifth year. He went there for reasons of poverty, together with at 

least his mother. In Egypt he came into contact with magic, although he probably kept this hidden, 

because magic was not “en vogue.” The source text did not contain anything about Herod’s 

infanticide. The story of Jesus, teaching in the temple at the age of twelve, cannot be historically 

true, if the tradition worded in the source text is reliable. Using magic or sorcery Jesus gave the 

impression that he could perform miracles, a process that brought him followers, who saw him as a 

guru. Perhaps Jesus called himself God, according to Celsus’s source text. 

This text, probably the first response to oral traditions that Celsus’s Jew had heard of, mentioned 

Jesus’s death upon a cross. It is not clear whether it mentioned the traditional names of Pilate and 

Herod, for example. Toledot Yeshu do so, but Celsus does not mention them, at least not in the story 

of Jesus’s passion. No resurrection has been reported in the source text. Yet, it did report that Jesus’s 

tomb which had been bought by one of his followers, was empty, because his corpse had been 

thrown into water, in order to have it disappear fully, and had gone with the stream, a story later 

fully told by Toledot Yeshu. 

The Jew was, according to Origen, a fictional character, and here we have a good case to state that 

he is the personification of an anti-Christian Jewish tradition. Celsus seems to have been familiar with  

gospel traditions, but there is no proof that he knew any of them in written form. His knowledge of  
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Jewish and Christian traditions was considerable, and it is likely that he used written sources, but not 

demonstrable. What we can conclude, is that he knew a written version of the LXX.  

Celsus´s Jew is the writer of, or the one who found, a Jewish source text that Celsus possessed, one 

that matches Toledot Yeshu reasonably. Given the foregoing, especially the fact that Celsus had a 

Jewish source text to refer to, it is plausible that Celsus possessed the early concept of the texts of 

Toledot Yeshu.
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Samenvatting  

Celsus, een Middenplatonisch filosoof uit de tweede eeuw na Chr., hoorde over of las een joods 

geschrift, dat te boek gesteld was in het eerste kwart van de tweede eeuw. Dit boek bleek 

tegengesteld aan de evangelieverhalen die hij hoorde van mensen in zijn omgeving. Om het kort te 

zeggen: het joodse geschrift stelde dat de meeste evangelieverhalen bedrog waren. 

Na een introductie en een enkel woord over de gebruikte methodologie heb ik een hoofdstuk 

geschreven over de status quaestionis, de stand van zaken betreffende het onderzoek naar mijn 

onderwerp in de loop der jaren. Dit hoofdstuk behandelt de reden waarom de kerkvader Origenes 

zijn boek tegen Celsus schreef, waar en wanneer Celsus’ boek verschenen kan zijn, wat de situatie 

van het Romeinse Rijk was, van het christendom (hoewel die term nog ontdekt moest worden) en 

van het sociale leven in de tweede eeuw, maar ook vragen als: is het mogelijk uit te vinden waarom 

Celsus zijn boek schreef, wat waren de filosofische gedachten, als die al een rol speelden, die Celsus 

tot schrijven aanzetten? Waarom voert Celsus een jood sprekend op in de eerste twee van Origenes’ 

acht boeken “tegen Celsus?” 

Origenes blijkt te schrijven op verzoek van zijn vriend Ambrosius van Alexandrië om, na ongeveer 85 

jaar, de aanval van Celsus te beantwoorden. Eerst weigert Origenes, omdat hij zich afvraagt of het 

niet veel verstandiger zou zijn de gedragslijn van Jezus tegenover Pilatus te volgen, en dus te zwijgen. 

Maar vanaf het moment dat Origenes zijn aanvankelijke voorkeur voor zwijgzaamheid als reactie op 

Celsus laat varen, vloeit er een uitgebreid weerwoord uit zijn pen. Zijn stijl is briljant en ogenschijnlijk 

gemakkelijk. 

Het is waarschijnlijk, maar niet te bewijzen dat Celsus’ boek verscheen in Alexandrië, in het begin van 

de zestiger jaren van de tweede eeuw. Celsus kreeg oog voor wat hij de gevaren van het christendom 

vond: het isolationisme en de geheimzinnigheid, die de christenen zochten, de bedreiging die ze 

vormden voor de Romeinse vroomheid die zo essentieel was voor de stabiliteit van het Rijk, de 

uitsluiting van andere goden (dan Jezus en zijn Vader). 

Hoe meer christelijke apologeten deze “nieuwe” religie probeerden te presenteren als niets minder 

dan het hoogtepunt van de joodse religie, en de joodse bijbel als een volledig christelijk boek, des te 

meer raakte Celsus vastbesloten een werk te schrijven, gebaseerd op zijn eigen heidense 

overtuigingen, om aan te tonen dat het levensbedreigend was een volgeling te worden van deze 

filosofische lichtgewicht, genaamd Jezus. Deze Jezus had nooit iets laten zien, had zijn meest directe  
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volgelingen niet in de hand, deed zijn wonderen door een soort magie, was een bastaard, verried de 

mensen uit wier midden hij voortkwam en stierf roemloos aan een kruis. 

Wat betreft Celsus’ filosofische inzichten, Origenes geeft Celsus de beoordeling “Epicurist.” Celsus 

spreekt zich uit tegen Gods individuele voorzienigheid. Volgens Celsus is het platonisme niet 

monotheïstisch, maar het christendom evenmin: christenen vereren drie goden, met de nadruk op 

Jezus. Celsus gelooft dat de God van de evangeliën geacht wordt een zoon te verwekken door zijn 

Geest te blazen in de schoot van een vrouw, en medelijden te voelen met de lijdende Jezus, diens 

moeder en diens aardse vader. Hij wordt geacht zich gekwetst te voelen, als mensen demonen of 

engelen aanbidden, kortom: hij voelt emoties, en dat kan Celsus zich volstrekt niet voorstellen. De 

christelijke God zou zichtbaar zijn in zijn zogenaamde zoon, en in de gestalte van zijn zoon naar de 

aarde gekomen zijn. Celsus zegt dat, volgens de christenen, God een tegenstander zou hebben, 

genaamd Satan, en zijn zoon gezonden zou hebben wegens de zonden van aardse mensen. Dit zijn 

meer dan genoeg redenen voor Celsus om te proberen deze totale dwaasheid een halt toe te roepen. 

Hoewel Celsus zijn redenen om te schrijven dus niet voluit noemt, schrijft hij een aanval op de 

veronderstelde zoon van deze al te emotionele en te menselijk afgeschilderde God, zonder twijfel in 

de hoop dat het niet te laat zou zijn buitenstaanders te waarschuwen om niet te trappen in de val 

van deze volgelingen van Jezus. 

Wie waren deze (eerste) christenen? Volgens Celsus waren het vulgaire, onontwikkelde mensen, 

volstrekt niet retorisch onderlegd, en gekant tegen alles wat Celsus hoogachtte. Eenmaal geeft Celsus 

echter toe dat de christelijke gemeenten in zijn tijd een gemengd gezelschap vormden, die 

ontwikkelde leden in hun midden hadden, niet alleen maar mensen met een lage sociale status. Er 

kan geen twijfel zijn dat de grote hoeveelheid gevonden manuscripten uit het vroege christendom, 

voortkomt uit het feit dat het christendom al vroeg een geïnstitutionaliseerde religie werd, wat 

leidde tot de productie en conservering van manuscripten. Ondanks het wijdverbreide analfabetisme 

van de oude wereld was er een “geletterde cultuur”, waar het christendom deel van uitmaakte, en 

de invloed hiervan is onderschat. Uit Celsus’ geschrift moeten we concluderen dat volgens hem de 

dingen die christenen dachten en deden, en de christelijke overtuigingen, strijdig waren met gezond 

verstand, beschaving en de juiste vorm van religie. Hun religie en gedrag vormden een omkering van 

alle waarden. 

In de leidende kringen van hoogopgeleide heidense filosofen in de tweede eeuw moet het 

christendom een bekend fenomeen geweest zijn. Zij kenden Jezus zoals Celsus het christendom 

kende en ermee in contact stond. Wat hij wist over Jezus ontleende hij voornamelijk aan de jood die  
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hij laat spreken, voor zover het kritiek op Jezus betreft, verder aan het Oude Testament, Plato, de 

canonieke evangeliën, joodse bronnen, en niet in het minst aan het gesproken woord. 

Wat betreft het platonisme, nodig om Celsus’ godsbeeld te begrijpen: volgens Celsus en Plato is God 

de Schepper van alles wat onsterfelijk is, van de ziel en de kosmos, en dus is God de hoogste God. Dit 

vermogen om te scheppen is Gods belangrijkste hoedanigheid. De christenen denken dat er een 

hogere God is: de Vader van Jezus. Dus erkennen de christenen twee goden, en Celsus net zo, 

namelijk de Schepper en de kosmos. Celsus is dus in feite geen strikte monotheïst, hoewel hij nooit 

benadrukt dat hij twee goden erkent, waarschijnlijk omdat hij niet op de christenen wil lijken. 

God heerst nog steeds, maar niet actief. Hij heeft de wereld geschapen en machten aangesteld om 

voor Zijn schepping te zorgen. In dit opzicht noemt Celsus voorzienigheid, engelen, demonen en 

helden, eveneens allemaal een schepping van God, die ervoor zorgen dat alles wordt bestuurd 

overeenkomstig Gods wil en dat al wat bestaat in het universum zich houdt aan de wet gegeven door 

de hoogste God. Zo regeert God dus niet actief, maar op een indirecte manier. God verdient het om 

elke dag vereerd te worden evenals demonen, andere goden en heersers. Het vereren van Gods 

bestuurlijke helpers maakt de verering van God slechts vollediger, hoewel Celsus ervan overtuigd is 

dat God in feite geen verering nodig heeft, want Hij heeft niets nodig en kent geen afgunst. 

Celsus’ ethische ideeën zijn, voor zover we kunnen zien, platonisch. Bedrog en liegen zijn alleen 

onder bijzondere omstandigheden toegestaan; jammeren in de rechtbank is verboden om te 

voorkomen dat rechters uit medelijden oordelen. Celsus beschuldigt Jezus ervan een uitspraak van 

Plato te corrumperen als Jezus verklaart dat “het makkelijker is dat een kameel gaat door het oog 

van een naald dan dat een rijk man ingaat in het koninkrijk van God.” De uitspraak zou een corruptie 

zijn van Plato’s Wetten 743A: “Als een man buitengewoon goed is, is het onmogelijk dat hij ook 

buitengewoon rijk zou zijn.” Goedheid en rijkdom sluiten elkaar dus uit. Van een andere uitspraak 

van Jezus zegt Celsus dat die “oud is, vroeger beter geformuleerd, maar door de christenen platter 

verwoord.” Het gaat om de christelijke overtuiging “geen verzet te bieden aan wie jou kwaad doet; 

zelfs als iemand je op de ene wang slaat, bied dan je andere wang ook aan.” De essentiële gedachte 

hier komt uit Plato’s Crito: een misdaad vergelden of iemand kwaad doen, is niet toegestaan, zelfs 

niet als iemand lijdt in handen van iemand anders. 

Zo komt er een helder beeld naar voren van het feit dat Celsus Plato gebruikt als zijn belangrijkste 

bron voor filosofische zaken zoals de ziel, de kosmos, het godsbeeld, het hoogste goed, het kwaad en 

ethiek. Kortom: Plato is normatief voor Celsus in elk opzicht, maar in termen van wat Celsus beweert 

over Jezus is Plato het meest normatief waar het gaat om zijn ideeën t.a.v. het godsbeeld, het kwaad  
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en de ethiek. Celsus valt Jezus niet echt aan in zaken van de ziel of de kosmos. Terwijl “het hoogste 

goed” meer de platonische terminologie is, is “God” meer de term van het Midden-Platonisme en 

van Celsus. Het feit dat mensen dachten dat Jezus (een) god was, dat hij wonderen kon verrichten, 

dat hij uit de hemel was afgedaald, dat hij verwekt was door God, dat hij uit de doden was 

opgestaan, al die dingen gingen Celsus’ door Plato gevormde voorstellingsvermogen verre te boven.  

In hoofdstuk 5 heb ik alle relevante testimonia van Celsus over Jezus besproken. Ik heb ze verdeeld in 

9 paragrafen, over Jezus’ afkomst en zijn doop, zijn verblijf in Egypte, zijn onderwijs en omgang met 

zijn leerlingen, Jezus en de joodse wet, Jezus en de profetieën, zijn uiterlijk en karakter, en zijn lijden 

en opstanding. 

Wat betreft Jezus’ afkomst: volgens Celsus was Jezus niet door de Heilige Geest verwekt, maar door 

een soldaat genaamd Panthera. Jezus bedacht zelf het verhaal over een maagdelijke geboorte. 

Celsus noemt ook Jezus’ doop een door Jezus verzonnen verhaal, vooral de woorden over de 

verschijning van een vogel. 

Volgens Celsus is Jezus wel in Egypte geweest, maar niet als baby om aan Herodes’ kindermoord te 

ontsnappen. Jezus verhuurde zich als arbeidskracht vanwege zijn armoede. Daar in Egypte raakte 

Jezus bekend met een soort magie, illusionisme, en op grond daarvan verrichtte hij zijn wonderen en 

noemde zich God. Volgens Celsus beheerste Jezus niet werkelijk magie. 

Celsus schildert Jezus niet zozeer als een leraar: eerder plaatst hij Jezus tegenover Mozes als 

wetgever, die tegengestelde wetten geeft aan die van Mozes, en aldus tegengesteld aan die van God. 

Volgens Celsus kan Jezus zijn woorden over de rijke man direct aan Plato ontleend hebben. Celsus 

formuleert hetzelfde oordeel over Jezus’ advies t.a.v. de houding jegens een agressor. Hij beweert 

dat er sprake is van plagiaat, een verloedering van de terminologie en corruptie van Plato’s woorden. 

Celsus beperkt deze vulgariteit niet tot Jezus: christenen lijden in het algemeen aan een gebrek aan 

beschaafd gedrag, en zoals Jezus Plato’s bewering corrumpeerde, zo corrumperen christenen de 

Griekse gedachte. Jezus bekritiseert ook degene die begerig is naar macht en die aanspraak maakt op 

wijsheid of reputatie. Celsus contrasteert Jezus met Mozes wat betreft de houding jegens vijanden. 

Hiertoe citeert hij een bewering van Jezus, waarin hij een persoon die eenmaal sloeg, toestaat om 

nogmaals te slaan.  

Celsus schildert Jezus’ leerlingen als een groep bedelaars die met Jezus rondtrekken. Jezus noemde 

hen zijn μαθηταί (leerlingen), en Celsus neemt deze terminologie over. Na hun leven van bedelen 

met Jezus schreven zij de evangeliën, maar slechts om verhalen te vertellen die ze hadden  
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verzonnen, in tegenstelling tot die van Celsus die totaal andere verhalen kan vertellen die “waar zijn 

en niet lijken op wat geschreven is door de leerlingen van Jezus.” Ook vinden we aanwijzingen dat 

Celsu Jezus beschouwde als een bendeleider, en de leerlingen als zijn ondergeschikten. Volgens 

Celsus kende Jezus een intieme omgang met zijn leerlingen in een onderwijssituatie: zij leefden met 

elkaar, aten en dronken met elkaar en deelden alles. Celsus is het totaal niet eens met deze manier 

van leven. 

In mijn hoofdstuk over “Jezus en de joodse wet” bespreek ik Celsus’ idee dat joden, geleid door 

Jezus, afvallig werden van andere joden. Celsus spreekt van een στάσις, een woord dat meestal 

“afscheiding” betekent. Jezus wilde bewust deze tweede breuk (na de “Exodus”). Celsus concludeert 

dit, omdat Jezus zich in zijn onderwijs tegenover Mozes opstelde, omdat Jezus de joden misleidde, 

hoewel de joden het niet erg vonden om misleid te worden, en tenslotte omdat Jezus een staat voor 

zichzelf wilde stichten. De oorsprong van jodendom en christendom lag in rebellie tegen de staat. 

Over profeten en profetieën: het algemene beeld dat oprijst uit de bespreking in dit hoofdstuk lijkt te 

zijn dat Celsus ervan overtuigd is dat de joden hun profeten gehad hebben, en dat de joden van 

Celsus’ tijd nog steeds vertrouwen op hun profetieën. De profeten voorspelden een zoon van God of 

Christus/Messias, die neer zou dalen op de aarde. Celsus houdt er rekening mee dat de joodse 

profetieën werkelijke profetieën zijn, maar hij kan er niet mee leven dat Jezus de vervulling ervan is. 

Dit ene is in elk geval een zekerheid voor Celsus: Jezus beantwoordde op geen enkele wijze aan het 

beeld dat door de profeten geschapen was. 

Over Jezus’ uiterlijk en karakter zegt Celsus: “de christenen hangen een visie op Jezus aan alsof hij 

door god in de wereld gezonden was, en een opvatting van incarnatie.” Maar Jezus’ lichaam is niet 

verwekt zoals het lichaam van een god verwekt zou zijn, en zijn lichaam verschilde niet van een 

ander. Dit is het geval in termen van zijn lengte en uiterlijk, waar Celsus denkt dat Jezus klein en lelijk 

was, en vooral wat betreft zijn stem. Jezus bezat geen stem die verschilde van die van andere 

mensen, wat verwacht had mogen worden van iemand met een goddelijke geest in zich, en in 

verband met zijn stem merkt Celsus op dat Jezus’ overtuigingskracht niet imponeerde. Qua karakter 

was Jezus een lafaard, wat het best wordt geïllustreerd door het verhaal van zijn lijden. Hij deed niets 

adellijks, zoals van een god verwacht mocht worden, en toonde geen enkele zelfbeheersing. Jezus 

was jaloers zoals geïllustreerd wordt doordat hij uit zijn staat gooide wie dezelfde wonderen deed als 

hij. Ook na zijn dood werd Jezus geen god, zoals hij niet godgelijk was toen hij leefde. 
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Celsus was ervan overtuigd dat Jezus’ lijden en dood een door de joden opgelegde straf waren. Hij 

noemt drie redenen voor deze straf, waarvan de belangrijkste is dat Jezus de joden misleidde. Het 

bedrog bestond uit het stichten van een nieuwe religie en het de joden overhalen om hem te volgen 

in deze nieuwe religie. Jezus’ dood was verdrietig noch pijnlijk, omdat, zo merkt Celsus cynisch op, 

“hij een god was en de dood wilde.” Dit is een manier voor Celsus om Jezus’ dood belachelijk te 

maken. Als hij een god was, dan voelde hij geen pijn of verdriet. Maar als hij pijn of verdriet voelde 

toen hij werd gekruisigd, dan was hij geen god. Zowel Romeinen als joden wilden van Jezus af, de 

Romeinen om politieke redenen, de joden omdat Jezus hen had misleid. 

Een feit dat Jezus’ opstanding onbetrouwbaar maakt is dat er maar een paar getuigen waren, en die 

kwamen uit zijn kring, waren dus niet objectief. Celsus noemt “één vrouw en zijn eigen groep 

volgelingen.” Het is niet verbazend dat Celsus denkt dat Jezus verscheen aan de verkeerde mensen. 

Hij had moeten verschijnen aan “allen.” De onvermijdelijke conclusie van dit alles is dat Celsus niet in 

lichamelijke opstanding geloofde, tenminste niet in Jezus’ geval. Volgens hem zouden de christenen 

dat ook niet moeten doen. Hij denkt dat de verklaring voor hun geloof een misverstand t.a.v. 

reïncarnatie is. Celsus’ argumenten hiervoor leunen op een rechtvaardigheidsgevoel: Jezus had aan 

zijn beulen moeten verschijnen. Celsus is niet slechts geïnteresseerd in het afschilderen van de 

christenen als eenvoudige lieden, dieper gewortelde motieven aangaande Jezus, zoals 

rechtvaardigheid en zelfbeheersing, spelen ook een prominente rol. 

Daarna besprak ik Celsus’ mening over christologie: we moeten concluderen dat Celsus niet geloofde 

dat Jezus geest was of een demon of een engel, of de Logos of God. Maar in zijn ogen zijn deze zaken 

ofwel overduidelijk ofwel niet echt belangrijk. Wat werkelijk belangrijk is en het doel van Celsus’ 

schrijven is andere mensen ervan te overtuigen dat Jezus niet de Zoon van God was. De 

overheersende indruk teweeggebracht door het bijeenbrengen van dit materiaal rond het thema 

christologie is, dat volgens Celsus de christenen in principe de juiste (platonische) begrippen 

hanteren (de hoogste God is machtiger dan de schepper), maar ze passen die begrippen ten onrechte 

toe op Jezus (die volstrekt niet voorkomt in het platonische systeem, omdat hij geen god of God is). 

De afstand tussen Celsus en de christenen blijkt dus veel kleiner dan we mogelijk eerst hadden 

gedacht. Tot nu lag de nadruk op het feit dat de christenen niet voldeden aan de maatstaven die een 

platonisch filosoof hanteert, nu hanteren de christenen dezelfde maatstaven, maar op de verkeerde 

manier. Met andere woorden: al in dit stadium van hun ontwikkeling gebruiken de christenen 

platonische begrippen, die ze, volgens Celsus verkeerd, op Jezus toepassen. 
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Over Celsus’ bronnen tenslotte: Celsus’ boek over Jezus, gebaseerd op het geschrift van een jood, 

was een waarschuwing om te voorkomen dat steeds meer mensen uit de joden (hij bekommerde 

zich niet om anderen) zich aansloten bij de volgelingen van deze goeroe. Deze jood moet zijn 

polemiek tegen Jezus geschreven hebben tussen 105 en 130 als een reactie op de evangelieverhalen 

die hij had gehoord of misschien gezien. Celsus was een van de mensen die deze polemiek las, wat 

heel plausibel kan worden verklaard: waarschijnlijk leefde Celsus in Alexandrië (hoewel Rome niet 

onmogelijk is, slechts minder waarschijnlijk), ook de plaats waar deze biografie werd gepubliceerd. 

Hij citeert deze regelmatig, terwijl hij de woorden die hij schrijft in de mond van “de jood” legt, zeer 

waarschijnlijk de schrijver van deze tekst. 

Jezus’ geboorteverhaal verschijnt niet eerder dan Mattheüs en Lucas. De datering van deze 

evangeliën is onzeker, maar er bestaat een zekere consensus over de periode tussen het jaar 80 en 

het begin van de tweede eeuw. Daarna moet een speciaal geboorteverhaal van Jezus zijn ontstaan 

(denk aan Cyrus van Perzië, Romulus en Remus), een verhaal waarop een joodse reactie kwam. 

Deze joodse biografie was een soort middenweg tussen de evangeliën en Celsus’ werk: de 

evangelisten hadden hun teksten geschreven, die de evangeliën zouden worden. De jood schreef als 

een reactie zijn versie van de gebeurtenissen t.a.v. Jezus, gebaseerd op deze evangeliën en een orale 

traditie, en Celsus gebruikte de (tekst van de) jood voor zijn boek. Celsus was geraakt door het 

waarschuwende karakter van wat zijn joodse bron had geschreven, en probeerde dat aspect te 

versterken overeenkomstig zijn heidense, en soms filosofische, ideeën. Later breidden de schrijvers 

van Toledot Yeshu deze joodse brontekst uit. De jood die Celsus noemt was een personificatie van 

een geschreven joodse bron of misschien de schrijver zelf van deze joodse tekst. 

Deze tekst had de volgende contouren: Jezus werd al beschreven als een bastaard, omdat ene 

Pandira/Panthera Jezus’ moeder Miriam/Maria had zwanger gemaakt. De brontekst bevatte de 

bewering dat Jozef van David afstamde, maar dat speelde voor Celsus duidelijk geen rol, omdat de 

“timmerman” Jezus niet verwekte. Tenslotte stamde uiteraard Panthera niet van koningen af: hij was 

een vreemdeling. Volgens de brontekst bracht Jezus een substantieel deel van zijn jeugd in Egypte 

door, van ongeveer zijn vijfde tot zijn vijfentwintigste jaar. Hij ging er uit armoede heen samen met in 

elk geval zijn moeder. In Egypte kwam hij in contact met magie, hoewel hij dit waarschijnlijk niet liet 

blijken, omdat magie niet “en vogue” was. De brontekst maakte geen melding van Herodes’ 

kindermoord. Het verhaal van Jezus die onderwijs geeft in de tempel op twaalfjarige leeftijd kan niet 

historisch zijn, als de traditie geformuleerd in de brontekst betrouwbaar is. Gebruik makend van 

magie of illusionisme gaf Jezus de indruk dat hij wonderen kon verrichten, een proces dat hem  
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volgelingen opleverde, die hem als een goeroe zagen. Misschien noemde Jezus zich God, volgens 

Celsus’ brontekst. 

Deze tekst, waarschijnlijk de eerste reactie op orale tradities waarvan Celsus’ jood had gehoord, 

maakte melding van Jezus’ dood aan een kruis. Het is niet duidelijk of de traditionele namen van 

Pilatus en Herodes hierin werden genoemd, bijvoorbeeld. De Toledot Yeshu doen dat wel, maar 

Celsus noemt die niet, althans niet in het lijdensverhaal. In de brontekst wordt niet van opstanding 

gerept. Die vermeldde wel dat Jezus' graf dat gekocht was door een van zijn volgelingen, leeg was, 

omdat zijn lijk in het water was gegooid om het volledig te laten verdwijnen, en dat het was 

meegedreven met de stroom, een verhaal later volledig verteld door de Toledot Yeshu. 

De jood van Celsus was, volgens Origenes, een verzonnen karakter, en hier hebben we een goede 

aanleiding om te stellen dat hij de personificatie is van een antichristelijke, joodse traditie. Celsus 

schijnt vertrouwd te zijn geweest met evangelietradities, maar er is geen bewijs dat hij ook maar een 

ervan kende in geschreven vorm. Zijn kennis van joodse en christelijke tradities was aanzienlijk en 

het is waarschijnlijk, maar niet aantoonbaar dat hij geschreven bronnen gebruikte. Wat we kunnen 

concluderen, is dat hij een geschreven versie kende van de Septuagint, de Griekse vertaling van het 

Oude Testament. 

Celsus’ jood is de schrijver van, of de vinder van, een joodse brontekst die Celsus bezat, en die in 

redelijke mate overeenkomt met Toledot Yeshu. Gegeven het voorafgaande, vooral het feit dat 

Celsus een joodse brontekst had om naar te verwijzen, is het plausibel dat Celsus het vroege concept 

bezat van de teksten van Toledot Yeshu.  


