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INTRODUCT ION



The p;eSent dav'ls w1tn=ss to a con51ﬁerable amount of HCIEntlflc

.band crltlcal stady'of the Blble.v; Th1= fact may readlly be understood The

Bible is an ar 0ld work, ana was wrltten by many dlflerent authors over a perlod

»

:Q'Of at least one thousand ye°r° ; D“rlﬂg the 1°nr course ‘of 1ts transm1551on;’

;'vthe text of the Scrlpturns has Dassed through many v1c1551tudes. " Into: thls"
. text inaccuracies and errors have crept, and it is to be expected that en-

guiring mlnds shOuld engage themselves in the stndy of the condltion of, the_

text. Agaln, parallel passagns, seemlng anachronisms, 1nconsistenc1es and .

difficulties in history and chronology likewise invite the attention of
critical scholars.s

| In the study of the Bible two kinds of criticism may be noted. In
the flrst place there is textual crltlclsm, which is the science that deals
bw}th the actual text of the Blble.1 The textual critic is concerned with
the state of‘the Biblical words. Have they been correctly transmitted?

" Do they contain interpolations or omissions? Are there cases of incorrect
orthography? Why do the manuscripts sometimes vary? These and kindred
questions occupy his attention. This science is also referred to as lower
criticism, in order to distinguish it from what is known as higher criticism.

o Secondly there is that which is known as h1 er or literary-
historical critlclsm.2= By higher critlcism is meant that science which
deals w1th the questlons of the date and authorshlp of Scriptural books and .

ﬂthe character of thelr contents. In the strict sense therefore, everyone
who studies such questions is a higher crltlc. In actual practice, however,
emphasis -has been shifted from the word higher to the word griticiem, so

that the term seems almost to have lost 1ts speclallzed eaning and refers

rather to a certa1n wadely p“e"alen+ attltude toward the Blble.,: Thls attitudﬂ'




is | on= whlch for the most parté‘s.hostlle toward tradltional viewp01nts and

' 1nterpretatlons..A In so far a§ 1t seeks to deny tradltlonal v1ewpoints and
to mlnimlze the value of the contepts of the Blble, it would be more accurate-
"ly characterlzed as hostlle or des»ruct1v= or ncgatlve crlththo

The phenomenon whlch today is popularly referred to as "hlgher
criticism", in so far as it applles to the 01d Testament, probably first
| manifested.ifself with the‘P“blication in 1753.Qf.Jéan Astrue's work on
ngesisl3 :fIt is a.phenomenon which bears mofé or iess of a écientific
character; aﬁd for the most part is EEing carried out by men of culture and
education. The roots of this modern phenomenon, however, go far back beyond
the time of.Astruc. Indéed what is spoken of today as higher criticism is
in reallty merely the modern ‘phase or manlfcstatlon of an attitude or process
'whlch goes.back to days of antiguity. Crltlc1sm of the Bible probably
appeared as soon as the Bitle became known. It is the purpose of this thesis
to trace the history of such criticism, as it refers to the 014 iestament,
froxz the beginning of this era down to the end of the second Christian century.

When, however, does the first recofded evidence of such criticism
eppear? Are examplss of it possibly to be found in the Old testament itself?
According to the school of interpretation which bears the name Graf-Kuenen-
nglhausfp’ ﬁhére was conflict between the priestly and prophetical class in
ahéient’lsrael.h But upon the presupr051tlons of thls school " such conflict
fwas not'based upon oppo=1t10n to a bcrlpture alrcady ‘in exlstence. Indeed,
this assumed conflict is made one of the reasons for maintaining that the
'?gntateuch had not yet been written. Hence, even upon the basis of the

4gép§tru§£ionﬂof Israelitish history which.has been presented by Wellhausen,

eriticism of-'niélregdy existing Scripture does not appear in the 0ld



=1p=rf1c151 readlng of the prophec1es of Jeremlah regardlng the

New Covenant mdoht lPad to the conc1u51on that this prophet‘was engaglng 1n‘

~
i

5
crlticism of the«eXJthnﬂ Kosaic 1eglslat10n._n However,fq careful etudy of

.the pas=aﬂe shows that such ls not the case' ‘fJeremlah reallzes the partlal

*-and‘temporary nature of the Old Covenant.‘“Its tdme has run 1ts cours % and
God was ;eady to present e further reveletlon‘ He would make 2 New Covenant
whose nature‘wnsjto'be sp1r1tual and eternal.; fSuch appears "to be the mean—
| ing:of thefnroﬁhet{ |

" Again, it might appear that certain of the prophets were critical
of the sacrificial legislation of the Pentateuch when they assailed the
_offerlnv of sacr1f1ces.6 ‘ Here again however, a sympathetic exegesis reveals
that th= prenhets were condemning not the lnstitntlon of sacrifice itself but
rather 1ts misuse and abuse.7 GenulneTBlbllcal criticism does not appsar to
be found in the 0ld Testament,

ﬁbon the basis of certain references in the early Church Fathers,

it appears that Biblicai criticism was carried on in Alexandria during the
period of the Ptolemies and possibly even earljer., About such ectivity very
11ttle can be asserted with certainty. One prominent name is that of

Aristobulus, of the second century B.C. Apparently he was a serious thinker

8
and a man of 1nfluence.» He is descrlbed as a perlpateulc who believed that

the Jewlsh phllosophy was older than that of the Greeks. He also asserted

% a_;Plato had derlved hls 1deas fromhthe Hbaaic Law.
Mbntlon should also be made of Aristeas, of the time of Ptolemy
Philadelphus, who is desciibed as a truly educated man, and who wrote an

1nterpretation of'the Jew1sh 1aw.9 Hecataeus of Abdera is described by

Josephus as hav1ng become promlnent under Alexander the Great 10 He wrote

_bore the name "About Abraham and the



11
ugyptians. .

duseblus gIves 6xtracts from. the wrltlngs of these men,~an

extant material leads one to believe that they were ser;Ous studests.sndki_;;
thlnkers. Althougn nOuhlnb that mlght legltlmetely be called crltlcism of :
the Blble appears 1n the msagre data whlch is preserved it mey be that
among the early-nlexandrlan scholars some crrtlcs were to be found. Clement
of Alexandria sPeaks in such a way as to lead one t0 believe that there was
a slzeable school of Blbllcel scholars.l2 Mentlon is also made of a trans-
lation of the Scriptures which is earlier than the Septuagint. 13
In the Septuagint itsslf traces of critical activity are to be. found.
Thelrearrangemest of passages in the translation of Jeremiah, for example,
is ﬁrobebly due:tc tbeifact that the translators were seeking to present the
passages is a 1ogies1 errangement. 'Again, it ssems quite likely that in
actual translation expressions and renderings were at times adopted which
were intended to be an improvement of the original.lL All in all, therefore,
it may be said that traces of critical activity do appear in the Septuagint.
In the New Testament, however, such critical activity is not to be
disc0vered. it is true that theywriters of the New Testament books did
follow the Septuag1nt version rather than the orlglnal Hebrew, but in so
doing they were slmply employlng a text that was adapted to their needs.,

Such aetion upon thelr prt in no sense 1mplies a desire to reject the Hebrew

,text and to substitute the Septuaglnt For that matter, not even the rﬁi“ft;?#}
Septuagint 1tse1f is slavishly followed in the New Testament. For example,
James, when addressing the Apostolic Council, made a quotation from the 014
Testament in which he followed in the main the Septuagint text of Amos 9: 11,12.

He d parts however from the text and substltutes phrases taken from elsewhere

in the Gld Testament.;?g; Thls he does apparently because he thinks it w111



best suit his. pu*poSe so to do.
“to correct the uepuuaa1nt
The case of James has been c1ted as but an- example. However, if

‘

each 1nstence of New Testament usege of Old TEStament language be consldered

 '1t w111 be seen that 1n.no case is the attempt made to cr1t1c1ze the text or
to flnd fault with 1t | ._

L Nor may critlclsm of the Old Testement teachlngs be discovered in
the New. Chrlst did not repudiete the Law of Eoses but asserted that He
had come to fulfil that Law. 16 Nor did the apostle Paul, despite his in-
51stence uporn faith, in any sense mlnlle° or decry the Law. To him it was
Just and holy and true.L? .leew1se the Epistle to the Hebrews with its
emph351s upon the new covenant and the contrast between the Aaronic priest-

hood and that of Chrlst does not in any sense criticize or minimize the '

importance of the Law.18

In the first chapter of the work falsely ascribed to Tertullian,
"against All Heresies," mention is made of a certain Dositheus, the Samaritan,
mho rejected the prophets upon the ground that they had not spoken under the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit.l? According to the unknown author of this
short treatise, the Samaritans spramg from the root of Dositheus' error.
Epipma;ius considers the followers of Dositheus as constituting the fourth
20

Samaritan heresy in hlS llst.» )

AYIn the work falsely ascrlbed to Jerome, Indiculus de HaEPPSlbuS,

mentlon is made of the Meristae who divide the Scriptures and do not believe

all the prophets.21

) _For the-first definite evidences of criticism which are now extant

‘from’ he:first two centurlesaof thls era and concernlng which it is possible

°re Oor less'fullflﬂform3t1°n, one must look to the varlous gTOuPsi?

Certajnly he'cannot be accused of seeking .
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_ of the Gnostics which came to the height of their prominence ‘during the

éarly'pbrtion éfdﬁﬁé'éébOnd Christian centqry..



CHAPTER ONE

The Gnostic Sects and

‘Biblical . Criticism



.IhtrodﬁEtion;l

- The secohd“century’beheld the Christian Church struggling with
:foes which were both"W1th1n and ‘without her pale._ The foe within was
p0551b1y even more formidable than that whlch was w1thout. This was the
phenomenon known as Gnost;clsm, a phllosophlcal systemrwhlch for a time
serlously threetened the progress of the church. -

leferent vlews have been held as to the nature and origin of
Gnosticism. On the one hand it has been regarded as essentizlly a Christian
heresy, far removed from the Christianity of the Church and a truly grevious
aberraulon, but nomlnally Chrlstlan at least. In a re—examlnatlon of the
subject-F.iC. Burkitt has recently given fresh eﬁphasiS'to this position, by
deelaring ﬁhat the prime factor in the rise of the Gnostic systems was

eschatological.l

On the other hand, learned endeavors have been made to demonstrate
that Gnosticism was essentially Oriental and pagan.2 Kidd, for example,
asserts that its origin‘is whollyg"pon—ﬂhristian, indebted partly to Oriental
and partly to Hellenic influences."_ Possibly such questions cannot be decided
with absolute certalnty, nor are they'lmmedlately germane to our dlSCuSSlon.
‘Gnosticism, whatever may'have been its origin, appears as a philosophical
system whlch 1s adverse to‘the Old Testament ”kIpto:its scheme the 0ld
Testament does not fit. Therefore, the Gnostics expend their labors in an
endeavor to p01nt out the inferiority of the 014 to the New Testament.

The antlpathy to Judalsm and to the 0ld Testament which characterized

":'Gnostlcs ‘some more strongly than others, is one which probably is to be

1:e,Gnostnc doctrlre of creatlon.ggségmong the various
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' Gne:tlc‘groups dualwum appeared as an 1mportant prlnclple, particularly w1th
the Syrian qchool and w1th Marclon. : Sp1r1t and matter were regcrded as
belng oppOSed the one to the other.--.Ultimately, the existence of thefworld

ﬁ L

}‘15 to be traced back'to Sp1r1t or the Splrltual World.i. Its immediaﬁé cause,

however,-was ‘not the Splrlt or Supreme God, but rdther an emanatlon from Hlm,

the Demiurge.~ Thls Demlurge or “inferior God was rcgarded as the God of the

FE,If  ther ;cre, this basic dualism be kept in'mind, the underlying

c=use of mnch'of the crltlclsm of the 0ld Testament will be more readily

understoqd..

. Simon lagus.

ce Gnosticism itself was of a more or less syncretistic character,

't 35'not ‘surprising that some of its precursors should have appeared in

"ér Samaria had long been of mixed population.5 Mention has already
f'ﬁdsitheus, the Samaritan. One of those who has justly been‘

§ ;“cursor 6f‘Gnosticism was Simon Kagnus, who is mentioned in
S elng rngarded by the Samarltans as "that power of God which is
o hanlus presents a positive statement as to Simon's
01d Teétament According to Epiphanius he held that the
)y n&rtwere the prophets from the good God. . Rather he

:s and clalms that anyone who ‘believes in the

to certa%n*anth'Hpombrphié-representations of the Scriptures.8 When, in
ss’of"Sodom'(Gene51s 18 21), God says, Come, and

;eth r they do accordlng to thelr ery whlch



] has come Lnto me; or, 1f they ‘do not; th;t I may know,“ thlsgls held to i.ﬂ

1nd1cate the 1gnorance of God 9  ;h1s 1gnorance 1s further thought.to be |
‘seen in uhe expu131on of Adam from the oarden (Gene51s 3 22) 10 God says, :’
e -1est he put forth h1s hand,etc. ; end this use of 1est is appealed to as ;;:
an 1nd1cat10n of 1gnorance. . The expu_51on from the garden is &lso 1nd1cat1oe
of God's envy.ll.' Furﬁhermore, God repents (Gnne51s ‘6:6), and Simon takes |
obgectlon to soch a representatlon of the Delty.lzé He also expressed other
obgectlons to Scrlptural anthropomorphism.' The phrase, "The Lord smelled a
scent of sweetness" (Genesis 8:21) indicates that He was in need; and His

pleasure in the fat -of the flesh shows that He was not good. His tempting

of Abraham (Gene51s 22 l) makes it clear that He is wicked and ignorant of
13 .
the result of the tempt.at:.on.,3 As w1ll become evident, such criticism is

of a similar nature with that of the leading Gnostics and of Marcion.

The Ophites

One of the groups which was apparently pre-Christian in origin and
which may‘be regarded as‘a precursor of the principal schools of Gnosticism
is that which is knovn as the Ophltes.lh About, its identity very little can
be posltlvely afflrmed.r The orlgln of the cult is unknown, although it is
pPlaced by some before tﬁé tlme of Chrlst.ls' The views and tenets of the
:0phites are purely'heathen, and their relatlonshlp to the mythology of Syrla
and Chaldea has been pointed out.16 We learn of them principally through
the writings of Irenaseus, Hippolytus, Tertullian and Epiohanius.l7

The Ophites or Naasenl, as they are sometimes called, worshiped

the serpent or Naas. To Nass was dedlcated every shrine and every mystery.l8

A ord1ng to’ Pseudo—Tertulllan ‘the Ophites exalted the serpent as being the
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19
‘ one who gave to manklnd the knowledge of good and ev11. vf*Hé*it"ﬁas who

: was rEally the flrst teacher of manklnd | The fall therefore Lwas in reallty

a fall upwards 2O‘ Consequently, the fol_owers of the Serpent Dossessed a ;;

»deep ant1pathy for the Demlurge or God of the Old Testament and it wa th

S .

antlpathy which expressed 1tse1f 1n thelr practlcal glorlflcatlon of the"
serpent the opponent of the 013 lestament God.
, Thls perverslon of the 0ld Testament appears avainst the’background
of a heathen mythology, the exact nature of which is difficult to ascertain.
It may be noted however,'that the Ophites postulated a hebdomad, the first
place of whlch was occupled by a belng known as Ialaabaoth 21 Upon an occasion,
Ia1dabaoth, being upllfted W1th prlde, cried out, "T am father and God, and
above me there is ho one.f?z HlS mother, however, rebuklng him, declared
that the father of all Was the first anthropos, and Anthropos the son of
Anthropos.23 In the resulting confusion, Ialdabaoth exclaimed, "Coms, let
us make man after our :'unza.ge."ZI+ Upon hearing this, the six powers together
formed a man, immense of size both in breadth and length into whom was breathed
the spirit of llfe and who became possessed of intelligence and thought. This
created belng gave thanks to the first Anthropos, thus arousing the jealousy

of Ialdabaoth.25

| The creatlon of Fve was produced from the enthymesis of Ialdabaoth.26
“Prunlcus laying hold of her, emptled her of her power. Others, however,
;named her Eve, and having fallen in love w1th her, begat sons by her, who w
are called angels. Sophia, however, dev1sed a scheme, whereby Eve and Adam

27

would transgress the command of Ialdabaoth. Both of them, therefore, ate

:ofythe three from whlch God had prohibited them to eat, ThrOugh th1s act

of eatlng”lthe attained to the knowledge of that power Whlch 1s above all,
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29

Ialdabaoth, however, cast Adam and Eve from Paradlse. He,"

-hlm;elf had des_red to beget sons-h§ Eve, but hls mother opposed hlm.and
secrntly erptied Adam cnd 1“ve of the llght wrlch they had recelved, so that
"the splrlt whlch proceeded 1rom the supreme,power mlght partlclpate helther
in the curse nor opprobr:umi."30 ‘Hence, they‘were cast down to thls earth
from heaven, and with them_the serpent.

" When Adam endhEre'cemé?to thisjﬁorld their once light and clear
bodies beoame more gross and sluggish.sll Prunicus, however, tak;ng compassion
on them, caused them to take cognizance of their condition, and Sophia guided
them to food after the partaklng of whlch they had carnal knowledge of one
another and begat Caln, whom the serpent 1mpe11ed to deeds of evil. Then
came Seth and’Norea, from;whog'azgﬁanklnd‘was descended.

Because men did.not:§orship him as God and father Ialdabaoth became

enraged and sent the deluge.jz However, Sophia intervened and saved Noah
and his femily. .Then, Iai&aboath chose Abraham and made a covenant with
him and 1eter; through the hand of Moses, he brought forth Abraham's descendants

from Egypt, gave them the Law, and made them Jews;33
§

Seven days were chosen,
called the Hebdomad.34

The prophets were distribﬁted as follows: Moses, Joshua, Amos and
Habakkuk to ialdabaoth- Samuel, Nathan,-Jonah and Micah to'Iao; Elijah, Joel
‘and Zechariah to Sabaoth, Isalah Ezekiel Jeremlah and Danlel to Adonais
VTOblaB and Haggal to ElOl, Eichalah and Nahum to Oreus, Esdras and Zephaniahn?
to Astanphaeus.35 The meaning of this division is not as clear as could be

-desired. Irenaeus reports that each one of these gives glory to his own

and God, -and through them also Sophia has spoken concerning the first
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Apparenuly some of theﬁOphites asserted that Sophia herself became

the serpent and so was ‘an enmity th the cereator of Adam.fé She is Sald to

have placed knowledge within hlm, and so the serpent became known for his

:w1sdom._ rhe posltioh»of’our 1ntest1nes and thelr figure 1n'the form of a

'serpent also reveals our-hidden:"generatrix" 37

_ Without doubt the Ophites were d01ng far more than engaging in 2
mere allegorlcal 1nterpretation of the Bible. :ﬁorswere they merely seeking
to compel the 01d Testament to support thelr V1ews. | Rather, it would seem,
were they enoeavorlng to force the 01d Testament to reverse its own message,
The God_whom the Scriptures set forth they would despise. The serpent, whom
the Biole.presents as the agent throogh wham.sin entered the world, was
ekalted. It is in this exaltation of the serpent that the Ophites in
reality showed themselves to be critlcs of the Bible. Allegorical interpreta-
tion with them was more or less of secondary importance. It wes the Biblical
teaching about God and about the serpent which they were concerned to destroy.
Despite the apparent cloak of allegory, therefore, we may here discern

evidence of criticism of the Bible.38

Such criticism was not the product of
careful study and meditation; it was rather the natural result of a confused

philosophy standing in opposition to the Bible.

- A ‘branch of the Ophites was known as the Pnratae.39 ;They also -
exalted the serpent.ho In a sense also, they magnified Cain, asserting that
his sacrifice was not acceptable to the god of this world who &pproved rather
:of the bloody sacrifice of Abel. In this respect, therefore, the& also

:perverted the teaching Of the Old Testament. They made other references‘tbif;
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- the hlstory of Gen851s ‘and Exodus, however, end 1n one 1nstanc=_probebly

’Vspeak of a book of HOSes.hl Here, agaln, we behold a heathen mythology

in conflict with the Scrlpture.

'The Cainites

This group glorified Cain, Esau, Korah,.the_sodomites and suqh
like for its ancestors.42 Cain the§ eonsidered'torhe.e martyr to thehwrath
of the.Demj.urge.l"'3 This attitude can prohably be traced to their hoatilit&
to the Creator whom they called Eystera.hh | -
It is difficult fairly to evaluate the teaching of the Cainites,
because so little is known of them, and that little comes through the hehd;
of their opponents. Possibly4there is a reference to them in the book of
TJude, ",..went in the way of Cain, and ran riotously in.the error of Balaam
for hire, and perished in the gainsaying of Korah."h5 The reference however

cannot be proven, and the Cainites must remain as a more or less unknown

proup which, upon the basis of its philosophy perverted the Old Testament.

The Archontici

Both John of Damascus and Eplphanlus also make mentlon of the

Archontlcl. These rejected the Old Testament although they made use of

1t by falsely 1nterpret1ngnlt;h6r In both of the above mentloned authors
the Archontici are placed between the Sethites and the Ardonians in the

discussion, According to Epiphanius, they referred everything back to many

Beginnings.h7 Apparently this heresy was confined prlnclpally to Palestlne,

ough'lt had spread abroad to same extent when Eplphanlus wrote.hs" Apart_

“;ihvent this sect also 'sed certaln secret
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books,

The Syrian Sdhool_*

Saternilus :

the Syrian school of GnoStic*sm bears a somewhat Oriental ch.aracter.sO
It insisteddﬁﬁedd rlgld and austere morallty and, unlike some of the Gnostic
sects, upod a_strict moral llfe. Among its adherents & principle of dualism
is to be fotdd, which underlles their antagonismto the 014 Testament. |

One‘oi' the representatives of this school was Satornilus of Antioch,
a contempbrary of Ignatius, who apparently followed in.the steps of Menander,
giving to the doctrines of the latter a more Christian eharacter.5l Satornilus

set forth an antithe51s or duallsm between Satan and the God of the Jews, both
of which he believed to be &anLoosz In 11ne with his Gnostic tendencies,
he and his followers taught that some prophecies had been uttered by the angels

’3 The grounds for

who had created the world and some by their enemy Satan.
this attitude apparently are to be found in the Gnostic tenets which were held

by Satornilus.

Tatian

In his early life while at Rome, Tatian' came under the 1nf1uence of

Justin Martyr and was converted to Chr13t1an1ty.5h It was as a Chrlstian

that he wrote his Opatio ad Graecos, and in this work expressed a high regard
for the Scriptures.ss About ten years after the death of Justin he began to

:proclalm ldeaS patterned somewhat after those of Valentlnus, and journeyed
B A‘ 56 Lo

Qeast. Hls Gnosticism was of a somewhat eclectic nature and severely
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: ascetlc. As was the case wlth the other members of the Syrian sch

2 duallsm became promlnent in Tatlan s teachlngs and hence hls dlsparagement

57 | He 1s also known:

ffor hls Hermpny of the Gospels_or_Dlatessaron, a work 1n whlch h1s Docetic_

58

opinlons are probablv reflected.

of the Old T=stament as the ¥ rk of an 1nfer10r God.

Vihat was unlque and, accordlng to Irenaeus original, in the views

of Tatlan was that he denied ealvatlon to Adam, 't"Adam cannot even attain
unto salvatlon » he se.1d.59 | These opinions concerning the Scriptures appear
the more remarkable when they azre compared to the tribute which he had former-
1y puld to the Scr ntures 1n‘wr1t1ng of his conver51on.6° "I happened", he
had wrltten, “to meet with certain barbaric writings; too old to be compzred
with the opinions of the Greeks, and I was led to put faith in these by the
unpreténding cast of the language, the inartificial character of the writers,

the foreknowledge displayed of future events, the excellent quality of the

precepts, and the declaration of the government of the universe as centered

61
in one Being."

The reversal of Tatian's’attitude toward the Sceriptures was the
fruit of his acceptance of Gncstic tenets. His principal concern, however,
was not to engage in Biblical eriticism, but positively to present the views
which he held,52. |

IThe Egyptian School

Valentinus

mOne of the greatest of all the Gnostic thlnkers was Valentinus,

recOgnlzed by th" stature of the advers;rl s who took up
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,.fthe pun agalqst him.ése lHe is said to have ‘been a natlve of Egypt and‘to
- have been eduﬂated in Alﬂxandrla.éh He gourneyed to Rome and there atta1ned~
to the hei ht‘of hls 1nf1uence andkéewer.- Valentlnus hes left no expllcit e:
_”crlulc*sm.of the Old Tcstament and vet upon the ba51s of remarks made by
’icertaln Church Fathers, 1t appears that he dld engage in such CrlthISm.i

According to Pseudo-Tertullian Valentlnus approved of some parts
of the LaW'ahd“Pfophets_and dieapprqved of othefe, and hence,'in the eyes
of the unknown writer, he‘Shoﬁld pe regarded as disapproving of all.65 Apperent—
ly also he had engaged in emendation or alteraticn of the text for the sake of
improving it. Irenaeus plainly attributes such action to deceit.  Accord-
ing to him the fpllowers okaalentieus transpose passages and disregard the
order and contimuity of the'text.67 Valentinus and his followers were
primerily-not{Bielieel critics but were interested in the exposition of a
philosophical ejsteﬁ.és Hence, they quite likely did not bring to the study
of the Bible that_eare which Irenaeus believed was necessary, To him, therefore,
their methods of Biblical study would appear to be unjust. It is this which
probably accounts for his strong language.

Epiphan;us adds his téstimony to that of Pseudo-Tertullian to the
effect that the followers of Valentinus Ieject the Old Testament and the

prophets.69

The Ttalian ‘School -

The Epistle of Ptolemy to Flora

Almost nothing is known of Ptolemy save that he was the author
of a letter to & Christian lady, Flora by name, in whlch he endeavored to

convert her to Gnost1c1sm, supportlng his arguments by an appeal to Scrlpture.70
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 He was really Y repre<entative of the Valentlnlan Gn051s, and hls eplstle
probably pre sents the earllcst =ttempt to?ieél with dlfflcultles in the
Old'Testament 1n sc1ent1f1c way.7l
Ptolemy s argument may be summed-up as follows: There_greithpse
who' belleve that the Law hds been establwshed by God the Féthe¥;72. Othérs,
hqwever, have adopted a_dlfferent proceﬁure, and,ascrlbe it to the devil by
:7wh$£'they alsd.éSSert thelﬁpridﬁéb'ha#é Eeen founded.’”  But both are |
éeceived, becausé it doés not.appear likely that the Law can come from the
perfect God, since it is iqgseif imperfect, and in need of being fulfilled,
and contains precepts whlch are alien to the nature and mind of such a God.7h
Nor can the Law bemattrlbuted to the adversary, for he is unjust,
whgfeas the Law en301ns 3ust;ce.75 To attribute it to the adversary is to
oférthrow thé wnrds'qf the Saviour who said that a house or city divided
against itself cannot stand, There is, however, thinks Ptolemy, a;solution

to this problem.
In the first place, it should be recognized that the entire law which
is embraced in the five books of Koses, was not given by one author, not even
by God alone, but same of the l;ws were drawn up by men. Some parts of the
Law are given by God; others must be attributed to Moses, wheréas still others
weré thékwbrk of the elders whd}were among the people.76 That this was the
true state of the case may be learned from the words of the Sav1our in which
‘He dlscusses the questlon of dlvorce. God joined the man and the woman
together and forbade divorce. Moses, however, permitted it and so acted
77

contrary to the decrees of God, This Mpses did of necessity and not of A

> \ / /
hls o free Wlll ( roUTO 60U keTa  Tpoolpee)v To1joqs 7-7‘;/ EQ,UToC:

A/'\o._ s<a,+a, avé\/gna
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So llkemse did the elders modify the i‘:Lfth commandment > as Christ

pbinted out. The Dlee Law was, “honor thy fat er and thy mother, that 1t

may pe well with thee."'78 The elders , however, sald, A gift to God by ,

-_»whatsoever thou m.ghtest be’ proflted by me.n?g_ Isa:Lah elso had c ’d
the -people s say:.n "Thls people honoreth mev w:.th the:Lr llps R but their heartv
is far from me. In vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the
: commahd.rnents] of men.,"sq : li‘_ronvi‘ these _examples , cojncludes Ptolemy, it may be
seen that the Law is divided into three parts, and contains ordinances of
Koses, of the elders and of C‘zo':l.S:L

That part of t‘qe Law wh:Lch proceeds from God, continues P'colemy,
is aga:m dlvu:ied into” three parts.82 ‘One consists of genuine precepts,
freed i'rom mlxture w1th ev:.l Whlch may be called the law proper, This
Chri st came not to destroy bu* to fulfil. &3 Another is that part which the
Saviour did away with as belr}g contrary to His own nature.sl" Lastly, there
are those laws which may be called typical and symbolical. 85 These the
Saviour employed in a spirjtual manner,

To the first part, Ptolemy would abtribute the Ten Comm‘andments.86
To the second belong the laws ofaretaliation, such as "an eye for an eye, and
a tooth for a tooth." 7 . This parh of the Law has been done away by the
comlng of the Son of. God.B?{' The ‘third portion of the Law has to do with

:clrcumclslon the Sabbath, i‘ast:x.ng, Passover unleavened bread, and other

ar prescrlptlons ,89 all of whlch are flgures and types, as is indicated
by the use which the apostle Paul makes of them,%0

ththen is this God which has given the La.w?9l For if it did not

come from ‘the perfect God nor from the devil, it must have been from another,

AThe Law comes from the Demiurge and maker of
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92 -
this world and all it contains, who serves as occupylng a mlddle posltlon. ;”

In th;s 'or:LeP epistle whlch Eplpbdnlus has preserved there may be
dlscerned an endeavor to grapple w1th the problem of the Ola Testament from’
,the Gn03tlc point OL v1ew. To Ptolemy the Law 1s not perfect and sO 1s not
.to be attrlbuted to a God who is perfect It is rather the work of an
jnferior God, the Demiurge, To solve his'problem, therefore, Ptolemy has
recourse to his philosoehical presuppositions. |

Apparently, however, he has been more discerning than some Gnostics
in his treetment of the Lew. Because of its difficulties, this Law appears
to him to be of diverse authorship. Hence his assertion that God and the
elders composed it.

At the same time it must be notlced that Ptolemy did not actually
deny the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, for he clearly asserts that the
entire Law was embraced in the five books pf Mfoses.93 At first sight it
might seem as though he were contradicting himself, but such was not the case.
Apparently he believed that the Pentateuch was actually composed by Moses, but
that not all of the laws which it contained were the work of Moses as a law-
giver., Moses did compose some%of these laws, as Ptolemy recognizes, but
- the author of others was God and still others uere the laws of the elders,-
All-were'placed in the five books of Moses. = It would seem, therefore, that
'>in some respects, Ptolemy was a second century forerunner of Astruc, for he
seems to make Mbses the compller although not the author of all the laws in
the Pentateuch.9A

Although the philosophical presuppositions of Ptolem&'s criticism
is apparent, yet there may be seen in the "Eplstle to Flora" a genuine effort

to_grapple with the problem of'the 014 Testament as that problem.would appear
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to a Gnostic., ~ Ptolemy is deserving of credit for his recognition of the"

fact that different type= of laWSVaré presentbin ﬁhé*PéntafaucE 1énd éi%hoﬁgh’

his solutlon of the problem'would not app=al to us todav, yet far more than

any othcr Gnostlc, so far as 1s known d1d he seek to present 2 solutlon to
the difficulties whlch he believed were to be found in the laws of the 01d

Testament.,



CHAPTER  TWO

Mercion and Biblical

Criticism
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One of the most hostlle 0pponents of the 0ld Testament durlng the;

Second Chrlstlan certury“was Mﬁrc*on. _'Mar01on was a. natlve of Pontus and'

the son of a Chrlstlan blshop.ld About 13 A.D he came to Rome and theret

unifeefﬁith;thégchhfehﬁ " 7t Rome he net Cerdo, and no doubt was greatly -
1nfluenced by the-latter's views, partlcularly by hlS duallsm. Cerdo had;
p01ntedly proclalmed that the God of the Old Testament and that of the New
were different belngs. He repudlated both the Law and the Prophets, and his
‘ v1ews‘were carrled on hy h1s followers who became knorm as the Cerdonlans.3

| The duallsm of Cerdo 1nfluenced Mercion and played a large part in
his thlnklng, colorlng his views as . to the relationship between the 0ld and
New Testaments.ﬁ” To Marclon there were two gods, one a warrior god, austere
and judlclal, the other good and k1nd.h One of th=se is the Creator, says
Tertullian, and Him 1t is impossible to deny, but the other is Marc1on s own
god, whose existence cannot be proved.5 To the Creztor Merclon applied
Christ's figure of the corrupt tree bringing forth corrupt fruit, and so
concluded that the Creator had produced moral evil.6 Christ however seemed
to Marcion to possess a different disposition from that of the Creator, having
"simple and Pure benevolence".7 ' Hence, in Ghrist there was revealed a new
divinity. Thus, at the basis of Marcion's speculations lies this distinction
between the Creator God of the Old Testament and the good God of the New.8

Marclon also uwde a separatlon between the Law and the Gospel or the

yOld and>New Testaments. Indeed loglcally it was thls separatlon between i

the Law and the Gospel which suggested the distinction between the God of the

iOld Testament and that of the New.9 "Marcion's special and principal work",

‘ eges Tertulllan, "1s the separatlon of the law and the gospel."lO From

k»yeof the two documents in which the Law and the Gospel are contaln-
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-ed, harc1on would contend also fOr a diverslty of gods. Mhrc1on therefore

is to be known &s th "author of the breach of p=ace between the Gospel and

11
the Law," Such 1s Tertulllon's oplnlon.

= | It can reedlly be seen, then, uhy Eﬁrc1on dlsparaged the Old Testa—ffd
ment., - If the tree be corrupt, the frult must 11kew1se be corrupt  And ir
the Creator be imperfect, so must His revelation be 1mperfect, leewise, if
there'he‘imperfectiens in the st, as Marcion oeiievee there ere, it foliowe
that the author of the Law.must be inferior to the God of the New Testament.

| The strictures which liarcion passed upon the 01ld Testament were set
forth in a work of his known as the "Antitheses".12 ~ In this volume he
contraeted.thewteechings of the 0ld Testament with thoee of the New, to the
disparagement of‘the former. The work is not preserved in full by any of the
Church Fathers, and it is mentioned by name only by Tertullian. However, from
the remarks made by Tertullian, it is possible to obtain a fair idea of the
nature of this work of Marcion's.

Harcion's criticiem first directs itseif to the account of man's

f&ll into sin. ‘If God is truly good and knows the future, so he reasoned,
why should he permit the one who bore his very image and likeness to be
deceived of the devil and soto fall from obeying the Lew unto death?™® If
God had been trulf”good;:ﬂe would have been unwilling for such an event
(evenlre tale) to have occurred.ri Had He poseessed foreknowledge (praescius)
he would not have been 1gnorant of the future, and had He possessed sufficient
power, he could have prevented the fall.13 Since, however, the fall has as

a matter of fact taken place, it must be concluded, so Marcion's argument

Montlnues, that God can be redkoned neither good nor possess1ng foreknowledge

.‘:mc'e, therefore; "God is not such a God,. ‘this event has taken -
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'qpieeé;14° Such 1s the nature of the crlticlsm whlch Marclon advances.l

. It may be seen that the account of the fall 1tself is not the
1mmeclate obgect of Mar01on?s attack but is made rather the cause for
assalllng the Creator.li However, Mhen the Creator hlmself is regected as E
an unworthy delty; so also does 1t follOW'that the Scrlntural accOLnt of the
fall 1e redected. Thls was, as a matter of fact the case with har01on.
~The assault upon the the010gy of the 0ld Testament leads ultimately in
Marc1on s case to a regectlon of the 014 Testament itself.

Tertulllan is readv with a reply. The works of the Creator are
good, he argues, and 50 testlfy of His goodness.. Likewise do they bear
w1tness to Hls power, for they themselves are poﬁerful.ls That God
possesses forekncwledge is testlfled to by the prorhets. By the attributes
of prescience God foreknew all things when He appointed to them their places,
and appeointed to them their placee ﬁhen He foreknew them.16 Had God not
foreknown sin, He would not hate warned against it under penalty of death.
The entrance of sin into the world, reasons Tertullian, is evidence of weakness,
not in the Creator, but, if anywhere, in the creature,

The Scriptural account of Gpd's_dealings ﬁith_Adam and with Cain is

17 When God

also thought to be evidence of weeknese upon the part of God.
calls to Adam,‘ﬂWhere art thou?" he acts as though He were ignprant'of where
qugP ﬁas,ls When,:furthermpre3quam dec1ared thgt_he was hiding from God
becuﬁee he was neked, God asked whether Adam had eaten.of the forbidden tree,
as though He were in doubt.19 Tertullian, however, disposes of these

obgections by pointing out that the calllng of Adam's name was not an 1ndlcat10n>

r

of i”'?' 'ce, but rather a knock-out blow (sua111at10) at the sin Whlch had

dust ‘been ammitted.»_-The vqieevwhlch inquires isvtheyv01ce 0f=0nemwh0f}§f

T
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both rebuklng ‘and sorrow1ng.;9
Lakew1se God 1nqu1res of Ca1n as to the wnereabouts of Abel hls

brother.21' Whether or not Marclon had actually cr1t1c1zed thls statement

of the Scrlnture is not perfectly clear! but 1t is qulte concelvable.that

‘he dld, and that for thls TEaSOP?lt vas mentl n'd;by Tertulllan. ThlS{S éms "
to be borne out by 'a further reference to God's coming down to visit Sodom
and Gomorrha.’ Marclon is. warned not to wax merry over God's "eoing down",
because such blows can 11kew1se be directed agalnst Earclon's own god, who
“came down to achieve what he des:.red."22 From this dlscusslon it would
appear that Marcion had probably a&lluded unfavorably to the Seriptural account
of Cain and of :God's visitation of Sodam and Gomorrha.

'Inhthe aceount‘of'fhe golden calf; reasons Marcion, Moses appears to
be even gree#e} than Ged;‘“ For, in His very wraeh ageinst the people God was
petty. "Now, therefore, let me u1Gne," said God, "that my wrath may wax hot

against them: and that I may consume them: and I will make of thge a great

M

nation.” 3 Moses, however, intervenes to avert God's anger, "For", said he,
"thou shalt not do this; or else destroy me together with them."zh In thus
acting, however,.Mbses'was,;eccérding to Tertullian, a prefiguration of Christ
as the deprecator of the Father and the one who offered his own llfe for the

salvatlon of the people.. _
Certain laws, partlcularly the 1ex talionis, were also made the

fsubjects'of Marclon's strlctures.25 Apparently he believed that this law
gave permission for mutusl injury, although Tertullian endeavors to convince
26

him that it was intended on the whole as a provision to rsstrain violence,

iThe commlttlng of crimes and wrong deeds was to be prevented by the fear of

;anr1mmed1ately follow1ng retributlon. - The permlsszpn of such retribution,



;, 30 -

x 'y . T i e m b e . " o 2 ¢,
continues Tertulllan,-wes the prohlbltlon—of provocation, 7

Qulte pOSSlbly Marc1on had.also uttered cr1t;c1sm of- the law whlch

’ 2
pronounc d certaln enlmals to be unclean.we; But thls was done Tertullien

. reasons, bot h to encourage contlnence and as a precautlon aralnst lust and :

Vlluxury, and to restraln an eager ae81re fbr.money, and to educa e man for
fast1ng.29 leew1se, the sacrlflces which Marcion had apparently described
as burdensome and the ceremonies about whose troublesome scrupulousness he -

| had evidently complained; were not needed by God Himself, but were evidences
of God's desire to draw unto Himself and His worship & people who were prone
to diolatry and transgreSSion.Bo

. The ceremonial and c1v11 law, therefore, with all its details, was
promulgated not 1n severltv, as Mhr01on had ev1dent1y 1ndlcated but rather
11n the hlghest benevolence to subdue the nation's hardness of heart Its
puroose, therefore, was benificent and not onerous.

. The Creator is furthermore charged with having been responsible for
the fraud and theft of gold and silver which the Hebrews are supposed to have
practised agzinst the Egyptiens.Bl The Israelites thus acted dishonestly,
.80 harcion apperently charged. ﬁkBoth Irenaeus and Tertullian reply to this

cav1l 1n much the ‘same manner. : Lhe Hebrews merely took what was due to

them for a recompense for their. long perlod -of serv1tude.32 ir then, the .

factlon of the Hebrews was not deserv1ng of censure, the God of the Hebrews

d;in no wise be blamed for Vhat they had‘done.33-m-uj CLd

It was God who hardened the heart of Pharoah and his.servants, and
hence God is to be censured, thinks Marcion.Bh Such an objection, howsver,
is treated by Irenaeus as being of a superficial nature. Although not
expllcltly stated as such, thls obJectlon is intended to be understood as one:

"of the obJectlons of the Mhrcionltes agalnst the Old Testament. Those who
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bthus allege such dlfflcultles;ieontlnues Irenaeus, have not{carefully read

:Jthe Goepel. He then pro"eeds to_draw.analooous 1nstences of reprobablon

from the New Tes»ament and by a dlscu551on of the Divine Qurpose in dealing
with men.  o

Earclon also con51dered God “to ‘be flcxle and netﬁho rb-"Aontra.d.":‘Lf'tecl g
his 0wnAcommandments.35 ‘He chnrged God with hav1ng prohibited work upon the
Sabbath day, and yet at the s;ege of Jerlcho w1th having ordered the ark to
be carrled around the city for elght days, which of course involved labor upon
the Sabbath. But the law of the Sabbath prohlblts human'works and not those
Whichvare divine, replies Tertullian. On the Sabbath day, he continues,

_»God removes k}-'f'rom man the human works of daily life. Those who carried the
.ark arOund Jerleho on the Sabbath day were not performing humen works but
:d1v1ne, and that too, at the express commandment of God.

Tertullian proceeds to discuss the brazen serpent and the golden
cherubim as not belng violations of the Second Commandment. Why he engages
in such discussion is not perfectly clear., Whether Marcion had actually
asserted that the erection of the brazen serpent and the golden candlestick
were violations of the Second ébnmandment and so indicative of change and
instability in God or whether Tertullian is merely seeking'to present this
meterial in'an‘endeavor to enforce his argument'is not as clear ae might be

deelred At any rate, Tertullian is qulte p051t1ve in hls position that

) r‘the golden candlestlck nor the brazen serpent cOnstltute in any sense
36

a transgression of the second commandment.,

God is also charged with being unjust in his dealings with men,

sometlme:'dlsapprov1ng when He should approve and at times giving approbatlon_

in resight When He should rather pass censure.’!  So Saul

fpr?fh,fh?dLFQQWH'hlmself as one who would despise Samuel., Solqmonﬁ



jwas redecteq before he had becomemthe rey of foreign'women.ki To these -

'fstrlctures TertLlllan replles, eraeavorlng to 1ndlcete-that the d601510ns
of God are rendered in eccordance w1th p=rfect Justlce.

When Godrls represenued in the Scrlpture as repentlng, thls does

'Enot mean that God'does ‘SO w1th“f1ck1en=ss and 1dence, /QTertulllani

38"

accuses MErc1on of asserting. : Wnen He declares, "It repenteth me that

P

I heve set up Saul to be klng," thls does not mean that He acknowledged some
evil work or errqr,.as Marcion appears to have alleged. Nor in the case of
the Ninevites, when God is declared to have repented, is there any self
inerimination., Apparently Marcion, because of his desire to criticize the
God of the Cld Testament or else_because of a superficial reading of such
~ passages, did not understand the nature of such anthropomornhlc language as
that which the Scrlpture emnloys in the above 1nstances.

Marcion also declared that certain Old Testament characters such as
Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham and 2ll the provhets did not partake of salvation.
This. exclusion from the_blessings of salvation was due to the fact, alleged
Marcion, that these men knew that their god was constantly tempting them, and
yet they did not run to Jesus, and so their souls remained in Hades, 0

Marcion rejected the use of allegony in his 1nterpretat10n of the

prophec1es.hly The prophecies, he thought had e1ther been fulfilled already

in’ hlstory or else they-would be fulfllled in the future at the tlme when |

__evAntlc llst"should come.~' The Scrlpture, Mhrc1on belleved was to be

lnterpreted literally and not to be allegorlzed b2

In part at 1east the low view of the 01d Testament God which

pea sft"have been Mhrclon's was due to his reaectlon of all allegory in

'Be51dei"he Chrlst of the New Testament the God of the Jews T

It 1s unfortunate that the exact

39



'ant but the contrast between

t‘*l:he gods of the two festanents 1s abundantly clear from the dlscusslons of -’

the Church Fathers. Each of these COntrests redournds to the dlscredlt of

f:the God of the Jews,.and so constltutes at least an 1nd1rect cr1t1c1sm of the

v:Old Testament
Christ's love, reasoneﬁ Marcion, was unlversal but the God of the
Old Testament was partlcularlstlc, having set hls aff ction only upon the
Jew;sh natlon.h3 ‘_Agaln, the'Chrlst of the New Testament is an unknown
Deity, being known bnly of the Father, but the God of the Jews was known to
all, for he was the Creator.Ah Apparently also, this God was not omnipotent,

because he needed materisl from which to create. The creation of the world

L5

.accerding to Mard on, therefore, was not a creatio exmnhilo.
| Moses also is subject to criticism for interceding in the.struggle
of the orothers. 1In so dolng, he acted differently from Christ. bé David
also offended the blind at the taking of Jerusalem.*? Furthermore, David
was to be despised as a murderer and an adulterer.l-L8

Nor does Elijah compare well with Christ in the judgment of HMarcion,
for Christ forbadelHis discipled to call down fire from heaven, but when |
Elijah demanded it, God granted hi..s-desire.l’9 .-Again, Christ loved little
children, put the God of the 01d Testament was w1111ng to send bears to

devour the chlldren who mocked Elisha.

Furthermore, Chrlst healed a.
:leper merely by Hls word but Elisha requlred Naaman to dlp hlmself in the

dJordan seven times, thus employing mea.ns.ﬁl Also, Elisha healed only one

leper, whereas Cprist healed tén.52

Again, Christ bung upon the cross, whereas the Creator God of the

gg;d;f?stement;haé said, "Cursed be everyone that hangeth upon a tree."53"



This - showed , accordlng to Marclon'f tI*'at'—"‘-Ghr:L t belonged to another god.sn_l.*‘

It 1s but a.nother ev1dence of the 1ni‘er10r1ty of the one deity to the other.

Thls same :mferlority 1SV also 1nd1cated by the dlsfa.vor w1th which

__;'Marc:Lon looked upon the Jevn.sh _’.People;.v:v I.n hls oplnlon they had constantly

‘s:Lnned agamst the1r god a.nd were untrue to him, 55 leemse d1d Marcion
56

reject the 0ld Testament commandment of marriage, This is to be expected
in view of .the ‘asceticism which he enjoined. To him marriage was "corruption
and fornicetion" (Irenaeus, op.cit., I:28:1), nor would he baptize those who

had been magrried. 7

Apparently Marcion also de51red to discover an antithesis between
the Old and New Testa.ment de1t1es by teachlng that Christ revoked or
abrogated the Sabbath which the Creator had established,t Likewise, .Christ
received publicans, but to the Jews. they were -_strangez‘s.59 Christ PrC_;hibited
divorce, although Moses permitted 1t.60  The Law cast out a woman wit_,t an
issue of blood, but Christ healed such a one.®l The Old Testament Christ
merely promised to 'restore the Jews to their land, whereas the Christ of

the New Testament has brought a heavenly and eternal kingdom.62

Irenaeus charges Marcion with being the only one who openly dares

63

to mutllate the Scrlptures. Epiphanius accuses him of rejecting the

Law and the Prophets. Upon *the basis of such allegations as those which
7_’have .been consldered above ’ Marclon supports hJ.s contention that the God

of the 01d Testament is an :unperfect delty and not upon an egual pla.ne

with the good god of the New Testament,
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 Marcion's criticism of the 0ld Testement fits in-ﬁell Withhhis :

: general rellglous a.nd philosophical pos:Lt:.on. 1 The 1dea of sudd ss e:s;_
applied to the revelatlon of Chrlstlanlty was stronglv emphas:.zed Chrie
suddenly descended into the city of Capernaum and the revelation which He.
brought had no connection with the,past.6h ‘ Thie,divorce'befween'the law
and the Gospel may rea(.iily‘be_ discerned in f,he attit.ude which f}iarcioh
adopted toward the 0ld Testament,

It fOllOWs therefore, that, as far as the 01d Testament was con-
cerned, he was not pr:.marlly :Lnterest.ed in nor concerned with questlons of
literary or hlstorlcal crn.tlclsm. There is no ev:\.dence that Marcion ever
.sought to deny the ﬁosaic.authorship of the Pentateuch, for example, or that
he sought‘to discover a plurality of authors. Rather he seesmed to be more
concerned to bring to light passagesain which he thought God was shown to be
inferior to the God of the New Testament.

- It'is regrettable fhat his "Antitheses" is not extant, for it it
were one could more justly judge bthe quality of Marcion's objections to the
0ld Testament. ‘The :'anestigator is dependent solely upon Tertullian and
Ireheeus , and occe.sionally tﬁey present their opnonent's .argumen-t in scarcely

more. than a few words.é?‘ JUpon the ta51s of the sources Whlch are av11able,

however lt would appear that Marelon 's strlctures upon‘the 0lg Testament
were sometimes sterflclal in nature, and apparently offered at times without
serious consideration of the background and context, At times too Marcion
_reyeals himself as somewhat superficial in his exegesis, as when he inter-

ipretedtGodfs_cryito Adam "ﬂherehartﬁihqﬁ?"1as:an indication of ignoranee upon
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“the part of God.

Marcion seems to havefhadfa?iafrvacquaintancelnithjthe'ebntents
of the 014 Testament. Whether suchvacquaintanee'was acquired as the result
of actual readlng and studyier whether 1t was due to hearsay and report 1s
a questlon Whlch probably Caﬂﬂot be answered satlsfactorlly. Sufflce It '
to say that the approach of Marcion to the 0ld Téstament was not that of an

impartial student put of one who employs the Scrihture to suit his purpose.66

Apelles

One of Marcion's immediate followers was Apelles who taught that
there was but one god or fundamental principle.67 ~ Apparently Apelles had
become Marcion's disciple in Rome. Howe#er, he went to Alexandria, later
returning to Reme, possibly influenced to a certain extent by‘the theological
thought of Alexandria. In Rome he founded a school and worked with a
prophetess named Philoumena and exerted great influence,

Apelles was the author of a work known as Syllogisms, in which he
Asought;to prove that whatever loges had written about God was false.68 He
attempted to overthrow the Law and the Prophets, apparently being under the
impression that they had not known God.69;"‘The thlngs wrltten thereln he

belleved to be merely of human orlgln, and" hence false.7ql

Of the exact
’nature of the strlctures whlch Apelles passed upon ‘the 01d Testament however,

nothlng is known except that whlch has been stated above.
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The - Severiani

In ‘his work aga1n=t here51es, Eplphanlus dlscusses the

vfoll' 'rs of Apelles.71_ He is not

iu;Severlanl 1mmed1ately after t

sure of tnelr exact date nor apparentlyzof the 1ocality in whlch they
flourished. Tne group took its name, however, from a certain Severus,
who is saiﬂ to have follqwed Apelles,72: The descrlntlon which Epiphanius
gives reveals that in éome respecté the Severlanl were a branch of the
Ophites. They looked upon the devil as the son of the great principle,
and called him both Ialdabaoth and Sabaoth. From him came the serpent.73
They looked upon woman and marrlage ‘as the work of the serpent,7h and
,taught that man was helf of God and half of the dev11.75

The-prec1se c13551f1catlon of this group is difficult to determine,

It seems best, however, to discuss them in the order adopted by Epiphanius,
and for that reason they are treatéd here after Apelles. This.group

accepted certain secret books.76 They also rejected the 0ld Testament.77



CHAPTER THREE

Non~Gnostic Sects of the
First Two Christian

Centuries
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The Nazarites

In the early church there were c'ert.ain groups whioh might be

,generally c1a551f1ed as Jemsh Chrlst:l.ans." ' Gne such was the group Pnown

as the Nazarenes ’ Whlch apparently consisted of Chrlstlans of Jemsh blrth

who practlsed the uew:Lsh manner of lli‘e.v Ep:mhamus dlscusses the Nazarenes
at some length and also%;nentlons a group which h calls Nazarltes (/va $a (a."’u
These Nazarites reverer ..ed the patrlarchs a.nd other characters mentioned in
the antateuch‘ they"nevertheless rejected the Pentateuch 1tself.2 Like
test:.mony 1s furnlsned by John oi‘ Da.masous who adds that they did not consider

the wntings of the Pentateuch to be from Moses.3

The sources :Ln Whlch th:Ls informdtlon is to be found are so meagre

that it 1s dlfflcult to tell why the Nazarites should accept Moses and not
his law, Qulte p0531b1y this attitude toward the Law was in some sense bound
"’up with the religious or philosophical tenets of the Nazarites which were
known to Eoiphanius ‘and to John of Damascus. It appears therefore impossible
to say more about them than that they did not accept the Pentateuch. The

reason therefor must remain a mystery.

The ZFbionites

"'Epiphanius mentions the Ebionites as also engaging in & form of
_hB:Lblical crlticlsm. Apparently the Ebionites of whom he wrote are those

who are referred to by modern scholars as Pharisaic Epionites. These differed

n themselves _:Ln the views which they held of Jesus.l+ The Fathers there-

upon them as being outside the true Christian tradition,’
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In a passage in which ne compares them to Clement of Rome,
Epiphanius says that the 1atter reveres Elijah Dev1d and Sampson and all

the prophets, Whereas the Ebionites detest them ( @Se).u 71‘°U'tatfl._gfin,

'setting this forth more explicitly he goes on to say that beyond Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob, hoses Asron and Joshua, they revere none of the pronhets.
They regect David and Solomon, Isaiah Jeremiah Daniel, Ezekiel, Elijah
‘and Elisha. Nor do they revere the deeds of these men. They do not
consider the prophets to be of truth out of understanding. Nor do they
accept the entire Pentateuch of Moses, but reject certain words. Thus they
do not believe that Abrahem'provided'food-fer the angels or that Noah ate or
heard God saying, "Sacrifice-and eetﬁ, or that Isaac and Jacob sacrificed to
God, or that Moses was in the desert. There is no sdvantage in reading
these things in the law, maintained the Ehionites, since the Gospel has come,
So, concludes Epiphanius, they blaspheme the greater part of the Law and
those things concerning Samson and David and Flijah and Samuel and Elisha

and the Others.6

The Clementine Homilies

The writings known as the Clementine Hlelleu consist of twenty
such homilies, prefaced by-two epistles addressed to James, the one supposedly

7 In the Homilies

having been written by Peter and the other by Clement.
Peter is the principal speaker, and into his mouth are put doctrines which

realiy represent Christianity as being merely a development from Judaism,

It is a form of Ebionism, with 51milar1ties to Gnosticism that ls found in

omilies, and this fhct Wlll enable one to understand the ba51s of L



some of the crltlclsms of the Blble thh appears in these'wrltlngS.

In explalnlng to Clement the true doctrlne of the Scrlptures and
the errors of Slmon Magus, Peter 1s set ibrth as asserting that by command

of God Joses delivered the Lawrunto seventy chosen men, in order ‘that. they

mlght 1nstruct the_peopler ' However, after a time, the wicked one in seek-
ingyto accomplish some righteous purpose saw that certain falsehoods which
weredcontrarjrtoiéod's purpose"endeaﬁ were added to the Scriptures.9 This
was done, so the ergnment continues, in order to convict tnose who should
give heed to the things which were written against God.lO Simon intends
publicly to speak ofvthese chapters which are added to the Scriptures in
qrééffig turn.manrifrom the love of God.

| _";1E,Peter‘nimself would not ﬁublioly declare that such additions have
been made to the Bible, lest by so doing he should perplex people.12. Hence,
he would expound these chapters only iﬁ private, but publicly must appear to
give them his consent.13 In his prlvate instruction to Clement, however,
Peter is set forth as declaring that the Scriptures misrepresent God in many
ways.lh He requests Clement to %sk him with respect to any matter that he
pleases, and Peter will then endeavor to explain to him how that is false,

" not only because it is contrary to God but because it is false as 2 matter

of fact, 15
Clement therefore requests that Peter expound to hin:hOW'God truly
knows even though the Sﬂrlptures declare that He is ignorant. 16 To this

Peter rejoins by asking whether the author of the Bitle wes a man or not,
"He was & man", answers Clement. Then, was Peterls response, how could he

p0551bly know that God did not_possess foreknowledge’ Slnce, therefore, God ;

for A;OWs all thlngs, it naturally follows that those Scriptures must be false4
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‘17
whlch allege that He is 1gnorant. B

In the Scrlntures then, so Peter‘s argument contlnues, there are

to be found both true and spurlous saylngs,l8 Ghrlst p01nted out the cause

: ‘-‘ v' : '_ f y declarlng, “Ye do thErefore err,
not know1ng the true thlngs of the Scrlntures."19 Peter'further proceeded

to expound his pOSlthﬂ by the declaratlon that he regarded as wicked devices
anythlng agalnst God or against Just men. Thus, he denied that Adam was to

be regarded as a transgressor, fashioned by God's hands, or that righteous

Noah was ever found to be drunken. Nor did Abraham, who was considered worthy
of a numerous seed, ever llve w1th three wives at ‘once; nor d1d Jacob, the
falther of the twelve trlbes, assoclate w1th four; nor was Moses a murderer,
who declared the Law of God to the world, nor did he learn from an idolatrous

priest.20

The rationalistic note is not lacking in this criticism which is
placed in the mouth of Peter. The unknown writer has adopted a touchstone,
and to the test of this touchstone he has spplied the Scriptures. The
Ebionism which the author held was not derived from the Bible, but rather
ﬁés used.as a criterlon by which to pass judgment upon the Bible., Those
‘thlngs 1n the Scrlptures which appear to dlscredlt otherwise noble characters,

must therefore be regarded as false. ' Hence, the account which sets forth

moah'as drunken, for _xample, -must be rejected as false.~.”God must be all-
know1ng, and consequently, When the 0l1d Testament seems to represent Him as
being in ignorance :it is to be disoualified as a2 witness, It was this

essentlally rationalistic method whlch the author of the Homilies adopted
21

1njorder to refute-the cav1ls-of the Gnostlc ‘Simon Magus.

L:to Simon as»comlng armed w1th the false chapters of
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': the ucriptures.22 Yet he rests 1n the confidence that Simon w1ll not be

able to deceive those who have rece1v d from the forefathers the mystery of
the books which can de<:e:.v1e.23 The falsehoods of the Bible, he would argue,
. are given to us as a test.

Peter proceeds to expand his argument, declaring that those who -
accept the Scriptures and yet believe things that are against God, should
‘consider the fact that every men cen support his own opinions by appeal to
the Bible, Why then, he asks, should confidence be plzced in them when they
speak against Gmd‘.’ZLF h4s further illustration of a Scripture which should be
re jected, denial is made that Adam partook of the forbidden fruit, and those
who think that a reesonlesslbeast was more powerfol than God are calied
senseiess.25

1{ In particularly bald fashion Peter is made to set forth his principle
of the.ecceptance or rejection of Scripture when he asserts, "Whatever sayings
of the Scriptures are in harmony with the creation that was made by Him are
true, but whatever are contrery to it are false."26 |

Furthermore, Peter wou%d have it noted that the account of Moses!
death was not written by Moses. How could Moses write that he died? asked
Peter.2¢‘ About five hundred years after the time of Mbses the law was
"found in the Temple and five hundred years later it was burned and destroyed
at the tlme of Nebuchadnezzar.-l Thus is shown the foreknowledge of Moses who,
.because he foresaw that the Law would dieappear, did not write it; but those

who did write it, not foreseeing its disappearance, were not prophets.28

{(oven)

( The hypothe51s to which recourse is had in the Clementine Homilies

for explainina difficult passages in the Bible is 1n reallty that of 1nterpola—5

s,made by-the dev11 himself.; These are the‘passages whlch deceive and)



' The hypothesis to wh""h 56 1is'had-in the’ Cle.mentme Homilies .

fOr explalninordlfflcult passage ‘in the Blble is 1n rea11ty that of 1nter-fi

'polatlons made by the deV1l himself. These are—the passages Wthh deceive

s

mray.,, To avow'thlszubllcly 1s dangerous'but 1t may be

and whlch 1ead B

expéunded in private to a younn.enqulrer.such as Clement Slnce the
crlterlon,for deciding what is and what is not a disabolical interpolation,
what will and what will not lead astray, is a sténdard already set up by the
individual, it is apparent that the criticism of the Clementine Homilies is
really a form of philoéophical rationalism, |

This same type of criticism appears in the Epistle of Peter to James

29 In this brief

althoﬁgh in not quite as bald form as in the Homilies,
‘“eﬁistle‘it‘is again stated that Hoses delivered his books to the seventy who
ﬁﬁccééded to his chair. Peter then speaks of the couétrymen of Moses
correcting the incongruities‘of the Eible according téfthe rule which had
been delivered to them so that no one should be confsunded at the various
utterances of the prophets.30 At the same time Peter is represented as

clearly stating that the Law was spoken by Mbses.31

Groups of Minor Importance

Ep;phanlus mentlons certaln other groups whlch deprec1ated the

:Dld Testament Among them are the Ossenoi Whlch he treats as the sixth
. 3

Judalstlc heresy in his list. Apparently the Ossenoi were not Essenes,

33

but had some relation to the Elkasites, About them very little can be

said. John of Damascus relates that they rejected some of the prophets.34

.Mbntion is also méde of the Valesii, who rejected both the Law and
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the prdnhets;Bsfi It is dlfflcult't'rascertaln thelr exact 1dent1ty upon

the basis of the meagre 1nforﬁation avallable._
The instances mentloned in this chapter will serve to show that

among varlous groups there was‘a'certaln antipathy to the Old Testament,

and thls antiputhy 1s to be uraced to the phlloso“hlcal tenets of the group
in question. No doubt there were other sects also, of which no information

is extant, that likewise adopted a hostile attitude toward the Old Testament,



CHAPTER FOUR

Celsus and the True

Discourse



-1, “Introduction

It'is due‘to the faithful labors of Origen that one of the strongest:
of the early assaults upon the Scrlptures and the Chrlstian rellglon has been_
preserved.l' In the upologetlc wrltlng gggggg gglggg an attempt was made to
meet and to refute the crltlclsm of the Scrlptures and of Chrlstlanlty which
had been advanced by an antagonlst of the name of Celsus.2 To the accomplish-
ment of thls task Orlgen devoted elght books, and the resultant work constitutes
a milestone in the history of Christian apologetics.3

Origen was induced to enter upon his labors by the efforts of one
Ambrose,’ﬁho, according to Eosebius, was one of his converts.h It was Ambrose
who sent;Celsus"treatise to Origen and who urged him to undertake a reply.5
At first, however, he did not wish to engage in such an enterprise. The best
refutation of the false charges of Celsus, he thought, was to be found in ;
silence.6. Such a policy would be in accord with the example which Chrief
had set, At the same time) he did not wish to appear reluctant to attempt
the task and so acceded to the requests of his friend,

" In seeking to answer Ce{sus, Origen proposed to reply to each
argument which his opponent had advanced.7 At first, it seemed the course
Aof w1sdom.mere1y to 1nd1cate the p*lncipal objections and then'to work up
the dlscusslon mto a e"stemJic treatment ( o'w,t--q_ To TOt 7 et ), How-
evef, oiroumste‘ces dictated a change of procedure, and the extant work
constitutes the apologetic as it was actually carried out.

An examination of the method which was finally adopted will naturally

.lead to the question whether Origen has faithfully preserved the words and

'Z§TBUﬁentSd°f his opoonent ; 'T°.?his question various answers have beenﬂgiven;;
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yet on the whole the oplnion seems to be fairly'w1dely held that Celsus

"has indeed been faithfully and accurately renresented.. In fact not a few

kY

have considered it p0551ble to reconstruct this ancient polemic upon the

?

basls of the fragments whlch appe'ﬁ krOrigen‘s book 8

It is a strange fact that although Celsus' wrlting, which he called

the True Discourse constitutes an unusually powerful attack upon the Scriptures
and the Christian religion, practically nothing is known about its author.9 |
His name was Celsus (o K cas), and that is one of the few definite things
that can be said ebont him. |

Origen himself was not sure about the identity of his opponent. He
had hear that there were two men of this name, who were Epicureans, the first
of whom lived at the “time of Nero, and the other, whom Origen considered
‘himself to be refutlng, at the time of Hadrian and later.lO He does not,
therefore, p0sitively stzte that Celsus lived at the time of Hadrian, but
"merely that he has heard that such was the case. This opinion seems to be
modified at a later point, when he asserts the possibility that his Celsus may
possess the same name as the Epicurean. ‘'he reason for this apparent shift
in position is that at this poi;t Gelsus appeared to be speaking as a
Platonlst rather than as an Epicurean,  Origen also admits the possibilities
that Celsus may ‘be concealing his Eplcurean views or that he may have sub-
'stltuted better oplnions for them. ’ Such lack of assurance, however, makes
1t manifest that he is none too well 1nfbrmed as to the identity of the one
whose arguments he is seeking to refute.

Again, some uncertainty appsars when Origen indicates that he is
not sure whether his Celsus is the one who composed two other books against

Christians.ll'

The exact force of this passage is notlas_clear as could be
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"d351red and its meanlng has teen th"subgect of ‘some dlscu551on.i? 'Appareﬁt-L

'.y 2 man by the name of Celsus hed composed:two books dsalnst Chrlstlans and
IOrlgen dld not know whether their author was hls present opponent or not. S

-

H'We do‘not intend to enter upon an exege51s of the passage. Sufflce it at R

' this pelnt to say thatvln' hese mords there is to be found addltlonal ev1dence
of the fact that Orlcen kHEW'llttle about the 1dent1ty of Celsus.

Accordlng to Euseblus, Origen composed hls eight treatises against
Celsus dLrlng the relgn of Philip the Arabian at a time when he was said to
be over sixty years of age.l3 It is generally thought that Philip resigned

from 244 to 249.1h Hence, it would seem that an approximate date, at least,

mighttpe;fqund.for Contra Celsum. Apparently, Origen wrote before the out-
break Q£ the:Decian persecution in 249, for he makes no reference te persecution
end-inelines to believe that.there is no immediate danger of such.15 Hence,
the work was probably not composed later than ZAS{or.early in the year 249.
At the same time, since we are to understand Eusebius as in all likelihood
meaning that Origen was over sixty years of age at the time, it would seem
that the earliest date is 246. Quite possibly the time of composition,
therefore, was 248-249, althoughilhis cannot be positively asserted.16

Celsus himseif probably wrote his True Discourse sometime during
the latter half of the second century. Qulte possibly the date was, as
some assert 177 or 178 but this can by no,means be_proven.%? At any rate;i
his powerful attack upen Chrlstlanlty saw the 1ight of day at least some

seventy years before Origen took up his pen in reply.
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"1I. CELSUS' :CRITICISM OF THE BIBLE.

The flrst group of crltlclsms of the 01d Testament whlch Celsus;

offered conc=rned Judalsm.v‘ He found fault w1th Judalsm not only as to 1ts

‘"rellglon, but also~w1th respect to 1ts orlgln, hlstorv and rellglous 1nst1tu—

ticns,

The Origin of Judaism

The crigin of the Jews was barbarous, he maintained, apparently out
of a desire to point ocut that Judaism wae the system of doctrine upon which
Christienity depended.1 His purpose thus was not necessarily to cast any
discfedit at”thiQFEOint upen:tne Jews, nor did he desire even to reproach
QhriStiénitybbecause of such'dependence.' He admitted that Christianity
eouid discover such‘doctrinesufbr itself,-bﬁt credited the Greeks with
greater ability in dealing with the discoveries of barbarous nations.

What was this alleged barbaric origin of Judaism? It caonsisted
apparently in the view that the Jews were descended from the Egypftians.3
In 3:7 Oriéen seems to quote tnf exact words of Celsus, "...the Hebrews,
being Egyptians, took their origin (i.e., as a separate nation) from (the
‘time of) the'rebellien."h - 1f we may trust Origen, his opponent held the
view that the Jews desplsed the Egyptlan customs of worshlp and so revolted
‘;and abandoned the land.s In another passage Celsus actually spoke of the
Jews as fugltlves from Egypt 6 Apparently, upon leaving Egypt, they con-

ceived a hatred of their mother tongue. It would seem that Celsus inferred

{:that they then adopted the Hebrew language.7

.~In reply Orlgen accused his opponent of having been bewitched, as

- he tradltlons of the Egyptlans, and consequently, of hav1ng



' accepted thelr statements as true.;d“:Thls actlon shows, accordlng to Orlgen,

that Celsus had not lnvestlgated the facts in an 1mnart1a1 5p1r1t I _Celsus
does not realize, so the araument contlnues, how 1mposslb1e it would be fbr'so
;;many rebelllous Egyptlans to become a great natlon and 1mmed.ate1y to adopt a
b new language.—. Furthermore, asks Orlgen; why should thls new’language be‘Hebrew,
rather thanASyrian or Phoenician? Since Hebrew was the language of the
ahcestors of those who left Egypt, and since theJHebreW'letters which Hoses
employed in writing the Pentateuch differed from the letters of the Egyptians,

reason would seem to demonstrate egainst the position that those who came out -

10
from Egypt were originally Egyptian.

Again, continues Origen, if those who left Egypt were Egyptians, we
should have expected thelr names to be Egyptian, The names, however, are
Hebrew, whence it is clear that the Egyptian account is false, which asserts
that these were hgypt;ans who went forth with luses from Egypt,ll

In thus attributing the commencement of the Hebrew nation to a revolt,
Celsus was seeking to show that a revolt was also the origin of Chrlstlanlty.
The Jews suffered from the Christians the same treatment that they themselves
had once inflicted upon the Egygtians. Hence, the origin of both Judaism and
Christianity was due to the same cause, namely, rebellion against the state.1

It must be borne in mind that in thus- pa581ng strlctures upon the
Jews Celsus was not prlmarily concerned with the treatment of the events of
the Exodus from Egypt as such, but rather with an attack upon Christianity.
He was seeking to establish the point that Christianity found its origin in a

’revolt. Only secondarily, therefore, did he concern himself with the

Erodus. b

pon the basis of these meagre fragments which Origen has seén fit to



preserve must be based one' 5 conclu51ons as to what was Celsus' attltude

toward the book of mxodus. The ;ragments preserved are 1ndeed few but

there seems to be little reason for assumlng that Origen has at thls p01nt

»fwillfully'misrepresented his oppon.M
‘ What Celsus says concernlng the Exodus from Egypt does not imply
that he had ever read our book of ondus. All that he says might have been
learned by‘word of mouth. Hence, for example, when he asserts the Egyptian
origin of the Jews,‘he is simpij'mieihformed. He did not arrive at this
conclusion by a careful study of the booh of Exodus and a rejection of the
statements to be fcund therein. Rather, he spoke merely upon the basis of
whatever 1nformat10n may have‘come to hlm. I flnd it very difficult to

agree with Kelm.that Celsus actually knew our book of Exodus.l5

Much nearer
to the truth seems to be the p051t10n of Pelagaud, who says merely thet Celsus
may have known it.16 These statements concerning the origin of the éews do
not reveal Celsus as at this point having exercised true scholarly ceution.
It must therefore be conclhded that there is no evidence to indicate that
he had ever read the book of Exo%gs and that his pronouncements concerning
the origin of the Jews are of no historical value whatsoever.l

There is one further etatement concerning the origin of the Jews
in which Origen apparently quotes the exact words of uelsus.l8 - This
utterance is to the effect that the Jews sought to trace their origln to the
‘flrst race of jugglers and deceivers, Origen believes that Celsus was en-

deavoring here to assail the book of Genesis but that he had probably spoken

§Bséurely on PurPOSe.19 Celsus does not seem to be attacking the actual

of Jew1sh hlstory so,much as he is slandering the Jews. Uhen he

atﬁ1archs~as\3ugg1ers and deceivers and when he spake of
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" ambiguous and dark saylnvs whlch the'Jews mlsinterpreted he was gullty, ;

-’iwhether 1ntentionally or not of misrepresentation. =0r1gen seems to be
aware of this and feels that Celsus has not distinctly set forth the facts, -
for fear of be1ng unable to answer;ﬁhe‘arguments wh1ch mlght be founded upon
them.20 - (
It would seem that Origen's estimate of his opponent's procedure
is at this point correct. For Ceisue‘elsewhere ehows that he does possess
a certain amount of correct informatien of particular features of patriarchal
history as that history is recorded in the book of Genesis.zl Celsus!
main concern here seems rather to slander the Jews, and it appears that he
is willing to sacrlflce what he knows to be the truth in order to accomplish
uhls.22 It 1s such procedure as this that leads one to agree with Neander
when he says that in Celsus we find "...wit and acuteness, without earnest

23

purpose or depth of research."

'The Jewish Nation and Its History

"Not only does the origin of Judaism come under the sharp censure
of the author of the True Discourse, but its historyiis likewise subject
to his criticism. | | ~

Celsus holds a very low opinlon of the Jews as a natlon.zh Apparent-
-vly'he enumerates in his work the nations from whlch certain doctrines have
came, but he does not include the Jews, stamping their history as false.25
According to Origen, he is unwilling to call the Jeﬁs a learned nation as he
_dees the Egyntians and certain other peoples of antiquity.26 It is un-

fortunate that Cclsus' own dlscusslon of thls subject is not glven and that

we are dependent solely unon Orlgen, for we do not have statements from
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Celsus' own mouth as to why]hefha??netﬁplaeed-tﬁe'Jews”eneng'the”iearned
Qﬁii;ns’bf'aﬁtiéﬁity.

| Agaln, Celsus has omltted the name of Moses from a list of great
Timen who have beneflted humanlty and has a551gned to Linus a foremost'place.
rdThls is indeed strange. I1f Orlgen has correctly represented Celsus' actlon,
it would then scem that in this instance Celsus has not shown himself to be
impertial. Origen accuses hiedepponent of partiality and of not making
these statements ffom a love of truth, but from a spirit of hatred; with the
object of casting aspersion upon the origin of Christianity.27 He appeals
to the reader to consider whether or not it is due toc "open malevolence"
that Celsus has thﬁsfexclude_d Moses from his catalog of learned men, 28

Origen himself was of course biased, and it is possible that his
condemnation of Celsus at this boint wa% too strong. Nerertheless, if he
is correct in reporting that Celsus hae'refused to recognize the Jews as
an honored and ancient nation and that he has excluded the name of Moses
from a liet of hunan benefectors in which appear such names as Linus, Orphaeus
and Mnsaeus, then surely Celsusﬁds guilty at least of faulty judgment, and
in this instance does not exhibit that breadth of knowledge for which he
is sometimes credited.29

Disparagement of the Jewish nation is also positively expreseed by

Celeus when he speaks of the Jews es nfugitives from'Egypt,-Who had never
done enything remarkable and were never held in repute or account."Bo Origen

ventures the suggestion that his opponent speaks of the Jews as not being

held in account or repute because the Greeks have not recorded any principal

event of their history. He then proceeds to mention some of the distinguish-

5*ing characterlstlcs of the- JeW1sh natlon and so to 1nd1cate the fallacy of
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- Celsus' assertion.

Crit¥cism of the Jewish Religion

The Jewish religion élgo”iééame the'ijecﬁ‘of Célsus' attacks.32
Particularly did he ﬁpp053 the doctrine of monotheism. The ;iew that there
is oneigod, he thought, wes the pfoduct of the minds ofvherdsmen and shepherds
which were deluded by vulgar deceits.33 These deluded shepherds who follow-
ed Moses concluded that there was but one god, and that this god was named
the Highest, or Adonai, or the Heavenly or Sabaoth. To Celsus, it mattered
not how God be calledg'ﬁhetﬁervby thé;name_of Zeus, of.by a name that was
current among the Inﬁians or vﬁ‘.gy-p‘c.:|'«..:-1ns.BLF Apparently, the author of the

True Discourse was.under the impression that the god whom the Jews worshipped

ﬁas heaven itself. . He appears surprised that they worship heaven and angels
but not heaven's most venerable parts, such as the sun and the moon. For
"if the whole is God, then certainly its parts should be divine also."35
From these passages itabecomes clear that Celsus did not understand
§
the monotheism of the 0ld Testament or even of the Jews of his time, This
misunderstanding was due not merely to the factfthat his mind was imbued with
Platonic philosophy but also because he was not well acquainted with the
;éi&t?espament doctrine. This is the opinion of brigen who speaks of his
;;ﬁsﬁénﬁ‘as»being confused. Such a judgment is probably correct. Celsus'
~£ailure-to state correctly the position ﬁhich he is attempting to refute is
not, dﬁe to deceit or to lack of ability, but to lack of understanding.

iﬁl?i:pq:ma;tgr how strongly one may oppose a viewpcint, he should be

#ble o Btate that viewpoint accurately, Celsus did not do that, and his
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crlticwsm of the 014 Testameut doctrlne?of monothelsm, therefore, ust be

regarded &s an almost valueless;contrlbutlon to the subject

 He further exhlblts a lack of understandlng of Jeﬂlsh rellglon by f_
?_ﬁthe assertlon that the Jews worshlp angels and practice sorcery. : * In th
'bfece.of such pronouncements it is dlfflcult to believe that he had had first
hand acquaintance with the Jewish religion or that he had read the Pentateuch
with'care;

It is interesting tounotice the reaction of Celsus to the Mosaic
account of creation. '"lMoreover®, he sajs, "their cosmogony is extremely
silly."37 Likewise the narrative concerning the creztiocn of man is
dexlared to be "exceedingly silly'".38 Origen 4ccs not directly reply to
this charge other than by referrihg the reader to his commentary on Genesis
and by assertlng that he believes his opponent to have no evidence capable of
overthrowing{the statement that man was made in the image'of God.

It is difficult to ascertain a proper evaluation of Celsus' state-
ment. Probably, however,.we may find in the words "extremely silly" the
reaction of Platonism to the doctrine of absolute creation. This doctrine
is a conception which could not§p0ssibly be congenial to Platonic thought.
The Genesis doctrine of absolute creation and the Platonic conception of the
world are really deadlyenemies.39 They cannot exlsthside by side. One
;or the other must glve way.‘“-The doctrlne of absolute creation presents
‘hmn.ae a creature and consequently'derlves the entirety of life's meaning

-from the Creator. Platonism on the other hand teaches that man exlsts in

rhis own rlght it does not in any true sense of the word look upon man as a

Celsus spsaks therefore at this p01nt as a Platonist, To

Mbsaic cosmogony 1s extremely silly,
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At the same time,’ as*dfiéénfébiblains ‘he’ makes no effort to-

vcrltlclze the doctrlne 1nte111gently. .Itfis not even apparent that he

has graSped the 1mp11catlons of the doctrlne, for this 1s surely the v1ta1
A'p01nt at whlch he should ha;e struck, 1f he would overthrow the rellgious
teachlng of the Old Testament Yet he d;smlsses thls _mportant p01nt without |
serious comment

' He hlmself is - incllned to agree with those who hold that the world
is uncreated.l"l His angument is not as clear as could be desired. Apparent-
ly it is to the effect that the flood which is supposed to have taken place
in the time of Deucalion is comparatively modern and that from eternity there
have been nany conflagfations and.many floods, henee,_things have existed as
thej are from eternity. Bnt he does not attempt to defend his position, if it
really be his, by means of philosophical argument. Origen intimates thatshis
opponent is animated merely by a secret desire to discredit tne Genesis account
of creation. However, this is not necessarily the case. "Rather, it appears
that, being under the influence of Platonic philosophy and being well read in |
Platonism, Celsus more or iess naturally assumed the eternity of the world
without in any very critical fas%ion_having examined the reasons for such
belief, |

Celsus seems not to have had a wide acquaintance with the institutions

;if the Jew1sh religion. He refers to circumcision andmasserts that it was ef
2 12 P | N '

=Egypt1an origln. He was, we believe, mistaken in asserting that the Jews
hderlved this practice from Egypt, but he was not mistaken in declaring that

' tlans ‘did practice clrcum0151on. In his reply, Origen mistakenly

hat accordlngﬁtoﬂnbses, Abraham was the first of men to practise

fnij?eeéing;pf the Genesis passage, however, will show



/,.that such 1s not lts actual 1mport

43

In another pa<bage how*ver Orlgen endeaVors to‘p01nt out that the

reason for circumcision among the Jews 1s not the same as the reason for 1ts

practlce among the Egyptlans and hence 1t 1sbnot to be thought of as the same

vy

c1rcum0151on.

Celsus and Biblical Anthropomorphism

Celsus takes particular exception to the anthrdpomorphism of the
01d Testament and gives evidence of not understanding anthropomorphic
language. The language of Scripture regarding God, Origen maintains, is
adapted to an anthropdmbrphi¢ point of view.hs This fact Cel#us does not
perceive. Hence;-he ridiéules the passages where words of anger are address-—
ed to the ungodly or threatenings are directed against sinners. Origen's
reply consists in a slmple exposition of the purpose of anthropomorphic
language in which he Compares it to the language which a judicious parent
woﬁld use in dealing with a ¢hild., Again, in another passage Celsus objects
to the statement that "God repent%"46 and that God rests."47

According to Celsus man WAS'faShionedAby the hand of God and in~
flated by breath being blown into him.*® - Origen points out that in Genesis
no mention of the ﬁhands" of God is made and accuses Celsus of not under-—
standing the nﬁahi;gpof the Divine.inbreatﬁing'éskr;corded'iﬁ Genesis, Hé

likewise speaks of those who do not understand anth}opomorphic language as

thinking that Christians attribute to God a form such as man possesses.h9

This criticism of Origen seems to imply vo Celsus in his inter-

pretation of the Biblical statement, "Let us meske man in our image and

likenessgﬂsgq‘Jihese:Words he takes to mean that mankind resembles God.5

R




=59 -

'In refutlng this assertlon Orlgen malntalns that there is a dli‘ference bntween;

creation M™in the :mage of God" and creatlon “after His llkeness", ‘-and'.»that a

men was orlglnallv created only in the "image of God." In thus arguing he -

>

._:_exhlblts poor exegesls. For the words :uuage and llkeness a.ppear to have

practlcally the same meanmg. - At any rate he does not appesr successfully
52

to have refuted his opponent in this instance.

In a long quotation Origen sets forth the view of Celsus as to the
manner in which the Jews received their ;lnformation about the creation of ‘man,
the Divine inbreathing, the creation of woman, the serpent and the .‘L‘all.53
Because of its length the quotation is valuable as an example of Celsus' method
in stating an argument. Celsus seems to think that the Jewish accounts are

more recent tha.n those composed by Hesiod and others , but Origen is yuick to

po:.nt out the chronoclogical error _of*hls opponent, and ironically refers to

this "deeply read and learned Celsus“.5h

A general criticism of the first chapter of Genesis is found in the
statement that "God rested on the seventh day", where Celsus compares God to

a very bad workman, who stands in need of rest.55 Origen accuses his

opponent of assuming that the ex;ression the rested" ( ave TadoaTo ) is
equivalent in meaning to "he ceased" ( coTdwav re\/).56 This assertion
he attributes to a misundei‘sta.nding of the text, assuming that Celsus knows
nothlng of the Sabbath and of God's rest whlch he’ h:unself thinks lasts for

the duration of the world. To the author of the True D:Lscourse however, it

does not seem to be fitting that God should thus feel fatigue.57 Involved

in this criticism, therefore, may be discerned the influence of that Platonic

philosophy which cannot comprehend anthropomorphism, Involved im it also

-

is’ a misunderstanding or a lack : of acquaintance with the exact statement of
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Scripture upon the Siject.f; Iff elsus-was_famlliar w1th the Septuaglnt

1gen points out, faulty-n'

his ‘interpretation of it wes, as’

. Celsus' Criticism of Individusl Biblicsl Statements

One penetrating criticism offGenesis which has been uttered many a
time since the days of Celsus concerns the dlstrlbutlon of the work of creation

over certaln days, before such days actual.y came into ex1stence.58

Or:-.gen' 5 .
reply to this charge is by no means satisfactory, when judged in the light -
of the requirements of a grammatico-historical exegesis, He asserts that
" he has already spoken of the matter in the foreg01ng pages as well as in his
notes upon Gene51s Where ‘he takes to task those who take the words of Genesis
in their apparent signification, and, apparently, to cast 1light upon his own
interpretation, quotes Genesis 2:L|..59 It must be confessed that from the
standpoint of scientific interpretation, Celsus' exposition of the six days
of creation is to be preferred rather than that of Olngen.

Apparently Celsus also ridicules the Scripture statements regard-—
ing the deep sleep of Adam and tne creation of woman, although he does not

quote the language of the Bible in so doing.60

He 1likewise rejects the
account of the serpent, anﬁ, according to Origen, purposely omits mention
of the garden of Eden.bl This serpent, Celsus argues in another place,
3pposed the cemmendments of God and gained & victory over them.62 ‘The
force of the Genesis account of the entrance of sin into the world, however,

does not seem at all to be clear to Celsus. Indeed, it is questionable

whether he had ever read the narrative, for, although he doss speak of the

=§: pent as having gained a victory over God's commandments, it would seem that -
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_he is under the impression that Christians believe that God has Himself

B ‘ : 6
created evil. 3

" The account of the deluge and oi‘ the- ark is also subjected to h:Ls

kcrlticlsm.

6’f‘,»”.He does not make expllcit reference to the Scripture narrative
:las such, Eﬁt.introduces hls dlscusslon by presentlng a quotatlon in whlch A
the Jewish positi_on is given.65 . This account of the deiuge, therefore, is,
eeoorélihg‘ to Celsus, a .fel‘s‘ified. wfereion'of the story of Deucalion.  The
raven of Genesis is called :; c:roW by him. What is truly remarkable in the
criticism is that Celsus, a2s Origen indicates, makes no mention of the exact
size of the ark and of the supposed difficulty of its containing all the
animals, but merely speaks of'it-as "monstrous"., Indeed, the indefinite
manner in which the criticism is introduced seems to'indicate that Celsus.
was _,‘not acquainted with the dimensions of the ark, else he would not have
paeeed over the objection that the ark was not large enough to hold all the

- - 66
animals which it was supposed to contain,

It is not perfectly clear what was Celsus' reaction to the account
of the Tower of Babel, Apparegtly he believed that Moses, in writing about
the tower and the confusion of ;ongues had perverted the story of the sons
of Aloeus.67 It would seem, too, that he believed that the event took place
like the flood for the purpose of purifying the earth. This interpretation
;puzgled‘Qrigen,;ﬁho_did not see how'there couldvbe such a purifactory process
unlese, possibly, it were to consist in the confusion of tongues itself,

" The account of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah is compared
fb#"Celsus'to the story of Phaeton., But Origen replies that to impartial

Moses appears to be older than Homer, whom he believes to be the

nt don
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the story of the sons of Aloeus. . -And those who relate
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‘the story of Phaeton are even.more recent than Homer. ”Alllthese"state;
'ments, thlnks Origen, result from one blunder,‘“hls not con51der1ng the:

greater anthulty,of MOSes.

_ lsus also dlrects hi shafts agal st the patrlarchal narratlves.

The account of the begettlng;of chlldren, whlchgaccordlng to the author of

Contra Celsum refers to the history of Abraham and Sarah, is "eltogether
absurd anﬁ'bﬁt of season;“7o :He also objects td‘the "conspiracies of the
bfothersﬂ;ﬁby whiEHIOrigeﬁ thinks he heans either the élbtting of Cain against
Abel or that of Esau against Jacob. He also speaks of a father's sorrow, by
which his opponent understands him to refer to the sorrow of Isaéc over the
absence of Jacob and possibly -also to that of Jacob over Joseph's having been
'eold into Egypt Agaln he nentlons the "crafty actions of mothers" by which
Origen supposes that he refers to the conduct of Rabekah. Furthermore, the
great apologist accuses Celsus of ridiculing Jacob's acquisition of property
while living with Laban, which is attributed to—ﬁis not understanding fhe
reference of the words "And those which had no spots were Laban's, and those
which were spotted were Jacob's."71 Again, Celsus asserts that "God present-
ed his (i.e. Jaccb's) sons with gsses, and sheep and camels" to which Origen
replies by.inperpreting the passage allegorically.72 |

| Origen.likewise“takesvstrong exception to the charge of his
»opponent that "God gave wells also to the rlghteous" 73 The righteous, he
replles, do not construct clsterns but dlg wells, recelv;ng in a flguratlve
sense the command, "Drink waters from your own vessels, and from your own

Th

wells of fresh water.m This narrative about the wells, he reasons, is

ih,orderltb present to view more important truths. He then proceeds to

’M;an;appeal'to the wells which in his own day were shown at
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“'Ascslon, that wells actﬁaili‘%éré

3“”nstructed inthe land of the Phlllstlnes,
"as related by Genesis. The exact nature Of Celsus' 6bJeCt1°n5 to the story

of the wells, due to the meagre amount of 1nformat10n whlch has ‘been given by

his oppone t, is,»therefore, not perfectly clear.'

‘ ”The stAQf of Lot is thought by Celsus to be worse than ‘the crimes of f
Thyestes.75 ‘But, according to Origen, this narrative may have a figurative
msaning. Furthermore, by an appeal to the teachings of the Stoi%s, he seeks
toAindicatethat the act itself, if performed with 2 worthy intention, is not
necessarily reprshensible. Again, Celsus is reported a2s sneering at Esau's
hatred of Jacob and as not clearly stafing the story of Simeon and Levi.
Celsus then refers evidently to the Joseph story by means of such pPhrases as
"brothers selllng one another" ‘g brother sold" and Ma father deceived'. 76

Several references to events narrated in the book of Exodus are
also referred to, but it is not perfectly clear why Celsus mentions these.77
One statement in particular is striking. With reference to Joseph it is
szid, "By whom (Joseph namely) the iliustrious and divine nation of the Jews,
after growing up in Egypt to be a multitude of people, was comanded to sojourn
somewhere beyond the limits of th% kingdom, and to pasture their flocks in

78 This passage stands in strange contrast to other

districts of no repute.”
assertions of Celsus regarding the Jews in Egypt.79 Origen.also notes that

hls opponent refers to the exodus ‘as a fllght charglng him with not having

remembered what ws wrltten in the book of Exodus concerning the departure

from Egypt.
In reality the Scripture is also attacked when Celsus assails the

80

v1ew that all thlngs were made for man, Rather, so his argument proceeds,

dld they come into exlstence as well for the sake of the irrational animals.
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"J EvenuifioneisHBﬁiaiérgﬁt7£h§t]thghd¢rs-&nd rains are the works of God, which
Celsus himself.ﬁéfuseSvté-dd, ifléannoélbe maintaiﬁed that these are of more
benefit to man than to plants and'freeS,-herbs and thorﬁs.81 Nor can it pe
held that plants and trees Zrow for the sake of man more than for théfﬁeasts{

) Again, man must stfuggle.and‘labor ﬁhile the énimals;have all‘things;withoﬁt %
either ploughing or sowing.82 Nor do sun and night serve ménvmore than they;
do the anté and i‘lies.83 If one say that we arejlordﬁ of the animal creation
because we hunt animals and live upon their flesh, it éhould be replied that
we were created ratﬁer for them because they hunt and devour us.BA We even
need the help of nets and weaponsvénd the assist;nce of other persons and of
dogs when engaged in theAchase, but the animals have their own weapons.
Béfore cities were built and arts were invented men weré éenerally caught and

devoured by beaéts, but ﬁild beasts were seldom caught by m.en.85 At first
man actually was subjeétéd gy God to the wild beasts.®

It might appeaé, Celsus continues, that because men build cities
_gnd have governments that theyuare superior to animals, but even anté and
bees do the same.87 Nor caﬁ mén boast because he possesses the power of
sorcery, for even in this respectkserpents and eagleé are hissuperiors.88
Some animals even can grasp the idea of:God.as @en.have; for what is more
divine than the power of foreknowing -and predicting future events?89 Men
really acquire this art from other animals and espebially from birds, for
it would seem that théy are in closer relationship to God ahd more beloved
by him,90 No animals look‘upﬁn an oath aé more sacred than do the elephants,
nor do any show greater devotion to divine things.91 The stork also, because

of its filial affection is more pious than man, and the phoenix is known

also for its filial love,%?
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' Such are" the argumEnts whlch Celsus adduces to arrlve at the .
conciu51on that all thlngs‘were not made prlmarily for man, In thus
reasoning he =hows hlmself to be a Chlld of his time and a teiiever in.
what appears to the modern man as unfounded supﬂrstltlon. - Nor dees Origen

at thls p01nt rise much above h1m, hut follows his argumEnt step by step in
an effort to vindicate the Scriptural teaching that man is the crown of
God's‘creation.93
Prophecy and the Messianic hope are likewise subjected to Celsus!'

criticisms. Christians value the words of Jenish propheciee which are like
those practiced today in Phoenicia and Palestine, he asserts, but they reject
the Grecian oraclesfgh -The essenceiof this criticism, therefore, so far as
it concerns the Old'Testament; is that the prophecies of the Bible are upon
a ievel with those ﬁﬁicﬁ are practised elsewhere. There are many forms

of prophecy, asserts Celsus, and many can assume the gestures of inspiredf
persons.95 'He then proceeds to characterize prophecy as he knows it,-but
what he is describing may possibly apply to prophecy as he had seen it in
Fhoenicia but it does not‘begin to do Justice to the phenomenon presented
_in the Bible, Apparently, Celsug believed that in fhe prophetic writings
God was represented as doing that which nas bad, shameful and impure. He
does not give specific instances, however, "but contents himself with ioudly
aesertlng the false charge that thesé things are to be found in Scrloture."96
Nor, he contlnues, is there any Messianic hope, for "no God or son of a god
either came or will come down (to earth)."97

It is instructive to note that Celsus objecfs to au allegorical

2y :—: I o - . 98

interpretatlon'of~the Mosaic narrative, To him allegorical and tropical

tlo s emfto be a. refuge for the more modest of the Jewish and

:Chrlstian wrlters,:pecause they are ashamed of those thlnge.99 These
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'allegoriéélVinterﬁpgtations héwé%er,iafefmo?é“éhameful.than‘théifébies7‘w
which they allegorize. Such is his objection, and by this last statement
Origen thinks that Celsus Eas reference to the works of Philo and that he

: 1
.has never read them;_oo .

Celsus and the Mosaic Authorship of the Pentateuch

One further subjecf fémains to be discussed, namely, ﬁhat was the
attitude of Celsus toward.thé question of the Mosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch? It has been asserted that he actually"denied such authbrship
to Moses.101 While discussiﬁg Genesis, he does as a matter 6f fact actually
employ the ﬁlural in the foliowing ééntence,<"So‘they undertook to construét

102 . Again, Origen, in criticizing his oPponent-for‘

genealogies,-etc;“
accusing Moses of having corrupted the story of Deucalion szys, "Unless,
indeed, he does not believe the writing to be the work of Moses, but of

_ 10
several persons,"

It is very questionable, however, that by his use of the plural
in the above mentioned instance' Celsus intended to indicate a plurality of
authors of the Pentateuch., It would seem to be more likely that he was
' 104

merely indulging in a contemp@uoué reference.to the Jews, When therefore,
he says, "they endeavored to construct genealogies," he merely means that
-'.this.ﬁas a Jewish undertaking and'not that there wefE’actually séveral authors
of the genealogies. .

Two arguments primerily seem to support this interpretation. In
the first place, if Origen had really been under the impression that Celsus
=é§§iéqihekﬁbsaic.authorship of,fhé Pentateuch; he ‘would certainly'havq

éhgagéafiﬁEéSntfofersy with_him upon this point, for Origen himself firmly .
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: belleved that Moses dld wrlte the Pentateuch 5,- His entire apoloaetlc
gives ev1dence of the fact that he was conv1nced that 1t was hls duty to

refute whatever of serious error appeared in the WTltlngS of his opponent,
an* therefore, had he dlscovered Celsus denylnﬂ a matter which w0uld Lave
been of such great 1mportance, it is difficult to belleve that h=z would
have kept silenc:e.]j06

Secondly; an examination of other passages makes it clear that
Celsus as & matter of fact did not deny the Mosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch. Indeed, he even appears to affirm such euthorship} Moses
wrote the account of the tower, he thinks, and perverted the story of the
sons of Aloeﬁs.lo7 In one iﬁstance he refers to the "Mbsaic narrative"

as representing God in a state of weakness.los, Moses and the prophets,

he says, again, have left to us our books, 107

‘On this point he and
Origen seem to have had.no yusrrel, Throughout the entire work the dis-
cussion in every relevant place is carried on upon the assumption that Moses

did write the Pentateuch, ‘There is really nothing to indicate that Celsus

guestioned this point at all,
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III. The Importance of Celsus and His Work

.Summerz

It must be obvious, even to the most cursory reader‘of.

Contra Celsum, that the one wham Origen was seeking to refute, was

indeed avgifted and learned man. The storehousé of his'knowledge seeﬁs
indeed to have-been vast, and ﬁhe skill ﬁith which he dreﬁ upon that store-
house for assistance in his argument was indeed remarkable, Skillful also
was the ability with which he was able to detect weak points in the
p031t10n Whlch he was at+ack1ng.l _ ] } |

It is the extenslve range of hls knowledge and ertdition that
eoﬁpele astonlshment.2 Indeed, 1t seems to:have been almost encyclopaedic.
liention is made of many of the Greek philosophere and‘writers.3 Celsus
seems to have been acquainted with the religions and customs of many lands,
50 mucﬁ so, indeed, that he almost appears as one of the first exponents
of the study of cum.parati\re_re]'.igions.lF So great was his kncwledge of
sects and cults that even Origeﬁ‘couid learn frem him.5- ‘Mosheim has even
1nc11ned to belleve that Celsus was at one tnme an adherent of one of these
‘sects but that later apostatized therefrom.6 ,.About theerudltlon of Celsus,
fthere seems to be llttle doubt Despite the superflclallty and ChlldlSh—
Aneee’of some of hls cr1t1c1sms, despite h*s hallowness and ridicule, it

must be c0nfessed that he was truly a man of gemiine learnlng.

What, then, was the object which this learned antagonlst of

v

Chrlstlanlty was endeavorlng to accompllsh° . What were the causes which led

'h1m to marshall such & wide array of arguments to hlS support 1nthe comp051t10n
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of the True Discourse?  To ‘these questions various answers have been given,

1

chordihg fq some, Gelsus_lopked upon'Chfistianity as‘a‘socialfpéril and

opposed it as such, His arguments agaihst its doctrines, therefore, were

B &

: ‘ g8 : _ . .
more or less secondary.  Yet another answer is that he did not fear that -
Christianity'would destroy paganism., The Christians, however, were dis-

cbedient to the laws, and consequently were deserving of attack. Hence,

3

his main purpose was to attack Christia}lity.9 Agéin, it ‘has been held that

the True Discourse was written to shame Christians into giving up their

religion and to convert them.lO

It does seem apparent that Celsus was concerned about the growth
of the Christian religibn.ll This he does not explicitly admit, but he
lays stress upon“thé charge that Christians meet in secret and so are acting
contréry to law.12 Hé accuses them of proselytizing those who are easy to
influence.IB\ Indéed;fthe very fact of his writing in such detail is
sufficient evidence that he faced a powerful movement which he believed must
be chgcked. |

Whether or not, howe;er, it can be definitely proven that he was
alarméd over the growth pf Chri;;ianity, this_muéhpat least can be positively
affirmed; he was determined, as much ag’in him.lay, t6 refute the claims
of the Christian religion.lh Déspite the'?idicule, mockery,vderision and
evgﬁusarcasm with which hg sometimes advanced his’argﬁments, wé may note
that he plunged into his task with seriousnessi’? This, then, Was his
grand purpoge, the refutation of Christiénity.lé .He was not primarily
concerned to persecute Christians nor to attack his enemy in one respect

over above another. Nor, it would seem, was his principal desire to oppose

Chyigfia@ity as a;political rather than as a religious force, Nor, indeed,
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might the reverse eveq'be said to ﬁé Qorféc€;;' It was that phenomenon
which Celsus knew as Christianity — Chris£iénity'toge£hef with all its
implications, which mustvbe.?efutgé. Hénce, in the work which Origeg has‘
1eftiwé“behold'a life and'déath'éf;ﬁggié“betweenkthe Graeco-Roman paganism.
and the nascent Christian Faith. If Christianity could survive this attack,
its future might well seem to be insured.17
fhé'gsséult of Celsus upon Christianity was unlike eny pfeviéus
attack or Opposition of which‘%e have knowledge., It was not written to
meet the needs of some local situation or of a passing moment.ls It did
not concentrate upon one particular phase of the new religion nor did it
merely deny this or that individual ddctrine., Rather, it struck at the
center as well as at the periphery. The Christian doctrines of God and
salvation were assailed as weii as the opinion that Christians met iﬁ

secret or fhat they were divided into numberless sects, Herein lies the _

importance of the True Discourse. It represents the old order standing in

opposition to the new. It is not so much Celsus the phiiosopher who speaks —
.but rather, Celsus the man, the citizen of the ancient Graeco-Roman world, the

19

‘representative of an existence which sees its&lf in peril, To serve him
in his attempt to refute the Christian religion he calls upon philosophy —-
any phiiosophy, it would seem, which would serve his pufpose — but he calls
tupon othef'aids also, fidicuie,_recollections of various customs, knowledge
derived from different sources,

In this fact, it may be said, lies the explanation why Celsus also
attacked the 0ld Testament. Just as he did not approach Christianity

dispassionately in order to make a calm, scientific investigation of it, but
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rather to refute it, Foiglsq be-drew"pear”£6 the 01d Testament in the ééme‘
spirit. It is because Ec}waé fulljvawaie of the dependence offéhristiéﬁityft
upon the 01d Testament'thag he would criticize it. If the foundation céuld ‘,
be destroyed, thén surely tﬁe supepstrpcturé itéelf would fall to thé ground.z;.
Hence, if Ju&aism and the Scriptures can.bé'refuted, theﬂﬁésk of refuting

Christianity becomes that much simpler.

The criticisms of the Old Testament which appear in the True
Discourse are therefore not based upon patient‘researéh and investigatidn.
They represent, rather, the products of a prejudiced mind.zz’ They are

colored by the philosophy of Celsus and in this light they must be judged.

Scientific Biblical criticism is not to be discovered in the discussions

of Origen's opponent as they are preserved for us in Contra Celsum,
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The meagre material which is extant concerning'Biblical criticish
in the firet two»Christien;;ehthrie;'is however, sufficient to enzbld certaln
obserVations to be made.
_ 1. There is no recorded instance of Blbllcal criticism amcng . the
Church Fathers nor in the orthodax church itself. Both the Apostolic Fathers
and the subsequent Ante-Nlcene Fathers hold a very high view of the contents
of the 014 Testament. To them it is authoritative, and they are willing
to be guided by its words. They believe, in so far as expression is given
to the subject, that Moses was the author of the Pentateuch. To them the
Old\Testamenﬁ was truly a dirine book. |

| Atvfirst sight there might appear to bs 2on ex:cptlon to the above
statement in the case of the Nazarenes, However;'very little is known
about this”group, and although they may not at all times have held views
which here eonsidered tc be heretical, yet those authors who deal with
them, such as Epiphanius, do elassify them as Heretics. It seems safe
to say that'they'were s0 regardéd by the church itself,

2. Such instances of Biblical criticism as are extant from the
first two Christian centuries proceed either from groups which were looked
upon as belng heretical or from the pagan world outside the church. Aﬁparent-
ly there were many sects and cults which were on the frlnge or borderline
of Christianity, among which hostility to the Old Testament and to its
teachlngs mlght be discovered. The pagan world through the voices of

learned representatlves, such as Celsus, also uttered its protest against
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3. The criticism of thé:OId'Téziémgnt which comes ffcm.#he first.
tWOVCh}iStian centuries was for ihe'most part of an qﬁsciéntifiéfcharactgr.
If was the result of certain philosophical pyesuppositions,—as may éiearly
be seeﬁ in the case of the Gpostics, Marcion and Celsus. Almost nothing
appears that may legitimately be called texﬁﬁal or literary-historical
criticism; Prcbably the closest approach to such is to be found in the
epistle'of Ptolemy to Flora. Pteolemy did meke a serious effort to solve
the problem which he believed had been created by the appearance of diverse
laws in the Pentateuch. Valentinus also appears to have considered these
matters-carefully, although the information about such critical acbiviﬁy

on his part is meagre and scanty indeed. TFor the most part, however,

scientific criticism is lacking in the first two Christian centuries.
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For leler discussion of the nature and function of textuel criticism "ﬁf;f
see Buhl, Kanon und Text des Alten Testamentes, Lelgzlg, 1891, Pp. 82-262;

. Bleek-hellhaasen, Einleitung ung in in das Alte Testament,” Berlin, 1893, pp.

523.595; Sellin, Einleitung in das Alte Testament,* Leipzig, 1914,
pp. 5-13; Eissfeldt, Elnleltune in das Alte Testament, pp. 693-719;

_ P;elffer, Lntroductlon to the Old Testament pp. 71-*03

3.

l.|,o

5.

For further discussion of the nature of literary-historical criticism see,
Holzenger, Einleitung in den Hexateuch; Driver, An Introduction to the '
Literature of the 01d Testament,® Edinburgh, 19 09, pr.11l-xxi, 1—159,
Gray, 0ld Testament . Criticism Its Rise and Prog;ess, Cornill, Einleitung
in die Kanonischen Blcher des Alten Testaments,® Thbingen, 1908 Eissfeldt,
op, cit., pp. 172-276; Orr, The Problem of the Old Testament, 1906

Jean Astruc, Conjectures sur les wcmoires originaux doat il paroit que

Moyse s'est servi pour composer le Livre de la Geneee, Brux-lles, 1753,
ks a matter of fact he was preceded by Splnoza, in his Tractatus
Theologico - Politicus,

- Cf, J. Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, Berlin, 1905,

PD. 363-42h, W. Robertson Smith, The Old Testament in the Jewish Church,
New York, 1883, pp. 241-3204. ,

Jeremiah731:31-3h.
e.g. Isaiah 1:10-17, amcs 5:21-27, Hosea 6:6, Jeremizh 7:21,22.

cf, Pfeiffer, op. cit., p. 582, "Awos, however, did not, as has been
maintained, advocate the abolition of sacrifices: he did not oppose

the institution but its misuse, and did not introduce a new order of
service. He moralized religion but did not substitute morality for

~ religion."

B,

The sources for Aristobulus are Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, I:15:
7l:4 TI:21: 150:27 V:lh: 97:14ff. VI:3: 32:5. -ed. StAhlin in Die
Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der Efsten Drei Jahrhunderte
11, 46, 92, 390, L47. 11 Maccabbees 1:10 (ed. Charles, I, 132);
Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica, ed. Migne, Patrologiae Graecae, xx,
549, 729, ed. Lawlor and Oulton, I, 188,249; Prasparatio Evangelica,

ed. Migne, XXI, 3&7,635—6h2,69h,1098—1103, ed. Glfford, I1I1, 323d, 375d.
ll-lOd, 663(1, 321].8., 3763.0
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9, '4v ng z’\oylos pev )“/A)\‘-'—‘S .Juseblus, raeg Ev; ed. "Migne, X1,

10, Ale Sav dpw T (eam detr o'uva-K/-c Q ras Josephus, GContra
Apionem, I 183, ed. Nlese, PpP.27,28.Cf. also I:21, II:L3; Eusebius,
Praep. Ev. ed. Migne, XXI; 687-691.: Clement of Alexandria, Stromatas,
ed. stihlin, IT:184:1s 11:402:17, Origen, Contra Celsum, I:15 ed, :
Schwartz, 67. The reference here is to ‘ExaTaicu §& 7ol |G'TOQIKOU

.
. i
Y ~

.. Stromg.t,a, ed. Sté‘.hlln, IT1:402: 18 KoT 'A@(?ar,cv lkal Tou s

ALYUTTIDUS

12, idem, II:46:18 Clement speaks of “A chr-ro @ou Aoz o
ﬂe(xﬁq'rv{'T\Kos Kol EXrot Tke:ous

13, 1dem, I1:93:3 5!‘n€l.‘v]veu—rar. Se 76:; A'v]j‘-»]T(a:OU J.S{.\'

ETE()w\/

Clement, IT:87: 17 Spea.ks of a certain Demetrius who had composed a
work _f&ﬁl TV Ev Tr; low S-ala. ﬁna«/ Adwv and who
‘differed in his list of k:mos froz that ‘given by Philo.

14, For Jeremiah cf. e.g. Workman, The Text of Jerem:Lah, and for a general
characterization of the Septuagint, Swete An Introduction to the
014 Testament in Greek.

15, The Hebrew text of Amos 9:11 12 is as follows: )
orpx aang O3

Ry ravIn (g2 ay ~aNI nhZan TOT D2pTas
- :-—.'T= . N .- , ’J:"

:DLJ ‘('\PJ _\\UN D"')1 :J';)] arTxy -“’"."5“_1 ﬂ)!' 'f“""-l” T\ﬂz_? .D;l) ,]9 .? Q a E
i ' ‘axk muws winc nxl 8EY

The Septuagint of the same passage reads. ev Ty 'y;/q,e e ene‘.’vq q_va.n-r-qo—tu

Tyv ""‘"l"‘)" bGavesT 745v ﬂevrwnum\/ wat avomoéol..u,a-w 74 TEWTO KoTa au-r—,:, xal

.
T  kaTeoxa evn. A.v'l"’lf Bvaerryotw, kal avetka Fopsyow ~avrav «eB3s  af
'n cpat Too ' 1 X
f‘\( ) \a’wvol, S ws G.Ks‘l'r"ld‘wo-lv oL KoT&ABITor TOV QvO wEwY,
Kat r - %, - el J ’ b4 ’ 2 e :
. Favra Ta 68 vy ¢ oS emikeudgrar T3 eve ua  juow €7’ avrous ,
’ < : -
A‘Y" /(u_plos © FelwV TavTa .

The WOI‘dS of James in ACtS 15 16 17 are: ,‘e-ra_ Taora qvnr'rfe'e}/.u xal

aveikodo .nlo-nu u,v o—nn,vqy AwquJ n,./ ‘F’s"r'rukwn\l, l<a1 Ta, I<AleB'TCa/-4/-4‘Vﬂ-
esThs avoticolojunoa Har dvop BuUoa afﬂ’:n’, drws av ekSz,T-,ocua-rv
_M.n.faf)o\'ﬁsl oy avBpdrwv Tov <y iov, “ar TaAvTra T& Ge,,_’ e¢ eg::_(‘
‘--:Tl'l'f‘cl'\'l"‘a'. "',; ,évar*n. pev e’ :h-':l'roul.s"‘ Ae'yev ’{“’CIDS TellV TalTo

[ N EY
s yvweTa arw’ alwvos,



17.

18.

19.

20,

21,
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-In this quotation James seems to have in mind Jeremiah 12:15 as well as
© Amos 9:11,12, This would probably account for his use of the word.,¢c72

and the msertlon of qvn.b‘r()e’bw The Se‘:+uq=|nf e-f Jevemioh 123115 5

A Y
Hul Ec-fa.l era To ercfaAezv J€ GOTOUS cvrrn-._ge,pu et Eenoiw
{

c.-‘Tou- w. T AL

Matthew 5 17,18., cf. Ze1t11n, Who Cruc1f1ed Jesus? New York, 1942,
pp. 114,115, ' : S

Romans 7:7,12,14 Galatians 3:20  5:1i -
Hebrews 7-10

Cf. Gshler, Corporis Haereseologici, Tomus Primus, pp. 271-279.

", .s.Dositheum inguam Samaritanum, qui primus ausus est prophetas quasi
non in spiritu sancto locutos repudiare." Cf. also the similar language
of Jerome, "...quod Dositheus Samaritanorum princips prophetas
repudiavit"., Adversus Iuciferianos (ed. Migne, XXIII, 187) Jerome
regards Dositheus as one whe can be included in the following words,
"Taceo de Iudaismi hasreticis qui ante adventum Christi legem traditam
dissiparunt,"” According to the Clementine Homilies II:3 (ed. Migne

vol. II col. 92,96). Dositheus was a disciple of John the Baptist who
regarded himself as & Divine manifestation. “According to Origen he
claimed to be the Son of God, Contra Celsum I:57 VI:1l, The Samaritans
generally accepted only the Pentateuch. See Cowley's article "Samaritans"
in the Encyclopzedia Britannica, 1éth Edltlon, XIX, 918f; liontgomery,

The Samaritans, pp. 225,265,

Epiphanius, Adversus Haereses, I:1 ed, Migne x1i,257.

Pseudo~Hieronymi, Indiculus De Haeresibus, ed. Oehler, p. 283, Meristae,
quoniam separant scripturas, non credentes omnibus prophetis, dicentes
aliis et aliis spiritibus illos prophetasse. Harnack, Geschichte der
altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebius, I, 144, .
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- VII, 1503-1533, 1534~15L7.
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Notes to Chapter One

F. C. Burkltt, Church and Gnosis A Study .of Christian thought and :
speculation in the Second Century, Burkitt . says that the "traditional
view" .of the- Gnostlcs is that they "come before us historically as
Christians" (p.9). - However, this does not seem to have been the position
of the Church Fathers. . For example, Tertullian derived Gnosticism !

largely from Platonism, de Anima, ¢. XXIII, ed. Migne, II, 729. "Doleo }
bona fide, Platonem omnium haereticorum condlmentarlum facth." Likewise,
Hippolytus, ed. WEndland, 111 148. €ori pév edv ¥ “Ooadevrivou ' :
al(sm: ﬂquy f""l" EXoovra  Mal Mharwvieny T9v 076 Bcosv.

p-tal Sewel vy T @ﬂP'IAEIJOU /-01 o Ty _(03’77‘4‘; ‘/'\Cla'ToTel)\DUS To0

f‘rn\/[l(llrbu J07/,4a.fa., o0 7(?,.,—7-‘,3.

R T ’ ) \ >
praio. < FP Xpiered  Teyfdver paByags 233 Epredowddovs
- “q_vﬁ'e.,- Tre 75vea—‘reeau Tu-yxa'v,,.‘,-,-,; R Tn.era_ ePfa—ar ,é‘c‘//_‘a.no,e

AN N
’ “ - N 21 -~ N
Sve €&ivar Ta ToD zavwres eiTlia, VEIKDS Kal ¢n7\|o.v

\

BN

MBhler (Schriften u.Aufsitze, 1' 403) as referred to by Gieseler, A

Text-Book of Church History, translated by Samuel Dav1dson, I, 130,
derives Gnosticism entirely from Christianity,

Cf. Kidd, A History of the Church to A.D.461, I, 190-226;. Lietzmann,
Geschichte der Alten Kirche,I Die Anfdnge, pp. 282-317; Reintzenstein,

Die Hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen nach ihren Grundgedanken und
Wirkungen, pp. 284-3333; Bousset, Kyrios Christos, pp. 183—215, Leisegang,
article "Gnesis™" in Die Rel;glon in Geschichte und Gegenwart; Tlibingen,
1928, I1:272ff, The Hellenistic character of Gnosticism is stressed by
Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte; Tbingen, 1931, I, 243-291. See
also Bardenhewer, Geschichte'der Altkirchlichen Liter atur, Freiburg, 1913,
I, 343-376. Cf, also bousset, article nGnosis" and °  ,Gnostiker" in the
Paulyéhlssowa Real-Eg_yclopﬁdle der Classischen Altertumsw1ssenschaft,

Cf. e.g. Kidd, op. cit., p. 222.

"It (i.e. creation) was accounted for on the theory of Dualism, for -

Dualism was an ultimate element in the system of Valentinus as well as
a primary one with the Syrian school and with Marclonx Kidd, op. cit.,

p. 222.

»Since-the captivity of Isréel in the eighth century Samaria had been the

¢ vhome of mixed populations. Cf. 2 Kings 17:24-L1, Esra 4:2,10,
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6;',‘.Ac£s; 8:10b odvas ‘exr'ru/ = fuvn,.us TDU»Qéau » km\w/-revn < Meyady, BRI
Whether this Simon lS ac‘bually the Slmon ¥agus of the Church Fathers or not

cannot be proven. . : e

T Epiphanius, op. cit., ed. Migne x1i, 292, /m} eivar §& 7iy vo’ru:\r Beod,
aix’ qpnr-reeas \Juv::,.‘elws essa.o—ns-f‘,,-ré w b:p;-ra‘ s aynégu Brau uﬁqcxgl\’
A'i\)\’ GTH’M fcat - eTegas Suvapsw's, Kai s ﬂaule-ro.r' EKAzr‘rw ;Ie-ral'
Tev /""r V°f‘“’" Tives, Baeeld S . "“’\A’l’} ‘Hoaiav e-rcf’u-f_, /eSekI’]A

< ¢ c '
- o

aAtv e-reaas M 4 ) - .
Kat eEKaeToV Tiva — ~
r Twv weag‘:v,fu/v Vadk q‘,x L

\ s iy S h
vu-rnee'rn\ E:vcu 56. TouTous - aftavTas €k TS qq;r-re(n.: Suvareus‘

\ ; - o~ .
lca -55‘*’ Touv W >\‘10 /——L'fas . Tavra St o8¢ FAriocrecovra ) Tadar a.
[ [

. - e
Alu@v(xt\v‘ 5“"“"”" v e)( €1V,

8. The Clementine Homilies III:39 ed. iigne, II, 436,

9. idem, cpoiws Te kai © mAaeas a.::-r;v dmel )..,‘1 mavra¥ aBev
gi\e'-nc—l, E:r} T feddpwy  wavaoT Qa ¢n )\f.\/el- DeVTe kad Ix'a-Ta\(ﬂ'a’.VTES
|3w\4c—v1 €1 Kara v KCAU\I'HV adr oV 'rqv e()(o/,.equ -,760'5 L€ '
rva&AoSVTa..I- el’ S; r"‘ ='IVA ‘va ) h“ f—\yveouvTa.. .équ‘ruv SEI’KVUE“I",

The Massoretic Hebrew exhibits the singular X7 § oX3” n'ﬂ}_{_ ;similarly
the Septuagint uses the singular iwava fas 63y ';'\,» °pat.

Undoubtedly Simon's use of Sc3Te is due to faulty memory and is based
upon Genesis 11:7 which reads Aevve Ral waTao Bau-r es. .

~ 2 - - N ~ < 4 \
10. 1dem. Tv.u Je evmew Tee! Tes AKC\\.A,' eﬁéq)\u v “uTov ) l_\v\.ﬁ. s
A ~ ré . 7
el(-'re-vms Tav Yeipa albTed E.\.pn-ra.n ‘1“|=u U)\eu Tws Su..-n_s noal 4-.\1-»1
e
[N 5 2 ~ 3~ - —
Kot MeeTal &S Tov alua » Tw G\'Ttelv ‘4'-\ Tws, ﬂ-‘jvbel.

Again, the quotation of Scrip‘bure is faulty. The LXX of Genesis III:22
. does not contain the words &« Eax wrev S aluTav . In Genesis 2:23
it is said oV S andoTed Xs.v

£ A EY

. ~ N ) 7 RN 4
11, ddem, ~5 Je e-rrm\/ayef'vJ pi Tws gaywr Sjoerar eis Ty aidva
DR L - N :
-Kai dBCovel. S . ’ - »

. \ : ’ 9] ' \
12. ldem, ka i Tw yey c.¢9a.1- T Jc—veé_ur'b;éq o 9&05, oTt eMey e
\ .. A9 P
Tev v 5("”"’ oY, Kual reravoef wal dyvreel

s \ - ’ \. .
lB.}__:Ldem, kat  To yeypagBarcuas “7¢f‘“"97 pp;as ;a-/,‘:,;/ . e;wtg/a;

.3 - . \ [ \ v

v Seous eoriv, Kol TS ig! Kvlo—g—-y’ rqckuv B Wvar, 09K aya Qau.
-i_..\ . ’ I's A ) ’ \ -

I_Tn:.“s € Te a.Sele ws yeyeaw T, KA\I exelpace /‘}/ycuo{ Tov A f(c fc/.

RN - IR 4 o
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

The groups which are sometlmes regarded as precursors of the larger
Gnost ic schools were the Nicolitans (cf. Revelation 2:6,15,20 ~ the
identity with the Nicolaitans of Hevelation cannot be_proven, but is
probabln) Ophltﬂs, Cainites and Sethites., The nsme, Ophite, is derived
from & “¢¢is = the serpent. Sometimes the group is referred to as
the Naasenes, from the Hnbrew LJHZ , and the Serpentarlans,

The Ophites are considered first in a list of pre-Christian heresies in

the Catalog of Philaster, ed. Oehler, I, 5. libsheim says that the
leader of the sect was a certain Euphrates, (Institutionum Historiae
Ecclesiasticae, Helmstadt, 1764, p. 95.). .Discussions of the Ophites -
may be found in Harnach, Die altchristliche Litteratur, I, 163-174;
Neander, Allegemeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion;* Gotha,

1863, II, 140-146, presents a full account of the philosophical views
of the Ophites; Duchesne, Early History of the Christian Church, London,
1925’ I, 118—1190 . .

Lips 1us, "Ueber das ophitische System", in Zeitschrift fir wissenschaftliche
Theolo e, 1863—6h. Cf. also Neander, op. cit., I, 4L7.

Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1:30, ed. Migne, VII, 694-704; Pseudo-
Tertullian, Adversus Omnes Hsereses, cap. VI, ed. Oehler, I, 273;
Epiphanius, Adversus Haereses, 37, ed. Migne, x1i, 641ff; Hlppolytus,
Refutatio, V:6~11. ed. Wendland 11, 77,100,104,268.

. \ - e\
cf. Epiphanius, op. cit., 2¢TTat S¢ karsOvrar 510 v
8030‘-5905’\\[ O¢|V . ,
So -also Hlppolytus,'OP. cit., V:9:12, ed. Wendland P. 100, xakeivw

peve TS vo-o.s avarelo 8aL 7oy I.‘ECOV Kal Tacavy TeleTnv

wKal Jav r\.vcr'r'v\pnev, b

cf. Pseudo-~Tertullian, in loc. "Nam serpentem magnificant in tantum,
ut illum etiam ipsi Christo praeferant. Ipse enim, inquiunt, scientiae
nobis boni et mali originem dedit."

cf Schaff, History of the Christian Church, New York, 1927q>h89. " Kidd,

op. cit., I, 196, Neander, op. cit., II: lhlf.

Schaff, op. cit. II, 489 explains the name Ialdabaoth as being derived
from #an2 X752 = product of chaos. Coxe, The Ante-Nicene Fathers,
I, 355 says that the word probably means Lord God of the Fathers,

Irenaeus, op, cit., 1:30:6.° Unde exsultantem Ialdabaoth, in omnibus his
guae sub eo essent gloriatum, et dixisse: Ego Pater et Deus, et super me

nemo.
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25.

26,

27,

28,
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_idem. "Audientem autem matrem c¢lamasse adversus eum: Noli mentiri,

Iadabzoth: est enim super te Pater omnium primus Anthropus, et
Anthropus filius Anthropi.™

Gen. 1:24. Idem: "Conturbatis antem omnibus ad novam vocem, et
inopimabili nuncupatione, et quaerentibus unde Iamor, ad advocandos
eos, et ad se seducendum, dixisse Izldabzoth dicunt: Venite, faciamus
hominem ad imaginem nostram." '

"Idem -~ ",.,2t statim gratias agere eum primo homini, relistis

fabricatoribus. Zelantem autem Ialdaboath, etc."

1:30:7. "~ et de sua Enthymesi eduxisse feminam, quam illa Purnicos
suscipieus invisibiliter evacuavit .a virtute."

Idem. Mater autem impsorum argumentata est per serpehtem seducere
Evam et Adam, supergredi praeceptum Ialdabaoth., Irenaeus merely

"indicates that it was by means of the serpent that Sophia sought to

carry out her scheme, Pseudo-Tertullian, however, claims that the -
Ophites believed that it was the serpent who gave to mankind the origin
of good and evil. See note 19 above, According to Hippolytus, op.
cit., V:9:13, the serpert was a moist substance W1thout whlch nothlng
could exist, efvar fe 7ov dgiv )teycur/v oJ'r'oL v U\/,aﬁr cooiav,
Kaeuwep Ka ! 6&1\11: 5 ’VI/\VZO"lDb' ot ,\(_V c‘u./qa-Bu( Tov  Bvrwd
SAws ; ‘,‘.Ba”’{T"“’,V 'J‘;\ Gy fl__‘:", 3 }ual,'(ut/ %‘ E\,VJK:JV ﬂ’UVC’?T"‘HéVg\I
Xwgt\s avToT,. /‘

Idem. Manducates autem eos cognouisse eam, quae est super omnia,
virtutem dicunt, et abscesisse ab his, qui fecerant eos. Note the
language of Pseudo-Tertullian, op. cit, VI, — et hauc fuisse virtutem
in paradiso, id est istum fuisse serpentem cui Evan quasi filio deo
crediderat, Decerpsit, inquiunt, de fructu arboris, atque ideo
generi humano scientiam bornorum et nalorum contribuit". It is
difficult to ascertain precisely what the .Ophites meant by Paradise.
According to Hippolytus, V:9:12, Edem is the brain, Esery §¢ efvat
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1:30:8, "Iadabaoth antem propter eam, quae circa eum erat oblivionem,

ne guidem intendentem “ad haec, proiecisse Adam et Evam de paradiso,
guoniam transgressi erant praeceptum eius."

idem: translation by Roberts and Donaldsop; in The Ante-Nicene Fathers,
Voluisse enim filios ei ex Eva generarl, et ,pon adeptum esse, quoniam

mater sua in omnibus contrairet ei, et latentur evacuaus Adam et Evam

2b humectatione lumiinis, uti neque maledictionem participaret, neque
opprobrium, is qui esset a principalitate Spiritus.

1:30:9. Adam autem et Evam prius quidem habuisse levia et clara,
et velut spiritalia corpora, quemadmodum et plasmati sunt; venientes
autem huc, demutasse in obscurius, et pinguius, et pigrius.

1:30:10. Iratum autem Ialdabaoth hominibus, quoniam eum non colebant,

neque honorificabant quasi Patrem et Deum, diluvium eis induxisse, ut
omnes simul perderet.

idem; — ex quibus quemdam Abraham elegisse ipsum Ialdabaoth, et test-
amentum posuisse ad eum, si perseveraverit semen eius serviens ei, dare
ei haereditatem terrae., Post per Moysen eduxisse eos ex Asgypto, gui
ab Abraham essent, et dedisse eis hegem, et fecisse eos Judaeos.

idem: -~ ex gquibus elegisse septem dies, guos et sanctam hebodamadam
vocant, et unusquisque eorum suum preeconem ad semet gloriandum st Deum
annuntiandum: uti et reliqui audientes glorias, servirent et ipsi his,
qui a prophetis annuntiarentur d4ii. -

1:30:11, Sic autem prophetas distribuunt: huius quidem Ialdabaoth

Moysen fuisse, et Jesum Nave, et Amos et Abacucj; -illius autem Iao,

Samuel, et Nathan, .et Janam, et Michaeam; illius autem Sabaoth, Heliam

‘et Joel, -et Zachariam; *illius autem Adonei, Esaiam, et Ezechiel, et

Jeremiam et Daniel; illius autem Eloei, Tobiam, et Aggaeum; illlus
autem Horei, Michaeam, et Nahum; illius autem Astaphael, Hesdram et
Saphoniam,

Idem. ‘Horum igitur unusquisque glorificaus suuﬁ patrém>et Deu,
Sophiam et ipsam per eos mu;ta locutam esse de-primo homine,



37.

38,

39.

LO.

12,

1:30:15. Quidam enim ipsam Sophiam serpentem factam dicunt; quapronter
et contrariam exstitisse factori Adae, et agnltronem hominibus
immisisse, et propter hoc dictum serpentem omnium sapientiorem. Sed
et propter positionem“intestinorum nostrorum, per quae_esca infgrtus,
eo.quod talem figuram habeant, ostendentem sbsconsam generatrlcem
serpentis figurae substantiam in nobis.

Schaff, e.g. op. cit., I, 4LE9 speaks of thelr "violent opposition to
the Old Testament "

The name is apparently derived from wegd« "to go beyond."
Schaff, op. cit., II, L89 speaks of the Peratae as Transcendentalists.
The principal source is Hippolytus, op. cit., V:7,8-13; VI; X, who gives
an explanation of their tritheistic system. ~Cf. zlso Harnack, Die
Altchristliche Literatur, I, 168; Clement of Alexandria, Stromata,

V11, mentions of  [TegaTinol s by which he possibly has
referenca to this group. - Irenaeus, Tertulllan and even Epiphanius

are silent on the Peratae,
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‘The sources are Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I:31, Epiphanius

5~Adversus Haereses, 38; Tertullian, lLiber de Praescriptionibus, c. 33;
) Pseudo—Tertulllan, Adversus onmes haereses. c. VII. Augustine, De

Haeresibus Liber, XVIII, ed. Oehler, p. 200. Philastes, De haeresibus
liber, II, ed. Oehler, p. 6; Praedestlnatl, Qg Heeresibus, XV1I1, ed.

~ Oehler, p. 238, who assigns their origin to Mesopotamia. "Hos Qrtos

Mesopotamiae ecclesiarum Syriae sacerdotes ad ceberos suos coepiscopos
conscripserunt." Pseudo-Hieronymi, Indiculus de Haeresibus, VIII, e

* Oehler, p. 290,
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Epiphanius, op. cit. 1:3: 38 ed L;Lgne xll, 656, ae/.LvUvov-rq: y'af_'
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cf. Pseudo-Hieronymit,op. cit. VIII. "Caiani et Indaei sunt qui Cain
sanctificant, dicentes illum de caelesti substantia esse profectum,
quae est ad dextera.m, Abel antem de sinistra, et ideo illum esse
occisum.
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Eplpha.nlus, op. cit., I:III, 40 ed. Migne, x1i, 580,677-692.
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The exact relationship between the Sethites and the Archontici is
difficult-to determine, 4 brief discussion of the Archontici may be
found in Harnack, Geschichte der Altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius,
I, 165f. The se®® as Epiphanius knew it probably flourished later
than the second century. However, its origin appears to have been

much earlier, and for that reason it is included in this treatise.

Some -of 'tbe_ bellefs of . the Archontici were also held by the Sever:Lani, ,
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whom Ep:Lpharmu'= dlscusses after the’ followers of Apelles. See .
_chapter three, note 50, ©

L7. Eplphanlhs, op., cit., 1I: III 40, ed. Migne, xll, 580,
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It is from this fact that the name appears to be derived.
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50, Its leading representatives are Satornllus, Tatian and
Bardaisanes, T

51, The name is sometimes given as Satorminus. - Cf. Irenaeus,

Aversus Haereses, 1:24, ed. Migne, vii, 675.ff.; Pseudo-Tertullian,
I1I, ed. Oehler, p. 2723 Epiphanius, Adversus haereses, ed. Migne,
x1i, 297ff; Hippolytus, Refutatio, VII:16. ed. Wendland, pp. 190,
208-210; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, IV:7, ed. Migne, xx, 316ff;
Cf. the discussions in Kidd, op. cit. I, 197ff; Duchesne, op. cit.,
117ff,; Neander, op. cit., II, 155f{f; Harnack, op. cit., I, 157,
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Irenaeus, op. cit. I:24., Prophetias autem quasdam quidem &b iis
hngelis, yui numdum febricaverint, dictas; guesdam autem a . Satana.

Irenaeus, cp. cit., I:28; Pseudo-Tertullian, op. cit., 7; Hippolytus,
op. cit., VIIT:9; Epiphanius, op. cit., ed. Migne, x1i, 836ff; Tatian's
conversion to Christianity was probably due to the influence of Justin
Martyr. In the Oratio ad Graecos, 18, ed. Migne, VI, 848, Tatian
speaks of Justin as ¢ (-Ja.u»am Srates ‘lsveTTves. . Ryland, in
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, II 73 characterizes these words as "the
1anguage of an affectionate pupll " .In 19, Tatian mentlons Justin
and hlmself in close connegétion, ws kail ’/ouoTIvoV Kafdwe p

\

ot Erc' According to Kidd, Tatlan was born e¢. 110,

‘Tatian claims to have been born in the land of the Assyrlans, ed,
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Cf. also Kidd, op. cit., I, 199ff; Neander, op. cit., II, 157ff,
Schaff. op. cit., I, 493-195.
§

Oratio ad Graecos, 29 ed. Migne, VI, 868,

Harnack believes that Tatian made a second journey to Rome and there

adopted heretical opinions, Cf. Harnack, Die Chronologie der
JAltchrlstlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, I 28&—289. _

' Clement of Mexandria, Stromata, III:12 ed., Migne, VIII, 1181,

’ \ 7 < 3 . -
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‘ K-’“"1’°P cit., I, 200-201,
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59, Pseudo~Tertullian, XX, "Adam n°c salutem consequi posse.

Irenseus,
Qp. Cit., 1:28. . 'a’;_va.\/al’ eu;-ns‘ /47 Se Tap,_ ;-’-\/c _c:w7?‘.01t‘2-
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60. See note 51. ’ i

61, Translation by Ryland, The Ante-Nicene Fathers, II, 77. 7reg,chZLrTL
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62, This seems. t6 be apparent from the comparatively casu2l manner in

which Tatian's attitude toward the Old Testament is presented by
his opponents.,

63. It was his system of Gnosis, as represented by Ptolemy, that led Irenaeus
to the writing of his greatﬁwork Against Heresies. The principal
sources are Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I1:1-21; Pseudo~Tertullian, IV;
Tertullian, De Praescriptione, 7,30,33; Epi phanlus, Adversus
Haerses, XXXI, ed. Migne, x1i, col. 473ff., Hippolytus, Refutatio, VI:21ff,

(I Eplphanlus, op. cit., 31, ed. Migne, x1i, 476; r_,éqo—av ya\f: adbrov
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65. . Pseudo-Tertullian, op. cit., ed Oehler, I, 276, "...sed alterius legis
et prophetarum quaedam probat, id est omnia improbat, dum quaedam reprobat.”

g
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66. . Tertullian, Liber De Praescrln‘blonlbus, ed. Migne, II, 50, "Valentinus,
: aliter exponeus, et sine .dubio emendaus, hoc omnino quldquld emendat,
- ut mendosum retro, anterius fulsse demonstrat." '

67. Irenaeus, op. c1t., ed, Migne, VII, 523. coe THY ﬁe\v 7d Sry
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68. A good exposition of this system may be found, e.g., in Kidd, op.cit.,
I, 206-210. Cf. also Listzmann, op. cit., I, 309-315.
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So also John of Damascus, De Haeresibus Liber, ed.
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70. The epistle is Dreserved in Epiphanius, op. cit., 33:3~7, ed. iigne,:
x1i, 557-568; ed. Holl, I; 216-222, Harnack, Chronologie, p. 294
points out that Irenaeus speaks about the disciples of Ptolemy but not
gbout Ptolemy himself, Ptolemy, therefore, reasons Harnack, must
have lived earlier, and Harnack would place the perlod of Ptolemy's
actlvlty between 145 and 180.

71, Cf. Irenzeus, op. cit., Proem. 2. )\.e,yw En  +3v Teps /T"'O)\c-/-l-alav

2 I iy LD m J
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Cf. the discussions in
Kidd, op. cit., I., 210-212 and in the other standard church hlstorles.
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94. In his Conjectures Jean Astruc stoutly defended the Mosaic authorship
of the Pentateuch and particularly of the book of Genesis. However,
he believed that Moses had compiled the present book of Genesis by
combining various ancient written documents which lay before him,
Thus, to Astruc, Moses was the compiler, but not the original author

of Genesis, ‘
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Notes to Chapter Two

Pseudo~Tertullian XVfi, "Post hunc discipulus.ipsius (i.e. Cerdo)
emersit Marcion guidam nomlne, Ponticus genere, episcopi filius,
propter stuprum cuiusdam virginis ab ecclesiae communicatione abiectus."-
The reason here given for Marcion's expulsion from the church does not
seen to be in keeping with what is known elsewhere: of ¥earcion's 3

character. Eplphaﬁlus, op. cit., XLII:1 Jou:Tcs 78 ydves [Mevrines
! S, uvdhw

[ - : e -
Uﬁﬁ_f:?{&_\’} :A=v~rc\«7°u ‘@ @l Ive Ty s >
’-0 £ — \ o E) - aft - ~ 7
Tedhews, ws FTOoAds Tepl  alTol adetar Adyoes
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: Cf, also Justin
liartyr, Apology, I:26,68., Dialogue with Trypho, 35; Irenaeus,
Adversus Haereses, 1:27, 1I11:3,12, ed. Migne, VII, 687-689,752ff.,
898, 906; Tertullian, De praescriptionibus, chapters, 7,30,33,34.
Adversus Marcionem, De “Carne Chr risti, Adversus Hermozensm; Hippolytus,
Refutatio VI11:29-31. ed. Wendland, vol. II, pp. 210-217; Eusebius,
Ecclesiastical History, IV:11, V:13, ed. Migne, XX, 328-332,460-461.

ef. the discussion in Kidd, op. cit., I, p.2143 Harnack, Marcion Das
Evangelium vom Fremden Gott, pp. 21-30 gives a sketch of Marcion's life.
Cf. also Neander, op., cit., II, 170-180; .Seeberg, Lehrbuch der

Dogmengeschichte, I, 312-320; Bardenhewerg, Geschichte der Altkirchlichen
Literatur, I, 371ff.;:Patrologie,:pp. 70f, - ,

cf. Pseudo-Tertullian, ed. cit., p. 277. "Hic introducit initia duo,

id est duos deos, wnum bonpm et alterum saevrum, bonum superiorem,

salvum hunc nundi creatorm. Hic prophetias et legem repudiat, deo
creatori renuntiat., The primary source for Cerdo is Irenaeus,

Adversus Haereses I1:27;1; IIT:4:3; Tertullian, op. cit., 1:2; Hlppolytus,
Philos. VIII:10; ,Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, IV:11:2; Epiphanius,
Haereses, x1i. ed. Migne, x1i, 691-696. Cf. Harnack's discussion of

the relation between Cerdo and ¥arcion, op. cit., pp. 34-39. Cf. also
Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, I, 292-309, Diz Altchristliche Literatur,

I, 191, Seeberg, op. cit., I, 312-320. o

< & 3

Tertullian, Contra larcionem, I:6, Alioquin certi Marcionem dispares
deos constituere, alterum judicem, ferum, belli potentem; alterum
mitem, placidum, et tantummodo bonum atque optinum.

¢

,fldem I:2 quem negare non potuit, id est Creatorem, id est nostrum,

-et quem probare nou poterit, id est suum. : N



9.

10.

11.

13.

15,

5199~

gem I:2. Languens enim {(quod.et nunc multi, et maxime haeretlcl) clrca.
mall quaestionem "unde malum?™. ‘et obtusis sensibus ipsa enormitate
curiositatis, inveniens Creatorem pronuntiantem Ego sum gui condo mala;
quanto ipsum praesumpserat mali auctorem, et ex aliis argumentis, quae
jta persuadent perverso cuique, tanto in Creatorem interpretatus malam
arborem malos fructus cepndentem, scilicel mala; alium deum praesumpsit
esse debere in partem bonae arboris bonos fructus. Hippolytus thinks
that theses ideas were derived from Empedocles, Refutatio, XVIII17.

idem I:2. Et ita in Christo quasi aliam invenieus dispositioneci,

solius et purae benignitatis,

Although Harcion is not considered in this thesis as a Gnostic, never-
theless his position bears many similarities to that of Gnosticism.
idem I:19. Nam haec sunt antitheses lfarcionis, id est contrariae
0""’0?:1’.«101’188; uuae conantur discordiam Evangelii cum Lege committere,

ut ex diversitate sententiarum utrinsque instrumenti, diversitatem
guogue argumententur deorum.

idem. I:19. Separatio Legis et Evangelii, proprium et principale opus
est marcionis,

idem I:19, =~ qui instituit separationem adversus Evangeliis Legisque
pacem. ‘

idem. I:19 Antitheses Marcionis, id est, contrariae oppositiones, quael
conantur discordiam. Evangelii cum Lege committere, Harnack, Marcion,
pp. 74-92, 256~313 presents a full discussion of the Antitheses,

idem II:5, Si Deus homis et praescius futuri, et avertendi mali
potens, cur hominem, et quidem imaginem et similitudinem suam, imo
et substantiam suam, per animae scilicet censuy, passus est labi, de
obsequio legis in mortem, circumventum a diabclio?

idem Ii:5, Si enim et bonus qui evenire tale quid “ollet, et

praescius qul eventurum non ignoraret, et poteus qui depellere valeret,
nullo modo evenisset, quod sub his tribus conditionibus divinae
majestatis evenire now posset.

'idem II:5, — siquidem in Quéntum nihil tale eveﬁisset, si talis Deus,



16.

17.

-,]9_’_8 wimy

id est bonus, et praescius, et potens, in tantum ideo evenit, quia
non talis Deus. .

idem II:5 Opera CreatoriS'utrumque testantur et bonitatem eius, qua
bonz, sicut ostendimusy et potentiam qua tanta; et quidem ex nihile.

idemr II:5. De praesciemtia vero quid dicam? quae tantos habet testes,
quantos fecit prophetas. Quamguam quis praescientiae titulus in

. amnium auctore, gua universa utigue disponendo praesciit et praesclendo

18,

19.
20.

21,

22.

23,

25,

disposuit, certe ipsam transgressionem; quam.nisi praescisset, nec
cantionem eius delegasset sub metu mortis,

jdem 1I:25 Tertullian devotes this entire section to a discussion of
the Scripturel account of God's deslings with Adam and with Cain in the
light of objections which Marcion had made,

idem I1:25, Inclamat Deus: Adam, ubi es? scilicet ignoraus ubi esset?
idem II:25, — en de arbore gustasset interrogat, scilicet incertus?

idem IX:25, Concernihg Marcion's interpretation of this passage,
Tertullian remarks, Stulte, qul tantum argumentum divinse majestatls,
et humanae instructionis, naso agis.

idem II:25 == sicut de Cain sciscitatur, ubinam frater eins; quasi

“non iam vociferatum a terra sanguinem Abelis audisset.

idem II:25 Et hic, videlicet, ex ignoranfia incertus et scire cupidus?
an his sonus pronuntiationis necessarius, non dubitativum, sed comminativum
exprimeus sensum sub sciscitationis obtentu?

Exodus 32:10

Contra Marcionem II:26. Non facies enim inquit, istud, aut et me una

cum eis impende, This is an allusion to Exodus 32:32, Marcion appears

%o have held an extremely low view of the Law., The following words of

Tertullian (op. cit., V:5) no doubt reflect the attitude of Marcion to
the Law, - "Quid stultius, quid infirmius, quam sacrificorum cruentorum,
et holocautomatum nidorosorum a Deo exactio? Quid infirmius, quam
vasculorum et grabatorum purgatio? Quid inhonestius, quam carnis, jam
erubescentis alia dedecoratio? Quid tam humile, quam talionis indictio?
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Quid tam contemptibile, quam ciborum exceptic?  Totum, quod sciam,
Vetus Testamentum omnis haereticus ‘irridet.” ;

According to Orlgen,‘Marclon'mlslnterprets'Romans in- condeming
the Law as being responsible for sin abounding."-volentes accusare
legem ex his Apostoli verbis Marcion et caeteri haeretici occasionem
capere viderentur, tanguam hsec fuerit causa datae legis, ut peccatum,
quod ante legem non fuerat, abundaretyx™ Origen, Ad Ramenos, V: $6, ed.
Migne, X1V, 1032,

26, Exodus 21:24,

27, Contra Marcldnem I1:18 Non enim iniuriae mutuo exercendae licentiam
sapit, sed in totum cohibendae violentiae prospicit.

28, 1idem I1:18, - interim commissio iniﬁriae metu viels statim occursurae
repastinaretur, et licentia retributionis prohibitio esset provocationis.

29, Were this not the case Tertullian's defence of these laws would be
without much p01nt. .

30, idem II:18 cf. also Exodus 32:6.

31, idem II:18 — sed illem (i.e. the sacrifices) Dei industriam sentiet,
qua populum, pronum in idolatrium et transgressionem, eiusmodi OfflCliB
religioni suae voluit astringere, quibus superstitio saeculi agebatur,
ut ab ea avocaret illos, sibl iubens fieri quasi desideranti, ne
gimilacris faciendis delinqueret,

: §

32, idem II:20 —— obiicientia Creatori vel maxime fraudem illsm et
rapinam auri et argenti,mandatam ab 11lo Hebraeis in Aegyptios.
Cf. also Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses IV:30.

33. .idem ITI:20 -~ non paucis lancibus et scyphis, pauciorum ﬁtique
- divitum ubique, sed totis et ipsorum facultatibus, et popularium
omnium collationibus satisfaciendum Hebraels pronuntiasses,

34, idem II:20 Igitur si bona Hebraeorum causa, bona i am et causa, id

‘ est mandatum Creatoris, qul et Aegyptios gratos fecit nescientes, et
suum populum, in tempore expeditionis augusto, aliquo solatio tacitae
compositionis expunxit. . -



" 35, .

36.

37.

38,

39.

40.

Al

L3.

45,
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Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, IV:29, - Sed induravit; inguiunt illi,

Deus cor Pharaonis et famulorum eills,

idem, II:21. Sic et in caeteris contrarietates prasceptorum ei
exprobas, ut mobili et instabili,

This argumént is developed in II:21.

idem IX:23. Si wero etiam circa personas levem vultis intellegi, cum
reprobat aliquando probatos: aut improvidum, cum probat quandogue
reprobandos,

idem II:2) Sic et poenitentiam apud illum prave interpretaris, quasi
proinde mobilitate wel improvidentia, 1mo iam ex delicii recordatione
poeniteat,

Irenasus, op. cit., I:27:3. -~ Abel autem, et Enoch, et Noe, et reliquos
justos, et eos qui sunt erga Abraham patriarcham. cum omnibus prophetis,
et his qui placuerunt Deo, nou participasse salutem, qui in Marcione

fuit serpems praeconavit, Cf. also IV:8, ‘ :

Tertullian, Contra Marcionem V:18., "Marcion allegorias non vult in
prophetis habuisse formas.," Cf. also II:21, III:5, 1k, IV:20 and
the discussion in Harnack, Marcion, p. 260,%

Origen, In Matthaeum, XV:3, ed. Migne, Vol. XIII, col. 1261.
¢q’p~kwv /.,r\r ?ETV alA-n%,f.&;‘\/ T%V ~/:pa ?1{\/,

Tertullian, op. cit., IV:33. Creator proprius deus Indaicae gentis,
Cf. also 1IV:é6, : :

idem, V:16. Deus Marcionis naturaliter ignotus nec usquam nisi in
evangelio revelatus, non omnibus BClbilis. Cf. also I1:9.

idem I:15 uvehinc, mundum ex aliqua materia subiacente molitus est,
innata, et infecta, et contemporali Deo, quemadmodum et de Creatore
Marcion sentit, Cf. also V:19, Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, .
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-I111:3:12; Chrysostam, Homilis II 1n Genesin I,‘ed. Migne LIII,,

29,30 - . .-
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46, Tertullian, op. cit., IV:28. Ecce plane diversum exemplum Moysi et
Christi. Moyses rixantibus fratribus ultro intercedit, iuiurisum
increpat: quid proximum tuum percutis? et reiicitur ab ille: guis te
constituit megistrum aut indicem super nos? Christus vero postulatus
a quodam, ut inter illum et fratrem ipsius de dividunda haereditate
componeret, operam suam, et guidem tam probae causae, denegavit.

47. Tertullian IV:36. Aliguando David in recuperatione Sionis offenderant
caeci, resistentes quomodo admitterentur; ideo Christus ex diverso
caeco subvenit, ut hinc se ostenderet non esse . filium David, ut ex
animi diversitate bonus caecis, quos ille insserat caedi.

L8, Chrysostom, In Matthaeum, Homilia XXVI:6 ed. Migne, LVII, 34l.

p) - N A / c/ ) \ 2 /.
Eketvolr pev yar >“‘5‘/}”“0”‘/; E7¢ s@ovevors Kl iﬁo;’,’\’(—ua—ev-

49, Tertullian, op, cit., IV:2§. Repraegentat creator ignium plagam
: Helia postulante in illo pseudopropheta.

50, 4idem, IV:23, Ecce Christus diligit parnulos, tales docens esse debefe
qui semper maiores velint esse, creator autem ursos pueris immisit,
ulciscens Heliseum propheten convicia ab eis passum, -

51. idem, IV:9. Si autem Elisaeus, prophetes Crestoris, unicum leprosum
Naaman syrum ex tot leprosis israelistis emendavit, nec ‘hoc ad diversitatem
facit Christi, quasi hoc modo melioris, dum Israelitem leprosum emundavit
extraneus, quem sirus dominus euumdare non valuerat.

52 . igam, iV:9. -—-ﬁam et-hdé opponit Marcion, Heiisaeum quidem materia
equisse, aquam adhibuisse,_gt eam septies; Christum vero verbo solo, et



53.

S5k

55.

56,

57.
58,
59.

60.

61,

& 1027

“hoc semel functum, ‘curationem statim- repraesentasse, = IV:35 —

numerus faciet ad differentiam deorum;, 4if-destructionem: Creatoris,

unum remediantio; et praelationem-eius qui decem enumdarit,  Quis-

enim dubitabit plures potuisse curari ab eo, qu1 unum curasset, quam
ab illo decem, qui punquam retro unum?

Deuternomy 21:23 and Gal_atians 2:13.

Tertullian, op. c¢it., V:3. "HNeqgue quia creator pronuntiavit:
TMaledictus onmis ligno suspemsus'; ideo videbitur alterius del
esse Christus et idcirco a creatore iam tunc,in lege maledictus."

idem IV:26, V:15.

Clement of Alexandria, Stromate, I11:3:12, ed. St#hlin, II, 200 --
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Tertullian IV:1l. -- coniunctos non admittit, neminem tingit nisi
caelibem aut spadonem, morti uut repudio baptisma servat,

idem IV:12. Nec enim disputaretur cur destrueret Sabbatum, si destruere
deberet, Cf. the entire passage.

idem IV:11l, Publicanum allectum & Domino in argumentum deducit, quasi
ab adversario legis allectum, extraneum Legis et Judaismi profanum.

idem IV:3L. Christus divortium inhibet —-, Moyses vero permittit
repudium in Deuteronomio——, Vides. diversitatem Legis et Evangelii,

Moysi et Christi? Cf, also V:7,

idem IV:20, Ilex a contactu sanguimantis feminae summovet, Christus
vero ideirco gestivit non tantum contactum eius admittere, sed etiam

sanitatem donare,
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"+ pollicetur, ex restitutione terrae et post  decursum vitae apud inferos . -
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65.

67.

é8,

69,

70.
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idem, ITI:24. Caeterum, vester Christus pristinum statum Judaeis

in sinu Abrahae refrigerium--, ~-- Quia non de terrena, sed de coelesti
promissione sit quaestro. Cf. also IV:1,, Nam etsi putas Creatoris
quidem terrenas promissiones fuisse, Christi vero collestes.

ddem I:27:3 Quoniam enim sciebant, inquit, Deum suum semper tentantem

eos; et tunc tentare eum suspicati, non accururrerunt Jesu, neque
erediderunt anuntiationl eius; et propterea remansisse snimas eorum

apud inferos dixit.

idem, 1:27:4 Sed huic quidem; quoniam et solus manifeste ausus est
¢ircumcidere Scripturas.\ :

Tertullian, Contra Marcionem, IV:7, 1l.

Cf., e.g., Tertullian, Contra Marcionem, II:25. Cf, also Harnack,
Marcion, pp. 284=285, - | . , A '

Kida, op. cit., I, '22.6 speaks of Marcion approaching the Scripture
with a praeiudicium. ' Cf. Harnack, Marcion, pp. 30-35.

The principal sources are Pseudo-Tertullian s XI5y X; Hippolytus,
Befutatio VII:26, X:16,-ed. Wendland. II, 190,224,280; Tertullian,

De Praescriptionibus, cc. vi, xxx, xnxiii, xxxivy ed, Migne, II;
Epiphanius, Adversus omnes Haereses, xliv, ed. Migne, x1i, 821-832;
Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, quoting Rhodon, v, xiii; Harnack,
Marcion, discusses the 1ifé and influence of Apelles, pp. 117-196

and gives the complete sources with pertinent quotations, pp. 4O4-420,
Pseudo-Tertullian .gives the fundamental doctrine of Appeles as

follows, Hic introducit unum deum infinitis superioribus partibus,

Pseudo=Tertullian, Adversus Omnes Haereses, : 19. Legem et prophetas
repudiat. Habet praeterea suos libros quos ingcripsit Syllogismorum, -

- in quibus probare vult guod omnia quaecunque Moyses de deo scripserit

vera non sint, sed falsa sint. h

Hippolytus, Hefutatio Omnium Haeresium X:16 oSves Xoma 3od wvijoo
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cf. Harnack, Die Altchristliche Literatur, I, 204, On p. 165 Harnack
says,."In h, 45 (Severianer) schildert Epiphan. unzweifelhaft eben-
falls ein ophitisches System (c. 2 constatirt er selbst die Verwandt-
schaft mit den gleich zu neuenden Archontikern), dessen Vertreter
h8chst wahrscheinlich mit ‘den von Eusebius geschilderten Severianern
nichts zu tuu haben.® However, Epiphanius does not identify the
Severiani and the Archontlci, as Harnack alleges 2 Epiphanius' language
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- ‘Notes ‘to Chapter Three

: Epiphanius ’ Adversus'ﬁaereses “1:18, ed. Migne, x1i, 257, aiscusses

the  Nalagaiof s which he distinguishes from the - /Vujwp atel
John of Damascus, De Haeresibus Liber, 19, ed. ¥igns, xeiv, 688-9,
spells the name of “the former ‘group menticned by Eplphanius as
varwapaiot and also treats them separately from the
valwpalot «> In so doing it appears that he has merely
followed Epiphanius. Tt is difficult to ascertain the precise
relationship of the itwo groups.

‘Were the /vaSagaio: a purely Jewish sect which existed in
the regions of Galaaditis and Basamitis, that is, near Pella, as
Epiphenius indicates,and so to be distinguished from the Jewish-
Christian Nazarenes? Liet.zmann, Geschichte der Alten Kirche Kirche, I, 190
seems to follow Epiphanius in this identification, Michel, in Die
Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, IV, 473, raises the question as
to whether Epiphanius possessed a source which described certain

~Jewish Christians as though they were e purely Jewish group.

Harnack describes . Epiphanius' assumption of a pre-Christian,

Jewish sect known as Nazarites as "die grbsste Bonfusion die

Epiphanlus gemacht hat.” He asks, "Ist es nicht wahrscheinlicher,

das Epiphanius, der #ibrigens nur von einer zu ihm gekommenen, Kunde,
entweder gnostische Judenchristen, tlber die er unwollstindig unterrichtet
war, filr vorchristlich gehalten oder eine vorchristliche jldische Sekte,
die wie die Judenchristen im Ostjordanland lebte, irrtlimlich Nagarfer
(NazarBer) genannt hat? Oder liegt nicht doch eine Verwechselung mit
NasirfBieren vor?" Die Mission und Ausbreitjux_lg des Christenthums",”
Leipzig, 1923, I, 11,

_ The sources concerning this sect are meagre indeed. Q\ute-
possibly there was an orxiginal pre-Christian Jewish group which came
later, through the influence of Jewish Christians in Pella, to bear the
pame NaSaparfert » However, the fact that the sect, as Epiphanius

_describes it, possesses the name Na3gp2i0L s that it rejects the

Law, sacrifices and the eating of flesh, would appear to 1ndicate that

it was a Jensh-chnstian -group.  Note Eplphanius' ‘language it
Sra -taw-rg_ “dov€aTlSer . . . whieh would appear to imply that the -

: greup was ‘seeking to live as Jews.' ‘For: further-:discussion of the

‘general subject. ‘of the Nazarenes see Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmen-

‘schichte’: Tiibingen, 1931, I, 310-33k;. Seeberg, I, 260-262; Kidd, . 015

eit. P I 92ff,

At a.ny rate, the critical position which Ep:.phanius ettributes
to the: : Na5s apatol of Pella was evidently not characteristic
‘of ‘all who were .called Nazarenes. Gray, Old Testament Criticism Its

Rise and Progress, p. 20 and Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 01d Testa-

ment ment, p. 135. appear to have ignored this consideration.
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4. Epiphanius, op. cit., 1:2 ed. Migne, x1i, 405-473 apparently has
attempted to give a survey of the various groups which bear the
name Ebionite, For fuller discussions of the Ebionites see Kidd,
op. cit., I, 94=97; Harnack, op. cit., I, 329ff; Seeberg, op. clt;,
I, 262-u6h. ' " ‘ '

5. This is shown by the fact that they are 1nc1uded by the fathers in
thelr writings against heresies,
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“The exact date of the Homilies is difficult to determine. A thorough

discussion of the question may be found in Harnack, Chronologie, II,

518540, Cf, 'also Barnack's, Dogmengeschichte, I, 331=33L, in-which
‘he points out that the Homilies, as we now possess them, do not come
. from the second century. Kidd, op. cit., I, 138 thinks that in

substance, though not in form, the Homilies may ‘be ‘of the second or

.early third century. -Seeberg, op. cit., Teit., 1 s 256 endeavors to trace
“in:some detail their literary history. Whatever may be the date of
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“the Homilies ip ‘their present form, it would appear that the theme of .
the preaching of Peter agalnst Simon Magus was an early one. Hence -
the Homilies doubtless represent attitudes which were representative . .
of the second century, and for that reason are included in this thesis.
: The Bomilies in their present form appear to represent a form of
Judaistic Christianity, probably of a syncretistic nature., If they
passed through & Catholic redaction, it is difficult to see why'state-
ments derogatory to the 0ld Testament were retained, unless the word -
catholic be used in a very loose sense, such as “nicht im Sinne einer
‘strengen theologischen Orthodoxie™ (Harnaek s Do&nggschichte,
I, 332). The text of the Homilies is given in Migne, II. An Ehgllahj
translatlon appears in The Ante-Kicecene Fathers, VIII.
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Text in Migne, vol. II, English translat.ion in The Ante Nlcene Fat.hers,

VIII. This epistle is later than the Homilies, for it: “speaks of them,
e.g. 1:1. Cf. Uklhorn in Bauck-Herzog, Realencyclopidie ffir

protestantische Theolog;e und Kirche, IV; 172, and the discussiods of

< the Pseudo—clementines in the literature ment.loned in note 7 above,

30.

31.

32,

33.

‘.Epistle of Pet.er to James, 1, ed. Migne, II, 25, —- «ab’® #v kal
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Epiphanius, Advérsus Haereses, I:1:1,, ed. Migne, x1i, 260-269;
John of Damascus, De Haeresibus Liber, 18, ed. Migne, xclv, 688,

_ \ |
It is not possible to ascertain the precise identity of the Ossenes.
Lietzmann, op. cit., I, 190 thinks that they must be closely related
to the Nazarites of Epiphanius. . He also, following Epiphanius,
refers to them as.the "Sampsler im Moabiter= und Nabatlerland."
Harnack, op. cit., I, 326, note 1, remarks "Aus den confusen Namen
(Nazar&er, Ebioniten, Sampsﬂer, Ossenes, ‘u.s.w.) und Angaben des
Epiphanius kann ma§ schliessen. dass die Judenchristen in manchen
Gegenden der Propaganda der elkesaitischen Lehre unterlegen sind,"
Epiphanius says that the heresy of the Ossenes is found in“the land
of the Nabataens, in Perea and Moab, and that ‘they are now called
Sampsenes ( Sa ploi )e His brief deseription shows them
to have been-a: JeWish-Christian group. . ‘Concerning their attitude
to the Bible he remalq;a, Tovs Se ,,.(\e(,ou;’ TV /qC—T;T(rITa.

2
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1,

,2.

3.

L.

~Notes o Chapter Four -

Lives of Origen may be found in the standard church histories.,Cf.
&lso Eugene de Faye, Origene Sa Vie, Son Qeuvre, Sa. ‘Pensce; A fairly . .
‘ful1 “bibliography on Origen is | given by E, Preuschen in his. article
"Origenes” in the Herzog-Hauck ealenczlglogdie fﬁr m'otestantische

heologie und !_(jg:_l_lg, XIv.

3

This is the avowed purpose oi‘vOrigen., as repeatedly stated both in the

preface and body of Contra Celsum, Cf., e.g., Praef. 3,4,6, 2:1, 3:1,

L:1, 5:1, 6:1, 7:1, 8:1. The text of Contra Celsum has been edited
by Koetschau in Die Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der
Ersten Drei Jahrhunderte, Origenes, This edition has been used in
the present thesis, Cf, also, ed. Migne, xi. An English translation
appears in The Ante-Nicene Fathers, IV, : . S

The character of Contra Celsum, particularly considered as an

‘apologetic, has been largely praised and rightly -sc. - For example, -

Patrick gives to his work The Apology of Origen in Reply to Celsus,
the sub-title A Chapter in. the History of - of - Agologgtics. . A. B. Bruce
~in his Amlogetics o.‘KrChrlstianitz efensnel.x Stated, pp. 9-16, &
'devotes .a special section to Contra Celsum. E. J. Goodspeed, A
Hlstogx of Early Christian Literature, Chicago, 1942, p. 249, speaks
of Origen's work as ",..the peak of.early Christian apologetic," and
‘E, . Q, James, In the Fulness of Time, London, 1935, pp. 124-125 says 5.

n_ ..his defence of Christ1anity against the pagan Celsus is:one of
the most profound apologies for the Faith in ancient times." Lardner,
Works, Vol. 7, London, 1838, says "...that Origen's eight books
against Celsus are an invaluable treasure;" -

Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, V:18, 2 TobTw kat Ap p<a’.,,os

Ta T ‘OURAAL-VT,’VaU ¢{Davwv arl 0lve ws .,,-/,a_‘ s S
ﬂe‘\/e/uus uf&ﬁ‘/géuo/.(sv")f ' ‘V\"i G slas ‘cAey 15,_,5 CKal s
v vwa Qu'l‘n_f KaTalya /5:‘3 ,17\/. 'S_’ﬂvalat’ -J—,:’; Jq?‘“_,
(-‘_-K\()\jqo-\a.o—rnkv\s of(' eda ﬁtq.s T CDUTI_@(-:‘I’OA >‘°chtl.

ed. Schwartz in Die Griech:.schen Christlichen Schriftsteller der Ersten
.Drei Jahrhunderte, Eusebius, 11, 556, Cf, also Migne, XX, 559. An

?English translation may be found in Lawlor and Oulton, Eusebius,
“Eeel s:lastical Histo s in which there appears & brief sketch of the



5. .
- ‘< .references will be to Contra {elsum unles‘s otherwise j.ndicated.

6.

Te

8.

'1ife of Ambrose; II," 213;“.'» ‘A brief ‘account of Ambrose' life is also

given by Mosheim, Origenes Yorstehers der-Christlichen Schule zu
Alexandrien und Aeltestens Acht Blicher von-der Wahrheit der Chrlstl:\.chen
Rellggon w:.der den Weltwe:.sen Gelsus Celsus, Hamburg, l{h5-

Contra Celsum, Praef. 1, 3. From this point on it should be noted that

Praef. 1,2.

t S < ] . “
Praef. 3. ‘n'c-.'ﬂempa}...t (=S UTwyercuoal. KaTh TrY mapelouv
’ \ ey - c ., P
Suvar..ls/ wpes FsacTovV TV U?,,‘c\ /‘fe,\a—a.} \/'5 y;a.l-.‘,.;é\/w-/
.\ !
w, To A,

Possibly the most noteworthy of such attempts is that of Theodor Keim,
Celsus' Wahres Wortx Aelteste Streitschrift antiker Weltanschauung
n das 8 Christenthum wvom Jahr 178 N. Chr., Zfirich, 1873. Keim
analyzes es the True Discourse into an Introduction and four main parts.
Less pretentious analyses have been attempted by others who have sought
to indlcate the continuity of Celsus! argtments. Mention may be made
of E. Pélagaud, Etude sur Celse et la gr:u.emie re escarmouche entre la
Philosophie antique et le Christianisme naissant, Lyon, 1878, p. 24911,
W, J. Bindemann, "Ueber Celsus and seine Schrift gegen die Christen" in
Zeitschrift fiir die historische Theologie, Leipzig, 18&.2, 2 Heft, pp.
58-146. Pat-rick OPe €it., B. AuE Histoire des Persecutions de
1'Eglise,
: Origen himself cla.ims to have preserved most of his opponent's
work., III:1

ﬂ
E ! I
, 2V le Tc.:_: B&u'(;s_(')l-:‘) ﬁ?os c)\a‘_, ¢S c|c\| T eV, o
— . - —
QWA TriravT e Ta TS ‘rﬂa- _ 'n/_;a._sJ 7TOoUS Sla‘. X;«aD'Tc--J
— f . - . D - /
S TmleTevovTas T Bs o ) g"“/"&")o,a/a.s‘ Tou _ani.) a.(jTLU .Icudal‘GUJ
-

. / P s S
TelT oV TovToVv ivva—T.ka.].“e y.a, )\o\/o\/ EV oo -,—,-;,,’,.ie,-ra_:.
T & ~

N

a

2 4 -~ .
..vayw‘-_/ao'.a:"(:’aL_ 7 o0s - .a ekt GeTar s Aad i1Sleu

4
’ T['?c."l"b)Trcu.

A - . = A‘(‘ N A
Cf, also - ev Tpics Tols -rrpc TCL TwY Ste3cABovres

7y, SN N
(2: {{5)1:/: o wods T?; ﬁ&,\ oo v Cf“-!)}'(a/-"/’"a" VD,,E',—fvTau

9 -
-A’:Vl/ul" AT A,

and wai, s § . .S’ 2 . [} \ <1
v . .;" r-n eV 00'1’] SU}’L\."\.IS o {ﬁﬂ(,"AVIO'TDV KkKal C(YE::C TQ_D"TO'\/ .



9.

ﬁ-"f ,,2»'4/_‘9/ .

‘Gf. also 1l:41, 5:1, 2:20. f' 1t should be noted, however, ‘that

/-n'lcfe

/cT}

candidly admits that there have. been scme omisslons. For Lgen |
when Celsus repeats a charge, Origen a.nswers it but once. | Examcf.’ e’g.,

2:5. . LN
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Cf. also 2:32, 6:39, etc,

Historians generally have agreed with this position of Origen,
Renan, forexample, believes it possible to reconstruct the True Discourse
"avec les citations et les analyses qu'en a donnees Origene," Marc-
Auréle -et 1la Fin du monde antique, p. 352. Tzschirner, Der Fall des
Heidenthums, I, 324, says "...s0 hat sich doch in der Widerlegtmgsschrift
des Origenes so viel und zwar meist mit des Verfassers eigenen Worten
ausgedriickt erhalten, dass man nicht nur ihren Inhalt und Zweck s sondern
auch ihren Ton und ihre Farbe hinreichend erkennen und beurtheilen kann,"
Worthy of note also is the statement of keim, op. cit., p. 199, "Um
so mehr aber muss man ihm flir eine zweite Leistung dankbar sein,
nimlich daflir, dass er die Schrift des Celsus besonders auf den Punkten
ganz ‘wBrtlich erhalten hat; wo Celsus selbst seinen Plan und seine
Gliederung verr&th. It would not be difficult to multiply such
quotationa. LT e : .

In the GOntra Celsum th,e title of Celsus' work is given usually as

. &NmOds o Xéyes: . ., Which may be translated True Word or True
Discourse, - Pelagaud transla.tes :the title. le ‘Livre de Verite, Ke:.m as
Wahres .Wort. - Kellner, Hellenismus und Christenthum o oder die isti
Reaktion des antiken Heidenthums gegen das Ghristenthum, K81n, 1866,

p. 26, translates the title as das Wort der wiahrheit, Tzschirner, op.

eit., p. 324 gives wahrheitliebende Rede. ] Keim's interpretation of this

title appears.to. be too strong and not borne out by ‘the contents of the
True Discourse itself, when he says, op. cit., Pp."190, ...bekennt. er
als seine ‘Absicht in erster Linie nicht irgend welcher I'emdeeliger

.Schofirung gegen das Christenthum, sondern’ Objectivitat :mearteische '

Untersuchung, Herste]_'Lung des richt Thatbestandes , Wie er denn auch

gelegentlich gegen den Verdacht der Aussipionirung protestiert (1,12)
oder sdch betont, er wolle nicht unbillig sein, er gebe nur die Wahr-
heit (3,59) "  Baur, 'l‘he Church Histog of the First Three Centuries ’



10.

“translated from the German by: the ‘Rev. Allan Menzies, London, 1879, _
'II, 141, seems to be on safer ground in his interpretation, "he (i.e. .,
Celsus) doubtless meant to indicate the love of truth which had induced

him to enter upon this refutation.® Moshe:u_n, op. cit., p. 7 says that
Claudius Caponnier interpreted the word Aoyos as Geschichte, but
he himself says that Cedsus is writing not a history but "eine heftige
und spitzige Strafrede. Cf. also B, J. Kidd, A Hlstog of the Church

= 1) A D, 461 I 117 who renders The True Account. ' 4 , ’
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The name itself was not particularly rare. 'Pélagaud has discovered at
least twelve occurrences in Roman history, op. cit., p. 152, Cf.,
Aube, op, cit., p. 165. - "Origene ne sait pas bien quel est ce Celse,
de quel peys il est, ni a quelle. école -philosophique il appartient "

E. Stein, De Celso Platonico Philonis Alexandrini Imitatore in Eos,
xxxiv, Paris, 1932-33 and Alttestamentliche Bibelkritik in der
SpBthellenistischen Litératur, Lwow, 1935. = ‘Stein holds that Celsus was
a Platonic philosopher of Alexandria who had been acquainted with Philo's
writings and who took over Philo's criticisms while rejecting his
allegor{cal interpretations. This position may possibly be correct,
but it cannot be definitely proven. As Stein shows, there are certain
resemblances in the language of the two writers,but Celsus and Philo
differed in their purpose and aim. Celsus was a critic of the Bible who
sought to show that its teachings were foolishness. Philo, however,
was not, strictly speaking, such a critic. Rather, he was a defender
of and believer in the Bible. What Philo criticized was not the Bible
itself nor its teachings but rather what he believed to be a false
interpretation of the Bible and its teaching, namely, ‘the method of
literal interpretation. 1In presenting an-allegorical exposition Philo
was really defending the Bible by setting forth what he believed to

be its true teaching, Hence, it does not seem to be correct to say,
for examplé, as does Stein, (Alftestamentliche Bibelkritik, p. 15)

MSowohl Philo als Celsus beanstanden diesen Bericht, nach dem die

Welt in der Zeit geschaffen wurde." . .This may apply to Celsus, but not
to Philo.  Philo criticized what he believed to be a false interpreta— ,
tion of the Mosaic account, .Cf. The Worksof Philo, with English tra.ns-

lation by F. H, Colson and S.. H Whi‘baﬁer ('ITfe Loeb Classiedl -

N

‘,Library) I, Legum Allegoria. Fun Bes mdve TS oieefur E'T
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Note Philo's use - of t.he word . foevdeTar .Origen himself was of
the -opinion that Celsus had not read Philo's writings 4:51, Keim;
corisiders Celsus.to have been 2 Roman, op..cit., p. 275. '"Den Celsus
geradezu als: GeblirtsrBmer zu betrachten, ist durch den Namen, den..: -
Wohnort, den Patriotisms und durch die Anzeichen einer Benfitzung
lateinischer Literatur empfohlen, anderseits durch die Vorliebe des
‘Mannes fir dle Hellenen, welche er den Rbmern ausdriicklich voranstellt,
durchaus nicht ausgeschlossen,” Pelagaud op. cit., p. 167; Renan
thinks that thebook was written at Rome, op. cit., p. 361,

According to Pelagaud, op. eit., p. 166,it was thought by Jachmann
that Celsus lived in Persia, The remairks of Achille Coen are to the
point: ",..e neppure ci fermeremo a disputare se Celso fu un greco, o
un romano, sebbene ci sembri che alle ragioni abbastanza ingegnose
espost.e dal Pelagaud per provare che Celso era romano potrebbero
opporsi argomenti non meno validi i quali condurrebero all' altra
conclusione; queste ed altre simiglianti quistioni sono state il tema
di discussioni interminabli e minuziose fra i critici, i quall non sono
ancora rieschiti a porsi-d'accordo rispette ad esse,” Cf, "I1 Piu
Antico Libro Pagano di Polemica Religiosa Contro Il Cristianesimo" in
Rassegna Settimshale di Politica, Scienze, lettere ed Arti, Roma 1880, -
No. 120, 279. Cf, S. Zeitlin, Josephus on Jesus, p. 38l who expresses .-
uncertainty as to whether such a person . as Celsus had actually lived.
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' Neander, Allg emeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion und und Iirche,
1,.202, believes that the phrase arre.. So- @, 5 X (o :
'rerers to the work which Origen attempted: t.o refute. Could the Epicurean
Celsus who had written books in which his Epicureanism was not concealed,
also be the one who had written two other books (the True Discourse) against
Ghristians" This, according to Neander, was the point at issue. Baur,
op. ¢it., p. ‘142, .suggests. that if the reference is actually to the True
Discourse, why should the work be spoken of as a Ad«  5Se (3113 2 YT
Neander .merely. says that Gelsus had written a work in two books, entltled
’th True Doctrine, but he does not enlarge upon this analysis. Aube,
eit., p..168 thinks tha.t the reference is to.two books other tha.n

Tue iecourse whlch Celsus composed against Christians. But. the
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passage ‘ig difficult, and 0r1gen's ‘méaning is not clear by a,ny means.
“The words merely constitute a further :Lndicatlon or the uncerta:.nty
‘which prevailed in Origen's own mind,

But cf. Fenger, De Celso, Christianorum adversarlo rio, Epic eo, A
11828, who appears to think that Origen's testimony is clear and = .
should be trusted. Hé concludes, p. 107"..,usquedum plura et fortiora
_ proponantar argumenta contra sententiam Origenis, longwa probabllms esse
“testimonio ejus confidere, qua.m idem rejicere. Origen's ],angu,a,ge 13

.as follows 1 8
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In these words, therefore, while Origen does admit that Celsus
was an Epicurean, he nevertheless believed that his opponent had con-
cealed his true convictions, In 1:10 and 1:21 Celsus is plainly
- idenfified as an Epicurean. Cf, also 1:32, 3:22,35,80, 4:L,54, 5:3.
In 8:15 Origen admits that he cannot discover from what sect Celsus
has taken certain opinions, but he also acknowledges that Celsus
himself may have made up these opinions, 1In any case, the passage
is evidence of Origen's candor. - It does not necessarily prove the
wide erudition of Celsus, as Pelagaud, op. cit., P. 391 thinks,
Cf, also 5:62-bl.

¥osheim, op. cit., dissuses the question of Celsus! philosophical
p051tlon in his Vorrede. Op. cit., p. 40ff. Mosheim gives an excellent
‘summary of Celsus' doctrine of God and the world, "Er spricht zwar in
seinem ganzen Buche von der Welt eben go, wie Plato in seinem so
genannten Timaeus." The comment of Frid. Adolph Philippi should be
noted, De Celsi, Adversarii é\,hr:a.st.:Lanor'umz Philosophandi Genere,
Berlin, 1833, 27, "Huic Origenis de adversario suo iudicio (i.e. that
Celsus was a disguised Epicurea.n) ‘1nter veteres nemo contradixit,

recentioribus temporibus Baronius, Spencems » t[onsiua s Basnagius,

Valesius , Dodwellus, Fabricius, Buddeus, omnes fere viri docti ante
Moshem:mm, qui modo accuratius rem tractarunt. ., assensi sunt, L{oshemius
_prims ausus est hane Origem.s ‘sententiam’ funditus subvertere. Wessel-
Cingium (i.e. Peter Wesseling, Liber ‘Probabilium,- “cap. ‘23, as g:wen by
‘Bindemann, op. cit., p. 68) qui in Probabilibus, quamvis paulo ante =~
-Moshemium, tamen non tam multis et firmis usus argumentis et dubitantius ‘
cont.ra.dixit Jure nostro hic praeterimus.
_ ' Probably the ‘most learned defence of .the position that Celsus was
a.n Ep;\.curean is to be found in Fenger, op. cit., Philippi, op. cit., o
~also adopts this position iin the main, although disagreeing with Fenger 8
.method of procedure. He~ Says, . p. 112, "Sed Fengerl libro illa certe =
“laud v1nd1canda ‘est,’ ‘quod recto in’ universum sensu “ductus,’ quamvis non ,
rectis maxmam partem argtmentis nixus, pnmus certiss:ma suasione 7




~AEonshem10 contradixerit ou1 auctoritate sua. speciosisque rationibus

; doctorum virorum hac de re judicia .aliquantum turbasse videtur." Kellner

13.

15,

16.

17.

" {s possibly the latest to write in defence of this position, op. cit., p. - i
262f, "Er war von Haus aus Eplkur!ischer Philosoph." . Lardner speaks -

of Gelsus, op. cit., p. 264 as "this learned Epicurean.™ (¥osheim;eps
) Mosheim, op. cit., p.,30

discusses a work of Dodwell in which Dodwell taught that Celsus was an
Epicurean in the school 'but not whem he was outside the classroom. 1In

~ the True Discourse, therefore, he was not speaking as an Epucurean. .

The following passages are those which are sometimes con51dered as _“.;fml
evidences of Epicureanism: 2:41,42,60, 3:35,80, 4:75,86, Cf. Pélagaud's

. discussion of Fenger's position, op. cit., p.1219ff. Cf. also Kayser, G

op. cit., p. 29 says, "lLe philosophe avec lequel je le comparerai de
preference, c'est Plutarque." Denis, Du Discours de Celse contre les
Chrétiens intitule Le Discours Veritable, p. 451, "Il s'y monkery de
Plutarque, qu'un epicurien decidé, a la facon de Lucien." The real
reason why all such attempts to classify Celsus are not satisfactory
is that the data given by Origen are too meagre.

Op. cit., VI:36:1,2, Cf. A. Harﬁack, Die Chronologie der altchristlichen
Litteratur bis Eusebius, II, 35ff,

. Cf. The Cambridge Ancient History, 87-95 for # survey of Philip's reign.

3:15,

This date has found fairly widespread acceptance. Cf. e.g., DeFaye,
op. cit., p. 162, Pelagaud, op. cit., p. 190, Koetschau, op. cit.,
p. xxii, Lardner, op. cit., p- 211 suggests either 246 or 2,9, Keim,
op. cit., P. 263.

I do not understand how De Fgye, op. cit., I, 141 can write "En ce qui
concerne la date du bDiscours Veritable, l'unanimité stest faite parmi
les critiques. Celse 1l'a compose entre les anneés 178 et 180." The
following do not place the date between 178 and 180: Denis, op. cit.,

‘P. 452,places the date in the first year of Antoninus Pius; Kayser, op.
- weit., pe 3 says that the date cannot be earlier than 150; Kellner, op.
- cit., p. 25, places the date at about 150, So also Tollinton; Guericke,

Manual of Church History, translated by W. G. T. Shedd, p. 100;
Goodspeed, op. cit., p. 138, gives 150-(on p. 57 however he gives 177~
178); Turner, Studies in Early Church History, p. 17 says "e..we do not
know when he wrote,” Coen, op.cit., p. 280 places the date between 175
and 180, , Lardner, op. cit., p. 211 gives 176; Stein, Alttestamentliche

- Bibelkritik, p. 10 gives 180, Gwatkin, Early Church History, to A.D. 313, -
:.1,-183 sets the date at about 178 and gives a useful note on the subject.~

Krliger, History of Early Christian Literature, translated by Rev. Charles




R. Gi]_lett New York, 1897, P, 198" gives 177-180 AD. The follonng
place the writ.ing during the reign of Marcus Aurelius: Bindemann, op.
cit., p. 61; Neander, op. cit., pp. 201ff.; Tzschirner, op. cit., p.
325; Bruce, op. ¢it., p. 9, gives the "latter half" of the second
century.



II. Celsus’ Criticism of the Bible
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‘15,

- 16,

17.

18,

19.

20,

e,
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- This ..airw?nt. is developef'd;-‘in}azs,-e. |

op. ‘eit., s Po 223. "Yom, alten Testa.ment kennt. er hauptsﬂchllch das
erste und gweite Buch Mose." So also De Faye, op. cit., I, 143.".
"Il a etudie 1a Genese et 1'Exode."

Gp." "'_qit'". s Pe Eﬂp ", ,peut- ét;'e'l',Exode' et d'autres livres de 1'Ancien
Testa.tﬁent."

In Contra Apionem II:28 (The Loeb Classical Library, p. 302) Josephus
says concerning Apion Kol Tl ye dev B ur& Ter1v &l Te f‘
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This Egyptian tradition, which is reflected by Apion, was probably the
basis of Celsus' statements. This does not meah that Celsus was .
necessarily acquainted with Apion's works; H probably ‘he came into contact
with the tradition through word of mouth, and in his accusations sgainst
the origin of the Jewish nation was merely dependent upon "hearsay"
evidence., At this point as elsewhere when treating of the Jewish nation
and the Old Testament Celsus does not appear to possess very accurate
knowledge of that which he is endeavoring to refute.
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The entire argument is developed in 4:33-35,

4333

;1 2CL. 8 €8, k'h3,hh,k5,l+6 However, it seems that whatever 1nformation

1 elsua did receive, he’ did not’ acquire by means of a cereful study of

Genesis, Mosheim, op. cit., Peo 697 -remarks regarding Celsus' treatment



22.

2.

2L,

25,

26, .

27,

28,

of the Creation, "Der Heide greifet die Geschichte der. Schapfung, die
uns Moses erzlhlet, ‘sehr ungeschicht an. Man kann bey nahe schweren,

dass er sie nicht gelesen; zum wenigstens, dass er sie nicht erwliget
habe." The language"of Celsus does not seem to bear out the folliowing
st.atement of Patrick, op. cit., p. 86, . "He shows & detailed knowledge
of the Book of Genesis from the first chapber to. the last -and from

" his ‘minute and verbal criticism of the Mosaic cosmogony it is plain
'that he has read the Septuagint - The references which Patrick cites -
to support his first proposition are the following. Gen. 1,2 with

" C.C."1:19, L4323, 5:50,51,59, 6:29,47,50,51,50,61,63, 7:62, Gen. 3 with

“C.C. 6:28,42, 4:36, Gen.7,8 with c.c. 1:19, 4:21,41, Gen. 11 with C.C.

L:1, Gen. 17,27 with C.C. 4:32, Gen. 30,31,36 with C.C. L4:4k, Gen, 19
with C.C. 4:45, Gen. 27,34,37 with C.C. 4:46, Gen, 4O3L41,47 with C.C.
LigT7.

An endeavor will later be made to show to what extent Celsus may have
been acquainted with patriarchal history,

.Op. cit., I, 163, So also J. R. Mozley in A Dictionary of Christian

Biography, I, 435, "In vital insight Celsus was deficient. As an
opponent of Chrlstlanity the chief characteristic of Celsus is a strong,

' narrow, intolerant common sense.m
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‘.‘Or-i_gen's discussion of Celsus' argument is found in 1:14-16.

3:16

Elsewhere also Celsus appears to have a low view of the importance of
Moses, . In 1321 he says that Momes learned his doctrine from wise men

L ..‘and 80 sbt-ained a reputat-ion of divinity ( o op e Jq,/_( oviav



29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

,‘ 3k

- 35,

-Again”in 4:31 he accuses: Hoses of perverbing ( - ‘éa >¢_,} Q_E,C'ffov.,a".
the story of the sons of Aloeus. - Sk { -

E.g. De Faye, op. cit.s; I, 243 "De toutes les religlons de l'epoque,
ce sont le judaisme et le christianisme qui ont principalment- fixe

-son attention, I1 a voulu les connaitre a fond.” But Celsus does

not appear to have possessed a profound knowledge of Judaism nor did

he have a sympathetic understanding of Christianity.. .
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Origen's argument is developed in 4:31,32.

)Since the religion of Judais'm- was bésed upon thé Old. Testament, Celsﬁs' .

strictures upon the Jewish religion in reallty amount to an assault -upon

‘the Sceriptures. -

< = . - \ < .7 cf c
1:23 ‘E3ms  TebTois guov o KéAces o1t 7)y775-a/H L;’\/.;_/
‘ ¢ 4 Sy » ~
o_'c#av eT CHEVO’ 'VL'..Juc'el Al To Ao WKat ,.c.l.‘cves R u“\/’; ”\c\
> / . ¢ , - i ,
amaTats yzu[qvuqu”cv-res Eva CVo/.«.ro-aV efvar £ iov |
=24
. < Y o ! \ ¢ o4
1i2y, ws evae){o!.tevo\/ To 4/4.3\'»’ Oln\ov C—:Val 5:’0‘\/ _‘__;
- J

’ N rd :
S peen alred Ly BTl



36, °
.oubjects of veneration, much  less of adoration, and in orthodox

. 37

38,

39.

10,

1: :26, 5:6, Cf. G.F. Moore,’ Judaism, I, hOl—LlB, ...they were not

Judaism they were not 1ntermed1aries between God and man). (p. L41),

Py £49

\ \ 4 ’ Vd - ~ 4
i‘Tl Yc rm’ Kal % HDU‘/—LD\/C—V";[A__ f*a-'Aa' evn Brrn.

cf. dlso h:36,
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This thought has been developed in a mimeographed syllabus, Apologetics,
C. Van Til, Pniladelphia, 19)1.

-Discussions of Plato and his teachings may be found in Cornford, Plato's

Theory of Knowledge; Ritter, The Essence of Plato's' Philosophy, tranhslated
by Adams,: London, 1933; Taylor, Plato The Man and His Work; More, The

~Religion of of Plato, Expositions of the: -doctrine of absolute creatio:x may be

found in St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Paris, 1880, I, 510-562;
H. Bavinck, Gereformesr’de Dogmatiek Kampen, 1928, 1I, 370-403, The
doctrine is discussed from the point of view of the dialectical theology
by Barth, Die Kirchliche Dogmatik, Miinchen, 1932, I, 4Oi-411.
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‘Genesis 17:10ff,

e 547,48




47,

48,

L9.
50,
51,

52.

53.
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The cont.ext shaws that t.he force of ‘Celsus' argument :I.mplies the ‘
insertion-of Wit Q“#””""r" vov ..after wXaoof \-( evev:
Cf. also 436 :

1;:3-7

Genesis 1:26
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It is nd‘t.' perfectly ciear wﬁat Origen mea.hé By insisting that we ure
created “in ‘thekimage“ of God but not "after His likeness",

i~
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56, The LXX of Genes:.s 2 2 reads wai karémavoev Ty n/“: pa Ty
e::’ac;‘}.‘v,_ dwe rqv,wv TV c?/cvv u.fJToJ Sy Enol l>1~rev‘,
- It would &ppear that if Celsus had read the Septuagint, he did not
‘read ‘it with care. = More likely, however, he received this informa-
tion by word of mouth and did not study the Septuagint to ascertain
what its actual meaning was. .

57. \6:61 3'3 D:'[J-l'b TJ\/ T\-QJT:‘\/ ‘:“cl\/ KC-,LE-LVL'\V ouT e

NS - \ 4
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This is given by Origen-as a direct quotation of Celsus. What is
meéant by the "first" God is not perfectly clear, although possibly the
reference is to God as the Creator as distinguished from the Logos,
There may be in this phrase a reference to Trinitarian teaching which
-Celsus had heard in the mouths of Christians, By his use of wdfverv
(to be weary due to long continued work) Whether intentionally or not,
Celsus does not accurately represent the woavéd @ av &=« v of
Genesis 2:2, This would seem to constitute further evidence that he
was not acquainted with the LXX, Likewise, the use of Ycircozyeiv
and keXeu etV - is not a correct representation of what. the
Seripture actually teaches.
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It will be noted that this is not a direct quotation of Célsus and that
at this point we are entirely dependent upon Origen. Origen's refuta-
tion consists in chiding Celsus for not adoptlng an allegorical inter-

S -
pretation ( KQ‘ Tﬂ. J:‘l’l |=UTQ|S E\o rL ,_J : (u\(q_ﬂ._\f‘_]_ \’.\.:"1':.‘ eV
. 2
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3
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To support his argument Origen mentions the statements about Eros in
Plato's Symposium and maintains that Plato is here teaching in the
guise of a myth. Because of his allegorical exegesis, Origen's argu-
ment is not very cogent,

62, L:36
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The exact force of wawc  is not entirely dlear, as Origen himself
_notes, : .
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Kal m(é'x’w-r?:v &kkév\_or;v, a.u avTa, Cdvbo Z'Xeura:/, Ka
A‘|EPIO‘Te?AV Tive  Ka, _Ko(awvm/ c\.)yeAeus
easloup\iouvt‘es T’er A&VKD.AIUJVD—'

'OTI Ta T’ e\. Q‘.na

wa @ G.qua.‘r?o v &S  ka!
5 a

2 a‘ ;
CRY yo.(- . I/-J. n/ar- <
:t()belo-l\/ q)\AJ a‘r /"L o5

’ .

noav

hl
’
nazrl v iTi 01 S

)
GI"‘U EDACI-Y}»" rayv .

b6. Origen's reply to Celsus concerning the size of the ark is indeed sur-
' ~prising. “The .cubmits of the 1ength and breadth were contracted Co

.



il

(" suvaye pévyns )he says, so that the thirty cubits in height,
-terminated in a summit whlch was one cubit square. The measurements . -
‘are capable of being taken in the meaning ( -3 Suvalu e Kyerbar
ra - uiTse : ) that the length was nine myriads of cubits
in the base, and two thousand five hundred in breadth.. It is not at
a1l clear upon what ground Origen could make statements such as these.
Apparently in this instance we have an example of that flight of ‘fancy
of which he was at times capable. In the entire discussion of the
-ark and the deluge neither Celsus nor Origen appears to be very impressive

'in his reasoning.
67. 4:21
68. Cf. Odyssey, 11:305
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71, Orlgen's quotatlon is based upon the LXX of Genesis 30:42,
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‘Tr_\:= “a r\-.J;'S
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-Origen substitutes kai ~ #v for eyeverTe -

Apparently, Celsus' failure to sse the proper reference of these words
lay, according to his opponent, in his not understanding them as having

an allegorical ( TUTIw OS5 ) interpretation.
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96. -e.g. 3:5,T; 4331

77, e 7;72. Cf. De Faye, op. cit. I, 151, "Enfin ce que le platonicien
Celse ne peut suffrir, ce sont les -anthropomorphismes de 1l'Ancien
Testament On represente Dieu avec des bras dt des mains; on parle
de sa colere, de sa vengeance, Cfest un langage inadmissible
lorsqu'on croit au Dieu de Platon,"

78. 6:53

79, 6:61 cf. also 6:62 whex:é" Celsus refers to the mouth of God.
0.5 r70,l-4.n. a..u-ruJ frriv ob e qt.uvn
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giorrovel  Tdvra  Wewoinkivall Tter  Saide, -

8l, AL:75

82, 14376

8. 477

8ho L:78

85, 1279

86, 14:80

87. ¥ 4:8) The argument continues through 4385,
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93. Origen dces, apparently,'express doubt as to the truth of the story of
the Phoenix, yet throughtout the discussion he appears not to have
risen above the then prevailing scientific view.
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'101. Most recently by.R. H, Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 0ld Testament,
135, "Celsus not only denied the Mosaic authorship p of the Pentateuch
but questioned its literary unity."
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104, Cf. Gray, Old Testament Criticism Its Rise and Progress, pp. 19-20.

.'::l.05‘. This is proved by his many assertions that Moses Wrote, said, etc. -
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.':[,Ikl_'. ,The Importance of Celsus and His Work



A% - Cf. e.g. De Faye, ©p. ¢it.; P. 158-and the relevant discussions in

“”“TKeim;gPélagaud;5Baur,_VéieSungen iiber die christliche Dogmengeschichte;
1, 29755.; Sceberg, Dogmengeschichte, I, 332-334; Bardenhewer,
Patrologie, p- 130. : :

2. féiagaud,vqb, cit., p. 386 hés_discusséd the question thoroughly.

3. e.g;'ﬂesiod, L:6. Euripides 2:3L4; Herodotus 1:5; Homer 1:36; Plato
42543 Pythagoras 5:41; Heraclitus 5:14; Empedocles 8:53. (Refer-
ences are to Coptra Celsum). S

L. Cf. Keim, op. cit., p. 219; Coen, op. cit., p. 281,
5, Eenan, op. cit., p. 353 refers to 5:62; 6:24,27,3038.
6. Mosheim, p. cit., p. 33.

7. Cf. e.g. Buhl, op. cit., p. 18 "...Ce}se nous montre dans son ecrit une
- Ay 7 4 T - .
connaissance assez- etendue du cote exerieur du christianisme, de ses sources,
se son histoire," .

8. Pelagaud, op. cit., PP. 453,454, I
9f Buhl, op., cit., p.’22 |
10, Duc?he_gne, op. c_it».,‘vp. lh7.
11, Tollinton, op. cit., p. 85 Cf. 2:45; 3:9,10,12,73 and 5:59.

12, 1:1 De Faye, op. cit., I, 155 says "Il est a remarquer que s'il
critique les livres des chrétiens et.leurs doctrines il ne s'attaque
pas a leur moeurs.®™ But if Celsus criticizes secret meetings of
Christians, is this not an attack upon what he believes to be their
customs?" . o :

13. 2.8 3:109"51}.



15.

16.

17.

18,

19.

20,

21,

22,

_Thls is apparent fram the fact that Celsus attacks Chrlstlanity in

guch a variety of manners.,

‘Cf. Baur, op. cit., p.-168, "In spite of allﬁﬂa.mockery and derision

. with which he treated Chrlstianlty, Celsus took up with all serious-

ness the takk of refuting it, and as a Platonist did what he could to

maintain the hezthen view of the world against the opposite Chrlstiﬂn'v
Tiewo

3

‘While this object is not explicitly stated as such in the True Discourse -

yet the very existence of such a writing shows that such was Celsus! aim,

Cf. Patrick, op. eit., p. 109. "It was the first onset of pagan

‘thought, and also its most powerful; if the Gospel of Christ were not

overthrown by such an attack, its victory was assured."

cf. Krliger, op. cit., p. 196.

Cf. also Kidd, A History of the Church to 4A.D. 461, I, 412,

It is also for this reason that the exact nature of Celsus!
philosophical position is somewhat obscure,

1:2 Cf. also 3:6,8

Cf. Mackinnon, From Ghrlst to Constantine, p. 49Y; James Orr,
Neglected Factors in the Study of the Eag;z_Prqggess of Christianity,

P 59. -



