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In thıs artıcle 111 study chielly such ideas of the Fathers paganısm
DA reflection the line taken Dy Holy Scripture *) anı thus unfold

implıcatiıons of princıples inherent 1n the gospel. Speculations of this kınd Ca  }

certaınly claım valıdiıty independent of the tımes In hıch they WETC hrst
conceıved.

We exclude V1IEWS that dIi«c essentially non-theological. Prominent Nn these
15 the Fathers’ “historical” explanatıon of the simılarıties between Greek
philosophy an bıblical thought. Karly apologists ell later Fathers
contended that Greek philosophers NECW the Old Testament anı borrowed much
from ıt. hıs V1IEeW had een taken VCT from Jewish anı Grnostic lıterature
an it tallıes Ven ıth statemen of the Pythagorean Noumen1i10o0s (cf. C(‘lement
Al Stromata 1, 150, 4; 31  ’ Another non-theological idea 15 the Fathers’
theory about the hıstorical orıgın of polytheısm, myths, an ıdolatry. ıke the
assertion of dependence the Old Testament, thıs theory 15 not only
iırrelevant today but has bearıng the essentijal theological reflections of
the Fathers the problem ot the relıig10ns.

Neither do intend 9} secrutinıze here the works of all the Fathers. We
conhine ourselves to such wriıters face the challenge of paganısm 1ın attıtude
that 15 INOTEC than merely defensive, Aan! from NS them WC select few
outstandıng an representatıve hgures, singlıng out SUOINC signifcant otf
theır works.

As for edıtiıons and translations of, an studies O: the EXTISs consıdered
here, the reader 15 referred to the handbooks of Patrology. tto Stählin’s
German translatıon of Clement’s Stromata, along ıth his notes, has rendered
substantial aıd tO the present wriıter. For SOINC of the quotations from St.
ÄUGUSTINE'S Gity of G(God the translatıon Dy Marcus Dods, George Wilson and

Smith (Edinburgh, 1872; Oth iımpress1o0n, has een adopted slıghtly
modiÄihed. Passages from other works have een translated Dy the present author,
but SOI Latin, Englısh, French an Spanish translations have eecn consulted.

Justin Martyr
St Justin, 1n hiıs two Apologıes 155—165 A.D.), intended tOo defend

Christianity agaınst the accusatıon of atheism. He begıns by statıng that
the Christians INAaYy indeed be called atheısts ıf the word .. taken
to refer to the suppose gods of the Greeks. For the Christians do nNnOoL
recognıze these to be gods But they do worship the most true God who
15 the Father of all viırtues (Apol I’ 63 Likewise, they worshı1p and
adore od’s Son and “the Prophetical Spirıit" also the Angels (6 2

There 15 indication that Justin thought that, although the Christians

See HACKER, The Religions of the Nations ıIn the Light otf Holy Scripture,
1ın ZM  } 1970, 161— 176
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WwWeTrTEeCc not permitted LO practise Hellenic rıtes hold beliefs, these
mıg. be legıtimate relıgıon for PASanNns. This has LO be stated expressly
today because advocates of the theory of Anonymous Christians make
distinction between legıtimacy tor DAasS dlıs and legitimacy for Christians.
Neither Holy Scripture 181038 the Fathers of the Church recognıze such
relatıyısm. St Justin 15 quite explıicıt thıs pomnt. Referring to Hellenic
eliefs and rıtes, he wriıtes: ““We hold that thıs 15 not only irrational but
also that practisıng ıt involes insult to 27 (öreO QU WOVOV QAOYOV
N YOVLEVCO, AAA %CL E@ UßpoesL  A TOV EOUVU VLVEOÜGOL, L, 9,3) chould be
clear that the insult LO which Justin refers W Aas perpetrated Dy the
gentıiles. Justin’s Apolozıes do not intend LO denounce of apOostasy
which Occurred in Christendom. Regardıng idolatry in partıcular, the
Saıint’s judgment 15 less clear and strıict: Nations, who worshiped
the works of theır ands, WEIC alıen (EONUO,) LO the true CGrod The Jews
an the Samarıtans, the other hand, dıd POSSCSS the word of God that
had been handed CT LO them through the prophets, an they dıd EXpECL
the Messiah;: still, when he CAallnlCl, he Was not recognized by them.,
EXCcEpL by those few of whom the Holy Prophetical Spirıt had toretold
through Isa1ah that they WOU be saved” (I 59 6)

In everal other places Justin rejects detaıls of Hellenic eliefs an
cults (Ap 1, Chapters 64) He describes all these elements
of the Hellenic relıgıon CONSCYUCNCE of inveıglement by vıl demons.

TIhe gods themselves AT essentially evıl demons (1 5 97 1) Ihey
CAausec INnCNMn to elieve In mY and practise cults corresponding LO “
MYy 253 Therefore cult 15 worshiıp of evıl demons (62:2)
who instıtute cults (64, anı demand sacrıhces and worshiıp 12 5)

oUug. the Christians the ServVıICEe of demons (1 14,
1) there 15 LONC the less COINIMON ground hıch Justin (:  - meet the
gentile and demonstrate LO hım the truth of the Christian faıth In
rst approxımatıon, the Saınt pleads that the Greeks chould tolerate the
Christians because there ATIC number of affınities between Hellenic elieis
an SUOINC Christian doctrines. For instance, the Greeks spea of the
SONS of Zeus and describe Hermes the “Interpreting Word and
Teacher of AIl and the ‘““Word that brings ID from God”
(  AOYOG EQOLWNVEUTLKOG %OL ITÄVTOV ÖLÖCOXAÄOG, E UZ AÄOYOG CD NO00 SFOV
ÜNOVYYELTLKOG, I’ Z

Justin’s explanatıon of such resemblances 15 that the demons, who
had heard that the Prophets foretold Christ’s incarnatıon, inspired pOoetS
to invent myths depicting events 01 Christ’s history 1n distorted form.
Ihe sımılarıty of SOI features of the myths wıth the gospel was
ıntended to induce INCH, when they AINc LO know about Christ, to
attach greater ıimportance tOo hım than to Nngures of hiction
marvelous storıes. In thıs WaYy the demons sought to delude 11CI1 (1 D4 O;
209 54, {f)
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By thiıs drastic theologoumenon St Justin elucıdated LWO facts. Fırst,
the final event 1n od’s eCoNOoMY 15 foreshadowed VeCn 1ın the _ religıons
of the Nations. Secondly, the truth contaıned in these relıg10ns 15 hıdden
and disfigured by demonı1ıc CONieEeXTSsS.

Man , accordıng to St Justın, has been endowed by hıs Creator wiıth
the faculty LO know the truth an decide for hımself what 15 rig.
Therefore Justın, usıng the SaInc word Paul, SaYyS that 198923  ®] 1Ss "wıthout
excuse” ( vanohOyNTOG, ct Rom 1:20) 1n hıs relig10us an moral aberra-
t1ons (Ap. E 26;3) But how 15 ıt possıble for INnan LO find the rıght path
if he 15 ıgynorant of the frue religi0on? TÖ thıs question the iollowing
EeEXTiSs suggest 1LSWCTE If ead these eXtTts detached from theıir
CONLEXTIS in Justin’s Apologıes, OUT first impression INAaVYy be that they speak

dıHerent anguage from the ave consıdered above. I he
Saıint wriıtes:

“We have een taught that Christ 15 the Firstborn of God He 15 the Logos,
and all mankınd has received partıcıpation in Hım (0 ITEOLV VEVOGC AVÜOONOV
WETEOXE). And those who lived ıth the Logos ATrTC Christians, VCnNn though they
WEIC considered to be atheists. Such WeTC N the Greeks Socrates an
Heraclıitus, an ILLE  - lıke them, an NS the barbarıans Abraham an
Azarıah an ishael anı Kılıjah hus VCcn 1n former times those who lived
without the Logos WEIC depraved (AXONTTOL) and hostile LO Christ Aan! murderers
of those who lıved ıth the Logos. Those. the CONLrarYy, who Lormerly lived
an those who NO lıve ıth the Logos Ar Christians, an they ATr not
affected by tear disturbance” I! 46, 2—4)

I he second Apology complements the ideas of thıs text ollows:
“We NOW that SOMNC StO1Cs WG hated an put 1K6) death because they

held sound VIEWS at least 1n ethics, Iso dıd SUO1INC pOoeLS certaın poılints, Dy
virtue of the seed of the Logos that 15 engrafted 1n al mankiınd. Such W.GEG®G
Heraclitus an Musonius 'The demons have always sought to make AaPPCal
hateful those who 1n whatever INAaNNCT STIrOVe LO lıve accordıng to the Logos AaAn
LO avo1d vıl It 15 theretore wonder if the demons, Deing convıcted, seek to
make AapPCar far INOTC hateful those who lıve not accordıng X0} portion of
germinal Logos but accordıng LO the knowledge an contemplation of the whole
Logos, who 15 Christ” (IT, 7’I

““ Chus 01858 doctrine aAaPPCars to be oftier than all human doctrine because |we
teach that| hat 15 logos-like, ın ıts entirety (TO AOYLXOV TO OAOV) namely
Christ who manifested hımself for became tlesh an Trcason (AOvOcC ) and
soul For all that hıch philosophers an Jawgıvers stated ell An tound out
well, they elaborated ın investigatıon anı contemplation Dy viırtue of portion
of the Logos. But they often contradıicted themselves SINCE they did not NOW
all that hıch 15 of the Logos, who 15 Christ. And those who lıved before
Christ and, usıng their human faculties, attempted to contemplate an demon-
strate things accordıng LO 1C4ason (AOYO6), WEeEeTC brought before trıbunals being
IMP10Us Ö.0EBELC an temerarıo0us (or practisıng magıc, NEQLEOYOL). Socrates,
who Was resolute ın such research than all the others, W as charged ıth
the SaIne Crımes ourselves. For ıt W as alleged that he introduced novel deıties
and did nOot acknowledge the gods that the cıty recognized. He had indeed
taught IN  w} to the vıl demons wh: diıd hat the poets described, anı
he wanted to expel from the State Homer an the other poets. nstead, he nad
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encouraged men tO CeNgaYEC 1ın search by 1C4S0ON (or through the Logos) and
thus LO strıve atter the knowledge of God, who W aAs unknown tOo them hus he
had saıd, It 15 not CasS y LO fınd the Father Aan! Maker (ÖNWLOVOYOG) of the
Universe, NOr 15 ıt safe tor hım who has tound Hım LO tell it LO all IN  w} (Plato,
Timaeus, 28cC) his 15 hat OUT Christ did by virtue of hıs O W: For
Ol  'a trusted In Socrates to g1ve aAaWaYy hıs lıte tor his doctrine“ but Christ’s
Case 15 different. He W Aas partly known VCn LO Socrates, SINCE he Was an 15 the
Logos who ex1ists 1n all He predicted future events through the prophets and
through hımsel{f, who became equal LO in h1s sulfering (ÖWLOLONTOÜNG) and
taught this In hım not only phiılosophers anı INC  $ of etters have placed
their rust, but 1Iso crattsmen anı 1881  - wiıthout culture, all despising fame and
fear an death For he 15 the Power of the ineitable Father an nOoT vesse] of
human reason ” (Ap 1L, 1 1—8)

“I confess that pray an endeavor ıth all CHNCIS Y to be found
Christian, NOT because the doctrines of Plato AT foreıgn tO Christ but because
they dAdIiC not altogether equal, just 1ıke those of others, the StO1CS an the poets
an the historıans. ach OI  (D has spoken ell ıf he 5a hıs partıal affınıty LO the
divine germinal Logos (EXOOTOS YOaO tLC WEQOUG TOUV ONEQUATLXOU ÜELOVU
Ä  OYOU TO OUVYVEVEC Ö00ÖV XOAÖS EMVEYEATO)}  encouraged men to engage in a search be reason (or: through the Logos) ahd  thus to strive after the knowledge of God, who was unknown to them. Thus he  had said, It is not easy to find the Father and Maker (dönwovoyös) of the  Universe, nor is it safe for him who has found Him to tell it to all men (Plato,  Timaeus, 28c). This is what our Christ did by virtue of his own power. For no  one trusted in Socrates so as to give away his life for his doctrine“ but Christ’s  case is different. He was partly known even to Socrates, since he was and is the  Logos who exists in all. He predicted future events through the prophets and  through himself, who became equal to us in his suffering (6uovoradNs)  and  taught us this. In him not only philosophers and men of letters have placed  their trust, but also craftsmen and men without culture, all despising fame and  fear and death. For he is the Power of the ineffable Father and not a vessel of  human reason” (Ap II, 10, 1—8).  “I confess that I pray and endeavor with all my energy to be found a  Christian, not because the doctrines of Plato are foreign to Christ but because  they are not altogether equal, just like those of others, the Stoics and the poets  and the historians. Each one has spoken well if he saw his partial affinity to the  divine germinal Logos (8&x0.0t0s yYdÜo TIS ÖNO MEQOVS TOÜU ONEQLATLKOÜ ÜeloVv  MöYyOoV tO OUyYEVEG 60@v xal@s EQUEyEato)... Whatever, then, has been uttered  well among all men belongs to us Christians. For next to God we adore  and love the Logos who is from the unbegotten and ineffable God since he has  become man for us that he might be a partaker of our sufferings and bring us  healing. For it was by virtue of the seed of the engrafted Logos in them that  all writers were able dimly to see that which really is. But the seed of some-  thing and the imitation which is given according to one’s power is one thing,  and a different thing is that whose communion and imitation are realized by  virtue of the grace proceeding from him (or: it)” (Ap. IL, 13, 2—6).  In view of the ideologies of our time the question how men outside  the Covenant could be pleasing to God is, of course, of special interest.  'This is not exactly the problem Justin had in mind; nevertheless, the  texts we quoted do include a contribution to its elucidation.  Let us first recall that in Justin’s view all elements of the religion of  his environment were predominantly demonic. Even the vestiges of truth  contained in them had been brought in through demonic inveiglement.  Still, Justin found that even outside of the Old and the New Covenants  there were men who “lived according to the Logos”. This is not, how-  ever, a contradiction.  We have to make a distinction here. We have to distinguish religion  as a sociological entity from religion as a matter of personal conviction.  The theory of Anonymous Christians explains religion as essentially  tied to a sociological setting (cf. K. RAHner, Schriften zur Theologie, vol.  5, p- 142).* The sociological structure of religion naturally includes  customs and institutions (op. cit., p. 154).? Now the customary beliefs and  established practices of Hellenism were exactly the kind of religion that  1 English translation (Theological Investigations, vol. 5, Baltimore and London,  1966), p. 120.  ? ibidem, p. 131.  256Whatever, then, has een uttered
ell 1 all 1981 belongs to Christians. Kor next tO God adore
and love the Logos who 15 from the unbegotten an iıneffable God since he has
become I1a  = tor that he might be partaker of OUT sulfferings and brıing
healıng. For ıt W as by virtue of the seed ot the engraited Logos ın them that
al wriıters WEeTC able dımly to SCC that hıch really 15 But the seed of SOTINC-

thıng an the ıiımıtatıon hich 15 gıven accordıng to Nes 15 0738{ thıing,
anı dıfferent thıng 15 that whose communıon an imiıtatıon A1' C realızed Dy
vırtue of the proceeding ftrom hım (or lt)” IL, 1 2—6)

In VIEW ot the ideologies of OUrTr time the question how 1981  - outside
the Clovenant COUu. be pleasıng LO God 18: of COUTSC, of pecial iınterest.
hıs 15 not exactly the problem Justin had ın mınd: nevertheless, the
texts quoted do nclude contribution to ıts elucidation.

Let first recall that 1n Justin’s VIEW al elements of the relıgıon of
hıs envıronment WEeEeTC predomiınantly demonıic. ven the vestiges of truth
contaıned 1n them had been brought iın through demonic inveiglement.
Still, Justin found that VCIN outsıde of the Old and the New Covenants
ther  (  e 199140 who "lived according to the og0  2 hıs 15 not, how-
ZVeL; contradıction.

We have to make distinction ere We ave {O distinguish relıg10n
sociological entity from relıgıon matter of personal convictıion.

The theory of Anonymous Christians explaıns religı0on essentially
tiıed to sociological setting (cf RAHNER, Schrıften ZUT Theologte, vol
5: The soci1ological structure of religion naturally includes
customs an instıtutions (oD E: Now the CUuStomary belie{is and
established practices of Hellenism WCIC exactly the kınd of relıgıon that

English translatıon (T heological Investigations, vol 51 altımore and London,
1966), 120 ıbıdem., 131
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Justin described demonic, not because this relıg10n Was socıal but
because it W as COrrupt irom the poın of VICW of the truth

Justin 5 reference to the poets must not be mısunderstood JIhe word
poet does not ave ere the connotatıons 1T has for modern Kuropean

AÄAmerıcan Ihe poet whom Justin had princıpally VICW W as Homer
(I and Homer W as regarded theologıan authorıity
the matter of relıgıon Therefore. Justin’s statement that the demons
had inspıred the poets only 0)81  (D of everal CXPTCSS1ONS of hıs CONvıctıon
that the establıshed relıgıon of ellenıc socıety Was controlled Dy evıl
OWCTIS

On the other hand St Justin holds Socrates the mo of INa  w

who lıved accordıng to the 0g0S NS the Greeks Justin emphasızes
that “"through Socrates the demons WeTC convıcted NAEYN  5  {A  Ün) by the
00  07 (1 4) These demons WCIC, accordıng to Justin, the VerYy gods
recognized the SOCIELY of Athens In theır demonıc nature,
Socrates dıisclosed the degradatiıon of the relıgıon of the Greeks Socrates

SITOVE to au iNCN to TENOUNCE the demons (} 5, UNOYELV, 1L,
1 KO.00LTELOÜOL), which of COUTSC involved abandonıng theır worship.
All thıs inevıtably entaıled opposıtıon LO the socıety hıch he lıved
The demons took reEVENSC by Inducıng this socıety to condemn the phılos-
opher to death

Now Socrates attıtude, described by St Justıin, INnaYy ot COUTSC also
be called "religıon We must be cCautio0ous here to avo1d EqU1VOCALLON
Socrates relıgıon, SCCH by Justin, Was af anı y ate radıcally diftferent
from the relıg10n of hiıs socıal envıronment

St Justin descr1ıbes the rel1g10us character of INCN ike Socrates by
SayıN$S that they WEeEeTC Christians I hıs X0} that he believed

the exıstence of ANONYINOUS Christians Yet hıs intention W a VErYy
different ftrom that of the advocates of the Anonymous Christians theory
FKor thıs theory includes the contention that the relıg10ns of the Nations
ATe legıtimate precisely their socıal instıtution an constıtution
(gesellschaftlıche Verfaßtheit KAHNER Schr On the
other hand what Socrates, SCCH by Justın, criticiızed PCTINICIOUS, Wa

relıgıon precıisely practised hıs SOCIELY What guided Socrates Was
not the Ccustoms of his envıronment but something ıke prıvate revela-
LUON, not perfect but dim and deflected refracted lıght yet
nevertheless lıght In thıs respect the other gentiles whom Justin extols

havıng lıved according to the 0g0S ATrCc quıte sımilar LO Socrates
J herefore, the conclusıon inevıtable that Justin VICW the socıial

cConsti:tution of relıgıon has bearıng 1ts legıtiımacy individ-
uals who, opposıtıon to theır envırtonNment OW themselves

The English translatıon 120) renders ““Vertfafßtheit” ıth the sıngle word
CoNnstılutkıon, which however, does not bring out the full INCANINS of the
orıgınal
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to be guided Dy the divine Logos In whom every human heing has
receıved partıcıpatıon and who af definite pomt ot time became
incarnate iın Jesus. Moreover., St Justin 15 sılent 0)8! the possibiliıty for
P10US gentiles LO reach final onsummatıon 1n eternity.

St Justin intends TO vindicate Christianıty, whereas the modern theory
that speaks of “ anonymous Christians” pleads for “ Jegitimacy” In the
A4ase of haganısm. 15 quite natural that these opposıte movements
should touch each other at OI  (D poımint. hiıs AaCCOUNTIS for the sımılarıtyof termıinology. TIhe modern theory seeks to hind 1C45S0O11S tor resignation
LO the fact of relig10us “pluralısm”; St Justıin, the CONLtrary, had to
counter the charge of novelty that had been eveled agaınst Christianity.This IS why he poınts Out that the Logos has been exıisting from eternıty
and that VCN before the Incarnation the Logos W as “"the lıght that
enlıghtens N  A mMan St John’ Grospel (1 9) SayS.

In SOMIMNE places Justin doubtless Overstresses the Greek meanıng of
AÄOYOG (reason) an he oversimplifies the problem by ıdentifyıng Christ
wiıth Reason. Nevertheless hıs theory 15 magnıfcent approach to
theological evaluatıon of paganısm. Kxtending the lıne that had hbeen
traced Out 1n New J1 estament EXTS. he telicıtously adapts element of
Stoic philosophy, in teaching that there ATC “"germinal AöyvoL” seeds of
the 0)81  (D dıyıne Logos, sparks of His 1g. 1ın AA  y soul.

St Justin’s theory also includes the idea  S that the maJorıty of mankind do
noL OW themselves LO be guided by the 1g of the 0g0S Ihey VCcCcn
persecufte those who follow the og0S Jhis 15 why there WETEC MaAartyrs of
the truth VeCnNn in pre-Christian relıg10ns natıions.

Agaın, seeds ATrec not the tree 8} they Justify legıtimacy, thıs
Jegıtimacy CannoL, of COUTSC, be credited {o those who AdTrc In pPOoSSsess10N of
rudiments but only to those who represent, ATrc in commun;on wiıth.
the full tature Moreover, the poımt at 1Ssue 15 not of jurıidıcal nature,

the term Jegitimacy” ıntiımates. Rather, today A 1n antıquıity it IS
the question of truth that has LO be faced when the problem of the
relig10ns 15 discussed. Now relig10us truth 15 integral whole As such
it essentially tends LO the integration of all ıts parts. Ihıs 15 why
Justin 5SayS that all truths that have NOr been uttered by mankınd belong
to the Christians, for those who represent the ole Ca  ®] claım that the
scattered fragments of the SAd1INC whole belong LO them Theretore the
seeds of the Logos NS the gentiles, far from indicatıng elf-
sulficıency of the relig10ns wıthın “pluralısm”, testify O Uursc TOom
the iIragmentary O the whole, trom the deceptive pluralıty of the
relig1i0ns to the unıty in Christ an hıs Mystical Body

G‚ lement Of Alexandrıa

The Stromata (about 200 A.D.) Clement’s method of dealıng
with paganısm INAay be described elaboration arge scale of
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principles whose inchoate stage discernıble Luke 5 aCCount of au
VISIL I8 Athens In tact hıs Stromata Clement refers everal i1mes fo
thıs aCccount of Acts 17 Clement sefts relief LWO DO1NEIS First he SayS
that Paul “acknowledges what has been saı1d ell O1NS the Grreeks
secondly, he notes that the Apostle cshows that thıs TGFr adumbration
(nEOLOOUOLG) whereas eal “"knowledge Ca  - be obtaıned only irom the
Son of (s0d I hıs knowledge mediated by the Apostle who sent 9
OPCNH the eyes” of the Gentiles “that they Inay turn from darkness to
IS and from the o of Satan LO God” (Stromata 99 cf Acts
26 18)

Paul’s speech the Areopagus includes {WO C1tat1ı0nNs from PTrC-
Christian Greek wriıters an 0)8{  (D reference to element of Greek cult
In (C'lement’'s Stromata alone there AICc LHNOTEC than 2000 where
research has detected qUOLatLL1ONS of allusıons to 110  - Christian authors
an doctrines Most of these references ATC of acknowledgment

10 be SUTC good INanyof what has been sa1d ell by the Greeks
of hıs quotations Clement sımply ıntends LO dısplay hıs erudıtion
which Wa quıte NECCSSAaLY evıdence that Christian faıth Ca  - coex1st
wıth humanıstic culture Still VCNn ıf such ATrC eft out of account
there TrTeINAa1lnNn ast number of Ciıtatıons an references to authors
hiıch ATC integra part of Clement’s argumentatıon I he INAanneTr

hıich (‚lement has quotations anı allusions into hıs presentatıion
of Christian doctrine VerYy often remınds 11C of St Paul’s speech
the reopagus Especıially Clement % treatment of Christian ethics full
of quotatıions from Greek authors UOccasıonally he Ca  - refer Ven tO
etaıls of relıg10us practıces wıth approva kor example, he
appreciates the practıce of bathıng and adornıing oneselt before praycCr
(Strom 4, 141, 4—142, He ı inclined to interpret thıs Custom

prefiguration of Baptısm, somehow under Moses’ intluence.
C('lement concedes thatat all times all PCTSONS of sound thıinkıng ave

had innate WAaren«ess of the OLlC and almıghty God an most 1981  —$

those who ave not entirely lost their seNSIELVILY to the truth ave
acknowledged the eternal boons bestowed them hrough divıne
Providence” (Str 87 2) Pagans ave had indistinct knowledge of
God (gLÖNGLG DLC 050R007010° TOU (DE0U. SEr Quoting the apocryphal
Kerygma Petrıa, (C'lement states that “the moOost distinguished ON the
Greeks worshıp the Sainıc God W! though not wıth perfect nowledge

they ave not learnt the tradıtıon taught through the Son (SLr
6.39 4)

While thus acknowledging that there has always been Lrue, ıf
imperfect knowledge of God 102854 the Nations, Clement less
SCVeEeTrTe than Holy Scripture hıs attıtude toward the an
practıces of the relig10ns Mythology and polytheısm ATC ceriticıze
especlally his Protreptikos idolatry an sacrıhicıal cult AIc

rejected wiıithout COMPTOIMN1S also hıs Stromalta Idolatrous rıtes ATIC
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forßidden (Str 6, 40, 1—2) Idolaters who do not repefit 111 be judged.
Clement CVCON quotes authors Zeno, Plato, and Kurıipides, “the
philosopher the stage” to SUpport hıs 1e6W that temples and
sacrıhicıal cult ATC futile VeCn sinful and that the only Jegıtımate
offering 15 “the sacrıliıce wıthout hire” of hıch KEurıpides speaks and
hıch ('lement interprets LO be Christ (Str 5, 70, 2—D0; 715—76).

Nevertheless, Clement W a5Ss not extremist vVen thıs poıint.
udıng to Deut 4:19, he saıd that (+0d SAaVC fo the gentiles the SUnN
and the 1100121 an the Stars objects for worshi1p through hıch they
WEIC tO work theır WaYy u to the knowledge of God In accordance
wıth the Book of Wisdom (13 81), however, Clement taught that
Judgment Was decreed those who failed to find, beyond the stars,
Hım who created them. But the posıtıon of the idolaters 15 lower SEl
than that of the worshipers of stars. Ihey AT outsıde the number of
those who ATC saved (nxEOLOOOL ELC OWTNOLAV): In thıs context Clement
penned the sweeping statement, Every actıon of the heathen 15 sinful”
(nxAgo [ nxOoGELC| TOU SUÜVLXOUD ÖÜUOAOTNTLXN) (Str 6, 110, 3—111,

aptıng hıs terminology to that of non-Christians, Clement VCn
called “philosophy” the salvific doctrine of Christ, much he assımılated
the Janguage of the most powertul heretical movement of hıs tıme in
describing the perfect Christian the “"gnostic”. In both 9 however,
hıs adaptatıon o€Ss not ımply subsumption of Christian and

heretical cConcepts under ON an the SAUaINC notion of hıgher
order. On the contrary, Clement laımed that the Christian revelatıon
alone Was the perfect phılosophy and the perfect Catholic alone Was the
frue gnostic. Elements of pre-Christian phılosophy ATC true 1in far
they coincıde tally wıth revealed truth (Str 6, 54,1 Accordingly,
Clement sketched out theory LO explain, fırst, the au of such
of coincıdence harmony, secondly, the WaYy phiılosophy Ca  . ead Man
to salvatıon. For he admıtted that there 15 possıbilıty tor the gentiles
to hbe saved, though not wıthin the domaiın of what would call
relıgion PTrODCT.

Clement Was convınced that philosophy Was gift that (G+0d had
bestowed the Greeks. He hesitated, however, LO attrıbute to philosophy
the SdalMe dıgnıty of prımary utterance of God that belongs to the Old
an! New Testaments: he seemed INOTC inclined to SCC in 1t only
secondary effect of God (Str. E, 99, 2 But at an y rate philosophy 15
g0o0d thing and must therefore be firom God who 15 the author of all
that 1s go0od (Str KT ‚ 58, 1—3; 156,4; 159, 1:5—8; 7’ 6! 67 A0
411: Perhaps God has gıven it through angels of lower order (7 6, 4)

*Before the advent of Our Lord, phılosophy Was NECESSATY for the
Greeks to attaın righteousness” (nO INS TOUV KvoLOvV NO.Q0VOTLOA.G ELC OÖLXALO-
GÜVNV NOLV ÜVOYXOLOL PLÄOGOQLOAL, Str 1, 28, 1) had function simılar
to that of the Law ONS the Jews (6 But Just the Law
Was merely prelude, Was philosophy. Philosophers could only
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“imıtate the truth” (ÄrOLLWLODVTOL, 6, 56, 1). IThey Sa the truth like
something that appCars 1n MIrror sh1ines through transparent
substance (1, 94, 7) 'Even though they UusSsc the word they do not
know G0d, because they do not worshiıp God ın WaY that befits Him”
(Ertel Y OEBOVOL %OTA (9IEOV TOV GEOv, 6, 149, 1) Moreover, they ave
divided the truth, wıth each sect regardıng the portion ıt has obtained 4S

the whole truth (1 57,
1S€Ce of the lıght” of Christ, however, both detects parts of truth

in philosophy, an: integrates them all in the ONC truth (1 57, 1—6)
road of the truth 15 ON!' but into ıt into ever-HNowing r1ver all
streamlets OW. each from different direction” (1;291) Sımilarly,
“there ATC INany and Varıo0us roads to rıghteousness; for G0d 15 good
AaAn he AV' INneCcnNn 1ın different (NOAUTOONWG OwOCOVTOG TOUV O:0V)
But all of them ead to the principal road and the maın gate  I7 hıs ..  oya.
and authentic entrance” 15 offered ..  1ın Christ” (1 3 E

IThe sımıles of the road and the streams bring out graphically the
idea of V1gOrous mMOovement current. TIhe ımpelling force of thıs
movement 15 the divıne CCONOIMY iıtsel£. W hat matters 15 not the fact
that there 15 truth and rıghteousness VEn ONS the gentiles, but that
the parts pomt to the whole into hıch they requıre to be integrated.

Accordingly, the relatıon of phılosophy to Revelation 15 described
by the Concept of preparatıon. 1ıme and agaın thıs idea 1ECUTS 1n the
Stromata fe NOONO.LÖELO, NOONAOAUTKEUALEL, NO0000N0LOVOC. in - 28, 1—3)
Ihe philosophers ATC ..  not yet (0)]081% of age (vNrLOL), “unless they ATC

made Incecn by Christ” (AnaVÖOWÜOOLV, 17  A Phılosophy 15 not 1N-
dispensable but helpful to find the OoN«c truth ..  1n hıch Arc instructed
by the Son of God” (1,97,4) If God SaVC philosophy h1s bequest

covenant (Sıoadnun), he dıd because pre-Christian philosophy Was

to become basıs startıng-point (Droßadoo,) for the “philosophy
agreeing wıth Christ” (xata X OLOTOV PLAOCOOLAL) ladder (ErtßAdo0,)
for Christianıty, if plausıble extual conJjecture 15 rıg. ( :  E
Clement B} that ONC must 40 beyond phılosophy. must
to taıth, hıch 15 ıts perfection (6 118, I 1492 154, 1—3). Philosophy
also Wdads gıven through dıvıne Providence propaedeutics for the PCI-
ection through Christ provıded that philosophy be not ashamed LO learn
from barbarıan knowledge and thus to the truth‘ (6 153,

Clement deems ıt possıible that there 15 kınd of justification through
philosophy A 3: 28, I 99, D ct. 6’ 159, and other passages). But thıs
Justihication 15 only relatıve and 15 not yet “"total righteousness ” (XAdOAOV
ÖLXOLOOUVN). Philosophy 15 not substitute for faith, hıch alone leads
to eternal ıte Nor does philosophy cleanse 111  - from his S1NS. After
all, those who WeTC “"rıghteous through philosophy” WerTrTC sti1l addicted
to ıdolatry (6, 44, 4). But there WeTC INnCnN who in their lıtetime had
OCccasıon to know the gospel and yet StiIrOove after perfection under the
guıdance of phiılosophy. According to Glement, such Inen obtaın chance
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for conversion 1n the €es where Christ Anı the postles preach the
gospel LO them To attaın final salvatıon, ıt 15 indıspensable that the
souls of the rıghteous gentiles in the Hades should do PCNANCEC and
accept faıth 1n Christ (2 43, 5 44; O, I; f)

Jhe Protreptikos (about 190 —9200 In hı1s Protreptikos,
Clement addressed the Greeks, urgıng them LO become Christians. He
did not defend his relıg1ı0n, the early apologısts had done, agaınst
accusatıons hıch PaSans Werec leveling at the Christians. He wrTrotfe

INCSSCHSCI of the sole frue relıg10n, and only wiıth V1EW LO hıs
posıtıve a1m dıd he CXDOSC the delusions anı absurdıiıties of Hellenism.
Ihe pPASans had accused the Christians of atheism: Glement, however,
dıd nNnOot deem ıt NCCESSATY LO retute thıs charge. Instead, he showed
that ıt W as Hellenıc relıg10us practices that WETIC vırtually atheıstic. He
eXpressed thıs VIEW 1n startlıng jJuxtaposition of the words sanctuary”
an "godless’”, 1ın sayıng': “DO not make fuss about godless sanctuarıes”
(QÖvTO TOLVUV Üsa N NOAUNOOYLOVELTE, Z LE ın the sentence, which
must ave Jarred scarcely less the ars of devotees of mystery cults
‘1 hese ATC the mysterı1es of the atheıists’” 225 1) He vVen are: K9)
wriıte: “ Zeeus has died don’t take ıt amıss” 2.37,4 I he bold CON-
fidence of such words becomes the 1NOTC manıftest when 0)01 considers
that they WEeIC written al time when all odds seemed LO be agaınst
final vıctory of Christianity.

Clement displayed abundance of details of mY an cults
(Chapters 1—4), thus LOrcing hıs readers LO crediıt to hım exitira-
ordınary familiarity wıth the subject. He denounced all these elements
of Hellenic relıg10n, an his eriticısm 15 less SCVECETC than Scripture’s
verdict paganısm and less UNncCcomprom1ısıng than the polemics of
the early apologısts. Hıs maın charges agaınst the myths and mysterı1es
nclude words ıke delusion (vontela Z.TO I ANATN 14, S
26, O: etc.), iınhuman (Andvdonna 27 17; 2) cshametful shameless (QLOX006

AVOLOXUVTLO, Z s 22 0 5, 66, 2; QLOXOG 20472 SE talse pıety
(gUgEBELO. vo  Voc The gods “seem LO be inhuman demons, hatıng
mankınd” (3,42, 1) (C:lement sympathızed wıth such Greeks had
criticızed mythology idolatry and who WCTIC, accordıingly, accused
of atheism. Regardıng them, he wrote: “"Even though they did not
understand the truth itself, yeL they sensed the TOT. hıs 15 not
insıgnılıcant SCET.  9 it Wi stimulatıng the mınd to search after
the truth” 2 24,

Jhe corruption of the relıg10ns of the Nations. accordıng X0 Clement,
orıginated 1n 1gNorance. He wrote: “Ihere Was ancıent, innate COMNl1-
munı]jo0n of InNnen wıth Heaven, but ıt Was obscured by 1gnorance (dyvoı0)-
Yet at tımes ıt suddenly plerces through the darkness and ch1ınes forth
anew” (2.25,3) It Was ignorance that caused INCNn to invent polytheism
an idolatry, and ... has ımprinted those who follow ıt the staın
(xnNALC) of long eath” (10, 99, 2). Ihe CONCcept of 1gnorance used
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ere may be of Grnostic and ultimately ndıan or1g1n; in any asc it
forcefully untolds idea of St Paul (Eph 18) The context of the
passSasc from 2,25 does not SdYy when an where the lıght of COM-

munıo0n wiıth God plerces hrough the darkness of ıdolatry and mythology.
Probably (Clement hought that the ıllumınatıon occurred at man’s
cConversi:on LO the Christian faıth In another place he describes COIl-

version by sayıng that ftrom the Nations who WEIC petrihed by ıdolatry
(Grod “raised seed of pıety which W as sensıtiıve tO virtue” 4,

Clement’'s vehement rejection of a ll strictly rel1g10uUs elements of
Hellenism 15 counterbalanced by other features of his work. First, al-
though there WEEIC atheısts VCI 5 the phiılosophers S,  9 sti11

few of them ell SO1INC poets, accordıng LO GClement, did perceıve
elements of the truth econdly, while (C'lement denounced the mystery
cults in vVery ars terms, he LOILLC the less profusely used the language
of these cults LO expound mysterı1es of the Christian taıth

mong the philosophers ato 15 mentioned first. The PaSSas 15 ot
prıme importance. Clement quotes from Plato’s Timaeus AaN! from hıs
etters LWO short eXCcerpts whıch speak of the ineftabilıty of (x0d, “the
Father an er of the Universe”. Ihen he addresses ato himself
that 15 to SaY, contemporary Platonists. He pra1ises Aat0O for havıng
touched UDON the truth an he ENCOUTASCS hım LO search tor what 1S
go0d (EnNtnNoLS TAYOÜOU NEOL) together wiıth hıs OChriıstian partner in the
dialogue.

We mMay ote here that Clement’'s style, especlally in the Protreptikos,
15 eminently that otf 1alogue. But thıs dialogue 15 of otally different
nature from the "dialogue 1n pluralıstic society ” hıch 15 recCcommMenNnde!
and practised today ‘Dialogue 1n pluralıstic society” leaves each
pariner 1ın hıs OW. system. does not raıse the question otf truth
ıt understands truth subject-related, with each partner havıng hıs
OW: truth. It 15 thus essentially nothing but exchange ot monologues.

The socıety 1n whiıch Clement liıved W as certamly less “pluralıistic”
than the ON!| LO hiıch belong oday But ('lement’'s dialogue 15 not
determıiıned by the socıety of hıs enviıronment. Waıth all his understandıng

tor the partiner an hıs adaptıve readıness To accept intorma-
tion, his primary CONCETN 15 truth truth hich 15 only ONC anı which
15 objectively valıd Hıs 1alogue 15 invıtatıon ftor search atiter truth

15 Christian adaptatıon of grea tradıtiıon otf Greek Antıquity. The
Christian does not 1ın the least conceal hıs exultant convıction that he
has tound the truth rather, that the truth has taken possession of
hım In hıs 1alogue, he wishes to ma  1  X  d thıs truth perceptible LO hıs
partner. At the SAa1ilNc time he leaves ou that he acknowledges
COINMMON metaphysıcal ground hıch he Can undertake the “search
for what 15 good” together wıth hıs partner.

This COININOIMN ground 15 expressed Dy Clement in the words: ‘5To IN  >

in general, but most of all to those engaged In studı1es, divine effluence
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has been instilled (EVEOTAXTAL DLC ANOQQ0L0. Üeixn). By viırtue of thıs theyadmıiıt, Ven agaınst their will, that there 15 ‚0)819 God., and hat he 15
ıimperıshable an uncreated., somewhere 1n the heights above the heavens.,
always the 0)81° who really Is, 1n hıs OW: personal observatory“ (dÄv® JLOUVU
NEOL Ta WTa TOUV 0U00VOV SV T LÖLC %CL OLXELO. NEOQLOITN OÖVTOC VT >  e}
6, 68, 2 In th1s VeErYy statement (lement adapts hımself LO the WAaYy of
thıinkıng of hıs pariner. The style and termınology of the pPaASSaHCcnclude number of agreements wiıth works of Plato Still, the ıdea  n
expressed 15 Christian. Clement 15 unfolding what St John meant when
speakıng of the 18. of the Logos that iılluminates Y INan, and
what St Paul sa1ıd regardıng men’'s faculty of knowing G0d hus both
the content and the tormulation of Clement’s statement CXDICSS the fact
that there 1S COININON ground firom hıch the Grentile INAaYy start anı

whiıch the Christian Joıns hım in theır COINIMNON movement toward
the truth In other Clement speaks of divine inspıration(Enxinvoua (—Deo  U, 67 {4; D 72:5) whıch nables philosophers an also poets
at times LO SCC the truth ven though the Greeks ave not attaıned to
the goal (00% E@QMLXOLEVOL TOU TEAOUG), Sti1l they ave received SOTNC lıghthıch has proceeded from the Divine 0g0Ss (EVAUOLATA TOUV AOYOVU
TOUV Ü  LOUV AQBOVTEG, 77 /4, 7) T hıs has nabled them Af tımes LO erıticıze
Ven theır OW: talse gods GE 75;

Besides the anguage of Greek phiılosophy (Clement also used that
of the mystery cults, especıially ın the hirst and last chapters of hıs
Protreptikos. But he did not Justify thiıs dAS' in reflections sımiılar fO
those by which he vindicated philosophy. The 1Cason for this ditterent
attıtude INAaYy be that Clement acknowledged only objective truth 1f
there Was an Y objective truth ın the mystery cults, then it W as hıdden.
not explıicıt ıt Was in the aAsc of philosophy. This hıdden truth Was
man’s innate vocatıon to the “communion wıth Heaven’” But thıs Was
“"obscured by 1gnorance”. Only by reorıentation COU it be treed from
its obscuration. Such reorıentatıion. however, 15 effected not by reasonıingbut by practıcal USC. T hıs INaYy ave been the TCcCason why Clement did
use symbolıcal CONCEpPLIS of the mystery cults but refrained from reilecting
O: why he Was Justihed In doing As matter of tact, he regardedthe conceptual symbols of the mysterı1es capable of being reorjented

to CONVEY the truth of the gospel Thus he COU. wrıte the following
sentenNCe, whıch certaınly describes the attıtude underlyıng all us«e of

symbols in ancıent Christianity: uI 11 show yOUu the 0205 and
the mysterı1es of the Logos by explaining them accordıng to image
that 1S familiar LO ..  you (XxaTta INV ONV ÖLNYOULEVOG ELXOVO, P 119, 1)

Origen
Among the debris of Origen’s works that ave OINe down LO 1n

the orıgınal Greek there 15 letter Writ_ten between 238 an 243 6)
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Gregory, surnamed the Wonderworker. his Vletter includes iıdea  ® that
15 of prıme relevance to the subject of OUT study from both the theo-
ogiıcal and historıcal poits of VIECW. Origen 15 not speakıng ere IK8)
paSans, Justin AN! (CClement dıd, but toO Christian whom he himselt
had introduced into the faıth Thus the problem of the relationshıp of
Christianıty to paganısm Hellenısm ADPCAaIsS 110 under LICW aspect.
After OUT foregoing investigatıons it 15 understandable that Urigen, ike
Justin and (‚lement and all later Fathers, COUuU. apprecıate only ON  (D

accomplishment of Hellenism. namely philosophy. But with Orıigen the
question became promınent whether there 15 legıtımate relatiıonshiıp
between eology, hıch 15 the ratıiıonal Aan! systematıc exposıtıion of the
Christian faıth, an Hellenic phılosophy, hıch includes natural
theology It 15 true that this question had loomed already 1ın Clement’'s
works, but Clement’s maın problem W as the compatıbilıty of philosophy
wiıth faıth rather than the tunction of philosophy 1n eology.

Origen answered the question 1n the afifırmative, thus K1VINg theology
turn that has ndured throughout the centurıes X0 (0)30831 At hıs tıme,

1ıberal arts geometrYy, astronomy, MUSIC, STAaINMAT, an rhetorics
WEIC regarde auxılıary (0uvEOLÜOL) to phılosophy. In sımılar WaVY,
Origen wrote to hıs tormer PUD1L, phılosophy could be useful
propaedeutic (KOONALÖEULLO,) for the study of Christian doctrine. Origen
then justihed and elucıdated thıs idea by symbolıcal exeges1s of the
Exodus SLOTY of the Israelıtes despoiling the Kgyptians otf ]ewelry anı
C100  ıng (Ex f; 11 27 12 35 Ihe Kgyptians, Origen explaıned,
had not used these things properly (0  UX% ELG EOV EXO@VTO). Ihe Israelıtes,
however, made out of them implements tO be employed 1in the worsh1p
of (300 Sımilarly, ÖOrigen intımates, phılosophy Ca  - be of uUuUSsS«c 1n the
exposıtion ot the word of God

I he symbolical interpretatiıon of the spolıa Aegyptiorum thus includes
the idea  M of utilizatiıon (XONTLE): Ihe Natıons dıd not UuSs«ec theır itreasures
adequately; only in the worshiıp of the frue God @85 4  - these theır
PUrDOSC.

T his 15 strictly practıcal doctrine. It tallıes excellently wiıth the
dynamiısm that find ın all reflections of Christians in antıquıity
the relationshıp between Christianıty an Hellenism. hıs dynamısm,
grounde 1n od’s CCONOIMNY , ımplıes that there 15 tor the People of
God only 0381  (D legıtimate direction of theır spiriıtual movement, namely
the 97381 that leads them out of the and of bondage into  A, the and of
promıse. Irue eology cannot but partıcıpate 1ın this movemen IS
therefore quıte understandable that early theology treated the problem
of paganısm from predominantly practical pomt of VIEW. Reflection
Was needful 1n order to find out whether certaın practical attıtude Was
In accordance wıth the faıth IThus Justin and Clement had already set
forth ıdeas that ımply 15WeTr to the question why the treasures of
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the ations INnAaYy be used by the people of the (Clovenant. Later thinkers
WECIC tO take thıs problem agaın.

Gregory of N yssa
In hıs meditatıiıon the spırıtual meanıngz of the ıte of Moses (IIso  L

TOU DLOV Movoswc ©DEwWOLC, wrıtten about 390— 399 D.) St Gregory
presents three symbols that demonstrate the role of phılosophy 1n
theology. Ihe first 15 Pharao’s aughter (Ex 2:1—10; Gregory’'s Life
0} Moses, ed Danielou, 27 10—12), the second ıs Moses’ wiıtle (Ex 6—22:;
4 :24—20:; Life OT Moses ‚37—40), the thırd 15 the Egyptian treasures
(Ex 3:2]1 f Q 92:35 1; Life 0} Moses 2, 112—116).

Pharao’s daughter 15 barren. She the ıld Moses. Moses dASSCS
for her SO  — untıl he has ONM of ASC I hen “he deems 1t chameful to be
eckoned the So  = of her who 15 by nature barren” (2 10) Gregory takes
Pharao’s daughter the Lype otf phılosophy (M EE@WVEV LAOGOOLOL);
whereas he SCCS 1n Moses the Lype of Christian. Gregory explaıns: ‘“*In
fact the culture that 15 extrinsıc to the Church HCEV NALÖEVOLG) 15
barren. 15 always in ravaıl but Z1VESs bırth to offspring. Philos-
ophy has indeed been 1n ravaıl for long tıme, but has it produce
fruıt worthy of INALLY an grea efforts? Äre not all its frunts
unsubstantial (wind-liıke) and immature? Betore they attaın to the lıght
of the knowledge of God, they AI C mıiscarrıed. They mıght perhaps have
become INCNHN, if they had nNnOt been enclosed in the bosom of barren
wısdom alone.”

Moses SLays wıth hıs toster-mother only ..  So Jong it 15 NECCESSAL Y
that it INnaYy not SCCIM that he has not profited from the values (gEWVA)
which those people possess . Ihen he retiurns IK8) hI1s real mother. But
VCn whıiıle stayıng with the Kgyptian princess he rece1ives ılk from his
mother, whom the Pr1INCESS has engaged ”L hıs LO teach

that, VCnOn though INAaYy study extrinsıc doctrines during the time of
OUT education, should not ourselves from the C'hurch’s ilk
which makes gradually STOW {hıs ılk 15 the practices and
customs of the Church by hıch the soul 1S nourishe an strengthened
for ıts setting out tirom ere LO ascend to the height” 2 11—12).

Ihe magery of this paAsSSasSsc to be somewhat contused. As ıt may
happen in contemplation, the pıcture shıfts ıts content. Barrenness 15
transtormed into miscarrıage. TIhe fruit of phılosophy, at first 1in the
sıngular an possıbly conceived somethıng spırıtual, then turns out
to be IN  e who, eventually, ATC longer born prematurely but reared
by phılosophy.

But this confusion in WAaYy affects the idea that Gregory wishes to
CXPTCESS. TIhe intertwinement of the ıimages, while combınıng the expressiıve
values of them all, prevents the reader from overıinterpreting OM  (D of them
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forming L00 solıd mental_ AS' Gregory intends to Sa Y that
philosophy, if eft to itself, essentially inefficient.

The problem of the Christian’s contact wıth aAappCars here
problem of education Ihe concrete aspecCts of thıs problem WEIC

treated Dy St Gregory’'s elder rother St BASsSıL h1s work To the
Youths 'To evaluate the attıtude of the Fathers toward such quest10ns

ave to bear mınd that spirıtual weakness that mısınterpreis
ıtself to the world” W as otally alien CO them Alıve LO the

of the New 1 estament the Fathers WEIC keenly that
profane culture theır ase Hellenic culture Was EXIT1INSIC LO the
Church It Irue that they realızed the theologıical NECESSILY of assımılat-
INS thıs culture But al the SAaillc time they knew that the assımıiılatıon
required propcrI precaut1ıons and critical SCTIECHNUINS Here already
the New 1 estament the unıversalıty of the relig10n of the (Clovenant
included exclusıvıty The evangelıcal dynamısm hiıch find all
the Fathers of the Church includes both aspects, the unıversal an the
exclusıve

1he problem of the assımılation ot culture iılluminated DYy
Gregory the symbol of Moses 1888 Moses wite sftems from
foreıgn AC«c Gregory ınterprefis her higure the Lype of EXIT1INSIC
culture He wrıtes 'Kven EeXTITINSIC culture there something whiıch
MaYy not be rejected We Ca  w ]JO1D 1T 1998 (ovEuyia) An it Ca  —

SIVC biırth LO oMspring which virtue Moral ell as natural philo-
sophy Ea  - VCrIYy el become consort an friend LO those SET1IVINS
after| the higher ıfe and COMPAN1LO of NC 5 exıistence, provıde 1fs

Therefore 1tPIOSCHY does not rıng defilement from the alıen SS =

NECCESSATY that all that which LLOX10U05 and IMPUTC chould be
removed 'Ihe SLOTY of FExodus DE illustrates thiıs by the CITCUM-

C1510112 of Moses infant SO  w An ange threatened to kıll Moses, whereupon
h1s wite circumcısed her child Gregory interpreis thıs indıcatıng that
the angel of (s0d Ca  =) only hbe propitiated if the characteriıstic mark that
reveals the foreigner removed’ And he S0CS K0) comment “T’here

indeed somethıng carnal and uncircumcısed the philosopher’'s
products which ATC hiıs teachings When thıs removed then what eft

of nO Israelitic lineage For instance VCII EXIT1INSIC phılosophy SayYS
that the soul immortal hıs godly product of it I he doctrine
of metempsychosıs, the CONLrarYy, carnal and alıen PITCDUCC
Another example the doctrine that God the Maker of the world
Philosophy combiınes thıs wıth the CITONCOUS VICW that God
matter tor constructing the world hus there ATC good doctrines
EXITINSIC philosophy but they AT polluted by absurd addıtions If
these ATC removed the ange of God becomes favorable to us (2 37—41

In thıs interpretatıion philosophy longer barren Obviously the
condıtion for ıts becomıng ertile 1ts assocıatıon with the Christian
faıth But VCn ere cautiıon needed 'Ihe product of the allıance
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between Christianity an pagan philosophy 15 impure and Causes
dehlement unless ıt 15 properl1y cleansed.

In interpreting the symbol of H  he Kgyptian ireasures (xA0VTOC
ALYUNTLOG, d 112—116) St Gregory does not essentially SO beyond what
Orıgen had saıd. He thıinks that ıteral understandıng of the text wWwWOou
be iImproper because thıs WOU amount LO accusıng the Israelites of lıe
an fraud Kor the SAUaInc TCAaSon he reJects the explanation that by takıng
the treasures the Israelites obtained the PAaYyY due fo them for their labor
Consequently, higher deeper meanıng (DWNAGOTEDOC AOYOC)

LO be intended in the text possible deeper meanıng 15 that
phılosophy and other disciplines of culture ATC X0) be taken CT from
outside the Church “ tor utilızation” (A6Y@ XONTEWT). ese spirıtual
freasures ATCc to be used “t0 adorn (XOAAONLOÖNVOL) the divine temple of
the mystery”. Gregory quotes Basıl the example of I1  - who thus
consecrated LO God the 'Egyptian treasures’” he had acquıred through
the profane education that he underwent in hıs youth

Ihe term “"utilization” (XoNOLE an the erb derived from the SAdINe

root) CCUFrS already 1in relevant of ('lement’’s works, and then ın
Örigen’s letter to Gregory the Wonderworker. Wiıth Gregory of Nyssa
it 15 the WaY LO becomıng technıcal. denotes the legıtimate assımıla-
tıon of contentfs of culture.

T heodoret

Probabily between 4920 and 430 IT heodoret wrofe hıs work The
uUre 0} Hellenic Maladıes the Truth 0} the Gospel Proved from
Greek Philosophy, hich naturally touches uUPON the problems AIC

consıdering. TOomM this treatıse, hich 1S the latest an greates of
the Greek Apologies, INAaYy infer that far-reaching CONSECNSUS OUT

problem had OoMmMe LO be prevalent oN$S those Christian wriıters who
dıd not altogether deny the value of Hellenic philosophy. The fact of
this ONSCNSUS 15 all the INOTE important tor final theologıcal
appraısal because the sıtuatıon of the Church had changed considerably
between the time of Justin and that of Theodoret. Christianity had
prevailed 1n the meantıme, an Theodoret Vecn explained the victoryof his relıgıon token of od’s salvıfıc CCONOMY (6 87 f‘l 2.,95—97;
ed 1n SOources chretiennes). Was longer risky to be Christian:
the contrary, the posıtion of paganısm W as becoming INOTC and 1909(0)8+
depressed. Yet there WeTC st1i11] Man y ““adherents of Hellenic mythology”
(T  NS 'Eln vexnc WUVÜOAOYLOAG EENOTNUWEVOL; Preface, 1) an 'ITheodoret
wrote his book to help them find their WaY toO the faıth 15 interesting
to ote that the arguments agaınst paganısm in this changed siıtuatıon
remaıned essentially the Samne AS they had been throughout two three
centuries.
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Theodorét’s attitude toward polytheism, mythology and cults
15 quıte AS uncompromising ASs that of d Y other Father of the Church
“I 11 show  27  9 he SdYyS, “that the my of the so-called gods ATC not only
incredıble but also absurd and 1mMp10us” (TOV WUVOAÄOYOULEVOV WN
WOVOV TO Anı vVOV AAA %“CLL TO AVONTOV XC ÖUOOYEG, D 96), Aan! ike other
apologısts he speaks of the 18N0M1NYy of the mY (QLOX0G, 4,4) Ihe
sacrıhcial cults ATC repulsıve (7 11—15 and they WEIC rejected VCcCn by
SOTNC Greek phılosophers an poets 36—48). Ihe eV1 inveigled INCN
iınto forgetting the God of the Un1iverse an taught them polytheism and
ıdolatry (753) Originally, the knowledge of the true God had been
engrafted the nature of 190878  ] (7

ven philosophy ITIS INAaLYy important poımints. Nevertheless SOINC

phılosophers an poets did catch glımpses of the truth. 1 heodoret Ca  -

therefore imıtate the method of (C'lement and Eusebius and star hıs
ucure” with sayıngs of Greek wrıters (1, 127) But how W as ıt possible
that philosophers could perceive elements otf the truth without rece1Vving

revelation? { heodoret’'s AaLUSWET LO thıs question 15 Ihe phılosophers
..  sımply resemble those songbirds whiıch imıtate the human voice wıthout
knowıng the meanıng of what they Say In sımılar WaYy these phılos-
ophers, when speakıng of thıngs divine, did not know that of which they
WETC makıng statements But elieve that they INnay be excused, since
they en]joyed neıither the illumination of the prophets NOT the lıght otf the
apostles. / I’he Greek orıgınal has terms taken from the mystery cults to
CXPDPTICSS the notions of illumination anı lıght.| T heir sole guide Was
nature. Relig1i0us aberrations, however, polled the characters that God
had formerly imprinted ıt Nevertheless, theır Clreator renewed few
of them and he did not OW them to perısh altogether. He showed
to 1931  $ through creatıon S18NS of hıs dIiIc and proviıdence (1 120 {)
TITheodoret then quotes Acts 4:16 and, atter pomting to the
privılege of the “race of Abraham’, he emarks that God the
other Nations to relig10n (deoo&ßeıa) hrough nature and through
creation ” (1 123) There ImMay VecCn be gift of nowledge” (VVOOEME
Ö@00V) ON$S them. Takıng symbol the notion of ..  raın  27 OCCUrTINS
in Acts 14:17,; Theodoret SayS that both untilled and cultivated
receıve 0738{  ( an the Samne raın: the fruits Ö  11 NS the Nations
resemble at times those that A the result of the agrıculture which 1S the
Lrue relhig10n. But they ave admixture of harshness anı bıtterness 1n
them 1 hıs 15 because they did not receıve “prophetical culture”
(VEwOYLO NOOPNTLKMN), ® 125) However, ON  (D Ca  w take of them what 15 good
an leave asıde the rest 125 {)

Obviously paSans, who had been told that Christianity W as the true
relıgı0n, often raısed the why, then., this relig10n had appeared

late 1 heodoret replied that (Gsod acted ıke physicilans. “Ihese TESCIVEG
the stronger remedies to the last rst they adminıster the lıghter
medicınes, at last they bring the 1NOTC effhcacious... God had indee'd
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brought Varıous remedies. to all men through creatıon an through
nature, and LO the Hebrews through the Law an the rophets. In the
end he admınıstered thıs all-powerful and salviıfıc remedy, and he has
expelled the ma (6, 85 f) T’hıs 1S Theodoret’'s version of the
movement of od’s CCONOMY. Ihe Prev10USs stages ATC not self-sufficient
but toreshadow the Incarnation their fulfillment.

In the maın outlınes, I heodoret’'s evaluatıon of paganısm completely
ASTCCS wıth that of other Fathers, though ın detaiıls hıs treatment looks
ike pedestrıan varıant of the loftier hought of St Justın, Glement,
Orıgen, St Gregory of Nyssa, anı St Augustine.

AÄugustine
De doctrina Ghristiana (Hırst part, wriıtten ın 397) In Book IL,

Chapters 40— 41, of his work On C hrıstian Doctrine St Augustine
expounds the doctrine of the Egyptian treasures” an of theır ““utilıza-
tıon  22 by Christians. 1Ihe LOUN “utilization” USUS) an the corresponding
verb utt) 61X tımes in the chort paSSaSc. hıs to indicate
that the word, translated irom Greek XONOLS,; had become somethıng ike

technical term Siınce the tıme of (Clement and Origen.
Like the Greeks, Augustine interprets the Egyptian ireasures

symbols of philosophical doctrines. As regards the ıdols an mY of the
PASansS, he SaVS that “ everyone of who under the guldance of Christ
leaves the communıty of the gentiles must abominate and aVvOo1d them”
ese thıngs ATC not the true wealth of the gentiles. TIThe Nations also
P OSSCSS “lıberal arts that AdIic quıte apt LO be used 1n the service of the
truth, an SUOTINLC most useful moral precepts an VCnNn CONcernıng the
worship of the OT)!  (D Irue God true statements dIC tound NS
them ” These thıngs ..  are, ıt WEeTC, theıir gold an sılver”, which the
Christians AT to approprıiate to themselves. IThe PAaSaAaNs ‘°did not them-
selves make them, but they extracted them, ıt WETIC, f{rom certaın mınes
of divıne provıdence, whıch 15 infused everywhere. They m1isuse them
perversely and illegitimately for the cult of the demons. When the
Christian SCVCTS hımself mentally Irom theır miserable Commun10n, he
must take those thıngs AaWAaY from the gentiles. ” Ihe gentiles ATC unlawtful
POSSCSSOTS of those treasures.

INnay be interesting LO oftfe CTE 1n passıng that thıs opinıon W as
shared also by Christian wrıter who made us«c of CONCEDPLIS of Greek
phılosophy perhaps ın greater INCAaSUTEC than AnYy other Father of the
Church, namely by that Dionysius who identified himselt wıth the
Areopagite. Defending himself agaınst the accusatıon that he W as turnıng
the doctrines of Neo-Platonists agaınst theır OW: authors, Dionysıus
pleaded that the Neo-Platonists themselves directed “the dıyıne WEaDONS
agaınst the dıvıne realıties when., behalf of the Samme wısdom thev
receıved from God., they sought tO spo1l the respect due to God’” (Z£pD x  E
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ıgne Patrolog1a Graeca,; vol 1050 quoted Dy
Balthasar Herrlichkeit vol 153) Dionysıus statftement addıtional
evıdence that thiıs poın there Was SCHNSUS O1NS early Christian
wrıters

S t Augustıine quotes number of Latın authors of earlıer generations
who successfully utılızed wiısdom Cyprian, Lactantıus, Victorinus,
Optatus, and Hılary (of Poitiers) But Augustine also arı that
Christian must not OW himselft LO be puffed by philosophiıcal
wisdom (ci Cor 1) What makes CISON Christian not the
gyptıan treasures but charıty, humıilıty an the INSpıratıon he derıves
from the (lross of Christ Ihus, while repeating Origen doctrine of the
gyptan ireasures an of utiılizatıon Augustine has SOME accents
that ATC unmistakably his OW:

Letter No 102 (written 4058 409 priest 1112 Carthage
had sent LO Augustine number of quest10ns, SOTNEC pose by Pasan
philosopher CONCETNINS the Christian relıgıon IThe Saınt reply includes
hıs most ıimportan and orıgınal contribution LO theologıca appraısal
of the problem of the relig10ns TIhe opponen had challenged the
Christian doctrine that salvatıon only V'  TI} to those who ave taıth
11} Christ hıch implies the claım of unıversal anı exclusıve valıdıty
for the Christian relig10n E Hi6 doctrine to entail that all Nations
that lıyed before Christ except the Jews WETITC excluded from salvatıon
TIhe CGarthaginian phiılosopher had asked Why dıd he who called
the Savior (Nalllı absent TOor INany centuries?” What appene to

INAanıYy souls that mS wıthout ALLY gul whatever?” W hat for instance,
appene to the souls of the Omans Latıins who, LO the tiıme of
Caesar, WEIEC eprıve of the d of Christ who had not yetL arrıyed?”
(Question Section 8)

JI hıs substantıally the SAaTDc Ssort of doubts objections that had
stırred St Justin’ 5 reflections Zh8l which W: also reated by Augustine'
yOUNSCI contemporary eOdore Augustine s solutıon, however.

dıfferentiated and Cırcumspect than that ot the second CENLUTY
martyr an 1LLOTC penetrating than I heodoret’'s plaın COMPATISON of
God with physicıan He ArSUuCS ollows 2 10)

do OUT opponents allenge the Christian relıg10n with their
question about why the Innovatıon of the (Ohristian religıon W as

NECESSArY ! f the SAaInec question as regardıng theır gods, 1T
found that there were considerable varıatıons 11 the relıgi0Nns an
1t INay hbe asked why IT W as NCCCSSALY LO introduce innOvatıons if the old
rıtes sufficient for cleansıng 114  - (2 9) If confront Ur

Opponents wiıth thıs fact they either V unable to LISWECIF if they
tınd repILY, thıs turns out LO he favor of OUT religıon also They 111
Say that the gods have always been EXISUNG anı hav:  S  e been capable of
liıberating theır votarıes everywhere the SAaInc WAaVY; but temporal
an earthly thıngs VarY, they wıshed to be worshiped different tımes
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places, an modes accordıng they knew would correspond o the
several times and places’”. 1 hıs entaıls “that it does not matter if there
15 un1ıformity [of the rıtes| in different tımes an places. 1 here INAaYy
be Al Yy degree of dıversity in holy rıtes, ıf that whiıch 15 worshıped 15
holy Similarly, it 15 of CONSCYUCHNCEC ıf there 15 uniıformity
NS the Janguages and hearers. I here mMay be An Y degree of dıversity
in the words that AIC used, it that hıch 15 sa1ı1d 15 irue. One difference,
however, 15 of the greates importance. Linguistic S18NS, hıch enable
men to exchange theır ıdeas, Ca  w be instıtuted Ven Dy socıal conventıon:
ıin relıgı0n, however, those who ave found irue wiısdom ave followed
the 2l OT God to find out DYy which rıtes they COU. contorm LO the
Dıvinity. hıs 111 has taıled to provıde salvatıon tor the
righteousness and pıeLy of the mortals Quae OMNUNO NUNGUAM defuit
ad salutem zustitiae hrietatıque mortalium). There INnaYy be dıfferences
1n rıtes NS ditfferent peoples who ATC unıted 1n ON  6 and the SAaImne

relıg10n; what matters moOost 15 that those thıngs should be done by hıch
human weakness 15 exhorted tolerated anı divine authorıty not
opposed” (2 10)

Christ, the Word of (Gx0d, the coeternal Son of the Father and
Immutable Wisdom, SOVETNS all spırıtual an corporal creatures. He
determined and determines by wiısdom and knowledge what 1n each tıme
and ach place 15 to happen to each creature, VeCnNn betore the growth
of the Hebrew TaCcCl, then durıng the tiıme of the Israelite kıngdom, and
iinally when He became incarnate an after Hıs Ascension t111 the end
of the world 2 11) “Consequently, at all t1imes an in all places from
the orıgın of mankınd those who elleve 1n Hım, who arinıc to know
Hiım in whatever INAaNNCT, an who led A0) and rıghteous lıves, have
doubtless become saved through Hım. In former times there WETITC INCN
who belıeved in Hıs future Incarnation much 110 elieve that
He has become incarnate. But thıs difference, also the corresponding
difference 1n the holy rıtes prevalent at different tımes. does not involve

ıltference of faıth of ıts object. lıberation of the faıthful and
P10US 15 of the SaInec kıind” everywhere an at all tımes. uwe MUSLT,
however, leave at fO G(0d LO decıde what 15 LO happen tor thıs end and
when it 15 to happen; for uS, should keep obedience OQuid autem
quando fıat quod ad UNEM eandemque fidelium et bıorum Liberationem
pertineat, consılıum Deo trıbuamus, nobiıs oboedıientiam teneamus). Thus,
ıt 15 OTMIC anı the SdIiInNnec irue religıon hıch Was signified earher by
and S18NS other than those uS«c NOW, and hıch Was observed in
more hidden WaYy prevıously and IMNOTEC manıfestly later, Dy few
prevıously and by greater number later  7 (2 12) 15 (Gsod alone who
Can an does provıde tor each tiıme what 15 suıtable for it (2 13)

Therefore, regardıng any religi0n philosophy it 15 quıte irrelevant
to know when ıt “But, whether the gods of that relıgı0n aATC real
gods, whether they ATC to be worshıped, and whether that philosophy
ATZ



of us«c for the ell-being of the So  m these Are the quest10ns wish
to discuss with OUT opponents (2 13)

Augustıne thınks that it INAaYy ell be maıntaiıned hypothesis that
Christ appeare the flesh not earlier than when he Oresaw there
WOUuU be AT least few who WOU elieve Him In spıte of Hıs
miıracles the number of Hiıs dıscıples Was rather sma an VCMN after
hıs Ascension

BA INanıy who prefer to {ffer resistance ıth theır hbuman astuteness
rather than yıeld to divıne authorıty Therefore, hat wonder if Christ
NECW that the world W as full of unbelievers epochs that He had
[C42SONS for refusing tO aAappCar anı preach tOo those who He knew could be
brought to believe neıither Dy words 191038 by miracles?” 14)

LF NONC the less from the beginnings of mankınd He ceased to send
prophecies, a i1mes INOTC hıddenly, at tiımes INOTC conspıicuously, accordıng
1{ seemed to God to correspond to the t{1mes Nor WEeTC there VeTr 1981  e lackıng
who bel1ıieved Hım, from the tiiıme of dam t111 Moses, both the people
of Israel iıtself whiıch Was by specıal mystery prophetical TaCcCl, an other
Nations, before He appeared the flesh ‚. Ihe Old Testament ıtself mentions

of IC  - who WEeTC partakers of this mystery VCIN though they belonged
neither to the lıneage of Abraham 1107 to the people of Israel 11OT to those
who WEeEIC associated ıth Israel Therefore, why should not beheve that
there WEeTC SOM here an there at different t1imes VCN other Nations?
hus 0381  (D worthy has AA lacked the salvatıon of thıs relıgıon which the
sole true 0)81  (D an through hıch alone true salvatıon truly promised he who
lacked 1{ W as not worthy And from the beginnıng of the growth of mankınd
t111 the enNn!: this religıon preached to SUO1LLLC ftor theır reward anı 1860) SU111C

tor judgment Accordingly, those to whom it WasSs not proclaimed WETIC

foreknown not being future believers Ihose to whom 1t W as proclaımed
although they WETC not LO belıeve, AT held example to the
others. Ihose, however, who hear the preaching future believers, ı11 be
prepared for the kingdom of Heaven and the communıty of the holy angels”

15)
Augustine then turns to the problem of cult In thıs context he defines

what legıtımate relıgıon Hıs definı:tion strictly following the lıne
traced out by Holy Scripture, certaınly retaıns 1ts valıdıty, especlally

t1ıme of subjectivistic and anthropocentric confusion He begıns by
statıng that God himself

1V€eSs Inspıratıon Aan! teaches hat INAaNNeTr he tOo be worshiped” (3 17)
Temples, the sacerdotal office, sacrifices, Aan! other things pertaımnıng to these,

must be dedicated only to the ONC true God When these things ATC exhibited
LO God accordıng to His inspıratıon an! teaching, then there tIrue religıon
Haec ( U exhibentur Deo, ecundum CJUS ınspiratıonem doctrinam, VETA

relıg10 est) What those who NOW the Scriptures of both Testaments
crıticıze the sacrileg10us rıtes of the paSans not the fact that the pPasans
build temples, instıtute sacerdotal offices and ffer sacrifices, but the fact that
these things aIrc exhibited to idols an demons (3 18)

The idea of foreknowledge emerged already Justin Apology
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Ihe reasonıngs of St Augustine’s Letter No 102, of which ave
gıven aCCoun(, dIC certamly 15 the most ımportant contributions
LO the theological problem of paganısm. In h1ıs evaluation of
rıtes, S Augustine, iıke al the Fathers of the Church, keeps strıct
obedience LO Holy Scripture. Tom ON the vast number of Scripture

that bear thıs subject he selects four. He quotes Ps 115:5,
TIhe OIS ““have mouths but do not speak, CYCS but do not 27  see  XO Ps 96:5
hıch 1n hıs version reads: ‘For all the yods of the peoples ATC demons”

John 5091 STa children, keep yourselves from dols”:; an Cor
0:19 f, “What do then? That what 15 offered X98 iıdols 15 anything,

that dol 1Ss anythıng”? No, ımply that what pasans sacrılıce they
offer LO demons an not to God And do not want you to be partners
wıth demons” S 19) No “elegant interpretation” Ca  ® change the fact
that the rıtes AT “1mp10us” an “sacrıleg10us” (3 20)

De crurtate Den 413—426 Ihe eadıng theme of St
Augustine’s greates work 15 the opposıtıon of the City of God fo the
earthly Cıty. JIhe crıterion for the discrimıination between the two cıtıes
15 sımple enough. Ihey represent two of DACH; not ethnıc but
spırıtual STOUDS, "the 07381 consısting of those who lıve according LO INan,
the other o those who lıve accordıng LO (Gs0d” (15; In other terms:

two cıtıes have been formed DYy L[WO loves: the earthly by the love
of self, VCn LO the contempt of God: the heavenly by the love of (G0d.,
VCNn LO the contempt of self” Although the cıty of God has
become manıfest in the Church, the “two cıtıes ATC entangled together In
thıs world, and intermıxed untiıl the last Judgment effect theır separatiıon"
(1 35) As far the order of temporal thiıngs 15 concerned, the heavenly
cCıty sSOoJournıng earth readıly adapts ıtself to the laws and ordinances
of the earthly cıty. But there 15 dıscord and dissension between the twoO
cıtıes 1n the matter of relıg1ı0on All relıg10ns of the Nations,
wıth theır gods, myths, and cults, belong LO the earthly CIty. Ihe gods
of polytheism AT “useless images, unclean spiırıts an PENNICIOUS
demons, certaınly creatures, not the (lreator” (Book 6‚ Preface). To
OTNC part of the earthly cıty God ranted that ıt become foreshadowiıng
symbol of the heavenly cıty, “which served LO remıiınd INCN that such cıty
Was LO be, rather than make it present”. This W as the cıty COMMOIN-
wealth of the Old Clovenant 1572 °“ T here W as other people who
WeTE specially called the people of God: but they cannot deny that there
ave been certaın INnCnNn VCcCn of other Natıiıons who belonged, not by
earthly but heavenly tellowship, to the true Israelites, the cıtızens of
the COUNLtrYy that 15 above” Augustine thought that Job W as

example of holy 190070  - from oNS the Nations. We INAaYy doubt whether
he W as rıg thıs poımnt. But what maitters 15 not the question whether
Job Was W as not Jew by bırth, but the following statements

“It 15 possible that Ven N other Nations there PCTSONS who lived
agcording tOo God an: pleased Hım an thus belonged LO the spirıtual Jerusalem.
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It cannot be bel1ıeved that thıs W AasSs granted to ANYyONC unless the 0381 mediator
between (s0d an MCN, the 11A  - Christ Jesus, W as divinely revealed to hım.
Hıs advent ın the Hesh W Aas pre-announced LO the ancıent saınts ın the SAalLllc WaYy

it 15 proclaimed LO havıng occurred” Such holiness outside of
Israel entails adoratıiıon of the 0381 irue G(0d and abstention from the cult of the
false gods whom the whole world worshiped. It W as granted “wherever through
the most secret and most just judgment of God there WEeEeTiC HI  - worthy ot
divıne grace” 1)

When analyzıng De doctrıina chrıstiana, Sa that Augustine, iıke
Man y other Fathers, tound much to aAappTroVc in the doctrines of phılos-
ophers, especlally Plato and the (Neo-) Platonists. In hıs De cruontate De:
he discussed the VIEWS of philosophers at grea length. He did not make

distinction between the (s0d of the philosophers an the (30d of
Scripture (whiıch 1S, after all, somewhat subjectivistic differentiation,
suggesting that divinıty somehow depends OUT behavıor toward
hım)

The Neo-Platonist Porphyry had spoken of “the Great God’”, an
Varro, the theologıan of the Roman ethnıc relıg10n, had taught that Jove
Was the highest eıty St Augustine readıly admitted that both Porphyry's
“Great God” and Varro’s Jove WEeEeTC in realıty the SAaINCc (30d whom the
Christians worshıp, VCn though Varro “°dıd not know what he Was

sayıng” an Porphyry W as “t+he bıtterest 301  Y of the Christians”
Evıdently, what mattered to Augustıne Was the tact that what

Varro and Porphyry had known included objective truth, and thıs
W3as quıite independent of the other fact that the two thınkers had not
acted to what they had known.

Augustine distinguished between rıght and oNS 1ın nowledge R

ell ın behavıor. He examıned the doctrines of the phılosophers
calmly an objectively. He tound that VCII phılosophers advocated
ıdolatry an polytheısm an other passages). Accordingly, he
COU. not count ato AlYy other phılosopher NS the cıtızens of
the cıty of (s0d Only through faıth in the mysterYy of Christ, whether
before atter the Incarnatıon, Ca  - 100008  - attaın purification in saıntly
ıfe (10, 25)

Regardıing INa  j did Augustine in hıs reflections paganısm pASS
final judgment 1in eiıther direction. 1f he did not Sa y that phılosophers

were saved, he did not declare them damned either. Obvıiously he
nNniende: to respect the mystery of God Thıs he expressed clearly enough
ın the words hich quoted above i{rom h1s Letter 102 “al leave
the decision to (consılıum Deo irıbuamus). IThe SAaIllc ea TECUTIS in
another of h1s inımiıtably pregnant statements, hıch he made 1n
different context A Liet us OW God to be capable of something whiıch
must admıiıt ATC incapable of scrutinizıng” (Demus Deum alıquid OSSE
quod 11L085 fateamur ınveEsSLLEATE NO  S 0SSE, 137, Z
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De vocatıone ommMNıUm gentium (about 450
hıs work has been attrıbuted with SOINC probability to St Prosperot Aquıtaine, the patron of lay theologians, defender of the Church’s

doctrine of d!  9 and secretary to St Leo the Great Its tıtle to
indicate discussion of whether and how the Nations aTrC, Can be,
saved, but the prımary themes of the treatise ATC the gratuıtousness of
d and the unıversalıty of od’’s offer of d'! St Prosper contends
that there 15 salvation eXcept through od’s d alone (1 23 I; 2! 1
and passım), with the VErIYy beginning of faıth being ftected Dy

On thıs poınt eed not enlarge ere It 15 presupposed ISwhere 1n the present study. Neither 15 it controversijal oday
I wo Ng the subjects discussed 1n De vocatıone omMUM gentiumave direct and specıal bearıng the theme of the present

investigatıion. These AT Prosper’s deftfense otf the thesıs that God W1
that al] IN  ' be saved 12204 DE E25; an bassım; 1im 2:4), an hıs
emphasıs the inscrutabilıty of od’s Judgments (2 1; and passım).

As regards the second of these subjects, it in place that duly
apprecıate this attıtude, not only because ıt May eed rehabilitation
after it Was disparaged AS “"fideism”, "agnosticısm , E by Father De
Letter, the author of the annotated Englısh translatıon of De vocatıone
(1n Ancıent Ghristian rıters, 1952 In fact, St Prosper’s LEVEGETIECHNEC for
God’s mystery forms the keynote of hıs reflections the problems of the
unıversality of d! We 111 select here two out of an y
where Prosper volces his aWarene€ess, an his V1CW the meanıng, of
the fact that the details and TrCAasons of od’s decrees exceed man’s

Prosper wriıtes:
”It 15 most profitable for to believe that all good thıngs, especıally those

that AL conducıve tO eternal life, ATC obtaıned, increased, and preservedthrough God’s benevolence. Once thıs taıth 15 fırmly fixed in OUT hearts
an unshakably grounded, then, think, p1lous mınds should not be orriıed
ver the question whether al not all iIiNnen 111 attaın tO Conversıon. hıs
attıtude 15 possible ıf do not allow that hıch 15 clear tOo be obscured Dythat hıch 15 hidden and ıf do not allow ourselves to be excluded from hat
15 OPCH Dy ımpertinent attempts to penetrate hat 15 closed”’ (1, 9)*What God willed to remaın hıdden, should not be scrutinızed, an hat he
made manıfest should not be disregarded, that might be preservedfrom both iıllicıt inquıisıtiveness anı condemnable iıngratitude” (1, 21)

These reveal another aspect of the evangelıcal dynamism.The gospel 15 not collection of riddles for iırreverent researchers LO
exercise their conceıted CUMCN, but its INCSSATC iınvolves appealdo something. And the Very rst thıng to do 15 the acknowledgment of
the ıncomprehensible God 1n the adoration of love (cf., C Deut
6:4—9; Matt 29:37 f; Mark 12:29 f; Apoc 14 :6 Prosper p especially
to heed the difference between hat IS clearly stated 1n Scripture and
hat 15 not revealed.
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In perfect agreement wiıth the New Testament (e. g. Peter 29:9 f; Eph
0+12Q2 f, 5:8; Col 1:1241£. 26 ; JTit 3:3 0, Prosper states that atfter the
Incarnatıon a Was gıven oftered to IMNOTe PCTSONS and INOTC

abundantly than before (1, 15; 2 2’ last sentence; Z 17
Yet VE in earlier times (Gs0d dıid not wiıthhold h1s Y from all
atıons. PROSPER wriıtes:

“It 15 01808 taıth an most devout conftession that the whole of mankınd
lacked the CATrCcC of Divine Providence. Although God chose OMNC people to be
Hıs ( W: an guided them to the practıce of relıgıon (hietas) by specıal 1N-
stıtutions, yet He dıd not withhold the gifts of Hıs goodness (bonztatis SUGE
dona) from INC) of an y Nation. hus it Ca  -} be made clear 6) them that they
have receıved prophetical pronouncements and Jegal precepts in the sServıces
an testimon1es rendered them by the things of nature (n elementorum OÖb)sequus

testimonus). Therefore they AT left without CXCUSC tor makıng into theır
gods the gıifts of (s0d an worshiping ın relıgion thıngs that had een created
ftor being used” (1,

Prosper summarızes eEFrfe teachings of Rom 9—23, :14—106, an
Acts 14 :17 In the following, he elaborates hıs posıtıon urther:

“It 15 certainly irue that through God’s specıal Carec anı forbearance the
people of Israel W as chosen whereas all other Nations WECEIC allowed to take
theır () W WaYyS (Acts 14:16), that 15, tO lıve accordıng to their OW.: ll Still,
the Creator in h1s eternal goodness dıd not withdraw hımselft irom those InNe':  -
in such WaYy LO mıt g1ViINg them an ıntımatıons that might lead them to
NOW and fear hım kor the Sky, the earth, the SCd, 1n fact Nv  y created thıng
that Ca  — be SCCH an known, 15 dısposed {O render to humankınd thıs
principal servıice that rational nature might be ımbued wiıth veneration an: love
for ıts Maker when contemplatıng mMany beautiful forms., when experiencing

INalnıy good thıngs, and when rece1ving mMan y favors. For the Spirıt of
God fills all thıngs Aan! it 15 He 1n whom lıve, INOVC, an have OU!: being
(Acts Even though "salvatıon 15 far {rom the wicked’ (Ps 19155
nothing 15 devoid ot the of Hıs salvatıon an* And yet the
greater part of mankınd who WEeETC permitted tO alk in the WaYys of theır OW:'

wıll, dıd not understan follow thıs law (2, 4) Those, however, ...  who from
Nn whatever Natıiıons at whatever time WCIC able tOo please God, WEIC
doubtless singled Out by the Spirıit of (s0d’s grace‘ 2:5) °°Of the whole of
mankınd. (God’s multitorm an ineffable goodness has always taken CC and
15 still takıng AT I herefore OM who perishes Ca  - plead that he W as denijed
the light of the truth, 191078 Can ANYONC boast of hıs rıghteousness. 'Ihe 0381  M

iIncur punıshment for their OW.: wickedness, while the others ATC led to glory
by (G0od’s grace”

TOmM these quotations ıt should be clear that Prosper 15 1NOTEC reserved
than Augustine regardıng the question whether 19910 Irom the
Nations Ca attaın eternal salvatıon. Prosper eeps strictly LO the line
of the New Testament. He poıints out that the atıons ave always
enjoyed the gifts of od’s goodness and thıs fact Ca  - OPCNH their CYCS
an ead them to know God, to worshiıp Hım and tOo observe Hıs law.
But the maJority of them ave ftaıled toO yıeld obedience. 0Se, however,
who diıd fulhil] od’s wiıll, WEeTC saved hrough Hiıs Prosper'’s
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reverentijal theology remaıns sılent the
Jlected question which pagans V WeIr«ec

I hus Prosper somewhat inarticulate reticent to the eternal lot
of those outsıde the Covenant. On the other hand, however, he 15 quıte
expliıcıt in professing that all Nations 111 eventually OTINC to know
the gospel and thus ave the opportunıty LO Iind salvyatıon through faiıth
He wrıtes:

uwe NOW that 1ın tormer tiımes certaın peoples WEeErTr«C not adopted N:
the chiıldren of (x+0d It 15 quıte possible that lıkewise ÖAGT? 110 there dIC 1n
the INOTC remote parts of the world SOINC Nations whom the lıght of the Savior’s

has not yet shone. But have doubt that God’s hıdden judgment has
appoıinted tor them Iso tiıme in hıch they ar {O be called when they 111
hear an accept the gospel... kven 110 they ATC nOot denied that amount
of general help that 15 bestowed from high upon all IN  e} af all times. But
human nature has een wounded severely that nNnes ındependent
speculatıon 15 fully sufficient tOo reach the knowledge of God unless the darkness
of the heart 15 dıspelled Dy the Irue lıght whiıch (x0d, who 15 Just an! go0d, ın
his inscrutable judgment dıd not cshed 1ın past ASCS ıIn the SAd1IilNc WaYy he has
een doing ıIn recent times” Z 17)

Here, elsewhere, Prosper respectfully abstains from either denyıng
emphasızıng the possıbility of knowledge of (Gs0d and, consequently,

of salvatıon, outsıde the Covenant.
In WAaY, St Prosper’s reflections the salvatıon ot the Nations May

be taken to be exposıtion of St Paul’s words which speak of ‘“the
mystery hıdden tor ASCS and generatıons but 110 made manıftest to hıs
saınts” (Gol 1:26)

Corrections
for the artıcle, The Kel1g107s of the Natıons ın the Light of Holy Scripture,
1in ZM  b 1970, No 3, TOL=Z1N5

166, lıne instead of “graven” read “"materı1al”:;
165, lıne from the bottom: after "Micah ad "Zeph f”,
169, lıne instead of “deuterocanonical” read "“"some Very late‘ ;
Z lıne instead of ..  ENA0G  77 read ..l  ENA0G6”;  9
181, line frome the bottom: read "Athenians’”;Q D B O 1852, line from the bottom: instead of 13;1 read “].  3„

278


