
'LIHE CHRISTLTIAN ATTITUDE TOWARD
NON-CHRISTI RELIGIONS

Some critical and posıtıve reflections

Dy Paul Hacker

In the present study ıntend to reflect the Christian attıtude
toward paganısm, not the individual Christian’s attiıtude toward
indıvyvıdual non-Christians. As regards the latter, all oday that
Chrıistians should meet wiıth non-Christians in spırıt of dialogue 10 be
SUTC, there 15 unanımıty 0NS wrıters about what dialogue 15
cshould be. I here AIXC, however, SOINC {ficıal statements thıs matter by
the Second Vatıcan Councıil, by Pope Paul VI and by the Secretarıat for
non-Christians. Reflection the Christian attıtude toward non-Christian
relıg10ns to be indispensable prerequıisıte for the meeting of
Christians with indivıdual non-Christians.

Ihe Christian attıtude toward paganısm has doctrinal and practical
aspect. I he practical attitude 15 eXpression of dogmatıc presupposiıt1ions,
whether these be reflected upOoN_n not We therefore TE the doctrinal
aspect rst.

Grıtique of the “Anonymous Christians” Theory
'The most noteworthy contribution to thıs subject iın the last has

doubtless been KARL RAHNER’S G’hrıstianıt'y an +he non-CGhrıstian
Relıgions *. One cannot deal wıth OUTr problem oday without discussıng
RAHNER'’'S posıtion. Ihe ast number of artıcles and 00 hıch OVCI

recentd ave €a wiıth non-Christian relig10ns ave to grea extent
been occasıoned by Rahner’s WeTiIC composed under ıts influence.

critical analysıs of an y of Rahner’s C554 Y 5 15 not CasSy task 'Ihe
maın difficulty stems from hıs peculıar style of thinking. He Ca  - begın
by statıng traditional doctrine wiıth grexa emphasıs, but then he S0CS
to evolve novel ıdeas that virtually neutralıze nullıfy his foregomg
statements; at the SAaInc tıiıme he surprisingly intersperses hıch

his Y 15 included in vol of ARL AHNER’S Schriften ZUT T’heologıe
In the present artıcle, quotations from thıs volume an reference to it

ATrTe gıyen according {o Kruger’s accurate Englısh translation RAHNER,
I heological Investigations, vol 5’ Baltımore an! London, 1966, FCDT. 1969
After each quotatıiıon [tWO pasc numbers AIC gıven 1in brackets; the hfrst refers to
the English translatıon an the second to the corresponding passSsasc of the
German orıgınal. Passages of other works of RAHNER have been translated Dy the
present author, an references to theır SOUT CCS AIrc gıven ın the footnotes.
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represent tradıtional Op1n10ns but hıch do not SCCIMN to be O00 coherent
wıth the LCW context In order to do full Justice tOo Rahner, it WOU
therefore be NCCECSSATY to analyze hıs wrıtings almost sentence by sentence.
In the dA5Cc of the aYy CONcernıng here, additional difficulty lıes
1in the fact that ıts princıpal statements TCSUPPOSC certaın posıt1ons in
phılosophy, 1n Christology and 1n the doctrine of d!  e Hence, thorough
crıtique of the artıcle would be possıible only part of critical analysıs
of the whole system of Rahner’s phılosophy and theology. Sınce
Cannot undertake all thıs wiıthın the framework of artıcle, must
content ourselves wıth Compromıse an TeEA Rahner'’s aV INOTEC

summarıly than ıt WOU. deserve.
TIhere d1iC twoO poınts hıch Catholic Ca  - possıbly disagree wiıth

Rahner’s iıdeas  ® Rahner 15 certaınly rıght ın emphasızıng, fırst, that the
present sıtuatıon of the world demands reconsıderation of the problem
of the Christian attıtude toward non-Christian relig10ns; secondly, that

INa  - who cCooperates wıth the d that God offers hım Ca  } be saved
CVCN outsıde the Church 15 OPCH LO quest1i0n, however, whether ahner's
DECW treatment of the subject 1n partıcular, the WaY he construes the
possıbılıty of salvation for non-Christians provıdes acceptable
solutıon.

Ihe present sıtuatıon of the world 15 characterized by the tact that
“everybody oday 15 determined Dy the iıntercommuniıcatıon of al those
sıtuations of ıfe hıch affect the OQdJe WOr Every religı10n whiıch
exısts 1n the WOT 15 question posed, an possıbılıty offered. to

person ” (147° 138) Rahner contrasts OUT time wıth tormer epoch,
namely the ıddle Ages, when the West Was INOTEC less “"shut In
ıtself” 15 surprısıng, however, that he 0€Ss not ask whether there ATC
essentıjal differences simılarıties between the present sıtuatıon and the
sıtuation of antıquıty. In poınt of fact, there 15 at least 0301 strikıng
sımılarıty. In the rst four centuriıes the Church lıved 1n relıg10us
pluralısm ' scarcely less multiform than the pluralısm 1ın which find
ourselves today On the other hand, there 15 difference 1n that atheism
Was not grea factor iın the pluralısm of antıquıity ıt 15 oday But

far the Christian attıtude toward other relıg10ns 15 concerned, there
15 another, INOTC ımportant diıfference between OUT tıme an antıquıity.
Rahner, doubtless voicıng the Teelıng of Man y Christians of OUT day,
states, fact of the pluralısm of relig10ns, hıch endures and still
from time to time becomes virulent ADNCW CVCMN after hıstory of two
thousand al  9 must be the greates scandal and the greates vexatıon
for Christianity” (116; 137) hıs 15 feeling of frustration which,
accordıng to al know, W as quıte alıen to the Christians 1n antıquıty.
Nor does the opposıte feeling, the hope of final viıctory of Christianıty
in the whole WOTr. SCCIN to ave determined the Christian CONSCl0UsSNESS
1n an Yy noticeable INCAaSUTEe. As long 4S to be Christian meant to risk
one’s lıtfe, there COUuU. be question of hope of external trıumphs
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anyhow; and VCN after Christianity had become the prihcipal relıgıon
of the Roman Empire, Christian wriıters took much calmer attıtude
toward the survıval of paganısm than ManYy of WOUu perhaps eXpect
today Obvıously the heology underlying the Fathers’ attıtude toward
paganısm W as essentially different from the OIlC that Rahner T SC5S.

The problem of the Erue relıgıon W as of prıme ımportance for the
Fathers; in Rahner’s AY, however, ıt 15 not posed at all nstead, Rahner
states "that Christianity understands itself the absolute relig10n (IES:
139) hıs eXpress10n suggests that there INAaYy also be relative relig10n

relatıve relıgı0ns. The ıdea of relatıvıty 15 evoked NC INOTC by the
ormulation, “Christianity understands itself Y instead of, “Christian-
ıty 18n  27 1 hus Christianıty 15 represented “"the absolute relıgı1on

far ıt understands iıtself fto be such hıs implies that the VerYy
notion of absoluteness 15 ncluded 1ın the domaın of relatıvıty. T here 15 1n
fact thoroughgoing, though not explicıt, relatıivyvısm 1n the argumentatıons
of Rahner’s aAaYy 1If thıs precludes the question about the Erue relıgıon,
ıt allıes VeErYy ell wıth the idea of legıtımacy. For, 1n relation to changıng
sıtuatıons, laws C  - change, whıiıle truth 15 essentially iımmutable. Rahner
uUuS«cCcSsS the notion of legıtimacy to explaın why Christianity 15 “the absolute
relıg10n . Christianity, he SaYyS, ““cannot recogniıze an Yy other relıgıon
beside itself of equa right”, Coy of equa. legıtımacy. TIhe concept of
‘“lawful” "Jeg1ıtimate relıgıon dominates the whole ay Non-
Christian relıg1ı0ns, Rahner contends, ATC lawful ..  until the moment when
the gospel really enters ınto the hıstorıcal sıtuatıon of ındıyıdual”
(121;; 143) hı1s moment CCUFTS “where and when  07 Christianity ““enters
wiıth exıstential an demandıng force nto the realm of another
relig10n (E1S: 139), “wherever Christianıty reaches INa ın the real
UrSCHNCY and r1gor of hıs actual exıistence” (F20: 142) ese eXpress10Ns
Ca  - only be iınterpreted implyıng that both the "“absoluteness” of
Christianity an the "Jegıtimacy ” of non-Christian relig10ns ultımately
depend the 1mpression that Christianity produces 19914898 Ihus both
absoluteness and legıtimacy ATC relatıve. The other alternatıve, described
Dy Rahner the prevalent COININOIN VIEW., would hold that “the
beginning of the objective oblıgatıon of the Christian IMNCSSaSC for all
men  27 occurred ..  ın the apostolic I2  age (119; 140f
5 however, that need not accept either alternatıve. What

Rahner ca the COININON VIECW May easıly ead tOo the misunderstanding
of redemption ega decree Occurrıng wıthın tıme Rahner’s alter-
natıve, the other hand, objectionable account of ıts
anthropocentricısm an situational relatıyısm. If leave out of account
the notiıon of oblıgatıon, then what the sentences quoted refer to turns out
LO be the moment of conversıon. signihcant that Rahner’s AVY
does not UuUsS«cC the word Conversı0Nn 1n posıtıve context (1ıt OCCUTS only 1ın
the negatıve phrase, “avoıldance otf immature cConvers1ions , 120; 141)
We shall SCC presently that Rahner’s system vırtually precludes the term
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CONVeErTSLON to denote the act of becoming A Christian. 'To the senfences
quoted others of sımılar €e€NOrTr could be added Rahner’'s exıstentialist

termınology refers fo the human sıde of cConversion only We IMayparaphrase hıs statements by Sayıng that Christianity becomes man’s
obligatory relıgıon when the impact of sıtuation brings it OoOme to hım
that Christianity 15, ought to be, hıs relıgi0n.

According to Holy Scripture, however, the conversion of gentiles 15 of
emınently theological nature. 1Ss "mystery hıdden for ASCS 1n God”

but ..  NOW made manıftfest to His saınts” (Eph 3 Col 1:26) hıs 110
of the manıiıfestation of the mystery, thiıs “day of salvatıon, * does no(t,
of COUTSC, at the SAdINC chronological moment tor all mankind and
for each indıvıdual. hus far Ca  - S wıth Rahner But must
criticıze hıs phraseology not fully adequate LO the subjJect. TIo be SUTC,
Rahner’s exıstentialısm exıstential ıdealism 15 not PUTC humanısm.
Nevertheless, theology must take into  e account that the aYy of salvatıon”
15 grounde In God’s provıdence predestination which, being eternal,
15 not PTOCCSS wıthin tiıme. The Fathers realized this and WEIC thus
immune LO both defeatism and trıumphalısm. Christ’s deed of explatıon,decreed from eternıty and manıftested wıthın tiıme iın Hıs suffering and
death, 15 eternalızed 1in his "holdıng the prıesthood permanently”, and in
virtue of thıs priıesthood “he 15 able for all tıme to SaVC those who draw
Car LO God through him  27 (Heb hus the OCCUrTeENCE of the dayof salvatıon at different poıints of time for dıiıfferent indıvıduals Canno(,
AS Rahner WOUu ave it, be grounde: ın “the real hıstoricıty of Christian-
ıty an salvation-history” (120; 141) Hıistoricıity, if ıt an anything
at all, connotes OCCUTITENCE within time, orıgınatıng an perıshing. Con-
vers10n, however, 15 the poıint where time and eternıty meet. Ihe
eternalızed realıty of Christ’s explatıon brings salvation A  into equa.proximity LO V  y moment of time and to iındividual. And “those
who draw Car to (s0d” ATC themselves elevated nto eternıty 1n this Very
act of conversıon. For the Samne rCason, VeCn PCTSONJNS who lıyved before
Christ AT not outsıde the reach of the effect of Hıs redemptive passıon.This would be ımpossible the basıs of INneTE “real historicity”.

15 quıte natural that Rahner’s peculıar intertwining of the notion of
obligation wıth sıtuational relativism leads straıght to what modern
Jargon calls “dialectic”. contradıiction 15 boldly interpreted havıngposiıtive value. The Church, Rahner states, 15 opposed by non-Christian
relıg10ns. In this antagonısm, however, the Church ““cannot teel herselt
to be Just ON  (& dialectic moment”. On the CONtrary, she “has alreadythıs opposıtion Dy her faıth, hope and charıty. In other words,
the others who OPPOSC her ATC merely those who ave not yet recognizedwhat they nevertheless really already dICcC (or Can be) CvVcn when, the
surface of exıstence, they AT ın opposıtion; they AIC already AaNONYMOU:Christians” (134; E57):
2 Cf. ZMR, 1970, 182ff.
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In evaluatıng thıs theory must ote rst that it 15 sımply
irreconcıilable wıth grea number of statements ın Scripture an
Iradıtıion, unless these ATIC reinterpreted ıIn hıch the hagıo-
graphers and Doctors certamly dıd not intend. The whole Apocalypse,
tor instance, would be meanıngless ı1, Rahner intımates, VCIIl those
who OPPOSC the Church ATC already secretly saved., an OQur Lord could
not ave saıd tO the prophet that, at the en of all thıngs, ıdolaters ATIC to
remaın ‘“outside” pOocC Idolaters, in the v1isıon of the Apocalypse,
ATC pCrSONS who OPPOSC the Church 1f they WeTC already, could be,
aNnOoNyMOUS Christians, they would not be banıshed from the City of God
Other EeXtTIs inconsıstent with Rahner’s theory AL those hıch refer to the
conversion otf Saul. As long Saul who Was tOo become the Apostle
Paul persecuted the Church, he Was Aa  1ın opposıition to her not only
..  on the surface of existence‘ but 1n full realıty Otherwise Our Lord
could not ave saı1d to hım, “I Jesus, whom yOoUu ATC persecuting”
(Acts 9:5) JIrue, Saul W as chosen instrument” of Christ 9:15) but hıs
election ncluded hıs conversıon. If he had only been brought to realıze
what he already WAaS, the SCOTYy of hıs conversıon WOU. be quıte different
from what read in the New 1 estament. Ihe Pharisee Saul had been
Just zealous 1ın the servıce of God aAsSs Was the Apostle Paul Hence, ıf
Rahner’s theory WEeEIC correct, OIl  (D would eXpect that Paul cshould be the
model Adsec of CIrSON who arrıved AF reflex CONSCIOUSNESS of what he
had been betfore. But there 1Ss not the slıghtest ınt of such —

planatıon 1n the Bıble On the cContrary, St Paul, looking back to h1s past,
unht tO be called apostle,Irankly repents of ıt, 1n sayıng, uI

because persecuted the ur of (5060° (1 Cor 15:9)
Rahner’s Surprisıng theory becomes understandable only the basıs

of his doctrine of and, ultımately, hıs philosophy. We @M  - only
briefly indicate these doctriınes ere. Rahner contends that in man’s spırıt
there 15 tendency hıch always, vVecn before objects AT known, antı-
cıpates unlımıted being (Sein, eSSE) 1ın general hıs movement of the
spirıt mind oe€es not a1ım at object; rather, ıt 15 the precondıtıion for
an Yy cognıtıon of objects. * hıs conception of antıcıpatıng movement

transcendental antıcıpatıon (Vorgri of the human spırıt reaching
out for being has emiıinently theologıca. relevance. kor the absolute
Being toward which the urs«c of the anticıipatıon OV!  9 15 God Ihe
antıcıpatıon implicıtly affırms the exıstence of Absolute Being OT God,
CVCN though 1n thıs movement the mind has explicı AaW UaTre1N6s5 of
God {Ihus Man, who 15 spirıt, “lıves hıs ıfe in constantly reaching out
toward the Absolute, 1n to (G0d He 15 INa  ® solely Dy hıs
always being already the WAaY to God, matter whether he knows thıs
explicitly no(t, whether he wiılls it not.  27 The antıcıpatıng movement

3 RAHNER, Geist ın Welt (2nd ed., Munich, 1957), 153ff
RAHNER, Hörer des Wortes (Munich, C1l.,



toward eıng, ultimately toward Absoluie Being God, belongs to the
basıc constitution of human exıstence, 1. C.y of human nature.

Rahner’s doctrine of d! 15 nothing but theological transposıtıion of
thıs metaphysıcal schema. Man’s transcendence, ıf SCCI1 from the side of
God, 15 d  9 an ..  1n the experience of his OW: transcendence, of hıs OW
unlımıted openness , INan VCNMN experiences the offer of grace. ” He Ca  -

accept thıs offer “by really and wholly accepting himself,” because
through hıs self-transcendence revelation "speaks VCMN wıthın hım.  27 And
thıs accepting 15 c.  act of supernatural faiıth” I hus nature has become
supernatural. By accepting h1s OW: nature, INa  . has valıd substitute
for supernatural faıth, quıte effective real faıth

In 1940, Rahner asked whether man’s faculty of self-transcendence
WOUu not make word-revelatıon superfluous. And he triıed hard to
show that this W as not the A4AsSsc In hıs later CSSaYS, however, the dangerinherent 1n hıs metaphysıcs has become INOTEC an INOTC manıfest. If man’s
transcendence 15 SUTC LO reach G0d ın the INeTC act of hıs accepting h1s
OW: exıstence nature, then the essential distinctions between Christian-
ıty and paganısm, ell between moral conduct and SIN, become
ultımately ırrelevant. Nor 15 there an Yy necessity for Conversion if INa
1ın becoming Christian only arrıves AT reflex CONSCIOUSNESS of what he
already 15. Rahner’s phiılosophical description of man’s iırresistible self-
transcendence 15 strıkıngly sımiılar LO, and 1in tact vırtually coıncıdent
wıth, what he SayS about “those who ave not yet recognızed what they
already ar  “ In 1940, the philosopher wrote that INa  ®] 15 "always already

the WaYy to God, matter whether he wiılls ıt not.  27 In 1961, the
theologian Ca  ; speak of “the deed of (s0d whiıch bursts OPCNH an redeems
the false choice of INa  - by overtakıng -t” (124; 146) IThough nomiınally
acknowledging that INa  - &773  » refuse the offer of al and that there
AT depravities 1n paganısm, Rahner uscsS vVery emphatıc ormulations
which vırtually represent all depravities iırrelevant and xclude the
possıbılıty of refusal of d! He Ca  - SaY, for instance, “that y
human being 15 really and ruly exposed IO the influence of divine, SUPCI -
natural a which offers interı1o0r unıon wıth God an by of
which God communicates himself, whether the indıvıidual takes
attıtude of acceptance of refusal towards thıs grace” (123; 145) In this
WAaYy Rahner constantly blurs the dıfference, carefully observed by sound

Cit:, 81
ahner'’'s term “exıstence” 15 m1ısnomer. It 15 ase of that essentialization

of ex1istence hich 15 the ınescapable tragedy of all exıistentialısm. When he
speaks of “existence” he 15 often referring LO hat ın INOTC adequate termınologywould be called “nature” ““essence”. Hıs “existence” includes “existentials”
(Existentiualien). These ATC qualifications. eal existence, however, has qual-iıfıcations. What p OSSCSSCS qualiıfications, 15 substance ESSCNCC nature.

RAHNER, Schrıften ZUT T'heologıe, vol 1965), 547 an! 54
A  Q Hörer des Wortes, Chapters E
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heology, between ob]ective redemption and man’s subjective appropriatıon
of it hus redemptıion and salvatıon become vırtually identical.

ToOom the foregomng ıt cshould hbe clear that ıt 15 Rahner’s metaphysical
project hıch MaYy “exıstential idealısm“ spirıt-
dynamısm ' hıch has dictated hıs theory of Anonymous Christians.
I hıs predomınance of philosophiıcal speculatıon 15 also responsible for the
atrophy of posıtıve eology, 1. €., eology based Scripture an!
Tradiıtion, an for the absence of Aln y reference to concrete non-Christian
relıg10ns ın Rahner’s aV Rahner pleads that he eed not refer to data
of the hıstory of relıg10ns because he 15 treatıng hıs ubject dogmatıc
theologıan 1174 139) But Cd  - ADn Yy sc1encCce yıeld reliable results ıf ıt
neglects the study of materıals to hıch ıt has to refer constantly”? As
matter of fact, Rahner Ca  - only dıspense wıth the reference to facts
and to Scripture an Iradıtion because he 15 evolvıng deductions from
Pr10r metaphysıcal speculatıon. In thıs respect LOO, hıs reason1ıng differs
radıcally from the WaY of thinking of the Church Fathers who, when
evaluatıng paganısm, had 1n VIEW definite doctrines and cults

Rahner 15 inclined to SCC the Old Testament ...  1n Man y respects
divınely interpreted model of pre-Christian relıgıon rather than
absolutely and ın V'  Y respect unıque Aan! incomparable quantity ” (106;
125) hıs sentence includes SOINC qualifications: ...  1ın Nan y respects ,
“ absolutely and ın V  A respect”. Such indefiniıte restrict10ons, characteristic
of Rahner’s style, SCCII to leave asu margın for statements to the
opposıte etftect Nevertheless, the sentence 1S revolutionary. undermines
the vVerYy basıs of that V1sS10N of the CCONOIMNY of salvatıon hiıch has been
authoriıtatıve in the Church rıght from the tiıme of the New Testament.
ven Clement of lexandrıa, wıth al hıs apprecılatıon of Greek philosophy,
dıid not attrıbute to ıt the SaImInc dıgnity to the Old 1 estament. 'Ihe New
Testament becomes fully intelligible only ıf read agaınst the background
of the Old Testament, much the Old Testament discloses ıts meanıng
only if ıt 15 SCCI1 the preparatıon tor the gospel. 1f the New 1 estament
15 unıque the MCSSaASC of the Incarnatıon, then the Old T estament 15
just un1ıque the MCSSASC of CCONOILNY that Was prepar:  Y
for the ncarnatıon. Rahner’s V1IECW might be true ıf the Old T estament
ended wiıth the SCtOTY of the oah Covenant. But there ATIC also the
records of the covenants hıch God made wiıth Abraham, wıth the
Israelites at Sınal, an wıth Davıd What distinguishes the Old Testament
from documents of other relig10ns 15 not only the fact, which 15 certainly
essential, that 1ın ıt hıstory 15 ““divinely interpreted’'; rather, thıs inter-
pretatiıon reveals the un1ıque nature of the events elated An iımparts
knowledge, not obtainable from an Yy other SOUTCC, of God, of Hıs 111
and designs

od’s CCONOMY, accordıng to Scripture, takes account of the fact that
“the imagınatıon of the thoughts of man’s heart 15 evıl continually
Gen 6:5; 8:21) hıs fact necessitated Nnarrow1iıng of the ansg' of
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salvatiıon-history. In the Casec of oah 4S ell 4S 1n the Case otf Abraham
ONC sıngle INan Was the recıpıent of od’s revelatıon and salvıfıc promıse.
Ihe Israelites WEIC sSma and insıgnıflıcant ethnic compared
wıth the grea CoNntemporary natıons. Yet ıt Was thıs that God
chose Hıs OW: people If thıs t00O LaAaIrTOW VIECW o OUT human
speculatıon, must ask ourselves ıf UT speculatıon really SCI VCS to
elucıdate revelation whether, conversely, dIC ryıng to adapt the
ata of revelation to OUTr speculatıve projJect. Such adaptatiıon Was
practised A large scale by Hegel Rahner’s theologıcal transposıtion
of hıs exıstentjal ıdealısm spirıt-dynamısm bears disconcerting
resemblance to Hegel’s adventure.

We cannot diıscuss Rahner’s Christology in detail ere But must
note that hıs Christology, applıcation of hıs philosophical spirıt-
dynamısm rather than interpretation of the ftacts of revelatıon, makes
ıt ımpossıble for hım vVen to describe the Uun1ıqueness of the New Covenant
1ın adequate terms. Rahner thınks that the mystery of Christ’s [WO natures,
tradıtionally described 1n „ontic-substantial categorıies”, Ca  - also be
eXpressed 1n “existential categorıes . These latter reiter, Rahner —

plaıns, to man’s geıstigen Selbstvollzug” , S  1, @. o the spırıtual act
event of man’s self-realization. But Rahner’s exıstentialısm dısregards
the tact that act PI'  CS being that 15 able to perform ıt and
that the basıs of such abılıty 15 the nature CSSCHNCE of the eing
concerned. 15 not Lrue, Rahner would ave ıt, that statement 1n
terms of substance CSSCIHNCE nature Ca  - be transposed into  - statement
ıin terms of event PTFOCCSS ACL As matter of fact, AS far Christ’s
humanıty 15 concerned, Rahner o0€s make statements about Hıs nature.
nstead of treatıng of Our Lord’s divine nature, however, he contends
that LWO acts events (G0d’s self-communication and Jesus’ perfect
acceptance of ıt ave reached their absolute goal in Jesus. But Rahner
also holds that God offers His self-communication to all INE':  $ and man’s
spırıtual self-transcendence responds to it. hus there 15 difference
iın nature between Jesus and other human beings. Ihe dıtfference between
Hım and only the SUCCESS of self-transcendence. hıs SUCCCSS5
15 perfect in Jesus’ CasSC, and this 15 why He becomes od’s "pledge of

to us  27 (184; 212 Zusage der G(nade Rahner Ca  - SdY, In
the depths of hıs exıiıstence 189028  - 15 divinized (at least 1ın the INanner of

offer) The hıstory of the spatıo-temporal tangıbılıty of man’s findıng
himself 1in God reaches ıts hıstorical culmination and ıts SUPTEME
goalsalvation-history. In the case of Noah as well as in the case of Abraham  one single man was the recipient of God’s revelation and salvific promise.  The Israelites were a small and insignificant ethnic group as compared  with the great contemporary nations. Yet it was this group that God  chose as His own people. If this seems too narrow a view to our human  speculation, we must ask ourselves if our speculation really serves to  elucidate revelation or whether, conversely, we are trying to adapt the  data of revelation to our speculative project. Such adaptation was  practised on a large scale by Hegel. Rahner’s theological transposition  of his existential idealism or spirit-dynamism bears a disconcerting  resemblance to Hegel’s adventure.  We cannot discuss Rahner’s Christology in detail here. But we must  note that his Christology, an application of his philosophical spirit-  dynamism rather than an interpretation of the facts of revelation, makes  it impossible for him even to describe the uniqueness of the New Covenant  in adequate terms. Rahner thinks that the mystery of Christ’s two natures,  traditionally described in „ontic-substantial categories“, can also be  expressed in “existential categories”. These latter refer, as Rahner ex-  plains, to man’s “geistigen Selbstvollzug” *, i.e., to the spiritual act or  event of man’s self-realization. But Rahner’s existentialism disregards  the fact that an act presupposes a being that is able to perform it and  that the basis of such an ability is the nature or essence of the being  concerned. It is not true, as Rahner would have it, that a statement in  terms of substance or essence or nature can be transposed into a statement  in terms of event or process or act. As a matter of fact, as far as Christ’s  humanity is concerned, Rahner does make statements about His nature.  Instead of treating of Our Lord’s divine nature, however, he contends  that two acts or events — God’s self-communication and Jesus’ perfect  acceptance of it — have reached their absolute goal in Jesus. But Rahner  also holds that God offers His self-communication to all men and man’s  spiritual self-transcendence responds to it. Thus there is no difference  ın nature between Jesus and other human beings. The difference between  Him and us concerns only the success of self-transcendence. This success  is perfect in Jesus’ case, and this is why He becomes God’s “pledge of  grace to us” (184; 212: Zusage der Gnade an uns). Rahner can say, “In  the depths of his existence man is divinized (at least in the manner of  an offer). The history of the spatio-temporal tangibility of man’s finding  himself in God ... reaches its historical culmination and its supreme  goal ... in Him whom we call the God-Man par excellence in the midst  of divinized mankind”!, This implies that the divinity of Christ is  reduced to an event which, though in a far lower degree, occurs in all  human beings. If Rahner’s Christology is correct then either Christ is  by nature not God at all or every human being is God, though at a far  10 K. RAHner, Schriften zur Theologie, vol. 8 (1967), p. 215.  1“ O. c., pp. 160£.  881n Him whom call the God-Man Dar excellence 1ın the mıdst
of divinized mankınd 11 hıs ımplıes that the dıivinıty of Christ 15
reduced to event which, though in far lower degree,; CCUFTrS in all
human beings. {f Rahner’s Christology 15 correct then eiıther Christ 15
by nature not God at all V human being 15 God, though at far

10  0 RAHNER, Schriften ZUT Theologie, vol (1967), 215 11 C 160£.



distance from Christ. It can hardly be maiıntaine: that thıs reinterpreta-
tıon brings out the unıqueness of the Person of Christ 4S defined by the
Councıl of Chalcedon

Neither 15 the Uun1ıqueness of Christ’s work treated adequately in Rah-
ner’s system. Ihe meanıng of Christ’s passıon 15 watered own LO the
exceptionally successful A4SC of man’s self-transcendence 1n which
od’’s self-communication becomes manıftest. For Rahner, the decisıve
event 15 not Christ’s passıon 15 ole but the abstract fact of Hıs
death because thıs 15 the completion of Jesus’ self-transcendence 1 The
possı1ıbilıty of forgıveness” of SIN “comes from that of od’s
selft-communication which, the 0)81  (D hand, depends the development
of the ole hıstory of the COSINOS AaAn whiıch, the other hand, by
establıshıng ıts OW: g’oal, becomes manıfest 1n the exıstence an exısten-
tial realızatıon of Christ. And thıs 15 the meanıng of the proposıtion
hıch states that ave been redeemed by Christ from OUT S1NS  27 (186;
215) hus the CONCeEPIS of explation, redemption and sacrıfice. allowe
by Christian tradıtion rıght from the time of the New T estament, become
virtually meanıngless. As inevıtable corollary, SIN loses ıts ata
character of severıng man’s relatıonshıp wiıth God Rahner Ca  ® SaY, “°Sın
15 irom the outset embraced by the 8! LO Lorg1ıve (186; 2153 I hıs
mınımı1zatıon of the gravıty of SIN 15 NECESSATY CONSCYHUCNCEC of the
doctrine that man’'s spırıt 15 always reaching out toward God, whether
he wills ıt not

I hus it 15 1n the thın atmosphere of Rahner’s exıstentıjal ıdealısm
that hıs theory of Anonymous Christians could thrıve. hıs phılosophy
makes ıt impossıible to SCC the unıqueness of Christ’s CISON an work
and, accordıingly, the un1ıqueness of both the Old and the New Covenants

compared wıth other relıg10ns. As inevıtable CONSCYUCNCC, Chris-
tianıty 15 reduced to the explicıt exXxpressi10n of what the Christian
hopes 15 present hidden realıty VCIIN outsıde the visıble Church”
(133; 156)

But Rahner’s metaphysıcs 15 not the sole ‚upport of hıs theory of
Anonymous Christians. In addıtion, he maıntaıns the princıple of the
NECCESSATY socıal constıitution of relıg10n. He admıiıts that he deduces thıs
iıdea from the nature of Christianity; but he thınks thıs princıple Can

be extended to apply to all relig10ns (120; 142) hıs ımplies,
however, misınterpretation of both Christianıty an non-Christian
relıg10ns. I he socı1al constitution of Christianıty 15 incomparable because
ıt 15 grounde: ın the supernatural realıty of the Body of Christ. specıal
socıal organızatıon and specific kınds of socıial behavıor ATC therefore

essentıal and exactıng realıty ın Christianıity, distinguishıng ıt from
all pre-Christian relıg10ns. I he Bible teaches that the Nations lıve
under the oah Covenant. hıs Covenan 15 EMETSCHCY ordinance

RAHNER, rıllen zZ2UT T’heologıe, vol (1960) 164f
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hıch 0€Ss not instıitute socıal structure relıg10us basıs. Ihe SAaIiInc
natıons hıch lıve under thıs covenant ATC also under the that
divided mankiınd (Gen — St Justin AaAn St Augustine WeIC ell

that precisely the depraviıties of the relıg10n WeEeIC iıntımately
tied wıth the socıety 1n hıch ıt Was practised. Moreover, both the
Old and New Testaments teach that he who wants to tulfill od’s
111 must 1n certaın sıtuatıons vVen risk rupture wiıth the socıety in
hıch he lıves (Gen Z IS Matt 0:37: Luke Such break CAd)  —

he prerequıisıte for man’s incorporatıon into the supernatural society
otf the Covenant. Rahner’s vindication of the legıtimacy of paganısm
the ground of the soc1ıal nature of relıgıon untenable. As ONSC-

UuCNCE of the Fall, it Ca  - Aanı! does happen that precısely the aberrations
an depravıtıes of relig10us practıices ATC tied wıth socıal structure.

There ATC still TNOTC objections hıch INnaAaYy be raısed agaınst Rahner'’'s
aY. What prevents from assenting to hım 15 not primarıly an
essentially the term annn YMOUS C hristians. hıs eXpression 15 indeed
mısnomer VCeCn contradıction in terms. ere 15 rıch symbolısm
1n the ConNcept of “name ” which forms important part of the eology
of the New J1 estament, c$ Luke 10:20; John 1023 Apoc Z E: 3:5; 1310
17:8 and other CS, od’’s personal relatıonshıp LO the Christian 15
expressed 1n the doctrine that the Christian has NCW Namme by which
Christ A hım, hıch 15 wrıtten ıIn the book of lıfe, and which Christ
confesses before Hıs Father. hıs ole eology 15 destroyed if there
ATC AaNONYINOUS Christians. Neither Ca  - true Christian’s relıgıon VT

be ım plicıt. On the CONLrarY, the Christian 15 oblıged to make hıs relıg10n
explıicıt by professing it 1881 word and deed More ateful,;, however, than
the terms “anonymous’” and “implicıt” ATC the doctrines connected wıth
them If the proclamatıon of the gospel 15 nothing but the ringıng of
186919  ® LO reflex realızatıon of what they already darC; then large part
of Christian doctrine 15 virtually invalidated.

Reflections the Doctrine of the Second Uatıcan Councıl

I: then, cannot e wiıth OUT time'’s most orıgınal and fascinatıng
presentatıon of ‘Christian attıtude toward non-Christian relig10ns ,
how and where AdIiIC to tiınd guldance ın iormulatıng such attıtude”?
Before venturıng speculations, ave to ask what Scripture an Ira-
dition Sa Y about OUT theme, and must take due cognızance of the
declarations of the magısterıum. Moreover, must take ınto CON-

sıderation the results of research non-Christian relig10ns. Unlike Rah-
HCT; the Fathers of the Church had 1ın VIEW concrete rel1g10ns when they
reflected the Christian attıtude toward paganısm. Whiıle utilızıng the
Fathers’ wrıtings testımonı1€es of tradıtion, ave to ask whether
their Judgments eed modification LO accord ıth the results of
OUT historical experience.
U()



In pPrevı0us artıcle !$ studied felevant statements and narratıons
of Holy Scripture. In another artıcle 1 found far-reachıng ONSCHNSUS

O18 the Church Fathers regardıng essential poınts of OUT theme We
ll 110 consıder statements of the Second Vatıcan Council, whiıle
keeping in mınd what found 1in Scripture and in the Fathers T here
AITIC number of documents 1n hıch the Council has touched upDOoN the
question of the Christian attıtude toward non-Christian relıg10ns. Rah-
HC: who acted herıtus for the Councıil, certaınly cooperated 1n for-
mulatıng SOMEC of the exts; but thıs does not ımply that the Councıl
has sanctione hıs personal VIeWS. We must take the Council’s documents

expressing what they SaYy explicıtly. We May not sıngle out iındividual
statements from theır ontext but must interpret the documents
unıty, with certaın statements qualifyıng complementing others.

In conformity wiıth Scripture an I radıtion, the Councıl affırms that
IN  ' who wıithout their guilt ATC 1gnorant of the gospel and the Church
Ca  - attaın eternal ıfte if they, guided by od’s d!  ’ seek God an
follow the dictates of theıir conscıence ! (E 16) Wiıthout faıth, however,
198008  - cCannot hbe pleasıng LO God We must SSUINC that God Ca  ® ead
those iıgnorant of the gospel to taıth by WaYysS hıch He alone knows
(U1S S1b2 not1s, hıs implies that the salvatıon of non-Chriıstians
15 ultımately mystery which cannot unveil by scrutinızıng.

May be 1ın place ere to reflect ftor moment thıs mystery
Former generatıons tound ıt easıer to construe the possibilıty of salvatıon
outside the Church, and in UT day SOMMEC cholars ave ventured 1C

theorıes to elucıdate thıs mySstery. We Cannot, however, accept certaın
legends historical, LOr Ca  - speak of ‘hol pAaSans of the Old
Testament” AS examples of saınts outsıde of od’s salvıfıc covenant, NOT

Ca  ® attrıbute to the oah Covenant signılıcance beyond the OI  (D

which 15 expressly described 1n Scripture. We aV LO accept at face
value the words of Scripture about the darkness 1ın hıch the Nations
lıve (Is UZ Luke 1:79) and about “the plan of the mystery hıdden for
ASCS 1n God” (Eph 3 ct Col 1:26) TIhe darkness does not only consıst
1n the Nations’ 1gNorance. 15 darkness tor OUT V1IS10N L00 In the INOTC

ancıent wrıtings of the Old TLestament CVCN the eternal destiny of those
wıthın the Covenant 15 eft 1in the dark O much higher degree the
Same for those outsıde the Covenant. Ihe darkness 15 dispelled
and the mystery 15 made manıitest not earlıer than when whenever
the gospel 15 proclaimed and accepted. eology Ca  w do nothing but
interpret the cContients of thıs proclamatıon an acceptance. Ihe gospel
13 ZMR, 1970, 1671185 ZMR, 1970, GEREZD78
15 Documents of the Second Vatican Councıl AI reftferred to ıth the tollowıng
abbreviations: Const dogm. de Ecclesia (Lumen gentium),

Decr de activitate missionalı (Ad gentes),
Decl de Ecclesiae habıtudine ad relıg10nes non-christianas
(Nostra aetate).



o€s not reveal that the past of Convert the ıfe of inhidel 15
condoned wıthout hıs knowıng ıt and 1ın spıte of hıs aberrations. On the
contrary, in far the gospel sheds Anı Yy 1g. at all the past, ıt

men’s SIN and ınvıtes them fo repent (Matt DE 4:17) Posıitively,
the lıght of the gospel DCN: the prospect of eternıty ın bringing INnenNn to
bel1ıeve iın Christ, and ıt reveals that through faıth both Jews and Gen-
tıles ATC incorporated iınto the Mystical Body of Christ. In thiıs WaYy “the
old has passed away through the lıght of the gospel, and ““the DCW
has ome  44 Cor 5:47) We must certaınly AaSSUumne that VCcn in the
darkness of the ations SOINC PCTSONS, enlightened by God, Ca  - an do
follow the guıdance of Hıs d! But the Councıil, ın conformity wıth
Scripture, that cshould not take thıs the normal A4ASC More
often (at saepıus )”‚ Counciıl text SaYyS, it happened that INC  ' “became
futile 1n theır thinking and exchanged the truth about God for lıe, 1ın
worshıpıng the creature rather than the Cireator” (Rom 1:21.25) hus
the Church 15 vVer concerned LO make the gospel known to all INEC  e (E 16)

But the question of the possıbılıty of salvation outsıde the Covenant
15 not the only, and perhaps not VCcCn the most ımportant, aspect of the
problem of the Christian attıtude toward non-Christian relig10ns. We
dTC not Ilowed LO set lımiıts od’s Y by condemning the NOonNn-
Christians. Neither 15 it the task of theologians to work out expert
opınıon to be used by the counsel for the defense when the ase of the
PpaSans before the court of heaven. We have sımply fto face
the realıty of the non-Christian relıg10ns they ATC

TIhe documents of the Councıil admıt that there ATC posıtıve values ın
the non-Christian relıg10ns (NC z 9) Ihe Church does not reject
anythıng hıch 15 ..  true and h1n 1n the other relıg10ns. °*For not seldom
do they reflect ray of that Iruth hıch iılluminates all men
But the values contaıned 1n non-Christian relıg10ns ATC intermiıxed wıth
negatıve elements. Although ıt Was the PUrpoOSC of the Councıil to make
posıtıve statements only, the negatıve features of paganısm have not
been passed OVCTI 1n sılence 1ın an y WaYy condoned. These features ATC
mentioned wıthın the framework of positive statements the Church.
hus ONC of the documents 5SayS that men’s relıg10us efforts eed to be
“illuminated“ and ‘healed” Dy the C'hurch 3) Ihere 15 much 1ın the
relig10ns “which dıffers wıdely from what the Church holds and proposes”
(NC 15 doubtless the consıderation of the negatıve features of
non-Christian relıg10ns hıch prevented the Councıl from statıng that
pasans AT saved hrough theır rel2g107s that their relıg10ns such
ave salvıfıc sıENLUNCANCE. TIhe thesis of the legıtimacy” of
religi0ns has received sanctıon SUppOrt by the Councıil.

In the documents of the Second Vatican Councıil the magısteriıum has
for the rst tiıme enuncıated certaın princıples hich had been known
to the Church from the tıme of the Fathers. On 0)8[  (D {wO poımints only
does the Council SO beyond what the Fathers had saıd expressly. 'Ihe
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Fathers condemned all myths and rıtes of the pa$gans. In sayıng that
the Church does not reject anythıng that 15 irue an holy in other
relig10ns, the Councıil has not approved true and holy anı y of the myths
and rıtes of these religions. But ıt does acknowledge somethıng ın them

document 5SayS: ‘In Hınduism, 1INeN scrutinıze and CXDTICSS the dıvıne
mystery in inexhaustible abundance of mYy an penetratıng phılo-
sophıcal efforts, and they seek emancıpatıon from the plıght of OUT
sıtuatıon hrough forms of asceticısm deep meditation through
takıng refuge with God in love and conhidence . .. Similarly, the other
relig10ns also strıve 1in Varıous WayS to remedy the disquietude of
the human heart Dy proposing WaYyS of lıfe, 1.€. doctrines and precepts,

ell sacred rıtes’”” 16 2) If analyze these EeX{Is carefully,
find that they reftfer to the anthropological aspect of relıg1ı0n. Ihey

descrıibe relı1g10us efforts undertaken Dy INCN of Varıous relıg10ns and they
AapPTOVC of the fact that INCN thus seeck God: but they remaın sılent
regardıng the possıbilıty of reaching the goal through these efforts, 1OT
do they SaYy anythıng about whether the myths contaın truth whether
the rıtes and practıces ATrc ın conformity wıth the 11l of God

J he Church Fathers SE 1ın the myths of theır tıme claım to CXPTITCSS
objective truth and, in the rıtes and practices, theır intımate connection
wıth ıdolatry and polytheısm. TOom these poıints of VIEW myths, rıtes and
practıces had to be rejected uncompromiısıngly. Nor Ca  - the Church VCr
take different attıtude long my ATC believed to be objectively
true an! practices AfFrc performed 1n relig10us framework hiıch 15 ob-
jectionable from the pomint of V1IECW of the truth ven the Second Vatican
CGouncil, wıth all ıts understandıng and TESCTIVC, has not €Ss1-
tated fo stiate indicate that there 15 inveiglement by the Devıil and
evıl defilement 1n non-Christian relıgi0ns (a Malıgno deceptz, 1
ımperium dıabolı and contagıa malıgna INnay also be noted 1n
passıng that {woO of the Council’s documents expressly state that ONC
Cd  ; be saved if he has OINC to know the Church NECCCSSATY for
salvatıon an still refuses LO Join her remaın 1in her 1  r

The fact that oday Ca  - evaluate non-Christian mY  S, symbols,
rıtes and practices in INOTC posıtıve than Scripture and the Fathers
did involves abandoning of the fundamental princıples hıch guıded
the hagıographers an saınts and hıch remaın valıd It 15 only
CONSCQUCNCE, (1) of differentiation, (2) of widened perspective, (3 of
historical experlience.
16 Ita 1n Hinduismo homines myster1um dıyınum scrutantur et exprımunt
inexhausta fecundıitate mythorum et acutıs conatıbus philosophiae, que lıber-
atıonem quaerunt ab angust1s nostrae condiıicionis vel PCI formas vıtae asceticae
vel pPCI profundam meditationem vel PCI refugium ad Deum Cu et
confidentia. S1C ceterae QUOQUC relıgıones inquietudını cordiıs homiınum
Varııs modis OCCUITETIC nıtuntur proponendo vlas, doctrinas scılicet praecepta
vıtae, CCHNON rıtos S2ACTI OS
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(1) We make dıistinction between the human anthropological an
the strictly theologıcal dogmatıc aspects of relıgıon. ven St Paul,
speakıng the Areopagus, appreclated the tact that the Athenians
ve..  1n V  y 27  way WEIC “ very rel1g10us (Acts 722 and he COUu. UuUsSCc

Sto1cC term when he saıd that IN  - Id seek G0d iın the hope that they
mıght reel after hım  27 hıs apprecıatıon, however, 1n WAaY
involved approval of the WaYy 1n which the Athenıjans sought (God
an practısed theır relig10n. On the contrary, the Apostle old the
Athenıans iın plaın words that theır WaYyS of worshıp WeTEC

aberratıon. Hıs CENSUTC dıd not invalıdate hıs apprecıatıon, 191038 dıid hıs
approval ımply condonatıon of the depravıtıes in the Athenıians’
relıg10n. Evıdently, the Apostle W as Judging the relig10n from
iwoO different poınts of VIEW. We INAaYy differentiate them the anthro-
pologiıcal an the theologıca poıints of VIEW. If SCCIH 1ın the lıght of
revelatıon, the Athenlans’ relig10us behavıor AaInec under the verdıiıct of
the Fırst an Second Commandments. gaın, the anthropologiıca evalua-
tıon has {wO levels Not only does ıt apprecıate the good - 88 and
earnestness of those who practıse the relıg10n, but it SCCS thıs
earnestness under theologıca. aspect also. Such evaluatıon nables

to discover 1ın the other relıg10n element whıiıch, though distorted
1ın ıts context, 15 S{l EXpressıve of man’s ques tor (30d Aan! thus
exhıbıts reflection, however dım and deflected, of that Light which
“enlıghtens man 1:9) (s0d himself has engrafted in INa  -

restlessness that ıimpels hım to seek after h1s Author. hıs movement
15 miısoriented in non-Christian relig10ns. Ihe Christian, therefore, cannot
dispense wıth pointing out that the First an Second Commandments

makıng theır stern demands 190020088 On the other hand,
he cannot but recognıze wıth JOYy that the OIl  (D irue God, who wiılls that
190078  e seeck Hım, 15 at work vVecn 1n the adherents of non-Christian relı-
g10NsS. 1f the movement of their yearnıngs an practıces 15 misdirected,
ıt Ca  - nevertheless be reinstated and reorjented.

(2 Such differentiation already involves wıdened perspective. The
Fathers contined theır apprecılatıon to philosophers and certaın poets
because they found ın theır works statements hıch they COU. accept

Irue wiıithout Aln Yy readjustment. oday could cull such statements
especlally from the wrıtings of Indian philosophers. Yet there WEeTC 1ın
pre-Christian phılosophy INany doctrines hıch the Fathers could not
AaPPTOVC of Actually, however, the Fathers, an VCIN the hagiographers
of the New Testament before them, took Ver quıte number of cConcepts
whiıch, though objectionable 1n theır pre-Christian context, still contaiıne
prec10us of truth These CONCEDPLIS COUuU be used to enrich the
exposıtion of the truth of revelation ıf their partıal truth W as set free
by their inclusıon ın the LCW context Now ıf take the PropCI
precautıions, MaYy VerYy ell extend the procedure of assımılatıon an
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reorj:entatıion to pre-Christian symbols and to elements of myths an
relıg10us practices.

(3) We ATC all the 1INOTC jJustified in doing thıs because CR}  =) observe
that 1in the COUTSC of time the Church, certamly not without the
guldance of the Holy Spirıt, has actually, though wiıithout really
thınkıng ıt hrough, exercıised such adaptatıon arge scale. INAaYy
suthce ere LO recall that Christian rıtes AT 1n grea INCASUTEC adapta-
tions of pre-Christian CUuStOMS, an for mMYy an symbols, lımıt
ourselves to referring to Huco RAHNER’S works Griechische ythen IN
chrıstlıcher Deutung (reprint, Züurich AN! Darmstadt, 1957 and Symbole
der Kırche (Salzburg, 1964

Ihe theologıca. justification an the PUIDOSC of sıuch adaptatıon ATC

succinctly expressed In the iollowing sentences of decree of the Second
Vatıcan CGouncıil: “ Ihrough sort .of secret of God, elements
of truth and ATC ftound already NS the gentiles. (Missionary
actıvıty) lıberates al these elements from evıl denlements an restores
them to Christ who 15 theır Author. He overthrows the dominion of the
Deviıl an wards off the manıfold malıce of evıl deeds ] herefore, all
those good elements hıch ATC tound 1ın germıinal form in the hearts
and mınds of INC  - 1in the rıtes an cultures peculıar to partıcular
peoples, ATIC not destroyed; the CONtrarYy, they ATC healed, elevated
an perfected for the glory of God, for the humiliation of Satan and
for the beatıtude of men  97 17 (M

I hus the study of relevant eX{Is from the Councıil documents eventually
ea to the practical attıtude toward non-Christian relig10ns. hıs
attıtude PTESUDPOSCS discrimınation between truth and {0)  y between
virtue an SIN, and thıs diıserıiımıination 1n ıts turn TCSUDPOSCS aretul
investigation of non-Christian relig10ns. Ihe Church Fathers did all thiıs
wıth the methods af theır 1sposal. 1f wish tOo remaın faıthful to the
tradıtiıon of the Church, must follow their ead We must learn from
them the fundamental princıples that Can guıde in OUT attıtude toward
non-Christian relig10ns. But whiıle applyıng these princıples must also
utılıze materıals and practıse methods hıch they could not yeL know.

The practical attıtude toward non-Christian relıg10ns consısts maınly
1ın what the Fathers called utılızatıon (XONOLE, justus). Utilizatıon
connotes, that the assımılated elements ATC made subservient to
enNn! different from the context from hıch they WEeIC taken, (2 that they
Ca  —$ be taken VT because SOINC truth 15 contained hıdden 1n them,

17 Quidquid autem verıtatis et gratiae 1am apud gentes quası secreta Dei Pprac-
sent1a inveniebatur, contag11s malıgnıs ıberat et Auctorı SU!  © Christo restituit,
quı imper1um diaboli evertiıt et multimodam scelerum malıtı1ıam arcet. Itaque
quıidquid 0Onı 1n corde menteque homınum vel ın Propri11s rıtibus et culturıs
populorum semınatum ınvenıtur, NO  w tantum 19103  - perıt, sed sana(tur, elevatur
et Consummatur ad glorıam Deı, contfusionem daemonıs et beatıtudinem hominıs.
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(3) that they must be reorjented in order that the truth mıght shine
torth unımpeded. It 15 thus much INOTES deliberate PTOCCSS than the
INCETIC reception of intluences. As matter of fact, the Fathers, when
usıng CONCEDPIS of Or1g1N, knew what they WEIC doing and why
they WerTe Justihed 1n domng iıt ımilar PTOCC5SSCS of assımılation Ca  - of
COUTSC be traced outsıde the domaın of Christianıity t00 hıs shows that
chresis has anthropological basıs. Nevertheless, within the Church
chresis has un1ıque aspect which 15 grounded ıts theological foundation.

Ghresiıs 15 obstacle to dialogue. On the contrary, Since ıt makes
Christian thinkıng easıer to understand for non-Christians, it Ca  -

essentially contrıbute to the UuCCCSS of 1alogue. Irue dialogue, after
all, 15 not non-commuiıttal talk but engagemen 1n COININON search tor
the truth In practisıng chresis, the Christian shows to hıs non-Christian
partiner the truth he Ca  - acknowledge 1ın his partner’s WdY of thinkıng
and, at the SAaIC tıme, the ramework of reference iınto  S hıch he 15
convınced thıs truth must be placed 1ın order to be safe from m1suse.
Clement of Alexandrıa certaınly knew what true dialogue 1S, and he
practised chresıs profusely. ven oday stil1 Ca  - learn from hım.

TIhe study of chresis 1ın the history of Christianity WOUuU be
immense task The utilıty of such study for today would be to sShow

what ST1 ave to accomplısh in OUrTr relatiıons ith the great
relıg10ns of the WOTr. As stated in the beginning of thıs artıcle,
UT sıtuatıon resembles that of the Fathers 1n that aTC, they WETIC,
constantly faced wıth the realıty of other relig10ns. Ihe Fathers knew,
and have to learn AaNCW, that thıs 15 CVCIN the normal sıtuatıon of
Christianity in the WOTr ] here 1S, therefore, TICason for feeling
of frustration. In the 1ıddle AÄAges the sıtuatiıon Was objectively the
Same. But because of the lack of communıcatıon wıth the outsıde world,
the Christians had sımply OMmMe LO overlook the fact that they WEeEeTIC

mınorıty the Nations. Therefore, SINCE Catholicism essentially
lives tradıtion and SINCE the immediate past does not throw much
lıght OUT problem, WOU it not be NECESSATY to seek guıldance from
the Fathers whose sıtuatıon Was sımılar to ours” Would ıt not be
NCCCSSATY to study their practice of chresis ın order to learn how to adap
ıt to OUTr sıtuation”

Cannot entier ere into details concernıing studies chresis. confine
myself to mentionıng 0)81  D two works of scholars who freed themselves
from the sımplistic method of tracıng “influences’” and who ave 1N-
vestigated of what the Fathers called chresıs (though these cholars
did not USC thıs term) JEAN DANIELOU has treated the mystıcal ecology
of Gregory of Nyssa 1ın h1s work, Platonıisme et theologıe mystique
(revised ed., Parıs, 1944; reprinted ÖOne of the maın intentions
of this book 15 precisely the demonstration of how St Gregory, while
usıng neo-Platonic Concepts, transformed an transposed them that
they miıght enrich the expression of Christian truth Wıth simiılar
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intention, ENDRE VON IVvÄNKA wrote hıs book, Plato Ghrıstianus, (Eın-
sıedeln, investigatıng the thought of Origen, Gregory of yssa,
Augustine, Pseudo-Dionysıus, AaX1IMUuSs Confessor and SOINC other authors.
ven though chresıs naturally Was urgent task primarıly for the
Christians iın antıquity who WEeTC 1n Constan contact wıth liıving paganısm,
it Ca  -} also be applıed in other cultural sıtuatıions. ETIENNE GILSON, in
his work, “etre et ’essence, (2nd ed., Parıs, va has cshown how St
I1 homas Aquinas, carefully weighing and screen1ıng the results of mMany
non-Christian philosophers and of St Augustine, arrıyed af his COIM-

ception of eing which, while ndebted to the truth contained in the
achıievements of hıs non-Christian an Christian predecessors, Was at
the SaInc time perfect eXpressi1on of the Christian belief regardıng
God and creatıon.

G‚hresıs 15 not only subject for earned investigatıon; ıt Can be, and
1S, practised SEVCN 1n OUTr day An example of thıs has been presented by
the Amerıcan mystic [ HOMAS MERTON. In h1s work, N ezo) ee: of
Gontemplation, (Brıtish ed., London, he has telıcıtously adapted
from Indian metaphysıcs the concept of “illusory person “talse se]f”
(p 26 f) 18 erton’s Case instructive because ıt shows, first, that
oday Christianıty 15 newly of the tact that it coexısts with
pre-Chrıistian relig10ns; secondly, that contemplative attıtude, COIl-

centrated the truth such, 15 prerequisıte for the practıice of true
chresıs. Whıle keeping OUT mental SaZC ocused the content of revela-
tıon, must allow OUT discursive thinking to INOVC iın the ramework
of symbols, linguistic other, hich ATeC offered by pre-Christian
relıgı10n metaphysıics. 'CThe symbols that ATC taken 1n thıs proCcCSS
dIC placed into 181 framework of reference. hıs PTrEeSCETVCS the truth
that 15 contained 1n them and, to usec term from Councıl text, ‘heals”
ıt Ihe attention of the hagiographers and Fathers W as certaınly COMN-

centrated the content of revelatıon when they trıed to CXPTCSS thıs
content ıth the aıd of cConcepts taken from elilenıc thought But chresis
cannot always be brought about wıthın the PTroCCSS of meditation. In
Man y d  9 ıt requiıres prıor thoroughgoing scrutiny of the relıg10us

metaphysical system whose symbols AT to be c6,  utilized”.

See also: MERTON, The N ew Man London, 1962),
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