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Wolfgang Speyer
Institut fur Klassische Philologie, Salzburg

Zur Vorstellung der Seele. Antikes und Christliches

Der eine Strom des menschlichen geistigen Bewusstseins, der hunderttausende Jahre kon-
tinuierlich geflossen ist und weiter flief8t, hat sich wihrend des 1. Jahrtausends v. Chr. in
Griechenland, genauer in Ionien, in zwei Strome gespalten. Von diesen beiden Stromen,
die aus der Einheit des alteren Stromes entstanden sind, kann der eine der myth-his-
torische, der andere der auf das Begriffsdenken bezogen ist, der diskursive und reflexive
Strom genannt werden. Der urspriingliche und ungeteilte mythische Strom der Vorzeit
kann nur noch aus den spiteren myth-historischen Uberlieferungen rekonstruiert werden,
wihrend der myth-historische und der Strom der Reflexion aufgrund der bildlichen und
der literarischen Uberlieferung von dessen Anfingen seit dem Zeitalter Homers noch
genauer zu erkennen ist. Wir stehen in unserem heutigen Bewusstsein in diesem zunichst
von lonien, sodann von Siditalien und Athen ausgehenden Strom der Reflexion, die mit
den frithgriechischen religiosen Philosophen begonnen hat. Dies konnte ein Vergleich
beispielsweise von Parmenides aus Elea (um s20/s15 v. Chr. — um 460/4ss v. Chr.) mit
Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) verdeutlichen.

Die innere Verbindung des myth-historischen Stromes mit dem geschichtlichen
Strom des Denkens griindet im antiken Griechenland in der Erfahrung der Offenbarung.
Sowohl die religiosen Dichter, wie die Sanger der homerischen Lieder, sodann Hesiod, die
frithen Orphiker und die Tragédiendichter, also die Triger der myth-historischen Uber-
lieferung, als auch zahlreiche frithe religiose Philosophen berufen sich auf géttliche Of-
fenbarungen. Selbst Demokrit mit seiner Lehre von den Atomen hat mit dem dichteri-
schen ,Enthusiasmus und dem heiligen Geist* gerechnetl. Nach dem Selbstverstindnis
der frithen geistig tatigen Griechen griinden die geschichtlich noch fassbaren Anfinge der
Reflexion, des Denkens tiber das Denken, in einer Offenbarung. Die antiken Vorstellun-
gen tiber die Offenbarung verhalten sich zu denen der jiddischen und christlichen Offenba-
rung dhnlich wie die religiose Erfahrung der Natur- und Volksreligionen zu der Erfahrung
des cinen personal erlebten Gottes bei den Isracliten und bei den Christen. Aufgrund
der erfahrenen Offenbarung erweisen sich die Anfinge des Denkens bei den Griechen
als noch mit dem alteren und urspriinglicheren mythischen Erfahrungsstrom verbunden.

1 Demokrit: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 68 B 18 (D1ELs / KraNZ); Cicero, de oratore 2, 194; de divi-
natione 1, 80 PEASE: negat enim sine furore Democritus quemquam poetam magnum esse posse, quod idem dicit
Plato...; H. FLASHAR, Der Dialog Ion als Zeugnis platonischer Philosophie = Deutsche Akademie der Wissen-
schaften Berlin, Schriften der Sektion fiir Altercumswissenschaft (Berlin 1958) 56-58 Anm. 4.
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Dies gilt fur die religiésen Philosophen unter den Vorsokratikern; dies gilt aber auch noch
selbst fiir Demokrit, sodann fur Platon, Aristoteles, die Stoiker, die Neupythagoreer und
die mittel- sowie neuplatonischen Philosophen. Der Strom des Denkens bei den Griech-
en war also seit seinen Anfingen religios gepragt sowie mythisch eingefirbt, und ist dies
auch bis zum Ende der Antike geblieben. Da die Schule Platons als ,Akademie® und die
Schule seines Schiilers Aristoteles als ,Peripatos® sowie die Schule Plotins tiber das Mit-
telalter auf die Neuzeit, beginnend mit der Platonischen Akademie des Marsilio Ficino
(1433-1499) in Florenz, eingewirkt haben, blieb diese Verbindung von Offenbarung und
Denken auch in der Reflexion bis an die Schwelle unseres gegenwirtigen Zeitalters leben-
dig. Bekanntlich sind der Deutsche Idealismus und einzelne mafigebende Philosophien
des 20. Jahrhunderts, wie die Phinomenologie, ohne die Orphik, Pythagoras, Platon und
Plotin nicht zu verstehen.

Raffael Sanzio (1483-1520), der ecine der drei groflen Maler der italienischen
Hochrenaissance, hat dieser religiosen Komponente der Philosophie in seinem Fresko
,Schule von Athen‘ im Vatikan Ausdruck verliehen, indem er Platon und Aristoteles nicht
zuletzt wegen ihrer Wirkungsgeschichte aus der Schar der griechischen Philosophen her-
ausgenommen und in die Mitte seines Freskos gestellt hat. Dabei hat er Platon die Verti-
kale, die Horizontale aber Aristoteles zugewiesen. Damit sind die beiden Grundrichtun-
gen angegeben, nach denen der Mensch als Seelen- und als Geistwesen gemif$ antikem
und christlichem Denken Ausschau halt: die Ebene des gottlichen, des unbedingten und
unendlichen Geistes, und die Ebene der Erscheinungs- und der Menschenwelt, der Ge-
staltenfiille der durch die Sinne vermittelten Welt?. Bemerkenswerterweise zeigt sich in
dieser Verkniipfung der vertikalen mit der horizontalen Dimension das christliche Gr-
undsymbol, das Kreuz3.

Wihrend die durch die Sinne vermittelte materielle raum-zeitliche Wirklichkeit der
Erscheinungen unter dem Gesetz des Kreislaufes von Werden und Vergehen stehe, ist der
Geist davon nicht betroffen: ,Der Geist ist unverdorben, ewig; als Lenker des Menschen-
geschlechtes treibt er alles voran und besitzt alles, wird aber nicht besessen®; mit diesen

2 E. ROHDE, Psyche. Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der Griechen, Bd. 1. 2 *(Tiibingen 1898, Ndkr.
Darmstadt 1980); H. BARTH, Die Seele in der Philosophie Platons (Tiibingen 1921); W. JAEGER, Die Theolo-
gie der frithen griechischen Denker (Stuttgart 1953, Ndr. ebd. 1964) 88-106: ,Der Ursprung der Lehre von der
Géttlichkeit der Seele’; P. WusT, Psychologie als metaphysische Anthropologie: Ders., Gesammelte Werke,
Bd. 10 (Miinster i. W. 1959) 13-81. 461-493; H. HEIMSOETH, Atom, Seele, Monade. Historische Urspriinge
und Hintergriinde von Kants Antinomie der Teilung = Abhandlungen der Akademic der Wissenschaften
und der Literatur Mainz 1960, Geistes- und Sozialwiss. Klasse 1960, Nr. 3 (Wiesbaden 1960); A. LEsKY, Art.
Homeros: Pauly/Wissowa, Suppl.-Bd. 11 (1968) 687-846, bes. 737 f. zur Seelenvorstellung bei Homer; G. JoT-
TEMANN / M. SONNTAG / CH. WuLF (Hrsg.), Die Seele. Ihre Geschichte im Abendland (Weinheim 1991); P.
M. STEINER, Psyche bei Platon = Neue Studien zur Philosophie 3 (Gottingen 1992); F RICKEN, Art. Seele 1.
Antike: Historisches Woérterbuch der Philosophie 9 (1995) 1-11; I. G. KALOGERAKOS, Seele und Unsterblich-
keit. Untersuchungen zur Vorsokratik bis Empedokles (Stuttgart, Leipzig 1996).

3 W. SPEYER, Art. Holz: Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum (= RAC) 16 (1994) 87-116, bes. 109 £.; ST.
HEID, Kreuz, Jerusalem, Kosmos. Aspekte frithchristlicher Staurologie = Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christen-
tum, Erg.-Bd. 31 (2001); DERSs., Art. Kreuz: RAC 21 (2006) 1099-1148.
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Worten beschreibt der romische Geschichtsschreiber Sallust (86—35 oder 34 v. Chr.)
den Geist?. Platon hat den Geist in seiner Unverginglichkeit und in seinem Wahrheit-
sanspruch abzusichern versucht, wobei er an Parmenides, den Denker des Seins, angekniip-
ft hat. In seiner Feststellung einer Stufung, einer Hierarchie, die dem Wirklichkeitsganzen
von Raum und Zeit zugrunde liegt, hat Platon den Primat der Idee vor der Erscheinung
und den Primat der Seele sowie des Geistes vor dem Leib Ausdruck gegeben. In Gle-
ichnissen, wie dem ,Liniengleichnis’, hat er diese Grundstrukturen, die das Denken en-
thiille — Wahrheit als das sich dem Geist Entbergcnde5 —, herausgearbeitet: von der Sin-
neswahrnehmung, der eixacia, zur Naturwissenschaft, wiotig, zur Mathematik, Sidvowe, zur
Erkenntnis, vobe, der Ideen. So erkennt der Geist eine Stufung innerhalb des Wirklich-
keitsganzen. Diese Stufung geht im Ideenkosmos weiter; denn als die Spitze, als Anfang
und als Ende, als Ziel von allem, erscheint die Idee des Guten, die, wie Platon betont, noch
jenseits des Wesens und Seins stehe®.

Der Selbststand der Seele ist fiir Platon mit der Moglichkeit des Erkennens eines
Unwandelbaren und Ewigen unmittelbar gegeben. Wie fir Jesus aus Nazareth ist auch
fur Platon die Gottverwandtschaft des Menschen cine grundlegende Voraussetzung fiir
das Finden des Wahren, des Schonen und des Guten. Aufgrund der erkannten Dimension
der gottlichen Unendlichkeit tibersteigt der menschliche Geist die zeitlichen und raum-
lichen Grenzen und Beschrinkungen und findet so den unendlichen gottlichen Urgrund
von allem als dessen Bedingung. Aufgabe des Menschen bleibt dann die Angleichung an
das prinzipiell Unbedingte, die Verahnlichung mit Gott’. Erkennen wird bei Platon wie
bei Sokrates zugleich zum leitenden Mafdstab menschlichen Handelns. Wahrheitserkennt-
nis und Gutsein, Theorie und Praxis gehéren zusammen und bleiben gleichsam dialogisch
aufeinander bezogen. So enthilt diese philosophische Betrachtung von Mensch, Welt
und Gottheit die dem Menschen zukommende Lebensform, welche die bestehende Tren-
nung von Gott und Mensch durch Meditation, durch Denken und einem diesem Denk-
en entsprechenden Handeln bis zu einem gewissen Grade aufzuheben imstande ist. Die
Riickkehr des Menschen, seiner Seele, zu Gott als dem Anfang von allem ist das Ziel des
platonischen Denkens, das von der Spannung zwischen dem Géttlichen und dem Men-

4 Sallust. de bello Tugurtino 2, 3: postremo corporis et fortunae bonorum ut initium sic finis est, omniaque orta
occidunt et aucta senescunt: animus incorruptus, aeternus, rector bhumani generis agit atque habet cuncta neque
ipse habetur. Hier scheint die griechische Quelle noch erkennbar zu sein: Zyet, otk gyeta.

5 W.LUTHER, Wahrheit' und ,Liige’ im iltesten Griechentum (Borna, Leipzig 1935) 7-13; B. SNELL, AMBeta:
Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher N. F. 1 (1975) 9-17; DERS., Der Weg zum Denken und zur Wahrheit = Hypomnemata
57 (Gottingen 1978) 91-104: ,Die Entwicklung des Wahrheitsbegriffes bei den Griechen®.

6 Platon. de re publica 6, 508 ¢ — 509 b; G. CH. STEAD, Art. Homousios: RAC 16 (1994) 364-433, bes. 368 .
zu obaio; M. BALTES, Idee (Ideenlehre): RAC 17 (1996) 213-246, bes. 215 f.; G. O'DALY, Art. Hierarchie: RAC
15 (1991) 41-73, bes. 44 f.

7 H.MEgrxr, Art. Ebenbildlichkeit: RAC 4 (1959) 459-479; E. DEs PLACES, Syngeneia. La parenté de ’hom-
me avec dieu d'Homére 2 la Patristique = Etudes et Commentaires s1 (Paris 1964); O. LORENTZ (Hrsg.), Die
Gottebenbildlichkeit des Menschen (Miinchen 1967); L. SCHEFFCzyYK (Hrsg.), Der Mensch als Bild Gottes
= Wege der Forschung 124 (Darmstadt 1969); DERS., Art. Gottebenbildlichkeit IV. Systematisch-theologisch:
LThK 4(1995) 875 f.
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schlichen, zwischen Ideenwelt und Erscheinungswelt bestimmt ist. Diese Spannung weist
auf die Stufung der Wirklichkeit hin. In dieser Spannung liegt zugleich das fir die men-
schliche Entwicklung fruchtbare Prinzip.

In manchem lisst sich eine Ubereinstimmung zwischen Platon und Jesus von Naza-
reth feststellen. Mag auch bei Platon, wenn wir vom Dialog ,Timaios‘ absehen, der alttes-
tamentliche Schopfungsgedanke fehlen, so ist doch der Gedanke der Gottverwandtschaft
der menschlichen Seele von einer derartigen Bedeutung, dass sich aus ihr eine Dynamik
ergibt, die den Menschen dazu veranlasst, die Quelle seiner selbst zu suchen und ihr durch
cin entsprechendes Denken und einen entsprechenden Lebensvollzug gerecht zu werden.
Deshalb fehlt bei Platon auch nicht der Gedanke einer Lauterung der Einzelseele. Dies
bezeugen die Mythen seiner Dialoge ,Gorgias‘ und ,Staat".

Mit dem Thema der Liuterung und der Reinigung berithren wir zugleich Bilder,
welche die frithgriechischen Menschen, vor allem die Orphiker und Pythagoreer fiir das
Jenseits gefunden haben®. Eines dieser Bilder ist auch bei Platon die Seelenwanderung.
Diesem Bild entspricht im christlichen Glauben die Vorstellung vom Fegefeuer. Bei der
Seelenwanderung erscheint der Mensch als Wanderer; denn Lebensweg und Lebensziel
sind Grundgegebenheiten, die den fithlenden, denkenden und handelnden Einzelnen in
seinem Lebensvollzug bestimmen. Denken und Sprechen durchlaufen eine Wegstrecke,
so auch die Seele als handelnde Seele, als schuldig und unrein gewordene Seele und als
Seele, die sich entscheidet, sich zu reinigen. Sie muss ihre Schuld abarbeiten und ihren ur-
spriinglichen Glanz auf einer neuen Stufe zuriickgewinnen. Bei diesem Weg der Reinigung
kann sich der Blick ins Unendliche hin 6ffnen; denn alles Endliche kommt aus dem Un-
endlichen und strebt wieder dorthin zuriick. Dieses Unendliche ist aber nicht in einem
riaumlichen oder zeitlichen Sinn aufzufassen, sondern als etwas, das mit der Seele des Men-
schen verwandt ist. Die Gottverwandtschaft des Menschen zeigt sich als Verwandtschaft
seiner Seele mit dem Géttlichen. Da die Seele aber aus dem Selbst und der Selbstreflexion
besteht, liegt hierin ein Hinweis, dass das Gottliche nicht etwas Neutrales oder Unperson-
liches ist, sondern dem Selbst des Menschen, seiner Seele, verwandt zu sein scheint. Strebt
die Seele aus ihrer Verbindung mit der sinnenhaften Welt zu ihrem Ursprung zuriick, so ist
dies gleichsam eine Wanderung der Seele. Diese Vorstellung von der infolge der Leiblich-
keit an Raum und Zeit gebundenen Wanderung der Seele kann so zu einem Bild des Stre-
bens der Seele nach der einen unfassbaren raum- und zeitlosen Wirklichkeit werden.

Da die Schopfung oder — antik ausgedriickt — der Kosmos oder das Universum mit
dem Gottlichen verbunden ist, trifft die Unendlichkeit Gottes in einer gewissen Weise
auch auf die Schopfung oder den Kosmos zu®. Das Gleiche gilt fur die Seele. Wenn Herak-

8 KALOGERAKOS a. O. (s. 0. Anm. 2) 98-120. 144-149 zur Seelenwanderungslehre der Pythagoreer; 255-262
zu Parmenides; 268-317. 324-329 zu Empedokles; 343-373 zur Orphik. Die Betreffenden haben dem Thema
der Reinigung der Seele, der Kathartik, hohe Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet; vgl. ebd. 133-143. 317-323. 351-356; J.
GwyYN GRIFFITHS, The Divine Verdict. A Study of the Divine Judgement in the Ancient Religions = Studies
in the History of Religions s2 (Leiden 1991).

9 Der Gegensatz von Begrenzt — Unbegrenzt ist das Thema von E. Schillers Gedicht ,Die Gréfe der Welt'.
Hier steht der ,Markstein der Schopfung®, gleichsam der romische Terminus, der ,,Unendlichkeit” gegeniiber.
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lit aus Ephesos (um s20—460 v. Chr.) von ihr bemerkt: ,,Der Seele Grenzen kannst du im
Gehen nicht ausfindig machen, und ob du jegliche Strafie abschrittest: so tiefen Sinn, Lo-
gos, hat sie”, weist er auf deren Unendlichkeit hin®. Ahnlich wie diese Dimension verhilt
sich die der Ewigkeit; denn auch diese ist eine gottliche Kategorie, die mit der Zeitlich-
keit der Welt und des Menschen zusammenhingt. Diese Verbindung des Raumlich- und
Zeitlich-Unendlichen Gottes mit der Endlichkeit von Welt und Seele ist vom menschli-
chen Denken her nicht einholbar. Ein Bild fir sie diirfte aber in der Verbindung von Secle
und Leib bestehen. Uber die Wirklichkeit und Gegenwart Gottes und die Wirklichkeit
von Welt und Mensch in deren Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft konnen wir nur
in Analogien sprechen. Die Tatsache, dass zwischen dieser gottlichen und weltlichen
Wirklichkeit ein Gefille besteht, kann erkannt werden, nicht aber dessen nihere Bestim-
mungen. Diese Einsicht muss dem endlich/unendlichen Wesen, das der Mensch ist, und
dessen Spiegelbild der endlich/unendliche Kosmos ist, geniigen. Hierin zeigt sich die
Grenze zwischen dem unbedingten Schopfer und dem bedingten Geschopf, das Welt und
Mensch sind. Das menschliche Geschopf beriihrt den Unendlichen und sicht ihn als den
Rahmen, der die Bilder des Vielen in der Schopfung, im Kosmos, zusammenhilt. Dass der
Rahmen in diesem Fall mehr ist und mehr bedeutet als das gewihlte Bild, also die Meta-
pher, ist offensichtlich. Insofern trifft dieser Vergleich nur bedingt zu. Trotzdem vermag er
zu erkliren, dass die Bilder der Welt nur so lange Bestand haben konnen, wie der géttliche
Rahmen sie halt. So kénnten wir ebenso vom gottlichen Hintergrund, seiner Gegenwart,
sprechen, auf dem die Erscheinungsvielheit der Welt in Werden und Vergehen aufleuchtet.
Nur auf diesem das Leben und die raum-zeitliche Wirklichkeit schaffenden und erhalten-
den gottlichen Hintergrund gibt es das Leben und die Gestalten dieser Welt. Deshalb ist
Gorttes Sein auch ein anderes als das dem Werden und Vergehen unterworfene Sein dieser
Welt. Demnach wurzelt alles Bewusste nicht nur im Unbewussten/Unterbewussten, son-
dern ebenso im Uberbewussten, eben im Gottlichen. Notwendigerweise muss alles wer-
dende und vergehende Weltliche ein Gleichnis des Ewigen sein?!. Die Schopfung oder der
Kosmos oder das Universum verweist auf Gott, ist aber nicht Gott; denn das dem Anfang
und Ende unterworfene Bedingte kann niemals Grund und Ursache seiner selbst sein, son-
dern ist vom Unbedingten abhingig und hat an ihm teil. Diese Teilhabe am Unbedingten
ist dem Universum unbewusst gegenwirtig, dem Menschen bewusst.

Fiir das antike Empfinden und Denken ist der Mensch infolge seines Leibes kein
in sich und fiir sich allein bestehendes Wesen. Vielmehr wusste man, dass allein schon
die Sorge des Menschen fiir seinen Leib auf sein Eingebundensein in das Ganze der
raum-zeitlichen Welt hinweist. Der Mensch ist leiblich durch die Luft, durch Wasser und

In diesem Gegensatzpaar besteht ein Gefille; die Gegensatzpole stechen demnach niche auf einer Ebene. Niche
nur in diesem Gegensatzpaar, sondern in vielen anderen ist ein derartiges Gefille zu beobachten. Insofern ist
in der Polaritit Steigerung miteinbegriffen; W. SCHADEWALDT, Goethestudien. Natur und Altertum (Ziirich
1963) Reg.: ,Steigerung'.

10 Heraklit: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 22 B 45 (D1eLs / KRANZ).

11 Goethe, Faust 2. Teil, 5. Akt, Vers 82 f.
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Nahrung, die Ausdruck der Erdenkrifte und ihrer Energie sind, mit der Erde, die seinen
Leib ermdéglicht und in die dieser nach Beendigung seiner endlichen irdischen Existenz
zuriickkehrt, engstens verkniipft. Aus dieser Gegebenheit, die fir den Menschen und fiir
alle Teile der raum-zeitlichen Wirklichkeit gilt, folgt, dass jede auf Trennung beruhende
Betrachtung nicht das Urspriingliche in den Blick bekommt*2. Fiir den urspriinglichen
Zustand dieser unserer Wirklichkeit gilt der Satz der frithgriechischen Philosophie: ,, Al-
les ist eins, &v 10 wav!3. Sollte dieser antike Satz aber nicht ebenso fiir das Verhilenis
von Schopfer und seiner Schopfung gemifl dem judischen und christlichen Verstindnis
gelten? Beide sind zwar voneinander geschieden, aber in ihrer Geschiedenheit verweisen
sie auf eine hohere Einheit, als es die Einheit der Schopfung selber ist. Die Schopfung der
Welt ist vom gottlichen Schépfer nicht nur ,im Anfang® abhingig, sondern bleibt dies
weiterhin in der ihr von ihm zugeteilten Zeit. Insofern kommt der Erscheinungskosmos
aus Gott und endet in ihm.

Was zuvor tiber die Verbindung des Leibes mit der Erde bemerkt wurde, findet seine
Entsprechung, wenn wir die Seele und den Geist des Menschen betrachten. Der Mensch
ist als fithlendes, denkendes und wollendes Wesen mit der Welt des Geistes verbunden, die
im Gottlichen griindet. In diesem Zusammenspiel von Seele und Geist mit der gottlichen
Wirklichkeit entspricht die Vernetzung mit dem Ganzen der geistigen Welt der Vernetzu-
ng des Leibes mit den Energien der Erscheinungswelt. Die Seele ist wie der menschliche
Geist auf den gottlichen Geist angewiesen und ist mit dem Himmlischen so verwandt wie
der Leib mit dem Irdischen. Wenn antike Denker in verschiedenen Bildern von der Him-
mels- oder Sternenheimat der Seele gesprochen haben, so meint dieser Gedanke, dass die
Seele nach ihrer Herkunft aus dieser himmlischen, das bedeutet aus der géttlichen Sphire,
stamme und dorthin wieder zuriickzukehren verlange®. Wenn die in die orphischen Mys-
terien Eingeweihten darauf hingewiesen haben, dass sie Kinder der Erde und des Himmels
seien, so stimmt dies in gewisser Weise mit der christlichen Seelenlehre {iberein®. Nach
christlichem Glauben kommen die Seelen als Geschopfe von Gortt, also bildlich gespro-
chen vom Himmel, und haben sich auf der Erde zu bewihren. Dazu dienen die zu errin-
genden Tugenden und ebenso die zu bereuenden und nach Méglichkeit wieder gut zu

12 H. HERTER, Kleine Schriften = Studia et Testimonia Antiqua 15 (Miinchen 1975) 249-258: ,Allver-
wandtschaft bei Platon’.

13 Heraklit: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 22 B 5o (D1ELs / KrRANZ); vgl. auch W. BEIERWALTES, Art.
Hen (#v): RAC 14 (1988) 445-472; STEINER a. O. (s. 0. Anm. 2) 146-176. — HEIMSOETH a. O. (s. 0. Anm. 2);
J. HALFWASSEN, Geist und Selbstbewusstsein. Studien zu Plotin und Numenios = Abhandlungen der Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur Mainz, geistes- und sozialwissenschaftliche Klasse 1994, Nr. 10 (Wi-
esbaden 1994) 5-8 zur philosophiegeschichtlichen Tradition des genannten Themas.

14 Cicero, de somnio Scipionis 15; E. PFEIFFER, Studien zum antiken Sternglauben = Stoicheia 2 (Leipzig 1916)
113-130: ,Die Seele und die Sterne’; G. PELIGERSDORFFER, Augustino pracceptori. Gesammelte Aufsitze zu Au-
gustinus = Salzburger Patristische Studien 4 (Salzburg 1987) 239-277: Von der Himmelsheimat des Menschen.
Zur Genese der Vorstellung im antiken Bereich’; C. Corpg, Art. Himmelfahrt: RAC 15 (1991) 212-219; DERS.
u. a., Art. Jenseitsfahrt: RAC 17 (1996) 407-466; DERS. / P. HABERMEHL, Art. Jenseitsreise: ebd. 490-543.

15 Orph. frg. 474-484 a (Poctae Epici Graeci. Testimonia et Fragmenta 2, 2, 9-43 BERNABE); vgl. Hesiod,
opera 287-292.
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machenden Verfehlungen. Die Seelen diirfen erst nach einer Reinigung durch Reue, Bufie
und Leiden wieder an ihren Ausgangspunke zuriickkehren.

Dass die Seelen hier auf Erden mit dem ,Himmel® verbunden sind, zeigt die an-
tike Vorstellung, dass der Mensch eine arbor inversa sei, also ein Baum, dessen Wurzeln
im ,Himmel liegenls. Dieses Bild weist eindringlich darauf hin, dass der Mensch im Wa-
chen und im Schlafen nicht eine abgesonderte Grofie ist, sondern mit der Wirklichkeit
des Himmlischen verbunden ist. Wie der Leib sich von der Erde und ihren Gaben im Leb-
en erhilt, so erhilt sich die Seele in ihrem Dasein, indem sie an den Energien des Gottli-
chen teilnimmt oder Anteil erhilt. Ohne Erde und ohne ,Himmel‘ gibt es den Menschen
als Leib-, Seele- und Geistwesen nicht. Stofflich baut der Mensch sich tiglich ab und auf;
seelisch und geistig tut er dasselbe, indem er die Nahrung fiir die Seele und fir den Geist
aus der Region des ,Himmels‘ empfangt.

Die Bitte des von Jesus Christus gelehrten Gebetes ,Vater-Unser*: ,,Unser tagliches
Brot gib uns heute!* darf deshalb nicht nur im leiblichen Sinn verstanden werden, als Bitte
um die Gabe der Erde, sondern zugleich auch als Bitte um die Gabe des ,Himmels’, als die
Gabe aus der gottlichen Welt fur die Seele; denn der Mensch lebt nicht vom materiellen Brot
allein, sondern von der Wirklichkeit und Wirksamkeit des Gottlichen. Die himmlische En-
ergie fliefSt in diejenige Seele ein, die sich um ihr Dasein ebenso mitht wie um das Dasein
des Leibes, den sie bewohnt. Je mehr die Seele vergisst, woraus sie lebt, umso schwicher
wird sie. Sie verhungert und verdurstet schlieflich und kommt nach dem leiblichen Tod als
ein Gespenst in jene Welt, der sie von ihrem Ursprung und ihrer Wesenheit zugehort. Die
christlichen Bilder des Fegefeuers und der Holle weisen so auf den Zustand der Seele hin,
die ihre Herkunft vergessen hat und sich nicht um ihre wahre Nahrung kitmmert!”.

Nur, wenn der Mensch in seiner Zusammengesetztheit, die zugleich auch ein Ge-
gensatz ist, erkannt wird, nimlich als leibliches und seelisches Wesen, begreifen wir, dass
diese in der Einheit riickgebundene Zweiheit und Gegensitzlichkeit auf das kosmische
Paar Erde und Himmel hinweist. Wieder schen wir, wie tief der Mensch in die ihn umge-
bende Wirklichkeit eingebunden ist und wie sehr Welt und Mensch einander spiegeln.
Wahrend das Tier ohne Selbstbewusstsein die sinnenhaften Erscheinungen wahrnimmt,
erkennt der Mensch als Person das Wunderbare des Tages- und des Nachthimmels ebenso
wie das Wunderbare auf der Erde und im Meer.

Was sich zunichst als Gegensitzlichkeit zeigt, wie der Gegensatz von Himmel und
Erde und der von Seele und Leib, bedeutet zugleich auch Paarigkeit. Bei dieser Betrach-
tung wird Gegensitzlichkeit nicht dualistisch aufgelost und auch nicht monistisch rela-

16 Plato, Timaios 9o A; Philo, quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat 84 f. (1, 277 CoHN/WENDLAND); U.
HOLMBERG, Der Baum des Lebens = Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae Ser. B., Tom. 16 (Helsinki
1922/23) 17. 54 £.; C. M. EDSMAN, , Arbor inversa’. Heiland, Welt und Mensch als Himmelspflanzen: Festschrift
W. Bactke (Weimar 1966) 8s-109; C. G. JUNG, Studien iiber alchemistische Vorstellungen = DERs., Gesam-
melte Werke 13 (Olten, Freiburg i. Brsg. 1978) 334-338. 342. 367 f. Reg.: ,.Baum, umgekehrter".

17 W. SPEYER, Zwischen Traum und Wirklichkeit, Zeit und Ewigkeit. Der Mensch als das Wesen des
,Zwischen' = Salzburger Theologische Studien st (Innsbruck 2014) 230-250: ,Die Unterwelt in der Vorstellung
und im Denken der Griechen und Romer*.
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tiviert. Vielmehr zeigt sich in dieser gegensitzlichen Spannung das Ineinander, Gegenein-
ander und Miteinander, das alles, was lebendig ist, kennzeichnet. Lebendig aber ist der aus
Gegensitzen bestechende Kosmos. Nur weil der Leib wie die Seele lebendig ist, kann er in
der zuvor beschriebenen Weise mit allem, das heif3t mit dem Universum, verbunden sein.
Aber diese Spannung und dieser Gegensatz zeigen noch etwas anderes, nimlich die gestufte
Ordnung, die zwischen Oben und Unten, Himmel und Erde, Seele und Leib besteht?®,
Wenn die frithen Griechen sich die Seele und den Geist sowie den Ausdruck des
Geistes, das Wort, gefliigelt vorgestellt haben, so verkniipften sic den ,inneren Menschen'
mit Gottheiten, die sie als gefliigelt vorgestellt und dargestellt haben?®. An erster Stelle ist
hier der gefliigelte Gott Hermes zu nennen. Als Hermes Logios driickt er wie kein anderer
griechischer Gott die Geistnatur des Menschen aus?0. Eine Entsprechung zu Hermes bietet
die Engelvorstellung der jiidischen und christlichen OPfcnbarungsreligionZl. Zugleich wi-
esen die gottlichen Fliigelwesen der Griechen und die Engel auf die Freiheit der Seele und
die Schnelligkeit des Denk- und Vorstellungsvermogens hin%2. Die Vorstellung einer ,ge-
fligelten® Seele hingt zum einen mit der erlebten Freiheit zusammen und zum andern mit
der Kraft der Phantasie. Auferdem verbindet die Vorstellung von der ,gefliigelten® Secle
diese mit dem Vogel und dessen Lebenselement, der Luft. Wie sehr aber Luft und Wind
mit der Welt des Geistigen in Verbindung stehen, zeigen die Vorstellungen vom Pneuma,
dem Seclenpneuma, der Inspiration und dem Heiligen Geist?3. Je hoher eine Seele flieg-

18 E. WERFEL, Zwischen Oben und Unten (Stockholm 1946); O'DALY a. O. (s. 0. Anm. 6).

19 W. SPEYER, Art. Mischwesen: RAC 24 (2012) 864-925, bes. 868. 875 f.; CH. MARKSCHIES, Art. Innerer
Mensch: RAC 18 (1998) 266-312.

20 Die Vorstellung von ,Hermes Logios® ist gewiss dlter als die Hinweise bei Platon: Phaedr. 274 d; Phileb. 18
b/c; Cratyl. 408 d; vgl. auch Hesiod, opera 79 f; K. RUPPRECHT, Gott auf Erden. Ein Beitrag zur Horaz-
Erklirung und zur Geschichte des Messianismus im Westen: Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fur die Altertumswis-
senschaft 1 (1946) 67-78, bes. 71 £; J. PEPIN / K. HOHEISEL, Art. Hermeneutik: RAC 14 (1988) 722-771, bes.
736-738 zu Hermes als Erfinder der Rede und als die Sprache selbst; W. SPEYER, Gesetz und Freiheit, Bed-
ingtes und Unbedingtes. Zum Gegensatz in Mensch und Wirklichkeit = Salzburger Theologische Studien 56
(Innsbruck 2016) 163-184: ,Im Anfang war das Wort'; Reg.: ,JHermes / Hermes Logios".

21]. MicHL, Art. Engel II (jiidisch): RAC 5 (1962) 60-97; IV (christlich): 109-200; W. SPEYER, The divine
messenger in ancient Greece, Etruria and Rome: E V. REITERER / T. Nickras / K. SCHOPFLIN (Hrsg.),
Angels. The Concept of Celestial Beings — Origins, Development and Reception = Deuterocanonical and
Cognate Literature, Yearbook 2007 (Berlin, New York 2007) 35-47.

22 W. WACKERNAGEL, Kleinere Schriften, Bd. 3 (Leipzig 1874) 178-251: ,ETIEA ITTEPOENTA': Vogel und
Wind gehéren ebenso zusammen wie Wort und Vogel; P. WOLTERS, Der gefliigelte Seher = Sitzungsberichte
der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, philos.-philol.-hist. K. 1928, 1 (Miinchen 1928); M. ELIADE,
Schamanismus und archaische Ekstasetechnik (Ziirich 1954) Reg.: ,Flug, magischer’; . COURCELLE, Art. Flii-
gel (Flug) der Seele I: RAC 8 (1972) 29-65; K. Luck-HuysE, Der Traum vom Fliegen in der Antike = Pal-
ingenesia 62 (Stuttgart 1997) 157-177; W. SPEYER, Das Mirchen von Amor und Psyche und Goethes ,Selige
Schnsucht’: C. REINHOLDT / P. SCHERRER / W. WOHLMAYR (Hrsg.), Aiakeion. Beitrige zur Klassischen
Altertumswissenschaft, Festschrift F. Felten (Wien 2009) 161-169, bes. 166-169.

23 ROHDE a. O. (s. 0. Anm. 2) Reg.: ,Acther’, ;mvedpe’; H. CROUZEL, Art. Geist (Heiliger Geist): RAC 9
(1976) 490-545, bes. 495-499: ,Pneuma’. Insofern hat die Deutung von W. H. ROSCHER, Hermes der Wind-
gott (Leipzig 1878) cine gewisse Berechtigung; s. 0. Anm. 20. - K. THRAEDE, Art. Inspiration: RAC 18 (1998)
329-365, bes. 332-334; B. KOSITZKE, Art. Inspiration: Historisches Wérterbuch der Rhetorik 4 (1998) 423-433.
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end aufsteigt, je hoher ein Mensch auf einem Berge steht, umso weiter werden der Rund-
blick am Tagund der Aufblick in der Nacht auf den unendlich scheinenden Sternenhimmel.
Das Auffliegen in die Hohe und der Aufstieg auf den Berg gehoren zusammen und verbin-
den den Menschen mit der Himmelsregion und mit den fiir gottlich erachteten Michten

der Sterne?*. Damit wird erncut seine Verwandtschaft mit dem Géttlichen der Himmelsre-
gion sichtbar. Die Zeugnisse hierfiir reichen von der Auffahrt des Parmenides zur namenlos

bleibenden und ihn belehrenden Géttin bis zu Goethes Einleitungsgedicht: ,Zueignung‘zs.

24 H. HoMMEL, Der Weg nach oben: DERS., Symbola, Bd. 1. Kleine Schriften zur Literatur- und Kulturges-
chichte der Antike = Collectanea s (Hildesheim 1976) 274-289.

25 Parmenides: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 28 B 1 (D1ELS/KRANZ); M. CONCHE, Parménide, le poéme,
fragments (Paris 1996).
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Fine monotheistische! Befolgung ruft cine Reihe von Situationen hervor, in denen eine
Person, die sich einer ausschliesslichen Verpflichtung zu einer nur eines Gottes Religion ver-
schreibt mit besonderen Schwierigkeiten gegeniibersteht. Es ist nicht nur eine Frage der
Verehrung einer Gottheit, wie dies bei den bestechenden Kulten des Judentums und des
Christentums im ersten Jahrhundert der Fall war, sondern auch eine inhaltliche Frage. Wie
Nock vorschligt, gibt es keine inhaltliche Idee von Konvertierung zu einem Kult, da Kulte
keinen Lehrzwang haben und keine absoluten Anspriiche an ihre Anhinger stellen. Eine
Person halt an, konvertiert jedoch nicht zu einem Kult.2

Neben ciner Entscheidung, die nicht aus einem anderen Grund als der Art der An-
betung eines Individuums gefallen wird, entstehen auch die sozialen Kosten einer solchen
Losung. Es wird sich um einer Frage von Priorititen und Loyalititen handeln. Um sich

1 Es gibt durchaus cine Debatte dariiber, ob Monotheismus cin angemessener Begriff ist. In der Tat gab es
kiirzlich Versuche, es abzulehnen. Mobertly versichert, dass das Bekenntnis von JHWH als Eins fiir die un-
durchsichtig ist. Es stellt sich die Frage des Monotheismus als cines problematischen Konzepts, dessen Ver-
wendung ciner ernsthaften Neubewertung bedarf Shema (R W.L. Moberly, ,,Toward an Interpretation of the
Shema®, in: Christopher Seitz and Kathryn Greene-McCreight (Hgg.) Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor
of Brevard S. Childs (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1999, 132-3); Hayman meint, dass es kaum
angebracht ist, den Begriff Monotheismus zur Bezeichnung des Juden zu verwenden. P. Hayman, ,,Monothe-
ism — A Misused Word in Jewish Studies?” in: Journal of Jewish Studies 42 (1991) 2. Sawyer argumentiert, dass
die reine Bedeutung des biblischen Textes als Ganzes alles andere als monotheistisch ist. Der Monotheismus
ist kein wichtiges Anliegen der biblischen Schriftsteller. J. Sawyer, ,,Biblical Alternatives to Monotheism®, in:
Theology (1984) 179. Der Begriff wird jedoch in diesem Kapitel verwendet, wobei der allgemein akzeptierte
gemeinsame Nenner des Begriffs als Glaube an cinen verwendet wird Gott: ein immer noch aktuelles Beispiel
fiir einen solchen allgemeinen Gebrauch ist der Titel des Buches, das eine Sammlung von Artikeln der St.
Andrews-Konferenz tiber die historischen Urspriinge der Anbetung Jesu, die jiidischen Wurzeln des christolo-
gischen Monotheismus (1999) ist. L. W. Hurtado, ,,First-Century Jewish Monotheism®, JSNT 71 (1998) 3-26;
J. Dunn, The Partings of the Ways Between Christianity and Judaism and their Significance for the Character of
Christianity (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1991), 9-11; P. Rainbow, ,,Jewish Monotheism as the Matrix for New
Testament Christology: A Review Article, Novum Testamentum XXXIII (1991) 78- 91.

2 A.D. Nock, Conversion: The Old and the New in Religion from Alexander the Great to Augustine of Hippo
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933), 7-16
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die sozialen Auswirkungen der Bekehrung vorzustellen, die Schriften Philos von Alexan-
dria, eines hellenistischen Juden und des Flavius Josephus, eines palastinensischen Juden
werden analysiert, um das heutige Verstindnis der Bekehrung zu erleichtern. Der Grund
tur eine solche Auswahl liegt darin, dass ihre Werke die Vielfalt des Judentums im ersten
Jahrhundert gut veranschaulichen. Dartiber hinaus werden diese Werke eine doppelte An-
zahl von Beweisen in Bezug auf die Bekehrung einfihren. Zum einen werden sie Fille von
Bekehrungen von Heiden zum Judentum aufdecken, zum anderen werden sie dafiir sorgen
Beispiele fiir judische Menschen, die sich fiir eine der jidischen Sekten einsetzen.

Bei der Analyse der Schriften sowohl von Philo als auch von Josephus, wird eine
cinfithrende Notiz gegeben, die sich mit dem Charakter und dem Wert der gegebenen
Schriften befasst. Angesichts des apologetischen Charakters der Werke miissen rhetorische
und propagandistische Motive in den Schriften von Philo und Josephus bei der Bewertung
der Relevanz ihrer Berichte berticksichtigt werden. Sie sind nicht als Beschreibung dessen
zu verstehen, was zur Zeit tatsichlich geschah, sondern als das bewertet, was diese Autoren
iiber die Konversion hielten. Alle diese Besonderheiten verleihen den Schriften einen sub-
jektiven Ton, der bei der Interpretation der Daten berticksichtigt wird.

1. Philo von Alexandrien

Mit einem deutlich apologetischen Nachdruck prisentiert der alexandrinische Jude, Phi-
lo (ca. 25 v. Chr. - 5o n. Chr.) Israel als iiberlegenes, hervorragendes Volk, so dass es dem
tiberaus ausgezeichneten Volk gegeben wird, die allerbesten Dinge, nimlich lebender
Gott (Congr. s1; Leg. 3-4), zu besiegen denn der Name Israel bedeutet, interpretiert zu
werden, Gott zu schen (6p&v 8eév). Der Kontrast zu den iibrigen Nationen wird negativ
dargcstellt.3 So wird Gott in Philos Darstellung dargestellt, wie er sich auf die Seite des ji-
dischen Volkes stellt, was wiederum impliziert, dass diejenigen, die sich gegen den Juden
stellen, Gottes Zorn gegeniiberstehen. (Flacc. 116.121-4,169-75; Leg. 137-9; Mos. 1.146) Der
Tempel wird zur Bewunderung von Nichtjuden (Spec. 1.173) und das jiidische Gesetz bee-
influsst das griechische Gesetz (Spec. 4.61). Diese Texte wurden fiir ein jiidisches Publikum
geschrieben, so dass McKnight abschliesst, mit der Feststellung, dass Philo die jiidische Ar-
beit im Wesentlichen zur Selbstidentifizierung unterstiitzen soll.4

Die logische Schlussfolgerung eines solchen voreingenommenen Lesens des Verhalt-
nisses zwischen Juden und Nichtjuden war der Vorwurf der Nichtjuden gegen den Jud-
en. Es sollte jedoch anerkannt werden, dass der Vorwurf auch auf mangelndes Verstindnis
und die Ablehnung jidischer Praktiken, seitens der Heiden zuriickzuftithren war. Wenn
das Zusammenleben das gegenseitige Verstindnis und den gegenseitigen Respekt beein-
trachtigte, fithrte dies bei den Juden zu einer defensiven Haltung gegeniiber der Heide-

3 Philo beschreibt Agypten als ein Saatbett des Bosen (Leg 166). Mehr dazu: S. McKnighe, 4 Light Among
the Gentiles. Jewish Missionary Activity in the Second Temple Period (Minneapolis: FortressPress),1991, 22.

4 McKnight, Light (1991) 70. Siche auch: T. M. Conley, ,Philo's Rhetoric: Argumentation and Style*,
ANRW 2.21.1 (1984) 343-71; E. R. Goodenough, ,,Philo’s Exposition of the Law and His De Vita Mosis®, HTR
26 (1933) 109-25.
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nischen Opposition gegen ihren religiosen Praktiken in der Diaspora.® Es ist jedoch auch
zu bemerken, dass Philo offen ist, um Heiden zum Judentum kommen zu sehen. (Flacc. 94;
Leg. 161; Virt. 103-9; Dec.41,64) Er behauptet, dass ihr Urteil sie dazu veranlasst hat, den
Ubergang zur Frommigkeit zu vollziehen (871 mpog ebaPeioy niwoav peboppionahar), mit
dem Ergebnis, dass ihnen von Geburt an die gleiche Behandlung und Riicksicht auf einen
Juden zugeteilt wird. (Spec. 1.51-52) Was eine solche ,,Passage zur Frommigkeit® bedeutet,
Laut Philos Bericht wird im Fokus dieser Studie liegen.

In Philo gibt es auch eine Menge des Materials, das einer anderen Art der Bekehrung
gewidmet ist, die eines Juden zu einer religiésen Gruppe innerhalb des Judentums. Ob-
wohl der Startpunke fir den angehenden Kandidaten sich danach unterscheidet, ob er ein
Nichtjude war, der zum Judentum kam, oder ein Jude, der einer jiidischen Sekte beitritt,
was Philo bezeichnet als soziale Konsequenzen, die sich aus einer positiven Entscheidung
ergeben, werden sie in beiden Fallen im Rahmen dieser Studie analysiert.

1.1 Soziale Anforderungen und Konsequenzen der Bekehrung

Die radikale Forderung des Judentums, der Treue zum cinen und einzigen Gott wurde
zum Herzstiick aller nachfolgenden Anforderungen fiir Bekehrte.® Im Gegensatz zu den
meisten der damaligen Religionen, die polytheistisch waren und daher keine Loyalitit zu
cinem einzigen Gott erforderten, erklirte das Judentum dem einzigen Gott die Treue ohne
die Moglichkeit einer Verbindung mit anderen Gottheiten zu konstruieren.” Diese erste
und wichtigste Anforderung, die Konvertiten in eine neue und ungewohnte Konfliktsitu-
ation brachte, betraf die Grundlage ihrer sozialen Identitit. Ihre Situation dnderte sich von
ciner Bedingung kultischer Loyalitit, die keine bedeutenden sozialen Schwierigkeiten ver-
ursachte, zu ciner ausschliesslichen religiosen Position, in der sich der angehende Konver-
tit gegen seine Mitbiirger auszeichnete.

Im Judentum waren einfithrende Rituale von Konvertiten erforderlich. Solche Rit-
uale bestitigten die totale Haftung der Bekehrten und damit ihre Eingliederung in die Ge-
sellschaft. Laut Chesnutt gab es drei einleitende Schritte, die von den Proselyten unternom-
men werden sollten: Beschneidung, Immersion und Opfergabe im Tempel®, aber Philo

5 In Alexandria zum Beispiel sah die jiidische Gemeinde ihre Synagoge zerstért (Flace. 48); ihre Hiuser ge-
pliindert (Flacc. 56); und viele von ihnen wurden sogar getétet (Flace. 65-71).

6 Obwohl in dieser Arbeit die Umwandlung des Judentums in eine der religiosen Gruppen beachtet wurde,
gibt es in Philo viele andere Anspielungen auf Menschen, die vom Judentum angezogen werden, ohne tatsich-
lich zu Proselyten zu werden. Solche Referenzen werden verwendet, um Philos Uberzeugung der jiidischen
Uberlegenheit gegeniiber anderen Vélkern zu vermitteln. So verdeutliche Philo die Tugenden von Prolemaios
mit dem Nachnamen Philadelphus, dem Herrscher von Agyptcn, »in allen Qualititen, die der Herrscher ist,
die nicht in der Vergangenheit vergangen sind“ (Mos. 2.29) dass Gottes Fiihrungskarriere dazu gezwungen war,
sich bei einem solchen Unterfangen zu beschiftigen (Mos. 2.32), projizierte die Ubersctzung der Gesetze der
griechischen Zeitung (Mos .2.31-32).

7 Fiir die Zwecke dieser Studie wird die Pramisse von Dunn akzeptiert, nimlich dass ,,wir die frithe Geschichte
des judischen Monotheismus nicht erforschen miissen. Fiir uns reicht es aus, dass er in der nachexilischen Zeit zu
einem Fundament des jiidischen Judentums wurde (oder bereits geworden war),, Partings (1991) 19.

8 R.Chesnutt, From Death to Life. Conversion in Joseph and Aseneth. JSPSS 16 (Shefhield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1995) 1s5.
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bezieht sich hauptsichlich auf die Beschneidung.® Sein Ansatz zur Beschneidung ist zwei-

fach. Einerseits spricht er von Beschneidung im wértlichen und kérperlichen Sinne??, an-

dererseits aber von den symbolischen Bedeutungen der Beschneidung.! Die Grundidee
lautet: der bose Glaube muss daher mit allen anderen, die nicht loyal sind, aus dem Verstand
entfernt werden (movnpiy 0By 865ay ExTunTéov T davolog kol Tég dMhag Soou i dradbeol
Spec 1.11). Diese zweifache Interpretation beruht eindeutig auf der Symbolik Interpretation
der Beschneidung, wies auf ein richtiges Gemiit hin, das die Versuchung der Vergniigungen
verhinderte, und zeigte iiber den Menschen hinaus auf Gott.*2 In der Diaspora Situation,
in der sich Philo befand, hitte sich ein Konvertit zum Judentum ergeben, sich der Ableh-
nung zu stellen, dass ein solches Ritual im nichtjiidischen Wahlkreis provoziert wurde. Phi-
lo raumt ein, dass die Beschneidung eine Praxis ist, die unter vielen Leuten ein Spottobjeke
(yehwuévov) gewesen ist (Spec. 1.1). Er sagt jedoch, dass, obwohl die Agypter es praktizierten,
waren sic eine Rasse, die fiir ihre Bevélkerungszahl (nolvavBpwnétorov), ihre Anhaftungan
die Philosophie (¢thogoddtatov) als herausragend angesehen wird.!3

Nicht weniger fordernd waren die Anforderungen an die Juden, die sich durch die
Forderung nach einer strengen Bezichung zu Gott zwangsweise fithlten. Eine solche Bezie-
hung manifestierte sich in einer strengeren Aufmerksamkeit fir die 7hora und einer Leb-
ensweise wie der der Essener oder in einem asketischen Leben der Kontemplation auf der
Suche nach Frommigkeit, wie sie in der therapeutischen Titigkeit der sozialen Erkund-
ung dieses vielschichtigen Menschen von Bedeutung ist. Philo stellt die Liebe der From-

9 In Philo gibt es keinen Hinweis auf Untertauchen, und die Hinweise auf Opfer bedeuten niche, dass dies
Konvertiten erforderlich waren. Chesnutt hat recht, wenn er auf der Grundlage der Linge der philonischen
Quelle und seines direkten Umgangs mit dem Problem des Proselytismus bestreitet, dass das Schweigen beim
Eintauchen in die Proselyten zufillig ist (Chesnutt 1995, 160). Gegen dieses Argument erwihnt Chesnutt vor
allem Jeremias Die Kindertaufe in den ersten vier Jahrhunderten. Gottingen 1958). Bei Opfern geht Philo mit
der richtigen Einstellung zu ihnen um. Wie bei der Beschneidung nihert sich Philo hier Opfern sowohl von
aussen als auch von innen her (Spec. 1.277; Mos. 2.107-8).

10 Die vier Griinde, die angeboten werden, sind, dass die Beschneidung eine schmerzhafte Krankheit (Spec.
1.4) verhindert, den Kérper reinige (Spec. 15), der Beschneidung des Herzens dhnelt (Spec. 1.6) und die Na-
tionen, die sie praktizieren, zu den produktivsten machen (Spec. 1.7).

11 Die symbolische Interpretation der Beschneidung ist zweifach: sie signalisiert einerseits die Ablchnung
irrefithrender Freuden (Spec. 1.9) und andererseits das wahre Wissen des Menschen vor Gott (Spec. 1.10).

12 In Anbetracht der Tatsache, dass Philo von zwei Arten der Beschneidung spricht, der physischen und der
des Herzens, wie oben gezeigt, und den sozialen Implikationen, die daraus abgeleitet werden konnten, ist zu-
mindest ein kurzer Kommentar erforderlich. Eine solche Unterscheidung bei der Beschneidung wiirde cine
Lockerung der kérperlichen Nachfrage und eine Betonung der inneren Beschneidung erméglichen, was wie-
derum den sozialen Konflikt des Konvertiten in einer Diaspora-Umgebung mindern wiirde. Dieses Argument,
zusammen mit der Tatsache, dass in Philo kein Fall eines Konvertiten erwihnt wird, der die Beschneidungszer-
emonie durchliuft, darf nicht zu dem Schluss kommen, dass er die Beschneidung nicht als cine unvermeidliche
Forderung nach cinem Konvertiten ansah. Der Schwerpunke sollte auf seinem Interesse an einer wahren und
inneren und nicht nur dusseren Bekehrung zum Glauben Isracls liegen. Es handelt sich also um aufeinander
bezogene und voneinander abhingige Begriffe, nicht um alternative.

13 Spec.r.2. Nur um der Argumentation willen, dass Philos positiver Hinweis auf Agypten hier erklirt werden
kann. Wie oben erwihnt wurde, um zu rechtfertigen, dass Isracls Ansehen fiir den Rest gilt, ist Agypten das
Beispiel aller Eigenschaften, die Philos verachtet.
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migkeit und des Dienstes Gottes als die hochsten Ziele dar, die von irgendjemandem ver-

folgt werden sollen. Von diesem Ziel sollte nichts ablenken, auch Familienangehorige, die

Mitgliedschaft in der Gemeinschaft, und die Rechte, die diese Position fiir einige der Ziele

des nichtjidischen Wahlkreises hat, wiirden oft zu einem Fremde selbst unter denen, die

bis zu diesem Moment seine eigenen Leute seine Gemeinschaft waren und. Der Proselyt:
hat seine Verwandten, die im normalen Lauf der Dinge seine einzigen Verbiindeten sein wiirden,
zu todlichen Feinden gemacht, indem sie als Pilger zur Wahrheit und zur Ehrungdes Einen, der al-
lein ehrenwiirdig ist, gekommen sind, und indem er die mythischen Fabeln und die Vielfaltigkeit
davon verlassen hat, die von den Eltern und Grosseltern und Vorfahren und Blutsverwandten
dieses Einwanderers in ein besseres Zuhause so hoch gechrt wurden. (Spec. 4.178)

Der erste soziale Effekt einer solchen Entscheidung war mindestens zweifach. Zum
einen ebnete die Auflosung des Proselyten den Weg fiir seine eigene Isolation. Obwohl er
eine Wahrheit (petavaotig eig 4Beav) wurde, sollte das Tiiren zu einer neuen gesellschaft-
lichen Realitit offen, wurde er weiterhin als Nachfolger (¢m#litog) ausgezeichnet.2 Vor al-
lem aber wurde er fiir ihn zu einem Todfeind eigene Leute, die von Rasse, Sprache, Kultur
als gleichwertig verstanden werden sollten. Auf der anderen Seite wurde ein anderes wich-
tiges Sozialidentititszeichen bekanntgegeben. Dicjenigen, die von Generation zu Gener-
ation weitergegeben wurden, definierten die Zugehorigkeit und Identitit der Proselyten.

1.2 Familie und Gemeinschaft

Das dussere Ausmass der neuen Bindung an Gott ist nicht nur das Anliegen des Einzelnen,
dem Gott Israels zu folgen oder ihn anzubeten. Der Umfang davon die Bezichung zum
Gottlichen ubertrifft den Bereich des Privaten und greift familiare Bindungen an. Wie
oben gezeigt wurde, wirken sich die sozialen Auswirkungen der Entscheidung der Prose-
lyten beispiclsweise nicht nur auf ihre eigene Identitit und soziale Zugehérigkeit, sondern
auch auf ihren Haushalt aus. Dartiber hinaus erzihlt Philo, wie Familienmitglieder jeden
Versuch aufgeben sollten, das eine Band der Afhinitit, ein akzeptiertes Zeichen zu stéren
des guten Willens, namlich der Bereitschaft, Gott zu dienen und, dass all diese Worte und
Griinde fir die Annahme der Anrede die Ursache der Frommigkeit sind. (Spec. 1.317) Die
Anforderungen an den Bekehrten schufen ein neues Kriterium fir die Bewertung der fa-
milidren Bindungen. Der Konvertit sollte nicht unbedingt eine Abkehr von solchen Bind-
ungen vorschen, die im Judentum hoch geschitzt wurden, sondern deren bedingten Wert
vor denen mit Gott. Philo behauptet jedoch, dass der angehende Bekehrte bereit sein muss,
seine Familie zu verlassen, wenn er seine Uberzeugung behindert.1®

14 Dies ist Philos eigener Begriff (Virt. 102-4), und obwohl er diesen Begriff nicht abwertend verwendet, kann
daraus geschlossen werden, dass Proselyten unter den Juden als Fremde geblieben sind. Philo bezicht sich auf
Moses und seine Empfehlung zum Umgang mit Proselyten (Spec. 1.51-52), worauthin einige Warnungen zu
cinigen Situationen vor ihnen zu vermeiden waren. Obwohl die Warnungen Riicksicht auf Proselyten zeigen,
setzen sie die auffilligen Unterschiede zwischen Geburt und Bildung voraus. Wenn die Proselyten Agypter
waren, diirfen sic nicht als Kinder von Feinden mit einer bedingungslosen Ablehnung verschmiht werden,
sondern so weit begiinstigt sein, dass die dritte Generation in die Versammlung eingeladen wird (Virt. 106-8).
15 Alle familidren Bindungen sind hier impliziert, wenn Philo bemerke, dass ,,diese Verwandten, wie wir sie
nennen, welche haben sie stammen von unseren Vorfahren ab und basieren auf Blutbezichungen oder auf
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Die meisten der Befragten, die Philo zur Verfugung stellt, um dem Pfad der From-
migkeit zu folgen, hingen mit der Unterordnung der Familienbande fiir das héhere Wohl
zusammen. Dies ist nicht unerheblich, wenn man bedenkt, dass die Familie im Judentum
cine wesentliche Rolle spielt, und dass die Sicht der Nachkommen ein Segen Gottes ist.
So wird Abraham portritiert als Modell, das ,,sein Heimatland, sein Vaterland und sein
Vaterhaus verlassen hat* (catoheimer pév matptda ol yevedry kol matp@ov olkov) Virt. 214;
Abr. 62-3,67, und zwar als Ausgangspunket einer drastischen und allumfassenden Forderung
Anspruch, was die totale Abweichung ,von allen denen seines Blutes” (tav é¢” aiporog
amdytwy) Herr. 277-8 war. In einer der wenigen Referenzen in Philo tiber die Wirkung von
solcher Grosse ist der starke rhetorische Appell der ,,Reize der eigenen Beziehungen und
des Landes®, etwas anderes zu entscheiden. Ein lebendigeres Beispiel fiir Abrahams vol-
lige Unterwerfung unter Gott auf Kosten seiner eigenen Familie ist sein Gehorsam ge-
geniiber Gottes Forderung, seinen ,.einzigen und sehr geschitzten Sohn Isaak™ (dyamnrds
kol udvog) zu opfern (Abr 167-207). Es bedeutet jedoch niche, dass fiir Philo die hohe
Forderung des Judentums, sogar auf familidre Bindungen zu verzichten, um dem Gehor-
sam gegeniiber dem cinen Gott willen, eine Voreingenommenheit gegeniiber familidren
Bindungen widerspiegelt. Es geht hier nicht um eine allgemeine Forderung, sich aus der
Familie herauszuziehen, sondern nur insoweit, als sie eine Storung oder Behinderung der
»Einheit der Affinitat” (ula oixelétng) wurde.1® Nicht zwischen den Menschen und dem
Gott, nicht aus irgendeinem familidren sozialen Element, das den Kern des Judentums bil-
det, stehen. Sogar dort, wo der neue Konvertit einen solchen Verzicht gemacht hatte, stell-
te Philo fest, dass die neue Zugehorigkeit mit Gott, dem Vater (Mut. 127), begriindet sei:
wer der Natur gefillt und was gut ist, S6hne Gottes (viot gigt Tod 620d) Spec.1.318; cf. Deut
14:1 und damit Mitglieder einer neuen Familie. Philo weist auf die Proselyten hin, als die-
jenigen, die Gott als rechtmissigen Ehemann und Vater, der Diener der Seele angenom-
men haben (o0 7| cvyyévewn, ob ) Tatpge totin) Somn. 2.273

Philos Diskussion tiber die Frage der familidren Bindungen zwischen Essenern klart
nicht, was mit den bestehenden familidren Bindungen passiert, nachdem man Mitglied der
Gruppe geworden ist. Er sagt nur, dass die Entscheidung, ein Essener zu werden, auf aus-
gewachsene, genud alte Minner beschrinkeist ( téheiot 8 dvdpeg kol mpde yijpeg dworhivovdes
ﬁBn)” und dass es ausserhalb des Rahmens von familidren Eingriffen im Sinne liegt, dass
es nicht auf der Geburt beruht, ist kein beschreibendes Zeichen der freiwilligen Vereini-
gung (o0 yével-yévos yop £¢’ éxovalolg ov ypddetar) Hypoth. 11.2. Dann dndert sich das so-
zial akzeptierte Familienmuster vollstindig. Es ist nicht so, dass der Kandidat die Familien-

Verbindungen, die sich aus der Ehe ergeben oder andere dhnliche Ursachen, lassen sie sie alle beiseite legen,
wenn sie nicht ernsthaft das gleiche Ziel suchen, nimlich die Ehre Gottes, die die unauflésliche Verbindung
aller Zuneigung ist, die uns zu einem macht®. (Spec.1317)

16 Dic Aufforderung lautet: ,,Auch wenn ein Bruder oder ein Sohn oder eine Tochter oder eine Frau oder ein
fester Freund oder ein anderer Korper jemand zu sein scheint, sollte man versuchen, ihn in einer dhnlichen
Weise fithren® (Spec.1.316). Andernfalls wiirde der Piousone familiire Bindungen ablehnen.

17 Hypoth. 113. Ein wichtiger Grund dafir ist ihr hoher Respekt fiir die Freiheit, so dass sie ,nicht mehr von
der Flut des Korpers getragen werden oder von den Leidenschaften geleitet werden®.
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beziechungen ab jetzt entlassen soll, wenn er Mitglied der Vereinigung ist: vielmehr werden
sie neu verstanden. Familie ist keine Frage mehr von Blutsverwandtschaft, sondern von
ciner gemeinsamen Frommigkeit. In der Hypothetica verweist Philo auf die negative Ein-
stellung der Essener zur Ehe, weil eine Frau eine selbststichtige Kreatur ist, die tibermis-
sig eifersiichtig ist und eine Ahnung davon hat, die Moral ihres Mannes zu betéren und
ihn durch ihre fortdauernden Betriigereien zu verfithren (Hypoth. 11.14). Sie verzichten
auf die Ehe, weil sie es deutlich erkennen. Eine klare soziale Implikation all dessen ist, dass
Frauen in der Gemeinschaft nicht akzeptiert werden. Die neue Gemeinschaft wird jedoch
in einem neuen familidren Umfeld fiir die Essener® erfordert der Wunsch nach Heiligkeit
cines der gemeinsamen Elemente des Familienlebens, nimlich die Fortpflanzung.'® Aber
noch einmal die Fursorge und Liebe des Restes der Gemeinschaftsmitglieder lasst den al-
ternden Essener eine Wirme spiiren, die von der Natur nicht erzwungen werden kann
(dvoewg avdyxy) Hypoth. 11.13. Ein wichtiger Aspeke, den der Kandidat beriicksichtigen
muss, ist die Tatsache, dass seine freiwillige Entscheidung wichtig ist. Laut Philos Darstel-
lung wiirde die Essenergruppe auch den physischen Standort ihres Wohnorts beeinflussen,
wenn sie in einer Stadt lebt. Philo lokalisiert den Essener Gemeinden in Dérfern, weit weg
von den Stidten, in denen die Menschen cine andauernde Bosheit zeigen (Prob. 76). Fol-
glich bedeutete die Entscheidung, eine vollstindige Ausreise zu erwégen von jeglichen so-
zialen Beziigen und Bekannten.

In seinem Umgang mit den Therapeuten?? charakeerisiert Philo sie, als hiitten sie ihre
Briider, ihre Kinder, ihre Frauen, ihre Eltern, den breiten Kreis ihrer Verwandten, die Fre-
undesgruppen, das Vaterland, in dem sie geboren wurden zuriickgelassen (Contempl. 18).
Weit entfernt von jeglichen familidren, gemeinschaftlichen und gesellschaftlichen Bezii-
gen und Bindungen wird ihr Leben mit einer neuen Art von Gemeinschaft konfrontiert,
die die bisherige Gemeinschaft versorgen soll. Das neue Verstindnis von der ,Gemein-
schaft“ der Therapeuten erfordert jedoch nicht nur einen reibungslosen Ubergang von
ciner Gemeinschaft zu ciner anderen mit dhnlichen Merkmalen, sondern mit verschie-
denen Mitgliedern.

Die Anderungen sind radikal. Aus einem negativen Verstindnis des Lebens in der
Stadt entspringt die Einladung, in einsamen Gegenden getrennt von Menschen mit ,,ungle-
ichem Charakter” (¢x t@v dvopolwv) zu leben (Contempl. 19-20). Die neue Gemeinschaft zie-
ht sich von den Stidten?! ab, und jeder hat sein eigenes einfaches Haus. Weit entfernt von
den Hiusern der anderen Mitglieder, um ihre Einsamkeit zu bewahren, aber nahe genug,
um ihre Gemeinschaft untereinander aufrechtzuerhalten und im Bedarfsfall, beispielsweise

18 Eine fiirsorgliche (Hypoth.11.13; Prob.87) Gemeinschaft (Prob.86) ist gleich (Prob.79).

19 Sowohl Frauen als auch Kinder werden negativ als Sklaverei angesehen und schaden ihrer Freiheit. 11,17.
20 , Dicjenigen, die das Leben der Kontemplation angenommen haben; So ,,entweder im Sinne von Heilung
genannt, weil die Art des Heilens die Stromung in den Stidten han delt, die nur die Korper heilt, wihrend ihre
auch Seelen behandelt ... oder aber im Sinne von ,,Anbetung”, weil Natur und die heiligen Gesetze haben sie
geschult, das Selbstexistente anzubeten® (Contempl. 1-2).

21 Fiir die Therapeuten war sogar die beste der Stidte voll von turbulenten Olsandstérungen, in zahlbaren, die
niemand ertragen konnte, der jemals unter Weisheit gelehrt wurde (Contempl.19).
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bei Krankheit, zu helfen oder unterstiitze zu werden (Contempl. 24). Die Therapeuten tr-
effen sich nur am siebten Tag der Woche fiir eine Gemeindeversammlung (Contempl. 30).

Laut Philos Bericht haben die Therapeutinnen an ihren Versammlungen teilgenom-
men, da Frauen ,denselben Eifer und denselben Sinn fiir ihre Berufung zeigen® (Con-
templ. 32). Allerdings sind Manner und Frauen durch eine Wand in der Versammlung
voneinander getrennt und sitzen an verschiedenen Orten fiir die gemeinsame Mahlzeit
der Gemeinschaft. (Contemp. 30-33). Sie heiraten nicht, und die Keuschheit wird als Tu-
gend dargestellt (Contemp. 68). Ohne Kinder ist die Kontinuitit der Gruppe nicht von
Fortpflanzung, sondern von Adhision abhingig. Philo stellt die jiingsten Mitglieder der
Gemeinschaft vor, als ob sie nicht ihre natiirlichen familiaren Bindungen fiir ihre Senioren

“vermisst” die Eltern von ihnen allen gemeinsam sein, in einer engeren Verwandtschaft als
Blut, denn nach rechts ist es nicht moglich, dass sie nicht leben kénnen (Contempl. 72).

Es ist wichtig zu bemerken, dass nach Philos Beschreibung andere gewohnliche so-
ziale Elemente in der Gemeinschaft der Therapeuten verindert werden. Zum Beispiel sind
sie nicht in der Sklaverei (mapé ddoww Contempl. 70) verankert, obwohl die Gemeinschafts-
rollen des Mitglieds fiir die Jiingeren grosseren Respekt haben, ist das Kriterium nicht die
biologische Zeit in der Gemeinschaft und philosophisches Lernen. Daher ist es moglich,
dass jiingere Mitglieder alteren Mitgliedern Vorrang haben:

denn unter Senior verstehen sie nicht die Alten und Grauképfigen, die als noch blosse Kinder
betrachtet werden, wenn sie erst in den letzten Jahren diese Lebensregel lieben, aber diejenigen,
die von ihren frithesten Jahren an zur Minnlichkeit herangewachsen sind und ihre Bliitezeit
verbracht haben den kontemplativen Zweig der Philosophie verfolgen. (Contempl. 67)

Die inhaltliche Anderung der Begriffe ,Kinder® und ,,Senioren® zeigt sich nicht nur in
ihren Sitzordnungen, sondern auch darin, dass die jungen Mitglieder der Gemeinschaft (wie-
derum nicht notwendigerweise in biologischer Hinsicht) den alten dienen. Philo stellt die
Therapeuten so dar, dass sie den Rollen und dem Status der Familie und der Gemeinschaft
ein neues Verstindnis und neue Inhalte verleiht, was der angehende Bekehrte tun musste.

1.3 Besitztiimer

Die bisher von Philo beschriebenen Ergebnisse der neuen Bindung haben eine andere Di-
mension, die sich auf den Besitz der Konvertiten und die neue Einstellung zu ihnen nach
der Konvertierung bezieht. Die allgemeine Einstellung war eine Trennung von materiel-
len Besitztiimern um eines hoheren Gutes willen. Die zwei bemerkenswertesten Beschrei-
bungen, die wir von Philo haben, sind die der Essener Gemeinschaft und der Therapeu-
ten waren auf andere Fragen gestossen, die sich auf ihre eigenen Ansichten zu materiellen
Besitztiimern bezogen, die bereits im Fall Abrahams fritherer Herkunft verankert waren,
und deren urspriingliche Herkunfts- und Familienanleihen und Wohlstandspositionen zu-
riickgelassen wurden, um dem Pfad der Frommigkeit zu folgen.

In Philos Bericht tiber die Essener werden sie so dargestellt, dass sie ihr Eigentum
nicht preisgeben, sondern ,,alles zusammen in den 6ffentlichen Bestand legen und deren
Nutzen gemeinsam geniessen” (Hypoth. 11.4) Der Sinn der Gemeinschaft war so, dass sie
das Privathaus nicht als individuell empfanden aber als zu allen geh6ren. Mehr noch: ,,sie
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haben alle eine einzige Kasse und gemeinsame Auszahlungen; ihre Kleidung wird gemeins-
am gehalten und auch ihre Nahrung wird durch die Einrichtung 6ffentlicher Mahlzeit-
en geboten® (Prob. 85-6). Was auch immer sie durch ihre Arbeit verdient hatten, wurde
der Gemeinde geschenkt (Hypoth. 11.10). Sie sind gemiss Philo, von unten Manager alle
scheinen nach einem sozialen Stratum gekommen zu sein, fiir ihren gemeinsamen Leb-
ensunterhalt zu arbeiten und fiir die Kranken zu sorgen, die nicht zur Unterstiitzung der
Gemeinschaft beitragen konnten (Prob. 76-87). Diese Haltung gegeniiber Besitzungen
bestitigte nicht nur ihr starkes Gemeinschaftsgefiihl und ihre Solidaritit, sondern auch
die Missachtung eines der bestehenden sozialen Werte. Das heisst, sozialer Status, dass das
Eigentum eines der Mittel war, das den Status bestimmt. In Philos Ansicht kénnen sich die
Essener unterdriicken und ablehnen, und das personliche Wertesystem wird unter Bertick-
sichtigung der jeweils anderen Aspekte betrachtet.

Auf der anderen Seite zeigten diejenigen, die Mitglieder der spirituellen Familie
der Therapeuten wurden, ihre Sehnsucht nach dem unsterblichen und gesegneten Leb-
en (&BavéTov kol paxaplog {wijc), indem sie ihren gesamten materiellen Besitz der Familie
hinterlassen, die sie zuriickgelassen haben. Auch wenn sie keine Verwandten hatten, mit
denen sie sich begniigen konnten ihre Besitztiimer, sie Gberliessen sie jemandem, den

»noch blinden® (tdv pAémovda mhottov) Contempl. 13. Diese Haltung verlich der Entschei-
dung einen endgiiltigen Charakter in dem Sinne, dass es nichts gab, worauf zuriickge-
griffen werden konnte. Die strenge Disziplin und Askese der Therapeuten in sozialen
Bezichungen und Besitztimern wurde von einem strengen modus vivendsi begleitet, der
die Essgewohnheiten?? und die Kleidung (Contempl. 38) stark einschrinkte. So die Auf-
gabe der Eigentumsverhiltnisse und der die Unterordnung von familidren Bindungen
ist Teil der Rhetorik von Philos Argument fiir das Streben nach Frommigkeit durch ein
kontemplatives Leben.23

Wie oben gezeigt, stellt Philo eine Reihe von Situationen dar, in denen verschiedene
Individuen und Menschen ihre Art des Erkennens manifestieren und ihre Allegorie auf
Gott zeigen. Dies wurde von der Heide der Heiden zum Glauben an den einen Gott der
Juden der Sige gemacht. Ihr Leben war ein schwieriger Mittelpunke, der von ihrem Alter
abgelehnt wurde, aber es war nicht nétig, irgendetwas vorher zu verlassen, ausser natiirlich,
um andere Gottheiten zu verehren. Bekanntschaften oder Besitzentscheid waren abzu-
lehnen. In Bezug auf die judischen Sekten werden sowohl Essener als auch Therapeuten

22 Contempl. 25,30,34-5,73-4. Dies ist eindeutig cin rhetorisches Instrument, mit dem Philo die Ziele und die
moralische Bindung der Therapeuten stirker betont und stirker hervorhebt. Philo berichtet, dass die Thera-
peuten keine Nahrungsmittel in jedes ihrer einfachen Hiuser cingenommen haben und dass Einzelpersonen
nicht gegangen sind das Haus an sechs Tagen in der Woche, bis sic sich am sicbten als Gemeinschaft trafen.
Trotzdem war die Speisekarte ziemlich streng: sie essen nichts kostspicliges, nur gewdhnliches Brot mit Salz
fiir einen Geschmack und ihr Getrink ist Quellwasser ... Deshalb essen sie genug, um sich vor Hunger und
Hunger zu schiitzen genug trinken, um Durst zu vermeiden, aber als bésartigen Feind sowohl fiir die Seele als
auch fiir den Kérper zu hassen ( Contempl. 37).

23 S. Barton, Parables of God’s Love and Forgiveness (Luke 15:1-32), The Challenge of Jesus’ Parables (Grand
Rapids, Michigan Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2000) 28.



Religiose Vielfalt und soziale Dimension der Bekehrung im hellenistischen Judentum

von Philo als Vertreter der neuen Gemeinschaft fiir ihre familidren Bindungen vertreten.
Es wurde bereits bemerke, dass die neue spirituelle / philosophische Bezichung ihnen ein
neues, wenn auch modifiziertes Familien- / Gemeinschaftsszenario bescherte. Es gab cine
negative Sicht auf das gemeinsame Verstindnis von Familie oder Haushalt als Ubel oder
ungliickliche Realitit eines vorherigen Wohnstils. Ihr Umgang mit Besitztiimern weicht
von demjenigen ab, der allgemein in der Gesellschaft gehalten wird, in dem Besitztiimer
als gewohnliche Giiter (Essener) behandelt oder auf sie verzichtet werden sollten (‘Thera-
peuten). In beiden Fillen wurden die sozialen Rollen, die Besitztiimer hervorbrachten, ab-
gelehnt, und der einzige Unterschied zwischen den Mitgliedern bestand in der individu-
cllen Frommigkeit und Erfahrung, die wiederum eine neue Perspektive von Autoritit und
Macht vorsah. Thre Mahlzeiten waren gemeinschaftlich und ohne grossen Unterschied
zwischen den Mitgliedern, ausser vielleicht fiir Plitze am Tisch (Therapeuten), die sich
von den formellen und klassischen Ansitzen der Tischgenossenschaften unterschieden.
All dies erginzte das, was man als ,Gesellschaft in der Gesellschaft® bezeichnen konnte.

Flavius Josephus

Ein palistinensischer Jude, der als Sohn eines Priesters geboren wurde, Josephus (37-100
n. Chr.), wusste sechr wohl, welche religiose Vielfalt das Judentum aus seinen eigenen Er-
fahrungen hatte, weil er zugestanden hat, ,eine personliche Erfahrung der verschiedenen
Sektoren in sich zu sammeln, in die sich unsere Nation hiufig teilt“. Erwihnt werden drei:
in zuerst Pharisier, dann Sadduzier und Essener (Vita 10). Wihrend dieser drei Jahre dau-
ernden Periode wurde er Schiiler eines Banus, eines asketischen Einsiedlers ; schliesslich
entschied er sich, ein Pharisier zu werden (V¢4 12). Ihm wurden die Konkurrenten des in-
neren Lebens der einzelnen Gruppen und allgemein des religiésen Lebens seiner Zeit of-
fenbar bewusst. Dennoch gibt Josephus cine detailliertere Zusammenfassung dessen, was
es bedeutet, Mitglied dieser Gemeinschaft zu werden.

Wie in der Einfihrungzu dieser Studie erwihnt, sind die Schriften von Josephus die
entschuldigende Haltung ihres Autors. In den Worten von McKnight heisst es: ,,Josephus
schrieb mit einer Agenda, ob er die Religion Israels verherrlichen, sich mit Rom verwoh-
nen lassen will, Rom zu respektieren oder sich als zuverldssigen Historiker zu befreien’?*
In seiner Studie Josephus as an Apologist, Feldman bekriftigt, dass die Antiquititen vor ei-
nem Publikum in der griechischsprachigen Welt angesprochen werden und dass die Besch-
reibung von Salomon stark auf apologetische Betonung hindeutet.?® In ihrer Studie iiber
Josephus weist Rajak darauf hin, dass in Josephus Werk einerseits die zur Verfiigung gestell-
ten Informationen enthalten sind die verschiedenen Episoden und andererseits die Verzer-

24 McKnight, Light (1991)70.

25 L. H. Feldmann, ,,Josephus as an Apologist to the Greco-Roman World: His Portrait of Solomon,” in E.
Schiissler Fiorenza (Hg.) Aspects of Religious Propaganda in Judaism and Early Christianity (Notre Dame: Uni-
versity of Notre Dame, 1976) 69-98. Zum Beispicl betont Josephus Salomons Frommigkeit gegeniiber seinen
Eltern, Dankbarkeit, Glauben an Gott, Bescheidenheit, so dass Salomo der berithmteste aller Kénige ist und

am meisten geliebt wird von Gott, und in Verstindnis und Reichtum tbertraf er diejenigen, die vor ihm tiber
die Hebrier herrschten. Siche A.J.8.190.
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rung in der Erzihlung der Vorfille.26 Zum Beispiel stellt sich die Frage, wie uninteressant
das Portrit der Kaiser von Josephus sein konnte, als sie seine Génner oder Wohltiter war-
en.?? Auf ihnliche Weise erkennt Goodman die mit diesen Schriften zusammenhingen-
den Vorurteile an. Einerseits gibt es seine proromische Haltung als ein romischer Biirger
und andererseits sein jiidisches Engagement als Jude selbst.?®

Nach alldem tiber die konditionierenden Faktoren, die hinter Josephus Schriften
stehen, besteht der tatsichliche Konsens darin, dass die Berichte im wesentlichen zuverlis-
sig sind, aber mit nicht ungewohnlichen Vcrschénerungcnzg, und daher sollte jeder Ver-
such, sie als ,,betriigerisch” zu betrachten.3?

2.1 Soziale Anforderungen und Konsequenzen der Bekehrung

Ein notwendiger Schritt in Richtung Vollmitgliedschaft im jidischen Glauben war die
Beschneidung (B.J. 2.454; A.J. 20.139) Wie er in der Geschichte des Konigs Izates von Adi-
abene (A4.]. 20.17-53) erzihlt, wird er am Gesetz und hilt es mit Ausnahme der Beschnei-
dung, da dies zu einer Ablehnung seiner Untertanen fihren wiirde, da es sich um auslin-
dische Sitten handelt (4. 20.34-45). Josephus scheint jedoch die Tiir im selben Text offen
zu lassen, um die Beschneidung zu vermeiden, wenn er zwangsweise gebeten wird Gott
zihlte mehr als die Beschneidung (A.J. 20.41). Dieses Beispiel sollte zwar eine gewisse Tol-
eranz gegeniiber Heiden implizieren, aber exogame Ehen waren generell verboten (A./.
11.71,139-53;12.187-9;18.345-7.). Josephus’ cher entschuldigendes Werk gegen Anion hat ge-
zeigt, dass einige Ausnahmen von dieser Regel auf der Grundlage von Einhaltung des Ge-
setzes (C.Ap. 2.209-210). Es wurde jedoch bereits argumentiert, dass dies mehr Josephus’
Reste der Masse waren, manchmal sogar nur apologetische Gerite.

Er wendet sich der umfassendsten Darstellung in Josephus Arbeit tiber die Bekeh-
rung zu und erklirt, dass jeder Kandidat fiir die Mitgliedschaft in der Essenergemeinschaft
erforderlich ist, eine jahrelange Probezeit, die von dieser Missigkeit (¢yxpéreie) und zwei
weiteren Jahren fiir die Ausdauer (xaptépnog) durchgefiihre wird, und sic werden zu einem
Mitglied der Sekte. Die konkrete Anforderungen miissen erfiillt werden. Einerseits muss
er aus dem eigenen Beispiel der Gemeindemitglieder lernen, was mehr Betonung der Er-
fahrung und Einstellung als Kriterium impliziert als jede andere Gesellschaft erlegt dage-
gen auf (B.J. 2.138). Andererseits muss er zeigen, dass er eine zufriedenstellende Haltung er-
langt hat, wie es nach Josephus’ Abschnitten zu verstehen ist:

Erstens, dass er Frommigkeit gegeniiber der Gottheit tiben wird, als Néchstes, dass er die Ge-
rechtigkeit gegentiber den Menschen wahrnimmt: dass er niemanden verurteilt, sei es aus sei-
nem eigenen Geist oder unter den Befehlen eines anderen. Dass er die Ungerechten fiir immer
hassen und den Kampf der Gerechten kimpfen wird; dass er allen Menschen, vor allem den
Michten, fiir immer vertrauen wird, da kein Herrscher sein Amt erreiche, ausser durch den Wil-

26 T. Rajak, Josephus. The Historian and His Society (London: Duckworth, 1983) 4.
27 Ibid. 6.

28 Goodman, Josephus (1999) 45-58.

29 McKnight, Light (1991) 143

30 Goodman, Josephus (1999) 54.
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len Gottes. Sollte er selbst die Herrschaft tiber sich ergehen lassen, wird er niemals seine Au-
toritit missbrauchen, weder in der Kleidung noch durch andere dussere Uberlegenheitsmerk-
male seine Untertanen tberstrahlen. Fiir immer ein Liebhaber der Wahrheit sein und Ligner
entlarven; seine Hinde vom Stehlen und seine Seele von unheiligem Gewinn rein zu halten; vor
den Mitgliedern der Sekte nichts zu verbergen und nichts von ihren Geheimnissen an andere
weiterzugeben, obwohl sie zu Tode gefoltert wurden. Er schwort ausserdem, ihre Regeln genau
so zu Gibermitteln, wie er sie selbst empfangen hat; vom Raub fernhalten; und ebenso sorgfiltig
die Biicher der Sekte und die Namen der Engel zu bewahren. Das sind die Eide, mit denen sie
ihre Proselyten sichern. (B,J. 2.139-142)
Die erforderlichen Einstellungen des potenziellen Kandidaten werden in sozialen Begriff-
en oder Bezichungen beschrieben. Zunichst soll es Frommigkeit geben, die auf seine Bezie-
hung zu verwiesen hat Gott aber auch anderen Menschen, hauptsichlich den Gerechten
und denen, die Vollmacht haben. Zweitens muss er die Wahrheit lieben, gegentiber denen,
die dies nicht tun. Drittens ist Geheimhaltung in Bezug auf die Glaubensgemeinschaften
der Gemeinschaft zum Preis seines eigenen Lebens erforderlich, wobei die Bedeutung,
die den bestehenden Grenzen zwischen den Grenzen innerhalb und ausserhalb der Ge-
meinschaft gegeben ist, eindeutig hervorgehoben wird. Schliesslich gibt es einen Grund-
ton, der den gesamten Text durchliuft, der als moralische Aufrechterhaltung bezeichnet
werden kann Bedingungen ciner gegebenen Einstellung gegeniiber anderen (,niemandem
Schaden zufiigen®; ,,seine Macht nicht missbrauchen®; nicht ,,sich bemiihen, seine Unter-
tanen zu iiberstrahlen®; ,Hinde frei von Diebstahl und hisslichen Gewalttaten®). Es ist
wichtig, die Absicht hinter diesen Opfern hervorzuheben, die die vollstindige Ubergabe
des Lebens des Bekehrten an Gott durch Mitgliedschaft in der Gemeinschaft war, was
auch impliziert eine bestimmte Lebensweise.

Es ist interessant zu bemerken, wie Josephus, als er die drei philosophischen Sek-
ten unter Juden (Pharisier, Sadduzier und Essener) erwihnte ,jiidische Geburt® (Tovdot
utv yévog 8vteg) B.J. 2.119. Es unterstreicht sich die Tatsache, dass nur als Mitglied der Ess-
energemeinschaft akzeptiert werden, nicht einmal ein judischer Proselyt. Daher gibt es in
der Gemeinde eine solide ethnische Betonung, die von Anfang an jeden Versuch eines jii-
dischen Proselyten, ein Essener zu werden, ausschliessen wiirde.

2.2 Familie und Gemeinschaft

Neben den Einweihungsverfahren erwihnt Josephus die hochste Voraussetzungen fiir die
Umstellung auf die Essenergemeinschaft (die dazu fithren wiirde, dass die Entscheidung
anspruchsvoll und wichtig ist) ist der Verzicht auf Verzicht familiire Bezichungen fiir ihr
Engagement fir das, was sie fir einen Hochtyp der Vereinigung halten. In der neuen Ge-
meinschaft wird aus dem angestrebten Substitut der Familie und der Beziehung ein gegen-
seitiger Pflegebediirftigkeit (A4./. 18.21). Referenzierung zu einer Art Gemeinschaft, die als
vorbildlich bezeichnet wird auf die Verpflichtung, sich gegenseitig zu sorgen und zu sorgen.

Josephus rithmt sich der Tugenden der Essener und versichert eindeutig, dass ,sie
die Ehe vernachlissigen® (ko yduov pév map’ adtdg vmepovia), als ob sie es fiir einen An-
lass halten wiirden, die Tugend zu verlieren (B./. 2.120). Ihre Elternschaft ist keine natiirli-
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che Angelegenheit aber basierend auf der Auswahl der Kinder eines anderen, wenn ,,na-
chgiebig und lernfihig” (&madovg &nt), obwohl sic ab dem Zeitpunke ihrer Adoption als
ihrer eigenen Familie betrachten und sie nach ihrem Weltbild erzichen (B.J. 2.120) Nach
Josephus gibt es eine anerkannte Ablehnung der Ehe durch die Essener, jedoch nicht ab-
solut wie in Philos Bericht. Es gibt jedoch eine Warnung vor ,,Frauenmut® (tév yvvauxay
doekyelag), da die Essener ,,davon iiberzeugt sind, dass keiner von ihnen ihre Treue zu ei-
nem Mann beibehile (B.J. 2.121). Josephus vermittelt den Eindruck, dass die Essener, die
heiraten, es eher fiir die Fortpflanzung der Rasse tun, als fiir eine klare Uberzeugung der
Bezichung. Josephus erzihlt uns jedoch von einer anderen Ordnung der Essener, die allen
entspricht die gemeinsamen Elemente Essener — ihre Einstellung zur Ehe. Es ist nicht so,
dass diese Ordnung eine positive Einschitzung der Ehe hat, aber sie erkennen ihre Not-
wendigkeit fiir die ,,Nachfolge® an (B.J. 2.160). Frauen haben also eine dreijihrige Probe-
zeit, in der sie auf der Grundlage externer Beweise zeigen, dass sie dazu in der Lage sind La-
ger Kinder, und damit kénnten sie heiraten. Nachdem ein Kind gezeugt wurde, vermeidet
der Ehemann die Firma seiner Frau, um zu zeigen, dass ihre Ehe ausschliesslich der Fortp-
flanzung dient (B.J. 2.161). Der Grundgedanke bei der Ablehnung der Ehe ist, dass er die
Ausiibung der Frommigkeit abschrecke.3!

In Josephus Nachweisen liegt fur die Essener ein wichtiges Element in Essenerge-
meinschaft. Dies fihrt zu einem ernsthaften Bruch in der sehr religids orientierten Ge-
sellschaft ihrer Zeit, da sie ihre Opfer nicht im Tempel opfern wiirden. Die Folge davon
wire eine Ablehnung des Zugangs (A4./. 18.19) Dies wiire ein Hauptanliegen, iiber das man
nachdenken sollte, wenn man an eine Verbindung zu Essenern denkt, da der Tempel einen
judischen Ort fur jiidische Menschen und fir Einheit und Identitit hatte. In Fragen der in-
ternen Gemeinschaft scheint es auch ein starkes Gefiihl der Gleichheit zwischen den Mit-
gliedern zu geben, das ihren wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Status beeinflusst. Zum Beispiel
darf'sich niemand von einem anderen Mitglied der Gemeinschaft auf der Grundlage seines
cigenen Reichtums unterscheiden, aber er macht seinen Reichtum zu einem Teil des Ge-
meinwohls (A./. 18.20). Diese neue Realitit wire attraktiv fiir dicjenigen, die sozial ver-
nachlissigt werden, aber von denjenigen mit Vorsicht betrachtet werden, deren neue Situ-
ation einen Eindruck erwecken wiirde Verlust des Status, Machtfluss.

2.3 Besitztiimer

Im Anschluss an diese Studie von Josephus tiber die Essener wird als nachster Schritt die
Darstellung der Besitztiimer in Bezug auf die Bekehrung betrachtet. Es ist bemerkenswert,
dass nach Josephus Darstellung keine Vorstellung von privatem Privateigentum besteht,
sondern nur von dem der Gemeinschaft. Dies ist so offensichtlich, dass es selbst in der Pers-
pektive der Gemeinschaft der ,,Briider” (48eAdot) keinen offensichtlichen Unterschied gibt
(4.J. 17.20; B.J. 2.122.) Josephus stellt sie auf eine schr einfache Art und Weise dar, in der sie
sich nicht so sehr um das dussere Erscheinungsbild kiimmert, so dass sie ihre Kleidung tra-

31 Josephus spricht eigentlich von der Vermeidung der Ehe, um negativen Situationen vorzubeugen, die durch
hiusliche Auseinandersetzungen hervorgerufen werden (A.J. 18.21).
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gen, bis sie weggeworfen werden kann. Niemand macht aus dem Bediirfnis eines Kollegen
einen Gewinn, stellt aber aus dem zur Verfiigung, was er vielleicht braucht, um zu befriedi-
gen (B.J. 2.124-127) Viele soziale Werte, sind nicht nur umgekehrt, argumentiert Josephus,
sondern vollstandig abgelehnt und ersetzt dicjenigen der Gemeinschaft.

Andere zusammenhingende Fragen, die sich auf Josephus’ Bericht tiber den Be-
sitz der Essener bezichen, sind die folgenden. Gastfreundschaft war sehr wichtig und sie
wiirden es tun. Empfangen sie ein Besuchsmitglied einer anderen Essener Gemeinschaft,
als hitten sie ihn schon lange gekannt, so dass er von den Besitztiimern der Gemeinschaft
profitieren kann, da er ohne Besitz reisen wiirde (B,J. 2.124-125). Die spirituellen Bewe-
ggriinde ihrer Lebensweise zeigten sich auch in den Mahlzeiten, die gleich fur alle war-
en, gegessen gemeinsam nach Beachtung von Reinheits- und Gebetsritualen (B./. 2.129-33;
A.J. 18.22) Sie waren frei, wohltitige Zwecke auszuiiben, konnten aber ihre Familien ohne
Zustimmung der Verantwortlichen in der Gemeinschaft nicht unterstiitzen. (B.J. 2.134)

Das vielfiltige Zeugnis von Josephus tiber Berichte von Unterhaltungen braucht
auch allgemeine Rekapitulation. Josephus ‘propagandistische Haltung ist in erster Linie in
Arbeit seine Erhebung des jiidischen Volkes und in der Bescheinigung der Heiden, die das
Gesetz bewundern und beeinflussen. Uber diese Erhshung der Juden hinaus diskutiert er
auch ihre Haltung gegeniiber Proselytismus. Josephus zeigt eine tolerante und offene Po-
sition gegeniiber Proselytes, indem er die Beschneidung nicht zur Pflicht macht, sondern
cine Frage des individuellen Gewissens macht, die von der Mehrheit der jiidischen Bev-
olkerung abweicht.

Josephus’ Report tiber die Essener liefert eine grosse Fallstudie dariiber, wie sich die
Proselyten auf die soziale Realitit auswirken. Es kann gefolgert werden, dass Konvertiten,
die in einigen Fillen untergeordnet sind, hiufiger ginzlich auf Familienbande verzicht-
en, um ein héheres Gut zu erreichen. Die Ablehnung des Rechts auf ihre besonderen Be-
sitztimer und die damit verbundene Verwirklichung der Gemeinschaft wiirde zur Gle-
ichberechtigung der Gemeinschaft, zu Wohltaten und zu einer Beeintrichtigung der
Gemeinschaft fithren, und die neue Gemeinschaft fiillte die Liicke, indem sie die Familie
zuriickliess. Zum Schluss in seinem Streben nach Frommigkeit, Reinheit und Rechtschat-
fenheit stellt Josephus die Essener dar, die bereit sind, sich im Tempel zu opfern, mit der
gewissen Gefahr, aus dem Tempel geworfen zu werden und sich jenseits eines wesentlichen
judischen Gemeinschaftsidentititszeichens zu befinden.
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Reason’s Reasons:
First Principles in the Second-Century Pagan Apologetic

The 2-c debate between the Greek Apologists and the pagan Graeco-Roman tradition is multifacet-
ed and complex. Common ground can be found in the mutual commitment to reason as a reflection
of the Logos: Reason, or the rationality embedded in things. Logos, in this picture, is participated in
through a performance of reasoning whose reliability is presupposed in the discourses of both de-
bating parties—contextualized here as the presupposition that the deliverances and activity of rea-
son are reliable for uncovering reality. Presuppositions are starting points and driving principles of
inquiry, here designated as firsz principles. One presuppositional conflict between 2-¢ Greek Apolo-
gists, taking the apologetic works of Justin, Theophilus, Athenagoras, and the author of the Epistle
to Diognetus as a sample, and the pagan tradition, taking Celsus as its 2-c culmination, is over how to
justify the commitment to reason’s reliability in the above sense. My claim in this paper is twofold:
first, that the pagan position is unable in principle to demonstrate the reliability of its own reason-
ing and that all such inquiry is circular: it is always a further question for the pagan why reasoning
reveals reality. I propose that what would count as an answer to this challenge is a metaphysical ‘fit’
between human embodiment and reality. And second, that the Apologists avoid this unhappy con-
clusion by committing themselves to the embodiment of Reason in Jesus—that the embodied act
of human reasoning reveals reality because Reason itself is embodied in the same way. The upshot
is that unless the pagan abandons his position, he is trapped in a circular epistemology and cannot
encounter the Christian witness on its own terms.

Christianity, from its beginnings, has been a comprehensive vision of what there is and
how things are; an adjustment of life and experience in relation to new a standard of expec-
tation distinct from all that came before. Wilken describes it in this way:
The Christian religion is inescapably ritualistic... uncompromisingly moral... and unapologeti-
cally intellectual... Like all the major religions of the world, Christianity is more than a set of de-
votional practices and a moral code: it is also a way of thinking about God, about human beings,
about the world and history.
The present study is an attempt to identify one key shift in the intellectual and philosophi-
cal outlook accompanying the early Christian witness able to account for its distinctiveness
among alternative traditions, an early period in which the voices of the second-century
Greek Apologists to the pagan world spoke. The world into which these apologetic voic-

1 Robert Louis Wilken, The Spirit of Early Christian Thought: Secking the Face of God (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2003), xiii.
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es projected was one dominated by the standards of Greek philosophy, and any attempt to
address this world required, on behalf of the Apologists, an effort to approach common
philosophical problems in speech and in style akin to that of their intellectual opponents.
If the vision of this emergent Christian community was—and is—to be articulated with
both philosophical rigor and revisionary scope proportionate to the degree to which this
witness diverged from previous knowledge and experience, then the first task will be to
suggest the procedure for how this shift in philosophical vision is supposed to take place.

Such a procedure is suggested by Justin in a memorable literary recounting of his
conversion experience.2 His conversion took place in three steps, each of which describes
a period of his search for intellectual and spiritual medicine and the physician through
whom this medicine is administered:

1) A person secks the truth by the unaided effort of reason, and finds it disappointing.

2) That person is offered truth by faith, and accepts.

3) Havingaccepted, the person finds that it satisfies their reason.3
I find that Justin’s pattern of conversion captures with rhetorical effectiveness the disillu-
sionment of unbelief and the stated illumination of Christian belief that the Apologists of
the second century, each in their own way, articulated and encouraged in their readers. My
goal in this study is to examine Steps 1 and 3 in Justin’s program, the steps requiring the
most cerebral an intellectual attention for which the philosophical project of apologetics,
then as now, is most able to contribute.

Justin, Athenagoras, Theophilus, and the author of the Epistle to Diognetus are four
voices in the second century outwardly directed toward dialogue with intellectuals and au-
thorities in the pagan world. For the purposes of my discussion, I will not unite these au-
thors through the various common themes they share—not if this means that I must iden-
tify, in my dialectic, a mutual central argumentative emphasis in their overall apologetic
projects in addition to those already acknowledged. Rather what I find that interests me
is a significant recurring motif, unable to be ignored when seen, one that is at once foun-
dational to the apologetic debate in the second century, and also a locus of continuing dis-
putation between Christians and unbelievers in the twenty-first century academy today.

The distinctive feature shared by these apologists to the pagan world is a particular view
of the Logos, or Reason: the rationality embedded in what there is.* It is a view that holds that
this Logos—one and the same as that acknowledged by the Graeco-Roman tradition—did

2 Tam indebted to Peter Kreeft and Ronald K. Tacelli, Handbook of Christian Apologetics (Downers Grove:
InterVarsity Press, 1994), 40 and Etienne Gilson, The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1991), 24-5, for the present formulation. I draw here from Justin’s Jewish apologetic rather
than those of his works aimed at pagan audiences, but here and in a small number of other contexts in this
paper his ideas sufficiently overlap.

3 For a recount of Justin’s experience with the old man on the beach, see Thomas B. Falls, trans., Sz. Justin
Martyr: Dialogue With Trypho (Selections from the Fathers of the Church) ed. Michael Slusser (Washington
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2003), 5-14, Dial. Chs. 2-7 passim, but sce especially 2.6, 3.4-
3.7, and 7.1-7.3 for some of the more dramatic moments.

4 'This definition will be clarified in §1 below.
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an unprecedented thing by becoming a human being, Jesus. In each of the surveyed apolo-
gists, this view of the embodied Logos plays a foundational role in their philosophical dispute
with the pagan tradition, which believes the Logos to be a disembodied reality of which acts
of reasoning image and in which they participate. I will present this aspect of this historical
debate as being a dispute over first principles—the starting points of reason, discourse, and
inquiry—between the sampled Apologists and the intellectual taken here as representative of
pagan learning and intellectual authority in the second century, Celsus.®

The proper concern of apologetic disputation in the second century, as it is today, is
with Justin’s Step 1 and 3.7 It is questions corresponding to these two steps that control the
progression of my present discussion: first, why think that the unaided effort of reason is
ultimately disappointing? And second, if one were to accept the Christian claim that the
Logos is embodied in Jesus, in what way would this satisfy reason? In answering the first

5 Not every sampled apologist here believes that this Logos was used effectively by the tradition of Greek
philosophy, however. See M. Pellegrino and S. Heid, “Apologists — Apologetic,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient
Christianity, ed. Angelo Di Bernardino et al. (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2014), 1:186 for the claim
that Justin and Athenagoras are distinguished among their contemporaries in their tendencies to “seck to build
a bridge with pagan institutions and culture, in which they acknowledge elements truth which they attribute
to the intervention of divine providence.” For a concurring comment about Justin, see also See Jaroslav Pelikan,
The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine, Vol. 1: The Emergence of the Catholic Tradi-
tion (100-600) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975), 32. By contrast, both the author of the Epistle to
Diognetus and Theophilus hold to the contrary. Concerning the author of the Epistle, Haykin explains that
“Unlike certain contemporaries, notably Justin Martyr, who regarded Greek philosophical thought as playing
an important, albeit subordinate, role in preparing Graeco-Roman civilization for the gospel, the writer of this
letter flatly asserts the opposite.” See Michael A. G. Haykin, Rediscovering the Church Fathers: Who They Were
and How They Shaped the Church (Wheaton: Crossway, 2011), 57. Theophilus, in turn, held that the Greek
poets and philosophers “plagiarized from the Scriptures to make their doctrines plausible”—doctrines which,
independently of this influence, were by implication not plausible at all. See Pelikan, Christian Tradition, 33.
All in all, from the beginning of the Common Era to the end of classical antiquity, Christian writers “oscil-
late between” a number of often conflicting attitudes about Hellenistic learning and tradition: these attitudes
range from “rejection and total condemnation,” to “moderate openness,” to “enthusiasm, leading to an impas-
sioned defense of Hellenistic thought” See S. Lilla, “Hellenism and Christianity, Encyclopedia, 2:20s.

In what follows, particularly in §2, I will speak as though these Apologists are in agreement about the inad-
equacy of the philosophy of the Graeco-Roman tradition—and at least in this they are: the fullness of truth is
in principle unavailable to those without knowledge of God, and, ultimately, “those that [do] not know all that
has to do with the Logos who is Christ [cannot but] frequently contradict themselves.” See Justin, 2 Apology,
10:2-3 in Denis Minns and Paul Parvis, trans. eds., Justin: Philosopher and Martyr: Apologies (Oxford Early
Christian Texts) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 309-10.

6 'The dust jacket of Hoffman’s compilation and translation in Celsus, On the True Doctrine: A Discourse
Against the Christians, trans. R. Joseph Hoffman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987) says of Celsus that
his work “provides an accurate portrait of the attitudes of most detached pagan observers of the time: inter-
ested in the latest religious trends, but suspicious of the religious enthusiasm and the newer proselytizing sects
of the empire.” It is fitting therefore to take him to be a representative sample of the learned opposition to
Christianity in the second century.

7 Kreeft et al., Handbook 21 mentions that the gap between the inadequacy of reason and the province of
faith—what they later identify as Justin’s Step 2—is not traversed on the vehicle of reason, and thus, is not
within the domain of apologetic argument. It is, however, within its range: commitments to faith can be eval-
uated with the tools of reason, but not produced by them.



Reason’s Reasons: First Principles in the Second-Century Pagan Apologetic

question I will claim that the pagan tradition, informed by the unaided (albeit Herculean)
efforts of Greek philosophy,® cannot demonstrate that reason—as an essentially embod-
ied activity—uncovers or helps uncover essentially disembodied reality. And in answering
the second question, I claim that reason aided by the Christian revelation reveals reality
because Reason itself—according to this revelation—is embodied, becoming human and
taking on the kind of body and soul whose joint powers of intellect are responsible for per-
forming the activity of reasoning. Aiding reason with the content of this revelation satis-
fies reason, as required by Justin’s Step 3, because it shows reason to be an activity reliable
for learning about and discovering reality: it demonstrates the metaphysical ‘fit; or the iso-
morphic conceptual relationship, between the embodied intellect and reality. The thrust
of my view is that if Reason is a disembodied reality, as the pagan suggests, and human rea-
son is embodied, against the pagan suggestion, then there is no guarantee that the embod-
iment of the intellect does not pollute or interfere with the process of reasoning itself, ren-
dering it unreliable for understanding the way things are.

In §1 I deal with what I call the analytic theory of the Logos, outlining the common
role I see first principles playing—as philosophical postulates—in the competing pagan
and apologetic discourses, and their reciprocal commitment to the analytical interpreta-
tion of Reason. My goal is to show that every such discourse operates under the presup-
position, or the first principle, that the assurance of the activity of reasoning being reliable
for understanding reality it itself reasonable. In other words, I aim to show that both what
reason holds as true—by means of propositions in a discourse—and the performing of
the activity of reason in communicating or making visible discourse, are mutually interde-
pendent: that the discourse itself assumes that putting it into practice brings the epistemic
agent into conformity with reality.

In §2, building on §1, I defend Justin’s Step 1, and claim that the discourse available
to the unaided reason in the pagan tradition is circular. Given the unaided reason through
which the pagan discourse operates, there is no reason within the discourse to think the first
principle that the activity of reasoning accurately reveals reality is true—adopting this first
principle is, to the pagan, arbitrary. My goal is to show that the only criterion that can demon-
strate the reliability of the embodied activity of reason is one that holds that the embodied
intellect does not pollute or interfere with the act of reasoning itself. My proposed criteri-
on is one of metaphysical or conceptual fit between the human form, the composite of body
and soul from which the power of the human intellect projects, and the reality that intellect
knows through its performances of reason. If the human intellect is embodied, then reality
cannot be conceptually isomorphic with it, unless reality is itself embodied in the same way.?

8 Perhaps I have outed myself as a supporter of Justin and Athenagoras’ views on carlier pagan learning. See
my Note s above.

9 Iappropriate this argument from one given by Kreeft et al. Handbook, 36 4 in the authors’ successful (in my
opinion) criticism of the correspondence theory of truth. There is a large tangle of problems and complications
associated with this, and I am content only to mention but make no more use of them. It is a conversation for
another occasion; I mean only to make clear that the form of my argument here is not original to me; but the
circumstances in which it is applied, to my knowledge, is.
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Finally in §3 I defend Justin’s Step 3, drawing out the implications of how the aided
reasoning of the Apologists” help them justify the first principle that reason itself is reliable.
My goal is to show that, given this starting point, the discourse in which the Apologists are
engaged, in making use of reason aided by revelation, is not circular in the way claimed of
pagan discourse in §2. The Christian is able to demonstrate, using the resources available
within the discourse itself, that holding that reason as an activity is reliable is a reasonable
rather than an arbitrary presupposition. This is precisely because, as the Apologists claim,
Reason—or the Logos—the intrinsically rational reality in which the performances of rea-
son participate, becomes a human being in Jesus, guaranteeing a transparent, conceptual
similarity between the embodied intellect and the reality in which humans ‘live and move
and have their being.1® The upshot of all of this is that unless the pagan abandons their dis-
course based on unaided reason they are trapped in a circular epistemology that does not
enable them to properly understand the Apologists’ claims, to evaluate the Christian wit-
ness on its own terms.

Before I begin, it is necessary to mention the constraints within which the discussion
takes place that are, in the present context, both closest to the surface and farthest from con-
tention. The topic of §1 deals with a final constraint that will take longer to flesh out, and re-
quires more care. First, by ‘apologetics; specifically as it appears in the second century, I mean
the collection of literature that “documents the effort of a group of Christian intellectuals to
defend their religion from attacks by cultured pagans, popular accusations and persecutions
by imperial or local authorities.” ! The apologists are those that have assumed this dialectical
assignment. By ‘pagan’ I mean the informal and anachronistic way of demarcating a people
who lived “in rural areas outside [Roman] cities, who (after the Christian population became
a majority in the urban areas) were said to be the only ones who still held on to the old my-
thologies.”*? My use of the term is used more broadly as a characterization of the “inhabitants

10 This is a paraphrase of a comment made by Paul in the greatest apologetic speech in history, recorded in
Acts 17:28. Phillip Schaff, Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. 2: Fathers of the Second Century: Hermas, Tatian, Athenago-
ras, Theophilus & Clement of Alexandyria (New York: Christian Literature Publishing Co., 1885), 162, recogniz-
es this when speaking of Athenagoras’ treatise On the Resurrection of the Dead: “Blest be Athenagoras for com-
pleting what St. Paul began on the Areopagus...” Each of the discussed apologists contribute to the apologetic
project that Paul started, with what I see as a major contribution being the topics of §’s 2 and 3 below.

11 Pellegrino and Heid, “Apologists — Apologetic,” Encyclopedia, 1:186. See also Haykin, Church Fathers, 49
who adds that apologists also “attack... alternative worldviews in the Gracco-Roman world, exposing their
inadequacies and problems for belief.”

12 For an estimate of the proportions of Christians and pagans in Rome during this period of Roman history,
see Rodney Stark, 7he Rise of Christianity (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1997), 7-9. Here he claims that
by the middle of the second century, assuming the rate of growth of the Christian population in the Roman
Empire started at 120 (Acts 1:14-15), and grew £0% per decade, the plausible result is that by the year 180 there
were an estimated 100 ooo Christians in the Empire. In the city of Rome itself, Stark estimates that by 200, 1%
of the estimated total population of 700 coo were Christian—a number swelling to 10% of the total popula-
tion of the Empire by Constantine’s reign circa 300. See also Michael Bland Simmons, “Graeco-Roman Philo-
sophical Opposition,” in The Early Christian World, ed. Philip E. Esler (Abingdon: Routledge, 2000), 842 for
a corroboration of these numbers. My use of ‘pagan’ then is somewhat anachronistic even from the perspective
of the second century; I hope considerations of convenience allow for this specific looseness.
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of the Roman Empire who were neither Jewish nor Christian.”*® And by ‘human’ I mean
no more than whatever is commonly referred to in familiar circumstances when humans say
“us”—assuming this quality, whatever it is, as static across ‘our” history.

Second, I will understand ‘truth’” in Aristotle’s sense, roughly as that which says of
what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is the truth; and that which says of
what is not that it is, and of what is that it is not, is false.!* Correspondingly, third, I will
understand epistemology as “the theory of knowledge [that is] concerned with the na-
ture of knowledge, its possibility, scope, and general basis.”*5 Specifically for the present
context, by the Middle period of Platonism dominant in the second century,® I will un-

derstand epistemology to be the study of whatever “distinguishes knowledge from belief...

construed as having something simply before the mind, and considered as true or false17
Fourth, I mean by ‘tradition’ the “Customary sets of belief [or] ways of behaving of un-
certain origin,” accepted in the form of “persuasive or even authoritative” customs and norms
“which are transmitted by unreflective example and imitation” within any people group.
More to my purposes, tradition can be seen as the inherited set of histories, discourses, net-
works of belief, and ways of seeing the world common to communities linked through in-
tergenerational dialoguc.19 Fifth, crucially, I will understand ‘discourse’ as any collection of
thematically united propositions that “can be shown to hang together through relationships
of entailment, presupposition, contextual implicature, argumentative coherence, real-world
and speaker-related knowledge, etc” passed on as social artifacts through traditions.2%

13 James L. Papandrea, Novatian of Rome and the Culmination of Pre-Nicene Orthodoxy: (Princeton Theologi-
cal Monograph (Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 2011), e-book Location 205, Note 2.
14 This is found in the Metaphysics 1o11b2s, cited in Alfred Tarski, “The Semantic Conception of Truth and the
Foundations of Semantics;” in Philosophy of Language, 4" Ed., ed. A. P. Martinich (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), 70. Aristotle recognized that truth is relative to being, that what is true is the truth about being. Of
Tarski, however, the same cannot be said for sure. In this paper, with this in mind, I will not distinguish meaning-
fully the terms ‘truth; ‘what there is, how things are; and similar constructions apart from considerations of style.
15 See D. W. Hamlyn, “Epistemology,” in The Oxford Companion to Philosophy, ed. Ted Honderich (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995), 242.
16 Ibid. 242-3.
17 Ibid. Roughly, Plato’s epistemology can be considered to understand knowledge as “a state of mind related
to an object,” the main question being “what that state and that relation can be” In addition, Aristotle under-
stood epistemology along the same lines that knowledge is the state arrived at when we know of something’s
“reason or cause.” See 243. Plantinga, in a group of renowned works in contemporary epistemology focusing on
the historical developments in the field following Plato’s initial but problem-ridden definition (well outside of
the scope of this paper), articulates this quality that differentiates knowledge from merely justified true belief
as warrant. Plantinga surveys the work in contemporary analytic philosophy up to his writing in Volume 1,
the first of a broader three-volume series on warrant, Alvin Plantinga, Warrant: The Current Debate (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1993).
18 See R.S. Downie, “Tradition,” Philosophy, 878.
19 This notion will be crucial for §2, where I claim the circularity of discourses available to Greek philosophy,
on the basis of their being built from first principles through unaided reason, affect the entire Gracco-Ro-
man tradition.
20 C. Norris, “Discourse,” Philosophy, 202. This definition is spoken in the discourse of modern linguistic
analysis, but I will develop, in §1, the more classical analytical approach assumed during the second century.
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Last, and most important of the constraints considered up until now, I will under-
stand ‘metaphysics’ and the qualifier ‘metaphysical’ roughly as “the most general attempt to
make sense of things” or any activity qualified thereby.?! My goal in §3 is to outline the im-
plications of the claim that Reason has taken genuine human form and that this claim al-
lows Christians to make sense of how the activity of reason uncovers reality—that is, how
the human ability to make sense of things is itself to be made sense of. Evaluated under this
rubric, the present paper expounds a theory of Patristic metametaphysics, the attempt at
analyzing the possibility, scope, and limits of metaphysics particular to the early Christian
apologetic witness.22 The scale of revision the Christian movement forced on every aspect
of human thought and life ought to lead us to expect that what is new with Christianity is
located at the premises of argumentation—its first and founding principles rather than at
the conclusions—and hence calls for us to view the second-century philosophical debate
from these most general standpoints.

On this point, the historical context and conceptual environment in which the sec-
ond-century pagan/apologetic debate takes place is one in which the reliability of reason is
an unstated and peripheral assumption, one not outwardly emphasized in any of the sam-
pled second-century writings. There are, as far as I can tell, two reasons the topic of my
present discussion is not explicitly stressed, particularly in the writing of the second-centu-
ry Fathers. The first is that the early church had other, clearly more pressing, priorities. Cel-
sus cites mockingly the harassment to which Christians were subject by Roman authorities:
Christians band together, he says, because they are persecuted rather than being persecut-
ed because they band together. There is a “sentence of death that looms over them” that ac-
counts for the character of their movement: “Their persistence is the persistence of a group
threatened by a common danger, and danger is a more powerful incentive to fraternal feel-
ing than is any oath”?®* Whether Celsus is right about the motivation for Christian belief
is not certain; that these hostilities were among the social conditions in which early Chris-
tians lived, however, is. And this called for an urgency of response and practical prioritizing
which left, until a less tumultuous time, deeper considerations of metaphysics among the
immediate purposes of philosophical and theological study to the side.2* The second is that

21 See A. W. Moore, The Evolution of Modern Metaphysics: Making Sense of Things (The Evolution of Modern

Philosophy) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 1. Moore understands metaphysics in a way ger-
mane to my discussion in 4-5 for the idea, fitting with my presentation here, that metaphysics is a self-reflective

and self-adjusting endeavor rather than a fixed science or systematic study—that it is a pursuit of sense-making
rather than something reducible to any well-defined methodology on how making sense of things actually

happens, or ought to happen.

22 For more on this unique standpoint of analysis, see Moore, Evolution, xviii.

23 Sce Celsus, Book I, in Hoffman, True Doctrine, 53. Pellegrino and Heid, “Apologists-Apologetic,” Encyclo-
pedia, 1:186 say that the common characteristics of apologetic literature in early Christian history “documents

the effort of a group of Christian intellectuals to defend their religion from attacks by cultured pagans, popular
accusations and persecutions by imperial or local authorities.”

24 See Robert M. Grant, The Apologists of the Second Century (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 10
who claims that the apologists are “deeply involved in the political and social struggles of their time and cannot

be understood apart from the precise circumstances in which they are writing” My inquiry, then, is one that
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the Apologists lacked the language required to articulate and defend a position in what I
have identified carlier as the inquiry of metametaphysics, the over-arching, narrative vision
of how human sense-making is itself to be made sense of2% Nevertheless, as I will explore
in §3 further, I believe enough of the raw materials are available in the work of the sampled
Apologists to suggest that the beginnings of such an account were starting to be formed.

In what immediately follows I trace one final constraint controlling the progression
of my dialectic: the common commitment between our disputants to what I refer to as an
analytic interpretation of the Logos, and an examination of the role that first principles
play in discourses modeled on this form of reasoning.

§1: Framing the Debate: First Principles and the Analytic Logos

Despite the profound disagreements between the Christian apologists and the pagan
Graeco-Roman tradition in the second century, each group is, compared to the academic
debate today, in fundamental agreement over the meaning, purpose, and interpretation of
reason, logic, and argumentation—what reasoning it is and how it is to be done. In this sec-
tion, I will outline the view of reason held common between our two disputants, with the
goal of demonstrating that, in the ancient world, reason was considered an activity, endeav-
or, or performance of the whole human being, rather than—as it is commonly thought of
today—a merely intellectual activity in contradistinction to other dimensions of thought,
action, and being. First, I will follow recent literature in describing the relevant historical
understanding of reason along analytic lines. The goal here will be to emphasize reason as a
kind of activity performed by epistemic agents. This will be crucial for my discussion in §2,
where I develop a notion of circularity that builds off of what is established here. And sec-
ond, I will explain the role of first principles within this framework of reason and discourse,
with the goal of setting up the discussion in §3, which clarifies and develops the viewpoints
from which the Apologists and the pagan intellectual world approached the articulating
and understanding of first principles.

Of any historical analysis, the first question concerning any historical figure should
be “what social background is the [thinker] unconsciously presupposing?” Most impor-
tantly in the context of historical theology, awareness of the social, cultural, and historical
context of a work of theological literature “sets theology firmly in the social background of
mankind as a whole, and calls attention to certain objectively ascertained factors of which

makes explicit what I see as an originally implicit factor in the pagan apologetic—bringing to light a hidden
narrative through the clues left over in the dark.
25 Frederick Copleston, in his A History of Philosophy, Vol. 2: From Augustine to Duns Scotus (New York:
Penguin Random House, 1993), 30, notes how the primary interests of the Church Fathers is conversion rather
than philosophical instruction, and so it would be “idle to look for a philosophical system.” G. W. H. Lampe in
A History of Christian Doctrine, ed. Hubert Cunliffe-Jones (London: T&T Clark, 1978), 30 likewise cautions
against the search for a robust and systematic theology in the early writers such as Justin, Athenagoras, Tatian,
and Theophilus: these authors, at this point in the history of Christian doctrine, have only begun the articula-
tion of such a system.

215



216

MARKO VuCkovi¢

the theologian may well prefer to be unaware” lest he risk his critics calling into question
the “relevance of the theology he is expounding”2é The apologetic writings of the second
century frequently draw upon Hellenistic learning and rhetoric, including the language,
vocabulary, and conceptual economy of largely Middle Platonist?” theology, cosmology,
and philosophy.28 As a result, the apologists were “authors who enjoyed a fuller education
in the Greek manner than the majority of Christians, and who could therefore envisage
and present their faith in a way that might make it appear comprehensible and tolerable, if
not attractive, to initially hostile readers”® The forms of argument and approaches to in-
quiry and debate practiced by those within the Patristic tradition were “influenced not just
by the Jewish traditions but also by the classical culture of its promoters,” displaying a note-
worthy familiarity “with ancient methods of interpretation of literary, philosophical and
legal texts.”30 This broader social, philosophical, and historical context of apologetic litera-
ture in the Graeco-Roman world calls for a more detailed examination of which aspects of
Hellenistic learning were being drawn upon in the second-century debate.

26 These quotes can be found in H. Cunliffe-Jones in Christian Doctrine, ed. Cunliffe-Jones, 18. Behr expresses
this succinctly and more generally in saying that “Thought does not exist apart from thinkers;” and that the
“writers of antiquity cannot be divorced, as pure dogmatic speculation, from the ecclesial, social, and political
situations and struggles in which they were immersed.” See John Behr, The Formation of Christian Theology Vol.
1: The Way to Nicaea (Yonkers: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001), xii and 4, respectively.
27 Middle Platonism was a philosophically and culturally syncretistic doctrine combining elements of the con-
ceptual systems of Platonism, Aristotelianism, Pythagoreanism, Stoicism, and Egyptian, Zoroastrian, and Greek
mythological theology. An important and common philosophical foundation for Middle Platonist authors
before late antiquity was the human ability to contemplate and participate in transcendent Forms through the
intellect, taken from Plato, and the ability to recognize immanent universals, from Aristotle. See Lilla, “Middle
Platonism,” Encyclopedia, 2:796. Other common philosophical perspectives and inherited sets of problems were
passed from Plato to his successors, such as “the doctrines of the two levels of reality, Being and Becoming; of the
benevolence of the Deity; of the purposiveness of the universe; of the theory of Forms; and of the immortality of
the soul” See David Rankin, Athenagoras: Philosopher and Theologian (Abington: Routledge, 2009), 48-9.
28 A fuller treatment of the intersections between Middle Platonism and the early Church writings can be
found in Lilla, “Platonism and the Fathers” Encyclopedia, 3:207-8. Lilla identifies twelve principles in Middle
Platonist philosophy that were cither utilized outright or modified in carly Christian theology: (1) “God is
above all beings;” (2) “God is immortal, immobile, eternal, not subject to change or becoming;” (3) “God is
self-sufficient and above all human desires;” (4) “God is an eternal intelligence;” (s) “God can be understood
only with the mind;” (6) “God, matter, and the ideas” are the basic building blocks of the world; (7) ideas “are
thoughts contained in the mind of God;” (8) the originally Aristotelian teaching of hylomorphism wherein
matter acquires “form and becomes a fixed and sensible object;” (9) “God began the world by stamping forms
and order upon matter that was originally unformed and disordered;” (10) “Primordial matter [is] void of
form;” (11) the intelligible world is to be contrasted with the sensible world; and (12) the achievement of some-
thing akin to the ‘Beatific Vision, a realization of “the wonder caused by the vision of the beauty of the universe,
which leads one to go back to one’s designer...” See also Rankin, Athenagoras, 8 for a corroborating but less
comprehensive survey. Rankin is also clear in ibid. 102 on the extent to which the contemporary philosophical
vocabulary and vision affects Athenagoras’ presentation of his ideas: “[His] presentation of [the] doctrine of
God is, in part at least, sct against a framework informed and shaped by contemporary metaphysics.” The spe-
cific points of departure for the second century apologists will be given more detailed treatment in §2 below.
29 Richard A. Norris, “The Apologists,” in The Cambridge History of Early Christian Literature, eds. Francis
Young, Lewis Ayres, and Andrew Louth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 36-7.
30 M. Simonetti, “Patristic Argumentation,” Encyclopedia, 1:223.
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A range of key terms found throughout early Christian and the broader, largely Mid-
dle Platonist, academic context were used in common between the Graeco-Roman tradi-
tion and the surveyed Apologists, but used without necessarily the same meaning. Justin, as
an example, uses terms and concepts borrowed from Platonic writings while not necessarily

“understanding the words in precisely the Platonic sense.” Rather, “the use of them is... the
effect of his philosophic training and of the sympathy which he retained for Platonism.”3!

Among the most fundamental of the common key terms is a conceptualization and
interpretation of reasoning and logic the early Apologists inherited from their surround-
ing Graeco-Roman culture. The term of interest is Jogos, and its range of meanings, even
within the context of the second century, is great: it can mean word, reason, rational prin-
ciple, logic, “and even a divinely ordered structure.”3? This final characterization of logos,
as a cosmic pattern of order or the rationality or intelligibility embedded in things ordered
toward a transcendent purpose—what I call the Logos or Reason, capitalized—will be my
primary use of the notion. Athenagoras stresses similarly that the Logos is the “understand-
ing and reason” of God, the “Intelligence, Reason, [and] Wisdom” at the very foundation
of reality.33 My secondary usage of the term will reflect the contexts in which humans ordi-
narily reason or make sense of things: this I will consider the image of and participation in
the Logos, the reflection of the intelligibility of the world in the intellects of the epistem-
ic agents that contemplate it. If humans reason correctly, therefore, they reflect the cosmic
order—and the cosmic purpose—in their sense-making activities.34

Reasoning, as mutually understood by the opposing parties in my discussion, is held

as a personal activity, distinct from others mainly in possessing an explicit logical structure
in the form of argument and argumentative discourse. ‘Logic, recently put by Bencivenga,
can be seen holistically as a “theory of the /ogos—that is, of meaningful discourse”—rath-
er than reducible to any “theory of inference,” that is, of valid and invalid moves in argu-
ments themselves. ‘Argument’ and its cognate terms, in turn, can be understood as “ra-
tional linguistic strategies, not always inferential, by which we attempt to prevail over an
opponent.”®® The type of rational linguistic strategy common to our second-century inter-
locutors can thus be referred to as the analytic form of reasoning.

31 Copleston, History, 17. See also my Note 5 above.

32 James L. Papandrea, The Earliest Christologies: Five Images of Christ in the Postapostolic Age (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2016), 86. A balanced understanding of logos’ can be found in Athenagoras’ Em-
bassy for the Christians, Ch. 10, where he says that logos to the Greeks meant “understanding and reason.” See
Athenagoras, “Embassy for the Christians,” in Athenagoras’ Embassy for the Christians’ and ‘On the Resurrection
of the Dead’: With Notes and Commentary, ed. Aaron Simms (Suwanee: St. Polycarp Publishing House, 2017),
33. All my subsequent references to Athenagoras will be to Simms’ volume, which preserves Schaft’s translation
(see Note 10 above). Dent calls logos a concept “primarily signifying in the context of philosophical discussion
the rational, intelligible principle, structure, or order which pervades something, or the source of that order, or
giving an account of that order.” See Nicholas Dent, “Logos,” Philosophy, s11-2..

33 See Embassy 10.2 and 2.4.2 respectively.

34 Grant, Apologists, 12 explains that Philo “often spoke of the ‘Logos’ as an intermediary between God and the
world” and by doing so “anticipated theological developments in second-century Christianity.” The following
discussion is concerned with some of these developments.

35 Ermanno Bencivenga, Theories of the Logos (Basel: Springer International Publishing AG, 2017), 1-4.
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Correct analytical reasoning is multifaceted. “Subscribing to a(n analytic) logical
step,” Bencivenga continues, “requires two things: (a) a reference, however implicit, to the
principles warranting the step and (b) a commitment to those principles”3® These princi-
ples of reasoning are normative constraints on how someone is supposed to think about
topics and connect ideas: logic does not record the “common patterns in the actual use of
a [discourse],” but rather how people “must understand” terms and propositions in a dis-
course in order to “argue with one another.”3” Reflecting Bencivenga’s presentation, the
normative constraints on reasoning are guidelines for: (a) which logical principles ought
to be applied in a given argument; and (b) the character of the actions by which valid rea-
soning is made manifest.

To capture these two aspects of argumentation it is helpful to distinguish between
the act and the object of reason: the object of reason is the content of a proposition express-
ing a truth; and the act of reason is the personal activity or the movement of the intellect
by which we express that truth.38 The latter I identify as the performance of reason; the ac-
tivity by which a rival position is not merely modified, refuted, or guided in light of the
normative principles of reasoning, but overcome or surpassed “as an early chapter in a sto-
ry” is surpassed farther into the narrative. If reasoning is a reflection of and participation in
Reason, or the Logos, and reasoning has a performative dimension, then the performance
of reasoning must be the kind of activity, when done correctly, that uncovers reality and
brings epistemic agents closer to how things are.

Discourses themselves consist in bozh the body of propositions comprising what is
said of a thematically united subject matter 47d the performances and speech acts express-
ing it. This provides a useful link between the intellect, the means by which both pagans
and the Apologists acknowledge conceptual truths are contemplated, and the body: the
embodiment of human rationality. I will return to this in §2 below when dealing with an
important objection.

The analytic system of reasoning, mathematics being “the most natural terrain for
analytic logic,”39 grounds discourses in axiomatic starting points. Axioms are any “one of
a select set of propositions, presumed true by a system of logic or a theory, from which all
other propositions which the system or theory endorses as true” are derivable.?® First prin-
ciples—the presuppositions on which discourses rest—in order to be axiomatic, must be
subject to two constraints. First principles can neither be arbitrary nor evidential: they
cannot be arbitrary, for if they were, there would be no reason to presuppose them rather

36 Ibid. 66.

37 Ibid. 9-10. Emphasis removed.

38 Kreeft et al., Handbook, 32.

39 Bencivenga, Logos, 119.

40 E. J. Lowe, “Axiom,” Philosophy, 72. 1 distinguish first principles from axioms in that axioms are explicitly
propositional, as suggested in the given definition, while first principles are understood as the starting points
of reasoning considered in the expanded and additional sense of performative personal acts of reason. This
is a sense, which I mentioned, that includes the notion that first principles are also axiomatic, propositional
starting points in a discourse as well. More on this immediately below.
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than others; and they cannot be evidential, for if they were they would be inferred and so
not be presuppositions.!

Two important developments in my discussion now can be connected. The first is
that discourses constructed on analytical reasoning must be founded on non-arbitrary and
non-evidential first principles; and the second is that reason is an activity that has a per-
formative dimension. First principles, therefore, must themselves be both ‘objects” and
acts. As objects, first principles are the axiomatic presuppositions on which a discourse is
grounded that determine the content of what can and cannot be said within the discourse.
And as acts, they are the guiding principles that determine which actions can and cannot
be performed when putting the discourse into action. Critically, then, first principles as
objects determine the range of performances valid for epistemic agents to enact when rea-
soning by way of a discourse. This is because the performances of reasoning are directed to-
wards the ends or purposes to which engagement in the discourse is oriented, those ends
themselves expressed as propositions itemized within the discourse.*?

The purpose of discourse, familiar to the classical world, is making sense of reality, of
what there is and how things are. Athenagoras in his Embassy for the Christians explains
this when he acknowledges the mutual pursuit of truth between Christians and their pa-
gan interlocutors:

For poets and philosophers, as to other subjects so also to this, have applied themselves in the
way of conjecture, moved, by reason...by his own soul, to try whether he could find out and ap-
prehend the truth...*3

Given that truth is arrived at through the intellect, and the intellect performs reason
by means of discourses, then among the most important first principles operating within
both pagan and early Christian discourse is the presupposition that the deliverances and ac-
tivities of reason are reliable or trustworthy for uncovering (or coming to knowledge of)) reali-
ty. Reasoning, in other words, for both the pagans and the Apologists, is assumed to be re-
liable for pursuing truth—the challenge is which group, if cither, can justify its reliability.

This first principle, to recapitulate, can be neither arbitrary nor evidential. These
two dimensions can then be captured in a single question: what reason is there to think
this first principle is not an arbitrary, brute presupposition in a discourse, unable to be
shown to be reasonable given the resources available within the discourse itself ? Answer-
ing it, I will claim, requires that reality itself and the embodied human intellect have an
isomorphic conceptual relationship: that there is something about the embodiment of
the intellect and the character of reality such that the activities of the intellect are able
to bring humans closer to the truth, and into fuller participation in reality itself. Other-
wise, if no such metaphysical similarity exists, there is no reason to suppose that reason-
ing helps make sense of things.

41 Sce David Bentley Hart, “Reason’s Faith,” First Things, March 2015, https://www.firstthings.com/arti-
cle/2015/03/reasons-faith.

42 This last point will be indispensable for §2 below.

43 Embassy, 7.2.
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In §2 I will move on to discuss the first principles of the discourse used in the main-
stream pagan, Graeco-Roman tradition, represented in the polemical work of Celsus. The
discourse used is based on unaided human reason, and I will claim that any such discourse
is circular and unable to justify the aforementioned first principle. More specifically, I
claim that any analytical discourse based on unaided human reason is unable to show the
first principle that the deliverances and activities of reason are reliable for uncovering real-
ity is non-arbitrary. To this I now turn.

§2: Celsus and the Analytic Circle

Earlier I have described first principles as the presuppositions within discourses that come
in two varieties, as objects and as acts, correspondingly reflecting the content and the per-
formance of reasoning. Once again, the first principle of interest here, assumed in every
discourse based on the analytic interpretation of reason, is the presupposition that #be de-
liverances and activities of reason are reliable or trustworthy for uncovering reality. The ques-
tion explored in this section is whether any such discourse based on unaided reason—the
natural abilities of the human intellect to know what there is and how things are—can ver-
ify that the activity of reasoningitself is trustworthy, that the process of reasoning is not in-
terfered with by the intellect’s performances.

Celsus represents a culturally high and intellectually sophisticated criticism of the
carly Christian movement insofar as it was visible to someone in a position of social con-
sequence, such as he was. His True Doctrine, a work largely reconstructed from fragments
dating from the following century, is caustic and direct, an attack which “still needed ref-
utation seventy years after it was written.”** As for the interpretive viewpoint from which
his philosophical criticism is projected, he is difficult to pin down: Wilken classifies him,
with some reservation, as a “conservative intellectual” that supports “traditional values and
defends accepted beliefs,” whose “philosophical and religious ideas are not simply theoreti-
cal convictions” but “are interwoven with the institutions, social conventions, and political
structures of the Greco-Roman world.”#®

Celsus gives two types of arguments against Christianity: the first is Christian be-
liefs should not be accepted on logical and philosophical grounds: “One ought first to fol-
low reason as a guide before accepting any belief, since anyone who believes without test-
inga doctrine is certain to be deceived.”® The second is that “truth and antiquity [are] one
and that what [is] handed down by the ancients [is] true because it [is] old.”4” These two

44 Robert Louis Wilken, The Christians as the Romans Saw Them (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), xvi.
45 1bid. 9s.

46 Celsus, Book I, in Hoffman, True Doctrine, 54. See also Origen, Book III: 44, in Origen: Contra Celsum,
trans. Henry Chadwick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), 158 for Origen’s quoting Celsus as
saying of Christianity, “Let no one educated, no one wise, no one sensible draw near” Emphasis in original.

47 Wilken, Christians, 121. Emphasis in original. Hamman along with Wilken expresses that Celsus both “ac-
cused Christians of attaching themselves to a faith they could not rationally justify” and “reproved Christianity
for its novelty...” See A. Hamman, “Celsus,” Encyclopedia, 1:479. Chadwick corroborates this as well, stating
that “Celsus believes that there is a true doctrine, of the greatest antiquity... misunderstood first by the Jews,
and then by the Christians...” See Origen: Contra Celsum, xxi.
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tests for truth are means by which one and the same discourse can be shown to reveal real-
ity—a discourse, for Celsus, that is constructed on unaided reason. The author of the Epis-
tle to Diognetus articulates, in the terms in which I have expressed it, the difference between
aided and unaided human reason:

The course of conduct which [Christians] follow has not been devised by any speculation or de-
liberation of inquisitive men; nor do they, like some, proclaim themselves the advocates of any
merely human doctrines.*®

In the present context, then, unaided human reason is best understood as whatever
conceptual and analytical equipment is available to the human intellect absent direct in-
tervention from the divine.

An illustration of this difference might be of most help: let us imagine a case of the
author of a novel inserting themselves into their own narrative.*® Imagine the author were
to reveal to the characters something of the structure of the narrative of which they are
part, the overall progression of, and interconnections within, which is fully understood
only to the author. Such an event would illustrate the shape that aided reason takes, judged
from the point of view of the characters having been informed by the author. Unaided rea-
son, by contrast, would constitute whatever powers of contemplation and sense-making
are available to the characters for discerning the structure and details of the narrative in
which they live, absent authorial intervention. Why, then, do I claim the discourses circu-
lating among these characters, unaided by the guidance of their author, are circular?

I have mentioned above that a crucial first principle for analytic discourse is that zhe
deliverances and activities of reason are reliable or trustworthy for uncovering reality. Epistem-
ic agents, I claim, in order to have reason to think the activity of reason is reliable must be
able to justify the trustworthiness of reason itself from within the discourses in which that
reason is exercised. This, I claim, cannot be accomplished by means of discourse based on
unaided reason. There is no ground on which to suppose, given unaided reason, that there
is evidence to think reason itself reliable. Put another way, there is no warrant within the
boundaries of unaided discourse for believing “in the power of [rationality] to give rise to
true knowledge of reality.”*® Returning to my earlier illustration, from the point of view
of the characters of a novel isolated from direct communication with their author, there is
no way for these characters to verify that they are equipped with the kind of intellect capa-
ble of correctly imaging, reflecting, or participating in their narrative reality’s intelligibili-
ty. Therefore any discourse unable to validate the first principle that reason itself is a trust-
worthy guide to truth turns out to be a rationally indefensible position: the reliability of
reason is believed “even though there cannot possibly be any reason for that belief”>? In

48 Sce Malthetes (Anonymous), Epistle to Diognetus (The Fig Classic Series on Early Church Theology, 2013),
5.3. Haykin adds that the writer “assumes a key principle for Patristic theologians: ultimately only God can
reveal God, and we can know nothing about God unless he reveals himself.” See Church Fathers, 56. 1 will deal
with this more thoroughly in §3 below by focusing on the other sampled Apologists” developments of this idea.
49 Kreeft et al., Handbook, 15 4. Their context is different, but applicable to my discussion.

50 Hart, “Reason’s Faith.”

51 Ibid. See also Kreeft et al., Handbook, 35 for a comparably forceful presentation.
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other words, the first principles of a discourse taking place within the boundaries of unaid-
ed reason “can hardly provide an epistemic foundation for their consequences.”>?

The consequence of lacking such an epistemic foundation for the relevant first prin-
ciple is a species of the analytical fallacy of vicious circularity, taking pace when the conse-
quences of a discourse are assumed as one of its starting points.'r’3 In the present context, I
challenge the pagan tradition using the same words through which the tradition, by the
end of the second century, challenged Christianity: insofar as they are separable, it is the
credulity rather than the creed of the pagan tradition that is objectionable—the credulity
that the reliability of a discourse can be evidenced in the present success of that discourse,
and in its continuing applicability over time.>* Given that analytic logic “is obsessed with
keeping reasoning free from error,’> the starting presuppositions of a discourse must be
non-arbitrary or reasonable for the process of argumentation itself to be reasonable and to
reliably reach true conclusions. The pagan, having no ground on which to verify the reli-
ability of reason itself, is therefore in error.

What would make the aforementioned first principle reasonable? Necessarily not,
I suggest, any consideration within the scope of any discourse based on unaided reason;
any application of such discourse will assume reason’s reliability. Gilson, on this front,
points out that the “errors of Plato and Aristotle are precisely the errors into which pure
reason falls, and every philosophy which sets out to be self-sufficing will fall into them
again.”®® This point, however muted under the emergencies affecting the second-centu-
ry church, is present in the work of the Apologists. Humans, it is stressed, when reliant
upon their own means of reasoning, are made vulnerable to “their own delusions” and
are “led astray by demons.”®” Athenagoras articulates this in a presentation characteris-

52 Bencivenga, Logos, 82.

53 Sce Michael Cohen, “Vicious Circle,” Philosophy, 898: a circular argument is one that “[assumes] its conclu-
sion as a premiss...”

54 See Hoffman, True Doctrine, 28 stating that, “As a rule, the pagan critics of the later second century, Celsus

included, are critics of Christian credulity, not of Christian creeds.” Celsus himself expresses this in many

places, rarely more caustic than the following: the Christian “runs away at a gallop from people of learning and

culture—people whom they cannot deceive and trap illiterate people instead.” See Celsus, Book VIII, page 94
in the cited volume.

55 Bencivenga, Logos, 77.

56 Gilson, Spirit, s.

57 Rankin, Athenagoras, 110. Justin in 1 Apology Chapters 6 and 13, passim, and Athenagoras in Embassy 13.1

address, among other places, their notion that the Roman gods are demons, a sentiment they amply generalize

to the Graeco-Roman tradition’s reliance upon human means of knowing, whose ends and highest expres-
sions are directed toward knowledge of such beings. See Hamman and Di Bernardino, “Accusations against

Christians,” Encyclopedia, 1:23. See also Celsus, Book VIII, Hoffman, True Doctrine, 103 for one example of his

insistence on human reason as intrinsically ordered towards the contemplation of God, a being he considers

to be within the same metaphysical category as the Romans gods. Criticizing this notion, Hart, in his Azbeist
Delusions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014), 207 says that God is not to be understood, as Greek phi-
losophy does, as a “sublime absence... at the summit of reality.” Rather the God that is truly transcendent “could

never be confined merely to the top of the hierarchy of beings.” Critically, if he were, then he himself “would

be within the economy of the high and the low;” considered as part of a still greater reality encompassing both

him and the sequence of gradually diminishing intermediaries below him. Simmons in Esler, Christian World
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tic of the second-century controversy. We must avoid, he says:
the irrational and fantastic movements of the soul about opinions [that] produce a diversity
of images [which in turn] give birth to empty visions in the mind, by which it becomes mad-
ly set on idols.>®
The idol of concern in this present discussion is, from the point of view of the Apologists,
the idol of a self-sufficient human philosophy, of a non-circular discourse based on unaid-
ed reason. Theophilus stresses equally, albeit from a slightly different angle, that:
For this reason it is plain that all the rest were in error and that only the Christians have held
the truth—we who are instructed by the Holy Spirit who spoke in the holy prophets and fore-
told everything. >
Theophilus here claims that the Self-revelation of God in Jesus, the most significant of
God’s revelations, is the sole criterion of the fullness of knowledge and truth, absent which
partial error is guaranteed.
Establishingand defending this idea is the province of Justin’s Step 2, highlighted above.
Here, however, I skip this important question in favor of asking another: what criterion, if ac-
cepted, could guarantee an epistemic agent’s ability to justify the first principle that the de-
liverances of reason, along with the process of reasoning itself, are reliable guides to reality?
In other words, what satisfies the criterion of metaphysical fit or conceptual isomorphism be-
tween the embodied human intellect and the intelligible reality in which it participates? If
the discourse available to the pagan tradition is to avoid circularity, then it must account for
how discourse based on unaided reason can reflect the Logos. As Athenagoras states,
worldly Wisdom and divine differ as much from each other as truth and plausibility: the one is
of heaven and the other of earth...59
and that
the eternal providence of God... addresses itself to the deserving individually, according to truth

and not according to opinion...G:l

Discourse based on unaided reason must account for why the first principle of reason’s re-
liability is not entirely arbitrary: how, in other words, the human intellect, by way of which
the world is discovered and known, is capable of participating in and mirroring the intelli-
gibility latent in reality itself.

reports that Celsus in his Book VI: 19 explains that God is the “Ultimate being,” in contrast to the Incarnate

God of Christians. Of these profound metaphysical differences between the mature pagan and early Christian

tradition I will not dwell on any longer here, but must not be kept far from mind when evaluating the theolog-
ical dispute during this historical period.

58 Embassy, 27.1-2.

59 Theophilus in Book II: 33 in Robert M. Grant, Theaphilus of Antioch: Ad Autolycum (Oxford Early Chris-
tian Texts) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), 83. Theophilus, like others of his contemporaries, stressed

the antiquity of the Christian tradition, an age he claimed dwarfed that of his pagan interlocutors. Speaking

to them, he bemoans how “shameful [it is] for infant children to have thoughts beyond their years; for as one

grows in age in an orderly fashion, so one grows in the ability to think.” See Book II: 25 in ibid., 67. His com-
ments are applicable to my purposes in claiming the irreversible inadequacy of unaided reason.

60 Athenagoras, Embassy, 24:6. Sce also Rankin, Athenagoras, 78.

61 Ibid. 25.2
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Before examining the Apologists’ solution to this problem, a last stand at this point
can be mounted for Celsus and the pagan tradition. Justin Martyr and Athenagoras, in
writing against the intellectual and civil authorities of the Roman elite, write against think-
ers who held both that the afterlife is a disembodied existence, and that the human intel-
lect, in its purest state, is likewise disembodied.®? Aristotle, whose views on the soul were in
large part incorporated into the backdrop of Middle Platonist philosophy, the metaphysi-
cal position that carried the bulk of the historical authority of the pagan tradition,%® “had
said that only [zous or intellect] is completely detached from the body, has no relation to
it, and must be distinguished from the rest of the soul.”® Recall that the intellect is mutu-
ally considered among the Apologists and pagans alike as the natural instrument through
which to come to knowledge of reality: “come and contemplate, not with your eyes only,
but with your understanding, the substance and the form of ” things, says the author of the
Epistle®> Athenagoras says likewise: both “the eternal Intelligence and God [are] appre-
hended by reason.”®® Celsus shares this attitude in stating that “One ought first to follow
reason as a guide before accepting any belief, since anyone who believes without testing a
doctrine is certain to be deceived.”®”

The pagan tradition views the “eternal Intelligence,” the intelligibility of things at
large, in a way similar to how it views the human intellect: in its proper place, as a disem-
bodied and purely conceptual reality. Celsus, on this note, holds that God by nature can-
not have a body.®® Cicero, a figure capturing the zeitgeist of the Graeco-Roman philosoph-
ical tradition, expresses the tendency to view the intrinsic intelligibility of the world as a
disembodied and conceptual rationality with brilliancy:

For reason existed, having originated from the nature of things, both impelling toward doing
correctly and calling away from transgression. It did not begin to be a law precisely when it was

62 Papandrea, Christologies, so.

63 For more on this see Note 28, Principle (8), and Note 58 above for the relevant intersections of Aristotelian-
ism and Middle Platonism.

64 Sce S. Lilla, “Aristotelianism,” Encyclopedia, 1:231.

65 Epistle to Diognetus, Ch. I1.

66 Athenagoras, Embassy, 23.7. See also Rankin, Athenagoras, 8o.

67 Book I, Hoffman, True Doctrine, s 4. Celsus’ stance on knowing God through reason is somewhat more com-
plicated; here I focus only on his general agreement with the Apologists of the place of reason in intellectual life.
Unsurprisingly, he disagrees about its application in Christian thought: “[Christians] persist doggedly to seck
justification for the absurdities [they] have made doctrines.” See ibid. 65. Origen, Book VI: 65, Chadwick, Ori-
gen, 380 reports Celsus claiming that “God is derived from nothing...Neither is he attainable by reason” Emphasis

in original. Origen replies by drawing a distinction I have characterized, albeit with a different vocabulary, be-
tween logos and Logos—the rational intelligibility of the world itself versus its reflection in human discourse—
agreeing with Celsus that God is not attainable by reason through the former but is through the latter.

68 Origen in Book I: 39 in Chadwick, Origen, 37. Celsus, to be clear, speaks here of it being impossible that God

has a corruptible body, demonstrating the intersection of this debate with that of the resurrection of the body, relat-
ed to my topic but wholly outside its present scope. I think, as this discussion moves on, that my chosen omission

does not change the substance of the pagan position, unfairly skewing the results. In his Book V, Hoffman, True

Doctrine, 8s, Celsus goes still further than this, stating that: “No god or son of God came down to earth; nor would

anyone deserving the name God have come down to carth.” I'll touch on this again in the final section below.
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written, but when it arose. And it arose together with the divine mind. Therefore, the true and
chief law, suitable for ordering and forbidding, is the correct reason of Jupiter the Highest.69

Cicero is clear: the rationality embedded in things is mental and conceptual precise-
ly in contradistinction to what is embodied. In antiquity, it must be made clear, “the body
was disparaged as the ‘enemy’ of the soul”—‘soul” here understood as intellect.”? Exercising
reason in an “essentially dispassionate and disinterested” way, absent any “essentially unrea-
soning paroxysm of the will” has the capacity, or so the pagan last stand can say, for partici-
pating in disembodied Reason in a transparent, reflective, and trustworthy way.

If reality is itself a disembodied, purely conceptual world of intelligible Forms, then
the Middle Platonist notion of a detachable and disembodied intellect will appear, by my
criterion, to conceptually “fit” the disembodied Reason in which the world participates. If
both the intellect, by which humans reason, and the intelligibility of the world itself, that
which human reason images, are purely conceptual, ideational, disembodied realities, then
the ideas of human reason, properly applied, and the Ideas of Reason in their purest form
are sufficiently conceptually similar for human reason to mirror reality in the required way.
This would thereby refute my argument that reality and human reason are too dissimilar to
guarantee reason’s ability to uncover reality, condemning pagan discourse as circular.

In reply I have not so much an argument as I do an observation—a powerful one—
made by ancient Christians and suitably manifested in experience as such.”* Athenagoras
observes in his treatise Oz the Resurrection of the Dead that the human being is “composed

69 Marcus Tullius Cicero, On The Laws, trans. David Fott (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014), 2:10.

70 T. Spidlik, “Body,” Encyclopedia, 1:368. Spidlik continues to describe the Christian rebuttal, in the context
of the internal debates between those orthodox, heterodox, and heretics in the carly church but which can be
extended to the pagan debate without change (at least in this statement), in saying that the Christian “reac-
tion against the dualism of [their interlocutors] was decisive for the historical development of the conception
of the body.”

The historical progression of the concept of ‘soul” is difficult to trace, and its understanding in Middle Pla-
tonism metaphysics is complicated. Viewed in one way the soul is the center of the psychological, conscious
self; viewed in others, it is the animating power permeating throughout living things. On the interrelationship
between Plato and Aristotle on this point, see in addition Hendrik Lorenz, “Ancient Theories of the Soul,” Zhe
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2009 Edition), ed. Edward N. Zalta, 10 for a statement about how
Plato’s concern about the ancient question of whether the soul survives death led him to a focus on that question
in a way that may have precluded examination of other aspects of the soul, such as its permeation throughout
the body. Of Aristotle’s account of the soul’s relation to the body, see Lilla, “Aristotelianism,” Encyclopedia, 1:228-
31, where he describes a number of principles of Aristotelian philosophy were unacceptable to early Christian
writers, among them the propensity to imply the mortality of the human soul, given that it is the animating
principle or spirit of the body, from which the body could not be separated, insisting instead that immortality
is possessed by the intellect alone. This last issue gets into a debate I am not prepared to enter; suffice to say that
the carly Christians began developing a position incorporating the advantages but not disadvantages of Platonic
and Aristotelian conceptions of the soul. See principle (8) given in Note 28 above, explaining that the Middle
Platonist philosophical movement adopted Aristotle’s hylomorphism—a doctrine applicable to the human soul
and body—as a helpful articulation of the basis of identifying and individuating concrete things. I have assumed
no necessary conflict between these two conceptions of the soul throughout my discussion here, but as one and
the same reality understood in accord with different purposes, as compatible solutions to different problems.

71 I will be clear in §3 why the ancient Christians made this claim and not their interlocutors.
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of soul and body,” both of which, crucially, are “responsible for human choices” and hence

co-participants in all performances, including that of reasoning.”? Humans are “composite

creatures,” a unity of soul and body
[which] belongs to man by nature, and [which] requires food for his life, and requires posteri-
ty for the continuance of the race, and requires a judgment in order that food and posterity may
be according to law, it of course follows, since food and posterity refer to both together, that the
judgment must be referred to them too (by both together I mean man, consisting of soul and
body), and that such man becomes accountable for all his actions, and reccives for them ecither
reward or punishment.”

It is therefore not proper, he continues,
that cither the soul alone should receive the wages of the deeds wrought in union with the

body... or that the body alone should... but man, composed of these, is subjected to trial for each
of the deeds wrought by him...”4

Gilson, in turn, expresses this with expected elegance: the human is a “unity given as such,’
and a fact that “the philosopher is bound to take account of” When “I say that I k70w, I do
not mean that my body knows by means of the soul, or that the soul knows by means of the
body; but that this concrete being ‘I; taken in its unity, performs an act of knowing.”75 It fol-

lows therefore that the embodiment of the human intellect is not so much something that

needs making sense of but a given reality without which no sense-making can take place.76

My challenge can now be restated with added rhetorical force: Why think, to state
again, that the embodiment of the human intellect does not interfere with the sense-mak-
ing endeavor itself; if the objects of contemplation toward which the intellect is oriented
are themselves not embodied realities? Athenagoras provides the framework for fulfilling
my criterion of conceptual fit between the intellect and reality which in the next section I
wish to expand:

72 Sce P. Nautin and E. Prinzivalli, “Athenagoras,” Encyclopedia, 1:286. I will return to this in §3 with a fuller
treatment. Athenagoras’ treatise on the Resurrection of the Body has the unity of the human person, of which
the embodied intellect of my focus is part, as a central idea. Among his audience are various heterodox and
heretical Christians, “whose profoundly dualist position... prevents any suggestion of an after-death existence
of the body.” See Rankin, Athenagoras, 1s.

73 Resurrection 18.4.

74 Ibid. 18.s.

75 Spirit, 181. See also Hart, The Experience of God Being, Consciousness, Bliss (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2014), 199: “aliving embodied mind is neither simply an incorporeal intellect nor a mechanical function;
it is a power that exceeds material causality without being free of the conditions of corporeal life...” Karaman-
olis, “Early Christian Philosophers on Aristotle,” in Brill’s Companion to the Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity,
ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill Academic Pub., 2016), 469, says that Tertullian, writing in the century after
the context of my present discussion, and although bitterly critical of pagan philosophy, sites approvingly both
Stoic and Aristotelian conceptions of the soul as preuma—spirit—rather than merely as the subject of con-
scious experience as in Plato’s Phaedo—in apparent corroboration with Athenagoras’ presentation and so with
his understanding of the body-soul unity of the human found in his Resurrection 18.4-5.

76 On this note, one of Tolkien’s characters in the first volume of his Lord of the Rings expresses my point with
the highest eloquence: “he that breaks a thing to find out what it is has left the path of wisdom.” Human beings
cannot be fully present, nor fully understood, apart from their fundamental, ontological unity. See J. R. R.
Tolkien, “The Fellowship of the Ring,” in 7he Lord of the Rings (New York: HarperCollins, 2009), 258.
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..we have for witnesses of the things we apprehend and believe, prophets, men who have pro-
nounced concerning God and the things of God, guided by the Spirit of God.”?
The position is that ultimately “only God can reveal God”;”® and reason, if it is to escape
the vicious circle looming around its unaided exercise, must accept direction from God in
order to be capable of uncovering reality. Athenagoras continues his counsel by warning
that “susceptible souls,” those unaided epistemic agents, have “no knowledge or experience
of sounder doctrines,” therefore do not “consider thoughtfully the Father and Maker of all
things,” and so cannot help but get “impressed with false opinions...””®
The following and final section of this paper will attempt to expand on Athenagoras’
comments to give a fuller second-century Patristic answer to the following question, corre-
sponding to Justin’s Step 3: given the Apologists’ belief that the Logos become a human be-
ing in Jesus, how is Christian discourse able to verify the trustworthiness of reason, avoid-
ing the same form of circularity affecting the unaided discourse of the pagans?

§3: The Logos Becomes Human

Thus far I have claimed that the discourses available to the pagan Graeco-Roman tradition
have been circular: given unaided human reason, there is no ground on which to claim that
the practice, activity, or performance of reason is reliable or trustworthy for uncovering re-
ality. In what follows I answer the question posed at the end of the pervious section: what
satisfies the criterion of metaphysical fit or conceptual isomorphism between the embod-
ied human intellect and the intelligible reality in which it participates?

I claim that the only position capable of fulfilling this criterion would be one sug-
gested by the Incarnation—the Logos taking on the fullness of humanity.8® Human reason
is reliable because Reason, the intelligibility underlying reality itself—which human rea-
soning reflects and in which it participates—is itself a human being. This criterion would
show that humans as embodied epistemic agents are inherently capable of discovering re-
ality itself, capable of having the fullness of their reason satisfied, because the Reason in
which they participate is itself like them, in every relevant way. This satisfies Justin’s Step 3,

77 Embassy, 7.3.

78 Haykin, Church Fathers, 56.

79 Embassy, 27.1.

80 It is beyond the scope of my study to outline just what counts as an incarnation of this sort. For recent
literature on this, see Papandrea, Christologies, 87-8, 101, 109, 111, 114, and 116 for highlights in an extended dis-
cussion of what he calls ‘Logos Christology,—Jesus is fully God and fully human—the middle way between the

excessive and imbalanced ‘high’ and Tow’ Christology of both Gnostics and Adoptionists, respectively, the main

competitors to the orthodox interpretation in the second century. Logos Christology, he stresses, is the only ac-
count that preserves a true and genuine incarnation: of all the available Christologies in the second century, “all

but Logos Christology rejected the belief in a bodily resurrection of Christ” and only Logos Christology could

account for the unification with, and perfection through, a renewed connection to God. See 116 for this. See

also Papandrea, Novatian, e-book Location 916, for his claim that Logos Christology is “both an apologetic re-
sponse to the opponents of the church, as well as a refutation of heretical alternatives within the church.” It was

not to be the final Christology before its climax in the Nicacanic interpretation, in which Logos Christology
was replaced with a fuller and more theologically sophisticated version. See ibid., e-book Location 909.
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that the one who accepts the faith offered to them finds, upon acceptance, that it fully sat-
isfies their reason, allowing for the fullest possible participation in the truth. Let us there-
fore see how the Apologists present their case.

“A reasoned defense of the Christian faith cannot,” expresses Haykin, “leave out of
consideration the person of Christ. Indeed, it is upon his uniqueness and deity that Chris-
tianity hangs.”8 After the Incarnation human reason had to attend to what was new in his-
tory: the person of Jesus Christ. This changes the terrain on which the vehicle of reason
traverses: “For the Greeks,” says Wilken, “God was the conclusion of an argument, the end
of a search for an ultimate explanation, an inference from the structure of the universe to a
first cause. For Christian thinkers, God was the starting point, and Christ the icon that dis-
plays the face of God.”® This change in philosophical and theological orientation is cap-
tured with joy in the words of Theophilus:

...the ears of the heart and the eyes of the soul are potentially capable of beholding God. For God
is seen by those who are capable of secing him, once they have the eyes of the soul opened &3

Whom do the eyes of the soul see, when opened? Justin supplies the answer:
...true reason and judicious inquiry... were brought to light not only among the Greeks by rea-
son, through the words of Socrates, but also among the barbarians by the Logos himself, who ac-

quired physical form and became a human being and was called Jesus Christ.84

Reason itself, the rationality in which human reasoning participates, became a human be-
ing. Christian doctrine is thereby, Justin continues,

shown to be more majestic than every human teaching through the fact that the whole ratio-
nal principle became the Christ, who was made visible for our sake, body and logos and soul.85

That the “rational principle” became a human being is, in the terms in which I have ex-
pressed the debate in this present study, the guarantee, if true, that the discourse of the

81 Haykin, Church Fathers, s8. Wilken, Spirit, 3 concurs in that the approach with which Christians interacted
with pagans was not that of constructing a systematic intellectual position, but rather the understanding, artic-
ulating, and witnessing of something given to them.

82 Wilken, Spirit, 15. Gilson characterizes this in turn with the following counsel: “[It] is a fact that between
us and the Greeks the Christian revelation has intervened, and has profoundly modified the conditions under
which reason has to work.” See Gilson, Spirit, 5.

83 Theophilus Book I: 2 in Grant, Ad Autolycum, 3.

84 Justin, 7 Apology, 5.3-4 in Minns et al. Apologies, 91. Behr, Formation, 96 states that for Justin, “the meaning and
context” of the Scripture which reveals this “is not a human construction, but is Christ himself, the Word of God,
latent in what is written... but clearly proclaimed in and as the Gospel of God.” Christ’s presence within the Scrip-
ture can be detected through “grace of understanding,” which is “nothing other than the apostolic demonstration
from Scripture.” See ibid. 97 for this, and Justin, Dial. 92.1 and 119.1 in Falls, Dialogue, 142 and 178 respectively.
85 Jusin, 2 Apology, 10.1 in Minns et al., Apologies, 307-9. Rankin, Athenagoras, 87-8 adds helpfully that for “Ath-
enagoras, knowledge, not just of God’s existence but of God’s very being, comes only through... the self-revela-
tion of God... confirmed through reason,” representing “reliable and certain knowledge of the divine” Athenag-
oras states in Embassy 9.1 that “our doctrines might by some be looked upon as human. But, since the voices
of the prophets confirm our arguments,” and so that we “may not be carried away by... popular and irrational
opinion” we are given “the truth clearly before” us: our opinions are “not human but uttered and taught by God”
himself. See Embassy 11.1 for these last points. Justin here appears to be following Paul in 1 Thess. 5:23 in attribut-
inga tripartite analysis of humankind. I have not, and will not comment on this further in my discussion.
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Apologists is not circular in the way the pagan discourse is. The Apologists’ discourse is
based on reason aided by the Self-revelation of God, one that shows Reason itself is em-
bodied in the same way the human intellect is embodied. There is thus a metaphysical sim-
ilarity, a transparent relationship between, the intellect and reality: the first principle that
reason itself, as an embodied human activity, is reliable is shown to be reasonable, thus sat-
isfying—at least in this important regard—the demands of rationality placed upon epis-
temic agents.
Justin’s three-step process can with this be completed; the physician and the medi-
cines of philosophy can finally be found. “All things,” Athenagoras confesses,
have been subordinated to you, father and son, who have received the kingdom from above...
so all things have been subjected to the one God and the Word from him, known to be his in-
separable Son.86
Among that which is subordinated is the collective task of philosophy and the interpre-
tation of reason on which philosophical discourse rests, in the context of second-century
Rome. Thus, the only way within the confines of the second-century debate for the pagan
to vindicate the first principle that reasoning is reliable is to accept the position offered by
the Christian witness. Hauerwas conveys gracefully the task facing apologists:
Christians in modernity thought their task was to make the Gospel intelligible to the world
rather than to help the world understand why it could not be intelligible without the Gospel.8”
I suggest the same task is being presented in the second-century Fathers, one which begins
then to be completed amid many more pressing and far less academic concerns. Perhaps
the rightful rhetorical question is the one Christians can most aptly ask themselves: once
in possession of Christ’s revelation, how can we possibly philosophize as though we had
never heard it?88
In conclusion, I have claimed here that pagans, within the constraints present in the
second-century debate with the Apologists, are trapped inside a circular epistemology. They
cannot claim that the reason they champion is itself a reliable guide to knowledge, but at best
arbitrarily posit it as such, and hence are vulnerable to an overwhelming challenge: on what
non-arbitrary grounds do they presuppose reason’s own trustworthiness? The Apologists can
justify this first principle because they claim to have been visited by God, the author of the
world’s narrative, who has become a character in his own story, revealing what in epistem-
ic agents, in every analytical discourse, assume: the transparency between reason and reality.
Hart, speaking of the contemporary apologetic debate against Secularism, claims
that “It is pointless to debate what it would truly mean for Western culture to renounce
Christianity unless one first understands what it meant for Western culture to adopt Chris-
tianity...”8 For the Christian apologetic to the second-century Graeco-Roman world, the

86 Embassy, 18.2. See also Grant, Apologists, 102.

87 Stanley Hauerwas, “Preaching as Though We Had Enemies,” First Things, May 1995, https://www.firstth-
ings.com/article/1995/05/003-preaching-as-though-we-had-enemies.

88 This close paraphrase is taken from Gilson, Spirit, s.

89 Delusions, 16.
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converse of this statement is just as apt: it is pointless to debate what it would truly mean
for Graeco-Roman culture to renounce paganism unless the pagan first understands what
it means for Graeco-Roman culture to adopt Christianity.

The unified theme through which Celsus expresses his rejection of the early Chris-
tian church “arises out of his views about the society in which he lives, the intellectual and
spiritual traditions that animated this society, and the religious convictions on which it
was based”? In the second century it was time for a new enterprise to take hold, a philo-
sophical and theological project budding in the witness of the second-century Apologists.
It is their legacy, I believe, that is still waiting to be refueled in our modern academy.
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Origen on the Relation
between the Concepts Fides and Ratio

One of the recognizable features of Origen’s writings is his attempt to explain every theo-
logical statement as agreeing with the principles of logic, as well as to derive every con-
clusion following a reasonable thinking. Origen exposes the faith (mioTic) in the catego-
ries of reason/intellect (Aéyoc). He insists on the faith which is in agreement with reason
and owning to this fact he is considered to be a founder of academic thc:ology.1 The rea-
son and faith represent two separated concepts in lexicological sense. In our conversation-
al discourse they have different fields of meaning. Thus, in associative field of fzith could
be presumably found following attributes like “irrational,” “unknowable,” “unsearchable;”
“uncertain,” while the concept of intellect would come near to attributes like “rational,” “re-
searchable,” “knowable,” “certain” (“trustworthy”).z Origen also makes a distinction be-
tween these two concepts, but he understands them not as the opposite, but the supple-
menting units. He exposes the faith through the categories of science and philosophy. He
uses the term faith in two senses — as first, it designates the content of the Apostolic preach-
ing, namely the teaching which is given through God’s Revelation, and second - it desig-
nates an inner, affirmative personal attitude toward God’s Revelation. On the possibilities,
criteria and limitations and on very essence of human intellect Origen widely discusses. In
regard to the items in which is manifest finiteness of human cognitive abilities, he gives a
priority to the “pure” faith, namely to the confidence to trustfulness of divine words de-
spite of their obscurity. At the same time, the faith is a ground in which the knowledge re-
poses, as well as a mover to researching of divine truth. The recent paper will try to define
and analyze Origen’s understanding of intellect and its role in explanation of faith.

1. Fides

Origen finds the terms fzith and intellect (reason) in different contexts. Two most import-
ant examples according to which he frames his theological ideas are Plato’s teaching and
Paul’s theological insights.3 The mentioned concepts could be found in these two contexts.

1 M. Fiedrowitz, Theologie der Kirchenviter, Herder, Freiburg 2007, 33.

2 Cf. V. Peri$i¢, Uvod, in: I vera i razum, Beograd 2009, 9-10.

3 On relation between Plato’s philosophy and Origens theological ideas, see: J. M. Edwards, Origen Against
Plato, Ashgate UK 2002.; about influence of Plato on Origen’s exegesis: U. Luz, Theologische Hermenutik des
Neuen Testaments, Neukirchener Theologie, Neukirchen-Vluyn 2014., 468-481.
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In brief, in Plato’s epistemology the faith (wiotig) is located below the level of knowledge
(¢motiun) and within the opinion (365a).? ITioTig has real objects as topic of knowledge —

“the animals around us, and everything that grows, and the whole class of artifacts*.> Such

content of the concept of faith imply that one inevitably has to exceed it in order to reach
a true knowledge. There are two levels of rational knowledge above the faith —discursive
thought (8i4vowe) and noetic knowledge which is equal with perception of eternal ideas
(vénaig). These stages of knowledge deal with no corporeal but with intelligible objects
which are a true topic of apprehension. Such understanding of faith has no similarity with
Christian mioTic. On the other hand, Plato’s theory of knowledge had a great influence on a
way in which Origen defined the concept of intellect and related epistemological concepts
and this conclusion becomes recognizable in various parts of Origen’s writings.

Apostle Paul defines a faith as “the realization of what is hoped for and evidence
of things not seen. (Heb. 11:1). Trough faith “Noah, warned about what was not yet scen,
with reverence built an ark for the salvation of his household” (Heb. 11:7), the faith was the
ground of words and acts of persons in Old Testament. The faith was a cause of unexpect-
ed vicissitudes and biblical miracles — “By faith he received power to generate, even though
he was past the normal age — and Sarah herself was sterile — for he thought that the one
who had made the promise was trustworthy. (Heb. 11:11). The faith is the cause of mirac-
ulous healings (Matt. 9:20-22), opening the eyes of the blinds (“Let it be done for you ac-
cording to your faith” (Matt. 9:29)). The faith is also the source of knowledge — “By faith
we understand that the universe was ordered by the word of God, so that what is visible
came into being through the invisible” (Heb. 11:3). In such context the faith means reliance
on divine words, i.e. unconditioned acceptance of God’s Revelation. On the other hand,
a role of intellect is not neglected. As first, Christ Himself — Logos (John 1:1) — explicit-
ly invites his disciples that, by means of devoted researching, reveal the Logos as real sub-
ject of the Scripture — “Search the Scriptures” (John 5:39). The knowledge of metaphysi-
cal truths (yv@oic) and ability of logical reasoning (¢miotiun) are appraised as a gift of the
Holy Spirit (1Co. 12:8), as much as a possession of wisdom (codia), faith (wiotig) and an-
other talents (1Co. 12:8-10). An aspiration towards a true knowledge is by apostle Paul ap-
pointed as a permanent assignment of schoolmasters (“For though by this time you ought
to be teachers, you need someone to teach you again the basic principles of the oracles of
God” (Heb. s:12). In the Epistle to the Hebrews the perfect knowledge is described using
the metaphor of so/id food which should be gradually attained (Heb. s:13-14). Paul rejects
the wisdom of this world (1Co. 3:19) and philosophy and empty deceit (Col. 2:8) which means
that he rejects the confidence into human knowledge in matters where it is helpless or lim-
ited range, such is the case with comprehension of God and all metaphysical concepts in
general. For the early Christians it was not clear if Apostle, through that formulation, ad-
monished them to dismissal every kind of philosophy, i.e. philosophy itself or just such

4 Plato, Rep. (trans. by A. Bloom), s09d 6- s11€ 5
5 Plato, Rep., 510 a 5-6, cf. . Copleston, History of Philosophy vol. I. Greece and Rome, Image Books Double-
day, New York 1993, 153.
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philosophy which is based on empty deceit. ® Although one number of Christians has in-
terpreted this Paul’s suggestion as a renouncement of every form of learnedness, a greater
part of them did not reject a possibility to expose a faith in rational, philosophical catego-
ries.” Origen was one of the first Christian writers who tried to expose the faith in system-
atic way and to develop it into a coherent theoretical system, as so as to find a different log-
ical answers for a different questions in regard to the faith. On the beginning of the treatise
On First principles, he says:

“Since, in investigating matters of such importance, not being satisfied with the common con-
ceptions and the evidence of things that are seen, adducing in addition, for the manifest proof
of our assertions, testimonies for what are believed by us to be divine writings, both from that
which is called the Old Testament and that which is called the New, we endeavour by reason to
confirm our faith..”®

In the introduction of the treatise Oz the First Principles Origen identifies the faith
with the content of Church’s (ecclesiastical) preaching (kfjpvyps éxicoeoticdv), which
makes the faith: “Now it ought to be known that the holy apostles, in preaching the faith
of Christ, delivered with utmost clearity to all beliviers, even to those who seemed some-
what dull in investigation of divine knowledge, certain points that they believed to be nec-
ccsaryug. The truths of faith are “clearly handed down by the preaching of the apostles“m.
Origen makes a difference between trustful, certain, basic truths of faith and those which
are not defined nor enough scrutinized and which are remained as open questions of the
faith. In such questions, namely, he tried to move the boundaries of knowledge so that his
attempt, since this matter was complex and there were no confiding and plausible facts, led
to the ascertainment that he create certain wrong theological conclusions.?

From the context of mentioned statements, the faith could be defined as the apostol-
ic preaching, i.e. inherited apostolic teaching. In such context it seems to be the same with
the knowledge accepted through the tradition. There are, nevertheless, another contexts of
usage of the term fzith/believe which make it closer to the Paul’s definition from Heb. 11:1.
Namely, with regard to the imperfection of human gnoseological possibilities, Origen says:

“For whatever it is that we are able to sense or know of God, it is necessary to be believed
(necesse est credi) that He is by many degrees far better than what we perceive him to be:?
In such usage the faith is the substraction in which the knowledge is reposed. The

faith is assumption of knowledge and proceeding of intellect. Since the human intellect
cannot clearly apprehend the concept of God, as well as it cannot doubtless illuminates all

6 V. Perisi¢, “Rano hris¢anstvo i greka filosofija” I vera i razum, 0.

7 V. Peri$i¢, [ vera i razum, 21, cf. M. Fiedrowitz, Theologie der Kirchenviter, 25-27.

8 De Princ. (transl. by ). Behr: Origen, On First Principles, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2017), 4.1.1. In his
Introduction Fr John Behr offers a comprehensive and helpful study of theological interpretations, manuscripts,
sources and translations of Origen’s text: xv-xcviii.

9 Princ. pracf. 3.; Cf. Princ. 3.1.1.; M. Fiedrowitz, Theologie der Kirchenviter, 31.

10 Princ. pracf. 4.

11 Cf. ]. Behr, Introd. Ivi-lxxxvi.

12 Princ.11s.
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segments of the reality, every kind of knowledge must be founded on the premises which
are not a priori verifiable. One commonplace instance is that for researching of the exter-
nal world itself one has to accept an objectivity of the world itself although there is no ir-
resistible proof that external world exists. Trust (confidence), therefore, represents a start-
ing point for knowledge and reasoning. When it comes about faith, it precedes process of
reasoning in causal sense. In such meaning, the faith could be identified with free and un-
constrained decision to accept the revealed divine truth. Although the Nativity, Passion
and Resurrection of Christ, as well as His teaching, were obvious facts for His contempo-
raries who had opportunity to be eyewitnesses of these events, this evident divine revela-
tion, which was brought by Christ, was not exceptionless accepted by all. There is no ob-
jective argument which is capable to convince one who does not want to believe. On the
other hand, an acceptance of the faith opens up the possibility to make the entire logical-
ly coherent system of new insights which is based on elementary, initial assumptions of
the faith. In dispute with Celsus, through the entire treatise, Origen tries to find causes
and arguments for many Christian teachings which are impugned by Celsus. Neverthe-
less, the most important, primal and underlying argument of the faith is Christ Himself —
His Birth, Crusifiction and Ressurection, as well as the apostolic testimony of these facts.
Answering Celsus, who had made an accusation that the narrative of the Gospels was ficti-
tious, the apologete says:

“And if any one imagines these statements to be inventions of the writers of the Gospels, why
should not those statements rather be regarded as inventions which proceeded from a spirit of
hatred and hostility against Jesus and the Christians? And these the truth, which proceed from
those who manifest the sincerity of their feelings towards Jesus, by enduring everything, what-
ever it may be, for the sake of His words? For the reception by the disciples of such power of en-
durance and resolution continued even to death, with a disposition of mind that would not in-
vent regarding their Teacher what was not true, is a very evident proof to all candid judges that
they were fully persuaded of the truth of what they wrote, seeing they submitted to trials so nu-
merous and so severe, for the sake of Him whom they believed to be the Son of God: 13

“And we, continually seeing fulfilled all that was predicted by Him before it happened, viz., that
this Gospel of His should be preached throughout the whole world, and that His disciples
should go among all nations and announce His doctrine; and, moreover, that they should be
brought before governors and kings on no other account than because of His teaching; we are

lost in wonder at Him, and have our faith in Him daily confirmed 14

In the treatise On First Principles, Origen puts an idea that no other doctrine, includ-
ing significant philosophical ideas, acquired so great, wide and abiding reception as Chris-
tian, i.e. apostolic preaching:

“For although there have been very many lawgivers among the Greeks and Barbarians, and also
countless teachers and philosophers professing that they declare the truth, we remember no
lawgiver who was able to instil in the minds of foreign nations a certain desire and eagerness

such that they adopted his laws willingly or defended them with every effort of mind...And yet

13 C.Cels. 2.10.
14 C.Cels. 2.42
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throughout the whole world, throughout the whole of Greece and every foreign nation, there
are innumerable and immeasurable people who have abandoned their ancestral laws and those
whom they had reckoned gods, and handed themselves over to the observance of the Law of

Moses and to the discipleship and worship of Christ”1®

The faith opens the countless possibilities to improve knowledge and make it more perfect:
“On this account, being led by heavenly, or rather more than heavenly, power to faith and belief,
for this reason, this is, that we may worship the sole Creator of all things, our God, let us also
endeavour to strive earnestly, that leaving behind the teaching of the first principles of Christ,
which are but the elementary principles of knowledge, we may press on to perfection (Heb.6:1)

in order that that wisdom, which is delivered to the perfect, may be also delivered to us”16

The faith, through Christians live, is a ground of ‘divine wisdom’. By introduction of dis-
tinction between divine and human wisdom, Origen untangles the perplexities which may
come from interpretation of Paul’s words that ‘wisdom of this world” and ‘philosophy and
empty deceit’ should be rejected. Celsus misinterprets the Apostle’s statement that ‘the
wisdom of this world is foolishness in the eyes of God’ (1Cor 3.18-19), wherefore he makes
a reproach against Christians that they represents an absence of reason, knowledge and
wisdom. Origen answers:

“But since Celsus has declared it to be a saying of many Christians, that the wisdom of this life
(7@ Piw godia) is a bad thing, but that foolishness (pwpie) is good, we have to answer that he
slanders the Gospel, not giving the words as they actually occur in the writings of Paul, where
they run as follow: If any one among you seems to be wise in this world, let him become a fool,
that he may become wise. For the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God (] yép godie ToD
Kxéapov TobTov pwple mapd ¢ O 2oty)“ (1Cor 3, 18-19). The apostle, therefore, does not say
simply that wisdom is foolishness with God, but the wisdom of this world.“ 7

On many places Origen makes a conceptual difference between divine and human
wisdom:

“For if it had been the hackneyed methods of demonstration used by human beings, laid up in
books, that had prevailed over human beings, our fzizh may reasonably be supposed to rest upon
the wisdom of human beings and not upon the power of God. (1Cor 2:5)718

“But he who acquired wisdom promises to speak it among the perfect, but another wisdom be-
sides the wisdom of this age and the wisdom of the rulers of this age, which is being destroyed
(1Cor 2:6)<19

For making a difference between two kinds of knowledge and wisdom, Origen finds
common and easy explanation — human knowledge is limited because the human reason is
finite und imperfect. The knowledge which is attainable by human reason includes living
and non-living matter. Origen concretely explains that the wisdom of this world consists of

“arts of poetry or grammar or rhetoric or geometry or music, with which medicine perhaps

15 Princ. 4.1.1.
16 Princ. 4.1.7.
17 C.Cels. 1.13
18 Princ. 4.1.7.
19 Princ. 4.1.7.
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should be counted”?®. Abstract, metaphysical and immarterial concepts could be only par-
tially and incompletely apprehended: “For the skillful plan of providential ruler is not so ev-
ident in matter upon the earth as it is with the sun and moon and stars, and not so clear in
matters regarding human events as it is with the soul and bodies of animals, where the pur-
pose and the reason of the impulses and the mental images and the nature of animals, and
the structure of their bodies, are accurately discovered by those who attend to these things.”?!

God is by his nature entirely incomprehensible and beyond the human epistemology.
Therefore the faith is a logical postulation for knowledge of God. Detained in body, time
and space, human intellect foremost adopts the truths of faith, given by revelation, and
then it begins to develop itself since it returns to God, its wellspring from which it stems
and had digressed from it losing this way its sharpness and epistemological capability. Thus
the intellect is enlightened by faith, namely, the God illuminates the mind of those who
accept the faith. The idea of illumination of the mind through the faith, the favourite and
well-known motive of patristic literature, Origen expresses by means of several similar met-
aphors. The most often is the metaphor of light: “He, indeed, is that light which illumines
the whole understanding of those who are capable of receiving truth” 22 The intellect of
the faithful is enlightened by God: “He illuminates the incorporeal spirit with an incor-
poreal power in order that each of us, being illuminated as though by the sun, may also be
able to see the other spiritual beings“B.

The faith, which rests upon free will and confirms it, is often emphasized by Origen
in commentaries on biblical passages. It is a generator in process of transformation of phys-
ical conditions — “show that faith in God is stronger than the affections of the flesh“?* or
conditio sine qua non for realization of God’s will - “so also neither do the operations of the
powers, apart from the faith of those who are being healed, exhibit the absolute work of

healing, nor faith, however great it may be, apart from the divine powcr,”25

2. Ratio

The intellect (Adyog, ratio) designates in basic and elementary sense divine or spiritual na-
ture/substance. This is one from several related definitions of this concept. In some formu-
lations it is identified with Christ, the Logos of God. From such perspective, the intellect
is specific feature of the hypostasis of Logos. Finally, it represents an authentic, pre-existent
nature of souls, from which they had departed, but haven’t lost it completely. These three
related definitions of 7atio — as divine nature and the God Logos and immaterial substance
of created beings — are noticeable in the following statements:

20 Princ. 3.3.2.

21 Princ. 4.17.

22 Princ. 1.1.1., cf. L.1s.

23 Comm. Jo 1164, cf. R. J. Hauck, “’Like a Gleaming Flesh’: Matthew 6, 22-23; Luke 11: 34-36 and the Divine
Sense in Origen,” Anglican Theological Review 88:4, 2006, 557-573.

24 Hom. Gen. 8.7

25 Comm. Matt. 10.19.
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1) God is “simple intellectual being” (intellectualis natura simplex)... intellect and source
from which all intellectual being and intellect takes its bf:ginning.“26

2) “Participation in Christ, in respect of the fact that he is the Word or Reason, renders
them as rational beings.”27

3) “Yet neither, on the other hand, was it contrary to the nature of that soul, as a rational
substance, to receive God, into whom, as we said above, as into the Word and the Wis-
dom and the Truth, it had already wholly passc—:d.”28

“For reason, having its beginning (tiv &py#v) in the reason of God, cannot allow of the

rational animal (hoyucd {&ov) being considered wholly alien from Deity.”

The intellect, therefore, in the main belongs to God. He is the source of every inzel-
lectual nature and intellect. The created beings are rational inasmuch they participate in
the Logos of God hence they are created according to the likeness and image of God. Ori-
gen regards doubtless the reason as a feature which renders a man similar to God - “there
is a certain affinity between the intellect and God, of whom the intellect itself is an intel-
lectual image™30. As synonyms for ratio, i.e. rational (intellectual) Origen uses terms spir-
it spirvitual (mvevporicds). It does not seem that he makes any difference between ratio (in-
tellect) and spiriz:

“It is the custom of Holy Scripture, when it wishes to designate anything of the contrary nature
to this dense and solid body, to call it spirit (spiritum nominare), as when it says: The letter kills,
but the spirit gives life (2Cor 3:6). Here there is no doubt that by Jezzer is meant bodily things,
and by spirir intellectual things, which we also call spiritual (per spiritum intellectualia, qac et
spiritualia dicimus) 3!

There are also other synonyms for intellect and spirit in biblical vocabulary, such is
the expression heart (xapdie). Binding these terms, Origen was successful in attempt to fit
an understanding of intellect and its role and significance into a biblical context and to as-
similate it biblical lexemes.

“By this divine sense, therefore, not of the eyes, but of a pure heart, which is the intellect, God
may be seen by those who are worthy. That the intellect, that is, the intellectual faculty is indeed

call heart (cor), you will find abundantly in all the Scriptures, both old and new.” 32

Origen mainly uses as equivalents similar and related concepts: reason (Aéyog, ra-
tio), mind (voUs, mens), spirit (mvedua, spiritus), heart (cor, xapdin). Nevertheless, when he
mentions soul, he clearly distinguishes it from reason and spirit. The soul is earthly, cor-
rupted condition of mind. It could be defined as imperfect mind, which has fallen away
from its divine origin and which should return to its primordial (original) state:

26 Princ. 1.1.6.
27 Princ.1.3.8.

28 Princ. 2.6.3.
29 C.Cels. 4.25
30 Princ. 1.17.

31 Princ. 1.1.2.
32 Princ. 1.1.9.
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“It must be considered, therefore, if perhaps, as we have said is shown by the name itself, it was
called Yoy, that is, soul, from the fact that it has cooled down from the glow of the righteous
and participation in the divine fire, and yet has not lost the power of restoring itself to that con-
dition of fervour in which it was at the beginning. Whence the prophet also appears to point
out some such idea, when he says, Return, O my soul, unto your rest (Ps 114:7). From all these
things, this appears to be shown, that the intellect, falling away from its status or dignity, was

made or named soul; and if restored and corrected, it returns to being of intellect.” 33

The corruption of the intellect was not equally running in all instances:

“Now, if it is thus, it scems to me that this departure and falling away of the intellect is not to be
thought of as equal in all, but as a greater or lesser change into soul, and that some intellects even
retain something of their former vigour, and others, on the other hand, retain cither nothing or
avery small amount. And so it is that some are found immediately from the beginning to be of
a more fervent sharpness of intellect, while others duller, and some are born wholly obtuse and

altogether intractable<3%

Soul (human intellect in earthly condition) is captured in body. Being cramped by body, cor-
poreal urges and fraudulence of corporeal senses, intellect should get over all these hindranc-
es in order to develop itself and to attain the true, rational knowledge. The possibilities, ways,
contents and limitations of knowledge are frequent question of Origen’s researching.

2.1 Knowledge — epistemological role of intellect

Theory of knowledge was not a topic of separate and self-contained treatise by Origen.
Nevertheless, epistemological issues obtained a great attention by him.3® Origen devot-
ed almost all his work, hermeneutical and apologetic, to pursuit and search of way to gain
the true, accurate knowledge. In endeavour to perfect knowledge he started from the as-
sumption that the God is, as a rational nature and cause of all things, the source of knowl-
edge. Further, his second assumption is that human knowledge is limited because the in-
tellect is bounded within the body and it had left its own divine wellspring of truth. And
third assumption was that intellect gradually increases itself, as well as the ability of knowl-
edge grows up progressively. This process is accompanied by effort in virtue and learning.
1. Godis “intellect and source from which all intellectual being and intellect takes its beginning.”?’6
2. “Have refuted, then, as best we could, every notion which suggest that God be thought of in any
bodily way, we assert that, according indeed to truth, God is incomprehensible and immeasur-
able. For whatever is that we are able to sense or know of God, it is necessary to be believed that
he is by many degrees far better than what we perceive him to be... For what, among all intellec-
tual, that is, bodiless beings, is so superior to all others, so unspeakably and immeasurable supe-
rior, as God, whose nature assuredly the vision of the human intellect is not able to grasp or see,

however exceptionally pure or clear that intellect may be 37

33 Princ.2.83

34 Princ.2.8.4.

35 H. Davies, “Origen’s Theory of Knowledge”, The American Journal of Theology, vol.2, n. 4, 1988., 737-738.
36 Princ. 1.1.6.

37 Princ. 1.15.
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“However far understanding may extend, so far is the ability so far is the ability of comprehend-
ing withdrawn and deferred without end when there is held to be no beginning”38

3. “There is a certain affinity between the intellect and God, of whom the intellect itself is an intel-
lectual image, and that by means of this it is able to know to some degree the nature of divinity,

especially if it is purified and separated from bodily matter.” 32

“And so, the rational being, growing through each step, not as it grew in this life in flesh and body
and soul but enlarged in intelligence and understanding, is advanced as an intellect already per-
fected in perfect knowledge, no longer impeded by those fleshly senses, but being enlarged by
intellectual increase and beholding, and beholding always purely and, so to speak, face 70 face
(1Cor 13.12), the cause of things, it thus attains perfection, firstly, that by which ascends, and,
secondly, that by which it remains, having, as the food upon which it feasts, the contemplation

and understanding of things and the reasons for their causes”40

It seems that Origen had found a special solution to unite and reconcile two contrary as-
sumptions — one, that the God is incomprehensible and beyond every epistemological possi-
bility, and second — that a man is able to know something about God. In regard to the insight
that the God is incomprehensible, Origen argues, in similar way as the Fathers later, that di-
vine nature is unknowable — “by nature (naturaliter) it is impossible to see him** However,

a conclusion which was found by him wasn’t close to that which was accepted by Fathers in

succeeding centuries. Origen defined a possibility to know divine being in other way — a man

reaches this knowledge through pure reflection and deliberation, therefore through intel-
lect or mind, which previously has to be purified from carnal insights, an influence of bodily
senses and passions. Two contrary assumptions could be united in one concluding statement:

1) God is unknowable for man — “God is incomprehensible and immeasurable®.#?

2) There is some possibility for created being to know God - “it [human intellect] is able
to know to some degree the nature of divinity, especially if it is purified and separated
from bodily matter”43

3) A man is able to know and apprehend something of God if he gradually become similar
and akin to God, expanding and advancingan intellect in himself — “the rational being,
growing through each step, not as it grew in this life in flesh and body and soul but en-
larged in intelligence and understanding, is advanced as an intellect already perfected

in perfect knowlcdgc:”.44

38 Princ. 3.5.2. For an accurate apprehension of Origen’s thought is necessary to realize the distinction which
he makes between God in Himself, about whom we have no possibility to know anything, and God as Creator,
about whom we are able to know something through his own revelation. Negligence of this distinction may
cause inappropriate criticism against him, who himself does not pretend to absoluteness of his own theological
reflections, but rather constantly emphasizes God’s transcendence and caution in researching of metaphysical
questions. More in: P. Tzamalikos, Origen: Cosmology and Ontology of Time, Brill, Leiden-Boston 2006, 25-30.
39 Princ. 1.17.

40 Princ.2.117.

41 Princ. 1.1.8.

42 Princ. 1.L5.

43 Princ. 1.1.7.

44 Princ. 2.11.7.
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The source of aspiration towards knowledge is inclination which is inculcated by God:
“And just as, when our eye sces the things made by an artist, the intellect, if it perceives something
made exceptionally skillfully, immediately burns to know of what nature it is or how or for what
purpose it was made, so also, in a much greater degree, and in one that is beyond all comparison,
does the intellect burn with an inexpressible desire to know the reason of those things which we see
done by God. This desire, this love, we believe, has undoubtedly been implanted in us by God."*®
The endeavour to knowledge is reposed in the very nature of intellect — striving to
knowledge of God, the intellect returns to original perfection in God. A body (i.c. car-
nal nature), in a condition of earthly existence, is a hindrance to intelligible knowledge. A
body as a hindrance includes various aspects: uncertainty of insights which are gained by
means of bodily senses, negligence of reason and spirituality in favour of bodily passions,
boundedness of carnal nature within the space and time which obstructs a man and his
epistemological abilities:
“So also our mind, when shut in by the fetters of flesh and blood and rendered, by its partici-
pation in such materials, duller and more obtuse, although it is regarded as far more excellent
in comparison with bodily nature, yet when it strives after bodiless things and searches for a

glimpse of them, it scarcely has room for some spark or small lamp.”46

In previous passages it is obvious that the apologist is inspired by Plato. Resemblanc-
es with ideas from the myth of the cave are evident, together with those from Plato’s Phae-
do. Carnal insights are untrustworthy and they represent an initial stage of knowledge,

rather opinion, which is distant from truth itself. 47

On various places Plato explicitly ar-
gued that the departure from body and bodily insights is inevitable precondition of acqui-
sition of knowledge:

“Do sight or hearing afford men any truth?”48

“There now, it looks as if some sort of track is leading us, together with our reason, astray in our
inquiry: as long as we possess the body, and our soul is contaminated by such an evil, we’ll sure-
ly never adequately gain what we desire — and that, we say, is truch.”4°

Instead of bodily senses, Origen introduces so-called “spiritual/divine senses” (#iaOy ot
mveupatich).>® According to analogy with bodily senses — touch, eyesight, hearing — Origen
took over a vocabulary of spiritual senses from Philo, so he used the expressions as: “the eyes
of the soul” (8uorter/3¢Bahyuol Vuyiic), “the eyes of the mind” (vot &pata/dBapot), “the eyes
of understanding” (Stotvoieg dpata/0dBehuol) etc.>! Interpreting the event of Holy Theoph-
any of Christ and other Old Testament theophany, recorded by the prophets, he says:

45 Princ. 2.11.4.

46 Princ. 1.L5.

47 Plato, Rep. s10a 5-6

48 Plato, Phaed. (transl. by D. Gallop, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2002.) 65¢

49 Plato, Phaed. 66b

50 Origen is first who uses this syntagma (Comm. in Ep. Rom. 4. 5; In C.Cant.1. 4; Hom. in Ex.1. 4.): P. L. Gavri-
lyuk, “Discerning God’s Mysterious Presence: Towards a Retrieval of the Spiritual Senses Tradition”, 3. (Annual
Meeting of the American Academy of Religion, San Diego, 2014; www.academia.edu, consulted in August 2016.)
51 P. L. Gavrilyuk, “Discerning God’s Mysterious Presence”, 3.
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“For I do not suppose that the visible heaven was actually opened, and its physical structure di-
vided, in order that Ezekiel might be able to record such an occurrence... there are various forms
of this perceptive power, such as a faculty of vision which can naturally see things that are bet-
ter than bodies, among which are ranked the cherubim and seraphim; and a faculty of hearing
which can perceive voices which have not their being in the air; and a sense of taste which can
make use of living bread that has come down from heaven (John 6:33), and that gives life unto
the world; and so also a sense of smelling, which scents such things as leads Paul to say that he is
a sweet savour of Christ unto God (2Cor 2:15); and a sense of touch, by which John says that he
handled with his hands of the Word of life (1John 1:1)732

“For the names of the organs of sense are frequently applied to the soul, so that it may be said to
see with the eyes of the heart, that is, to infer some intellectual conclusion by means of the fac-
ulty of intelligence. So also it is said to hear with the ears when it perceives the deeper meaning.
So also we say that is able to use teeth, when it cats and consumes the bread of life which comes
down from heaven (John 6.35, 33).”53

For the idea of spiritual senses Origen found a direct inspiration in Scripture: “We
know that the holy Scriptures make mention of eyes, of ears, and of hands, which have
nothing but the name in common with the bodily organs; and what is more wonderful,
they speak of a diviner sense, which is very different from the senses as commonly spoken
of. For when the prophet says, Open my eyes, that I may behold wondrous things out of your
law (Ps 119: 18), or, the commandment of the Lord is pure, enlightening the eyes (Ps 19:8), or,
Lighten my eyes, lest I sleep the sleep of death (Ps 13:3), no one is so foolish as to suppose that
the eyes of the body behold the wonders of the divine law, or that the law of the Lord gives
light to the bodily eyes, or that the sleep of death falls on the eyes of the body.”s4

The utmost aim of advancement of the intellect and knowledge is acquire a likeness
of God - a human being should exist in a way in which God exists. “The highest good is to
become as far as possible like God”*®
a community with God, the perfect and absolute knowledge is possible. As the example of
endeavor for divine grace and perfect knowledge, Origen mentions Apostle Paul, whose
theological statements often quotes. Commentating Paul’s wish to dwell with Christ as
soon as possible (Phil 1:23), Origen tries to exhibit what kind of worldview Apostle would
have then. Enumerating different biblical events, Origen concludes that a man from a di-

. Only from divine perspective of a man who achieves

vine perspective would found answers on all questions which are now asked or examined:
“Such, I think, was the desire indicated by him who said, I am hard pressed between the two, hav-
ing a desire to depart and be with Christ, which is far better (Phil 1:23), knowing that when he
should have returned to Christ he would know more clearly the reasons for all things which
are done upon earth, that is, regarding the human being or the soul of human the being or the
intellect, or whichever of these constitutes the human being, what is the guiding Spirit, the
Spirit who works, and the Spirit of life, or what is the grace of the Holy Spirit which is given
to the faithful. Then he will also understand what Israel signifies, or what the diversity of the

52 C.Cels. 1.48
53 Princ.1.1.9.

54 C.Cels. 734
55 Princ. 3.6.1.
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nations and what the twelve tribes of Isracl mean and what the individual people of each tribe
[signify]... He will perceive also the principle of souls and the diversity of animals, whether of
those that live in the water or of birds or of beasts, and what is the cause why cach genus is di-
vided into so many species, and what intention of the Creator, and what meaning of his Wis-

dom, is concealed in each individual thing.”56

The perfect knowledge means an entirely understanding of all existing issues. It can
be gained through knowledge of God since the God is the cause of all other being. An in-
tellect in its earthly condition returns to its authentic nature through learning and exerci-
tation of spirit, namely, by means of his upright turn to the God who is its wellspring. The
intellect of human beings, who “are weaker and frailer than all others rational beings” 57,
should overleap all aberrations on which it may be allured by bodily senses or passions,
misdirected will, trespasses which are earned or inherited from previous wrong decisions.
Hence, the concepts of virtue and free will are immediately conjunct with the intellect.

2.2 The virtue

A yield of intelligible knowledge is virtue. In other words, from an intellect emanates a rec-
ognition of virtue and insight in it. A progress in knowledge presupposes a progress in vir-
tue: “the outcome of the activity of the rational will in cognition is a moral judgment”®.
This idea represents the heart of the Alexandyian epistemology.®® Human intellect strives to
the knowledge of God and, since the God himself is identical with the Good itself, then the
knowledge itself is detection and acceptance of the good. One of most significant assump-
tions in regard to human reason is that the reason makes a difference between good and evil.
“The rational animal, however, in addition to its imaginative nature, also has reason which judg-

es the images, rejecting some and accepting others, so that the animal may be led in accordance
with them. Therefore, since there are, in the nature of reason, means to contemplate both the
good and the shameful - following which, contemplating the good and the shameful, we choose

the good but avoid the shameful — we are praiseworthy when devoting ourselves to the practice

of the good, but blameworthy in the opposite case0

Gradual introducing in the good is practically manifested as a virtue which redirects
an entire being toward the God as a source of the good, i.c. virtue. In created beings “good-
ness did not exist in them essentially”. “For in this Trinity alone, which is the author of all
things, does goodness exist essentially; others possess it as an accident and something that
can be lost; and only then are they in blessedness, when they participate in holiness and
wisdom and divinity itself "®2. A process of earning of knowledge and virtue flow parallel
and the aim is in both cases the same — to reach an existence according to the likeness of

God, which represents the utmost goodness.

56 Princ. 2.115.

57 Princ. 2.6.1.

58 H. Davies, ibid., 741.
59 H. Davies, ibid., 741.
60 Princ. 3.13.

61 Princ. 1.6.2.
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According to Origen, therefore, a virtue is inseparable from knowledge. From the
perspective of modern conversational discourse, these two notions are evidently separat-
ed. Knowledge includes or does not include a virtue, it does not necessary involves it, and,
most often, it is regarded as neutral concept in ethical sense. Origen’s perspective looks dif-
ferent. If the God is goodness and intellect at the same time, then know something means to
conform to the divine intellect which is goodness. In other words, knowledge itselfis a virtue
because it represents a comprehension of goodness. The progress in knowledge is followed
by the progress in virtue — “If anyone indeed is pure in heart (Matt. 5:9) and more clear in
intellect and more practised in understanding, he will make quicker progress and speedi-
ly ascend to a place of the air, and will reach the kingdom of heaven”®2, Origen especially
stressed a struggle with bodily passions. For that frequent motive he finds an easy reason
completely based in mentioned epistemological insights — spiritual (intellectual) nature is
completely opposite to carnal, material. In order to contemplate intellectual realms, a soul,
which contains a particle of intellectual nature, should unbind from every admixture of
material substance which is wholly strange to it. If the soul is a slave to bodily passions, it
will give credence to material world and conjoin to it and so it could never obtain a knowl-
edge of true, plausible and transcendent noetic nature. In this point it is evident an influ-
ence of Plato’s reflections on this topic. Nonetheless, there is noticeable influence of Stoic
on Origen’s understanding of virtue.%® This become clear in some passages from his trea-
tise Against Celsus. According to Origen, a deed itself is neutral - it is not good or wrong,
but only an intention of subject makes that deed good or wrong: “since the cure of bodies
is a thing indifferent, and a matter within the reach not merely of the good, but also of the
bad; and as the foreknowledge of the future is also a thing indifferent — for the possessor of
foreknowledge does not necessarily manifest the possession of virtue — you must show that
they who practice healing or who foretell the future are in no respect wicked, but exhibit a
perfect pattern of virtue, and are not far from being regarded as godsf‘64

The presence of virtue is sole undoubted and confident sign of divine presence in
one deed:

“Place yourself, then, as a neutral party, between what is related of Aristeas and what is recorded
of Jesus, and see whether, from the result, and from the benefits which have accrued from the
reformation of morals, and to the worship of the God who is over all things, it is not allowable

to conclude that we must believe the events recorded of Jesus not to have happened without the

divine intervention, but that this was not the case with the story of Aristeas the Proconnesian: 8

Responding to Celsus, Origen explicitly claims that education is the way to virtue®®.
Virtue, which plausibly indicate that a man has turned himself to the God, is based on choice
of goodness instead of evil. This choice is not random or predetermined, but it is founded
in free and deliberate will. The concept of free will is here involved in concept of rationality.

62 Princ. 2.11.6.
63 Cf. H. Chadwick, “Origen, Celsus and the Stoa, Journal of Theological Studies 48,1947, 4s.
64 C.Cels. 3.25.
65 C.Cels. 3.27.
66 C.Cels. 3.49.
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2.3 Free will

There is a particular chapter in the treatise On First Principles which is devoted to the
question of free will. At the beginning of mentioned chapter he says that this issue rep-
resents “a problem that is one of the most necessary importance” 87, He tries to define this
notion, using a logical consequences and Scripture which contains “many other, even in-
numerable passages in the holy Scripture, which clearly show that we have the power of
free will” 8. In order to find an explanation of free will, he foremost refers to the divi-
sion of beings on those who possess the causes of their movements within themselves and
those who receive them from without, adopting here Aristotle’s terminology. % Within
the beings which have the cause of motion within themselves Origen enumerates living
organisms — animals, plants, humans — and some elements of nature, springs, for example.
These beings are further divided on those who are moved of themselves — inanimate beings
— and others who are moved by themselves — animated beings, with soul that creates images
which are cause of their movements.”® In further exposition Origen search out a key dis-
tinction by which he introduces the concept of free will. Living organisms that have a ca-
pability of creating images and are moved in accordance with them, are divided into two
categories: those which do thus by virtue of inherited natural predispositions, impulses or
inertia — animals — and those who themselves create some of the images, criticizing, with-
al, the images and, according to the judge of intellect, accept some of them and reject oth-
ers. The second class includes only humans (within material creation) as a beings that is
able to judge and discern between the images and natural movements. The intellect which
has a power of reasonable judge and discernment operates according to the free will and
is not influenced by some external, inner or natural necessity.

Free will is integrated here into the concept of rationality — the intellect create a
judgement about the images and movements “disapproving of and rejecting some, and
approving of and accepting others™”%. This concept is regarded as a special contribution
of Origen’s thought which, in following centuries, had provided a useful argumentation
against different heretical conceptions of origin of evil. The concept of purposive choice
(mpoadpeats), which is immediately derived from the free will, impugns Valentinian view
that evil stems from nature (¢pvo1g) or agent’s constitution (kateoxevy). Later, also, Did-
ymus used Origen’s explanation of mpoaipeatg when he had to defend the Christian con-
cept of nature, as well as God’s discontinuity with evil in world against Manichean idea,
similar to that of previous Origen’s opponents, that evil is a result of nature which is un-

67 Princs.11. (text from Philocalia, 21)

68 Princ.3.1.6.

69 Princ3.1.2.; cf. Arist., Phys. (trans. by R. P. Hardie and R. K. Gaye), 241b: “Everything that is in motion
must be moved by something. For if it has not the source of its motion in itself it is evident that it is moved
by something other than itself, for there must be something else that moves it. If on the other hand it has the
source of its motion in itself, let AB be taken to represent that which is in motion essentially of itself and not
in virtue of the fact that something belonging to it is in motion.”

70 Princ. 3.1.2.

71 Princs.13.
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changeable.”? Nature is not unchangeable, but it could be corrupted under the influence
of will, namely if the will is not oriented toward intellect which apprehends divine enlight-
enments. An activity of reason and free will should be in agreement:
“Reason, therefore, demonstrates that things from without are not within our power, but to use
them in this way or otherwise — having receive reason as a judge and investigator of the manner
in which we ought to meet those things that come from without — this is our doing” 73

Although it seem that by formulation that things from without are not within our power he
accept Stoic determinism, Origen finds a place for free will, explaining it within an inner
context as a way of reaction on the events from without. He emphasizes an inner, psycho-
logical dimension. Thus a soul, or an intellect, even in its earthly condition, has a power to
struggle against wrong and unsound influences from without.”* There is inevitable influ-
ence of impressions from the world on rational agent as well as the destructive persuasive
power of demonic forces, so “an initial involuntary disturbance (mpondfeia) could be pro-
duced in the soul. Moral error arose when the agent hastily assented to an impression be-
cause of its persuasive or unsettling features, without taking the time to rationally examine
and assess his or her course of action””® But, as long as the governing principle (fyepovicév)
rules in soul, it has possibility to improve itself and be steadfast in goodness in spite of con-
trary influences. Hence, soul remains a space in which the free will could be realized. By
virtue of free will a man forms an attitude towards the necessities. A noticeable instance is,
again, struggle with passions:

“Finally, if allurements of this kind present themselves to men of greater learning, who have
been strengthen by divine training, remembering at once who they are, recalling to mind
what had recently been their meditation and in which they had been instructed, and fortify-
ing themselves by the support of a holier teaching, they reject and repel every allurement of
the incitement and drive away the opposing lusts by the interposition of the reason implant-
ed within them.” 78

On many places Origen defends a doctrine of free will. This element made him rath-
er dissimilar to Stoic and Platonic tradition. Although he assumed some ideas from these
schools, he did not, by no means, uncritically accept elements of these, non-Christian doc-
trines. Discerning, for example, that Stoic conception of repetition of world cycles in the
same arrangement does not allow to be united with Christian anthropology and cosmolo-
gy, he rejected it in the main. It would be senseless that “then, according to the appointed cy-
cles, Moses must again come forth from Egypt with the Jewish people, and Jesus again come
to dwell in human life, and perform the same actions which (according to this view) he has

72 Sce: ]. B. Bennet, The Origin of Evil: Didymus the Blind’s “Contra Manichaeos” and its Debt to Origen’s The-
ology and Exegesis, Toronto 1997. The author suggests that the same content of the concept of free will is recog-
nizable in the writings of both, Didymus and Origen, whereas Didymus used this concept to refute Manichean
and similar understandings according to which evil has its cause and ground in nature.

73 Princs.1s.

74 Cf.]. B. Bennet, The Origin of Evil, 199-203.

75 ]. B. Bennet, The Origin of Evil, 201.

76 Princ3.1.4.
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done not once, but countless times, as the periods have revolved””” He concludes that, if such
case would be plausible, “our free-will is annihilated””®

Origen interprets all passages in the Holy Scripture which learn about praise and
punishment as implicit arguments of the fact that man possess free will: words of Apostle
Paul - “To those who, by patience in doing good, seck for glory and honour and incorrupt-
ibility, eternal life, but to those who are factious and obey not the truth, but obey iniquity,
wrath and anger (Rom. 2: 7-8) 7 — clearly show that man has a responsibility for own deeds
which further implies that he possess free will. If there are responsibility, guiltiness, praise,
punishment, then these notions should have regard to a being with freedom. Origen was
aware that if he introduces determinism in this field, he would disagree to Christian doc-
trine of God and man - if a virtue or a doing that is contrary to virtue life would be prede-
termined, “where, then, is our free will and what credit is there in assenting to the truth?®.

In the biblical text could be found various places which may be interpreted as argu-
ments that impugn of the free will by man: “But since certain texts from both the Old and
the New (Testaments) tend to the opposite conclusion, that is, that it is not within our
power either to keep the commandments and to be saved and to transgress them and to be
lost, come, let us also bring some of them forward and consider their explanation.”®! One
of the instances is a story of pharaoh where is, in similar form, several times repeated an ex-
pression I will harden Pharaob’s heart (Exod. 4:21). Origen starts with the interpretation
of this biblical formulation which ostensibly seems to be correct: “For if he is hardened by
God, and through being hardened sins, he is not in himself cause of sin; and if so neither
does Pharaoh possess self-determination” 82, If such conclusion has been generalized, then
aman is not a holder of his own actions, and neither has a responsibility for doing evil or
good. The apologist endeavours to vindicate the doctrine of free will by means of correct
interpretation of the mentioned words in order to approve Jewish and Christian anthro-
pology and, on the other hand, expose theodicy, rejecting that the God is the cause of evil.
Here he uses a logical reasoning as a way to afford an accurate exegesis of the cited verses:

1) As first — if the Pharaoh already has been of @ lost nature and hardened in heart, then
is the expression I will harden Pharaoh’s heart superfluous — “but if disobedient, what
need is there for his heart to be hardened, and that not once but frequently?“83. It is
not necessary to make repeatedly hardened something that is already hardened in itself.
Statement [ will harden Pharaok’s heart implies the conclusion that Pharaoh’s heart, in
the beginning, was capable for two possibilities: first, to be evil, hardened and, second,
to be good, unhardened. Hence, the sentence that something will be hardened means

77 C.Cels. 4.67; cf. V. Perisi¢, “Rano hriS¢anstvo i greka filosofija’, in: [ vera i razum, 33-34

78 C.Cels. 4.67.
79 Princ.3.1.6.
80 C.Cels. 4.3.
81 Princ. 3.1.7.
82 Princ. 3.17.
83 Princ.3.1.8.
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that it was of a different quality before it become hardened as, for instance, an object
that should become black needs to be of a different colour in order to may transform
into the black. This is the first assumption.

Further, Origen introduces the assumption that something that is good in itself, namely
the God, cannot be the cause of action which is contrary to its natural goodness. Thus
God cannot be initiator of evil, sin, induration, and wrong doings: “how the just God
becomes the cause of the loss and disobedience of those who are punished by him on
account of their being hardened and being disobedient” . In other words, if good-
ness exists and if it is the same with God, then God/goodness cannot does something
that is opposite to itself. In other text Origen mentions an analogy with the concept
of sweetness in order to explain the same idea: “We, on the contrary, maintain that as
that which by nature possesses the property of sweetening other things through its
own inherent sweetness cannot produce bitterness contrary to its own peculiar nature,
nor that whose nature it is to produce light through its being light can cause darkness;
so neither is God able to commit wickedness, for the power of doing evil is contrary
to His deity and its omnipotence. Whereas if any one among existing things is able to
commit wickedness from being inclined to wickedness by nature, it does so from not
having in its nature the ability not to do evil:8> Goodness itself, therefore, is not able to
take in a contrariness since it would not then be goodness in itself.

If these two assumptions are united in one conclusion, it will justify Origen’s initial idea
that Pharaoh possess free will. Hence, if the Pharaoh’s heart became hardened, then this
means that it has changed from some other condition. The cause of this change could be
cither God or Pharaoh himself. Since the concept of God (=goodness) excludes every
notion which is connected with evil, since opposite concepts exclude each other, then
God cannot be the cause of Pharaoh’s change, namely of his hardness. The second possi-
bility, than, remains and it says that Pharaoh himself is the cause of his own change.

Together with exhaustive interpretation of verses on Pharaoh’s hardened heart, Ori-
g p

gen cites some other statements from biblical text which may be falsely interpreted. He
quoted the words of prophet Ezekiel: “I will take away the stony heart from them and I

will put in them a fleshly heart, that they may walk in my ordinances and keep my statutes.”

(Ezek. 11:19-20), as well as the passages from Epistles: “It is not of him that wills, nor of him
that runs, but of God who has mercy” (Rom. 9:16), “To will and to do are of God” (Phil.

2:13). To these it should be added and the expression of vessels unto honour and unto dis-

honour (2Tim. 2:20-21). On that account he interprets all these quotations in similar way.

Thereby he begins with hermeneutical assumption that one and the same author — Apostle

Paul in concrete instance — would not contradict to himself in the way that he affirms a hu-
man freedom and responsibility in one passage and then denies it in another — “and as his
statements are not contradictory, one must reconcile both and draw out from both a single

84 Princ.3.1.9.
85 C.Cels. 3.70.
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complete account” 88, The same is to be applied to the entire Scripture — different passages
of it are not contradictory to each other. The quoted verses emphasize the role of God in
doing and acts of human being — “neither is what is within our power apart from the skill
of God”®”. On the other hand, a fact that God gives different possibilities to man to man-
ifest his will and has whole knowledge of his acts and events does not mean that he forces
man on certain actions: “nor does the skill of God force us to make progress unless we our-
selves contribute something to the good outcome” 88

If, finally, created beings have free will, then the concepts of goodness or evil, praise
or punishment, approval or condemnation have their sense: “Every rational being is, there-
fore, capable of praise and censure: of praise, if, in conformity to that reason which he has
in himself, he advances to better things; of censure, if he departs from the order and course
of what is right, for which he is rightly subject(s) to pains and penalties.” 8

Interpretation of the narrative from Exodus is one of plenty instances where Origen
uses logic in order to draw out a coherent and unobjectionable exegesis. The use of logic in
exegesis and theological expositions is one more element in Origen’s work which manifests
his endeavour to support the faith through the reason and explain their complementarity.
When he uses elements of logic and mentions logical statements, conclusions or fallacies
and applies them in exegesis or theoretical explanations, he adopts the inheritance of Stoic
work in this field. %% He also follows Stoics when he emphasizes, contrary to Celsus’ attitude,
that human being possess the intellect as distinctive and unique characteristic which (other)
animals do not possess and which makes a human being fundamentally different from all
other corporeal beings.91 The human intellect, containing all abovementioned features, rep-
resents a divine element and, since it cannot be understand as mere ability of learning and
accommodation, it makes man the highest being within creation and a subject to whom is
given the possibility of divinisation of his own being. The unique status of human intellect is
also supported by his reflections on unique nature of language and communication.? Cer-
tainly, the substructure of all Origen’s argumentation is biblical text which he, by means of
mindful exegesis, connect with philosophical ideas and different meanings of his age.

86 Princ. 3.1.2.4.

87 Princ. 3.1.2.4.

88 Princ.3.1.2.4.

89 Princ. 15.2.

90 R. Somos, “Is the Handmaid Stoic or Middle Platonic? Some Comments on Origen’s Use of Logic* (in:
Studia Patristica, vol. LVI, M. Vinzent (ed.), Peeters, Leuven, Paris, Walpole 2013, 21-40) and "Strategy of
Argumentation in Origen’s Contra Celsum* (in: Adamantius 18, 2012. 200-217); R. Heine, “Stoic Logic as
handmaid to Exegesis and Theology in Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of John”, Journal of Theological
Studies, n.s. 44.1(1993), 90-117.

91 Cf. H. Chadwick, “Origen, Celsus, and the Stoa’, 36-38; Origen widely discusses of this topic and implicitly
refers on Stoic reflections in addition to biblical text: C. Cels. 4.75-87; Cf. Princ. 3.1.2; Sen., Epist, 121. 19-20, 23.
92 Comm. Jo. 2.26, Hom. Gen. 3.2; cf. Fr. 529 (Sextos Empiricus, Adv. Math. VID 275sq), in: FDS (K. Hiilser,
ed.); Cf. Fr. s29 A (Porphyrius, De abstinentia I1I 2, p. 187,20-24 N.); 531 (Philo, De vita Mosis 1 § 127-129, Vol.
4 p.2295q. C-W), more in: D. Robertson, Word and Meaning in Ancient Alexandria, Theories of Language from
Philo to Plotinus, Ashgate 2008., 45-57.
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Why do Contexts Matter?
The Parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk 10, 27-35)
as an Example

Abstract: The presented study uses the Lukan parable of the Good Samaritan (10, 27-35) in order to
present the shifts in the meaning depending on the reading contexts. After the basic structure of the
original meaning is established, the pragmatic nuances of the parable are illustrated. The research
subsequently throws light on the paradigmatic interpretations in both the medieval and the contem-
porary contexts. It concludes by exemplifying that the polyvalence of meaning is not only dependent
upon the genuine literary structure of the parable, but also on the innate ability of the Christian or-
ganism (Church) to actualize certain features of the sacred text in the concrete life-settings.

Key words: Samaritan, parable, context, meaning.

1. Introduction

The presented research attempts to focus on the role that contexts play in interpretation of
aNew Testament text. Reading one passage through a contemporary lens, even with all the
help that scholarly methods can give, doesn’t always guarantee the assessment of the true
meaning of the text. Moreover, the meaning is always susceptible to contexts of the origin
or the reception of the text. The parable of the Samaritan (Lk 10, 27-35) serves here as an
example for presenting the differences and nuances in the interpretation process. The case
of one parable is particularly interesting owing to its metaphorical language. Due to these
reasons, the presented study attains the following form. After the first part, which tends to
present the original meaning of the story by relying on the factors of the literary and histor-
ical context, an overview of the paradigmatic interpretation of the parable in the Christian
tradition will follow. Only after this basis has been established, the last and third part of
the study will briefly point out to the aspects of the modern understandings of the parable.

2. The original meaning

The fact that the gospels bring more than forty parables, which makes up a third of Jesus’
written message, testifies of the role of Jesus’ metaphorical tales in earliest Christianity®.

1 In the second half of the twentieth century worldwide biblical studies were dominated by particular in-
terest in the interpretation of the parables in their original life-setting. This interest, however, did not receive
a significant reception in (Serbian) Orthodoxy due to many reasons, particularly because of it giving priority
to traditional (patristic) interpretations as a proven experience of faith. See: Dodd, C. H., The Parables of the
Kingdom, New York 1961; Jeremias, J., The Parables of Jesus, New York 1963; Linnemann, E., Jesus of the Parables:
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There are two reasons for communicating in parables, of which the first is cultural, and the
other is a matter of identity. By placing metaphorical images from everyday reality into
a narrative stream, in general, a multifaceted message of special importance is transmit-
ted?, while the special character of the Christian revelation is portrayed through narrative
twists.3 Therefore, the role of speech in parables consists of a call for acceptance of disciple-
ship — the privileged status of which is emphasized by the special nature of the metaphor-
ical language 4, that is, the gradual advancement in Christian teaching through the discov-
ery of the mediated plurality of meaning.

Accordingly, parables have the role of specific cultural spaces in which the Christian
faith is shaped through the experience of revelation from the earliest times. Their cultural po-
sition is inseparable from the revelatory and therefore incomparably deeper than the pedagog-
ical, because the parables are rooted in the (meta)narrative of salvation — first on the historical
and then on the ecclesial level in which the creative memory is realized through the cult. The
narrative world of the parable about the Good Samaritan functions according the same prin-
ciple, which one begins to perceive by reading its text in the literary and historical context.

2.1. The text (Lk 10, 25-37)

The text of the parable is written in Luke’s Gospel and is cited here as an integral part of the
conversation between Jesus and a teacher of the Law about the inheritance of the eternal
life — the quoted text comes from the NRSV translation [remarks, V.T.]:

Introduction and Exposition, New York 1966; Via, D. O., The Parables: Their Literary and Existential Dimen-
sion, Philadelphia 1967; Crossan, J. D., Cliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalance in the Parables of Jesus, New York
1980; Funk, R. W, Parables and Presence: Forms of the New Testament Tradition, Philadelphia 1982; Blomberg,
C., Interpreting the Parables, Leicester 1992; Zimmermann, R., Parabeln in der Bibel: Die Sinnwelten der Gle-
ichnisse Jesu entdecken, Giitersloh 2017.

2 Unlike the priorities that the abstract truth in the Greaco-Roman world had over its picturesque examples
(which is the order of thought in European culture), it was appropriate for a Middle Eastern rabbi to commu-
nicate a message in a metaphorical narrative, which through such vividness became capable of transmitting a
multifaceted message. The basic parable about the sower and seeds (Mk 4, 3-9) as a picture of the transmission
of the word of God, then of the host who leaves the wealth to servants for multiplication (Mt 25, 14-30) or
of the father and two sons (Lk 15, 11-32 ) bring together roles with which the auditorium identifies differently.
Sce: Bailey, K. E., Finding the Lost: Cultural Keys to Luke 15, St. Louis 1992, 21; also by the same author: Poer &
Peasant; Through Peasant Eyes: A Literary-Cultural Approach to the Parables in Luke, Grand Rapids 1983; Jesus
Throngh Middle Eastern Eyes: Cultural Studies in the Gospels, London 2008.

3 The unexpected seed yield, the unpredictable decisions of the host or the unusual moves of a father (see
previous note) point to the reality of God’s presence in Jesus Christ, which transforms the listeners of these
narratives. See: Rindge, M. S., “Luke’s Artistic Parables: Narratives of Subversion, Imagination, and Transfor-
mation”, Int 68 (2014) 403-41s.

4 Having laid out the basic parable about sower and the seeds (Mk 4, 3-9), Jesus makes the distinction be-
tween disciples — those to whom the understanding of the “secret of the Kingdom of God” is given, and those
outside — to whom the laid out is “in stories” (4, 10-12), in order to, in the end, interpret this story only to
students (4, 13-20). This important difference is also indicated by the Gospel writer, symbolically putting the
group of Jesus and the disciples into a boat from where a group of people on the coast listens to the parable
(4 1-2), but not its interpretation. For more see: Heil, J. P., “Reader-response and the narrative context of the
parables about growing seed in Mark 4:1-34”, CBQ 54 (1992) 271-28s.
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25 Just then a lawyer stood up to test Jesus. “Teacher,” he said, “what must I do to inherit eternal
life?” 26 He said to him, “What is written in the law ? What do you read there?” 27 He answered,
“You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your
strength, and with all your mind; and your neighbor as yourself” 28 And he said to him, “You
have given the right answer; do this, and you will live.” 29 But wanting to justify himself, he asked
Jesus, “And who is my neighbor?” [uov minotov]? 30 Jesus replied: “A man was going down from
Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell into the hands of robbers, who stripped him, beat him, and went
away, leaving him half dead. 31 Now by chance a priest was going down that road; and when he
saw him, he passed by on the other side. 32 So likewise a Levite, when he came to the place and
saw him, passed by on the other side. 33 But a Samaritan while traveling came near him; and
when he saw him, he was moved with pity. 34 He went to him and bandaged his wounds, having
poured oil and wine on them. Then he put him on his own animal, brought him to an inn, and
took care of him. 35 The next day he took out two denarii, gave them to the innkeeper, and said,
“Take care of him; and when I come back, I will repay you whatever more you spend.’36 Which of
these three, do you think, was a neighbor to the man who fell into the hands of the robbers?” 37
He said, “The one who showed him mercy.” Jesus said to him, “Go and do likewise.”

2.2. Literary Context

In the reconstruction of the original meaning, the role of the literary context is of twofold
importance. In a narrow sense, the story loses meaning beyond the conversation of the two
rabbis, because it occupies a central place in this duel.® In hopelessness due to confronta-
tion with the evident authority of the Law (see Deut 6, s; Lev 19, 18)8, Jesus’ interlocutor
draws attention from the unsuccessful temptation or opens the topic that he is primari-
ly concerned with: if love for God is not questionable, who is 72y neighbor (pov minaiov)?
Bearing the eternity in the mind, the question is absolutely important, whereby, from the
point of view of one rabbi, it is also very logical: in the spirit of the Jewish Law it is first nec-
essary to define the boundaries of a term so that love will achieve the desired result with-
in them, which corresponds to the Old Testament particularity of a society in which the
acceptance of a neighbor (mhnoiov) must have been a challenge.” Given as a response to

5 To the integrity of the section indicates the separation at the beginning by the words xai idod, while to the
form of the duel, which will be completed by the lesson in the last verse (10, 37), indicates the use of the verbs
dvéoty and éxmepdfwv. In ancient Judaism, these verbs correspond to the context of a public debate that has
been initiated in order to gain or establish a reputation (honor) in society. See: Bovon, E,, Das Evangelium nach
Lukas, EKK I11/2, Ostfildern 2008, 81-87.

6 Returning, as a true Jew, the interlocutor to the Law (cf. Mt 7, 12; Lk 6, 31), Jesus praises his paraphrase
of verses about love for God and neighbor, but in the reverse order of the canonical as expected: for only the
order in which the love of God is a priority can be just to the other and a sure way to salvation. See: Bailey, Jesus
Through Middle Eastern Eyes, 2.87.

7 ‘'The verse about love for the neighbor (Lev 19, 18) limits the notion of minatov to the “people;” which speaks
of its inextricability from physical closeness. A (sacred) place and an origin, did not make the Jews the chosen
people, but a covenant with God (cf. Ex 19, 5-6). The fact that minoiov means closeness, connection deeper than
physical, shows the use of this term in cladistics, where it denotes a gene that is not sortable into existing fami-
lies, and which is missing in similar cases until the formation of a new one. From there, other nations, although
they are neighboring, are not neighbors. And from this, the structure of the society by tribal, gender and other
categories could further motivate the rabbi — as the embodiment of that structure — to demand a definition
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the problem posed, the parable touches on the subject of social structure, the extreme of
which can render the religious experience and the order based on it pointless. More broad-
ly speaking, it is at the beginning of the central part of the gospel of Jesus’ journey to Jeru-
salem (9, 51 — 19, 27) where his crucifixion and resurrection (22-24) will occur, which is not
insignificant.® There is obviously congruence between the parable and Luke’s story about
Jesus Christ in the motives of the journey, suffering and salvation. This congruence proba-
bly maintained the relationship of the parable with the event of salvation in Jesus’ sacrifice
for the other as it was lived, narrated, and finally recorded in Luke’s community (Church).?

2.3. The historical context

Since the action of the parable is embedded in the reality of ancient Palestine, its narra-
tive mechanisms rest on the factors of this historical context, of which three are singled
out here. The image of the Jericho road occupies the first place: thirty steep and curvilin-
car kilometers through the stunning rocky desert meant many opportunities for ambush,
which meant the importance of this section had to leave a special impression on Jesus’ lis-
teners.'% Secondly, the priests and their Levite assistants formed the structure of the Jew-
ish religion (society) with the sacrifice in the center!®. Thirdly, the neighboring people of
Samaritans were considered hostile.*? Although they shared the same roots (see Jn 4, 12),
there was a rather irreconcilable relationship between the two nations. The Jews consid-

of the construction 72y neighbor (nov mnatov), in order to fulfill its law by its application, and thus gain life

eternal. See: Frederik, B., “Parable of the Good Samaritan — an exegesis”, on the web address (visited on 6 of
April 2018.): hteps://episcopal.wordpress.com/2007/11/16/parable-of-the-good-samaritan-an-exegesis.

8 In biblical studies it is often talked about the structure of the so-called “travel narrative” (9, 51 - 19, 27) and

the theological message of positioning the parable of the Samaritan at its beginning. See: Denaux, A., “The

Delineation of the Lukan Travel Narrative within the Overall Structure of the Gospel of Luke”, in: Focant, C.,
(ed.), The Synoptic Gospels. Source Criticism and the New Literary Criticism, BETL 110, Leuven 1993, 359-392;

Busse, U, “A Study of Luke 10 in Context”, HT'S 61 (2005) 81-91; Blajer, P., The Parable of the Good Samaritan

(Luke 10:25-37): Its Function and Purpose within the Lukan Journey Section, Washington 2012.

9 Sece: Barr, L. D., New Testament Story: An Introduction, Belmont 1987; Blowers, P. M., “The regula fidei

and the Narrative Character of Early Christian Faith”, Pro Ecclesia 6 (1997) 199-228; Tatalovi¢, V., “Die

Beriihrungspunkte der traditionellen und narrativen Exegese des Johannesevangeliums’, Philotheos 15 (2015)

83-92, esp. 83-8s.

10 Also: Josephus Flavius (De bello, IV 452-453); Strabo (Geographica, XV1 2, 41).

11 In addition to the priests and Levites, the laymen served in the temple cult whom the parable deliberately
did not mention in order to introduce the figure of Samaritan in the action (see further). According to sourc-
es, a considerable part of the priesthood lived in Jericho, wherefrom they went to Jerusalem for a two-week
ministry. See: Strack, H. L. - Billerbeck, P., Kommentar zum Neuen Iestament ans Talmud und Midyrasch, 11,
Miinchen *1983, 66, 180.

12 The Samaritans came to be by the intermixing of Jewish indigenous people and immigrants from Assyria
during the Babylonian slavery (see 2 Kings 17). Their revolt against Jerusalem and the development of a special

religious practice at Gerizim was initiated by the favors of the Jerusalem cult by the Persian emperor, after
which the conflict was deepened by a series of historical circumstances that led to armed conflicts. According
to the New Testament testimonies, Jews and Samaritans not only did not communicate in the time of Jesus (Jn
4, 9), but the word Samaritan was used as a terrible expression for someone who was considered foul (Jn 8, 48).
See more: Crown, A. D. (ed.), The Samaritans, Tibingen 1989.
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ered the Samaritans so unacceptable in religious and social terms that in Matthew’s gospel,
as the product of the early Christian community closest to the Jewish religion, the apostles
would be advised to avoid the Samaritan cities (10, 5) during the missionary activity, even

though it was intended for all peoples (28, 20)*3.

2.4. Plot (character) analysis

By linking the factors of the literary and historical context, one attains the basis for a cor-
rect analysis of the parable the action of which, according to most literary theorists, is built
by events and characters!®. In relation, however, to the usual interpretation from the per-
spective of the narrated events (robbery, reaction of the passers-by), here it is more prof-
itable to approach the narrative through the skill of performing characters'®, because the
role of the story is to answer the question about the neighbor through the contours of an
ideal. Other than the character of the robbers, whom the narrator was obviously not inter-
ested in, the following thing applies to the figures.

At the center of the story is the character of 2 72an about whom the narrator gives
scarce information, thus achieving an important universality of his appearance. The vic-
tim of the crime was the victim of an attack that could have affected anyone, and being dis-
figured, stripped naked, and nearly dead he avoids any attempt at social classification. The
narrator thus not only transmits the difficult condition of the wounded, but also the real
inability of the passer-by in determining his national, religious and class affiliation. Since
he does not seck help (offering a counter-service), nor does he have the opportunity to give
thanks, this man with his voiceless appearance is a call to the general examination of hu-
manity. In every sense, the scant view of someone is an image of every human being™®.

13 It is nevertheless a testimony of the initial hesitation, since the Gospel message soon arrived in the regions
of Samaria (Acts 8, 4-25). According to John, with the appearance of Jesus Christ the controversial question
of where to pray ceases to be relevant — whether at Gerizim or in Jerusalem (Jn 4, 20). “God is a spirit, and
whoever prays should pray in spirit and truth” (4, 24).
14 At this place, the research relies on the results of intensive collaboration between the biblical studies and
literary theories over the last decades. See: Powell, M. A., What is Narrative Criticism?, Minneapolis 19905
same, The Bible and Modern Literary Criticism. A Critical Assessment and Annotated Bibliography, Westport
1991; Zumstein, J., “Narrative Analyse und neutestamentliche Exegese in der frankophonen Welt”, VaF 41
(1996), 5-27; Marguerat, D. — Bourquin, Y., How to Read Bible Stories. An Introduction to Narrative Criticism,
London 1999; Brooke, G. J. - Kaestli, J. D., Narrativity in Biblical and Related Texts, BETL 149, Leuven 2000;
Resseguie, J. L., Narrative Criticism of the New Testament. An Introduction, Grand Rapids 2005; Marguerat, D.
- Bourquin, Y. - Clerc, E, Pour lire les récits bibliques: initiation a lanalyse narrative, Paris +2009; Finnern, S.,
Narratologie und biblische Exegese. Eine integrative Methode der Erziblanalyse und ibr Ertrag am Beispiel von
Matthius 28, WUNT 1I/28s, Tibingen 2010.
15 Aristotle writes about the rules of characterization (Poct 1454a) and it undoubtedly has a pragmatic role in
Luke’s Gospel. See the following edition, in which there is no special analysis of the characters of the researched
parable: Dicken, F. - Snyder, J. A., Characters and Characterization in Luke-Acts, London 2016.
16 The narrow context of the parable nevertheless suggests a Jewish affiliation of a cerzain man. Beingin danger
when moving away from the Holy city, in addition to the factually risky road to Jericho, can be understood
as an expression of the ancient Jewish understanding (cf. Mt 4, 5-6). After all, the parable, in the conversation
between two Jewish rabbies, wants to produce a certain effect.
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One after another, the priest and the Levite do the same: upon seeing the victim, they
go around him and continue on. Their reasons aren’t given because there is an expectation
for the connection to be made with the nature of the cult which shapes both characters: the
risk of the profaning touch of a corpse (Num 19) and other dangers make the priest and the
Levite — cross to the other side (6vtimapiMdev). Thus, the parable skillfully plays with the mo-
tif of closeness: in the moment when the sight of the victim gains on the account of having
to pass him by, the crossing over to the other side shows how preserving every sense of secu-
rity remains faithful to the conformist stance of the Law. On the other hand, the narrator
accomplishes an important effect through successively portraying the two figures, first of a
high, then of a low rank, both behaving the same way. Demonstrating that the ritual condi-
tionality of their reaction is not accidental'’, the plot calls for an expectation of some figure
whose interest in a fatally wounded man will not be restricted by strict religious norms. Al-
though both the usual contrast in the New Testament narratives as well as the average of Je-
sus’ listeners, who, as ordinary people, might have been favored at the expense of religious
officials, steeped into formalism (compare Lk 6, 20-26), suggest that such an actor should be
a member of the basic social layer in the Jewish society, the real surprise and the main effect
of the story comes with the appearance of the memeber of the neighboring enemy.

Similar to the previous figures, the character of z certain Samaritan is distinguished
by a high degree of universality, but his behavior differs essentially from the reaction of cult
representatives: coming over (mpoaeAdav), he sacrifices time, effort, money and himself to
save the sufferer. Here too, the focus is the motive of proximity which disappears with the
acceptance of the other as the equal: by exposing oneself to the risk that has brought arozh-
er person to a near-death state, the Samaritan heals the man’s wounds as his own, and after-
wards in taking care of him uses personal means (time, effort, donkey, money) and adjusts
his future to the condition of the wounded. By achieving multiple connections with the
sufferer, the Samaritan overcomes existing distances and becomes his neighbor, with the
stranger’s initial move consciously represented by the verb #o have pity (omhoryyvilopon)™.
By the fact that the ritual root of this verb does not separate the act of personal sacrifice
from the emotional response to what has been seen on the way to Jericho — the response
similar to the plucking of the (sacrificed) innards, it turns out that the actions of an outsid-
er, selfless and originating from the inside, are radically different from those which belong
to ofhicial insiders, but which are systematically directed by the sacrificial cult.

The analysis carried out shows how religious structuralism as an obstacle to the real
meaning of sacrifice and other matters of faith was criticized through a parable: an order

17 Two details are given: the adverb by chance (vaée cuyvplay) only in the description of the first passer-by
and the fact that the Levite acts the same as the priest, although the reference section of the law on ritual purity
(Num 19) and the prohibition of coming into contact with the corpse does not directly address the Levites. Jesus
obviously wants to show the attitude of the spiritual elite of his time, and not the behavior of certain individuals.
18 The root of this verb is related to the carliest forms of ritualism. In the carliest Greek literature, the noun
omhdyye signified the sacrificed innards of the animals, and the verb omhayyvedw the consummation of the
offering; only in Judeo-Christian literature, in conjunction with Jesus and the protagonists of his parables, the
verb omharyyvifopar attains the meaning of pity. See: Koester, “omhdyye’, TDNT VII (G. Kittel), 548-549.
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which survives solely through concern about itself is not interested in the fate of a man. The
parable thus responds to the initial question about the neighbor, to whom the represen-
tative of the neighboring enemy ironically states that the tendency for systemic resolution
should be corrected by personal responsibility, that is, unreserved readiness to accept an-
other man in specific circumstances. In this way, in accordance with the role of Jesus” meta-
phorical tales, the parable functions as a specific platform on which the listener is strategi-
cally brought to the example of a surprising overcoming of distances, so as to notice his zone
of comfort and come to change attitudes. In that role, the surprising appearance of the Sa-
maritan is not real, nor is the attitude toward this fictive character a subject of Jesus’ prime
interest — although some facts could have been inspiration for its origin®®, but it is a part
of a fiction meant for a pragmatic cause. Since, however, the key experience of this fiction
is not the same if one takes into consideration the phenomenon of the Biblical text, that is,
the variable position of recipients in its genesis, then it is also important to indicate here the
nuance of the original meaning in the hermeneutics of Jesus’ oral and Luke’s written words.

2.5. The nuances of the original meaning

In the analysis so far, the question of the correspondence of Luke’s text with the content of
the historical event has not been asked yet. However, it is not a pointless one, since process of
writing presupposes a distance to historical reality?®. But can a distinction be made between
the parable from the time of Jesus and the parable as a literary work in Luke’s time from the
position of a contemporary reader? Such distinctions in Orthodoxy are not common and
are increasingly overcame on other meridians of Christian exegesis. Predicting the hypothet-
icality and, therefore, the ineffectiveness of this differentiation at the diachronic level, there-
by taking into account the real possibility of Luke’s authenticity, the nuances of the original
meaning are more significantly perceived at the pragmatic level of the story. Unambiguously
highlighted by the character of a rabbi that provides the recipient with a place in Jesus’ audi-
torium, this level shows that there is a difference in beinga listener and a reader of the parable.

1) By placing the collected factors of the literary and historical context of the parable
(2.2-3) in its oral plane, one understands that the position of the listener in dealing with the
character of a religious other exceeds the category of neutral observer. Two things testify to
the fact that the listener was not called to experience the appearance of a surprising mod-
el from a distance, but precisely from the place of a victim2?, To the immediate listener, at

19 Recently, it is written about the parable as a result of the interpretation of the event described in 2 Dan 28,
about which see: Spencer, E S., “2 Chronicles 28:5-15 and the Parable of the Good Samaritan”, W77 46 (1984)
317-349; Kalimi, I, “Robbers on the Road to Jericho: Luke’s Story of the Good Samaritan and Its Origin in
Kings/Chronicles”, EThL 85 (2009) 47-53; Scheffler, E., “The assaulted (man) on the Jerusalem - Jericho road:
Luke’s creative interpretation of 2 Chronicles 28:15”, H7S 69 (2013) 1-8.

20 With the emergence of a text about a historical reality its world also arises, from which this reality cannot
be directly reached. See: Ricceur, P., “La fonction hermencutique de la distanciation’, in: Bovon, F. — Rouiller,
G. (eds.), Exegesis, Neuchatel 1975, 201-215; also: same, Temps et recit: Lordre philosophique, Paris 1983.

21 To this perspective pointed: Funk, R. W., “The Good Samaritan as Metaphor”, Semeia 2 (1974) 75-84;
McDonald, J. I. H., “The View from the Ditch — and Other Angles: Interpreting the Parable of the Good
Samaritan”, SJ7h 49 (1996) 21-37.
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first, a well-known scene of a risky section must have left an impression, which is why the
question, in the end, got the following meaning: If you also experienced this, who would
have been your neighbor? The ability of a universally represented victim to accept every-
one’s own character stands in support of this, and so does an important detail of his descrip-
tion: as half-dead, this actor functions as a space from which the listener experiences the re-
actions of the passers-by without the possibility of influencing them. He probably does not
like that the priest and the Levite pass him by, although he could understand their reasons;
awaiting a resolution in the appearance of his compatriots, he is surprised by the appear-
ance of the Samaritan. Even more than that! Being paralyzed by his injuries, he, in direct
confrontation with the actions of his enemy, is forced to live through the “hell” of accepting
love from an unexpected source?2, A Jew would not allow Samarian to touch him, let alone
serve him. No Jew would have endured such actions unless he was completely helpless?3.
2) Some changes in understanding could come from a recipient who read the para-
ble in the gospel as a literary work. Thus, the most basic level of change comes already with
the distance to the narrated location: by not necessarily coming from areas where the risks
of traveling through the Jewish desert were close, the reader did not even have to feel the
closeness of the situation in which a certain man tound himself. However, the distance to
the victim did not progress only by this distancing, but the change in the reader’s focus was
also influenced by the way of narrating about Jesus Christ. First of all, one of the main fea-
tures of the Gospel of Luke is characterization of the protagonist through episodes which
favor socially marginalized individuals, and by that, probably certain groups within Luke’s
community?*, In company of a prodigal son (1s, 11-32), poor Lazarus (16, 19-31), despised
tax collector (18, 9-14) and similar figures, the Samaritan also gets a certain recognition

22 Although the duration of this state is very short at the level of time of narrative — it only lasts a few sentences,
but it is intense. In the imagination of a “half-dead listener” comes the projection of the narrator’s time which
extends the action to the Samaritan’s arrival in the future, with the level of intolerance being so high that the
rabbi in the end avoids pronouncing the word Samaritan, but states that the one who did the deed of mercy has
shown himself to be the neighbor (10, 37).

23 At this, chronologically oldest level, the parable is not only a critique of religious but also ethnic formalism:
the revelation in Jesus Christ is obviously a general surprise in structured Jewry. In this respect, the phenome-
non of a religious other overcomes the pragmatism of a surprising example, and this figure, although fictitious,
takes on the rea/ dimensions when met with a direct listener. Moreover, it could be said that the reality of the
Samaritan comes from the listener’s ability to fully identify with the victim and accept the narrated events as
his own. At that level, dealing with a surprising example has a much more powerful effect, because the listener
can go and do thus (10, 37) only if he experiences emancipation in a cathartic real encounter with a radically
different one.

24 The parable fits into the general desire of Luke’s Gospel to involve representatives of marginalized social
groups in the answer to the question of the neighbor: the apostates, the non-Jews, and those who, according to
the standards of the Judaism, befit a very long way and the overwhelming goal of socialization. The reality of
the community in Jesus Christ has been communicated to them, and this mainly with criticism at the expense
of religious practice. The history of biblical interpretation shows that such characters are always the paradigms
of certain types of faith, and it is not impossible to play such a role in the original Luke’s context. In this regard,
see the recent study: Autero, E., Reading the Bible Across Contexts: Luke’s Gospel, Socio-Economic Marginality
and Latin American Biblical Hermeneutics, BIS 145, Leiden 2016.
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and autonomy. And secondly, the correspondence of the narrative of the parable with the
motives of Jesus’ path, calvary and salvation at the height of the Gospel story leads to the
understanding of the stranger’s figure as an imitation of Jesus. The protagonists of the par-
ables do as Christ would, they are the representatives of the Christian ideal: of this testifies
the title of the parable, acquired with time — about the merciful Samaritan.®

The observed nuances of the original meaning are certainly not definitive. Motivat-
ed by other examples, Jesus’ immediate listeners may have been more interested in identify-
ing with a merciful stranger, while the readers of Luke’s Gospel, again, were not prevented
from developing an interest for the fate of the victim. Moreover, in the light of the tradi-
tional reading of the parable, the figure of the Samaritan may always have a role of some
current example, in which is his greatest strength. The essence of nuancing actually has a
different goal, which is shown here as being twofold. In the initial intentions, the distinc-
tion between the oral and the written level points to the phenomenon of the biblical text.
That is to say, it points the fact that the text as such, despite the inherent possibilities, al-
ways suggests a certain direction of interpretation. In addition, however, the observed nu-
ances indicate another phenomenon, which is the creative ability of the ecclesiastic organ-
ism — which produces and unifies New Testament texts — to knowingly change the focus
of understanding when switching from the oral to the written level. Precisely this ability to
adapt to the needs of a concrete life reality in Luke’s time, through losing its form but not
the essence, ought to be understood as traditional in a real sense. Noting it provides a good
basis for showing paradigmatic meaning of a story in the Christian tradition.

3. The meaning in tradition

Without going into sometimes complex definitions of what tradition is, it is sufficient to
point out that the literary tradition in Christianity is made up of works of the acclaimed
authors (Church-fathers), with whose help the younger generations find the meaning of
Biblical and other events. In the process of the genesis of a traditional interpretation of the
parable, one method of interpretation deserves attention. It is allegoresis, which starts with
Origen and Irenaeus, and is then worked out by Augustine?® and finally accepted among
later writers?’. According to it, the entire story of Jesus Christ can be recognized in the

25 At this level, the original element of diversity secems to be losing its primary importance. If the Samaritan
is a model of the Christian ethos and an additional and encouraging representation of one group in the con-
text of early Christian relativization of ethnic and religious origin (see Gal 3, 23-29), then the reality of God’s
presence, which comes through the imitation of this (almost Christian) character indirectly contributes to the
relativization of its ethnic and religious otherness. Thus, the perception of the parable at the literary level could
differ from the one in the orally-auricular: That which the Samaritan does becomes much more important for
identity than where he is from, to which the final words of Jesus spur: Go, and do thus (10,57 ).
26 Augustine, Quaestiones Evangeliorum 2, 19. Regarding the extensive bibliography of Augustinian exegesis
see: Young, F. M., Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture, Cambridge 1997, 265-284; Teske, R.,
“St. Augustine on the Good Samaritan’, y: Van Fleteren, F. — Schaubelt, J. (eds.), Augustine the Exegete, New
York 2001, 347-367.
27 Dodd, Parables, 11-13. Also: Roukema, R., “The Good Samaritan in Ancient Christianity”, /'C 58 (2004)
56-74; Stavrianos, K., “The Parable of the Good Samaritan in Patristic Thought”, GOTR 57 (2012) 29-48.
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parable of the Samaritan®®, However, does this replacement of the literary and historical
frames of the parable with the plane of the Christian metanarrative mean injustice to the
biblical text and its interpretation? Is not the correct interpretation precisely suggested by
the text? Moreover, how is it possible that this meaning becomes more traditional than the
original one? Does this interpretation imply relativization of the key motive of religious
and national otherness? Ought we to strive to transform the tradition by returning the
original meaning to its center through modern exegetical efforts? The answer to the ques-
tions posed is not possible without taking into account the context of Augustine’s allegory,
in which three closely related reasons are observed.

In principle, the matching of advancing distance to the historical frame of the sto-
ry by adapting biblical texts to the system of Christian doctrine in Augustine’s time had
to lead the integration of key factors of the parable (journey, affiliation, hostility) into the
theological texture of a culture in expansion. Parables are no longer cultural spaces con-
nected by the Gospel and other narratives, but parts of a global cultural edifice in which
they become conformed to the dominant manifestation of Christian metanarrative. How-
ever, although such an interpretation seemingly relativizes the basic mechanism of the sto-
ry — with the motive of otherness in the center, this again is not without #raditional foun-
dations. On the one hand, medieval readers of Luke do as their predecessors did, because
the pragmatics of the book and the interpretations inspired by it lead to the recognition of
Jesus in the image of the Samaritan. Such a course had to take a special hold in the fourth
century in view of the progress of literacy and the availability of the biblical text, especial-
ly in the literary corpus — the codex. On the other hand, so that the metaphorical world of
the parable would not be mistaken for a language of some kind of cautionary tale (c.g. Ac-
sopian fable) about distant exotic times, but to preserve its original role of the actualization
of revelation, the actual lived narrative of salvation was consciously pointed out in its nar-
rative stream. Augustine’s allegoresis, thus, does not overlook the main mechanism of the
story, but creatively reshapes it according to the demands of his time, in which it strives to
show itself essentially (and not literally) traditional: if, therefore, Jesus’ actions in rescuing
a man are realistic, then it is possible to treat someone else like that, no matter who it is. At
the same time, however, one can not dispute the conceptual intimacy of this interpretation
with the monolithic structure of Christian culture in the golden age in whose safe centers
religious otherness was not a frequent phenomenon.

28 According to this interpretation, the sufferer represents the first man (Adam) or mankind in general, and
the cities are halves of the Christian metanarrative — Jerusalem of the heavens, and Jericho of the mortality.
The act of rebellion leads to the half-dead state, in which the role of fallen angels, represented by the robbers,
is played. Characterized by the priest and the Levite, Judaism does not have the capacity to help the fallen
man, while Christ has it. For the healing of the sinful devastation of mankind, he - like the Samaritan — comes
among men, overpowering the insurmountable gap between heaven and earth. But, as Christianity is not just
a teaching, but rather a series of events based on incarnation, the wounded is put on a scoop and then handed
over to the Church (inn). The next day, or in the new epoch (after the resurrection), two coins are given to the
people as symbols of the commands of love (of God and neighbor) or as a sign of two-fold life (carthly and
heavenly). The appearance of the innkeeper corresponds to the Apostle Paul, and the stranger’s return in the
future — the second coming of Jesus Christ, with which mankind will eventually be redeemed.
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4. The meanings in the contemporary context

By locating the Parable in different contexts, a notion of the legacy of its interpretation is
acquired?. Through established exegetical forms in the Church culture (sermons, com-
mentaries, etc.), but also works of academic, especially popular genre, layers of meaning
continue to find the way through the organism of the Church. Although the proposed
work can not give a systematic cross-section of interpretations in Serbian Orthodoxy, it
is not difficult to notice that in most cases, as a rule focused on the importance of mercy,
the bridge between the parable and the more important challenges of modern society is
missingso. The traditionality of interpretation is largely achieved by meeting the basic re-
ligious needs through the repetition of the models of the past, which is somewhat under-
standable in view of the historical circumstances in which (Serbian) Orthodoxy survived
during the last centuries®™.

On the other hand, the narrative and title of the parable are not unknown to a secu-
lar society. In relation to the form of the merciful Samaritan, represented in narrower reli-
gious frames, the term (good) Samaritan more broadly refers to a merciful man, and under
the expression Samaritanism — to mercy towards those in need. In the media sphere, there
is almost no use of these expressions outside of readiness for mercy at a given moment32,
However, although the public sphere is in direct contact with the challenges of modern so-
ciety (which it does not have to be aware of ), the fact is that by using these terms it does
not go further than emphasizing the primordial value of one’s deed. And this is, in rela-
tion to the located opprotunities, understandable: the randomly constructed relationship
of contemporary culture with the, in the past century, repressively treated domain of reli-
gion has prevented a firmer reliance on heritage that still lacks a more determined connec-
tion with the current reality.

In the light of what’s been said here, the traditional connection of the parable with
life challenges would be, above all, respect for ozherness, but with the aspect of neighbor-
ly hospitality accompanying it. As it has been shown, Jesus’ teaching about the neighbor is
given precisely through such circumstances, which are nevertheless not relativized in the
domain of interpretiation. The Balkan region is not bereft of such circumstances, where

29 The proposed paper does not include the domain of visual interpretation of the parable, of which see more
in: Hosoda, A., Darstellungen der Parabel vom barmberzigen Samariter, Petersberg 2002.

30 This is not always the case — an unsigned essay at the following address (probably the author of the site)
gives an exegesis attempt in a contemporary context, although without respecting religious and ethnical oth-
erness as the main mechanisms of the story (visited on 6 of April 2018): https://upodobljavanje.wordpress.
com/2016/01/21/MHAOCTHBH-CAMAPjaHUH.

31 Of which see more: Tatalovi¢, V., “Orthodox New Testament Scholarship in Serbia’, in: Zhe Holy Spirit and
the Church according to the New Testament. Sixth International East-West Symposium of New Testament Scholars,
Belgrade, August 25 to 31, 2013, ed. P. Dragutinovic, K.-W. Niebuhr, J. B. Wallace, WUNT 1/354, Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck 2015, 39-72, esp. soff.

32 Sce e.g. the news about a passerby being saved from certain death (visited on 6 of April 2018): https://www.
blic.rs/vesti/svet/dobri-samaricanin-policija-pronasla-heroja-koji-je-spasao-mladica-sigurne-smrti/ 6 pw6wdr.
Even the mercy extended to pets is put in the same category (visited on 6™ of April 2018): http://starogradski.
com/vesti/dobri-samaricanin-u-pravom-smislu-reci-ukoliko-ste-izgubili-psa-ovaj-covek-ga-je-pronasao-foto/.
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the parable, at least from the perspective of Serbian Orthodoxy, could be actualized as a
story of a merciful Croat, a Bosnian Muslim or another, which is incomparably more im-
portant than the reminder of the virtue of mercy®3. Moreover, for such an authentic in-
terpretation, of which the initiative should come from the religious domain, there are not
only cultural bases, but sometimes also historical facts, which is why the actualization can
lead to a wider cultural reflection3®. In this case, the parable almost has that original revela-
tory power, in which the final command — Go and do likewise! (10, 37) — ceases to support
the religious moralism and opens towards the well-being of society.

5. Conclusion

The research conducted on the example of one biblical episode, leads one towards a mul-
tifaceted conclusion. First, in accordance with the initial demand of the subject, the orig-
inal structure of Jesus’ metaphorical narrative about the Good Samaritan has been recog-
nized. Following that, the things change applying the level of pragmatics: the main point
of reader’s identification may either be the wounded man or the Samaritan. Furthermore,
through this study the specificity of interpretation in tradition is exemplified, as well as the
characteristics of parable reception in the contemporary context. In no case is the outcome
of the interpretation monolithic. Regarding that, the research points to the inherent abil-
ity of the ecclesial organism to produce and conceive a use of the sacred text. This implies
alevel of self-critique when it comes to interpretation in the contemporary circumstances.

33 Nenad Ilic,author of ashort essay published on the internetaddress, is thinkingin this direction (visited on 6
of April 2018): https://stanjestvari.com/2014/11/30/haxon-nenap-usuh-p06pu-camapuhanun/#more-10363.
34 Such is, for example, Serbian melodrama Circles (2013), directed by Srdan Golubovié. After the January
1993 event in Trebinje — the death of Srdjan Aleksi¢ (1966-1993), a Serb from Herzegovina, in an attempt to
defend Alan Glavovi¢ from the beatings Serb soldiers were inflicting on the Bosnian Muslim. In the final stages,
the film subtly uses images of the Samaritan parable, whose place is taken by Aleksi¢’s father, who rescues and
almost adopts an injured young man, the son of one of Srdan’s killers, on an inaccessible terrain (road). See
more about the film and criticism at the following address (visited on 6* of April 2018): http://www.imdb.
com/title/tt1839522/2ref_=fn_al_tt_».
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Christianity today is deeply conflicted and torn apart by conflicts that originated in the Post-
Nicene era through Augustine, but were resurrected by Luther, and fully realized in Post-Refor-
mation times by Hobbes. While Hobbes is the evil genius posthumously presiding over the post
9/11 world, he merely exploited flaws in Christian anthropology and political theory originating in
Augustine’s City of God. While freedom to Hobbes ultimately means nothing more than the mad
dream of escaping from the Dionysian furies that haunt reason and bubble under the Western tradi-
tion, he artfully uses scripture, particularly the Old Testament, to justify his evil project of destroy-
ing the city, denying the soul and dealing a death blow to Jesus’ gospel. In this, Hobbes but follows
in Augustine’s steps. It was the so-called Doctor of Grace who moved the West towards cynical po-
litical theology and corrupt clericalism. By his novel doctrine of original sin and belief that civic life
could never be better than punishment for unrequited human depravity, Augustine justifies war, ra-
tionalizes slavery and valorizes ecclesiastical and political tyranny. Rather than trying to support
communities that follow the loving spirit of the Gospel, his priority is to defend dire dogma and up-
hold centralizing Roman hegemony. As a result, Africa was lost to Islam and fascism would get theo-
logical support for its murderous mandates. I turn to Eric Voegelin for a less linear and non-dogmat-
ic account of how the tradition can be understood. Voegelin’s closely argued insights into the order
of reality and meaning of history may be the means by which the tradition can be saved. His philos-
ophy of consciousness is the best response to the perennial desire to unite the Hobbesian militant
state with a Manichean City of God. He protects Christianity from the constant Satanic tempta-
tion to turn the spirit of the Gospel into a literal law that condemns and kills.

Keywords: Hobbes, Augustine, Eric Voegelin, City of God, Leviathan, Sovereign, Predestination,
Soul, Original Sin

This paper takes its origin from the ugly fact, first predicted by Pierre Manent soon after
9/11, and now all too self-evident, that we live in a nakedly Hobbesian agc.1 In such an era
the President or Executive is the golden font of all morality; transcendent religious or com-
mon moral principles have no authority over him. Human existence is openly said to be
ruled by a crass set of priorities, first of which is life itself. There is no meaning to the classi-
cal idea of a good life, ethical or political; my secure being is the highest good, and anyone
adding on family values: fertility, safety and the hope of material ‘commodious’ satisfac-
tion, receives prayerful gratitude and unquestioning obedience from the faithful.

Yet Hobbes is also brazenly this-worldly and exclusively materialistic in his account
and view of man, human institutions, nature and reality. Everything human, not just trad-

1 Pierre Manent, Democracy Without Nations? trans. Paul Seaton (Delaware: ISI Books, 2013) p. 15-16.
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ed goods and services, is matter in motion.2 While prudent concern for personal security,
his highest priority, leads Hobbes to use religious terms on occasion; it is clear that such
language is conventional3: determined wholly by the sovereign power and used by it to
order the otherwise fractious ways of the collections of self-programming beings that it
is covenanted to protect from all threats, internal or external, physical or ideological. If
Hobbes believes in a God, it is Epicurean and material; an incorporeal substance is an ab-
surdity.* Hobbes physically and temporally distant First Cause is removed from the real
causes of law and morality in the vile quotidian reality he depicts. Until violent rulers make
laws bite, God is virtually dead, no act is unjust and anything is permitted.> And as all right
is from power, the enforcer of justice is never subject to it.% In this state most men are con-
sumers, led by life’s ananke to kill their own souls and savage other bodies.

Hobbes’ solution to this chaos is monistic, efficient, logical and silent. He is ill-dis-
posed towards the animated arguments and multiple points of view that typify healthy
political life. And all talk of a logos or correspondence between the classic triad of a hu-
man soul, a just polity or commonwealth, and a transcendent cosmic order is so centrifu-
gal and treasonous that it must be fought by any scare tactic or rhetorical device available
to him. Humans are best and safest when they are taken from a city of speech and sent to
the suburbs. There their bodies may safely flourish around commodities. But outside a city,
humans also become generic and indistinguishable from other types; trade forces them
to become all things to all people, and family roles -especially when performed in accor-
dance with rigid religious norms- reduce or deny the unique potential of individual souls.
Hobbes tries to take us all to a time when we will all be herd animals, seen, ruled and guard-
ed by a sacred sovereign shepherd; noisy thought or prayer disrupts his work.

From Hobbes’ crass standpoint the soul must wither away because its immortal de-
sires make it unafraid of death and willing to challenge the sovereign’s authority. It is possi-
ble to argue that the first Christians were able to question Roman power in a way the Jews
never could because they were not burdened by 613 impossible purity laws, oppressive tax-
es, religious tithes and sacred family obligations that left them unable to resist either Caesar
and Rome, or the corrupt priestly class of Jerusalem that worked in cahoots with him. We
should note that while the Pharisees believed in the afterlife, the more orthodox Scribes
and Sadducees did not. The covenanted pledge made to Abraham by God only had to do
with his offspring’s fecundity. He would die but his seed would live forever.” And even if
not, he would die happy, and men just like him would continue his lifestyle.

Hobbes notoriously defines human life before the time of the sovereign state, as be-
ing “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short® Left to ourselves we are fickle and feckless,

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Introduction.
Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.15

Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.4

Hobbes, Leviathan, Lis

Hobbes, Leviathan, 11.18

Genesis 17

Hobbes, Leviathan, 113
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driven every which way by our appetites and quite unable to rule and be ruled in turn as
Aristotle, Hobbes™ bete noire, would have us live.? To him thought is merely the scout or
servant of the desires,1° basically adding or “rcckoning.”n Incapable of justly ordering de-
sires or fears, it only causes them to expand towards quantifiable excess. In short, life pace
Aristotle, has neither purpose nor point of natural rest. It is an endless race of Power for
power'? where, unlike Socrates and like Hobbes' sire, each father betrays all presumed ob-
ligations towards any putative product of passion as he flees from death.

Socrates may have been killed for questioning how virtue was supposed to be hand-
ed down from father to son, but he certainly believed that all men were capable of ruling
themselves, acting justly and setting examples of integrity. Despite his poverty, plebian or-
igins, ugliness, and age, all or any of which would have justified a Hobbesian way of life,
Socrates resolutely insisted that the Gods would support one who lived an erotic life of vir-
tue that repudiated any claim to knowledge of how to manipulate them.!® The only pre-
condition for happiness seems to have had to do with participating in a just polity, a com-
munity geared towards making a good life possible for all or most of its citizens.1*

This confidence went on to become the basis of a tradition inaugurated by Aristo-
tle that promised intellectual or divine virtue to a few but promised to make happiness
available for all who practiced moral virtue in a city.!® This latter quality was based on a

regimen of habit or imitation;®

it was soon to be offered by Alexander to the entire Hel-
lenized world and also served as the foundation of Stoic self-control, a way of life that
stressed the power of mind to master our natural bodily responses of fear, pain or repug-
nance.” Even if Stoic apathy involved separation from the love, friendships and civic ac-
tivism of Socrates, it was possible to speak of a good man being happy or at least tranquil
in any context. As we shall see, this claim would soon be angrily opposed by St. Augustine.

Hobbes account of the war of every man against every man'® explains the tense so-
cio-political climate of our time, or at least its implicit insecurities, better than anything
given by Socrates, Jesus or even Aristotle. But he has far more in common with Augustine,
with respect to rhetoric and basic world-view, than we could possibly suppose. Instead of
an account of the good life, both thinkers offer a political theology that sees chaos as the
natural state and demands servitude to a tyrant as the price for ‘salvation’ from this ugly
condition. It is as if the ‘ground of being’ is no longer accessible to thought; only a dra-
conian thumotic regime can rule our blind inner passions of evil, fear and hatred. It even

9 Aristotle, Politics, V1.2 (1317b)

10 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.8

11 Hobbes, Leviathan, L

12 Hobbes, Leviathan. L1

13 Plato, Apology 41d

14 Plato, Crito sic-e, Republic 1. 330a

15 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, L1 (1103b)
16 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1L1 (1103a-b)
17 Epictetus, Enchiridion, #1

18 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.13

265



266

NALIN RANASINGHE

seems as if the offered cure turns out to be a tacit acquiescence of the ontological prima-
cy of strife. In short, the Peace of Babylon negotiated with so much fanfare by St. Augus-
tine and Hobbes demands that our souls leave the city and go into internal and infernal
exile. But we must ask if they have blocked access to the Cosmos and the God of Hospital-
ity.2? In short, does the Western Tradition necessarily lead through Augustine and Thom-
as Hobbes to Trump, or is the grace-filled good life lived and promised us by Socrates and
Jesus still available today? Can we quit our walled-in Cyclopean caves?

Augusto Del Noce defines Modernity, specifically modern philosophy, as a point
of no-return;2? there is an irreversibility about the rationalistic and necessitarian process
now defining itself as philosophy by which all that is supernatural and spiritual was purged
from thought. His words help us see that eros and wonder have been superannuated by a
philosophy become wise. But should our power of wonder not question this Peace of Bab-
ylon? How was it that the very so-called pagan influences that brought Jesus to the world
were expelled by the clericalism that resumed power once Christianity was the state reli-
gion? The Theodosian Church closed down Plato’s academy and crowed that the oracles
were silent; but since access to the erotic roots of the philosophic tradition also ended
with its Pyrrhic victory over paganism, have we now no choice but to meekly accept our
post-lapsarian state? This is what Augustine and Hobbes would have us do, but is ultimate
authority is so violent that where mere survival is grace, all power is just?

This is why, before silently ratifying this deal again, we ask if Hobbes has stacked
the deck so that only life and bodies matter and the virtues of a ghostly soul are denied.
But now the plot thickens; the dead souls Hobbes treats so scornfully have been starved
of spiritual oxygen, the original Greek texts, for twelve centuries. But Hobbes only makes
explicit secret clauses of the Peace of Babylon made by Augustine; to seal the power of his
Latin Church, now split from the Greek Empire, the saint let our souls wither away. No
longer trusting in a soul’s humanistic powers for love, friendship and generosity, we rely on
Church ritual. Religion is now the only way, truth and method for good men to be saved. It
will later be opposed or supplemented by the materialistic methods of scientific positivism;
for while bitter foes, a priest and a scientist yet share anti-humanistic hate. It is this strange
relation of Hippo to Hobbes that we must study. Both men mock classical learning, evac-
uate cities and deny friendship to save us from strife. They hide our minds and bodies in
dark suburbs, labs or churches but visit grave harm on our political souls. The divine logos
of relational speech is thus traded for rhetoric, jargon and banal twitter.

We shall first return to Hobbes, seeking to understand how this avowed materialist
and virtual atheist made it possible for many political regimes -our own included- to be
both nominally Christian and effectively Social Darwinist, before then tracing his intellec-
tual origins through Luther and Calvin back to Augustine’s singular view of Christianity.
Total honesty must be our only guide as we try to grasp the right relation between the ori-

19 Homer, Odyssey, IX.120fL.
20 Augusto Del Noce, The Crisis of Modernity, trans. Lancellotti (Montreal, McGill/Queen’s Univ. Press,

2014) p. 3
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gins of the Greco-Christian tradition and our current plight of pious alienation from it to-
day. It could well be that insidious Hobbesian hypocrisy is the truest cause of this ugly state.

Hobbes’ most influential work Leviathan was written against the grim background
of the just concluded English Civil War and the even bloodier Thirty Years War. Both con-
flicts made him value life and peace at any cost; they also lead him to conclude that reli-
gious strife was the most potent source of war and chaos. He strongly believed that while a
common faith was necessary to hold a nation together, it also had to be subordinate to po-
litical power. Neither atheism nor religious pluralism were viable options in his view. He
was thrown back to the time of his beloved Thucydides. Faction or ‘szatis’ had raised its
ugly head again and draconian means were needed to deal with it. So Bodin’s recent idea of
Sovereignty is provided invincible (albeit ironic) divine armor by godless Hobbes.

The terrible wars of Hobbes’ time derived from the same common root: The Protes-
tant Reformation. Suddenly the authority of the religious tradition and government itself
was called into question. By re-translating the Bible and making it available in the vernac-
ular Erasmus and Luther had made it possible for priestly authority to be circumvented;
one could now claim that the Church’s laws had very little to do with the true words of Je-
sus. Even worse, papal and kingly authority itself was compromised by the apocalyptic tone
of holy scripture; suddenly every man could become a prophet or interpreter of the word
of God. Although Luther violently opposed the peasant revolt that broke out just after his
New Testament was printed in Germany, his authority as mere translator was of little im-
portance once it was compared to that of the divine words he had translated so well.

The problem posed by the translation of the Bible was only compounded by the
printing press and ready availability of firearms; a lowly peasant armed with gun and Bi-
ble was suddenly the equal of any king, bishop or nobleman. In effect then, these develop-
ments had thrown mankind back into the state of nature; even as the Church vainly pro-
tested that the deeply flawed thousand-year-old Vulgate translation of St. Jerome was made
sacred by its very longevity. This argument was based on a claim made by Augustine in Je-
rome’s day?! but it no longer served to justify the manifest disparity between the is’ of the
unfair present and the millennial ‘ought’ of scripture -especially while Luther’s watch word

“Sola Scriptura” echoed in the ears of the wholly devout and the wrongly deprived.

Though one might expect a godless man to be hostile to religion, this is not how this
this priest’s son argues. Atheist or not, religion is essential to his project. Craftily mindful
of Christ’s claim that he had come not to alter Moses’s Law but to fulfill it,22 Hobbes tries
to be a lawgiver “in those days when there was no king in Israel and each man did what he
wanted.”?3 He aims to build a skybridge between this pre-Christian era and his own age;
from here he will set up a new basis for law, order and a militant messianic monarchy; we
must not forget that the Messiah was originally supposed to be a warlord. His tactic of
jumping over the Gospels to return to Old Testament times seemed appropriate since the

21 Augustine, 7he City of God, Henceforth CG trans. R. W. Dyson (Cambridge University Press, 1998) XV.14.
22 Matthew s.17
23 Judges 21.25, Hobbes, Leviathan, 111. 40
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unity of Roman Christendom had shattered; it was also less incongruous since there were
no Jews in England when Leviathan was published. Indeed, it was Cromwell who let the
Jews return for reasons that may have had also to do with the Puritan preference for the
Old Testament; In any event, both Hobbes and Cromwell’s commonwealth spoke and op-
crated in the idiom of the Old Testament. It is also striking that many American settlers
thought this way. While Locke’s influence supplanted Hobbes’ sway in England, Hobbes
still deeply inspired the Christianity of the Puritan North and slaveholding South.

Although Hobbes is in fact an atheist, he could surely claim in mitigation that he
not only believes that religion is essential, but even sets out to create an artificial deity out
of the moral and religious chaos brought about at the time of the Reformation. “Let there
be Fear” could be the first words spoken by his Leviathan as it rises from the formless void;
in other words, Hobbes believing in the need for God but not believing that such a deity
exists in fact, recalls or resurrects the fearsome Old Testament deity to save the world. The
virtual orphan seems to claim that an imagined god/father is better than none at all.

Yet the redemption Hobbes™ god offers is quite different from that given by Jesus.
While the New Testament God brings forgiveness from sin and unchains Israel from the
harsh laws of Moses, Hobbes secks to liberate us from a political freedom that we are far
too sinful or weak to use rightly. Like the children of Isracl who asked Moses to return
them to the ‘fleshpots of Egypt;2* post-Reformation man is far too fickle and fractious
to rule himself. Even the self-knowledge provided by the mechanistic science of the time,
a way of truth that Hobbes fully subscribed to himself, paints man as a random assembly
of atoms blown hither and thither by fortune and necessity. This corresponds to Hobbes’

“war of every man against every man.”?> Worse yet, a man is so incontinent he cannot even
rule himself; he fears this inner anarchy but can no do more than fear himself.

The bitter conflict between natural law and natural right necessitates that man
should be ruled by something stronger than himself for his own good; only in this way can
a man’s basic right to life and his primal instinct against self-harm be reconciled meaning-
fully. Hobbes sets out to make our fear of death and chaos the basis for a benign tyranny de-
livering the best of all possible outcomes for man’s fundamentally un-political nature. His
audacious response is to substitute a materialistic model of man?® and physical happiness
for a classical and/or Christian emphasis on our freedom and political nature.

Ultimately Hobbesian Christianity is about private property, family values, commo-
dious life in the suburbs, and the unlimited freedom to buy and sell. In exchange for these
economic goods we happily surrender our political rights, for these only involve us in dis-
putes over equality with men predestined to sloth, weakness, depravity and failure.

In shifting from virtue and principles to voluntarism and power Hobbes merely rat-
ifies what had already happened over the millennia separating the Classical origins of the
West from the birth of Modernity. While we shall soon focus on the affinities between his

24 Exodus 16.3
25 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.14
26 Hobbes, Leviathan, Introduction
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positions and Augustine’s, this must be preceded by close study of how Hobbes cites and
uses the Old Testament to justify his explicit supersession of the Western tradition. Even
as he seems to begin in a Cartesian manner, by appealing to the similarity of the thoughts
and passions all men hold in common,?” thus justifying the secular account of original sin
upon which he builds his artificial state, he always takes pains to buttress these reductive
reasonings with scriptural precedents. He inaugurates a startlingly new way of calculative
political thought and is also compelled by this very praxis of cynical reasoning to disguise
it as pious imitation of how prophets and kings once ruled Israel.

Hobbes™ decisive intervention to restore order and create the conditions for a new
kind of happiness necessarily involves skepticism towards the moribund tradition that had
preceded him. His mechanistic account of man reduces all human experiences to sense im-
pressions and our increasingly faint recollections of them.?® This means that we may not
really have access to the transcendent sources of meaning the tradition requires us to be-
lieve in; even if these are still available, their effect is diluted by more powerful and imme-
diate consciousness of chaos, conflict and corruption caused by them in our time.

Hobbes has contempt for the abstract scholastic jargon that is used by those in pow-
er or with authority to convey these sublime ‘truths” to us; he points out that words are
merely sounds when they are not connected to real objects.2? But his blunt prose does
more than break up the norms ruling time honored language games, it also seeks to con-
vince us that the Judeo-Christian tradition gains its sacred power from experiences greatly
similar to those by which he now proposes to reestablish authority. Hobbes famously calls
the Papacy “the ghost of the deceased Roman Empire, sitting crowned on the ghost there-
of "3 but he resurrects Moses's God with equally ghoulish intent.

Leviathan destroys the old tradition and then restores the legitimacy of the state
with a few decisive moves, creating a political theology that seems to parody the covenant-
ed process by which the law and kingship were given to Israel. The critical difference will
be that the sovereign kingdom Hobbes founds is fully secured from the vain and toxic divi-
sions between the cross and crown that had plunged England into ruinous civil war. While
we must unite to protect ourselves from the summum malum,3! we must take care not
to live too close too in cities lest we damage each other, first by speech and then through
words. Human life is best lived in spacious suburbs that enclose frail lives with comfortable
material objects and our interaction is best conducted by trade not speech.

By placing the summum malum rather than the summum bonum at the origin of law
and political authority Hobbes seeks to protect the founding covenant from the optimistic
thinking that leads thought to wonder beyond its legitimate anchoring in fact and fear.32

27 Hobbes, Leviathan, Introduction
28 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.2-3

29 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.1

30 Hobbes, Leviathan, IV.47

31 Hobbes, De Homine, Ch. 11, article 6
32 Hobbes, Leviathan, 1.8
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The true zelos of human action is not a transcendent good that impels men to perform erot-
ic, tragic and self-sacrificial actions, but rather thumotic self-assertion. Hobbes sees no need
for thought to go past what we know to rule us: selfish fearful natural right. He inverts the
literally beautiful order of the Greek cosmos, instead situating us in the ugly Cave; here
man gathers power/resources that protect him from the external world. In short, Hobbes
leads a new and bloodless Copernican revolution. Human life is now the central value of
reality. Jealous gods are only created to protect this life from hubris. They no longer admire
beauty or inspire virtuosity; their main role is to punish our sins.

But while each man lives like a Cyclops, wielding the law over his wife and children
in his own suburban or subterranean cave,3® he still needs a higher, greater, power to pro-
tect him from the hubristic acquisitiveness of others. This is where Leviathan comes in.
Ruling over the vast liquid reservoir of potential power, the sea monster like sovereign state
occupies the very political space between caves that would usually be contested by inflated
human egos -if oft to their own mutually assured detriment. By flooding the thumotic turf
that can be fought over, and turning it into trade routes for ships, for this is the result of his
postdiluvial social covenant that turns over all power to the sovereign, Hobbes will turn
the violent space of tragic self-assertion into a site for the vulgar comedy of commercial
greed. Kings watch this craven new genre, not Gods.

But just as a one-eyed Cyclops lacks depth perception, Hobbesian man does not
have spiritual depth: he lacks a soul and is made incapable of civilized interaction. Because
Hobbes presupposes that humans are naturally egotistic, amoral, fearful, restless and suspi-
cious; he decides that we are only good for trade and must be ruled coercively. It is as if he
believes that original sin is essential to our Caliban-like incorrigible nature or, as his me-
chanical idiom would express it, man is a self-programming machine who can always be ex-
pected to sabotage himself. It seems to follow that man is a natural slave.

However, this pessimistic depiction of man can also be viewed quite differently.
Hobbes’ flat and unflattering picture of us does not reveal its own hidden depth-dimen-
sion. In the first place we must ask how a human monarch can be immune from the flaws
that mark his subjects. Hobbes tries hard to answer this objection, claiming that self-in-
terest and the lack of internal discord will allow a sovereign monarch to pursue a prudent
long-term policy,3* but surely Hobbes cannot suppose that anointing a king in holy oil
will take away all the chronic restless incontinence that he finds to be an essential trait of
our species? We must also ask this same question of Hobbes himself; can we trust that he
has not been overly influenced by the terrible circumstances of his time? How can a sci-
ence of governance emerge from a doctrine of flux and, as Scheler reputedly put it, when
did Hobbes dine with God? Is Hobbes miraculously immune from the ignorance, incon-
tinence and selfishness that he finds to be endemic? Put differently, Hobbes posits a secu-
lar version of original sin but his own reasoning shows why he and/or his book must claim,
disingenuously, to have been conceived without sin or self-interest! So, is Hobbes a second

33 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, X.9. (1180a)
34 Hobbes, Leviathan, I1.19
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Jesus or is his Leviathan but a subtle water-Serpent? It is significant his political theology
requires divinity to be subordinate to statecraft. Like Descartes’ notorious proofs of God,
Hobbes relies on serpentine circular reasoning, about man! And as we shall soon see, Au-
gustine follows very similar pattern of rhetorical reasoning.

While it is all too easy to notice how slippery Hobbes is when he uses scripture to
justify an absolutist political regime that blatantly uses religion as an instrument of state,
it is far more interesting to study how an atheist reconfigures the doctrine of original sin
that Augustine, the Western Church’s founding doctor, once used to justify its power over
fallen man twelve centuries before.3% Indeed, Martin Luther compounded the chaos of
the Reformation when used he this doctrine to fight reemergent Christian humanism as
viciously as he once attacked Rome’s corruption.3® As promised, I will now show how
Augustine and Hobbes have far more in common than anyone would expect. The great
church father and the sire of authoritarianism both beget toxic anti-political communities.
While Hobbes made blatantly disingenuous use of the Old Testament, he could have read
Augustine in a way that would have been theologically more orthodox but also far riskier.
Natural Right would have stopped him from taking this path. He uses scripture in a way
crazy enough to convince the barely literate bigots of the day of his piety, but also with suf-
ficient sign of subtlety to warn those justly doubting him not to ‘out’ this Thomas.

Hobbes justifies sovereign absolutism by looking first to man and then to scripture.
Even though his very pessimistic anthropology is based on the effects of religious wars,
rather than looking to primitive man, Hobbes deftly co-opts Augustinian doctrines of fall-
enness and sin as implicit ground for a system that only makes pragmatic use of religious be-
lief. Hobbesian man is a consumer; no longer an Aristotelian citizen or Christian creature,
he is alienated from nature and addicted to power, raw potency with no actuality visible.3”
A consumer will cannibalize his own soul in a desperate attempt to silence the fevered con-
sciousness preventing him from becoming an object among other matters in motion. Hav-
ing normalized this condition, Hobbes offers us his services as a psychic abortionist.

Unlike the otherworldly City of God that gave St. Augustine’s restless heart sanctu-
ary, Hobbes prescribes a state of silent suburban slavery to the Sovereign, without politi-
cal rights or respite from the Sisyphean activity of buying or selling self, stock and services.
Too tired to think, too busy to talk and too afraid to fight -this life saves us from trouble.

But safety cannot sufficiently justify Hobbes’ mad system, especially in Cromwell’s
pious but draconian regime; this is why he claims that his covenant is the same as that
which Abraham made with God, the Israclites, through Moses with God at Sinai,®® and
then later with Samuel, when they set up their monarchy.39 Even though Hobbes has car-
lier deduced a reasonable list of principles of natural law that is both consistent with the
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decalogue and seems to promote a civilized way of human social behavior*?, he now goes
out of his way to give a voluntarist account of a covenant that takes a far more misanthropic
view. It is noteworthy that in this model of rule, the king assumes all the powers of Augus-
tine’s voluntarist deity; in each case the Greek emphasis on reason is superseded by an arbi-
trary and sovereign will. While Augustine offers rhetorical defense of divine right, Hobbes
goes out of his way to justify voluntarism for its own sake. Like Peter, his sovereign claims
total right to bind or loosen anything in his state.* Hobbes” witty attacks on the papacy
mask that he acquires all its divine rights for his monarch.

By making natural law dependent on the ruler’s will, rather than deriving it from rea-
son, Hobbes denies nature’s goodness and makes the state a place of sanctuary; the idea
of the polis offering the possibility of the good life is scornfully rejected. Like Carthage
or Rome to Augustine, the city is a sizzling frying pan*? of vice, temptation and depravity.

Hobbes will use the old Catholic claim that there is no salvation outside the Church.
He offers safety from the Summum Malum instead of talking of an otherworldly Summum
Bonum. Yet even in this he is closer to Augustine than one would think. 7be City of God
is filled with lurid talk of the fires of Hell, tenuous explanations of how evil souls can and
must suffer eternally,®® and sycophantic praise of inscrutable divine justice. Hobbes just
makes it all occur in this world. To this end he replaces the invisible evil of the damned soul
with his account of the natural right or ordinary selfishness of a human body. Here too, he
but adapts Augustine’s doctrine of original sin. We must see that the means of the two are
identical; in each case a fervid rhetoric of necessity replaces the measured deliberation of
reason. And in different ways, both men deny the human will’s freedom;

Each viewing man as an artifact fully subject to his maker’s arbitrary knowledge and
will. Also, just as Hobbes suspends all political freedom in order to fulfill his supreme duty
of protecting the body, Augustine backs similarly extreme measures to safeguard the soul.

The soul is a topic where Hobbes might be thought to disagree with Augustine.
Though Hobbes denies the soul, along with anything not physical, Augustine is justly fa-
mous for his discussions of the inner voice and spacious interior mansions of memory.**
But here too the initial dissimilarities deceive. Where Hobbes sees human consciousness
as just a crossroad of sensory impressions and their residual after-effects, perhaps especially
traumas, Augustine posits a deep psychic interiority; but ultimately, for all his rhetoric, he
is on the same side as the Sovereign. Hobbes’ citizen and Augustine’s soul are not agents or
actors. While Hobbes™ Sovereign ‘personates’ the citizen and acts in his place, Augustine’s
God knows him better than he knows himself,* even to the point of predestination, and
wallows Leviathan-like in his stream of consciousness and memory.
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While Hobbes’ citizen is the involuntary author or authorizer of acts passed and
deeds performed in his name by his im-personating Sovereign,*® Augustine’s restless soul
is too incontinent for self-rule; his diatribes against Pelagianism loudly attest to this fact.
The Augustinian psyche is epiphenomenal; it is dominated and determined by his deity.

In short, for both Augustine and Hobbes, autonomous human civic activity can only
be a privation, an illusion or a treasonous act; salvific grace, whether of sovereign or sav-
ior, acts through and overwrites a sinful self. But even though both men would question
this act, the meaning of this troubling parallel between them must be deliberately studied
by us. The monotheist and the materialist may be two heads of the same strange monster.

But before plunging directly into the labyrinthine Cizy of God to wrestle with Hobbes’
uncanny alter-ego, we must conclude our study of Leviathan by examining its treatment of
historical Christianity. Although Hobbes, like most political-theologians, is much more
interested and invested in the Old Testament, his discussion of the New Testament will
help us plumb the dark depths of the Leviathan's Augustinian subtext and origins. The
perhaps unconscious but nonetheless deep affinities between Augustine and Hobbes must
be grasped if we are to recover from their mutual influence on the gospel of Jesus. Could
Hobbes’ masterwork be best read as a reductio-ad-absurdum of some of the least useful
changes Augustine made to what Voegelin calls Pre-Nicene Christianity?’?

In part II of Leviathan Hobbes had already made it clear that he defines God in
terms of jealousy and power, implying that the Aristotelian idea of divine leisure, which
Thomism would later incorporate into Christianity but was already present in Augustine’s
stress on unchanging divine perfection, was hardly consistent with the angry Old Tes-
tament deity. As “The end of worship is power,” “therefore “they who attribute (as they
think) ease to God take away from him the care of mankind. They take away from him his
honor for it takes away man’s love and fear of him which is the root of honor.”*® Hobbes
has thus found a crucial stress-point in Augustinian Christianity. The changeless omni-
science of Aristotle’s Nous leads to predestination when tied with Theism; but it is at vari-
ance with the Judeo-Christian belief in a caring and jealous god. Hobbes opts for the latter,
even if his materialism pulls him the other way, while Augustine wants to have it both ways.

By part III of Leviathan Hobbes” own emphasis on changeless continuity with re-
gard to politics and religion comes up against the many miracles and revelations of Chris-
tianity. Insisting that both parts of the Bible had one and the same goal, “to convert man
to the obedience of God,” #° he says that public performance of this duty consists in obey-
ing the Sovereign. While freedom of conscience is preserved, since the private thoughts
of a man cannot be known to the ruler, these views can never be disobediently expressed.

Hobbes also says that a prophet can never be given credence if they teach any reli-
gion other than what is already established. Even if they perform miracles in support of
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their introduction of strange or unknown gods, they should, he cites Deuteronomy, be
put to death for inciting revolt against the Lord your God.>® Here we are subtly reminded
both of Paul’s speech at the Areopagus, and Socrates’ bringing of strange gods to Athens.

What is most interesting about Hobbes” ban on innovation in religion is that this
policy would have justified the execution of Jesus by the Romans and the Sanhedrin. Fur-
ther, it is consistent with Paul’s famous injunction in Romans 13:1 to submit to rulers since
all authority comes from heaven. Indeed, Paul himself once acted in this sycophantic spirit
when he persecuted Jesus’ followers. This alone should discredit these foolish words in our
eyes, but Hobbes is quite content to let the irony separate the sheep from the goats.

Indeed, after discrediting miracles that do not support political order, Hobbes then
even claims that belief in miracles ratifying order is itself a miracle identifying those God
has chosen.? This position not only anticipates Hume on miracles, and reminds us of God
hardening Pharaoh’s heart, but also echoes some predestinarian themes in Augustine. At
the end of the day, political authority must determine what miracles can be believed in and
which cannot. The decisive test is whether or not they support law and order.>2

Hobbes continues to deftly use skepticism when he discusses the chain of evidence
by which martyrs serve as witnesses to miracles. Arguing that the death of the martyr does
not prove anything by itself, since he has not seen in life the events to which his death at-

tCStSS3

-it is striking that none of the apostles witnessed the death in Jerusalem of the man
they later met in Galilee- Hobbes insists that only rulers have authority to interpret scrip-
ture and decide if a martyrdom was genuine.>® This means that scriptural continuity and
political order can and must override revelation or miracles. Christianity was only scriptur-
ally legitimized in the 4™ Century, “long after the ascension as Hobbes” says it,”° by Con-
stantine’s decision to both make it his most favored religion and also effectively become its
political messiah. Hobbes thus replaces Jesus’ egalitarian ways with political and ecclesias-
tic hierarchy. Patriarchy, Empire, and the way of God’s Kingdom all unite.

Hobbes also slyly turns Samuel’s stern warning against kingship®® into endorsement
of its effects. But by becoming like all other nations, Isracl ceases to be a “light unto the
Gentiles®” and enters the natural state of ‘war against all’ -a condition that in Hobbes’
view cannot be transcended. This implicit endorsement of power relations and strife also
becomes how men preferred or chosen by God are revealed by him to the world. Going
with this logic, it is small wonder that Isaiah refers to Cyrus the Great of Persia as “Messi-

ah”®8 He delivered the Jews from Babylon just as Trump gave them Jerusalem.
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For all his wit and rationalism, Hobbes sets fear and obedience above reason -the
mere scout of the passions. Consistently with his materialism and rejection of the soul he
also bluntly denies an afterlife®; this makes martyrs weaker and Christianity more Jewish,
political and this-worldly: his Christ will return to us in history and not in the end time.°
Martyrdom becomes a violation of the Hobbesian natural law unconditionally requiring
us to live;®! it is even a betrayal of the hope of our ancestors to be immortal through us.
We also note that it was the hope of the afterlife that made Christianity so potent in this
life; further, following Hobbes, Herod would be fully justified in trying to kill the Messi-
ah at his birth and the Jews would be just as correct in rejecting an otherworldly salvation.

Hobbes thus turns from Jesus’ volatile words in the New Testament to the covenant-
al structure of the Old Testament. This move was paralleled by both the main Reformation
confessions and the Counter-Reformation Catholic Church in the era after the sack of
Rome in 1527. But I shall argue that the roadmap for this retreat was already prepared and
planned twelve centuries ago as a response to the earlier sack of Rome in 410. St. Augustine
tried to shift the Church from participation in the apocalyptic mood evoked by this event
to a pessimistic attitude of Christian realism which clearly anticipates Hobbes. His politi-
cal theology set the tone for the Church of the Dark Ages, but also empowered Reforma-
tion theologians like Luther and Calvin who claimed to be following Augustine.

Defining ekklesia as Hobbes would,®2 Augustine shifts control of the Church over to
the power of the centralized Roman episcopal hierarchy over the prior ecumenic diversity
represented by different local assemblies of the faithful/laity in East or West. This is a con-
stant theme unifying his battles against the Donatists and Pelagians. Augustine also denies
the possibility of virtue outside the limits of orthodoxy. Writing in response to the sack of
Rome, he subtly retreats from earlier apocalyptic events, the destruction of the Temple and
the fall of the Roman Empire, that Christ had foreseen. We might note that the barbarians
who sacked Rome were Arians; they believed in the Christian God and Jesus’ message, not
in the Christ of Paul nor the Roman Empire or Petrine Church. As such, it could have even
been the start of a new truly Gospel-based Christian era.

But Augustine’s response to this event is negative; denying the Church’s erotic roots,
he ends the Mediterranean Tradition. The Roman Church is now God’s opaque, thumotic
and mighty fortress. Augustine uses his doctrine of original sin to build an anti-City; the
ancient classical virtues are denounced as splendid vices and the free soul redeemed by Je-
sus’ tragic life is now but the very origin of impiety and seditious sin. We must wait until
Nietzsche for the next attempt to free the soul and recollect the spirit of tragedy.

We now turn to Augustine’s Cizy of God. This study occurs beside a running com-
parison of Hobbes to Augustine and also explores the possibility of a positive account of
a City of God and the Tradition. For this metanoia we look briefly and lastly to Voegelin’s
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logos of the transcendental noetic and erotic structures that sustain the soul, city and the
very cosmos itself, while also making the tradition meaningful to a city and visible to a soul.

Philosophy gleans what knowledge it can by critically surveying the errors of others
and observing therefrom the texture or structure of the beings these thinkers unsuccessful-
ly tried to master. Some philosophers even learn from their own mistakes in this way. But
the errors resume once they try to convert their merely human wisdom of wonder into sa-
pientia simpliciter, and speak as if they had just dined with God. Augustine is a prime in-
stance of this phenomenon; we learn what not to do from our errors or those of others,
but this does not give wisdom or authorize us to vainly use God’s name. If the lesson to be
had from these errors: a warning against hubris, has not been gained, we can at best occu-
py a position of wonder between false knowledge and divine wisdom. This wisdom is such
that we cannot fully describe what it is, what it knows, or even how it knows. The greatest
risk with claiming divine wisdom is the concomitant loss of human wonder; we avoid this
blinding ‘darkness at noon’ by using symbols and metaphors to ‘touch’ souls. Voegelin’s ap-
proach thus serves as an antidote to Augustine’s powerfully toxic rhetoric.

Augustine exerted ecclesiastical authority in a situation where sheltering political
power of the sort Hobbes would later hope to legitimize had been depleted by the implo-
sion of the Roman Imperium. Augustine would replace power by the force of rhetoric, and
rule men through a theology of fear; no longer an active salvific force in human history, his
God is a negative inner voice, claiming to know us better far than we know ourselves and
also holding us to stringent negative standards of purity. Just as Hobbes would see thought
as the scout or slave of the passions, Augustine sees it as deeply flawed by sin and selfish de-
sire; both use rhetoric to turn desire towards security, cast in physical and spiritual terms
respectively. Theist and atheist have much in common; while neither has trust in the ordis
amoris sustaining the words and deeds of Socrates or Jesus, Voegelin shows how we regain
access to this order. By this, he refutes Augustine’s pessimism.

While Augustine did not exert direct influence on Hobbes, we must see how his ar-
dent disciple Martin Luther brought about the very chaotic state of affairs that Hobbes
sought to order. It was Luther who appealing to the authority of St. Augustine, the found-
er of his order, fought the erudite Christian humanism of scholars like Erasmus on the
grounds that it trusted in human freedom and denied the warping effects of original sin
on man. Yet he denounced the corruption of the clerical order Augustine once helped cen-
tralize. As the Reformation Luther set in motion rapidly spiraled out of control, the old
Church, Calvinist reformers and Hobbesian realists all used neo-Augustinian doctrines to
fight the disorder caused by the collapse of the Roman Church and the Holy Roman Em-
pire. But as noted Augustine also founded the very City of God that broke down in the era
of Luther and Hobbes; his dark anthropology had already ruled Europe for a millennium.

Luther may have denied the corrupt mechanisms Rome offered so men could buy
their way from Augustine’s hell, but he preached sin and hellfire as ardently as Augustine.

Hobbes died exactly a millennium and a quarter after Augustine with the Great
Schism dividing East and West occurring in 1054 at the precise midpoint between their
deaths. But far more striking than this external symmetry is the extent to which the two
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systems are bookends, with the atheist sharing some of the saint’s basic assumptions. How-
ever, we can sec if the tradition can be revived by jumping above these blocking bookends;
it seems as if this age may only be saved by returning to its best origins in Socrates and Jesus,
seen in Plato and the Gospels, and foiling the dark power of Hippo and Hobbes.

The City of God reveals how Augustine fights the humanism of Socrates and Jesus;
our mission is to deconstruct his pessimistic rhetoric and return to the West’s eternal Logos.

Alaric’s sack of Rome in 410 may be compared to 9/11 in that the true damage of the
event had most to do with pride and amour propre; the effects of the overreaction were far
worse than the original blow. The most grievous result of the sack of Rome was the ‘second
death’ delivered to the very idea of the city and political life itself by Augustine’s huge book.
Writing almost as if he were a Carthaginian Cato, the Punic prelate rejoices at Rome’s hu-
miliation, claiming it was never a true republic or commonwealth.%3 He then scizes the
chance to go beneath the city and ‘sack’ the idea of the virtuous soul itself; the very idea
of a good life is weighed on the scales and found to be sinful. Simply put, Augustine uses
Rome’s fall to seal the triumph of his Church over city and soul; Hobbes later builds on
this ravaged soil when he founds the commercial national security state.

Despite having been ridiculed when in Rome for his Punic accent,®* Augustine de-
ployed his peerless Latin prose from afar to claim that Christianity could not be blamed for
the city’s collapse; the true fault lines ran far deeper, having to do with the very belief that
a criminal commonwealth consecrated to conquest, conceit and glory could last forever. If
Augustine is to be believed, humans are so flawed by original sin that wholesome civic as-
sociation is impossible. Contradicting Aristotle’s claim that cities were necessary to bring
out our human potentialities, Augustine asserts that centralized rule is needed to curb and
contain our vices. Human sin and selfishness were such that we are incapable of ruling or
even knowing ourselves, leave aside ever associating virtuously with others.

Anticipating Hobbes’ claim that man is but a bundle of frenzied meaningless desires,
Augustine famously says that human hearts are restless until they are united with God in
heaven.5® Thus, any attempt at gaining true and lasting happiness on earth is as impossi-
ble as it is sinful; we are both better and worse than we can imagine. Seemingly predict-
ing how the several nation states of the post-Reformation era would not last, and were des-
tined to fight each other to the death, Augustine says that Rome, the only stable city, was
only allowed to endure so as to produce conditions needed for the emergence and spread
of Christianity.® It was thus the exception that proved his rule.

Also, far from holding that political activity is needed to produce virtue, Augustine
not only denies virtue, instead substituting a negative piety of endurance that preserves a
soul picked for otherworldly bliss,®” but even holds that God foreknows those who are cho-
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sen for beatitude and damnation.%8 How men appear to us in the world has nothing to do
with how they truly stand in God’s eyes, or where they finally end up. The clear implication
is that the splendid pagan vices a.k.a. the classic Greek virtues are not only superficial, they
are also dangerously deceiving. Our judgment is too warped to tell.

The infinite spaces of interiority Augustine opens up for the soul in Confessions turn
out to be ‘for God’s eyes only’ in that they do not allow reflection or self-knowledge but
only allow internalized or actual clerical authority to interpret what happened to us; once
the goal of life becomes submission or self-mortification rather than virtue, both the soul
and city wither away. Even the beauty of the cosmos itself must be denounced as a glitter-
ing source of temptation from our other-worldly destiny. Greek Logos likewise is supplant-
ed by Augustinian rhetoric; Luther’s famed denunciations of whorish reason derive direct-
ly from his Augustinian tendency to put divine will -however perceived- above our human
intellect. In effect, this means that meetings with persons or ideas are denied, avoided or
submitted to religious mediation. A soul must be denied self-knowledge and thought;
these experiences tend to individualize it and lose a true theocentric perspective.69

A soul is just too deformed by sin to use its own reason or interpret its own experi-
ences; this makes rhetoric, Augustine’s area of expertise, needed to reconcile man to God.
By ‘tough love” a man can be led to accept his sin, deny his virtue and become pious. This is
also how Hobbes made man admit to his vile nature and submit to sovereignty. Both men
force us to look to our hearts and confess to evil desires they find there; they blur or deny
the difference between the whirling vortex of imagination and true actions. This coerced
admission of mental incontinence is essential to both of their anthropologies.

Augustine discredits the earthly city and local church to make us submit to the Chris-
tian empire and the Roman church, but his only source of human happiness is the invisible
City of God; earthly institutions only exist to curb and punish evil. This parallels Hobbes’
attack on political activity for the sake of commodious life and trade, but Augustine also
matches his description of the continual state of war of all against all by a vitriolic attack on
the very possibility of happiness. Book XIX of 7he City of God gives us concentrated exam-
ples of the fevered rhetoric ‘ever ancient, ever new’’® Augustine uses against soul, virtue and
the humanistic tradition in support of this Machiavellian ‘invisible principality’

To show that happiness cannot exist on earth, and therefore must exist in heaven as
we are promised by scripture, here he and Hobbes disagree for once, Augustine will attack
the Stoic idea that happiness is in the power of a virtuous man. While he will reject the
twin possibilities of virtue and happiness on earth, our orator now focuses on happiness.

Using scriptural quotations against the wise to justify the very position he has set out
” Tt assert that the evils
of this life cannot be borne with the equanimity that a Stoic would claim to have. Moving

to prove rationally, Augustine unleashes a “torrent of eloquence
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from real instances of pain, loss and grief to the chance that some of these evils could af-
flict us in the future, Augustine goes from the transient nature of happiness to say that even
the possibility of pain or sorrow in the future ought to blight our present pleasure. Here
it seems as if he is again dealing with the drunk beggar of Confessions.” But unlike then,
when he ceded that the beggar was happier than an imperial orator about to deliver a bush-
el of lies and flattery, Augustine now feels he must flatter God and lie to his readers by de-
nying the self-evident fact of pleasure. If the Stoic way of apatheia is inauthentic, so too is
the saint’s fervent focus on future beatitude. He is like a barbarian in his need to desperate
need to defame all past civilizations to show us his superiority.

Augustine’s pious slanders against soul, city and cosmos must be refuted if we are to
recall the erotic eudaimonia of Socrates and Jesus; an African parish priest’s scolding words
must not block access to the West’s origins. Augustine spent only s out his 75 years out of
Africa and, as with Shakespeare, we do not know if he wrote for the stage, or all ages; if his
words were mostly for local consumption Augustine might be shocked to find that they
have canonical status today; but if he speaks as St. Paul did, not as his own self but as the
voice of God inside him,”® we must consult our own inner deity.

Meanwhile, moving from happiness, Augustine now makes classical virtue the target
of his scorn. Yet again, using scripture out of context, he insists that virtue is no more than
unceasing and unhappy battle against vice.”* Temperance and self-knowledge are duly re-
placed by a dogged desperate determination to do one’s duty as our flesh and spirit con-
tinually war against each other. The best men are but continent, and the rest burn with in-
temperance, or continually succumb to incontinence; the parallels with Hobbes™ account
of fear and the war of all against all are easy to see. But with Augustine’s depth psycholo-
gy, this war goes within the self; a soul becomes a site of chaotic civil war. In Pauline terms,
if righteousness is possible, Christ surely died in vain!”® But while Paul sought to liberate
man from the impossible Jewish Law, and used Christ’s death as the cosmic event bring-
ing us redemption, Augustine’s focus on sin and interiority has the opposite effect; it is as
if each mansion in God’s kingdom is under constant surveillance.

The God of Hippo haunts our mansions of memory. Knowing every guilty secret or
mean thought from when he made us, he foresees all from eternity. We note that this im-
mutability hails from Aristotle’s interest in natural species; it ill suits the Old Testament
God who acts in history. But the language of omniscient perfection rolls trippingly off the
former imperial orator’s pen, and Luther will ghoulishly resurrect it over the Reformation.

If Calvin relieves psychic anxiety at this idea by his ‘perseverance of the saints; his
own reliance on predestination or ‘limited redemption’ divides mankind into two camps:
the pre-saved and the ever doomed. This view, which resurrects Augustine’s ‘ever ancient
and ever new’ Manicheanism, today leads us to U.S. Evangelicalism’s vulgar spiritual sales-
manship and mega-churches, and also to exceptionalism, xenophobia and racism.
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Free optimistic activity in this world is so dangerous that Augustine even prefers
slavery to freedom. Calling slavery “just punishment for sin,” and even legitimizing slav-
ery itself by absurdly citing Noah’s curse on his sons, Augustine denies us any the middle
ground in preferring slavery to the /ibido dominandi and saying that penal slavery is “justi-
fied by the natural order”, repeats pseudo-Paul’s bad advice that slaves be “subject to their
masters, serving them heartily and with good will as they would obey Christ.””® This pu-
sillanimous spirit also moves his “gratitude when good friends die; for though their death
saddens us, it more certainly consoles us for they escaped those evils in this life by which
even good men are crushed and corrupted o7 could be””” The last words can be used to jus-
tify much inactivity and many crimes. “Love and do as you will” indeed!”®

Still in Book XIX Augustine makes it clear that ‘fallen” human nature is itself the en-
emy, sophrosyne or self-knowledge is but awareness of how intense this inner strife is: “far
be it from us, therefore, to believe that as long as we are engaged in this internal war that
we have already gained the happiness we see, who is so wise that he has no battle to wage
against his vices?” 7 In short, pace his Calvinist followers, the fight for peace is never over;
prudence is but continual vigilance in dividing the good from the evil in us. Even Socra-
tes must be included in his claim that “actual possession of the happiness of this life with-
out the hope of what is beyond is a false happiness and a great misery,” for “philosophers,
unwilling to believe in a happiness they do not see, strive to fabricate for themselves a very
false happiness based on virtue as fraudulent as it is proud.”8°

This is also why he reserves his most biting sarcasm at the Stoics who trust they can
escape this strife by suicide, thus either leaving the field in full possession of their virtue or
finding peaceful oblivion in death. Since Augustine cannot licitly discuss address the after-
life here, for once choosing not to beg the question, he has to mock the Stoic belief in the
goodness of human life and this world: “Oh happy life, which seeks the help of death to
end it!”®! Like Hobbes, he invokes a basic natural law against suicide: “natural instinct by
which death is by every means and with all the effort of man avoided .82 And this compels
him to look, like Hobbes, to something which can save us from death. If Hobbes turns to
an carthly sovereign, a virtual prince, to bring man peace through fear, the atheist merely
imitates Augustine’s original solution: an omnipotent divine sovereign.

In this way only can the Christian empire escape the earthly evils supposed to end
with Constantine’s conversion, but this requires sacrificing the Socratic soul’s freedom and
integrity. Now salvation is only possible if we join a Dark Age ‘slave religion’ originally
re-founded by Augustine and then gleefully resuscitated in an atheistic form by Hobbes.

76 Paul, Ephesians, 6.5

77 Augustine, CG, XIX, 4

78 Augustine, Sermon on 1 John, 4.4-12
79 Augustine, CG, XIX, 4

80 Augustine, CG, XIX, 4

81 Augustine, CG, XIX, 4

82 Augustine, CG, XIX, 4



Hobbes, Augustine, Voegelin and the Tradition

In short, instead of accepting the gratuitous messianic redemption from sin and the

Law offered by Jesus: Augustine, Luther and Hobbes all heeded Paul’s craven command:

“obey the governing authorities for all power comes from god™®3 and ignored Jesus™ seem-
ingly antinomian point that we cannot obey two masters.3* While all three may have tried
to fight anarchy, believing they lived in apocalyptic times, their teachings only justified/
hardened the heart of power and weakened the joint message of Socrates and Jesus about
God’s goodness and a soul’s power to be happy through love and virtue.

We must also see how this authoritarian or necessitarian way of thought affected
how the tradition itself came to be viewed. Hobbes’ mischievous claim that any change in
doctrine was treasonously illegitimate echoed the legalistic view of God that Socrates, Je-
sus and even Paul sought to overcome, but was soon restored by a clerical Church trying
to be Catholic by imperial uniformity than through ecumenical consultation and concern
for all. This is why we respond eagerly to Voegelin’s evocation of Pre-Nicene Christianity,
seeking not just a new science of politics but to find how access to the long -blocked sourc-
es of the tradition can be had in a way not scholastic and tediously time-bound but rather
affirming of any human soul’s right to those transcendental sources and timeless structures
of meaning that make revelation, inspiration and grace possible.

Unlike St. Augustine, who despite deploring both war and slavery, ends up feeling
both theologically and politically bound to give authoritative and very influential justifica-
tions of two almost absolute evils; Voegelin develops a theory of the metaxy that helps us
to grasp the liquid quality of that uncanny element where erotic events of heroic striving or
daimonic grace, human reason and divine revelation, still occur. The age of miracles is not
over and the gates of prophecy are still open, as vexing as this is to the precedent bound and
piously pharisaical. While it is folly to immanentize the eschaton, neither can we defer un-
til the afterlife qualities like love, friendship, courage and generosity that we have the right
to find in our souls and deploy in the city pace Hobbes and Augustine.

But what is the alternative? While the religious look to Augustine, realists and athe-
ists view Hobbes as their guru, and the most influential political philosopher of today,
Leo Strauss, easily unites aspects of both thinkers in his oeuvre. Seeking a more adequate
and less reductive view of the human condition, I conclude listing five ways by which Eric
Voegelin makes it possible to regain access to the yet-living roots of the Western tradition.
It is inspiring to see how Voegelin’s erotic soul stops him from pursuing low Hobbesian
politics or Augustinian religion, and sustains his epic quest to reveal our true origin. This
integrity is even more noble since Augustine, Hobbes, and all their epigones secretly unite.
Voegelin by contrast, despite having few disciples, yet finds in his un-divided soul the cour-
age to fight evil, and expose the flaws of Post-Nicene Christianity. Ruled by neither fear
nor piety, he did not make a Faustian deal with the devil for power.

First, we learn from Voegelin never to succumb to Gnosticism. This means that we
must trust in the soul’s resilience and refuse esoteric infallible teachers, spiritual short-cuts,

83 Paul, Romans, 13.1-7
84 Matthew, 6.24
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or any offer of divine wisdom for human virtue. We must not try to be gods or angels. More

insidious forms of Gnosticism appear as false necessity or sacred tradition but they are two

faces of one beast. Power and piety must be held apart. Corporations are happiest with ad-
dicted consumers and mega-religion makes foolish beasts, but by rejecting the temptation

to deal drugs or dogma, we can yet be humans ruled by virtue and reason. Voegelin shows

how our reason can be used virtuously: to reveal truth and refute lies.

Second, we must renounce cheap apocalypticism. Voegelin’s famed warning to not
make the eschaton immanent relates to a turn from Joachim of Fiores’ three ages of histo-
ry to Vico’s tripartite cycles. While Joachim looks towards the final age of the Holy Spir-
it, when all men are united with God, Vico cycles between a) an age of gods, when priests
appease angry deities; b) an age of heroes, who wrestle with gods for meaning; and ¢) a
democratic age, when all men call themselves gods and turn demonic. While Hobbes and
Augustine recoil too fast from the last age to the first, Voegelin looks for a second heroic
age; Plato’s transcendent forms, divine symbols around which all cultures form, are wres-
tled with or recollected here. But divine truth cannot be reified as method; true philoso-
phy has a poetic aspect that must be decoded by other souls. This is why “Truth’ can never
be owned by man or institution. We must not use God’s name vainly.

Third, we must grasp the Metaxy. This is the differentiated meaning of what Augus-
tine called The City of God. Voegelin picks the daimon-filled psychic belt between gods
and men from Plato’s Symposium as the site where heroes wrestle gods. It is also the true lo-
cus of the tradition. So transcending Augustine’s perverse massa damnata®® and the ‘one-
line history’ of the sacred tradition, where wise Aristotle spanks puerile Plato, and Patriar-
chal Truth flows through Alexander, Augustus, Athanasius, Ambrose, Augustine, Anselm
and Thomas until it is all seamless and infallible dogma defended by anathema; we will
find that it is possible and desirable for scholars to interpret sacred texts, decode symbols,
discuss ideas and learn from errors. This Metaxy may be seen as a Platonic take on Hades,
Chaucer’s House of Fame, a Pre-Nicene collective consciousness, or even as the true Ek-
klesia of the Western tradition. In an American idiom, the tradition is best likened to the
Baseball Hall of Fame: the great thinkers hit many grand slams, but also struck out or hit
into double-plays far more often. Even the very best did not make contact two thirds of the
time and also made many huge errors, but they yet give infinite delight. It is in this spirit
that minds, hearts and souls must mingle in the Metaxy. Only so can great ideas truly flour-
ish; only thus do we cross the Mendoza Line within ourselves.

Fourth, we must all admit to having souls and pledge to keep them in the best state
of virtue. Every soul is different and each learns in ways that are indirect, diverse and often
unique to itself. And yet, the soul is, as Aristotle saw, in a way all things.® So we can all re-
late to, and learn from and about each other. Each microcosmic soul also reflects the cos-
mic order and participates in the Metaxy. Each soul can be turned around, undergo mzeza-
noia or periagoge as Plato and Voegelin say, be redeemed from its ancestral furies and/or

85 Augustine, CG XXI, 12
86 Aristotle, De Anima, 1117 (431b)
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psychic wasteland, and finally gaze on the Good beyond Being or Nature. This Archime-
dean point, where a soul takes rest from base ananke, is where it recollects the power to
love and die nobly. As the basis of human equality, every soul has a right to be treated with
dignity and justice. Men denying others this right for greed or tribal reasons are Hobbes-
ians, they have no right to be called Christian. This is why all have a right to be liberally ed-
ucated; no soul can be allowed to melt quietly into a demotic mob. For all its risks, the true
destiny of the internet is surely to reveal the Metaxy to the wide world.

Fifth and finally, Socrates and Jesus are still alive to us. They are the living origin of
our culture. This means that Jesus’s loving life means more than Christ’s death. An athe-
ist can rightly scoft at how the post-Nicene church went from faith to empire to insurance
company; conservative Catholicism is now a homophobic fertility cult, and Evangelicals
follow a crass prosperity gospel. Yet even as Jesus blesses the world’s losers, Socrates shows
that human wisdom can be ruled by moral virtue and Plato paints a cosmic order ruled
by goodness, truth, and justice. But while the God of Socrates, Plato and Jesus is erotic
and personal, the official tradition’s prime mover, Aristotle’s zous is impersonal; like Au-
gustine’s god of predestination, he is far too perfect to relate, grow, love or suffer. This un-
changing deity cannot wrestle with souls in the metaxy or value love over Being.

And yet, as all three philosophers agree that the true God is not arbitrary and cannot
be bribed, our official philosophic tradition is still ruled by clericalism, precedent and power.

This is why Voegelin’s Pre-Nicene Christianity must be taken seriously. He shows
how Plato and Pre-Pauline Christianity can be reunited. Western culture may be saved
from itself by following his lead. Seeing the cumulative harm that Augustine and Hobbes
still cause may help our metanoic redemption begin; while both men rely on selfish thu-
motic identity, whether put in eremitic or Epicurean terms, Voegelin’s oexvre shows that
true redemption is psychic, political and pancosmic. The heart of this logos being Trinitar-
ian, it uses Augustine; our debt of gratitude redeems besieged Hippo from Leviathan’s jaws.
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,Luther, du! — GroB3er, verkannter Mann!“
Lessing vieldeutiges Interesse an Martin Luther

(1) So rief im Jahr 1778 der Lutheraner Lessing in einem erbitterten Streit mit einem an-
deren Lutheraner, dem Hauptpastor Johan(n) Melchior Goeze in Hamburg, Luther selbst
an.” Thn hitte er gern zum Richter im Streit gehabt. In Lessings Sicht gehort der luther-
isch-orthodoxe Goeze zu denen, die Luther am meisten verkennen, zu jenen ,kurzsichti-
gen Starrkopfen, die, deine Pantofteln in der Hand, den von dir gebahnten Weg schreiend,
aber gleichgiiltig daher schlendern!® Freilich weif8 Lessing, dass er mit dem Hinweis auf den
Reformator aus dem 16. Jahrhundert noch nicht gewonnen hat. ,,Du hast uns von dem Joche
der Tradition erloset: wer erloset uns von dem unertriglichern Joche des Buchstabens! Wer
bringt uns endlich das Christentum, wie du es izz¢ lehren wiirdest, wie Christus selbst lehren
wiirde! Wer - -  (Eine Parabel, 1778: Werke, hg. v. H.G. Gépfert u.a., VIIL, 125f).

Dieses bekannte Zitat lisst erkennen, dass Lessing gewissen lutherischen Amtstra-
gern eine echte Nachfolge Luthers absprechen wollte, dass er sich aber selber keineswegs
in einem ungebrochenen Verhiltnis zu dem ,groffen Mann® sah. Grund dafiir ist der ges-
chichtliche Abstand zwischen Luthers Reformation und der Gegenwart, zwischen der Be-
freiung vom ,Joch der Tradition” durch Luther und der ,itzt“ eigentlich nétigen Befrei-
ung von ,,Joch des Buchstabens®. Lessing ist iiberzeugt, dass Luther, ja sogar Christus selbst,
triten sie jetzt wieder auf, ein solches, vom ,,Joch des Buchstabens® freies Christentum leh-
ren wiirden. Das Thema ,,Lessing und Luther® hat zum Kern Lessings leidenschaftliches
Werben fiir ein, wie er sagt, ,im Geiste Luthers® erneuertes Christentum — erneuert im
Geist der Infragestellung und der Reform angesichts der intellektuellen und moralischen
Anspriiche der Aufklirung, wie sie Lessing auf seine Weise verkorperte. ,Der wahre Lu-
theraner®, so schrieb Lessing im Jahr 1778, ,der wahre Lutheraner will nicht bei Luthers
Schriften, sondern bei Luthers Geist geschiitzt sein“ (Anti-Goeze I: VIII, 162).

Was wollte Lessing an dem ihm am nichsten stehenden, dem ,lutherischen Chris-
tentum im Geiste Luthers verindern? Bevor ich darauf eingehe, mochte ich auf zwei un-
cingeschrinkt gute Aspekte seines Verhiltnisses zu Luther hinweisen. Lessing war fest
tiberzeugt, dass wir die Reformation Luthers ,,der Vorsechung des Himmels zu danken ha-
ben; denn durch die Reformation sei ,unendlich viel Gutes [...] gestiftet worden, welch-
es die Katholiken selbst nicht ganz und gar leugnen®. Und er war fest tiberzeugt von ,,Lu-

* Vortrag: Lessinghaus Wolfenbiittel, 2. November 2017.
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thers uneigenniitzigem und grofSmiitigem Charakter®. Auch die ,Iraszibilitat®, wie er das
nannte, also die Neigung zum Zornigwerden, verband Lessing wohl mit Luther. Dass die
Kennzeichnung des ,,gemischten®, mit affektiven Extremen lebenden Charakter auch auf
Lessing zutrifft, mochte ich annehmen. Und anders als dann Goethe, der an dem ganzen
»Quark® der Reformation fast nur Luthers Charakter interessant fand, interessierte sich
Lessing auch fur Luthers Werk. Das dufierte er sogar in der Verteidigung eines Gegrers Lu-
thers, an den er als ,.ein chrlicher Lutheraner nicht ohne Abscheu® denken kénne. Lessing
nahm diesen Gegner, Johannes Cochldus, gegen das Vorurteil in Schutz, er habe behauptet,
dass Luthers Polemik gegen den Ablass von finanziellem Neid veranlasst gewesen sei. Nein,
selbst diese Verleumdung unseres ,,Vaters der gereinigtern Lehre®, braucht man nicht mit
»Gegenverleumdungen® beantworten (1754: VIIL, 53-66, zit. 53. 64f).

Lessing verfasste diese und andere ,Rettungen® im Zuge seines Studiums in Witten-
berg, wo er 1752 auch sein Magisterexamen ablegte. In Wittenberg, wo ja die cathedra Lu-
theri stand, hatte schon der Vater Johann Gottfried studiert. 1717, anlisslich des Reforma-
tionsjubildums, hatte dieser eine Dissertation mit dem Titel Vindiciae verfasst, ,Rettungen
der Reformation Luthers gegen neuere Vorurteile®. Als orthodoxer Lutheraner und Mit-
glied des geistlichen Standes in Kamenz verteidigte er das institutionell und dogmatisch
etablierte Luthertum gegen radikal kirchenkritische Pietisten wie Gottfried Arnold. Dabei
stand Johann Gottfried dem Pietismus als emotionaler und moralischer Intensivierung der
Frommigkeit keineswegs fern, wie tiberhaupt die Rede von der ,,toten Orthodoxie® falsch
ist — nicht die Frommigkeit, sondern deren doktrinir-konfessionelle und also staatskirch-
liche Bindung war das Problem. Genau das wird dann auch das Problem des Sohnes mit
seinem Vater sein. Vom Vater tibernahm er jedoch die insgesamt positive Einschitzung der
Reformation und speziell des Charakters Luthers. Der wissenschaftlich produktive Vater
tibersetzte auch Predigten und eine Glaubensregel von John Tillotson, eines fithrenden
Vertreters des dogmatisch liberalen, dem Katholizismus sich tiberlegen fithlenden Fligels
der Anglikanischen Kirche; so erhielt der Sohn Zugang zur anglophonen Welt. Die Er-
weiterung des Blicks von Frankreich ins religiose und religionskritische England wird ein
Charakteristikum der deutschen Aufklirung sein — neben Hamburg spielte Braunschweig
dafiir eine wichtige Rolle.

(2) Lessing war, konfessionell gesehen, Lutheraner kraft seiner religiosen Erzichung
im Haus und im Gottesdienst. In den Schulen in Kamenz und in St. Afra in Meifen wurde
er auch in das unstrittig scharfsinnige theologische System der Orthodoxie eingefithre; er
schitzte es als solches zeitlebens. Luther war ihm in Gestalt der Lutherbibel und des Kate-
chismus genau bekannt, nicht wenige Schriften hat er griindlich gelesen; Luthers sprachli-
ches Genie, besonders seinen Bilderreichtum, bewunderte er. Lessing gehort dann selbst in
die Reihe der grof8en Sprachkiinstler des Deutschen (und iiberhaupt der besten Deutschen
(J.G: Herder, E. Schlegel, H. Heine usw.). Aber auch im Inhaltlichen konnte Lessing sich
leisten, dem zweifellos gelehrten Goeze nicht nur jeden ,,Funken Lutherschen Geistes®,
sondern auch die tiefere Kenntnis von ,,Luthers Schulsystem® abzusprechen (VIII, 125).
Er konnte, obwohl ,,nicht Theolog®, sondern ,blof8* ,, Liecbhaber der Theologic“ (Axiomata:
VIIL, 130), gegen Goeze anzutreten sich sehr wohl getrauen.
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Was war es, das ihn so kimpferisch gegentiber den Lutherisch-Orthodoxen, von sei-
nem Vater bis zu Goeze, aufzutreten erlaubte und nétigte? Mit des Sohnes Worten gesagt:
Es war das von der Orthodoxie erst aufgerichtete, gesetzliche und geistfeindliche ,,Joch des
Buchstabens® — ein Joch, das Luther selbst niemand auferlegt hatte. Das ist jedenfalls die
Meinung Lessings, sicherlich nicht falsch im Blick auf Luthers Unterscheidung zwischen
dem Evangelium, das frei macht, und dem Gesetzesbuchstaben, der unfrei macht. Lessing
ging es um die ,,Freiheit eines Christenmenschen®, wie Luthers Programmschrift von 1520
sagte, um die Emanzipation aus ,Unmiindigkeit, wic Immanuel Kant jetzt ,, Aufklirung®
definierte. Lessing sprach sogar von ,,Idolatrie®: Es ist Idolatrie, wenn man die Dankbarkeit
gegeniiber Luther als einem Werkzeug der Vorsehung tibertreibt und jegliche Kritik an
ihm tabuisiert, ihn also vergottert (VIL, 161f). Um dieser Gefahr zu entgehen, sei es ihm
ganz recht, so Lessing ironisch, ,cinige kleine Mingel an ihm entdeckt zu haben (Briefe
1753, 1.-8. [Rettung des Lemnins, Monachopornomachia 1s39]: 111, 269. Noch viel anfechtba-
rer als bei Luther schien Lessing solche Idolatrie beim Umgang mit der Bibel. Ein Haupt-
vorwurf Lessings gegen die offizidse lutherische Orthodoxie war, dass sie die Verchrung
des biblischen Gottesworts in ,,Bibliolatrie®, in die Vergotzung des Bibelbuchstabens, hatte
umschlagen lassen.

Aber vielleicht hat Lessing sich in Sachen ,,Bibliolatrie” nicht nur mit Goeze, son-
dern auch mit Luther selbst zerstritten?! Lessing wusste, dass Luther die Heilige Schrift
mehr als einmal Gott genannt hatte (er tibergeht, dass Luther vom ,redenden Gott*
sprach), und noch mehr nahm er Anstoff an Luthers Formulierung, dass sie der geistliche
Leib Christ sei (Nachlass: Barner VII, 667f). Er hat diesen Anstof jedoch nicht weiter ver-
folgt; leider, muss man sagen im Vergleich mit dem Zeitgenossen Johann Georg Hamann,
der ihn sprachtheologisch genial produktiv aufgriff. Lessing wandte sich vor allem ge-
gen die Lehre von der Verbalinspiration der Bibel, mit der die lutherische Orthodoxie das
reformatorische Schriftprinzip, das sola Scriptura, zu sichern versuchte, allerdings dabei die
christologische Basis dieses Prinzips literalistisch untergrub. IThr Formalismus schiitzte das
Schriftprinzip nicht, sondern setzte es im Gegenteil der Entwicklung der philologischen
und historischen Quellenkritik aus. Diese Kritik machte die angebliche Homogenitit der
Texte der Bibel und die Kanonizitit der Bibel als religiése Konstruktion kenntlich. Zu
Lessings Zeit hatte die historische Bibelkritik so starken Aufschwung genommen, dass sie
zum Verfall der lutherischen Orthodoxie auch im Luthertum selbst beitrug. Irreversibel
wurde die grundsitzliche Akzeptanz der historisch-kritischen Bibelhermeneutik mit dem
1771 bis 1775 publizierten Werk des berithmten Hallenser Theologen Johann Salomo Sem-
ler: ,,Von freier Untersuchung des Canon®.

In dem heiklen Prozess der methodischen Dekanonisierung der Bibel war Lessing
jedoch nicht nur Zuschauer, sondern auch tiberlegter Akteur, spektakulir mit der Pub-
likation der ,Wolfenbiitteler Fragmente® 1774/1778. Das waren Ausziige aus der un-
veroffentlichten ,,Apologie oder Schutzschrift fiir die verniinftigen Verehrer Gottes® des
Hamburger Gelehrten Samuel Hermann Reimarus. Lessing wandte sich in ,,Gegensitzen
des Herausgebers®, gegen diese deistische Antwort auf den Autorititsverlust der Heiligen
Schrift. Der Deismus beschrinkte Religion auf das, was der Vernunft als solcher iiber Gott



,Luther, du! — GroRer, verkannter Mann!“ Lessing vieldeutiges Interesse an Martin Luther

und unser Verhiltnis zuginglich ist, und schied aus dieser ,,natiirlichen Religion® alle ange-
blich supranaturalen Wahrheiten wie Offenbarung, Mysterien, Wunder, Gnadenwirkun-
gen der Sakramente oder des Glaubens aus. Auch wenn Lessings eigene Annahme ein-
er ,nattirlichen®, d.h. verniinftig nachvollziehbare Religion nicht allzu weit vom Deismus
entfernt lag, blieb er doch mit seiner Annahme der in der Bibel dartiber hinaus gehen-
den Offenbarung von gottlichen Mysterien grundsitzlich davon getrennt. Ein strikt natu-
ralistisches Religionsverstindnis wird nach Lessings Uberzeugung der ,inneren Wahrheit®
der christlichen Religion nicht gerecht. Den Ausdruck ,innere Wahrheit® erklirte er aber
nicht in dogmatischen Sitzen, sondern ordnet ihn schon frith (1749) den Begriffen ,Ge-
fuhl oder ,,Empfindung” des ,Herzens“ zu. Mit der Akzentuierung der religiosen Intu-
ition, wie wir das heute nennen, nahm Lessing an der seit der Jahrhundertmitte getibten
Kritik an einem intellekeualistisch verkiirzten Menschenbild teil. Darin bekriftigte er
zugleich die Luther’sche Betonung des (primir) affektiv-emotionalen Charakters des
Glaubens, der auch in der lutherischen Erbauungsliteratur, im Pietismus und speziell in
der Herzensfrommigkeit der Herrnhuter aus Lessings Heimat intensiv gepflegt wurde.

Zur deistischen Position gab es seinerzeit eine Alternative: die neologische Antwort
auf die neue hermeneutische Situation. ,Neologen® hielen die von der Orthodoxie sich
trennenden Vertreter der frommen Aufklirung, vor allem in Berlin, Halle und Braunsch-
weig. J.S. Semler war Neologe, ebenso Lessings Freunde wie der Abt Johann Friedrich Wil-
helm Jerusalem und der Publizist Friedrich Nicolai. Wie Lessing rekurrierten auch die Ne-
ologen auf Gefiihl und subjcktive Empfindung als Instanz religiéser Authentizitit und
Autoritit; so auch das Grundbuch der theologischen Aufklirung, das zeitgleich mit Less-
ing Positionierung erschien (1749), Die Bestimmung des Menschen von Johann Joachim
Spalding. Dennoch war Lessing von der Neologie zunehmend enttiuscht, so sehr, dass er
der Neologie (er nannte sie brieflich ,,Mistjauche®) sogar dem ,trilben Wasser der Or-
thodoxie, deren systematische Stimmigkeit ihm vorbildlich schien, vorzuziehen bereit war.
Wie die Deisten (und wie auch Lessing) nahmen die Neologen cine rationale ,,natiirliche
Religion® an, behaupteten aber stets, dass diese der Erginzung durch die biblische Offen-
barung bediirftig sei. Aber sie konnten, wie Lessing meinte, nicht wirklich sagen, worin die
Differenz und das Plus der Offenbarung gegeniiber dem Vernunftwissen bestanden. Sie
verflachen ins Lessings Augen die Glaubensmysterien des Christentums bis zur Unken-
ntlichkeit, so dass sie den Heiligen Geist nicht mehr zu deren Erkenntnis brauchen: ,Was
ist eine Offenbarung, die nichts offenbart?” Tatsichlich konnten die Neologen die Exis-
tenz von so etwas wie Offenbarung nur noch historisch begriinden: mit der Glaubwiir-
digkeit der biblischen Autoren und des von ihnen Berichteten. Lessing tadelte die Halb-
herzigkeit der Neologen scharf — ihr so genanntes ,verniinftiges Christentum® sei weder
verniinftig noch fromm, sondern eine destruktive Mixtur von beidem.

Lessing rekurrierte in seiner Kritik an Deismus und Neologie so gut wie nicht auf
Luther, eher in seiner Kritik an der Orthodoxie. Dennoch kann man sehen, worin er mit
Luther auch gegen die Neuerer votierte. Es wird aber auch deutlich, worin Lessing von Lu-
thers Theologie abriickte und insbesondere, worin er, und das in religiésem Interesse, iiber
Luther hinausging. Man kann von einer kritischen Loyalitit zam Reformator sprechen. Sie
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wird auch an dogmatischen Problemen deutlich, vor allem in den Versuchen Lessings, die
Mysterien der Trinitit Gottes und der Gegenwart des Erlosers im Abendmahl verniinftig,
d.h. an GW. Leibniz’ Metaphysik anschliefend zu verstehen (Das Christentum der Ver-
nunft, 1753: VI, 278-281; Des Andreas Wissowatius Einwiirfe wider die Dreieinigkeit, 1773
VII, 298-325; auch Leibniz von den ewigen Strafen, 1773: V1L, 171-197). Damit will ich Sie
nicht behelligen. Anders steht es mit methodischen Problemen, die nach wie vor inter-
essant sind, und das auch religions- und kulturwissenschaftlich. Es sind im Wesentlichen
drei Probleme, in deren Losung Lessings kritische Loyalitdt zum Reformator sichtbar wird.

(3) Das erste Problem wurde von der hermeneutischen Situation aufgeworfen, die
durch die historische Bibelkritik eintrat: der Bezichung der christlichen Religion zur Au-
toritit der Bibel. Die Reaktion auf die Publikation der Wolfenbiitteler Fragmente zeigte,
dass diese Autoritit tatsichlich nicht mehr fraglos war. Lessing spitzte das Problem 1777
in einer kleinen Schrift ,Uber den Beweis des Geistes und der Kraft“ noch zu. Sachlich mit
Luther (und Rom 8,14) iibereinstimmend sagt er da, dass religiose Evidenz und Autoritit
nie duflerlich begriindet werden konnen, weder durch die Kirche noch auch durch die von
ihr zugrunde gelegten historische Fakten, und seien es in der Bibel berichtete. Nachrichten
von einstigen Wundern sind keine Wunder, Nachrichten von erfillten Weissagungen sind
keine erfillten Weissagen; beides trennt ein ,garstiger breiter Graben®. Lessing verstcht
das grundsitzlich: Zufillige Geschichtswahrheiten kénnen notwendige Vernunftwahrhe-
iten nie beweisen, erst die eigene Glaubenserfahrung kann eine historische Gewissheit zur
religiosen Gewissheit machen. Glaubensinhalte sind daher mehr als die Bibel: deren Inter-
pretation in einem bestimmten ,,Geist“. Die Neologie und die Orthodoxie hiclten diese
Frage fiir vorweg beantwortet, jene durch die fromme Empfindung, diese durch das Dog-
ma. Lessing besteht jedoch darauf, nach der inneren Wahrheit auch des Historischen zu
suchen, auch wenn er auf diese Weise ein stets irrtumsfahiger Wahrheitssucher bleibt, wie
er gegeniiber Goeze offen zugibt (Duplik, 1778: VIII, 32f).

Darinsteht Lessingnahe bei Luther, der den Christus-Sinn der Bibel ebenfallsals stets
neu zu suchenden ansah und damit auch nicht an ein Ende kam, weil die reine Wahrheit ja
doch nur Gott kenne. Aber Luther sah Suchen nach der Wahrheit und Glaubensgewissheit
nicht als Gegensitze an, und zwar deshalb, weil er Christus-Gewissheit fiir etwas anderes
hielt als den Besitz von Wahrheit. Die lutherisch-orthodoxe Bibliolatrie allerdings erlaubte
keine Unterscheidung von Glaubensgewissheit und Bibelinhalt mehr; dagegen behauptet
Lessing, dass die Bibel mehr enthalte als zur Religion gehért, dass es christliche Religion
schon vor ihrer Niederschrift miindlich gab und es sie auch noch geben wiirde, wenn die
Texte dereinst verloren gingen. Auf den Bibeltexten kann also nicht die ganze Wahrheit der
christlichen Religion beruhen. Das lauft auf die hermeneutische These hinaus aus, dass der
Buchstabe nicht der Geist und die Bibel nicht die Religion sei, mithin Kritik an der Bibel
als Buchstabe nicht gegen den Geist und gegen die Religion gehe (Axiomata: VIII, 136).

Mit dieser These stand Lessing auf der Seite der Neologen, und wie sie entfernte er
sich von Luther. Dieser hatte gegen die damaligen Spiritualisten vehement vertreten, dass
der Geist, der innere Glaubensgewissheit hervorruft, stets duffere Kommunikationsmedi-
en benutzt, vor allem die Bibel. Lessing spricht aber gar nicht von ,,Glaube®, sondern stets
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von ,Religion als von einer kulturell universalen Praxis der Gottesverehrung. Luther hatte
Religion und Glaube gleichgesetzt und daher nur die wahre, d.h. die in der Bibel als wahr
bekannte Religion, eben den Glauben, als Religion akzeptiert, alle andern Religionen
dagegen als Pseudo-Religionen verworfen. Daher forderte Luther zwar fiir sich und seines-
gleichen Gewissensfreiheit, konnte Andersreligiésen jedoch solche Freiheit nicht zugeste-
hen, zu schweigen von der staatlichen Gewihrung allgemeiner Religionsfreiheit. Lessing
dagegen gebraucht cinen allgemeinen Religionsbegriff, der im Blick auf den inhaltlichen
Glauben neutral, nicht schon konfessionell prajudiziert ist. Dieser schon von Politikern
gebrauchte Religionsbegriff wurde in der frithen Aufklirung auch von lutherischen Theol-
ogen akzeptiert, die der kriegerischen Machtpolitik ihre religiosen Vorwinde entzichen
wollten. Auch Lessing tiberwand den ,garstigen breiten Graben® zwischen Tradition und
Aktualitit im Horizont eines solchen universalen Begriffs von Religion. Er ging aber noch
einen Schritt weiter, und er ging damit definitiv iber Luther hinaus.

Ich spreche von Lessings Manifest religioser Toleranz, dem 1779 publizierten und
erst 1783 aufgefiihrten ,Nathan der Weise®. Der entscheidende Schritt Lessings bestand
freilich nicht darin, dass er bestritten hitte, dass Religion der Kitt der Gesellschaft sei —
das war seine, von den meisten Zeitgenossen noch geteilte chrzcugung. Neu war jedoch,
dass er bestritt, dass es Religion von Rechts wegen nur in der Einzahl geben konne. Revo-
lutiondr war es, dass Lessing die Pluralitit von Religionen akzeptierte #nd zugleich akzep-
tierte, dass diese sich in ihrer Binnenperspektive jeweils fiir die wahre halten. Wie geht das
zusammen? Wenn man mit Lessing klar unterscheidet zwischen religioser Ausschliefilich-
keit und moralischer Allgemeinheit: Lebenspraktische Humanitit ist es, das auch und
gerade glaubige Vertreter der verschiedenen Religionen verpflichtet, sich gegenseitig zu
tolerieren und zusammen ,,der Stadt Bestes“ (Jeremia 29,7) zu suchen. Gerade kraft ihrer
aller ,innigsten Ergebenheit in Gott* (Nathan 111/7, 2045) sind sie alle zu praktischer Hu-
manitit befihigt; somit haben alle, Judentum, Christentum und Islam konvergente erzie-
herische Rollen. Mit dieser Toleranzidee wird eigentlich auch die Existenz (nur) einer Sta-
atskirche hinfillig. Wie andere Aufklarer rithrt Lessing aber nicht politiktheoretisch an
dieses Thema — das wire aufrithrerisch gewesen. Er rithrt jedoch daran im ,dramatischen
Gedicht®, auf dem Theater also, das viel mehr erlaubt als die Kanzel eines Goeze. Der warf
Lessing ja vor, er bediene sich einer ,Theaterlogik®, die in Bildern und Anspielungen al-
les verunklare und sich auf den strohernen Schild des Gefiihls verlasse (VIII, 265). Aber
auch diese Logik war in Sachen Toleranz so klar, dass scither alle autoritiren und weltan-
schaulich totalitiren politischen Regimes den ,Nathan® verboten haben.

(4) Lessings Uberlegungen zur Unterscheidung von Christentum und Bibel bewe-
gen sich in dem Horizont eines zweiten Problems: des Verhiltnisses des allgemein men-
schlichen Vernunftvermaigens zu den Wahrheitsanspriichen einer besonderen Offenbarung.
Dieses Problem war schon seit dem Mittelalter virulent, verschirfte sich durch die Refor-
mation und wurde in der Aufklirung zu dem zugleich religiésen und denkerischen Prob-
lem schlechthin (dies auch infolge der Ablésung der Philosophie von ihrer Verpflichtung,
sich der Theologie anzupassen, was in Zeiten der Konfessionsspaltung problematischer
war als zuvor). In Lessings Zeit suchte man extreme Losungen noch zu vermeiden, sowohl
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die Absorption von Religion durch die Vernunft in ciner ,natiirlichen Religion (im Ex-
tremfall Baruch Spinozas Gleichsetzung von ,,Gott“ und ,,Natur®) als auch die Leugnung
jeglicher Offenbarung in einem atheistischen Naturalismus.

Lessings Verkniipfung von Vernunft und Offenbarung scheint zunichst dieselbe zu
sein wie die neologische. Ein gegen Goeze aufgebotenes Axiom besagt: ,Die (christliche)
Religion ist nicht wahr, weil die Evangelisten und Apostel sie lehrten, sondern sie lehrten
sie, weil sie wahr ist“ (VIIL, 148). Ahnliche Sitze hatte auch Luther formuliert — aber mit
dem Unterschied, dass er die Qualitit ,wahr” von der Bibel selbst verbiirgt ansah: durch
Jesus Christus, ihren wesentlichen Inhalt. Luther bleibt so innerhalb des hermeneutischen
Zirkels, d.h. der Selbstauslegung der Bibel, wogegen Lessing fiir die Qualifikation ,wahr*
eine externe Instanz anruft: die ,natiirliche® Religion ,verniinftiger* Menschen. Luther
kannte diese allgemein-menschliche Religion auch, da sie in der Bibel selbst vorausgesetzt
wird, aber fiir ihn gab es sie nur als die einzig richtige, nimlich die in den christlichen Er-
l6serglauben integrierte Anerkennung eines Schopfergottes; alles andere war durch men-
schliche Siinde verdorbene Pseudo-Religion. Auch Lessing spricht hier zwar nicht von
Siinde, aber doch von Unvollkommenheiten und Irrtiimern in der geschichtlichen En-
twicklung der natiirlichen Religion, wogegen die meisten Aufklarer hielten sie, weil ja
durch die Vernuntft artikuliert, fiir zeitlos wahr hielten. Lessings theologisch und philoso-
phisch bahnbrechende These besagt, dass die Religion der Vernunft und also diese selbst
eine Geschichte hat; er bricht damit den neologischen Zirkelschluss zwischen natiirlicher
Religion und Bibel auf. Lessings Losung ist die gegenseitige Inklusion von Vernunftwissen
und Offenbarungsglauben in der Zeit, eben im Lauf der menschlichen Geschichte.

In den ,Gegensitzen gegen Reimarus hatte Lessing geschrieben, dass die geof-
fenbarte Religion eine verniinftige Religion nicht etwa voraussetze, sondern einschliefle
(VIL, 464). Das fiihrte er in ciner Thesenreihe unter dem Titel Die Erziehung des Men-
schengeschlechts aus, deren vollstindige Fassung 1780 publiziert wurde. Hier sagt Less-
ing ganz ,deistisch’, dass Offenbarung den Menschen nichts gebe, ,worauf die Vernunft,
sich selbst iiberlassen, nicht auch kommen wiirde® (§ 4: VIIL, 490), und sagt ganz ,or-
thodox’, dass die offenbarte Religion auf bessere Begriffe von Gott und unserem Ver-
haltnis zu ihm leite, ,auf welche die menschliche Vernunft von selbst nimmermehr ge-
kommen wire“ (§ 77: VIII, so7). Beide Sitze widersprechen sich nur scheinbar. Denn
Lessing gibt dem Verhaltnis von Vernunft und Offenbarung eine ganz neue Wendung,
die deren negative Konkurrenz auflost. Er entgrenzt den Begriff ,,Offenbarung®: Of-
fenbarung liegt nicht nur in der Bibel vor, sie ist vielmehr ein Faktor der gesamten Er-
zichungsgeschichte Gottes. Daher treten in der Geschichte stets beide auf: natiirliche
Religion und offenbarte Religion. Vernunft und Offenbarung stehen in einem ,wechsel-
seitigen Dienst®, der historisch variiert und sogar Widerspruch einschlieffen kann. Zwar
relativiert die fortschreitende Vernunft die Offenbarung: Lessing selbst schligt fur drei
»ubernatiirliche Geheimnisse® — Trinitit Gottes, Erbsiinde, stellvertretende Genugtuung
Christi — verniinftige Ubersetzungen vor. Doch noch immer kann die biblische Offen-
barung Wahrheiten enthalten, die der jeweils entwickelten Vernunft noch unerfindlich
sind und ihr etwas zu denken und zu verstehen geben. Beide, Vernunft und Offenbarung
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entwickeln sich in der Geschichte aneinander, miteinander, ja auch gegeneinander weit-
er, mit dem Effeke einer langfristigen Konvergenz.

Diese unerhort neue Idee gibt, wie bei Lessing ofters, dem Alten nicht bloff ein-
en Abschied, sondern ,rettet” es auch. Die Idee, dass unser Wissen ,,Stiickwerk” ist, auch
fiir Christen, dass sich das aber noch dndern soll, stammt vom Apostel Paulus (1Kor 13,
8-12). Auch fiir Luther spielte diese Hoffnung eine grofle Rolle: Unsere Vernunft, sagte Lu-
ther, erkennt im ,,Licht der Natur® bewundernswert viel; im ,,Licht der Gnade®, das uns
in der Offenbarung leuchtet, erkennen wir noch mehr, aber vicle Lebensritsel werden wir
erst ,im Licht der Herrlichkeit® erkennen, am Jiingsten Tag. Luther sah die Erzichungs-
geschichte, die Gott mit dem Einzelnen und mit der Menschheit vorantreibe, als eine sehr
bald beendete Zeit an, als apokalyptisch beendet durch die bevorstechende Wiederkunft
Christi. Lessing jedoch ist kein Apokalyptiker mehr, er ist ein moderner Chiliast. Er rech-
net mit einer offenen Zukunft, in der noch etwas Substanzielles geschieht, in der die Men-
schheit vor allem moralische und religiose Fortschritte machen wird. Mit diesem chilias-
tischen Fortschrittsglauben steht Lessing bei den Neologen, die im Gefolge Leibniz‘ von
der , Perfektibilitit®, von der Vervollkommnungsfahigkeit der menschlichen Kultur und in
ihr des Christentums sprachen.

In seiner Vorstellung von der ,,Erzichung des Menschgeschlechts® ging Lessing je-
doch weiter als sein Freund Jerusalem, auch als Mendelssohn oder J.G. Herder. Er trans-
formierte seine Deutung der Trinitdt geschichtstheologisch. Das alte Modell einer got-
tlichen Heilsokonomie nahm schon die Stufenfolge von polytheistischem Heidentum,
monotheistisch-moralischem Judentum und neutestamentlichem Christentum, dem Jesus
Christus als erster praktischer Lehrer der Unsterblichkeit der Seele dem sittlichen Han-
deln edlere Motive gab (§ 58). In emphatischer Ich-Rede prophezeit Lessing nun aber cin
kommendes, drittes Zeitalter der Vollendung, die ,Zeit eines neuen ewigen Evangeliums®,
in der auch das dritte Element der natiirlichen Religion realisiert wird: das Wissen, dass
der Lohn der Tugend in ihr selbst liegt. Dieses ,Reich des Geistes®, dieses ,,Dritte Reich®
wurde seit dem Mittelalter und in der Zeit der Reformation immer wieder prophezeit;
aber Lessing verkniipft dieses Weltgeschehen mit dem Geschick des Individuums - das
ist ohne Luthers Konzentration auf das Individuum nicht denkbar. Fiir den Lutheraner
Lessing kann es nicht angehen, dass der Einzelne, der Gott so unendlich wichtig ist, von
der Menschheitsentwicklung tiberholt und vergessen wird. Daher greift er eine wiederum
alte, bisher stets und auch von Luther verworfene Idee neu auf: die Idee von der Wie-
derverkorperung des individuellen Seele. Weil diese Reinkarnation (damals sagte man
meist ,Metempsychose®) dem Einzelnen die Chance des Erwerbs neuer Kenntnisse und
Fertigkeiten gibt, wird das Menschheitsziel der Vollkommenheit wirklich, d.h. auch indi-
viduell erreicht (§§ 93-100). Die Lessing’sche Reinkarnationslehre entspricht der éstlichen
und neuerdings auch westlich-esoterischen Lehre gleichen Namens zwar in ihrem Leis-
tungsdenken, in ihrer Zielsetzung ist sie dieser jedoch kontrir.

Ich schliee mit einer Lessing’schen Pointe. Die ,Erzichung® reicht nach, was im

»Nathan“ fehlte. Es fehlte die Begriindung dafiir, dass die offenbarten Religionen, die ges-
chichtlich einander doch folgen, dennoch gleichgestellt sind, dass alle drei ihre erzicherische
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Aufgabe bis auf weiteres ausiiben diirfen und sollen. Um dies zu begriinden, stellt sich Less-
ing in Gedanken auf einen Hiigel und ahnt mit abendlichem Blick(!) die ganze Geschichte

(VIIL, 489). So sicht er, dass die schlussendlich zielfithrende Linie nicht immer die kurze

gerade ist, sondern Seitenschritte, ja Riickschritte einschliefen kann (§§ 91f) Deshalb er-
scheint uns hier unten der Schritt der Vorsehung oft fast unmerklich oder gar unerkenn-
bar. Aber: Wenn Gott zberall in der Geschichte seine Hand ,,im Spiele” hat, wieso sollte

er sie nur bei unseren Irrtiimern 7ichz im Spiel haben? Nun, Lessing war ein leidenschaft-
licher Spieler. Er war kithn genug, Gott als Spieler zu imaginieren — das wire Luther nicht
im Traum nicht eingefallen, geschweige denn auf der Kanzel. Lessing konnte das tun, weil

er, ganz im Unterschied zum assertorischen Luther, sich gegeniiber ,,Kanzelzumutungen®
mit der Rolle des vorurteils- und autorititskritischen Priifers begniigte, der Fragen aufwir-
ft, nicht aber fertige Antworten liefert. Nach weiteren zweihundert Jahren sage ich als Erbe

Luthers und Lessings: Das sollte auch auf einer Kanzel nicht mehr ausgeschlossen sein.
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Bearpaackuii yausepeutet, I IpaBocaaBHbIi 60roca0BcKkuii paKyAbTeT

[DocTtoeBcknit Ha gyxoBHom nytu Cepresa H. bynrakosa

Berpeua Byarakosa ¢ TBopuecTBOM AOCTOEBCKOTO HE MOIAA IPOHUTH 6€3 TEKTOHUIECKHUX
MIOTPsICEHUH, B IIEPBYIO OYEPEAD B €TO AYIIIE, A IOTOM U B MHTEAACKTYaAbHOH U AYXOBHOM
xusHu coBpeMeHHON Poccun. TlocaeAcTBUSA 3THX MOTPSICCHUI M CETOAHS OIJYTHMBI B
XPHCTHAHCKOM TEOAOTHH, OCOOCHHO IIPaBOCcAaBHOMN. boaee Toro, € TeueHHEM BpeMeHH OHI
CTaHOBSATCA Bee Goace sHaYMMBbIMU. Berpeya Byarakosa ¢ AocToeBCKUM, HAH POAB 3TOTO
3HAMCHMTOTO IINCATEAS B AyXOBHOM pasButuu otua Ceprus, n 6yAeT TeMOII 3TOro odepka.

Cepreit HukoaaeBud byarakos — njeHTpaAbHast AHMHOCTb B HCTOPHU COBPEMEHHOTO
npaBocaaBHOro 6orocaoust. B teosorun LlepkBu mocae ero nosiBACHUsI y)ke HUYTO HE
ocraroch NpekHUM. Ero Mpicab, 6ecCIOPHO, CYLIECTBEHHO OIPEACAHAO IPABOCAABHOE
60rocAOBHE HAIITUX AHEH. Co¢uonorus byarakosa, kak 1 ero XxpucTuaHckas puAOCoPcKast
MBICAb B I[EAOM OKA33Ad OIPEAEASIONIEE BAMSHME HA HAIPABACHHMS COBPEMEHHOM
60rocA0BCKOi MpICAn™. Cacp, KOTOPBIH OH OCTABHA B COBPEMEHHOH 1}epKOBHO TEOAOTHH,
IIO3BOASIET €I0 PACCMATPUBATh B OAHOM PsIAY C BEAMKUMM yuumeramu I1paBocaaBHOM
LlepxkBu. ABapuartblii BeK MOAQPHA HaM OOpPAa3sOBAHHBIX, MPOHHIJATCABHBIX, MYAPBIX,
TBOPYECKHX IIPABOCAABHBIX TCOAOTOB, a OBIAO HX TaK MHOTO, YTO U 3TOT BEK 3aCAYKHUBACT
HA3BIBATHCS 30AOTHIM, HO UCTOPUYECKAS POAb HU OAHOTO U3 HUX HE MOXKET CPABHUTHCS C
poabio, KoTopyio ceirpaa o. Cepruit Byarakos, 1 aTa ero AyXoBHas yHHKaABHOCTb ACAAET €TO
u BeauxuM omyom Llepxsu. IToaTomy, He cMOTpst Ha TO, COTAAIIAAVCH € HUM MAH HET, ObIAU
AM OHHU IIOCACAOBATEASIMH €IO XPUCTHAHCKOH PUAOCOPHH HAH €TO SPBIMH IPOTHBHUKAMU,
BCE CEPLE3HBIE XPUCTHAHCKHE MBICAUTEAH COTAAIIAAMCH, YTO PEYb HAET O IPAHAHO3ZHOM
AYXOBHOM SIBACHUH U BbIAQIOICHCS AMMHOCTH, AOCTOHHOH BCAKOro BHUMaHus. byarakosa
MO>KHO OCITapUBaTh, HO OTPHIIATh €I0 3HAYEHHE HEBO3MOIXKHO.

Co BTOpPOIl MOAOBUHBI ACBSITHAALIATOTO CTOACTHS IPAKTHYECKH HE CYIECTBYET
pycckoro ¢uaocoda MAH TECOAOTA, APYTHMMH CAOBAMH, HHTCAACKTYaAa HAM Ooace MAU
MEHee KyABTYPHOTO YCAOBEKA, KOTOPbIA He Obia Obl 3HakoM ¢ counHeHusivu . M.
Aoctoesckoro. HemHOrIM 1mosske, yoke B epBoil HOAOBUHE ABAALIATOrO BEKA, TO XKE CAMOE

1 Haunboace 3HaYMMOE U3 HUX TO, KOTOPOE, IIOA BaUsiHUEeM 0. [eoprist Paopodckoro, mmpoxo u3BecTHO Kak
«HEONATPUCTHYCCKOE >, IIOABUBIIIEECS, HA CAMOM ACAE, KaK Peakijis Ha copuosoruio; byarakos, kpome Toro,
CO3MAATECABHO TIOBAHMSIA M HA POAOHAYAABHUKA eBXapucTHdecKoii akkaesnosoruu H. H. Adanacresa, kax u Ha
MHOTHX APYTHX KPYITHBIX XPHCTHAHCKHX GOrOCAOBOB M MBICAHTCACH.
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MOXHO 6yAeT cKasaTh U 06 OCTaAbHOM (LJMBMAM30BaHHOM) Mupe. TBOPYECTBO 3TOTO
FeHHAABHOTO AUTEPATOPA PAAMKAABHO H3MEHHAO AyXOBHBIN KanMar B Poccun. I'lo caoBam
Huxoaas BCPA}ICBaZ, «Hamra ayxoBnast u ymcrsennas ucropus XIX Bexa paspeasercs
sBaeHHeM AocroeBckoro. fBacHue AocroeBckoro osHadaso, uto B Poccun popuance
HOBbBIC Ayum»s. AOCTOCBCKUII COBEPIINUA, ECAU YIIOTPEOUTD YAAYHOE BBIPASKECHHE 3TOTO
3HAMECHHTOTO PEAUTHO3HOTO $PHAOCOPA, « AYXOBHBIH EPEBOPOT>, KOTOPHIH MPOU3OIICA
B Poccun, ubn mocaeACTBHS OTpasHANCH Ha Beell BceaeHHOH. Hu opHOro cBoero unrareas
OH HE OCTABUA PABHOAYIIHBIM. BeTpeya ¢ AyXOBHOCTBIO AOCTOEBCKOTO — 3TO MOTPSICEHHE B
OHTOAOTHYECKOM CMBICAE, 3Ta BCTPEYa B OCHOBAHUH MEHSIET AUMHOCTD YCAOBEKA, OCTABASICT
HEHSTAAAUMBIH caep Ha ero amdHOCTH... Koraa Cepreit HukoaaeBuu BeTpernacs ¢ Hum
AHIIOM K AHILY, M €TO COCTAB AYILIN HABCETAA IIEPEMEHHUA.

Huxosait AaekcapapoBud BepasieB, Kak aKTHBHBIH YYaCTHUK HHTEAACKTYAABHOM
xu3Hu Poccun Ha pyOexe ACBITHAALIATOTO U ABAALIATOTO BeKa ObIA CBUACTEAECM TOTO, AO
KAKOH CTEIEHU OBIAO CHABHO BAMSIHUE AOCTOEBCKOTO HA PEAMTHO3HBIX MBICAUTEACH TOTO
Bpemenn: «Koraa B Havaae XX Beka B Poccun BOSHHKAM HOBBIE HAEAAMCTHYECKHE M
PCAUTHOSHBIC TCYCHUS, TOPBABLINE C IO3UTUBU3MOM M MATEPHAAM3MOM TPAAHULIHOHHOM
MBICAH PaAUKAABHOH PYCCKOHM HMHTEAAWUTCHI[HM, TO OHH CTAAU IIOA 3HAK AOCTOEBCKOTO.
B. Posanos, Mepexxonckuii, Hosplit myTs, Heoxpucruane, Byarakos, HeoHA€aAMCTBI,
A. Iecros, A. beantii, B. MBanoB — Bce cBsizanbl ¢ AOCTOEBCKMM, BCE 3a4aThl B €TO
AYXe, BCE PEIIAIOT IOCTABACHHBIE UM TEMBIL. /AIOABMH HOBOTO AYXa OTKPBIBAETCS BIICPBbIC
Aocroesckuii. OTKprBaCTC}I OTPOMHBIH HOBBI MMP, 3aKPBITHIH AAS IPEAIECTBYIOIUX
noxoAcHu#. HaunHaercs apa « AOCTOEBIIUHBI» B PYCCKOM MBICAU U PYCCKOM AUTEPATYPE »4,
bBepasieB coBeplieHHO MpaB, IPUYEM CITHCOK MBICAUTEACH, KOTOPbIE TBOPUAH [TOA BAUSTHUEM
AOCTOEBCKOTO, HAN « POAHAHCH> U3 IO AUTEPATYPHI, KOHEYHO, HAMHOTO Goabme’. M Toxe
CIIPaBOM CPEAU «U30paHHBIX» OH IpuBOAUT 1 otLja Ceprust ByarakoBa, kak ns-sa sHaueHUs
€ro MbICAH Ha Pa3BUTHE PYCCKOI PEAUTHO3HOH GHAOCOPUH, TAK U H3-32 CHABHOTO BAUSTHUS
Aocroeckoro Ha ero popmuposanue. O BAUSHHE BEAUKOTO PYCCKOTO AUTEPAaTOPa Ha ITOrO
BEAHMKOTO PYCCKOrO GOrocAOBa IMOMACT pedb U AAACE, HO IPEKAE CTOUAO Obl BCIIOMHHUTD
KAIOUCBBIC MOMCHTBI HHTCAACKTYaAbHOM 6buorpa¢uu ora Ceprust byarakosa.

CKkutaHua «bnygHoOro cbiHa»

Cepreit HuxoaaeBua byarakos poauacst B ropoae Ansusl OpAaoBckoit 06AacTH 28 HIOHS
(uam 28 mioas)® 1871 rosa B cesmjenHMYEcKOl cembe. B cBoux Asmobuozpaguueckux

2 Huxonait A. Bepasie, Mupocoseprianne Aocroesckoro, Ipara: YMCA-Press, 1923; ap. usa: Ilapuok,
1968; MBI I0AB30BAAUCH HHTCPHET-U3AAHUEM C TOpTara www.vehi.net.

3 Huxonaii A. Bepasies, Mupocosepianne Aocroesckoro, hetp://wwwvehinet/berdyaev/dostoevsky/o09.heml.
4 Tam xe.

5 O poan AOCTOEBCKOro B HCTOpHH pycckoil (peanrnosHoit) puaocoduu cm., Hanp.: Baagumup K. Kantop,
~Pepop Aocroesckuii — ueHTp pycckoit puaocopckoit mican’, B: Puiocopus 6 duaroze xyavmyp, CaHkr-
ITerep6bypr: MspareapcrBo Canxr-ITerep6Oyprekoro yHusepceureTa, 2010, 53—68.

6 113-3a BepOsTHON OMUCKM HEM3BECTHA TOYHAs AaTa poxpcHus oria Ceprus Byarakosa. B wacthocTH, B
Asmobuozpaguseckux 3amemxax TOBOPUTCS, UTO OH POXKACH 31 MIOHE, A B [ Ipasicckom dnesHike PUBOAUTCS HIOAD.
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34Mem7cax7 OH TOBOPHT, YTO IIO OTHY OH <«ACBHUT>, T. €. CrO CCMbs AO 6-TO KOACHA,

npubausuteabHo A0 Bpemenu Moanna I'posuoro, Osiaa cBsimenHnyeckoirs, On BBIPOG,
KaK OH caM TOBOPHA, B atMocdepe «poMa—xpama». OOpasoBaHue ero HavaAoCh B
AMBEHCKOM AYXOBOM yuHAHIIE,  TOTOM B OPAOBCKOI AYXOBHOM CEMHHAPUH, H yIKE TOTAQ
OH ObIA CMYILCH «PabOCKUM>» MEHTAAUTETOM, LIAPUBIIMM B LICPKOBHBIX KPYrax, a TakxkKe
ITOAHOM UCTOPUYECKON AC30PHUEHTHPOBAHHOCTHIO I_[epKBug. OO0yuceHue ero B LiepKOBHOI
LIKOAC 3aBEPIIMAOCH B 1888 roay. HepoBOABCTBO ero 6bIAO Tak BEAHKO, 9TO OH OCTABHA
CEMUHAPHIO 32 TOA AO €€ OKOHYAHHS U IEPEBEACA B EACIKYIO KAACCHYEKYIO THMHA3HUIO,
mocae 4ero, B 1890 roay, o mocrymact Ha IOpuamdeckuii ¢axyasrer MockoBckoro
YHHUBEPCUTETA, KOTOPBIH OKAHIYUBAET B 1894 TOAY.

C 0aAHOII cTOpPOHBI, MOAOAOTO Dyarakosa rayboko pasouyapoBaAO COCTOSIHHE, B
KOTOPOM TOTA2 HaXOAMAACh LIepKoBb, M OH OTBEpraa BCSKYIO MBICAb O TOM, YTOOBI, IO
IpPHUMEPY OTLA U ACAOB, IIOCBSITHTb JKH3Hb KaKOMY-AMOO LICPKOBHOMY CAY>KCHUIO, a, C
APYTOH CTOPOHBI, OH YyBCTBOBAA POACTBO C aHTUIIEPKOBHOI PYCCKOM MHTEAAMTEHIIUEH
TOro BpeMeHH. [103TOMy MOXHO OBIAO OXHAATb, YTO YKE B IOHBIC TOABl OH IIPUMET
OYEHDb IIONYASPHBIE B TO BPEMsS MapKCHCTCKHE HACH. PeAMTHO3HBII KPH3HC, AU €ro
«6e3605KHe>, MPOAOASKAAOCH C OTPOYECTBA, IIO €r0 CAOBAM, C 14-TO—I5-TO TOAA XKU3HU,
AO HICTIOAHMBIIETOCS 30—ACTHS L. I[Toayuaercs, Oyayun peberkoMm casienHuka, Cepreit
HuxoaaeBud BEIpOC B IIepKOBHOM ABOPE, BOCIIUTBIBAACS B COOTBETCTBUH C XPUCTHAHCKUM
MHPOBO33PEHHUEM, U AO IOHOCTH JKHUA «B BEPE U BEPOIO »11, O6pasoBanue B LEPKOBHbIX
Y4eOHBIX 3aBCACHHUSAX OH HauyMHAA, OYAYYM HCTHHHO BCPYIOIIMM XPHUCTHAHHHOM, a
3aKOHYMA OIbSHEHHBI HUTHAM3MOM2. Bo BpeMsi 00YYCHNUSI aKTUBHO U BOCTOPSKEHHO
U3y4aA MapPKCHCTCKOC HACACAUE, 2 B OCOOCHHOCTH IIOCBATHA Ce0s MOAMTHYECKOI
axonomuu. [Tocae okoruanus yue6sr, on octascst paborars B Yausepcurere. B 1898 roay
oH epet sarpanuny (lepmanms, Opanuus, AHIANS), B PE3yABTATOM IIOC3AKH CTAHOBHUTCS
MarucTepekas auccepranus Ha temy «Kannrasnsm u semacaeane» 13, TTocae samursr
AMCCEPTALIMM, OH IIOAYYaeT 3BaHHE HPodeccopa M 3aHUMACT KaPeAPY MOAHTHUYCCKOM
axoHoMuu B KneBckoM noantexnudeckoM HHCTHTYTE (1901).

Kuesckne roppr  (1901-1906) crasu  pemaiommmu  Aa okusHu - Ceprest
Dyaraxosa. Torpa OH mepekMBAacT HOBBI PCAUTHOSHBIN, HAM HHTCAACKTYAAbHBIM,

7 Cepreit H. Byaraxos, Asro6uorpadpuueckue samerky, npup. A. A. 3arnaep, YMCA-Press: Paris, 1946, 21991;
yerbIpe raasbl Hepeneyarsisasuch B: C. H. Byaraxos: pro et contra (Ananocts u tBopucctso Byarakosa B onenke
pycckux MblcauTeacit u uccacposareacit), T. I, Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Mspareabctso Pycckoro Xpucruanckoro
IYMaHUTAPHOTO UHCTHTYTA, 2003, 63—111; P LUTHPOBAHUM HAMU OBIA HCIIOAB30BAH TEKCT, OIMyOAMKOBAHHBIIT
B: [Iporouepeit Cepruii Byaraxos, O ITpaBocaasun, Mocksa: Teppa-Kumskeslit kay6, 2002, 407-525.

8 Cepreit H. Byaraxos, Asmobuozpaguyeckue samemxu, 416.

9 IHrepecHo, 4TO AMBEHCKOE AYXOBHOE YYHAHMILE, CIIOCOOCTBOBABINAs pasoyapoBaHUU Dyarakoa B
XpUCTHaHCTBE U yxoAy us Llepksu, ceropns Hocut ero ums (, Auneit umenn C. H. Byaraxosa®).

10 Cepreii H. Byarakos, ABrobnorpaduaeckue 3aMeTkH, 425.

11 Tam xe.

12 Tam sxe.

13 Kanuraausm u semacpceaue, T. I-1I, Canxr-ITetep6ypr: Tunorpadus B. A. Tuxanosa, 1900.
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KpHU3HC. A yHOMSHYTas [IO€3AKA 3arPaHHLy IEpeA 3THM Oblaa ero HavyaaoM. Berpewa ¢
3aIIaAHOEBPOIEHCKOIN KyABTYPOM, O YEM OH CaM IO3XKE IIMCAA, IIOMIATHYAA €TO ATEU3M, A
KOHKPETHO, TOTAQ HAYaAOCh €TO O0CBOOOXKACHHUE OT MarepuasusMa: «S BO3BpaTHACA Ha
POAMHY U3 3aTPAHHUIIBI TOTEPSABIIUM IOYBY U YK€ C HAAAOMACHHOM BEPOM B CBOU UAEAABL.
3eMAST ITOA3AQ TTOAO MHOI HEYACPIKHUMO >» 1B IepmaHny IPOM3OIIAL M OAHA «<YYACCHAS
BCTpeya>, KOTOPasi 3HAYUTEABHO ITOKoAcOaAa ero mpexHue yoexaeHus. B Apesacue, B
Ka4eCTBE TYPUCTA, OH IIOLIEA MOCMOTPETh 3HAMeHUTYI «(CukcTuHCKylo MaponHy>»
Pagasas, u BcTpeya ¢ Hel rAy60KO norpsicaa ero. Ero omucanne® 31oro cobpiTrs 0ueHD
Ba)KHO, [IO3TOMY MBI IIPUBEAECM 3A€Ch GPArMEHT:

«H Bapyr HeoxupanHas1, yyaecHast Berpeda: Cuxcrunckas boromareps B Apesaene, Cama Thr

KOCHYAACh MOETO CEPALIA M 3aTPEIETaA0 OHO OT IBoero soBa. Ilpoespom cremmm oceHHUM

TYMAaHHBIM YTPOM, IO AOATY TYPHCTOB, IIOCCTUTh Zwinger ¢ 3HAMEHUTOH ero raacpecit. Most

OCBEAOMACHHOCTb B ICKYCCTBE Ob1AQ COBEPIICHHO HUMTOXKHA, U BPSIA AU 51 XOPOLLIO 3HAA, YTO MCHS

KAeT B rasepee. M tam MHe rasayau B aymry oun Llapuust Hebecroil, rpsiaymeii Ha ofaakax ¢

INpeaseansim MaaaeHmem. B Hux 6p1aa GeaMepHast cAQ YHCTOTBI U IPO3OPAUBOI KECPTBECHHOCTH,

— 3HAHHE CTPAAAHHS M TOTOBHOCTb HA BOABHOE CTPAAAHHE, M TA 5KE BEILAs JKEPTBEHHOCTb BUACAACH
B HEACTCKH MYAPBIX 04ax MaaaeHia. OHu sHAWOT, 4T0 XACT VX, Ha 4TO OHU OOPEUCHSL, 1 BOABHO
rpsiayr Cebst otpars, coepmuuts Boaw Ilocaasmero: OHna ,,npunsats opyaue B cepane’, On —
Toarody... 5 He moMHHA ce0st, TOAOBA Y MCHS KPY)KMAACh, U3 TAA3 TCKAH PAAOCTHBIC M BMECTE

TOPBKHUE CAE3BI, 4 C HUMH Ha CEPALIE TASIA ACA, M PA3PEIIAACS KAKOI-TO KUSHCHHBIH y3eA. DTO He

OBIAO SCTETHYECKOE BOAHEHHE, HET, TO ObIAa BCTpeya, HOBOE 3HAHHUE, YyAO... S (Toraa Mapkcucr)

HEBOABHO HA3bIBAA 3TO CO3EPLIAHNIE MOAUTBOI U BCIKOE YTPO, CTPEMSCH IIOIACTh B Zwinger, oka
HHKOTO CILE TaM He ObIA0, 6eXKaa TyAa, IpeA AMLO MaAOHHEL, ,MOAUTBCA M ITAQKATh, 1 HEMHOTO
HaHACTCS B )KUSHHU MTHOBCHUM, KOTOPbIE ObIAM Obl OAXKCHHEE ITHX CACS...> 16,

Ha camom py6exxe BEKOB OH IIOCTEIICHHO OCTABASICT IIO3ULIUIO TAK Ha3. «ACTAABHOTO
MapKCH3Ma>» HBCE PEIIUTEABHECIIPUACPKUBACTC HACAAUCTHICCKUX B3IASIAOB. [ Ipe6biBarne
B lepmanun u obpaijeHne K KAQCCHYECKOMY MACAAU3MY, OCOOCHHO K PaljHOHAABHOMY
upcasusmy Fmmanymaa Kanta u mumpososspenuio Ppuppuxa ¢$on [leaaunral’,
IPEACTABASIOT HA4aAO IIyTH DyArakoBa, HCIIOAB3ysI €ro 3HAMEHHTOE BBIPAKCHHE, «OT

8

MapKCHu3Ma K I/IACaAI/ISMy»l > 4 PSAAOM C 3THUM IIYTCM HaXOAHAACh (PyHAaMeHTaALHa}I

IpaBOCAaBHAs MbICAb. Bansinue Ha Hero KaHTta 6b1A0 O4eHb CHABHBIM U TAYOOKHM, O HEM
OH MCKPECHHE IIHCAA U B IIPEAUCAOBHUH K cbopHuKy Omz MAPKCUIMA K uamﬂu,wy: «Aonrxen
cosHarbcs, 4to KanT Beerpa 6b1a Aast MeHst HecoMHeHHee Mapkca 1 st cantas HeOOXOAMMBIM

14 Cepreit H. Byaraxos, Asmobuozpaguuecxue samemxu, 461.

15 Cepreit H. Byarakos, Asmobuozpaguueckue samemiu, 461.

16 Ono ony6aukosano B xuure Cemms neseuepniii — Cosepyanis u ymospruus (Mocksa: Tunorpadis
WM. VsaHoBa, 1917), BO BBOAHOH raaBe ,[IpHpoAa peAMIMOSHOTO COSHAHHA®, a IECPEU3AABAACS H B
Asmobuozpaguueckux samemxax.

17 Ceprbit byaraxos, Cemms neseuepuisi — Cosepyanis u ymospnuus, 8—9; ucto y: Asmobuozpaguueckue
3amemxi, 460—461.

18 Cp.: Ilpor. Teopruit Paoposckuit, [lymu pyccxozo 6ozocrosns, Paris: YMCA-Press, 1988, 493. (nepsoe
uspanue: por. Teopriit ®aoposckiit, [lymu pycckazo 6ozocrosis, apmxs 1937); Tawke: Monaxuns Eacena,
s Ipodeccop nporouepeit Cepruit Byaraxos®, Bozociosckue mpydes, 27 (1986), 119-120.
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IIOBCPATD Macha KaHTOM, a HC HaO60pOT. Kaur u B ACﬁCTBHTeAbHOCTPI OKa3aAcCAa

CHABHEHIIIUM PCAKTUBOM, pa3AaraBIINM MapKCHUCTCKYIO AOTMATHKY > 19.

Kak TOYHO NMOAMETHA aBTOP OAHOIO M3 CaMbIX 3HAYMMBIX O030POB PyCCKON
¢usocodun, orery Bacuanit 3eHbKOBCKHI, «B 3Ty HOPY ByATakoB erje HAACAACS <IIPHAATH
IIOAOXKUTEAPHOMY YYEHHIO OKOHOMHYECKOTO MATepHAAM3Ma HpHEMAEMYIO $opmy,
0cBOOOAUB Ero 0TabCYPAOB> 20 B paabHeiinem npouecce puaocodckux uckanuii byaraxkos
0COOEHHO OCTPO CTABHA AAsL ce0si BOIIPOC O ,,reopun mporpecca’. Meropuocopekas tema
OblAa y HETO Ha IEPBOM IIAQHE, U YXKE 3A€Ch BBICTYIIAAd IOTPEOHOCTH NMOWTH AAABLIE
YHCTOro KaHTHAHCTBa» 2L B wactHocTH, DByaraxoBa My4nA BOIPOC O TOM, BOBMOXHO AU
CO3AATh MCKAIOYUTEABHO HAYYHYIO TEOPHIO IIPOTPECCA, T. €. MOXET AHM IPOIPECCHBHAS
0011eCTBEHHAS KUSHb OCHOBBIBATHCS TOABKO HA HAY YHOM 3MHI/IPI/IBMCZZ. Msuenue byarakosa
Ha 3TOT CYET TaKOBO, YTO NO3UTHBUCTCKAsI TCOPHs IPOIPecca CYIIECTBEHHO yuepOHa,
HOTOMY 4TO IpobAeMa OOIIECTBEHHOIO MACAAQ 3aTPATMBACT <«CaMble TAyOOKHE KOpPHU
MeTaQH3HIECKOTO MUPOBO33PEHHSI>» , TOITOMY K HEH HY)KHO IOAXOAUTD KaK K PEAUTHO3HO-
MeTadpH3UIECKOH HpOGACMCzs. HMMeHHO B3TOT MOMEHT, 110 METKOMY 3aMEYaHHUIO 0. Bacnaus
3eHBKOBCKOTO, U Ha4aaoCh BAHsiHHE Mbicau Baapumupa CoaoBbeBa Ha ¢uaocodcekue
B3TASIABL ByAI‘aKOBa24. Tupoxuit CHHTE3 XPUCTHAHCKHX HACAAOB H PHAOCOPCKO-HAYYHOTO
MupoBo33peHnss COAOBbeBa IOMOTAH €MY OTBEPIHYTh BEPY B TO, 4T0 KaHT « OKOHYAaTEABHO
YTBEPAHA TOCIIOACTBO KPHTHYECKOTO IIO3UTHBH3MA>» 25 Moicab CoOAOBbEBa, TaKUM
o06pasom, cTaaa Aast ByarakoBa oIpeACACHHBIM YKa3aTeACM, KOTOPBIN IPUBEA €TO HA «Ha
HOBBIH Iy Th PEAUTHO3HOI MCTa(l)I/IBI/IKI/I»ZG (HaMAYYIINM CBUACTEABCTBOM Y€TO SBASACTCA
€ro CTaTbs ,'IT0 AAET coBpeMEHHOMY co3HaHHIO ¢pusocodus Baasummpa CoaoBbéBar®,
onyOAMKOBaHHas B YIOMSHYTOM cbopuuke Om mapxcusma x uﬁmﬂu&u_yn). Kpowme Toro,
or ConosbeBa byarako BospMeT U ero ¢pyHAAMEHTAABHBIH (QUAOCOPCKUI KOHILCIIT
BCEEAUHCTBA, KAK U COPHOAOTUYECKYIO TEMY.

19 Peup MACT, KAK H3BECTHO, O HA3BAHMH CIO 3HAMCHHUTOIO cOOpHHKA PaboT — Oms mapkcusma ko udearnsmy
(CT16. 1903), B KOTOPOM SICHO BUACH IIEPEXOA OT MAPKCH3Ma K HACaAN3MY. DTa kHura Byarakosa umeer ocoboe
3HAYCHHE AAS TIOHHMAHHUS, KAK €IO MHTEAACKTYAABHOTO Pa3BUTHS, TAK U AyXa SIOXH, HO OLICHKA H3BECTHOIO
ucropuka pycckoit ¢pusocopuu Ceprest ACBUIKOrO O TOM, YTO 3Ta KHHUIA ,CTAAd IOBOPOTHBIM ITYHKTOM B
HCTOpPUH PyccKOl MbicAn®, kaxkercst Ham upeameproit (C. A. Aesuukuit, Oepxs no ucmopuu pyccxots usocodun,
Frankfurt am Main: IToces, 1983). ¥xoa C. Byaraxosa, H. BepasicBa u Ap. oT MapkcucTckux yGexacHHI
HIPAET CYILECCTBEHHYIO POAD B AAABHEHIIEM Pa3BUTHH PYCCKOM MBICAH, T. K. PEYb HACT O CAMBIX BBIAAIOLIHXCS
MBICAHTEASIX, Y9ABCTBOBABIIHX B PEAUTHO3HOM BO3POXKACHHH B HAYAAC ABAALIATOTO CTOACTHS, HO HM 06 OAHOM
U3 UX COYNHECHHUI HEAB3S CKA3aTh, YTO MMCHHO OHO SBASICTCS IOBOPOTHBIM ITYHKTOM PYCCKOM praocodpuu.

20 Ceprbit byarakoss, Oms mapxcusma ko udeasusmy, C.-Ilerepbyprs: O6mecTsennas [Toansa, 1903, Xi.

21 Tam e, xil.

22 Bacuawuit Bacuavesny 3enskoBekuit, Hemopus pycckoii gurocopuun, Mocksa: Axapemumdecknit Ilpoexr —
Papurer, 2001, 840-841.

23 Cp.: Ceprbit byaraxkows, Oms mapkcusma ko ndeaisusmy, XV—xvi.

24 Tam xe, XVi.

25 Bacuawuii B. 3ensxosckuit, Hemopus pycckoii purocogpuu, 841.

26 Ceprbit byarakoss, Oms mapxcusma ks udeasnsmy, XVIIL

27 Bacuawuii B. 3ensxonckuit, Hcmopus pycckoii purocogpuu, 841.
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Kpome ¢uaocopos Hemenxoro mpcasusma, mpexxae Bcero, Mmmanyuaa Kanra,
CYIECTBEHHYIO POAb B OTXOAE DyArakoBa oT MapKCHM3Ma M CTPEMACHHH K HACAAM3MY
U, HAKOHEL|, K XPUCTHAHCKOMY OOIOCAOBHIO, UTPAAH HE TOABKO BO33peHus Baapumupa
Co0A0BbBEBa, HO M BAMSIHHUE €IIj¢ OAHOTO PYCCKOTO PEAUTHO3HOTrO ¢purocopa u Horocaosa
— orua ITaBaa @Paopenckoro. Ecau 6prte TounbiMu, Kant momor ByarakoBy ocraButs
MATCPUAAUCTHYHbIEC IIOSHLMM M IPUHATh OCHOBHBIC BO33PCHUS HACAAMCTHYECKOI
¢unrocodun, a CososbeB u Propenckuit <<y6C,A,I/IAI/I>> €ro B caMO€ OCHOBaHHE CBOEH
$rarocoPpun 3aA0XKUTD XPUCTHAHCKYIO BEPY.

B 1906 roay Byarakos npuesxaer us Kuesa 8 Mocksy, rae HaunHaer paborars B
MocxkoBcKOM KOMMEPYECKOM HHCTUTYTE, KOTOPbIM BTO BpeMs pykoBoaral Tasea MBanosny
HOBropoAuest, a B 1910 TOAY OH 3HAKOMHTCS M HAYMHACT TAOTHO 00wiathes ¢ 0. [TaBaom
DroperckuM, KOTOPBI OCTABUA HEMSTAAAMMBIN CACA B ero sxusHu. Paopenckuit, kpome
TOTO, YTO OH BAMSIA HA €TO MHTCAACKTYAAbHBIC MHTEPECHI, BO BCEM OYAYHH BBIAQIOLICHCS
AUYHOCTBIO, HA CAMOM ACAE, ele Ooace TAyOOKHil caep ocTaBuA B ero pyme. Oty ITasay
[IPU [OMOIIM COKPaTOBCKOH MaHeBTHKH YAaAs0ch 3apoauts B Cepree Huxosaesuue Ty
CaMYIO, ACTCKYIO Bepy BO XPUCTA M AQXKE IIOATOAKHYTb K IIPUHSTHIO CBSILLICHCTBA.

Temy Codumu, xax Mbl yx ckasaau, Dyarakos B3sa or Baapumupa Coaosbesa.
Boobute, y artoro pycckoro ¢uaocoda oHa Oblaa HEAOCTATOYHO paspabOTaHA, 4TO
OCO3HABaA U CaM BYAI‘aKOBzg. Ecau y CoaoBbeBa OHa ObIAa TOABKO B 3aPOABILICBOI popMe,
y ®aopeHCcKoro 6bIA SICHO BUACH BeCh PUAOCOPCKHI, MAH HOTOCAOBCKMIA, MOTCHLHAA
AAHHOI pobaeMaTKy. ByArakoB, Ha caMOM A€A€, TIOA CHABHBIM BAHSIHHEM PEAUTHO3HO-
¢urocopckux Bo33peHHil DAOPEHCKOrO IPOAOAXKHT pasBUBATh COPHOAOTHIECCKYIO
MbicAb. CoroBbeB eMy ActicTBUTEABHO OTKpbIA Coduro, Ho otery [TaBea Obia yer0BeKOM,
KOTOPBIH pelaroie CrocobcTBOBaA TOMY, 4T0 DyArakoB GOAbLIYIO YacTh CBOCH SKU3HH
IOCBSITHA HUMEHHO coduosorun. Taxum 06pasoM, Kanr momor ByarakoBy ocraBuTh
MaTEPHAAUCTHYHBIC IIO3HLIMH M IPHUHSATH OCHOBHBIC BO33PCHHS HACAAHMCTHYECKOH
¢unocodun, a CorobeB 1 PAOPEHCKHUI MOATOAKHYAH €O K TOMY, 4TOObI B camoe
OCHOBAHHE CBOEH GPUAOCOPUH 3aA0XKHUTh XPUCTHAHCKYIO BEPY.

3aMeTHM, AASL OIHCAHMSI AYXOBHOTO IepeBopora byarakosa, mpousormealnero s
KHEBCKHUI MEPUOA, Y>KE YHOMSHYTHIH HCTOPHK pycckoil ¢puaocodun, Cepreii AeBuiikuii,
[PUBOAUT H3BECTHOE HOBO3ABETHOE COOBITHE, pasbIIphIBAiOLICEcs] IO NMyTH B /Aamack
(Aest. 22), a KoHKpeTHO, AeBULKHI ToBOpHT, 9TO «u3 CaBaa oH cranosutcs ITaBaom »30,
OaHako 3TO CpaBHEHHUE HE CAMOE IIOAXOASIIIIEE, KOTAA PEUb HACT O AyXOBHOM ITyTH 0. Cepriust
DByarakoBa. Ecau AeBHIIKOMY Tak XOTEAOCh IIPOUAAICTPUPOBATH €rO KaKUM-HHOYAD
HOBO3aBETHBIM IIPUMEPOM, OH MOT COCAAThCSI Ha IIPUTYY 0 OayaHOM cbiHe (AK. 15, 11-32). Ha
CaMOM ACAE, Ccpreﬁ byaraxos - 6AYAHbIﬁ CBbIH, KOTOPBIi B UTOT€ BO3BPAIL[AETCS B OTYMH AOM.

28 Peup naer o aexijun, npounTanHoii B Knese, Briepssie OIy6AMKOBaHHOM B Bonpocax purocogin u ncuxorozin,
kH. 1 [66] (1903), 5296, a noTom nepeusaannoii B: Ceprbit Byarakos, Omas smapxcusma xo ndearusmy, 195—262.
29 I'l. M. Hosropoaues nosxe npuanmacet o. Ceprust byarakosa u na Pyccknii opuandeckuii Gpakyabrer B
Ipare, rac OH OYACT PEIIOAABATH LIEPKOBHOE IIPABO BIIAOTH AO OTbe3Aa B [ Tapik.

30 Cp.: Ceprbit Byarakoss, Tuxis dymes, Mocksa: I. A. Aeman — C. H. Caxapos, 1918, 103.
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Ms1 BKparLe HM3AOKHMAM TOABKO HambOACEe 3HAYUTEABHBIC IMU30ABI OypHON
UHTEAACKTYaAbHOH 6ubanorpa¢uu o. Ceprust Byarakosa, KOTOpble NPOHSOUIAH AO
SMUTPALlMM, a TOYHEE B KHEBCKUH (1901—1906) U MOCKOBCKUH (1906—1918) nepH0A31,
TEIEpb MOXEM IIEPEHTH K HAIICH OCHOBHOM TeMe — poaH, koTopyio Pesop Muxaiiaosuy
Aocroesckuii coirpaa B 6orouckanusx Ceprest Hukoaaesuaa Byarakosa.

Bctpeua ¢ [loctoeBCkuM

Ocoby0 poAb CpeAH TeX, 4be TBOPYECTBO OKAa3aA0 BAWSIHHE HAa AYXOBHYIO U
UHTeAACKTYaAbHYI0 )usHb Ceprest Huxoaaeuua byarakosa, 0co60e MeCTO IPUHAAACKHUT
Depopy MuxaiiaoBuay AocroeBckomy. OH M caM SICHO TOBOPHUT O TOM, YTO VIUCA OT
MaTepHaAM3Ma U IPUHSA HACAAU3M, a MOBKE U XPUCTHAHCKHE YOeKACHUs, Oaaropapst
sansumio B. C. Cososbesau ®. M. Aocroesckoro32. Boobiie, B ysxe yomsiayTom chopruke
— Om maprcusma x udeainsmy — HAUAY4IIUM 0OPa3OM OTPAXKAIOIMM UHTEAACKTYAABHBIH
myTb DyArakoBa OT MapKcu3Ma K MACAAUSMY, IICPBBIM TEKCTOM siBAsieTcsi pabota ,lBan
Kapamasos kax ¢uaocodpckuii tun“. Peub maer 0 myOAHYHON ACKLMH, NPOYMTAHHOI
B Kuese 21 Hos10pst 1901 roaa33. B 1o xe BpEMs, 3TO U NEPBBIH OIyOAMKOBAHHBIA TEKCT
byarakosa o Aocroesckom.

B 1912 roay B Mockse Byarakos sammmaer pAokTopckyio anccepranmio (Quiocopus
X03511c764), OTTyOANKOBAHHYIO B TOM ke ToAy. OH TOAYCPKHYA, 4TO 3Ta paboTa «HMeeT ee
U COBEPUIEHHO ocoboe 3HaueHHE, HOO B HEH TOABOAUTCS BHYTPEHHUI UTOT LJEAOH IIOAOCHI
)KU3HU, OKPAIICHHOM SKOHOMHYECKHM MATCPUAAUZMOM, M OHA €CTh AOAT PHAOCOPCKOIL
COBECTH aBTOPA [10 OTHOLICHHIO K CBOEMY COOCTBEHHOMY l'IpOI.L[AOMy>>34. Peus upet o ero
nepBoi 6OABLION pa60Te, HAMMCAHHOM IOCA€ XPUCTHAHM3ALMHU CBOEH q)ymococl)cxoﬁ
Mbican. O ToM, 4TO poab AOCTOEBCKOro He OblAa HEBaXKHA, TOBOPHUT U TO, 4TO Byarakos
B KOHIIe NpeAUCAOBUs K Pusocoguu x0381icmea — Kak anurpad K KHUTE — IPUBOAUT ABE
LIUTaThl U3 poMaHOB becor u bpamvs Kapamasoswt:

«Awbure Bee cospanuc boxue, u neaoe, n kaxayro necannky. Kaskablil AHCTHK, KasKABLA AyY
Boskuii atobure! Aro6uTe SKUBOTHBIX, AI0OUTE pacTeHusI, AIOUTE BCIKYIO Beb. Byaems Aro6uts
BC}IKyIO BCIlb, 1 TaﬁHy BO)KI/IIO IIOCTHUTHCIIb B BCHIAX>. (BPﬂmbﬂ KﬂPﬂMﬂ306bl, us3 HOy‘{CHI/Iﬁ
crapua 3ocuMel)

«Boropoauna 46 ects, kak MHHIIB? — Beankas MaTh, yrioBaHue poaa ueaoBedeckoro. — Tax,

Boropoaua — Beankast MaTh CbIpa 3€MASI €CTh, U BEAHKASI B TOM AASI YE€AOBEKA 3aKAIOYACTCS
PaAOCTb>. (Becot, caoa CTapUIIbl B PACCKa3e XPOMOHO)KKI/I)

31 C. A. Aesuukuit, Ouepru no ucmopuu pyccxoii puiocogun, Frankfurt am Main: IToces, 1983.

32 B HameM HCCACAOBAHMM €TO MHTCAACKTYaABHOH GHOTpaduM MBI PCIIMAM OTPAHHYUTBCA KUEBCKHM M
MOCKOBCKHM TIEPHOAOM, IIOTOMY YTO BAHMSIHHE Ha HEro AOCTOEBCKHII OKAa3aA MMECHHO B 9TO BPEMs, TOIAL XKE
ByaraxoBbiv 6b1AM H3AQHBI Bee ero paboTbl 06 aToM sHaMeHnTOM nucareac: ,,MBans Kapamasosn (Bb pomant
Aocroesckoro bpamus KﬂpﬂMﬂ.?OKbl) KaKb PHAOCOPCKIN TUITB — 1902 [1901]; ,Bacueross, Aocroesckiii, Ba.
CoaoBbeBb, A. ToacToit (HapaAACAI/I)“ - 1902; ,BbHers TepHOBBIA (TMamaru ©. M. AoctoeBckoro)“ — 1906;
»Ouepks 0 ©. M. Aocroeckoms — Upess uerBepTs BhKa (1881-1906)“ — 1906; ,,Pycckas Tpareais — 1914. TopAuHe.
33 Cepreit H. Byaraxos, Asmobuozpaguyeckue samemxis, 437.

34 Ceprtit byarakos, Quaocopis xossiicmsa, Mocksa: I'yts, 1912, 1.
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BNATrOE MAHTENNY

Byarakos roBopurt, 4T0 madoc U YCTPEMACHHS 9TOH KHUIM HAHAYYIIMM 00pasoM
OTpakaroT UMeHHO IpuBepcHHbIe caoBa O. M. AocroeBckoro. AHUYHOCTD U TBOPYECTBO
3HaMeHUTOrO pycckoro mucareast momorau C. H. byaraxosy, kak oH roBopua, U3 corjposora
cratb 6orocaosom>®. OAHAKO, He CTOUT HAMBHO BEPUTS B TO, uT0 byarakos 8 Kuese B mepBsie
TOABI ABAALIATOTO CTOAETHS, HAYaB 3a4MTHIBATHCA AOCTOEBCKHM, BAPYT BCIIOMHHA CBOE
AETCTBO, TPOBEACHHOE B IIEPKBU B XPUCTHAHCKOH Bepe cBouX mpeakos. Hamporus, peus
HAET O HEKOM IIPOIIECCE, MPOAOAKABIIEMCS ONPEACACHHOE BPEMsSI M MOAPA3yMEBABIIEM
MYYUTEABHYIO 60pb0Y ¢ caMuM COOOI, ITOCTOSIHHOE [IEPEOCMBICACHHE KAK TOTAQ AKTYaABHBIX
MaTePUAAUCTUICCKUX YOCKACHHUHN, TaK U GOACE O3AHHX, KOTOPBIX OH BIIOCACACTBUH OYACT
npuaepkuBaThest. I Ipexae yeM IPUHATE HACAAUCTHIECKYIO PHAOCOPHUIO U IPABOCAABHOE
6orocaoBuUe, OH, HECOMHECHHO, AOAXKEH ObIA PaspyLINTb CTAPbIC U CO3AATH HOBbIC OCHOBBI,
Ha KOTOPBIX OYACT CTPOMTH CBOI XPHCTHAHCKYIO ¢uaocopckywo cuctemy. Kak bl
BKpaTILje [IOKa3aAH, H AO KHEBCKOTO Iepuoaa (1901-1906), Byarakos yxe mepexusas
OIIPEACACHHBIE AYXOBHBIC KPUSHCHI, 4 B TO JK€ BPEMST U ITOAYYaA HOBbIE 3HAHHS, KOTOPBIE
BOAHOBaAHM ero Kak ¢pusocoda. ITpesxae uem O. M. AocToeBckuil Boles B €r0 AyXOBHBIIT
MU, ero $puaocoPckast o3ULMs (ACraAbHBIA MapKcH3M) 6b1A2 B OCHOBAHHMH IIOCTaBACHA
IOA BOIIPOC, YTO CO3AAAO YCAOBHUSI AAST AYXOBHBIX M HHTEAACKTYAABHBIX H3MCHEHUH.

Bansinue, xoropoe oxasas Ha byarakoBa AOCTOEBCKHIL, C APYTOH CTOPOHBI, He
CACAYET U HEAOOLICHHBATh, TAK KaK OHO ACHCTBUTECABHO HOCHAO CO3UAATEABHBIH XapaKTep.
AOCTOEBCKHIT B OIIPEACACHHOH $ase €ro AyXOBHOIO CO3PEBAHMS HA CAMOM AEAE CBHITPAA
KAIOUEBYIO POAb. B 4acTHOCTH, peds HAET O EPUOAE ITOCAE EPEOLICHKH MHPOBO33PEHUIT
Mapkca ¢ mosunuit kxpurHdeckoro panyuoHasuama Kanra, xorsa Byarakos momsa gro
OH AOAXKCH OCTABHTh ITO3UIIMH SKOHOMUYECKOIO MATEPHAAM3MA, T. €. MbICAb Mapkca oH
«IIPOTECTUPOBAA>» ¢ moMolbio KaHTa, H KOrAa OKa3aAOCh, 9TO PE3YABTATHI ITOTO TECTA
oTpHuIaTeAbHbIE, ByArakoBy 1oTpe6oBaANCH, TAK CKA3aTh, « AOIIOAHUTCABHbIC TAPAHTHH >,
9TOOBI OH CMOI OKOHYATCABHO IPHHSTh MACAAM3M, a IIOTOM CACAATb CLIC OAMH IIAT,
BCACACTBHE KOTOPOTO OH IIPHUIIEA K XpHCTHAHCKOH ¢uaocopun. Pepop MuxaiiaoBud
AOCTOEBCKHIT AaA €My HMECHHO 3TH <«IAPAHTHH >, U [IOMOT IIATHYTh B TOM HAIIPABACHHH,
T. €. B TBOPYECTBE ITOrO PYCCKOTO ITHCATEAS M MBICAHTCASI OH HAIICA OKOHYATECABHOC
MOATBEP>KACHHE TOTO, 9TO IyTh, II0 KOTOPOMY OH IIOLIEA, BEPHBIH.

O ToM, Kakoe 3HAYCHHE HMEAA BCTPEYa C ITHM TPAHAHOSHBIM AHTECPATYPHBIM
HacaeareM aast Ceprest Byarakosa, roBopuT 1 TOT (akT, 4TO OH CYHTAA cebs AYXOBHBIM
notoMkoM AocroeBckoro. O6 3TOM OH 5ICHO TOBOPUT B CBOCH ACKIIUH »,BeHel TepHOBBLIT
(IMamstu . M. Aocroesckoro), npountannoii B Kuese 25 pepasst 1906 roaa: «H na
HAC, Ha TeX, KTO CYUTACT ce0sl AYXOBHBIMU HacACAHMKaMu U AocroeBckoro, u CoroBbeBa
U IPOAOAXKATEASIMH HX HCTOPHUYECKOTO ACAQ...>» 36 Torpa sxe byarakos ynmomsinya, 4to sTot
BEAMKHUI PYCCKHIH IHCATEAb MPAKTHYECKH TMITHOTHYECKH ACHCTBYET HA CBOETO YHTATCASL

35 Cepreit H. Byaraxos, Asmobuozpaguyeck