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ELEMENTS OF MODELING DRAWN FROM QOHELETH
APPLIED WISDOM

Rowland Van Es

Modeling in Proverbs and Qoheleth

There is a sense in which it is correct to say that the book of Proverbs presents readers
with theoretical wisdom to be applied with guidance from the clues to reading and under-
standing which are provided by the author-editor in the first nine, introductory, chapters.
The book of Qoheleth [Ecclesiastes], in this regard, is much more a book of applied wisdom.

First of all, Qoheleth corrects a misapplication of wisdom by countering the idea that
wisdom can be used as a key to the mastery of life. Then Qoheleth sets about presenting the
correct framework for applying wisdom. One is to find joy in his portion, accepting such joy
as gift from God in the midst of each moment of life.

This is done as one traverses the o}dinaxy course of life, eating and drinking, in the
daily pattern of affairs. In this effort, one does not hope for some sudden breakthrough into
the deep mystery of life, which will bring in some entirely new element making life
meaning-filled in a way never before anticipated. In this effort, one stays with a basic and
simple lifestyle but remains open and alert to the joy God offers.

Qoheleth then seeks to apply wisdom’s counsel to the specific situation of those young
people who are considering taking some part in an incipient revolution. This bring him to
consider the possibilities from various aspects. He must raise the proper questions — the
causes for the movement, the motivations of the participants, the tensions between their
various loyalties, the dangers involved, and the potential results, as wéll as the correct
objectives for such an action. This is all done quite covertly, because of the tyrannical
conditions under which they live and in which he provides his counsel.

After this, it only remains for Qoheleth to draw out specific elements of the modeling
for ministry which he provides.

Since it has been claimed that Qoheleth is in basic harmony with the outlook and
approach of the book of Proverbs, it is well to consider first a comparison of his modeling
with that found in the former book.

Modeling as steering for life is a large emphasis in Qoheleth. He contrasts this idea
sharply with the distortion he has found in the contemporaries who follow the spirit of Job’s
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friends and ‘‘Solomon,”” in that they seek to master life, to control their world, and thereby
deify themselves.

Modeling the gaining of wisdom as a process is emphasized as an agonizing decision
process (gone through in this book itself) especially in contrast to a visionary experience.
Human responsibilty is strongly emphasized in this way.

Modeling the responsible shaping of one’s humanity is expressed in his lifestyle of
disciplined reflection and action, which he insists can bring one to find joy in life. Qoheleth
agsumes that one can accomplish this to the point that he can urge the following of one’s
heart’s desire and eyes’ delights as God’s trusted creatures.

In modeling the primacy of human relationships, the judgment on the present regime
in Qoheleth’s time falls right here. This is the key failure of the regime, i.e., the failure to
retain this primacy through its structures and policies. On this count alone, Qoheleth finally
tilts in favor of some kind of action to initiate change in the government. In reviewing the
actual climate cultivated in the current situations he becomes extremely anti-materialist,
which the other side of the coin of the primacy of human relations.

Modeling growth in wisdom and a recognition of limits: the latter are disproportion-
ately emphasized. So taken up with the ptoblem of those that want to master life is he that
he must emphasize almost exclusively the limits of wisdom. In fact, the mysteries of life and
God’s part are brought out clearly as a foil to those who seek guaranteed success on the
basis of their righteous wisdom. The balance between growth and recognizing created limits
has not been properly maintain by the community, according to Qoheleth’s analysis of the
current situation. For him, the real sign of valid growth is to fully and correctly recognize
wisdom’s limits.

Modeling in Counsel to Young People
. Considering Revolution .

1) The counselor remembers the interrelationship of life.

J.W. Gasper (1947:20) reminds us that in Israel, especially in the Wisdom
Literature, ‘‘obligations of justice cannot be divorced... from religious, social and
moral behavior, all of which find their fulfillment in the positive will of God.” By
the same token, it is imposible for the sage to consider the problem of political
revolution as an isolated, compartmentalized, purély political question. The web of
life is woven too closely to allow for such specialization in problems. One cannot
leave social problems to sociologist, psychological problems to psychologist, economic
problems to economist, and political problems to politicians as if there were no
interconnections among these and all of life.
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There are therefore no simplistic answers, no formulae that can be applied to situations
- for developing answers that conform the correct principles so that they yield proper responses
when accurately adapted. There is, however, a proper used of wisdom, and Qoheleth seeks
to model that as he struggles in the decisions process, using the applicable values reflects
deeply on known standards and present actualities. The considerable ambivalence that can
be felt concerning a political revolution should be understood not as a wavering on principles
but as a definitive struggle to do what is the wise and therefore righteous thing in this matter
for which guidance can never be patently clear.

This atmosphere may be somewhat frustrating to those who are used to dealing with
the prophetic style of **Thus saith the Lord”. But the style of Wisdom Literature is always,
““He who has ears to hear, let him hear.”’ One must take his own choice. The counselor helps
clarify the issues and brings in the relevant questions. The counselee must supply the will
and the response.

2) The counselor models reflective coolness.

The cool man is the sage who keeps his head in emotional crises. He does not evidence
a hot spirit. His reflective responsibilities force him to carefully evaluate the situation as it
develops and to weigh choices before acting. This style applies to a sage who is counseling
revolutionaries as well, as Qoheleth exemplifies. He must not let enthusiam for a “‘righteous
cause” carry his counselees away from their good judgment and clear insight. A sage will
advise his counselees as well not to be swept away with dreams and visions (5:3,7). They
are often self- induced, and they are often just projections of what one wants to have
confirmed — even if a prophet be induced to mediate them. By the same token, one must
take care not to really try to manipulate God in any way. One must counsel coming to him
to listen and not to inform him in an attempt to get God to bless what they have already
decided to do (4:17, 5:7). This latter course partakes of the same self-serving self-sufficiency
as is found in all commercialists, in or out of power.

This reflective coolness keeps one from being rushed into a popular uprising of people
who are basically merely malcontents (7:10). There is no end to the complaints and vague
desires of malcontents who simply seek the ““good old days™. These are never sought in
wisdom. Those who would accuse sages of simply conserving the status quo must seriously
consider this counsel.

3) The counselor urges moderate alternatives to rebellion,

Recognizing that there may be some bona fide grievances, Qoheleth helps his
counselees seek some valid alternatives to an all-out revolution (8:5). It is not possible to
work within the present system responsibly, and thus work the necessary changes? One must
posit that here Qoheleth has the ear of some of the present officials. His wisdom value of
constancy shines through as he challenges them to look at their oath swom before God (8:2).
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Certainly court wisdom would remind them of this, too. But within that framework a wise
man could “‘know a time and way”” —i.e., he could work within the framework of the king’s
command to counteract ill effects of an evil command. There are, contra to court wisdom,
no absolutes expressed by wisdom sayings about always obeying a king’s commands, just
as the “law of retribution™ is not an absolute to be idolized.Perhaps if their use of court
wisdom could be revised they could still humanize the present regime, as they carried out
orders with proper motivations, values and goals.

4) The counselor helps the young people recognize valid
and invalid grounds for revolt.

The fact that Qoheleth airs so many grievances against the current atmosphere of
commercialism in the land and connects it with the ruling powers indicates that he recognizes
some legitimate grounds for action to promote positive change. The mere airing of griev-
ances, giving articulation to the actual evils, is in itself a call for change. One must not
underplay the fact that the intelligentsia giving articulation to their perception of current
situations is a very significant factor in public perceptions — although Qoheleth himself
distrusts public response to the expressions of the wise (9:15), because they tend to go along
with military might rather than wisdom.

The grounds in this case, expresséd by Qoheleth, are rampant injustice and oppression
— expressed in the crucial passage 3:1- 4:4. This situation is bad enough, but it is made
worse by the fact that it is sustained by officials who, as Qoheleth expresses it, protect each
other in their corrupted practices to gain personal advantage and wealth (5:7).

In addition, Qoheleth sees the regime as under the control of debauched officials who
induce sloth among themselves so that the interest of the people are genuinely endangered
(10:16-18). The rampant commercialist-materialist atmosphere of the dog-eat-dog social
expressions in the land are exacerbated by the materialist stupor of the debauched, slothful
officials who feel money answers everything (10:19). Cannot the counselees appeal to
the processes of law? “In the judgment place I saw wickedness, and in the seat of
justice, iniquity” (3:16 NAB). In these circumstances, appea]ing to the process of law
is impossible.

The one who counsels that joy is to be found in the basic life of each man
as he goes about his toil articulates the fact that under the present conditions, set
up by the powers that be and submitted to by the people, life is difficult and
depressing. He submits that the most that can be said for it is that it is one step
ahead of death (9:4,7,10). As a philosophy thisis hardly tenable. But if one sees it
as a commentary on misappropriation of power and its effects on people, it is a
powerful statement giving articulation to the need for change—by revolution if all
else fails. The beautiful exultation in youth has the following phrase: “Remove
vexation from your heart and put away pain from your body” (11:10). If conditions
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are such that it is inconceivable to do this, then, the counselor implies, they may
have to think toward revolution. There is no such thing as innocent poetry.

5) The counselor warns about the structure of monarchy and
its effects of personnel.

This point complements the fourth, Kings, in the experience of Qoheleth, tend to play
at the role, and they see it in very personalistic terms rather than in democratic terms. The
“study’ in chapter two seems to be carried out by a king very willing to “‘play’’ at his post,
and he ends up unhappy because even the efforts he does make may only be inherited by an
“unworthy” successor. Qoheleth could well be making a reflection on the attitude of the
present rulers. Their well-being and success comprise the scope of their “national” view.
This constitutes further grounds for working for change.

But it also gives pause to consider the whole structure, and the possibility that a change
in personnel will change anything at all is thrown into question by the illustration of the
young king who comes into office with plenty of popular support but leaves office with no
remembrance (4:13-16). The revolutionaries will have to seriously consider whether the
personnel they are seeking to bring in will in actuality be any better. Will they really be an
improvement, or will it simply mean that power (and corruption) will be in different hands
benefitting different people? This is an agonizing question for those who see “nothing new
under the sun”’. Again their values and motives and objectives are called up for review. They
cannot be mere enthusiasts.

Perhaps the change called for really entails a change in structure and philosophy of
government. One where the whims of personnel cannot play such a dominant role. Qoheleth
can be understood to imply that the young king also falls out of popular favor for very good
reasons (4:16). The revolutionaries face here a very agonizing reality that they must deal with
now, at this point. They cannot simply hope things will turn out for the best or that they will
straighten themselves out as the revolution takes shape.

6) The counselor formulates hard questions:
about the people. '

The young people who have come to Qoheleth to consult about their situation have
heard him help them articulate the correct understanding. Now, they also hear him formulate
difficult questions and challenges about the practical situation which, with all their idealism,
they will have to deal with in setting their course.

In dealing with people, the counselees must remember that people do not always have
the right outlook. The commercialist- materialist profit-seeking set of life is not limited to
the rulers. There is no wild-eyed euphoria about Qoheleth that indicates poverty teaches
people the right values or that poor people have automatically the correct approach to life.
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The materialists are in ascendancy throughout society because the people would have it that
way (6:7-9). Therefore, there are many malcontents who would delight in revolution, but
for the wrong reasons (7:10).

Nor do people tend to follow wisdom, necessarily, even when it is taught them (9:15).
They more often are swayed by brute force. In addition to this, they are fickle and quick to
turn on kings, even those who have come into power through popular support and overthrow
of the predecessor (4:16). Their evaluation of leadership personnel is grossly inaccurate, so
their judgments cannot be taken at face value. In echoes of retribution logic, their contention
might be expressed, ‘“‘success breeds success”.

This idea comes to the fore in the experience recounted by Qoheleth in 8:10-13.
Apparently the people admire the man who can get away with his wickedness and make it
pay for him without his having to pay for it. Right in the place where he has taken advantage
of people he is praised — even by the religious leaders! Money talks, and money answers
for everything! The body politic is difficult to deal with.

Qoheleth warns that the fact that people may be ready to join.in with his counselees’
righteous cause does not make them righteous themselves. They must beware the motives
and objectives of those who join in with them (9:17-10:1). This is double reason for not
joining ““lightly into a base plot (for overthrow)’ (8:3). Perhaps they should not join in with
a movement in progress, but should set up their own. Always there are plenty of self-right-
eous people around. But self-righteousness is a trap (7:16). It means that they also will be
no longer open to advice nor will they be able to see their own false motives.

In any case, when dealing with the public, the revolutionaries must keep their appeals
short and sensible (10:12-15). Qoheleth is not positively impressed with the public’s ability
to follow good thinking. If wisdom will get through to them it will have to come in short
sentences.

7) The counselor forces the counselees to anticipate the

difficulties of thfe revolutionary process.

The process of revolution, so Qoheleth indicates, is extremely vulnerable. There are
always internal problems to deal with. The problems regarding the people at large and the
“joiners’’ have already been mentioned in connection with the preceeding part (6). Wisdom
can help stave off problems. It can anticipate the realities that will be met, but a little folly
can undo much wisdom in a revolution (9:18-10:1). That folly can well come from within
the movement itself. They will have to keep their ranks clean and free from the *‘single skip
(that) can ruin much that is good™ (9:18 NAB).

Besides these slips to worry about, there are the spies (particularly women) who are
always so numerous and omnipresent in the realm of oligarchs who are determined to
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maintain their advantage and wealth (there is nothing new under the sun!) (10:20). Spies
would present enough of a worry, but there are also those from within who might be enticed
away and betray them (7:26-29). Money answers everything! These are some of the reasons
why revolutionaries have to be so careful about the motives, goals and values of the people
they join together with.

Still, Qoheleth can claim that wisdom is better than force, if possible (9:16). But if
all else fails, or the people fail to follow wisdom, or force is the main threat against them
they may be assured that wisdom is superior and can overcome force (9:17). But they will
have to be extremely careful (10:8-9), and they had better have, in their wisdom, plenty of
contingency plans ready to enact (11:2).

8) The counselor helps young people anticipate needs in the new government.

The failure of many revolutions is that the revolutionaries are unable to think beyond
the overthrow. The task is far from complete at that point. Qoheleth alerts the counselees to
the need to have people with skills appropriate to government ready to perform when needed
(10:10). The act of governing men is not something that can be done haphazardly. One of
the problems with the present regime is that they have not used personnel skillfully.
Qoheleth, by pointing this fact out (10:5-7), urges the revolutionaries not to make the same
mistake. So it is that he gets the young revolutionaries thinking beyond the excitement of
the overthrow.

In concluding this discussion about counseling young ‘people concemed about gov-
emment, several things need to be pointed out. One thing is that Qoheleth models a ministry
that recognizes the need to help people deal with their world. Withdrawal in face of all these
problems is not the answer. The sage deals with the daily encounter with the world. That is
important.

Another thing that needs to be pointed out is that in all this practical dealing with the
problem of the need for change,in governement no appeal is made to nationalistic or ethnic
sentiments. These are terribly important considerations. In all likelihood, Qoheleth speaks
in the midst of conditions which led eventually to the Maccabean Revolt. The Hasmonean
leadership certainly appealed to every ounce of energy that ethnic and nationalistic senti-
ments could provide. In doing so they followed the lead of the Chronicler and Ezra and
Nehemiah before them. All these felt that the need was so great that those means, in
desperation, were justified.

Qoheleth wisely does not suggest this source of eﬁergy. He remains true to Wisdom's
openness and universalistic ideals. He also seems to understand that using those means are
mever justified for good ends. The Maccabees would have done well to have followed his
fead in this matter in particular. Revolutions, though seemingly successfully energized by
such emotions, more often than not self-destruct on this shoal.
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Qoheleth forces his counselees to see that transformation of society is the ultimate
need and goal. Political revamping is but a part of a much larger picture.

Modeling a Freedom vis-a-vis the Culture

Qoheleth was raised in a cultural milieu which placed high value on posterity (meaning
both progeny and a good inheritance with which to bless and keep them going). “*A good
name is to be valued above all” (7:1). The closest thing to continued life after death
recognized by wisdom was a name continuing on, by which one would be remembered.
Much energy and even acts of largess or daring were expended in developing sucha *‘name”,
such a “‘remembrance”’.

But Qoheleth flatly denies any such remembrance. He denies it for anybody — king,
pauper, wiseman, fool, rich benefactor. He discards a building block that the culture had
used and cultivated for hundreds of generations. No remembrance! Unthinkable! But
Qobheleth insists that it is true. One should not depend on it, nor should he use it calculating
in a reward schema.

Culture and its nurture were important, but not sacred. If one finds a culture building
block, be it a value or a reward system, that does not jibe with reality as the sage perceives
it, then Qoheleth is prepared to discard that cultural refuse. Culture is not sacred. Wisdom
does not always conserve what it inherits. It evaluates freely against the standard that its
God- given perception of reality yields. It does so with integrity and courage. Wisdom is not
trapped by culture any more than it is trapped by ethnicity or nationalistic zeal. *

Modeling Readiness to Meet God at the Center of Life

Qoheleth was prepared to find God in the mysterious, the imponderabble, the irrec-
oncilable, the mysterious. That mysterious was not, as one might expect, at the periphery of
life, but the actual center of life. The mysterious was found in everyday events that did not
fit the order as it was understood.

’

As Qoheleth perceives it, many were trying to create or secure their own shalom, their
own joy. But this results in just the opposite. Man creates his own disorder by not accepting
the joy in God’s ordering as sufficient, while he searches for his own. As the writer in Genesis
2-3 points out, rather than trusting God’s ordering, man tries to create his own disordering
as well as the disordering of the culture created by the systemic disorders and the disorders
created by other men (over him). Men overreach 'in commercialist desire for profit. Men
overstep the limits which are a part of life.

Man needs to to come back to the point of trust in the order, eating and drinking and
finding joy there in the midst of life and ordinary human experience.
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Modeling the Securing of Creaturely Joys in a
Life Style of Relaxed Acceptance

Since God is found at the center of ordinary life, the joys of life are secured within
one’s human lifestyle. One does not strain to secure his own future, scrambling madly over
all others who might get in his way, nor does one strain for obedience. Rather, one simply
relaxes in an accepting mode as he maximizes life and lives with abandon, trusting the good
ordering, the positive orientation of life.

In this style of life one has a proper sense of human accomplishment and personal
potential. For instance, one does not anticipate that he can set up some political system that
will be perfect for all time and generations to come. He does what is right for now. He does
mot know, nor does he need to know, what comes after him in the world (6:12).

This basically simple lifestyle is more clearly perceived in the Gilgamesh Epic and
Amenemope, Qoheleth feels, than it is in the lives of those caught up in the commercialist
society around Qoheleth that is supposed to ber informed by Yahwism. This outside literature
would encourage living with more abandon in light of the fact that the gods come tomorrow
‘Gilgamesh) or that the gods already approve (Amenemope). This, thought Qoheleth, is
closer to truth than is the lifestyle that evidences one trying to scramble around securing his
wwn future and that of his posterity. 3

Besides, the securing of one’s own future puts him at odds with the community of
mankind. Such a person sought a personalized, individualized shalom apart from the
“ommunity and almost always at the expense of others. But one’s shalom is built within
“ommunity shalom, a fact that oppressors and tyrants tragically failed to recognize.

Community shalom cannot countenance embracing some people with excess (ythrwn)
-nd others with want. Therefore, abundance, not excess, is to be sought. Qoheleth’s examples
Save people tyrannizing to hurt, amassing wealth to hurt. These people are not living with
sbandon. They are living with the intent to store up for themselves treasures.on which they
< rely for pleasure, joy and life in the future. They will inhibit life, (or others) now for
“wealth (theirs) in the future.

One must in the accepting lifestyle maintain a sense of humor, as Qoheleth does. This
Wl help him see his own puny efforts realistically. It will keep him from a self-righteous
=valuation that says he deserves much better than he has received, and therewith helping
Sumself to more of the “‘better’’ he wants.

This lifestyle is not one of life-mastering. Life mastery leads simply to frustration and
& sense of life’s emptiness (hib/). That is the tragic conclusion of the experiments run on the
geemise of the house that Solomon built — the commercialist exploitation of wisdom. The
“me whose joy accepting life style concentrates on the joys therein contained accepts also
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the ironi¢ incongruities (A&/) in life and does not let them drain his passion for life. Rather
he keeps moving among those incongruities and beyond them to whatever else mixes with
the joy. His is a life of balance that holds nothing up in idolatrous fanaticism — not wisdom,
not pleasure, not a good name, not accomplishments, nor obedience, nor anything. Whether
hbl is emptiness or irony depends on one’s life-set.

Modeling a Life Style that Prioritizes Human Relationships

There are two pillars to the priority of human relationships set up by Qoheleth. One
is justice. The other is anti-materialism. These have been called out for description and
elaboration because of the situation at hand. Of course, they are closely related.

Qoheleth is almost obsessed with the totally foolish materialist-commercialist sell-out
by the people around him. The real stimulus for his writing is the need to counteract that sellout.
He has a tremendous pastoral concern for the whole community of man which, as he sees it, is
hurtling down the path to self-destruction on the speeding legs of consumerist values.

The profit motive, he exposes, makes people treat both things and people as mere
commodities. People can therefore correctly related to neither things nor people. They lose
the sense of the preciousness of life. Although things are at the same time divested of their
divinity (a necessary thing), they are also completely drained of meaning (an unnecessary
and intolerable extreme). Oesterley’s description of the background of Proverbs, in this
regard, is perhaps even more accurate for the book of Ecclesiastes: "The taste for trade and
commerce tended constantly to increase; the opportunities for amassing wealth by this means
was a great allurement and attracted many away from agriculture with its hard toil'and much
slower process of earning money. This involved a great inlflux into the cities; and the
Wisdom Writers, like the prophets before them, realized the dangers and evil influences of
town life.” (Oesterly, 1929:246)

So there is an agrarian/urban tension at play here, but Qoheleth resists the urge to
simplistically say that society should return to agrarian ideals and patterns. ““Ask not why
were former days better, if is not in wisdom you ask this” (7:10). Still, one can sense that
agrarian ideals seem to be in fact closer to the acceptance ideals of Qoheleth than are those
of the urban (or agrarian) commercialists. Perhaps it is the proximity of the people in an
urban setting that makes displays of wealth so effective in developing desire that really is
the fulcrum of the propblem. That and the devaluation of work as it was perceived in the two
different communities and their life styles created disordering tensions.

When things no longer have value and are meaningless, people also are looked u'ﬁon
as commodities, and they lose worth as persons and vice-versa. But in the commecialist-
controlled atmosphere this is the twin result. Ironically, when so much value is placed on
acquisition, then there is acquisition-stimulated inflation, and both things and people lose
intrinsic value in the system. A person is considered to be worth what he can acquire. Things

fc
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and people decrease in value. It is a vicious circle (of spiral, as the newly popular analogy
has it). Qoheleth calls for a mighty halt to be placed on this spiral. But the debauched rulers
are a cause and stimulus to this very devaluation. ‘‘Money answers everything!”

In stark contrast to the concurrent society, the dominant theme in creation theology,
on which Qoheleth relied, is relationship between God and man and nature. It is a harmoni-
ous, caring relationship. That which is the enemy of the shalom of creation is chaos — which
shreatens to invade the order. It is man who can and does introduce chaos, bringing the
disorder of folly, fragmentation and meaninglessness. Men cause this fragmentation to
obscure the vision of harmonious order, and men separate the elements of the ordering from
the wholeness that God intended. (Birch and Rasmussen, 1978:103)

Qoheleth accepts the teaching of retribution as a motivation in educating young
Jahwists in the art of steering through life, but he does not accept retribution as a doctrine
by which to judge others or as a key to life-mastery that can be used to manipulate the order
for one’s bernefit. Certainly, Qoheleth felt that retribution thinking could not be used in such
away as to promote the attitude that God would directly and personally take care of wrongs
by some kind of dramatic, personal intervention. Qoheleth mentions no examples of this
kind of action on God’s part. In contrast, he mentions many examples of cases where
retributive justice just never occurred. This implies that the power that should have been
creative toward better communion in the community, as God had intended it to be used in
the creative ordering, was not being used correctly.

But, Qoheleth’s analysis is even more devastating than this. Not only is the power not
being used in its intended creative sense, it is really being used destructively, for a breakdown
in the created ordering. Power, he says, is on the side of the oppressors. That is a symptom
of systemic injustice in a society where one is supposed to understand that authority is meant
to protect the widow, the orphan and the powerless. The meaning that is supposed to be
found in perceiving the right ordering is obscured by fragmentation that is being caused and
supported by the wrong use of power. While the whole community is designed to be in
shalom, those powerful ones seg_eking their own profit and advantage destroy the possibility
of shalom for any, “‘and there is no one to comfort them.”

So Qoheleth models the primacy of human relationships particularly in articulating
the odious results of the rampant commercialist-materialism and the injustices and oppres-
sions which come, in this case, largely as offshoots of the same.

Modeling the Clarification of Values
for mature Decisions-making:
Living the Joy in Life

Qoheleth treats life as being very important — a gift to be enjoyed. One’s portion was
%0 be accepted and rejoiced in. The basic lifestyle, one might call it the simple life-style, was
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meant to yield him pleasure. Therefore, one cannot just let life happen, but he must live it
decisively. The gifts of life, joy, and wisdom blended into a whole that, although marked
with incongruities, yielded one his goodly portion. But this life-style demanded specific
values.

Qoheleth did not fly in the teeth of reality. He evaluated the realities cooly and soberly
and with accuracy. That was his training. He saw in society around him tremendous
distortions of the created order. Power was being wrongly used. But he saw through these
distortions and their contradictory signals, and he struggled with them all without blasphem-
ing the creator.

He was made aware that one must not absolutize any one doctrine or truth, and he
maintained his basic trust in the order. One must eat, drink and find joy in his toil. This stand
brought him into conflict with those who did absolutize the “doctrine of retribution.”” This
teaching had become distorted in his time primarily because of the commercialist atmosphere
which wanted everything to yield a profit. The commercialists® values distorted their
understanding of reality and their relationships within the order. While this atmosphere
dominated, the response to oppressive measures that squeezed poor, powerless people and
bloated the wealth of others was simply to say ‘‘men are that way.”” “It will even out later,”
was the only hopeful thing said from that perspective.

Qoheleth denies that “men are that way.” He says, ‘‘Behold, this alone I found, that
God made man upright, but they have sought out many devices.” Life is a human enterprise,
and therefore problems in life are human problems. It is those who lean back and accept
disorder who are ‘“‘making the crooked straight,” by treating the straight as crooked. It is
those who retain human values that are caught in the incongruity of accepting joy while
observing oppression.

When men operate on human values, as Qoheleth and the sages clarify them, then they
can be challenged to live life with abandon, to the full, folllowing their hearts” desires. Are
the parameters of shalom reduced by Qoheleth? In the view of his opponents, yes. But
Qoheleth is convinced his values are honest and right. '

His stance, then, is not that of an elitist. He emphasizes the comnionality of all the
living ones in creation. It may sound morbid that death is the great leveler, but it made his
point firmly and clearly. He did so from a broadly based pastoral concem. There was no one
to comfort, except on this basis. He helped his counselees, who dealt with a starkly tragic
situation, come to an understanding in which decisions could correctly be made. He broughs
them to an accurate assessment of the current realities and urged them to decide how their
lives could properly fit into the ordering (which was currently manifested primarily in
disordering). Whatever they were to do was to remain based and designed on human values.
Death, in all its dimensions, ended life. One cannot tolerate death-producing systems or acts
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‘or situations whatever their origin. Life cannot be properly assessed except in the light of
‘@eath.

So Qoheleth counteracts the attitude toward injustices and oppression that the com-
mercialists held. They did not recognize injustice or oppression for what they were. They
Sappily invoked the cause-effect nexus as a doctrinal explanation of the current social ills.
Everybody gets his due, they taught. If one is suffering now, then he must seriously heed
e counsel to be diligent, work harder and search out why he is failing. Qoheleth drove those
who express this attitude back to creation theology and the egalitarian ideals where he eats
and drinks and accepts the joys of his portion, finding joy in his toil.

From the standpoint of the well-supplied oppressors, (who felt they were just enjoying
“heir due rewards, not seeing themselves as oppressors), this stand of Qoeheleth’s meant
ey had to reassess their values. From the standpoint of the oppressed it simply meant a
Surther buildup of their level of frustration as they reflected on the fact that since the just
ordering was designed so that one could eat, drink and find joy in his toil, somehow that was
“unjustly) being denied to them. It was confirmed to the poor that the cause of their suffering
was not necessarily of their own making. And the young counselees were left to make their
own mature decision. If they insisted on searching 4 '/m they would be left with nothing. But
WFthey would search out 4 't the results could be momentous. And there was no need to resort
%o the enthusiasm engendered by nationalistic or ethnic sentiments, which themselves can
®e most dehumanizing. They simply needed to enflesh the human values of God’s good
ordering.

Which values would be theirs, commercialist or human? What course would their
Sives take? The decision was theirs, in those times that were so out of joint and grinding on
i their ceaseless round. He who has ears to hear let him hear.
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RELIGIOUS PLURALISM AND THE THEOCENTRIC MODEL:
PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS

Victor R. Aguilan

In 1989 there were 4.9 billion people living on this earth. Of these, 309 million were
Buddhists, 655 million were Hindus, 860 million were Muslims and 1.6 billion were
Christians (The 1989 Almanac: 400). Contemporary theologians and philosophers of Relig-
son have accepted that we live in a religious plural world. We can see from the figures just
Bow much is at stake here.

Religious pluralism is an irreducible fact. We encounter people with different faiths
nour own country, in our own hometown, in our factories and schools, and even in our own
Bhomes. How should we deal with this reality? Religious pluralism is not just a reality to be
recognized, but a challenge to be met. ‘Pluralism is today a human existential problem which
raises acute questions about how we are going to live our lives in the midst of so many
options. Pluralism is no longer just the old schoolbook question about the One-and-the-
Many; it has become the concrete day-to-day dilemma occasioned by the encounter of
mutually incompatible world views and philosophies. Today we face pluralism as the very
practical question of planetary human coexistence’, (Pannikar, 1979:217).

Everyone knows how much violence and death have been caused by religious strife.
We know that the most fanatical and cruelest political struggles are those that have been
wolored, inspired and legitimized by religion. One need to recall Southern Philippines to
realize what I mean. To say this is not to reduce all political conflicts to religious ones, but
%0 accept the fact that religions share in the responsibility of bringing reconciliation and
peace to our torn and warring land. Christians must come face to face with this reality. Asa
Christian what is my attitude tov\:ard these other religions? £

The growing assumption in the ecumenical circle today is the pluralist position,
Knitter, (1985). The basic assumption of this position is the need for a broader understanding
of the word oikumene (the whole inhabited world) which include other religions. Mankind
must unite or perish! There are two leading exponents of this position: Paul Knitter and John
Hick. In the following paragraphs I shall discuss their views.

Paul Knitter and John Hick call their position toward other religions as the THEO-
LENTRIC MODEL (Kanitter, 1985: part 3; Hick, 1982: 289). This model has three basic
assumptions. Both scholars accept the reality of religious plurality but it is not absolute
pluralism: there is at least the concept that there is single TRUTH or REALITY towards
which different religions point. They view Christianity, Islam, Buddhism and other religions
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as variants of something larger and more compréhensive reality. This is their first assump-
tion.

Dr. John Hick, taking a historical approach, sees the problem of religious pluralism
as related to man’s historical development and differences in circumstances. He writes: ‘Now
the possibility, indeed the probability, that we have seriously to consider is that many
different accounts of the divine reality may be true, though all expressed in imperfect human
analogies, but that none is “‘the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.” May it not
be that the different concepts of God, as Jahweh, Allah, Krishna, Param Atma, Holy Trinity,
and so on; and likewise the different concepts of the hidden structure of reality, as the eternal
emanation of Brahman or as an immense cosmic process culminating in Nirvana, are all
images of the divine, each expressing some aspect or range of aspects and yet none by itself
fully and exhaustively corresponding to the infinite nature of the ultimate reality?’ (Hick,
1982:284),

Hick proposes a *‘new map for the univeise of faiths.”’ In describing his map, he speaks
repeatedly about the Divine Spirit, Divine Reality or same ultimate reality behind all the
religions. He also implies that the differences are only historical and cultural adaptations.
He continues: ‘It is possible to consider the hypothesis that they are all, at their experiential
roots, in contact with the same ultimate reality, but that their differing experiences of that
reality, interacting over the centuries with the different thought-forms of different cultures,
have led to increasing differentiation and contrasting elaboration - so that Hinduism, for
example, is very different phenomenon from Christianity, and very different ways of
conceiving and experiencing the divine within them’ (Hick, 1982:289).

Knitter, a Catholic priest, asserts that this single reality common to all religion must
be accepted only as a hypothesis. But it is an important hypothesis since it creates the basis
for interreligious dialogue. If we do not have something in common how could we begin the
dialogue. In his book “No Other Names?"’ he writes: ‘Dialogue must be based on the
recognition of the possible truth in all religions; the ability to recognize this truth must be
grounded in the hypothesns of a common ground and goal for all religions. . . . Without this
deeper sharing in somethmg beyond them all, the religions do not have a ba515 on which to
speak to each other and work together. . . there must be the same dltimate reality, the same
divine presence, the same fullness and emptiness — in Christian terms, the same God —
animating all religions and providing the ultimate ground and goal of dialogue’, (Knitter,
1985:208).

But there are dangers that we have to consider when we take the theocentric posmon
or the common ground and goal view according to Knitter. We can easily impose our own
definition of that reality on another religion. That is why he proposes that the common ground
and goal for all religions must be taken as a hypothesis. ‘As a hypothesis, it must be used
cautiously; partners in dialogue cannot verify it or truly grasp its contents outside the process
of dialogue. This means before engaging in dialogue, one will be hesitant to define the

th
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common ground as either God or emptiness; and in dialogue, one will be open to the necessity
of expanding or reforming one’s one notion of what the ultimate really is,” (Kunitter,
1985:209).

It is a hypothesis because the ultimate reality is unknowable. Even Hick asserts that
the “one ultimate reality’’ behind all the religions is beyond the grasp of the human mind.
He writes: ‘Let us begin with the recognition, which is made in all main religious traditions,
What the ultimate divine reality is infinite and as such transcends the grasp of the human mind.
Uod, to us our Christian term, is infinite. He is not a thing, a part of the universe, existing,
side other things; nor is he a being falling under a certain kind. And therefore he cannot
defined or encompassed by human thought. We cannot draw boundaries round his nature
and say that he is this and no more. If we could fully define God, describing his inner being
his other limits. This would not be God. The God whom our minds can penetrate and
m our thoughts can circumnavigate is mere a finite and partial image of God’, (Hick,
1982:283).

Hick asserts that it is impossible for man to comprehend the wholeness and totality of
one absolute reality. In that article, he even borrowed a parable told by Buddha to drive
point. ‘.. .there is the parable of the blind men and the elephant, said to have been
by the Buddha. An elephant was brought to a group of blind men who had
er encountered such an animal before: One felt a leg and reported that an elephant
a great living pillar. Another felt the trunk and reported that an elephant is a great
e. Another felt a tusk and reported that an elephant is a sharp ploughshare. And
on. And then they all quarrelled together, each claiming that his own account was
truth and therefore all others false. In fact of course they were all true, but each
ing only to one aspect of the total reality and all expressed in very imperfect
ogies’, (Hick, 1982:284).

In another article, Hick (1981: 46-47) distinguishes the “*Eternal One in itself as the
ite Reality which exceeds the scope of human thought, language and experience,” from
“Eternal one as experience, thought and expressed by finite human creatyres.” He seems
be using the Kantian epistemology. This epistemology distinguishes the term ‘noumena
phenomena. Noumena means that which is what it is in itself '(extemal reality) and
ich gives to sensation but never wholly captured in perception. Phenomena means what
5 in perception. We are able to know only the appearances (phenomena). The
ena, things as they are independent of our concepts, we can never know'. (Kant, 1950).
and Knitter assert that man will never know the one ultimate reality.

The ultimate reality of all religions can never be presented absolutely, that is, in terms "
of a system of thought which is unconditioned by the relativities of human thinking but
always appears within the finite human thoughtsystems of its representatives. There is one
Reality, the one reality must not necessarily be expressed in one system of thought, so there
e numerous interpretations or expressions. The finitude and diversities (fragmentariness)
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of the human situation cannot be avoided in order to present the ONE TRUTH or ONE
REALITY is some ““pure” form uncontaminated by human thought, and speech. There is
thus a plurality of religious truths pointing to one reality. This is the theocentric view. This
is not the result of insisting on the finitude of human mind and human understanding. But
the limitations of human knowledge and of expression make way for a plurality of ways of
expressing the one divine reality, even when those ways cannot be conceptually reconciled
with each other.

The second assumption of the theocentric position is that Jesus Christ is not unique.
He is not the final revelation of God. Therefore he is not the norm for all religions. This is
the most controversial (threatening?) assumption. Hick admits that ‘this must be the most
difficult of all issues for a Christian theology of religions,” (Hick, 1973:148).

Their main argument is based on the need to reinterpret the idea of incamation. For
Hick, it is a metaphorical or mythological idea, (Hick, 1981: 46-47). For Kanitter, he views
Jesus uniqueness as relational uniqueness. ‘It affirms that Jesus is unique,but with a
uniqueness defined by its ability to relate to — that is, to include and be included by - other
unique religious figures,” (Hick, 1981: 46-47).

Thus, their concept of salvation in relation to this assumption is that all religions are
different paths leading to salvation. Chiristianity is not the only road leading to salvation.
There is salvation outside Christianity. Salvation is God’s work. It is presumptuous to judge
others that they are not saved or will not be saved. Only God can ultimately judge them.

The third assumption is the question of norms or criteria. Hick (1981:463) acknow-
ledges that there are different expressions of the ultimate reality: but neither are all *‘concept
of God or of the transcendent is valid, still less equally adequate.”; “‘some mediate God to
mankind better than others.” Plurality does not mean equal validity of all religious claims.
The problem, then, is what criterion or criteria to use to judge whether a particular religion
actually does mediate or express the ultimate reality; or whether one religion is performing
a good job of interpreting this One Absolute Divine Reality than others.

From his study of the major religions, Hick suggests that in trying to evaluate a
religious tradition, one should ask: “Is this complex of religious experience, belief, and
behavior soteriologically effective? Does it make possible the transformation of human
experience from self-centeredness to Reality-centeredness?’ (Hick, 1981:462; 465-467).
Hick believes that all religions have a common “soteriological structure.” Religions seek
to transform the human situation that they consider to be in need of salvation. They believe
that salvation is possible if their followers would transcend their self-centeredness. But again
the criteria must be applied with caution. (Knitter, 1985: 223).

Paul Knitter suggested five ways of evaluating religious traditions, as follows: 1)
Personally, does the revelation of the religion or religious figure — the story, the myth, the
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sssage — move the human heart? Does it stir one’s feelings, the depths of one’s
conscious? 2) Intellectually, does the revelation also satisfy and expand the mind? Is it
ellectually coherent? Does it broaden one’s horizons of understanding? 3) Practically,
the message promote the psychological health of individuals, their sense of value,
pose, freedom? Especially, does it promote the welfare, the liberation, of all peoples,
srating individual persons and nations into a larger community? (Knitter, 1985: 201).

The criteria suggested by both scholars are moral values. Human welfare, unity and
Ssstice are ethical concepts or moral values. Both authors seem to be appealing to morality
provide the norms or criteria to evaluate a religious tradition. These are the three
ptions of the theocentric position.

Some comments have to be made vis-a-vis the theocentric model. My first comment
“san obgervation on the ongoing inter-religious dialogue. Through the centuries, Christianity
ished in a religiously plural world. What is more, it is still largely Christian-inspired.
ay this should be so is surely an interesting point. The very fact that Christians sit down
“with others to contemplate their mutual existence is an index of the unusual situation.

Could this be the work of the Holy Spirit not discounting the sociological factors?
at could have motivated the Christian theologians, pastors and lay people to carry this
smdeavor? Could there be a religious factor? Answers to these questions will help us
eciate more the contribution (unique?) of Christianity to world peace and unity. I believe
our purpose in dialogue should not be the elimination of our differences, but to appreciate
sach other’s faith, and cooperate with one another in overcoming violence, war, and injustice
= the world.

Another comment is with reference to the question of salvation and norms. Salvation
s the work of God. No one should arrogate to oneself the authority to judge who will be
=d and who will not be saved. This is the assumption of the theocentric theologians. I
eree. But it is neither an excuse to avoid the question of sal vation nor to dilute the Gospel,i.e.,
Good News of Salvation in Jesus Christ. Can we reduce salvation to ethics? Does
ation mean good works? Is it more than good works or moral values? Christians in history
= affirmed that salvation has been made possible because God has acted in history and
filled His saving act in the historical person of man Jesus. Can we make this confession
without limiting to Christians the saving work of God? Can we remain faithful to Jesus even
zh he is no longer unique? For Knitter it is possible and healthy. He compares it to a
ied man admiring other women, (Knitter, 1985:201). .
This leads to a third and last comment. The problem of diverse claims made by the
@ifferent religions must be confronted. Can the theocentric position provide us a way to
onfront the problem of diverse truth-claims? The attempt at making different (and compet-
mg) religious traditions compatible by postulating the existence of One Ultimate Reality
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which is the source of all revelation would, however, depend on identifying this reality with
another. Can such identifications be justified?

Let me give a simple example. What justifies in saying that the Christian and Muslim
worship the same God? As far as the concepts and practices go, the Christian God and Allah
are different. The Christian worships Christ as the Second Person in the Trinity. He is the
incarnation of God. These are elements not present in the Muslim understanding of Allah.
Their God is not simply the One, but the only One. Compared with the Triune God of the
Christian, the God of the Muslim is indeed a God without mystery. The classic formula
expressing the oneness and uniqueness of God is found in a short sura (No. 112) that is
always quoted by Muslims as a kind of credo:

““He is God, One,

God, the Everlasting Refuge,

Who has not begotten, and has not been begotten,
and equal to Him is not any one."

It is a polemic against the “begotten, not made” of the Nicene Creed. Muslims clearly
reject the Trinity of the Christians.

Thus conceptually the Christian‘God and Allah are different. The scholars who make

the statement ‘““The Christian and the Muslim worship the same God’ presuppose the

existence of a single God for both Christians and Muslims. What is the vantage ground from
which this claim comes from? What higher concept of God do they have which enables
them to reconcile the incompatible concepts of the Muslim and Christian about their God
(Allah)? In brief, the main problem of the theocentric position is the problem of identifying
the religious ultimate.

Hick and Knitter assert that man will never fully know the one ultimate reality. But
they assert (hypothesize) that there is one ultimate reality for all religions. From what
assumption do they assert this common ground and goal for all religion? This question must
be answered satisfactorily both theologically and biblically. Christians claim that this
transcendent reality was fully revealed in Jesus Christ. This claim is found in the scripture.
The early Christian affirmed by faith that Jesus Christ is the “fullness of God”, **but did not
claim equality with God but emptied himself.”” (Colossians 1:10; Philippians 2.)

The problem of diverse truth-claims made by different religions is one problem that
must be confronted. The pluralist position is attractive but it is doubtful whether it could
resolve the problem of truth-claims considering the present state of religious awareness,
because it is an assumption in itself. What can be certified is the incompatibility (at present)
between religious claims. It is a further question as to the criteria for resolving question of
truths. At the moment, we must accept that every religion has a given starting point, each
unique. Even a theocentric theologian will have to begin from his faith,
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But the theocentric model I am certain can broaden our understanding of our faith and
us more humble when we do mission work in the world. They show us that religious
ism is a reality. And the problem of diverse claims made by different religions can be
ved (temporarily) by postulating the notion of the existence of One Eternal Reality
ind all religious truth-claims. Thus, their position is not for an absolute pluralism. Against
lute pluralism, this model asserts that we do know the truth. We are not absolute ignorant
ultimate transcendent reality, because the ultimate has revealed its nature in all religions.
is a false humility, a rejection of the act of one divine reality to take refuge in agnosticism
respond to all ultimate questions with a “who knows?” We know.

Against the arrogant claims of religions (Christianity?) that this-world human knowl-
is absolute, to the logical framework of which all claims to speak of ultimate truth must
subject, they insist that all knowledge of whatever sort is incomplete. It must correspond
& what is seen in the moment of revelation. We know in part. Christian humility is made
nsable.

Considering all the questions which have been raised regarding the theocentric
ition, are we ready to set aside our differences particularly in doctrines and practices in
mterest of human welfare, compassion, unity and justice? Setting aside our doctrines and
ice does it mean they have no value in the struggle for justice, peace and unity?

-
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THE PASTOR AS PIONEER OF THE FAITH

Renate Rose

Over the past decades, many mainline Protestant seminaries and divinity schools in

U.S. have felt uneasy about their respective curricula and their ability to educate future
stors for the global context of the world in which the Church is found today. Many
eriments with newly ordered or expanded curricula were made. Few have led to
asfactory solutions. As a contribution to the discussions, John Cobb and Joseph Hough
the Claremont School of Theology put together a small book, Christian Identity and
Theological Education (Scholars Press, 1985), which contains their reflections on the matter
and a concrete proposal for a new curriculum. In October, 1987, the Institute for the
dvanced Study of Religion in Chicago organized a conference, inviting several renowned
sholars to respond to the proposals and reflections. The addresses were collected in The
cation of the Practical Theologian (Scholars Press, 1989), which includes a revised
iculum by Cobb and Hough.
I read both books with great interest, and wish to present to you my own response,
ich has been greatly influenced by my visits to various places in the Philippines, especially
ose with Basic Christian Communities. Since the publication of In Our Image: America’s
Empire in the Philippines, by Stanley Kamow, it occurred to me that much of what you do
> might consciously or unconsciously also be a copy, in some way, of theological
sducation in the United States. Therefore, you might be interested in what Cobb and Hough
e to say, as well as in some response to their work. Within the time at my disposal, I can,
course, give you only some small excerpts, very simplified and abbreviated. But it might
enough to stimulate your curiosity and imagination.

In the first part of my rema.rks I'will summarize the historical development of certain
inisterial types,” as the authors see them in U.S. history. Secondly, 1 will briefly point
how Cobb and Hough relate this development to the need for a new Christian identity.
dly, I will present some aspects of the critique of Elisabeth Schuessler Fiorenza and John
likowski. In my concluding remarks, I will give some suggestions of my own to continue
dialogue.

I. The Pastor as Social Character
What was a minister supposed to be in the 17th and 18th century? The minister as a

ial character arose in relation to certain theological concepts of the Church in the Christian
adition. Those concepts were influenced by the Church’s socio-historical locations.
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Cobb and Hough have identified five social characters for the past, and call for a sixth
one for the future. These are: (1) the Master, (2) the Revivalist and Pulpiteer, (3) the Builder,
(4) the Pastoral Director, (5) the Manager, and (6) the Practical Theologian or the Reflective
Christian Bricoleur.

Needless to say, these characters overlap and cannot be separated into neatly defined
periods. But a general trend is visible. Let me briefly characterize each type and period.

A. The Master

During the 17th and 18th, and perhaps even most of the 19th, centuries, the dominant
character of the pastor, particularly in the Reformed Churches, was “‘the Master.”” Who was
the Master? He was the authoritative teacher, whose image was rooted in the sages of the
Orient and the rabbis of ancient Judaism. A Master was a learned person of classical
education who achieved holiness by the study of texts, ancient languages, scripture, history,
philosophy, logic, etc. With ideas imported from Germany, the American minister was to
have a classical education and master a kind of theological encyclopedia of sacred literature,
dogmatics, church history and practical theology. In many theological schools, this image
of the professional minister as master of sacred texts and classical education remains a
dominant force.

~

As science and technology developed in the 19th century, universities were divided
into ““disciplines’ and produced what was later called *‘professionals.” Humanistic learning,
crowned by the study of divine things, was also pressured into change. The university
developed specialized disciplines for the study of religion. Some of the new disciplines were
only remotely related to the work of the minister.

In the U.S., the arrival of religious pluralism contributed to the decline of the Master
character. A variety of “traditions” were now in open competition with each other in a free

market place of religious ideas. Churches, no longer parishes, became voluntary organiza-
tions. Membership was based on the consent of the individual believer, The minister, now

challenged by different teachings, felt he had to base his authority on his ability to persuade
the congregation of the importance (or even superiority) of his own teaching, compared to
the teaching of others. Oratory replaced instruction as the dominant mode of clerical activity.

B. The Pulpiteer [the famous preacher] and Revivalist

The 19th century is famous for a number of “princes of the pulpit”’; consequently, the
minister was often thought of a “‘preaching.” I am told that that era was more or less closed
with the retirement of Harry Emerson Fosdick, of New York City, in 1946. We still have
Billy Graham as a revivalist, for whom preaching also is the primary activity to convert
sinners. But with the demise of some of the TV preachers in the U.S., that chapter may also
be closed soon.

or
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Most ministers in the U.S. in the 19th or the early 20th century did not possess the
oratorical skills of the Pulpiteer or Revivalist. What did they do?

C. The Builder

This majority established and built new churches as the nation expanded. They
organized many new churches, and by the beginning of the 20th century, it was the Builder,
the organizer and motivator of organizations who emerged as the dominant ministerial
character. As science and technology became the driving force in society, and with
i the belief that the new techniques could be used to build a this-worldly heavenly
city for humanity, the call for “professions” and “‘professional ministry” became more

mrgent.

For Builders of churches, that meant to adopt the new model of ‘‘solving
problems.” Just as engineers, so doctors and ministers now wanted “‘to solve problems”’
sather than ““to heal.”” However, theological educators resisted. They were unwilling to give
wp the four-fold pattern of mastering sacred literature, dogmatics, church history and
practical theology.

But the pressure of society demanded some concessions. So they conceded to
wansform their pattern into ‘“‘disciplines.”” The latter were unable to respond to the
social character of the ministry. Confusion resulted. The addition of psychology,
sociology of religion, counselling, etc. increased the demands on the student. The result
was not satisfactory.

D. The Pastoral Director

A new ideal emerged at the end of World War 11, namely, the Pastoral Director. This
person was not going to expand the institution, but to maintain it. He/she was to do
wounselling, edification, and management; the traditional functions of preacher, teacher and
priest receded in importance. , ’

The Pastoral Directors of the past four decades hoped for a growing consensus
sbout the purpose of the Church. But the theological consensus did not emerge,
Because congregations have vastly different expectations. How are ministers to find
an authoritative basis for their profession, if there is no consensus on what the master is to
teach, or what the builder is to build, on what theological basis the pastoral director is to
counsel and edify? .

Cobb and Hough point out that if it is up {0 the individual minister to discern for
himself/herself what will motivate participation i~ ihe goals of the congregation, such amode
of functioning lacks any special Christian ' .wracter. The minister will be tempted to use the
dominant model of society for devciuping his/her style of leadership.
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E. The Manager and the Therapist

That dominant model is today the Manager for the organization, and the Therapist for
the individual. The problem with this model, however, is that managers and therapists do
not engage in debates about goals; they deal only with means. Most Protestant Churches in
the U.S. today want their ministers to manage well and to counsel effectively. Butifaminister
or anyone else in the church raises theological questions on the purpose and mission of the
Church, the peace is disturbed and tension results.

That tension is also felt in seminaries and in the task of theological education, because
somehow the theological faculty holds on to the ideal of the Master, whereas the churches
want Managers and Therapists. Many students, as far as I know, would like to be both or
neither; others could not very well define what they really see as their option or as their goal.
So the confusion continues. It is a fact that many ordained pastors in the U.S. try to please
their congregation so that they are not fired. Some feel hypocritical about this situation, but
do not know how to survive otherwise. Can seminaries and divinity schools help?

I1. Christian Identity and the Church

Cobb and Hough believe that the confusion could be overcome if we had more clarity
about who we are as Christians today, if we had a clear Christian identity. Now, Christian
identity has always been a matter of ambiguity and will probably remain so. But in the past,
there seems to have been some consensus among Protestant churches about the purpose and
mission of the Church. There is no such consensus today, and therefore there is no, Christian
identity in most churches in the U.S.

It is not that churches do not do good things. There are soup kitchens, 12-step
programs, counselling and visiting of shut-ins, day-care centers, and pre-schools. But these
are human endeavors which any community should do and can do. They are rarely shaped
as a specific Christian endeavor. In doing these “‘good things,” the Church does not face the
global situation of creation and of the earth in which we find ourselves. The Church does
not question and analyze why we are where we are. It tries to help cure the symptoms, but it
does not face the hard questions of systemic economic inequalities, of militarization and
exploitation of the Third World.

Facing these questions would require profound changes in the way in which the
Church operates, and in the goals to be proclaimed. Cobb and Hough call for a “world-his-
torical approach,” by which the Church would be informed by a heightened awareness, of
the current global situation. That implies an understanding of the socio-economic-political
global context in which we live. It implies that the Church must acknowledge the innumer-
able sins of the churches in the past and in the present, such as the persecution of Jews and
Muslims, the extent of its anti-Jewish teaching, its misogyny, its internalization of Enlight-
enment individualism and dualism, and its implicit connections to the ruling powers.

%
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Cobb and Hough deplore that the principle content of preaching is now psychological
than theological. They acknowledge that Christian tradition is still being controlled to
extent by the interests of whose who live well, who give alms and charity but refuse
who believe that the Church’s life is primarily for the sake of persons, not for the
of society at large. The Church must learn to see that salvation is corporate liberation,

Basic Christian Communities in Latin America and in the Philippines have shown.
ing like that seems possible in North America, according to Cobb and Hough, unless
images for the Church are developed: the Church as a human community, in which life
_ creation cared for, and a mutually sustaining web of inter-dependence with the
world is acknowledged.

Cobb and Hough say that since the Church today has no Christian identity, then it also
mo integrity. The call for today is for a leader who is a Practical Theologian, one who is
1o think in practice or reflect while practicing, enabling the community to participate in
practical thinking. Practical theology is critical reflection on the Church’s practice in
of the dangerous memory of the passion of Jesus (Jean Baptiste Netz). The minister of
future should not be identified in terms of specific rofes, but he/she should engage in
activities without trying to segregate them from one another. Pastoral care, teaching,
direction, leading in social action should be connected through practical thinking
theological reflection done in community

What does this mean for the seminary? According to the authors, the seminary should
be an extension of the university. The seminary should teach the story about how God
acted in the world creatively and redemptively. This means that ministers need to know
story of Israel as transmitted through Jesus Christ and the apostolic faith in him.

Bible and church history are the bases, according to Cobb and Hough, of theological
ion, because they are where the Church’s future leaders learn who they are as
ians. But the past should be taught as internal history in a critical manner: this means
new history books need to be written which recognize the faults of our former heroes,
shameful actions of the Church, the Christian tendency to self-deception and exaggera-
of its successes. The new books would include the life of ordinary péople during former
ies and the contribution of women. They would acknowledge the narrowness of the
ional selection for remembering, and the fact that history and theology have been
n by men, as if they were the real agents of history and of church history in particular.

Christian identity can no longer be non-Jewish or anti-Jewish. We should imagine
it would have meant for world history had Christianity remained a Jewish reform
ent up to this day.

Seminaries should present in their curricula a serious assessment of the global world
is in which we live. Cobb and Hough recommend that students spend some time living
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with the poor, to experience poverty first-hand, whereas seminary teachers should spend
sabbaticals in Third World countries and participate in activities of the World Council of
Churches. Both should learn to think globally as Christians about the issues of the day, whi =
means giving up the separation of theology and ethics. Churc

The abolition of disciplinary boundaries would be a first step toward libemti:;ﬁ 1L C
seminary faculties to consider the most important issues facing the Church today: its missi H
to the world’s poor and to the oppressed.

Cobb and Hough propose that the churches assume the major responsibility fi e
education in reflective practice. Instead of field education, one or two years after the M.Di
program are recommended, during which students would be “‘probationary ordinands” wi
pay but guided supervision and regular assessment and critical reflection. Students shoul
learn, with the help of a new arrangement between church and seminary, to which extent th Ethos
social setting of a congregation affects its self-understanding of Christian living. They should _; .
learn how to evaluate conflicts and power relationships, and how to prioritize actions iff g

ministry.

The suggested (revised) curriculum tries to overcome the boundaries of rigid “disci e yun
plines,” and instead divides courses into four broad areas, each offering six courses, of us

follows: s or
weil-b
— the heritage that shapes our identity mung

(Bible, church and Jewish history),
— religious experience and expression
(imagination, formation of “‘religious worlds,”” myth and ritual, types of relig- sastor
ious leaders like prophets, priests, gurus, etc.);
— issues for practical Christian thinking
(the global context of our lives, relations to other religions, liberation theology,
environment);
— professional preparation for parish ministry
(preaching, liturgy, models of ministerial practice). i

The theological vision and goal of the undertaking of Cobb and Hough is welq
summarized in the following statement:

TERREEY

‘What is becoming clear is that intolerable structures of injustice can no longer
rationalized by sentimental appeals to individualistic love that imply passivity in the fade of o &
that oppression. In a conflict, there is little middle ground. One is either for or against tho
who are protesting in injustice. The church is confronted with the unsavory record of its p
and must begin to think in new ways about its current practices in the face of the world-wid€ .-
protests against exploitation and repression.’ (Hough and Cobb, 1985: 39). ! maa
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But the authors are somewhat in a dilemma: they also do not want to rock the boat of
ssent seminary structures. They believe what they suggest can be implemented without
al systemic changes and without profoundly affecting the American lifestyle. The
h could perhaps become a Church for the poor, but not a Church of the poor.

Critical Responses

In the short time available for this lecture, I have chosen two responses which I find
icularly challenging:

A. Elisabeth Schuessler Fiorenza

She starts her response by expressing some surprise at the fact that in spite of the
ors” strong emphasis on justice, they would not understand the primary task of theologi-
education as similar to what the “Mud Flower Collective” has stated in God's Fierce
imsy, as follows:

‘So strongly do we believe that justice is the foundation of human life well lived that
understand the primary theological and educational task of the churches to be the work
Justice in the world. ... It does not mean that no seminary teacher or student, regardless of
or her discipline, interests or skills, is excused from the accountability to human
dll-being. ... The scholar who is indifferent to justice is not an excellent scholar.” (Brow-
g et.al., 1989:2)

One might add here that the pastor who is indifferent to justice is not an excellent
tor.

This goal of furthering justice cannot be achieved, according to Fiorenza, as long as
aim of Cobb and Hough remains to be professional preparation for pastoral ministry.
er it should be theological education for the discipleship of equals, (Brqwning, et. al,
:2). She points out that feminist voices have called for * praxls—onented intellectual
sters in which all persons have equal access to and equal panlc:lpatlon in the theological
sterprise.”’ This would require a systemic change, a new paradigm of theological education.
Ausivity, so much wanted by Cobb and Hough, cannot be achieved by simply putting a
=w women and minorities on the faculty.

She takes up a suggestion advanced by James Gustavson, an ethicist, who would like .
theological seminary or school to become the intellectual center of the Church. This ‘
emier as a community of critical theological discourse should be open to all, not only to
: . All members of the Church interested and called to either full-time or part-time
in church or society should be enabled and empowered to think and act theologically
a critical and constructive way.
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The center would need to be both intra-disciplinary and inter-disciplinary. Since all’
professions and research institutions should become ‘conscious of the values they embody
and the interests they serve, students in Religionswissenschaft ("history of religions"), as.
well as in theology must engage in critical reflection on imported societal assumptions and.
the public values promoted by their intellectual disciplines.” (Browning, et. al, 1982:5)
italics supplied). The curriculum for “intellectual ecclesial centers’ should not focus on an
encyclopedia of knowledge, but “teach intellectual-practical skills for critical analysis and
constructive communicative praxis.’”’ (Browning, et. al, 1982:5)

If the first is true inclusivity in theological education, the second is this: Biblical
scholars must free themselves *‘from the pretensions of apolitical, detached and value-free
academic scholarship, in order to articulate their own theological self-understanding as
freedom for critical solidarity.”” Scholars have always tried to be free from dogmatic and
ecclesiastical controls and pietistic bias. But this is not enough, says Fiorenza. Freedom for
critical solidariry must replace the concept of historical truth as “‘what actually happened”
(which in most cases we do not know). Biblical theology as “what should be remembered”
must choose between different types of historical witness, visions, goals and practices. It
must engender a consciousness of justice and a praxis of justice rooted in history and in the
Bible.

‘Such a new self-understanding of biblical studies engenders a new theological
hermeneutics of critical solidarity that can preserve the historical distance between the
present and the past, and at the same time share the faithful memory of the sufferings and
struggles ... as liberating visions of the biblical past for the future. [t does not locate revelation
in texts but in the struggles of people for justice and well-being. If the process of inspiration
is located in the historical struggles of God’s people for freedom, dignity and justice, then it
is historical in character. This process is not closed but ongoing, and it looks to the future of
liberation and salvation of all creation.”” (Browning, et. al, 1982:8) (italics supplied).

With such an approach, biblical history becomes a critical memory and theological
vision for the present and for the future. The Bible then is understood as a prototype of
Christian faith and community, not as an archetype to be repeated in every generation.

Cobb and Hough see the ‘“‘Christ-event,” i.e., the event of Jesus’ life, death and
resurrection, as the one center of Christian internal history. Elisabeth Schuessler Fiorenza
points out that the Christ-event is not historically accessible to us, but must be reconstructed
anew in every historical situation.

|
B. John Pawlikowski 2
i
Pawlikowski analyzes the impact of the Holocaust on Biblical studies and theological
education, and believes that the Holocaust does not only represent “‘the external evidence of "
Christian pride and arrogance,” but also shows that as long as students are not immersed

Sill
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the spirit of the Hebrew Scriptures, the Christian theological student is “left with a
ed vision of Jesus’ message and hence an emaciated version of Christian spiritual-
’(Browning, et. al, 1982:39)

Pawlikowski points out that the permanent link which exists between the Church and
Jewish people “affects the church at the level of findamental identity,” (Browning, et.
1982:43) God-talk and Christ-talk cannot remain the same after the reality of the
t. How was God present in the concentration camps? How was Christ the victor
millions of women and children were put to death? Where was the might of the
‘Almighty, ever-living God”” when they cried to “Him”*? In view of the Holocaust, it is not
to revise Christian theology with regard to Judaism. Christian theology itself must
reconstructed.

C. Rosemary Ruether and Tom Driver

Rosemary Ruether and Tom Driver have been the most courageous in this respect In
article of 1972 in The Ecumenist, as quoted by Pawlikowski, Ruether states that given the
and present atrocities, we can hardly claim that the Messianic Age has been fulfilled
Christ’s coming. As she goes on to say:

‘From the standpoint of the faith of Israel itself, there is no possibility of talking about
Messiah having come [much less of having come two thousand years ago, with all the
il history that has reigned from that time to this] when the reign of God has not come,’
wning, et. al, 1982:48)

Since Judaism cannot envision a separation between the coming of the Messiah and
appearance of the Messianic Age, we can no longer assert that evil has been overcome
and for all through the Christ Event ‘What Christianity has in Jesus is not the Messiah,
a Jew who hoped for the kingdom of God and who died in that hope,” (Browning, et. al,
:48).

’ v

Gathering up various other voices which have struggled with the inherent anti-Judaism
Christian, Pawlikowski points out:

— that the Holocaust cannot be used as a “‘theological
metaphor" for all human suffering, but must be named in its political particu-
larity (E.S. Fiorenza). [The Holocaust which is going on in Negros and else-
where in the Philippines through the forced and brutal evacuation of thousand .,
of mountain people driven from their homes must also be named in its particu-
larity.]

— that the Church must once and for all give up the
longing to be saved from history (J. Pelikan).

— that the Church'’s failure to challenge the Nazis
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effectively is symptomatic of how the Church has dealt with other manifesta-
tions of evil (F. Heer).

Pawlikowski calls for regular encounters of Christian students with Jews and Judaism, |

to be organized by seminaries and the American Jewish Committee.

Already in 1926 a famous German-American rabbi, Kaufmann Kohler, had the vision
of a future reunion of Judaism and Christianity, *‘blotting out hostility and prejudice forever,
while rebuilding humanity on the foundation of faith in the one and only God of justice and
of love. He believed that just as the message once came to Ezekiel: Son of man, take on stick
and write upon it: For Judah; and then take another stick and write upon it: For Joseph; and
join them one to another into one stick, that they may become one in your hand” (37: 15), so
another seer will arise to announce the message of reconciliation of Judaism and Christianity.
He saw it as our task to bring both ever nearer to this goal through mutual understanding and
openness, remembering our common origin.

IV. Concluding Remarks

The questions which theological education raises in today’s world are endless and
complex. There are no easy answers. The dialogue which Cobb and Hough have started must
continue.

Given my own faith journey up to this point, I tend to agree with Elisabeth Schuessler
Fiorenza that theological education should not center on professional preparation for pastoral
ministry, but on education for the discipleship of equals in open centers of critical theological
discourse. For me, this implies that we should get away from the idea of educating “leaders.”
Leaders too easily have a position or a status to defend. Disciples, however, have a “right
relation” (Carter Heyward) to each other and to the world, because they are accountable to
human well-being of the poor and the oppressed. Disciples are willing to share the lot of the
oppressed, until oppression is overcome. To be a disciple and witness of Jesus, in the midst
of oppression, takes faith. Disciples are pioneers of the faith. ’

There is a statement in Romans 3:25-26, which has been wrongly translated in the
RSV. Paul speaks of God’s righteousness, i.., of God’s right relations to us in Jesus Christ.
In Jesus, God made Godself equal to human beings showing that God does not want to be
“above us,” but ““among us,” as Emmanuel, as the “God with us™ as our companion. Paul
says that God liberates the one who has the “faith of Jesus.” Our Bibles say: God saves/

redeems/justifies the one who has “faith in Jesus.”” The Greek cognitive is translated as “th” |

instead of “‘of.”

The historical Jesus, scholars tell us, did not ask for faith in himself; he asked for faith
in God.
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In Hebrews 12:3, Jesus is called “‘the pioneer of the faith™ to whom we are to look in
Journey to bring justice to the world.

I therefore suggest that pastors should be educated as pioneers of the faith of Jesus.
sers of the faith are fearless in the struggle for justice. The faith of Jesus is a strong faith
> to take the risk of challenging religious structures and societal structures in the pursuit
Justice for the poor. Pioneers find new ways of serving God appropriate in our time. They
not imitators of Jesus, because there are many problems today which Jesus did not have
face. Pioneers find new, untrodden paths in the wilderness of life. Pioneers of the faith
a conscience of the heart, which discems the possibility of life even under the worst of

ances.

In the midst of the struggle for life, they find God as a companion, not as a victor.
sers see the naked truth and analyze the many faces of evil; they confront the devil
fear. They do not cover up any problems, and they do not withdraw from the world.

The 86 clergymen in Negros Occidental in central Philippines who serve the BCC-COs
sic Christian Community — Community Organizations) and signed a statement in 1989
inst their new bishop who wanted to throw out the evacuees from the church-grounds in
solod, are pioneers of the faith. They confront the government and speak the truth to their
m church. They have analyzed, in a critical manner, the global context of the last coup
smpt against Aquino in December 1989. They live among the poor and know that their
ageous stand might lead them to the cross. But they have the faith of Jesus that God is
the side of the poor.

The pastor as pioneer of the faith encourages ordinary people to create community,
for one another, and care for their environment. As a disciple of life among equals, the
eer of the faith ministers, in cooperation with others, to all of creation in critical solidarity
ethical accountability. Pioneers of the faith know that life is change; they serve life and
& not afraid of change, because being afraid of change means being afraid of life itself.
is not a God of the dead, but of the living” (Matthew 22:32). This means that
d is life among us. God’s passion for life is a passion for justice, so that peace
reign forever.

Seminaries and churches in Negros (in fact, everywhere whenever the Church is ready
tbecome a Church of the poor) may have to become Basic Christian Communities, where
darity for justice is practiced. An intrinsic relationship between churches and institutions
theological education must be created, so that the scholar is held accountable to justice .,
the disciples are taught critical analysis of their particular and global situation. ‘‘Church”
d mean, as in the black church for decades, an all-day Sunday (or even weekend) event,
of learning, discourse, ritual and celebration of life. The book of Psalms and the feeding
ies in the New Testament are nearly all that one needs from the Bible in order to construct
Christology of the living Christ.
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The future pastor, it seems to me, must be made aware that faith cannot be taught but
only practiced and be developed in struggle. In the struggle, God is found as a companion
who celebrates life with us.
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GEORG WILHELM F RIEDRICH HEGEL (1770-1831):
A PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY

VClementino N. Balasabas Jr.

roduction

Philosophy of History as a subtopic of general historical inquiry is further divided into
» headings, namely, analytical and speculative philosophy of history. It is the speculative
ass that is our concern here, and which G.W F. Hegel may amply represent. In other words,
speculative philosophy of history may be considered as the philosophers’ philosophy of
wstory. It specifically refers to the subject matter of history, or to the historical processes
-mselves, the purpose of which is to attain some comprehensive view of the historical
acess as a whole.

R.F. Atkinson rightly observed that the philosophers of history ‘conceived themselves
synthesizing or generalising in a grand manner on the basis of detailed data supplied by
we workaday historians, to whom they stand in somewhat the same relationship as do
ogists, with their theory of evolution, to natural historians,” (Atkinson, 1978:8).

It is precisely on account of this theoretical character of speculative philosophy of
tory that we may consider it as analogous to the theoretical physicists” speculative view
¥ the physical universe. For whatever purpose it may serve, it is clear that ‘without the
sdance of generalizations and general concepts, the historian would be trapped and bogged
n — drowned if you will — in the welter of concrete particulars,” (Nadel, 1965:14).
= historical analyses are ﬁrst and foremost interpretative in character, historians or
slosophers of history must be able ‘to spell out the linkages of causation ‘and of influence
sween events, and this can only be done in the light of connecting generalizations,” (Nadel,
865:11).
Though the speculative philosophy of history may be outmoded and defunct
to the recent rise to prominence of the analytical philosophy of history, its merits
not be under-estimated. For instance, even if philosophy of history may lie outside the
ofessional concerns of historians, (Atkinson, 1978:4) its worth for philosophy and’
shilosophers remains significant. As a philosopher of history has recently put it, ‘it is part
the task of philosophy to look at history and try to place it in relation to other fields of
quiry and concern,’ (Atkinson, 1978:6). This will therefore enrich both philosophy and
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For its part, the analytical philosophy of history corresponds ‘closely to those asked
in philosophy of science; indeed, philosophy of history, whatever may have been the case
among its first practitioners, is nowadays most commonly conceived, on the analogy of the
philosophy of science, as the philosophic study of a distinctive and rich field of intellectual
enquiry,” (Atkinson, 1978:4).

It is due to the influence work of Hegel, titled The Philosophy of History, that the
analytical philosophy of history arose as a form of rebellion against the sweeping generali-
zations of this particular speculative brand of thought. The Marxists, the Positivists, and the
Analytical Philosophers all sprang up in defiance to Hegel’s work. It is thus worth our while
to look into Hegel’s work, if only to gain understanding and knowledge as to what the
rebellion was all about, and what its proponents were rebelling against.

Let us start by considering the philosophy of history as a distinct intellectual field of
enquiry.

Philosophy of History

Strictly speaking, we may regard philosophy of history as the philosophers’ interpre-
tation or analysis of historical processes and historical occurrences. For historians like
Arnold Toynbee, the philosophy of history would be an historians’ philosophical considera-
tion of history. On the other hand, the American poet-philosopher George Santayana defines
philosophy of history ‘as an effort on the part of a philosopher to scrutinize the past in order
to abstract from it "whatever tended to illustrate his own ideals, as he might look overa crowd
to find his friends,” (White, 1965:240). For an historian, ‘there can be no denying that what
a historian writes is dictated to some extent by his position on determinism, on the propriety
of making moral judgments at all, and on the connection between moral judgment and
voluntary action,” (White, 1965:12).

Atkinson sees at least two ways in which history might have implications for
philosophy. Firstly, ‘if it makes sense at all to think of criteria for assessing a purportedly
total philosophical view, which might be conceived as embracing all criteria, then one
criterion will presumably be that a view gives some account of'hjstory. ... The second way
in which history might have implications for philosophy would be if practising historians
themselves developed an idea of what philosophical views made sense in relation to the
practice of history.” (Atkinson, 1978: 93). Apparently, a philosophical view of history may.
prove significant, if it not indispensable, in providing meaning and sense to history as an

interpretative mode of intellectual analysis. _
e

Itis in this sense that philosophy gains practical significance, because philosophy itself
is concerned with what is practical and actual. Alfred North Whitehead has noted that
‘philosophy is at once general and concrete, critical and appreciative of direct intuition. ... It

is a survey of possibilities and their comparison with actualities. In philosophy, the fact, the
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, the alternatives, and the ideal are weighed together. Its gifts are insights and
ssichts, and sense of the worth of life, in short, that sense of importance that nerves all
mlized effort.”" (Whitehead, 1933:98).

Considering further the relationship between Science and Philosophy, it must be said
; dley ‘mutually criticize each other, and provide imaginative material for each other,’
ehead, 1933:146). Thus, Whitehead goes on to say that a philosophic system *“should
et an elucidation of concrete fact from which the sciences abstract. Also the sciences
d find their principles in the concrete facts which a philosophic system presents,
. 1933:146). Thus, in this light, it might be said that the history of thought is the
of the successes and failures of the joint enterprise of Science and Philosophy,

itehead, 1933:146).

enead

Ultimately, it will not be the philosophy of history, but (as pointed out by
el in closing his philosophical system) the history of philosophy, that engulfs or
ses the whole phenomenon. Initially, we may maintain, according to Hegel, that
most general definition that can be given, is that the Philosophy of History
as nothing but the “thoughtful” consideration of it, (Donogan A. and Donogan B.,
%5:53). Historically speaking, the history of the world is ‘none other than the

ess of the consciousness of freedom, a-progress whose development according
necessity of its nature, it is our business to investigate.” (Donogan A. and Donogan

1965:65).

At this point, I hope I have provided the necessary background to the intellectual
of philosophy, history, and science as a whole, which should be able to aid us in
eciating Hegel’s philosophical work on history.

wel’s The Philosophy of History

Like most speculative thinkers of history, Hegel believed that history has a pattern,
sd hence he sets to attempt to reveal the pattern and changes in it that come about from time
ame. As a philosopher, Hegel takes off to prove that the process of history is, in fact, the
pocess of knowledge. Conversely, the process of knowledge is to him the actual process of
ory. Philosophically, it has to be understood that Hegel’s scheme attempts to deduce
orical laws from epistemology, i.e., the theory of knowledge. Inasmuch as Hegel believed
history has a pattern and was bold enough to reveal it, it should be nevertheless kept in
d that a sound critique of Hegel should also take into account ‘his remarkable restraint;

# did not attempt to play the prophet and was content to comprehend the past,’ (Kaufmann

50:113).

The central idea of Hegel’s philosophy of history is that ‘History is the story of the
welopment of human freedom,” (Kaufmann, 1976:250). Indeed, it is on the basis of the
a of ““freedom”’ that Hegel develops his philosophy of history. Anything that is free must
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not have any other attribute than itself. For anything that has an attribute other than itself is
not free, because it is dependent on an attribute that is not itself. With this in mind, Hegel 0«
proceeds to demonstrate that there exists something which is absolutely free and thus is the
universal attribute of everything. This something which is absolutely free is what Hegel
posits to be the first indeterminate universal in his The Science of Logic. This something is. %
what he calls being. =0

According to Herbert Marcuse, Hegel reasoned that ‘we cannot define being asu Fel
something since being is the predicate of everything. In other words, every thing is, but being ¥
is not something. And what is not something is nothing. Thus, being is *pure indeterminate-. "¢
ness and vacuity; it is no thing, hence, nothing.” (Marcuse, 1941: 129).

To further describe the character of being, Marcuse goes on to say that
‘everything is only so far as, every movement of its being, something that as yetis
not comes into being and something that is now passes into not-being. Things are
only in so far as they arise and pass away, or, being must be conceived as becoming.
(Marcuse 1941:130).

At this point, let us consider the religious implications of being as posited by Hegel
This universal being is what Hegel considers to be the universal Spirit (German Geist), which
reveals the religious undertone of Hegel’s philosophy of history. Commenting on Hegel’s
view, Alan and Barbara Donagan state: *The rational aspect which history presented to Hegel
was providential. Universal history belongs to the realm of Spirit (Geist); and Spirit, being
self-contained existence, is essentially free. History, therefore, as Spirit in the process of
working out the knowledge of itself, is the story of man’s working out the knowledge of
freedom. ... It is not each man’s freedom to do as he likes (for Hegel, that would be merel
’subjective’) but ’the union of the subjective with the rational will.” Each man must’
recognize, believe in, and will what is common to the socio-political whole to which he ‘
belongs. Hence, Law, Morality, Government, and they alone, (are) the positive reality and
completion of Freedom.” (Donogan, A. Donogan, B., 1965:10).

With this idea of the progressive process towards the realization of the knowledge of
freedom, Hegel divides history up to his time into three periods or epochs. The first was the
Oriental World, where the idea of freedom is known only to one, the despot. The second was
the Graeco-Roman World, where the idea of freedom was known and experienced by some,
namely, the Greek citizens and the Roman freemen. The third was the contemporary ~
Germanic World of his time, where the idea of universal freedom was made known to all it
through the 16th century Reformation. 4 et

Characteristically, Hegel optimistically hoped, if there is any reason and purpose at
all to man’s existence, that universal and absolute freedom will eventually be attained. In his
view, ‘the question of the means by which Freedom develops itself into a World, conducts
us to the phenomenon of History itself. Although Freedom is, primarily, an undeveloped
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=, the means that it uses are external and phenomelial; presenting themselves in History
sensuous vision.” (Donogan, A. and Donogan, B., 1965:56).

In other words, ‘each form of consciousness that appears in the immanent progress of
edge crystallizes as the life of a given historical epoch,” (Marcuse, 1941:95). Hegel
oht posits a rational world order and man’s ability to understand it. For him, human life
mot “a tale told by an idiot;” and history is not merely, although it is indeed also, a
session of tragedies. Rather, history has an ultimate purpose, which is freedom, and it is
ultimate purpose which furnishes a standard for historical judgment, (Kaufmann,
0:110).

It is on account of this very notion of rationality and consciousness that Karl Marx
zally objected to Hegel. For Marx, it is not man’s consciousness that determines his
ial conditions; rather, it is man’s material conditions that determines his consciousness.

sel and the “State”

Since Hegel believed that it is the realization of universal freedom that is immanent
constitutes the actual process of history, it follows that for him the progress of freedom
Sminates in the institution of the State. In The Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel points out
“the self-conscious subject attains his freedom not in the form of the *'I" but of the
" the associated We that first appeared as the outcome of the struggle between lord and
dsman. The historical reality of that We ‘finds its actual fulfillment in the life of a
pion.” (Kaufmann, 1960:118). Hegel considers the State to be supreme over all human
tutions, because all such institutions are subordinate *‘to the highest spiritual pursuits,”
because Hegel believes that such highest spiritual pursuits are possible only in the State.
ann, 1960:112).

If we consider the fact that the world is in fact composed of individual State, then
gel’s idea inevitably points to the evolution of one universal World State, if the universal
it (Geist) is at all to come to fealization. :
- By “the State,” Hegel means one in which freedom is realized, and in which a human
g counts ‘““because he is a human being.”” Thus, Hegel would consider rational the
scientious objection of an individual, who a century later would oppose the policies of
mler, recognizing his own absolute right to make himself free from any dictatorship and in
way realize his inalienable rights. (Kaufmann, 1960:111).

Since the whole argument posits deep religious implications, it is not difficult to
erstand Hegel suggesting that the whole purpose of life or the realization of the universal
it as the progress towards Freedom, is none other than the incessant quest for Truth. For,
a later interpreter would summarize Hegel’s view on this point, ‘truth is the Unity of the
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universal and the subjective Will; and the Universal is to be found in the State, in its laws,
its universal and rational arrangements. The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on Earth ...
only that will which obeys law, is free; for it obeys itself — it is independent and so free.’
(Kaufmann, 1960:61).

Hegel and the “Great-Man” Theory

It is to be observed that in past history, there had arisen men of great influence and
power that in one way or another moved and influenced the course of events. These are the
“great men” of history. In Hegel’s view, the “great man’ in history is that man who has
attained that degree of self-consciousness where he identifies his individuality (by negating
it, in fact) with the universal “I,” which is the *“We”’. Thus, this individual is not only attuned
to the currents and pulses of the universality of individuals, but also to that of the universal
Spirit (Geist), which is constantly at work through individuals for its self-realization. It is in
the attainment of that self-consciousness that the individual recognizes the actuality of the
universal Spirit working in him and in all other individuals — for it is common to all. In this
way does the *“‘great man” gain the power to influence other people, and thus, also the course

of history.

But the “great man theory” need not imply that great men do all the work. It implies
rather that “their presence and their individual characters make a tangible difference. And
not only do great men have this power, but so do men of small or middling stature when
occupying the seat of authority.” (Barzun and Graff, 1977:160) In line with this considera-=
tion, Kaufmann says: ‘Hegel found that world-historical individuals are always propelled by P
some passions ('Nothing in the world has been accomplished without passion”) and that their
motivation is rarely entirely disinterested. The latter point he (Hegel) expressed in terms of
*the cunning of reason.” The individual may be motivated not only by profound insights but
also by ’private interests’ and even "self-seeking designs.” (Kaufmann, 1960;121).

Hegel also maintains that ‘progress depends on man’s ability to grasp the universal
interest of reason and on his will and vigor in making it a reality. (Marcuse, 1941:231).” This
is because ‘only a being that has the faculty of knowing its own pessibilities and those of its
world can transform every given state of existence into a condition forits free self-realization
True reality presupposes freedom, and freedom presupposes the knowlédge of the truth. The
true reality, therefore, must be understood as the realization of a knowing subject.” (Marcuse
1941:154). Hence, the great man of history is the man who necessarily brings reason to the
world, ‘to a form in which the reality actually corresponds to the truth,’ (Marcuse, 1941:1 56)

*

But these great men of history are not the actual subjects of history. They are simply
‘the executors of its will, the agents of the World Mind, no more. They are victims of a highes
necessity, which acts itself out in their lives; they are still mere instruments for historical.
progress,” (Marcuse, 1941:232). Inany case, they are free. For by the realization of the Wilk
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Will of the "World Mind,” which is the true subject of historical progress, the great
who actualizes the potentialities of the *Idea,” acts not according to the dictates of
ersal Reason but voluntarily obeys the Universal Will by fully recognizing its necessity,
thus attains freedom and realizes freedom not only for himself but for all individuals
» could voluntarily recognize the same necessity. Truly great, indeed, is the man who
woenizes and actualizes the necessity of Freedom, which is the Truth of the Universal Will
Reason.

tlusion: Hegel’s Method of Exposition

Since Hegel deduces his historical generalizations from epistemology, it is but natural
him to utilize logic heavily as a tool in exposing his general thesis. His logic, however,
:ally parts from what has been used up to and since his time. Hegel is, in fact, ‘commonly
ed with having sought to invent a new dialectic logic of the reason which would

srsede the barren logic of the understanding,’ (Atkinson, 1978:92) which utilizes the
awiitional Aristotelian logic. More significantly, Hegel’s change from traditional to material
marks ‘the first step in the direction of unifying theory and practice,” (Atkinson
78:102). Thus, his protest against the ‘fixed and formal truth of traditional logic is in effect
est against divorcing truth and its forms from concrete processes; a protest against
sring truth from any direct guiding influence on reality. (Atkinson, 1978:102).

In developing his ideas on history, Hegel starts his explanation with his work entitled
Phenomenology of Mind (1807). Here he maintains that sensual experience is the first
ance towards the acquisition of knowledge. An individual, according to this work, gains
edge first from sense experience, but, sense experience will be meaningless unless the
pividual comprehends the form of experience that is had. Objectivity, therefore, is but the

sctification of the comprehending subject and ’a priori’ knowledge is completely

In line with this view, Marcuse notes that ‘if man pays strict attention to the results of
experience, he will abandon one type of knowledge and proceed to another; he will go
sense-certainty to perception, from perception to understanding, from understanding
self-certainty, until he reaches the truth of reason. (Marcuse, 1941:93-94)._ Self-certainty
that stage when an individual comes to know his spirit, which is essentially free, its
zation being the truth of reason. Thus, the truth of reason is the realization of the spirit,
ch is essentially free; and the process towards the realization of the freedom of the spirit
= same process that transpires in history — the realization of freedom.

From the knowledge of the truth of reason, Hegel proceeds to support his contentions
™ scrutinizing the logic that works within reason itself, or the logic of reason. in his The

sence of Logic (1812-1816). He opens his argument by pointing to indeterminate univer-
such as being and nothing, and the interplay between them. Unlike his The Phenome-
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starts where the former ends. Hegel argues that thinking in its quest for the truth behind the = .
facts ‘seeks a stable base for orientation, a universal and necessary law amid the endless flux E
and diversity of beings, (Marcuse, 1941:128). :g]

Such universals, if they are to be the basis and the beginning of subsequent determi-
nations, must themselves be indeterminate, for they will neither be the firstnor the beginning.
Thus, being came about as the first indeterminate universal, in which everything is dependent
upon. But being cannot be defined as something, and that which is not something is nothing. henc
Being therefore is nothing. e

This marks the Hegelian “negative logic,” that is, that there is an inherent contradic-
tion in everything which makes man restive and prompts him to overcome his given external
state. The contradiction thus has the force of an “’ought" (Sollen) that impels him to realize
that which does not yet exist, (Marcuse, 1941:135).

Hegel sees this law operative in all beings. As he puts it, ‘the highest maturity or stage
which any Something can reach is that in which it begins to perish, ‘(Marcuse, 1941:137)
and by this Hegel cannot have meant an infinity apart from or beyond finitude. For him, ‘the
idea is actual and man’s task is to live in its actuality, ‘(Marcuse, 1941:162). The incessant
perishing of things he sees to be a continuous negation of their finitude, and this perishing
is an infinite process. As Hegel goes on to say, ‘thus it passes beyond itself only to find itself
again. This self-identity, or negation of negation, is affirmative Being, is the other of the
Finite ... is the Infinite. The infinite, then, is precisely the inner dynamic of the finite,
comprehended in its real meaning. It is nothing else but the fact that finitude "exists only as
a passing beyond itself,’ (Marcuse, 1941 :138).

Accordingly, there is only one world in which finite things attain self-determination
through perishing. And as Hegel says, ‘their infinity is in this world and nowhere else,’
(Marcuse, 1941:139). To this effect, Hegel remarks that self-consciousness is the nearest
example of the presence of infinity. He goes on to say that ‘reflection is not primarily the
process of thinking but the process of being itself.’(Marcuse, 1941:143).

This process of being, as emphasized, is the process of history, which is man’s notion
as apprehended by philosophy. Thus, essence and existence are actually interrelated in
philosophy, and ‘the process of existence is a return to the essence,’(Marcuse, 1941:99).
From here, Hegel proceeds to expound on the idea in his The Philosophy of History.

It can rightfully be said that Hegel’s conception of the historical process is both
spiritual and philosophical. Although he succeeds in unifying universal and particular
categories with the dialectic exposition and in plausibly proving the identity of being
nothing, finitude and infinity, he fails to provide concrete categories which could verify hi
bold generalizations. Nevertheless, the value of his study on the philosophy of history cannof
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under-estimated. For one, it provoked Karl Marx to come up with his own dialectical
ialism and to devise (or revive) "praxis’ from Hegel’s unification of the universal and
icular categories. On the other hand, Hegel also provoked analytical philosophers, such
.E. Moore and Rudolf Camap, to become vigilant in scrutinizing the meaning of terms
ophers or historians alike use in their explanations.

We can say that such works as Hegel’s The Philosophy of History is valuable in
iding the general orientation, if not a theoretical framework, in the analysis of concrete
ena. One can always start with anything anyway, and proceed to prove or disprove
only what one comes to seek but also what one uses as a point of departure. It can be
that Hegel’s work is novel in its own right, as any truly great work is.

We can therefore close this discourse with Walter Kaufmann’s comment in comparing
1 with Marx: ““Hegel’s philosophy of history illuminates Marx’s philosophy of history
better than Marx’s own. The reason: ‘Hegel’s philosophy of history is at its best when
to philosophies and things spiritual, but is hardly helpful for economic analysis, while
’s philosophy of history is at its worst when it is used — as it often is — to deal with
hy, religion, art, and literature,’(Kaufmann, 1960:152).

To this, we can say that Hegel and Marx are just but two sides of the same coin, and
cannot get a full and comprehensive understanding of the worldview of one or the other,
one considers them both.
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PHILOSOPHICAL ROOTS OF KARL MARX’S
RADICAL CRITIQUE OF RELIGION

Melanio L. Aoanan

“For Germany the criticisms of religion is in the
main complete, and the criticism of religion is the
presupposition of all criticisms."

“Religion is the sigh of the oppressed creature,
the feeling of a heartless world and the soul of

the soulless circumstances. It is the opium

of the people ..."

““Religion is only the illusory sun which revolves
around man as long as he does not revolve around him-
self. ... The criticism of heaven is thus transformed
into the criticism of earth, the criticism of religion
into the criticism of law, and the criticism of
theology into the criticism of politics."

~ —Karl Marx (1844)

uction

The preceding paragraphs were written by Karl Marx in 1844. They appear in
ds a Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right: Introduction,” where he proclaims the
ity of his critique of religion. They are Marx’s kerygmatic paradigm, or the magna
of his materialist, atheistic philosophy. As such, they are of pivotal importance in our
pt to understand Marx’s philosophical basis.

This paper seeks to present a compact picture of Marx’s critique of religion in the
xt of his formative philosophical milieu. It also seeks to show that Marx’s preoccupa-
with religion or its repudiation is not peripheral to his thought; rathe, it is fundamental,
inuing concern that pervaded and permeated his entire intellectual career. This central
is reflected in the writings of the so-called “‘young Marx” as well as the “mature
.”” Therefore, a correct understanding of Marx’s critique of religion gives us a key to
hend his philosophical system. Finally, this paper presupposes that only by confront-
Marx’s critical assessment of religion, or his rejection of religion, can we begin to
ct a theology that takes seriously the challenge of'a dynamic movement in contem-
culture and history.

The explication of the philosophical roots of Marx’s critique of religion is based on
three works. These are: Marx’s letter to his father, dated 10 November 1837 (Marx Engles
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Collected Works or CWI, 1975:10-21); his doctoral dissertation entitled Difference Betwe
the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature, completed in March 1841 (C
1975:25- 105), and the article “Towards a Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right: Intr
duction,” written at the end of 1843 and early 1844 (See end note 1). Indeed, if there i is
peculiar thrill in diving and waving *‘into the sea’ of Marxian texts, there is far more
and pleasure in the successful act of bringing “‘genuine pearls into the light of day.” (C
1975: 18).

Religion in the Context of Marx’s Critique

Before proceeding further, it is necessary to clarify our definition of religion i
accordance with the kind of understanding which Marx himself presupposed. Undoubtedl
as presupposed in the Marxian quotation at the beginning of this paper, what Marx had i
mind was the religion of his contemporary Germany. It was, writes McLellan, ‘a religi
dominated by a dogmatic and over-spiritual Lutheranism,’ (McLellan, 1973:89).

Moreover, it was a religion that emphasized the quality of transcendence and dichot
mizes the supernatural and the natural, the other world and rhis world. Ultimately, the religi
which Marx sought to repudiate is the religion that was promoted and protected by t
Prussian state, a religion which in turn was legitimized, sanctified and perpetuated by t
socially and economically exploitative Prussian state.

In a sense, religion is a form of an ‘“‘inverted world-consciousness’’ produced by
society or state that was an “‘inverted world.” In the typical, stinging Marxian statemen
‘Religion is the general theory of that [inverted] world, its encyclopedic compendium, i
logic in popular form, its spiritual point d honneur, its enthusiasm, its moral sanction, i
solemn complement, its universal source of consolation and justification ... The strug;
against religion is therefore indirectly a fight against the world of which religion is
spiritual aroma, ' (CWI, 1975:175).

A careful textual analysis of Marx’s early writings up to 1844 would provide us wi
three distinct stages in the development of his attitude towards rehgmn

The first stage was that of conventional acceptance of Christian ideas as transmitt
through Marx’s family and the dominant Christian culture. This is clearly seen in Marx
“eymnasium’’ days, particularly in two of his final examination essays, namely, ‘‘Refl
tions of a Young Man on a Choice of Profession,”” and “The Union of Believers with Chri
According to John 15:1-14, Showing its Basis and Essence, its Absolute Necessity and i
Effects.” (CWI, 1975: 3-9; 636-639). -

The second stage in Marx’s attitude towards religion was diametrically opposed to
first: an outright rejection on philosophical grounds of Christian and all theistic beliefs.
attitude was developed during Marx’s studies in the universities of Bonn and Berlin. It w
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oroughly atheistic attitude. While at Berlin University, Marx could not escape the
stive appeal of Hegel’s philosophy. Hegel had been a professor there till his death in
31. The influence of Hegel continued to be a very strong through his young and radical
sples who were known as left-wing Hegelians.

The third stage in Marx’s attitude towards religion is seen in his radical critique of the
of religion by the state. Coupled with this radical critique was Marx’s profound
mo-economic analysis of the interests represented by the state. This stage is seen in his

& as a journalist in 1842 and lasted for the rest of his life.

Marx’s Philosophical Patron Saints

We will now have a detailed textual analysis of the three Marxian primary texts
sationed earlier. By doing this exegetical exercise, we hope to draw out the identity of the
osophical patron saints whose names Marx invoked in his elemental revolt against
sion. In the “Foreword” to his dissertation, Marx cited the words that Aeschylus put into
& mouth of Prometheus: ““I hate the packs of gods.” The resolution decision not to give up
having been chained to a rock in exchange for the offer of servitude to “‘Father Zeus”
=d for Prometheus, according to Marx, the singular accolade of ‘‘the most eminent saint
martyr of the philosophical ca]enda.r.”‘(CWI, 1975:31).

Let us begin with Marx s letter to his father. This unusually lengthy letter (10 pages)
2s us a glimpse of Marx’s philosophical and spiritual pilgrimage.

One of the most characteristic features of Marx’s life and thinking, even at this early
e, was an intense sense of history. This is immediately obvious in the letter to his father.
first paragraph states: ‘There are moments in one’s life which are like frontier posts
arking the completion of a period but at the same time clearly indicating a new direction.
, 1975: 10).

This tremendous sense 6f history, which pervades in most of Marx’s writings, points
a convergence of world history in an individual’s biography. This certainly is a Hegelian
son which Marx had recently been absorbing in his studies. As Marx put it: “‘Individual
like a movement of world history, reveals the inner activity of the spirit. The essence
objective and subjective reality is action.”

During these formative years of his academic career, Marx sharpened his sword
reason and engaged himself in intellectual fencing with prominent philosophers’..‘
was driven by an unrestricted desire for knowledge, as he continuously made

ts of literary-historical and philosophical works, until he became completely
ed in body and mind. He fell ill. His doctor prescribed a long rest in the
tryside.
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It was there, while recovering, that Marx ‘got to know Hegel from beginning to end
together with most of his disciples,” (CWI, 1975:19). Marx recognized his being ever more
firmly bound to the modern world of philosophy, from which he sought, unsuccessfully, ta
escape. The invigorating taste of Hegel’s philosophy allured him ‘to dive [deeper] into the
sea ... with the definite intention of establishing that the nature of the mind is just as necessary,
concrete and firmly based as the nature of the body. My aim was no longer to practice tri
of swordsmanship, but to bring genuine pearls into the light of the day,’” (CWI, 1975:18).

His launching into the deep resulted in a 24-page work — “‘Cleanthes, or The Starting
Point and Necessary Continuation of Philosophy’’ — which united art and science. Thi
work gives a “‘philosophical-dialectical account of divinity ... as religion, and nature, as
history.”” Marx referred to this work as ““my dearest child, reared by moonlight,”” which had
caused him endless headaches ‘until for some days my vexation made me quite incapable o
thinking.”(CWI, 1975: 18).

Marx continues his report to his father by mentioning the names of philosophers an
legal luminaries whom he had been studying. Among them, besides Hegel, were Feuerbach
Aristotle, Kant, Kessing, Fichte, etc. He concluded the letter with the mention of domesti
family affairs and a request for fatherly forgiveness on account of ‘my much agitated stat
of mind ... overwhelmed by my militant spirit,” (CWI, 1975:21).

In assessing the import of this revelatory letter, I would like to cite two reliabl
Marxian literary guides. One, Father Joel Tabora, who, after thoroughly dissecting the lette
in the original German, discovers “a temporal dichotomy in Marx’s thought between t
real and the ought.”” Marx himself recognized the untenability of the dichotomy and sougk
to overcome it by interpreting the “side of the ought to be emergent from the side of thé
real.”” Tabora concludes that the philosophical thought of the young Marx could be describe
as ‘dialectical realism or dialectical materialism [which] must yet unfold in detail. But tk
seeds that are to unfold are, uncannily, already recognizable in this letter,” (Tabora, 1983:21

Another reliable guide says that the letter reveals Marx’s state of mind which is “ton
between two contmdlctory ideas and passions.” It embodies the inextricable entanglemer
of Marx’s ‘philosophical reflections, artistic enthusiasm, and the afdour of a consuming love
It is this particular mixture which makes the letter a true revelation of Marx’s inne
development.” (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p.64). :

Marx’s encounter with Hegel’s philosophy as reflected in the letter leads to an intimai
“‘conversion-story with a depth of a confession of faith.” This encounter, says Van Leeuvei
‘is permeated by all the blissful and terrifying features which make the water symbolis
such a striking expression of the mysterium tremendum et fascinosum, the tremendous ar
fascinating mystery of religion,’ (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p.65). In brief, there wa
both fear and fascination felt by Marx. Fear, because the strong impact of Hegelian thoug
threatened his own freedom of thought; fascination, because he was challenged to di
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sper into the sea (Hegel’s thought) in an heroic effort to bring the “‘genuine pearls™ of
into the light of reason.

s of Atheism in Epicurean Philosophy

It is at this point where Marx’s dissertation would concern us. His diving and
ersing himself into the ocean depths of Hegel’s philosophical system culminated in the
ious pearl of truth contained in his dissertation.

The work was completed in March 1841, and his degree was conferred on him
absentia a month after by the University of Jena. The dissertation provides us with
to understanding the philosophical foundations of Marx’s thinking, its method-

sy and its structure. It is unfortunate that not the whole manuscript is preserved.
Bat is preserved, however, gives us an adequate profile of Marx’s philosophical
oht, specifically his critique of religion. Happily, seven books of exercises filled
notes on Epicurean philosophy, which Marx used in preparing the dissertation,
= been preserved.

Marx announces in the Foreword that his dissertation had solved a particular problem
Greek philosophy. It is obvious that Epicurus stands out prominently among Marx’s
osophical patron saints. .

Marx begins by asserting that Epicurean theory of the heavenly bodies and their
ement is radically opposed to the postulate of Greek philosophers as a whole. Then, he
hes an attack on “the religious attitude of the Pythagoreans, Plato and Aristotle.”
hip of the celestial bodies is a cult practiced by all Greek philosophers. The system of
celestial bodies is the first naive and nature-determined existence of true reason [Ver-
, The same position is taken by Greek self-consciousness in the domain of the mind
sist]. It is the solar system of the mind. The Greek philosophers therefore worshipped their
mind in the celestial bodies. (CWI, 1975:66).

Marx then makes a detailed presentation of the conflicting positigns of Aristotle and
s, and ends with the judgment that those who fail to recognize the contradictions
ween the two positions are greatly confused. Then with his mastery of juxtaposition, he
tlares: ‘ Aristotle reproached the ancients for their belief that heaven required the support
Atlas who ... with his shoulders [supports] the pillar of heaven and earth. Epicurus, on the
er hand, blames those who believe that man needs heaven. He finds the Atlas by whom
en is supported in human stupidity and superstition. Stupidity and superstition also are
. (CWI, 1975: 67-68). )

Marx cites the letter of Epicurus to both Pythocles and Herodotus as supportive of the
can position against Aristotle who held on to certain absolute ‘“‘axioms and laws” in
aining the reality and movements of heavenly bodies. Epicurus insisted that the ““myth




50 Silliman Journal, 1993, 36(3-4) Silfim:

[i.e., heavenly bodies are eternal and immortal because they behave in the same way
according to Aristotle] be removed.”” Marx argues in support of Epicurus:

“The great number of explanations, the multitude of possibilities, should not onl
tranquillise our minds and remove causes for fear, but also at the same time negate in the
heavenly bodies their very unity, the absolute law that is always equal to itself. These
heavenly bodies may behave sometimes in one way, sometimes in another; this possibili
of conforming to no law is the characteristic of their reality; everything in them is declare
to be impermanent and unstable. The multitude of the explanations should at the same ti
remove .. the unity of the object,’ (CWI, 1975:69).

Marx’s exposition of Epicurean philosophy closes with the following revolutiona
statement as far as philosophy of nature is concerned. ‘Since eternity of the heavenly bodie
would disturb the ataraxy of self-consciousness, it is necessary, a stringent consequence th
they are not eternal. The heavenly bodies are therefore the atoms become real,” (C
1975:70).

This conclusion, says Marx, is the apex, the culminating point of Epicurean philosoph
of nature. It is this conclusion that led Epicurus to oppose “the most glaring contradiction,
and thus ““turns vehemently against those who worship an independent nature containing i
itself the quality of individuality.” It is.at this point where Epicurus achieved the *“profoun
est”’ knowledge of his system, the point where he, finally, resolved the contradiction betwee
sssence and existence, between form and matter. Here follows Marx’s magisterial formul
tion of the materialist philosophy of nature based on Epicurus: ‘Matter, having received in
itself individuality, form, as is the case with the heavenly bodies, has ceased to be abstra¢
with individuality; it has become concrete individuality, universality. In the meteo
therefore, abstract individual self-consciousness is met by its contradiction, shining in
materialised form, the universal which has become existence and nature. ... Thus as long
nature as atom and appearance expresses individual self-consciousness and its contradictio
the subjectivity of self-consciousness appears only in the form of matter itself. Where, ¢
the other hand, it becomes independent, it reflects itself in itself, confronts matter in its o
shape as independent forth,” (CWI, 1975:72). ’

Thus Marx acclaims Epicurus as “the greatest representative of Greek enlighte
ment,”” another patron saint in the atheistic calendar. He quotes the poem of Lucretius a
ascribes it to Epicurus:

‘Fables of the gods did not crush him
nor the lightning flash and the growling ‘e
menace of the sky. ...

Therefore, religion in its turn
crushed beneath its feet, and we by his
triumph are lifted level with the skies.
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This is a powerful poem that makes the last summative paragraph of the chapter appear
limactic.

Marx’s Kerygmatic Paradigm in Paradox

We shall now come to the third work, “Towards a Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of
ght: Introduction,” a work which contains the sharpest expression of Marx’s critique of

sion. Written in early 1844, this article is the distillation and culmination of a decade of
mse intellectual praxis. For as Professor Van Leeuven says, ‘at the root of Marx’s critique
sligion, as this took shape during his ten formative years between 1836 to 1846, there is
ental paradox.’ (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p.184).

Marx’s critique of religion as articulated in the 1844 work is a pa-adox in two senses.
s in the context of the entire Marxian literary works, it is both a point of arrival and a
of departure. Secondly, it is a paradox in the deeper sense, because while he considers
sism of religion as already completed, he is still impelled to undertake it in his work as
nalist.

Being the editor of Rheinische Zeitung in 1842, Marx made a remark about his
smtion to criticize religion by criticizing pelitical conditions rather than vice-versa. He
s three reasons for this. First, it is in keeping with the character of the newspaper and
meed of enlightening the public. Second, it is because religion *“draws its life from this
and not from heaven and will disappear of its own accord, once the perverted reality
»se theory it represents is dissolved.” Third, “one should flirt less with the idea of atheism
4 do more to acquaint people with its meaning." (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p.185
also Hans Kung, Does God Exist? An Answer for Today, 1980:221). These remarks seem
dicate that, for Marx, the critique of religion is a futile exercise.

ards an Exegetical-Hermeneutical Exercise

What follows is an exegetical and hermeneutical attempt at three of the Marxian
=ments on critique of religion. g

I. “For Germany criticism of religion is in the complete, and the criticism of
religion is in the presupposition of all criticism.”

In this statement, Marx is referring to Ludwig Feuerbach, who had completed the task
giticizing religion in Germany. =

Feuerbach is the philosophical and theological father of Marx’s criticism of religion.
sen years older than Marx, Feuerbach spent his whole life working on the critique of
sion. He is considered as one of the most influential philosophers of the 19th and 20th
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centuries. In his famous work, The Essence of Christianity, he explains religion by way o
psychology. He uses “projection theory” to explain the phenomenon of religion. This could
be illustrated by means of a slide projector, where the image in a small slide could b
projected and enlarged on a wide screen.

Similarly, God is seen to be nothing other than the image of man and his attributes
projected and enlarged onto the celestial screen. To Feuerbach, God is the expression of th
essence of humanity, stripped of all earthly limitations. Feuerbach’s basic thesis is as follows
‘Religion ... is the relation of man to himself, or more correctly to his own nature ... but
relation to it, viewed as a nature ... apart from his own, The divine being is nothing else tha
the human being, or rather, the human nature purified, freed from the limits of the individua
man, made objective — i.e., contemplated and revered as another, a distinct being. All th
attributes of the divine nature are, therefore, attributes of the human nature,” (Feuerba

1957:14).

In this major work, Feuerbach consistently reduced divine attributes to human quall
ties. He did this to all the central creedal affirmations of the Christian faith. For instance,
statement *‘God created man in his own image”’ is reversed as ‘‘Man created God in his o
image.”” Or the statement, “God is living-in-community”’ is transposed into “Living i
community is godly.” In other words, theology is reduced to anthropology, wheres
anthropology is elevated to theology.

The substance of Marx’s critique of religion is derived from Feuerbach. Marx, write
Hans Kung, ‘was firmly convinced that with Feuerbach the critique of religion has bee
completed and atheism solidly established. Marx as a critic of religion does not really g
beyond Feuerbach [so] the reasons that had to be cited against Feuerbach’s atheism are va
also against Marx’s atheism.” (See end note 1 esp. Kung, 1980:244).

The second part of the statement means that criticism of religion is of pivot
importance in Marx’s philosophy. In fact, it is the foundation stone of the entire Marx
edifice which contains economic, political, legal and all other Margian critiques. Kla
Bockmuehl comments that this statement is ‘valid in terms of his tziography, his methodolog
and his motivations. The phrase is true in the sense that atheism is already a fact before
philosophy of dialectical materialism is born. Marx was an atheist. before he became

dialectical materialist,” (Bockmuehl, 1980:51).

Another meaning of the statement is that atheism has a methodological priority in th
philosophy of Marx. All other critiques are methodologically preceded by the critique ¢
religion. It provides the needed push and pressure for all other critiques. Thus, for Marx, ;
elimination of religion is necessary for the development of true humanity. Atheism an
critique of religion are integral parts of Marx s philosophical system, the abrogation of whic
is tantamount to the dismantling of its historical materialism, its anthropology, its eschate
ogy and ethics.
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I1. “The foundation of irreligious criticism is this: man makes religion; religion
does not make man. ... Religion is the general theory of this world, its
encyclopedic compendium, its logic in popular form, its spiritual point
d’honneur ..."

This paragraph stresses the centrality of man in Marx’s philosophy. It is man that
Bi=s rehglon Man here means the world of man, the state, society; man as the ensemble
al relationships. It is this state or society that produces religion, a perverted world-
iousness derived from a perverted world.

There are two distinct aspects of this religion: one stresses the theoretical and
»sophical aspects; the other deals with the ethical and emotive element in religion. Under
first aspect, religion is characterized as general theory, as encyclopedic compendium, as
5 in popular form, as spiritual point d"honneur. Whereas under the second aspect, religion
sharacterized as “the enthusiasm of a perverted world, its moral sanction, its solemn
etion, its universal ground for consolation and justification.”” The mentioning of these
acteristics leads to the conclusion that ‘the struggle against religion is therefore the fight
anst the world ... of which religion is the spiritual aroma.” (See end note 1 esp. Leeuven

Furthermore, all these have reference td Hegel’s view of religion as ‘‘a representation
absolute philosophical truth in a popular form.” Essential to Marx’s description is the
2s on “the relationship of religion and the world of man, state, society. This is the only
ionship in which he is interested. In so far as religion has reality, it owes its reality to
s world." (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p.190).

While Marx is critical of Hegel’s dialectical philosophy, he could not disengage
self from this philosophy. It was like an ever present shadow which followed Marx
aver he went. Therefore, an adequate understanding of Marx’s critique of religion must
from his critique of Hegel’s philosophy as a whole. This, however, is beyond the scope

paper. . ,

I11. “The criticism of religion disenchants man in order to make him think and
act and shape his reality like one who has been disenchanted and has come
to reason, so that he will revolve around himself and therefore around his
true sun. Religion is the illusory sun which revolves around man only so
long as he does not revolve around himself.”

Anyone who is familiar with Inmanuel Kant’s idéalist and. metaphysical philosophy
d immediately detect the influence of that 18th century philosopher on the above quoted

arxian declaration. There is an obvious parallelism between the succession of Kant’s
ritique of Pure Reason, followed by his Critique of Practical Reason,and Marx’s transition
theory to practice.
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Marx’s entire intellectual effort — critique of religion and philosophy during hi
earlier years and the critique of political economy which absorbed him for the rest of his life
— is founded on the whole understanding of the essence and meaning of critique. “Manx
had recognized Kant’s philosophy,” observes Van Leeuven, ““as the German theory of the
French Revolution, as contrasted with the historical school of right, which he characterized
as the German theory of the French Ancient Regime. Marx’s Critique Towards Hegel’
Philosophy of Law is basically a devastating critique of the anachronism of the German state
of affairs in 1843, which had not yet arrived at the stage equivalent to that of French histo
in the year 1789. (See end note 1 esp. Van Leeuven p. 13).

In a closer analysis of the passages quoted above, two Kantian fundamental principle:
are discernible. First, Kant’s famous notion of a ““Copernican Revolution’ is alluded to b
Marx when he describes religion as the illusory sun which revolves around man until ma
Iearns to revolve around himself, which could happen when man is brought to a sense ¢
reality by the critique of religion.

The second principle has something to do with the Kantian ““categorical imperative,
which is arrived at the transition from theoretical critique to praxis. Marx formulates th
profound principle this way: “The critique of religion ends with the teaching that man is th
highest essence of man, hence with the categorical imperative to overthrow all relations i
which man is debased, enslaved, abandoned, despicable essence.”™

Before bringing this paper to a close, let me point out that Marx’s article of 184
written in Paris is really a turning point in his life and thought. In the word of the percepti
Dutch professor Van Leeuven, this article represents “‘a transition from the critical philosc
phy to a critique of political economy” in the evolution of Marx’s thought. ““It was an attem
to reap the harvest of his formative years and at the same time contained the seed of hi
maturity.”

Concluding Statement

We have traced and analyzed the philosophy roots of Marx’s radical critique
religion. Our investigation focussed on three of Marx’s important works that have bearin
on his critique of religion. We did not only explicate the extent of the influence that Epic
Kant, Hegel and Feuerbach had on the evolution of Marx’s thought. We also focussed o
some selected statements in Marx’s writings and tried to draw out shades of meaning, n
so much as abstract ideas that could neatly explain or describe the reality in our world bt
as potent, dynamic truth that could, in the right moment and place, transform our history an
society. = i
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d Notes . ”

1 Tam particularly challenged and motivated to *“‘wade through’’ these Marxian
primary text by the example of my mentor (Father Joel Tabora, S.J.), whose
admirable adeptness with the German language enabled him to write his
doctoral dissertation, The Future in the Writings of Karl Marx (Frankfurt-
am-Main: Peter Lang, 1983), based on the “primary German sources.”” In
writing this paper, I was greatly helped by three secondary sources, namely,
1) Father Tabora’s book, 2) Han Kung’s Does God Exist? An Answer for
Today (1980), and 3) Professor A. Th. Van. Leeuven’s two-volume Gifford
Lectures series, entitled Critique of Heaven and Earth (1972-1974).
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2 Marx’s dissertation is part of a general research project on the history of
Greek philosophy, which he planned to undertake as early as 1839. This
project has not been carried out, except the collection of these seven note-
books on Epicurean, Stoic and Skeptic philosophies. CF. CW I, P. 29,
401-509, 734-735. For the purpose of this paper, I focus on Chapter 5 —
“The Meteors”’ — Marx’s discussion on the movement of the heavenly
bodies has bearing on Marx’s critique of religion and theology. Relevantalso
is a fragment included in the Appendix, entitled “Critique of Plutarch’s
Polemic Against the Theology of Epicurus,” Cf. CW I, 102-105.



an Journal, 1993, 36(3-4) 57

THE QUESTION OF GOD:
AN EXPOSITION OF MOLTMANN’S
ESCHATOLOGICAL EPISTEMOLOGY

Armando L. Tan

In the sixties, when the current theological orthodoxy seemed threatened by the “‘death
'God theology”’, a young German scholar wrote his now famous book, Theology of Hope,

sltmann, 1967) which has replaced much of the tragic meaning attached to God. With
ann’s hope and its theologico-political implications, a new reflection on the question
od was born.

In what follows, [ shall try to present one important aspect of Moltamnn’s theology
it seeks to comprehend the meaning of God with ‘future as his essential nature’ (Emst

sch).
Logic of God’s Revelation .

In order to understand Moltmann’s theological reflection on the question of God, it is
sortant to discuss his theology of revelation, for this constitutes the basic perspective from
ich he based his critical reading of the traditional proofs of God’s existence, and even
wond that, his political hermeneutics.

In addressing himself to the question of God, Jurgen Moltmann links the concept of
i’s revelation with the language of promise. For him, the revealing of God is combined
1 the statement about the “‘promise of God”’. God reveals himself in the form of promise
in the history that is marked by promise, (Moltmann, 1967:42). The eyent of God’s
tering his word of promise’’ then constitutes the biblical affirmation of God’s revelation,
oltmann, 1971:17). In this sense, revelation is not simply selfndisclo'sure, but disclosure
h a future purpose. Promise implicitly presupposes God’s purpose in revealing himself.

Moltmann equally understands God’s revelation in Jesus in the context of divine
ise which reveals not only who Jesus was, but also who he will be. In Jesus’
ection, the promise of the inevitable *‘not yet existing reality” is announced and with .
e revelation and future of God. God’s revelation in the resurrection then has a promissory
d eschatological character,(Moltmann, 1967:84).

If God’s revelation is seen from the eschatological perspective of promise, then the
sonal proofs of God, both of Greek metaphysics and the existential proof, can have no
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place in the question of God. For these ultimately cannot speak of the biblical God of hope,
but only of the god of epiphanies. To interpret the revelation in terms of the proofs of God
is, in Moltmann’s view, to reduce the reality of God’s revelation to the problem o
knowledge, and thereby lose all its essential content, (1967 42)

On this basis, he rejects any “‘epiphany’” type of biblical understanding that assumes
the eternal presence of God, (1967:43). This leads him to a critical dialogue with mainline
Protestant theologies of revelation.

Proofs of God

The assumption that the reality and knowledge of God can be made certain on the
basis of the experience of some dimensions of reality cannot be the presupposition, says
Moltmann, of the Christian view of God. This perspective leads him to a critical reflectios
on Bultmann’s existential interpretation, Pannenberg’s cosmological argument, and Barth’s
ontological reflection with regard to the problem of theological epistemology.

Accordingly, the logic of the existential proof is centered on the correlation o
existence and transcendence. It presumes an anthropological starting point in which the
knowledge of man becomes the ground for the knowledge of God. God can be understood
only as “expression of our existence“itself, (Moltmann, 1971:8-9). God proves himself i
the existential understanding of man’s self. (Moltmann, 1967:45).

Here, however, God’s reality has become a matter of “kerygmatic-involvement™ s¢
that man’s decision in the internal human-divine confrontation becomes the decisive factor i
the interpretation of history whose meaning, unfortunately, is limited to the individual concerneg

While Rudolf Bultmann speaks of God’s revelation on the basis of the questionable
ness of human subjectivity, Wolfhart Pannenberg accordingly speaks of God’s revelatio
on the ground of the questionableness of reality as a whole. 'Every statement about God i
at the same time a statement about the world as a whole, and vice versa. * (Moltmann, 1971:
Here, the reference point is the recognition of historical facts as “acts of God” which expres
something, though indirectly, about God himself. (1971:7). d

The full revelation of God, however, takes place in the whole of reality conceived 2
“universal history”’. This view takes history as God’s revelation when it is finishe
(Moltmann, 1967:78). In Pannenberg, the crisis of kerygmatic involvement in Bultmann ha
explicitly become the crisis of ‘historical facts”. This is a post factum or an a posteri
argument for God’s existence. " H

With Karl Barth, the reference point for the Christian “talk of God” lies in the ve
concept of God itself. This means that Barth has shifted the question of God from the catego!
of subjectivity and objectivity to the question of the identity of Word and Being.
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Accordingly for Barth, God’s revelation of himself is expressed in his name and as
must be understood in the context of Deus dixit. “No one reveals God but himself
" This is to argue, in other words, that with respect to God’s revelation, the conception
Sod (which is expressed in his Word) necessitates the conception of his existence. The
wess of knowing God is, for Barth, from God to man rather than from man or the world
Sod. Moltmann calls this line of thinking as the ‘“‘proof of God from ‘God’. (Moltmann
§:279).

mann’s Critique

Moltmann’s critical assumption with respect to the revelation of God understood in
s of existential, cosmological, and ontological theism begins with the idea of the
sssibility of subjecting the biblical God of the Exodus and the Resurrection within the
smework of the logic of Greek metaphysics. The intellectual objectification of God, besides

» unbiblical in its essential presuppositions, can neither demonstrate the reality of God
can it provide a ‘future’ for God. It can only, at most, show the necessity of raising the
sstion of God simply because of the ‘radical questionableness’ of certain aspects of reality.
272).

Accordingly, if we take Bultmann’s ‘man coming to himself’ as the governing view
elation, then there will be no hope and ieaning for the future, because here ‘revelation
s not open up a future in terms of promise’. It leaves the hope for the future of God empty.
57:67-68).

This critique shows that the social dimension of the question of God has not been
=n into consideration. Existential theology provides no weltanschauung (world-view) that
become the ground of the movement towards the realization of a real social future,
867:67). It fails, therefore, to understand theology as eschatology.

Similarly, for Moltmann, Pannenberg’s view is only a replacement from the subjective
e objective scheme of verification. The idea of historical verifiability of Ged’s revelation

the end of the ‘revealing history’ provides our recognition of God’s temporary and
isional character. For here the divine self-disclosure depends on the historical process
ing towards the end of history, the point at which God would be fully God.

Moltmann emphasizes the fact that if we accept this ‘retroflexive’ method of under-
ding God, then we have to alter the concept of the ‘historical,” which is at odd with the
_ ical, view of the historical redemptive revelation which has the character of promise. .

Itmann, 1967:80).

As for Barth, Moltmann maintains that ontological theism can only be the ‘canon of
srpretation for a fixed reality’. For if we take God’s revelation in Jesus as the real ground
an understanding of God and his future, then Barth’s reflection of the ontological proof
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must radically be altered, for this cannot deal objectively with the biblical reports about th
historicity of Jesus of Nazareth. =

Because the three proofs of God, on the whole, are unable to consider the question ¢ ain
God on the basis of its biblical foundation, Moltmann thinks that they are in danger & & salds
becoming forms of the ‘epiphany’ religion, rather than the ‘apocalypse of the promise
future’, As Gustavo Gutierrez puts it, for Moltmann, the biblical revelation of God is not,
it was for the Greek mind, the ‘epiphany of the eternal present’, which limits itself C
explaining what exist. (Inda and Eagleson, 1973:160). -

Instead, Moltmann proposes a knowledge of God in terms of the dialectical proces -
of knowing. This means that for the Christian faith, God’s true revelation is experienced -
the contradiction of the Cross and the Resurrection. With this view, the question of God & <8
longer arises from the question of existence, reality, and word, but from ‘concrete history, =

understood dialectically and eschatologically. This provides universal significance for Ge ot
since revelation in the ‘paradox of the cross’ applies to all men. (Moltmann, 1971:3). -

In summary, Moltmann’s hermeneutical starting point with regard to God’s revelatie
takes the promissory history as the event and content of the revelation in which the christi

hope for the coming God is based. In this way, the future is given a content rea i =
objectified in the word of promise and‘manifested in the reality of the raising of Jesus fro :'n:
the dead. Thus, over against the interpreters of the God-question, Moltmann assumes th& ~
the biblical God of revelation cannot simply be conceived in terms of the logic of a divis hm
concept, neither can it be presented within the framework of the reflective philosophy &8
transcendental subjectivity either of God or man, nor can it be guaranteed by a-cosmolog
which takes the whole of reality as universal history.
What is obviously lacking in all these approaches is the eschatological dimension -
history understood as promise and hope and in which the future of God is announced. A
conception of God that does not speak of the eschatological dimension of faith, especia T
in the context of the suffering and dying humanity, does not speak of the future of the Ge na
of promise and hope. It does not possess, in the last analysis ‘an eschatological epistemology %002

or better still the ‘hoping knowledge of God’, (Meeks, 1974:). Such is the seeming optimistite Sis ¢
conception of God in Moltmann’s theological epistemology.

M

The Resurrection Question the o
ble

Of central importance to Moltmann’s understanding of eschatology as it relates SSSSiric ¢

the idea of promise and hope in the New Testament is the question of the Resurrection. Fagsobabil

him, Jesus® resurrection constitutes the first fruit of God’s faithfulness to his promise in thiSsto
New Covenant. Thus, the Easter event is interpreted not only as the fulfillment of the OfSsstorici
Testament expectation, but also as the beginning of the fulfilment of the future, i.e., thismilarit
coming kingdom of God. Its importance is seen in the eschatological horizon of God'ls itself
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ise given in this event. Moltmann believes in the reality of the Resurrection, though its
arical verifiability remains a controversial question, (Moltmann, 1967:44). Because God
acted in Jesus’ resurrection, the Christian hope for the promised future of God is made
in. It is finally this event that validates the promise in the Christian gospel and the hope
slds for the future without which there can be no meaning for the present. With this,
mann states the central thesis of his hope-theology, (Moltmann 1971:165).

Christianity stands or falls with the reality of the raising of Jesus from the dead by

The attempt to give meaning and truth to the literal understanding of the

rection as a historical factual event poses a problem to the spirit of rational
wicism. It is difficult to overcome the problem of knowledge posed by modem
sciousness, most of which is culturally conditioned by the objectifying tendency
criterion of historical criticism. But Moltmann rejects the historical concept of
afication that is based on the objective ‘factuality’ of historical events. Instead, he
scts the idea of ‘eschatological verification’ into the problem of the historicity of the
ssurrection, so that the historical objectivity of the past is dissolved into the ‘not yet’
gectivity of the future. (Moltmann in Harvard Theological Review, 1968:137). As he
it, since the historian cannot work with the world as a whole as his subject matter,
only with the part of the world one calls the past, we could add that this resurrection
Jesus is not historically verifiable as yet. It is therefore subject to eschatological
afication. (Moltmann, 1969:51).

With the concept of historical verification as the new category of history, Moltmann
ses the order of knowledge by shifting the factual basis of history in which the empirical
ach is grounded to the possibilities of the future.

The truth content of the resurrection as an ‘event,’ therefore, does not lie in the past,
in a ‘real anticipation of the future of history in the midst of history’, (Moltmann, in
2ology Today, 1968:376). Because the resurrection is based on the pmnuse of God given
this event, it implies eschatology.

Moltmann is especially critical of Erst Troeltch’s “all pervading power of analogy”
the objective canon of historical reality. He maintains that this event is not historically
ssible when view from the perspective of the historical method of analogy and anthropo-
sntric consideration. For here, human experience cannot become the “‘measure of historical

obability”. Because the resurrection defies the typical, regular, and similar occurrences in
sstory, there can be no theology of the Resurrection. The method of analogy falsifies the
toricity of the Easter event, simply because it does not preclude a “common core of
ilarity”’ which is suppossedly the basis of verifiable history. Besides, the historial method
itself subject to question.
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In a similar vein, Moltmann questions the existential understanding of the form-criti
cal approach to the resurrection talk. Accordingly, the form critic stresses the importance
of the historical event of the experience of the “Easter faith of the first disciple”. This
interpretation, however, sacrifices factual to existential truth. It is, for Moltmann, devoid of wue
the past and future implications of the Resurrection.

Moltmann thinks that the knowledge of the historical character of event is grounded
in its meaning for the future. In other words, the Resurrection must be interpreted from th
perspective of promise, i.€., eschatologically. Its significance lies not in the historicity of the
past, but in its eschatological implication, that is, the future that the promise holds. In
statement that reflects the eschatological nature of the resurrection, he writes: *The raising
of Jesus is then to be called “historic’’ not because it took place in the history to which othes
categories of some sort provide a key, but.... because, by pointing the way to the fu
events it makes history in which we can and must live.” (Moltmann, 1967:181).

Hence neither the existential understanding nor the positivistic, objectifying historicz
approach can provide meaning and significance to the event in terms of its possibilities fa
the future of God.

Central to Moltmann’s understanding is the concept of contingency as a necessa
presupposition of the nature of reality as a whole. If we can assume a contingent world whe
God creates something new out of his promises and ex nihilo, then it is possible to speak
the Resurrection as “God talk” in the context of the coming new creation of God
While skepticism rejects the view of the physical resurrection on the basis of analo
and the human experience of reality, Moltmann opts for a new historical perspective that i
able to recognize the contingent nature of reality and links this concept of contingency
the category of the novum in the Christian eschatological understanding of the world an
history. Thus he proposes what we may consider as the fundamental or central thesis wit
respect to the resurrection question: *Only when the world can be understood as contingen
creation out of the freedom of God and ex nihilo- only on the basis of this contingenci
mundi does the raising “of Christ become intelligible as Nova creatio,’(Moltma

1967:179). %
Conclusion

We can say that Moltmann’s reflections on the question of God constitute asignifican
advance over the ontological, cosmological, and existential interpretation. Indeed, the God
whose presence in history claims objectivity in the Exodus and the Resurrection canmg
simply be subjected to a metaphysical intellectualization of absolute reality. Here, an
especially with respect to the question of resurrection, its theological importance seems
be that it provides a powerful corrective to the objectifying tendency of the moder
Enlightenment epistemology.
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While the interpretation of the ‘proofs of God’ creates no theological objections,
wann’s appropriation of the question of the Resurrection with his conceptualization of
ology as the interpretative primary category of history is not without serious difficulty.
he argues, the power of the future derives its central meaning through a grounded
station, that is, the resurrection of Jesus, and not simply a ‘“‘postulate of a utopian
sr=", then he must have a very strong or objective case for the historicity of the
ection event. But by simply ignoring seriously the historical-critical question of the
rection event, Moltmann fails to make his case for the physical objectivity or reality of
ssurrection event, and therefore has no absolute basis and logical justification even for

ﬁlﬁmg of the primary category of objectivity to the future through his concept of
ological verification’.

One wonders, therefore, whether or not in Moltmann's theology of promise and hope,
more than history shapes the promise’.
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ON KNOWING X KNOWS THAT p,
AND THE QUEST FOR RATIONALITY

Peter A. Sy

One of the major preoccupations of modem epistemologists from Descartes to present
positivistic “‘belief philosophers,” is the setting of standards or criteria for knowing what.
“How do we decide, in any particular case, whether we know?” Or, “how do we know that
we know what?”

Let us then, call or label such attempts at providing grounds for epistemological
claims as, with due apologies to Wittgenstein, “‘knowledge name-game”, the mles of which
are thought to contribute a web of stipulations on the possibility of rational discourse. The
question whether one is justified in asserting that he knows something is, to these epistemolo-
gists, necessarily tied up to the idea of rationality. If one wishes to engage in a rational
discourse, he must be prepared to intellectually warrant his statements. Indicating p as a
cognition assertion, assuming a definite cognitive meaning, is, therefore, not only showing
the grounds on which p is cognitively meaningful or epistemologically justified but also, in
effect, making rational discussion an intelligibly rewarding business or pursuit. In modem
epistemology, rationality is, in short, equated with justifiability.

The stake of the question on the ultimate explication of how one knows p cannot,
however, be overemphasized. Regarded as the end-all and, perhaps, itself the raison d’etre
of modem epistemology, it is a ticklish or exacting query, which almost every theorist of
knowledge has sought to resolve once and for all. As to when and how it is going to be finally
resolved remains unknown. What seems only clear at the outset is that everybody, by reason
of profession or otherwise, in one way or another, had engaged himséif in the business of
correctly naming something “‘knowledge”. '

This paper then hopes to discuss the issue of knowledge and rationality via a critical
explication of ““X knows that p”. How do we decide whether X knows p and can we possibly
point to the necessary linkage between our knowing ‘“X knows that p>* and rationality? Can
we decide as well whether knowledge has any essential foundation?

I

Traditionally, knowledge is thought to be “justified true belief”” or something of that
sort. If X claims to know p, then p must be true, X must believe that p and X must have some
grounds for p. In other words, this justifiability principle states that:

e
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X knows p, if and only if (IFF):

(a) pis true,
(b) X believes that p,
and
(c) X is justified in believing that p.

X is said to possess a certain knowledge p only when he is able to meet the subjective
and objective, as well as the ‘‘evidence” requirements of knowledge, viz., X believes what
he asserts, X has warrant for what he believes to be true, and p is indeed true.

However, Gettier (1963: 121-123) in his article Is Justified True Belief Knowledge”
which has initiated a flurry of discussion (Clark, 1963: 46-48) and controversy among
epistemologists, has come to challenge the traditional explication of knowledge, of X
knowing p. He wants to refute the traditional definition of knowledge by showing the
inadequacies of traditional analysis of “X knows p”’. Taking on the necessary and sufficient
conditions (namely, propositional truth, belief, and justifiability of the belief), which
traditional epistemology has practically held canonical, Gettier presents cases in which such
conditions are true for some propositions, though it is at the same time false that X, the
knower, knows the knowledge claim. In each case, a proposition which may in fact be true
is believed on grounds which are false. ~

Take Gettier’s first counter-example.

(1) Jones is the man who will get a job, and Jones has ten coins in his pocket. Suppose
Smith, who, like Jones, applied for the same job, has strong evidence for believing that (1).
Suppose further that Smith’s evidence for (1) is that the president of the company has assured
him that it is Jones who, ultimately, will get the job and he, Smith, has counted the coins in
Jones’s pocket earlier. So Smith in this sense has ‘‘knowledge” of (1), in the traditional sense
of the expression.

Moreover, proposition (1) entails

r

(2) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket.

Then let us also suppose that Smith sees the entailment from (1) to (2), and let us accept
(2) on the basis of (1), for which Smith is “justified”. Is Smith also justified in believing
that (2)? What if, unknown to Smith, Smith himself has ten coins in his pocket and will the
one who gets the job? Proposition (2) is true, but statement (1), from which Smith has
deduced (2), is false.

Certainly, in this case, Smith cannot be said to know (2) with certainty. That Smith
believes (2) is true, and that Smith is warranted in believing that (2), are matters of fact.
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Although Smith is not aware that he himself will get the job, nor does he know about the
number of coins his pocket contains, statement (2) is true in view of the later stipulated
circumstances. But Smith’s belief that (2) is on the account of the number of coins in Jones’s
pocket. The basis is simply mistaken! Smith falsely believes Jones to be the man who will
get the job.

There is no gainsaying, however, that the first counter-example appears to
expose one alleged major inadequacy of the traditional definition of knowledge. That
is, itis possible for X to believe that p, for p to be true and for X to have a warrant for
this belief, by X’s basis is utterly wrong — and therefore, X cannot be said to possess
knowledge of p at all.

This counter-example, however, falls short in showing that knowledge is not
“justified true belief.” If we are able to show that people may have some “justified
true belief’ but still do not possess ‘‘knowledge,” does it necessarily rule out the
possibility that knowledge is some kind of a wamanted belief? Does it mean that
“knowledge” does not involve any justification whatsoever of our truth claims”
(Gettier, however, does not explicitly state in the paper that his intention is to show
that knowledge rules out the possibility of justified truth claims, and therefore, Gettier
may be immune to possible absurd consequences which are attributed to this posi-
tion). In other words, can it be shown, on the basis of the possibility that X believes
that p, p is true, X has good grounds for believing that p, and yet, X cannot be said to
possess “‘knowledge’” — that the traditional conception of knowledge is altogether dispen-
sable or utterly false?

Also, if we come to think about the entailment from (1) to (2), in the light of the later
stipulations on factual circumstances, (1) is untrue and therefore may, logically speaking,
entail anything, either true or false. In the strictest sense, Smith can never be justified at all
in his belief that (2)! He does not, in the traditional meaning of the expression, possess any
“knowledge” of (2), because — in the first place — he has no basis (true basis, that is) for it.

Some foundationalist theorists of knowledge are quite quick at providing an ad hoc
qualification to the traditional definition of knowledge in avoiding the kind of objection or
confusion Gettier’s first case raises or creates. That is, :

X knows p IFF:
(a) pis true
(b) X believes that p,
(c) X has the right evidence for p.

But as we shall see later, this, too, has problems. For some moment, let us
defer our discussion on this qualification as we continue to account for Gettier’s
counter-examples.
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Consider then this shortened version of Gettier’s second counter-example:

(1) Jones owns a Ford, and
(2) Smith has a very strong evidence for (1).

Smith’s evidence is that Jones has always owned a Ford, Smith has always seen him
riding on a Ford and that, while driving a Ford, Jones has just offered Smith a ride. Then
Smith also has another friend Brown the whereabouts of whom Smith is totally ignorant. So
choosing a place at random, Smith constructs the statement

(3) Either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Paris.

Seeing (1) entailing (3) (i.e., by Addition), Smith infers that (3) is true, of course, on
the basis of his evidence for (1). (That is, if p is true, “p v q”’ is always true). Is Smith’s
evidence for (1) valid as his evidence for (3), in view of the entailment? Suppose Jones does
not own a Ford, he has just rented one when he offered Smith a ride and, by sheerest
coincidence, Smith is in Paris — does it mean it possesses any “‘knowledge” of (3)? While
(3) may be true and that Smith believes that (3) may likewise be true, Smith, to Gettier, does
not know (3).

Similarly, in his first counter-example, Gettier gives us an ersatz situation where we
are forced, supposedly, to admit that X does have strong evidence for “p or "’ but, as a
matter of fact, does not “‘know”’ it.

In other words, the second counter-example is: Suppose X believes, with strong
evidence, that p from which in turn he infers, by Addition, “p v q”. But, unknown to X,
“.p.q". Allegedly, he counter-example is able to show that indeed X believes that
p on good grounds, and that p is true, but still it is impossible on our part to say
that X knows p.

But here lies the crux of the matter. The factual basis of (3)’s truth is no longer Smith’s
evidence for (1), but the fact that Brown is in Paris. That (3) is logically necessitated by (1)
or that (3) is “true” on the basis of (1), is actually a matter of logic. And one should not
confuse logical truth with empirical truth. For (3) to be an empirical assertion or be factually

true, it must have a factual or empirical basis of its own. Parenthetically therefore, one has
to make a distinction between ‘‘factual or empirical knowledge™ and logical truth.

Upon casual inspection, Gettier appears successful in refuting the traditional concep™
tion of knowledge. But on closer analysis, Gettier’s counter-example qua counter-example
is not diametrically opposite to the traditional formulation. It only stipulates on the possibility
of X having to believe that p, claiming to have some evidence for it when actually X has no
correct justification for his belief; X is merely guessing. Logically speaking, Gettier’s
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counter-example is contingent with the traditional conception of knowledge; hence, as such, it
does not (and cannot) rule out the possibility of knowledge involving some “justified true
belief.”

Furthermore, at a glance, Gettier’s second counter-example would seem logically
consistent. But on closer look, it is not. Statement (1) is false. This is the reason why Smith
cannot possibly know (3). What is earlier assigned as the condition fo validating the
knowledge claim of Smith is rendered inconsistent in view of the contradictory fact, viz.,
Jones does not own a Ford at all! This fact, of course, renders the earlier claim tha Smith has
always known Jones to have owned a Ford and has strong evidence for it. Which really is
which? (The problem with suppositions is that one can appear to state contradictions which
seem unharmful to the entire contention. But the point is, in the case of Gettier’s second
counter-example, either Jones owns a Ford or he does not; it cannot be both. If (1) is false,
why make it as the basis for asserting (3) in the first place? What makes (3) true, however,
is the fact that Brown is in Paris. This has nothing to do with Smith’s belief that (3) there
obviously is no logical connection between the fact that Brown is in France and Smith’s
believing that (3), except of course when Smith also has a separate evidence for believing
that Brown is in France. But that is another story.

Again, either of the two countersexamples amounts to a contigency. It, therefore, fails
to logically negate the traditional definition of kowledge. What we demand from genuine
counter-examples is the cogency to completely rule out any position to take knowledge as a
kind of “‘justified true belief.”” It must be able to show an instance where X’s justified belief
that p leads to a contradiction or an absurdity. A truly opposite alternative conception of
knowledge should not just be another contingent formulation that does not logically rule out
or complete negate the traditional epistemological construct.

11

One of the justificationist proposals (Clarck, 1963:46) to elude Gettier’s counter-ex-
amples involves the addition of a “good grounds™ clause. Hence, the traditional definition
of knowledge comes '

X knows p IFF:

(i) p is true

(ii) X believes that p ]
(iii) X is justified in believing that p, and i
(iv) it is on good grounds that X believes that p.

In this regard, Clark (1963:46) suggests that the good grounds for X’s belief for p must
be true and it, too, must be justified. But what if X believes on good grounds, say on his
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friend’s account but his friend, despite being believed by X to be the epitome of honest and
reliability, is wildly guessing or simply speculating at one case? Certainly, his friends’ wild
surmise or speculation can in no way induce X with “knowledge,” (Sounders and Cham-
pawat, 1964: 8-9).

One, however, can argue that, in the first place, X’s basis for believing that p is not at
all reliable and therefore not “on good grounds,” i.e., his friend, however righteous, is not
infallible but at times makes wild guesses and commits mistakes.

If we have simply failed to show that knowledge does not indeed involve justified
belief, will we be able to reach grounds in trying to make our assertions rationally defensible
and our knowledge claims fully justified? Will our justification ever be truly conclusive?
There simply is no guarantee; complete justification still appears to be an impossibility.
Everything now seems to amount to faith, to redound to theology of which philosophy is
handmaiden.

To further argue the case, if we grant that a knowledge claim eventually reaches
the “‘bedrock™ of justificatory discourse, it implies reaching out the most fundamental
or basic statements of all cognitive assertions. Suppose that the regress is not infinite
and that ultimately one is able to arrive.at a relatively coherent or conclusive account
of the justifiedness of “X knows that p.”” The chain of beliefs on which p depends
has to rest on some basic belief or beiiefs. These basic beliefs or justificatory
statements, in turn, confer justification on the rest of the beliefs in the chain but
apparently need no justification conferred on themselves, or, if ever they do, they
justify themselves a priori. This contention cannot, however, be defended without
believing in some Absolute Essence, in some kind of Aristotelian Prime, or Unmoved,
Mover. The basic statements are able to confer justification to all our knowledge
claims but they themselves are not justified or justifiable; they are the Ultimate
Justification, the Unmoved Mover, which may or may not cause motion to itself and
defies every Physics of Motion. Again, this is theology.

¢

I '
Epilogue

This paper has thus far tried to show some inadequacies and curious aspects of
Gettier’s counter-examples to the traditional conception of knowledge vis-a-vis certain
revisions or some recent ad hoc explication of knowledge as “justified true belief.”” Given *
the strong polemics against the old guards of epistemology, I suppose, what seems to pervade
now in our quest for rationality is somekind of an “‘epistemic abyss’’ before which we stand
seemingly undecided whether we dare jump into it and hope that we will make it to the
touchdown, when most, if not all, epistemological questions are resolved without importing
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any justificationist assumptions, or try to go back to our knowledge tradition and leam
something from it.

This resistance before the “‘epistemological abyss,”” moreover, may be rooted in the
fear of overthrowing the dyad of knowledge justification and rationality. For we have always
equated rationalist with justificaionism. What we consider justified is rational. Its converse,
howeve, is rather suspect. What may be rational is not necessarily justified. The best
knowledge that we have, namely, Science, is not “justified”’; science is even largely not a
“justified true belief” and hardly do we call it “irrational.” Many scientific inventions and
discoveries popped out of sheer guesswork. The discovery of the Benzene Ring, for instance,
was made possible through a comatose sleep of Friedrich Kekule.

What is queer about denying knowledge as ““justified true belief’’ seems to be this. To
paraphrase Wittgenstein, it is not possible for one to say, “I know but I don’t believe it" or,
in the light of the question of justification, ““I know it but I don’t have any basis for it; I just
know it!” What seems apparent, however, is that where knowledge or rationality applies,
belief or disbelief does not. Beliefs are illusory imports traditional epistemologists confer
on knowledge but which onlyu discombolate the question. The issue of knowledge and
rationality must, therefore, be freed from the “pyings’’ about beliefs.

But, of course, one may still raise questions. (In philosophy, we suppose, questions
are more important than answers. And we are back practically to the same queries.) If our
knowledge does not involve any justification whatsoever, on what basis or process can we
make knowledge claim? (Is knowledge a matter of social convention alone?) Is there no more
distinction of what we purport to know from conjectures, knowledge from mere opinion?
Can there be such a thing as rational conjecture? If we do not Justify our truth claims, how
can we possibly rationalize our discourse of truth without giving any warrant to our cognitive
assertions? Is knowledge a structure up there hanging in the air without essential founda-
tions? Or, in the first place, is it a cognitive structure? ... Who knows?

P
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THE ANCIENT CHURCH OF THE EAST IN PERSIA
(ca. A.D. 200-500)

T. Valentino Sitoy Il

The tiny remnant of the mdxgenous Christian Church that today continues to exist in
modern Iran and in a few other countries” has a history which dates back to the first centuries
of the Christian era. Little known tc the outside world, its identity is often shrouded in
confusion, not the least because of the varying names with which it has been called over the
centuries. It has been variously referred to as the East Syrian Church, the Assyrian Church,

the Chaldean Church, the Assyro-Chaldean Church, the Syro-Chaldean Church, the Baby-
lonian Church, the Church of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the Persian Church, or the Nestorian
Church. But the name it took for itself was simply “The Church of the East, ’ 3an Asian,
Syriac-speaking Christianity, which was distinct from the Greek-speaking Eastern Orthodox
Churches and the Latin-speaking Church of Western Europe.

With its center at Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the Church of the East by the 4th century A.D.
had encompassed the regions of Mcsogotamia, Persia proper, the Persian provinces of Elam,
Media and Khorassan, the islands of the Persian Gulf, a few enclaves and Christian cities in
the Arabian peninsula, and the Christian cities of Arabia, and the island of Socotra. By the
early 6th century, if not much earlier, this Asian Christianity had also extended as far as
South India and Ceylon.” By A.D. 635, its first known nuss:onary to China had arrived at
the T’ang capital of Ch’ang-an [modem Sian, in Shensi vamoe]

The singular significance of the Church of the East for the history of Christianity in
Asia lies in the fact that it served as a vigorous missionary center for early Christian missions
to Turkestan in central Asia, Mongolia, China, and for a time, even Tibet. There is also
evidence that it had mission churches in the Malay peninsula by about A.D. 650, Sumatra
by the early 14th century, and perhaps also Java, Malacca, Ayuthia in Siam and Pegu in
Burma.® There is also some evidence suggesting the presence of early Christianity in Korea
by the 13th and 14th centuries, if not as early as the 7th century

Hence, the Church of the East played an important role in the early spread of
Christianity in Asia, preaching a faith which was faithful to the doctrines and practices of
the New Testament Church, but dressed in the local color of Asian culture, concepts and
traditions, in much the same way that the Christianity in the Mediterranean world gnew in
the context of Graeco-Roman civilization.

The First Church at Ctesiphon

Persian Christian tradition ascribes the founding of the church at Seleucia-Ctesiphon
[Koke] to the early missionary Mar Mari. The Chronicle of Arbela, however, dates the
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beginning of a small congregation gathered at the Persian royal city of Ctesiphon to the third
quarter of the 3rd century. No details are given as to how this church began, but its members
reportedly included a high-ranking Persian military officer named Ganzqan. The Chronicle
suggests that ecclesiastical organization had developed to an advanced stage in northern
Mesopotamia, which had long-standing bishoprics at Edessa and Arbela, with new ones in
the process of formation in Beit Zabdi, Nisibis, and Mosul, etc. About A.D. 280, the bishop
of Beit Zabdi was one Mar Shabsa, and by A.D. 290 the first-known bishop of Nisibis was
one Mar Yaqub.

Upon Ganzqan’s invitation, Mar Shahlufa, bishop of Arbela (258-273), journeyed
south to pay the littte group of Ctesiphon Christians a visit. He arrived only months later,
after escaping from Arab raiders who had kidnapped him and his party while en route.

Early Preaching in Ctesiphon

For two years, Mar Shahlufa reportedly labored among the small band of
Christians, encouraging them in their faith and ordaining a priest to minister to their
spiritual needs. The bishop preached that *‘Jesus, crucified by the Jews in Jerusalem, is God,
son of God, and that He suffered only of His own free choice, and in order to deliver [men
and women] from slavery to demons.””® As will be seen later, the idea of the Crucifixion
encountered serious difficulties in the_context of Mazdaean religious concepts of
Jjustice and punishment,

In A.D. 280 Shahlufa’s successor, Mar Ahadabui, and the neighboring bishop of Beit
Zabdi, Mar Shabsa, also visited Ctesiphon. The former ordained five Persian priests, but
after a year had to leave hurriedly as a result of a brief outbreak of anti-Christian animosity,
resulting from the imprudent and over-zealous preaching of his companion.

Not long previously, the Persian monarch Varahran II (275-293) had suppressed, with
no small measure of cruelty, a rebellion by the governor of Hedayab [Adiabene]. Unmindful
of this political event, Mar Shabsa one day addressed a crowd and sought to convince them
that one ought not to fear mei who can destroy only the body, but rather God who can cast
both body and soul into the fires of hell. Carried away by his own Zeal and eloquence, the
bishop sharply stressed the point, as the Chronicle of Arbela puts it, that *“the victory of our
Lord is really a victory, while what the kings of this world call victory is nothing but pride,
pretensions, ills, torments, sufferings and death.”®

While he was eloquently elaborating on this point, one man in the crowd hurried to
report to one of Varahran II’s ministers that the Christians were preaching that the emperot®
would be tortured and tormented by fire, and that his recent victory in Adiabene was nothing
but a vain and empty enterprise. A zealous Christian preacher unmindful of the political
affairs of this world and an eager informer who heard only what he was ready to believe
nearly brought disaster to the early church at the Persian imperial capital.
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Earlier on, Varahran II had shown some interest in C]:u‘istianity,10 as well as in
Manichaeism, though he had since then changed his mind and was now an ardent advocate
of the Mazdagan state cult. Not surprisingly, as soon as he heard the informer’s report, he
went raging mad. ’

The subsequent rumors of an impending royal persecution of the Christians sent the
latter scurrying away to safety, some taking flight into the desert. It must have been at this
time that Varahran 11 reportedly had one of his wives slain for being a Christian, as well as
another Christian named Qariba, son of one Ananias.'! Fortunately, the Christians had a
friend in another of Varahran’s ministers, a man named Radgan, whom they approached and
asked to intercede on their behalf. Varahran was eventually soothed with the explanation of
what Mar Shabsa really wanted to say; the misunderstanding was cleared and the matter laid
to rest.

Thereafter, Christianity rapidly advanced in Ctesiphon, so that by A.D. 291 the
adherents were numerous enough to be given their own bishop, a leamed Syrian named Papa
bar Aggai, who was consecrated by Mar Ahadabui, of Arbela, and Mar Haibi’el, bishop of
Susa.'* The new bishop proved to be a man of commanding personality and great adminis-
trative ability. He quickly eamed the good will of imperial officials at Ctesiphon and himself
became personally known to the emperor.

S

Persian Christian Apologetics

A subsequent account shows that in proclaiming their faith, the Persian Christians
argued that Christ, the Son of God incarnate, was a risen Lord, in contrast to the inanimate
sun and fire which the Mazdaeans worshipped. When the Magians [Mazdaean priests]
insisted that the sun is alive, for it gives life to all things, and that the fire is likewise alive,
for it can burn everything, the Christians countered that this could not be so, for a little shower
suffices to put out fire, while the sun yields place to night. When the Magians rejoined that
Christians worshipped a dead man who was ignominiously put to death on a cross, this gave
the Christians an opportunity to expound on the mystery of the Incarnation, Resurrection,
and Redemption.

L

Growth of the Church in Persian Domains-

No details are available on the manner in which Christianity spread in Persia. But from
what can be pieced together from various bits of known information, it would appear that
the church at Ctesiphon, located as it was in the imperial capital, served to encourage the
growth of other churches in the provinces. By AD. 310, bishoprics had been established in
Edessa, Nisibis, and Beit Zabdi in the northwest, Susa in the southeast, Qatar and at least
two other islands [Ardai and Torudu] in the Persian Guif. There were also other bishoprics
by that time in Amida [Diabekir], Batrana, Harbath, Gilal, Kerkuk [Karka d’Beit Selok],
Shargerd, Dara, Lasom, Kashkar, and Basra [moder Bosra]."* Thus, from the headwaters
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of the Tigris to the mouth of the Persian Gulf, various Christian communities had begun to
sprout and flourish by the early 4th century A.D.

In A.D. 260, whole communities of Christian war captives from northern Syria had
been resettled in the Persian province of Susiana. The Christian faith made rapid strides in
Persia, so that within a century the metropolitan see of Gundishapur (Jundishapur, or Beit
Lapat] would rank second only to Seleucia-Ctesiphon in order of precedence.

Development of the Persian Hierarchy

Early in the 4th century, Mar Papa bar Aggai, as bishop (A.D. 310-317) of the church
in the imperial capital, began to claim primacy over the entire Church in the Persian Empire,
extending his jurisdiction to embrace the various ecclesiastical provinces into which the
Church of the East wag then divided, namely, Adiabene, encompassing the bishoprics of
Arbela, Nineveh and Mosul; Garamea (Kerkuk); Chaldea (Seleucia-Ctesiphon); Maisan
(Basra); Susiana (Gundishapur); and Pars (Rewardesir). Because the recurrent hostilities
between Rome and Persia made it difficult and dangerous for contacts with the Churches of
the West, Papa bar Aggai held a synod in A.D. 313 or 3 14,15 which declared the Church of
the East autocephalous. He also assumed for himself the title of “‘Catholicus of the East.”!¢

This latter move, however, was serieusly contested by other Persian prelates, notably
the renowned Miles ar-Razi, Bishop of Susa, and even by some of Papa bar Aggai’s own
clergy led by one Shimun bar Sabai. An ecclesiastical revolt soon deposed Papa bar Aggai,
and brought to office his rival, Shimun bar Sabai. At this point, the former’s party appealed
in writing to the bishop of Edessa and consulted with other “Western”” bishops, i.e., those
of Antioch, Aleppo, Tella, Diakebir, etc. in the eastern Mediterranean or northern Mesopo-
tamia. These “Western’ prelates intervened by deciding that Papa bar Aggai be restored to
his see, and that only upon his death could Shimun bar Sabai (c.325-341) exercise his
episcopal functions.

While this decision settled the immediate question of the primacy of Seleucia-Ctesi-
phon, the implications of the appeal to the “Western™ bishops would later cause trouble
within the ranks of the Church of the East. Its resentment against its subordination to the
Patriarchate of Antioch, would soon foster a gnawing desire to have the metropolitan see of
Seleucia-Ctesiphon raised to an equal footing with the other ancient Patriarchates of Antioch,
Constantinople, and Rome."’

Persecution of Christians in Persia

Under the early Sassanid emperors up to the end of Hormizd I1’s reign in A.D. 309,
the Christians of Persia, who had never been more than a small minority of the population,
suffered only petty though intermittent harassments, generally at the hands or at the
instigation of the Magians. Under Shapur I (240-271), there was a genuine measure of




Silliman Journal, 1993, 36(3-4) 79

religious toleration. He extended support to Mani, the founder of Manichaeism, at least for
a number of years. But when Varahran I came to power in 273, the new emperor accepted
the Magians’ insistence that none but Mazdaeism, the official state cult, be allowed to exist.
Though Christians still enjoyed comparative peace up to the reign of Hormizd II (302-309),
a rigorous persecution policy ensued during the reign of his immediate successor, Shapur II
(309-379).

Identification of Christianity with the Roman Empire

The long reign of Shapur IT had witnessed a resurgence of warfare between Persia and
Rome, and uncomfortably caught the Persian Christians in the tight crush of that conflict. If
the caleulated conversion of King Tirdat III of Armenia in A.D. 298 already angered the
Sassanids, the favor shown to Christianity by the Roman Emperor Constantine in 313 caused
the latter to view with doubt and suspicion the growing number of Christians among their
subjects. There was thus introduced a new, religious dimension into the perennial conflict
between Persia and Rome.

By this time, the Christian faith had spread in all the provinces of the Roman Empire,
except for northern England, Brittany, the Balearic Islands, Corsica, Sardinia, and Tingitana
[now Morocco]. To the Sassanids, Constantine’s espousal of Christianity had virtually
identified the latter as a “‘Roman’’ religion. What caused serious concern to the Persian rulers
was the not unfounded suspicion that Christians in the Roman East exerted a strong influence
over their co-religionists in Persian domains, as was demonstrated by the “Western”
bishops’ support of Papa bar Aggai’s episcopacy, though they foiled his asplratlons for
patriarchal standing. !

Political Reasons for Persecution

If previously the Christians in Persian domains were subjected to only sporadic and
petty harassment, it was largely because they were considered an annoying though generally
quite harmless minority whose chief fault was their unflinching refusal to acknowledge the
official state cult. The occasional flights into Persia of heterodox Chnstlans from the Roman
Empire were not unwelcome by the Sassanid rulers of Persia. But the Armenian King Tirdat
III's baptism ih 298 and Constantine the Great’s conversion in 313 completely reversed the
Sassanids’ view of their Christian subjects. Thereafter, to be a Christian in Persian eyes was
practically synonymous to being a Roman, or at least with having pro-Roman sympathies.'’
Moreover, the open admiration with which some Persian Christians lauded Constantine’s
conversion promptly placed in question, as far as the Sassanids were concerned, the pohtlcal
loyalty of the entire Persian Church.

Constantine himself also may have adversely jeopardized the lot of Shapur II's
Christian subjects, when he unwittingly took it upon himself to be their advocate by writing
Shapur II in 333 a long letter, which reads in part:
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Imagine, then, with what joy I heard tidings so accordant with my desire, that
the fairest districts of Persia are filled with those men on whose behalf alone I
am at present speaking, I mean the Christians. I pray, therefore, that both you
and they may enjoy abundant prosperity, and that your blessings and theirs may
be in equal measure; for thus you will experience the mercy and favor of that
God who is the Lord and Father of all. And now, because your power is great,
I commend these persons to your protection; because your piety is eminent,
commit them to your care. Cherish them with your wonted humanity and
Kindness; for by this proof of your faith you will secure an immeasurable benefit
both to yourself and us. %0

The net effect of all these developments, especially after war subsequently broke out
once more between Rome and Persia, was probably only to confirm in the minds of the
Sasganids the uncertain loyalty and the potential threat posed by Christians in their domains.
It could not have missed their attention that the largest concentration of Christians in Persian
territory was to be found in those western provinces dangerously bordering with the Roman
Empire.

At that time, the Christians were specially numerous in the provinces of Adiabene,
and in what is now Kurdistan, Khuzistan and Luristan, where where there were many bishops
and where each town of importance had churches with presbyters and houses of consecrated
vxrgms Subsequently, these were the very places where persecution was most severe. In
fact, what is surprising is that persecution by Shapur II did not immediately ensue.

When Constantine just before his death in 337 resolved to invade Persia, intending to
take along with him bishops to pray for thory, 2 Persian animosity to Christians in their
midst was thoroughly aroused. The situation was aggravated by the fact that Afrahat
[Aphraates], one of the bishops in Adiabene and the most prominent prelate in Sassanid
domains at the time, declared in a homily that God was on the side of the Romans and that
the I%ter. under the leadership of the Christian Constantine, would surely come out victori-
ous.

pe -

Though the projected Roman campaign did not, in fact, materialize on account of
Constantine’s demise in May of that year, nevertheless, irrevocable damage had been done
to the cause of the Persian Church.

General Persecution by Shapur I1

In 339 Shapur II declared the profession of Mazdaeism, the official state cult, as the
ultimate test of political loyalty in his domains. With this encouragement, it did not take long
for the Magians, as well as the Persian Jews who seemed eager at this particular time to
demonstrate thelr loyalty to their adopted sovereign, to instigate repressive measures against
the Christians.>* The Magians hurled the accusation that there was “‘no secret” which Bishop




Silliman Journal, 1993, 36(3-4) 81

Shimun bar Sabai, Metropolitan of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, did not reveal to the Roman emperor
Constantine.”

Initial Limited Harassment

It would seem that some practical mind at first had simply thought it would suffice to
impose intolerably oppressive taxes on the Christians, in order to force them to abandon
their faith. As Christians in Persia generally were either merchants or artisans, ® this measure
was moved not only by purely political or religious motives, but also by expectation of
financial gain, After Shapur II's first edict of persecution was issued in April 340, Mar
Shimun bar Sabai was then promptly arrested, together with other bishops, priests and
¢lerics. He had been portrayed by his persecutors as “the head of the Nazarenes, who live
in our territory, but whose sympathies are with our enemy.” Chnstlamty was pictured as
a foreign religion inimical to Persian life and culture, and especially Mazdaean beliefs and
practices.

In a contest of wills and fortitude, Bar Sabai and the other prelates were kept in prison
until they agreed to collect from their people the prescribed financial levies. Despite torture,
the prisoners remained firm in their faith, but churches were destroyed and altar vessels
confiscated by the authorities.

Shapur II had regarded Shimun bar Sabai as a good friend, for the latter’s family had
been imperial dyers for about a century since the time of Shapur I, fulfilling an important
occupation demanded by rulers for the production of the coveted royal purple dye [purpural.
But Bar Sabai’s personal crime, as suggested by the Jews, was his successful conversion to
Christianity of many of the leading Magl, and even more damnably, of Shapur II's own
mother, who was Jewish by ancestry. o

This was the first general persecution throughout Persian domains, varying in inten-
sity according to the zeal and imagination of the Magians and the particular disposition of
local officials. The chief.persecutors were Ardashir, govemnor of Adiabene, and the Mobed
Adarnagushnap, and the Mobed an-Mobed [Supreme High Priest] Ardishapur. 22 1t was
particularly harsh in the province of Adiabene and the district of Nisibis, where it raged
fiercely for six years.

Christians were accused of refusing to pay honors to the sun and to the holy fire, of
polluting water through their ablutions, and of burying their dead in the ground contrary
to the venerable Mazdaean practice of exposing their dead to the birds of the gl 22 begause
the air is the domain of the Good Spirit Ormuzd, while the earth is under the dominion of
the Evil Spirit Ahriman.

What seemed to have made Christianity seem more sinister and potentially dangerous
was that at that time, it had made inroads into the highest places and positions of Persian
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society, including the imperial court itself, which was found to have many Christians. The
individual names of converts as recorded suggest that conversions were made among both
ethnic Persians and the Jews.

Before long, the stiff measures against Christianity began to strike hard into Christians
of wealth and distinction. A number of apostasies resulted, and prominent among the
apostates was one Guhisthazad [in Greek, Usthazanes], reportedly Shapur II's own cousin
and foster-father, and moreover, chief chamberlain of the imperial palace. The abjurations,
however, were apparently not in sufficient numbers to satisfy the authorities, while the heroic
steadfastness of the imprisoned Christian prelates and clergy caused much chagrin to the
Magians and their partisans.

Martyrdom for Christian Leaders

It was at this point that Shapur II ordered the execution of the more prominent of
Christian leaders. The first to be martyred seems to have been a group of three prominent
laymen named Mahanes, Abraham, and Shimun, followed by the bishops Mar Shapur and
Mar Izhaq, who, after refusing to sacrifice in the Mazdaean manner, were brutally slain in
diverse ways.31 For Christians in Persia, this was but the beginning of a long dark night of
trials and tribulations.

The sufferings of the martyrs and confessors, however, particularly of Mar Shimun
bar Sabai, struck sufficient guilt into Guhisthazad, who consequently repented of his
apostasy and reaffirmed his Christian commitment. Aghast at this affront to his majesty,
Shapur II thought it would strike special awe into everyone that he would not flinch to
sacrifice his own foster-father and esteemed palace courtier, and thus promptly ordered
Guhisthazad’s death. Courageously facing his fate, the latter managed to convince Shapur
II to concede to him one final request, namely, that it be proclaimed that he, Guhisthazad,
was losing his head ‘“‘for no crime or conspiracy, except for his attachment and his belief in
the Christian faith.”">?

Guhisthazad’s death, however, so grieved Shapur II,  for the former had been
“‘specially beloved” by the latter. > Thereafter, the emperor ordered a partial check
on the indiscriminate slaughter of Christians, and reserved capital punishment only
for bishops, priests, monks, deacons and the ‘“‘sons and daughters of the covenant.”
The “Sons of the Covenant’ [B’nath Qvama)] and the “‘Daughters of the Covenant”
were lay men and women who had consecrated themselves to a life of celibacy,
which was an idea totally repugnant to the Mazdaean cult. When Shimun bar Sabai,
after Guhisthazad’s death, demanded for himself the crown of martyrdom, Shapur II
at first hesitated, on account of their long-standing personal friendship, but
ultimately was forced by reasons of political expediency to have the latter condemned
to death.
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Martyrdom of Shimun bar Sabai

On the fateful day of Good Friday, A.D. 341, which the Magians seemed to have
deliberately chosen with calculated irony, Bishop Shimun bar Sabai was forced to watch the
execution of some 100 bishops, priests, clerics (including two aged presbyters of his
cathedral named Abdechalas and Ananias), and some prominent laymen. The faith of the
Persian martyrs, however, held strong, many willingly choosing death rather than suffer the
gnawing guilt and indelible ignominy of having denied Jesus Christ.

One good example was the courage of one Pusaik, superintendent of Shapur II’s royal
artisans, who for sometime had been a secret Christian. When Pusaik saw the presbyter
Ananias trembling in fear as the preliminary preparations were being made for his execution,
Pusaik, unmindful of the fatal danger to himself, spoke out comfortingly: “‘O old man, close
your eyes for a little while and be of good courage, for you will soon behold the light of
Christ." No sooner had he uttered these words, when he was promptly arrested, and having
boldly confessed his Christian faith before Shapur I was summarily put to3 feath, alonglwith
his daughter who was a consecrated virgin, or “‘daughter of the covenant” . Finally, Shimun
bar Sabai himself was executed, though the emperor to the very last vainly pleaded for him
to change his mind and abjure his faith.

Apparently, more than 200 Christians were gut to death on that day, for the church
historian Sozomen mentions a total of 300 martyrs. .

New Edict of General Persecution

These martyrdoms of A.D. 341 seemed to have served only to strengthen the faith of
committed Christians. During the Lenten season of A.D. 342 (apparently after Christians
persisted in holding religious services), Shapur I1 issued another edict of general persecution,
ordering death for anyone who confessed to being a Christian. Not surprisingly, the Magians
proved to be the most zealous minions of the imperial authorities in seeking out the
Christians.

As in the Roman Empire, those who suffered most the brynt of this persecuting edict
were, on the one hand, those Persian Christians of means and position, who stood out by
virtue of their personal circumstances, and on the other, those from the lower classes whose
lot did not count for very much in the eyes of the authorities. Christians from the lower
middle classes were comparatively easily able to blend quietly into the general ranks of
society,3 . though one should not also unduly dismiss the faithfulness and courage of many
among them for whom martyrdom sadly became the ultimate test of Christian loyalty.,

Among those who perished for their faith at this time were the sisters of Mar Shimun
bar Sabai, both “‘daughters of the covenant” and rabbanyatis [*“deaconesses”], namely,
Tarbula, a stunningly beautiful and stately virgin, and her widowed sister. Both were ladies
in waiting to Shapur’s queen, who was persuaded by the Magians to believe that her illness
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was caused by the sisters” dark dispositions and-wicked witchcraft. Along with the two also
died another Christian consecrated virgin, who was the widow’s servant.” One particularly
high-placed Magian high-priest had offered to save Tarbula’s life, if she would only accept
his sexual advances,® but she gave not one second to think of his offer.

The Mazdaeans could simply not understand why Christian wemen of marriageable
age would deliberately choose a life of seeming loneliness instead of living a normal family
life. In this particular instance, one sees in capsule form the pointed clash of Eastern
Christianity and Mazdaean values.

Massacre of the Christian Hierarchy

As noted earlier on, the persecution was most harshly felt in Adiabene, for as Sozomen
puts it, it was a region “in which many Christians were located.”* Before this terrible
scourge would abate, a good number of other bishops [of whom 23 are known by name —
Acepgimus, Barbasymes, Paul, Gadiabes, Sabinus, Mareas, Mocius, John, Hormisdas,
Papas, Romas, Maares, Agas, Bochres, Abdas, Abdisho, another John, Abramins, Agdelas,
Sapor, Isaac, and Dauses] were slain for their faith. Along with “‘a multitude’’ of presbyters,
including two named Aithalas and James, there also died a considerable number of deacons,
two of whom were identified as Azad and Abdisho.* Also executed were the c}mr?riswpus
(“country-bishop’’) Mar Abdas, who perished along with about 250 of his clergy, Vas well
as the renowned Miles ar-Razi, the old bishop of Susa, a former Persian officer who had
abandoned his military career in order to become a Christian priest."‘2

The persecutions, which eventually were to span a quarter of a century, roared with
special vigor and ferocity in the first decade, with mass martyrdoms recurring now and then.
It was sufficient to declare the Christians as treasonous and deserving of death; after that,
petty officials and their minions *‘simply fulfilled”” their *‘responsibilities.’’ For example, on
Bishop Shimun bar Sabai’s death, he was succeeded by one Mar Shahadost [“King's
Friend’’], who was arrested and thrown into jail in Ctesiphon late in A.D. 342, along with
about 128 clerics, monks, a:_nd some nine consecrated virgins. About six months later, in A.D.
343, thegz were all beheaded at Gundishapur [Beit Lapat)], metropolitan city of the
Huzaye.™

After Shahadost’s death, there was one more attempt to fill the episcopal vacancy in
Seleucia-Ctesiphon, and not long thereafter, a new bishop, Bar Barshemin, a nephew of the
late Mar Shimun was elected. He in turn ordained new priests and consecrated other bishops,
ordering them to disguise themselves as laymen in order to escape detection by the Magians.
Bar Barshemin, however, was soon arrested by the authorities, and together with 16 of his
clergy was martyred at Ledan, another city of the Huzaye, at the beginning of A.D. 34354
Thereafter, the metropolitan see of Seleucia-Ctesiphon was bereft of a bishop until Shapur
1I's death in 379,% while many other bishoprics were unfilled, and congregations were either
bereft of clergy or reduced to a shadowy existence.
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Prolonged Tribulation in Adiabene

The persecution lasted the longest in the province of Adiabene. In Arbela in 345, the
Mobed Adursag turned his special ire on a prominent layman named Hananiah, who was
tortured to death with the “‘iron combs.”” A priest named Daniel and a deaconness named
Uarda [Rose], after suffering imprisonment for three months, had their feet bored with irons,
and then placed them in freezing water for five days. Still refusing to recant, they were finally

beheaded.

Some 120 Christians from Adiabene, all ecclesiastics of various ranks except for nine
consecrated virgins, were arrested. But to give them enough oppotunity to abjure their faith
— which was what the authorities really desired most — they were at first only brought to
Seleucia.

Yet this grim period of testing and distress continued to evoke heroic acts of
courage, and, as will be seen shortly, also ignominious deeds of cowardice. Thus,
at great risk to herself, a noble Christian lady in Seleucia named Jardundoeta, a native
of Arbela, found means to succour the prisoners in their filthy dungeon up to the
day of their martyrdom.46

At the same time, this period of tribulation also exposed the false, the weak, and the
cowardly. Thus, when Narses Tamashpur ordered seized in the town of Casciaz five
consecrated virgins named Meryem, Martha, another Meryem, Anna, and Thecla, the local
presbyter named Rabban Paul, who was a rich man, abjured his faith to protect his
possessions. Disappointed at losing Paul’s property, Narses Tamashpur, thinking the
man was a good Christian after all and would surely retract his abjuration, ordered
him to execute with his own hands the five virgins, who, meanwhile had each been
given 100 lashes.

But quite unworthy of the Apostle who was his namesake, Rabban Paul choose to
save his own life and property, despite his victims’ anguished cry: /Are we to be made a
sacrifice by those very hands from which so recently we received that holy thing, the sacrifice
and propitiation of the whole world?”* As if fearful that he would break his revolve, Rabban
Paul quickly beheaded each of the victims. As the apostate’s conduct apparently scandalized
even his persecutors, that same mght Narses Tamashpur’s guards broken into his prison and
slew the unworthy presbyter

The following year, A.D. 346, Shapur II issued a fresh edict against Christianity,
and again a great number perished in several provinces. In 347 a priest named
“Yaqub of Tell Salila aand his sister Mariam, a “daughter of the covenant,” were
ordered by the persecutor Narses Tamashpur to feed on a preparation of human blood.
When they refused, they were ordered beheaded, the executioner being an apostate named
Mahdad.
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Shapur’s Change of Heal:t

In his later years, however, Shapur II seemed to have mellowed and grown less
intolerant of Christianity. When he took Nisibis from the Romans in A.D. 363, he sent for
Mar Awgin, the abbot of Nisibis and founder of Eastern monasticism to come before him,
and treated the latter with great honor, having heard much good report about the Christian
monk. Probably instrumental in Shapur II’s change of attitude was the story that shortly
before, the Roman emperor Julian the Apostate, Shapur II’s adversary, had passed by Nisibis
in his advance against Ctesiphon. One of Julian’s Christian commanders named Jovian, who
was to succeed him after a military coup d’etat, had reportedly asked Mar Awgin to pray to
God to break speedily the head of the apostate emperor. By a strange coincidence, Julian
died soon afterwards, and this fact must have persuaded Shapur II to regard the Christian
abbot with awe and respect.

When Mar Awgin and his monks alsc won a contest by fire against the Magians,
Shapur IT was so impressed that he asked the abbot to heal one ofhis sons, who was diagnosed
as being possessed by an evil spirit. When the youth recovered his senses and Shapur II
inquired of Mar Awgin as to how he was to be rewarded, the latter only asked that he and
his monks be granted permission to build convents and monasteries in Jundishapur, in
Khuzistan [Huzaye], and other places by the caravan routes, so that they might minister to
travelers and strangers in need.

With a written firman [edict] from the erstwhile persecuting Emperor Shapur II, Mar
Awgin lost no time in commissioning reportedly 72 of his monks to go and establish
monasteries wherever God should lead them. At the same time, Mar Awgin’s sisters Thecla
and Stratonice also went out to establish convents for ‘‘daughters of the covenant. e Thus,
in his latter years, Shapur II perhaps unknowingly permitted officially the founding of
eventually hundreds of monasteries and convents throughout Mesopotamia and the rest of
Persian domains, which subsequently served as the veritable evangelistic centers for the
unprecedented missionary expansion of the Church of the East. But this new favorable
condition was won only at a terribly great price.

In a sense, the persecuting policies of the Roman Emperor Julian the Apostate [though
the period lasted but briefly] and the Christians’ rejection of him, may have opened Sassanid
eyes to the fact that Christianity was not necessarily equivalent to being a Roman, though it
would take a few more generations for this to be firmly demonstrated.

.

Effects of Shapur’s Persecution

In terms of the calculated ruthlessness of his persecution, Shapur II was unquestion-
ably the Decius of Persia. What made it worse for Christians in his domains at this time was
the fact that in the current wars, Persia was gaining the upper hand over Rome. In 363, Julian’s
successor Jovian, defeated in a fresh war with Persia, was forced to accept Shapur II’s
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humiliating conditions of surrender, by which terms Persia would have control of Nisibis,
Armenia and Georgia.

After this submissive gesture on Jovian’s part, Sassanid regard for their Christian
subjects increasingly improved during the truce that ultimately would hold for about thirty
years. A particularly awesome natural calamity also took place not many years afterwards,
when a terrible earthquake in July 369 rocked the entire region of the eastern Mediterranean,
Mesopotamia and Persia. The resulting tidal wave washed away many coastal cities and their
populations. Nicaea was destroyed, as well as three cities in Persm. There was a general
belief that this was God’s punishment for the wickedness of men.* Apparently, both the
oppressed and the oppressors were in different ways but in equal intensity deeply impressed
by this event.

But by then, Shapur IT’s fierce persecution had already severely crippled the Church
of the East, which would not be able to recover fully for at least one generation. How many
Christians in Persia perished or otherwise suffered for their faith at this time can only be
hazardously surmised. As might be expected, however, there were a good number who took
the road of least resistance and apostatized.

Some Persian Christians apparently took flight and made it safely to places beyond
the Sassanid empire. Thus, in A.D, 345 some 336 Persian Christian families, led by one
Thoma Qnanaye [Thomas, the Merchant] often rendered incorrectly as ‘“Thomas of Cana,”
arrived with some clerics at Muziris (Cranganore) in South India. Others apparently fled
eastward in the direction of Central Asia, and may have been the first to proclaJm the
Christian faith to the various peoples of the steppes.

There is no question, however, that a great number perished during the decade of the
340’s, and this is amply borne by the historical record. In closing his account of this Persian
persecution, the Sth-century Greek church historian Sozomen says in his Ekkesiastike
Historia:

For my own part, I think that I have said enough of [Miles ar-Razi] and of the
other martyrs who suffered in Persia during the reign of Sapor, for it would be
difficult to relate in detail every circumstance respecting them, such as their
names, their country, the mode of completing their martyrdom; and the species
of torture to which they were subjected, for they are innumerable ... I shall
briefly state that the number of men and women whose names have been
computed to be sixteen thousand, while the multitude outside of these is beyond
enumeration, and on this account to reckon off their names appeared difficult.,
to the Persians and Synans and to the inhabitants of Edessa, who have devoted
much care to this matter.’ [uahcs supplied].

So terrible was the persecutlon that a total of 230,000 martyrs are said to have died
for their faith in Persia at this time.>! Most of those whose names were recorded came from
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the city of Ledan, where the records of the martyrs had been preserved. Though the historian
Duchesne has claimed that *‘so far as appears,” the apostates were ‘‘many fewer than in the
Roman persecutions’’ of the previous century, 32 another modern church historian has opined
that this Persian persecution under Shapur Il may have surpassed in intensity and magnitude
any smuiar trial and tribulation suffered by the Church in Roman domains during the 3rd
centuly Judgmg from the calculated intensity and the systematic conduct of that persecu-
tion, latter’s historical judgment may not be far from the truth.

Partial Relief and Toleration under Shapur II’s Successors

Persecution, though less ferocious and severe, continued under Shapur II's brother
and immediate successor, Ardashir IIT (379-383). But so unpopular was the new emperor
that within four years, his troops rebelled and placed on the throne Shapur II's son, Shapur
I1T (383-388). This seemed to have been the prince who was healed by the Christian abbot
Mar Awgin, Not until then did Christians in Persia experience relief and peace, continuing
through the reigns of Varahran V (388-399) and the very tolerant Yazdagird I (399-420).

Undoubtedly, a major factor contributing to better treatment by the Persian emperors
of their Christian subjects in later years was the welcome peace with Rome, concluded
between Shapur IIT and Theodosius I in 384 and ultimately lasting nearly four decades.
Shapur I1I also saw himself as a practical man, and ordered the release of all Christians still
in prison. He argued soberly that since most Christians were merchants and artisans of means,
their payment of tribute was more beneficial to the state. >

The importance that the issue of religion had assumed in Persian-Roman relations by
this time may also be seen in the fact that when war broke out anew in 420, it was on account
of Roman protection to Christian refugees fleeing a renewed round of persecution in
Persia.

Primatial Authority and Eastern Identity

It was during the geherally peaceful period between 384 and 420 that the Church of
the East not only embarked on vigorous theological activity, but was also able to further
organize and strengthen its hierarchy. Because of cultural differences, the Church of the East
from the start developed its theology along lines of thought quite differént from those of the
historic creeds of Western Christendom, which arose out of the doctrinal controversies dealt
with by the first four oecumenical councils.

The separate theological stanch of the Church of the East [which was anorthodox
parallel to that of the Church of the West, especially during the first four centuries
of the Christian era], may be seen in the writings of Afrahat, a 4th-century monk
and bishop [probably of Mosul], who was the first known Christian theologian of
Persian descent.
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Afrahat, the First Persian Christian Theologian

Afrahat was a comparatively voluminous writer. Between 337 and 345, he wrote 22
homilies, which were not sermons but actually a systematic exposition of Christian doctrine,
the first word of each homily corresponding to one of the 22 letters of the Syriac alphabet.
Afrahat began writing while the heat of the Arian controversy was still raging, with
Athanasius in exile and Emperor Constantine lying on his deathbed. The last homily was
composed while the fires of Shapur II’s persecution were still alight. Afrahat, however,
makes no reference to any of these, but is rather concerned, as it seems, with presenting the
basic tenets of the Christian faith, which he forcefully portrays as being founded on Jesus
the Messiah, the Rock upon which the whole faith is built.

After his praise of faith, Afrahat goes on to give a creedal statement as to what is this
faith. As he puts it:

For this is Faith: —
‘When a man shall believe in God, the Lord of all,
that made the heavens and the earth and the seas
and all that is in them,
who made Adam in His image,
who gave the Law-to Moses,
who sent of His Spirit in the Prophets,
who sent, moreover, His Messiah into the world.
And that a man should believe
in the coming to life of the dead,
and believe also in the Mystery of Baptism:
This is the Faith of the Church of God.
And that a man should separate himself
from observing hours and sabbaths and months
and seasons,
and enchantments and divinations and
Chaldaism and magic,
and from fornication and from reviling and
from vain doctrines,
the weapons of the Evil One, and from the
blandishment of honeyed words,
and from blasphemy and from adultery.
And that no man should bear false witness,
and that none should speak with double tongue:
These are the works of the Faith
that is laid on the true Rock,
which is the Messiah,
upon Whom all the building doth rise. >
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This creed continued to be in use until A.D. 410, when the Church of the East adopted
the Nicene Creed of A.D. 325. The fact that it does not contain a trinitarian structure, as in
the Western creeds as a result of the various controversies, shows clearly the independent
theological development in the East. Afrahat was a trinitarian, and spoke of “the Father and
the Son and the Holy Spirit,” and of baptism}which to him is the true circumcision] “in the
Names of the three Persons of the Trinity.” ® But the Church of the East did not seem to
have been deeply involved in the Arian controversy, which set the form and structure of the
Nicene-Chalcedonian Creed.

In the ensuing controversies, however, on the question of the person and nature of
Christ, the Church of the East would reject the Chalcedonian formula, and thus mamtam the
theologically independent direction into which culture and circumstances had led its thinking

in the beginning.
The Primary of Ctesiphon in the East

The question of primacy was a complicated issue in the Church of the East, because
ofracial and cultural differences coloring the normal rivalry for prestige and influence among
the various metropolitanates in Persian domains. The more important matter, however, was
the question of apostolic foundation and the attending issues of order or precedence. While
Seleucia-Ctesiphon was the largest and undoubtedly the most prestigious Christian center
in the East, its traditional apostolic founder was St. Mari, a disciple of the Apostle St.
Thomas. In the eyes of the churches in Persia proper, particularly those of Rewardesir and
Gundishapur, whose forebears were originally from northemn Syria and Iraq and who
considered themselves as belonging to St. Thomas, Seleucia-Ctesiphon, therefore, stood
lower in rank and precedence than their churches.

The tragedy arising from these rival claims of precedence is partly seen in the
unsuccessful attempt to strengthen church organization in A.D. 345, amost crucial time when
Shapur IT’s persecution was shaking the Church to its very roots. When Bishop Bar
Barshemin tried that year to reorganize the whole Church under his leadership, the prelates
of Persia proper held aloof. The nascent controversy was abruptly abarted only due to Bar
Barshemin'’s arrest and ensuing martyrdom in 346. :

This question of primacy on the basis of apostolic foundation, which dated from the
time of Papa bar Aggai, was to break out anew in the 7th century, when Shimun, Metropolitan
of Persia, refused to accept the primacy of Isoyabh, Patriarch of Seleucia-Ctesiphon. It would
crop up once more during the 9th century, with the schism of the Metropolitan of Rewardesir,
who rebuffed the Patriarch-Catholicus Timothy I's pleas for unity with the sharp retort; *“We
are the disciples of the Apostle Thomas; we have fo relations with the See of Mari.”>"*

Fortunately, this was not always the prevailing spirit through the centuries. In A.D.
399, the Church of the East reorganized itself and once more took up the question of primatial
authority, accepting in the end the primacy of Ctesiphon.*®
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But while the Persian Church might have been autocephalous, initially it was
not really fully autonomous. Thus, there lingered long a latent resentment against its
subordination to the West, particularly to the Patriarchate of Antioch. The desire for effective
ecclesiastical independence not long thereafter materialized in earnest efforts to raise the
metropolitan see of Seleucia-Ctesiphon to an equal footing with the Western patriarchates.
The Church of the East would eventually achieve this goal, but not without costly pain and
trouble.

Yazdagird I’s Edict of Toleration

The restoration of peace between Rome and Persia in 384 led to closer links between
the Church of the East and the Catholic Church in the Roman Empire, on the one hand, and
to the issuance by Emperor Yazdagird I of an edict of toleration for his Christian subjects,
on the other.

One man whose contributions on both counts was specially significant was
Marutha, son of the Byzantine governor of Sophene in northern Mesopotamia and
bishop of Maiferkat [Martyropolis], who had earlier on lived in Antioch, Constantinople,
and Asia Minor. Twice sent as a Byzantine envoy to the court of Yazdagird I, first
during the latter’s accession in 399 and again in 410, Marutha had favorably impressed
the Sassanid emperor by curing him of & violent chronic headache, which had troubled him
for some time. The Magians tried to discredit Marutha through fraudulent artifice, but the
exposure of two clumsg attempts toward this end only served toraise the bishop in the
esteem of Yazdagird.’

Not surprisingly, Marutha easily succeeded in persuading Yazdagird I in A.D. 409 to
issue a firman granting toleration to the Persian Church, and in particular, to allow Christians
to rebuild their ruined church buildings and to worship freely and openly, to release
imprisoned Christians, and to give liberty to the “Sacred Alliance” of the Christian clergy
to travel about and preach without hindrance in Sassanid domains. This Persian firman of
A.D. 409 was as important to the Church of the East as the Edict of Milan of A.D. 313 was
to the Church in the Roman Empire. .

In seeking to forge closer links between the Churches of -the East and the
West, Marutha had to tread carefully on precarious ground. It was imperative that
the Church of the East should show no more than fraternal, or better still, merely
spiritual, links with the Church of the West. Moreover, the Persian Church had to
eschew any political stanch or involvement that would cause YazdagirdI's suspicign
or displeasure. '

Somehow, Marutha managed to persuade the emperor to convoke a synod at Seleucia
in A.D. 410, to be presided by none less than an imperial official, a marzban [provincial
governor] who was probably also a Christian.%'
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The Synod of Seleucia of A.D. 410

It was at this synod of 410, attended by 38 Persian prelates headed by Mar Izhaq,
“Bishop of Seleucia and Ctesiphon, Catholicus and Archbishop of the whole East,”%? that
relations which had previously atrophied due to lack of communication were temporarily
restored between the Churches of East and West. Marutha presented a letter from the
“Western™ Fathers, namely, Porphyry of Antioch, Acacius of Beroea [Aleppo], Pagida of
Edessa, Eusebius of Tella, and Acacius of Amida [Diabekir], urging the Persian prelates to
accept [which they did] the creed and canons of the Council of Nicaea of 325, as well as the
Westemn galanner of appointing bishops and the regularization of the dates of the Christian
festivals.

In one session of the synod, two of the highest ranking imperial officials, namely, the
Grand Vizier Khusrau-Yazdagird and one Mihr-Sabour [perhaps the army general known
by this name] came to the assembled prelates and conveyed the following message in the
name of the Shah an-Shah [“King of Kings”]:

Previously there was a great persecution directed against you, and you walked
in secret; now the King of Kings has granted you complete peace and tranquility.
Thanks to he familiarity and access which the Catholicus Isaac has to the King
of Kings, who has been pleased te establish him as head of all the Christians of
the East, and particularly since the day of arrival here of Mar Marouta
[Marutha], by the favor of the King of Kings, peace and tranquility are granted
to you.

Anyone whom yo  shall choose, whom you shall know to L2 fit to govern and

direct the people of God, who shall have been established by the bishops Isaac

and Maroute, will be head. No one must separate himself from these; whoever

opposes them and flounts their will shall be reported to us, and we shall tell the

King of Kings, and the malice of such a person shall be punished, whoever he

may be.% i 2

Moreover, Emperor Yazdagird I recognized Mar Izhaq as the “Catholicus and head
of all Bishops of the East,” the first time that this ecclesiastical title was attributed to the
bishop of' S&:leuc:i.'a.l-Ctesiphon.65 By decree of the Persian Emperor, this Christian prelate was
to have primacy over the metropolitans of the five other ecclesiastical provinces of the
Persian Church. By order of precedence, these metropolitanates were:

Seleucia-Ctesiphon, for the patriarchate;

Beit Lapat [Gundishapur], for the ecclesiastical province of Susiana;
Nisibis, for the frontier province of Nisibis;

Pherat [Basra], for the province of Maisan [Mesene];

Arbela, for the province of Adiabene;
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Karka of Beit Selok [otherwise known as Kerkuk, or Beit
Garma], for the province of Garamea.

Under the Patriarchate and the five metropolitanates were no less than 37 suffragan
bishoprics. In accordance with the constitutional practice in the Church of the East, each
metropolitanate had not less than 6 but no more than 12 suffragan sees. An increase beyond
the latter number necessitated the creation of a new metropolitanate. Moreover, in later years,
only the seven highest ranking metropolitanates, namely, those of Gundishapur, Nisibis,
Pherat [Basra], Mosul, Arbela, Beit Garma [Kerkuk], and Halwan [Halala], had the privilege
of electing the Patriarch-Catholicus. 66 Interestingly enough, it is also known that the
Metropolitanate of Arbela at that time had six suffragan dioceses, namely, those of Ba [Beit]
Nuhadra, Beit Bagas, Beit Dasen Ramonin [Rumini], Dabarinos or Rabarin Hesen, and Beit
Mahquart [probably Ma.rga]

Thus, while links with the West were restored in 410, the more immediate significance
of that synod was the affirmation of the Persian character of the Church of the East.
Unfortunately, some prelates who lived at some distance from Seleucia-Ctesiphon, to whom
communication could not reach in time [despite the vaunted efficiency of the Persian postal
system], even if they had wished to come, could not be present. Thus were absent the
metropolitans of Fars and of “the islands of the Persian Gulf” [Qatar], Media [Tabriz], Beit
Raziqaye [Rayy, or Rai; near present-day Teheran], Abrashahr [Nishapur], and Merv in
Khorassan, and some others.%® In effect, the Synod of 410 was attended only by the prelates
of the western ecclesiastical provinces of the Church of the West, and this was to bring
trouble in the not too distant future.

Brief Interlude of “Westernization”

The absence of the prelates farther to the East was significant, for it helped allow a
brief period of “Westernization™ [referring to hellenized Asia Minor and Persia] to creep
into the Church of the East. The Catholicus Mar Izhaq had died that same year, and was
succeeded by one Mar Ahax On the latter’s demise in 414, Emperor Yazdagird I recognized
the election of Mar Yabalaha (d. 420), and four years later sent him as Persian ambassador
to the court of the Byzantine Emperor Theodosius II (408-420). The latter replied by sending
as his own envoy to Yazdagird another prelate, Bishop Acacius of Amida [Diabekir]. Indeed,
from Yazdagird I's reign till the very end of the Sassanid dynasty two centuries later,
Christian prelates were the usual envoys between the courts of Byzantium and Ctesiphon.

The bishop Acacius, however, seemed to have acted with misguided zeal, when almost
soon after his arrival in 420, he convoked a synod and sought to “hellenize” further the
Church of the East, 6 by introducing the Wester canons with respect to regulations for the
clergy, passed at the provincial councils of Ancyra [modem Ankara] in 314, Neo-Caesarea
s agpadocm in 314-325, Antioch in 341, Gangres [Gangra] in ¢.365, and Laodicea in
7
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This interlude of ““Westernization,” not so,much in the adoption of particular Western
practices as the subservience to the West that they implied, would soon meet stiff resistance
from the metropolitans further East.

Resurgence of Persecution

The “peace and tranquility”” which Yazdagird I graciously granted his Christian
subjects naturally led to a rapid growth of Christianity in Sassanid domains between 410 and
420, including conversions from the ranks of state officials and other high dignitaries. Even
Yazdagird I himself had for atime contemplated Christian baptism, as one report puts it, and
persecuted the Magums ! But eventually, he changed his mind, and trouble for Christians
once more erupted in the closing years of his reign.

The reason for Yazdagird’s change of heart was the strong opposition of the Mazdaean
clergy and the nobles of Persia, the champions of the natiohal tradition who felt threatened
by the rapid increase of Christians in their midst. Yazdagird himself seemed to have been
troubled by the large number of nobles and officials who embraced the new religion, so that
later he himself tried to convince them to apostatize through inducements, though with little
result. One of those who for a time apostatized was a prominent Christian of Gundishapur
named Yaqub, who, however, subsequently reaffirmed his Christian faith and died a martyr
under Varahran V. Even so, the historical evidence shows that Yazdagird I, who had
consistently been personally tolerant of Christians, was forced to take repressive measures
only as a last resort, and that it was his son and immediate successor who raised the
persecution to fever pitch.

Yazdagird I's action was triggered off by the ill-advised assault and destniction of a
Mazdaean fire-temple at Hormizd-Ardashir in Khuzistan by some Christians lead by the
over-zealous bishop Mar Abdas. On being appraised of the incident, Yazdagird 1, according
to the church historian Bishop Theodoret (c.393-c.453), sent for Abdas, and ‘‘first in
moderate language complained of what had taken place and ordered him to rebuild the
Pyreum.” 2 Abdas adamantly refused to heed this command, apparently claiming that he
would rather obey God than men. With the Magians all in uproar, Y’ ird then threatened
to have the Christian churthes destroyed, and when this produced no result, he had no
recourse_but to have it carried out, after ordering Abdas executed for the crime of lese
majesty.

A generation later, church historians would exonerate Yazdagird I, “who had in no
way molested the Christians in his domajns,”?" explaining the persecution as a result of the
intrigues of the Magians who exerted a strong influence on Yazdagird’s son and successor,
Varahran V (420-438). Though there was truth in these historians’ claims, it was ne vertheléss
an attempt to conciliate the Persian authorities, and largely left out Abdas’ fool-hardy actions.
The fact of the matter is that in destroying the fire-temple in an important city, Abdas had
attacked a symbol of Persian identity, and this was sufficient to bring to the fore the
simmering Magian hatred of Christianity as an un-Persian foreign faith.
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Persecution under Varahran V

Indeed, immediately upon Varahran V’s accession, the persecution of Christians at
once threatened to flare up into a general conflagration. Bishops, priests, and monks were
specially sought out, and the most vicious tortures employed on those who had the misfortune
to be arrested. The church historian Theodoret speaks of cases where hands or backs were
flayed, or heads stripped of the skin from brow to beard, or portions of the flesh torn away
by ingeniously arranged split reeds. Others were bound hand and foot and thrown into pits
filled with long-starved rats, not to mention other torments and sufferings *‘even more
horrible than these.””

Some Pergian Christians, perhaps because of their nobility of birth or else their social
prestige, were spared the death penalty. But the personal tragedy which they nevertheless
suffered may perhaps be illustrated by the torments of one Hormisdas, who belonged to the
most noble family of the Achaemenids, and one Suenes, who owned a thousand slaves. When
both men adamantly refused to heed Varahran V’s command for them to abjure their faith,
Hormisdas was stripped of all his rank and possessions and was made a camel-driver, while
Suenes was divested of all his properties, half of these being given to his vilest slave, who
was also handed Suenes’ wife in mau'iage.“r‘5

Those who proved most zealous for their faith, whose example was regarded by the
authorities as particularly dangerous, were martyred. One particularly brave Christian martyr
at this time was Yaqub, of Gundishapur, who as a Christian was widely known in Persia.
Emperor Yazdagird I had earlier taken a liking to him and had induced him to apostatize,
thereafter heaping upon him many honors and raising him to the dignity of ‘head of the
chiefs of the Persians,” probably referring to a military title. But Yaqub’s mother and his
wife, writing from Gundishapur, reproved him for his apostasy, and in the end he repented,
renounced Mazdaeism and returned to Christianity. When the Magians clamored for his
death, Varahran V, remembering Yaqub’s good services to the empire, at first sought to win
him back to the official state cult, threatening if he remained obdurate to have his limbs cut
off it by one. Yaqub, however, stood fast in his Christian faith, and was executed in A.D.
323. . .

Another rich man of noble lineage, one Firuz who was also from Beit Lapat [Gun-
dishapur], had at first apostatized, in order to escape punishment. But-when his parents and
wife turned away from him in disgust, he returned to the Christian fold. Denounced to the
chief Magian Mihr-Shapur, the latter brought Firuz before Varahran V, who was then at
Siarzur. When Firuz refused to apostatize the second time, he was beheaded.”®

The Notary Yaqub and other Christian Officials
There is evidence that Varahran V was not exactly a blood-thirsty tyrant. He was

forced to impose the death penalty, only when the continued defiance of the Christians
became an affront to his majesty. The case of sixteen Christian officials, including the notary
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named Yaqub, who was of Roman lineage from the town of Karka de Ersa, is an interesting
case in point. When they refused to apostatize, their goods were confiscated and they were
condemned to the lowly task of tending to the royal elephants the whole winter. In spring,
when the emperor, according to custom, moved to his summer capital, the prisoners were
set to work on road repairs along the route. Still the sixteen held on to their faith, and the
persecutor Mihr-Shapur complained to the emperor that the prisoners’ constancy was
encouraging the other Christians and preventing their apostasy. At a loss as what to do,
Varahran V bewailed: ‘“What more can I do to them? Their goods have been confiscated,
their houses have been sealed up and they themselves have been tortured. ul?

Mihr-Shapur then suggested his own plan, which was promptly executed. Each night
he had the prisoners stripped naked, bound by the hands, taken to the desert, and laid on their
backs with little or no water. After a week of this torture, when they were practically near
death, even Mihr-Shapur gave up and let them loose. Thereafter they returned to their duties
in the palace, Yaqub reporting regularly to the bishops what was being planned against the
Christians. When he leamed, however, that at the court they were regarded as having
apostatized, hence, their *““pardon,” Yaqub put on sack-cloth and covered himself with ashes.

When brought before Varahran V, Yaqub still stoutly maintained his faith, stating that
he had not denied Christianity, nor did he intend to do so, because it was the faith of his
fathers. Seeking to convince the emperor to desist from his persecuting policy, Yaqub
reminded him that Yazdagird his father iad for twenty years reigned in peace and prosperity.
But because thereafter he shed innocent Christian blood, he was in death abandoned by all,
his body not even receiving decent burial. This naturally enraged Varahran V, who summa-
rily ordered Yaqub, like his namesake from Gundishapur, punished by “the nine deaths™ —
execution by successively cutting off first the fmgcrs, then the toes, the wrist, the ankles, the
elbows, the ears, the nose, and finally the head ®

Roman Intervention and Peace

As in previous occasions, the persecution at this time forced many Christians to flee
from Sassanid domains, and the flight of a good number over to Roman territory sub-
sequently resulted in several international incidents at the border. To Byzantine protests
against Persian persecution of Christians, the Sassanids countered that Mazdaean clergy in
Cappadocia were themselves persecuted by Byzantine Christians.®! Combined with other
grievances, the religious issue prompted the Byzantines to invade Persia in 420, shattering
the peace achieved in 384. When Theodosius II defeated Varahran V in 422, one of the terms
which the Persian ruler was forced to accept was to grant full religious liberty to Christians
in his reaims,82 though, as seen in the case of Yaqub of Gundishapur, the Persian emperor
did not fully adhere to this agreement. On the whole, however, the compromised peé,ae,
though at first unstable and precarious, brought relief and quiet to the Church of the East.

Brief outbursts of intermittent but violent persecution once more arose in 446 to 456
during the reign of Yazdagird II (438-457), and for a time threatened to recall the days of
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Shapur II. Then again, non-Nestorian Christians, particularly Jacobites, suffered briefly in
465. But after Emperor Balas (483-485) granted Christians a new edict of toleration in 434,
only one case of general persecution occurred, lasting from 540 to 545 during the reign of
the otherwise tolerant Khusrau I (531-579).

Ecclesiastical Independence of the Persian Church

The more than three decades of peace in 384-420 could have led to stronger ties
between the Churches in East and West. But what happened instead was a resolve of the
Persian prelates to sever their dependence upon the bishops of the West.

When the persecution of 420 broke out, the result was to breed confusion, in which
two successors of Mar Yabalaha 1 were deposed one after the other. In 421 a new
Patriarch-Catholicus was elected, namely, Mar Dadisho, son of a high-ranking Persian
official. He was supported by Samuel, the bishop of Tus in Khorassan, who had gained favor
with Varahran V on account of his help in defending that eastern province from the invasion
of the Hephthalite [Haftar or Haytal], or White, Huns from Transoxania. But in the ensuing
controversy over the catholicate, which was partly a revival of old quarrels and rivalries,
Dadisho’s opponents succeeded in drawing over to their side some important personages in
the Sassanid court, and apparently even some bishops in the Roman East.®® This last
circumstance was instrumental in shapmg the future course of action of Dadisho’s party.

Disgusted by the unseemly intrigue, Dadisho himself gave up his post and left
Ctesiphon. His supporters, however, found him in the Arab district of Markabta in Tayyaye
[Arabia], and prevailed upon him, now that peace had once more returned to the Church in
Persia, to convoke in 424 a synod at that very same place.

The Indigenizing Synod of Markabta

Attended by 6 metropolitans and 36 bishops, with some like Mar Yazdoi and Mar
Barsabas coming from as far east as Herat and Merv, respectively, in Khorassan, the synod
of Markabta of A.D. 424 was remarkable in two respects. Not only did it represent the greater
majority of the hierarchy of the Church of the East, as compared, for example, to but 12
prelates at Mar Yabalaha I's synod 0f420; it also strongly represented those elements which
ran counter to the “Westemizing” synods of 410 and 420.

Not surprisingly, the prelates at Markabta begged Dadisho to continue as their Grand
Metropolitan [Catholicus or Patriarch], and in the same breath declared that henceforth, no
future appeals may be made to any patriarch or bishop in the West against the ““Cathaljcus,
supreme head of the bishops and govemnor of all Christians of the East.”” Moreover,
henceforth, “‘every cause which cannot be determined in the presence of the Catholicus shall
be left to the judgment of Christ.””®* It is equally significant that for the first time, the Persian
Prelate was given the title of *‘Patriarch,” thus placing him on equal footing with the
Patriarchs of the Western Churches.*”
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named Yaqub, who was of Roman lineage from the town of Karka de Frsa, is an interesting
case in point. When they refused to apostatize, their goods were confiscated and they were
condemned to the lowly task of tending to the royal elephants the whole winter. In spring,
when the emperor, according to custom, moved to his summer capital, the prisoners were
set to work on road repairs along the route. Still the sixteen held on to their faith, and the
persecutor Mihr-Shapur complained to the emperor that the prisoners’ constancy was
encouraging the other Christians and preventing their apostasy. At a loss as what to do,
Varahran V bewailed: ‘“What more can I do to them? Their goods have been confiscated,
their houses have been sealed up and they themselves have been tortured. L

Mihr-Shapur then suggested his own plan, which was promptly executed. Each night
he had the prisoners stripped naked, bound by the hands, taken to the desert, and laid on their
backs with little or no water. After a week of this torture, when they were practically near
death, even Mihr-Shapur gave up and let them loose. Thereafter they returned to their duties
in the palace, Yaqub reporting regularly to the bishops what was being planned against the
Christians. When he leamed, however, that at the court they were regarded as having
apostatized, hence, their ‘“‘pardon,” Yaqub put on sack-cloth and covered himself with ashes.

When brought before Varahran V, Yaqub still stoutly maintained his faith, stating that
he had not denied Christianity, nor did he intend to do so, because it was the faith of his
fathers. Seeking to convince the emperor to desist from his persecuting policy, Yaqub
reminded him that Yazdagird his father had for twenty years reigned in peace and prosperity.
But because thereafter he shed innocent Christian blood, he was in death abandoned by all,
his body not even receiving decent burial. This naturally enraged Varahran V, who summa-
rily ordered Yaqub, like his namesake from Gundishapur, punished by “the nine deaths” —
execution by successively cutting off first the f‘mgers, then the toes, the wrist, the ankles, the
elbows, the ears, the nose, and finally the head.?

Roman Intervention and Peace

As in previous occasions, the persecution at this time forced many Christians to flee
from Sassanid domains, and the flight of a good number over to Roman territory sub-
sequently resulted in several international incidents at the border. To Byzantine protests
against Persian persecution of Christians, the Sassanids countered that Mazdaean clergy in
Cappadocia were themselves persecuted by Byzantine Christians.®! Combined with other
grievances, the religious issue prompted the Byzantines to invade Persia in 420, shattering
the peace achieved in 384. When Theodosius II defeated Varahran V in 422, one of the terms
which the Persian ruler was forced to accept was to grant full religious liberty to Christians
in his realms,82 though, as seen in the case of Yaqub of Gundishapur, the Persian emperor
did not fully adhere to this agreement. On the whole, however, the compromised peace,
though at first unstable and precarious, brought relief and quiet to the Church of the East.

Brief outbursts of intermittent but violent persecution once more arose in 446 to 456
during the reign of Yazdagird II (438-457), and for a time threatened to recall the days of
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Shapur II. Then again, non-Nestorian Christians, particularly Jacobites, suffered briefly in
465. But after Emperor Balas (483-485) granted Christians a new edict of toleration in 484,
only one case of general persecution occurred, lasting from 540 to 545 during the reign of
the otherwise tolerant Khusrau [ (531-579).

Ecclesiastical Independence of the Persian Church

The more than three decades of peace in 384-420 could have led to stronger ties
between the Churches in East and West. But what happened instead was a resolve of the
Persian prelates to sever their dependence upon the bishops of the West.

When the persecution of 420 broke out, the result was to breed confusion, in which
two successors of Mar Yabalaha I were deposed one after the other. In 421 a new
Patriarch-Catholicus was elected, namely, Mar Dadisho, son of a high-ranking Persian
official. He was supported by Samuel, the bishop of Tus in Khorassan, who had gained favor
with Varahran V on account of his help in defending that eastern province from the invasion
of the Hephthalite [Haftar or Haytal], or White, Huns from Transoxania. But in the ensuing
controversy over the catholicate, which W revival of old quarrels and rivalries,
Dadisho’s opponents succeeded in drawing over to their Sllde some important personages in
the Sassanid court, and apparg;ﬂy.{ven some bishops in the Roman East.® This last
ciroumstance was instrumental in shaping the future course of action of Dadisho’s party.

4 g

Disgugted by the unseemly intrigue, Badﬁho himself gave up his post and left
Ctesiphon. His supporters, however, found him in the Arab district of Markabta in Tayyaye
[A.rabia], and prevai]ed upon th‘n, now that peace had once more returned to ﬂl&_ Church ln
Persia, 10 convoke in 424 a synod at that very same place.

The Indigenizing Synod of Markabta

Attended by 6 metropolitans and 36 bishops, with some like Mar Yazdoi and Mar
Barsabas coming from as far east as Herat and Merv, respectively, in Khorassan, the synod
of Markabta of A.D. 424 was remarkable in two respects. Not only did itrepresent the greater
majority of the hierarchy of the Church of the East, as compared, for example, to but 12
prelates at Mar Yabalaha I's synod of 420; it also strongly represented those elements which
ran counter to the “Westernizing"* synods of 410 and 420. -

Not surprisingly, the prelates at Markabta begged Dadisho to continue as their Grand
Metropolitan [Catholicus or Patriarch], and in the same breath declared that henceforth, no
future appeals may be made to any patriarch or blshop in the West against the “Catholu;us
supreme head of the bishops and govemor of all Christians of the East.”” Moreover,
henceforth, ““every cause which cannot be determined in the presence of the Catholicus shall
be left to the Judgment of Christ.””** It is equally significant that for the first time, the Persian
Prelate was given the title of “Patnarch " thus placing him on equal footing with the
Patriarchs of the Wester Churches.®
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Thus did the Church of the East, in effect, claim for itself equality with and inde-
pendence from those of the West, the initial step which doctrinal division and political
developments would soon propel, launching the former on a separate ecclesiastical existence.
The only link which thereafter still remained with the latter was a tenuous one, namely, the
fact that the influential theological school at Edessa®® continued up to this time to be more
or less in concord with the doctrinal positions of the West. But even this last link lasted but
a little over half a century, for at the synod of Beit Idrai of 486, the Church of the East would
adopt “‘Nestorianism,” thus permanently severing its ecclesiastical ties with the Western
Churches.

This declaration of independence of A.D. 424 had the immediate effect of obviating
any further Persian persecution on political grounds, and this by-product was not an
unwelcome change for a Church that had intensely suffered persecution many times in the
past. Indeed, except for one possible exception, future persecutions when they erupted would
not be on charges of political disloyalty, but would arise from the continuing animosity of
the Magians.

Brief Resurgence of Persecution under Yazdagird II

When fresh conflict broke out anew between Persiaand Rome in A.D. 445, as Armenia
reaffirmed its independence from Persia, an intense persecution once more overran the
northwest Persian frontiers during the reign of the otherwise tolerant Yazdagird IT (438-457).
It was particularly fierce in Beit Garmai, the ecclesiastical province southeast of Adiabene.
No less than 12,000 Christians, including the entire provincial hierarchy, were martyred.
Mar Yohannan, the metropolitan of Karka, the bishops Sahrgard, Lasom, Mahosa of Arewan,
Harbat Gilal, and Dara, and several leading clergy perished in that holocaust. Many
lay Christians from distinguished families were also arrested and summarily put to
death. Thousands more suffered for their faith in the social dislocation that ensued
in that region.g7

Yet there were inspiring moments in the midst of these trials and mbulanons In Beit
Garmai about 446, an officer named Tahmiazdgerd, who was in cha.rge of the executions
and who himself was apparently an inquirer, was so moved by the fortitude in the face of
certain death shown by a woman martyr named Shirin and her two little sons that he then
and there confessed his faith in Christ *® A month later, he too was to meet martyrdom by
crucifixion.

In447 the persecution spread harshly into Media, with the arrest of a famous evangelist
named Mar Pethion, who was a monk from the convent of Beit Sahde of Karka in Beit
Garmai. Mar Pethion’s followers numbered several from among the most distinguished
families in the region, including one high-ranking military officer, as well as the police
commander of Shahin. After several days of torture, Mar Pethion was decapitated, and his
head displayed on the royal road new Kolwan.%
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Yazdagird II’s Anti-Christian Decree of 449 -

In 449 Yazdagird II issued a persecution degree, of which a copy of that sent to the
Armenian prelates is extant, and is significant for showing the points of issue between
Christianity and Mazdaeism at this time.

The decree accuses all who refuse to follow the official state cult as deaf, blind and
deceived by the dev [spirit] of the evil god Ahriman. It flails Christians for their allegedly
confused belief that God is a jealous God [for how can he be jealous, in Mazdaean eyes?],
creating death and condemning humankind to it “just for a fig pricked from a tree”
[obviously referring to the Genesis account of The Fall]. Christians are also accused of
erroneously teaching that one and the same God is responsible for both good and evil, life
and death, happiness and suffering, etc., contrary to the dualist tenets of the Mazdaean cult.
Christianity is also condemned for teaching that God, who had created heaven and earth,
was born of a virgin named Mary, whose husband was Joseph, the truth, however, being that
he was the son of Pantherus, by illicit intercourse; and that God had been crucified by men,
that He died, was buried, and rose again and ascended into heaven.”®

It appears from these last accusations that the Magians were familiar with classic
Jewish rabbinic literature agajnst,.eﬁsﬁﬁty, as evident from the reference to the alleged
illegitimacy of Jesus’ birth, which is first mentioned by Origen as a Jewish attack.”" It also
shows that Persian authorities and the Magians, in addition to their own accusations, echoed
at this point the cbjectionsrl;to Christian/ity"posed by the Jews. As a modern historian has
recently pointed out, the Persian authorities and the Magians were not ignorant of the
doctrines of both the Old and New Testaments.”? ‘

In any case, it is clear that the main Mazdaean objections to Christianity stemmed
from the wide discrepancy between the philosophical foundations of both religious systems.
To the Magians, God cannot be jealous, for jealousy exists only among men, though
obviously they were taking out of context the Judeo-Christian idea of God’s “‘jealousy” in
the face of human worship of other gods. As the Magians taught that goodness, life and
happiness were blessings from the good spirit Ormuzd, while evil, death and suffering were
the curses of the evil spirit Ahriman, the idea of the Son of God being at one time subject to
the power of evil was a scandalous doctrine to Mazdaean thinking. It recalls the Apostle
Paul’s acute observation that in the Mediterranean world, the idea of a crucified Christ was
**a stumbling block to the Jews and foolishness to the Gentiles” [I Cor. 1:23]. It was simply
preposterous to the Magians to think that men could kill God.

Vicissitudes of the Armenian Church ~
It was during this persecution that the fortunes of both the Persian and Armenian

Churches were for atime closely intertwined. When Yazdagird II gave his Christian subjects
in Armenia two choices — either to rebut all that was contained in his edict of 449, or else
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present themselves before the supreme tribunal, Hovsep (Joseph], bishop of Ararat and
Katholikos of Armenia (441-452), and seventeen other Armenian nobles sent back a reply,

explaining the true Christian position on the issues raised by the edict.

With the exception of its monophysite christology, the Armenian treatise sent in reply
could very well have been written by Persian Christians, and ended with the following firm
resolve:

From this confession, none can ever shake us, neither angels nor men, neither

sword, fire, or any bitter tortures. All our goods and chattels we commit into

your hands; our bodies also are at your disposal. If you choose to leave us in

the free exercise of our faith, we on our part will exchange you for no other lord

on earth; neither, however, will we own in heaven any other lord than Jesus

Christ only, beside whom there is no other God.” e O

7 5,

Yazdagird II, however, refused to honor the document and instead summoned to h%
court nine leading Armenian nobles, whose names he picked personally. The Armenian
begged him to recall how since the days of his great-grandfather Shapur III, the Anneniagé
had been most loyal subjects of Persia. But with the emperor’s unrelenting resolve to rid
Armenia of its “‘erroneous doctrines,”’ and with the Magians all set with a massive pmérI
to proselytize all Armenian Christians within a year’s time, war was inevitable. -

With the defeat of the Christian army of Armenia in 451, conditions progressively
deteriorated, so that all Armenian Christians in 455-456 were ordered to embrace the official
Mazdaean cult of Persia. It was at this time that the persecution of Christians once more
spread to the Mesopotamian provinces of the Sassanid empire. Fortunately, both the
Armenian and Persian Churches were able to weather this storm, the war with Rome came
to an end, and the persecution immediately subsided. Finally, in 484 Emperor Balas signed
a new edict of toleration for his Christian vassals and subjects, in gratitude for Armenian
assistance to him during a recently concluded civil war. Thereafter, no further serious trouble
was to beset the Church of the East from the side of the political authorities.

Epilogue s

The fortunes of Christians in Persia further improved under the later Persian emperors.

Khusrau I Anushiravan the Just (531-579), the greatest of the Sassanid monarchs, was also

a close friend of the Nestorian Patriarch-Catholicus Mar Aba I (536-552). Moreover,

Khusrau I was apparently the first Sassanid emperor to have taken a Christian woman for

his wife, and at least one of his own sons is said to have been ba.gptlzed by a Jacobite bishop,
Khusrau I himself was reportedly a secretly baptized Christian.

His grandson, Khusrau IT Parviz (590-628) had several Christians among his leading
ministers, including his finance minister Karh Yazdin®® and the court physicians Aba of
Kaskar, Yuhanna Sendori of Nisibis, and Gabriel of Singar. Khusrau II also had at least two
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Christian women among his queens. One of these was the fair Meryem [Miriam, or Mary],
to whom the Nestorians would draft a petition for assistance in A.D. 610; and the other was
his most favorite wife, the beautiful Shirin,”® a Jacobite Christian for whom he built three
ificent churches. o7 When Khusrau II turned despotic in his latter years, it was a
-msplred revolt, led by his own son Sheroe and Karh Yazdin’s son Shamta, which
in A.D. 628.° Sheroe a professing Chnstlan, succeeded him as Kavad 11, so

is that two of his sucgessors, namely, his sisters Pman-dukht [Boran] and Amnm—dukht
were also Christians. In fact, Yazdagird III, the last Sassanid emperor before the Arab
Muslims completed/ their conquest of Persia, was likewise a Nestorian Christian.”® If the
Muslim Arabs not taken over Persia, the course of history of Christianity in Asia might
have been much different.
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‘ NOTES
(On the two latest Special Issues of the Silliman Journal concerning ecological/environmental
conservations: b;odwm:%gné.Tubbataha Reefs National Marine Park)

Silliman Journal, First Quar-
ter, 1992, a special issue on biodiver-
sity, is a timely document concerning
the conditions of the biological re-
sources in the Philippines as well as the
Southeast Asian region.

Biological diversity or simply
biodiversity is generally defined as the
wealth of life forms, corals, fish, mam-
mals, birds, reptiles, trees and flowering
plants of different sizes, including the
ecosystem where they occur. They are
the very source of all our daily needs
from food to clothing and medicine.

This special issue carries interest-
ing and useful information on varied
organisms, including bats, deer, wild
pigs, mangroves, and marine mammal
species, such as whales and dolphins.

Two articles are about freshwater
ecosystem and the resources found

therein. One by Dr. Angel C. Alcala
describes freshwater and marine re-
sources in Southeast Asia, with empha-
sis on those in the Philippines.

“A major challenge to science in
the 21st century is how to conserve the
biodiversity and make it work for the
benefit of humankind,” Alcala noted.

Also in this issue is a document
concerning extinction of plants after the
eruption of Mt. Pinatubo in Zambales in
July 1991. More than 60 endemic spe-
cies recorded in the area “‘have suc-
cumbed to the intense heat, ash fall and
lava flow that accompanied the erup-
tion.”

Dr. Hilconida Calumpong, editor
of this issue, also contributed an article
concerning the need for rehabilitation of
the Talabong Mangrove Forest Reserve
in South Bais Bay, Negros Oriental,
Philippines. Calumpong noted that im-
mediate multispecies reforestation is
critical in the maintenance of biodiver-
sity in this forest. “‘Establishing the area
as a botanical garden may be the only
effective long-term management op-
tion,” she wrote.

The journal also provides a good
bibliography on mammals. Presented
are summaries of 111 important publi-
cations on the diversity and conserva-
tion of the Philippine land vertebrates.

(jgperez)
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On August 11, 1988, President
Corazon C. Aquino, signed Proclama-
tion No. 306: declaring the Tubbataha
Reefs and their surrounding waters in
central Sulu Sea and Palawan as the
Tubbataha Reef National Marine Park
(TRNMP).

The Silliman Journal, Second
Quarter, 1993, focused on the ecologi-
cal significance and characteristics of
TRNMP.

Environment and Natural Re-
sources Secretary Angel C. Alcala in-
troduces this volume with an article
“Ecological Importance of the Coral
Reefs in Cagayan Ridge, Sulu Sea, Phil-
ippines”. Dr. Alcala noted that these
reefs deserve protection and manage-
ment because they are the last remaining
good reefs in the country, and because
of the unique manner of their formation
(a volecanic arc which trends southwest-

Silliman Journal, 1993, 36(3-4)

" ward across the Sulu Sea, subparallel to

the present island of Palawan) and their
high biodiversity in terms of species
numbers and habitat types.

Other articles in the journal dis-
cuss the following subjects:

e the marine characteristics of islands
and reefs in the Sulu Sea;

e marine mammal occurrence and
species composition at north and
south Tubbataha Reefs;

» benthic marine vegetation of Tub-
bataha reefs consisting of four spe-
cies of seagrasses and 43 species of
algae;

e a comparison of species richness
and abundance of food fishes in
coral reefs of Central Visayas and
Sulu Sea;

e observations on the distribution of
giant clams in six protected areas,
including two sites in Tubbataha
and four sites in Central Visayas;
and

e the Earthwatch Expedition to the
Philippines in April 1992, dubbed
as “‘Saving Tubbataha Reefs".

The articles are illustrated with
maps, profile diagrams and full color
photographs.

The special issue on Tubbataha
Reefs is edited by Dr. Hilconida P. Ca-
lumpong, director, Silliman University
Marine Laboratory. (jgperez)
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