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FThroughout the AYCS, Patrıstic thought INaYy be sa1d have experi1enced [WO maJor
wıth phılosophical methodology IC ıt eıther needed approximate OT else

16 ıt Was oblıged aVO1d. Aware of the dangers of generalısatıon, thıs chapter seeks
examıne briefly the importance and influence of [WO powerful of hought IC

the Church Fathers confronted: ONC in the earlıer of Chrıstian theological formatıon
and formulation (although the relationship wıth Hellenıism Wds> definitively ma1ıln-
taıned):;: the other in later times when Christian eology Wäds$ INOTE artıculate (although
the dıfferences here should NOTt be cons1ıdered »black and whıiıte«).

Hellenism

The meeting of Christianity wıth Hellenism 1S ubject 1 INanYy and varıecd
VIEWS have been expressed but 1C. 1na. conclusıon has been g1ven In the hıstory
of theologıica hought It 15 meeting of [WO dıfferıng and powerfTully creatıve world-
VIEWS.

In the past, scholars have partiıcularly underlıned the between these L[WO world-
theorI1es, and althoug INanYy such theories INaYy be questioned, Hellenism and Christianity
mMust be conce1ved 4S [WO dıstinct, oug not necessarıly exclusive, realıties: »What 15
there be oun in COININON between Athens and Jerusalem? Or what 1S there be OoOun!
In between the Academy and the Church? It 15 not ng be CUr10USs and
Inquisıtive, havıng known Jesus Christ and the Gospel. When ONeC belıeves, ON does not
desıre anythıng beyond thıs belief« !

Yet other scholars make reference reconcılıation, almost cCompromıse between the
L[WO C1viılısations, resulting In the harmony of hellenıistic Christianıity. Once agaln, such
Statements dIC generalısations, easıly perhaps cCounter-argued. The fundamental
claım 185 that Hellenism and Christianity aIic mutually DpOSsed, and ıt 15 incorrect spea.
of ONC 4S »Dorrow1ıng« from the other. ere AIC, al MOST, accordıng to such ng1 VICEW-
poıints, only »analog1ies« In the language of the [WO; »seeds«, das Justin artyr WOU d1I-
ticulate, of the Word of God In classıical authors.* ere 1S, here, In Varıous degrees,
sweepiIng rejection of all mutual influence between these [WO autonoOomous realıties.

It 15 NOL altogether Justified spea of borrowing, assumption OT CVEeEnNn adaptatıon
of certaın ideas and values. Both the Hellenisation of Christendom and the Chrıistianisa-
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tion of Hellenısm aAIC, strictly speakıng, m1sconceptions. It 1S, furthermore,
describe Hellenısm d the intellect and Chrıstianıty d the heart, d ıf the [WO WECIC mutual-
1y exclusıve. The sımplıicıty of Patrıstic eology CannotTL be identified wıth allıy antı-
intellectualıstic popular form of lıterature, but mMust be elated be unıversal applıcatıon
of Chrıstianıty, d S compared wıth the INOIC elıtist diırection of phılosophy.

The intellectual struggle between the Chrıstian and the classıcal WOT. egan ın Athens
wıth Paul’s speech the Areus 'agus The struggle Was NOTL expression of hostilıty
but represented posıtıve endeavour present Chrıistianıty the WOT. The Out-
COMMNC Was the rse of Christian eolog2y.

The early Apologısts WeCIC addressing themselves Tee WOT. and needed COIl-

VCY the Apostolic in understood Dy theır intellectual contemporarI1es. Thıs
attempt brıdge phılosophy and al earned respect for both; thus later medieval
1COoNnOography WOU represent the phılosophers wıth the saınts, though 9(0)1 necessarıly
saınts.

Later, these L[WO forces confronted each other al the Crossroads of such cıtles d

Alexandrıa, where the [WO outstandıng personalıties of Clement 215) and Urıgen
254) showed that al and ratıonal owledge WeIC NOL incompatıble, that Chrıstianıty

Wds> obscurantısm.
The Cappadocı1ans WeIC iın eneral LLIOTC reserved towards classıcal »paldel1a«, but they

SUCCESS  Y attempted translate OT INOTEC precıisely, transtiorm Tee categories
of hought into language of the Chrıstian faıth.®

Gregory the Theologıan 390) Wäds> yrıcal pOeLl; ası of Caesarea 379) Wäds>

unıversal teacher:; Gregory of yssa 385) Wds> mystical phılosopher. CIır influence
the Church Wds> lastıng, dıffering radıcally irom wrıtings that opposed »secular

ph1ılosophy«: »Have nothing do wıth books What connectilons Can anYy chrıs-
t1an have wıth al the CIIOTIS they contaın? The NOT only provıdes for the CI-
natural 1ıfe but also for all c;ultural needs All these outlandısh books must be hurled
dWdYy «

The Cappadocı1ans mbıbed the lterary culture of the ancıent WOT. VEn ıleE
dıng Chrıstianıty d the »Irue phılosophy«, the fulfilment of all prev1ous phılosophical
groping. The Fathers, above all, dIC and remaın theologıans, and it 15 d such that they
should be read and interpreted, otherwise OIlC 18 entangle In INaZc of inapproprIiate
questions and theorles.

Throughout the centurIies, but perhaps mMoOost intensely ın the early centurI1es, the Church
Fathers experienced indeed conifronted partıcular cCivılısatıon wıthın 1C they
then inevıtably TeatNeEe| and spoke Thıs cCıvılısatıon, furthermore, Was ear  V nstable
and forever changıng. Thıs 18 the sıtuation wıthın 106 the Church constantly lıves, and
it MUuUStTt al all times be relevant the WOT. YeL. in certaın the times of the Cap-
padocı1ans were rıpe for »CONVerS10Nn«, and Christian thinkers WeIC fully of thıs 10
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erıtic1se and CVCN condemn culture 15 ever-present temptatıon, but ıt 1S 1910)1 the VOCQa-
t1on of the Christian writer who always proclaıms the kıngdom of Heaven from and In
thıs WOT. Orıgen, for instance, Wwho mMust surely be consıdered the Helleniser DUar CX -
cellence of Chrıistianıity 15 of the Incompatıibility of certaın features and values of
Hellenism wıth the faıth of the Church, and he 15 profoundly SUSPICIOUS of vaın pecula-
ti1on.> Nevertheless, he 1s also of the creatıve nature of such ension and accepted
the challenge of attempting unıte the [W  Ö The result has been heavıly cerıticised and
censured In receNtTt times®, but ıt MUSTt be admıiıtted that there has been inner
transfiguration of Hellenısm by the sword of the Spiırıt and by the Word of God Thıs SC
nulne and essent1al transfıguration Was inıtiated Dy the Fathers and creatıvely continued
through the centurlies COQUT time.

The Fathers translated Revelatıon from the Hebrew into TeC approprliating and
transforming the hellenistic culture wıth VIEW Conveyıng the CONteMpOTraTYy WOT.
the Gospel of Christ The Church 15 »the dıscipling of all nat1ons« Ma and there
15 d lıttle »accidence« In the Christianisation of Hellenism d there 15 In selection
of the Jews (eL John 4:22) ere 1S WaY around thıs:; there aTe >ifs« but only g1ven
facts In hıstory and In the CCONOMY of salvation.

Thıs mplıes eternalısation of certaın SyStem, 11OT an y eclecticısm In Christianity.
10 the ree culture d such, inasmuch 4S ıt Was NOTL transformed, the Gospel remaıned

oolısh scandal (Or. 1:25) It 1S only the egree that ıt 15 pervaded Dy the NE'  5 CX -
perience In Christianity, immersed in the fiıre of baptısm In the Holy Irınıty, that it
quıres He  S perspective In Patrıstic hought It 1S only the degree that Hellenism 1S
»spiırıtualised« by the glory of the Crucıifixion and Resurrection that the classıcal PFO-
sopeion (mask) becomes the Patrıstic (person Such aIc the presupposıtions of
the NC  S Chrıstian phılosophy C 15 exposıtion and explanatıon In hought of the
1vinely revealed truth

Patrıstic theology, then, 15 NOT merely oscıllatıon between Arıstotle and ato, 1OT
sımply »an aberrant branch of phılosophy«. ’ Patrıistic theology 1S above all Christlian,
and In thıs les 1ts immovable strength and admırable Llex1bility, ıts incomparable beauty.
Elements borrowed fIrom tfıelds outsıde of Chrıistianity strictly peakıng, dIC organıcally
Incorporated into NC  S synthesı1s wıth enewed trength for the recapıtulation of al 1n
Christ (Eph 1:10) The Fathers dıd a(0)1 present INCSSaLC of abstract truths, Just d the
postles 11070 preache: »Jesus and the resurrecti1on« CIS Patrıstic theology
developed what the human mınd COU In CAÄDICSS of God, but stated In mManı10
WdYyS what God had In (l eXpressed for Ian In Chriıst The Church Fathers employ
philosophical ms and noti1ons In the formulation of doctrine, but theır work belongs
INOTE the hıstory of cology OT hıstory and theology than the hıstory of
phılosophy.
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Scholasticiısm

The ree Fathers created 1IC  - synthesı1s NC  < methodology, NC  S ph1ılosophy that
11Tiere| essentially firom that of ato and that of Arıstotle Thıs synthesı1s 15 paralleled
Dy later estrangement between [WO frameworks of hought durıng the Mıddle Ages

change dırection between the patrıslıc mentalıty and scholastıcısm The dıfferences
between the [WO traıns of rel1g10us hought dIC evıdent questions relatıng and
Nnature salvatıon and dıvıne sacrıfıce SIN and ea baptısm and orıgıinal SIN al and
works Indeed order spea of theologıca dısagreements 1t 15 equaliy valı and
helpful analyse anthropologıical 1SSUCS eology OWS 1into anthropology and 15

reflected soter1010gy
When the latter part of the eleventh CeNLUTY, Anselm of Canterbury Wäds>

wrıung hIs theEof (30d entitled Cur Deus Homo he Was almost
totally of Te6 Patrıstic eology and accepted the teachıngs of Augustine
alone d the Patrıstic tradıtion Anselm eology Wäas have profoun| implications for
the West becomiıng the basıs of scholastıcısm after efined systematısatıon Dy Thomas
Aquınas 1274) Augustine Wäas thus acclaımed d »the Father of the Ooman Church and
the Reformatıon of the 1DI1Ca. theolog1ans and the MysticS« The Tee Patrıstic
tradıtıon furthermore Wäas argely of the legalıstıc characterıistic of
Latın eology How then dıd thıs estrangement evelop?

In the early days of Chrıistendom at the iiıme of ası the Great and Augustine of 1ppO
there Wäas sıngle c1ıvılısatıon east and WwWest PTICSCIVINS un1ıformıity of ethos despıte
cultural modifications Only four cCenturıes later al the iiıme of Photius the Great and
Charlemagne thıs of 1ıfe and hought had already been critically impaıred the
Carolıng1an revıval of etters the West Wäas marked DYy antı Byzantıne blas and wıth
the IISC of Scholasticıiısm the PTOCCSS of dıvısıon and dısıntegration became ST1 INOTEC CV1-

dent BYy analogy Latın Fathers CVCI of the alıbre and influence of Augustine WeIC

almost entirely unknown the ast Thus althoug translatıons f phılosophiıcal and
theologıca works became wıdespread the later Miıddle Ages educated Chrıstians f
the welfth and thırteenth centurıes longer chared single cıvılısatıon OT

WOT. of dıscourse and PEn  se The schısm of the eleventh Century between ast and
West (1054) INAYy rıghtly be saı1d CONstıitute definıte though NOTL sudden Tea| the
theologıca of the iiıme ThHIS, however, Was SUTDI1SINS for thee-
ment between ast and West Wäds gradual and complıcated PDIOCCSS condıtioned Dy
theologıical, cultural, polıtical and factors.

As result ol ı11Vas1ıo1s and crusades the Church ı the West CAHIC OCCUDY marked-
1y dıfferent the iramework of SOCI1EeLY irom that of the ast The DAaDaCY apıdly
acquıred the privilege of guaranteeıng S  ılıty and CONUINUILLY WOT. where dısorder
prevaıled It Was then natural for 1LNMMENSC authorıty, polıtical d well d spırıtual
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be concentrated the PCTISON of the Pope In the East, by Only rarely Was the
Patrıarch oblıged AdSSUüullle polıtical W  9 the C1vıliısed order Wäds$s upheld and the law
enforced Dy the powerful secular leadershıp of the CINDCIOT supported by influential
lay C1Ivıl ervIıce. oug the Church In the ast WAds> capable of defyıng the State, yel
under normal condiıtions ıt enjoyed ecclesiastical and spırıtual leadershıp such AS few
western rulers GVEGT acquıred.

In the West the only effective educatıon developed during the sSsO-Calle« ark Ages Was

eccles1astıcal, g1ven Dy the clergy and intended lıkewise for the clergy. Nevertheless, In
Byzantıum there always seemed ex1ist tradıtion of lay scholarshıp. Many laymen, Irom
the lowest ranks of the C1ıvıl ervice the CIMPCTOT, took actıve and influential interest
In all aSpecCts of eccles1astıcal 1ıfe from monastıcısm (whıch ıtself egan d »lay«
movement) doctrinal theology (ın Support of orthodoxy durıng times of controversy)
and CVCN the hiıerarchical establıshment: several celebrated Patrıarchs Suc. d Tarasıus,
Nıcephorus and ot1us WeIC drawn Irom the C1vıl and WeEeIC infact ST1 laymen
al the time of theır election. Thıs 1S phenomenon viırtually unthınkable in the West
Byzantıne Christianity Wäds In eneral less clericalıst, less centralızed and less 1g1dly 1N-
stıtutionalızed than that of the West Though such COmparısons CannotTt be drawn 100 far,
ıt must be confessed that In Byzantıum, the alty Wäads always consıderable influence.

Such dıfferences ıIn the socı1al and polıtical sıtuations inevıtably altecte: popular
understandıng of doctrine, d ell aSs the partıcular approac. eology and eccles10logy.
Even, for example, the problem of apa authorıity COUuU NOot be educed atter of

law 0)8 eccles1astical organısation, but involved fundamental quest1ons about the
nature of the Church, CVCN ıf few eıther sıde realızed thıs Irom the Outset The vVeLY
nature of eology and of ıts methodolog Wds> varıously conce1lved: ast and West ug
dıfferently about the WdYy In 16 rel1g10us hought and 1fe should be carrıed 0  n and
In partıcular about the place of (1) Jurıdıcal categories and (11) ogıcal inference In CX —

posıtion of al
(1) Eastern Chrıstians have often expressed the VIEeW that Latın eology 1s 00 Jurıdıcal

In ıts approach, (070 influenced by Roman of law. »One of the features IC
dıstinguishes TtNOdOX theology Irom that of the Roman Catholıcs 15 thıs ıt does NOL
ook al thıngs egalıstically, but In of grace«." gaın, ıt WOU be incorrect

draw sharp Contrasts between the notlions of law and S4 but it 1s such legalıstic
mentalıty that caused misınterpretation In the West of apa pPr1macy, converting the
»presidency of love« the phrase belongs Ignatıus of nt10c into Jurıdıcal and
Juriısdıictional SUPTEMACY of authority. It Wäas the Samle legalistic utlook 1e led such
notlons d purgatory, indulgences and CVCIMN atonement In all these 1SSUES, It 15 NOTL the
specıfic teaching that Patrıstic hought reaCcts and e  S’ but ıt 15 the VEIY anner of
thınking that 1S OUunNn! be unacceptable. SE questions dIC addressed quıte dıfferently
by the Fathers who dIC reluctant define the nature of the Church and salvatıon In
prımarıly Jurıdıical term1inology, preferring spea In of burnıng ove and
transforming 1g

A. Elchaninov, The 1ary f Russıan Priest, t. Vladımir. Seminary Press: New ork 1982, p. 54



56 John Chryssavgis Dependence and 1VOorce In Patrıstic Iheology

11) The T66 Fathers also felt that Latın, partıcularly Scholastıc, theology Was 11078

dependent altogether rationalıstic and phılosophical methods of Despıite
certaın dependence and debt Tree ph1ılosophy, Patrıstic theology Was

unreservedly subjected philosophıcal forms of thought. ere 1S, fact, general
tendency for the ast be reserved towards »Wwestern syllog1sm«, and the appeal 15 rather
towards sacred tradıtion. The crıteri1on In the ast Wäas always Tradıtion the Fathers and
the Counscıls and there Was underlyıng susp1c1on of the intellectual reason1ıng ın
1C Scholastıcs delıghted and surely also exXcelle!

ven the humanıst Bessarıon, who Wäds> heavıly influenced DYy and sought un1ıon wıth
the West, COU. wriıte: »[Ihe words of the Fathers alone dIC In themselves sufficıent solve

ou and persuade CVCIY PCTISON. It Was neıther syllogısms 11OT probabılıities OT

arguments 116 CONVIıNCced I  9 but the bare words of the Fathers.«* Latın theology Was

consıdered A altogether 00 self-sufficıent, grounde: human and rCason, diıvorced
from 0)8 al least Insensıtıve the dıvıne MYSTETY. The West, the ast elleve| had af-

empted make theology reflection uUuDON rather than revelatıon of (G0d hrough Chriıst
In the Holy Spıirıt. The of wonder and MYSterY Was sacrıfıced for sclentific System
of hought

For the Eastern Fathers, »theolog1a« Wäas inseparably Iınked wıth »theor1a«. They
presupposed CONCEPL of Revelatıon that COUuU 91011 be educed any intellectual EedUuC-
t1ve PIOCCSS but 16 rather, ffered the privilege of personally experlencing the
transcendent God Not that ratıonal deduction Wa absent in the East, but there eology
Wäds CONCelved d experlıence of the entire human PDCISON intellect, emotıons and Cven

SCIHISCS

What 15 here involved 1S dıfference In methodology, dıfference In the approac
eology 1C left deep impress1o0n entire of aspects in thought and culture.
The [WO tradıtions of ast and West WeEeIC longer complementary d they OMNCC had
been but contradıctory.

Bessarıon, Alexıium Lascarın. De Processione Dırıtus Sanctı 161, 360


