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Introduction

The eCONOMIC thought of the Christian Fathers consIısts of Organıc continuity of
the roader 1Ca Tradıtion, IC 15 enlarge: and refreshed ıth HE Christian
perspective commencıng In the Evangelıa and the etters of the A postels”. Christıian-
ILYy, NCW, creatıve and fruntfull socıa|l skepticısm Was rowıng the margıns of
radıcally changıng WOT Thıs WOT characterized the morphology of Late Antiquıty
and 15 diversıified DY fundamental SOC10-eCONOMIC changes and institutional transfor-
mat1ıons. The acceptance of Christian eology 15 elated closely metaphysıcal PCI-
spectıves constituting basıcally of differentiation of indıvyıdual ıfe and meftamorTr-

phosıs of interpersona|l relations. Later, Christian attıtudes became the context of
NECESSATY socC1a]| reformatıon, 16 propose valı solut1ions redardıng the instıtu-
t1onal organiızatıon of society .

The eCOoNOMIC ideas of the Christian Fathers and other eccles1iastıcal wrıters do noLt
consıst of unıfıed and homogeneous System of thought, A for example the rab-
binic-jJudaeo thoughtsz, but they CXDTCSS personal eliıefs for the indiıvıidual ecCconOmIıc
behavıour nto the framework of fragmented consıideratıion of the ecCconOmI1ıc actıvıtles.
The Fathers who 1ve' before the fourth CeN{urYy dıd NnOL er unıfi1ed framework
elated the quest10ns of the Christians commıttent ın the eCONOmMI1C sphere”.

The maın eCONOMIC CONCCITIN of the Fathers W d> the moral CONSCQHUCNCCS and implı1-
catıons of the ex1istence sıde DYy sıde of rich and needy DOOT eIr doctrines In thıs
regard Can be mMOSstT conveniently examıned Dy treating separately theıir VIEWS pT1-
vate In COMIMNIMMNON and theır VIEWS alms, a  oug In theır OW exposiıt1on
these( generally not separated".

The Fathers denıed that there W as natural rıg private They ma1ın-
taıned that ıIn the beginnings of uman soclety q 1l thiıngs WCIC held and used ıIn COIMN-

9910}  3 They CI influenced Dy the TeCEC and Roman myth of primitıve golden dABC,
and al t1imes assımılated ıt wıth the 1DIl1CcCa myth of the garden of Eden, perhaps In

prelimınary version of hıs Wds submitted the XXe Congres International des Etudes yzan-
tines (Paris 19525 August an the partıcıpants for their erıticısms and posıtive otes Any CITOTIS

that miıght be OUnN! chould be held the author’s ACCOUNT.
(GJOtsSIS, TODIeEMS of eCONOMIC and polıtıcal ethıcs In the Byzantine-patrist1c hought (in Greek), Athens

1997, 15:16
Gordon, Bıbliıcal and arly Judeo-Christian Thought (jenes1s (8 Augustine, 1!} odd ‚OWTY (ed.),

Pre-classıca]l Economic Thought, Boston-Dordrecht-Lancaster 1987, 43-067, al 48-50U, 58-60. ST Iso
Ohrenstein and Gordon, Economic Analysıs In almudiıc Liıterature. 1N1IC T’hought In the

Light of Modern Economıi1cs, l eiden 1992, D  D
(GJordon, Ihe Economic Problem in Bıblical and Patristic Thought, Leıden 1989, &1
Viner, Relıg10us Thought and Economic Socliety, History of Political Economy (1978) 9-192, al
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order have INOTC convenient basıs for soc1a]l theor1ızıng than the 1Ca mMO of

single pDalr lıving ın the garden of Eden”. FOrTr the gradual corruption of the original
soclet y postulated DYy the myths, however, they substituted the Fall of INan and

origıinal SIN (Given the sınfulness of INall, the Fathers conceded the necess1ity of SOINC

INCAasSsUuIc i private propertY. They attached an Yy rel1g10uUs value priıvate PTOD-
ertYy A instıtution 0)1 merıt of An Yy kınd l EXCEDL 1n far A there W as avaıl-
able substıtute. They eplore: the fact hat under priıvate IUXUr10US lıyvıng
and exireme pOVerLY coul exıst sıde DYy sıde. They questioned OI denied the poss1bil-
Ity f acquırıng gr riches wıthout evıl practices OI wıthout inherıtance
from DCTSONS who had resorted them They dvised Al Christians avoı1d seekıng
riches, avo1d attachıng value them other than as FGESGEVE for almsgıvıng, and
beware Ol the propensıty of the possess10n of riches foster IUuxXxUuri10uUs lıyıng, pride,
and arTOgdaNnCcCc and dıstract attention from rel1g10uUs duties. ASs ea keep In
mind, ıf noTt DUTISUC actıvely, they pominted the ulNY COMMMON IN of pOSSESS1ONS
1C they eilleve! have prevalı 1n the early days of mankınd and mM the
fırst Christians. PHeY dıd nOoTt advocate voluntary9however, eXcept AS counsel
fOor those who had specılal vocatıion.

The maın interest of the Fathers WasSs 1n redistrıbuting the eneral wealth and 1N-
COINE of community hrough almsgiving. An eXception thıs procedure Was Theo-
OLE of Cyrrhus Thıs artıcle sSe{is Out present and d1iscuss Theodoret of Cyrrhus
extraordınary ideas ecCOoNOMIC inequality“®.

Theodoret’? Defence of Economic Inequalıty.
c7 wrıtten aboutTheodoret of Cyrrhus (393 466), ın ”Discourse Provıdence

435, pT' elaborate efense of the existing eCONOMIC SOCI1ety, wıthout an Yy refer-

FOr the combinatıon In the Patrıstic per10d of "golden age  s and bıblıcal "garden of Eden“ ideas,
George Boas, EsSSays in Primitivism and Related eas ın the ıddle Age, Baltımore 1948, 15-53

Theodoretus econOmIıc deas ave nOL een mentioned yel DYy the authors wh: ea ıth the ecCcONnNOMmMI1C
deas of the Fastern Christian Fathers. ( Karaylannıs’ influentıal artıcle, Ihe Eastern Chrıstian Fathers

the Distrıbution of Wealth, History of Political Economy 26 (1994) 3906 / and Karaylannıs an ara
Drakopoulou Dodd, The reek Christian Fathers, In: "odd Lowry an Barry (jordon e  Sl Ancıent
and Medieval Economic Ideas and oncepts of Socıal ust1ıce, Leiden-New ork-Köln 1998, 1C do nofl

mentıon Theodoret ere IS absence Theodoret’ ıdeas 1n Salin’s, Kapitalbegriff un Kapıtallehre
Von der Antıke den Physiokraten, Vierteljahrsschrift für Sozial und Wirtschaftsgeschichte 23 (1930)
401 { repr. Salın, Lynceus, Tübingen 1963, 153-181,;, al 161 164], Dem Stephanidts’ book
ntıtled, KOLVOVLAT) OWXOVOULKT] EV Tn \OTOQLKT) NC ESEATEEL, vol I Athens 1948, 2748-279 and

Baeck:’'s, pensiero ecCcOoNOmMI1CO eristliano ell Antichıita al Basso Med1i0evo. Storı1a ell econom1a mondiale
CUTa dı Valerio Castronovo, Roma-Barı 1996, 531-554, al 5385472 ere IS only T16€] reference
Theodoret by Barbieri, [0)218 PCI la Storıj1a elle dottrine economiche. all Antichitä alla prıma scola-

((I_‚a singolare dottrina economiıca dıst1ca, Mılano 1958, CaD. VI’ 140-172, where he emphasızes
Teodoreto dı Ciros» and SOM INOTC xtended analysıs DYy Viner, Religious Thought and EFconomic OC1I-
eLY, History of Political Economy 10 (1978) 0-192, al 185 See GOtSIS, TODIemMSs of economiıc and
polıtıcal ethıcs in the Byzantine-patristic thought (in Greek), Athens 1997, 31

Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De providentıa. Orationes decem!: 83, 555B 774B arts of the work ave een
reprinted In Bougatsos, The Soc1a] eaching of the Tree. Fathers (in Greek), vol LLL:; Athens 1984,
221-229, 1105 0272 SE Y von Azema (ed.), eodore! de Cyr, Discours SUT la providence, Parıs 1954

Koch, Strukturen un Geschichte des eıls In der Theologıe des Theodoret VO  — Kyros, Frankfurt
1974.
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GGE ıts eing NCCCSSaIr y CONSCQHUCNCC of the Fall of 1la Despite hIs systematic
cıtatıon of 1DI1Ca the tone and aNnnNnel of hIs treatment of sSOC1al 1ISSUES in thıs
work AIC dıistinctly naturalıstıic rather than early Christıian.

”T)ivine law c Revelation dıd not ring HE  S enlıghtenment, and only recalle‘
the aws of nature‘®‘. G0od had g]ıven dıfferent functions to dıfferent INCH, each aCCOTrd-
ing h1s nature, and had arranged thıngs that each Was servıiceable the INU-

nıty. f riches WeTIC equally dıistrıbuted, ONC woul De wıllıng do humble tasks for
others. Eıther each WOU do everythıng needed for hımself, OT mankınd WOU back
necessarIies. But wıthout speclalizatıon of OCCupatI1ons, there WOU be ack i
Inequalıity, therefore, 1S mode of soc1a]l organızatıon 16 yıelds the DOOI AS

the rich LNOTC agreeable S SInCe it 1S the mode by 1G al satısIy theır needs by
mutually supplyıng each other wıth what 1S ackıng them

The ervıice 1C the rich render the DOOTI 15 that of proviıdıng market for
theır products. Theodoret admıts that MmMOSt of the rich lıve un ]ustly, but claıms that
the exıistence of SOILNC rich people who managed theır riches wıth Justice and honesty,
who had not exploıted the sufferings of the POOI increase theır OW wealth, and
who had gıven the needy DOOT chare f theır opulence, SUILICE: lIımıt condemna-
t1on the un]ust rich?

Theodoret proceeds appIy sımı1ılar reason1ing the relatıons of masters and
slaves. The ervant has advantages ()VGT the master. The latter has OCCUDY imself
ıth the needs of hI1s tamıly, DaYy M fınd market fOor the surplus of hI1s prod-
ucCfts and SUOUICE of supply TOr what he AC He 15 subject CIOD aılures; E the
aTrY, the harvest 1S abundant, he faces the problem of finding buyers. The slave,

the other hand, eafts eartıly, sleeps well, and has responsı1ıbıiılıties. Many masters
work AS hard N ÖT CVCNMN harder than theır slaves, ıf 15 included 4S work. If there
AFe faultless SErvants who have endure unj]ust masters, then ”We Can SC6 that God,
master of the unıverse, 1ın the eXCESS1IVe malıce of INCH, often leaves loose

c< 10the reins of hIs government, and permits mankınd LOSS itself about as it wıshes
The maınTIC provıdes Theodoret 1S the transcendental legalızatıon of

the unequalıty. Ihe advocatıon In favour of gıven order, 176 guide the
above explanatıon of the Dıvıne Proviıdence, 1S surrounded WIth the valıdıty of the
catholıc beneficı1al perspect1Vve. The unequalıty StTafes the existence of the unvoluntary
DOVerTLY, fact that offers the prerequisıt1es and the poss1bılıty of salvatıon, of the

and the riches**. The exıstence of the D OOI constıitutes admoniıtıon the
riches g1ive themselves In g0o0d works, 1Cc they g1ive them the opportunity COA

the salvatıon hrough charıty. But the oblıgatory DOVerLY pushes the DOOT towards the
salvatıon, because ıt forces them reSOrL manual labour A$S NECECSSaATY duty of

believer !“ The labour 15 functioning AS counterbalance of the indolence and
azıness aASs thıical necessIity of the Chrıistı1an, the duty of the abour contrıbutes the
CXCESS of the dangers, IC the inactıvıty of the andowner’s class indolence 15

1T heodoret of Cyrrhus, De providentl1a 83, 644 666C.
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De providentia 33, 650A

10 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De provıdentlia 8 9 6661) 685C.
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De provıdentia 83, 657/B

12 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Interpretatio ep1s ad phes. 82, 54n e provıdentı1a 53, 661C.
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alluded! T'’hıs indolence 1S the ON IC enforces the exısting human tendencıies
the SCCH and the actıon of the evil!t

He later ar gUCS al length that virtue brings 1fs OW rewards of materı1al kınd
thıs earth, but concedes that Tull appraisal of the wisdom of Provıdence requIires that
aCCOUNLTL chould also be taken of the rewards and punıshments of another life!>

Theodoret’ Ig and analysıs be substantıally dıfferent the qu  -
t1o0n of rich VEISUS DOOI than that of the other Fathers He be provıdıng both

theological apologetic IOr the sOCcC1a] Status qUO and arg for the operatıon of
benevolent Provıdence, DYy appealıng the attractıve eatures of essent1ally har-

MON10US, non-soclalıst eCOoNOmMI1C society 1G 1S the creatiıon of Provıdence.

Conclusions

f 15 worth noting that Theodoret of Cyrrhus dıfferentıiates from the ideas of the arly
Chrıiıstian Fathers concerning the unequal dıistrıbution of wealth and legıtimates it,
provıdıng that thıs unequalıty 1S the incentive for improvement of labour.

13 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De provıdent1a 53, 644D
1d C: (JotsIS, TODIemMsS of economiıc and polıtical ethics in the Byzantine-patristic thought (in Greek),
Athens 1997,
15 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, De providentla 83, 716D 740B


