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In its interaction with pagan thought, the early church particularly
appreciated Plato. The Gnostic claim that matter is evil was
answered by the Stoic logos concept and Plato’s theory of forms,
both of which affirmed a rational order. Tertullian preferred the Stoic
view and adopted their materialist theory of the soul, but Justin Mar-
tyr and the Alexandrian fathers found the Middle Platonism more
congenial. It identified Plato’s Demiurge with the Stoic Logos, and
made the Logos the highest emanation from Plato’s Good, thereby
providing a possible model for understanding the nature of Christ,
and unwittingly setting the stage for the Aran controversy.

So impressed were the church fathers with thinkers like Plato that
they wondered how pagané could know so much. The Logos doc-
trine again helped, for the Logos is both the orderer of creation and
the source of all knowledge. So all truth is ultimately God’s truth, no

matter where it is found.
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AA ol 1Ems} FPAE A%A BAE 7HAT ol
Stoa tm} Epicuros 8o} BEEAl AmapaA, Al uhg-g 2Eo} 3¢l
Z2¥2te 2{Cleanthes : B.C. 233)¢] T™4)-9-~ $7}(Hymn to Zeus)& 3 ¥ Al
A A WP FAeE QL3I vk AUET 83 ARIEL Fuie] 3
T WIER 715TUE) AR 4L A1 U&E =8 Bo Fk 19
A A7 23] 5B 28] §Y4A A9E AR JAAE o
A% A7IES U8 B9 ohel, I8 AEAET AQIENAM 88 U
A 02 2§ Ad) disiA dF¥ck

E3] E2}g(Platon : BC. 4271~37)& FAR o8 grls|Qed), 543 &
& FAlgol dside H43) E=hE Bt ozl 280} Sk o]x A
7 E5AEA AR FREL Huo) I ke, dAt 2xg
AR AxAR AW el A28 (Justin Martyr — 1651 7ol &)
&~ FES ANF oz BEsE Aoy ] FUEe FSHEve Seke
FEe ABYPAT - o] 9571 20 A A ojA 1 ol oJFE3hE vl 2
YA ol v E Aol Bwishs 4lofl it HelEe] W) It JEL AAY
o133 EAjele 19] 4Addl] sl v ZAE Bt vlsdA gYas
#lete) g@e(Clement of Alexandria, 215373 Alg)e Alo} § Hoju], &
Foll AME Rolshs FxAlN Y, 27t 8L B7)8 3780l & Hog
7] Rl 3l FEREE H43k 28 W(Origen: SHNES] 412 539
7 £8) QA F2Ae] HiHgoodness) XY A(transcendence), E3A A4
9 g 9Ee 3 P aAddl oidt Eehee Ade AdgEith 2% oA
2% Augustine, 354~430)&- Fshbd 8] £4 (The City of God) ] 88014 %
AT wele} 3 1 Aol B3] oS- o] oFEITk Ao} Ao A 9
ojw, Fele] Wel fdolx, YA BP] 4L 2rghe ulel 1L rIFow
3 2AE F S B3olzin 483, FE9) Bl E R (immateriality) 3} &

1) & 17:16~34.
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o B2/ BIAR} Fz=e| MEt

BA(immortality)g GAH7] el E2HEL T oln BYAERT A3}
A H5E e

s} 2go] E2RES) AME FolA] ol BHEES YOI ETRE Eohr]
A, fels 71sn Astole} £3) HETH o) FAYAE - i 2
Hi719} 3H7]1o) ZAFE Aghe o} 82g Tl IN7] Wil — QAjsfol & ¥
g opjel, g GR)F-)(Gnosticism)7} o FA) T Althe) 715005 18R
AEAE gololut gt G=iFel9] 27] Al Aokl vehdrl FaAAA,
vhe-& g FAER $FAUE Soloh AR E S8 E QF U dE X
oM AEE Fhe F8FAAENA, 2w shbde] A= 2E Ho] M}
T $r3REA 4:39) AAEo] YPE A4 FRHD 5 2 AEHA 6:
Dl sl Ak 8 TBj2ET GA 2 LHEE FYshe AEd Ui
of “Yrge] Wgell Bl 27l EL whe, £ o2 R ule, FEII fE &
og v wEflad 1:)n Fte 2 el JAFee 7k /iy
A Ze 15mAQ vli(overtones) = A, A FRAMF] sl EF
Boltk 29 AYAQ FAol g2, AL AF o 2YHo| UTAA| &
& o, WA EAEH U} YESE ¥k FEF AeE AAEA
H A7 azXd 429t 1 F § Bsol 2l Mgty 5ye dd
3, njA gy ofw HS Aol EWAQ] ARl SafA EAAAIZ} A7A
sk gde o559 Weedl o8 Ami=ln wehx oojrke e I5
ol E(dualisme] FoHog AANT 2R A2 RE R FZA]
2 gow, MAE Mt @3, AIL e e A S 2t
# Qe Aol 43 Fooz 039 EES FoRt ke I¥ oJFE
AA SN FAol2 AR SAshe Bae 2ol AL T2l WE
sl Izt nhg g RE FA9) olF-3-g BohhAl niA|9] Aol th AU

2) AH. Armstrong, The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy
(CUP, 1967)0ll 4 21-8-5lo] 913 3ghasiol §440 UE r15ade 9= o
oA s 4 Ak
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HREE Ak o] qlck ol ¥ vld2eiE A4 PR gnosis 1A 2)
§ JAFHY FuE 2AE $F: A8 AFPon 2R

FzEL A 77} Ylrhe AT AR F8L o WM 7152 E ¢
ok wek Bdol o5t U Ao] ehjehd, Mo e 291 8t
g ZRio) QIte] o2 48 47t 9l 71480 B aelawr) #
& H3 AANY BY Lotk o1 aelaxe] Hd(docetic view)
wdEoj Aokt it cigo] B0l ool & TP UeP Ao, AE
< shbde] A AU 71 Y3, A FRRE ANET YiHolol 8
hpde] HEY 471 flck B3] AEx HA] ARs|ojopgt gt @&o] WY
A4 g D dol AT, FEL Dl A7} oh i 2| Hef A o)
rk o)A Alzgo] AUR vk AAog vE Hgolsich

ol Aol AN, 2Bl Yuist FeEL -84 Bk FH? sz}
Edlo]E2(Herakleitos of Ephesus : c.a. B.C.544~484) Ao} 7| x8t1 Qe
LEOIEE $5E oA WA U3 2ud] o8] FEs T, 220 HE
(FA} o1/, logoi spermatikoi)o] BE A &)l 718 F3 2|uf5in, AN A o
A FEEE T YT 3R webA A& ge] DolA YAy 24
32l Ao} opo], e FEQ] AADME FHT o] A BASK= A
7F oRaL “ el A 2871 21 71EE $ele) EAE 2t ke
27139 A Fo] ae 2UE FTEREE gl A o] ojr} =
B3 (2a20)) M(a seed)o]m] 2 4RI ko] GEoleks Y2 EA)
ol uiF3he QU] Aol e Zazo|th o] 3 280k YAE S FA)Fe)
She iAo Ag olgFeln A% Ao AAS Azte] B HA] 18 A
o2 oyt AL 4% Ak AN dHe A% o Mg Zoltk

3) 2} gxizelo] Balali= Kurth Rudolph, Gnasis, transl. R. M. Wilson (Harper
& Row, 1983): 7} Gilles Quispel, “Gnosticism”, Eny. of Religion, ed., Mircea
Eliade (Macmillan, 1987), vol. V, pp. 566~574.
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ojc! Bz=/ME Baaae} Yol Mpt

oF(2E)F)E mF Bl EE N Tertullian)g vl FE, 27} G259
2 EQ 7T 2R3 NS Wol, 12 T AR YA &
¥ shdal dep B A%he 848 F ASE H FW) Wil o%
o] 2E0|Fo] Fgshe dIZ o[ AT Y] EFAL Aolehd EFFAY
AHEE] 11 AP E(per se) A1 AL opit} &ML 24 7lQle) FEL B
3l Zi0)7)l) $344](sexual reproduction}& Faj AEEA Aok 2
Eo|Fe] fa4E HolERT: ek A2t o] Al FES 24 ke Slolgt
A Az SheA &3 Zedol EHtlth 1AL At Ro] o3 4¥ Aol
] ZER 4E Aojrk FA o g Edo] ohsjrin H4lE PR 54
Q) 5ol WoleRH FAFAH o|YEL 2B} AP ES) A8l s
@ 93 SEHUF

ojZ& 9J41% vt glo] 7IAE AA9) 22 P SollA] 28] B 3
AF2of g i F A2 F4Egolict 22y aRL thE 3F-80] 717A¢| A
#3181 9d o o glolA e Aoick SelME A BAUN HE 1
FES ¢ 2YAY A% JE vl ¥ Fhee) 99e o d3sy
o E2ES 419 dv]¢-202Demiurgosye FUF JFECIHIEIE L1
M A9 53 E B A2E A AYT BB T A FEL Tl A
4718 41 FuEk 2B EFAAE O AN E gl ohr 23] e
Aoz 249 Aolx A% Holv, FEe) FRE ¥ FAClHorE Ue
Bzl dsiA 7Fsit) 7Ix1E] OAIR AAshe RE SolA Pzt

aHuy 2719 7150 A7FEe O] ARIEENH 8¢ UdEe Y
3l 2oE ATeE TERAlE Y5tk 2L o] o|axEe] ojFA o3
B A4 & 7AA S0E7e) tiajA 23T 1 el A ds
Ax EA% RH7N0 20 thE A& 71AA] Bk, o FA Aol oisl u}
2A) Apgsta A=A T F e7hrea o] YR oY RHLS 8

4) BlERIRS] Against Maraon(W}2A)L W)} Treatise on the SukBEE)E B2}
5) Dialog with Trypho, iv. 1 Ao thg 28] R S5 “shide Echee) 84
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UM RE AoiA ASANY 2 BE(L:19) TEp sl BHEA W R
o} ‘oA A ] 202E AR EXE TR BAR R 28] Al
B g FAY F Yerl ESREL 222 “o] RE TWES opiR|% 24
AR AR L vhE R Jlem, $27t 28 WAsTE Aveke RE AR
AA 28 22 gEvle 87K Y Aoldk'T i

H2RL FeREo] ofFol & ol 2A] tha v, 2258 LA
g Eofo] RSN MG Lt $EAY vl FHNEE EE
o] FIENT o] AW 2 AE, YEN]E Shide 2D 3lnAsdA
A HichT AR oA 2R E E2hEo] ofFolA Azriorg WkE 7
Aol AREA YAEA el Sar3pA AmeA] Eekgo] ofEel wE 2ol
cluloprct W4 o} YojAT @AF 150d ARTk- J=} F) T4 Ffo]
HHE A FolUE(Septuagint E-L 0ol 4. LXX)E di7ldle W
FUE o] Wolicke ¢ Atk 23N kol frla2 e Wi
the 7Hde vFy 2771 3t 2es Azl 29 oA 17} of
A A2l YA wh?

old] i thE dro] wH- Az &of Yehthed, 838 2500 Yehhe
Zuxej oI ade] A& — e Yepo] AU, o] Lgo] shids A
Agoy of BEe & shdolryzt 27t elzof dhbdst fA AMT e
o] 12 @r|go} A& v} fR oY AL Ao] 3hix a7} flole E Aol Y=
Uzt 29l gl gReY o] AL AlgEe] Wolzh- Fdl E A gl 9h4
ZH Aol A vlFE Wol e — o] Eadhe Fojok ALRe FEREO

B AAP Aoz g = o F Roltk
6) Timaes, 28, SUNES Fo|8=0| 1) Exhoriations io the Greeks, vi. 59.§ He}
7) Hortatory Addvess to the Greeks, xxii~xxviii; First Apology, lix~1x.
8) Exhortation to the Greeks, vi. 60.
9) 81:1~4,9 3] 1:1~3 10~12 8 3¢} 240} 1719 frwa—Z7]
7154 wiZel M ] D. G. Dunn, Christology in the Making
(Westminster Press, 1980), ch.VIL & xe}
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ofcl =AM Bnae) Yzl Mt

29} ¢ ThE HPVE] T Y AFY) DRETAP) BB Bad 1
21 15 dof Ho] Wolx] A7 Tee) Hotes Wt} Melol v 8w
@ 9g ZHIA Stk 2 288 BX) tele) Aok JT AR
220l o TAEE %A B, 28] olse B3] Bedsin W
g 2gaEglEe] 9 WEH 28] R . a2l FHES
AA| S2ke shide] Bl ojs] THEI o14Ae] YArEol7ldl olmAt &
o Sl ele] Yo 2uzold 1EAEE slokn T e WA
ol S AHF Welg AR Zure] g8 TE Alge] 9T 2o YA
BRI ojdolEalA HISElE Foleha FgaTk? Astold AL AMIAL 84
o] friQlEolA 2ei8E AAY 25¢ T2EE 8l FIAR] Relh 28]
nz AeRtE 4ol Sl Wele) ks 230] HolA Lhe 1 2] oj
ANH Fejolz AN 5 she T2EABNA ¢ Holth 9772
= HlR2ae XA P 488 ST SIS TE HYEe) WYY £
3} &0 RAslE Aol A GBI otiolA 2Ro] ASER) 2
o 22 Faje shpds] Aelolghs

aEh} m8) HREE Q3RS0) g B THARE ZE 7 AN
2322M B ok 13 Yuiglo} THEo] THEOIHT T ool Aksle] )
FspAle 328 2TAZNE 94 OB BBt X LY BHE
o] AMEA AP vl)2, ol2) ARIS] Vol AEOIFAE] 2FE

10) First Apology, xIvi; Second Apology, xii.

11) Exhoriation to the Greek, 1.6; %ii.93.

12) Comtra Celsum, Liv. 3; De Principiis, Lii.

13) (9=} ) o] WAle Pl tEA 112 £ 2 A=A
“mE Fale spbgelAl o Hel7leldrg Hol7lel) wef o) BAF
7k ojw Y Hg TR F2le 228 WNsliME ek v
apa 21A 4] s ZRE] LR Fol7] diieir)” (Bule] o e
% New Testament Commentaries vol.10. p.364./ gtgle] 9182 Opera
Calvini, 52., 18954, col415 “Omnis veritas a Deo sit”)
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vl2A BRI 2l 18] B 2 #¢ 419 Aale] Aot e
2 A BN 2Ag QAR F37] thEel B4R Y= 7Y
Axavk Y3t Heojck T2} o} RE $-27) FRIFel 2 g lfEid B
Z7} A% Rojgtn vdshe AL 1 Az 2u27t A8 SollM AN
7] ggoltt. 2Eolol9} FEREF Y dRlYA BF-Bo| oY BHHE
RAEE IER dloiF Aete) A didiA HRE] 71A 4HE Aro
o 9EEgTE) thEeed eednA rISaE PEY EANEE B
W 2 axd i welo ol2A ek

a3chd H3A 2Ly 715wy 28 FEHA e AL oY
7?2 o2& Helsly] YA el 2@ 715a Ar1E) vl 4P 37
EPEFOIE UlS of WusH A B ¥art glck ¥ dedstn 333 s
o $5o2A AL A Aol YUY olmA 3§ 2o} FuE W
o2 A3 &) FUck FE FehEe AU EE A vis- EolA A 249
A Aol on, F2HE AL o] MAlS] AHEEC] AFA AUE BdE - o
PAEL AHQ 24N A Y¥(archetypes)e] FAE& Hok - o ¥ + A
718 dshe g B4 kit 37] ERlEfoe %A NES i
o EA gl AEM & Aoz Aol $53Q] AR Wag g
o824 gtk 188 F2HEY Elvjo] $2(Timaeus)Holl L1 v} =2
2Demiurgos)& ZE 49 W44Fo| 1 ol Al ¥92{Nous = the
Mind)¢} 5¢ Aog o7|n 280} gute] 2 urdl FUA) Fo2M HES}
Ak FelEe] AA GEo Bl vl 1E o 92& o] Fzef Qo
A 5EHY ANER active agent)o]2kr AAH HehEol] FAPAATL thA
2 9 Pk 13 eg $A A(deuteros theos) o2 AW I 2uxs}
7l 4%9) A3 F9UA 8ol T HU thE AlEES IR Xt ¢
25 ge)Foln A Ao wolEe|AA, 13¢ @i Monad)etit A

14) John Dillon, The Middle Platonists (Cormnell Univ. Press, 1977); 3 AH. Am-
strong 99} 3 I%g ¥k
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oici A=A BaA9) 0| Mit

2k peras A EANS} o} o] E(apeiron: TR0k HEFTeRAF o]UE -
ETEY o|YEN FF3PA — ol Y& oMM, TEL HA JEE obiolER
54 Red 22 AX7E Fatso| Aot ke 74| 8710k 83 11 7}
A EE2EE Ao)7] vhigel oo 2dolng o 2x) 333} opdule] 22l
TEE UG B/ Y] YA dApH oz FP e BHdke gdE
of ¥ =z} Ae gl Heimth

2AERIEE AR 37 E2lESeY FEd FAE O 998 A
ALA el M) AAY 2T2FEd oA § 2UAQ U3} 298] F2E Apo]
of AdnzlE AFshe, ¥2EE HelFes INATE AL A Rl
7R 2u29) FYAH HEo] AL ThAYThe 2EoH e RE f
B AE S0 WFshe PPEEAMY 2u2Ed dF RO 528 E2EH
vetneled SEoz WalEATh O 22 o)A A} ol YA FE &
the AR e e 232 Q) Sl 99 9% Foj@n) ¥ o
game A AN} Fx P} 2ulolnt

7] gedeeole] il Ya(Philo)s 2271 H1e) wi7jaiel 28
wi7kAke) AAEME SYSEA § 2UHA A3} 29 F2E Alold) e @
23 o] W TSR A& A3l Agolle 2 A vigo] BREE
%23 dalthe Monad)ols], #2# 4 e AAlE 2RE) £& w2t Aoj3
o 2use J2g F4E9 FHela AHY AFon, dof ejs)A visg
o] AAFo|n o} FAoln oAl EHES AlA Y& Hado] F=
£ SolA EF3a Sl

“Ae AoA olghE BARES] okETH: £ glole dx ¥ed 4l

T, 9gFoln YA oldjold g wHEolAA] gaMe A didE

15) 371 EerEFele A g2 Sl 8 7Sl iy Wi ez 33
oz A7l APEUYD EZEF2(Plotinus)e] VEEF0] o]2Ht
w82 A Ammonius Saccas)e Pl G-iteglo) J1Ewwe]ghe]
53 Azl gl vl ojatd 2la ofe)920] FAUlelT:
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o] F4¢ ol fie A 471 Aok vlg AN 2M 27t o) 7}
A MAE Fxgeln Z3HlE W, 9 A B vREE ¥
ARE 5 AEE A 2D Al eI ™

ElEajtlo] 280} gtutg uiaksle] W78, V3 AUAE 2AE 2N
e olgrh e 24 AMYH Bevm FePt) 28} gule) Mg
o] 212E ofd wiEE wehr T AT 2R A Uala, o) FYF
227} -$99] A, A, FHE ukg(RA) aeln e 9 4 gle ¢4
ozt ot Aolrt FactElae o] BE 4HE o) uf2d 954 2t
3 WA gl 93 AP TS0 98] GAE g a3l ARG BAAA)
EM IR o8] ZE Aol IR of7] YU w2 2 FE(Word), o]
4)(Reason) 18] 1 F#(Power)o]l &3h= Holgtz Hz3ick™

a2y BEENE U2E Bol 2RAE shide AdzA FzolAe
2u29 A2E | WFhe sEogM Y 2uig TR 5 A 2us
&8 WolEHr?

I A2 shpdo] 19 Ak Aol Fye] Bt hee F2
dgtn dist, ¢ shbde dARATE § EalEe) ¢ BEAYA o
Hog FelEFoNES wpah “22)7} shide] of AAld) e e Az
3D FESAT 2 o, fele Fehed) 7lEAE HFolshs A g’
€ RIYE? SHdES) E2RESY 9A] B2 AeFT) 28 &4 AeE

16) Philo of Alexandria; The Contemplative Life, the Gianis, and Selactions, transl. D.
Winston (Paulist Press, 1981), p.99. Cp. E. R. Goodenough, An Iniroduction 1o
Philo Judaeus (Blackwell, 1962); H. A. Woalfson, Philo(2 vols, Harvard Univ. Press,
1948), and Henry Chadwick, ch. 8 in A. H. Armstrong, op, d., ch. 8

17) Apology, xxi. 10.

18) Against Praxeas, vi. Cp. H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, 145, 73
~4.

19) First Apolagy, xx. Cp. Apol. x.; Exhortation 1o the Graeks, xxii.



o R=AE Bnag) Fxo| MEE

37] i8] 845e) BUXNE 23} 02 I Aot ooly] Fog F=
BRI, £ 2 R0 opE|Q] F-4-20] o}F"e ths ofolr] }ok 22
(Origen)& thaa} o] F48IA: shbde] AlAlel Sle Adid RAel 3%
& Ulg} 2RB0) F2EUD, 7 FHE e o 43 2uaAel? a4
2k shidogre 1§ A 91 Fske AL s g Rl
EA9) YU F2HA) ¥ FES Ui E2he AL wE Yo

ago 2ate 7] EREFAAE] AR U2 58 3= FA)
dhed] lo] A digjalelrk 2y ojelgo] A7IEIRick HAR} FHWUE
T olENd gz gEgeiehe) F ol 2ute el Wolgdd 5 gl
€ Zojick Wk Az Holle 2u2v} €A Aao) FgezA shide vke
of AL FzAlel Exo2i e AME 7w WalR a spoken
Word) A3 Al dej ez Q44 EA4E 7P e Aolehd, 8d 1
e EeseE Aoln, EAAY A2E 1:7d /K 27 i gl
Folck Arpzt 232471 shpd glEo] JUsAIE 48] AL £5 fie
Aolx 2317 spute] Pz FAlo] B Aojtk FhEe] YA Uig =2u
28] B33 FA7} g 22 aee] 73R shdel i B2 AR
ZolasjelA A7kl 2 71583 =€ ARG 2L F 7H B4
& #3390k AR, T oA 2 o]@L Bkl o8 YAIE T Yzl
A AlE I, g 2Rl g ie)ole] SHUE: BEFog gl
oz &l Fo|ok. IFTHY 2 uAE FUF EA7L ohu) e oz o)y
429 2gAe 2uiE GURE W Eojrja 3o 2 Aded) oj&g
FAA: 28] $APAT 2% g2 A EAZAZIHEC - 2
T20] U HIEHEP] FEU 2 A5kast 7] A ESREFoR R HY

20) Exhortation to the Greeks, 1; Stromateis, 1v.
22) Contra Celnem, 11. 31.
23) On Fast Principles, 1. 3.

21



BERiT A& 181002 6.

W A A ZA2) AL FJAHGRIA oW shide] Afee
A9} & HHAA. ole) $2{Arius: ef 225 Shpdoldg FAHA Y
ot A9e) §7 ol — YA e vt F25E shide] o8 Fzect
T FPgoeH Fae] ZsE AUk

21 A2 42) 28] ol2)$2 =4(Arian Controversy)& 23127} hie] &
2Bl e UE xBolBtx sE F 71 A9t o Ense AN
2 shhdo] o)1 2432 EAfolche Aasjol2ANTH: AE Bof Zrk v}
A 2397} 359 Vol Hleld AR olettAl $2(Athanasius)e] st
£ ohA) shido) oW g Ye s HT o)H FolA ARE Aol7)o} 2ar9)
Aol WAAE 71 AolabALt o)xe) 9igrka ke el Aj3) Tigh
£ vl 9ok 2318 shide BAZo s Aaolal Yook 21247) 9
48] shbde) ohEoldl R iz shbde) 1 &4 efM ol UAle} A7}
TP e 2use AuA shide) 394 shuidolAl g, 3xd At ojin
Ul Zolale], opsi s} @ S BAE 7N BolAlch

oleiaiziol AHIA %8 e BRMAI} oIk ol gt =elz
BE] g7y Hojch W} he Wylo 2 EEY AAE NS 4 el 2
27 AR Folu B2 Rolehd, JAFdE BN §oo] M AR
o) B4 &o|ME 243 2AE A3 71 471 QA ek i wieF 232}
A8 223 A o9t BE shbdolAn, o} AAsta T §
£ 898 B4R Be) 222El(ex nihilo)) A B¢ 244 dot
o, A 280 Ao) BAZAE 23¢ Bell B8 FA8T 19 2R v
g3k Hole ¥ 4 U weh M¢ Aotk 22\na shidst Fxge) #7)
of thet A 714 78 — ol TR 0¥ E FANE T8 Al goleky BHA)
$1 — o) shie] AolHo] Eehbil Bk ol UERNEL BAL A% EYFoe
A=, 270 AN BAE BRE s71E AT 2 AE P2 AL of
Uthe 91394 25(strain}g HEo] ¥} BUEAEL BAMNAE TE B
E A} A AAQ EA) - AR o e A shRlH - 232 $2€ A
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ofc! =AM BASL Yol Mgt

ozt oYY 2EolFoxEd ANENEFANEE e & PHes
FABAEL shbdd AAs ke, shide AEdAE oA, &
e shide) AHraE BP9 A AT ot AR 7IR]A do:
ol¥EA ] A Ade BN EH FAE Aol BB A4 FPV AR
ol Sl YHHQY Yoz Ee AREY F¥6 YR o] e A
+ gle 2902 Bt} Jeiu RAUER A, shbdo] EAlE FARAM A
ANE Fosiivhe AHdol £33 &gt oA AXehe YAIF2Ze olY
B¢ UEARE et doplele Aolx, F25E FxE o] LE FE@
EA el WA she gaigol oiitke 2 onlgitt 19] A7Akeo] A4
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The Divine Logos and the Goodness of Creation

From New Testament times onward, Christianity and Greek
‘philosophy came into repeated contact. The apostle Paul, addressing
an audience of Stoics and Epicureans in Athens, cited the Stoic
philosopher Cleanthes's Hymn to Zeus as testimony to a divine
Creator. " Both his letters and those of John reveal that Christians
were interacting with current philosophical ideas; and the church
fathers of the first three centuries not only cite pagan writers whom
they think support their belief in one god, but they also note what in
those philosophers and poets deserves acceptance and what does
not.

Plato in particular was positively regarded: not only Plato, to be
sure, but the Stoics to some extent also, especially on matters of
ethics. But Plato receives the most widespread praise. Justin
Martyr, for instance, himself a philosopher-turned-evangelist,
applauds Plato’s idea of a transcendent, incorporeal and unchanging
God by whom this cosmos was created and on whom it depends, and
the belief that the soul is a rational being, like God; this despite
Plato’s notion that the soul is inherently immortal and subject to
cycles of reincarnation. In similar fashion, Clement of Alexandria

praises Plato for seeing that God is One, the creator who gave order

1) Acts 17:16~34.
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to the cosmos, whom we should contemplate and seek to be like.

Origen also refers to Plato’s belief in the goodness and
transcendence of the creator, the goodness of the material world
and the soul’s need for purification. Augustine subsequently sums it
up with an extended discussion in book W of his City of God: Plato
is justly to be preferred to all the other philosophers because he
says God is the cause of the creation’s existence, the source of the
light of truth, the end in reference to which life is to be regulated by
the imitation of God, and because he affirmed the immateriality and
immortality of the soul?

To see why they singled out these features of Plato’s thought, we
have not only to recognize the obvious parallels to Christian
theology — for theology was still at a very formative stage in the
second and even the third century — but also to see how Gnosticism
threatened the Christians of that day. Early hints of it appear in the
New Testament. In his Colossian letter, Paul refers to the
asceticism associated with the worship of various “powers” and
“spirits of the universe”, Elsewhere, to ascetics who forbade
marriage, he responds that everything God created is good, and he
wams against “the godless chatter and contradictions of what is

falsely called knowledge.™ John argues against those who denied

2) AH. Amstrong cites these and other Christian responses to Greek
philosophy in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy
(Cambridge Univ. Press, 1967).

3) I Timothy 6:20, RSV.
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that Christ “came in the flesh” by claiming “we have heard - - - seen
with our eyes --- looked upon and touched with our hands”, the
living Logos.?

Gnosticism was a mixture of Greek and Eastern ideas, sometimes
with Jewish or Christian overtones. According to a typical version
of it, God is utterly transcendent and unknown, but there emanates
from him a hierarchy of spirits and powers that include both angelic
beings and human souls. One such power, out of hybris, asserted its
independence of God, ran amok and formed the material world by
some tragic accident. A dualism of spirit and matter resulted, with
matter ruled by the powers of darkness and therefore evil. So God
is not creator of all, the world is not goo'd, and human beings are
trapped in an alien sphere, condemned to ignorance in a darkened
world where all we can do is avoid its enticements with ascetic

discipline. What hope of escape exists lies in discovering esoteric

secrets about the unknown God, which will shed the light of truth
and dispel the darkness of ignorance from the human mind. This
secret knowledge, gnosis, Gnostic religion purported to offer its
devotees”

The Gnostics claim that creation is devoid of value threatened
Christianity on many fronts. If matter is evil, not good, then a

transcendent God who is altogether good could not incarnate

4) 1 John 1:1~2, RSV.

5) On ancient Gnosticism, see Kurt Rudolph, Grasis, transl. R. M. Wilson
(Harper and Row, 1983): and Gilles Quispel, “Gnosticism”", Enc. of Religion,
ed., Mircea Eliade (Macmillan, 1987), vol. V, pp. 566~574.
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himself in human flesh; at best Christ only appeared to have a body.
This “docetic” view of Christ had to be contested. If matter is evil,
moreover, then asceticism is required and marriage could not be
ordained by God, nor are the riches of nature’s harvest the gifts of
God to be enjoyed. The benefits of culture should also be spurned.
And if escape lies in securing the secret gnosis, then salvation is
gained by knowledge, not by faith. This was a very different gospel
from what the apostles preached.

In the face of this threat, the Stoics and Plato looked good.
Stoicism, apparently building on Heraclitus, asserted that the
cosmos is governed by a rational law, the divine logos, and that seeds
of the logos, logoi spermatikoi, enliven and govern every living
thing and provide human beings with rational souls. God then is not
remote and transcendent, related to this world only via a hierarchy
of emanating spirits; he is not far from any of us: “in him we live and
move and have our being” as Cleanthes said. He is the ever-living
Logos, immanent in everything, a corporeal being of which the
human soul is itself a seed, a divine spark. This Stoic pantheism,
contrasted with Gnostic dualism, sees God as rational and good, the
world too, and the human body. Matter is not evil, running amok, but
good.

This appealed to the church father Tertullian, struggling as he

~ was with Gnosticism and its Docetist outcome, for it enabled him to
affirm one God as maker of heaven and earth, hence the goodness of
all creation. Moreover, if the rational soul too is corporeal, as Stoics
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held, then corporeal things are not per se evil. Tertullian adopted
their “traducian” theory that each individual’s soul, being corporeal,
is transmitted in sexual reproduction. If sex brings the rational soul
to birth, then sex must be of God: it is not evil but good, and so then
is marriage. Consequently Gnostic dualism in which matter is evil,
the Incarnation is denied and asceticism embraced, is overcome with
one stroke by the adoption of Stoic beliefs.®

This was no doubt an attractive way of responding to Gnosticism
for it grounds values in the Logos-structure of reality, but the price
was more than other church fathers were willing to pay. They
preferred Plato’s account of a transcendent God and the
immateriality of the soul, which we saw in chapter two. Plato’s God,
the Demiurge, ordered the creation for good ends on the pattern of
eternal forms, and the creation is enlivened and governed by the
immanence of a World Soul. The material world, therefore, is not
itself evil, but rationally formed and good, and the improvement of
the soul is possible by contemplation of the eternal forms and of
God. Values again are grounded in the real.

But early Christian writers were not satisfied simply to cull
helpful ideas from the Greeks. They puzzled over how these pagans
came to know so much. As Justin Martyr asked, “How can the
philosophers speculate correctly or speak truly of God, when they
have no knowledge of him, since they have never seen or heard
him?™ The language here is a patent allusion to the words cited above

6) See Tertullian’s Against Marcion and Treatise on the Soul.
7) Dialog with Trypho, iv. His initial response to the question is that God is “to
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from the apostle John's first letter: how can those who have not seen
and heard and touched the incarnate Logos declare the truth about
God? Plato himself observed that “the father and maker of all this
universe is past finding out, and even if we found him, to tell him to
all men would be impossible™

Justin replies that Plato borrowed from Moses, having learned of
him while in Egypt, but then disguised the truth for fear of the

hemlock.? Clement similarily suggests that Plato learned from those
“wiser than the Greeks”, in this case the Hebrewswho honor the
immortal God."” Augustine considers whether Plato might have met
Jeremiah in Egypt, but he quickly realized that Plato was there
much later than Jeremiah and too-early to have read the Septuagint
translation of the Old Testament. So the hypothesis that Plato
borrowed from Judaism seemed to have little if any basis. How then
did he discover the truth?

Another explanation appears in the patristic writings, one which
appeals to John's statements about the Logos at the outset of his
gospel:

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God; all

things were made through him and without him was not

be perceived by the mind alone, as Plato affirms”.
8) Timaeus, 28, Clement agreed: see his Exhortation to the Greeks, Vi. 59.
9) Hortatory Address to the Greeks, X X | ~ X X Viii; First Apology, 1ix ~1 X.
10) Exhortation to the Greeks, Vi. 60.
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anything made that was made. In him was life, and the life was
the light of men--- the true light that enlightens every man
~ was coming into the world."”

Justin Martyr asserts that Plato and others like him, through their
“participation of the seminal Divine Word” and “by means of the
engrafted seed of the Word which was implanted in them, had a dim
glimpse of the truth”.!® Their understanding was certainly
incomplete and sometimes they contradict what Christians believe,
for they have only seeds of truth and do not know the whole Logos
Jesus Christ. So also Clement: the glimpses of truth in pagan
-writers point to Christ the Logos, for we are “rational images
formed by God’s Word™.”® Origen too ascribes the truth that pagans
perceive to universal ideas implanted in the souls of all men by the
Divine Logos."® Philosophy in fact was to the Greeks what the law
was for Jews: it prepared them for Christ. So the seeds of truth in
the philosophers belong also to Christians, who can reunite them to
the whole truth about the Logos from which they were torn.

Whereas Gnosticism produced an unreflective acceptance of the
secret gnosis, Christianity properly values the truth it finds in the
philosophy and culture of the Greeks. All truth is God's truth no

11) John 1:1~4, 9, Cp. Hebrews 1:1~3, 10~12. On John’s Logos and its
Jewish and pre-Christian background see J.D.G. Dunn, Christology in the
Making (Westminster Press, 1980), ch.Yf.

12) First Apology, x 1vi; Second Apology, x iii.

13) Exhortation to the Greek, | 6; X 1| .93.

14) Contra Celsum, Liv. 3; De Principiis, 1. ij .
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matter where it is found. ,

But the church fathers, following the suggestion in John's gospel,
see Christ not only as the Logos of all human knowledge but also as
the Logos of creation by whom all things were made, and who
remains immanent in everything. This they are all quick to admit,
Tertullian included, as something the Stoics rightly saw, and yet
imperfectly so and incompletely, for the Stoics did not know the
whole Logos, having only the seeds of truth commingled with error.
Yet it is nonetheless because the Logos of Creation is revealed in
the Incarnation that we affirm creation is good, contrary to the
Gnostics. The inadequacies the fathers saw in both Stoicism and
Platonism led them to doctrines about God and the Logos which
have distinguished Christianity from Greek philosophy to this day,
claiming a more satisfactory treatment of the basis for both good
and evil than the Greeks at their best achieved.

What then distinguished the Christian from the Greek Logos? To
get at this, we need to look more closely at the Middle Platonism
with which those Christian writers were well acquainted.® A varied
and eclectic movement, it provided philosophical justification for the
pagan Greek and Roman religion which had been undergoing a
first-century revival. Plato’s God, the One or Good, was of course
very remote and transcendent, and Plato himself had problems

explaining how things in this world could participate in the eternal

15) See John Dillon, The Middle Piatonists (Cornell Univ. Press, 1977); and
AH. Amstrong ep.it., part 1.
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forms which served as archetypes for the Divine Maker. Middle
Platonism treated the traditional gods as belonging to a hierarchy of
intermediary beings, necessary agents in both the divine and the
cosmic economy. They retained the Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus,
equating him with the Mind{Nous} in which all the eternal forms
resided, and identified this with the Stoic Logos. About Plato’s
World Soul they were less clear, although some of them agreed with
Plato that it was the active agent in creation, A kind of divine trinity
therefore emerged, with the Logos known as deuteros theos
(second god).

Others accepted as rational and good only the One and the Nous,
calling it the Monad. Influenced by the Pythagorean dualism of
peras (form ) and the apeiron (formlessness), they equated World
Soul with apeiron and with Plato’s Dyad, that formless receptacle
on which order had to be imposed. Since matter itself is chaotic and
therefore the source of evil, only form and reason can save us.
Ascetic tendencies developed, but primarily an emphasis on the
contemplation of unchanging forms and the imitation of God.

The salient Middle Platonist theme which attracted Christians

was the divine Logos within an eternal trinity.!® This provides the

16) Middle Platonism led also to the Neoplatonism of Plotinus, a third
century revival of Platonism supported by the Emperor Julian as a
Hellenic substitute for Christianity. Ammonius Saccas, the Alexandrian

from whose work it derived, was at one time an active member of the
Alexandrian Christian school and reportedly a contemporary of both
Origen and Arius.
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needed link between a transcendent God and his creation, one which
ascribes to God himself the rational ordering of creation. It involved
changing the Stoic view that corporeal seeds of the cosmic Logos
govern nature into a more Platonic or Pythagorean view of logoi as
forms immanent in all finite things; thereby both the world and
rational souls participate in eternal archetypes in the divine Nous or
Logos. Christ is then the Logos both of human knowledge and of
creation.

The first century Alexandrian Jew, Philo, had puzzled over the
gulf between a transcendent God and his creation, introducing a
hierarchy of intermediaries of whom the Logos is the highest. God is
good, the Monad who first creates the forms within his own mind,
and then the sensible world made on their pattern. The Logos is the
totality of those forms, the divine wisdom, an overall rational order

conceived by God and now operative in creation much like Plato’s
World Soul.

For God, being God, pledged in advance that a beautiful copy
would never be produced except from a beautiful pattern and
that no sense object would be irreproachable that was not
modelled after an archetypal and intelligible idea. So when he
willed to create this visible world, he first formed the
intelligible world, so that he might employ a pattern
completely Godlike and incorporeal.”

17) Philo of Alexandria; The Contemplative Life, the Giants, and Selections, transl. D.
Winston (Paulist Press, 1981), p.99. Cp. E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction

33



BelRiT M 5H 12/1002. 6.

Tertullian echoed the Stoics.

Even your own philosophers agree that the Logos, that is,
Word and Reason, seems to be the maker of the universe.
This Logos Zeno [the Stoic] defines as the maker who formed
everything according to a certain arrangement, the same
Logos (he says) is called Destiny, God, the Mind of Jupiter,
and the inevitable Fate of all things. Cleanthes combines all
these predicates with Spirit which, according to him,
permeate, the Universe. Moreover, we too ascribe Spirit as its
proper substance to that Word, Reason and Power by which,
as we have said God made everything.'®

But Tertullian accepts the idea of a two-stage Logos akin to Philo’s,
the Logos before creation as the wisdom of God and the Logos as
the immanent power within creation.'”

Justin Martyr, however, follows the Platonists when he asserts
that God created everything in his goodness out of shapeless matter,
and he speaks approvingly of Plato's saying that God is the One. He
admits that “when we say that God created and arranged all things in
this world, we seem to repeat the teachings of Plato.” Clement's

to Philo Judaeus (Blackwell, 1962); H. A. Wolfson, Philo(2 vols, Harvard
Univ. Press, 1948), and Henry Chadwick, ch. 8 in A. H. Armstrong, op.
dt., ch. 8.
18) Apology, Xxi . 10.
19) Against Praxeas, Vi. Cp. H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers,
I 45, 73~4.
20) First Apology, xx. Cp. Apol. X .; Exhortation to the Greeks, XX .
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Platonism also shows up when he says creation “tuned into concert
the discord of the elements, that the whole universe might be in
barmony - - -.”and he speaks of “the Logos, son of the Nous which is
the Father.™ Origen argues

++-that God gave command about the vast things in the world
and they were created, and that he who received the

command was the divine L.ogos®

Yet he disagrees with Plato over the eternality of matter and of
uncreated souls, for nothing exists which has not received its
existence from God®

The Logos then is God’s intermediary both in creating and in
governing the universe, as middle Platonism proposed. But
difficulties presented themselves, The two-stage Logos of Philo and
Tertullian, also accepted by Justin and Clement, was unacceptable
to Origen. [f before creation the Logos existed only
as the totality of wisdom in God’s mind, and if at creation the Logos
gained personal existence by being emitted into the world like a
-spoken Word that brings order out of chaos, then matter itself is
chaotic and there is no inherent value to a material creation after
all. Moreover the Logos would be neither co-eternal with God nor
fully divine, but rather himself a created being. The ambiguous

21) Exhortation to the Greeks, | ; Stromateis, |V.
22) Contra Celsum, ][ . 31.
23) On First Principles, 1.3.
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relation of the Logos to Plato’s One was transferred to the relation
of Jesus Christ to the Biblical God, and precipitated an extended
Christological controversy in the early church.

It involved two questions, First, the two-stage theory of the
Logos, implied by Plato and made explicit in Philo, was essentially
taken for granted by Tertullian, Justin Martyr and Clement of
Alexandria. The Logos then was not an eternal being. On the other
hand, Irenaeus and Origen maintained a one-stage theory, claiming
that the Logos was generated from eternity. They prevailed, but in
doing so posed a second question — whether the eternal generation
of the Logos was a necessary overflow of the divine being (a
position taken by Ammonius Saccas and later Neoplatonist’s), or
whether it was by an act of God's free will. Arius took the latter
view, claiming that there was a time when the Logos was not and
that he was created by God out of nothing.

The resultant “Arian controversy” revealed that both alternatives
led to the same result, that whether the logos was an emanation or a
separate creation he was not fully God but was a subordinate being.
Athanasius’ solution, which the church finally adopted at the Council
of Nicea in 325, was to find a third alternative, that the generation of
the Logos was neither a necessity, as if God needed something and
so was in some way deficient, nor an act of will. Rather God is
generative by nature: it is in the very being of God that the Logos is
eternally the divine Son. As the Nicene Creed puts it, he is “very
God of very God; begotten not made, being of one substance with the
Father.”
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In effect, then, the Christological controversy arose from debate
about whether the material creation is good. For if the Logos was
either generated or created to order an otherwise chaotic world,
then the Gnostics were essentially correct and the good has no
intrinsic basis in the nature of things. Yet if the Logos is eternally
and fully God, equally with the Father, and if he brought the entire
creation into being ex nihilo, rather than shaping preexistent and
recalcitrant matter, then the entire creation and even matter bears
witness to its maker and his purposes, and that is good.

A distinction therefore begins to emerge between three views of
the relation between God and creation that we now identify as
dualism, pantheism and theism. The dualist echoes the Gnostic
strain that matter exists independently of God, that while it needs
order and control it is itself uncreated. The pantheist pursues the
Stoic and Neoplatonist direction that sees the material world along
with everything else as emanating from the divine being and
essentially one with it. The theist on the other hand distinguishes
God from nature; God is self-existent but nature is given existence
as well as order by God's free act of creating. For the dualist the
creation is shaped ex materia; for the pantheist it emanates ex
deo; for the theist it is an eéx nihilo creation. The dualist regards
matter itself as devoid of positive worth, the source of evil. The
pantheist saw evil as a necessary lack in finite things, a privation
unavoidably inherent in their finiteness. For the theist, however, the

fact that God gives order in giving existence undercuts the Gnostic
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dualism of material existence and rational order, while ex nihilo
creation means that evil is not an inherent necessity in all finite
existence. The way is open for a Christian view of good and evil such
as Augustine spelled out more fully in the context of a Logos
doctrine akin to that adopted by his predecessors.
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