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SAYI EDITORUNDEN

Bu 6zel saymin ¢ikmasi stireci sevgili meslektasim Prof. Dr. Mehmet Mah-
fuz Soylemez’in 6nerisiyle basladi. Kendisi bana bir Dinler Tarihi 6zel sayisi
cikarmay teklif edince, ben de bunun cok genis olacagini onun yerine Hiris-
tiyanlik 6zel sayisinin daha uygun olacagini séyledim. Makale yazarlarindan
Hiristiyanlikla ilgili calistiklar sahalarda giris mahiyetinde makaleler yaz-
malarm istedik. Béylece Turkiye’de bu konulara entelekttiel ya da akademik
ilgi duyan herkesin her zaman basvurabilecegi bir referans sayis1 ¢ikartmay
hedefledik. Bazilar1 daha fazla bazilar gérece daha az da olsa btitiin maka-
leler bu belirlenen formata uygun oldu. Saymnin birka¢ ay 6nce hazir olmasi
planlanmisti, fakat tilkemizde gectigimiz yaz aylarinda yasanan olagantistu
gelismeler pek cok yazarimizin makalelerini s6z verdikleri tarihlerde yazama-
masina neden oldu. Bu nedenle derginin basimi biraz gecikmis oldu.

Maurice Boutin’in “Bultmann’s Understanding of God” adli makalesi, 20.
asrin en buytik Protestan teologlarindan biri olan ve tilkemizde kismen bili-
nen Rudolf Karl Bultmann’'in (1884-1976) hayati ve temel fikirleri konusun-
da yazilmis ¢ok énemli bir calismadir. Boutin ¢alismalariyla ¢igir agcmis bir
Bultmann uzmani olarak, kendisinden rica ettigimiz “Bultmann’a giris” ma-
hiyetindeki makaleyi kusursuz bir sekilde yazdi. Teologun uzun bir émre ve
akademik kariyerine sigdirdig1 ¢cok miktarda calisma ve diistinceleri icinden
en dnemlilerini secerek bu konudaki gortislerini daima onun eserlerine atif-
la ve buytik bir titizlikle ortaya koyan Boutin, 19. asrin sonlar ile 20. asrin
baslar arasindaki dénemde pozitivizm, kritik Yeni Ahit calismalar: ve tarih-
sel Isa tartismalari ile mitithis bir saldirtya ve meydan okumaya maruz kalan
Hiristiyanlig1 btiytik bir 6zgtivenle ve son derecede tist perdeden bir teorik
bakisla savunan Bultmann1 en mukemmel sekilde ele almaktadir. Kanaa-
timizce Maurice Boutin'in titiz calismas1 mtikemmel bir diistince tarihciligi
ornegidir ve bu bakimdan ilahiyat faktiltelerindeki doktora tezlerinde benzeri
sahis ve kavram calismalarina 6rnek teskil edebilecek bir kalitededir.

“Theosebes’ler ve Erken Hiristiyanlik” adli makalede, Prof. Dr. Kuirsat De-
mirci ve Tugrul Kurt mo6. 1. asirdan ms. 5. asra kadar Akdeniz cografyasinda
etkin olan God-Fearers ya da Theosebes’ler olarak bilinen Yahudi sempati-
zanl pagan cemaatini ele aliyorlar. Grup Grek kiilturt ile diyaspora Yahudi-
ligi arasmnda kopru vazifesi gormuis, daha sonra o6zellikle Pavlus'un gentile
misyonunda ilk hedef kitlesini olusturmustur. Yahudi kulttrtine asinaliklar
onlarin benzer mesajlarla gelen Hiristiyan misyonerlerinin mesajlarimi daha
kolay kabul etmelerine yol agmistir. Ayrica yazarlar bu grubun Islam’'in gel-
digi ddnemde Arabistan’da da var olabilecegini sdyltiyorlar. Daha da ilginci
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Islam kulttirtintin iyi tamidig1 Haniflerin Theosebes’ler denilen bu kimselerle
ayni olabilecegini séyltiyorlar.

McGill Universitesi'nde Kilise Tarihi profesérii olarak calisan W. J. Tor-
rance Kirby, Kralice Birinci Elizabeth déneminde gerceklestirilen ve Anglikan
Kilisesimin olusumuyla neticelenen reformun bas savunucusu ve fikir babasi
olan fakat tilkemizde fazla taninmayan Richard Hooker'm hayatini ve eser-
lerini tanmitan 6énemli bir makale yazdi. Hooker, ilahi kanun doktrini tizerine
temellendirdigi teolojisinde Ingiltere monarsisinin basindaki kral ya da kra-
liceyi hem kilisenin hem de devletin basindaki otorite olarak taniyan bir po-
litik teoloji gelistirdi. Bu makalenin bu 6énemli teorisyen hakkinda yapilacak
calismalara 1sik tutacagini umuyoruz.

Fuat Aydin, Antakya Hiristiyanlig1 hakkindaki makalesinde Helenistik do-
nemdeki kurulusundan itibaren Ge¢ Antik¢ag'im sonlarina kadar diinyanin
en 6nemli kultlir merkezlerinden biri konumunda olan Antakya'nin Hiris-
tiyanliga etkisini ele aliyor. En 6nemli teolojik tartismalarin merkezindeki
Teslis ve Kristoloji konularinda belirleyici bir yeri olan bu sehirdeki “Antakya
Kutsal Kitap Ekolti” ve bu ekolti olusturan kiilttirel ve demografik geri plan
ele alimiyor. Bu bakimdan basta gnostisizm olmak tizere, bu sehirdeki Ya-
hudilerin, pagan kiiltlerinin, Maniheizm’in Hiristiyanhga etki eden yo6nleri
kisa ve 6z olarak ele alimyor. Ardindan Hiristiyanlikla birlikte burada ortaya
cikan pek cok teolog ve goruisleri ele alimiyor. Bunlar arasinda Samosatali
Pavlus, Arytis ve Nestorius sayilabilir. Makale, tim bu konular panaromik
bir sekilde ele almas1 ve Antakya ekolli cercevesi icinde baglantilandirmasi
bakimindan bu konularla ilgilenen herkesin okuyabilecegi bir giris metni ola-
rak degerlendirilebilir.

Tarafimizdan kaleme alinan “Constantine and the Christian Church: The
Divine Roles of the Church and the Roman Empire in Eusebius of Caesarea’s
De Sepulchro Christi” adli makale ise Roma imparatoru Konstantin’in Hiristi-
yanlig1 resmen tanidifi ve destekledigi donemde Kilise tarafindan bu alisilma-
dik duruma verilen tepki tizerinde durduk. Ctunkt Hiristiyanlar Konstantin
doénemi 6ncesindeki ti¢ asirdan fazla stirecte Roma Imparatorlugu tarafindan
suirekli olarak gayri mesru din (religio illicita) statiistinde olmuslar ve bliytik
zuliimlere maruz kalmislardi. Halbuki Konstantin sadece onlar1 mesru din
stattistine (religio licita) cikarmakla kalmadi, devlet biitcesinden onlara her
tarlt yardim ve destegi vermekten de ¢cekinmedi. Kilisenin bu yeni duruma
cevabim Kayzeria piskoposu Eusebius vermistir. Ona goére iki kurum bu yeni
durumu ilahi tedbirin bir neticesi olarak gormelilerdi. Kilise ve Imparatorluk
bu nedenle dostluk ve isbirligi icinde insanliga hizmet etmelilerdi. Makalemiz
bu argtimam detaylandiriyor ve Eusebius’un politik teolojisini tasvir ediyor.

Dursun Ali Aykit “Yahudi Hiristiyanligimin Ayak izlerinde: Etiyopya Kili-
sesi” adli makalesinde Etiyopya Kilisesinin 6ne cikan 6zelliklerini ele aliyor.
Bu kilisenin Hiristiyanlik tarihindeki ilk cemaatlerden biri olusunu izah et-
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tikten sonra, onlarin pek cok konuda su anda kaybolmus olan Yahudi Hiris-
tiyanlariin izinden gittiklerini izah ediyor. Etiyopya Kilisesi ¢zellikle Musa
Seriatine bagl kalmasi, stinnet gelenegine, Sabat kurallarina btiytik 6lctide
riayet etmesi ve yilin btiytik cogunlugunda oruc ibadetine devam etmesi gibi
hususlarda Yahudilere benzer sekilde davranir. Makale Etiyopya Kilisesinin
inan¢ ve ibadetlerine bir giris mahiyeti tasiyor ve bu konuya ilgi duyanlar
acisindan ¢ok 6énemli bir referans kaynagi olmaya aday goértntuyor.

~_ o«

Ismail Taspinarin kaleme aldig: “II. Vatikan Konsili ve Katolik flahiyatina
Etkisi” baslikli makale Katolik Kilisesinin modern diinyanin meydan oku-
malarina kurumsal bir cevap ve adaptasyon c¢abasi olarak yapilan II. Vati-
kan Konsili'ni ele almaktadir. Makalede konsilin toplanmasim gerekli kilan
sartlar, ele alinan kararlar ve Katolik Kilisesi'ndeki entelektiiel seckinlerin
bu kararlarin teolojik sonuclarina yénelik elestirileri ve bunlarin dogurdugu
tartismalar ele alinmaktadir. Ozellikle diger din mensuplarina yénelik aci-
Iim ve diyalog kararlar ve bunlarin neticesinde ttim diinyada yapilan dinler
arasi diyalog calismalar1 tilkemizde de sik¢a giindeme gelen konulardandir.
Bu bakimdan makalenin verdigi bilgiler bu konularla ilgilenen herkese bir
perspektif verecektir.

Muhammed Tarake¢r ve Fatma Seda Sengul'tin birlikte kaleme aldiklan
“Yahudilikte Asli Gtinah Elestirisi: Hasday Crescas Ornegi” bashgin tasiyan
titiz calisma ilk insan olan Adem ve Havva'nin isledikleri ve cennetten kovul-
malarma neden olan ilk giinahin Hiristiyanhikta asli gtinah 6gretisine dontis-
tartlmesine Yahudi alimlerinin tepkisi konusunu ele aliyor. Hiristiyanlikta
bu giinahin bir giinahkar tabiat seklinde buittin insanlara sirayet etmesi ve
bunun izalesi icin Hz. Isa'min Tann Oglu sifatiyla carmihta can vermesi ge-
rektigi éngoruliar. Ancak Yahudiler bu ilk gtinahin insanlara etkisini kabul
etmekle birlikte bunun asli ginaha déntismesini ve bu giinaha kefaret icin
Hz. Isanin can vermesi gerektigi gortisiinii siddetle reddederler. Bu konu
Yahudilerin Hiristiyanlara karsi yazdiklar: reddiyelerde de en 6énemli tema-
lardan biridir. Makale bu reddiyelerden birini yazan Yahudi alimi Hasday
Crescas’'in (6. 1410) bu konuyu nasil ele aldigini aciklifa kavusturan ilging
ve 6nemli bir calismadir.

Son olarak, bu saymin ¢ikmasinin miisebbibi olan sevgili Prof. Dr. Meh-
met Mahfuz Soylemez hocama, 1smarladigim makaleleri titizlikle hazirlayan
tiim yazarlara, tashih ve redaksiyon stirecinde bana yardimlarini esirgeme-
yen asistanim saym Merve Susuz’a tesekkiir etmeyi bir bor¢ addediyorum.

Yararlh olmasi dilek ve temennilerimle.

3.12.2016
Doc. Dr. Bilal BAS
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BurtMann’s UNDERSTANDING OF GOD

Maurice BOUTIN
McGill University
Montreal, Canada

PRECIS - More and otherwise than demythologization, Bultmann’s
thinking and work suggest a new understanding of basic structures
of thought. The fact that faith usually takes place according to defin-
able regulations suggests to endow the environments in which it un-
folds with proper features. And yet, Bultmann’s thinking does depend
neither on regulations of language nor on so-called laws of life, but on
the intentional character of faith, i.e. the orientation of the movement
of faith. The unity of faith is not given and it does not hide within one
of the terms of the God-Man relation, but within relation itself. There
is an equiprimordiality not of objects, but of relations.

1. Biographical Sketch
2. Salient Aspects of Activity
2.1 The “Formgeschichtliche Schule”
2.2 Dialectical Theology
2.3 The “Confessing Church”
2.4 Demythologization
3. Basic Structures of Thought
3.1 Nonobjectifying Projection
3.2 Feuerbach’s Projection-Theory
3.3 Equiprimordiality and Correlation
3.4 To Speak of God Means to Speak of Man
4. Understanding God and God’s Action
4.1 An Deus Sit
4.2 The Possibility for Man to Imagine God
4.3 The Giddy Distance
4.4 The Daf3-Was Relationship

Conclusion
Bibliography

Ozet ve Plan

Mitolojiden armdirmanin (demythologization) 6tesinde, Bultman’'mn
duistincesi ve calismalar temel diistince yapilart konusunda yeni bir
anlayis énerir. Imanin genellikle tanimlanabilir diizenlemelere gore
var olusu, kendisini uygun nitelikleriyle acimladigi ortamlar: da sun-
dugu seklinde bir fikri 6nerir. Ancak yine de Bultman'in diistincesi ne
dil hiiktimlerine ne de yasam kanunlar: diye adlandirilan seylere da-
yanmamaktadir; aksine imanin maksath karakterine yani iman hare-
ketinin yénelimine dayanir. imanin birligi verilmis bir sey degildir ve
Tanri-Insan iliskisinin sartlarindan biri icinde gizlenmis de degildir,
fakat iliskinin kendi icine gizlenmis vaziyettedir. Burada nesnelere
degil fakat iligkilere ait bir esit-onceliklikik (equiprimordiality) vardir.
Makale asagidaki bashklardan olusmaktadir:
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1. Biyografi
2. Eylemin belirgin nitelikleri
2.1. Formgeschichtliche Ekolu
2.2. Diyalektik Teoloji
2.3. Itirafta Bulunan Kilise
2.4. Mitolojiden arindirma (demythologization)
3. Temel Duistince Yapilari
3.1. Nesnelestirmeyen Projeksiyon
3.2. Feuerbach'in projeksiyon teorisi
3.8. Esit-6nceliklikik (Equiprimordiality) ve korelasyon
3.4. Tann hakkinda konusmak insan hakkinda
konusmak demektir.
4. Tanrr'y1 ve Tanrr’'nin eylemlerini anlamak
4.1. An Deus Sit
4.2. Insan icin Tanrr'y1 tasavvur etme imkan
4.3. Bas dondurticti mesafe
4.4. Daf3-Was iliskisi
Sonug¢
Bibliyografya

* I thank Lic.Th. Lucien Coutu for his insightful suggestions.

1. Biographical Sketch

Rudolf Karl Bultmann was born on August 20, 1884, in Wiefelstede, a
village near the city of Oldenburg (Lower Saxony - Germany); he was the
son of a Lutheran pastor and the grandson of a missionary in West Africa
(Bultmann 1960, 283). He died on July 30, 1976, in Marburg an der Lahn
(Germany) and was buried there on August 4 of the same year.

After completing his final exams at the gymnasium in Oldenburg in 1903,
Bultmann studied theology and the history of religions at the universities of
Tubingen, of Berlin, and of Marburg (Johnson 1987, 9-17). As teachers he
had - among others - in Tubingen: Karl Mtller (Church history), and also
Adolf Schlatter (New Testament exegesis) to whom he often refers in his writ-
ings, particularly on the issue of the unity between thinking and life, for him
an important issue; - in Berlin: Julius Kaftan (systematic theology) — he men-
tions him but a few times in his writings (for instance Bultmann 1958b, 13),
without being much influenced by him, and also Hermann Gunkel (Old Tes-
tament exegesis) and Adolf von Harnack (Early Church history); - in Marburg:
Adolf Julicher and Johannes Weiss (New Testament exegesis). Weiss was one
of the founders of the so-called eschatological movement within critical theol-
ogy at the end of the nineteenth century and he made a profound and lasting
impression on the young Bultmann, judging by an article published in the
journal Theologische Bliitter in 1939, 25 years after Weiss’ death. In this ar-
ticle Bultmann writes that Weiss knew how to promote a sound work ethics
and encourage the ability to get at personal decisions through methodical
study instead of indulging in general statements. Erich Dinkler, the editor
of Zeit und Geschichte, a book dedicated to Bultmann on his 80" birthday,
writes something similar in his address:
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You have taught and shown us, by living it yourself through, that theology as a
thinking grounded in faith makes one really happy and free, that one must love
the New Testament writings in order to understand them and that one learns how
to love them through understanding, that one can live a Christian life only under
exposure to risk, although one is seldom conscious of risk in one’s own practice of
faith. [...] You have often called our attention on the ongoing character of theologi-
cal work and of philosophical thought; precisely because of that you have urged
your disciples and friends to go beyond the results of your own research. (Dinkler
1984, p. vii; my translation)

The one who had the most decisive and lasting influence on Bultmann
while he was studying at Marburg University was the systematic theologian
Wilhelm Herrmann, his most cherished master, as Bultmann later acknowl-
edged, no less cherished, we may add - albeit for somewhat different reasons
— by Karl Barth. In a lecture on Herrmann’s thinking and work published in
1925 in the journal Zwischen den Zeiten Barth declared that Herrmann’s lec-
tures were among his best memories as a student in Marburg. He added that
it came certainly as no surprise when for years a small stream of Swiss stu-
dents would go on a pilgrimage to Marburg at the beginning of every semester
and that their unwilling minds towards all kind of authority were excited in
seeing traditionalism from right, rationalism from left, mysticism in the back
relegated in turn to scrap by Herrmann, while dogmatics - either positive of
liberal — was finally undergoing the same fate. Of course, this expression of
Barth’s own view may run the risk of putting Herrmann in a dubious light.
Therefore Barth hastened to explain that Herrmann knew very well that free-
dom - better: sincerity - is neither the first nor the only concern for a theo-
logian, that there is also authority in theological matters. Barth added that
Herrmann would constantly refer back to history — not just to Jesus’ interior
life, but also to the Bible and even to Church tradition as norms dogmatics
should adjust to, although he was less convincing on these matters. This he
knew and did not hesitate to tell it.

It is not possible here to offer a thorough approach to Herrmann'’s thought,
nor even to offer a full list of rapprochements with Bultmann’s thought. Only
the following points can be mentioned. Both Herrmann and Bultmann insist
on the distinction between nature and history, on God’s revelation not as
teaching (German: “Lehre”) but as an event that places Man before God, on
understanding faith not as acceptance of, and support to doctrine, but first
of all as a living personal relationship with God in Jesus Christ. The necessity
for Christians - underlined by Herrmann - to combine the idea of work! and
the idea of faith (German: “Glaubensgedanke”) in such a way that the former
be determined by the latter so that Christians should behave with faith, not
just out of faith, echoes Bultmann who says that “There are no particular
‘professions’ which perform works of faith and love; but all our acts in fulfill-

1 German: “Arbeitsgedanke”. See Boutin 1974, 225 note 3 & 612 (index).
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ing our everyday obligations can become such works” (Bultmann 1969, 142).
This also helps situate Bultmann’s following words:

There is neither a Christian science nor a Christian morality — there is neither a
political nor a social programme of Christian faith. There is no Christian art, nor
culture, nor educational system — no ‘Christian humanism’. Or course, all these
things do exist so far as Christians pursue them, or so far as they select their ma-
terials from the sphere of the thought world and the history of Christianity — art
and science, for example, are such. But it is an abuse of language to speak, then,
of ‘Christian’ science or art; for there is no Christian method in all these spheres
of intellectual life. There may well be Christian cobblers; but there is no Christian
shoe-making. (Bultmann 1955,156)

Bultmann asks: “For who has emphasized more forcibly than W. Her-
rmann that there is no specifically Christian ethic?”?

Quite often in his writings, Bultmann states that “the ground and the
object of faith are identical,” and sometimes he explicitly refers to Herrmann:
“It is true, as Wilhelm Herrmann taught us, that the ground and the object
of faith are identical. They are one and the same thing, because we cannot
speak of what God is in Himself but only of what He is doing to us and with
us” (Bultmann 1958b, 73). This statement is a reminder of the following
words by Herrmann: “What an almighty being is for himself remains hidden
to us. But he has shown himself in what he accomplishes for us. Of God we
can say only what he does for us”,® and these words should be compared to
Thomas Aquinas’ following words: “Of God we cannot say what He is, but
only what He is not, and which relation with Him all the rest has”.* This
statement is entirely adopted by Bultmann; he often states it without ex-
plicit reference to Herrmann. At least on two occasions he relates directly to
Melanchton’s motto: “Hoc est Christum cognoscere, beneficia ejus cognos-
cere” - “To know Christ is to know the benefits he confers” (Bultmann 1969,
279) — which, according to Bultmann, emphasizes the “problem with which
the church is faced afresh in every age,” namely the urgent need to work out
a christology centered on the meaning of the “new being” in Christ given by
God to Man in faith (Bultmann 1969, 285). A similar suggestion was made
21 years later by Karl Rahner:

In order conceptually to express the mystery of Christ, classical Christology makes
use of concepts of formal ontology, the content of which recurs at every level of
reality, according to the distinct mode of each: nature, person, unity, substance
and so on. Would it not be possible to go further, without abandoning classical
Christology, and make use of the concepts in terms of which the relation of cre-
ated things to God is conceived? [...] If such were the case, even the bare appear-

2 Bultmann 1969, 45, and also 107 & 111.

3 W. Herrmann, Die Wirklichkeit Gottes, 1914, pp. 41-42. - The Reality of God; my translation.

4  “Non enim de Deo capere possumus quid est, sed quid non est, et qualiter alia se habeant ad
ipsum” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, book 1, end of chapter 30).
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ance that what was offered in orthodox Christology was an anthropomorphic myth,
might perhaps be more easily avoided from the start. (Rahner 1960, 163-4 & 166)

It would be too long here to indicate how far Rahner’s suggestion differs
from Bultmann’s. One could possibly appreciate it by comparing Rahner’s
suggestion with Bultmann’s following statement from 1952: “In my opinion,
Christology should finally be radically free from objectifying thinking and be
worked out in a new ontological conceptuality”.®

With regard to Herrmann’s words from 1914 quoted above, Bultmann
writes:

W. Herrmann was always pointing out that ‘the laws of nature hide God as much
as they reveal him’. And although different terms are used, that statement is the
equivalent of the constantly repeated assertion of Barh and [Friedrich] Gogarten;
‘There is no direct knowledge of God. God is not a given entity.” (Bultmann 1969, 33)

For Bultmann, “Man, thinking he sees in nature God’s omnipotence, to
which he can freely surrender himself, has not as yet seen the real power of
nature at all, nor recognized its uncanny nature, and its ambiguity” (Bultmann
1954, 101-2). What is at stake here is a critique of the understanding of cos-
mos as transparent to God, which Bultmann was far from having initiated and
which he was not the only one to promote. Such an optimistic vision can claim
in no way to be based on a global perspective of the universe — not more than
its contrary vision; rather it is the consequence of an attempt — conscious or
not — to prove the existence of God as principle or cause of the universe, as well
as the contrary of it hopes to be able, and even forced, to reject such a God.
Yet, according to Bultmann, faith is neither optimism nor pessimism. Faith
dismisses both, and the question whether faith calls for an optimistic or a
pessimistic worldview becomes meaningless. The reason is, again according to
Bultmann, that both optimism and pessimism do take Man as criterium or as
“measure for everything” (according to the Greek sophist Protagoras), whereas
for Bultmann faith does not find its measure in Man.

This is most important for understanding the answer Bultmann gave for
the first time in 1925 to the question of God-talk put forward again in all
its radicality through the critique of the Stoics’ worldview widely present in
Christianity in the past and which Paul in his missionary activity (see for
instance Letter to the Romans 1, 18ss) made his own in order not to give
his listeners or readers to understand how God shows himself in nature, i.e.
outside Christ, but in order “to open their eyes solely for the revelation of God

5 “Mich dunkt, die Christologie sollte endlich radikal aus der Herschaft einer Ontologie des
objektivierenden Denkens befreit und in einer neuen ontologichen Begrifflichkeit vorgetragen
werden” (Bultmann 1952, p. 206, end of note 1; my translation). This footnote has not been
included in the text of Bultmann’'s Shaffer and Cole Lectures of 1951 published in 1958,
where Bultmann did use the text of 1952 (Bultmann 1958b, 83), most probably because it
is the text of lectures. Rudolf Schnackenburg does not mention it either in “Christology and
Myth” on Bultmann (Bartsch 1962, 336-355).
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in Christ! And so to make the accusation, ‘so that they are without excuse’!”
(Bultmann 1954, 114). Bultmann’s answer is stated thus: “[...] if a man will
speak of God, he must evidently speak of himself”. (Bultmann 1969, 55)

In a circular letter from February 15, 1925 to his friends,® Karl Barth
did not fail to mention - among the objections he did address to Bultmann
a few days before in a private conversation — the following: “He [Bultmann]
thinks much too much for my liking in an anthropological, Kierkegaardian,
Lutheran (+ “Gogartian”) way (“To speak of God means to speak of Man”)
[...]"” Under the label “To speak of God means to speak of Man”, Bultmann’s
answer will become later a kind of catch-word widely — and wildly! - spread
(more on this # 3.4) in order to support the most unbelievable conclusions as
to the alleged central dimension of his thinking as subjectivism, as anthro-
pocentrism, one could even add: as horizontalism, etc. Thus one will all too
easily forget that for Bultmann, theology is a reflection of faith on its object,
which is at the same time its ground, and that it is certainly a reflection on
Man, but as placed before God (coram Deo). Consequently, as Karl Rahner
states, “there is no theology without anthropology”.®

According to Bultmann, such a reflection on Man as placed before God
cannot develop without a deeper understanding of human existence which
would be ready to think more, as Martin Heidegger would say. Precisely the
lack of such has been at work in a large number of those who felt themselves
compelled to pass judgment on Bultmann’s theological project and to reject it.
Bultmann did refer back to the central idea of his 1925 article on the mean-
ing of God-talk at least twice. A year later he made clear that this is an issue
concerning not Man’s experiences (German: “Erlebnisse”), but Man’s reality in
which God speaks (Bultmann 1969, 113-115). In Jesus Christ and Mythology,
he gives a broader explanation and he declares among other things that “From
the statement that to speak of God is to speak of myself, it by no means fol-
lows that God is not outside the believer. This would be the case only if faith is
interpreted as a purely psychological event”. (Bultmann 1958, 70)

2, Salient Aspects of Activity

After this short survey on those who did influence Bultmann on decisive
aspects of his thinking, let us mention the salient aspects of his activity as an
exegete and theologian at Marburg University, a university-town in the German
State Hessen where Bultmann taught New Testament theology and also occa-
sionally preached at church services from 1921 until his retirement in 1951 (see
Johnson 1987, 9-17). Before being appointed in 1921 as successor of Wilhelm

6  Barth - Thurneysen 1966, 179-184. This circular letter is not included in Jaspert 1981.

7  Barth - Thurneysen 1966, 183; my translation. “Gogartian” refers back to one of the leaders
of the so-called dialectical theology, the theologian Friedrich Gogarten to whom Bultmann
did acknowledge in 1930 that he is no less obliged than to Martin Heidegger.

8 Karl Rahner & A. Gorres 1967, Der Leib und das Heil. Mainz: 1967, p. 36; my translation. The
Body and Salvation.
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Heitmuller (1869-1926) who had accepted a chair of New Testament theology
at the University of Bonn, Bultmann had taught four years at the University
of Breslau (Schlesien) and one year at the University of Giessen near Marburg
where he succeeded to Wilhelm Bousset. (Bultmann 1960, 283-288)

2.1 The “Formgeschichtliche Schule”

Based on his first significant publication with the title A History of Syn-
optical Tradition in 1921, Bultmann was among the founders of the ‘School
of Form History’ along with Karl Ludwig Schmidt who published in 1919 a
study on The Framework of the History of Jesus and Martin Dibelius who
authored The History of the Forms of the Gospel also published in the same
year. In his review of Dibelius’ book in the journal Theologische Literaturzei-
tung in 1919 Bultmann did broadly agree with Dibelius, but he also made
serious critiques. At the same time he expressed hope to show very soon that
the study of the tradition of Jesus’ words and its history has to take into ac-
count the methodological principle according to which certain laws would
allow to reach an even earlier stage of this tradition than the gospel of Mark
and the so-called common source of the synoptic gospels (named in German :
“Quelle”), once these laws have been established on the basis of a compari-
son between the tradition levels in Mark and the “Quelle” on the one hand,
and the gospel of Matthew and of Luke on the other hand. Here, Bultmann
alludes to his History of Synoptical Tradition, which offers more developed
analyses than Dibelius. Rightly so, K. L. Schmidt did consider Bultmann’s
book as unparalleled, with the exception of Adolf Julicher's monumental
study on The Parables of Jesus (vol. 1, 1888, and vol. 2, 1899).

2.2 Dialectical Theology

One might discuss at length the reasons why Bultmann did not adopt a
mere passive attitude with regard to the kind of tidal wave caused in German
Protestant theology by Karl Barth’s commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Ro-
mans published in 1919, but instead decided to actively participate in the de-
bate. Particularly the second edition of Barth’s commentary published in 1922
— the content of which, profoundly changed, had only a vague resemblance to
the first publication - did really attract Bultmann’s interest in the new theologi-
cal movement. Along with Barth, Eduard Thurneysen, Friedrich Gogarten, and
Emil Brunner, Bultmann was considered as representing what soon became
known as dialectical theology. Some did not hesitate to view Bultmann’s deci-
sion to support that movement as a desperate endeavor : in his circular letter
of March 4, 1924, Barth said that Rade regarded Bultmann as a sceptical
historian who, while doubting everything, has thrown himself into our arms.°
Actually, one cannot speak in Bultmann’s case — and also not in Gogarten’s or

9  Barth - Thurneysen 1966, 151-155; 151. - Martin Rade, founder and director of the journal
Die Christliche Welt, was since 1899 professor of systematic theology at Marburg University
and as such a colleague of Bultmann.
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in Brunner’s cases either — about unconditional surrender in the movement
launched by Barth. This is obvious already in the critiques addressed in Bult-
mann’s detailed review of Barth’s second edition of the commentary on Paul’s
Letter to the Romans published in the journal Die Christliche Welt 36 (1922)
col. 320-323, 330-334, 358-361, 369-373. In fact from the very beginning,
there were profound dissents until the official dissolution of the movement and
the end of publication of its organ, the journal Zwischen den Zeiten, in 1933.

As a matter of fact, Bultmann was deeply concerned in the meantime by the
correspondence between language as expressed thought and thinking itself.
During the 1920s he was looking for a language that would be more fitting to
what he wanted to say. Between 1922 and 1930 he set up this research under
the impulse first of all of Karl Barth, then of Friedrich Gogarten, but particu-
larly of Martin Heidegger who taught at Marburg University from 1923 to 1928
and whom Bultmann befriended, as documented for instance in the dedication
to Bultmann of Heidegger’s public lecture on Phenomenology and Theology in
Tubingen on March 9, 1927 and in Marburg on February 14, 1928. Therefore,
what is happening these years has not to do with a crisis of some sort - and for
sure not of a psychological type - allegedly caused by Bultmann’s decision to
face problems and dangers caused by doubt and to avoid compromise. Bult-
mann made it quite clear in 1927 when he replied to those who

want to know how I rescue myself from the situation created by my critical radical-
ism; how much I can still save from the fire. Wiser people, like P.[Paul] Althaus and
Friedrich Traub, have even discovered that I saved myself from my skepticism by
taking refuge in Barth and Gogarten. They must pardon me for finding their wisdom
comical. I have never felt uncomfortable with my critical radicalism; on the contrary,
I have been entirely comfortable. But I often have the impression that my conserva-
tive New Testament colleagues feel very uncomfortable, for I see them perpetually
engaged in salvage operations. I calmly let the fire burn, for I see that what is con-
sumed is only the fanciful portraits of Life-of-Jesus theology, and that means noth-
ing other than ‘Christ after the flesh’ [second letter of Paul to the Corinthians chap.
5, verse 16]. But the ‘Christ after the flesh’ is no concern of ours. How things looked
in the heart of Jesus I do not know and do not want to know. (Bultmann 1969, 132)

Later on, Bultmann will never feel the necessity of radical changes of mind
and spectacular conversions. He will stay remarkably faithful to himself, while
remaining fond of freedom and of truth, and also a clear-sighted observer, both
generous and critical, of the development of theological reflection.

2.3 The “Confessing Church” (“Bekennende Kirche”)

The rise of national-socialism and Adolf Hitler’s access to power in Berlin
on 30 January, 1933 were far from leaving Bultmann unconcerned. His first
lecture of the summer semester on May 2, 1933 offers a reflection on the
political events over the preceding months later published with the title “The
Task of Theology in the Present Situation” in the journal Theologische Blditter.
Bultmann begins as follows:
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Ladies and Gentlemen! I have made a point never to speak about current politics in
my lectures, and I think I also shall not do so in the future. However, it would seem
to me unnatural were I to ignore today the political situation in which we begin this
new semester. The significance of political happenings for our entire existence has
been brought home to us in such a way that we cannot evade the duty of reflecting
on the meaning of our theological work in this situation.

It should be emphasized, however, that what is at issue here is not the defense of
a political point of view; nor can our purpose be either to repeat the “happy yes” to
political events that is spoken all too quickly today or — depending on how we stand
with respect to these events — to give voice to a skeptical or resentful criticism.
Rather we must look at these events simply from the standpoint of their immense
possibilities for the future and ask ourselves what our responsibility is as theolo-
gians in face of these possibilities. (Bultmann 1960, 158)

Bultmann concludes the lecture by saying among other things:

By defamation one does not convince his adversaries and win them to his point
of view, but merely repulses the best of them. One really wins only by a struggle
of the spirit in which he respects his adversary. As a Christian, I must deplore
the injustice that is also being done precisely to German Jews by means of such
defamation. I am well aware of the complicated character of the Jewish problem in
Germany. But, “We want to abolish lies!” — and so I must say in all honesty that the
defamation of the Jews that took place in the very demonstration that gave rise to
this beautiful sentiment was not sustained by the spirit of love. Keep the struggle
for the German nation pure, and take care that noble intentions to serve truth and
country are not marred by demonic distortions!

But there is yet this final word. If we have correctly understood the meaning and
the demand of the Christian faith, then it is quite clear that, in face of the voices of
the present, this Christian faith itself is being called in question. In other words, it is
clear that we have to decide whether Christian faith is to be valid for us or not. It, for
its part, can relinquish nothing of its nature and claim; for “verbum Domini manet
in aetenum” [The word of God remains eternally]. And we should as scrupulously
guard ourselves against falsifications of the faith by national religiosity as against a
falsification of national piety by Christian trimmings. He issue is either or!

The brief words of this hour can only remind us of this decision. But the work of
the semester will again and again bring the question to our attention and clarify it
in such a way that the requisite decision can be clearly and conscientiously made.
(Bultmann 1960, 165)

In his sermon on 1 John 4, 7-12 given on July 2, 1933 during the litur-
gical ceremony at the end of the summer semester at the university and
published under the title God Calls Us, Bultmann did mention the “national-
socialist movement” explicitly and called out the critical power of faith. (Bult-
mann 1933)

In the Fall of 1933, Bultmann took a very active part — at least according
to Karl Ludwig Schmidt — not only in the writing of the memoir from the fac-
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ulty of theology of Marburg University on the bill regarding the nomination
of clergy and of employees in Church administration approved by the general
synod of the Prussian Church, but also in the writing of the declaration of a
group of professors on the so-called racial issue. For the bill entailed also a
paragraph on the Aryan issue (“Arier paragraph”), and some were in favour of
giving force of law to it for the whole Evangelical-Lutheran Church of Germa-
ny. The memoir from the faculty of theology of Marburg University, published
in the October 1933 issue of the journal Theologische Bliitter, categorically
comes down against the bill and puts forward that the bill stands in conflict
with the nature of the Church as set up from the authority of Scripture and
of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. As to the declaration New Testament and the
Racial Issue published imediately after the memoir from the faculty of theol-
ogy of Marburg University, it states that according to the New Testament, the
Christian Church is made out of Jews and of Gentiles all united in a visible
community, that only faith and baptism can determine who does belong to
this community, and consequently that a Christian Church should not give
up this stand in its teaching and ministry.

At the same time, Karl Ludwig Schmidt, as editor of the journal Theolo-
gische Bldtter, asked Bultmann to respond to an article written by Georg
Wobbermin, professor of systematic theology at Gottingen University, against
the memoir from the faculty of theology of Marburg University as well as
against the declaration on the racial issue. Bultmann’s response published
in the December 1933 issue of Theologische Blcitter with the title The Aryan
Paragraph and the Church uses a language the violence of which would bet-
ter fit Karl Barth for instance and is nowhere else to be found in Bultmann’s
writings. In a note at the beginning of his response Bultmann writes: “If my
argument is so biting, it is because it upsets me to think that someone could
have written such a superficial article on such grave matter.” The response
ends with the following terse words: “Is the preaching of the Gospel in jeop-
ardy? Will people leave the Church? Well, then there will be clear positions
and fair struggle! [...] Sint ut sunt aut non sint! [Be they as they are, or be
they not!] — This word is not one of despair, but of confidence in victory.”

When in 1935 the minister forbade the faculty of theology of Marburg Uni-
versity any declaration regarding conflicts between the Church and the Nazi
regime, Bultmann wrote to him personally that “it is absolutely impossible
for a theology professor not to take a stand on momentary Church issues if
he does not want to upset that very relation between science and daily life,
which alone gives science the right to be established.”

One should also mention Bultmann’s participation in the book dedicated
to Karl Barth on his 50" anniversary in 1936 with an article on Sophocle’s
Antigone (Bultmann 1954, 22-35). The article does not document some dab-
bling in humanist culture; it rather alludes to the awkward situation of the
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Confessing Church launched in 1934, of which Karl Barth was the kingpin
and which Bultmann did not hesitate to be part of from the very beginning.
The Confessing Church is the new Antigone who does not shilly-shally be-
tween the authority of Zeus and the authority of the tyrant, and rather dares
confronting the laws of the city and withstanding Hitler, the new Creon.

It is important to recall that Bultmann never hesitated to get involved
when necessary and that his dedication to the New Testament writings alone
allowed him not to panic in the highly ambiguous political situation at the
beginning of the 1930s in Germany. As one knows, it seems obvious still
today to declare that the existential interpretation underlying Bultmann’s al-
leged decisionism encourages a lack of interest in everyday affairs and thus
inevitably gives rise to a disembodied faith.

2.4 Demythologization

Bultmann’s public lecture on New Testament and Mythology was given
first in Francfurt-Main on April 21, 1941 to a group of pastors belonging to
the Confessing Church, and then on June 4, 1941, at the congress of the
Society for Evangelical Theology (Gesellschaft fiur Evangelische Theologie) in
Alpirsbach, a small town north-east of Freiburg im Bresgau. It has been
published the same year in a modified version together with a short essay on
“The Question of Natural Revelation” (Bultmann 1954, 90-118) in Offenba-
rung und Heilsgeschehen and reprinted in Hans-Werner Bartsch, ed. first ed.
1948 (see Bultmann 2000, 15-48). It has been the target of intense debates
on demythologizing the Bible over the last decades. And yet, it met only a
modest interest in the early 1940s according to Hans-Werner Bartsch in his
Preface (“Vorwort”) of 1948 (see Bultmann 2000, v-vii), on account of the dif-
ficult political situation of the Evangelical-Lutheran Church confronted to
other worries and problems in these years.!° Besides, those acquainted with
former writings by Bultmann could'nt find anything really new in this lecture
— except the tone, which explains why one will talk later of a program, even
of a manifest.

With reason, the so-called critical study of the content (German: “Sachkri-
tik”) that should prevail in New Testament exegesis according to Bultmann
and on which he was insisting much in the 1920s!!' already entails some
demythologizing device. Moreover, his book on Jesus, first published in Ger-
man in 1926 and later, with Bultmann’s approval, as Jesus and the Word
(Bultmann 1958a), prepared what he felt he was obliged to say fifteen years
later. Since the 1940s, particularly the third before last paragraph of Bult-

10 See above # 2.3. - However, the first edition of Kerygma und Mythos I in 1948 entails various
documents written or duplicated beween 1942 and 1944 (see Bultmann 2000, 49-189), in
particular Julius Schniewind’s response to Bultmann regarding demythologization (*Antwort
an Rudolf Bultmann”, 77-121) whose writing Schniewind finished on October 27, 1943.

11 See for instance Bultmann 1969, 81-86 and Jaspert 1981, 118-119.
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mann’s “Introduction” to the book (Bultmann 1958a, 13-14) evidenced - for
the vast majority of those actively participating in the demythologizing debate
later on - that nothing whatsoever did remain from the existence of Jesus in
Bultmann’s view. Bultmann writes:

Of course the doubt as to whether Jesus really existed is unfounded and not worth
refutation. No sane person can doubt that Jesus stands as founder behind the his-
torical movement whose first distinct stage is represented by the oldest Palestinian
community. But how far that community preserved an objectively true picture of
him and his message is another question. For those whose interest is in the per-
sonality of Jesus, this situation is depressing or destructive; for our purpose it has
no particular significance. It is precisely this complex of ideas in the oldest layer
of the synoptic tradition which is the object of our consideration. It meets us as
a fragment of tradition coming to us from the past, and in the examination of it
we seek the encounter with history. By the tradition Jesus is named as bearer of
the message; according to overwhelming probability he really was. Should it prove
otherwise, that does not change in any way what is said in the record. I see then no
objection to naming Jesus throughout as the speaker. Whoever prefers to put the
name “Jesus” always in quotation marks and let it stand as an abbreviation for the
historical phenomenon with which we are concerned, is free to do so. (Bultmann
1958a, 13-14).

This is why Bultmann'’s view seemed to be adequately summarized by say-
ing that it does not matter whether Jesus did exist or not; we have his mes-
sage, and this is enough! Indeed Bultmann himself said that the subject of
his book is “not the life or the personality of Jesus, but only his teaching, his
message. Little as we know of his life and personality, we know enough of his
message to make for ourselves a consistent picture.” (Bultmann 1958a, 12)

It is important to recall the immediate context of these words. As Bult-
mann finished the writing of his introduction to Jesus on April 21, 1925, he
was also writing a report on recent publications about “Urchristliche Religion
(1915-1925)” to be published in the journal Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft
vol. 24 (1926), pp. 83-164. On pages 108-9 and 132, Bultmann did report
on the publications in 1924 by the editor Diederichs in Jena of an entirely
new edition of Die Petrus Legende (79 p.), of Die Christusmythe (239 p.), and
also of Die Entstehung des Christentums aus dem Gnostizismus (389 p.) by
Arthur Drews, a philosopher from Karlsruhe “who has joined the astrologers”
(Jaspert 1981, 117). The first debate on myth and Christian faith in the 20"
century which reached its peak in 1910 in Germany was initiated by the first
publications of these books by Drews. After analysis of the latter’s position
Bultmann did question the opportunity to revive that debate in the 1920s;
in any case, he didn’'t wish to expand on the matter in the introduction to
his book on Jesus. For him the questioning by Drews of the very fact of the
existence of Jesus did lack any foundation, and he did not want to repeat in
his introduction what he had previously said against Drews in his report. He
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simply wrote: “By the tradition Jesus is named as bearer of the message; ac-
cording to overwhelming probability he really was. Should it prove otherwise,
that does not change in any way what is said in the record”.

As Gustaf Wingren acknowledged in 1957, “Nothing is more surprising
than the puzzlement caused by Bultmann’s lecture from the 1940s in which
everything was indeed very well known already.”'? For instance with regard
to Bultmann’s alleged preference for the modern scientific worldview over
against the ancient mythological one, it is interesting to remind Bultmann’s
following words in 1928:

It is, for instance, possible that insight into human existence is more true at a primi-
tive stage of culture and science than at a more highly developed level. The concept
of power, mana or orenda, which is found in ‘primitive’ religions, is customarily in-
vestigated in scientific accounts on the basis of a particular scientific view of nature
and accordingly is explained as a concept of primitive science which has been su-
perseded. Then, for example, statements of the New Testament in which this concept
of power plays a role are customarily judged in the same way. But the question we
ought to ask is what understanding of human existence finds expression in the con-
cept of mana. Obviously (though with the provision that we, too, are speaking from a
definite conception of existence) it is the understanding of human life as surrounded
by the enigmatic and the uncanny; as at the mercy of nature and of other men. And
at the same time the temptation inherent in human life is expressed in this concept,
since there appears in it the will to escape from what imprisons man, to make one’s
self secure by outwitting the enigmatic powers through making them useful to one’s
self. Perhaps a much truer conception of human existence is expressed there than in
the Stoic view of the world or in that of modern science — irrespective of how much more
highly developed the science may be in comparison to that of the ‘primitive’ world.
(Bultmann 1969, 152-3; last emphasis mine)

And yet, after the end of World War II, Bultmann'’s lecture of 1941 did trig-
ger off a lively debate that was not limited — as many theological controver-
sies — to so-called specialized circles and was rather spreading rapidly over
other milieus, which made Bultmann known to a vast public abroad and in
Germany as well. Bultmann was not very happy about that. For instance he
wrote in 1960:

I consider irresponsible when weekly publications and other printed material in-
tended to parishes bring up the issue — I would rather say: the catch-word - of de-
mythologizing to people who do either understand nothing about it or necessarily
misunderstand its significance because an adequate understanding of it implies
theological training. To be sure, some of them are indeed excellent as they attempt
to calm down people disturbed by demythologizing and to explain what it is. But
it is really sad to read articles in other publications that can but frighten people
and prompt them to pass condemning judgement on a matter they absolutely don’t
have any idea about. (Bultmann 2000, 9)

12 G. Wingren, Die Methodenfrage der Theologie. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1957, p.
129 note 13; my translation. On the question of theological method.
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Since the beginning of his career as an exegete and theologian, Bultmann
is convinced that a theologian must have enough sound judgment to talk of
certains things at the right place and on the right time in order that the move
- necessary for the coming of age for each and every Christian — from a false
sense of security to certainty granted by faith does not bring about disar-
ray and confusion. This is why he said the following in a talk on Theological
Science and Pastoral Work given at the “Freie Vereinigung” in Oldenburg on
September 29, 1913:

The more a theologian learns how to be familiar with the kind of reflection neces-
sary and nurtured by the scientific study of Scripture, the more he will be able
to oppose sectarianism. Although one should not expect much from incorrigible
and stubborn sectarians, it is certainly an obligation to instruct and protect the
Christian community against them. This entails indeed a danger: whoever openly
and with sympathy devotes himself to the understanding of ideas belonging to a
particular epoch and history might put so much interest in it that he will eventu-
ally talk of it at the wrong place. For sure, one should not overestimate the interest
of Christian communities for historical issues; they want to hear things that are
practical and useful to them. And I do not think either that the preacher should
offer thoughts on the historico-temporal form of texts on which he preaches, al-
though these are part and parcel of his own preparation. I would even dare to say
that the more a pastor spends time to it through scientific studying, the less he will
be tempted to talk about it at the wrong place. (p. 127)[...] Besides, the danger of
critical radicalism in pastoral work does not seem to me to be great. Much greater
is the danger coming from old traditions and from usage. However, this is not
something to be rejected without recourse! Respect and regards for the Christian
community is what really matters. And yet, who does not realize that the danger of
numbness is threatening? The old habit is easier to get on with! Lack of awareness
and laziness will be minimal when the theological student learns how to do a criti-
cal study seriously. Professors who indulge in hypercriticism and are satisfied only
when they declare that a text is not authentic — these professors do exist only in
the whim of a polemic taking place in the field of Church politics; in fact, there is
none. (p. 131) [...] Historical science can never provide absolute security regarding
each and every event taking place in space and time; however, it can awaken con-
science and see to it that the question of the ground and the object of faith always
remains alive. It prevents as much from the error of identifying faith with belief in
some strange story as from the error of identifying the scandal caused by some
stories with the scandal inherent to faith itself. Only one scandal must remain: the
scandal not of knowledge, but of conscience. (p. 135) (Bultmann 1913)

When Bultmann talks about demythologizing, it is a matter not just of
destruction or simply reduction, but of interpretation. According to him, re-
course to mythology in the New Testament writings was an attempt to meet
the requirement of interpreting the historical fact of Jesus as the Word of
God. In order to do so, the reference, conservation and transmission of the
tradition pertaining to the historical Jesus were all the more necessary in oder
to avoid that Christ be made a purely mythological figure (see for instance
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Bultmann 1975, 196). And yet the term “de-mythologizing” with its obviously
negative connotation is definitely not a very satisfactory one even for Bult-
mann himself:

Shall we retain the ethical preaching of Jesus and abandon his eschatological
preaching? Shall we reduce his preaching of the Kingdom of God to the so-called
social gospel? Or is there a third possibility? We must ask whether the eschato-
logical preaching and the mythological sayings as a whole contain a still deeper
meaning which is concealed under the cover of mythology. If that is so, let us aban-
don the mythological conceptions precisely because we want to retain their deeper
meaning. This method of interpretation of the New Testament which tries to recov-
er the deeper meaning behind the mythological conceptions I call de-mythologizing
— an unsatisfactory word, to be sure. Its aim is not to eliminate the mythological
statements but to interpret them. It is a method of hermeneutics. The meaning of
this method will be best understood when we make clear the meaning of mythology
in general. (Bultmann 1958b, 18)

Despite the fact that the term “de-mythologizing” is viewed by Bultmann
as unsatis-factory, his intention is not to open a quarrel. If one still sees some
destruction here, then only in terms of Jeremiah’s chapter 1, verse 10, when
the Lord gives Jeremiah the task: “destroy and construct.”

Demythologization is in no way the core of Bultmann’s theological project;
it is only a consequence of it. And yet it questions something indeed basic for
him: not that Man is the norm of God’s revelation — which would be a com-
plete misunderstanding, but the relevance of Martin Heidegger’'s existential
interpretation Bultmann deems the best way to initiate a true dialogue be-
tween Christian faith and modern thought (see for instance Bultmann 2000,
138). Bultmann has been deeply influenced by the following questions: how,
why and how far Christians in dialogue with their contemporaries can talk
also of Christ and of understanding by faith (in German “Glaubensverstian-
dnis”)? Where do Christians get their understanding of the real situation
of modern Man, and what gives them the right, even the obligation, to put
Jorward - at the basis of dialogue - this understanding which cannot be had
immediately from the sources of God’s revelation?

Let us add that Bultmann never thought Heidegger’s existential interpre-
tation to be a kind of magic recipe and the unique and final method of knowl-
edge to be had in Christian theology. However, he thinks that it mostly sensi-
tizes on today’s crucial issues and therefore that it fosters a theology imbued
not with a pathological preservation instinct prompting Christians to dia-
logue only between themselves and thus setting them apart, but with a real
convergence instinct providing Christian theology with a unity that - far from
denying open-mindedness - looks for it instead, while pursuing the only task
of emphasizing the two essential aspects of Christian faith — namely God’s
revelation to Man. Consequently, Bultmann is ready to accept any other kind
of interpretation that would deem better (for instance Bultmann 2000, 124)
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and doesn’t think that understanding the ground and the object of Christian
faith does end up with him or with the use of Heidegger’s existential inter-
pretation in Christian theology. For instance, Bultmann is deeply convinced
that Jesus as historical fact does elude not only rationalist investigation,
as Kierkegaard rightly pointed out, but existential interpretation as well. In
other words: Christian theology as the reflection of Christian faith on its ob-
ject and on its ground is not relying on existential interpretation to the point
of being derived from it and then simply referred to the object and the ground
of Christian faith. Bultmann has acknowledged that the real intention of ex-
istential interpretation wants to (according to Heidegger) and can (according
to Bultmann) prepare — on the conceptual level — the self-transcending that
Man is called to within and through human existence and the believer within
and through Christian faith.

3. Basic Structures of Thought

The debate on demythologization calls for a better understanding of the
basic structures of thought with regard not only to theology and philosophy,
but also to daily life.

3.1 Nonobjectifying Projection

To have something at one’s own disposal, to have control of something (in
German: “verfigen”) is based upon, and achieved through, objectivation (in
German: “objektivieren”). In Bultmann’s view, there is a close and constant
relationship between “verfiigen” and “objektivieren”. Controllability and ob-
jectivation are the two faces of one and the same coin. It is therefore impos-
sible to give up objectivation while keeping controllability. And it is likewise
impossible to give up “verfligen” and “objektivieren” altogether, since both
are already needed in daily life. And yet, Bultmann contends, “verfiigen” and
“objektivieren” are called into question through God’s action. (Boutin 1974,
487-492)

As basic patterns of human behavior, “verfigen” and “objektivieren” do
belong to the same move within the human being. Such a move can be called
“projection”, a term quite unusual in Bultmann’s writings. One of the rea-
sons for this might be that Bultmann himself does not offer an analysis of the
event character of salvation in Jesus Christ, although this event character is
a central concern in his theology. Projection as a human activity offers one
possible way to inquire how Bultmann’s emphasis on the event character of
God’s revelation can be further developed.

To focus on projection as a human activity might seem at first sight an
undue acknowledgement of critiques sometimes addressed to Bultmann - for
instance by Karl Barth, and it can be viewed by students of Bultmann’s the-
ology as somewhat provocative. Is it not inappropriate to bring Bultmann’s
theology in such a dangerous proximity to Ludwig Feuerbach, the foremost
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representative of projection-theory in modern times, whose concept of God as
a projection of Man received conformation later on, particularly in psychology
and anthropology?

Reference to projection in Bultmann’s writings occurs only as a critique of
mythological objectivation which “places supernatural events into the chain
of natural events” (Bultmann 1958b, 65) and “projects” God’s action onto the
level of this-wordly events (Bultmann 1952, 184 & 196), thus achieving the
exact opposite of Feuerbach’s projection-theory. Should this mean that some
hidden affinity between Bultmann’s and Feuerbach’s anthropology still ex-
ists, of which Bultmann was simply unaware and which should be explicitly
brought forth? Such an enterprise, I am afraid, cannot be successful. Be-
sides, it would not take into account Bultmann’s emphasis on what he then
calls “analogical speech” as the only alternative to both mythological and
scientific objectivation. There can be no doubt that Bultmann’s anthropology
has nothing in common with Feuerbach’s. Bultmann himself made the point
very clearly at least once. In his response to Thomas C. Oden, published in
1965, he says:

However, I cannot concede that I ‘anthropologize’ the relation between God and
man if [ say that the moment (the Now) receives the demand of God. The moment
is not at all the product of human subjectivity, but an occurrence demanding deci-
sion. In the moment one meets the transcendent divine demand in the attire of con-
crete obligation. Nor can I concede that the ‘anthropological analysis of the process
of the recipiency of the Word in the situation of concrete encounter in the moment’
impairs the thought of obedience, since my ‘anthropology’ is not that of Feuerbach,
which recognizes nothing over against man. (Bultmann 1964, 144)

Bultmann’s understanding of analogy as the best way to avoid objectify-
ing God and God’s action has been carefully analyzed in 1963 by Schubert
M. Ogden (see Ogden 1977, 164-187). Ogden is right when in “Theology and
Objectivity” (1965) he comes to the conclusion that Bultmann’s concept of
analogy (see for instance Bultmann 1958b, 68-69) is “too fragmentary and
undeveloped to secure Bultmann’s intention against misunderstanding and
to enable one who shares it to make a carefully reasoned defense of his case”
(Ogden 1977, 90-91; see also 161). In fact, Ogden’s investigations on that is-
sue make clear that analogy, the way Bultmann understands it, is far from
making superfluous an analysis of the event character of salvation in Jesus
Christ; rather it requires such an analysis, even when it becomes evident
that analogy here has to be understood in the first place as relational anal-
ogy — “analogia relationis” (Boutin 1974, 338-341). For sure, also this kind
of approach cannot claim to come to terms with the proper structure of the
salvation event (more on this later # 4.4); and yet, a right understanding of
relational analogy helps to work out the existential meaning of it for Christian
faith and to oppose some of the misinterpretations of Bultmann’s very inten-
tion. A reflection on projection as a human activity can be more helpful here,
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provided that Feuerbach'’s projection-theory is seen in all its inadequacy with
regard to the question of God and the priority given to relation itself over
against its two poles: God and Man.

3.2 Feuerbach’s Projection-Theory

According to Feuerbach, the Christian God is nothing but an illusion gen-
erated by human beings who renounce self-achievement by depriving them-
selves of their very essence. For him, religion is the disuniting of Man from
himself; he sets God before him as the antithesis of himself. Two possible
reactions to this theory are the following:

1. A negative reaction undertakes to challenge Feuerbach’s standpoint from
the assumption that religious consciousness can have, and has indeed, an
objective content. This suggestion is made by Werner Schilling in his book on
Feuerbach and religion.'® Schilling contends that Karl Barth’s treatment of
Feuerbach'’s issue should be viewed either in terms of a blurring dodge or as
relying on inadequate and unscientific premises. Yet Schilling shares a non-
problematical understanding of projection and takes for granted what it is.

2. In his inaugural lecture given at the University of Erlangen in 1970 on
“Faith as Projection: A discussion of Feuerbach”, Hans-Markus Barth'* pledg-
es for a positive, more constructive and creative approach to Feuerbach by
giving priority to what he calls a phenomenological approach, over those fo-
cusing on the Bible. Phenomenology, as he understands it, can elaborate a
critique of Feuerbach’s standpoint while doing full justice to him. According to
H.-M. Barth, a great deal of well argued observations on faith are, indeed, to
be found in Feuerbach and should be acknowledged by phenomenology as a
propos. Feuerbach’s projection-theory, however, brings faith back again within
the field of immanence from which Feuerbach does try to dismiss it. H.-M.
Barth offers a brief characterization of three main objections Christian theolo-
gy raises against Feuerbach: 1. the reduction of theology to anthropology - this
very common critique overlooks that Feuerbach sees such a reduction not as
being his own task, for it had begun long before, as he himself says right at the
beginning of his Principles of the Philosophy of the Future (1843); 2. the uncon-
ditional surrender to mere immanence; 3. the radical impossibility for the re-
quirements of projection-theory to ever constitute an adequate basis for faith.
Considering what these objections can really bear, H.-M. Barth comes to the
conclusion that all this cannot allow Christian theology to remain allergic to
Feuerbach'’s projection-theory any longer. The way is then free for exploring to
what extent the understanding of faith as projection helps articulate Christian
faith today, and why it calls for a new shaping of the traditional understanding
of Deus absconditus (the Hidden God) in Christian theology.

13 Feuerbach und Religion. Munich: Evangelischer Pressebund fiir Bayern, 1957.
14 “Glaube als Projektion: Zur Auseinandersetzung mit Ludwig Feuerbach”. Published in Neue
Zeitschrift fiir Systematische Theology vol. 12 (1970) 363-382.
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A distinction H.-M. Barth regards as major within a pure phenomenologi-
cal analysis of projection process proves useful for his purpose: the distinc-
tion between reality as it is and as it is perceived from the valuing process
to which reality is, in fact, always submitted precisely through what H.-M.
Barth calls “projection”. This distinction, he finds, offers the best guarantee
for achieving the necessary task of dissociating projection from illusion or fic-
tion: whereas illusion or fiction misses the point with regard to what reality
is, projection takes reality as it is and evaluates it in such a way as to open
it to transformations.

Feuerbach understands God in a way similar to classical projection-the-
ory: as an illusion brought forth by the feeling that human desires and hu-
man needs are not fulfilled by immanent and finite reality. Still, this is not
enough to make his understanding of projection simply identical with this
theory. Projection is for Feuerbach the process by which conscious human
“species” (German: “Gattung”) objectifies its very essence by setting it apart
from itself and regarding it as non-human, as God. Consequently, projec-
tion is not just illusion; it is also — and even more — objectivation of human
essence. Therefore, Hermann Dembowski suggests, one should investigate
Feuerbach’s concept of objectivation rather than overemphasize his so-called
projection-theory.'?

This is precisely not what H.-M. Barth does, and besides, the justifica-
tion for his decision to proceed in the opposite way is certainly question-
able. He leaves out the analysis of Feuerbach’s concept of objectivation, he
says, because his study tries to bring out projection as basic structure of
religious life, and also because Feuerbach cannot and does not want to deny
the necessity of projection itself for expressing human transcending process,
although Feuerbach would characterize religious faith as an objectivation
process.

A thorough analysis of the objectivation process, as Feuerbach under-
stands it, has to focus on the particular kind of logic involved in the predica-
tion process in which, as Feuerbach sees quite clearly, the entangled opposi-
tion between God and Man is at best brought forth. Feuerbach is convinced
that God’s attributes address the wrong subject and should be referred back
to their producer: Man as a human subject. In so doing, Feuerbach is, how-
ever, locked up within the same perspective as the one acknowledged by reli-
gious Man as a human subject. In both cases projection cannot come to the
fore. It is either nothing else than objectivation (Feuerbach), or it is simply
ignored (by the religious subject) — but nonetheless all present as objectiva-
tion. In his radical critique of the Christian God Feuerbach does but reinforce

15 H. Dembowski, Grundfragen der Christologie. Erértet am Problem der Herrschaft Jesu Christi
[series “Beitrage zur evangelischen Theologie” 51]. Munich: Chr. Kaiser, 1971, 358 p.; p. 119.
— Basic Questions of Christology: Discussed with reference to the Problem of the Lordship of
Jesus Christ.
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the process by which Man becomes a subject in modern times — a process,
Hans-Georg Gadamer recalls, in which we are still “caught up”.'¢

Between God and Man there must be an opposition as long as the God-
Man relationship depends upon one of its pole: either God, or Man. Such an
exclusive alternative is in no way put into question by Feuerbach’s projec-
tion-theory. Rather, it can but receive confirmation and support from it. The
reason why Feuerbach'’s critique of the Christian God is obviously so radical,
is that it remains caught up within the same logic and does not challenge
that logic in any way; it rather confirms it.

Should we then refrain from considering projection as illusion and get to
a more positive approach to it simply in order to minimize the objectifying as-
pect of it? Or is it so, on the contrary, that projection and objectivation would
be just different words for one and the same thing, so that the search for the
so-called objective content of religious consciousness would be tantamount
to any analysis of projection as basic structure of this consciousness? Should
we get ourselves free from the confusion between projection and illusion aris-
ing from a positivistic worldview, and fall into the confusion between projec-
tion and objectivation?

This was certainly not the goal Christian theology tried to achieve in the
mid-sixties, when it was explicitly concerned for a while with “The Problem
of Nonobjectifying Thinking and Speaking in Contemporary Theology” as the
theme of the Second Consultation on Hermeneutics convened by the Gradu-
ate School of Drew University, Madison, New Jersey, April 9-11, 1964 (See
Ogden 1977, 71-98). It was roughly the time when the so-called Death of God
Theology became strongly publicized and much discussed, and the so-called
structuralism began to attract attention. To my knowledge, no accurate
study has been done sofar on the possible link between these three trends,
and there has been until now no thorough critique of some hasty reactions
that superficially linked the latter two in order to turn down both of them in
one sweep by saying: from God’s death to Man’s death there is but a short
step, which shows how unacceptable the proclamation of the death of God
is. This kind of reaction is still somewhat popular, but nonetheless question-
able because it maintains the confusion between Man and human subject
that characterizes modernity. This reaction does express, indeed, the kind
of genuine belief modernity can afford. But this is precisely what Christian
theology has to question instead of putting up a rear-guard battle in which,
sadly enough, God is by-passed — in the name of God.

This issue can be best dealt with by considering a set of relations which
is rather implicit in Bultmann’s theology. It requires therefore special atten-

16 “Verstrickt”. H.-G. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode. Ttibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1965 [2" ed.],
p. 436. — For Bultmann, see above # 3,1 (response to Oden) and also Bultmann 1958b, 70-
73.
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tion. In particular the formal aspect at the center of the set of relations to be
considered here is puzzling. It may be called "Gleichursptinglichkeit” — which
may be described as equiprimordiality at the root of human being.

3.3 Equiprimordiality and Correlation

According to Bultmann, the very being of a human being is built up of four
basic relations: In-Sein or Being in... the world, Mit- and Ftir-Sein or Being-
with and —for... others, Aus-Sein-auf or Being-out-toward... God (this relation
is most relevant for the concept of human existence according to Bultmann),
and Sein-zu or Being-to...oneself. The correlates of this four-dimensional set
of relations are: world, others, God, and the self. They cannot be deduced
from one another, and of course they cannot be isolated from one another or
even opposed to one another. These four relations simultaneously constitute
human being, and the understanding of their correlates is given by the very
fact of being human. We may even have a concept of each of these correlates.
However, on account of their being involved in the basic four-dimensional set
of relations making up human being, the reality referred to by each of these
concepts is not an object; rather it has event character.

Take for instance the correlate “world”. The reason why Martin Heidegger
did spell out the - even in German — quite unusual and indeed strange state-
ment: “Die Welt weltet”, building up a verb out of the substantive “world”, is
not alien to the state of affairs to be considered here. As to the fact that the
reality referred to by the concepts pertaining to these correlates is not an
object, one may recall the following reflection by Gordon D. Kaufman again
with regard to the correlate “world”:

World is never an object of perception or of experience; it can never ‘come into view’
or be in any way directly experienced. It is, rather, the backdrop against which or
context within which we have all our experience and within which we know our-
selves to be situated.

If we treat the concept of world as fundamentally like other concepts which refer to
or represent objects (identifiable in experience), we get into insoluble antinomies.
[...] ‘world’ is a concept for which no object (in that sense) exists (at any one time)
at all. The notion of world is a construct created by the human imagination as a
heuristic device to make possible the ordering and relating of all our other con-
cepts of objects and events. It is thus indispensable to our thinking and even to
the orderliness of our experience — and in every culture we find some sort of (often
mythical) notions of this widest context within which human life transpires — but
it is itself not an object of experience; it is a fundamental presupposition of experi-
ence. (Kaufman 1972, 343-44)

If not only world, but also the three other correlates of the four-dimen-
sional set of relations considered here, give rise to concepts without objects,
this may be crucial for the significance of otherness as well. Otherness would
then mean not so much the ability of reality to stay beyond conceptuality and
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language, and thus escape human enterprise of mastering it; it would rather
mean that concepts and their objects can only be constructed with refer-
ence to the basic set of relations presupposed in human experience itself,
although their correlates cannot be experienced otherwise than as events.

This would make impossible a subjectivistic understanding of the tran-
scendental approach, and of its fundamental axiom in particular. This axiom
might be stated as follows: the structure of the knowing being, as a human
being, is the structure of the known object. In this respect one could also re-
consider for instance the necessity of the concept of world for the concept of
God. If concepts referring to God cannot reach God, it is not because God can
be given some particular attribute impeding such an operation, or because
the latter might give rise to attributes of God expressing this state of affairs;
it is because even the concept of God cannot be constructed apart from — and
still less in opposition to — the concept of world, among other concepts whose
epistemological status still awaits closer examination in this respect — a task
which cannot be pursued here.

3.4 To Speak of God Means to Speak of Man

Otherness opens up a perspective that is not content with the object lan-
guage, i.e., a language speaking about the world, nor with metalanguage, i.e., a
language speaking about language. One of the reasons for this may be found in
the fact that otherness refers to a summons (German: “Anrede”) the relevance
of which Bultmann did strongly emphasize over against factual report (Ger-
man: “Tatsachenbericht”). The mode of thinking to be found in Bultmann’s
theological work relies not so much on the fact that language is viewed as a
particular sign or set of sign vehicles, but rather on the fact that faith has the
same structure as sign: a sign is a sign of something/someone for someone.
Hence the peculiarity of the subject matter of Christian theology.

Christian theology has not one, and of course not two, but rather a twofold
subject matter: not only God as revealed in Jesus Christ, but also and at the
same time language. What does the ‘-logy’ implied in “theology” really mean?

This issue is for sure not a new one; it has been discussed very often and
in many different ways. The correlation of faith and revelation might be con-
sidered also as accounting for the twofold subject matter of Christian theol-
ogy. And still the question remains: how is it possible to account for the fact
that according to Bultmann faith and revelation cannot be considered apart
from one another?

A possible reaction to that question might be to discuss actual instances
that are very well known for they gave rise to lively debates. Most of the time,
these debates do end without bringing any satisfactory conclusion and are,
for that reason, still relevant.
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While addressing the chosen instances specifically, one should keep in
mind the following reflection made by the American philosopher and linguist
Charles W. Morris concerning the threefold set of relations of signs: to one
another (syntactics), to what they refer to (semantics), to their interpreters
or users (pragmatics). Here, pragmatics relies not just on some kind of spon-
taneous understanding as opposed to theoretical reflection, and it is not the
equivalent of Jeremy Bentham’s utilitarianism. For Morris, pragmatics as
“the science of the relation of signs to their interpreters” or “users” (Morris
1971, 43 & 46) “must then be distinguished from ‘pragmatism’, and ‘prag-
matical’ from ‘pragmatic” (Morris 1971, 43).

With regard to syntactics, Morris says that syntactics “is not interested in
the individual properties of the sign vehicles or in any of their relations except
syntactical ones, i.e., relations determined by syntactical rules” (Morris 1971,
29) concerning the relations of signs to one another as set up for instance by
grammar. About the relationship between semantics and pragmatics Morris
has the following two reflections: first, “Semantics presupposes syntactics
but abstracts from pragmatics; whether dealing with simple signs or complex
ones (such as a whole mathematical system), semantics limits itself to the se-
mantical dimension of semiosis” (p. 36) understood as “the process in which
something functions as a sign” (p. 19); and second, “If pragmatical factors
have appeared frequently in pages belonging to semantics, it is because the
current recognition that syntactics must be supplemented by semantics has
not been so commonly extended to the recognition that semantics must in
turn be supplemented by pragmatics” (p. 41). Finally the following observa-
tion by Morris might illustrate the fact that Bultmann was not really aware
that his theological argumentation was indeed not a semantical one only, but
also and foremost a pragmatical one: “Rules for the use of sign vehicles are
not ordinarily formulated by users of a language, or are only partially formu-
lated; they exist rather as habits of behavior [...].” (Morris 1971, 37)

The statement “To speak of God means to speak of Man” has been widely
known and much discussed so far. Although rather puzzling for the leader of
the —in 1924 - “latest theological movement” known as “dialectical theology”
(Bultmann 1969, 28-52), Karl Barth, who never praised very highly — to say
the least! — that statement, it has been coined by Barth himself in February
25, 1925 (see above # 1) in order to characterize Bultmann’s position. And yet,
that statement may refer to Bultmann’s own personal way of understanding
what the emphasis on dialectic might mean for theology itself. Expressed in
1925, it shows also that Bultmann was on the way to pragmatics early on in
his theological development and not — as it has been said mainly with regard
to the article of 1925 under consideration here, and then repeated again and
again at least until the end of the 1960’s — that “Already in 1925, Bultmann
was on the way to reduce theology to anthropology” (Smart 1967, 136). An-
other point is important to mention: Bultmann’s discussion of that statement
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in 1925 explicitly refers to the theme of otherness and thus reminds us of its
relevance for the ‘pragmatical turn’ in the theological enterprise, a question
debated at the Annual General Assembly of the international journal Con-
cilium held in Ttbingen (Germany) in June 1983.

In his article What Does it Mean to Speal of God? (Bultmann 1969, 53-65)
Bultmann is making a sharp distinction that was at that time rather unusu-
al in theology and is somewhat surprising for many interpreters who could
not — and still cannot - see clearly what difference it makes to speak about
something/someone or to speak of something/someone.!” “To speak about”
entails a strong semantical side: while taking account of the thing or being
referred to, there is no need to take the user or the interpreter under con-
sideration. The latter may be made abstraction of without disturbing in any
way the whole process. “To speak of”, however, is something different: to take
account of the thing or being referred to implies also — ofen rather implicitly,
but at times quite explicitly — to take account of the user or the interpreter as
well, which is in fact the case in a pragmatical approach.

When Bultmann writes: “[...] if a man will to speak of God, he must evi-
dently speak of himself’ (Bultmann 1969, 55), “it by no means follows that
God is not outside the believer. This would be the case only if faith is inter-
preted as a purely psychological event” (Bultmann 1958b, 70-71). And it
means in no way that God is not, cannot, and therefore should not be re-
ferred to within religious language at all. Bultmann is not fighting against the
semantical dimension of religious language, for he, too, is convinced that to
speak or to know refers not just to one’s own speaking or knowing, but also
and always to something or someone. And yet, neither God nor the human
being can be isolated from, or even opposed to one another in such a way that
only a univocal language would be allowed here.

Even if I do not take myself as the subject matter of my discourse, but
something or someone else — God for instance — I am still speaking of myself.
This does not have to mean that I am putting myself in the place of God and
thus violating the severe rule spelled out by the patron saint for existen-
tialists, Qohelet: “God is in heaven and you upon earth; therefore, let your
words be few” (Qoh 5:1). For this rule is true expression of the semantical
dimension of language, a dimension spontaneously emphasized in ordinary
language and daily life. As it happens very often, God’s radical otherness is
then taken to mean in fact otherworldliness'® about which it is of course pos-
sible to speak.

17 Bultmann opposed “to speak about” and “to speak with” in his letter of December 31, 1922 to
Karl Barth; mingling the two should be considered — he said - at least a matter of “bad taste”
(Jaspert 1981, 4). Instead, from 1925 on Bultmann constantly opposes “to speak about” and
“to speak of”.

18 Bultmann 1958b, 19-20, and Bultmann 1969, 152-3 quoted above in # 2.4.
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The debate on the statement “To speak of God means to speak of Man”
— coined by Karl Barth - clearly indicates how much in contemporary theol-
ogy the semantical point of view lacks supplementation by the pragmatical
approach. With regard to the central relevance of the issue raised by this
statement, one could say — paraphrasing the title of Smart’s book: the mind
of modern theology is and will remain “seriously divided” (Smart 1967, 8) as
long as it is content with a semantical approach which makes abstraction of
the pragmatical treatment of a good number of theological issues.

The three sets of relations referring respectively to the correlation of faith
and revelation, to the question of correlation and equiprimordiality, and to
the sign-structure of language - particularly to the pragmatical dimension of
still actual issues — cannot be deduced from one another for they each time
involve a different organization of the same basic elements. These differences
and variations may be best observed by paying attention to the topic of other-
ness each time present.

4. Understanding God and God’s Action

With regard to the event character of salvation in Jesus Christ projection
as a human activity has the constant possibility of becoming either objectify-
ing or nonobjectifying. The difference here depends on the relation between
human projection and God’s action as an event. Nonobjectifying projection
alone corresponds to the relation in which the event character of God’s action
can be acknowledged as such — Bultmann would say: in which God’s action
is seen as it is, namely, as taking place not between other events, and there-
fore apart from them and yet on the same level, but in them, in a real, though
paradoxical identity, which Christian faith alone can see.

Here, the following words of Edmond Jabés, a French poet born in Egypt
in 1912 and who lived in Paris from 1957 up until his death in 1991, can
provide us with some indications on how to introduce the question of nonob-
jectifying projection, and on the shift the traditional difference, or distance,
between God and Man should undergo:

“Whether God exists or not, this is not
the question, reb Yasri confessed, to the
indignation of the audience.

“If I believe that God exists, this does
not prove His existence.

“Not to believe it is no proof at all
that He does not exist.

“If it was possible for us to imagine God,
it is because we are able to conceive Him and
to bury ourselves in our invention.
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“God remains beyond, strengthened in His
mystery and protected by His secret”.

And he added: “Mystery and secret are but
the giddy distance from a tolerated word to an
unacceptable vocable”.!®

Often in his poetry Jabés has recourse to fictitious rabbis. The latter
might be wise or stupid, Jabés admits, and yet their questions and their
sayings help him break down the walls set up across his way. Reb Yasri is
one of these rabbis. He speaks only once in The Unfading The Unnoticed, the
third part of the series entitled The Book of Resemblances. Jabés began to
publish this series in 1976, after the seven parts forming the series published
between 1963 and 1975 under the title The Book of Questions.

Reb Yasri’s saying has three parts. It begins by referring to God’s existence
- “an Deus sit” (“whether God is”), medieval theology would say — and two pos-
sible answers to it: belief and unbelief. It then speaks of the possibility for Man
to imagine God. The conclusion of the saying reminds of the giddy distance
from a tolerated word to an unacceptable vocable. The last two parts of the
saying point out basic elements for the understanding of nonobijectifying pro-
jection and they deserve special attention. The opening part, however, calls for
a comment because there, reb Yasri rejects a way to introduce the question of
God which is both traditional and spontaneous, and still common today.

4.1 An Deus sit

Obviously, Jabés disregards the kind of business that goes on sometimes
in contemporary discussions on God and of which Christian Chabanis might
be a good illustration. In six years Chabanis authored two major books of
interviews. The title of the first, published in 1973, is Does God Exist? No. In
1979 the second book was titled Does God Exist? Yes. In the foreword to the
second book Chabanis acknowledges the situation. Not only has he carefully

19 E. Jabés, Le Livre des Ressemblances, 1II: L’ineffacable L'inapercu. Paris : Gallimard, 1980,
116 p. ; p. 31; my translation.
«Que Dieu existe ou pas, la n’est pas la
question — avouait reb Yasri, au scandale de
son auditoire.
«Si je crois que Dieu existe, cela ne prouve
pas Son existence.
«De ne pas y coire, ne prouve nullement
qu’ll n’existe point.
Si nous avons pu imaginer Dieuu, c’est que
nous sommes capables de le concevoir et de
nous abimer dans notre invention.
«Dieu reste au-dela, renforcé dans Son
mystére et protégé par Son secret.»
Et il ajoutait: «Mystére et secret ne sont que
distance vertigineuse d'un mot toléré a un
vocable inacceptable.»
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picked up the new fashion which sprang up in the meantime and is labeled
the (many-faced) comeback of Religion, of the Sacred, of God, etc.; but also
— and this is more important to notice — he sees no contradiction in saying,
on the one hand, that his two books prove that the question raised had lost
nothing of its provocative power, and on the other hand, that it is not the
question that puzzles the answer, but the answer that puzzles the question.
Under such circumstances one might be rather sympathetic to reb Yasri
when he denies that “an Deus sit” is “the question”.

Methodologically, however, “an Deus sit” seems to prevail over the ques-
tion: what is God? (“quid Deus sit”), as to which one comes first. In fact, to
investigate on what something is before considering if and that it exists, does
not seem the correct way to proceed. Therefore, Thomas Aquinas examines
“an Deus sit” right at the beginning of his Summa Theologiae, following the
question dealing with various aspects of theology proper.

There is a more important reason why “an Deus sit” can be regarded as
one of the first questions to be asked within Christian theology. According
to Aquinas the question “an Deus sit” does not belong to the articles of faith
(“articula fidei”), but to the “praeambula fidei” — the preambles of faith. It
seems then compelling to deal with it first, although the outcome of the whole
enterprise is already decided within the realm of faith itself. This, however,
implies by no means that faith could ever be rid of the question — were it only
because faithful Christians might come in touch with unbelievers as well.
But it means that faith has the possibility, as Martin Heidegger recalls at the
beginning of his Introduction to Metaphysics, to relate to the question in a
mere rhetorical way, as though it were a real issue.

Yet the whole situation is even more complex, methodologically speaking.
For Aquinas holds firmly that Man cannot know what God is (“‘quid Deus
sit”). There is, consequently, no adequate definition of God available. How is
it possible, then, to know whether God does exist or not? Here, Aquinas has
recourse to the current cause-effect relationship. If no definition of a cause is
at hand, the way to proceed, he says, consists of using the effect in lieu of the
missing definition of the cause.?® And this, he adds, pertains to God all the
most. Thus, the cause-effect relationship turns out to be necessary to deal
with the question “an Deus sit”, and it proves fruitful as well in this respect.

According to Aquinas, to proceed the way just mentioned is in no way
peculiar to theology alone. In some philosophical sciences as well, he says,
in order to demonstrate aspects pertaining to a cause through the effect of it,

20 “[...] necesse ist uti effectu loco definitionis causae” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, part
1, question 2, article 2, ad secundum; see also L. Feuerbach, Principles of the Philosophy of the
Future, 1843, # 7. René Descartes suggests “to anticipate causes by means of effects” — “venir
au devant des causes par les effets” (Discours de la méthode, 1637, part 6, paragraph 3).
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one takes the effect in lieu of a definition of the cause.?! In so doing, Aquinas
does not pay enough attention to the following point the relevance of which
becomes more and more crucial in modern times. Obviously, Aquinas’ histor-
ical situation did not urge him to consider it carefully. This particular point
can be put as follows. In order to specify the cause, two things are required:
first, of course, the very existence of something, then — and particularly - its
being effected by a cause. The question implies therefore that one does not
know what the cause is, but at the same time it implies that one knows -
from the existence of something as an effect — that there is a cause. In other
words, the difficulty does not arise from the application of the cause-effect
relationship to the question “an Deus sit”. The difficulty is properly to make
the step, as it were, from the bare existing of things and beings to the latter
as effected by a cause that be suitable to God.

Nowadays, this step has become anything else but easy (see Boutin 1974,
219-230). For instance, it is not at all self-evident anymore that the sky is
caused by God and hence can be seen as an effect “that tells of the glory of
God” (Psalm 19, 2). This situation might well result from the objectifying
thinking and speaking in science and technology, as Gerhard Krtiger once
pointed out.?? And yet, would this be enough to conclude that objectivation
does only bar the way to the application of the cause-effect relationship Aqui-
nas, and others after him until now, have in mind when they give priority to
the question “an Deus sit”? Should it be simply taken for granted that objec-
tivation never takes place when the cause-effect relationship is called upon
for the question “an Deus sit”?

These two questions cannot be raised while priority is given to the ques-
tion “an Deus sit”. They call for a different approach to the question of God,
for instance the one suggested by reb Yasri in the second part of his saying.

4.2 The Possibility for Man to Imagine God

Here, reb Yasri does not simply give a positive answer to the question
whether Man is able to imagine God. He does not take a stand on the di-
lemma known in Christian theology under the formula the finite capable/
incapable of the infinite (finitum capax/non capax infiniti) (later on this #
4.3). He refers to this possibility in order to point out two conditions for it:
the ability for Man to conceive God, and the ability for Man to bury himself
in his own invention.

According to reb Yasri the ability to conceive God belongs to Man. It is
not given, theologians would say - for instance Karl Rahner and Rudolf Bult-
mann (Boutin 1974, 147-166), by God’s revelation — for instance in Jesus

21 Summa Theologiae, part 1, question 1, article 7, ad primum.

22 G. Kruger, “Christlicher Glaube und existentielles Denken” (1949), reprinted in G. Krtiger,
Freiheit und Weltverwaltung. Aufsétze zur Philosophie der Geschichte. Freiburg & Munich:
1958, p. 190. — Christian Faith and Existential Thinking.
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Christ. It can be, of course, more or less reflective. From a given perspective
it can be seen as accurate or not. It can be even denied. In any case, the abil-
ity for Man to conceive God does not depend upon the decision of a subject,
either human or divine.

Reb Yasri does not speak of the concept of God. He has in mind a human
activity: the conceiving of God. Whether and how the ability to conceive God
does give rise to a concept of God, whether this does entail a definition of
God or not, whether it would be then necessary to distinguish, thus follow-
ing Kant, between the concept of God and the “Anschauung” of God - that
is: between conceptual and “visual” representation of God — all these issues,
as relevant as they might be, would stand aloof from the issue at stake here,
namely, the interaction of two abilities: to conceive God, and to bury oneself
in one’s own invention.

From this, however, reb Yasri infers that God remains beyond, strength-
ened in His mystery and protected by His secret. Yet he does not declare
that this kind of approach to the question of God is unsatisfying or even
irrelevant, as he did for an Deus sit by saying that this is not the question.
Considering the result of it, though, the possibility to imagine God does not
reach its goal. God can be imagined, but He does remain beyond this human
activity. This does not come from the mere fact that God is conceived. The
negative result lays upon the activity of “burying oneself in”, which does not
alter the very activity of conceiving God.

The conceiving of God is mentioned first; not because it takes place be-
fore the “burying oneself in”, but because the positing of the latter would not
make sense otherwise. Reb Yasri does not say that the activity of conceiv-
ing God depends upon, is a function of, leads to, the other activity, or is the
cause of it. Of course, the connection between the two activities could be
understood in these different ways, namely, as a cause-effect relationship or
as the inversion of it: the relationship of finality, or as a temporal relationship
in terms of before and after. All this, however, would not help to situate what
is now to be looked at.

Reb Yasri does not speak of the ability to bury oneself in one’s own con-
ceiving of God, but in one’s own invention. This means that the conceiving of
God is taken by the “burying oneself in” not as the activity it is, but as differ-
ent and even separate from this activity of its own; it is taken as a product.
What makes this distinction or even separation occur is the “burying oneself
in” itself. The activity of conceiving God is not just replaced or refrained by
the other activity. It is turned over by the very occurring of the “burying
oneself in”, which makes God remain beyond, distant from Man. Here, the
distance between God and Man does neither correspond to, nor it is a special
case of, the ontological-logical difference between the infinite and the finite,
the absolute and the relative being. It is not justified by appealing either to an
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ontological limitation of Man, or to a quality of God’s being, so that it would
be almost a definition of God to say that God eludes human reach of what-
ever kind. The distance between God and Man occurs because the activity
of “burying oneself in”, and it stands in contrast with the giddy distance reb
Yasri speaks of in the third part of his saying.

4.3 The Giddy Distance

The first two parts of reb Yasri’s saying focused on different approaches to
the question of God. The last part does not offer a third one. It is an addition,
a sort of appendix, as though the mere naming of God’s mystery and secret
at the end of the second part were calling for — not exactly an explanation,
but some amplification.

“Mystery” and “secret”, particularly when God is referred to, have indeed
to be heard radically instead of the way often used in theology. Hence the
critical remark Karl Rahner made in a series of three lectures delivered at an
International Symposium of Theologians at Montreal, August 18-22, 1969.
In the third lecture Rahner urged Christian theology “to avoid the danger of
invoking mysteries in those areas in which all that is really needed is a more
penetrating consideration, or perhaps even the ‘de-mystification’ in some re-
spect of a given proposition of theology” (Rahner 1974, 107). Ogden takes a
similar stand when he says that “Christian faith has no stake in unnecessary
logical confusion, even when such confusion is piously called mystery, and
that, so far from being the denial of this faith, a deep conviction as to the es-
sential significance of temporality is in reality one of its chief fruits.” (Ogden
1977, 161)

Reb Yasri does not explain the meaning of the words “mystery” and “se-
cret”, nor does he give a definition of them. What he says, however, is more
than a definition, provided the language is not instrumentalized and reduced
to a mere tool for communication. Heidegger often warns against such a
reduction, particularly in his instructions for the consultation on hermeneu-
tics in 1964 (see above # 3.2), to which he was apparently invited. Linguists
like Emile Benveniste and the French literary critic Roland Barthes are also
against a onesided understanding and practice of language. Instead of a defi-
nition reb Yasri situates what mystery and secret refer to, as far as language
— and with it the question of God - is concerned: the giddy distance from a
tolerated word to an unacceptable vocable. Here, the distance is character-
ized simultaneously by “from ... to” and by “giddy”.

“From ... to” is commonly used for getting information on the distance
between two places. Knowing it can be either necessary — say, for the prepa-
ration of a journey, or simply a matter of curiosity. In both cases the given
information answers the question: how far? This question, though, is not the
question to which the distance reb Yasri has in mind gives rise to, for it is
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neither big nor small, it is giddy. This giddiness cuts off the ordinary use of
“from ... to” and it renders the whole statement rather poor in terms of mere
information.

Obviously, both characteristics of the distance reb Yasri speaks of do not
cumulate and they cannot be added up. Be it as it may, the distance of God’s
mystery and secret is not meant here to decide whether God stands far from
Man - for instance in heaven as opposed to earth (according to Qoheleth’s
statement: “God is in heaven and you upon earth; therefore, let your words
be few” - Qoh 5,1) — or next to Man. The issue of “God the remote and the
near” was given, we may recall, thorough consideration in the so-called dia-
lectical theology of the 1920’s. Bultmann for instance dedicates nearly one
third of his book on Jesus to the analysis of aspects pertaining to that issue,
particularly God’s presence and the future God, and God’s grace and Man’s
sin (Bultmann 1958a, 133-219). Bultmann comes to the conclusion that the
issue does not entail an exclusive alternative. Rather, each dimension of it
stands in tension with the other, and both build up - at least for Jesus and
for Christian faith - a paradoxical identity. This, however, is not what reb
Yasri means by giddy distance.

The giddy distance means to move (“from ... to”). It is not just the space
between two terms standing together in relationship by the very fact that they
would shape up this relation by themselves, so that the discovery of what
each of them is could provide a full understanding of their relationship as
such. Consequently, the issue here is not to construct a definition of the ex-
pressions “tolerated word” and “unacceptable vocable” while looking after ex-
plicit or at least implicit references to these expressions in the whole of Jabes’
poetry. For sure, an exercise of this kind would yield interesting information.
For instance, the word “vocable” ofen used by Jabés sounds strange not only
in English but also in French because it is rarely used since Mallarmé, except
in linguistics, as Jabés himself points out. (Jabés 1990, 46)

Still more important yet is the fact that use of this word by Jabés — and
of other words that share with “vocable” the misfortune of being pushed into
the background - belongs, Jabés says, to a kind of strategy of his own aiming
at rescuing these words from oblivion. These words appear therefore almost
like neologisms in his poetry. As intrusions of the past upon the present, they
contribute to the creation of modernity according to Jabés, since modernity,
he contends, “cannot be revealed without reference to an anterior moder-
nity”. (Jabes 1990, 46)

Even though this kind of information might help understand what “un-
acceptable vocable” means, and even though the same could be expected
for the expressions “tolerated word” and “giddy distance”, these expressions
would continue to intrigue and their meaning would not become necessarily
clear. One may then strive for additional information by choosing, in Jabes’
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own life, biographical data suitable for this purpose. After all, is he not, as
author, at least the last recourse, if not even more? Does he not speak of
himself somehow in his poetry? Is he not present to the reader of his poems?
The whole enterprise, however, would imply that the work of an author, being
an expression of him, should be related to the author as to a kind of “arché”
with the result that the work itself becomes then casual for the interpreter
and might be, in fact, disregarded by him.

The giddy distance reb Yasri has in mind is not shaped by the terms in
relationship, namely, “tolerated word” and “unacceptable vocable”. As a rela-
tion, the giddy distance makes rather the terms occur, and it gives also sig-
nificance to them. This state of affairs, largely present in Heidegger’s thought,
is being given closer attention and is sometimes called “logic of relation”.
Pierre-Jean Labarriére’s excellent study on othernessoffers a good example
of a logic based on the priority given to relation. This particular kind of logic
that gives priority to relation as such over against the poles of a relationship
might well be worth considering in the search for what is sometimes called
since the eighties “a new paradigm for theology”, a theme discussed a the An-
nual General Assembly of the international journal Concilium held in Ttibin-
gen, in June 1983. (referred to above # 3.4)

The giddy distance of God’s mystery and secret neutralizes the distance
indicated by “God remains beyond ...” and also by the “burying oneself in”
mentioned in part two of reb Yasri’s saying. As mentioned already, the “bury-
ing oneself in” makes out of the conceiving of God a product; it objectifies the
projection by taking the conceiving of God as the result of a human activity.
In so doing, the “burying oneself in” builds up the very constitutive moment
of Man as a subject. A human activity, the conceiving of God ceases then to
be viewed as the projection it is, and the way is then free to make out of the
conceiving of God something to be had, something at one’s own disposal,
Bultmann would say. The denying that “God remains beyond ...” may then
find expression through the assurance that God is in us. Here, however, the
question remains whether this kind of assurance, often insisted upon again
in recent years, really overcomes the ability for Man to bury himself in his
own invention. Of course, this cannot be achieved on the basis which makes
Man a human subject, namely, the quest, typical of modern times, for a firm
stand called by Descartes a “fundamentum inconcussum” capable of giving
beings and things - including God - a status of realness.

Reb Yasri is, indeed, right : the distance of God’s mystery and secret is
giddy. Or, as Bultmann would say, Man stands before God with “empty
hands” (Bultmann 1958b 84), in a sort of “vacuum”® — precisely that empty
place which is the event character of God’s action in Jesus Christ.

23 Boutin 1974, 572-576; Jaspert 1981, 106 & 108.
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Thus faith is a ‘leap in the dark’ because man would fain find security by looking
at himself and yet must precisely let himself go in order to see the object of faith;
and just this is a ‘leap in the dark’ for the natural man. But this does not mean any
blind risk, any game of chance, any mere random groping, but rather a knowing
venture. For man is not asked whether he will accept a theory about God that may
possibly be false, but whether he is willing to obey God’s will. (Bultmann 1960, 57)

The quest for a “fundamentum inconcussum” is rather puzzled, and even
discouraged, by Jabés’ poetry. The spontaneous reaction would be to recall
that Jabés, alas only a poet, cultivates allusiveness and vagueness like every
poet allegedly does. Yet Jabés has perhaps a fairly good understanding of a
proposal made by Karl Rahner in his third lecture of 1969 already referred to:
the proposal to consider that every theological statement is what it truly and
authentically is only when it glides into the silent mystery of God, i.e. “at that
point at which man willingly suffers it to extend beyond his comprehension
into the silent mystery of God”. (Rahner 1974, 103)

4.4 The DaB-Was Relationship

God and Man are not the poles of a relationship between two subjects, or
else they can but enter into an entangled opposition. In the God-Man relation
projection and nonobjectivation belong together. Yet they do not build up a
unity, be it of the paradoxical type. They are cause and effect for one another
and at the same time, which means that the cause-effect relationship is not
involved in this process. Because nonobjectivation does not depend upon
Man'’s free choice, it does not simply qualify projection otherwise than objec-
tivation does. It is rather the ever inchoative process in which Man overcomes
both himself as a subject and his understanding of God as a subject.

Here, the starting point for reflection is not the traditional one in theology
and in metaphysics. It does not consist in assuming, as Thomas Aquinas
does, that the first thing one has to know about something is whether it is
(“an sit”), whereas the question about what it is (“quid sit”) would come after.
The decisive question refers rather to the relationship between the quod and
the quid, as medieval theology and philosophy would say - that is: the very
fact that something is, and what it is, or in German: the Daf3 and the Was.

The Daf3-Was relationship is central in Bultmann’s theology; it pertains not
only to Christian faith, but to God’s revelation as well. The way this relation-
ship is understood, and particularly how these two relationships relate to one
another, is most decisive for the understanding of God’s action as an event. For
this “relation of relations”, as it were, can be considered as the very structure
of God’s action as an event. The significance of it is expressed by Bultmann in
a remarkably constant way throughout his writings, although Bultmann was
perhaps not fully aware of the “relation of relations” as such. The following
diagram might provide a fair presentation of Bultmann’s own view:
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- Was (“content”)
Revelation = ------------ommmoo paradoxical identity
- Daj3 (“event”)

- Was (“content”, fides quae)
Faith ~ paradoxical identity
- Daf3 (“event”, fides qua)

The very “content” (Was) of Christian faith is an event: God’s revelation
(Dag3) in Jesus Christ. The “content” (Was) of God’s revelation in Jesus Christ
stays in close relationship to Christian faith as an event (Daf3) because of the
real, though paradoxical identity of the Was and the Daf3 of God’s revelation,
and of the Was and the Daf3 of Christian faith itself. God comes to Man in
Jesus Christ, which Christian faith alone can “see” (Bultmann 1958b, 72);
and no one comes to faith unless one is attracted by God who reveals Himself
in Jesus Christ as the salvation event.

Nonobjectifying projection is not the projection of the very essence of Man,
as one should say from Feuerbach’s perspective; it is the projection of what
Man as a subject is not and yet, is called to be: human. Nonobjectifying pro-
jection, although it is no activity of a human subject, is neither alien to Man,
nor is it opposed to God. It brings Man further than what the human subject
strives to achieve, namely, to secure himself and to have others — and him-
self — at his own disposal (“verfiigen”). Nonobjectifying projection prevents
the conceiving of God from becoming Man'’s product and mere invention, and
from being considered apart from God’s action as an event. Without the lat-
ter, there remains nothing else than either to deny Man’s ability to conceive
God, or to bury oneself in one’s own invention, whether it is a God who must
oppose Man in order to be God, or whether it is Man who must — as the hu-
man subject he wants to be — either oppose God or reduce God to what he, as
a human subject, thinks about God.

The consequences of both God’s action as an event and nonobjectifying
projection are expressed by Bultmann in the following words quoted from his
sermon for Pentecost, 1917:

If we want to see God, then the first thing we should say to ourselves is that we
may not see him as we have conceived him. We must remind ourselves that he may
appear to be wholly other than the picture we have made of him; and we must be
prepared to accept his visage even if it terrifies us. Can we not see him in the pres-
ent? Has our old picture of him fallen to pieces? If so, then we must first of all be
grateful that we have lost our false conception; for the only way we can see him is
as he actually is. (Bultmann 1960, 26-27)
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Conclusion

Time and again Bultmann insists on the necessity for Christian theology
to reflect on its own “conceptuality”,?* since the interpretation of New Testa-
ment Christology “shows how the first proclaimers solved the problem with
which the church is faced afresh in every age, the problem of framing a Chris-
tology which meets the requirement: hoc est Christum cognoscere, beneficia
eius cognoscere [to know Christ is to know the benefits he confers](Bultmann
1969, 285). Yet for Bultmann, such a reflection is meaningful only when it
pertains first of all to “the thing itself”,% for he never questioned the fact that
faith does not end up in the utterable, but in the “thing”, as Thomas Aquinas
says.?6 For Bultmann, the “thing” is God’s revelation in the person of Jesus
as the Word of God. His thinking finds its proper limitation in this event, it
tries to remain open to it, to constantly be put into question by it and to tran-
scend itself toward it. Therefore, it always warns that it does not belong to
Man to decide by himself when and how such limitation ceases and becomes
transparent. In this way Bultmann’s thinking helps situating the authentic
limitation of theological reflection and thus it calls forth an awareness to,
and at times a crisis of, faith as a way of being (fides qua creditur) with regard
to what is and has to be believed (fides quae creditur).

Faith — Bultmann is convinced — has to be reviewed constantly. The believ-
er has to refrain from acting and behaving — and therefore from thinking — as
if today’s world would simply be a duplication and a repetition of what it pre-
sumably always was in the past. Bultmann’s theological discourse focuses
less on God as an object than on the human condition and thus on its own
process of thought. Such reflective feedback “requires not speculation but
self-examination, radical consideration of the nature of one’s own new exis-
tence” (Bultmann 1969, 279; Jaspert 1981, 29). Therefore, when it happens,
it differs greatly from doing what one does, as it were, naturally. It entails
indeed something unusual, challenging, even unbearable. For it makes one
free from disentchantment and the spell is suddenly broken since it calls to
attention what the mere fact of thinking seeks to forget and to avoid: God as
event, alone capable of dismissing the false conceptions that are constantly
re-emerging along the way.

24 “Begrifflichkeit” - for instance Jaspert 1981, 24.25.31.37t040; Bultmann 1954, 260-261;
Bultmann 1969, 69.91.105.108.115.

25 “Die Sache selbst”. See already on August 3, 1925 in Jaspert 1981,116-119.

26 “Actus autem fidei non terminatur ad enuntiabile, sed ad rem” — Thomas Aquinas, Summa
theolgiae 1lallae, question 1, article 2, ad secundum.
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THEOSEBESLER VE ERKEN HIRISTIYANLIK

Prof. Dr. Kiirsad DEMIRCI!
Ar. Gor. Tugrul KURT?

The Theosebes are a group of pagans sympathized with Judaism; they
had some beliefs and rituals of their own. The group existed between the
1st Century before the Common Era and the 4.th century in the Medi-
terranean area. The Theosebes served as a brigdge community between
Greek culture and the diaspora Judaism. It is probable that the very first
Christian missions began among the Theosebes. Named as ‘phoube-
menoi’ and ‘sebomenoi ton teon’ in Acts, they are especially marked as
being the first addressees of Paul. The greek term “Theosebes” means
“God-Fearers” and it has, as an extension of the Pagan Monotheism and
Theos Hypsistos cult, occured within the Roman borders, revealed itself
first in Judaism and later in Christianity. In addition, the Theosebes
were also prevalent during the birth of Islam in the Arabian peninsu-
la. The Syriac term ‘hanpa’, which was used to express the Theosebes,
sounds similar to the Arabic “Hanif”; it is possible that there is a relation
between Theosebes and Hanifs. Traces of the Theosebes vanished after
the 5th century C.E. Presumably the group had been assimilated into
Judaism, Christianity and Islam and finally disappeared.

Key words: Theosebes, Theos Hypsistos, Judaism, Gentile Christian-
ity, Hanif, Late Antiquity.

Ozet

Theosebesler Yahudilige egilim gosteren ve kendilerine has bir takim
inang ve rittielleri olan bir pagan cemaattir. Bu grup mo. 1. asir ile ms.
4. asir arasmnda Akdeniz havzasinda varlhik gostermistir. Theosebes-
ler Grek kualturu ile diaspora Yahudiligi arasinda kopru vazifesi gor-
muislerdir. {lk Hiristiyan teblig faaliyetlerinin bu gruba mensup olan
kisi ve cemaatlere yapilmis olmasi muhtemeldir. Elcilerin islerinde
‘phoubemenoi’ ve ‘sebomenoi ton teon’ seklinde adlandirilan bu grup
Pavlus'un tebliginde ilk hedef kitlesi olarak takdim edilir. Grek¢e’deki
Theosebes terimi “God-fearers” yani Tanridan korkanlar manasma
gelmektedir. Bu manada, s6z konusu terim, pagan monoteizmi ile
Theos Hypsistos kultiintin bir uzantis1 olarak Roma topraklarinda
ortaya ¢ikmis ve ilk olarak Yahudilikte daha sonra da Hiristiyanlikta
tezahtir etmistir. Ayrica, Theosebesler Islamin Arap Yarimada’smda
dogdugu zamanlarda da mevcuttular. Grubu ifade etmek icin kulla-
nilan Stryanice “hanpa” terimi ile Arap¢a “hanif” terimi fonetik ola-
rak benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu nedenle Theosebesler ile Hanifler
arasmda bir miinasebet olmasi1 muhtemeldir. Theosebeslerin izleri
besinci asirdan sonra ortadan kalkmustir. Muhtemelen grup o6nce
Yahudilik icinde daha sonra da Hiristiyanhk ve Islam icinde asimile
olmus, nihayet ortadan kalkmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Theosebes, Theos Hypsistos, Yahudilik, Gentile
Hiristiyanlik, Hanif, Ge¢ Antik¢ag.
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Marmara Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dinler Tarihi Ytiksek Lisans Ogrencisi (29 Mayis
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Hiristiyanhigin dérdiincti ytizylla kadar nasil gelistigini aciklayan ve co-
gunlugu sosyal-psikolojik sebeplerle iliskili olan pek cok gerekce vardir. Bu
gerekceler, bu donemlerdeki simmifsal catismalardan ekonomik iliskiler agina
kadar oldukca genis bir alana sahiptir. Daha mikro acidan bakildiginda, Hi-
ristiyanlifin yayihm mantiin1 anlamak giiclesmektedir. Ozellikle ince tarih-
sel iliskileri aciklamak daha zordur. Hangi tarihsel fenomen Hiristiyanhigin
yayilimina gu¢ vermistir meselesi, arkeolojiden antik filolojiye kadar hem ge-
nis, hem dar bir alanla ugrasmay1 gerektirmektedir.

Elinizdeki makalede, erken dénemde Hiristiyanligin hangi tarihsel kosul-
lar icerisinde gelistigini aciklamaya calisacagiz. Bu gelismenin nasil oldugu-
nu smirlayacagimiz cografya, biiytik oranda Anadolu cografyasi olacaktir. Ele
alacagimiz stirecin zaman simiri ise birinci ytizyil civaridir. Daha da 6zelles-
mek gerekirse, bu sorunu- yani Hiristiyanlik nasil yayildi meselesi- Akdeniz
cografyasimda Theosebesler adiyla bilinen bir grubun nezdinde analiz etmeye
ve boylece bir yandan ortaya koydugumuz sorunu cézmeye calisacak, dte
yandan bu analiz cercevesinde Turkce’de cok fazla bilinmeyen bir konuyu-
Theosebesler- irdeleyecegiz. Ayrica ele aldigimiz meselenin Islam kuilttirt ice-
risinde sayilabilecek bir takim fenomenlerle iliskisini kurmaya yonelik kisa
bir degerlendirme yapmaya calisacagiz. Hanifler ve Sabiilerin Theosebeslerle
iligkili olabilecegine dair bir kac ipucu sunacagiz.

Hiristiyanlk, 6zellikle Akdeniz cografyasmda Gentile ktilttir ortaminda ya-
yilirken, dért ana grupla muhatap olmak durumunda kaldi. Pavlus ile birlikte
baslayan yayilma stirecinde, ilk inananlarn karsilastigi bu temel gruplar di-
asporada yasayan Yahudiler, Gentileler, Proselitler ve tizerine belli bir kurgu
oturtmaya c¢alisacagimiz Theosebesler olmustur. Erken Hiristiyanlk, Filistin
topraklarimin disina ¢ikmaya basladiginda, kendini var edebilmek icin gticlii
bir misyon faaliyetine girdi. Pek ¢ok inanan, yukarida siralanan dért ana grup
Gentile veya Yahudi cemaatleri arasinda misyon yapmaya basladi. Fakat, 6zel-
likle erken dénemler goz 6ntine alindiginda, bu misyon faaliyetinin yapildig:
gruplar arasinda en basarili olunanlarin Theosebesler oldugunu séylememiz
mumkindur. Basitce, yan Pagan, yan Yahudi sempatizam olan ve tarihsel
kokeni muhtemelen Helenistik déneme uzanan Theos Hypsistos gibi monote-
ist egilimli bir takim inan¢ gruplarima kadar cikarabilecegimiz Theosebesler,
Hiristiyanligin giic kazanmasinda énemli rol oynamis gértinmektedirler.

Theosebesler, Helenistik déonemden itibaren Akdeniz diinyasimnda yaygin-
lasmaya baslayan Theos Hypsistos gibi Pagan monoteizminin temsilcilerinden
biridir. Bir arkeolojik calisma alani olarak, Theosebes meselesi, kendi icerisin-
de arastirlmaya deger bir konu olsa da, bizim icin burada énemli olan yan,
onun o6zellikle Hiristiyan kulttrtyle olan iliskisi baglamindadir. Genelde bii-
tiin Akdeniz cevresinde, 6zelde Anadolu’da, Aphrodisias, Miletos, Sardis gibi
antik sehirler basta olmak tizere, bir takim antik kentlerde yasayan bu grup-
lar, Hiristiyanhgin yayillmasina zemin hazirlamis gibi gértinmektedir.
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Theosebes (0eooefc)® kelimesinin etimolojisi hakkinda genel bir bilgi ver-
mek gerekirse, onun her seyden 6nce tanridan korkan, husu duyan anlamla-
rina geldigini soyleyebiliriz.* Theosebes, tanr1 manasinda 0edc- theos ile si8in-
mak, sayg1 gostermek, ta’zim etmek, korkmak gibi anlamlara gelen céfopout-
sébomai kelimesinden olusmaktadir. Sébomai ibaresi aynm zamanda ibadet
etme anlamina da gelmektedir. Dolayisiyla Theosebes “tanriya ibadet eden”
manasindadir. Makalemizde bu ibareyi kullanmay1 esas almamizin bir takim
gerekceleri vardir. Kelimenin ¢ok anlamli olmasi, bu gerekcelerin basinda
gelir. Theosebes ibaresi hem “tanridan korkmak” hem de “tanriya ibadet et-
mek” anlamina geldigi i¢in toplulugun en temel iki 6zelligine isaret etmekte-
dir. Bir taraftan tanridan korkmalar1 monoteist bir inanca sahip olduklarini
gosterirken, diger taraftan Yahudiler’le birlikte sinagoglarda ibadetlere katil-
diklarindan dolay: tanriya ibadet edenler olarak isimlendirilmeleri son derece
isabetlidir.

Bu grup icin kullanilan tek kelime Theosebes degildir. Ayrica sebome-
noi ve phoubemenoi seklinde iki Grekce ibare daha vardir. Latince’de ise, bu
grubu ifade etmek icin metuentes (deum) kelimesi kullanilmaktadir. Ayrica
(ileride kisaca deginilecegi gibi) eger Hanifler ve Sabiileri de bu gruplarla ilis-
kilendireceksek, hanpa (veya hanputo) ve saba ibarelerinin de varhigim zik-
retmemiz uygun olacaktir. Hatta Theosebes ifadesindeki sebes fiilinin saba
kelimesiyle dogrudan iliskili olmasi bile muhtemeldir.®

Zikrettigimiz delillere Sabii kelimesinin filolojik tahlilini ilave ettigimizde,
Theosebeslerle ilgisinin daha net ortaya ¢ikacagini diistinmekteyiz. Zira The-
osebes kelimesi daha once zikrettigimiz gibi 6edg - theos ve oé¢Popon sébomai
kelimelerinden olusur. Sebomai kelimesi korkmak, ibadet etmek anlamina
geldigi gibi, sakinmak, yliz ¢cevirmek ve yénelmek anlamlarina da gelmekte-
dir. Bize gore bu kelime, Islam kaynaklarinda Gnostik dinler® arasinda zikre-
dilen Sabii kelimesine de kaynaklik teskil etmistir.

Yeni Ahit'te Resullerin Isleri kitabinda kelime Theosebes olarak degil,
phoubemenoi ve sebomenoi (ton teon) seklinde gecmektedir. Phoubemenos
kelimesi Resullerin Isleri kitabinda 5 yerde’ zikredilir. ¢popotuevog kavrami
korkmak, sigimmak anlamindaki ¢p6fiog (phoubos)® ve cokca anlamina gelen

3  Ayrica bkz. Ernst Dassmann (ed.), Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum, Sachwdérterbuch
zur Auseinandersetzung des Christentums mit der antiken Welt, 1. Baski, Stuttgart: Hierse-
mann, 1994.

4  Gerhard Kittel, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Michigan: William B. Eerdman
Co., 1985, s.331.

5 Daha fazla bilgi icin bkz. Daniel Chwolson, Die Ssabier und der Ssabismus. Geschichte und
orientalische Quellen der harranischen Ssabier oder der syro-hellenistischen Heiden im nérd-
lichen Mesopotamien und in Bagdad zur Zeit des Chalifats, 1. Baski, Amsterdam: APA, 1965.

6  Gnostisizm ile ilgili daha fazla bilgi i¢cin bk. Giovanni Floramo, Gnostisizm Tarihi, Selma Aygiil
Bas ve Bilal Bas (cev.), 1. Baski, Istanbul: Litera, 2005.

7  Resullerin Isleri 10: 2, 22, 35; 13, 16, 26.

8  Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey William Bromiley ve Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament, cilt: IX, Stuttgart: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 1974, s.189-190.
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pevog (menos) kelimelerinin birlesmesinden olusur. Dolayisiyla ¢ofotuevog-
phoubemenoi ibaresi “tanridan cokca korkan” anlami tagimaktadir.®

Yeni Ahit’'te 6 yerde'® gecen sebomenos ibaresi ise Grekce’de korkmak,
husu duymak, anlaminda oéfopor (sébomai) ve cokca anlamina gelen pevog
(menos) kelimesinden olusur.!' Dolayisiyla yukarida zikrettigimiz phoubeme-
nos kelimesi gibi “tanridan korkmak” (tanriya karsi husu ve hasyet/korku
icinde olma'?) anlamindadir. Ancak sebomenos kelimesinin ayni zamanda
ibadet etmek anlamina geldigi bilinmektedir.!® Bamberger gibi baz1 arastir-
macilara gore sebomenos, ger toshav ibaresinin Grekce karsihigidir.'* David
Novak’a gore sebomenos kelimesinin yaninda phoubemenos da ger toshav
icin kullanilan iki kavramdan birisidir. Dolayisiyla Nuh'un evrensel yedi ka-
nununa uyan “yabancilar” (Israil’den olmayanlar anlaminda) i¢in kullanilir.'?
Sebomenos ibaresi Theosebeslerle Yahudilerin sinagoglarda bir arada bulu-
nup ibadet ettiklerini gostermektedir.'® Bundan dolay: Theosebeslerle Yahu-
dilerin yakin temasta olduklarim en iyi sekilde gésteren bir ibare oldugunu
sOylememiz yanls olmayacaktir.

brani kaynaklarinda Theosebeslerin karsihigi olarak kullanilan ibare ge-
nelde ger toshav’du. Ancak hemen sunu da ifade etmemiz gerekmektedir ki,
Yahudi kaynaklarinda dogustan Yahudi irkina bagh olmayanlar icin farkh
ibareler kullamilmaktadir. Proselit, ger, ger toshav, ger tzedek yabancilar i¢cin
kullanilan ifadelere bir ka¢ ¢érnektir. Burada onemli olan husus, her kelime-
nin, yabancilarin stattistine goére farklh manalarda kullanmildigidir. En genel
anlamda yabancilarn ifade etmek icin ger kelimesinin kullanildigini séyleye-
biliriz. Bunun haricinde, mesela soyu Israil’e dayanmayan, fakat Yahudiligi
kabul edenler icin ger tzedelk (Proselit) kullanilirken, yine yabanci olup Ya-
hudilige sempati duyan ve tamamiyla YahudiliSe gecmeyenler icin ger tos-
hav kullanmilmistir. Burada dikkat cekmek istedigimiz husus, Theosebeslerin
Proselitlerle ayni gortlmedigi, farkl bir stattiye sahip olduklaridir. Theose-
besler, Proselitler gibi tamamiyla Yahudilige gecmis olmadiklari icin ayri bir
stattiye sahiptirler. Proselit kelimesi, Yahudilige btittintiyle gecmis olanlari
tamimlayan bir ifadedir. Bunun disinda, Ibrani kaynaklarda genel anlamda
yabancilar ifade etmek icin ger kelimesi kullanilir. Ibranice “yabanci” an-

9  Resullerin islerin’de phoubemenos ton theon seklinde gecmektedir.

10 Resullerin isleri 13, 43, 50; 16: 14; 17:4, 17; 18:7.

11 Bkz. Jojko Bernadeta, Worshiping the father in Spirit and Truth, 1. Baski,, Roma: Gregorian
& Biblical Press, 2012.

12 Sebes kelimesinde ayrica “yiz ¢evirmek”, “dénmek” anlami da vardir. leride bu konuya acik-
lik getirilecektir.

13 Bkz. Gunter Mayer ve Michael Tilly, Lebensform und Lebensform im Antiken Judentum, 2.
Baski, Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015.

14 Bernard J. Bamberger, Proselytism in the Talmudic Period, New York: Ktav1986, s.137.

15 David Novak, The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism: The Idea of Noahide Law, 2. Baski, Litt-
man Library of Jewish Civilization 2011, s.28.

16 Peter Lampe, Christians at Rome in the First Two Centuries: From Paul to Valentinus, Londra:
A&C Black, 2003, s.69
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lamina gelen ger, stinnetli ve stinnetsiz olmak tizere kendi icerisinde ikiye
ayrilmaktadir. Stinnetli yabancilara ger tzedek denilirken, stnnetsizler ger
toshav olarak adlandirilir. Bunun haricinde ibranice’de, Grekce Theosebes
kavramu ile ifade edilen tanridan korkanlar icin yirei hashem/yiro yiho ke-
limesi mevcuttur. Ger kavramina karsilik yirei hashem kavram daha spe-
sifiktir ve 6zel anlamda Theosebesler i¢cin kullanilmaktadir. Genel anlamda
Yahudi kaynaklarinda, kutsal kitap ve bunlara yazilan yorumlar, serhler ve
hasiyelerde de “tanridan korkan”, “isim (elohim) den korkan”, “semadan kor-
kan” gibi sifatlandirmalarm ¢okca yapildigin séylememizde fayda vardir.'”

Theosebes meselesi arkeoloji veya tarih calismalarinda kendine ait bir
yere sahipse de, biz elinizdeki makale cercevesinde bunu bir tarafa biraka-
rak daha ¢ok grubun Hiristiyanlik’la iliskisi noktasinda bir ka¢ sey sdyleme-
yi uygun bulmaktayiz. ileride deginilecegi gibi, basta Anadolu’da bulunan
arkeolojik belgelerden anlasilacagi tizere, Theosebesler diaspora Yahudiligi
ile iliski icerisindeydi. Bu iliskinin boyutlar1 Aphrodisias’ta bulunan epigra-
fik malzemelerde yeterince goriilebilir. Ote yandan, yerli pagan kiltiirle de
iliskili olmalari, Theosebesleri Hiristiyan misyonu i¢in kolay bir kitle haline
getirmekteydi.

Anadolu’yu esas aldigimizda, Theosebeslerin kimligine ait en net referans-
lar Resullerin Isleri 10: 2, 22, 35; 13, 16, 26.13, 43, 50; 16: 14; 17:4, 17;
18:7’de bulunur. Resullerin Islerindeki phoubemenoi'® ve sebomenoi'® keli-
meleri Theosebeslerle iliskili olan doért ayr kimlige isaret eder. Theosebeslere
ait bu dort kimlikten ilki Ytizbasi Cornelius adiyla bilinen figtirdar. Ytizbasi
Cornelius Resullerin Islerinde? “phoubemenoi” olarak, yani “tanridan kor-
kan” biri olarak tamtilir. Petrus’un misyonerligi neticesinde Cornelius Hiris-
tiyan olur.

Ikinci Theosebes figiirii, “Pavlus’un hitap ettigi topluluk” (sebomenon- Re-
sullerin Isleri 13: 43; 17:4) olarak adlandirabilecegimiz bir grup nezdinde
ortaya cikar.

Uctincti Theosebes figiirti “kadinlar ve Lydia” olarak nitelendirebilecegi-
miz gruptur (sebomenas gynaikas- 13:50; 16: 14; 17:4). Resullerin Islerin-
deki son referans Titus Yustus adiyla bilinen bir figtirdur (sebomenoi- 18:7).

Bu figtrlerin detaylandirilmasima girmeden 6nce bir noktanin varhigimna
isaret etme ihtiyaci icindeyiz. Resullerin Islerinin yazar olan Luka'nin, Gen-
tilelere sicak bakisini bir Gentile kulttirti olan Theosebeslere yaptig1 vurgu ile
mesrulastirma cabasini gozden uzak tutmamak gerekmektedir. Yani liberal
ve Yahudi olmayanlara daha evrensel bir perspektiften bakan Pavlus ¢izgi-

17 Bkz. Volker Haarmann, JHWH-Verehrer unter den Vélkern- Die Hinwendung von Nichtisraeli-
ten zum Gott Israels in alttestamentlichen Uberlieferungen, Ziirih: Theologischer Verlag, 2008

18 Resullerin Isleri, 10: 2, 22, 35; 13, 16, 26.

19 Resullerin isleri, 13, 43, 50; 16: 14; 17:4, 17; 18:7.

20 Resullerin isleri, 10:1-23.
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sindeki Luka, adeta Gentile Theosebeslerin varhigina dikkat ¢ekerek, Yahu-
dilik misyonunun evrensel bir 6ge tasidigin isaret etmeye calismistir. Kendi
evrensel pozisyonunu Resullerin Islerindeki bu dért Theosebes grubu tize-
rinden anlatmis ve otoritesini bu figtirler tizerinden pekistirmistir. Bundan
dolay1 kismen katilabilecegimiz bir fikir olarak, baz1 arastirmacilarin aslinda
bu dort figtrtin hic bir zaman olmadigini, bunlarin sadece Luka c¢izgisindeki
Gentile sempatizani Yahudi gruplarimin kurgusu olduguna inandigini sdyle-
memiz gerekecektir.?! Bize gore de, Resullerin Islerinde gecen bu Theosebes
karakterli dort ana figtirtin var olup olmadig1 meselesi muglaktir. Luka'nin
kendi pozisyonunu mesrulastirmak icin bu tip figlirler tiretmis olma ihtimali
buttntyle goz ardi edilir bir sey degildir. Tabi ki bu Theosebeslerin olmadig:
anlamina gelmez.

Resullerin Isleri'nde Theosebeslerle ilgili olarak karsimiza cikan ilk figiir
yani Cornelius 6rnegine déndugtmitizde, su sekilde bir analiz yapmamiz
miimkiindiir. Her seyden 6nce, Petrus'un Isamin varisi?? ve Yahudi- Hiristi-
yan denilen grubun liderlerden biri olma 6zelligine sahip oldugunu hatirlat-
mak uygun olacaktir. Petrus'un Theosebes Cornelius’a dair pasaji, “Tanrdan
korkan biriydi. Hem kendisi hem de biitiin ev halk Tanridan korkardil. Halka
colc yardumda bulunur, Tanrtya stirekli dua ederdi”?®, Bir giin ona bir melegin
seslenip séyle dedigi anlatilir: “Dualarin ve sadakalarin anilmalk tizere Tanrt
katina ulasti?* Bu, Resullerin Islerinde bir déntim noktasidir.

Petrus'un Yahudi olmayan, stinnetsiz birisini (yani Theosebes Cornelius'u)
Hiristiyanlastirmasi “siinnetlilerin havarisi” olan Petrus icin 6zel bir durum
arz etmektedir. Resullerin Islerinde Yahudi olmayan birisinin Hiristiyan ya-
pilmasinda belki de en 6énemli ctimle ve tespit sudur: “Demelk ki tanr, tévbe
etme ve yasama kavusma fursatuu éteki uluslara (Gentileler) da vermistir”.?s
Aslinda bu ifadelerle Luka eliyle Pavlus'un benimsedigi ve savundugu “Pa-
gan veya Gentile Hiristiyanliga” zemin hazirlanmis oluyordu. Zira bundan
sonraki hedef muhatap kitle artik Yahudiler degil, pagan ve Gentilelerlerdir.
Muhatap kitlesinin Yahudilerden Gentilelere veya Paganlara cevrilmesi The-
osebesler vasitasiyla olmustur.?® Luka'min Theosebesleri, evrensel Yahudi-

21 Bu aym bir ¢alisma konusudur. Bununla ilgili bkz. Glinter, Wasserberg, Aus Israels Mitte-
Heil fiir die Welt, 1. Baski, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1992 ve Jean- Pierre Sterck- Degueldre,
Eine Frau names Lydia, Tabingen: Mohr- Siebeck, 2004.

22 Petrus, isa Mesih’in havarisi ve varisi olarak onun davasimi stirdiirmiis ve Yahudileri muha-
tap alarak mesihi mesaji yaymstir. Resullerin Isleri 2:14’deki “Ey Yahudiler ve Yerusalim'de
bulunan herkes” diye baslayan nidasi buna 6rnek gosterilebilir. Daha sonra Petrus stirekli
Yahudi- israilogullarma hitapta bulunur: Resullerin isleri 2:22 “Ey Israilliler, su sézleri dinle-
yin...”. Petrus kendisini Yahudi cemaatinden ayr1 gérmedigini Resullerin isleri 2:29'taki “Kar-
desler, size agik¢a soyleyebilirim ki, biiytik atamuz Davut 6ldit...” ifadesinden anlamaktayiz.

23 Resullerin isleri, 10:2.

24 Resullerin isleri, 10:4.

25 Resullerin isleri, 11:18.

26 Burada bu goruse katilmasak da, Luka tarafindan Theosebeslere verilen merkezi 6nem kap-
saminda bazi arastirmacilarin onun da bir Theosebes olabilecegi ihtimalini savunduklarini
sOylememiz gerekmektedir.
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ligi mesrulastirmakta kullandig1 bu pasajlardan sonra, Resullerin Islerinde
Pavlus'un 6n plana ¢ikariliyor olmasi tesaduif degildir.

Yani 6zetle sunu soyleyebiliriz ki, Luka Cornelius 6rnegini vermekle ken-
disinin ve Pavlus'un teolojisini ortaya sermistir. Luka burada Gentilelerden
birisinin hidayete erdirilmesini (Hiristiyan olmasini) istemistir, yani tanri-
nin iradesi tecelli etmistir. Bu acidan insanin iradesinin karsisinda (ki as-
Iinda Yahudi-Hiristiyanligini daha cok bu kapsamda degerlendirir) tanrinin
iradesi (ki burada Gentile Hiristiyanlarimi éne c¢ikarir) durmaktadir. Ancak
btittin bunlardan 6te, artik etnisiteye dayali bir dini inanis degil, evrensel
yoruma sahip bir dini anlayisa gecis, yani Yahudi-Hiristiyanhgindan Gentile-
Hiristiyanligina gec¢isin tanrinin iradesi oldugu izlenimi yaratilmaktadir.

Hiristiyanlik Gentileler aracilifiyla ayr bir dini htiviyet ve evrensellik kaza-
nabilmistir. Theosebesler, degisik Gentile-Hiristiyan gruplarina “sadece” bir
ornek teskil ediyor olsa dahi, konumlar ve islevleri baglaminda 6zel bir yapi-
ya sahiptirler. Daha énce s6ylendigi gibi, Theosebesler “Pavlus'un Anadolu’da
Hiristiyanligi yayma tesebbtisinde bulundugu dort ana gruptan™’ birisi,
hatta “en 6nemli olanidir*?®. Pavlus, Diaspora Yahudileri, Gentile ve Proselit-
leri yaninda Theosebesleri muhatabi kabul etmistir. Genelde bu dért muha-
tap kitlesi ve 6zelde Theosebesler vasitasiyla Pavlus'un Hiristiyanlik anlayis:
yayllmis, béylece Anadolu’da Hiristiyanlik kék salmistir. Ayn1 zamanda The-
osebesler 6rnegi tizerinden, baslangicta Yahudiligin farkli bir yorumu, adeta
mezhebi olarak gortilen Hiristiyanligin ayri bir din olusturmasindaki asama-
lar1 daha net gormekteyiz. Ctinkti Theosebeslerin Pavlus'un muhataplar: ve
“Hiristiyanliga” gecmis olmalarina ragmen, bir yontiyle Pagan, diger yontiyle
de Yahudi kultir ve geleneklere sahip olmalan erken dénem Hiristiyanhgin
yapisini en iyi sekilde ortaya koymaktadir.

Resullerin Isleri baglaminda zikredilen ikinci Theosebes figtirii, yukarida
bahsettigimiz gibi, “Pavlus’un hitap ettigi topluluk” olarak adlandirilabilecek
bir gruptur. Bu toplulugun sebomenos kelimesiyle anilmasi nedeniyle, onla-
rin Theosebesler olabilecegini anlamaktayiz.

Resullerin Isleri'nde Theosebes Cornelius ve “toplulugun” yaninda ti¢iincti
figiir olarak “kadinlar ve Lydianin” zikredildigini gormekteyiz. Resullerin Isleri
17:4’te “Onlardan bazular, Tanrvdan korkan Grekler’den bliytik bir topluluk ve
ileri gelen kadinlarin da bircogu tkna olup Pavlus’la Silas’a katiudular”? ifadesi-
nin yer almasi énemlidir. Zira burada ilk defa kadin Theosebeslerden bahsedi-

27 Kursad Demirci, “I. Ylizyllda Anadolu’daki “God-Fearers” Gruplar ve Hiristiyanligin yayilma-
s1”, Dinler Tarihi Arasturmalart-III Sempozyumu 2001, Dinler Tarihi Dernegi Yayinlari, Ankara
2002, s.387.

28 Demirci, a.g.e. s.387.

29 Resullerin Isleri 17:4 Grekce Yeni Ahit'te xaf Tiveg £€ abT@V EmeloOnoav %ol mQooexANEMONoUY TO
Hadho ol 1@ Zhd, Tdv te oefopévov Elvov, mhf)fog ok, yuvaux®dv te Thv mod@tmv ovx Oy
(transribi: Kai tines ex autdon epeisthésan kai proseklerothésan to Paulo kai to Sila ton te sebomendn
Hellenon pléthos poly gynaikon te ton proton ouk oligai) seklinde gegmektedir.
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lir. Bu da bize Theosebeslerin arasimnda sadece erkeklerin degil, kadinlarin da
bulundugunu gostermektedir.?® Bu husus 6nemlidir, zira Romanin senkretik
din havuzu ve panteonu icerisindeki baz1 dini akimlar sadece erkeklere mah-
sus olabiliyordu.?! Ayrica burada dikkat ceken bir detay “ileri gelen Kadin-
lar” dan bahsediliyor olmasidir. Dolayisiyla Theosebesler'in toplumun fakir,
guicstiz, kole ve kadinlarindan®? degil, etkin ve muteber kisilerden olustugunu
soyleyebiliriz.

Son olarak Resullerin islerinde Theosebes figiirlerine 6rnek olarak 18:4-8
pasajlarinda bahsi gecen Titus Yustus zikredilmelidir.

Pavlus, her Sabat Gtini havrada tartisarak hem Yahudiler'i hem Grekler’i ikna et-
meye calisiyordu. Silas’la Timoteos Makedonya’'dan gelince, Pavlus kendini timuiy-
le Tanr s6zliinli yaymaya verdi. Yahudiler'e, isa'nin Mesih olduguna dair tamkhk
ediyordu. Ama Yahudiler karsi gelip ona sévmeye baslaymnca Pavlus, giysilerini
silkerek, “Basiniza geleceklerin sorumlusu sizsiniz!” dedi. “Sorumluluk benden git-
ti. Bundan boyle 6teki uluslara gidecegim.” Pavlus oradan c¢ikti, Tanri’'dan korkan
Titius Yustus adli birinin evine gitti. Yustus'un evi havranin bitisigindeydi. Havra-
nin yoneticisi Krispus btittin ev halkiyla birlikte Rab’be inandi. Pavlus'u dinleyen
Korintliler'den bir¢cogu da inanip vaftiz oldu.3?

Resullerin Islerinde Titus Yustus'tan sonra herhangi bir Theosebes ‘ten
bahsedilmez. Bu ytizden bu pasaj énemli bir konuma sahiptir.

[lk Hiristiyanlar icin oynadiklan role ait yukarida verilen bilgilerin disin-
da, Theosebeslerin 6zellikle Anadolu arkeolojisinde hangi kaynaklarda gecti-
gine goz atmak faydali olacaktir. Bu baglamda, ti¢ antik kenti (Aphrodisias,
Miletos ve Sardis) saymak mumkutndur.

Bunlardan ilki Aphrodisias’tir. Theosebeslerin Aphrodisias’taki durumla-
rin1 anlatan iki arkeolojik belgeyi 6rnek verecegiz. Bunlardan ilki Odeon’da
bulunan kti¢tik bir yazit, ikincisi de sinagoga ait stitunlarda bulunan yazit-
lardir. Bu belgelerden yola ¢ikarak Aphrodisias’taki Theosebeslerin konum-
larmm su sekilde kurgulamamiz miimktndur.

M.O 1.yy’a ait oldugu tahmin edilen ve Odeon’'un Bat1 tarafinda yer alan
bir yazitta, Tdrtog [-- ? -+ 0]le®d Uypiotw “Tatas’tan, Theos Hypsitos’a (adak)”
ifadesinin yer almasi pagan monoteizmine isarettir. Daha 6nce belirttigimiz
uizere, Theosebeslerin monoteist inan¢lar1 Theos Hypsistos inancina dayan-
dirllmaktadir. Bundan dolay1 M.O 1.yy’a ait olan bu yazit énemlidir. Burada
Tatan'in Theosebes olmasi muhtemeldir, zira daha 6nce belirttigimiz gibi,
Antikcag’da Theos Hypsistos inancina sahip olanlar genelde Theosebeslerdi.?*

30 Wasserbeg, a.g.e. s.52.

31 Ornegin Mitraizm.

32 Burada kast edilen kadinlar, toplumda herhangi bir gticti ve etkisi olmayan kadinlardir.

33 Resullerin Isleri 18.4-8

34 Daha fazla bilgi icin bkz. M. Stein, Die Verehrung des Theos Hypsistos: ein allumfassender
paganjiidischer Synkretismus?, Epigraphica Anatolica (EA) cilt 33, 2001.



Theosebesler ve Erken Hiristiyanlhik 55

Ancak yukarida belirttigimiz gibi, Theosebesler M.S 4.yy’da Hiristiyanliga bti-
yuk o6l¢tide asimile edilene kadar Yahudilerin arasinda da yer almaktaydilar.

Aphrodisias’ta “Odeon”da M.S 2.-3. yy’a ait oldugu tahmin edilen, “hebra-
ioi ton teleon” - “bu yer tamamiyla Yahudi/ibrani olanlara ayrilmistir”, tdmo-¢
veotégw[v] “genc (bir Yahudinin) yeri” ve ténog ‘Efoéwv “Yahudilerin yeri” sek-
linde yazitlarin bulunmasi, kentteki Yahudilere isaret etmektedir. Dolayisiyla
burada Theos Hypsistos inancina sahip olanlarla (Theosebeslerle) Yahudile-
rin farkli gruplar oldugu goérulmektedir.

Ikinci olarak Aphrodisias’ta bulunan yazitlara érnek vererek konuyu net-
lestirmis olacagiz. Sinagog’taki yazit, yaklasik 2.80 metre uzunlugunda mer-
mer bir tastan olusur. A ve B seklinde tasnif edilen her iki ytiztinde isim
listesi yer almaktadir. Baz1 arastirmacilar bunlarin ayn listeler oldugunu
sdylerken Chaniotis gibi uzmanlar, her iki listenin ayn yazitin devami oldu-
gunu ileri stirmektedir. Bu yazit, su ana kadar Theosebeslerle ilgili olarak
arkeolojik verilerden elde edilen en 6nemli metindir. Metin icerisindeki ifa-
deler, Theosebeslerin sosyal konumuna ait en detayh bilgileri sunmaktadir.
Bundan dolay1 metnin Ttrkce terctimesini vermeyi dogru bulmaktayiz. Daha
sonra getirecegimiz kisa aciklamalar bu metin okumasi tizerine temellendi-
rilecektir.

A yuzu tercumesi:

Tanr, sofra sahiplerinin yardimcisidur.

Asagida zikredilen ilim meralklilari,, cemiyeti tiyelert,

Namu diger baskalarina hayuw getirenler (diye adlandudiguniz kisiler)
Toplumu kederden kurtarmalk icin kendi imkanlarwyla bir anit insa ettiler:
Din goérevlisi Jael,

Arson® olan Oglu Josua ile birlikte

Sarayli Theodotos,

Oglu Hilarianos ile birlikte;

Cemiyetin yéneticisi Proselytos Samuel

Iesseos’un oglu Joses;

llahi séyleyen?® Benjamin®”

Kibar (iyi huylu) Judas,

Proselytos Ioses,

Amasios’un oglu Sabbatios;

Theosebes Emmanios;

35 Arson, Grek toplumunda en ytiksek 9 memurdan birisisiydi.

36  Yoahuog (Moyog)- psalmos (logos): Yahuodg psalmos, genelde rittieller sirasinda sodylenen ilahiler
icin kullanmilir. Eski Ahit’tin bir boliumuint olusturdugu icin, sadece Yahudilik ve Hiristiyanhk
kapsaminda algilansa da, Yahudilik 6ncesi dinlerde rittiellerde séylenen ilahiler icin psalmos
kelimesi kullanilirdi. Burada Adyog (logos) kelimesiyle birlikte kullanmildigindan dolayr “ilahi
sOyleyen” anlamina gelmektedir. Bkn. Erhard S. Gerstenberger, “Psalm” maddesi, Neues Bi-
bellexikon, cilt 3; Benziger, 2001.

37 Turkc¢ede Biinyamin olarak da kullanilir.
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38
39
40
41
42
43

Theosebes Antoninus;
Politianus’un oglu Samuel;
Eusebios’un oglu Proselytos Yusuf;
Ve Theodoros’un oglu Judas,

Ve Hermes’in oglu Antipeos;

Ve nektaris®® Sabathios;

Ve rahip, el¢ci Samuel

Grekce yazit B yiizii:

Terctimesi:*
... Serapionos’un oglu...

Zenon'un oglu Yusuf;

Yakup’un oglu Zenon; Joph’'un oglu Manases;
Eusebios’'un oglu Judas;

Kallilarpos’un oglu Heirtasios;

Biotikos; Amphanios’un oglu Judas;

Kuyumcu Eugenios;

Praoilios; Praoilios’'un oglu Judas;

Rufus; Biyiik*® Oxzcholios,

Charinos’un oglu Amantios; Myrtilos;

Coban Jalko; Severus;

Euodos, Eudos’un oglu Jason;

Manav Eusabbathios; Anysios;

Yabanct Eusabbathios; Milon;

Kii¢tike Oxycholios;

Diyogenes; Diyogenes’in oglu Eusabbathios;
Pavlus’'un oglu Judas; Theophilos;

Yakup, namudiger Apellion; Tiiccar Zacharias*!;
Leontios’un oglu Leontios; Gemellos;
Acholios’Un oglu Judas, Damonikos;

Judas’in oglu Eutarkios, Philer*?’in oglu Yusuf
Eugenios’un oglu Eusabbathios;

Kuyrillos; Bronz dékiimciisii (demirci) Eutychios;
Selkeerfirincisi*® Yusuf: Sekerfirincist Ruben;
Hortasios’un oglu Judas; Tavuk taciri Eutychios;
Zosi (?) olarak da anilan Judas; Hurdact Zenon;
Yem taciri Ammianus; Aelianus’un oglu Aelianus;

Sirin, seker, hos ve nazik gibi anlamlara gelmektedir.
http://www.neutestamentliches-repetitorium.de/inhalt/Inschrift/Aphrodisias.pdf
Burada “yaslhl” veya “yasca daha buiytik” anlaminda kullanilir.

Bu isim Tuirkce'ye Zekeriya olarak da terctime edilmektedir.

Bu isim tam okunamamaktadir.

Tam karsilamasa da giinimtizde pastane(ci).
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Samuel olarak da anudan Aelianus; Philanthos;
Oxycholios’'un uglu Gorgonios; Achilleus’un oglu Heortasios;
Oxycholios’un oglu Eusabbathios; Paregorios;

Zotikos’'un oglu Heortasios; Zen (?)** ‘in oglu Symeon.

Bu kisimdan sonra alt bashiga benzer bir ctimle yer almaktadir. Bu ctimle

Theosebeslerin ayrica zikredildigine isaret etmektedir:

44

45
46

47

48

Terctimesi:

Su kisiler Theosebeslere adalkta bulundular: Boule® tiyesi Zenon
Boule tiyesi Tertullos, Boule tiyesi Diogenes

Boule tiyesi Onesimos, Boule tiyesi Longianus oglu Zenon
Boule tiyesi Antipeos, Boule tiyesi Antiokhos

Boule tiyesi Romanus, Boule tiyesi Aponerios
Porphyract*® Eupithios, Strategios

Ksanthos, Ksanthos oglu Ksanthos

Apenerios oglu Apenerios, Mel (?) oglu Ypsikles

Ksanthos oglu Polykhronios, Aelianus (?) oglu Athenion
Kallimorphos (?) oglu Kallimorphos, IOYNBAAOZX
Tykhilkos oglu Tylkhikos, Tykhikos oglu Glegorios

Glilleci Polykhronios, Khrysippos

Bronz dékiinctisit Gorgonios, Oksyikholios oglu Tatianos
Hegemoneos’un oglu Apellas, Penelcasct*” Valerianus
Hedychrous’un oglu Eusabbathios, Attalos’'un oglu Manicius
Heykeltiras Ortasios, Brabeus

Kallimorphos’un oglu Claudianus, Py (?) Aleksandros
Leu (?) Appianus, Sosis tireticisi Adolios

Psellos’cu*® Zotikos, boyact Zotikos

Eupithios oglu Eupithios, Bakurct Patrilcios

Hedylchroos (?) oglu Eutropios, Kallinilkkos

Muhasebeci Valerianus, Athenagoras oglu Euretos

Ticonograf Paramonos

Yazitta bu kisim bos. Bkn. http://www.neutestamentliches-repetitorium.de/inhalt/Insc-
hrift/Aphrodisias.pdf

Kent meclisi.

Yeni Ahit'in Resullerin isleri Kitabi 16:14-15’da bahsi gecen Theosebes Lydia’da Porphyracrdir.
Bu konuya asagida aciklik getirecegiz.

Kadim bir meslek oldugundan guntimuizde ne ifade ettigi cok iyi bilinmemektedir. Bir baki-
ma marangozluga benzeyen bir meslek oldugu séylenmektedir. Bkz. Desberger ve Herberger
(ed.), Kunst- und Gewerbe- Blatt, cilt: 17, Munih 1831, s.283.

Bilezikgi.
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Debbag Eutychianos; Sarraf Prokopios;
Marangoz*® Athenagoras

Amazonios’un oglu Meliton

Yazitm B yliztinden de anlasildigr kadaryla, Aphrodisias’taki sinagogun
Yahudiler disinda, Proselitler ve Theosebeslerle de iliskisi vardir.>® Yazitta yer
alan isim ve mesleklere deginmeden 6nce, tarihi hakkinda dair bir bilgi vermek
gerekmektedir. Ameling’e gore listede yer alan Appianos, Hadrian, Antoninos
ve Severus gibi sahis isimleri, bu yaziin M.S 3.yy'dan itibaren var olduguna
isarettir.”! Zira yazitta gecen isimlere bakildiginda, bunlarin M.S 3.yy’dan énce
kullanilmadig: gortilmektedir.5> M.S 212°de ilan edilen Constitutio Antoniana’ya
gore Imparator Marcus Aurelius Severus Antoninus’un (namidiger Caracalla)
Roma’daki ttiim htuir kisilere vatandashik stattisti verdigi bilinmektedir. Roma
devletinde ilk defa her huir erkek ve kadina vatandashik hakki verilmistir.5® Bu
uygulama halk nezdinde yanki bulmus ve bircok kisi sadakatin ve memnu-
niyetin gostergesi mahiyetinde Imparatorun ismini almistir.>* Dolayisiyla o
dénemden itibaren Antoninus veya Aurelius ismi kullanilmaya baslamistir.
Reynolds’a gére buradan yola cikarak, Aphrodisias’taki yazitta Paganlarin “Au-
relius” ismine sahip olmalari, yazitin ancak M.S 212’den sonraya ait oldugu-
nun bir gostergesidir.’® Chaniotis’e gore ise, yazitin daha sonraki ytizyila, 4.
veya 5. yy’a ait olmasi gerekmektedir.5® Zira 9 boule tiyesinin zikredilmesi Geg
Antikcag’a (4.-5.yy’a) ait olduguna isaret etmektedir®. Yer alan listede klasik
Roma vatandasmdan®® farkli isimlerin kullanilmasi da yazitin Ge¢ Antikcag’la
iliski olduguna bir delildir. Bunun haricinde zikredilen meslekler de Gec
Antikcag’da yaygin olan mesleklerdir.

Yazitta yer alan isim ve mesleklerden yola cikarak Aphrodisias’taki sosyal

49 Dulger.

50 Aphrodisias sinagogun'daki yazitta gecen isimleri zikrettik. isimleriyle birlikte mesleklerine
ve dini aidiyetlerine dair bilgilerin verilmesi, Aphrodisias’taki dini ve sosyal yap1 hakkinda
aciklik getirmek icin faydali olmustur. (Daha fazla bilgi icin bk. Dietrich-Alex Koch, “The
God-fearers between facts and fiction”, Studia Theologica, Volume 60, Number 1, June 2006,
s. 62-90).

51 Ameling a.g.e. s.78.

52 Bk. Erkki Sironen ve Helsingin yliopisto., The late Roman and early Byzantine inscriptions of
Athens and Attica, Helsinki: Hakapaino Oy, 1997.

53 Paul Keresztes, “The Constitutio Antoniana and the Persecutions under Caracella”, the Ame-
rican Journal of Philology, vol. 91, No.4, the John’s Hopkins University Press, 1970, s.449.

54 Caracallanin bunu neden yaptig: ile ilgili farkh goriisler ortaya siirtilmektedir. Ornegin Cas-
sius Dio gibileri bunun arkasinda siyasi emellerin oldugunu soylemislerdi. Ona gore bu ya-
sayla vergiler iki katina cikarilmis ve halk sémurtilmeye mahkum edilmistir. Zira herkese
vatandashgin verilmesiyle birlikte zengin veya fakir, herkes vergi vermeye de zorunlu bira-
kilmistir. Daha fazla bilgi icin bk. Barbara Pferdehirt, Markus Scholz, Biirgerrecht und Kri-
se- Die Constitutio Antoniana 212 n. Chr. und ihre innenpolitischen Folgen, Mainz: Verlag des
Roémisch-Germanischen Zentralmuseums, 2012.

55 Renold/Tannebaum, a.g.e. s.20.

56 Chaniotis a.g.e. s.215.

57 Yani Chaniotis’in iddia ettigi gibi M.S 4.-5.yy’a ait olmasi gerekmektedir.

58 civitas Romana’ya sahip kisiler. Daha fazla bilgi icin bkn. Antoine Pérez, La société romaine:
Des origines a la fin du Haut-Empire, Paris: Ellipses, 2002.
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yasam, dini durum ve Theosebeslerin konumu ile ilgili bir takim gortislere yer
vermekte fayda gormekteyiz. Yazitta dualarn seslice okuyan kisinin “ilahi séy-
leyen”- Yohpuos (MOyog)- psalmos (-logos) olarak® zikredilmesi Ge¢ Antikcag’a
ait bir terminolojik kullanimdir.®® Bunun haricinde A stitununda yer alan Sa-
muel, Joses ve Yusuf isimlerinin, Proselit, Emmonios ve Antininus’un yanina
da Theosebes olduklan bilgisinin eklenmis olmas1 6nemlidir. Zira sinagoga
ait olan bir binada Yahudilerin disinda 6zellikle Theosebes gibi tamamiyla
Yahudilige ge¢cmemis kisilerin yer almasi dikkat cekicidir. Her ne kadar Pro-
selitler Grek kokenli olsalar bile, Yahudiligi se¢10mis olmalarindan dolay:
yazitta ifade edilmeleri dikkat ¢eken bir husustur. Zira bu onlarin Yahudi
cemaati tarafindan kabul edildiklerini gostermektedir.

Ancak ozellikle B stitununda “kai hosoi theosebes” ifadesinden sonra zik-
redilen isimlerin hepsinin Theosebes olmasi 6nemlidir.®! Zira Theosebesler
Proselitlerin aksine tamamiyla Yahudilige gecmemis ve Yahudi seriatina gore
necis sayildiklarindan dolay: ibadetlere katilmalarina izin verilmemistir. Do-
gal olarak Aphrodisias’taki sinagogta (bu diger Anadolu kentleri icin de gecer-
lidir) Theosebeslerin isimlerinin zikredilmis olmasi kayda degerdir. Bununla
da kalmayip, sahip olduklar1 meslek, gorev ve sosyal stattilerine baktigimiz-
da, sadece cemaatin “basit” tiyeleri olmadiklar1 anlasilmaktadir. Theosebes-
lerin arasinda 9 boule liyesinden bahsedilir. Bu, daha 6nce de soyledigimiz
gibi, Theosebeslerin toplumun tst smiflarindan, etkin ve yetkili Kkisilerden
olustugunu ve Yahudi cemaati i¢in buiytik 6énem arz ettigini géstermektedir.
Buna ilaveten porphyraci, sarraf veya ressam gibi mesleklerin zikredilmesi
de Theosebeslerin miireffeh stattilerine delil olarak gosterilebilir. Zira An-
tik ve Ge¢ Antikcag’da bu meslekler zengin kisiler tarafindan icra edilmek-
teydi. Oyle anlasilmaktadir ki, Theosebesler hem ekonomik anlamda gticlii
durumdaydilar, hem de sosyal statii anlaminda etkili pozisyondaydilar. Za-
ten bize gore sinagogun insasi i¢in yardimda bulunmalar1 da gliclerinin bir
gostergesidir. Zengin ve etkin kisiler insa ettirdikleri yapitlara ayni zamanda
kendi isimlerini yazmakla, o toplumdaki etkin konumlarim géstermekteydi-
ler. Bundan dolay: listede yer alan meslekler ve sahip olduklari veya temsil
ettikleri din/inanclarini birlikte degerlendirmemiz gerekmektedir. Ancak bu
sekilde Theosebeslerin 6nemini daha iyi anlamis olacagz.

Yazitta zikredilen Theosebesler ve sahip olduklar meslekler yakindan in-
celendiginde, bu baglamda ortaya c¢ikan sahne su sekildedir:

Yazitta yer alan listede Theosebeslerden iki kisinin egitim-6gretim ve iba-

59 Psalmos logos ile ilgili daha fazla bilgi icin bk. Michael J. Wilkins, “Worship, Theology and
Ministry in the Early Church”, Sheffield 1992.

60 Marianne Palmer Bonz, “The Jewish donor inscriptions from Aphrodisias: are they both
third-century, and who are the theosebeis?”, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 96:281,
1994. Ayrica bk. Steve Mason, Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, Judaism: Problems of Categoriza-
tion in Ancient History, Journal for the Study of Judaism, 38 (2007), s.457-512.

61 http://www.neutestamentliches-repetitorium.de/inhalt/Inschrift/Aphrodisias.pdf
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detlerden sorumlu olanlarin arasinda yer aldiklan goértilmektedir. Ayrica
bazilarina gore, burada (sinagoglarda) diger Gentilelere yoneltilen bir Yahu-
dilestirme temaytlintn (‘judaizing”) sonucu olarak, 6zel bir egitimin ger-
ceklestirildigini bile distinebiliriz. Buna delil olarak, listede zikredilen din
hizmetlerinde goérevli 2 kisinin varhigim géstermek mumktindtr. Zira nor-
malde sinagoglarda Yahudi din adamlari (rabbi, haham ve hazan gibi) gérev
almaktaydilar. Ancak Aphrodisias’taki sinagogta Theosebeslerden iki din go-
revlisinden bahsedilmesi énemlidir. Buradaki din goérevlilerin ibadet ve ritti-
elleri yoneten rabbi ve hazan gibi gorevler icra etmis olmasi1 pek muhtemel
degildir. Bize gore egitim-6gretim ve Yahudi misyonerligi cercevesinde bir
takim gorevler icra etmis olmalarn daha muhtemeldir. Bu, onlarm 6zellikle
Aphrodisias’taki cemaat icerisinde énemli bir konuma sahip olduklarina sag-
lam bir delildir.

Bize gore listede Theosebeslerin meslekler baglaminda zikredilen en
6nemlilerinden birisi boule uyeligidir. Antikcag’da Yunan kentlerinde mec-
lis toplantilar1 her kentin koruyucu tanr veya tanricasina sunulan adak ve
rittielle baslardi.®? Ancak Yahudi seriatinda baska tanrilara tapmak, onlara
sunaklar sunmak vb. yasaklanmistir. Kanaatimizce, bu soruna bir ¢6ztim
olarak, Theosebesler burada Yahudilerin yerine toplantilara katilmislardi.
Boylelikle Yahudi din adamlar1 pagan rittiellerine katilmiyor ve Yahudi ce-
maati Theosebesler sayesinde temsil edilmis oluyordu.

Aphrodisias’taki arkeolojik verilerin, Anadolu’da Theosebeslerin énemi ve
konumu ile ilgili énemli bilgiler sundugunu yukarida gordiuk. Ayni sekilde
Anadolu’nun bir baska énemli antik kenti olan Miletos'tan®® elde edilen arke-
olojik veriler de Theosebeslerle ilgili énemli bilgiler vermektedir. Miletos’taki
yerlesim yerlerinin tarihi Gec Kalkolitik cagdan Ortacag’a kadar ulasmasin-
dan dolay1 zengin ve kadim bir mirasa sahiptir. Ancak biz burada Miletos’ta
Theosebeslerle ilgili olan arkeolojik delillere yer verecegiz.5*

Miletos’ta ele gecirilen belgeler, Aphrodisias’ta oldugu gibi, Theosebeslerin
Kraabel ve benzeri yazarlarca ileri stirtilldigti tizere Yahudi degil, fakat ayn
bir grup olduguna isaret ettigi icin, son derece énemlidir. Bu gérastimuizu,
Miletos’taki tiyatroda ele gecirilen bir yazittaki érnek tizerinden delillendir-
meye calisacagiz. Yahudi ve Hiristiyanlara ait oldugu anlasilan ¢ok sayida
yazit ve grafitinin ele gecirilisi, Miletos’ta bu dinlere ait énemli 6l¢tide insan
bulundugunu goésteren delillerden birini teskil eder. Mesela Yahudilerin yo-
gun olduklan bélgelerde, evlerin duvarlarinda menora figtirleri bulunurken,
Hiristiyanlarin yaygin olduklar bolgelerde balik ve hac gibi sembollere rast-
lanilmustir. Miletos, Hiristiyanlik icin 6zellikle Resullerin Isleri'nde (20:16-38)
Pavlus'un misyonerlik faaliyetleri cercevesinde zikredilen antik kent olmasi

62 Robert F. Tannenbaum. “Jews and God-Fearers in the Holy City of Aphrodite.” (Electronic
Version) Biblical Archaeology Review 12, 5, 1986.

63 Turkce Milet olarak da kullanilsa da, biz burada Grekce kullanimi esas aldik.

64 Miletos’taki ilk arkeolojik kazi1 Theodor Wiegand’a aittir. Bkz. Ttirkiye Arkeolojisi, s.177.



Theosebesler ve Erken Hiristiyanlhik 61

acisindan 6nemlidir. Kent, Pagan diinyada Thales, Anaksimenes gibi meshur
filozoflarin memleketi olmasi nedeniyle giiclii bir Grek felsefesi gelenegine
sahiptir. Bu husus bélgedeki dini doku acisindan 6nemli bir ayrintidir.®® Bu
dini doku ayni zamanda Theos Hypsistos inancinin arka planimi ve dolayisiy-
la Theosebeslerin monoteist egilimlerinin aciklamasina katkida bulunmakta-
dir. Miletos'un bu derece zengin bir dini yapiya sahip olmasini nedenlerinden
birisi stiphesiz ticaret merkezi olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Dort limana
sahip olan kente diinyanin muhtelif yerlerinde cesitli insanlar ve onlarla bir-
likte dini inanc ve kiiltler de gelmektedir.

Theosebeslerle ilgili en 6énemli yazit, Tiyatronun bati tarafindaki oturma
yerlerinin besinci sirasinda bulunmustur. Bu yazit ilk defa Theodor Wiegand
tarafindan incelenmistir.®® 1.19m genisligindeki mermer yazitta®, tiyatroya
katilan misafirlerden Yahudiler ve Theosebesler icin yer ayrldigi, onlarmm bir
locaya sahip olduklarini ifade eden bir ibare vardir. Kamuya acik alanlarda
localara sahip olmalari, onlarm 6zel konuma sahip olduklarimi géostermektedir.

“topos eioudeon ton kai theosebion. ™8

Yazittaki “topos eioudeon ton kai theosebion™® ibaresini dogru terctime
edebilmek kolay degildir. Zira Grekce grameri acisindan farklh bir yapiya sa-
hip olan ctimleyi dogru anlamlandirabilmek icin, kisaca ctimlenin igerisin-
deki kullanimi hakkinda bilgi vermemiz gerekmektedir. Bu ibareyle ilgili bir-
birine zit iki farkl gortise yer vermek istiyoruz. Kimilerine gore”™, yukaridaki
ciimlede 6rnegin “kai ton” yerine “ton kai” yazilmis olmasi (aslinda “topos
eioudeon kai ton theosebion” seklinde kullanilmasi gerekirdi) ve theosebion
kelimesinin farkl bir cogul kalipla ifade edilmesi dikkat cekicidir.”! Zira bu
durumda ctimlenin “topos eioudeon ton kai theosebion.” seklinde kullanilmis
olmasi, farkli bir manaya isaret etmektedir. Deismann’a gore Grekce “topos
eioudeon kai ton theosebion” ibaresi “tanridan korkanlar (Theosebes) olarak
da adlandirilan Yahudilerin yeri”, Ameling’'e gore ise “(sadece bildigimiz an-
lamda Yahudiler icin degil) Theosebes (yani tanridan korkan) Yahudiler olarak
adlandirnlanlar icin ayrilmis yer””? anlamina gelmektedir. Buradan yola cika-

65 Zira Theos Hypsistos inancin temelinde Grek filozoflarin gortisleri yatmaktadir.

66 Adolf Deissmann, Licht vom Osten. Das Neue Testament und die neuentdeckten Texte der
hellenistisch-rémischen Welt, Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1908. s.326-327.

67 Harflerin ytuksekligi 3 ila 6 cm arasidir.

68 Andre Paul, El Mundo judio en tiempos de Jests: historia politica, 1. Baski,, Madrid: Christi-
nadad, 1981, s.133. ve aym sekilde bk. Edwin M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Wes-
tern Asia Minor: Light from Archaeology on Cities in Western Asia Minor, Oregon: Wipf and
Stock Publisher, 1980, s.125.

69 Andre Paul, a.g.e. s.133. Ayrica bkz. Edwin M. Yamauchi, “New Testament Cities in Western
Asia Minor” Light from Archaeology on Cities in Western Asia Minor, Wipf and Stock Publisher,
Oregon 1980, s.125.

70 Ornegin Adolf Deissmann’a gore, bkz. Adolf Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East: The New
Testament illustrated by recently discovered texts of the Graeco-Roman World, Nabu Press
2010, s.452. Ayrica bkz. Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum no. 2859.

71 Ameling, a.g.e. s.169.

72 Ameling, a.s.e. s.169. Ayrica Milet tiyatrosundaki yazi ve genel anlamda Anadolu’daki Theo-
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rak daha 6énce de belirttigimiz gibi, Theosebeslerin ayr bir gruptan ziyade,
Yahudilerin icerisinde “tanridan korkan” yani dindar olanlan ifade etmek
icin kullamilan bir kavram oldugunu savunanlar olmustur. Ancak bazi uz-
manlara gore ibarede yer alan kai kelimesi “yani”, “bilhassa” anlaminda degil
“ve” anlamindadir. Dolayisiyla bu ibare “Yahudiler ve Theosebesler icin (ay-
rilmis) yer” demektir.”> Bu durumda Theosebeslerle Yahudiler ayr1 gruplar
olarak zikredilmektedir.

Burada Theosebeslerin Yahudilikle iliskileri konusunun arkeolojik veri-
leri yorumlamada ne kadar ihtilaflara yol acabildigini tekrar gormus olduk.
Bunun en btiytik nedenlerinden biri, Theosebeslerin Yahudiler’le birlikte si-
nagoglarda bulunmalar ve belirli inang¢ esaslar1 ve rittiellerde benzerlik gos-
termelerinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bundan dolay: 6zellikle Anadolu’da The-
osebeslere sinagog veya Yahudi mahallelerinde rastlamaktayiz.

Anadolu’da Theosebeslerle ilgili elde edilen arkeolojik verilerin (yazit, gra-
fiti gibi) izlerini stirerken, Aphrodisias ve Miletos disinda calismamizda 6rnek
olarak zikredecegimiz son antik kent Sardis’tir. Bu iki kentte oldugu gibi,
Sardis’te de ele gecirilen yazit ve grafitilere 6érnek vererek, Theosebeslerin
Anadolu’da yaygin ve ayn zamanda etkin olduklarini gostermek istiyoruz.

Sardis’te Theosebeslere ait en 6énemli kanitlar, M.S 2.-3. yy. civarina ta-
rihlenen sinagogun zemininde bulunan mozaik déseme tizerine yazilmis iki
ayr1 adak yazitindan gelir. Lidya'nin baskenti olmas1 nedeniyle énemli bir
yerlesim merkezi olan Sardis, dini doku a¢isindan en az Aphrodisias ve Mi-
letos kadar zengindir. Ancak belki diger kentlere kiyasla Sardis’teki Yahudi
nufusu dikkat cekicidir. Cesitli kaynaklardan gorebildigimiz tizere Sardis’te
erken donemden itibaren bir Yahudi ntfusu mevcuttur. Sardis’'te bulunan
sinagogun Anadolu’daki sinagoglarin en btiytkleri arasinda oldugu tahmin
edilmektedir.”* Bunun yaninda Aphrodisias ve Miletos’ta oldugu gibi kentte
Yahudilerin” yan1 sira Hiristiyan?® ve Theosebeslere de rastlamamiz mim-
kiindtir. Burada tizerine 6zellikle durmak istedigimiz husus, sehirdeki sina-
gogun zemininde bulunan yazitlardir.””

Buyazitlardan birinde Aureilus Ployippos, digerinde ise Aurelius Eulogios'un

sebesler hakkinda genisce bilgi icin bkz. Bernd Wander, Gottesfiirchtige und Sympathisanten:
Studien zum heidnischen Umfeld von Diasporasynagogen, Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998.

73 Grekce xaf - “kai” edati1 farklh manalar ihtiva etmektedir: ve, dolayisiyla, anlaminda, mana-
sinda, yani, bilhassa, ayrica...” bkz. Thayer’s Greek Lexicon.

74 Andrew R. Seager, “The Building History of the Sardis Synagogue”, American Journal of Arc-
heology, 76, 1972, s.425-435.

75 Sadece sinagog degil, kentin farkl yerlerinde, Yahudi kaltartine ait sembollere (grafiti seklin-
de) rastlanilmistir. Kentte onlarin varligina yoénelik menora, ibrani alfabesinde Yahudi isim-
leri gibi isaretler vardir.

76 Ancak gucli Yahudi ntifusunun yaninda Hiristiyanlarin da sayis1 ve 6énemi azimsanmaya-
cak derecededir. Sardis, Yeni Ahit'in Vahiy (3:1-6) kitabinda zikredilen “kilisenin yedi kutsal
kilisesi"nden birisidir.

77 Diotima Coad, “Pauline Christianity as a Stoic Interpretation of Judaism®, Yiiksek Lisans
tezi, University of Victoria 2013, s.60
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sinagog’a adakta bulunduklar yazmaktadir.”® Aureilus Ployippos'un adimin
gectigi yazitin terctimesi soyledir:

“Theosebes olan ben, (Aurelius) Polyippos, adagum yerine getirdim”

Aurelius Eulogia’nin adimin gectigi yazitin terctimesi ise su sekildedir:

“Theosebes olan ben, Eulogioa, adagun yerine getirdim”™®

Dolayisiyla Aphrodisias ve Miletos’'ta oldugu gibi burada da Yahudilere
ait bir yerde, yani sinagogta, Theosebeslerin zikredildigini gorebilmekteyiz.
Bunun sebebi daha 6énce de belirttigimiz gibi, Theosebeslerin Yahudi cema-
atinin arasimnda kendine yer bulmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Anadolu'nun
diger yerlerinde bulunan Theosebeslerle ilgili yazitlarda ayni veya benzer bir
tabloyla karsilasmaktay1z.® Ornegin Philadelphia’daki sinagogta (M.S 3.-4.
yy) Theosebeslere isaret eden bir yazit bulunmustur. Bu yazitta kendisini
Theosebes olarak tanitan Eustathios’'un sinagoga kendisi ve baldiz1 (veya ha-
nimi) Athanasia adina, kardesi Hermophilos'un anisina bir yalak bahsettigi
yazilidir.8!

Theosebeslerin Yahudiler veya Hiristiyanlar’la iliskisi konusunda ele ali-
nabilecek konular, bu makale ¢ercevesinde yukaridaki sekilde vurgulanma-
ya calisilmistir. Konumuzun daha spekulatif ve burada bizim kisaca dikkat
cekecegimiz bir baska yénii ise, Theosebeslerin Islam cografyasindaki Hanif-
ler ve Sabiiler’le®? olabilecek mtinasebetidir.®?

Hanif kelimesi Stryanice “hanpa” kelimesiyle iligkilidir. Pesitta’da The-
osebes karsiliginda kullanilan kelime hanpa’dir.®* Hanpa kelimesinin bazi
kaynaklarda “putperest” anlamina geldigi sOylense de®, aslinda “bir kkavmin
dininden ayrdan” veya “kavmin dinine ytiz cevirmek, baska dine meyil etmel”

78 Anna Collar, Religious Networks in the Roman Empire- The Spread of New Ideas, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013, s.239.

79 Daha fazla bilgi icin bk. Louis Robert, Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes: Décret hellénistique de
Sardes, dédicaces aux dieux indigénes, inscriptions de la synagogue, Librairie d’Amérique et
d’Orient A. Maisonneuve, 1964. Ayrica bkz. John H.Kroll, “The Greek inscriptions of the Sar-
dis synagogue”, Harvard Theological Review, 94,1, 2001, s. 5-127. Ayrica Sardis’te bulunan
ibranice yazitlar i¢in bk. Frank Moore Cross, “The Hebrew inscriptions from Sardis”, Harvard
Theological Review, 95,1, 2002, s.3-19.

80 Daha fazla bilgi icin bkz. Williams, M.H., The Jews Among the Greeks and Romans, London:
Duckworth, 1998.

81 Anna Colar, a.g.e. s.238.

82 BKk. Ed. M. Mahfuz Séylemez, Cahiliye Araplarvun Ulithiyet Anlaytst, Ankara: Ankara Okulu
Yayinlari, 2015.

83 Burada Hanifleri kim oldugu veya islam tarihindeki mahiyeti konusu ele alimmayacaktir. Bu
konu basgka bir calisma alaniyla ilgilidir.

84 Habesce, ibranice gibi farkh dillerden geldigi sdylense de, Stiryanice’den gelmis olmas1 daha
muhtemeldir. “H-n-f* kéku ttirevleriyle birlikte Yahudi kutsal kitab1 Tanah’ta 24 yerde zik-
redilir. Coélde Sayim 35:33, Mezmurlar 35:16, 106:38; isaya 9:16, 10:6, 24:5, 32:6, 33:14;
Yeremya 3:1, 3:2, 3:9, 23:11, 23:15; Daniel 11:32; Mika:11; Eyup 8:13, 13:16, 15:34, 17:8,
20:5, 27:8, 34:30, 36:13. Daha fazla bilgi icin bkz. Elif Arslan, “Oryantalistlerin Kur'an'da
Gecen Hanif/Hunefa Kavrami Hakkindaki Baz1 Duistinceleri”, Diyanet ilmi Dergisi, Cilt 48,
Say1 2. .

85 Kuzgun, “Hanif”, DIA, XVI, 33
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gibi manalar vardir. Bu baglamda semitik dillerde, mesela Ibranice hanefve
Stiryanice hanpa/hanputo kelimesinin pagan, putperest anlamlara geldigi
iddia edilir.®¢ Hatta De Blois’e gore, Islam éncesi Arap Hiristiyanlan tarafin-
dan kullanilan Hanif (hanip) kelimesi Stiryanice putperest anlaminda kulla-
nilan hanpa kelimesiyle aynm1 anlamdadir.?” De Blois ayrica sabii kelimesinin
de ayn1 manada kullanildigim ileri sirmustuar.®®

Hanif kelimesinin kokeni hakkinda 6ne stirtilen gorusler arasinda ilgimizi
ceken bir baska gortis de Moshe Gil’e aittir. Ona gore, Sturyanice h-n-f kelime-
sinin kokeni Grekce’deki “anathema” kelimesi olabilir.®® Anathema- avaOnpo
veya avdaBepa kelimesi, “lanet”, “yiiz cevirme”, “adamak”, “sunmalk” gibi an-
lamlara gelmektedir. Bu kavram genellikle Hiristiyan terminolojisinde aforoz
edilenler icin kullanilir.? Gil'e gére Maniheistler bu kelimeyi kendi kesislerini
ifade etmek i¢in (kendilerini tanriya adadiklarn i¢in) kullanmislardir.®! Grek
dilinde daha sonraki donemlerde eta harfinin “i” gibi okundugunu ve spiritus
lenis® (sesi), “h”, theta 0 harfi de phi'ye ¢ donustiigtini®® bilmekteyiz. Dola-
yistyla bu kelime daha sonraki dénemlerde anathema seklinde degil de, anat-
hima veya anaphima seklinde telaffuz edilmistir. Daha sonra bu telaffuzun
Aramice’ye hanafim(a) seklinde gecmis olmasi1 muhtemeldir.®*

Haniflerin Theosebeslerle iliskisini sadece etimoloji tizerinden degil, ayni
zamanda inanclardaki benzerlik noktasinda da kurmamiz mtmkundur. Tek
tanrh bir inan¢ oldugu kabul edilen Haniflik ile Theosebeslerin tek tanri-
s1 arasindaki paralellikler dikkat cekicidir. Kur'an® ve Hadislerde Hanifle-
rin tek tann inanciyla ilgili cesitli tasvirler mevcuttur. Ayrica Islam éncesi
Arabistan’da, Hanif dinine mensup oldugu varsayilan bir takim kisilerin ya-
sadigl ileri stirtilmektedir.%®

86 W. Montgomery Watt, “Hanif,” Encyclopaedia of Islam (EI2) 3: s.165-166. Brill Academic
Pub., Cdr edition (2003).

87 Francois de Blois, “Nasrani (NaCwooiog) and hanif (¢0vizdg): Studies on the Religious Vocabulary
of Christianity and of Islam”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University
of London, Vol. 65, No. 1 (2002), s.19.

88 A.g.es.19

89 Moshe Gil, a.g.e. s.20.

90 Konrad Zawadzki, Die Anféinge des “Anathema” in der Urkirche. Teil 1: Status quaestionis”.
Vox Patrum 28, icinden, No. 52, 2008, s.1323-1325.

91 Moshe Gil, a.g.e. s.20.

92 Grekce'de “he psile”- hafif nefes/soluk- anlamina gelir. Sesli harfle baslayan kelimelerde sesi
ifade etmek icin kullanilir (spiritus lenis veya bazen de spiritus asper kullanilir). Bkn. W.
Sidney Allen, Vox Graeca. A guide to the pronounciation of classical Greelk, 1. Baski, Londra:
Cambridge University Press, 1974.

93 Moshe Gil, a.g.e. s.21.

94 Gil, a.g.e. s.20-24.

95 Hanif kelimesi “hanif” tekil olarak on, ¢ogul olarak (htinefa) 2 yerde ge¢mektedir. Bk. Bakara
2/135; Al-i imran 3/67,95; Nisa 4/125; En'am 6/79, 161; Yunus 10/105; Nahl 16/120,
123; Hac 22/31.

96 Kus b. Saide el-iyadi, Zeyd b. Amr b. Niifeyl, Umeyye b. Ebi’s-Salt, Erbab b. Riab, Stiveyd b.
Amr el-Mtistalaki, Ebu Kerb Es’ad el-Himyeri, Veki’ b. Seleme el-lyadi, Umeyr b. Ctindeb el-
Ctiheni, Adi b. Zeyd el ibadi, Ebu Kays Sirme b. Ebu Enes, Seyf b. Ziiyezen, Varaka b. Nevfel
el-Kuresi, Amir b. Zarb el-Udvani, Abduttabiha b. Sa’leb, ilaf b. Sihab et-Temimi, Mtitelem-
mis b. Umeyye el-Kenani, Ztitheyr b. Ebi Stilma, Halid b. Sinan el-Absi, Abdullah el-Kudai,
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Bu noktada islam kuiltiirti cercevesinde Theosebeslerle arasinda iliski ku-
rulabilecek bir baska inan¢ yapisi Sabiilerdir. Haklarinda islam kaynaklarin-
da cok fazla bilgi olmayan Sabiiler genellikle Haniflerle aynilestirilmektedir.
Bize gore, Hanifler gibi Sabiiler de Theosebeslerdir.®” Theosebes kelimesi,
daha o6nce zikrettigimiz gibi, theos ve oéfouar sébomai kelimelerinden olu-
sur. Sebomai kelimesi korkmak, ibadet etmek anlamina geldigi gibi, sakin-
mak, yiz cevirmek ve yonelmek anlamlarina da gelmektedir. Bize goére bu
kelime, Islam kaynaklarinda Gnostik dinler arasinda zikredilen Sabii keli-
mesine de kaynaklik teskil etmistir.®® Makale cercevesinde gerek Hanifler,
gerekse Sabiilerin Theosebesler ile iliskisi basitce etimolojik benzerlikler veya
inan¢ yakinliklarn baglaminda ele alinmissa da, ashinda bu gruplarn birbiri-
ne baglayan noktalar az degildir ve Bati’'da bu konuda bir takim calismalar
yapilmaktadir.®®

Abid b. Ebras el-Esedi, Ka'b b. Liey ...

97 Islam kaynaklarinda Sabiiler'den bahsedilse de, ashnda inanclari, mense, ibadet, 6zellikler
ve tarihleri hakkinda net bilgiler verilmemektedir. Kur'an'da zikredilen Yahudilik, Hiristiyan-
lik, Mecusilik, Putperestlik ve Hanifligin yaninda zikredilen dinlerden bir tanesidir. Kur'an'da
soyle denilir: “Stiphe yok ki iman edenler ve Yahudiler, Nasraniler, Sabiiler bunlardan her kim
Allaha ve Ahiret giiniine halkikaten iman eder ve salih amel islerse elbette bunlarin Rableri
yanunda ecirleri varduwr, bunlara bir korku yoktur ve bunlar mahzun olacak degillerdir” (Bakara
2/62)- ayrica bkz. Maide 5:69 ve Hac 22:17. Bazi islam fikih¢ilarina gére Sabiiler de islam
medeniyeti ve hukukunda 6zel bir stattiye sahip olan ehl-i kitap ¢ercevesinde degerlendirilir.
Ancak buna ragmen onlar hakkinda bilgiler oldukea kisithdir. (Sinasi Gtindtiz, Sabiiler- Son
Gnostikler, Vadi Yayinlari, Ankara 1999.). Burada Sabiiler hakkinda bilgi vermekten c¢ok
onlarin Haniflerle ve dolayisiyla bize gore Theosebeslerle baglantisi tizerine duracagiz.

98 Dabha fazla bilgi icin bk. Daniel Chwolson, Die Sabier und der Sabismus. Geschichte und orien-
talische Quellen der harranischen Ssabier oder der syro-hellenistischen Heiden im nérdlichen
Mesopotamien und in Bagdad zur Zeit des Chalifats, 1. Baski, Amsterdam: APA, 1965.

99 Tirkge’de bu konuda bkz. Tugrul Kurt, Ge¢ Antikcag’da Theosebesler, Marmara Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstittisti, Ytisek Lisans Tezi, Istanbul 2016, s.133-160)



66 IsLami ILiMLER DERGisi

Kaynakca

Allen, W. Sidney. Vox Graeca. A guide to the pronounciation of classical Greek. 1. Baski,
Londra: Cambridge University Press, 1974.

Bamberger, Bernard J. Proselytism in the Talmudic Period. New York: Ktav 1986.

Bernadeta, Jojko. Worshiping the father in Spirit and Truth. 1. Baski, Roma: Gregorian &
Biblical Press, 2012.

Bonz, Marianne Palmer. “The Jewish donor inscriptions from Aphrodisias: are they both
third-century, and who are the theosebeis?”. Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
96:281, 1994.

Chwolson, Daniel. Die Ssabier und der Ssabismus. Geschichte und orientalische Quellen der
harranischen Ssabier oder der syro-hellenistischen Heiden im nérdlichen Mesopota-
mien und in Bagdad zur Zeit des Chalifats. 1. Baski, Amsterdam: APA, 1965.

Coad, Diotima. Pauline Christianity as a Stoic Interpretation of Judaism. Yuksek Lisans tezi,
University of Victoria 2013.

Collar, Anna. Religious Networks in the Roman Empire- The Spread of New Ideas. Cambrid-
ge: Cambridge University Press 2013.

Cross, Frank Moore. “The Hebrew inscriptions from Sardis”, Harvard Theological Review,
95,1, 2002.

Dassmann, Ernst (ed.). Reallexilcon fiir Antike und Christentum, Sachwérterbuch zur Ause-
inandersetzung des Christentums mit der antiken Welt. 1. Baski, Stuttgart: Hierse-
mann, 1994.

de Blois, Francois. “Nasrant (Natweaiog) and hanif (€0vixdg): Studies on the Religious Voca-
bulary of Christianity and of Islam”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London, Vol. 65, No. 1 (2002).

Deissmann, Adolf. Licht vom Osten. Das Neue Testament und die neuentdeckten Texte der
hellenistisch-romischen Welt. Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1908.

Demirci, Karsad. “I.Ylizyillda Anadolu’daki “God-Fearers” Gruplar1 ve Hiristiyanhgin yayil-
mas1”, Dinler Tarihi Arastumalart-IIl Sempozyumu 2001. Dinler Tarihi Dernegi Ya-
yinlari, Ankara 2002.

Floramo, Giovanni. Gnostisizm Tarthi. Selma Aygul Bas (¢ev.) ve Bilal Bas (cev.). 1. Baski,
Istanbul: Litera, 2005.

Gerstenberger, Erhard S. “Psalm” maddesi, Neues Bibellexikon, cilt 3; Benziger, 2001.

Gunduiz, Sinasi. Sabiiler- Son Gnostikler. Ankara: Vadi Yaymlari, 1999.

Haarmann, Volker. JHWH-Verehrer unter den Vélikkern- Die Hinwendung von Nichtisraeliten
zum Gott Israels in alttestamentlichen Uberlieferungen. Ziirih: Theologischer Verlag,
2008.

Keresztes, Paul. “The Constitutio Antoniana and the Persecutions under Caracella”. The
American Journal of Philology, vol. 91, No.4, 1970.

Kittel, Gerhard. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Michigan: William B. Eerdman
Co. 1985.

Kittel, Gerhard, Geoffrey William Bromiley ve Gerhard Friedrich. Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament, cilt: IX, Stuttgart: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 1974.

Koch, Dietrich-Alex. “The God-fearers between facts and fiction”, Studia Theologica, Volume
60, Number 1, June 2006, s.62-90.

Kroll, John H. “The Greek inscriptions of the Sardis synagogue”, Harvard Theological Revi-
ew, 94/1, 2001.

Kurt, Tugrul. Ge¢ Antik¢ag’da Theosebesler. Marmara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitii-
sii, Yusek Lisans Tezi, istanbul 2016.

Lampe, Peter. Christians at Rome in the First Two Centuries: From Paul to Valentinus. Lond-
ra: A&C Black, 2003.



Theosebesler ve Erken Hiristiyanlik 67

Mason, Steve. “Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, Judaism: Problems of Categorization in Ancient
History”. Journal for the Study of Judaism 38 (2007).

Mayer, Gunter ve Michael Tilly. Lebensform und Lebensform im Antiken Judentum. 2. Baski,
Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015.

Novak, David. The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism: The Idea of Noahide Law. 2. Baski,
Littman Library of Jewish Civilization 2011.

Paul, Andre. El Mundo judio en tiempos de Jests: historia politica. 1. Baski, Madrid: Chris-
tinadad, 1981.

Pferdehirt, Barbara. Markus Scholz, Biirgerrecht und Krise- Die Constitutio Antoni-ana 212
n. Chr. und ihre innenpolitischen Folgen. Mainz: Verlag des Rémisch-Germanischen
Zentralmuseums, 2012.

Pérez, Antoine. La société romaine: Des origines a la fin du Haut-Empire. Paris: Ellipses,
2002.

Robert, Louis. Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes: Décret hellénistique de Sardes, dédicaces
aux dieux indigenes, inscriptions de la synagogue. Librairie d’Amérique et d’Orient
A. Maisonneuve, 1964.

Seager, Andrew R. “The Building History of the Sardis Synagogue”, American Journal of
Archeology, 76, 1972.

Sironen, Erkki ve Helsingin Yliopisto. The late Roman and early Byzantine inscriptions of
Athens and Attica. Helsinki: Hakapaino Oy, 1997.

Soylemez, M. Mahfuz (ed.), Cahiliye Araplarnn Ulithiyet Anlayist, Ankara: Ankara Okulu
Yayinlari, 2015.

Tannenbaum, Robert F. “Jews and God-Fearers in the Holy City of Aphrodite.” (Electronic
Version) Biblical Archaeology Review 12/5, 1986.

Wander, Bernd. Gottesfiirchtige und Sympathisanten: Studien zum heidnischen Umfeld von
Diasporasynagogen. Ttuibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998.

Watt, W. Montgomery. “Hanif,” Encyclopaedia of Islam (EI2). Brill Academic Pub., Cdr edi-
tion (2003).

Wilkins, Michael J. Worship, Theology and Ministry in the Early Church. Sheffield 1992.

Williams, M.H. The Jews Among the Greeks and Romans. London: Duckworth 1998.

Yamauchi, Edwin M. New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor: Light from Archaeology on
Cities in Western Asia Minor. Oregon: Wipf and Stock Publisher, 1980.

Zawadzki, Konrad. Die Anféinge des “Anathema” in der Urkirche. Teil 1: Status quaestionis.
Vox Patrum 28, icinden, No. 52, 2008.






isLami ILiMLER DERGisi, YIL 11 CILT 11 SAYI 2 Guz 2016 (69/81)

RicHARD HOOKER:
AN INTRODUCTION TO His LIFE AND THOUGHT

Torrance KIRBY,
McGill University, Montreal, Canada

Abstract

Richard Hooker (1554-1600)

Richard Hooker was born in Devon, near Exeter in April 1554; he died
at Bishopsbourne, Kent on 2 November 1600. From 1579 to 1585 he
was a Fellow of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, and read the Hebrew
Lecture at the University during this period. In 1585 Queen Elizabeth I
appointed him Master of the Temple Church at the Inns of Court where
he engaged in a preaching struggle with his assistant, Walter Travers.
Their disagreement over the theological and political assumptions of
the reformed Church of England as defined by the Act of Uniformity of
1559 and the Book of Common Prayer led to Hooker’s composition of
his great work Of the Lawes of Ecclesiasticall Politie (1593). The treatise
consists of a lengthy preface which frames the polemical context, fol-
lowed by eight books. The first four books address what he terms “gen-
eral meditations”: (1) the nature of law in general, (2) the proper uses
of the authorities of reason and revelation, (3) the application of the
latter to the government of the church and (4) objections to practices
inconsistent with the continental “reformed” example. The final four
address the more “particular decisions” of the Church’s constitution:
(5) public religious duties as prescribed by the Book of Comumon Prayer
(1559), (6) the power of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, (7) the authority of
bishops and (8) the supreme authority of the Prince in both church and
commonwealth, and hence their unity in the Christian state. Hooker
grounds his apology in defence of the Elizabethan Settlement in his
claim that God is law—The being of God is a kind of law to his work-
ing.’ (Lawes 1.2.2) As ‘first originall cause’, this divine ‘aeternal Law’
contains within itself all derivative species of law; ‘as ofspringe of god,
they are in him as effects in their highest cause, he likewise actuallie is
in them, thassistance and influence of his deitie is theire life.” (V.56.5)
Hooker distinguishes, moreover, between a ‘first’ and a ‘second’ eternal
law. The latter comprises all derivative species of law which participate
the eternal law as discrete emanations ordered dispositively in hierar-
chical ‘procession’, while the former is the original, self-constituting di-
vine source as it remains concomitantly and ineffably simple, at unity
within itself—i.e. ‘verie Onenesse’. Hooker’s account of eternal law as
simultaneously unity in simplicity and participation of that unity by
a multiplicity of derivative forms of law recapitulates the account of
causality set out by Proclus in his Elements of Theology whereby ‘every
effect remains in its cause, proceeds from it, and reverts upon it.” (prop.
35) Hooker anchors his elaborate defence of the Elizabethan religious
settlement in a metaphysical theory of law which itself assumes a Neo-
platonic ontology of ‘participation’ in the Proclean tradition.

Key words:
Richard Hooker, Elizabethan Settlement, Reform, Church of England,
Political Theology
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Ozet

Richard Hooker (1554-1600): Hayat1 ve Eserleri

Richard Hooker Exeter yakinlarindaki Devon’da Nisan 1554’te dog-
du; Kent yakinlarindaki Bishopsbourne’da 2 Kasim 1600°’de oldu.
1579’dan 1585’e kadar Oxford’da Corpus Christi College’da Fellow
olarak bulundu ve bu sirada tniversitedeki ibranice derslerini verdi.
Kralige 1. Elizabeth kendisini 1585’te Inss of Court’'ta bulunan Temp-
le Church’tin basi olarak atadi; Hooker burada yardimcis1 Walter Tra-
vers ile birlikte vaaz muicadelesi verdi. ingiltere Reform Kilisesinin
1559 tarihli Act of Uniformity ve Book of Common Prayer’da tamimla-
nan teolojik ve politik kabulleri konusunda Travers ile ihtilafa dus-
tialer. Bu nedenle Richard Hooker basyapiti Of the Lawes of Eccle-
siasticall Politie adli eseri yazd: (1593). Bu eser, yazilmasia neden
olan polemik baglamim detaylica acgiklayan bir giris ve ardindan sekiz
ciltten olusur. Eserin ilk dort kitab1 Hooker’'in “genel dtistinceler” diye
adlandirdig: bir muhtevadan olusur: (1) genel olarak hukukun tabia-
t1, (2) akal ve vahiy otoritelerinin yerinde kullanilmasi, (3) vahyin kilise
idaresine tatbik edilmesi ve (4) kita Avrupas: “Reform” Hiristiyanla-
rinin uygulamalarina uyumlu olmayan uygulamalara itirazlar. Son
dort kitap ise Kilise'nin anayasasina ait daha 6zel kararlarla ilgilidir:
(5) Book of Common Prayer (1559)’da vazedilen kamusal dini vazifeler,
(6) Kilise yargisinin gticti, (7) piskoposlarmm otoritesi ve (8) kralin hem
kilisede hem de devletteki mutlak otoritesi ve bu iki kurumun Hiristi-
yan devlette bir oluslar1. Hooker, Elizabeth’in reformunu savunurken
iddialarmi Tanr kanundur seklinde ifade edilen argiimanina dayan-
dirir. “Tanri’min varligl kendi isleri hakkinda bir kanun hiikmtinde-
dir (Lawes 1.2.2). Bu ilahi “ezeli Kanun” kendi icinde ttiim diger yasa
tarlerini barmdirir. Dahasi Hooker “birincil” ve “ikincil” ezeli yasalar
arasinda bir ayrim yapar. Hooker Elizabeth’'in gerceklestirdigi dini
reform adina yaptig1 savunusunu bu sekilde bir metafizik kanun te-
orisine dayandirir. Bu teori ise Yeni Eflatuncu bir ontolojiye dayanir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:
Richard Hooker, Elizabheth Reformu, Reform, Anglikan Kilisesi, Po-
litik teoloji.

Richard Hooker was born at Heavitree near Exeter in April 1554; he died
at Bishopsbourne, Kent on 2 November 1600.! He was educated at Exeter-
Grammar School and Corpus Christi College, Oxford where he matriculated
in 1569. His tutor was John Rainoldes, later President of Corpus Christi and
one of the Translators of the Authorised Version of the Bible. Hooker gained
a BA and was admitted a “disciple” of Corpus Christi in 1573. In 1577 he
proceeded MA and was elected a probationary fellow. In 1579 he was made a
full fellow and appointed deputy lecturer to Thomas Kingsmill, Regius Profes-
sor of Hebrew. He delivered the Hebrew lecture for the remainder of his time
at Oxford. Hooker was made a deacon by John Aylmer, Bishop of London, in
August 1579 and was ordained presbyter a year later. He became junior dean
of Corpus Christi in 1583. In the autumn of 1584 he earned marked public

1  For a recent and thorough account of Richard Hooker’s career, see Lee W. Gibbs, “Life of Ho-
oker,” in Torrance Kirby, ed. A Companion to Richard Hooker, ed. Torrance Kirby (Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2008), 1-26.
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distinction by delivering a sermon at Paul’s Cross, London.? Hooker resigned
his fellowship in 1584 and was presented to the living of Drayton Beauchamp
in Buckinghamshire by the patron, John Cheney. On 17 March 1585, by
Letters Patent from the Crown, Hooker was appointed Master of the Temple
Church of the Inns of Court where he shared the pulpit with the discipli-
narian Puritan divine Walter Travers. Before a congregation of the English
judges and barristers they engaged in a theological controversy which was
to occupy Hooker for the rest of his life. He married Joan Churchman on 13
February 1588. In June 1591 he was appointed subdean of Salisbury Cathe-
dral, prebendary of Netheravon and was presented by Queen Elizabeth to the
living of Boscombe. As a member of the Cathedral Chapter he was present at
the election of John Coldwell as Bishop of Sarum and is recorded as having
presided over the subdean’s court at Salisbury in 1591.

The first edition of his great treatise Of the Lawes of Ecclesasticall Politie
was entered in the Stationer’s Register to the printer and publisher John
Windet on 29 January 1593 under the authorization of Archbishop John
Whitgift. Initially only the Preface and the first four of eight books were pub-
lished. A presentation copy was sent to William Cecil on 13 March 1593,
the same day on which Sir Edwin Sandys, Hooker’s former pupil at Corpus
Christi, spoke in the House of Commons in support of legislation “to retain
the Queen’s subjects in their due obedience.” The Act in question was di-
rected against “the wicked and dangerous practices of seditious sectaries,” a
lengthy account of whom figures prominently in the Preface to the Lawes.*
There is evidence that Hooker consulted extensively in the formulation of
the polemical thrust of his treatise with his former pupils Sandys, son of
the Archbishop of York, and George Cranmer, grand-nephew of Archbishop
Thomas Cranmer of Canterbury. The fifth book of the Lawes was published
in December 1597. In January of 1595 he was presented by the Queen to the
living of Bishopsbourne in Kent where he died on 2 November 1600 and was
buried in the chancel of the parish church. He left an estate valued at £1092
which consisted mainly of books. A second edition of the first four books ed-
ited by Hooker’s friend and literary executor, John Spenser, fellow of Corpus
Christi, was issued in 1604. In his preface to the second edition Spenser
refers to the existence of the unpublished “three last books, their fathers
Posthumi,” and claims that Hooker lived to see the MS perfected. Spenser
also edited Hooker’s various tractates and sermons which were printed by

2 David Neelands, “Richard Hooker’s Paul’s Cross Sermon,” in Torrance Kirby, ed. Paul’s Cross
and the Culture of Persuasion in England, 1520-1640 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2014), 245-
262.

3 35 Eliz. 1, cap. 1; Statutes of the Realm, iv. pt. 2, 841.

4  Lawes, Pref. 8; The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker (Cambridge: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press, 1977), vol. 1: 36.18-51.22. All references to the Lawes editi-
on cite book, chapter, and section. References to the Folger edition cite volume, page, and line
numbers.
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Joseph Barnes, the university printer, in 1612 and 1614. A complete edition
of all eight books of the Lawes was not published until after the Restoration.

Much of Hooker’s career was spent in theological controversy. As Master
of the Temple at the Inns of Court he preached a series of sermons on themes
of Reformation soteriology and eccelesiology. Their doctrinal orthodoxy was
formally challenged by Walter Travers in A Supplication made to the Privie
Counsell.® In particular, Hooker was reproached by Travers for maintaining
that the Church of Rome can be viewed as a branch of “the true church of
Christ” and that “he dowted not but that thowsands of the fathers which
lyved and died in the superstitions of that church, were saved becawse of
their ignorance which excused them.”® In addition, Hooker’s strong appeal
to the authority of reason in religious matters was challenged by Travers as
inconsistent with reformed orthodoxy. Hooker’s reply to these objections lays
the groundwork of the philosophical and theological system expounded later
in the Lawes.”

Of the Lawes of Ecclesiasticall Politie consists of a lengthy preface and
eight books. The first four books address in turn (1) the nature of law in gen-
eral; (2) the proper uses of the authorities of reason and revelation; (3) the
application of the latter to the government of the church; and (4) objections
to practices inconsistent with continental “reformed” models. The final four
books address more particular issues of (5) public religious duties—in effect
the liturgy of the Book of Common Prayer (1559); (6) the power of jurisdic-
tion; (7) the authority of bishops; and (8) the supreme authority of the Prince
in both church and commonwealth, and hence their unity in the Christian
state. The treatise is framed rhetorically as a response to Thomas Cartwright
who had been John Whitgift’s formidable adversary in the Admonition Con-
troversy of the 1570s.8

The preface is in fact addressed formally “to them that seeke (as they
tearme it) the reformation of lawes, and orders ecclesiasticall, in the Church
of England,” that is to disciplinarian-puritans who, like Cartwright and Trav-
ers, sought closer conformity to the pattern of the “best reformed churches”
on the continent, especially Calvin’s Geneva. The preface sets the tone of
the work and announces Hooker’s main apologetic intent. There is a signifi-
cant difference between Hooker’s rhetorical approach and that of previous
contributions to Elizabethan polemics. He abandons the usual recourse to
ridicule and personal abuse which was so characteristic of the vast majority
of tracts contributed by both sides of the controversy and speaks irenically to

FLE 5: 171 — 210. See Egil Grislis’s Textual Introduction, ‘Tractates and Sermons’, FLE, vol. 5.
FLE 5: 200.12

Books I-IV were published in 1593, book V in 1597, and books VI-VIII posthumously.

Peter Lake, Anglicans and Puritans?: Presbyterianism and English Conformist Thought from
Whitgift to Hooleer (London: Unwin Hyman, 1988). Donald J. McGinn, The Admonition Cont-
roversy (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1949).
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the fundamental theological assumptions with the professed aim of securing
conscientious acceptance of the Settlement. To this end he sets out to per-
suade by an appeal to mutually acceptable theological assumptions and au-
thorities. Hooker’s starting-point is to affirm the disciplinarian premise that
the doctrinal tenets and the pastoral aspirations of the Reformation had to
be fulfilled in the polity of the Church of England. His rhetorical approaches
intended to serve the main apologetic aim of the treatise, namely to justify
the Elizabethan Settlement as consistent with the principles of reformed doc-
trinal orthodoxy. Thus the grand cosmic scheme of laws set out in Book I is
intended to place the particulars of the controversy (viz. the precise forms of
ecclesiastical jurisdiction, government, ceremonies and the relation of the
church to the civil order) within a foundational context: “because the point
about which wee strive is the qualitie of our Lawes, our first entrance here-
into cannot better be made, then with consideration of the nature of lawe in
generall.” His aim is to persuade by tracing the “particular decisions” of the
Settlement back to “general meditations” on first principles.

Hooker defines law in general as “that which doth assigne unto each thing
the kinde, that which doth moderate the force and power, that which doth
appoint the forme and measure of working... so that no certaine end could
ever be attained, unlesse the actions whereby it is attained were regular,
that is to say, made suteable for and correspondent unto their end, by some
canon, rule or lawe.”!° This definition places him in a scholastic tradition
dependent ultimately upon Aristotle. Hooker’s adaptation of this definition,
however, goes beyond any simply Aristotelian or Thomistic account. Working
from the definition, Hooker asserts that everything works according to law,
including God himself: “the being of God is a kinde of lawe to his working;:
for that perfection which God is, geveth perfection to that he doth.”'! There
are certain structural similarities between Book I of the Lawes and Thomas
Aquinas’s short treatise on law in the second part of the Summa Theologiae
(qq. 90-96). The principal resemblance is Hooker’s adoption of Aquinas’s neo-
platonic metaphysical logic. Just as the neo-platonic cosmology accounts for
the genesis of the world by means of a downward emanation or procession
from the principle of original unity, so also Hooker derives a diverse hierar-
chy of laws from the eternal law as their “highest wellspring and fountaine.”
His emphasis upon the divine unity is marked: “our God is one, or rather
verie Onenesse, and meereunitie, having nothing but it selfe in it selfe, and
not consisting (as all things do besides God) of many things besides.”'? All
species of law participate in the undifferentiated unity of the eternal law and
are derived from it by way of “procession.” Hooker adheres to the Christian

9 Lawesl.1.2
10 Lawes1.2.1
11 Lawes1.2.2
12 Lawes1.2.2
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neo-platonic lex divinitatis whereby the originative principle of law remains
simple in itself while proceeding out of itself in its generation of manifold
derivative forms of law. He distinguishes between a first and a second eter-
nal law on the ground that God is a law both to himself (in se) in his divine
simplicity and to all creatures besides (ad extra). His discussion of the first
eternal law is thus closely analogous to a traditional “logos” theology.

The second eternal law comprises the divine order as “kept by all his crea-
tures, according to the severall conditions wherewith he hath indued them.”'?
It has a variety of “names” depending on the different orders of creatures
subject to the one divine government. The two principal derivative genera of
the second eternal law are the natural law and the revealed law of the scrip-
tures, sometimes called the divine law. The entire system of the laws is thus
expressed in the classically neoplatonic twofold motion of procession from
(exitus) and return to (reditus) the original unity of the eternal law. The natu-
ral law, by a further procession, comprises in turn subordinate species of law
which govern irrational natural agents as well as rational; the law governing
the rational creatures is distinguished further into the “law ccelestial,” which
orders the angels, and the “law of reason,” sometimes called the “natural law”
which orders humankind. All of these sub-species represent the outward and
downward processio of the second eternal law. On the other side, the law of
God'’s special revelation, the revealed law of the scriptures presupposes the
disorder introduced into the cosmos by the Fall, and is provided in order to
secure the final restoration or “return” of the creation to its original condition
of unity under the eternal law. The distinction between the two summa gen-
era of natural law and divine law which corresponds to the logical structure
of procession and return is also reflected in the epistemological distinction of
a twofold knowledge of God, namely by the light of supernatural revelation
and by the natural light of reason. There are in addition composite species of
law, such as human positive law and the law of nations, which are derived by
a reflection upon the general principles contained in the natural law. These
derivative species of law are a consequence of human sin and, like the divine
law, are given as a corrective to the disorder introduced by the Fall (reme-
diumpeccati). In all of this the human creature as the imago dei is the focal
point of the cosmic operation of procession from and return to the original
order established in and by the divine cause.

The structure of this generic division of law shows that Hooker has clearly
read Aquinas very closely indeed. The distinction between the first and sec-
ond eternal laws is nonetheless a significant departure from the scholas-
tic Thomistic model in an unmistakably Augustinian direction. In a man-
ner characteristic of the theology of the magisterial reformers, the effect of
this move is simultaneously to widen and decrease the distance between the

13 Lawesl.3.1
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creator-lawgiver and the created cosmos. The gathering together of all the
derivative species of law within the second eternal law reduces the sense of
a mediated hierarchy between creator and creature and emphasizes rather
the common participation of the manifold derivative species of law in their
one source. At the same time the distinction between the first and second
eternal laws upholds the clear distinction between creator and creature. This
treatment of the eternal law exhibits the marked Augustinian character of
Hooker’s thought and distinguishes his Renaissance brand of Neoplatonism
from the emphasis found in Aquinas.'

In the second book Hooker addresses the basic hermeneutical question of
the definition and the extent of the authority of scripture. The “maine pillar”
of the disciplinarian-puritan objections to the constitution established by the
Elizabethan Settlement is the claim that “scripture ought to be the only rule
of all our actions.” The practical question is whether it is necessary to look
to the scriptures directly for the structures of church government. Hooker
argues that the authority of scripture must be interpreted strictly with re-
spect to “that end whereto it tendeth.” He affirms the reformers’ doctrine that
the Bible contains a complete account of all things “necessary to salvation.”
Tradition and human authority exercised through the church cannot add
anything to God’s written word. On the other hand, the grounds of religion
are understood by Hooker both to be revealed in scripture and accessible
to the light of natural reason. God the creator of the world speaks through
nature whose voice is his instrument and is manifest to the eye of reason
in the glorious works of creation. Whereas tradition is to be eschewed and
scripture alone to be followed in the formulation of the rule of faith, tradition,
custom and human authority, on the other hand, are necessary instruments
to avoid “infinite perplexities, scrupulosities, doubts insoluble and extreme
despaires”!® in the external ordering of religion. It is not the purpose of the
divine law as revealed in the scriptures to provide prescriptions for the politi-
cal structure of the church.

In the third book Hooker argues that the visible church is a human “poli-
tiquesocietie” subject to human laws and judgement, and is consequently
dependent upon the authority of natural law, reason and custom. In this way
matters of ecclesiastical polity are clearly distinguished from matters of faith
and salvation. The question is complicated, however, by the ambiguous na-
ture of the church. Just as the professing Christian is simuljustus, simulpec-
cator, as Luther puts it, and lives simultaneously in two realms, in an in-
ward, spiritual realm of the conscience and in an outward, temporal realm of

14 From ‘generall meditations’ to ‘particular decisions” the Augustinian coherence of Richard
Hooker’s political theology,” In Robert Sturges, ed. Sovereignty and Law in the Middle Ages
and Renaissance. Arizona Studies in the Middle Ages and Renaissance (Turnhout: Brepols,
2011), 43-65. See also Torrance Kirby, Richard Hooker, Reformer and Platonist (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2005)

15 Lawesll.8.6
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political community, so also the church is understood to be simultaneously
the mystical body of Christ and a visible association of believers in the world.
In this respect Hooker’s doctrine of the Church is shaped dialectically by
his reformed soteriology.!® The fourth book addresses the general principles
which underpin the external ceremonies of the church. Hooker justifies the
retention of the customs and traditions inherited from the ancient and medi-
eval church which had been rejected by “certaine reformed Churches whose
example therein we ought to have followed.” Disciplinarian puritans objected
to the retention by the Church of England of ceremonial practices outwardly
conformable with the uses of the Church of Rome. For Hooker it is essential
to distinguish between the realms where tradition and scripture are authori-
tative in combination and where scripture is authoritative alone. The first
principles established in the first book which govern the distinction of natu-
ral law, human law and divine law are here applied once again to justify the
reformed Church of England’s simultaneous adherence to the rule of faith
as defined by the magisterial reformers and to a liberal interpretation of the
continuity of ceremonial forms.

The fifth book of the Lawes, which is one third longer than the initial four
books combined, offers an account of the particulars of “the severall publique
duties of Christian religion” as established by the Act of Uniformity of 1559.
Hooker addresses the “owtwardeforme” of religion in architecture, decora-
tion, naming, formal hallowing and dedication of church buildings. He exam-
ines the public offices of preaching sermons and reading the scriptures, pub-
lic prayer and the use of set forms of common prayer, the formality of dress
and gesture in divine service, the proper use of music and the recitation of
canticles. The theology of particularly controversial prayers is examined, e.g.
the prayer “that all men might be saved”. In his discussion of the sacraments
in book five, chapters 50 through 56, Hooker changes the pace somewhat
with an extended discourse on orthodox patristic Christology. The formula-
tion of the Council of Chalcedon in 451 is taken as the dogmatic paradigm
for understanding the manner of the Christian believer’s participation in the
godhead:

Sacramentes are the powerful instrumentes of God to eternall life. For as our natu-
rall life consisteth in the union of the bodie with the soule; so our life supernaturall
in the union of the soule with God. And for as much as there is no union of God
with man without that meanebetwene both which is both, it seemeth requisite
that wee first consider how God is in Christ, then how Christ is in us, and how the
sacramentes doe serve to make us pertakers of Christ. In other thinges wee may
be more briefe, but the waight of these requirethlargenes.!”

16 For Hooker’s reformed soteriology see his sermon A Learned Discourse of Justification, Worlks,
and How the Foundation of Faith is Overthrown(1612), FLE 5:105-169.
17 LawesV.51.3
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Of particular note is Hooker’s rejection of the Lutheran doctrine of the
ubiquity or universal presence of Christ’s human nature and affirmation of
the so-called doctrine of the “extra-Calvinisticum” whereby the distinctness of
the human and divine natures in Christ and their respective characteristics
is sharply defined. The remainder of Book five considers the various rites and
offices prescribed by the Book of Common Prayer of 1559. The final chapters
are devoted to a consideration of the “power of order” conferred upon the
clergy by ordination.

The sixth book, first published in 1648, half a century after Hooker’s
death, is undoubtedly the most problematic of the three posthumous books.
Although the authenticity of authorship is uncontested, the substance of the
argument is not easily reconciled with Hooker’s own outline in the Preface.
Extant notes by George Cranmer and Edwin Sandys based on a lost early
draft of book six, first printed by John Keble in the edition of 1836, suggest
that Hooker initially intended to grapple with the question of lay-eldership.
The text of the sixth book as it stands consists mainly of a discussion of the
“end” of spiritual jurisdiction, namely penitence, rather than the external
institutional “means”. The book has been described as a “tract of confes-
sion.” Since Archbishop Ussher’s publication of this text in 1648 it has been
customary to include it in spite of its being, in Keble’s words, “an entire de-
viation from its subject.”'® In this tractate Hooker outlines the three parts of
the penitence as contrition, confession and satisfaction and concludes with
a discussion of absolution, although the latter element is not treated as an
essential moment. The editors of the Folger edition acknowledge that this
tractate was not intended by Hooker as a substitute for his treatment of the
lay-eldership but that it nonetheless constitutes an important part of the po-
lemic with respect to spiritual jurisdiction. On these grounds, the tractate on
penitence continues to appear as the sixth book of the Lawes.

The seventh book, the most polished of the three posthumous books, con-
tains a defense of the jurisdiction of bishops together with a justification of
episcopal honours, privileges and temporal benefits. Hooker approaches the
question of episcopal government by examining the evidence of the Bible and
the authority of the early church Fathers, historians and the decrees of the
early Councils. One important source is the Justinian Corpus juris civilis. A
bishop is defined as possessing the powers of order and spiritual jurisdiction
possessed by other ministers together with the additional power to ordain
new ministers: “A Bishop is a Minister of God, unto whom with permanent
continuance, there is given not onely power of administring the Word and
Sacraments, which power other Presbyters have; but also a further power
to ordain Ecclesiastical persons, and a power of Cheifty in Government over

18 John Keble, Introduction, Hooker’s Works, ed. R.W. Church, 7"edn. (Oxford: Oxford, 1888),
I xxxiv.
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Presbyters as well as Lay men, a power to be by way of jurisdiction a Pastor
even to Pastors themselves.”!® Hooker maintains that the authority of bish-
ops is of human institution. Although their jurisdiction does not originate
by direct divine right grounded in the scriptures (iuredivino), nevertheless
human institutions acquire divine approbation such that “the same thing
which is of men, may be also justly and truely said to be of God, the same
thing from heaven which is from earth.”?° The church as a “politiquesocietie”
has in it by nature the power of providing for its own safety and continuance.
This power of self-preservation on the part of political bodies consists chiefly
in their authority to make laws, for “corporations are immortal.”! On this
ground Hooker allows that there may be occasions when, by “exigence of ne-
cessity,” the ordination of ministers may justly and reasonably occur without
the power of a bishop: “the whole Church visible being the true original sub-
ject of all power, it hath ordinarily allowed any other then bishops alone to
ordain.”?? Hooker goes on to affirm the role of bishops as judges and civil ad-
ministrators since in a Christian society the civil and ecclesiastical functions
may lawfully be united in one and the same person. Here he summons up the
Chalcedonian logic of the unity of the divine and human natures which yet
continue to be distinct within the undivided person of Christ.

In the eighth and final book Hooker presents the main elements of his
political theory in a defense of the union of church and commonwealth in
a Christian state under royal sovereignty. Threads of the argument in all
previous books come together in this complex constitutional tapestry. Civil
and ecclesiastical power are distinct in “nature” though capable of “personal”
union in the Prince. Church and commonwealth represent distinct proper-
ties, qualities or actions which can be united in every subject as well. Hooker
rejects the “Nestorian” insistence upon the perpetual necessity of a personal
separation: “for the truth is that the Church and the Commonwealth are the
names which import thinges really different. But those thinges are acciden-
tes and such accidentes as may and should alwayes livingly dwell together in
one subject.”?® Hooker argues for a conciliar theory of the origin of sovereign
power. As with episcopacy “unto Kings by humane right honour by very di-
vine right is due.” For Hooker, law is supreme rather than the arbitrary will
of the Prince: “Happier that people, whose lawe is their King in the greatest
things than that whose King is himself their lawe.”** In a remarkable theo-
logical discourse in VIII.4, Hooker defends the royal headship of the church

19 LawesVI1.2.3

20 LawesVII.11.10

21 Lawesl.10.8; Hooker repeats this legal maxim at VII.14.3

22 LawesVIL.14.11

23 LawesVIII.1.5

24 LawesVII.2.12. Torrance Kirby, “Law makes the King: Richard Hooker on law and princely
rule,” in Michael Hattaway, ed.,A New Companion to English Renaissance Literature and Cul-
ture, 2nd Edition (Oxford: Blackwell, 2010), 274-288.
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by an appeal to the most subtle distinctions of patristic Christological and
Trinitarian orthodoxy. In subsequent chapters he addresses the chief royal
powers in the church, viz. the prerogative to call assemblies, to appoint prel-
ates, to exercise final judgement in ecclesiastical causes, and as the “uncom-
manded commander” to be exempt from all forms of judicial punishment by
the clergy.?®

Hooker’s generic division of laws rests on a carefully defined tension be-
tween natural and revealed theology.?® His affirmation of the authority of hu-
man reason consequent upon the revelation of the divine wisdom to the ob-
server of “the glorious workes of Nature” is a crucial presupposition of his theo-
logico-political system. A significant number of Hooker’s seventeenth-century
readers shared this view and some sought to extend the boundaries of his
natural theology a great deal further. His influence ranged over classical “an-
glo-calvinists” James Ussher, Robert Sanderson and Thomas Barlow; Armin-
ians or “anti-calvinists” William Laud, Jeremy Taylor and Henry Hammond;
Cambridge Platonists Benjamin Whichcote, Ralph Cudworth and Nathanael
Culverwell; Latitudinarians Edward Stillingfleet, Joseph Glanvill and John
Wilkins; and Deists like John Locke and Charles Blount. As the speculative
theological discourse of the seventeenth-century Church of England unfolds,
natural theology assumes increasing influence. Hooker was often cited as an
“orthodox” authority by representatives of radical theological rationalism. In
virtually every generation since Hooker’s death theologians have returned to
the Lawes as to a mirror of first principles of the doctrine and method of the
Church of England. Quite often his readers have found distorted and mutu-
ally contradictory images there. It is well known, for example, that James II
attributed his conversion to Rome to the reading of Hooker and that John
Locke chose the Lawes as his principal authority for the constitutional limi-
tation of royal power in his Two Treatises of Government.?” Throughout the
seventeenth century and later attempts were frequently made to claim Hooker
in support of a wide variety of divergent theological positions. The diversity of
these appeals reflects the complex and elusive character of his thought, and
possibly also its claim to comprehensiveness.

25 Torrance Kirby, Richard Hooker’s Doctrine of the Royal Supremacy (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1990).

26 See Torrance Kirby, “The ‘sundriewaies of Wisdom’: Richard Hooker’s sapiential theology,”
in Kevin Killeen, ed. Oxford Handbook of the Early Modern Bible (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014).

27 See Michael Brydon, The Evolving Reputation of Richard Hoolker: An Examination of Respon-
ses, 1600-1714 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).
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ANTAKYA HIRiSTIYANLIGI VE HIRiSTIYAN KREDOSUNUN
BELIRLENMESINE YOL ACAN TARTISMALARDAKI ROLU
Fuat AYDIN'

Ozet

Kudiis disinda Isa inanhlarinin ilk cemaati olusturduklar ve Hi-
ristiyanlik isminin kendisinde ortaya c¢iktigi Antakya, ayni zaman-
da Hiristiyan duistincesindeki iki okuldan birinin, Antakya Yorum
Okulunun (6teki iskenderiye Yorum Okulu) da olustugu yerdir. Ozel-
likle icinde barmdirdigi, paganizm, Yahudilik ve gnostik anlayislarla
olan miicadelesi sirasinda olusturdugu fsa’nmin kadim olmayisini ve
onun ilahiligi karsisinda insaniligini korumaya calisan Hiristiyanhk
anlayisi, zamanla iskenderiye, Roma ve Istanbul'un Hiristiyanlik an-
layisiyla catismaya yol acti. Bu ¢atisma, Hiristiyanhk tarihinde ekii-
menik olarak kabul edilen konsillerde ¢6ztilmeye c¢alisildi. Ancak an-
lasmazliklan ¢ozmeye yonelik ¢6ztim arayislari, doktlen kanlart bir
kenara biraksak bile, beraberinde ayriliklar da getirdi ve Nesturiler,
Stiryaniler, Ermeniler ve Kiptiler gibi kalic1 Hiristiyan mezheplerinin
ortaya ¢cikmasina yol acti.

Anahtar kelimeler: Yahudilik, doketizm, gnostisizm, Antakya Yorum
Okulu, Samasotal Pavlus, Arytis, Nestorius, literal okuma.

Abstract:

Antioch is the second oldest church after that of Jerusalem; it is
where the followers of Jesus were first called “Christians”. Antioch is
also home to one of the two crucial schools of religious thought (the
other being Alexandrian School) known as the “Antiochian Exegetical
School”: This school, during its fight against various religions such as
paganism, Judaism and Gnosticism, constructed a Christian theol-
ogy that argued for humanity of Jesus against His divinity and denied
his eternal being; this Antiochene theology later became rival to those
of Alexandria, Rome and Constantinople. Various ecumenical coun-
cils were held to find solutions to the conflicts among these various
schools of thought; which eventually brought about many schisms
that caused the creation of sects such as Nestorians, the Syriac, the
Armenian and Coptic churches.

Key terms: Judaism, docetism, gnosticism, Exegetical School of An-
tioch, Paul of Samasota, Arius, Nestorius, literal reading.

Antik Suriye sinirlan icinde yer alan Antakya, Biiytlik Iskender’in ve-
fatinin arkasindan imparatorlugunun aralarinda paylasildigi komutanla-
rindan Selevkit Hanedanhginin kurucusu I. Nicator tarafindan mé. 300
yilinda tesis edildi. Sehre babasi1 Antichus’'un onuruna Antiocheia adim
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verdil. Sehrin ilk sakinleri Atinalilar, Makedonyali askerler ve onlarin aile-
lerinden olusmaktaydi. Zamanla askeri ve ticari sebeplerle gelen insanlarla
sehrin erkek nufusunun, bir ytzyil icinde alt1 bine kadar ulastig1 soyle-
nir. Ciceronun “meshur ve kalabalhk” olarak tanimladigi, bilim ve sanati
sebebiyle 6vdugii sehir, Pompey’'in sehre girdigi mé. 64 yilinda Romalila-
rin hakimiyetine gecti. Augustus’'un Pax Romana déneminde Romanin en
o6nemli sehirlerinden biri haline geldi?. Nufusunun buytk bir kismim yerli
vatandaslarla, 6zgir ya da koéle yabancilarin olusturdugu sehirde, énemli
oranda Yahudi nufusu bulunmaktaydi. Sehrin sakinleri geleneksel olarak
Yunanca konusulmakla birlikte, Aramca konusan 6énemli bir grup da bu-
lunmaktaydi. Yahudi, Yunan ve bir ticaret merkezi olmasindan dolay1 biin-
yesinde barindirdig: farkli kulttirlerden insanlarin birlikteligi, sehri énce
Roma Imparatorlugunu ve daha sonra Hiristiyanhg: etkileyen diistinceler
ve adetlerin karistig1 bir potaya donusturda?.

[sa'nin vefatindan sonra, Kudiis'teki Yahudi kékenli Mesih inananlar
(Yahudi-Hiristiyanlar) cemaati, Helenist kokenli Stefan’'in éldturtilmesinin®*
arkasindan maruz kaldiklan takibattan kurtulmak maksadiyla Fenike,
Kibris ve Antakya'ya kactilar®. Bunlar Antakya’da ilk énce sehir ntifusunun
énemli bir kismini olusturan Yahudiler arasinda Isa’nin mesajin1 yaymaya
calistilar. Burada nispi bir basar1 kazanmalarini takiben, iclerinde lider ko-
numunda olan Barnabas'in da bulundugu Kibris'tan ve Kirene’den gelenler
Yahudiler arasinda, Yunanca konusan Hiristiyanlar ise Helenistler (gentile)
arasinda “Rab [sa'nin Incil'ini”¢ yaydilar. Luka, Incil'in yayllmasindaki ba-
sarty1 anlatmak icin “Rabbin eli/gticti”” ifadesini kullanir. Kuduis’teki Ya-
hudi kékenli Hiristiyanlar, burada bir cemaatin olustugu haberini alinca,
az once ifade edildigi tizere Barnabas oraya gonderdiler; Barnabas da Ku-
diis cemaatine tanistirdig1 ve Tarsus’da arayip buldugu Pavlus'u, sehirde
gittikce ¢ogalan Hiristiyan cemaate hizmet etmek maksadiyla getirdi. Boy-
lece Antakya, Hiristiyanligin Kudiis disinda ve ayni zamanda Yahudi olma-
yan, gentile kokenli Kkisilerden olusan ilk cemaatin kuruldugu yer oldu®.

*  SAU. llahiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe ve Din Bilimleri, Dinler Tarihi Anabilim Dali égretim tiyesi
(Prof. Dr.). Bu metin, Hatay inan¢ ve Turizm Sempozyumu 17-19 Arahk 2015'de, sunulan
tebligin gozden gecirilmis halinden olusmaktadir.

1 M. L. Chaumont, “Antioch”, Encyclopedia Iranica, 11, 119. http://www.iranicaonline.org/ar-

ticles/antioch-1-northern-syria. 10.07.2016.

Wallace-Hadrill, Christian Antioch, A Study of Early Christian Thought in The East, Cambridge

University Press, Cambridge 1982, s 1-4.

Christopher R. Martinez, Antiochene Exegesis and Its Influence on Christian Practice, s. 4

Luka, Elcilerin Isleri 8/1-2.

Luka, Elcilerin Isleri 11/19.

Elcilerin isleri 13/50.

Elcilerin isleri, 11/20-21.

Wayne A. Meeks, Jews and Christians in Antioch in The First Four Centuries of The Common

Era, Scholar Press, Missoual, Montana 1978, s. 16.
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Hiristiyan literattirtinde ilk olarak Antakyal Ignatius (6. yaklasik 107/117)
tarafindan kullamilan® ve Mesih'in takipcileri anlamina gelen Hiristiyan
(Chirst—Christian) ad1 kirkli yillarda burada ortaya cikti'°. Bu faaliyetlerle
atilan Hiristiyan tohumlar, iskenderiye ve Constantinople gibi biiytik kilise
merkezleriyle ytizyillarca stirecek teolojik tartismalara yol acacak nevi sah-
sina munhasir bir Antakya Hiristiyanliginin sekillenmesine yol ac¢ti. Antak-
ya Hiristiyanlarinin yol actig1 ilk tartisma, Kudtis’teki cemaat ve Antakya’da
faaliyet gosterenlerin temsilcileri olan Pavlus ve Barnabas'in!! katildig: ve
Kudtis/Havariler Konsili (varligr dahi tartismali olan bu konsil i¢in, 49/52
gibi farklh tarihler verilir) olarak adlandirilan toplantiya da konu olan, Ya-
hudi kékenli olmayan muihtedilerin Yahudi hukuku ve gelenekleri karsisin-
da nasil bir tavir takinacagi meselesiydi: Onlara tabii olacaklar mi, olmaya-
caklar mi?!?2 Antakya Hiristiyan cemaatinin durumuyla alakali olarak orta-
ya cikan bu tartisma, zamanla Antakya Teolojik Okulu olarak adlandirilan
Hiristiyanlik anlayisinin/yorumunun Hiristiyan dini diistince tarihinde yol
acmis oldugu tartismalarin ilki olmustur. Antakya Hiristiyanlifiyla alakali
kisilerin konu edinildigi Kudtis Konsili sonrasi tartismalar, bugiin kabul
edilen Hiristiyan amentiisintiin/kredosunun tespitinin yani sira, bir kisim
insanlarin aforozuyla sonuclandig: gibi; Hiristiyan dini diinyasi icinde bu-
giun hala varligim1 devam ettiren kalic1 (Nesturiler, Stiryaniler gibi) mezhebi
boluinmelere de yol acnmistir!s.

Bu boéltinmelere yol acan Antakya Hiristiyanliginin mahiyetini anlamak
icin 6nce onun sekillenmesinde katkisi bulunan muihtedilerin kékenlerine
ve Iskenderiye Yorum Okulu kadar koklii ve kuramsal bir yap1 arz etmese
de, s6z konusu kisilerin kendileriyle beraber getirdikleri ktilttirel arkapla-
nin etkisiyle tesekkiil edip Antakya Okulu olarak adlandirilan seye bakmak
gerekmektedir.

Kudiis disinda Hiristiyan olarak adlandirilan ilk cemaatin kuruldugu
yer olan Antakyanin Hiristiyanlik 6ncesi dinsel yapisini paganlar, Yahudi-
ler ve gnostik mezhepler olusturmaktaydi. Bunlar Hiristiyanlik déneminin
ilk yillar1 boyunca Suriye’deki buittin dini faaliyetler tizerinde énemli bir etki
icra eden dini gruplar olduklarn gibi; Antakya cemaatinin olusumu sirasin-
da, bu ¢ dini grubun mensuplarindan ihtida edenler de Antakya Kilisesi-

9 Meeks, a.g.e., s. 15.

10 Elcilerin isleri, 11/22-26.

11 Elgilerin isleri, 15/12. Meeks, a.g.e., s. 16.

12 Bu olaym anlatisi icin bkz. Elcilerin Isleri, 15 ve Fuat Aydin, “Hz. isa Sonrasi Tartisma Konu-
larindan Havarilik ve Pavlus'un Havarilik Anlayis1”, Dinler Tarthi Arastumalart-IIl, (Sempoz-
yum, 09-10 Haziran 2001, Anlkara), 2000. Yilinda Hiristiyanhk (Dtinti, Bugtinti ve Gelecegi),
Ankara 2002, s. 71-93.

13 Bu erken dénem tartismalar ve bunlarin karara baglandig: konsiller ile ortaya ¢ikan Hiristi-
yan dini gruplar hakkinda bkz. Fuat Aydin, “Anadolu Kékenli Hiristiyan Mezhepleri”, Birtiini
ve Sehristani’nin Izinde, Dinler Tarihi Yazilari, Eskiyeni Yaymlari, Ankara 2012, s. 15-57.
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nin ilk nitvesini olusturdular. Antakya Hiristiyanhgl olusum asamasimda
hem bunlarin beraberlerinde getirdikleri diistinceler hem de onlara kars:i
gelistirdigi savunma amacl distincelerle belirlendigi icin bunlarin mahiye-
tini kisaca da olsa ortaya koymak gerekmektedir.

Suriye’deki pagan tanr anlayisinin temelinde, firtina ve “sahiplik, sahip
olma, efendi, koca” anlamlarin iceren ba‘al (cogulu ba‘alim) diistincesi yer
alir. Bu herhangi bir seye sahip, ismi olan bir ilah anlamina gelmez. Ctinku
o, herhangi bir nesnede ikamet eden bir numen (ilahi/tanrisal gtg) olup,
ikamet ettigi nesneden bagimsiz bir varliga sahip degildir. Bir sehrin sahibi
olarak, muayyen bir isimle degil de, s6z konusu sehrin, yerin rabbi, ba‘al
Tarz (Tarsus’un (Rabbi/Sahibi), ba‘al Sur (Sur'un Rabbi/Sahibi) olarak ad-
landirihir. Ayn1 zamanda bereket tanrisi olarak da kabul edilen Ba‘al'in ya-
sam alani bereketli olan her yerdir ve onun mabedi ya da kiltii s6z konusu
yerde bulunan su ya da bitkilerle iliskilendirilir. Yazitlar, yerel bir ba‘ali
“merhametli”, “iyi ve mukafatlandiran” ve “sefkatli” olarak tanmimlar!4.

Kendisine has bir karakterinin bulunmamasi Ba‘al'iln disaridan gelen
tanrilarla 6zdes hale gelmesine, onlarin yerini almasma veya onlar tara-
findan yerinin alinmasina imkan saglamistir. Fenike korfezi boyunca mes-
hur olan El ve Elyon'un yeri, Suriye’de Ba‘al, ge¢ Bronz Cag1 Ugarit metin-
lerde kendisiyle 6zdeslestirilen Hadad tarafindan alindi. Elin esi Astarte,
Atargatis haline geldi. Suriye yazitlari, bu Ba‘alimin kendilerini nasil He-
lenistik sahislarla 6zdeslestirdigini gosterirler. Hadad ve Atargatis’in ye-
rini Zeus, Athene ve Apollo aldi. Helenistik donemde, Olimpos'un Zeus'u,
Apollonun aleyhine olmak tizere yuceltildi. Hadrian'in Suriye valiligi sira-
sinda, Daphne’de bir kurtaric1 Zeus tapmagi insa edildi. Trajan déneminde
ise aynm1 yerde Artemis ve su perilerinin (nymphy) tapmnaklarn bina edildi.
Antakya’da ms. 180’de Olimpiyat Oyunlar1 yeniden baslatildiginda, oyunla-
rin koruyucusu olarak Olimpos'un Zeus'una bir mabet adandi.!®

Julianin (332-363)'¢ Hiristiyanlik karsisinda alan kaybeden pagan
tanrilarin1 canlandirmaya yoénelik Hiristiyanlik karsiti cabalari sehirde
karsilik bulmadi. Birinci Theodosius'un (347-395) pagan karsiti yasasi-
n1 uygulayan ve pagan mabetlerini yok eden ¢o6l kesisleri, Hiristiyanli-
gin Antakya’daki durumunu Julian’in élimtinden sonraki yirmi yil icinde
tahkim ettiler. Libanius (ms. 314-393) Pro Templis adli eserinde bu tahrip-

14 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 15. Ba‘al icin bkz. Neal h. Walls, “Baal”, ERE, 1II, 723-724; Baal ve
Yahudi dini gelenegindeki yeri hk. bkz. Hakan Olgun, “Ugarit Metinleri Cercevesinde Baal
Tapiciligi ve Israilogullarr'na Etkisi”, Milel ve Nihal, 11 (2), 7-3.

15 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 15.

16 Hiristiyan tarihinde miirted Julian olarak da bilinen Julian hakkinda bkz. Alice Gradner,
Julian, Philosopher and Emporer and the Last Struggle of Paganism Against Christianity, G. P.
Putnam’s Sons, London-New York 1906.
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ten yalnizca dort pagan mabedinin kurtuldugunu ileri stirer. S6z konusu
yasa 399’dan itibaren pagan mabetlerinin yikilmasina izin vermis olma-
sina ragmen, besinci ytizyilin ilk yarisinda, mabet yéneticileri, bunu yap-
maya pek gontullt degillerdi. Julian sonras1 goreve gelen imparatorlarin
paganizme karsi tavirlar1 ayni tiirden olmadi. Bazilar1 ona karsi hosgoruli
bir tavir sergilerken, bazilar1 daha ileri giderek pagan mekanlar1 Hiris-
tiyanlastirdilar. Buna ragmen, onlarin Hiristiyan heretiklere karsi olan
tavirlari, paganlara olandan cok daha sertti. 468’de pagan Isocasius’un
tutuklanmasi ve mahkemeye ¢ikartilmasi, bu dénemde pagan tanrilarinin
Antakya’da varliklarini devam ettirdigini gosterir. 481°’de Illus’'un impa-
rator Zenon’a (6. 491) karsi ayaklanmasi, paganlarin politik maksatlar
icin kullanilacak kadar gticlti olduklarinin bir géstergesi olarak kabul edi-
lebilir. Hatta 562’de Constantinople’de idam edilen bes pagan din ada-
mindan ikisi Antakyaliydi. Besinci ytizyilda yazilan Ba‘albek Kehaneti adli
metin, Hiristiyan kesislerin, eski tanrilarin tekrar ortaya cikarak intikam
alacaklarindan ve Hiristiyanlifin basarisiz olmasina bunun yolunu aca-
cagindan korkmakta olduklarimi gosterir. Bu da, stz konusu tarihlerde
Baa’lbek’in paganizmin énemli bir merkezi olmaya devam ettigi anlamina
gelir. Teodosius'un pagan mabetlerinin ortadan kaldirilmasina yonelik ilk
fermanindan yuz elli y1l sonra bile bu tir binalar bulundugu gibi, pagan
rahipler buralarda tanrilarina hizmet etmeyi de stirdiurtyorlardi. Suriyeli
yazarlarin pagan, semitik ve Helenistik tanrilara asina olduklarini orta-
ya koymalari ve altinci ytizyilin baslarinda Severus'un tanrilarin kendile-
riyle bilindikleri isimleri zikretmeleri s6z konusu tanrilarin bu tarihlerde
hala var olmaya devam ettiklerinin ve tanindiklarinin bir isareti olarak
gorulebilir. Ancak Hiristiyan dénemlerinde pagan kult merkezlerinin var-
1181, nufus arasinda pagan ibadetinin yaygin oldugu anlamina gelmese
de; Suriye’deki kanitlar, Hiristiyan déneminin ilk yillarinda, paganizmin
hicbir sekilde 6lti olmadigini ve bazi yerlerde, dikkate alinmasi gereken
bir giic oldugu gibi'”; keza Severus'un durumunda da goruldaga tzere
ortadan kaldirmaya yoénelik resmi ¢cabalara ragmen altinci ytzyila kadar
paganizmin varligini devam ettirdigini gosterir.

Antakyamnin ikinci dini grubunu olusturan Yahudiler, I. Nicator tarafin-
dan kuruldugu andan itibaren sehrin ntfusunu olusturan asil unsurlar-
dan biri olmustur. Sehir hem Filistin’e yakin olmasi hem de idari ve ticari
merkez olarak éneminden dolayi, Yahudiler i¢in cekici bir yer haline gel-
mistir. Ayrica, ister kara isterse de deniz yoluyla olsun, Filistin’le Anadolu
arasinda seyahat eden Yahudiler icin de uygun bir konaklama yeriydi'®.

17 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 15-17.
18 Meeks, a.g.e., s. 1.
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Yahudiler, mé. ikinci ytizyilin ortalarinda kendilerine has gelenek ve go-
reneklerini takip edebilen mustakil bir grup olarak kabul edildiler. Helenis-
tik dénem boyunca kendi meselelerini kendileri hallettiler. Antiochus Epip-
hanes (m6. 215-164) déneminde kesintiye ugrayan bu durumlari, sonraki
imparatorlar tarafindan eski haline donduarualdu.

Romalilar mé. 64-63’de Suriye'’yi ele gecirdiler ve eyaletleri haline getir-
diler. Ancak bu, Yahudilerin eski stattilerini degistirecek ciddi bir etkiye
yol acmadi. Yine sehir icinde ayr1 bir grup olarak varliklarimi stirdtirme-
lerine ve i¢ meselelerini kendi yasalarina uygun olarak ¢ézmelerine izin
verildi. Yahudiler, Eretz Israille iliskilerini, oraya yardim géondermeyi ve
geleneksel ibadet tarzlarini stirdiirmeye devam ettiler. Kudtisin 66-70’de
Titus tarafindan yerle bir edilmesi sirasinda Suriye’de Yahudi katliamlari
olmakla birlikte, iclerinde Antakya, Sidon ve Apameanin yer aldig1 sehir-
ler bundan cok fazla etkilenmedi. Josephus, Vespasian (ms. d. 9-6. 79)
déneminde sehri yakacaklari sayiasiyla ciddi bir pogroma maruz kalan Ya-
hudilerin Titus Caesar (ms. 39-81) déneminde bile aym seyin tekrar vuku
bulacag1 korkusunu yasadiklarini kaydeder. Halkin Yahudilerin sehirden
kovulmasi, degilse verilen haklarin ellerinden alinmasina yonelik talep-
leri Titus tarafindan kabul edilmez. Uctincii yiizyihin baslarinda Antakya
patrikliginin resmi olarak taninmasi ve imparator Caracalla (188-217) ta-
rafindan 212’de yayinlanan ve Roma Imparatorlugunda yasayan biitiin
ozgur kisileri Roma vatandas1 yapan constituti Antoniana'® ile Yahudiler
imparatorlugun bir parcasi haline geldikleri gibi sonraki birkac ytizyil
boyunca da dogunun Grekc¢e konusan sehirlerinin énemli bir unsurunu
olusturdular?°.

Kudus'tin Titus tarafindan ms. 70’de tahrip edilmesinden sonra, Yahu-
dilik rabbiler tarafindan Yavne’de kurulan Sanhedrin’de Yahudilerin bu-
lunduklan yeni ortamlarda Yasa'nin emirlerinin yerine getirilmesini sagla-
yacak bicimde Tevrat temelli olarak yeniden insa ediliyordu. Ikinci ytizyilda
ibadetler Rabbi Yohannan'in liderligi altinda yeniden sekillendirildi. Yazili
Yasanin (Tevrat/Torah) yam sira Sifahi Yasa da dinin bir kaynag: olarak
kabul edildi, baglayic1 olarak kabul edilen kutsal yazilarin listesi ve onla-
rin yorumuna dair biiytik bir kiilliyati1 olusturuldu. Ikinci ytizyil boyunca
Rabbi Yudah Celile/Galile’de bir Sanhedrin kurdu ve burada Yavne’'dekine
benzer sekilde, Yahudiligi yasanacak soklar karsisinda esnek ve giticlti hale
getirmeye calisti. Yasanin modifiye edilmesi ve aciklanmasiyla da, sonra-

19 Caracallamin Constitutinin yaymlanmasina yénelik maksadi ve Hiristiyanlar i¢in yol actigi
olmusuz sonuclar, takibatlar icin bkz. Paul Keresztes “The Constitutio Antoniniana and the
Persecutions under Caracalla”, The American Journal of Philology, Vol. 91, No. 4 (Oct., 1970),
s. 446-459

20 Meeks, a.g.e., s. 1-6.
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ki dénemlerde yasanacak olan takibatlara ragmen Yahudilerin kimliklerini
muhafaza etmeleri saglanmis oldu?!.

Meseleye Antakya 6zelinde bakildiginda, paganlarin Yahudilere yonelik
-Antiochus zamaninda Sabat giinti ¢calismaya zorlamalar: gibi- baz kiskirt-
malarina ragmen Yahudiler dayanisma i¢inde yasayan ve birliklerini muha-
faza eden bir topluluk olmalarindan dolayr kimliklerini korumay1 basardi-
lar. Yahudiler etraflarindaki insanlari, Hiristiyanlik 6ncesi dénemde pagan
kokenli kisileri (tam anlamiyla Yahudi olarak kabul edilmeyen, ancak stin-
net olup sinagog ibadetlerine devam eden, tek tanrici olan ve Yahudi Hu-
kukunun térensel gerekliliklerini yerine getiren bu gruba ‘tanridan korkan-
lar’ ad1 verilmistir.??), Hiristiyanlik déoneminde de Hiristiyanlar1 kendilerine
cekmeye muvaffak oldular. Yahudi mabetlerinde yapilan yeminlerin daha
baglayici oldugunun kabul edilmesi, hem pagan kékenli hem de Hiristiyan
kokenli kisilerin bu maksatlar i¢in sinagoglara gitmelerine sebep olmustur.
Bu durumun dérdincu ytizyllda dahi Hiristiyanlar arasinda devam ettigi-
nin isaretlerini John Chyrosostom'un metinlerinde gérmek mumkutndur.
Chyrosostom, hastaliklarin iyilestirilmesi i¢in sinagoglara gidildiginden soz
eder?s.

Birinci ytizyi1ldan itibaren Hiristiyan yazarlarin, Yahudilere diismanlik-
larinin sebebi; Yahudi cemaatinin Kiliseyle ortak bir kitab1 (Tanah) kul-
lanmasimin yam sira, iki cemaatin bircok ortak noktaya sahip olmus ol-
malaridir. Bu ortak noktalardan dolayi, Hiristiyanlarin Yahudilesmeye ya
da Yahudilikle Hiristiyanlifi mezcetmeye yonelik egilimleri, Hiristiyanligin
butanligi icin bir tehdit olarak algilanmistir. Bu egilimlere kars1 koymak
uzere, Antakyanin ikinci/tictincti patrigi olarak kabul edilen Ignatius’dan
(“Artik bir degeri olmayan yabanci doktrinler ya da eski fabllar tarafindan
aldatilmayin; ctinkti eger Yahudi Yasasimma uygun olarak yasiyorsak, biz
inayete mazhar olmamisiz demektir”; “Dilinde Mesih isminin olmasi, ancak
zihninde Yahudiligi tistiin tutman anlamsiz bir seydir”; “Eger biri sana Ya-
hudiligi anlatiyorsa, onu dinleme”) itibaren (dérdtncut ytizyilda Chyrosos-
tom gibi%¥) s6z konusu egilime yonelik ciddi uyarilar yapilmaya baslandi?.
Hatta, bu tar insanlarn dilinde “Yahudi” tabiri, Mesih’in ilahi stattistini
herhangi bir sekilde elestiri konusu yaptig1, onun s6z konusu niteligini ka-

21 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 18.

22 Bunlar ic¢in bkz. A. T. Kraabel, “The Disapperance of the ‘God-Fearers™, Numen XXVIII, 2
(1981), s. 113-126.

23 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 19.

24 John Chyrosostom'un Yahudilige yonelik egilimler hususundaki uyarilan ve insanlar1 bu tiir
yaklasimlardan vazgecirmeye yonelik vaazi icin bkz. “John Chrysostom: First Speech Against
the Judaizers”, Bart D. Ehrman Andrew S. Jacobs Christianity in Late Antiquity - 300-450
C.E. A READER, New York Oxford Oxford University Press 2004, s. 227-236.

25 Bu tur uyan ornekleri icin bkz. Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 19.
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bul etmedigi diistintilenler icin bir asagilama sifati olarak kullanildi. Bu
yluzden Samsath Pavlus, Arius, Sabellius, Nestorius ve Makedonius, Ya-
hudilestiriciler olarak adlandirildilar?. Yahudilere yonelik diismanhigin ve
kendilerini onlardan farkli géstermeye yoénelik cabanin bir baska sebebi
de, Antakya Hiristiyanlarimin diger Hiristiyan gruplar tarafindan Yahudilige
cok yakin duruyor olarak goérulmeleridir. Justinian’in Nestorius'un kristo-
lojisini “seytani ve Yahudi doktrini” seklinde nitelendirmesi, Antakya Hiris-
tiyanliginin Yahudilikle yakin oldugu seklindeki anlayis1 gosterir?’.

Hiristiyanligin yayildig: ve gelistigi donemde Antakya’'da bulunan tg¢in-
cli dini grup, Gnostiklerdir. Gnostisizm, Roma imparatorlugunun dini ha-
yatin1 derinden etkilemis olan dini bir diistincedir. Dogulu bir kékene sahip
oldugundan onun belli unsurlar1 Antakya ve Suriye/Stryani Hiristiyanligi-
nin, Antakya teolojisi olarak tanimlanan seyin tesekktilliinde baska seyler-
den cok daha buytk bir etkiye sahip olmustur.

Bilim adamlar1 tarafindan ortaya cikma zamani ve nasil basladig1 husu-
sunda herhangi bir uzlasinin bulunmadigi, ancak bazilarn tarafindan ko-
keni marjinal Yahudi gruplara kadar gotiirtilen veya Orfizmle yakin iliski
icinde bulundugu sdylenen gnostisizm, Greko-Romen diinyada yaygin olan
dini-felsefi bir akimdir. inanclarini belirleyen merkezi bir otorite ve kutsal
metin kiulliyatinin yoklugu, cok farkh yerlerde ve farkl liderlerin yoneti-
mi altindaki gnostik gruplarin ¢ok c¢esitli diistinceler ortaya koymalarinin
temel sebebi olarak kabul edilebilir. Ancak hem evrenin yaratilis1 hem de
insanin dogasi ve kaderine dair gizemli bir bilgiye (gnosise) sahip olma iddi-
alar ve Askin bir Tannyla cahil bir demiurge dualizmi ile bu ikisinin sebebi
oldugu kozmolojik dtializm btitiin gnostikler icin ortak payday: olusturur.
Bu dualizm, insanin dogasinin 6ltiimstiz manevi bir ruh ve 6ltmlt maddi
bir bedenden olustuguna dair aciklamalarinda ve manevi diinya ve kott
maddi dinya seklindeki ayirimlarda acikca gortunur. Keza insan ikili bir
yapiya sahip olarak diistinuliir: Tabiat ile Ytice Varlik’tan gelen/sudur eden
seyin birlesmesinden olusan ilk insan, ilahi olandan gelen manevi unsur ve
tabiattan kaynaklanan maddi unsura sahiptir. Maddi diinya, Ytice Varliga
nazaran ikinci bir varlik olarak goértilen cahil demiurge tarafindan yaratil-
mistir. Maddi olan kétti olarak kabul edildigi icin her maddi yaratihis kotu-
dur. Maddi olanin kétultigtine dair bu anlayistan dolayi, evlilik ve bunun
sonucu olarak dogacak olan cocuklar, karanlik giiclere koéle olan ruhlarin
sayisinin arttirilmasi olarak goruliir. Bu ytizden evlilige ve cinsellige yonelik

26 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 19-20.

27 Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e., s. 20. I-IV. Yuizyillar arasinda Hiristiyanlarin Yahudilere yonelik tu-
tumlar1 hakkinda bkz. S. Mark Veldt, Christian Attitudes Toward The Jew in The Earliest Cen-
turies A. D., A Dissertation Submitted to Faculty of The Graduate Colloge, Western Michigan
University, Kalamazoo, Michigan 2007.
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zahitce bir tutum sergilerler ve kadinlar erkek olacaklar bir zamanin geli-
sini iple cekerler.

Ytice Varlikla bu diinya arasinda, bu dtinyanin birincil yéneticileri olan,
gezegenlerde ikamet eden arkonlann da bulundugu bir dizi seytani gic var-
dir. Bu ytuzden dunyadaki insanlar, gezegenlere yani burada ikamet eden
arkonlara tabidirler®®. Insanin yaratilis1 sirasinda, tanrisalligin parcalari,
asli mekanlar: olan goksel kdkenlerinin farkinda olmayan bireylerin beden-
lerinde hapis kaldilar. Ruhlarin bu hapis hayatindan kurtulup kendisinden
olduklan Ytice Varlikla birlesmek icin geri donmeleri, kdkenleri hakkindaki
gizli bir bilgiyle (gnosisle) mtimkiin olacaktir. Askin Tanri, insanlara bu
kurtaric bilgiyi getirmesi icin, bir kurtarici (Hiristiyan gnostiklerde?® Mesih)
gondermistir. Gnostikler, 6ltimle beden hapishanesinden kurtulacaklarim
ve Tanriyla yeniden birlesmek icin diisman seytanlarin ikamet ettikleri ge-
zegenlerden gececeklerini timit ederler. Bu ytzden de, éliimden sonra bir
dirilise inanmak i¢cin herhangi bir sebepleri yoktur®®.Bizi burada o6zellikle
Antakya’da olmak tizere, Hiristiyanlik dncesi kdkene sahip olan gnostik an-
layisin icine Hiristiyanligin tizerine oturdugu temel unsur olan Isa Mesih’i
katan ve onun sahsiyeti hakkinda fikir beyan eden gnostik gorusler ilgi-
lendirmektedir. Ctiinkti bu tiar anlayislar, Antakya Kristolojisi denen se-
yin olusumunda énemli bir islev gérmuslerdir. Burada sadece Antakya’li
Ignatius'un mektuplarinda kendilerine karsi uyanik olunmasi gerektigi hu-
susuna dikkat cektigi, Isa’nin hakiki insanhigini1 reddeden, onun fiili ger-
cekliginin bulunmadigini bu ytizden de bir hayalden ibaret oldugunu séyle-
yenlere ve onlarin doketizm olarak adlandirilan 6gretilerine ayrintili olarak
bakilacaktir.

Gnostisizm Antakya’ya Simon Magnus’la gelmistir. Magnus, apostolik/
havarilerin yasadigl zamanlarda, ytice bir Tanrr'nin var oldugunu ve ken-
disinin de iclerinden biri oldugu gii¢lerin ondan sudur ettigini 6gretir.
Kendisinin Isa Mesih’in rakibi oldugunu iddia eder. Goésterdigi biiytiler-
le bircok kimseyi kendisine ceker. Onun ardili, Antakya’ya giderek or-
taya koydugu buytlerle cok sayida kisiyi kendisine baglayan Samaria’ll
Menander’dir. 107/117 yilinda vefat eden Antakyali Ignatius yazdig1 mek-

28 Gnostik diistincedeki Arkonlar hakkinda bkz. Sinasi Giindiiz, “Arkonlarin Tabiat1 Uzerine”,
Ondolcuz Mayts Universitesi Ilahiyat Fakdiltesi Dergisi, say1 9, Samsun 1997, s.168-178.

29 Bu Hiristiyan gnostikler arasinda, Basilides, Cerinthus, Iskenderiyeli Clement, Valentinus ve
Marcion vardir. Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hipplytus gibi kimseler de bu gnostiklere kars1 metinler
kaleme aldilar.

30 Burada Gnostisizm hakkinda verilen bilgiler su kaynaklardan alinmistir: E. M. Yamuchi,
“Gnosis, Gnostisism”, Dictionary of Paul and His Letter, ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne-Ralph P.
Martin, Intervarsity Press, Leicester 1993, 352, 352; S. G. F. Brandon, “Gnosticism, Gnos-
tics”, A Dictionary of Comparative Religions, general editér S. G. F. Brondon, Tinling and
Company Limited, London and Prescati 1970, s. 170.
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tuplarinda ondan so6z ettigine gore®!, Menander’in birinci ytzyilin ikin-
ci yarisinda Antakya’da faaliyet gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Bir diger gnostik
o6gretmen, Menander’in de bir talebesi ve Suriye baskentindeki halefi An-
takyali Satornilus (ya da Saturninus) idi. Bu kisinin elinde Menander’in
ve dolayisiyla da Simon Magus'un 6gretisi yeni bir dine déntusur. Sator-
nilus, Mesih’in koétaliik guclerini yok etmek maksadiyla gonderildigini ve
kurtaricinin dogmadigini, manevi ve maddi olmaksizin beseri bir sahsiyet
oldugunu 6gretir. Eger onun bir insan olarak géortindaga soéylenirse, ona
gore bu yalnizca gortintiste oyledir®?.

Hiristiyan Gnostik Kristolojisinin en temel o6zelliklerinden biri olan
[sa’nin insanhigmin gercek olmamasiyla alakali bu diistince yukarida da
ifade edildigi gibi doketizm olarak isimlendirilir. Doketizm, Yunanca “gorii-
nus” (dokesis), “géorinmek/ortaya ¢ikmak” veya “bir seyin gortintistine sa-
hip olmak” (dokeo) anlamlarina gelen kelimeden tiiretilmistir. Bu kelimenin
kendisiyle ifade edildigi anlayis, 6zellikle Hiristiyan gnostikler olmak tizere,
birazdan kendisinden s6éz edecegimiz Mani’de de benzer sekilde bulunan,
Mesih’'in diinyadaki varliginin yalnizca bir insan suretinde (dokesei) ya da
bedeninde gértiinmekten ibaret oldugu, bu ytizden de gercekte ne aci cektigi
ne de carmiha gerildigi diistincesidir. Gnostiklerdeki bu diistincenin koke-
ni, yukarida soz ettigimiz gibi, diinyevi ve bedensel olanla, manevi/ruhsal
ve 6te dlinyaya ait olan sey arasindaki kesin ayirimdan kaynaklanir. Bu ke-
sin ayirimdan dolayi, s6z konusu iki farkl varlik diizeyi arasinda herhangi
bir birlesme ve karisim s6z konusu olamaz. Bu ytizden gnostizmin ana he-
defi, burada beden ve ruhu ya da “1s181n tohumu”nu bir arada tutan gecici
bag1 ortadan kaldirmaktir. Bunu yapacak olan da, Ytice Varlik tarafindan
gonderilen kurtaric1/Mesih’tir. Ancak, dinyevi olmayan ytice diinyanin bir
temsilcisi olarak insani bedende, belli bir zaman icin ve zahiri gértintise
uygun olarak kendini gosterebilir. Dolayisiyla bu bedenlenme, gercek bir
bedenlenme olmadigindan Mesih'in gercek anlamda aci cekmesinden ve
carmiha gerilmesinden de s6z etmek miimkiin degildir.

Yukarida Hiristiyan koékenli gnostiklerden ve son olarak da, onlarin do-
ketik Mesih anlayisindan kisaca sz edildikten sonra; Hiristiyan gelenek
icinde yer almayan ancak, gnostik 6gretisi hem doguda Cin’e hem de batida
Roma’ya kadar yayilmis olan Mani’den/Maniheizmden ve bir kurtarici ola-

31 Ignatius, “Chapter XI, Avoid the Deadly Errors of Docetae” the Epistle of Ignatius to the
Trallians, tr. Roberts-Donaldson. http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/ignatius-
trallians-longer.html 14.07.2016

32 Glanville Downey, Ancient Antioch, Princeton University Press, New Jersy-Princeton 1963, s.
130-31; Wallace-Hadrill, a.g.e,, s. 21-22.

33 Kurth Rudolph, Gnosis, The Nature of History of Gnosticism, tr. Robert McLachian Wilson,
Harpersan Fransisca 1987, s. 157. Doketizm hakkinda yapilmis bir ¢calisma olarak bkz. Bilal
Temiz, Hiristiyanlikta Heretik Bir Grup Olarak Doketizm ve Isa Anlayist, SAU. Sosyal Bilimler
Enstittist, ytiksek lisan tezi, Sakarya 2010.
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rak gelistirdigi Mesih anlayisindan kisaca s6z etmek uygun olacaktir. Her
ne kadar Hiristiyan gelenek icinde yer almasa da, Maniheizm’in inanclarn
Hiristiyanligi andirdigindan Hiristiyan teologlar tarafindan elestirilmis ve
uzun bir mtiddet onlarin ugrastig temel konulardan birini olusturmustur3*.

Mani, ms. 216’da Iran'in baskenti Ktesiphon'da dogdu, Hiristiyan bir
dini grup olan Elkasaitler arasinda yetisti. Ilk vizyonunu 12 yasindayken
yasadi. Bu vizyonda, daha sonra Paralklitle 6zdeslestirdigi ikiz goéksel bir
varlikla karsilasti. 25 yasinda babasi ve iki muridiyle birlikte i¢cine dogdu-
gu cemaatten ayrildi. Hindistan’da inancini bir mtiddet yayma ¢abasindan
sonra 242’de Iran’a déndii. Birinci Sapur’a inancim kabul ettirdi. Birinci
Behram'in (274-7) iktidara gectigi doneme kadar inanci/dini yayildi. Maz-
daci rahip Kerdir'in tahriki sonucu Behram, 6énce onu hapsetti ve 276 y1-
linda da oélduartta.

Hiristiyanlik, Budizm ve Yahudilikten alinan unsurlardan olusan eklek-
tik bir sistem olan Maniheizm, esas itibariyle gnostik ve tanriyla madde ara-
si1 kesin bir bicimde ayiran, onlari birbirine zit iki sey olarak takdim eden
dualistik bir yap1 arzeder. Mani, ayrintili bir kozmolojik mit olusturmustur.
Bu mitte ilk insanin karanlhk gugcler tarafindan yenilmesi anlatilir. Bu ka-
ranlik gicler, 15181 bir cirpida tiiketmis ve onun parcalarini hapsetmistir.
Kurtulus stireci, bu 1sik parcalarimin asli durumlarina geri dénmek tizere
salwverilmeleriyle gerceklesir. Bu salivermeyi saglayacak kurtarici bilgi, gno-
sis ise, Mani'nin de kendilerinden biri oldugu 1s1k elcileri vasitasiyla gelir.
Bu 1s1k elcileri Buda, Zerdtist ve Mesih’tir. Mani kendisini, bu 1s1k el¢ileri-
nin sonuncusu olarak kabul eder®.

Kurt Rudolph’a gére, Mani gnostik kristolojiden en tutarh sonuclar ¢i-
karmis ve Hiristiyan kurtaricisini ikili sekilde takdim edildigi bir Mesih an-
layis1 gelistirmistir. Birincisi, buittin kurtulus olayindan sorumlu olan, gok-
sel Gnosis Mesih'inin bir devam olarak Thtisam'in Isa’si, ikincisi diinyevi
Isa. ihtisamin Isa’sindan sudur eden 1sik aklin (nous) kendisinde toplandigi
bu ikinci Isa, Isigin bir vahyedicisi ya da elcisi olarak Mani'nin habercisidir.
Diinyada hapsedilen ve ac1 ¢eken 1s181n ruhu, yalnizca kozmik ve sembolik
tarzda anlasilan ac1 ceken Isa’ya karsilik gelir®.

34 Augustinus uzun muiddet bu inancm bir baghsi olmus ve Hiristiyanligi kabul ettikten sonra
Itiraflaninda epey bir bolim ayirarak onun yanhshgmi ortaya koymaya calismistir. Bkz. Au-
gustinus, ftiraﬂar, cev. Dominik Pamir, Kakntis Yaymnlari, [stanbul 1999.

35 “Maniheizm”, John Bowker, The Oxford Dictionary of World Religions, Oxford-New York 1997,
s. 612. Mani'nin, teolojisi, kozmolojisi, kozmogonisi hakkinda ayrmtili bilgiler icin bkz. Mehmet
Alict, “Maniheizm”, Dinler Tarthi, ed. Baki Adam, Grafiker Yaymlari, Ankara 2015, s. 280-286.

36 Rudolph, a.g.e., s. 156-57.
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Antakya Okulu

Kudtus ve Yahudi koékenli inananlarin teskil etmedigi ilk Hiristiyan ce-
maatin olustugu Antakya, iskenderiye ve Roma’dan sonra Hiristiyanliin ti¢
onemli patriklik merkezinden biri, birincisi haline geldi. Bu stattisti sebe-
biyle, konsillerle sonuc¢landirilmaya calisilan Hiristiyanhk ic¢i inang¢ tartis-
malarinda III. ytzyildan V. ytzyila kadar énemli bir rol oynadi. Dérdtinct
ytizyilda patriklik siralamasinda Roma ve iskenderiye’den sonraya diistii ve
zamanla 6nemi azalmaya basladig: gibi, Nestoruius'un yol actig1 tartismalar
da ciddi ¢6lctide itibar kaybetmesine yol act1*’.

Antakya III-V. yiizy1l boyunca yasanan teolojik tartismalarda Iskenderi-
ye ve Roma’nin karsisinda yer aldi ve bunu da, 6zellikle iskenderiye Okulu
diye adlandirilan Kutsal Kitap yorum okuluna en guticli alternatif olarak
kabul edilen Antakya Yorum Okulu araciligiyla yapti. Bu okulun 311 y1-
Iinda hapishanede Diocletian’in Hiristiyanlara yonelik takibatinda 6len,
Antakyanin 6énde gelen papaz ve sehidi olan Lucian ve arkadasi, Dorotho-
eus tarafindan kuruldugu kabul edilir. Ancak bu okulun cercevesini cizmis
olmasindan ve bu cerceve dahilinde Kutsal Kitab1 yorumlamasi ve ardillari-
nin onun bu yorum tarzimi daha ileri boyutlara tasimalarindan dolayi, ku-
rucu olarak Tarsus piskoposu Antakya kokenli Diodorus (6. yaklasik 390)
kabul edilir. Bu okulun kendisiyle iliskilendirildigi Lucian’in ve onu bir ekol
haline getiren Diodorus’un dérdiinct ytizyilda yasamis olmalarina ragmen,
onlardan cok daha o6nceki tarihlerde, inanc¢ esaslar ile ilgili, 6zellikle de
[sa’ya dair (kristoloji) tartismalara, bir sekilde Antakya ile iliskisi bulunan
kisiler (Samsath Pavlus vs.) sebep olmus gértinmektedirler. Dérdinct ve
besinci ytizyillda yasanan tartismalara neden olanlar da keza, bu sehir/okul
kokenli ya da onunla iliskilendirilen insanlar (Arius ve Nestorius) ve tartis-
ma konular1 da yine Isa’ya dair meselelerdir. Bu da, her ne kadar bir okul
olarak kendisinden s6z edilmeye baslanmasi/sistematik hale getirilisi dor-
diincti ytizyilla tarihlendirilse de, bu yorumun tizerine oturdugu prensip-
lerin s6z konusu tarihten cok daha 6nce var oldugu ve uygulamaya konul-
dugunu gosterir. Samsath Pavlus'un neden oldugu kristoljik tartismalarin
III. ytizy1lda yasanmis olmasi da, bu distinceyi teyit eder gortinmektedir.

Bu acidan bakildiginda, Antakya kutsal kitap yorumu ekoltintin ortaya
cikisinin, Hiristiyanligin gelisinden 6énce burada var olan ve onun bir inang¢
grubu olarak tesekkuiliinden sonra da onunla birlikte var olmaya devam
eden oteki inanclarla/felsefi diistincelerle iliskilerinin ve bu iliskilerin etki-
sinin bir sonucu oldugu séylenebilir. Haklarinda birazdan ayrintih bilgi ve-
recegimiz, literal ve tarihsel metottan, birincisinin Yahudilerin, ikincisinin
ise gnostiklerin etkisinin ve yasamak istedikleri dini hayat ve kurtulus an-

37 Tadros Malaty, Lectures in the School of Antioch, s. 9.
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layislarinin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ciktigini sdyleyebiliriz. i¢ ice yasadik-
lan, ortak kutsal bir metni ve benzer gelenekleri paylastiklar: ve dérdincti
yuzyila kadar etkisini tizerlerinde hissettikleri (yukarida zikredildigi tizere;
hem ikinci ytizyl1l Antakya patrigi Ignatius'un hem de dérdtinct yutzyilin
6nde gelen vaiz ve teologlarindan olan Chrysostom’un Yahudilere kars: Hi-
ristiyanlari, zaman zaman dozu cok ytliksek uyarilarinda da goriilen) Antak-
ya Yahudiligine, Iskenderiye’den (Philo'nun ortaya koydugu mecazi okuma-
dan) farkli olarak kutsal metinleri literal olarak okuma gelenegi hakimdi.
Bu yaklasimin baskinhigi ve Hiristiyanlhik/Hiristiyanlar tizerindeki etkisinin
bir 6rnegi olarak, dérdinci yuzyilda yasamis olan ve Kitab-1 Mukaddes’i
Latinceye ceviren Aziz Jerom'un Iskenderiye’de iken alegorik, Antakya'ya
geldikten sonra Antakya okulunun etkisiyle literal yoruma gectigine dair
anlatiy1 verebiliriz3®.

Hiristiyan gnostiklerle Hiristiyan olmayan, hem Suriye hem de Roma
imparatorlugunun her yerinde yaygin bir etkiye sahip olan Mani gibi gnos-
tiklerin etkisine yonelik savunular, tarihsel okumay1 zorunlu hale getirmis
gorinmektedir. Ilgili yerde de anlatildigl tizere gnostikler icin, isa askin
kokenli bir varliktir. Askin kéken ytice ve mukaddestir; diinyevi olan ise,
kotii ve seytanidir; Isa'nin kendisinin diinyevi bir bedene sahip olmasi onun
askin dogasiyla uyusmaz. Bu ylizden onun dinyevi gorunttisii olan be-
denin bir gercekligi, yoktur; bir hayalden/goértiintisten ibarettir (doketizm).
Isa’nin insan olarak yasadiklarimi kurtulus icin énemli kabul eden Antakya
Hiristiyanligl, onlarin bir hayal degil gercekten vaki bir olay olarak gérmek
zorundaydi. Bu temeller tizerine insa edildigi kabul edilebilecek olan Antak-
ya Yorum Okulunun ug¢ ayirt edici 6zelligi vardir.

1.Isa’nin insanlhiginin yaratilmis olmasi. Logos'un insanlikta ikameti te-
orisini kabul eden Antakyali teologlar, Isa’nin insanligini ve onun gercek ve
miikemmel bir insan oldugunu vurguladilar. Bu ytizden hypostatik (isanin
ilahi ve insani dogasinin insan bedenindeki) birliginin Isanin insanhigm
noksan hale getirdigi; Apollinaris’in séyledigi gibi onun insani ruhunu orta-
dan kaldirdigini diistinerek s6z konusu birlik anlayisina karsi ciktilar®®. An-
takya okulunun ilgisi, kurtulusa yoneliktir. Kurtulusun insanlar i¢in ancak
[sa’nin miikemmel bir insan dogasina sahip olmasiyla miimkiin olduguna
ve kurtulus icin tam insanhgin sart olduguna inandiklari i¢cin, onun insan-
ligiin anlasilmas1 mimkiin olmayan Tanriliktan ayriliginmi vurguladilar?®.

38 Jerome’un literal yorumu Antakya'dayken, Antakya Okulunun bir temsilcisi olan Laodicea’ll
Apollinarius'un Kitab-1 Mukaddes hakkindaki konusmalarindan 6grendigine dair bkz. Hen-
ning Graf Reventlow, History of Biblical Interpretation, vol. 2, From Late Antiquity to the End
of Middle Ages, cev. James O. Duke, Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2009, s. 34.

39 Malaty, School of Antioch, s. 17-18.

40 Martinez, Antiochene Exegesis and Its Influence on Christian Pratice, s. 50-51.
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2. Diyofizitizm. Antakya teologlari, teoloji anlayislarinda ti¢ sahsiyetin
(hypostasis) fiili gercekliklerini muhafaza etmek maksadiyla, teslisi olustu-
ran G¢ unsurun her birinin ayrn birer varlik olduklarini acik¢a vurgularlar.
Bunun bir sonucu olarak da, Isa’da bulunan insani ve ilahi ézlerin birbirle-
rinden ayr1, karismaksizin ve birlesmeksizin tek bir bedende var olduguna
inandilar ve bunu savundular. Isa’daki insani-ilahi 6zlerin ayrilifina inan-
malar1 onlarin, homoousios (ayni 6z) dustincesine kars1 ciktiklari, kabul
etmedikleri su¢clamasina ve bu okuldan bircok kisinin heteredoks olarak
suclanmasina ve aforoz edilmesine yol acti.

3. Kutsal metni gramatik-tarihsel yorumlama. Yukarida da kismen ifade
edildigi gibi, bu yorumlama biciminin muhtemel kékeni dérdinct ytzyil-
dan o6nceye giden bir tarihe sahip olmakla birlikte, gramatik-tarihsel yo-
rumlama tarzim bir sistem haline getiren ve Eski ve Yeni Ahit metinlerine
uygulayan Diodorus ve onu gelistiren Theodorus’tur. Bu ytizden burada
onlarin 6zellikle de birincisinin bu yorum tarzindan ne anladigindan kisaca
sz edecegiz.

Diodorus, Iskenderiye okulunun éne ciktigi Kutsal Metni alegorik yo-
rumlama tarzina®*! karsi ¢ikarak batini olam aciklamaya ¢calismaksizin yo-
rumlarini, kutsal yazilarin lafzi anlamiyla simirladi. Alegorik anlami reddet-
se de, metnin lafzi ve tarihsel anlaminin daha st bir anlama yol acacagini
da kabul eder. Antakya okulunun genel tavr1 olan mecazi yoruma karsi ce-
kince, bu yorum tarzinin tarihsel olarak uygulanabilir/gecerli Kitab-1 Mu-
kaddes metinlerine yabanci bir anlami1 empoze etmeye yonelik egiliminden
kaynaklanir*?2. Diodorus Rabbani hermenotik yaklasimin izlerini tasiyan
tarihsel-gramatik semayi/yaklasimi kendi yorumlarinda uyguladi. Kutsal
yazilar, tanr ile insan arasmdaki tarihsel karsilikh iliskiyi icerirler ve s6z
konusu yazilar bu iliskinin somut taniklaridir. Tanr hakikati bu yazilar va-
sitasiyla insanlara ulastirir. Bu ytizden Tanri’min hakikatini bilmek isteyen
kimsenin metni lafzi anlamiyla anlamasi gerektigini vurgular. Bu maksatla

41 Iskenderiye Okulu'nun mecazi yorumunun kékenleri, onun duisiinsel énceli olan birinci ytiz-
yilda yasamus Philo’ya ve Iskenderiyenin Yunan diisiincesinin merkezi olmasmdan dolay:
da Yunan felsefesine dayandirilir. Mecazi yoruma, anlasilmaya calisilan metnin kendisinde,
dogrudan aklin ilkelerine uygun bi¢imde anlasilmaya imkan vermeyen ifadelerin bulunmasi-
nin yol actig1 sdylenebilir. Bu tur ifadeleri/anlatilar1 hem Yahudi kutsal metinin kendisinde
hem de klasik Yunan metinleri olan ilyada ve Odise’de gérmek mtimkiindiir. iskenderiye
Hiristiyanlar1 Yahudi kutsal kitabim kendi kutsal kitaplarinin bir parcasi ve ayni zamanda,
Isa'nin gelisinin gerekeesini ve yasadiklarinin anlaml olmasini miimkiin kilan olaylar1 onda
bulduklan icin, iskenderiye’deki hakim Yahudi yorum gelenegini kabul ettiler. Yunanhlar
kendilerine ¢cekmek maksadiyla Yunan diistincesini, dolayisiyla da yorum gelenegini kabul
ederek onu, Yunan dustncesine yonelik savunularinda kullanmaya calistilar ve zamanla da
bu yorum tarzin i¢sellestirdiler.

42 Iskenderiye Okulunun kendisiyle éne ciktigi alegorik yorumun énctisti, Yahudi filozof
Philo’dur. Hiristiyan déneminde ise, Origen bu yorumun en 6énemli savunucu ve uygulayi-
cilarindan biridir. Philo'nun yorum tarz1 i¢in bkz. Dursun Ali Aykit, Hiristiyanligin Onciisil
Olaralk Philo, Kitapevi Yaymlari, istanbul 2011.
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Diodorus 6nce metnin yazari, yazildigi baglam, okuyucusu ve yazilis ama-
c1 tizerinde yogunlasir. Metnin ancak tarihsel baglamina yerlestirildiginde
anlami ortaya cikacagindan, onu tarihsel baglamina yerlestirir ve metnin
kendi baglami da dikkate alindiginda elde edilecek sekilde yazarin niyetini
arastirir. Sonra, kutsal yazilar icindeki tarihsel olaylari, onu hayatlarina
uygulayacak olan okuyucularin fiili olarak yasadiklar: olaylarla iliskilendi-
rir*3. Diodorus’a gore metni anlamaktan maksat onu hayata tatbik etmek-
tir. Bu nedenle metin okuyucularin yasamlariyla iliskilendirilir.

Antakya'min Hiristiyanlik 6éncesi ve sonrasi dini yapisina, Antakya oku-
lunun temel 6zelliklerine degindikten sonra; simdi bu okulun mezkur te-
mel ilkelerinin, ana damar Hiristiyanlar tarafindan heretik olarak gortulen,
dislanan ve aforoz edilen Antakya menseli/Antakya’yla iligkili oldugu soy-
lenen teologlarin Isa anlayisina nasil yansidigina birka¢ érnek baglaminda
bakabiliriz. Burada, Antakya okuluna mensup olan biitiin teologlarin degil,
az once de ifade edildigi gibi, Hiristiyan diinyada kristolojik tartismalara
yol acan ve toplanan konsiller sonucunda heretik olarak kabul edilenlerin;
Samsath Pavlus, Aryiis ve Nestorius'un Isa anlayislarindan séz edilecektir.

Samosatal1 Pavlus ve Kristolojisi

Patristik dénem (ms. 100-450) kilise tarihinde, Antakya Piskoposu Sa-
mosatali Pavlus koétti de olsa belli bir séhrete sahiptir; ancak yine de hayati
ve 6gretisi hakkinda cok az bilgi sahibi olunan nadir insanlardandir. Ona
izafeten olusturulan Samsatlilar ya da Pavluscular ismi, zamanla- 6zellikle
de dordtincti ve besinci ytizyilda-, inanc¢ bakimindan istenmeyen Kkisiler icin
kullanilan teknik bir terim haline geldi. Bu dénemde teolojik tartismala-
rin hedefi olan bir¢cok kisinin ya da grubun, dustncelerinin kendisinden
kaynaklandig: kisi Samsath Pavlus olarak gortuldu*t. Hem Patristik hem de
ortacag déoneminde bircok kisi onunla iliskilendirildi. Origen, Aryus, Sabel-
lius, Mani, Tarsuslu Diodorus, Mopsuestiali Theodorus, Nestorius, Marcel-
lus, Photinus, Artemon ve Laodikyali Apollinaris bunlardandir. Haklarinda
cok az seyin bilindigi dérdtinct ytizyildaki Pavluscular ya da Samsathlar
denilen bir grubu onun takipcileri oldugu séylendi.

Pavlus, bugtin Adiyaman ilinin simirlar i¢indeki Samsat'ta Sturyani
bir ailede dogdu. Déneminde 6gretilen ilimlerin yani sira iyi bir ilahiyat
egitimi aldi. Antakya Patrigi Demetrius'un Antakya'y1 261’den o6nce ele
geciren Sasaniler tarafindan goétiirtilmesi tizerine onun yerine on altinci
patrik olarak secildi. Sehir, Tedmur kralicesi Zeynep (Zenonbia) tarafin-

43 Martinez, a.y.

44 Modern arastirmacilarin Pavlus'u kendisiyle iliskilendirdikleri kisiler ve ona atfedilen dustin-
celer hakkinda bkz. Robert Lynn Sample, The Messiah As Prophet: The Christiology of Paul of
Samosata, A Dissertation, Northwestern University, Evenston, Illinois 1972, s. 2.
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dan Sasanilerden alindi ve Romalilara bagh otonom bir yap1 kazandi. im-
paratorlugun icinde bulundugu sikintili durumdan istifade eden Zeynep,
269 ya da 270’de bagimsizligin ilan etti ve Aurelianus tarafindan 270’le-
rin baslarinda tekrar ele gecirilinceye kadar Antakya'nin hakimi oldu®s.
Zeynep’in hakimiyeti doneminde Pavlus, patriklik makaminin yani sira
kralicenin naibligi (ducenarius procurator) gérevini de deruhte etti. Mo-
narsiyanist*® olarak adlandirilan teolojik, kristolojik gorusleri ve bir din
adamina yakismadifi soylenilen (gosteris, para tutkusu vs. gibi) ahlaki
olmayan davranislarindan ve dustncesini yaymak icin gosterdigi gayri-
mesru faaliyetlerinden dolay1*” yonetimindeki piskoposlar tarafindan sap-
kinlikla/herezi suclandi ve hakkinda 264-268/9 tarihleri arasinda g si-
nod toplandi. ikinci sinodda mahkiam edilen Pavlus, 268/9’'da toplanilan
sinodlarin tictinctistinde patriklik makamindan alindi ve yerine Dominus
patrik olarak atandi. Alinan kararlar Roma ve Iskenderiye piskoposlari-
na ve butun kiliselere bildirildi. Ancak kralice Zeynep tarafindan koru-
nan Pavlus, 270’lerin baslarinda sehir Aurelianus tarafindan tekrar Roma
hakimiyetine sokuluncaya kadar patriklik makaminda kald:1 (272)*. Bu
tarihten sonra, Pavlus hakkinda herhangi bir bilgi yoktur.

Samosatali Pavlus’'un hayati hakkindaki kaynaklarin yetersizligi, onun
isa anlayisi icin de gecerlidir. Kendisine ait oldugu séylenen bir takim metin
parcalar1 gintimiuze kadar gelmis olsa da bunlarin sahihligi tartismahdir.
Bu ylzden burada, muhaliflerinin onun hakkinda soylediklerinden hare-
ketle, zaman zaman da sahihlikleri stipheli de olsa, muhaliflerinin séyledik-
lerini destekler mahiyette olan, Pavlus’dan bize kadar geldigi kabul edilien
parcalardan yararlanarak Pavlus'un Isa anlayisini ortaya koymaya ¢alisan
eserlere muracaat edilecektir. Ozellikle de, gorebildigimiz kadariyla Pavlus
hakkindaki tek doktora tezi olan Robert Lynn Sample’in calismasi ana kay-
nak olarak kullanilacaktir.

45 Mehmet Celik, Siuryani Kadim Kilisesi Tarihi, Yaylacik Matbaasi, istanbul 1987, s. 64-65; Tur-
han Kacar, Ge¢ Antikcagda Huristiyanlik, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaymlari, [stanbul 2009, s. 45.

46 Monarsiyanizm, Yunanca Monarsi (monarkiha, tek kisinin yonetimi) kelimesinden ttiremis
bir kavramdir. Hiristiyanlik 6ncesinde Philo ve daha sonra da Hiristiyan savunmacilar (Apo-
lojistler) tarafindan, monoteist tanr anlayisini ifade etmek icin kullamlmistir. Iki tiir monar-
siyanizm kabul edilir. Birincisi, dinamik monarsiyanizm ikincisi ise modalistik monarsiya-
nizmdir. Birincisinde, tanr Isa’y1 sonradan ogul kabul etmis ve ona tanrilik bahsetmis; isa
sonradan bir lttuf olarak tanrilasmustir. ikincisinde ise, tann tektir, ancak farkh isleri yerine
getirirken farkli isimlerle tezahtir eder: Evreni yaratan olarak Baba; insanlar1 kurtaran ola-
rak Ogul ve onlar1 koruyan olarak ise Kutsal Ruh. Bunlardan birincisinin Samosatal Pavlus
ve onun izinden gittigi kabul edilen Aryiistin diistincesi oldugu kabul edilir. ikincisinin ise,
Sabellianusc¢uluk tarafindan temsil edildigi kabul edilir. Bkz. Mehmet Celik, Stiryani Kadim
Kilisesi Tarihi, Yaylacik Matbaasi, Istanbul 1987, s. 64-65; Turhan Kacar, Ge¢ Antilcagda
Hiristiyanlik, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yaymlari, istanbul 2009

47 Bu faaliyetleri icin bkz. Eusebios, Kilise Tarihi, cev. Furkan Akderin, Civiyazilar1 Yaymnevi, Is-
tanbul 2011, s. 201-202. Hayat1 hakkinda bkz. Lynne Sample, The Messiah As Prophet, s. 3-5.

48 Philip Shaff, History of Church, Ante-Nicene Christianity, A. D. 100-325 1I, 358-359; Kacar,
Gec¢ Antikcagda Huristiyanlik, s. 47.
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Pavlus'un Isa anlayisi, adoptionist ya da monorsianist olarak adlandiri-
lan gelenek icinde degerlendirilen bir anlayistir*. Logos Kristolojisi'yle or-
tak olarak Pavlus, Mesih’in varlik éncesi olusunu kabul eder. Ancak Logos
Kristolojisini savunanlar, Yuhanna Incilinin ilk ctimlesini (“Baslangicta
S6z vardi. S6z Tanrr'yla birlikteydi ve S6z Tanr1’ydr”) kendilerine temel ala-
rak Isa'min varlik éncesinde bir varliga sahip olusunu, diisiincelerinin te-
meli yapmalarina ragmen; Pavlus onlarin anladigi anlamda, Isa’nin varlik
o6ncesi olusunu kabul etmez. Onun var olacaginin énceden haber verildigini
kabul eder. Tanri’nmin kurtulus planinin ebedi olmasi sebebiyle, énceden
haber verilme anlaminda butin zamanlar boyunca var oldugunu; dolayi-
siyla da varlik 6ncesi oldugunu kabul eder. Eger kadimligi cagristiracak
anlamda bir varlifindan s6z edilirse bu, iki tanrinin var oldugunu kabul
etmek anlamina gelir ki, bu bir monarsiyanist i¢cin savunulacak bir diistin-
ce degildir.

Pavlus, Ogul'u 6z ve tabiati itibariyle tanri olarak géormez. Ctinkti Antak-
ya Konsili'nden ytizy1l sonra, Eusebius’un da ifade ettigi gibi o, Meryem’den
6nce olmayan, ancak varliginin baslangicini ondan alan bir Mesih/Ogul
oldugunu kabul eder. Dolayisiyla Meryem’den dogmasi itibariyle Isa bir in-
san, her bakimdan cok iyi bir insandir. “...fakat Meryem, bizim gibi bir
insan dogurdu ki, o her bakimdan bizden daha iyidir. Ctinka kutsal ruh

“

vasitasiyla gelen inayet ondandir”. Pavlus'un Isa’y1 insan olarak kabul et-
mesi, mutlak anlamda onun, ogulun tanriigini reddettigi anlamina gelmez.
Ogul tanndir; ancak o bu makama, iyi isler yapmanin bir sonucu olarak,
ilerleyerek tanriyla birlesmis, ona katilmis ve tanr haline gelmistir®°.

[sa’nin yaglanmis oldugu icin Mesih adim aldigini séyleyen Pavlus, Me-
sih ile Logos arasini cok kesin bir sekilde ayirir. “Yaglanmis olanin isa ol-
dugunu, “Logos’un degil, bizim Efendimiz’in takdis” edildigini soéyler. “Mer-
yem S6z dogurmadi, ¢tinku o, caglar dncesi degildir. Meryem Sé6zt1 ald1 ve
So6z’den daha eski degildir; fakat Meryem, bizim gibi bir insan dogurdu ki, o
her bakimdan bizden daha iyidir. Ctinkti kutsal ruh vasitasiyla gelen inayet
ondandir”!.

Aryiis

Arytis'in Antakya okuluyla iliskilendirilmesi, Eusebius’a yazdigi mek-
tupta kendisinin Lucian’in ¢evresinden/yoldaslarindan oldugunu soyleme-
sine dayandirilir. Bazi bilim adamlar tarafindan bu iliskinin tartismali ol-

49 Adoptianizm ve monarsiyanizm icin bkz. 32. Dipnot.

50 Samsath Pavlus'un Kristiolojisiyle ilgili bu bilgiler, Robert Lynn Sample, The Messiah As
Prophet: The Christology of Paul of Samosata, yayinlanmamis doktora tezi, Nortwestern Uni-
verstiy, Illinois 1977, s. 77-104 arasmdan alinmisti

51 Kacar, a.g.e., s. 48.
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dugu soylense de, Arytis'iin Eusebius’a yazdig1 mektupta yer alan ifadesi ve
Eusebius’un iznik Konsil'i éncesi ve sonrasinda onu korumasi, dostlukla-
rinin ¢ok eski oldugu ve bu dostlugun Lucian’dan birlikte alinan egitimden
kaynaklanmis olmasi ihtimalini destekler. Hem bu ytizden hem de -her ne
kadar Origen’de de Tanr ve Ogul arasinda bir ayirimin yapildig: séylense
de- tann ve Ogul ve Isa’daki insani ve ilahi tarafi ayirmaya yénelik vur-
gularindan dolay1 Arytis'ti de Antakya teoloji gelenegi icerisinde ele alma-
nin uygun oldugunu diastintiyoruz. Ctinku heretik ya da ortodoks Antakya
kokenli tiim teologlarda ana ¢izgi, Isa’nin yaratilmishg: ve insani tarafina
yonelik vurgunun ileri diizeyde olmasidir. Hatta bu vurgunun fazlaligindan
dolayi, ortodoks olanlarin bile (Diodorus, Theodore gibi) ileriki dénemlerde
mahktm edildigine dair rivayetler bulunmaktadir®2.

Arytis Libya’da 256/260'1 yillarda/280’den biraz 6énce dogmustur.
Eusebius’a yazdigi mektupta kendisinden Antakya okulunun kurucu-
su kabul edilen sehit Lucianci yoldas (solloukianis) ifadesinden dolaya,
Lucian’dan egitim aldig1 (kesin olmamakla birlikte), s6ylenebilir®. Asagida
ifade edildigi gibi, papaz olarak gorevinin Kitab-1 Mukaddes yorumu olma-
s1, Kutsal Kitap’la ilgili calismalariyla 6ne ¢ikan Lucian’dan almis oldugu
egitimle iliskilendirilebilir. Kendisinden yetenekli bir tartismaci (dialectici-
an) olarak soz edilmesi, felsefi bir egitim aldigim1 gosterse de, bunu kesin
olarak ortaya koymak miimkun goértiinmemektedir. Ancak Rowan Williams,
Aryus’tin dogum tarihinin 250’lere cekilmesi durumunda, Yeni-Eflatuncu
Iamblichus'un 6égretmeni ve Iskenderiyeli bir Hiristiyan Aristocu olan
Anatolius’la temaslarinin miimkitin oldugunu soyler®. Papaz oldugu 313
yilinda kilise tarafindan aforoz edilen arkadaslarinin arkasimda durdugu
icin onlarla birlikte kendisi de aym cezaya carptirilmistir. Papaz olarak go-
revi, Kitab-1 Mukaddes yorumuyla mesgul olmaktir. Achillas’in piskoposluk
makamina gecmesinin ardindan tekrar kiliseye kabul edilmis, bundan iki
yil sonra da Iskenderiye Kilisesi'ne bagh ve Iskenderiye limanmna yakin bir
boélge olan Baukalis'in basrahibi olmustur. iznik Konsili'nin toplanmasina
ve Aryiis’tin aforoz edilmesine yol acan, tanr ve Isa hakkindaki gértisleri-
ni, mezkar Baukalis kilisesinin yoneticisi oldugu 313-319 yillar1 arasinda
aciklamistir®s.

52 Martinez, a.g.e., s.

53 Lucian’la iliskisine dair tartisma icin bkz. Rowen Williams, Arius, Heresy and Tradition, Wil-
liam B. Eerdmans Publishin Company, Grand Rabids, Michigan/Cambridge 2001; s. 29-31;
Kacar, a.g.e., s. 54.

54 Williams, a.g.e., s.29-31.

55 Bilal Bas, “Monoteist Bir Hiristiyanlik Yorumu: Arytisctiliik Mezhebi”, Divan [lmi Arasturmalar
Dergisi, 2000/2, s. 170; Kacar, a.g.e., s. 55. Ayrica bkz. Hasan Darcan, Athanasius ve Isa
Anlayst (Kristolojisi), SAU. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti, Yayinlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Sakarya
2014, s. 36 vd. Aryiis ve iznik Konsili'ne dair tartismalar icin bkz. yukaridaki metinler.



... Hiristiyan Kredosunun Belirlenmesine Yol A¢can Tartismalardaki Rolti 101

Arytis’iin hem hayatina hem de tartismalara ve kiliseden cikartilmasina
yol acan duistincelerinin neler olduguna dair kaynaklarimiz yok denecek
kadar azdir. Bu, Hiristiyan diinyasinda heretik kabul edilerek kilisenin di-
sina itilen, burada ele aldigimiz -ve konumuz bakimindan bizi ilgilendir-
medigi icin ele almadigimiz- butin insanlar i¢cin de s6z konusu olan bir
durumdur. Haklarinda sahip oldugumuz bilginin btiytik bir kismi, muhalif-
lerinin onlarin diistincelerini reddetmek maksadiyla kaleme aldiklar: eser-
lerden devsirilmek zorunda kalinmaktadir. Arytisin distincesini ortaya
koymakta kullanilan, kendisine ait oldugu kabul edilen ti¢c mektup ve bir de
aidiyeti stipheli metin vardir. U¢ mektup disindaki metin, Thalia, Aryiistin
en buyuk dismani Athanasius tarafindan reddedilmek maksadiyla iktibas
edilmesi sebebiyle, parcalar halinde giintimtize kadar gelmis, nazim olarak
yazilmis bir metindir.

Arylis'in Isa anlayisi, tanr anlayisinin bir sonucudur. Iskenderiye Pis-
koposu Alexander’a yazdigi mektubunda kendisinin neye inandigini ortaya
koyar.

Isa, tanrinin ogludur ve onu zaman éncesinde evlat edinmistir. Her seyi bu zaman
éncesi evlat edinilen Isa aracihifiyla yaratmistir. Onu zamansal olarak ve diger
yaratilmislarin dogumundan farkl olarak dogurmustur; zamansal olarak Baba ta-
rafindan yaratilmistir. Bu ytizden hayatin1 ve varligin1 Baba'ya borcludur. Tann
ona diger varliklar1 yaratmasi icin kendi ezeli dogasinda bulunanlar disindakileri
vermistir. Béylece ti¢ tiir varlik vardir: Baba, Ogul ve 6teki yaratilmislar. Baba
baslangi¢siz ve benzersizdir. Ogul, Baba tarafindan ogul edinilmis oldugu ve O'nun
tarafindan yaratildigi icin, zamansal mevcudiyetinden 6nce var olamaz. Baba tara-
findan kendisine hayat verilmek icin yaratildi. Bu nedenle, Ogul Baba ile birlikte
o6ltimstiz ve kendi basina var olan degildir. Bunlarin ikisi de, herhangi bir kaynak-
tan olmayan mistakil iki varlik degildir. Yalnizca Tanr her seyden 6nce ve her se-
yin baslangicinin kendisinde buldugu varliktir. Dolayisiyla Baba Ogul’dan énce ve
Ogul'un kékeni de Babadir. “Fakat her seyin kaynag1 odur, Rahimden geldi ve Ben
Baba’dan cikip diinyaya geldim”, seklindeki sézler Ogul'un Baba ile ayni 6ze sahip
oldugu ve birlikte dogmus olduklar gibi anlasildiginda, bu Baba'min béltinebilir,
degistirilebilir oldugunu gosterir>°.

Arius benzer diistincelerini yine Thalia’da séyle dile getirir:

Tann yalniz basina oldugu zamanda onun (kendisinden ayr1 bir sahsiyeti olan)
kelami ve hikmeti yoktu. Fakat sonra Tanr insanlar1 yaratmak isteyince kelam,
hikmeti ve Oglunu yaratti. Su halde iki hikmet ve iki kelam vardir. Birincisi ezel-
den beri Tanrr'da olan ve ikincisi Tanri’'nin iradesi ile var edilen Ogul’'un icinde
olan. Bu sayede Ogul hikmet ve kelam diye isimlendirilmistir. Bunun yanin-
da Tanrrnin diger sifatlar1 da Ogul’a verilmistir. Ne var ki bu sifatlar Ogul'da
Tanrrda oldugu gibi degildirler. Ctiinkti Ogul tabiati icab1 bu sifatlar kapasitesi
6lctistinde kendisinde barindirabilmektedir. Bu nedenle o Baba’nin imaji ve Tan-

56 Kacar, a.g.e, s.67-68; Bas, a.g.m., s.196.
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11 isimlerini hak etmistir. O Tanrinin kendini izhar etmesindeki vasitasidir. Bu
nedenle ona tapilir®.

Ogul tabiati icab1 Tanri’'nin bilgisine sahip degildir ve onu géremez. O
sadece kendisine 6gretilenleri bilebilir. Ogul kendisine verilen s6z konusu
6zel konum nedeniyle ‘Tanr1 Oglu’ ismini hak kazanmstir. Ona Tanrn de-
mek de yanlis olmayacaktir, ancak onun Tanrilig1 hicbir zaman Babanin
Tanriligina esit degildir. Arytis inkarnasyon konusuna pek fazla énem ver-
memektedir. Onu gére Logos, Isa Mesih’in bedenine gelerek ondaki insani
nefsin yerini almistirss.

Nestorius

franl bir anne ve babadan, bugiinkii Maras olan Germanicae’de do-
gan Nestorius, Antakya civarindaki bir manastira kesis olarak katildiginda
burada bulunan Kkilise tarihinde Mopsuestali Theodore olarak bahsedilen
ilahiyat¢cinin 6grencisi oldu. Nestorius'un hocasi ve daha sonraki teolojik
goruslerinin kaynagi olan Theodore, 392 yilinda Mopsuestia'nin baspisko-
posu oldu ve 428'deki 6liimiine kadar bu gorevinde kaldi. Ustadimin 61-
diiga bu tarihe kadar Nestorius, Antakya'da bir manastirin yoéneticiligini
yapiyordu. II. Theodosius tarafindan Constantipol’e davet edilmesi tizerine,
kendi kadrosuyla birlikte gelen Nestorius patrik olarak atandi ve 10 Ni-
san 428de mutantan bir térenle gorevine basladi. Constantiople’i heretik
akim ve sahislardan temizlemeye calisti (Arytsculer, Novationuscular ve
Macedonius'un takipcileri®®). Bu sirada beraberinde getirdigi Anastasius
isimli kesisin bir vaazinda Isamin annesi olan Meryem icin Tanr1 dogu-
ran kadin ya da Tanr’min annesi anlamindaki theotokos kelimesinin degil,
ancak christotokos/mesih doguran bicimindeki adlandiriimasinin kullani-
labilecegini soylemesi®, Nestorius'un piskoposluktan atilmasina ve aforoz
edilmesine yol acan stireci baslatti. Nestorius Anastasius'un soylediklerinin
arkasinda duran, christotokos kelimesinin ni¢in kullanilmasi gerektigini ay-
rintili olarak ele alan ve destekleyen argiimanlar ortaya koyan konusmalar
yaptig1 gibi, Roma’ya, Papaya yonelik saygi ifadeleri icermeyen bu minvalde
mektuplar da gonderdi. iskenderiye ve Roma’da toplanan konsiller, 430°da
Nestorius'un sapkin oldugu kararmm aldilar; bunun {tizerine Selanik ve

57 Thalia’daki bu metnin ¢evirisi, Bas, a.g.m., s. 196’dan alinmstir.

58 Bas, a.g.m., s. 197.

59 Bunlar icin bkz. Kacar, a.g.e., s. 133. Nestorius'un boyle bir tavir gosterecegi, atanmasi si-
rasinda imparatorun huzurunda séyledigi nakledilen su sézde acikca géorinmektedir: “Has-
metmeap! Bana, rafizilerden arinmis bir diinya ver, ben de sana buna mukabil cenneti vere-
cegim; rafizileri imha etmek i¢in bana yardim et, be de sana iranlilar1 imha etmek hususunda
yardim edecegim”, Mehmet Celik, Sitryani Kilisesi Tarihi, s.120.

60 “Kimse Meryem’e, ‘Tanr1 Anasl’ demesin. Clinkii Meryem de bir insandir. Ve netice itibariyle
de dogurdugu da bir beserden baska bir sey degildir. Allah dogmamis ve dogrulmamistir.
Hele hele bir beserden dogdugunu soylemek en buiytik kuftrdur”, Celik, a.g.e., s. 121.
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Efes’ten 198 piskoposun katildigi, baskanhgim iskenderiyeli Cryril'in yap-
t181 bir konsil, ticiincti ektimenik konsil olarak kabul edilen Efes Konsilini
(431) topladi. Ana tanrica Kibele'nin en 6nemli tapinim merkezi olan Efes’te
toplanan Konsil, Meryem’e theotokos ismini uygun gérmeyen Nestoriusu
aforoz eden bir karar aldi ve bunu da halka ilan etti. S6z konusu karar,
II. Theodosius ve kiz kardesi Pulcheria tarafindan kabul edildi. Nestorius
Misira stirgiine gonderildi ve Istanbul Piskoposu olarak Maximian (431-
434) atandi. Misir stirgiint sirasinda, giney kokenli insanlar tarafindan
yakalanarak, Panopolis’e goturtildii, valinin izniyle burada kaldi. Kendisini
savunan, ancak kendi adina yaymnlanirsa heretik kabul edilen btittin kisi-
lerin baslarma geldigi gibi ortadan kaldinlmasindan korktugu icin, takma
adla bir metin kaleme aldi: The Baazaar of Heracleides/Heracleides Carsist.
451’de (hem Ortodokslar hem de Katolikler tarafindan kabul edilme anla-
minda) son ekiimenik konsil olan Kalkedon/Kadikoy Konsilinin arifesinde
oldu ve bilinmeyen bir yere gomuldu®’.

Arytisin yol actign tartismanin sonunda Isanin tanriyla aym 6zden
bir tanr olarak kabul edilmesi, tartismanin nihai olarak sonuclanmasi-
na yol agmadi. Isa hem tanr1 hem de insan ise, bu ikisinin Isa Mesih'te
nasil birlestigi meselesi yeni bir problem olarak ortaya cikti. Nestorius'un
431 Efes Konsili'nde, Cyrill'in kristoloji anlayis1 karsisinda aforozuna yol
acan dustnceleri bu probleme bir ¢6ziim bulma ¢abasinin bir sonucudur®?.
Nestorius'un bu konuya dair hareket noktasi, Antakya okulunun ortodoks
ya da heterodoks olarak kabul edilen diger teologlan gibi, isa Mesih’in in-
san olarak yasadiklarini, Adem ve Havva'nin isledikleri ve nesilden nesi-
le gecerek btitlin insanlarin sonuclarina maruz kaldiklar1 asli gtinahtan
kurtulusla iliskilendirmektir. Logos, insamn isledigi bu gtnahi ortadan
kaldirmak icin insan halini almistir: “Eger o, insanlar arasinda bir insan
olarak ortaya cikmamis olsaydi, o zaman yalnizca kendisini kurtarirdi, bizi
degil. Bizi kurtarmissa, aramizda insan olarak bulunmus ve insan sureti-
ne burinmustiur’®. Nestorius, yukarida zikredilen Bazaar adli kitabinda
kendi [sa anlayisim ortaya koymadan énce, insanin kurtulusu icin zorunlu
sart olan [sa’nin insan bedeni almasini kabul etmeyen grup ve kisilerden
bahseder. Bunlardan paganlarin bedeninin aci cekmesinden, hacta 6lmesi-
ne dair, Yahudilerin buiytk bir ihtisam icinde gelmesini bekledikleri Mesih’e

61 Muhammed Tarakel, “Nestorius ve Kristolojisi”, Uludag Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
cilt: 19, Sayr: 1, 2010, s. 219; Aziz S. Atiyya, Dogu Huristiyanligt Tarthi, ¢ev. Nurettin Higyil-
maz, Doz Yaymlar, istanbul 2005, 277-278; Kacar, a.g.e., s. 134-135. Nestorius’un bu kita-
b1, 1925 yilinda bulunarak yaymlanmistir. Nestorius, The Bazaar of Heracleides, trs. G. R.
Driver, M.A. and Leonard Hodgson, M. A., At the Clarendon Press, Oxford 1925. Nestorius'un
kristolojsinden bahsederken, bu ¢calismayr kullanan Tarak¢rmin yukaridaki makalesi esas
alinacaktir.

62 Tarakel, s. 226

63 Nestorius, Bazaar, s. 205’den nakleden Tarakel, a,g.m., s. 232.
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karsilik Isanin haca gerilmesi ve orada 6lmesine dair fikirlerini reddeder.
Aymi sekilde, Maniheistlerin Isa’nin tanri oldugu, bu ytizden de insan ola-
rak gorinmesinin bir yanmlsamadan ibaret olduguna dair, Pavluscularin
Rab [sa'nin bir insan oldugu ve tanr1 olmadigina dair ve Aryiisciilerin do-
gasi geregi tanr1 olmayip, sonradan tanri/ogul olduguna dair diistincelerini
de tek tek reddeder®. Ona goére isa Mesih, “aynm1 zamanda Tanr1, kelam olan
Tanrrdan baskasi olmayan, Tanri ile ayni 6ze sahip” bir varliktir. O, “Ben ve
Baba biriz”%, “Beni goren Babay1 gormustir”®® gibi kutsal kitap ifadelerini,
[sa’nin tanrihiginin gostergeleri kabul eder®’. Nestorius, zikredilen bu kutsal
metinlerin de yardimiyla Isa'min tanriligim saglama aldiktan sonra onun
beseriligini temellendirmeye calisir.

Ona gore Isa Mesih, dogasinin bir sonucu olarak Tanr1 oldugu gibi, ayni
sekilde dogas1 geregi de bir insandir. O, bir insanin tasimasi gereken beden,
ruh ve aklin her birine tek tek degil ticiine birden sahiptir. Dolayisiyla o
tam bir insandir. Iskenceye maruz kalmasi, insani korkulara sahip olmasi,
yaralanmasi, 6gretmek maksadiyla da olsa yanlislar yapmasi, onun tam bir
insan oldugunun gostergesidir®®. isa Mesih’in hem tam bir tanr1 hem de tam
bir insan oldugunu ortaya koyduktan sonra, bu iki varligin tek bir insanda,
Isa Mesih’de nasil bir araya geldigi meselesini ele alir. Isa Mesih’teki tanri
ve insan dogasmin birlestigi diistincesini elestirir. Iki doganin birlestiril-
mesinin, insani olan niteliklerin ya da yasadiklarinin (actkma, susma, aci
cekme, 6lme) Tanriya; Tanrr’nin niteliklerinin ya da yaptiklarinin insana
atfina yol actigim1 ve en buiytik rakibi olan Cyrill'in kristolojisinin tam da
bu dustinceyi 6grettigini soyler. Nestorius Cyrill'in birlesmenin insam ve
tanrisal dogadan hangisinde meydana geldigi hususunda ac¢ik olmadigini,
sadece ilahi ve beseri dogalar arasinda bir birligin bulunmus oldugunu séy-
lemesinin yukaridaki atiflara yol actigini ifade eder. “Meryem’in rahminde
sekillenen, bizatihi Tanr degildi; Kutsal Ruh’tan bagimsiz olarak, kendisi
tarafindan yaratilan bir Tanr da degildi; ayrica carmihtan sonra kendisini
mezara koyan bir Tanr1 da degildi o. Eger bdyle olsaydi, o zaman biz, bir
insana veya oOluye tapan kisiler olurduk”®®.

Oysa yapilmasi gereken bu iki tabiat/doga arasinda tam bir ayirim yap-
maktir’®. Bu ytizden ona gore, Tanrisal ve beseri iki doga tek bir sahista bir
araya gelmistir. Dolayisiyla birlesme sahista, isa Mesih’te olmustur. Tan-
risal ya da beseri dogalardan birinde olmamistir: “Ctinkti dogalarin birles-

64 Nestorius, Bazaar, s. 39-40 vd.

65 Yuhanna 10/30

66 Yuhanna 14/9

67 Tarakcl, a.g.m., s. 230.

68 Tarakgcl, a.g.m., s. 231.

69 Nestorius, Bazaar, s. 236’dan nakleden Tarakci, a.g.m., s. 233.
70 Tarakel, s. 232.
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mesi bir dogada meydana gelmis, birlesme veya degisim icinde olmus bir
sey degildir. Yine ilahi ousia (6z) insani olana ya da insani ousia ilahi olana
doéniismiis degildir’”'. Bu iki doga degistirilmez seyler olduklarindan, isa
Mesih’teki birlesme sirasinda sahip olduklar 6zellikleri tam olarak muha-
faza ederler. Bu ytizden insani doga tanrilastirilmadig: gibi, tanrisal doga
da insanilestirilemez.

SONUC

Milattan 6nce dordiincti ytzyilda Selevkitler tarafindan kurulan An-
takya, hem Selevkitler hem de Roma Imparatorlugu'nun hakimiyeti altin-
da, ticari ve kulttirel bakimindan 6nemli bir sehir haline geldi. Zaman-
la Yunanca, Latince ve Aramca’nin konusuldugu sehir, farkli kalttr ve
inanclarin karistig: bir pota haline geldi. Bu potaya, miladi birinci ytizyilin
ilk yarisindan itibaren mevcut ismini burada alan Hiristiyanlik da dahil
oldu. Zamanla diger cografyalardakilerden farkh bir karakter kazanacak
olan Antakya Hiristiyanligl, Kudtuis kékenli Hiristiyanhikla Antakya kéken-
li muihtedilerinin kultarel ve dini arka planimin karisiminin bir sonucu
olarak ortaya ¢ikti. Ozellikle biitiin kristolojik tartismalarda rakibi duru-
munda olan Iskenderiye’den farkli olarak Kutsal Kitabin literal yorumunu
6ne cikardilar. Bunun bir sonucu olarak da, incillerde kendisinden insa-
ni 6zellikleriyle séz edilen isa’nin bu yéntiinti korumaya calistilar. Bunu
hem iskenderiye’nin Isa’daki insani ve ilahi yontin karismasi distincesine
kars1 hem de Antakya’daki hakim dini inan¢lardan biri olan gnostik Hiris-
tiyan akimlarinin isanin tanrisal bir kékene sahip oldugu, tanrisal olan
ve maddi/dilinyevi olan arasinda indirgenemez bir karsitligin bulundugu,
dolayisiyla da tanrinin insani bedendeki tezahtiriintin gercek degil bir ya-
nilsama oldugunu ileri stiren doketik anlayislarina karsi1 savunmak mak-
sadiyla yaptilar. Keza, Isa'nin insanlhifimi vurgulamalar Kutsal Kitabin
literal yorumunun bir sonucu oldugu gibi, inananlara kurtulus yolunda
ornek olacak kisinin ancak tarihsel ger¢eklige sahip bir insan olmasi ge-
rektigi icin, yilmaz bir bicimde onun insanligini vurguladilar ve onun tan-
risallik icinde erimesine izin vermediler. Hatta, heretik kabul edilip aforoz
edilenler disindaki Antakya kokenli teologlar bile, Isanin insani yéntinii
fazla vurguladiklar: i¢in yogun elestirilere maruz kaldilar. Bu diistinceler
ilk olarak ikinci ytizyllda Samasotali Pavlus tarafindan dile getirildi. Sa-
masotali Pavlus 262-267 arasinda yapilan konsillerde mahktam edildi ve
kendisinden sonra gelen btuittin heretiklerin babasi olarak kotii bir séhret
edindi. Pavlus'un 6gretilerini savundugu soéylenen Aryus'un, kidemiyet
bakimindan Isa’nin tanriyla ayn1 olmadigini, onun sonradan var oldugu-
nu dillendiren dustnceleri iznik’te (325) mahkum edildi. Meryem'’in tanri

71 Nestorius, Bazaar, s. 92, 203-206’dan nakleden Tarakei, s. 233.
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degil insan Isa’ya dogurdugunu séyleyen ve Isa’daki tanrisal ve insani un-
surun, Isa’nin insanhigin devam ettirdigini korumak adina, karismadigini
soyleyen Nestorius 431 Efes konsilinde mahkum edildi. Antakya kokenli,
bir sekilde Antakya duistincesiyle iliskisi bulunan insanlarin dillendirdik-
leri bu Hiristiyanlik anlyislari, her ne kadar s6z konusu konusu Konsil-
lerde heretik olarak kabul edilmis olsa da, zamanla Hiristiyan diinyanin
her tarafina yayildig: gibi, bugtin hala varligini1 devam ettiren bir kalicilik
da gostermistir.
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Abstract

The era of Constantine posed a challenge to the church to redefine
herself in association with a Christianized emperor, who openly fa-
voured Christians and proved himself ready to accommodate Christi-
anity as the official religion of the empire. It was Eusebius of Caesarea
(d. 339) who responded to this challenge on behalf of the Christian
church. In the sixteenth chapter of his De Sepulchro Christi, he devel-
ops a full argument for positive church-empire relations, addressed
to both the representatives of the Roman Empire and the church,
who, in the Constantinian era, were facing the reality of an intimate
engagement between the church and the empire. According to the
argument, after having experienced a long term of taming and adjust-
ment, divine providence had ripened the historical circumstances for
both parts—Roman Empire and the Christian Church—to realize this
engagement as a culmination of salvation history. The entire progress
of human civilization in the political and religious realms had been
providentially brought to this point. Therefore, it was a historical ne-
cessity that the Roman Empire and the church come together and
cooperate in concord and friendship for the sake of humankind. It is
the aim of this paper to analyze Eusebius of Caesarea’s paradigm for
positive church-empire relations through a detailed analysis of his
De Sepulchro Christiand to shed light to some important questions in
relation to his political theology.

Key Terms: Constantine, Eusebius of Caesarea, political theology,
Roman Empire.

Ozet

Konstantin dénemi, Hiristiyan Kilise acisindan bir btiytik meydan
okuma olmustur. Ctnkt imparator Hiristiyanlar1 ilk defa acgiktan
desteklemis ve Hiristiyanligi Roma impatorlugu'nun resmi dini olarak
kabul etmeye hazir oldugunu gostermistir. Bu durumda Kilise'nin
imparatorluktaki bu yeni konumunu dikkate alarak kendisini politik
teoloji baglaminda yeniden tamimlamasi gerekiyordu. Hiristiyan Kilise
adina bu biiytik meydan okumaya karsi en énemli cevab1 Kayzerial
Eusebius (6.339) vermistir. Nitekim yazar De sepulchro Christi adl
eserinin 16. bolimuinde olumlu kilise-imparatorluk iliskilerine zemin
hazirlayan bir argtiman gelistirmistir. Bu metin hem imparatorlugun
entelektiiel seckinlerini hem de Kilise yoneticilerini ikna etmeye yéne-
lik olarak hazirlanmistir. Tki grup da ilk defa olarak Kilise ile impara-
torluk arasinda boylesine yakin bir birlesme olgusuyla kars: karsiya
kalmislardi. Eusebius’'un argtimanina goére, iki kurum arasmda tg¢

1  This essay is the revised version of the paper presented in Religion, Authority and the State From
Constantine to the Secular and Beyond conference organized by The Ecclesiastical Investigations
International Research Network in Belgrade, from 19 to 22" of June, 2013.
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asir stiren bir alisma ve egitim streci tecriibesinin ardindan, ilahi
tedbir, tarihsel sartlar her iki taraf icin—Roma imparatorlugu ve Hi-
ristiyan Kilise— bu birlesmenin gerceklesmesine uygun hale getir-
mistir. iki kurumun bu sekilde isbirligi ve bir arada yasama tecriibesi
icine girmesi ilahi planda kurtulus tarihinin en son ve en miikemmel
safthasim teskil eder. Eusebius’a gore, insanlifin siyasi ve dini alan-
lardaki btittin gelisme ve olgunlasmasi Tann tarafindan bu bulus-
maya bir hazirliktir. Bu nedenle, Roma Imparatorlugu ve Hiristiyan
Kilisesi’'nin insanhigin menfaatleri adina bir araya gelmeleri ve uyum
ve dostluk icinde calismalan tarihsel bir zorunluluktur. Elinizdeki
makalenin amaci Kayzeriali Eusebius’un kilise-imparatorluk iliskileri
konusunda ¢izdigi ¢erceveyi De sepulchro Christi adli eseri detaylica
analiz etmek suretiyle ortaya koymak ve bu suretle de Eusebius'un
politik teolojisi ile ilgili 6nemli baz1 sorulara aciklik getirmektir.

Anahtar kelimeler Konstantin, Kayzeriali Eusebius, politik teoloji,
Roma Imparatorlugu.

Prior to the fourth century, Christians always defined the Christian soci-
ety, the representatives of the kingdom of God on earth, to be the church and
never seem to have entertained the possibility of a Christian empire under
the rule of a Christian emperor. The era of Constantine, then, posed a new
challenge to the church to redefine herself in association with a Christian-
ized emperor, who openly favoured Christians and proved himself ready to
accommodate Christianity as the official religion of the empire. The problem
of redefining Christian society required a new ecclesiology on the part of the
churchmen who were facing the new reality. The importance of Eusebius
of Caesarea lies in the fact that he responded to this new challenge with a
sophisticated theological argument to prove to both his fellow churchmen
and to the emperor and the Roman intellectual elite that the time had come
for the Roman Empire and the church to unite and cooperate in providing
humanity with universal salvation and peace, which were the ultimate goals
of human civilization. Therefore, the main issue that the orations addressed
was to define a universal Christian society that embraced both the empire as
the body politic and the church, as well as outlining the principles of church-
empire relations within this Christian society.

Among his vast literary output, the Tricennial Orations—comprised by
the Laudibus Constantini (LC) and De Sepulchro Christi (SC)—constitute an
exposition of Eusebius’s “Imperial Theology” and his argument for positive
church-empire relations. Eusebius’s conviction concerning the indispensable
role of the Roman Empire for the universal salvation of humanity is the back-
bone of his entire argument.2

2 In his In Praise of Constantine: A Historical Study and New Translation of Eusebius’s Tricennial
Orations (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1976), 30-2, H.A. Drake discusses the question
of unity of the LC. Some facts, such as that the present LC is too long to be delivered as an oration
and that many of the manuscripts either contain only a part of the LC or assign a second title to
its second half, along with critical differences in subject, locale, terms of address, and style, led
some scholars, including T. D. Barnes (see his article: “Two Speeches by Eusebius” in his Early
Christianity and the Roman Empire (London: Variorum Reprints, 1984): 341-345), to distinguish
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The 16% chapter of the Sepulchro Christi illustrates the common roots and
goals of the political and religious histories of humanity within a salvation-
historical perspective. Eusebius gives an overview of salvation history, in
which he joins the political and religious history as two separate lines, which
had been together in the beginning of time and, after a long period of separa-
tion, were again joined together in the age of Constantine. The main argu-
ment of the orations is that the progress in the political history from all forms
of polyarchy to monarchy (or from the principle of ethnicity to the principle
of universality), and the progress in the religious history from polytheism to
monotheism were not accidental, but the results of the same divine provi-
dence. According to Eusebius, these parallel developments were the decisive
proofs that the political and religious histories of humanity had always been
under the guidance of the divine providence. Eusebius begins his exposition
as follows:

Now formerly all the peoples of the earth were divided, and the whole human race
cut up into provinces and tribal and local governments, states ruled by despots or
by mobs. Because of this, continuous battles and wars, with their attendant dev-
astations and enslavements, gave them no respite in countryside or city. Hence the
topics of countless histories—adultery and rape of the womenfolk—in particular
the evils of Ilium and tragedies of the ancients, so well remembered among all men
If you ascribe the reason for these evils to polytheistic error, you would not miss
the mark. (SC, XVI, 2-3).3

Eusebius begins his salvation-historical construction with a description of
the political situation of the ancient period. He alludes to the times of Trojan
war and the foundation of Rome as narrated by Homer, Thucydides, Heredo-
tus, and Livy. As Eusebius portrays it, the period was marked by severe
political instability and insecurity caused by rivalries between the contend-

two separate orations: Chapters 1 to 10 were delivered in Constantine’s palace, in his presence,
on the occasion of the thirtieth anniversary of his rule and named as Laudibis Constantini (LC);
chapters 11 to 18 constitute an another oration which Eusebius delivered during the jubilee year
at the dedication of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem in September 335 and named De Sepulchro
Christi (SC). Having reviewed the argument which is elaborated in detail in a whole chapter (pp.
30-45), we consider the evidence to be overwhelming and agree with the conclusion that they are
two separate orations on and for two different occasions, addressed to two different audiences.
According to Drake’s analysis, The LC is addressed to Constantine and his entourage and natu-
rally avoids specifically Christian terminology:; it reads like an encomium, while the SC seems to
be addressed to a Christian audience, probably clergy, and includes many issues of Christian
theology, using Christian terminology; it reads like a sermon in the form of a diatribe; most pro-
bably the SC was delivered in the absence of the emperor himself, which is significant. However,
as the argument proceeds, most likely Eusebius himself or a later editor seems to have conside-
red these two separate orations to be thematically related and thus combined them into a unity,
probably with an addition of a prologue and conclusion. Therefore, Drake refers to chapters 1-10
as LC, and to chapters 11-18 as SC, and we will follow him in this manner. We will also use his
translation throughout.

3  For Eusebius’s orations we use the following translation: H.A. Drake, In Praise of Constantine:
A Historical Study and New Translation of Eusebius’s Tricennial Orations (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1976).
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ing political powers. Political division and strife resulted in long-term wars,
political chaos, and insecurity. Eusebius refers to the period to support his
monarchical view, pointing out that division in political power was the cause
of political strife and the ensuing evils. However, his next sentence gives this
phenomenon a new dimension: “If you ascribe the reason for these evils to
polytheistic error, you would not miss the mark.” The evils that are previ-
ously ascribed to political division are similarly ascribed to a different cause:
polytheism. The orator seems to attempt to equate these two causes—polyar-
chy and polytheism—as similar twins. For him polytheism and polyarchy—
division in divinity and division in politics—corresponded to each other; in
fact, Eusebius presents the two sometimes in a relation of cause and effect,
and sometimes in a relation of mutual representation; in this way he creates
an inseparable pair from polytheism and polyarchy, with a view to emphasize
their unbroken co-existence, in such a way that one’s existence brings the
other’s unavoidable company.

Eusebius’s combination between polyarchy and polytheism as inseparable
twins implies that the Roman consolidation of power under the control of one
emperor in the form of absolute monarchianism, and its ensuing benefits for
humanity, will not reach to its perfection as long as paganism remains as the
religion of the empire. Eusebius seems to address to the Roman intellectual
elite, reminding them the Pax Romana and its positive results in securing
a universal peace, and creating a common hope that a universal monarchy
could provide humanity with the benefits of an ideal political establishment.*
Eusebius seems to share, with his audience, the conviction of the official ide-
ology of the Roman Empire, that the political well-being of the empire and the
religious life of the Roman society and that of the emperor himself affected
each other.5 On this common ground, Eusebius claims that the monarchical
argument and polytheism are naturally contradictory and incompatible. For
this reason, argues Eusebius, a universal monarchy cannot fully yield its
benefits for humanity as long as it supports a polytheistic belief. Eusebius
acknowledges that polyarchy was the cause of all political strife, wars, and all
kinds of evils that befell upon humanity throughout history. However, he also
argues that the root cause of polyarchy itself was polytheism. As a Roman
citizen, Eusebius alludes to the fundamental concept of the Roman religion
that the earthly empire was sustained by an overall structure of cosmic or-
der, and that the stability of the empire was provided by the gods.® Eusebius
argues that a multiplicity of gods (“demons,” according to his Christian per-
spective) cannot sustain a universal monarchy, simply because they always

4  Vergil was the most articulate witness of the Pax Augusta who, with great enthusiasm and opti-
mism, promoted the principles of the Augustan project. For a detailed exposition of Vergil's views
on the Pax Romana see Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, 27 ff.

5  Stephen Mitchell, A History of the Later Roman Empire, AD 284-641 (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub-
lishing, 2007), 3-4.

6  Mitchell, History of the Later Roman Empire, 3-4.
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conflict with each other. As a matter of fact, it is impossible for many gods to
agree upon a universal monarchy’s rule on earth.

The Eusebian argument brings the Pax Romana and the incarnation to-
gether in the following manner:

If you should ascribe the reason for these evils to polytheistic error, you would not
miss the mark. For once the salutary instrument—that is, specifically, the All-Holy
Body of Christ—had been seen to be stronger than all demonic error and the ad-
versary of evil-doing, whether by deed or word; once it had been raised as a victory
trophy over the demons and a safeguard against ancient evils, then at once all the
acts of the demons also were undone. No longer were there localized governments
and states ruled by many, tyrannies and democracies and devastations and sieges
that resulted from these, but One God was proclaimed to all (SC, XVI, 3).

The orator presents the political and social consequences of Pax Augusti
as the immediate effects of Christ’s resurrection, and the resultant political
stability and general security as the working of the divine Logos, in order to
pave the way for the proclamation of Christianity to all. According to Euse-
bius’s presentation, Christ’s victory over demons in the celestial realm was
corresponded with the Pax Romana on earth. Therefore, argues Eusebius,
Christians and pagans should realize that the historical coincidence of the
Pax Romana and the incarnation was in no way a coincidence, but a deliber-
ate plan of divine providence. Therefore, the argument addresses two groups
of audience: on the one hand, Christians should be aware of the fact that
their mission and progress had only been possible with the political stability
of the Roman Empire, and thus an appreciation of the empire as an essen-
tial building block of divine providence was a theological necessity on their
part. On the other hand, Romans should notice the fact that the Pax Romana
was only a result of the advent of Christ and his victory against the works of
demons in the celestial realm, so the maintenance of political stability had
only been possible through the monotheism proclaimed by Christianity. This
being the case, the Roman Empire and the church had been predestined
for mutual existence in cooperation and symbiosis. Just as an inseparable
co-existence is created between polytheism and polyarchy, Eusebius forms
another pair between monarchy and monotheism, as a strategy of amalgam-
ating the religious and political discourses by means of a comprehensive
theological principle, the Logos of Christ. In the same vein, we also notice
that he uses the political or military jargon to describe theological principles
of Christianity, as in the above case when he illustrates the resurrection of
Christ “as a victory trophy over the demons and a safeguard against ancient
evils... (SC, XVI, 3)”

The argument for providential coincidence between the Pax Romana and
the advent of Christ is by no means original. Formerly, in his effort to refute
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the notorious anti-Christian polemic that Christians were responsible for all
the evils inflicting the Roman society, such as earthquakes, famines, and the
like, Melito of Sardis (d. ca. 190) remarked as follows:

And a most convincing proof that our doctrine flourished for the good of an empire
happily begun, is this—that there has no evil happened since Augustus’ reign, but
that, on the contrary, all things have been splendid and glorius, in accordance with
the prayers of all.”

Though Melito of Sardis was not directly concerned with the argument
for the providential coincidence between the Pax Romana and the advent of
Christ, this remark is still important as a first step to the argument. Similarly,
Origen (ca. 185-254), in dealing with the eschatological concerns, comments
on Psalm 72:7-8 that reads: “In his days may righteousness flourish, and
peace abound, until the moon is no more. May he have dominion from sea to
sea and from the River to the ends of the earth!”® Origen underlines that this
peace had begun with the birth of Jesus and that God had prepared the na-
tions for His doctrine by uniting them under the reign of one emperor so that
the apostles could accomplish the mission given them by Christ in Matthew
28:19: “Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”® Origen’s contribu-
tion to the argument is highly significant for, in this coincidence, he points to
the divine interference in history to the effect that the political stability and
peace are explained as a preparation for the mission of the Christian religion.
Origen and many of his contemporaries considered Rome as a divine instru-
ment to provide an environment of stability, in which Christians could easily
travel and preach their gospel, although the political realm for them was es-
sentially secular and as such had nothing to do with the church.'?

This being the case, prior to Constantine’s era, Christians offered their
civic loyalty to the Roman Empire, which was essentially a secular institu-
tion. Therefore, Eusebius’s presentation of the Roman body politic as an es-
sential instrument of Christian salvation can be considered a radical move.
Indeed, Eusebius shapes this contention into a complete argument for the
providential unity and concord between the Roman Empire and the Chris-

7  Eusebius, “Church History,” in Eusebius, Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers, Second Series, vol. 1,
trans. A. C. McGiffert (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997), IV, 26.

8  For his argument see Origen: Contra Celsum, translated with and introduction and notes by
Henry Chadwick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953), II, 30.

9  Jean Sirinelli, Les Vues Historiques DlEusébe de Césarée Durant La Période Prénicéene (Dakar:
Université de Dakar, 1961), 388-400.

10 See Kurt Aland, “The Relation Between Church and State in Early Times: A Reinterpretation,”
Journal of Theological Studies 19:1(1968), 124: “For the Christians of the early period, the Roman
State is their state; that which damages the State, also damages them; that which is beneficial to
the State, is beneficial to them also. Out of this there emerges, beside the theological concept of
the State as God’s instituted system and instrument, a second more utilitarian view of the State,
which was mentioned earlier. The Christian desire to be loyal towards the State arises from both
these concepts, though the first carries the most weight.”
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tian Church. He does so by creating a new pair, the inseparable twins of the
church, as the provider of the teaching of one God, and the empire, as that
of universal monarchy. Eusebius points to their simultaneous onset on the
stage of history and similarity of their historical progress to prove their com-
mon origin and goals:

At the same time [¢v TGvTt® 8¢], one empire [Baoileio pia] also flowered every-
where, the Roman, and the eternally implacable and irreconcilable enmity of
nations was completely resolved. And as the knowledge of One God [Evog Ogo¥
yvdolg] was imparted to all men and one manner of piety (tpdmog €ig evoefiag), the
salutary teaching of Christ, in the same way at one and the same time a single
sovereign arose for the entire Roman Empire and a deep peace took hold of the
totality. Together, at the same critical moment, as if from a single divine will, two
beneficial shoots [GyaB@dv 00 Braotoi] were produced for mankind: the empire of
the Romans [Popaiov doyf] and the teachings of true worship [e0oef1|c Sidaoraio]
(SC, XVI, 4).

Eusebius emphasizes the similarity of the Roman Empire and the church
on the basis of their simultaneous onset on the stage of history. “A single di-
vine will” is the common source of the two. They are “two beneficial shoots”
of the same seed. The metaphor of shoots is deployed to describe the empire
and the church as two parallel entities, originated from the same “root” and
“seed,” and directed to the same goal—to bear the same “fruit” of peace and
salvation. The two were predestined to have a symbiotic existence in rela-
tion to each other, and, for this reason, they were inseparable. Detachment
of one shoot from the other would only be possible by taking it apart from
its root, in which case the separated shoot would die. By the same logic,
Christian monotheism, as represented by the church, and the universal
monarchy, as represented by the Roman Empire, are described as being
complementary to each other. The Roman Empire and the church thus
were twin institutions that shared the same goal and destination in rela-
tion to humanity, i.e., producing the good fruit of peace and salvation. The
twins of monarchy and monotheism have their stark contrast in the pair of
polyarchy and polytheism. At this point, many examples of polyarchy are
given in order to prove that polyarchy always brings chaos and inflictions
upon humanity:

Before this, at least, independently, one dynasty ruled Syria, while another held
sway over Asia Minor, and others yet over Macedonia. Still another dynasty cut off
and possessed Egypt, and likewise others the Arab lands. Indeed, even the Jewish
race ruled over Palestine. And in city and country and everyplace, just as if pos-
sessed by some truly demonic madness, they kept murdering each other and spent
their time in wars and battles (SC, XVI, 5).

Eusebius refers here to the political situation before the Pax Augusti
when the Hellenistic kingdoms were constantly fighting against each other
for power, a situation that had brought dreadful consequences upon hu-
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manity. One important feature of the Hellenistic kingdoms was their ethnic
prejudices: the former generals of Alexander, who divided his empire, had
abandoned Alexander’s attempts to produce a fusion of Greek and barbar-
ian, and established military tyrannies on the premise of the superiority of
Greeks over other ethnic groups.!! Since the rulers based their sovereignty
on a principle of ethnic superiority of Greeks over barbarians, they lacked
the social support which was the essential component of solidarity in any po-
litical establishment. In other words, the political ideology of the Hellenistic
kingdoms did not correspond to the political reality of their subject societies,
which consisted of various ethnic and cultural elements; hence the political
power struggles, wars, and the resulting difficulties that inflicted humanity
throughout the period.!?

The example of a Jewish state is a striking one to be mentioned amongst
the polyarchies. During the same period, the Palestinian Jews believed
monotheism and yet, according to Eusebius, in structuring of their state,
they could not avoid ethnicity. Eusebius once more points out the substan-
tial political problem of the conflict between the ethnic prejudices of the rul-
ers and their multi-ethnic and multi-cultural subjects. The Palestinian Jews
defined the concept of Israel so as to be limited to the Jews by blood; thus
their monotheistic belief could only serve political division. For Eusebius, all
kinds of particularism—ethnic, political, or theological—are evil and should
be avoided. He claims that the remedy for particularism came as political
universalism through the Pax Romana, on the one hand, and as universal
monotheism through Christ, on the other:

But two great powers—the Roman Empire, which became a monarchy at that time,
and the teaching of Christ—proceeding as if from a single starting point [vioong
wiagl, at once tamed and reconciled all to friendship [@whiav]. Thus each blossomed
at the same time and place as the other. For while the power of Our Savior de-
stroyed the polyarchy and polytheism of the demons and heralded the one king-
dom of God to Greeks and barbarians and all men to the farthest extent of the
earth, the Roman Empire, now that the causes of manifold governments had been
abolished, subdued the visible governments, in order to merge the entire race into
one unity and concord (SC, XVI, 5-6).

The Greek word vioong means a pole which marks the starting point in a
hippodrome, and is chosen here deliberately as a similar metaphor to the two
‘shoots.’ This time the illustration compares the Roman Empire and Christian-
ity to two race horses, each running in the same direction towards a common
goal. The shoot metaphor alternates to emphasize the simultaneous develop-
ment of the empire and the church: “thus each blossomed at the same time

11 Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy and Its Connection with Political and Social Cir-
cumstances _from the Earliest Times to the Present Day (London: G. Allen & Unwin, 1961), 232.

12 For the political situation of the period see Sabine, History of Political Theory, 125-140; Russell,
History of Western Philosophy, 252-275.
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and place as the other.” That polyarchy and polytheism were abolished by the
cooperation of Christ and the Roman Empire and that “all are tamed and rec-
onciled to friendship” are compared to the blossoming of the two shoots.

Eusebius refers to Stoic concepts of unity, concord, and friendship as the
outcome of collaboration between Christianity and the Roman Empire:

Moreover, as One God and one knowledge of this God was heralded to all, one em-
pire waxed strong among men, and the entire race of mankind was redirected into
peace and friendship as all acknowledged each other brothers and discovered their
related nature. All at once, as if sons of one father, the One God, and children of
one mother, true religion, they greeted and received each other peaceably, so that
from that time the whole inhabited world differed in no way from a single well-
ordered and related household (SC, XVI, 7).

According to Eusebius’s interpretation, monotheism and monarchy to-
gether united all humanity into one unit, a family, wiping out all the causes
of division and strife. This universal harmony and concord was not a new
reality but a returning to the pristine state of pre-lapsarian humanity as “...
the entire race of mankind was redirected into peace and friendship.” The
divine providence acts in history in such a way as to diffuse the principle of
unity everywhere. It was the result of such action, argues Eusebius, that the
knowledge of one God was proclaimed to all, and simultaneously political
unity and human concord were realized through the Roman Empire. In the
meantime, the entire human race acknowledges each other as friends and
kin because of the recognition of their common nature. As a result of the
simultaneous rise of the universal monarchy and monotheism, humanity
became as one household. Therefore, the unity of humanity in recognizing
one God, and in coming under one universal political body, resulted in the
establishment of the principles of love, friendship, and peace on earth.

In the above passage, there are noticeable references to some important
Stoic principles. The passage alludes to the diffusion of the principles of the
Middle-Stoic ethics among the Roman intellectuals such as Cicero and Sen-
eca, prior to and during the Pax Romana.'® Stoic concepts of natural reason
(logos), kinship of humanity, and friendship best suited the project of the Ro-
man Empire as the political gospel of universality, which found its expression
in the concept of Romanitas, which meant to the Romans that:

...while local and racial differences continued to exist, citizens of the empire dis-
covered a bond of community with one another on the plane of natural reason. It
was on this account that the Roman order claimed universality and a finality to
which alternative systems of life could not pretend.!*

13 For the political views of Cicero and Seneca see Sabine, History of Political Theory, 157-164 and
171-176.
14 C. N. Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture (London: Oxford University Press, 1968), 73.
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As explained above, the main basis on which the Romanitas built its politi-
cal universality was the Stoic concept of logos. The concepts of “kinship of hu-
manity,” “friendship,” and “humanity as one single household” all receive their
justification from the notion that the reason of every individual is considered a
part of this universal mind or logos.'® The emperor Marcus Aurelius describes
this concept as a basis for a universal law and universal state as follows:

If we have intelligence in common, so we have reason which makes us reasoning
beings, and that practical reason which orders what we must or must not do; then
the law too is common to us and, if so, we are citizens; if so, we share a common
government; if so, the universe is, as it were, a city—for what other common gov-
ernment could one say is shared by all mankind?!¢

Eusebius’s argument refers to that this concept of natural theology, which
was commonly used in the Roman political ideology and the Christian sote-
riology, as the basis of their respective claims of universality. In other words,
the Stoic concept of universal logos was a junction point and a common
ground, on which the Roman Empire justified its ideology of a universal rule
over the entire humanity and the church, based its gospel of universal salva-
tion. The striking similarities between the thoughts of the Middle-Stoic phi-
losopher Seneca (ca. 3 B.C.—65 A.D.) and that of the early church fathers,
especially that of St. Paul, reveals that the Stoic natural theology was the
most fertile soil, on which the church and the Roman Empire could grow
their respective claims of universality. Many concepts used by Seneca such
as the ‘city of God’, the ‘fatherhood of God’, ‘brotherhood of man’, and ‘law of
charity or benevolence’ were similarly used by Christian fathers.!” Several of
the fathers claimed Seneca as a Christian, and a purported correspondence
between him and St. Paul was assumed to be genuine by prominent figures of
the Christian tradition such as St. Jerome.!® In his discussion about the sim-
ilar views of Seneca and the church fathers, G. Sabine remarks as follows:

In general, it may be said that the Fathers of the church, in respect to
natural law, human equality, and the necessity of justice in the state, were
substantially in agreement with Cicero and Seneca. It is true that the pagan
writers knew nothing of a revealed law, such as Christians believed was con-
tained in the Jewish and Christian Scriptures, but the belief in revelation was
in no way incompatible with the view that the law of nature also is God’s law.'?

Eusebius reminds both the churchmen and the emperor that the gospel
of political universalism of the Pax Romana, and the church’s gospel of uni-
versal salvation both depended upon the same principle of natural theology,

15 Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, 165-166.

16 Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, The Meditations, IV. 4, translated with an introduction by G. M. A.
Grube (New York: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1963), 26-7.

17 Sabine, History of Political Theory, 171-176.

18 Russell, History of Western Philosophy, 267.

19 Sabine, History of Political Theory, 177.
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and that this situation could not be a pure coincidence. On the contrary,
this common principle was an actualization of the divine will, which had
predestined the co-existence and cooperation of the church and the empire
to bring universal salvation and peace upon humanity. They were the two
shoots of one root, as it were, which blossomed at the same time; two race
horses that run towards the same destination with a similar will and en-
thusiasm. The metaphors imply that, as a natural unfolding of the divine
economy of salvation in history, the fruits of these two shoots were garnered
in Constantine’s conversion and in Christianity’s becoming the official re-
ligion of the Roman Empire. The bottom-line of the argument is that the
co-existence and cooperation of the church and the Roman Empire was a
historical necessity, as it represented a natural unfolding of the economy of
the divine Logos in history.

Given the historical circumstances of his day, when the great persecution
was still fresh in the church’s collective memory, and the dominantly pagan
character of the Roman Empire still remained, Eusebius’s claim about the
place and role of the Roman Empire in divine history sounds rather revolu-
tionary and radical particularly when he even designates the Roman Empire
as the fulfillment of the Scripture:

Thus the predictions of the ancient oracles and utterances of the prophets were
fulfilled—countless of them not time now to quote, but including those which said
of the saving Logos that “He shall have dominion from sea to sea, and from the riv-
ers unto the ends of the earth.” And again ‘In his days shall the righteous flourish
and abundance of peace.” “And they shall beat their swords into ploughshares,
and their spears into pruning hooks: nation shall not lift up sword against nation,
neither shall they learn war any more” (SC, XVI, 7).

According to the above passage, the new imperium of the Christian empire
is presented as the fulfillment of the Scripture: it is Isaiah’s ‘peaceable king-
dom’. Eusebius is arguably the first church father to claim that the Old Testa-
ment prophecy had been fulfilled in Constantine’s Christian empire and such
a claim implied the inclusion of the empire within the limits of Christian sal-
vation history. By assigning the Roman Empire the role of promoting the true
piety and leading people to their true lord,*® a mission which had previously
been considered to be an exclusive function of the church, Eusebius actually
assigned the body politic a position in Christian salvation virtually as impor-
tant as that of the church. In point of fact, the involvement of Constantine in
the Donatist and Arian conflicts marked the beginning of a new era of church-
empire relations, where the empire had been given a religious mission, and the
Roman politics and Christian religion had become interrelated. This engage-
ment of the church and empire was destined to continue for the next millen-

20 Laudibus Constantini, II.
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nium of Byzantine theocracy,?! and Eusebius was the one who established the
theological ground for this unity. For him, such cooperation and symbiosis of
the church and empire were the culmination of salvation history.

The overall consent of the bishops for the imperial involvement in the
council of Nicea might be taken as a proof of a general positive attitude to-
wards the emperor.?> Such a consensus on the part of the majority of the
bishops might provide us with a reasonable ground to speculate that,
through his positive evaluation of the empire and the emperor’s involvement
in church’s internal matters, Eusebius’s position actually represented that of
the majority of his fellow churchmen. Consequently he became their spokes-
person, to openly express the bishops’ tacit acknowledgement of a Christian
Emperor’s involvement in doctrinal matters of the church. However, Euse-
bius’s contribution should not be limited to his being the spokesperson for
his fellow-churchmen’s tacit approval of Constantine’s active involvement in
church matters. On the contrary, his importance primarily derives from the
fact that, in his two orations, Eusebius developed a complete political theol-
ogy to justify the Christian Roman Empire, where he assigned the empire
an essential soteriological position within a larger theological paradigm. The
radical approach of Eusebius’s attempt might be better appreciated when we
compare it to the previous church fathers—such as Origen—positive evalua-
tions of the Roman Empire.?® For instance, Origen defined the Roman Empire
in terms of expediency: it was a divinely established secular institution to
prepare the necessary conditions of order and security for the church where
she could easily promote and preach Christianity.2* As for Eusebius, on the
other hand, expediency cannot be an adequate characteristic to define the
empire. He defined the body politic on a theological principle as a mimesis
of the divine imperium, and he thus rendered the empire an explicitly Chris-
tian institution, vested with both secular and religious functions.?® In Euse-
bius’s new construction, the empire was a fellow institution of the church,
assuming an important portion of the church’s primary functions. From the
church’s point of view, Eusebius’s positive evaluation of the empire required
radical modifications in the traditional notions of ecclesiology. In fact, Euse-
bius’s new paradigm demanded an entirely new ecclesiology. Eusebius pre-

21 Steven Runciman, The Byzantine Theocracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),
1-2.

22 According to the available sources, almost all the bishops responded positively to Constantine’s
invitation to the council of Nicea, and participated in the proceedings that were undertaken
under the personal supervision of the emperor. We contend that the bishops’ positive attitude
points to their tacit approval of Constantine’s involvement in the process of this doctrinal conf-
lict. For a brief survey of the proceedings and theology of Nicea see J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian
Doctrines, 2™ edition (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1960), 231-237.

23 For an insightful and detailed exposition of the previous church father’s evaluations of the Ro-
man Empire see Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, 219 ff.

24 See above pages, 48-49.

25 In the second chapter of the Laudibus Constantini, Eusebius argues that Constantine’s qualities
were similar to those of the Logos and thus the emperor made his realm a copy of the heavenly
kingdom.
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sented this new ecclesiology not as a model of compromise but a necessary
corollary of salvation history: the church and the empire were meant to be
and had been prepared to evolve into this unity and symbiosis ever since
their simultaneous appearances on the stage of history.

On the basis of the findings of modern scholarship, we have mentioned that
Eusebius’s “Imperial Theology” was not an original model of sovereignty, and
that he undertook a new synthesis of the previous constructions of political
theory, especially that of the Hellenistic models of kingship.?® However, Euse-
bius defined the empire on a specifically Christian principle, that is, the divine
kingdom of God, and vested this sovereignty with exclusively Christian missions
of promoting and protecting this religion. The orator thus hails the Constantin-
ian era as the realization of the ideal of a universal and permanent order:

It thus appears that what Eusebius looked for in the age of Constantine was noth-
ing less than a realization of the secular hope of men, the dream of universal and
perpetual peace which classical Rome had made her own, but of which the Pax
Romana was merely a faint and imperfect anticipation; and it is important to note
the grounds of this convictions. These lie in the fact that Christianity provides a
basis, hitherto lacking, for human solidarity.?”

On the grounds of his conviction that Christian monotheism provides
a new basis for human solidarity, Eusebius considers the age of Constan-
tine as the realization of the ideal of universal and perpetual peace. In other
words, the Constantinian era realized the fulfillment of the dreams of classi-
cal political philosophy, thanks to the new principle of universal solidarity:
Christian monotheism. One should notice that this is only one part of the
Eusebian double-claim, the part which was specifically addressed to the Ro-
man world. In addition to the fulfillment of the secular hopes of humanity,
Eusebius also saw, in the age of Constantine, the fulfillment of the propheti-
cal hopes of Christianity; to Eusebius, Constantine’s Christian empire was at
the same time the fulfillment of the Scripture. The orations are full of biblical
quotations to this effect. It is this convergence of the fulfillments of political
and prophetical expectations, which convinced Eusebius that, in this new
era, cooperation and symbiosis of the church and the Roman Empire was a
necessity of divine providence.

To summarize, in the 16" chapter of his Sepulchro Christi, Eusebius de-
velops a full argument for the providential coincidence of the Pax Romana
and the incarnation of Christ, or of the proclamation of universal monarchy
and of universal monotheism. Structuring his argument within a paradigm
of salvation history, Eusebius begins with a description of the Hellenic and
Hellenistic ages, when the dire consequences of polyarchy—political instabil-
ity, incessant wars, murders, rapes, etc.—afflicted humanity. Moreover, the
oration presents polyarchy as a direct result of polytheism.

26 See chapter 1, footnote 34.
27 Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, 185.
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According to Eusebius, the providential simultaneity of the establishment
of a monarchy through the Pax Romana and the establishment of the uni-
versal monotheism through the resurrection of Christ, have defeated the two
most formidable enemies of humanity: polyarchy and polytheism. Eusebius
develops a full-fledged argument for this providential coincidence in a sal-
vation-historical perspective. According to the argument, the root cause of
all division is locality, which translates into local deities in terms of belief,
and into ethnicity in terms of political disposition. Christianity and the Pax
Romana brought the self-same solution against these problems, which was
universality. By abolishing the root causes of all evils, the two actually real-
ized the secular and religious hopes of humanity.

Eusebius argued that both the Roman Empire and the church claimed
their respective ideals of universality on the same principle, that is, the Stoic
notion of the friendship and equality of all humanity, which transcends all
kinds of ethnic and class divisions. Eusebius claims that his arguments were
based on historical realities rather than intellectual speculations. He con-
cludes that all these proofs lead to one fact: the divine providence has pre-
destined the Roman Empire and the church to cooperate and live together
in mutual support to procure the twin benefits of material well-being and
salvation for humanity.

From the audience’s point of view, Eusebius’s argument was addressed to
both the representatives of the Roman Empire and the church, who, in the
Constantinian era, were facing the reality of an intimate engagement between
the church and empire. We can thus read the argument as addressed to two
groups of audiences: to his imperial audience, Eusebius stated that unless
the Roman Empire accepted the principle of universal monotheism, it would
have never be able to realize the secular hopes of humanity; to his ecclesiasti-
cal audience, on the other hand, he observed that the prospect of universal
salvation could only be realized through a cooperation between the Roman
Empire and the church. Eusebius’s proposal to his fellow churchmen also
implied that they had to revise and reshape their ecclesiology in accordance
with the new circumstances.

The bottom-line of the Eusebian arguments was a salvation-historical ob-
servation: after having experienced a long term of taming and adjustment,
divine providence had ripened the historical circumstances for both enti-
ties—Roman Empire and the Christian Church—to realize this engagement,
as a culmination of salvation history. The entire progress of human civiliza-
tion in the political and religious realms had been providentially brought to
this point of convergence. Therefore, it was a historical necessity that the
Roman Empire and the church come together and cooperate in concord and
friendship for the sake of humankind.
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Yanubpi HIRISTIYANLIGI'NIN AYAK [ZLERINDE:
Etivoprya KiLisESI

Dursun Ali AYKIT™

Ozet

Filistin cografyasindan ve Yahudilik i¢inden ¢ikmis olan Hiristiyanlik,
bir stire sonra Roma cografyasinda ve Gentile arasinda yayillmistir.
Bunun sonucunda linguistik, demografik ve kulttirel dontistimler
gerceklesmis ve bir tarafta Yahudi Hiristiyanlig: 6te tarafta da Gentile
Hiristiyanligl seklinde bir ayrim ortaya ¢ikmistir. ikisinin mticadelesi
sonucunda Gentile Hiristiyanlig1 galip gelmis ve Yahudi Hiristiyanhg1
heretik kabul edilerek yok edilmeye calisilmistir. Bu makalede Hi-
ristiyan olmak i¢in 6nce Yahudi olmanin gerektigini belirten Yahudi
Hiristiyanhg ile Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin Yahudi Hiristiyanlhigina benzer
tutumlarn goz éntine serilmeye calisilacaktir.

Anahtar Terimler: Etiyopya Kilisesi, Yahudi Hiristiyanligi, Gentile
Hiristiyanhigl, Musa Seriati, Sabat, Orug.

On the Footsteps of Jewish Christianity: Church of Ethiopia
Abstract

Christianity was born within Judaism in the Palestinian geography.
It soon spread across the Roman Empire and addressed the genti-
le communities. As a result of the gentile missions, linguistic, de-
mographic and cultural transformations took place among the new
Christian communities. A distinction thus emerged between Jewish
Christians on the one hand, and the Gentile Christianity on the other;
and they became rivals. Among the two rival groups, Gentile Christi-
anity eventually prevailed, while the other was marked as heretical.
This essay aims to shed some light on the Jewish Christianity that
required being Jewish as a pre-condition to convert to the new re-
ligion as well as the Ethiopian Christianity which revealed similar
attitudes the Jewish Christianity with regard to Christians’ attitude
to the Jewish religion.

Key Terms: Ethiopian Christianity, Jewish Christianity, Gentile
Christianity, Mosaic Law, Sabbath, Fasting.

Giris

Hiristiyanlik s6z konusu oldugunda genellikle Avrupa merkezli Hiris-
tiyanlik anlayislan akla gelir. Ancak bu ‘hareket’, Filistin’den c¢cikmis olup
sonraki stirecte diger bolgelere yayilmistir. Bu stirecte Isa’nin dininden (Ya-
hudilik), isa merkezli bir dine gecis (Hiristiyanlhk) gerceklesmeye baslaymn-
ca cografi (Kudus’ten-Diyasporaya), sosyolojik (kirsaldan- sehire), linguistik
(Aramiceden-Grekceye), kulttrel (Yahudi kultirinden-Greco-Roman kiultu-
rune) ve demografik (Yahudilerden-Gentile diinyasina) bir takim déontstimler
*  Bu makale, yazarin Etiyopya Kilisesi baslikl ¢calismasinin konu bashgyla iliskili boltimleri-

nin yeniden gozden gecirilerek yaziya aktarilmasiyla olusturulmustur.
*  Dog. Dr. Dursun Ali AYKIT, Cumhuriyet Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi, Sivas. aykit@yahoo.com



128 IsLami ILiMLER DERGisi

meydana gelmistir. Bu déntistimlerin sonucunda gentile Huistiyanligt (Ya-
hudi kokenli olmayanlar) galip ctknustir. Ancak bu olusumun tam da kar-
sisinda Yahudi Huistiyanligt ismi verilen farkli bir Hiristiyanhik anlayis1 da
bulunmaktaydi. Gentile Hiristiyanliginin galip gelmesinden sonraki stirecte
diger Hiristiyanlik anlayislarmin (Gnostik, Montanist, Pelagianist, Arianist,
Marcionist, Docetist vb.) basina gelen olumsuz olaylarla Yahudi Hiristiyanlig:
da karsilasmis ve bu nedenle yok edilmeye calisilmistir.

Baslikta zikredilen ‘ayak izlerinde’ terimi, Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin tam anla-
miyla Yahudi Hiristiyanligim karsilamamakla birlikte teolojik acidan ve ritiiel
acisindan gunumuz kKiliseleri arasinda farkli bir durus sergiledigine isaret
etmek icin konulmustur. Bu makalede sirasiyla Etiyopya kKilisesinin koke-
ninden bahsedildikten sonra teolojik yénden ve rittiel yéntinden diger Kili-
selerden ayristigi Musa Seriati, Kutsal Kitap, Sabat ve Oruc¢ gibi hususlara
bakislar1 ortaya konulmaya calisilacaktir.

Kokeni

Etiyopya Kilisesinin kurulusu ile ilgili farkli goértisler vardir. Bunlardan
birine gére Isa zamaninda Etiyopya, mucizevi bir sekilde Hiristiyanhg kabul
etmistir. Bir baska rivayete gore Matta, Etiyopya'ya gitmis ve burada vaaz-
larda bulunduktan sonra élduralmustir. Nitekim Roma Kilisesi, 6 Mayis',
Mattamin reliklerinin (azizlerden geriye kalan 6geler) Etiyopya’dan Salerno
(Roma) kentine gelisi anisina yad eder.! Bir diger gelenege gore ‘Etiyopya
Kralicesi Kandaki'nin? vezirlerinden biri ve ttim hazinelerden sorumlu Bacos
isimli hadim bir Etiyopyali, havarilerden biri olan Filipus tarafindan vaftiz
edilir® ve o da bu dini Etiyopya’da yaymaya baslar. Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin bu
anlatim ile kendi gelenegini Apostolik doneme gotiirmeye calistig1 gortilebilse
de, bunun ferdi bir din degistirme oldugu da séylenebilir.

Matta Incilinde yildizlan takip ederek Mesih'in dogdugunu anlayan ve
ona hediyeler sunmak tizere gelen tic miineccimden bahsedilir.* Etiyopya
gelenegi, bu ti¢ bilgeden birinin Bazen isimli Etiyopya krali oldugunu ileri
stirmekte ve giinimiuzde Bazen’in Tiirbesi (Aksum’da) denilen bir yeri ona
atfetmektedir.5 Ayrica Petrus'un, Kudus’te hacilara vaaz ederken bir grup
Etiyopyalinin da bu vaaz dinledigi ve ardindan bunlardan bir kisminin Hi-

1  Lule Melaku, History of The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church I, Addis Ababa, 2008, s.
45; Otto Meinardus, ‘A Brief History of the Abunate of Ethiopia’, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die
Kunde des Morgenlandes, 58, 1962, s. 39.

2  Aslinda Kandaki, bir isim olmayip Meroe adasimnda hakimiyet stiren saltanata verilen bir
addur.

3 Resullerin isleri, 8: 26-40; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, (I1.2), (terc. R.J. Deferrari), (The
Fathers of the Church i¢cinde), (The Catholic University of America Press), Washington DC,
1965, s. 87.

4  Matta, 2:1-2.

5 Melaku, History of The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church I, s. 43; Archbishop Yeshaq,
‘The Ethiopian Church and its Living Heritage’, The Journal of the Interdenominational Theo-
logical Center, 16, Sonbahar 1988/ilkbahar 1989, s. 87.



Yahudi Hiristiyanhigrnin Ayak izlerinde: Etiyopya Kilisesi 129

ristiyanhg1 sectikten sonra Etiyopya’da bu dini yaymaya basladiklan iddia
edilir.® Etiyopya ile ilgili bu anlatilarin arkasinda apostolik bir gelenege bag-
lanma kaygisinin oldugu soylenebilir.”

Bunlarin yam sira yine bir takim geleneksel unsurlarim bulundugu bir
diger aktarima gore kilisenin kurulusunda Frumentius ve Edesiusun énemli
katkilar1 bulunmaktadir. Tyre’li (Suriye) bir tliccar olan Meropius yaninda
Frumentius ve Edesius (Sidrakos) isimli ogullariyla birlikte, Kizil Deniz'de
gemi ile ilerlerken Etiyopya kiyilarina yakin bir yere (Adulis) yanasmak zo-
runda kalir.® Yerliler, Roma ile olan anlasmalarinin bitmesini de vesile gore-
rek gemiye saldirip Frumentius ve Edesius hari¢c tiim murettebati éldtrtrler.
Zira bu iki genci bir agacin altinda kitap okur vaziyette bulurlar. Bu ikisi,
baskent Aksum’daki Ella-Amida/Alada (Tazier) isimli kralin éntine c¢ikarilir.
Kral, bu ikisinin davranmislarindan ve bilgelik dolu s6zlerinden etkilenip énce
bunlar azad eder. Ardindan da Edesius’u kraliyet sakisi ve Frumentius'u da
kraliyet damismanhigindan ve Prens Ezana ile Zazana'nin (Saizana) 6greti-
minden sorumlu konuma getirir (MS. 4. Yuzyil).

Kralin 6liimtinden sonra Frumentius ve Edesius, tahta gecen ve Hiristiyan
bir egitim verdikleri Ezana ve Zazana'nin naibligini yaparlar. Bu ikisi bir stire
sonra ulkelerine dénmek isterler. Edesius, Tyre’ye donerken; Frumentius
iskenderiye'ye gider. Frumentius, Etiyopya’da iken Hiristiyan tiiccarlarin bél-
geye gelmesi hususunda onlara her tiirlti kolayhg1 gosterir ve Iskenderiye’ye
déndiigiinde de Iskenderiyenin yeni patrigi olan Athanasius (6. MS. 373) ile
Etiyopya'nin Hiristiyanlastinlmasi hususunda mtizakerede bulunur. Atha-
nasius bu projeyi onaylar ve Frumentius’u, Etiyopya'nin (Aksum bolgesinin)
ilk abunasi/piskopos ve metropoliti olarak atar (MS. 330-346).° Etiyopya Kki-
lise 6nderlerinin, XX. ylizyilin ortasina kadar Misir’dan onay almasi gelenegi-
nin kékeninde de Athanasius'un yapmis oldugu bu atama olabilir.

6  Ephraim Isaac, The Ethiopian Church, Boston, 1968, s. 18; Melaku, History of The Ethiopian
Orthodox Tewahedo Church 1, s. 44; Komisyon, The Church of Ethiopia a Panorama of History
and Spiritual Life, Addis Ababa, 1997, s. 3.

7  Aziz S. Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity, London, 1968, s. 152.

8  Bir baska aktarima gore Suriyeli bir filozof, Frumentius ve Edesius isimli iki talebesini yanma
alip Hindistan’a dogru yola ¢ikar. Yolda gemi karaya oturur ve bu ikisi de dahil yakalanip
mahkemeye gotiirtliir. lyi egitimli olmalar hasebiyle bu ikisi, Prens Ezana ve Zazana'nin 6gre-
timinden sorumlu tutulurlar. (John Baur, 2000 Years of Christianity in Africa, Kenya, 1998, s.
35; John Mason Neale, A History of the Holy Eastern Church, I, London, 1847, s. 154).

9  Socrates, The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates, 1, 19, (The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of
the Christian Church icinde), (ed. P. Schaff ve H. Wace), II, Edinburgh, 1886, s. 23; Sozomen,
The Ecclesiastical History of Sozomen, II, 24, (The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the
Christian Church i¢inde), (ed. P. Schaff ve H. Wace), II, Edinburgh, 1886, s. 274; Canon En-
rico S. Molnar, The Ethiopian Orthodox Church, Pasadena, 1969, s. 2; Aymro Wondmagegne-
hu- Joachim Motovu (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Church, Addis Ababa, 1970, s. 1, 4; Jean
Doresse, Ethiopia, (terc.: E. Coult), London, 1959, s. 62; Mebratu Kiros Gebru, Miaphysite
Christology, New Jersey, 2010, s. 20; Norman A. Horner, Rediscovering Christianity Where it
Began, Lubnan, 1974, s. 42-43; Kazim Karabekir, Italya- Habes, istanbul, 2001, s. 86.
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Frumentius’a 6ltimtinden sonra ‘Abuna Salama’, yani ‘selametimizin /kur-
tulusumuzun babasr’ ismi verilmesine ragmen Hiristiyanhk onun zamanin-
da Etiyopyalilarin milli dini haline gelememistir. Hiristiyanhk ‘Etiyopyanin
Konstantin’i olarak adlandirilan kral Ezana ve Zazana'® zamaninda tlke-
nin resmi dini haline gelir ki bu yaklasik olarak MS. 3501 yillara tekabtil
eder.!! Boylece Etiyopya, Ermenilerden sonra Hiristiyanlif1 devlet dini olarak
kabul eden en erken topluluklardan biri haline gelir. Bu baglamda Roma
Imparatorlugu'nda, Hiristiyanlik tabandan tavana dogru yayilma gosterip
bircok eziyetle karsi karsiya kalmisken; Etiyopya’da bu durum tam tersi yon-
de gerceklesmistir. Ancak buradan bir anda tilkenin topyektin Hiristiyanlig:
kabul ettigi sonucu da c¢ikartilamaz. Ctinkti hentiz hem din adamu ihtiyaci
hem de dini literattirtin o dile terctime edilmesi ile ilgili katedilmesi gereken
uzun bir yol vardir.

Teolojik Yaklasim ve ibadet Anlayisindaki Farkliliklar

Hiristiyanlik ilk olusmaya basladig1 dénemden itibaren kendi icinde ciddi
tartismalar yasamistir. Bu hususta en 6énemli tartisma konularmmdan biri,
[sa’nin dini olan Yahudilik ve Yahudi hukukuyla, Hiristiyanhk ismini ala-
cak bu hareket arasindaki iliskinin niteligi olmustur. Zira Yahudi hukukuna
(seriat) tam olarak bagh kaldiklarinda Yahudilikten ne farklarimin olacagi;
Yahudi seriatinden ayr1 durduklarinda ise kurucu figtir olarak kabul edilen
[sa’dan uzaklasilip uzaklasilmayacagi konusu ciddi bir ikilem olusturmus-
tur. Iste bu husus ilk dénem Kkilisesi icindeki en énemli ayrismalardan biri
olan, Isa'min kardesi olarak kabul edilen Yakubun énderligindeki Yahudi
Hiristiyanlig: ile Pavlus'un basim cektigi Gentile Hiristiyanhg: seklindeki ikili
yapiy1 ortaya ¢ikarmustir. Yahudi Hiristiyanligl, tam olarak Yahudi seriatine
bagh kalmaya calismakla beraber Yahudilerden isa'nin mesih oldugunu ka-
bul etmeleriyle ayrilirken; Gentile Hiristiyanligi hem Yahudi seriatinden uzak
durmus hem de Isa'min Mesihligini kabul etmistir. Nitekim giintimtiz Hiris-
tiyanlig1 bu baglamda Gentile Hiristiyanliginin devamidir. Bu bashk altinda
ilk olarak Yahudi Hukuku (Seriat) meselesini ele aldiktan sonra Etiyopya
Kilisesinin Kutsal Kitap, Sabat ve Orug ile ilgili tutumlar tizerinden gunti-
miuiz kiliseleri icinde Yahudi Hiristiyanhgina olan yakinhgim dile getirmeye
calisacagiz.

10 Bu ikisinin gercek isimleri ve tahta ¢ciktiktan sonraki isimleri hakkindaki genis bilgi icin bkz.:
E. Ullendorff, ‘Note on the Introduction of Christianity into Ethiopia’, Africa: Journal of the
International African Institute, 19.1, (Ocak) 1949, s. 61.

11 Isaac, The Ethiopian Church, s. 21; Philip Briggs, Ethiopia, Connecticut, 2009, s. 15. Melaku,
bu tarihi 340 olarak ileri stirer. Melaku, History of The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church
I, s. 62; William E. H. Howard, Public Administration in Ethiopia, New York, 1956, s. 28; Dale
H. Moore, ‘Christianity in Ethiopia’, Church History, 5.3, (Eylul) 1936, s. 272-275. Hyatt ise
bu tarihi 4507lere goturtirken bunu iki kitabeye dayandirmaktadir. Bunlardan birincisine
gore Ezana Pagan, digerine gore ise Hiristiyan olarak nitelendirilir. (Bkz.: Harry Middleton
Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, London, 1928, s. 31).
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Seriat

Etiyopya Kilisesi, diger kiliseler icinde Yahudi seriatine bagh kalmaya ca-
lismasi yontiyle farkhilhik arz eder. Ctinkii Etiyopya Kilisesine mensup olanlar,
koser yasalarn icinde yenilmesi yasak olan hayvanlara dair Levililer ve Tesni-
ye kitaplarinda uzunca aciklanan emirleri'? takip ederler. Ornegin yenilmesi
yasak olan buytikbas hayvanlarin en 6énemli iki 6zelligi tek tirnakli olmasi
ve gevis getirmemesidir. Dolayisiyla geleneksel Yahudi hukukuna gore cift
tirnakh olmadigl icin deve; gevis getirmedigi icin de domuz eti yenilemez. Eti-
yopya Kilisesi de belirtilen kurallara uyarak gevis getirmeyen ve ¢ift tirnakh
olmayan btiytikbas hayvan etinin yenilmesini yasaklar.

Dinen temizlik anlayisinda da Yahudi hukukuyla paralel bir tutum ser-
gileyen Etiyopya kilisesine gore esinin dogumuna katilan veya dogum ger-
ceklesirken bu odaya giren bir erkek, kirli sayilir ve kirk giin kiliseye gide-
mez. Ayni sekilde dogum yapan kadin da kirk gin kiliseden uzak durmak
zorundadir.'® Yine cinsel iliskiye girmis bir kisinin ertesi giin de dahil olmak
uizere ‘kirli’ sayllmasindan dolay: kiliseye gitmemesi'* Yahudi hukukundaki
uygulamalarla benzerlik gosterir.

Seriat meselesi giindeme geldiginde merkezi konulardan bir digeri de
stnnettir.!® Hiristiyan olan bir kisinin stinnet (gezrat) olmasinin gerekli olup
olmadig ilk dénemden itibaren Hiristiyan teologlarini mesgul eden bir ko-
nudur. Bu hususta Etiyopya Kilisesi, stinnet olma yéntindeki tutumuyla ilgi
cekicidir. Zira dogumdan sekiz giin sonra erkek cocuklar stinnet edilir. Bu
hususta tanimlayic1 bir metin olmasi yéniiyle XVI. yiizyiln ortalarinda im-
parator Gelawdewosun (Claudius) (6. 1559) kaleme aldig1 The Confession
of Claudius énemlidir. Bu yazida Etiyopyalilar'n, “stinneti Yahudi seriatin-
de bulundugu icin degil, kendi tlkelerinde boyle bir adet bulundugu icin
uyguladiklar1”'® belirtilmektedir. Her ne kadar bu tur ac¢iklamalar yapilsa da
cocugun sekizinci ginde stinnet edilmesi gibi bir olgu, Yahudilere ve Etiyop-
yali Hiristiyanlara has bir 6zelliktir.

12 Levililer, 11; Tesniye, 14:3-21.

13 Abba Hailemariam Melese Ayenew, Influence of Cyrillian Christology in Ethiopian Orthodox
Anaphora, (The University of South Africa’da yapilmis ve basilmamis doktora tezi), 2009, s.
134; Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 224.

14 A.H.M. Jones- E. Monroe, A History of Ethiopia, Oxford, 1962, s. 39.

15 Bircok arastirmacinin da belirttigi tizere Yahudiler'den 6nce de degisik bélgelerde stinnet
uygulamas1 bulunmaktaydi. Bu baglamda kimi bunu, bir kabile isareti/kimligi; kimi dine
giris rittieli veya kimi de evlilik 6ncesi bir islem olarak yaptirmaktaydi. Ayrica Misir, Etiyop-
ya, Orta Avustralya ve Amerika gibi yerlerde de yapilagelen bir adetti. (Edward Ullendorff,
‘Hebraic-Jewish Elements in Abyssinian (Monophysite) Christianity’, Journal of Semitic Stu-
dies, 1.3, 1956, s. 247).

16 Isaac, The Ethiopian Church, s. 46; Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 293. Avrupali misyo-
nerlerin ve seyyahlarin, Etiyopya’ya yaptiklar ziyaretlerinde en fazla sasirdiklar hususlar-
dan biri belirtilen stinnet adetidir. Bu konuda genis bilgi icin bkz.: Andreu Martinez D’alos-
Moner, ‘Paul and the Other: the Portuguese Debate on the Circumcision of the Ethiopians’,
Ethiopia and the Missions: Historical and Anthropological insights, (ed. Verena Boll ve digerle-
ri)., Munster, 2005, s. 31-51.



132 IsLami ILiMLER DERGisi

Kutsal Kitap

Yahudiligin icinden ayn bir hareket olarak ortaya ¢ikan Hiristiyanlhk, Ya-
hudi Kutsal Kitab1 (Tanak) ile ilgili tutumunda da seriat meselesine benzer
bir sekilde ikilem yasamustir. Bir tarafta Yahudilige ait metinleri (Tanak) ta-
mamen dislayip sadece Luka Incili ve Pavlus'un mektuplarini kanonik liste
haline getirmek isteyen Marcion (6. 160 civari) var iken; 6te tarafta aslolanin
Gnosis (irfani bilgi) oldugunu soyleyip, Kutsal Kitap kanonizasyonu konu-
sunda c¢ok farkl tutum icinde bulunan Gnostik gruplar arasmda ortaya ¢1-
kan ciddi ayrimlar bulunmaktadir. Iste bu iki uc¢ yaklasimimn arasinda diger
Hiristiyan gruplar da kendilerine gore kanonik listeler olusturmaktaydi. Ana
bilinyeyi olusturan ve galip gelen Hiristiyanhk anlayisi bir taraftan Isa’nin
Yahudilik ile iliskisini goz 6nline almaya, diger taraftan da kendilerine Ya-
hudilikten ayr yeni bir literatiir olusturmaya calismistir. Bunun sonucunda
Yahudilik koékenlerini toptan reddedemeyen Hiristiyanlik anlayisi, Tanak’a
Eski ismini vererek Yeni'ye yer acmaya calismis ve bu ikisini aym kapak
altinda toplamistir. Ancak artik Eski ismi verilen Tanak, bir Yahudi gibi de-
gil; Isa’'min nasil geleceginin miijdelendigini anlatan bir baglamda okunmaya
baslanmistir.

Etiyopya Kilisesi de ilk dénem Kkiliselerinin yasadig1 bu tecriibenin sonu-
cunda olusturulan, Eski ve Yeni Ahit ismi verilen kanonik bir kitaba sahiptir.
Ancak bu kiliseyi gintimuiz kiliselerinden ayiran énemli hususlardan biri
de, kanon listesindeki kitap sayisimin diger kiliselerden farkli olusudur. Bu
baglamda Eski Ahit 46; Yeni Ahit ise 35 kitaptan olusmaktadir. Eski Ahit me-
tinleri, LXX (Septuagint) ile cok yakindan iliskili olmakla birlikte bu listede
bulunmayan bazi eserleri de kapsamaktadir. Buna gore Eski Ahit kitaplarim
bir tablo halinde vermek gerekirse su sekilde siralayabiliriz:
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Yahudi Versiyonu Standart Versiyonu Etiyopya Versiyonu

1 Tekvin Tekvin Tekvin

2 Cikis Cikis Cikis

3 Levililer Levililer Levililer

4 Sayilar Sayilar Sayilar

5 Tesniye Tesniye Tesniye

6 Yesu Yesu Yesu

7 Hakimler Hakimler Hakimler

8 Samuel (I ve II) Rut Rut

9 Krallar (I ve II) 1. Samuel I ve II. Samuel

10 |Yesaya II. Samuel I ve II. Krallar

11 |Yeremya I. Krallar I. Tarihler

12 | Hezekiel II. Krallar II. Tarihler

13 12’ler Kitabu: I. Tarihler Jubilees/Kufale’

Hosea, Yoel, Amos, Ovadya,
Yona, Mika, Nahum,
Habakkuk, Tsefenya, Hagay,
Zekeriya ve Malaki

14 | Mezmurlar (Teilim) II. Tarihler Enok™

15 | Sualeyman'in Meselleri Ezra Ezra ve Nehemya

16 |Eyup (iyov) Nehemya 1. Ezra and Ezra Sutuel

17 | Nesideler Nesidesi (Sir Asirim) |Ester Tobit

18 |Rut Eytip Judith

18 |Yeremyanin Mersiyeleri/Agitlar | Mezmurlar Ester

(Eha)

20 |Vaiz (Koelet) Stileyman’in Meselleri |I Makabeler

21 |Ester Vaiz II ve III Makabeler

22 | Daniel Nesideler Nesidesi Eyup

23 | Ezra ve Nehemya Isaya Mezmurlar

24 | Tarihler (I ve II) Yeremya Suleyman’in Meselleri

25 Yeremya'nin Tegsats (Reproof/

Mersiyeleri Serzenis)

26 Hezekiel Metsihafe Tibeb (the
books of wisdom/bilgelik
kitaplar)

27 Daniel Vaiz

28 Hosea Nesideler Nesidesi

29 Yoel isaya

30 Amos Yeremya

ek

Oli Deniz Yazmalar1 bulununcaya kadar bu kitabin eldeki ‘tam’ bir niishasi, XI-XVI. ytizyil-
larda yazildig1 duistintilen Ge’ez dilindeki metinlerdir ve gtintimtizdeki ingilizce terctimelerde

bu versiyon temel alinmistir.

1773’de James Bruce bu kitabin ti¢ tane el yazmasi ntishasim Avrupa’ya gotirtinceye kadar
Avrupalilar bu kitabin sadece isminden haberdardilar. Bu kitabin da eldeki ‘tam’ bir niis-
hasi, sadece Ge’ez dilinde mevcuttur ve giintimtizdeki ceviriler bu metne dayanmaktadir.
(Komisyon, The Church of Ethiopia a Panorama, s. 74).
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31 Obadya Hezekiel

32 Yunus Daniel

33 Mika Hosea

34 Nahum Amos

35 Habakkuk Mika

36 Tsefanya Yoel

37 Haggay Obadya

38 Zekarya Yunus

39 Malaki Nahum

40 Habakkuk

41 Tsefanya

42 Haggay

43 Zekarya

44 Malaki

45 Book of Joshua, the son
of Sirac (Sirak’'in oglu
Yesu'nun Kitabi)

46 The Book of Josephas,
the son of Bengorion
(Bengorion'un oglu
Josephas'in Kitabi).™

Eski Ahit metinleriyle ilgili olarak diger kilise kanonlarindan farkh bir lis-
teye sahip olan Etiyopya Kilisesinin Yeni Ahit metinleri de farkhilik arz eder.
Buna gore Yeni Ahit kitaplarini soyle siralayabiliriz:

Standart Versiyon Etiyopya Versiyonu
1 Matta Matta
2 Markos Markos
3 Luka Luka
4 Yuhanna Yuhanna
5 Resullerin isleri Resullerin isleri
6 Romalilara Mektup Romalilara Mektup
7 Korintoslulara I. Mektup Korintoslulara I. Mektup
8 Korintoslulara II. Mektup Korintoslulara II. Mektup
9 Galatyalilara Mektup Galatyahlara Mektup
10 Efeslilere Mektup Efeslilere Mektup
11 Filipililere Mektup Filipililere Mektup
12 Koloselilere Mektup Koloselilere Mektup
13 Selaniklilere I. Mektup Selaniklilere I. Mektup
14 Selaniklilere II. Mektup Selaniklilere II. Mektup
15 Timoteosa I. Mektup Timoteosa I. Mektup

skk

Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 80-81; J. M. Harden, An Introduction to Ethiopic Christian
Literature, London, 1926, s. 37-38.
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16 Timoteosa II. Mektup Timoteosa II. Mektup

17 Titusa Mektup Titusa Mektup

18 Filimona Mektup Filimona Mektup

19 |ibranilere Mektup Ibranilere Mektup

20 Yakub'un Mektubu Yakub'un Mektubu

21 Petrus’'un I. Mektubu Petrus'un I. Mektubu

22 Petrus’un II. Mektubu Petrus’un II. Mektubu

23 Yuhanna'min I. Mektubu Yuhanna'nin I. Mektubu

24 Yuhanna'min II. Mektubu Yuhanna'min II. Mektubu

25 Yuhanna'min III. Mektubu Yuhanna'min III. Mektubu

26 Yahuda'min Mektubu Yahuda'min Mektubu

27 Vahiy Vahiy

28 Sirate Tsion (the book of order/kutsal hiyerarsi
kitabi)

29 Tizaz (the book of Herald/miijde kitabi)

30 Gitsew

31 Abtilis

32 The I book of Dominos (Dominos’un I. Kitabi)

33 The II book of Dominos (Dominos'un II. Kitabi)

34 The book of Clement (Clement’in Kitabi)

35 Didascalia’

Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin elinde diger kiliselerden farkli metinlerin oldugu bu
listede cok acik bir sekilde goriilmektedir. Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin benimsedigi
bazi kitaplarin ‘Yahudi-Hiristiyanlifr’''” denilen gruba ait metinlerle érttisme-
si ilgi ¢ekicidir. Nitekim Yahudi Hiristiyanlarin temel kitaplarmdan olan Di-
dascalia, Enok ve Jubilees gibi kitaplarin tam ntishalarinin sadece Etiyopya
Kilisesi araciligiyla gtintimtize gelmesi, Yahudi-Hiristiyanlig: ile Etiyopya ara-
sidaki baga dair dikkatleri cekmektedir.

Sabat/Sanbat/Senbet

Yahudiligin en 6nemli rittiellerinden biri Sabat'tir. Bu giinde is yapma
olarak nitelendirilen ne var ise bunlarin terkedilip ibadet yapilarak bu gu-
niin ihya edilmesi beklenilir. Ilk dénem kilisesindeki énemli tartismalardan
biri de Sabat’ta nasil bir uygulama yapilacagidir. Bir Yahudi olarak yasamin
stirdiirmiis olan Isa, Sabat’a yénelik dénemin Yahudi anlayislari elestir-
mekle birlikte, Yahudi hukukunun geregi olarak bu rittiele siki sikiya bagh
kalmustir. ik dénem Isa’nin takipgileri de bu hususta onun gibi Sabat ile ilgili

* Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 81; Abune Mekarios (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahe-
do Church Faith, Order of Worship and Ecumenical Relations, Addis Ababa, 1996, s. 45-47.

17 Yahudi-Hiristiyanhig1 ile ilgili genis bilgi i¢cin bkz.: Hans-Joachim Schoeps, Yahudi-
Hiristiyanlig, (terc. Ekrem Sarik¢ioglu), istanbul, 2010; Joan E. Taylor, ‘The Phenomenon of
Early Jewish-Christianity: Reality or Scholarly Invention’, Vigiliae Christianae, 44.4, (Aralik)
1990.
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uygulamalara devam ederken, II. ytizyilldan itibaren Yahudilikten uzaklas-
maya baslayan hareketin mensuplar icin Sabat giderek énemini yitirmistir.
Nitekim bu stirecin sonucunda galip gelen Gentile Hiristiyanligimin bir so-
nucu olarak giiniimiiz kiliselerinde Sabat’a dair bir uygulama yoktur. Iste
bu hususta Hiristiyan olmalarina ragmen Sabat’a ayricalik verip bu ginde
herhangi bir is yapmamaya dikkat eden Etiyopya Kilisesi mensuplar farklilik
arz etmektedir. Zira bu kiliseye bagh insanlar Sabat’ta, gtinltk islerini bira-
kip ibadetle mesgul olurlar ve seyahat etmezler.'®

Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin bu tutumu, bazen diger kiliseler tarafindan elestiril-
mistir. Nitekim XIV. ytizyi1lda Misir Kilisesi, Etiyopya’daki Sabat ile ilgili uygu-
lamay elestiren bir ferman génderir. Buna gore, kilisenin bir an énce Sabat
kutsamasim birakmas: istenilmektedir. Boylece Etiyopya’daki dindarlar, ma-
nevi ve dini otorite olarak gordtikleri Kipti Kilisesi'ne itaat ile Kutsal Yazilar
takip etmek arasinda ikilem yasarlar. Insanlarin, bunlardan birini secmesi
tabil ki hi¢ kolay olmamistir. Ancak bu fermana ragmen halkin hala Sabat ile
ilgili uygulamalara hassasiyet géstermesi, kayda deger bir husustur.

Etiyopya Kilisesi i¢cin XIV. ytzyihn 6énemli kisiliklerinden biri olan Ewos-
tatewos, hem Pazar1 hem de Cumartesiyi ¢ok siki kurallar ve ibadetler ile
gecirmesi yonuyle 6ne cikar. Boylece o, Kipt1 Kilisesi'nin gonderdigi fermana
degil; Kutsal Kitap’taki emre uymay1 sectigini acikca deklare eder. Buna kar-
sin Debra Libanos manastirinin liderligini yapan Tekle Haimanot bu husus-
ta ondan biraz farkh bir tutum sergileyip daha cok Pazar guniinii merkeze
almay1 yegler. Hatta Ewostatewosun Etiyopya’y1 terk etmesinde ve ardindan
onun taraftarlarimin takibata ugramasinda bu konudaki fikir ayriligimin ol-
dugu ifade edilir. Bu husus bir ara o kadar ileri gottrulur ki Ewostatewosun
goristinii savunan kisiler Misir'dan gelen piskoposlarin atamasini kabul et-
meyip kilise hiyerarsisinde gérev almazlar. iste bu tartismalara son vermek
icin Zara Yakob bir konsil toplatir (Debra Metmaq Konsili/1450). Sonunda
Zara Yakob'un da araya girmesiyle bu mtinakasali konuya bir ara formul bu-
lunur ve Sabat'in kutlanmasina, fakat Yahudilerdeki gibi ‘tamamen pasif bir
sekilde’ gecirilmemesine karar verilir. Béylece bu gtinlerde ibadetin yani sira
hastalar ile hapishanedeki mahktmlar ziyaret edilir ve ihtiya¢ sahiplerine
yardim edilir.'®

Kilisenin Sabat’1 kutsamasi hakkinda aciklama yapan kisilerden biri de
Imparator Gelawdewos’tur (Claudius) (6. 1559). Onun, The Confession of Cla-
udius isimli yazisinda gectigi tizere, Etiyopyahlar Sabat giintinti Yahudiler
gibi gecirmezler. Zira Gelawdewos’a gore ‘Yahudiler bu ginde yemek yap-

18 Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 224; Mikre Sellassie, The Early Translation of the Bible in
to Ethiopic/Geez, Addis Ababa, 2008, s. 56.

19 Steven Kaplan, The Monastic Holy Man and the Christianization of Early Solomonic Ethiopia,
Almanya, 1984, s. 105: Melaku, History of The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church I, s.
37-38, 65; Getatchew Haile, ‘Ethiopian Heresies and Theological Controversies’, The Coptic
Encyclopedia, 11, New York, 1991, s. 985.
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mazlar, su icmezler, 1sik yakmazlar’. Ayrica Etiyopyalilar icin Sabat, haftanin
ilk glinti olmas1 hasebiyle degil, isa Mesih’in bu giinde goge ytikseltilmesi,
Kutsal Ruh'un bu giinde havarilerin tizerine inmesi, Isa’nin Meryem'in rah-
mine bu gtinde inkarne olmasi ve tekrar bu gtinde diinyaya gelip insanlar
yargilayacak olmasi nedeniyle 6nemlidir. Bu nedenlerle Etiyopya Kilisesine
mensup olanlar Sabat gtintinde de Komtinyon ayini yaparlar.?°

Hiristiyan bir htiviyete sahip olmasi yontiyle Pazar gintinti biraz daha
o6ne cikartma gayreti icinde olanlar, Pazar gintne ‘Abiy Sanbat’ yani bu-
yuk Sabat; Cumartesi giintine de ‘Neus Sanbat’ yani kui¢ctik Sabat ismini
vermislerdir.?! Bu baglamda Etiyopya Ortodoks Kilisesi, buiytik ve ktictik Sa-
bat gibi bir ayrim yapsa dahi, diger Hiristiyan kiliseler arasinda Sabat gtnti-
ne ayr1 bir deger atfedilmesi yonuiyle orijinal bir boyuta sahiptir.

Oruce

Bircok yazar ve gezgin Hiristiyan diinyasi i¢cinde Etiyopya disinda orucun
bu kadar siki bir sekilde uygulandig: bir yer olmadigindan bahseder. Zira bir
Etiyopyal1 icin orucu bozmak ile bir su¢ islemek hemen hemen ayni gorulir.
Hasta, yolcu, bunyesi zayif olanlar ve hamileler oructan muaf tutulabilir.
Yedi yasimi1 doldurmus herkes orucla mitikelleftir. Ayrica yihn neredeyse ticte
ikisi oruclu gecirilebilecek sekilde ditizenlenmistir. Oruclu olan bir Kisi, et
ve gunlik uretilmis tirtnler (yani stt, yumurta, tereyagi, peynir gibi) yiye-
mez. Aksamdan 6gleye kadar oru¢ tutan kisi, ne bir sey yiyebilir ne de bir
sey icebilir.?2 Bu baglamda giintimtiz Avrupa Hiristiyan diinyasinda perhiz
sekline déntisen orucun aksine yeme ve icmenin yasak oldugu bir rittel ile
karsilasilmaktadir. isain éliimden dirilisi adina kutlanan Paskalya ile car-
mih hadisesinden sonra havarilerin Kutsal Ruh’u edindiklerine inanilan Pen-
tekost arasmdaki elli giinlik stire hari¢ her Carsamba ve Cuma ginii orug¢
(tsome dehnet) tutulur.?® Zira Etiyopyalilara goére Carsamba gint Yahudiler
Isa’y1 6ldiirmeye karar verirler ve Cuma giinii de onun infaz1 gerceklestirilir.
Bu gunlerin disinda yilin degisik dénemlerinde oruc tutulur. Bunlar séyle
siralayabiliriz:

1) Tsome Neviyat (Peygamberler orucu): Noel'den 6nceki 43 giunlik oruca
denilir. Bu oruc¢ 15 Kasim ile 28 Aralik arasinda tutulur. Her ne kadar
bu oru¢ ruhban smnifi icin mecburi olsa da Etiyopya Kilisesi'ne bagh
bircok dindar da bu orucu tutmaktadir.?*

20 Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 293; Jones- Monroe, A History of Ethiopia, s. 39.

21 Melaku, History of The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church I, s. 37.

22 Mekarios (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, s. 81; Komisyon, The Church of
Ethiopia a Panorama, s. 70.

23 Her hafta Carsamba ve Cuma guinleri tutulan orug ile Yahudilerdeki Pazartesi ve Persembe
oruclar arasmda bir baglanti oldugunu dtistinen Ullendorff, haftalik oruclarin Carsamba ve
Cuma'ya ¢evrilmesinin arkasinda Yahudiligi reddetmek gibi bir isaretin oldugunu ileri stirer.
(Ullendorff, ‘Hebraic-Jewish Elements in Abyssinian (Monophysite) Christianity’, s. 247).

24 Komisyon, The Church of Ethiopia a Panorama, s. 70.
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2) Tsome Gahad (Arife orucu): Etiyopya takvimine?® gore Noel arifesi 28
Aralik ile Epifani arifesi 10 Ocak’da tutulan birer gtunliik oructur. Bu
orucun akabindeki sabahta (bu Carsamba veya Cuma olsa da) insanlar
et ve stit trtinleri yiyebilirler. Eger Noel ve Epifani, Carsamba ve Cuma
gunlerine denk gelirse, Sali ve Persembe gtinleri bu orug tutulur.?®

3) Tsome Nenewe (Nineveh orucu): Abye Tsome denilen Lent orucunun
baslamasindan 6nceki Pazartesi ile baslayan 3 gtinltik oructur. Bura-
da Yunus peygamberin halkinin tévbe etmesi kutlanir. Bu oru¢ bazen
Ocak bazen de Subat’a denk gelir.

4) Abye Tsome veya Hudade (Lent orucu): Paskalya’dan 6nceki 55 giinlik
oruca denir. Bu oru¢ kendi arasinda Tsome Hirkan (kirk giinltik Lent
orucundan 6nceki sekiz ginlik oruc)?’, Tsome Arba (kirk gtinliik Lent
orucu) ve Tsome Himamat'tan (Paskalya’ya kadar ki yedi gtinltik oruc)
olusur.

Paskalya 6ncesi dénemde tutulan Lent orucu, diger oruclardan cok daha
fazla 6ne cikmistir. Hatta eger bir kisi bu giinlere kars1 kayitsiz ve saygisiz
davranirsa, onun ‘kafirligine’ varan yorumlar yapilabilirdi. Eger bu gun-
lerde hakki verilerek oruc¢ tutulur ve kisi kendini ibadete verirse tiim yil
boyunca islenmis giinahlarmin affedilecegine inamilir. Bu elli bes gtnlik
orucun icinde Kutsal Hafta denilen bir zaman dilimi bulunmaktadir. Bu
hafta, Isa'nin, diinyevi hayatindaki son hafta olarak kabul edilir. Bu zaman
dilimi icinde tiim gezi ve calisma birakilir ve Persembe 6gleden Pazar saba-
hina kadar bazi rahipler hicbir sey yiyip icmezler. ‘Kenona’ olarak bilinen
bu tc¢ gunde hicbir sey yiyip icmeyen rahipler, kilisede inzivaya ceKilir,
ilahi okuyup durmaksizin ibadet ederler. Ruhban sinifina dahil olmayan in-
sanlar ise Cumartesi ve Pazar sabahlar1 hayvansal tirtinler hari¢ bir takim
seyler yiyebilirler. Inanan bir kisinin, ekmek, su ve tuz hari¢ baska bir sey
yemesi hos gértilmez. Ayrica bu orug stiresince et, stit, peynir, yumurta gibi
urtnlerin de yenilmesi yasaktir. Bu Lent orucu boyunca her giun kilisede
ibadet yapilir. iste béylece Paskalya kutlamasina gelinir ve biiytik bir cosku
ile insanlar oruclarini acarlar.2®

5) Tsome Hawaryat (Havariler orucu): Pentekost'tun bitiminden 5
Temmuz’a kadar tutulan yaklasik 10 ile 40 giin arasi oruc¢. Aradaki bu fark-
Iiligin nedeni, Paskalyanin tarihiyle ilgilidir. Gelenek bunu havarilerin Kut-
sal Ruh’u edinip ‘glizel haberi’ yaymaya baslamadan 6nce tuttuklar1 oruca

25 Etiyopya Kilisesi, ‘Bahraa Hassab’ ismini verdikleri farkli bir takvim kullamir. Bu takvim,
Miladi (Gregorian) yildan 8 veya 7 y1l daha geridir. Buna gore Miladi 11 Eylil 2008, Etiyopya
takviminde yeni yilin ilk ay1 olan 1 Meskerem 2001’e denk gelmektedir.

26 Mekarios (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, s. 80.

27 Kilise bu ilk haftay ‘gercek carmih’ olarak isimlendirdikleri ve isa’nin tizerinde ¢carmiha ge-
rildigine inandiklar1 nesneyi, imparator Heraclius'un (6. 641) Pers imparatorlugunu yenmesi
sonucu tekrar Kudtis’e getirmesi anisina oruglu gecirir.

28 Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 159-160; Wondmagegnehu- Motovu (ed.), The Ethiopian
Orthodox Church, s. 64, 66.
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baglar. Her ne kadar bu orug, ruhban smifi icin mecburi ise de bir¢ok dindar
Etiyopyali da bu gtinlerde orug tutar.?®

6) Tsome Filsata (Bakire Meryem orucu): Etiyopya takvimine gére 1-15
Agustos’ta tutulan 15 gunlik oruca denir.*® Gelenege gore Meryem'in o6lii-
munden sonra onu melekler cennete géttrtrler ve ayn yi1l Meryem'’in bede-
nini gémmeleri icin havarilere teslim ederler. Bu olaym gerceklesmesinden
o6nce havariler, oruc tutup inzivaya cekildikleri icin bu giinlerin anisina oruc¢
tutulur. Bu giinlerde cocuklar da dahil herkes oruc tutar. Bu 15 gtinltik orug¢
suiresince bircok yasl kilise tiyesi inzivaya cekilir, sadece tahil tirtinleri ve su
ile gtinlerini gecirirler. Bu zaman diliminde diigtin dahil herhangi bir eglence
diizenlenmesine miusaade edilmez ve kilisede geceleri safak vaktine kadar
ibadet yapilir.3!

Bu oruclara ek olarak rahip ve rahibelerin daha fazla orug¢ tuttuklan ve
hatta kendi kendilerine oru¢ gtinleri ihdas ettikleri sdylenebilir. Ayrica gu-
nah itirafi sirasinda rahip, gtinah islemis kisiye duruma gore bir giinden bir
yila kadar oru¢ tutmasini tavsiye edebilir.?? Bir yil icerisinde kesis, rahip ve
ruhban smifi i¢in yaklasik 250 giunliik oru¢ s6z konusudur ki bunlarm 180
gunu tim Etiyopyal Hiristiyanlar icin de mecburidir. Diger gtinleri rahipler,
rahibeler, kesisler tutarlar. Oruc tutan bir kisi, ister aksam isterse ikindiden
sonra ginde bir kez hububat, sebze ve meyve ttirti tirtinlerden olusan bir ye-
mek yiyebilir. Eger kisi hasta, yolcu veya hamile ise oru¢ tutmaktan muaftir.*?
Oruclu bir kisinin, esiyle iliskiye girmesi de yasaklanmistir.3

Sonuc¢

Kendisi bir Yahudi olup bu inang tizerine hayatim idame ettirmis Isa’y1
merkeze almasi yoniiyle éne cikan Hiristiyanlik, bir siire sonra Isanin di-
ninden (Yahudilik) uzaklasmaya ve ayrismaya baslamistir. Yahudilik'ten
dogmus bu ‘hareketin’ icinde, kokleriyle iliskisini nasil insa edecegine dair
farkli yaklasimlar cikmistir. Nitekim bir tarafta Yahudilige dair ttiim izlerin
silinmesini soyleyen Markioncu Hiristiyanlik anlayis1 var iken; 6te tarafta
da Yahudilikle aralarindaki nerdeyse tek farkin Isa'nin Mesihligine inanmak

29 Mekarios (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, s. 80; Christine Chaillot, The
Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church Tradition, Paris, 2002, s. 129; Komisyon, The Church
of Ethiopia a Panorama, s. 70.

30 http://www.ethiopiantreasures.co.uk/pages/religion.htm (23.03.2011); Hyatt, The Church
of Abyssinia, s. 157-158; Wondmagegnehu- Motovu (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Church, s.
63-64.

31 Mekarios (ed.), The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, s. 80-81; Paulos Yohannes, Filsa-
ta: The Feast of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary and the Mariological Tradation of the Ethi-
opian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, (Princeton Universitesi, Basilmamis Doktora Tezi), New
Jersey, 1988, s. 219.

32 Hyatt, The Church of Abyssinia, s. 158.

33 http://www.ethiopianorthodox.org/english/calendar.html (23.03.2011); Chaillot, The Ethio-
pian Orthodox Tewahedo Church Tradition, s. 129; Komisyon, The Church of Ethiopia a Pano-
rama, s. 70.

34 Edward Ullendorff, Ethiopia and the Bible, London, 1968, s. 104.
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olan Yahudi Hiristiyanhg: diyebilecegimiz bir olusum bulunmaktaydi. Bu iki
ucun arasmda Gentile Hiristiyanligl yani Yahudi kékene sahip olmayanlarin
olusturdugu Hiristiyanlik anlayis1 galip geldi. Bu baglamda giiniimuizdeki
tam kiliselerin bu Hiristiyanlik anlayisinin devami oldugunu séylemek yanlhs
olmasa gerektir.

Yahudi Hiristiyanligina yapmaya calistigimiz vurgunun nedeni aslinda bu
anlayisin Isamin kendi hayatinda uyguladigi dini yasama en yakin anlayis
olma ihtimalidir. Zira isa, kendi hayatinda Musa seriatine uymus, oruc tut-
mus, Sabat’a riayet etmis, koser kurallarini uygulamis, stinnet olmus bir
kisidir. Boyle bir kisinin ilk takipcilerinin de tipki onun gibi bu uygulamalara
riayet ettikleri gortilmektedir. Genel olarak bu hususlarda Isa’yla aym veya
benzer tutuma sahip takipc¢ilerin olusturdugu gruba, Yahudi Hiristiyanlig:
diyebilmekteyiz. Gintimtizde Yahudi Hiristiyanliginin takipcileri olduklarini
iddia eden ktictik olusumlar bir tarafa birakilirsa, Gentile Hiristiyanligi diger
kiliselere yaptig1 gibi bu kiliseyi de ana blinyenin disina atmis ve onu tarih
sahnesinden silmistir.

iste burada Gentile Hiristiyanhgindan beslenmis olmasina ragmen Eti-
yopya Kilisesi, Yahudilik ile iliskisi yontiyle diger kiliselerden farklidir. Hala
koser kurallarina riayet etmesi, glintimiiz kiliselerinin kanon listesinde bu-
lunmayan kitaplarn Kutsal Kitabinin icinde barindirmasi, Sabat’l, her ne ka-
dar zamanla ikinci dereceye diisirmius olsa da, hala kutsal bir gin kabul
edip ona uygun hareketlerde bulunmasi yéntiyle, Etiyopya Kilisesinin Ya-
hudi Hiristiyanligindaki baz1 6geleri devam ettirdigi asikardir. Yine bircok
kilisenin perhiz haline dontisttirdiigti orucu, yeme-icmenin yasak oldugu bir
rittiel olarak uygulamaya devam etmesi ilgi cekicidir. Bu nedenlerle makale-
de yapmaya calistigimiz gibi, Yahudi Hiristiyanhg ile Etiyopya Kilisesi ara-
sindaki baglantilara dikkatleri cekmek, Isa zamanindaki otantik dini anlayis
ve yasayisin ortaya cikartilmasi bakimidan énemlidir.

Modern diinyaya uyum saglamaya ¢alisan Etiyopya’da dinyevi degisimler
gozlemlendigi gibi, dini baglamda da ciddi déntistiimlerin oldugu rahathkla
gorulebilmektedir. Zira giderek bu kilisenin mensuplari, dini bir takim hu-
suslarn alegorik yorumlamaya (stinnetin yerini vaftizin aldig: gibi) baslamis-
tir. Bu baglamda Etiyopya Kilisesi'nin kurulusundan gintimtize kadar gecir-
digi asamalan kayda almak ve bu déntstimleri gozler 6éntine sermek, kilise
tarihi acisindan ¢ok énemli bir husus olmaya devam etmektedir.
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II. Vatikan KonsiLi VE KATOLIK ILAHIYATINA ETKisi

ismail TASPINAR
M.U. ilahiyat Fakiiltesi
Dinler Tarihi Anabilim Dah Ogretim Uyesi

Ozet

Konsiller, Hiristiyanlik tarihini okumak ve anlamak icin énemli do-
num noktalar1 olarak kabul edilebilir. Erken dénemden itibaren Hi-
ristiyan Kkiliseler kendi farkliliklarimi konsillerde alinan kararlara gore
tespit etmislerdir. Katolik Kilisesinin 1962-1965 tarihleri arasinda
gerceklestirmis oldugu son Konsil olan II. Vatikan Konsili'nin diger
konsillerden farkli bir yonti vardir. Bu konsil, 18. Yy.’dan itibaren
gelisen modern diinyanin meydan okumalarina karsi bir cevap olma
niteligi tasimaktadir. Bu ytizden II. Vatikan Konsili, Kilise'nin hem
teskilatlanmasi hem de bazi teolojik kabullerini yeniden sorguladigi
bir konsildir. Bu arastirmada, konsilin nasil bir ortamda gerceklestigi
ve alinan kararlarin Katolikler tizerindeki etkisi tizerinde durulmak-
tadir. Arastirma, dini bir baglayiciligl olmayan II. Vatikan Konsili ka-
rarlarinin, ilahiyat konusunda Katoliker tarafindan hala tartisildigim
ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hiristiyanlik, Katoliklik, Katolik Kilisesi, Konsil,
Ikinci Vatikan Konsili, Katolik hareketler, Muhafazakar Katolikler.
Abstract

Councils are considered to be turning points in the history of Chris-
tianity as Christian churches determine their different positions
according to decisions made in councils. As the last in the Catho-
lic tradition, the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) has a differ-
ent position as compared to the previous councils as a direct and
comprehensive reply to the challenges of the modern thought that
developed since the eigtheenth century. The council accomplished a
crucial reconsideration and reformulation of both the institutions of
the Catholic Church and her various dogmas. This essay sheds some
light on the conditions in which the council was convened as well as
its effects on the Catholic world. It is the aim of this essay to show
that the decisions made by the Second Vatican Council proved to be
sources of debate and conflicts among Catholics rather than resolving
their problems.

Keywords: Christianity, Catholicism, Catholic Church, Church
Councils, Second Vatican Council, Catholic movements, Conserva-
tive Catholics.

Giris

Konsil toplantilarmin kendisinin teolojik bir faaliyet oldugu dtistintldiigiin-
de, onun etkisini konusmak biraz uygunsuz bir ifade gibi gelebilir. Ancak, II.
Vatikan Konsili'nin digerlerinden farkh bir yapisi oldugu burada belirtilmelidir.

Daha énceki hicbir konsil bu kadar Katolik ilahiyat1 geleneginden bir kopus
oldugu yoéntinde elestirilmemis ve tartisiimamistir. Dtinyanin degisik tilkelerin-
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den yuizlerce ilahiyat uzmamni, kardinaller ve piskoposlarin bir araya gelerek ti¢
yila yakin bir zaman i¢erisinde Kilise’'nin temel sorunlarini giinlerce tartismala-
r1 ve nihayetinde her biri ilahiyata iliskin birer referans kaynagi olacak metin-
ler tiretmesinin ciddi bir ilahiyat faaliyeti oldugu inkar edilemez.! Hiristiyanlk,
erken dénem konsil kararlarindan sonra en énemli kinlmalarindan ilkini Dogu
Hiristiyanliimin énemli bir parcasim teskil eden ve Dogu Roma’nin baskentin-
de temsil edilen Ortodoks Kilisesinin 1054’te ayrilmasinda yasamistir. Katolik
Kilisesi ikinci buiytik kirllmayi ise, kendi icinden Protestan Kilisesi'nin ayrilma-
styla yasamstir. Katolik Kilisesinin teolojik argtimanlarma kars: ilk ciddi eles-
tiri Protestan ilahiyatcilar tarafindan yapilmistir denebilir. Nitekim Hiristiyanlhik
tarihinde ‘Reform’ kelimesi, genellikle Luther’in Katolik Kilisesini elestirmesi
ve Protestanlik mezhebinin ortaya cikisi ile dile getirilen bir kavram olmustur.
Oysa so6z konusu Protestanhigin ortaya cikisina neden olan ve Reformun ya-
pimasim hazirlayan olaylar, aym zamanda Katolik Kilisesi'nin kendi icinden
de baz elestirilerin seslendirilmesine zemin hazirlamistir. 16. asrin basimndan
itibaren Avrupa kiulttir hayatim derinden etkileyen Hiimanizm ve Rénesans
gibi kulttirel ve Reform gibi dini gelisim ve degisimlerin sonuclarindan Katolik
Kilisesi uzak kalamazdi. Bunun sonucunda, her ne kadar eski geleneksel ya-
pmin konsolidasyonu sonucunu dogurmussa da, bu dénemde Katolik Kilisesi
kendi icinde baz konularin tartisiimasimni ve merkezi idareyi gticlendirecek yeni
tedbirlerin alinmasim saglayacak Trento Konsilimi (1545-1563) toplama kara-
1 almistir.? Ancak, bu ‘otoriter ve tepkisel’ tedbirler Kilise'yi kendi mensup-
larindan daha da uzaklastirmaya neden olmustur. Katolik Kilisesi tarihinde,
Kilise'nin kendini ‘yeni gelismelere ayak uydurmasi’ ve hem doktrin hem de tes-
kilat yapis1 bakimindan ‘giincellenmesini saglamasi’ anlamina gelen Aggiorna-
mento yapma ihtiyacini hissettigi ikinci 6nemli ‘reform’ calismalar ise, stiphesiz
II. Vatikan Konsili ile olmustur. Katolik Kilisesinin hiyerarsisinin, kurumlari-
nim ve dogmalarmin ¢agin gerekleri ve gercekleri goz éntinde bulundurularak
‘yveniden dtizenlendigi’ bu konsil, stiphesiz Trento Konsilinden daha énemli ve
kalic1 degisikliklerin gerceklestirilmesine neden olmustur.

Arastirmanin Birinci Kismi'nda, II. Vatikan Konsilinin dtizenlenmesini
gerekli kilan sartlar ve ‘modern gelismeler’ ele alinacaktir. Ikinci Kisim'da
ise, II. Vatikan Konsili'nde alinan kararlar ve bu kararlarin teolojik sonucla-
rina yonelik Katolikler icinden yapilan temel elestiriler tizerinde durulacaktir.
Arastirmanin sonunda, s6z konusu kisimlarda ele alinan konularin deger-
lendirilmesi yapilacaktir.

1  Konsilin ilahiyat acisindan énemine dair genis agiklamalar i¢in bkz.: Laurent Villemin, ‘Vati-
can II et la Théologie’, Des Théologiens Lisent le Concile Vatican II: Pour qui? Pour quoi?, Paris
2012, s. 11-21.

2  Trento Konsili'nin Katolik Kilisesi ve teolojisi acisindan konsiller tarihindeki yeri ile ilgili bkz.:
Raymon F. Bulman - Frederick J. Parrella, From Trent to Vatican II: Historycal end Theologi-
cal Investigations, New York 2006, s. 3-38; A. Michel, ‘Concile de Trente’, Dictionnaire de la
Théologie Catholique, Paris 1946, c.15, s.1414-1508; A. Tallon, ‘Concile de Trente’, Catholi-
cisme Hier, Aujourd’hui, Demain, c. 15, s. 289-303, Paris 1997.
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I. II. Vatikan Konsiline Gotiiren Kararlar

II. Vatikan Konsili'nin toplanmasini hizlandiran asil nedenlerin basinda,
bir 6énceki konsil kararlar1 vardir. Oysa, 1870’de toplanan I. Vatikan Konsili
ile birlikte ‘Papamnin yanilmazhgy’ (infaillibilité) dogmatik karar® alindiktan
sonra, yeni bir konsilin toplanmasi uzak bir ihtimal olarak goérultyordu.* An-
cak, modern hayatin gerceklerinin Kilise mensubu Hiristiyanlar1 zor durum-
da birakmasi ve Hiristiyan diinyasinin icinde bulundugu parcalanmishgin
inananlar arasinda sebep oldugu rahatsizlik yeni bir konsilin toplanmasim
gerekli kilan sebeplerin basinda gelmekte idi. Nitekim, Papa XXIII. Jeanin,
papa olarak secilmesinden Ui¢ ay sonra, Aziz Pavlus Bazilikasi'nda (Saint Paul
Hors les Murs) 25 Ocak 1959’da ‘sadece Hiristiyan toplumun manevi ihtiyac-
larimi karsilamak icin degil, aynm1 zamanda herkesin beklentisi olan Kilise’den
ayrilan cemaatlerin tekrar birlesmesini saglamak ic¢in’ bir genel konsilin top-
lanacag kararim ilan etmesi yeni bir dénemin basladiginin ilk isareti olarak
kabul edilmistir.® Konsilin toplanma gerekcelerinde belirtilenlerden hareket-
le, s6z konusu konsil ‘Kilise'nin kendini zamanin icaplarina uygun olarak
guncellemesi’ anlaminda ‘aggiornamento’ olarak da anilmaktadir.®

Gergekten, 1870 yilinda toplanan I. Vatikan Konsilinden sonra genel ola-
rak diinyada ve 6zellikle de Avrupa’da bircok énemli degisiklikler yasanmistir.
I. ve II. Dtinya savaslarinin yasanmasi ile birlikte Avrupamin siyasi ve sosyal
yapisindaki degisiklikler, komtuinist sistemin basta Sovyetler Birligi'nde ve
Dogu Avrupa tlkeleri, Cin ve Gliney-Dogu Asya tulkelerinde yerlesmesi, ko-
lonyalizmin boyundurugundan kurtulan yeni devletlerin ortaya cikisi, Birles-
mis Milletler'in kurulmasi, insan haklarma dair kalttirtin yayginlasmasi, hiz-
I ekonomik buiytimelerin gerceklesmesi, demokrasi ve ézgurliik taleplerinin
artmasi, diinyanin birbirine rakip cift kutuplu bloklasmaya gitmesi ve Uctin-
cti Diinya Ulkelerinin diinya siyaset sahnesine katilmas1 gibi olaganiistii
gelismeler, yeni bir diinya dlizeninin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. K-
resel 6lcekte gerceklesen bu gelismelere stiphesiz Kilise kayitsiz kalamazdi.”

O gtine kadar konsillerin toplanmasi, yeni gelismelere kars1 alinan karar-
larla sapkinliklar ve yeni akimlar elestiren hep negatif bir tutumu yansit-
makta idi. Oysa Papa XXIII. Jean, II. Vatikan Konsilinde, éncekilerin aksine,

3 Bkz.: I. Vatikan Konsilinin 18 Temmuz 1870 tarihli Pastor Aeternus karari.

4  Gergekten, bu karardan sonra Papa’min konsil toplamak yerine ‘piskoposlarla istisare’ ede-
rek meselelere ¢6ztim bulacagl, hatta konsiller devrinin kapandigl yonunde dtistinceler
yayginlasmaya baslamisti. Nitekim, Papa XII. Pie, Hz. Meryem'in ‘g6ge yuikselisi’ (dogme de
l'assomption de la Vierge Marie) dogmasini bu sekilde ilan etmistir. Genis bilgi icin bkz.: Ro-
land Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 101.

5  Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, Paris 1993, c.1, s. 355.

6 ‘Aggiornamento kavrami, Papa 23. Jeanm II. Vatikan Konsili icin kullandig bir ifade olarak
meshur olmustur. Papa, s6z konusu ifadeyi 6zellikle Hiristiyanlara ‘kendi dillerinde ayin
yapma yetkisini veren’ Sacrosanctum Concilium adli konsil yasasi icin kullanmistir. Detayl
bilgi icin bkz.: Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, Paris 1993, c.1,
s. 356.

7  Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 102.
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insanlara umut veren, miijdeleyen ve insanlan irsat eden kararlarin alin-
masin Ozellikle tavsiye etmistir. Konsilde gec¢misi yticelten ve icinde yasani-
lan durumu elestirip kétileyen bir tutumu yansitacak kararlarin alinmasi,
Papa’ya gére modern problemlerine ¢éztimler arayan Katolikler icin tam bir
hayal kiriklig1 olacaktir.®

Siyasi ve sosyal degisikliklerin yaninda Hiristiyanligin kendi icinde de
onemli gelismeler yasanmakta idi. Mesela Kilise'nin kendi icindeki bazi yeni
hareketler ve sorgulamalar, ayinlerin icrasi, Kitab-1 Mukaddes arastirmalar,
din adamlar1 sinifinin organizasyonu ve ruhban smifindan olmayanlarin (la-
ikler) Kilise'nin faaliyetlerine katilmalar gibi konularda yeni talepler dile ge-
tirmekte idi. Bunlarin yaninda sekuler kultiirle mtinasebet, bilimsel ve tek-
nolojik (6zellikle de tibbi) gelismeler sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan yeni problemler
de tartisihyordu. Ayrica ahlaki tefessiih, yeni felsefi teoriler,® Protestanlarin
onculugiunde gelisen oktimenik hareket gibi yeni gelismeler Kilise’nin en ¢cok
tartistifi giindem maddelerini teskil etmekte idi. Iste biittin bu gelismeler,
Katolik Kilisesinin kendi icerisinde ciddi kararlar almasim gerektirmistir.!°

Papa XXIII. Jean'in 1959'da ilan ettigi s6z konusu karardan hemen son-
ra, diinyanin cesitli tilkelerine yayillmis olan 2593 piskopos ve din adami, 156
tarikat reisi ve 62 Universite ile irtibata gecilmis ve kendilerinden konsilde
hangi konularin ele alinmasi gerektigine dair gortis bildirmeleri istenmistir
ve konuyla ilgili 2109 cevap alinmustir. 5 Haziran 1960’da, konularin de-
gerlendirilip rapor haline getirilmesi icin kardinal Tardini baskanhiginda bir
merkez komisyon ve o komisyona bagh hazirlik komisyonlar1 kurulmustur.
Komisyon, teklif edilen konular1 8972 bashk altinda toplamistir.’’ 11 Ekim
1961’de Papa tarafindan acilisi yapilan Konsil, Noel bayraminda yaymlanan
Humanae salutis apostolik yasayla konsiller tarihinin stiphesiz en énemlile-
rinden biri olan II. Vatikan Konsili resmen toplanmistir. Konsil, 4 oturumda
gerceklesmistir. Baslangicta 2427 piskopos ile ac¢ilisi yapilan Konsil'in 7 ara-
ik 1965’teki son oturumda 2399 piskopos hazir bulunmustur.'?

8 Claude Bressolette, ‘Le Concile de Vatican II et sa Mise en Oeuvre’, Encyclopédie des Religi-
ons, edit.: F. Lenoir — Y. Tardan-Masquelier, Paris 2000, c. 1, s. 701.

9 Mesela ayni zamanda bir Cizvit din adam olan Theilhard de Chardin’in evrim teorisi ve
iman-bilim arasmdaki uyumlu iliski ile ilgili yeni felsefi izahlarmin Kilise icinde sebep oldugu
tartismalar buna 6rnek olarak zikredilebilir. Konu ile ilgili bkz.: R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles.
Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs Doctrines, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris
1987, s. 374.

10 Genelde Hiristiyanhigin 6zelde ise Katolik Kilisesi'nin modernite paradigmasi ile ytiz ytize geli-
sinin dini, sosyal ve siyasi sonuclari ile ilgili genis bir degerlendirme icin bkz.: Hans Kiing, Le
Christianisme, ¢ev.: Joseph Feisthauer, Paris 1999, s.873-1055; Roland Minnerath, Histoire
des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 102.

11 Sé6z konusu tekliflerin tamam daha sonra Acta et Documenta Concilii Oecumenici Vaticani IT
dizisi icerisinde Acta antepreparatoria adiyla 15 cilt halinde yaymlanmistir. Genis bilgi icin
bkz.: Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 103.

12 II. Vatikan Konsili papalari olarak bilinen Papa XXIII. Jean ile Papa VI. Paul'un dénemleri ile
ilgili genis bilgi icin bkz.: Yves-Marie Hilaire, Histoire de la Papauté, Paris 2003, s. 465-480;
Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 106.
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II. Gelenegi Yeniden Yorumlayan Kararlar

II. Vatikan Konsili, Katolik Kilisesi'nin Orta¢ag'dan itibaren stirdirdaga
gelenegi degistiren degil, yeniden ve kokten yorumlayan bir konsil olarak al-
gilanmistir. Bu nedenle, konsilde Katolik Kilisesinin Kilise teskilatinin dtize-
ninden bazi1 dogmatik esaslarina kadar énemli degisiklikler bu sekilde kabul
edilmistir. Bu durum, s6z konusu konsil kararlarin1 hem kabul edenler hem
de elestirenler tarafindan teslim edilmistir.!?

Bununla beraber, Konsil'in nasil bir teolojik gerilim altinda toplandigini
anlamak icin Henri de Lubac’'in (1896-1991) durumu tasvir eden su acikla-
malar1 havay1 yansitmasi bakimindan oldukca bilgilendiricidir:

(Konsil’'de hazir bulunan) iki tar ilahiyatci oldugunu séylemek miimkiundir. Bun-
lardan biri soyle diyor: “Kutsal Kitabi, Pavlus’u, vs. yeniden okuyalim. Gelenegi de-
rinlemesine arastiralim. Buiytik ilahiyatcilarin ne dedigine kulak verelim. Yunan-
lilarin ne dediklerine dikkat edelim. Tarihi goz ardi etmeyelim. Kilise metinlerini
bu genis baglam icerisindeki konumuna yerlestirelim ve onlar1 buradan hareketle
anlayalim. Bu arada giintimtiztin problemlerinden, ihtiyaclarindan ve gticltiklerin-
den de haberdar olmay: ihmal etmeyelim...” Digerleri ise sOyle diyorlar: “Gectigi-
miz ytz yil icerisinde yayimlanmis olan genelgeler, mektuplar, belli konulara dair
tebligler, su veya bu gerekceyle alinms kararlar, Kilise Teskilati'nin gizli belgeleri
gibi buittin Kilise metinlerini okuyalim; btittin bunlardan, herhangi bir ihmale ug-
ratmadan ve de en ufak bir kelimede diizeltme yapmadan bir derleme yapalim.
Hatta bu duistinceyi biraz daha ileri gottirelim ve bu ctimlelerde ifade edilen fikirleri
daha da giiclendirelim. Ozellikle disarida neler olup bittigine kesinlikle bakmaya-
Iim. Sahip oldugumuz mutlak inanclarimizi gérecelestirecek ne Kutsal Kitap ne de
Gelenek tizerine yapilmis yeni arastirmalarla, hatta zinhar yeni diistincelerle ug-
rasmakla vakit kaybetmeyelim...” Baz1 cevrelerde, sadece ikinci kism teskil eden
ilahiyatcilar daha gtivenilir olarak kabul ediliyordu.'*

Katolik Kilisesi'nin 20. asirda yetistirdigi en énemli ilahiyatcilardan biri
olan Henri de Lubac, bu satirlan yazarken belki de o dénemde olusan hava-
nin aksine birinci kism olusturan ilahiyatcilarin zaferinin ne kadar biiytik
oldugunu tahmin ettigini belirtmek istiyordu. Ancak tarihin diyalektigi, bir
gortise mensup olanlara her zaman mutlak zaferi bahsetme gibi bir hatay1
bugiine kadar islememistir. Oyle de oldu ve II. Vatikan Konsilinde kaynak-
lara doéntisti ve gelenegin yeniden yorumlanmasini savunanlarin bir kisma,

13 Konsil'in ‘Kilise Geleneginden bir sapma olarak kabul edilmesine siddetle kars1 ¢ikan Yeni-
Gelenekgiler'in oldugunu burada belirtmek gerekir. Bunlar icerisinde, ozellikle Joseph
Ratzinger'i zikretmek gerekmektedir. Konsil déneminde Liberal bir ilahiyati1 savunan Joseph
Ratzinger, Kilise teskilatinda gorev aldiktan sonra goruslerinde tam aksi istikamette degisik-
likler meydana gelmistir. Bu fikirlerini en etkin bicimde ifade ettigi zamanlar ise, XVI. Bene-
dictus adiyla Papa secildikten sonraki dénem olacaktir. S6z konusu tartismalar ve Konsil'in
farkl degerlendirilmesine dair yorumlar i¢in bkz.: Matthew L. Lamb, ‘The Challenges of Re-
form and Renewal within Catholic Tradition’, Vatican II, Renewal within Tradition, edit.: Matt-
hew L. Lamb - Matthew Levering, New York 2008, s. 439-442.

14 Henri de Lubac, Carnets du Concile, Paris 2007, c. 1, s. 53'den naklen Laurent Villemin,
‘Vatican II et la Théologie’, Des Théologiens Lisent le Concile Vatican II: Pour qui? Pour quoi?,
Paris 2012, s. 12.
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gunumiizde Kilise'nin kendi gelenegine yeniden dénmesi yéninde gui¢lii bir
taraftar ile Kilise icerisinde temsil edilmekte ve Kilise'nin yénetimi bugin
onlarin eline teslim edilmis durumdadir.'®

A. II. Vatikan Konsili Dokiimanlar:

Konsilde aliman kararlar genel olarak yorumlayan Protestan Metodist bir
ilahiyat¢1 olan Geoffrey Wainwright, bu belgeler vasitasiyla Katolik Kilisesi
icin en azindan diger Hiristiyanlarin varligin kabul etmesi bakimindan énem-
li bir adim oldugunu vurgular. Ancak, her ne kadar Wainwright iyisimser bir
yaklasimda bulunsa da, ayni belgelerin en muhafazakarindan en liberaline
kadar farkh farkli okumalar oldugu gercegi unutulmamahdir.'® Simdi, bu
belgelerin neler olduguna yakindan bakilabilir. II. Vatikan Konsilinde doért
yasa (constitutions), ti¢ bildiri (déclarations) ve dokuz kararname (décrets) ol-
mak tizere 16 dokiiman yaymlanmistir. S6z konusu doktimanlar ve icerikleri
su sekildedir:'”

1. Yasalar

a. Dei Verbum Yasast: 18 Kasim 1965’'te kabul edilen bu dogmatik yasa
ile, Kilise’'nin havariler yoluyla gelen kurtulus mesajina sahip oldugu vurgu-
lanmis, ayni zamanda kutsal metinlerin s6z konusu mesajdan sadir oldugu
belirtilmistir. Bu yasa ile, Katolik Kilisesi gelenegin yaninda Kutsal Ruh'un
ilhamu ile yazilan Kutsal Kitaba merkezi bir 6nem verdigini ifade etmistir.'®

b. Lumen Gentium Yasast: 21 Kasim 1964’te kabul edilen ve Konsil'in en
onemli yasalarindan kabul edilen bu yasa ile Katolik Kilisesi, her ne kadar
kendisini Petrus’un halefi olarak gorse de, kendisine mensup olmayan diger
hiristiyanlarin da kutsallia ve hakikate sahip olduklarini kabul edilir.'® Bu
yasa, Katolik Kilisesi dogmatik anlayisinda énemli bir devrim olarak kabul
edilecektir. Nitekim, bu yaklasim 6nemli tartismalara sebebiyet verecektir.
Aymni yasada, piskoposlar kurulunun Papa ile birlikte Kilise’ye hizmet ettikleri
de vurgulanmistir.2°

15 Bu nedenle, giinimtizde bircok ‘liberal’ ve ‘modern’ Katolik ilahiyatcilarin ‘nerede hata yap-
t1k?” yontuinde eserler kaleme almalar1 bu vadide bir fikir verir mahiyettedir. Mesela bunlar-
dan sadece biri icin bkz.: José Davin — Michel Salamolard, A Quand ce Concile? Manifeste
pour un Renouveau de 'Eglise, Namur 2007.

16 Geoffrey Wainwright, ‘Anamnesis, Epiclesis, Prolepsis: Categories for Reading the Second
Vatican Council as “Renewal within Tradition”, Vatican II, Renewal within Tradition, edit.:
Matthew L. Lamb - Matthew Levering, New York 2008, s. 426-427.

17 Arastirmada II. Vatikan Konsili'nde alinan kararlar ve muhtevalarina dair kullanmilan kay-
naklar icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/index_
fr.htm.

18 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/do-
cuments/vat-ii_const_19651118_dei-verbum_fr.html. Ayrica bkz.: Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile
Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, c.1, s. 355-358, Paris 1993, s. 356.

19 Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, c.1, s. 355-358, Paris 1993, s.
355.

20 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive /hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_const_19641121_lumen-gentium_fr.html.
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c. Sacrosanctum Concilium Yasast: 4 Aralik 1963’te yaymlanan ve ayin-
lerin icrasi meselesinin yeniden tanmimlandigl bu yasada, dindaslarin ayine
katihminin tesvik edilmesi ele alinir. Bu vesileyle glindeme getirilen ibadet
ve ayinlerin dili meselesi sonucunda dindaslarin kendi kullandiklar1 giinltik
dille ibadat edebilmeleri dtizenlemesi kabul edilir.2! Latince’nin yegane ibadet
dili olmasindan vazgecilmesi 6nemli tartismalara sebep olacaktir.??

d. Gaudium et Spes Yasast: Kilise'nin modern diinyaya yaklasimimin ve
modern sartlarda gorevini nasil tanimladiginin ele alindig1 6énemli bir yasa-
dir. 7 Aralik 1965'te kabul edilen yasa, Konsil kararlar1 arasinda heyecanla
beklenen ve bircok tartismalara neden olan bir karar olmustur. Kilise'nin,
insanhigin tamamim ortak kardeslik paydasmda goérdtigintn ifade edildigi
yasada, mesajimmn belli bir kiilttire ait olmadigini1 vurgulamis ve mesajimin
her kultire uygun bir vasita ile aktarilmasini benimsemistir. Belgede aile,
ekonomik ve sosyal hayat, fakir milletlerin gelismesinin bir baris esasina
dayal olarak desteklendigi vurgulanmaktadir. S6z konusu yasada, Kilise'nin
ateizm ile ilgili gortislerine de yer verilmektedir.?

2. Kararnameler

a. Ad Gentes Kararnamesi: Kilise'nin modern dtinyada misyonerlik faali-
yetini nasil yapacagina dair diizenlemeler iceren bir kararnamedir. Kararna-
me, Gaudium et Spes adli yasay1 serh eder mahiyettedir. Buna goére, btittin
katolikler bulunduklar cemiyette hiristiyanligl yaymakla gorevlidirler. Ka-
rarname, 2 aralik 1965’te kabul edilmistir.2*

b. Presbyterorum Ordinis Kararnamesi: Ad Gentes adli kararnameyi ta-
mamlar mahiyette olan ve din adamlar1 sinifinin modern dinyanin gercek-
leri karsisinda gérevlerini diizenleyen bir kararnamedir. Ozellikle, insanla-
rin hayatlarim Kilise’'ye adamalarindaki sayisal diistis nedeniyle, yeni din
adamlarimin Kilise'ye kazandirilmasi konusu tizerine énemle durulmaktadir.
Kararname, 7 Aralik 1965te kabul edilmistir.?®

c. Apostolicam Actuositatem Kararnamesi: 18 Kasim 1965°’te kabul edilen,
Konsil'in ¢cok énem verdigi bu kararname, din adami sinifina mensup olma-
yan laiklerin Kilise'nin misyonundaki yerini diizenlemektedir.2®

21 Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, c.1, s. 355-358, Paris 1993, s.
356.

22 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_const_19631204_sacrosanctum-concilium_fr.html.

23 ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_cons_19651207_gaudium-et-spes_fr.html.

24 ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651207_ad-gentes_fr.html.

25 Ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive /hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651207_presbyterorum-ordinis_fr.html.

26 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651118_apostolicam-actuositatem_fr.html.
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d. Optatam Totius Kararnamesi: Modern dunyaki gelismeler géz ontinde
bulundurularak din adamlarinin egitimi meselesini dtizenleyen bir kararna-
medir. Egitim gorecek olan papaz adaymmin manevi, entellekttiel, felsefi, telo-
jik ve Kitab-1 Mukaddes konularinda iyi bir formasyona sahip olmasi tizerin-
de durulmaktadir. Kararda ayrica din adamlarmn bekarligi konusuna vurgu
yapilmaktadir. Kararname, 28 Ekim 1965te kabul edilmistir.?”

e. Perfectae Caritatis Kararnamesi: Kilise'ye bagh tarikatlarin (ordres) is-
leyisini yeniden dtizenleyen bir kararnamedir. 11 Ekim 1965°’te kabul edilen
kararnameye gore, tarikat mensuplarimin bulunduklar bolgedeki piskopos-
lara baghliklar ifade edilmistir.?®

f. Christus Dominus Kararnamesi: isa Mesih’in temsilcileri olarak cema-
atin idaresinden sorumlu piskoposlarin gérevlerini diizenleyen bir kararna-
medir. Boylece, Kilise'nin misyonunu yerine getirmede Papa ile piskoposlarin
birlkteligi vurgulanmistir. Bu kararname, 28 Ekim 1965°’te kabul edilmistir.?°

g. Unitatis Redintegratio Kararnamesi: Katolik olmayan Hiristiyanlarin
durumu ve onlarla birlesmeyi 6ngéren 6kiimenizm meselesini ele alan ¢ok
6nemli bir kararnamedir. Konsil'in kabul ettigi bu kararla o zamana kadar
Katolik Kilisesi disindaki Hiristiyanlarin sapkin kabul edilmesinden vazge-
cilmistir. Kararname, s6z konusu Hiristiyan cemaatler ile ilgili birlesme fa-
aliyetlerini ve yontemlerini karara baglamaktadir. 21 Kasim 1964'te kabul
edilen bu kararname, Katolik Kilisesi dogmatik esaslarinda énemli bir acihm
olarak degerlendirilecektir.*°

h. Orientalium Ecclesiarum Kararnamesi:Katolik Kilisesi'nin Latin ayin
usulti disindaki ayinleri kabul eden (mesela Bizans ayin usulti) ve havari
gelenegini devam ettirenler seklinde tanimladig: ‘Dogu Kiliseleri’ ile iliskilerin
ele alindig1 kararnamedir. Kararname, 21 Kasim 1964’te kabul edilmistir.!

i. Inter Mirifica Kararnamesi: 4 aralik 1963’te kabul edilen bu kararname,
Kilise'nin misyonunu ve cemaati ile birligini saglamas1 gérevini yerine geti-
rirken radyo, televizyon, sinema, basin-yayin, tiyatro ve kamuoyu gibi yeni
iletisim araclarini kullanmasi gerektigini karara baglamaktadir.3?

27 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651028_optatam-totius_fr.html.

28 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651028_perfectae-caritatis_fr.html.

29 ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19651028_christus-dominus_fr.html.

30 ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19641121_unitatis-redintegratio_fr.html.

31 Ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive /hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19641121_orientalium-ecclesiarum_fr.html.

32 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decree_19631204_inter-mirifica_fr.html.
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3. Bildiriler

a. Gravissimum Educationis Bildirisi: Katoliklerin din egitimini dtizenleyen
bildiridir. 28 Ekim 1965’te kabul edilen bildiriye gore, ¢cocuklarin din egiti-
minden ailelerin sorumlu oldugunu ve devletin bu konuda otoritesini kulla-
narak engel cikarmamasi, aksine gerceklesmesi konusunda yardimeci olmasi
gerektigi belirtilmektedir. Bildiride, Katolik okullarinin bu konudaki goérevleri
ile s6z konusu okullardan baska egitim kurularimda okuyan cocuklarin da
uygun hiristiyanlik egitimi géormeleri konusunda Kilise’nin gérevleri oldugu
ifade edilmektedir.®?

b. Nostra Aetate Bildirisi: 16 Ekim 1965’te kabul edilen ve tizerinde en ¢cok
tartisilan kararlardan biri olan Nostra Aetate Bildirisi, Kilise'nin Hiristiyan-
olmayanlara yaklasimim aciklayan énemli bir dokiimandir. Ozellikle Yahu-
diler ve Muislimanlar’la ilgili ifadeler, geleneksel tutumu benimseyenler ile
yapilan uzun tartismalar sonucunda kabul edilmistir.>*

c. Dignitatis Humanae Bildirisi: Konsil kararlar arasinda en cok tartisilan
belgelerden biri de, stiphesiz din 6zgurligii konusunu ele alan bu belgedir. 7
Aralik 1965 tarihinde kabul edilen bildiriye gore, herkes hakikati arama, ka-
bul etme ve ona sadik olmakla gorevlidirler. Bildiri, hakikatin insanlara zorla
kabul ettirilmesinin dogru olmadigim1 da aciklamistir. Bu bildiri, herkesin
vicdanimmin dogru kabul ettigi seye inanma 6zgtirligtinti tanimasi nedeniyle
Kilise icerisinde ciddi tartismalara neden olmustur.

B. I1. Vatikan Kararlarindaki Yenilikler

II. Vatikan Konsilinde, Katolik Kilisesi hem kendini konumlandirmasi
cercevesinde kendi icinde yasadigl meselelere hem de dis diinyaya yonelik
anlayisinda radikal degisikliklere neden olacak kararlar almistir.®® Burada,
alinan kararlardan sonuclar itibariyle en 6énemli olanlar1 konu basliklar1 ha-
linde belirtilecektir.3”

1. ibadetlerin Yerel Dillerde Yapilabilmesi

Papanm 22 Ekim 1962’de yaptig: teklif tizerine, konsilin ilk oturumunda
ayinlerin icras1 konusunu ele alimmistir. Konu ile ilgili metinler, ayinlerin icra-
sina dair temel gorusleri incelemekte ve ‘inananlarin kutlamalara aktif katili-

33 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decl_19651028_gravissimum-educationis_fr.html.

34 Hgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decl_19651028_nostra-aetate_fr.html.

35 ilgili belge icin bkz.: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/docu-
ments/vat-ii_decl_19651207_dignitatis-humanae_fr.html.

36 Katolik Kilsesi'nin almis oldugu kararlarin Kilise tarihi bakimidan énemi ile ilgili genis acik-
lama ic¢in bkz.: Jean-Baptiste Duroselle — Jean-Marie Mayeur, Histoire du Catholicisme, Paris
1998, s. 118-123.

37 1I. Vatikan Konsili'ne alinan kararlarin dogmatik sonuglar i¢in ayrica bkz.: Jaroslav Pelikan,
Doctrine Chrétienne et Culture Moderne Depuis 1700, cev. Pierre Quillet, c.5, Paris 1994, s.
322-332.
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min1 saglamayr’ teklif etmekte idi. Buna gore, ayinlere istirak eden inananlarin
evharistiya (messe) ayininin ilk kisminda ve sakrementlerin icrasinda yerel dil-
lerde katilmlan tartisilmis ve Sacrosanctum Concilium adl yasa ile uygulama
kabul edilmistir.®® Bu durum, gelenekselciler tarafindan siddetle elestirilmis-
tir. Zira, Protestan Reformu'na karsi toplanmis olan Trento Konsilinde alinan
karara gore Katolik Kilisesi'nin ayin dili Latince olarak tespit edilmisti.®

2. Kutsal Kitabin Dinin Merkezine Yerlestirilmesi

Protestan Reformu’nun Kitab-1 Mukaddes’i yegane otorite (sola scriptura)
kabul etmesi yéntindeki kararina karsi toplanan Trento Konsili'nde, Katolik
Kilisesi Kilise gelenegine, onun temsilcisi olan Kilise kararlarina vurgu yap-
mis ve Kitab-1 Mukaddes’in Latince disinda bir dile terctimesini yasaklamisti.
II. Vatikan Konsilinde kabul edilen Dei Verbum yasasi ile birlikte, Kutsal
Kitabin Hiristiyan inanmimin merkezinde yer aldig1 belirtilerek éncelikli otori-
tesi kabul edilmistir. Bu karara ve Gaudium et Spes yasasina uygun olarak,
Kitab-1 Mukaddes’in her hiristiyan tarafindan okunmasi, arastirilmasi tesvik
edilmis ve bu maksatla cesitli dillere terctime edilmesi desteklenmistir.*°

eve

3. Kilise Yonetiminde Papa-Piskoposlar isbirliginin Kabulii

Trento Konsili ile birlikte Kilise'nin merkez yénetimi ve Papa’nin mutlak
otoritesine vurgu yapilmis, I. Vatikan Konsilinde bu tutum daha da gtic-
lendirilmisti. Ancak, piskoposlarin Kilise'nin idaresinin disinda birakilmasi
cesitli idari sikintilarin yasanmasina ve elestirilere sebep olmustur. II. Va-
tikan Konsilinde kabul edilen Lumen Gentium yasas1 ve Christus Dominus
karan ile birlikte Papa'nin icraatlarini Piskoposlar Kurulu ile istisare ederek
yurutmesi karara baglanmistir. Bu durum, o6zellikle Kilise'nin kurulusun-
dan itibaren var olan ‘igbirligine dayalr’ (collegialité) yonetim usuliine uygun
bulunmustur. Nitekim, bu maksatla ‘Piskoposlar Sinodu’ adiyla bir teskilat
kurulmus ve boylece Papa ile ‘yerel Kiliseler’ arasinda yakin isbirligin tesisi-
nin yolu acilmistir.*!

4. Laiklerin Kilise Misyonuna Aktif Katilimi

Katolikler arasmda o gtine kadar gecerli olan ‘Papa ve piskoposlarin yéne-
timinde olan’ dar anlamdaki Kilise anlayisindan vazgecilmis, Kilisenin mis-
yonunu gerceklestirmede cemaati ile birlikteligi vurgulanmistir. Apostolicam
Actuositatem kararnamesinde ifade edilen bu yaklasimla, asil itibariyle, Ki-

38 Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 107.

39 Bkz.: A. Michel, ‘Concile de Trente’, Dictionnaire de la Théologie Catholique, c.15, s.1414-
1508, Paris 1946. Guinimtizde, Papa XVI. Benedikt yeniden Latince ibadet yapilabilecegine
dair Summorum Pontificum bashgin tasiyan bir motu proprio belgesi yaymlamistir. Ancak, bu
karar II. Vatikan Konsili taraftarlarinca siddetle elestirilmistir.

40 R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles. Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs Doctri-
nes, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris 1987, s. 379; Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 99,
106.

41 R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles. Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs Doctri-
nes, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris 1987, s. 38; Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 107.
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lise icerisindeki din adami sinifina mensup olmayan ‘laiklerin’ Kilise'ye hiz-
mete aktif katilimlarim saglamak hedeflenmistir. Katolikler arasinda Kilise'ye
rahip olarak katilmlarin azalmasimn bdéyle bir kararin alinmasinda énemli
bir etken oldugu belirtilmelidir.*?

5. Katolik Olmayanlarla iliskiler ve Okiimenizm

II. Vatikan’in en 6nemli yonlerinden biri de, konsilin Katolik olmayan Hi-
ristiyanlan Kilise cemaati igcerisinde kabul etmis olmasidir. Boylece, ‘extra
eclesia non salus’ sozu ile ifade edilen “Kilise disinda kurtulus yoktur” sek-
lindeki dogma terk edilmis olmakta idi. Lumen Gentium yasasi ile birlikte
Katolik olmayan Hiristiyanlarin da kutsalliga ve havariler yoluyla nakledilen
hakikate sahip olduklar1 kabul edilmistir. Konsil, Unitatis Redintegratio ka-
rarnamesini yaymlamak suretiyle bir adim daha atarak, s6z konusu kiliseler
ile ‘birlesme yoluna gidilebilecegini’ yani 6ktimenizmi kabul ederek dogmatik
esaslarinda yeni bir acilim gerceklestirmistir.*3

Boylece, bir nesil 6ncesine kadar bir araya geleceklerine ihtimal bile ve-
rilmeyen Protestan ve Ortodoks Kiliselerin temsilcileri ile bir araya gelinmis,
onlarin da gozlemci olarak Konsil toplantilarina katilmalarina izin verilmistir.
Onlarn da hakikate sahip olduklan ve Kilise'nin manevi bedeninin bir parca-
s1 olduklan kabul edilmistir.**

6. Hiristiyan Olmayan Dinlerle iliskiler

Katolik Kilisesi disinda kurtulusun olmayacagini kabul eden Katolik Ki-
lisesi, Nostra Aetate bildirisi ile birlikte Hiristiyanhk disindaki dinlerin sahip
olduklan degerlerin takdir edilmesi gerektigini kabul etmis ve ortak nokta-
lara vurgu yapmustir.*® Bildiride Yahudilik tizerinde 6zel olarak durulmak-
ta ve ‘antisemitizm’ reddedilmektedir. Hinduizm ve Budizm dinlerinden de
bahsedilmektedir. Musltimanlarla olan mtinasebetlere de deginilen bildiri-
de, onlarmn tek Tann inanci, Hz. Ibrahim, Hz. Meryem ile ilgili inanclar ile
ahiret ve kiyamete olan inanclarindan, namaz, zekat ve oruc ibadetlerinden
bahsedilmekte, hacli seferleri nedeniyle aralarinda gerceklesen husumetin
unutulmasina cagrn yapilmaktadir. Bu vesile ile s6z konu dinlerle diyalog
yapilmasi tavsiye edilmektedir.*® Bu kararla Katolik Kilisesi, diger dinlerdeki
otantik degerlerin varligim1 kabul ederek, hakikati tek elinde bulundurdugu
iddiasinda bulunmamaktadir.*” Nostra Aetate bildirisi, Katolik Kilisesinin
dis diinyaya acilma kararmin en bariz ifadesi olarak kabul edilmistir.*®

42 Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, Paris 1993, c.1, s. 357.

43 Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, Paris 1993, c.1, s. 357.

44 Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 103.

45 Paul Pouppard, ‘Concile Vatican II', Dictionnaire des Religions, Paris 1993, c.1, s. 357.

46 Nostra Aetate bildirisinin Ttrkcge terctimesi i¢in bkz.: Mahmut Aydin, Monologdan Diyaloga:
Cagdas Huristiyan Diistincesinde Huristiyan-Miislitman Diyalogu, Ankara 2001, s. 267-271.

47 R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles. Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs Doctri-
nes, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris 1987, s. 379.

48 Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 106.
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7. Din ve Vicdan Ozgiirliigii

II. Vatikan Konsili, ‘dini 6zgtirligii’ temel bir esas olarak kabul etmesiyle
cok esasl bir karar almistir. Dignitatis Humanae bildirisinde herkesin 6zgtir-
ce hakikati aramakla ytktmla oldugu, buldugu hakikate 6zgtirce inanmasi
gerektigi ve s6z konusu hakikatin gereklerini 6zgiirce yerine getirme hakki
oldugu ifade edilmistir. Bu nedenle, insanlara bir inancin veya hakikatin
zorla kabul ettirilmesinin mtimktn olmadigi, hakikatin kendisinin icerdigi
hakikatin giictiyle kendini kabul ettirecegi karara baglanmistir. Bu durum,
Katolik Kilisesi'nin insanlar zorla Hiristiyanlastirma stratejisinden vazgecti-
ginin de bir ifadesi olarak gértilmusttir. Din ve vicdan 6zgtltigtintin ne kadar
6nemli oldugunu ve 6zgiirce inanmanin ne kadar buytik bir deger oldugunu
ozellikle Komtinist Dogu Bloku tilkelerinden gelen piskoposlar ¢ok iyi biliyor-
lardi. Nitekim s6z konusu bildirinin kabultinde Prag Baspiskoposu Beran'in
buiytk etkisi oldugu bilinmektedir.*°

II1. Konsil Kararlarinin Katolikler Arasindaki Yankisi

Vatikan Konsili ile birlikte Katolik Kilisesi'nde yapilan bu degisiklikler,
Katolikler'in btiytik cogunlugu tarafindan memnuniyetle karsilanmistir. Bu
durum, ozellikle Kilise merkezIiligi elestiren ve modern hayatin degerlerini
benimseyen Katoliklerin Kilise’ye olan baghhklarinin ve saygilarinin yenilen-
mesinde ve devam ettirilmesinde stiphesiz énemli bir rol oynamistir. Ancak
s6z konusu kararlar Kilise icerisinde bir yandan gelenege bagh olarak bi-
linenler diger yandan kimi muhafazakarlar tarafindan acikca veya gizli bir
sekilde siddetle elestirilecektir. Her iki yaklasim, Katolik Kilisesi'nin II. Va-
tikan Konsili ile birlikte gelistirdigi acihimdan rahatsiz olmus, bu kararlari
Kilise'nin kendi misyonundan sapma olarak degerlendirilmis ve her firsatta
eski gelenegin yeniden canlandirilmasi icin faaliyetlerde bulunmuslardir. Ni-
tekim konsilde alinan kararlarin Kilise icerisinde ortaya cikardig: tartismalar
dikkate alinmis ve konsiller tarihinde ilk defa konsil kararlarinin son parag-
rafina, alinan kararlar1 kabul etmeyenlerin ‘sapkin’ ve ‘kafir’ ilan edilecegini
belirten ‘anatema’™ paragrafi konmamistir.5!

1. Gelenekselcilerin Elestirisi

Katolik Kilisesi icerisinde II. Vatikan Konsili kararlarini en siddetli eles-
tirenler, stiphesiz ‘Tradisyonalistler’ olarak da bilinen ‘Gelenekselciler’dir.
1988’de Katolik Kilisesinden resmen ayrilan Gelenekselciler'in en 6nemli
ozelligi II. Vatikan Konsili ile birlikte Katolik Kilisesinin dogru yoldan sapti-

49 R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles. Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs Doctri-
nes, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris 1987, s. 379; Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 106.

50 Anatema, Kilise tarafindan heretiklere ve dogru inancm diasmanlan kabul edilenlere karsi
verdigi Kilise’den dislama karar1. Bkz.: Michel Feuillet, Vocabulaire du Christianisme, Paris
2000, s. 7.

51 Winling’e gore, Kilisenin ‘anatema’ ifadesini kullanmamis olmasi, Konsil'in ruhu olan ‘Kilise
disindaki hiristiyanlarla diyalogu gelistirme ve birligi saglama’ anlayis: ile uyum icindedir.
Bkz.: R. Winling, ‘Voies Nouvelles. Avanceés. Vatican II (1945-1965)’, Les Chrétiens et leurs
Doctrines, edit.: Joseph Doré, Paris 1987, s. 380.
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g1 ‘acikca’ dile getirmis olmalaridir. Bu aym zamanda onlar1 muhafazakar-
lar grubundan aywran o6zellikleridir. Eski Dakar Bagpiskoposu olan Marcel
Lefebvre’in basim ¢ektigi ve ‘Lefebvriste’ler olarak da bilinen Gelenekselciler,>?
kendilerinin de hazir bulunup altina imza attiklar II. Vatikan Konsili'ni 6zel-
likle iki konuda elestirmektedirler. Onlara gore Konsil, ‘ibadet ve ayin dilinin
inananlarin kendi dillerinde icra edilmesini kabul etme’®® ve ‘din 6zgurltigu-
nu kabul etme’™* kararlarimi almakla hata etmis ve ‘Katolik imaninin esasina
dokunmustur’.?® Hatta, Marcel Lefebvre’e gore, boyle bir ‘konsilin toplanma-
sin1 Kutsal Ruh degil, ancak seytan ilham etmis olabilir!’.56

Onlara gore, Dignitatis Humanae bildirisinin kabultiyle birlikte ‘solucan
meyvenin i¢ine girmistir’. Boylece, Kilise hakikati tek basina elinde bulun-
durdugu iddiasindan vazgecmis, rolativizme ve stibjektivizme kap1 aralamis-
tir. Ayni sekilde, Nostra Aetate ile diger dinlerle diyaloga girmek ve onlar-
da ‘hakikat unsurlarinin’ varliimi kabul etmek, diger kiliselerle 6ktimenizm
maksadiyla diyaloga girmek Kilise'nin iki bin yillik iddiasindan vazge¢mesi-
dir. Bu aym zamanda Kilise’nin her tiirlti misyonerlik gérevinden vazge¢cmesi
anlamina gelmektedir.5”

Gelenekselciler, II. Vatikan Konsili'nde alinan kararlarin sorumlulugunu
‘Katolik Kilisesi'nin manevi varligina degil, Kilisesinin idarecilerine ytiklemek-
tedir. Bu nedenle onlar, elestiri konusu olan kararlardan geri adim atilmadig:
muddetce, kendilerini s6z konusu kararlar1 alanlar ve benimseyenlerle ayn
cat1 altinda bulunamayacaklarini ilan etmislerdir. Trento Konsili'nde alinan
kararlara yeniden déntilmesini savunan Gelenekselciler, Katolik Kilisesi ta-
rafindan siddetle elestirilmis ve ‘Kilise cemaatinden atilma’ (excomunication)®®
cezasina carptirilmislardir.

2. Muhafazakar Tepki

Konsil'in ilk oturumu olan ‘liturjiye’ yonelik tartismalardan itibaren, iki
farkli anlayis kendini agikca hissettirmeye baslamistir. Bunlar, ‘ilerlemeciler’®

52 Konsile katilanlar arasinda azinlikta olan ve Gelenekselciler olarak adlandirilan din adamlart
sunlardir: Kardinal Ottaviani, Kardinal Ruffini, Kardinal Siri, Piskopos Marcel Lefebvre, Pis-
kopos Carli ve Piskopos Staffa. Genis bilgi icin bkz.: Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008,
s.105.

53 Sacrosanctum Concilium Yasast kararlari.

54 Dignitatis Humanae Bildirisinde ifade edilen ‘istedikleri hakikati kabul etmede insanlarin 6z-
gur oldugu ve herkesin kabul ettigi hakikate sayg1 duyulmasi gerektigi’ yontindeki gortisler.

55 Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 107.

56 Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 105.

57 Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 105.

58 ‘Excommunication’ olarak fade edilen kavram, dini cemaatten dislanma ve atilma anlamina
gelmektedir. Ortacag’da papalar ve piskoposlar tarafindan heretiklere ve ‘Kilise'nin diisman1’
kabul edilenlere kars: kullanilmistir. Kilise cemaatinden atilma ve dislanma cezasina carpti-
rilanlar, kilisede icra edilen ‘sakrementler’e ve ayinlere (litlirji) katilamaz. Bkz.: Michel Feuil-
let, Vocabulaire du Christianisme, Paris 2000, s. 50.

59 Konsile katilan ve ‘ilerici’ olarak bilinen din adamlar1 sunlardir: Kardinal Liénart, Kardinal
Frings, Kardinal Suenens, Kardinal Léger, Piskopos Smet, Piskopos Garrone ve Piskopos
Helder Camara’dir. Burada hemen belirtilmelidir ki, ‘ilerici’ler arasinda en 6nde yer alan
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(progressistes) ile ‘muhafazakarlar’ olarak iki gruba ayrilmislar ve konsil bo-
yunca etkilerini hissettirmislerdir. Katolik Kilisesi'nin muhafazakar karakte-
rinin devamindan yana olan bu kesime gore, II. Vatikan Konsili'nde alinan
kararlar esas itibariyle Kilise'nin temel anlayisinda bir sapma meydana getir-
memistir. Onlara gore, asil mesele s6z konusu kararlarin yorumundadir. Mu-
hafazakarlara gore, konsil kararlariin cagdas liberal degerlere gére yorum-
lanmasi, Kilise'nin tarih boyunca muhafaza ederek naklettigi degerlere zarar
vermektedir. Bu nedenle, cagdas géorinumlu fakat tehlikeli olan yorumlara
ve degisikliklere karsi Katolik Kilisesi'nin korunmasi gerekmektedir.°

Katolik Kilisesinin yonetiminde énemli bir giice ve etkinlige sahip olan
muhafazakar anlayis, II. Vatikan Konsili kararlarim Kilise geleneginde yeni
bir acihim seklinde degerlendirenlerle muicadele etmis ve her firsatta onlarn
siddetle mahkum etmistir. Bu konuda, 6zellikle II. Vaikan Konsili'nin mimar-
larindan sayilan Alman ilahiyatci Hans Kingtn durumu ilging bir érnek-
tir. II. Vatikan Konsili'nin organize edilis seklini ve alinan kararlar1 Katolik
Kilisesi'nin cagdas gelismelere ayak uydurmasi ¢abalar: olarak degerlendiren
ve bu yonde bir ilahiyat anlayis1 gelistiren Hans Kiing, bu gértisleri nedeniyle
mevcut Kilise yonetiminde s6z sahibi olan muhafazakar kesim tarafindan
‘dini doktrinleri 68retme yetkisinden mahrum edilme’ (missio canonica) ceza-
sina carptirilmistir.5!

Sonuc¢

II. Vatikan Konsili kararlari, stiphesiz Katolik Kilisesi tarihinde énemli bir
déntm noktasi olmustur. Trento Konsili ile birlikte merkeziyetci, baskici ve
otoriter bir déneme giren Kilise, modern diinyanin gercekleri ile ytizlesmek-
ten kacinmis ve icten ice cokmeye baslamistir. Durumun ciddiyetini ve bir an
once tedbir alinmas gerektigini fark eden Papa XXIII. Jean, papa secilmesi-
nin hemen ardindan éktimenik bir konsil toplayacagini ilan etmistir. Boéylece
Kilise, modern diinyanin gerceklerine goére yeniden yapilanmaya gitmenin
gereklerini yerine getirme karar almistir. Boylece, Kilise'nin idaresi, ayinler,
dogmalar, Katolik olmayan hiristiyanlar ve diger dinlerle mtinasebetlerin ye-
niden dtizenlenmesi yéntinde kararlar alinmistir.

S6z konusu kararlar, Kilise'ye icinde yasadig1 cagin gercekleriyle dogru-
dan ytizlesme firsat1 vermistir. Alinan kararlar, her kokla degisikliklerde ol-
dugu gibi herkesi memnun edememistir. Kilise icindeki ‘muhafazakar’ kesim
tarafindan siddetle elestirilmistir. Hatta kimi din adamlar1 alinan kararlar
Katoliklik’ten sapma olarak degerlendirmis ve Kilise’den ayrilmistir. Bunlarin

Kardinal Frings’in Konsil esnasinda kendisine danismanlik yapan sahis, giintimiuizde Papa
XVI. Benediktus olan gen¢ alman ilahiyatc¢1 Joseph Ratzinger’dir. Genis bilgi icin bkz.: Henri
Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 104-105.

60 Bkz.: Roland Minnerath, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1996, s. 107.

61 Hans Kuing'tun II. Vatikan Konsili kararlar ve Kilise teskilatinin s6z konusu kararlar1 uygu-
lamada gosterdigi isteksizlige dair elestirileri icin bkz.: Hans Kung, ‘Une Grande Espérence
Décue’, http://www.temoigangechretien.fr/journal/article.php?num=3151&categ=Monde.
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en 6nemlilerinden biri Lefebvristeler olarak da bilinen Gelenekselci hareket-
tir. Katolik Kilisesinin almis oldugu kararlarn Kilise icindeki ilerici gortise
sahip olanlar tarafindan gerceklestigi genel olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ancak
Hans Kiuing gibi onlar da tam istediklerini elde edemediklerini ifade etmek-
tedirler. Burada, II. Vatikan Konsilinde énemli katkilari olan Yves Congar'in
su s6zU, herhalde durumu en iyi izah etmektedir: ‘Ortaya konan eser muhte-
sem. Ancak, her sey elden gecirilmeyi bekliyor.’6?

Bu durum, buiytik oranda II. Vatikan Konsilinmin her iki u¢ goruisler ara-
sinda ‘uzlasmact bir yéntemle hazirlanmis olma yénti ¢ok belirgin olan suya
sabuna dokunmayan bir metinler biitiinii olarak ortaya konmus olmasin-
dandir. Diger dinlerle iligkilerin bile nasil olacagi konusunda net bir tavr
gelistirememis olan bir Kilise ilahiyatinin, zihni berrak inananlar tizerinde
imanlarini ve maneviyatlarini gticlendirecek bir etkisi olmaktan cok, tam bir
saskinlifa neden olmustur. Bu nedenle, Katolikler acisindan arastirmanin
bashginda sorulan soruya ne olumlu ne de olumsuz bir cevabin verilmesi
mumkuin degildir denebilir.

62 Henri Tincq, Les Catholiques, Paris 2008, s. 108.
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YAHUDILIKTE AsLi GUNAH ELESTIRiSI:
Haspay CrEscas ORNEGH

Fatma Seda SENGUL"
Muhammet TARAKCI™

Oz

Hiristiyan inancina goére, Adem’in Aden Bahgesinde islemis oldugu
giinah, butiin insanogluna tesir etmistir. insan ve Tann arasinda-
ki iliskiyi zedeleyen boylesi btiytik bir ginahin kefaretinin hem ilahi
hem de beseri yonti olan bir bedele ihtiya¢ duyduguna inanilmak-
tadir. Gereken bedel Tanr oglunun, ilahi plan geregi, Isa Mesih’in
bedenine girerek (enkarnasyon) yerytiziine gelmesi ve kendini kurban
etmesiyle 6denmistir. Yahudiler Adem’in gtinahmin tesirlerini kabul
etmekle birlikte, Hiristiyanlhiktaki sekliyle bu gtinahin btittin insan-
lara sirayet etmis olmasi ve Tanr’'nin insan bedenine girerek insan-
Iig1 bu guinahtan kurtarmis olmasi dustincesini reddetmektedirler.
Bu nedenle Yahudilerin Hiristiyanlara yazdig: reddiyelerde Teslis’ten
sonra siklikla ele alinan konulardan biri de Hiristiyanlarin asli ginah
ogretisine yonelik elestirilerdir. Bu calismada, Yahudilikte Adem’in
gunahmin nasil algilandigl ve Hiristiyanhktaki asli giinah 6gretisi ki-
saca verildikten sonra Yahudi cemaat énderi Hasday Crescas'm (6.
1410) reddiyesinde asli gtinaha getirilen elestiriler degerlendirilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Adem, Aden Bahcesi, Giinah, Asli Giinah,
Yahudi-Hiristiyan Polemigi, Reddiye, Hasday Crescas.

Abstract

Christianity teaches that the sin which Adam committed at the Gar-
den of Eden has affected all human beings. Damaging the perfect
relation between God and human, this cardinal sin is supposed to
be expiated by a compensation which contains both the divine and
human aspects. The required compensation is paid by the way that
the Son of God, in accordance with the divine plan, was made flesh
(incarnation), dwelt on this world and sacrificed himself. Although
the Jewish tradition admits that the sin of Adam has some effects on
human beings, it rejects the idea that the original sin contaminates
all human beings, and that God saves humanity from its effects by
becoming man. Thus, the criticism of the doctrine of the original sin
is the second most prominent theme after that of trinity, in the anti-
Christian polemics authored by Jewish scholars. After briefly sum-
marizing the Jewish perspective on the sin of Adam, and the Chris-
tian teaching of original sin, this article deals with the criticism of
the doctrine of the original sin raised by Hasday Crescas (d. 1410), a
famous Jewish thinker and community leader.

Keywords: Adam, Garden of Eden, Sin, Original Sin, Jewish-Chris-
tian Polemics, Refutation, Hasdai Crescas.

fatmasedagurbetoglu@gmail.com.
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Giris

Adem’in cennette isledigi ilk giinah Yahudi, Hiristiyan ve Islam kutsal me-
tinlerinde yer almakla birlikte, bu gtinahin hem Adem hem de onun soyun-
dan gelen tim insanlar tizerindeki etkileri konusu bahsi gecen ti¢c dinde de
farkli degerlendirmelere konu olmustur. Tanah'in (Hiristiyanlarin deyisiyle,
Eski Ahit) hem Yahudilerin hem de Hiristiyanlarin ortaklasa inandiklar bir
kutsal metindir. Adem’in giinahimin bu kitaptaki Yaratilis béliitmtinde anla-
tilmasi nedeniyle, Yahudi ve Hiristiyanlar arasinda bu konudaki tartismalar,
salt bir gortis farkliligi olarak degerlendirilemez; zira ayni metne ytklenen
farkl teolojik manalar ve farkh yaklasimlar s6z konusudur. Bu nedenle, Ya-
hudi ve Hiristiyanlarin karsilikhi yazdiklar reddiyelerde Adem’in giinahi veya
asli ginah doktrini her dénemde 6énemli bir tartisma konusu haline gelebil-
mektedir.

Yahudilikte Adem’in Giinahi

Adem’in Aden Bahcesinde (Gan Eden) isledigi giinah Hiristiyanlikta asli
gunah (original sin) olarak isimlendirilirken, Yahudilerde; kadim giinah (xonn
mtan), ilk insanin (Adem) gtinahi (jwxn o~ xon) gibi ifadelerle karsilanmaktadir.

Yahudi kutsal kitap yorumcularina gore, genel olarak Tevrat'taki tarihi
anlatilar, Yahudi halkinin égrenmesi ve ders cikarmasi1 amacina matuftur.
Adem’in isledigi giinahin Tevrat'ta anlatilmasi da esas itibariyle insanoglu-
nun kacinmasi gereken ruhsal/manevi tehlikeleri idrak etmesi ve buna uy-
gun bir hayat tarzi gelistirmesini ikaz etmektedir.!

Yahudi din adamlan gtnahin psikolojik kékenini, insanoglunun kisili-
ginde var olan kétiiliik egilimine (Yetser ha-Raf baglamislardir. Ote yandan,
insan fitratinda koétultk egiliminin yam sira iyilige karsi bir egilim (Yetser ha-
Touv) de bulunmaktadir.® Ayrica Yahudiligin temel 6gretilerinden biri insanin
ozgur iradeye sahip olusudur. Bu 6zgurltiglin bir neticesi olarak kisi kimi za-
man koétt hislerinin etkisinde kalsa bile, kendisini glinaha dtistirebilecek bu
hisleri iradesiyle dizginleyebilir. Ozgiir iradenin bir sonucu olarak her insan
Tanrr’'nin emirlerine itaat etme veya karsi gelme imkanina sahiptir.*

Yahudilik genel hatlariyla gtinahkarhgin Adem’in “ilk giinahi’ndan kay-
naklanan beseri bir durum oldugu diistincesine karsi ¢cikmaktadir. Ginahin
nesilden nesile intikali seklindeki teolojik ¢cikarima referans olarak gosterilen
Cikis kitabindaki “Dtismanlarim s6z konusu oldugunda, babalarin giinah-
larini cocuklari, tictincti ve dordiincti nesil torunlan i¢in hatirda tutarim”

1  Rabbi Moshe Weissman, Midras Der Ki: Beresit, trc. Lilianne Zerbib, istanbul 2013, s. 55.
Yetser Ha-Ra insanlar1 mitzva (dinen farz olan emirler) yapmaktan alikoyan kotti isteklerdir.
Bkz. Yusuf Besalel, “Yetser Ara”, Yahudililkc Ansiklopedisi, Istanbul 2001, c. 3, s. 786.

3  “Cunku yeryuziinde hep iyilik yapan, hi¢ giinah islemeyen dogru insan yoktur” (Vaiz 7:20).

Yahudilik Ansiklopedisi, c. 1, s. 193.

5  Cikis 20:5. Bu ctimle, “Ne babalar cocuklarmm, ne de ¢ocuklar babalarinin gtinahindan dolayl
oldurtlecek. Herkes kendi giinahi icin oldtrtlecek.” (Yasanin Tekrar: 24:16) ile birlikte dtisti-
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ciimlesinden, btittin ¢ocuklarin babalarinin giinahlan i¢in cezalandirilmas:
degil, yalnizca Tanrr’dan nefret eden babanin isledigi sucun hesabimn co-
cuklarindan ve sonraki kusaklardan sorulacagi anlasilmaktadir.® Bununla
birlikte “Ne babalar cocuklarinin, ne de cocuklar babalarinin gtinahindan
dolay 6ldurtlecek. Herkes kendi giinahi icin éldtrtlecek.”” ctimlesinden ha-
reketle, her insanin kendi yapip etmelerinin karsihigim alacag fikri ileri sti-
rulmektedir. Bireysel sorumlulugu 6n plana ¢ikaran bu yaklasim Yahudilikte
merkezi bir rol oynamaktadir.®

Yahudilikte Adem’in gtinahinin sonraki nesillere intikali diistincesi red-
dedilmekle birlikte, bu gtinahin etkileri tizerinde oldukca sik durulmaktadir.
Adem’in Aden Bahcesi'nde islemis oldugu giinah neticesinde hem kendisine
hem esi Havva'ya® hem de onlar1 lyi ve Kétiiyti Bilme Agacr'ndan yemeye ikna
ederek tanrisal buyruga!'® karsi gelmelerine neden olan yilana birtakim ceza-
lar verilmistir. Adem, Havva ve yilana verilen cezalarda ortak olan tek husus,
élimlii olmalari, daha dogrusu 6liimlii bir varhga déniismeleridir.! Isledik-

ntildtigiinde izaha muhtac gibi gorinmektedir. Talmud'a gore bir cocuk yalnizca ebeveyninin
guinahkar tavrini stirdiirmesi durumunda cezalandirilabilir. Anne-babasmin ginahkar hayat
tarzina karsi ¢cikmayip onayladigi ve stirdiirdiigi takdirde gtinah isleme hali siradanlasir ve
kultiirtin bir parcasi haline gelir. Buna ilave olarak ¢cocuklarin, Tanr nezdinde “dtismanlarim”
olarak isimlendirilmeleri, onlarin kendi gtinahlarindan degil, daha ¢ok sonraki nesilleri giina-
ha sevk etmis olmalarindandir. Talmud'daki bu ifadeler cocuklarin giinahmm buytikltigtine
isaret ediyor olmakla birlikte, yine de babalarinin gtinahini ¢ekmelerine sebep olarak yeterli
gorunmemektedir. Rabbi Levi ben Gerson’a gére, gunahin bir hayat tarzi haline getirilmesi
ve gliinahin aileye asilanmasi durumu sert bir ceza gerektirir. Boyle bir durumda ¢ocuk hem
kendi giinahin1 hem de babanin gtinahini ¢ekebilir. bn Meymun’a gore ise, Cikis kitabindaki
bu ctimlenin muhatabi yalnizca putperestlerdir. Tanr1 putperest bir neslin ginahim t¢tinct
ve dordlincti nesillere ¢ektirebilir. Giinahin cezasmin tigtincti ve dérdtincti nesle aktarimi me-
selesini Tanr’min merhametli olusuna baglayan aciklamalar da mevcuttur. Buna gore, Tanri
“Gunahkar kisinin durtst ve Tanrt'ya bagh bir torunu ¢ikabilir” diye cezay: geciktirebilir. Fakat
bir degisiklik gérmedigi takdirde dort nesli de cezalandirir. Baska bir aciklamada ise, giinahin
dordiincti nesle kadar geciktirilme gerekcesi, normal sartlarda bir kisinin en fazla dérdiinct
neslini gérebilecek kadar yasayabilmesi olarak sunulmaktadir. Bkz. Tiirkce Ceviri ve Aciklama-
laryla Tora ve Aftara (Semot), Istanbul 2010, s. 225.

6 “Kendine yukanda gokytiziinde, asagida yerytiziinde ya da yer altindaki sularda yasayan

herhangi bir canliya benzer put yapmayacaksin. Putlarin éntinde egilmeyecek, onlara tap-

mayacaksimn. Ctunku ben, Tanrin Rab, kiskang¢ bir Tanr’'yim. Benden nefret edenin babasimin
isledigi sucun hesabim cocuklarindan, ti¢tincii, dérdtincti kusaklardan sorarim” Yasanin

Tekrar: 5:8-10; Besalel, “Gtinah”, 193.

Yasanin Tekrar1 24:16; Ayrica bkz. Hezekiel 18:1-4.

Besalel, “Gtinah”, 193.

Tanr Adem’in kaburga kemiklerinden birini alip, onu etle kapladiginda, Adem bu disi varhga

“kadin” anlaminda “isa” adin verdi. Aden Bahcesi'den kovulusun ardindan ise Adem kadim

Hav(v)a olarak isimlendirdi. Bu ifade ibranicedeki “hayat” anlamina gelen “hay” koktinden

gelmekte ve Tevrat'ta Adem’in, Havvanin tiim yasayanlarin annesi oldugundan/olacagindan

hareketle bu ismi verdigi kaydedilmektedir. Bkz. Tiirkce Ceviri ve Acilamalaryla Tora ve

Aftara (Beresit), 24-25.

10 “Ancak Iyi ve Kottiyti Bilme Agacrndan yeme; ciinkii ondan yedigin giin, kesinlikle éleceksin”
Yaratilis 2: 17.

11 Yaratihs 2:17, 3:19, 3:22. Ayrica bkz. Weissman, 65-70. Adem 930 y1l yasadiga gore, tan-
risal buyrukta gecen ifade Adem’in meyveyi yer yemez dlecegi seklinde anlasilmaz. Bilakis
insammn 6ltiimla hale gelecegini ifade eder. Adem bu giinahi islememis olsaydi, hi¢ zarar gor-
memis olan kutsal durumu, Adem’in sonsuza kadar yasamasim saglayacakti. Bkz. Tiirkce
Ceviri ve Ac¢iklamalarwyla Tora ve Aftara (Beresit), 19.
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leri glinahtan dolay1 Aden Bahgesinden kovulan Adem ve Havva'nin yeni ha-
yat1 eskisinden farkhidir. Ctinkti bu glinah ytztinden ytizlerindeki gérkemi,
sonsuz hayati ve Aden Bahgesi'ndeki glizellikleri kaybetmislerdir. Midraslara
gore, Adem’in hatas1 sonucunda ortaya cikan bu olumsuz etkiler sonraki
nesiller boyunca devam edecek ve ancak Mesih’in gelisiyle son bulacaktir.!?

Kutsal Kitap yorumcusu Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra'ya (6. 1164) gore, lyi
ve Kotiiyti Bilme Agacinin meyvesinden yemek Adem ve Havva'da cinsel bir
istek uyandirmustir. Buna bagh olarak Adem ve esi agacin meyvesinden ye-
diklerinde ciplakliklarinin farkina varmis ve mahrem yerlerini értme ihtiya-
a1 hissetmislerdir. Ayrica Yaratihs kitabindaki “Adem Iyi ve Koétiiyii Bilme
Agacrndan yediginde, o, Esi Havva'y1 bildi*!3, cimlesindeki “bilme” ifadesi de
cinsi muinasebette bulunmay: ifade etmek icin kullanilan edebi bir anlatim
oldugundan, agac, “bilme” agaci olarak isimlendirilmistir.!*

Alman Yahudi bilginlerden Samson Rafael Hirsch’e (6. 1888) gore, insan
yaratilisi itibariyle sehevi duygulara sahip bir varhktir. Fakat o, bedensel
arzularini kontrol altinda tuttugu stirece utan¢ duymasi icin bir neden yok-
tur. Buna mukabil, Adem, Iyi ve Kétiiyti Bilme Agacr'ndan yiyerek giinaha
dastigtinde, cinsel arzularina mahkam olmustur.'® Aga¢ aslinda cinsel arzu
uyandiran bir 6zellik tasimiyordu; fakat ilahi bir emirle insana yasaklandi-
81 icin, onun meyvesinden yemek seytani bir diirttiye teslim olma gtinahim
icermekteydi.!®

fbn Ezra gibi yorumcularm bu agacin meyvesinin cinsi arzu ve istege ne-
den oldugunu ve bu ytizden de Adem ve Havva'nin onu yedikten sonra cip-
lakliklarnim ortttigti seklindeki iddiasi, Nahmanides’e (6. 1270) gore, yilanin
“Tann gibi olacaksiniz, iyi ve kotiyt bileceksiniz”'” s6ztinden dolayr dogru
olamaz. Yilanin Havva'ya yalan sdyledigi varsayilsa bile, Tanri’'nin “insan iyi
ve kottiyti tamima konusunda bizden biri gibi oldu”'® ifadesi gercektir. Nah-
manides, bu giinah neticesinde insanin 6zgur iradeye sahip oldugunu du-
stinmektedir. Tanrisal bir nitelik olmasindan dolay1 6zgtr irade olumlu bir
nitelik ve kazanmim olarak gortilmesine karsin, ashinda insani, arzu ve istek-
leri ytiztinden, giinaha duistirebilecegi gerekcesiyle olumsuz bir sey olarak da
degerlendirilebilir.'®

Hiristiyanlikta Asli Giinah Doktrini

Hiristiyanlar giinahi, genel anlamiyla, “Tanr’nin emrine uymama, onu
tanimama” seklinde ifade ederler. Yeni Ahit'te aciklandigina gore, giinah bir

12 Weissman, 71.

13 Yaratilis 4:1.

14 Hayim Navon, Genesis and Jewish Thought, New Jersey 2008, s. 126, 128.
15 Navon, 126-127.

16 Navon, 128.

17 Yaratihis 3:5.

18 Yaratilis 3:22.

19 Navon, 132.
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insan (Adem) aracihigiyla, 6liitm de bu giinah araciliglyla diinyaya girmistir.2
Burada bahsedilen, insanin ilahi alemden diistisiine neden olan asli giinah-
tir. Adem asli giinah nedeniyle cennetten kovulmus ve biitiin insanlik 6ltim-
Itt bir varlik olarak yerytzit hayatina mahkitm kilmmustir. Dolayisiyla, asli
gunah, dogalarim kirletmis oldugundan, buittin insanlar gtinahkar olarak
dogarlar.?!

Insan soyunun atasi1 Adem, Tanr'nin emrini ¢ignedigi icin cennetten ko-
vulmus ve yerytuzine gonderilmistir. Her insan, insan ile Tanr arasimndaki
iliskileri bozmus olan bu gtinahin agirhigr altinda kirli bir dogayla dinyaya
gelmektedir.?? Her canli kendisine benzer varliklar diinyaya getirdigine gore,
Adem’in yerytiztindeki soyu, bu gtinah1 Adem’den miras almaktadir. Kutsal
Kitap’'ta da bu acik bir sekilde zikredilmektedir:

Nitekim suc icinde dogdum ben, gtinah icinde annem bana hamile kald1.??

Tam insanliga sirayet eden bu giinahkar dogaya sahip olmasi nedeniyle
insan, cocuklugundan itibaren i¢inde yapmak istedigi iyilikle, onu yoldan ¢1-
karacak olan kotultigiin kavgasini yasamaktadir.?* Ortacag Hiristiyan teolo-
gu Aquinas,?® Adem’den alinan bu giinah mirasin, elle islenen bir suca ben-
zeterek aciklamaya calismaktadir. Suc elle islenmistir, ancak sucun plan-
lanmasi ve icrasinda aslinda etkin olan kisinin iradesidir. Dolayisiyla, sadece
elin degil, tim bedenin cezalandirilmasi gerekir. Hiristiyanlara gore, her do-
gan guinahkar olarak diinyaya gelir. Ancak bu giinah dogan bebegin bizzat
isledigi bir giinah degil, tiim insanhgin babasi olan Adem’in iradesiyle isledigi
giinahtir. Insanligin babasimin iradesiyle isledigi bu giinah, biitin insanhga
sirayet etmistir. Ayrica islemis oldugu bu giinah Adem’e 6liim cezasinin ve-
rilmesi ve yerytiziinde dogan her insanmin da 6lmesi nedeniyle, herkesin bu
gunahtan pay aldig1 diistintilebilir. Zira ortak bir dogaya sahip olduklan icin
Adem’den dogan insanlarin hepsi tek bir insan olarak degerlendirilebilir.26

20 I. Yuhanna 3:4; Romallar 5:12.

21 Sinasi Giindtiz, “Asli Gtinah”, Din ve Inang Sézliigii, Konya 1998, s. 43-44; Muhammet Ta-
rakel, St. Thomas Aquinas, istanbul 2006, s. 191; Mehmet Katar, Yahudilikte, Hiristiyanlicta
ve Islamda Tévbe, Ankara 2003, s. 85.

22 Christian W. Troll, Miislitmanlar Soruyor Hiristiyanlar Yaruthyor, trc. Robert Kaya, istanbul,
t.y., s. 28.

23 Mezmurlar 51:5. Burada kastedilenin asli giinah degil, Davut'un gayri mesru bir evlilik
neticesinde dogmasi oldugu yoéntinde bir yorum da sz konusudur. Bkz. iskender Cedid,
Islam’da ve Mesih Inancrnda Giinah ve Bagis, Istanbul 2012, s. 22.

24 “Ben iyi olan1 yapmak isterken, karsimda hep kottiltik vardir.” Romalilara Mektup 7:21.

25 Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), Ortacagmn en 6nemli tanribilimcilerinden biridir. Cok sayida
eser vermis olan Aquinas’m felsefi sistemi Aristocu yorumlara dayanmakta ve teolojik 6greti-
lerinin temelinde ise iman ile akil arasindaki keskin ayrim yer almaktadir. En 6nemli iki eseri
Summa Theologiae ve Summa Contra Gentiles'tir. Birincisi vahye dayal, ikincisi Hiristiyan
inancini insan mantigiyla destekleyecek sekilde tasarlanmis bu iki eser birlikte, Hiristiyan
distincesinin ansiklopedik bir 6zeti niteligindedir. Her iki eserde de, vahiyle aciklanan ger-
cekleri tam ve dogru olarak aciklamak icin Aristo mantigi kullamlmistir. Bkz. Huwristiyanlic
Tarihi, trc. Sibel Sel-Levent Kinran, Yeni Yasam Yayinlari, istanbul 2004, s. 294.

26 Muhammet Tarakei, “St. Thomas Aquinas’a Gére Asli Giinah”, Uludag Universitesi Ilahiyat
Fualliltesi Dergisi, 2006, c. 15, s. 311, 313.
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Hiristiyanlara gére, insan dogasinda var olan bu kirliligi yalmzca Kutsal
Kitap’tan delillendirmeye ¢alismaya da gerek yoktur. Zira insanoglu yerytiziin-
de oldugu stirece giinah daima var olmustur ve giinahin herkesin hayatinda
etkin oldugunu bilmeyen yoktur. Insan dogasmin bozuklugu, herkes tarafin-
dan hissedilecek kadar aciktir. Insanin tévbeyle ve birtakim emir ve ytiktimlii-
ltikleri yerine getirmekle, kendini bu kirlenmis dogadan tamamen uzak tutma-
s1 miimkuin degildir. O halde, diismeden énce Adem’de var olan 6z dogruluk,
diinyamizda yasayan insanlarda bulunmamaktadir. Nitekim Adem’in oglu Ka-
bil, kardesi Habil'i 6ldurerek bu kirlenmis doganin ilk 6rnegini gostermistir.2”

Unlii Hiristiyan yazar ve piskopos Augustine’e (6. 430) gére, hicbir 6limli
gunahsiz degildir. Dtinyaya gelen bir gtinltik bebek bile gtinahkardir ve kir-
lenmis dogaya sahip oldugu bebegin hallerinden bile anlasilabilir. Her seyi
aglayarak istemesi, gerek aile buiytiklerine gerek de kendini doguran annesi-
ne kizip ktismesi ve sirf kendi canminin istedigi seyleri yapmiyorlar diye onlara
zarar vermeye calismasi bebeklerin giinahkar tabiatina isaret etmektedir. O
halde bebeklerin ruhlar degil, yalnizca bedenleri masumdur. Ayrica Augus-
tine, kiskanchik davramislarim1 da bu baglamda degerlendirmektedir. Ona
gore, konusamayacak kadar kuictik bir bebegin, stitkardesini stit emerken
gorduigiinde beti benzi atmis ve haset dolu goézlerle annesine bakmasi ve bol
bol akan bu sttt kaynagini, hayatim1 sadece bu besine bagh olan kardesiyle
paylasmak istememesi, bebeklerin masum olmadigina bir isarettir. Bu ttir-
den davramislarin ileride kendiliginden ortadan kalkacagim diistiinmek ise
dogru degildir.?®

Asli Giinah Doktrinine Yonelik Elestiriler

Orta Cag Yahudi cemaat 6nderlerinden Hasday Crescas’'in yazmis oldugu
Bitul Iickarey ha-Notsrim (Hiristiyan Esaslarinin Gegcersizligi) adl reddiyenin
ilk iki béltim asli gtinah ve bu giinahtan kurtulusa y6nelik Hiristiyan kana-
atlerine itirazlarn icermektedir.?® Reddiyesinde ele aldig1 konularda ¢ogunluk-
la felsefi aciklamalara yer veren Crescas, Yahudi kutsal kitabina da sik sik
atifta bulunmaktadir. Buradan hareketle, Crescas'in Hiristiyanhiga yoénelik
reddiyesindeki hedef kitlenin, Hiristiyanlar degil, yazarin kendi dindaslar,
yani Yahudiler oldugunu sdéylemek muiimkiin gériinmektedir.

Crescas’a gore, bir glinahin buyukltigt ya ginahkar kisinin konumuna
ya da kendisine karsi ginah islenen kisinin mevkiine goére degerlendirilir.
Ayrica, giinah ve haddi asma konusunda hicbir egilimi olmayan, yani mui-
kemmel denilebilecek bir kisi gtinah islediginde, bu gtinah daha buytk ve
daha sira dis1 olarak degerlendirilebilir.*°

27 Cedid, 24, 25; Troll, 28.

28 Augustinus, Itiraflar, trc. Cigdem Durtisken, Istanbul 2010, s. 34-36.

29 Uludag Universitesi llahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2014, c. 23, s. 163-184.

30 Hasday Crescas, oxin My (Bitul ikkarey ha-Notsrim), ed. Daniel Lasker, Ramat-Gan ve Beer
Sheva 1990, s. 39 (ingilizce Ceviri: The Refutation of The Christian Principles, trc. Daniel Las-
ker, New York 1992, s. 29).
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Adem’in giinah ve isyan1 da, miikemmellige meyilli ve giinaha en az yat-
kin yaradilisa sahip birinin, sonsuz kudret sahibi olan Ytice Tanrr'ya karsi
islemis oldugu bir giinahti. Dolayisiyla, bu ilk gtinah, kendisine kars1 gi-
nah islenen varlik acisindan, cok biiyiik bir giinahtir. Ctinkii Adem bizzat
Tanri'min ellerinin Grinudir ve insan dogasimin alabilecegi en ytice iyiligi ve
liitfu Tanrrdan almistir. Buradan hareketle Hiristiyanlar Adem’in cok biiytik
bir giinah isledigini ifade ederek, bu giinahi potansiyel olarak, Adem’in so-
yundan gelen btittin insanhg: kapsadigimi iddia etmektedirler.

Crescas’a gore, Hiristiyan bakis a¢is1 bu noktaya kadar mantikh izahlarda
bulunmustur; fakat bundan sonraki iddialar1 akla uygun géorinmemektedir.
Zira onlar Tanrr’nin adaletine halel getirecek birtakim dtistinceler ileri stir-
muslerdir. Hiristiyanlara goére, asli gtinahin bir sonucu olarak insan, ebedi
hayat (mutluluk), iyilik ve lttuftan mahrum birakilmistir. Dolayisiyla, yuka-
rida da ifade edildigi tizere, ilahi lutuf ve merhamet yeniden elde edilmedigi
slirece, yalnizca ibadet edip emirleri yerine getirmek suretiyle ebedi hayat ve
kurtulus elde edilemeyecektir.3!

Crescas ilk olarak ilahi lttuf olmadan, yalnizca ibadetler vasitasiyla cen-
net ve ebedi hayatin elde edilemeyecegi prensibini reddetmektedir. Tanrr'ya
ibadet edip, yuktimliliiklerini yerine getiren kisi pek tabii olarak ebedi hayati
elde edebilir ve makul olan da budur. Ayrica Adem’in ruhuyla hi¢bir baglanti-
s1 olmayan samimi bir kulun, Adem’in isledigi giinah ytiztinden ebedi cezaya
carptirilmasi ilahi adalete uygun degildir.

Crescas Adem’in bir giinah isledigini ve bu giinah nedeniyle ilahi liitfun
ondan esirgendigini kabul etmis gériinmektedir. Fakat Hiristiyanlarin iddia
ettigi sekilde Tanr1 bu cezay: ebedilestirmemistir. Baska bir deyisle Adem’in
isledigi gtinahin birtakim tesirleri olabilir, fakat bu, nesilden nesile gecen
“ebedi” bir ceza niteligi tasimamaktadir.

ikinci olarak, Hiristiyanlarin bu égretisi dogru kabul edilse bile, hak et-
meyen bir kimseye boyle bir cezay1 ytiklemenin ilahi adaleti ortadan kaldi-
racagini ifade eden Crescas, Nuh gibi erdemli insanlarin ve patriyarklarim
ruhlariin Adem'in isledigi gtinahla bir ilgisi olamayacagim vurgulamaktadir.

Uctincii olarak, Adem giinah islemeden 6nce iyilik, liituf ve ebedi hayata
layik goriilmiis ise, giinah islememis olan Ibrahim ve onun gibi faziletli kim-
selerin bu ilahi lttfu almaya daha layik olmasi gerekir. Baska bir ifadeyle,
tam ve mitkemmel bir sekilde ve giinaha meyilsiz olarak yaratilan Adem bu
Iatfu elde edebiliyorsa, daha ana rahminde iken bile glinahkar sayilip, gu-
nah icinde dogmasina ragmen fiili hic giinah islememis ve 6rnek bir hayat
sergilemis olan Ibrahim’in bu ebedi mutlulugu elde etmemesi diisiiniilemez.

31 Crescas, 7101 The Refutation, 30).
32 Crescas’a gore, Ibrahim’in diisiinceleri onu, Allah’a severek ibadet etme yolundan alikoyma-
mustir. Dolayisiyla, onun stattisti daha ytiksektir. Bkz. Crescas, ioa The Refutation, 30, 31).
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Tanrrnin, Adem’in diistik statiistine ragmen giinah islemeden énce bu litfu
ona layik gérmesi, buna karsin giinahkar olarak dogdugu halde, hi¢ gtinah
islememis olan bir kisiden bu liitfu esirgemesi ilahi adaletle o6rttismez.

Crescas bu baglamda ayrica, eger ilahi adalet insan icin en yuce iyili-
gi istiyorsa, kendisine karsi giinah islememis olan bir kimseden Tanrrnin
latfunu esirgemesinin nasil mumkiin olabilecegini sorgulamaktadir. Ayrica,
ruhlarin cezalandirilmasi yalnizca cennet nimetlerinden mahrum birakma
seklinde degil, aciya ve 1stiraba sturtikleyen cehennem azabina sevk edilerek
de gerceklestirilebilir. Dolayisiyla, “Ruhu, Tanrr’nin ltatfundan mahrum bi-
rakmak bir cezadir.” seklindeki Hiristiyan iddias1 dogru gériinmemektedir;
zira Hiristiyan yaklasimina gére, Tanri’nin ltitfundan mahrum birakilmis bir
ruh, cehennem azabina maruz kalmayabilir.?® Baska bir ifadeyle cehenneme
girmedikten sonra ruh, aci verici bir durumu yasamamis olacagindan, sade-
ce ilahi lttuftan mahrum kalmak bir ceza olarak gértilmeyebilir.

Crescas, insanin, kendi aklini kullanarak, muistakil akillarla®* birlesebile-
cegini ve boylece ilahi lituftan mahrum kalma durumunu dtizeltebilecegini
iddia etmektedir.?® Insan, bedenindeki aklhyla ebedi mutluluga ulasabilir ve
kendi akli ¢cabasiyla ugrasip didinerek faal akilla birlesme basarisini gostere-
bilir. Bunu basarmis bir ruhu, Tanri’nin, tahtindan inerek cezalandiracagini
soylemek, O'nun adaletine sigmaz.%¢

Crescas, gercekligi apacik belli olan ve bilge sahsiyetlerin de kabul edece-
gini diisiindign bir baska delil daha sunmaktadir. Ibrahim’e emredilen basit
bir emir olan stinnet sayesinde onun manevi cezalarinin btiytik bir kismi kal-
dirilmus ve affedilmistir.3” Ustelik bu emir mabedin icerisinde de yerine geti-

33 “Koyu karanlik onun hazinelerini gozltiyor. Koértiklenmemis ates onu yiyip bitirecek, cadirin-
da artakalam ttiketecek.” (Eytip 20:26).

34 ibn Sina'ya gore, insan akli, duyulara ve diistinmeye bagh olarak faal akildan tiimel bilgileri
elde edebilme yetisine sahiptir. Aklin, nesnesini idraki a¢isindan bu eylem; heyualani akil,
meleke halindeki akil, fiil halindeki akil ve son olarak da mustefad (kazanilmis) akil sek-
linde doért asamada meydana gelmektedir. ilk tic asama tamamlandiktan sonra, dérdinct
asamada, yani mustefad akil asamasinda, insani akil, fizikten metafizige kadar elde ettigi
buittin bilgileri bilfiil olarak bilir hale gelmekte ve miikemmellik asamasina ulasmakta ve
bu sayede o, buttun varliklarin ilk ilkelerine (gok akillar1 ve gok nefisleri) benzer bir konuma
erismektedir. Sonug¢ olarak insanin 6liim sonrasi hayatindaki elde edecegi mutluluk, boyle
bir mtikemmelligi elde etmesiyle bu diinyada miimkiin hale gelmektedir. Bkz. Omer Mahir
Alper, “Ibn Sina ve ibn Sina Okulu”, Islam Felsefesi-Tarih ve Problemler, ed. M. Ciineyt Kaya,
Istanbul 2013, s. 261, 262.

35 Ibn Meymun'un on ti¢ maddelik iman esaslarindan altincisi niibtivvetle ilgilidir. Bu esasa
gore, insanlar arasmda fitraten ytiksek olup kemale erismis olanlar vardir. Bu kimselerin
nefisleri mertebe mertebe ytikselir ve bir boyuta ulastiginda akil suretine burtntr. Bu si-
recten sonra insan akli, faal akilla birlesir ve ondan birtakim feyzler alir. iste bu kimseler
peygamberlerdir ve bu olay da peygamberligin hikmetidir. Bkz. Yasin Meral, “ibn Meymun'a
Gore Yahudilikte iman Esaslar1”, Ankara Universitesi [lahiyat Faldiiltesi Dergisi, 2011, c. 52,
s. 258.

36 “Senden uzak olsun bu. Hakliyi, haksiz1 ayni kefeye koyarak haksizin yaninda hakliyr da
oldirmek, senden uzak olsun. Buttin diinyay1 yargilayan adil olmal.” (Yaratiis 18:25).

37 Crescas, 7101 The Refutation, 32).
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rilmis degildir.?® O halde bir emri uygulamak suretiyle Ibrahim’in cezalarmin
btiytik bir kismu kaldirilmissa, Musa'nin Tora’smnda bulunan 613 mitzvay1®
yerine getirenler icin daha cok manevi cezanin kaldirilacag: iddia edilebilir.

Hiristiyanlar kurtulusun yalmzca isa Mesih aracihgiyla gerceklesebilece-
gini iddia ettiklerinde, Isa’dan énce élen ruhlarin akibetinin ne olacag: soru-
su giindeme gelmektedir. Bu soru, iyi ruhlarin dahi, Isa olmadan kurtula-
madiklarn ve cehennemde kaldiklar yéntinde bir anlayisin dogmasima neden
olmustur. Hiristiyan inancina gore, isa Mesih Kutsal Cuma® ile ileride Pas-
kalya*! yortusuna déntisecek olan olan Pazar ginti arasindaki stirede Seol’e*?
yani oliler diyarina inmis ve kendisinden 6nce 6lmus iyi ruhlar Seol’den c¢1-
kararak onlarin goge alinmasin saglamistir. Bu inanc¢ IV. Toledo Konsili'nde
(625) Kilise tarafindan da resmi olarak ilan edilmistir.*3

Crescas, Isa’dan énce 6len ruhlarin kétii akibetiyle ilgili olarak; sadece
Ogul’a iman eden kisilerin sonsuz hayatta yeri olabilecegi yontindeki Hiris-
tiyan dogmasini elestirmektedir. Tanrimin izzetini ve litfunu kendi beden-
lerinde goéren peygamberlerin, bilhassa Musa gibi Kutsal Kitap'in dahi yu-
celigine taniklik ettigi kisilerin bu ebedi mutluluktan mahrum kalacaklarini
sdylemek, reddedilmesi gereken cirkin bir diistincedir. Zira Kutsal Kitap bu
kisilerin daha diinya hayatindayken birtakim yticeliklere sahip olduklarim
aciklamaktadir.** Dolayisiyla, 6ldiikten sonra bu kimselerin daha kot ve

38 “Tekenin kam kutsal ¢adira getirilmemis. Buyurdugum gibi tekeyi kesinlikle kutsal yerde
yemeniz gerekirdi.” (Levililer 10:18).

39 Yahudi geleneginde uyulmas: gereken emirler ve kurallar btitintidar. Metinde bu emirler
A“mn Taryag) seklinde gecmektedir. Taryag kelimesinin Ibranicedeki ebcet karsiligi 61311
ifade ettiginden bu ibare kullanilmaktadir. Bunlarm 365'i yapilmasi gereken emirleri geri
kalan 248 tanesi ise kacimilmasi gereken yasaklari ihtiva etmektedir.

40 TIsa ile ilgili kutlamalarin yogun oldugu Lent dénemi (Paskalya éncesi hazirhk) kirk gtinliik
bir siirectir. Bu dénemin son iki haftasi, isa’nin carmiha gerilisinden 6nceki iki haftay1 anma
amagcl belirlenmis olan 6zel gtinleri ihtiva etmekte ve bu iki haftadan 6zellikle sonuncusun-
da, Isa'nin yakalanisindan énceki son aksam yemegi, carmiha gerilisi gibi énemli olaylar
anilmaktadir. Kutsal Cuma, bu 6zel haftaya rastlamakta ve Kilise takvimindeki isa ile ilgili
glinlerin en énemlilerinden biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Zira Hiristiyanlara gore, isa
Mesih bu gtinde ¢carmiha gerilmistir. Bkz. Mehmet Katar, “Hiristiyanhkta Kilise Takvimi-
nin (Kilise icerisindeki Anma ve Kutlama Devrelerinin) Olusmas1”, Dini Arastumalar, Ankara
2000, c. 3, s. 41.

41 Isa’'mn dirildigi giin olarak degerlendirilen Paskalya, Kilise takvimine gore, 21 Mart bahar
gundénumunden sonraki ilk dolunay1 takip eden Pazar olarak belirlenmistir. Bkz. Katar,
Kilise Takvimi, 41.

42 Olim sonrasmdaki hayat, éltler diyari gibi yerler, Seol kelimesi ile ifade edilmekte ve bu
kelime Kutsal Kitap'ta ilk olarak Yaratilis kitabinda ge¢cmektedir. Hz. Yakup, kurtlarm oglu
Yusufu éldurdagiunt duydugunda, ‘Oglumun yanina, 6ltler diyarina (Seol) yas tutarak gi-
decegim’ demistir (Yaratihs 37:35). Seol buitiin 6luler icin muisterek bir yer olarak kabul
edilmekle birlikte, iyilerin mukafat, kotilerin de azap gorecegi 6zel boltimlerin bulundugu da
dustunulmektedir. Bkz. Omer Faruk Harman, “Cehennem”, TDV [slam Ansiklopedisi, c. 7, s.
226.

43 Suleyman Sayar, “Cehennem”, Felsefe Ansiklopedisi, ed. Ahmet Cevizci, Ankara 2005, c. 3,
s. 118, 119.

44 “RAB Musa'yla iki arkadas gibi ytiz ytize konusurdu.” (Cikis 33:11);

“Onunla bilmecelerle degil, Acikea, yiiz yiize konusurum. O RAB’bin suretini gériiyor. Oyley-
se kulum Musa'y1 yermekten korkmadiniz mi?” (Sayilar 12:8).



168 IsLami ILiMLER DERGisi

asagilik bir duruma duseceklerini sdylemek ilahi adalete sigmaz. Bilakis,
boylesi saf ve ytice ruhlarin 6ldiukten sonra daha tisttin bir konuma ytiksel-
tilmeleri daha makuldtir.*

Asli Giinahtan Kurtulus Ogretisine Yonelik Elestiriler

Hiristiyan inancina goére, herhangi bir glinahin bagislanmasi i¢in bir be-
delin gerekli olmasi1 gibi, asli giinahin Tann katinda bagislanmasi i¢in de
bir bedel gereklidir. Fakat asli giinah icin bu bedel siradan bir insan ara-
ciigiyla gerceklestirilemez, zira o, butiin insanlan etkileyecek tiirde btiytk
bir ginahtir. Bu nedenle, bdylesine buiytik bir giinahin kefaretinin, hem bu
bedeli 6deyebilecek hem de btitlin insanlarin gtinahini ortadan kaldirabile-
cek tiirden insan-tistii bir varlik sayesinde gerceklesmesi gerekir. insan-tistii
varliklar ya melekler ya da Tanr olabilir. Bununla birlikte, melekler yaratilis
itibariyle insandan tistiin olmalarina karsin, amaclar1 bakimmndan insandan
asagida olduklar i¢in asli gtinahin meleklerle kaldirilmas1 mtimktin degildir.
Bu durumda geriye kalan yegane insan-iistii varlik, Tanri'min kendisidir. Iste
bu ytizden Tanri, aci ve 6lime tabi olan bir bedene buirtiinmis; 1stirabi ve
6limu tadarak asli ginahin etkisini insanlardan kaldirmis ve béylece btittin
insanhik onun aracilifiyla ginahtan kurtulmustur.*® Gtinahin buyuakltgi;
islenen giinaha, gtinahkarn ve kendisine karsi giinah islenmis olan kisinin
konumuna ve 6énemine gore belirlenmektedir. Hiristiyan inancima gére, bu ti¢
acidan da cok buytik bir giinahla, yani asli glinahla kirlenmis insanoglunun
kendi cabasiyla bu gtinahtan kurtulmasi mtimkuin olamadig icin, ilahi hik-
met ve merhamet bedenlesmistir (enkarnasyon). Boylece bedene btirinmus,
muikemmel ve kusursuz olan Tanr’'min 6limu, insanhgin bu kétii giinahtan
kurtulmasina vesile olmus ve ruhlardan manevi cezay1 kaldirmistir.*” Hiris-
tiyan teolojisinde, Tanri’nin neden insan bedenine girdigi sorusuna, “gtinaha
kefaret olmak icin” yaniti verilmektedir. Giinahi isleyen insan oldugu icin,
kurtaricinin da mutlaka insan olmasi gerektigine inanilmaktadir. Gunah,
Tanrr'ya karsi islendigi icin kefaretin ayni zamanda ilahi bir yéntntin de
bulunmas1 gerekiyordu; zira sadece miikemmel olan bir varlik giinah i¢in
gereken bedeli 6deyebilirdi. Baska bir deyisle, Hiristiyan teolojisine gore,
Tanrr'nin adaletini ve insamin kurtulusunu, ancak Isa’nin carmihta caniyla
o0dedigi kefaret saglayabilirdi.*®

Crescas asli glinahtan kurtulusla ilgili bu inanca yoneltilebilecek elesti-
rileri, “zorunlu, orantili ve miimkuin degil” seklinde tic énerme halinde 6zet-
lemektedir: Oncelikle, bdyle bir kurtulus gerekli (zorunlu) degildir. ikincisi,
béyle bir kurtulus asli gtinahla iliskili olmadig icin, Isanin cekmis oldu-
gu cezayla orantili degildir. Son olarak, bdylesine bir kurtulus sekli imkan
dahilinde degildir.

45 Crescas, 101 The Refutation, 32).
46 Tarakel, Aquinas, 166, 191; Hristiyanlic Tarihi, 284, 286.

47 Crescas, 101 The Refutation, 33).
48 Huristiyanluc Tarihi, 284, 285.
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Asli giinah bahsinde ele alindig1 tizere Crescas, ilk insan olan Adem'’in
gunahmin baska insanlarin ruhlarma ge¢meyecegini, dolayisiyla, bdyle bir
kurtulusa gerek olmadigini iddia etmektedir. Hatta bu cezanin btittin ruh-
lara gectigi kabul edildiginde dahi béyle bir kurtulusa gerek yoktur. Ayrica
Ibrahim’in stinnetinin kaniyla ruhlardaki cehennem azabi kaldirihyor ise,
insan suretine girdigi iddia edilen Tanri-Mesih’'in stinnetinde déktilen kanin,
insanlara iyilik, lttuf ve mutlulugu bahsetmesi daha muhtemel olmalidir.
Boylesine 6nemli bir kanin dékulmuis olmasi, onun mevkii ve statiisii goz
ontinde bulunduruldugunda, akla gelebilecek en 6nemli giinahin kefareti
icin yeterli olmalhdir.*°

Crescas ikinci olarak, bu kurtulusun orantili olmadigimi iddia etmekte
ve iddiasma delil getirmek amaciyla, Hiristiyan distintrlerin gértislerinden
yararlanacagini ifade etmektedir. Hiristiyanlara gore, kurtarici, kurtarmak
istedigi sey icin bir bedel veya karsilik vermelidir. Dolayisiyla, emirler ve yii-
kumlaltkler yerine getirilmeden, yani adalet olmadan bdéyle bir kurtulusun
gerceklesmesi orantili olamaz: “Ibadet ve adalet olmadan giinahin kaldiril-
masi lutuftur, kurtulus degildir. Zira kurtulus i¢in kisinin gayreti olmalidir.”5°
Mesih’in 6limu de herhangi bir ibadet ya da emri ifa olmadigina gore, onun
o6lumuyle gelen seyin kurtulus olarak degerlendirilmesi miimkiin gértiinme-
mektedir. Ayrica ibadet ve emirler yalnizca iradi eylemlerde s6z konusudur.®!
Halbuki 6ltim, iradi degil, insani 6l¢tiler icinde zorunlu ve gereklidir. Bundan
dolay1 Isa’nin 6liimti bir ibadet degildir ve onun vasitasiyla gelen kurtulus da
adil bir kurtulus olamaz.

Hiristiyan diistincesine gére, Isa, anne karnma giinahkar olarak diisme-
yen ve giinahkar olmayan yegane kisidir. Dolayisiyla, bdylesine temiz bir kim-
senin giinahkar olan insanlar ugruna cezalandirilmasi da uygun degildir.>?
Baska bir deyisle, kurtulusun ya giinah isleyen ya da en azindan gtinah
isleyenle ayni tirden bir kisi araciliiyla gerceklesmesi beklenir. Mesih in-
san turtinden olmadigmma goére, o, insan tirtniin ginahini yok etmek i¢in
bir cezaya muhatap edilmemelidir. Hatta Mesih’in melekten bile daha ytice
ve Ustlin oldugu® dusuntlirse, boyle ylice bir varligin giinahkar insanlar
yerine cezalandirilmasinin ne kadar uygunsuz oldugu daha iyi anlasilabilir.

Ucgtincii olarak, Tanrr'nin bir insan bedenine girmesi (enkarnasyon) felsefi
acidan bakildiginda ya miimkiin ya da imkansiz bir seydir. Crescas ilk olarak

49 Crescas, 7101 The Refutation, 34).

50 Crescas, 1va The Refutation, 34).

51 Aristo’ya gore, insan yalnizca iradi eylemlerinden dolay1 éviltr ya da kinanir. Eylemler zor-
lama ya da bilgisizlikten ileri geliyorlarsa irade disidir. Zorlama altinda yapilan eylemler,
kaynag1 distan olan eylemlerdir. Bunda failin herhangi bir katkisi s6z konusu degildir, yani
bu eylemlerde kisi kars1 konulamaz bir dis gtice maruz kalir. Bkz. W. David Ross, Aristoteles,
trc. Ahmet Arslan, {stanbul 2011, s. 309.

52 Crescas, 21va The Refutation, 34).

53 “Bakin, kulum basarili olacak; tistiin olacak, el tisttinde tutulup alabildigine ytceltilecek.”
isaya, 52:183.
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enkarnasyonun imkansizligimi ve dolayisiyla, enkarnasyon vasitasiyla geldigi
sdylenen kurtulusun da gerceklesmedigini savunmaktadir. Tkinci ihtimal dii-
stintldtigiinde, yani enkarnasyonun muimkiin bir sey olmasi kabul edilirse,
Crescas’a gore, yine de Hiristiyanlarin iddia ettigi bir kurtulus ortaya cikmaz.
Zira hastaliklar zitlariyla tedavi edildigi gibi, ginahlar emirlere uymakla ve
isyanlar da ibadetlerle temizlenir.>* Ancak Isa Mesih’le geldigi séylenen care,
bir saygisi1zlig1 daha buytik bir saygisizlikla tedavi etmek, yani isyani isyanla,
guinahi gtinahla tedavi etmektir:

Bilme Agaci'ndan yiyerek basit bir emre kars: gelip glinah isleyen ve potansiyel
olarak butun turleri kendinde barindiran bir insanin (Adem’in) isyanina kefaret
olarak, Tanrrmin tiim uluslar arasmdan secmis oldugu yegane halkin (israilogul-
larinin), oglunu carmiha gererek Tanrr’ya isyan etmis oldugu nasil duistintilebilir?%®

Crescas, Adem’in isledigi gtinahi ortadan kaldirmak icin, Tanri’nin secmis
oldugu bir ulusun gtinah islemesi geregini anlamli bulmamaktadir.

Crescas ayrica, Hiristiyanlarin anlayisinda asli gtinahin bir ceza olmaktan
cikip 6dtle déntsttiginti distinmektedir. Zira asli glinah nedeniyle insan
tiirtine Giztnty, 1stirap ve keder yerine btiytik bir gérkem bahsedilmis olmak-
tadir. Baska bir deyisle, Adem islemis oldugu giinah nedeniyle cennetten
kovulmus ve bu su¢ insanliga mal edilmistir. Dolayisiyla, insanhk kurtulus
icin bir bedel 6demelidir. Fakat Hiristiyanlar bedel icin gereken aci ve 1s-
tirap yerine, gokten bir Tanr’'min indigini soyleyerek, insanlar1 (cezalandir-
mak yerine) adeta 6dtllendirmis olmaktadirlar. Hiristiyanlarin ifadelerinden
anlasilan sudur: Tanr insan bedenine girerek (enkarnasyon) insan soyunu
yuceltmistir. Ete kemige btirinmutis Tanrinin 6liimi sayesinde, Tanri insan-
larin hi¢cbir sucluluk ve tiztintti duymadan giinahtan kurtulmalarini sag-
lamistir. Dolayisiyla, bdyle bir kurtulusta gtinahkar olan insanhgin hicbir
katkis1 bulunmamaktadir.5®

Sonuc¢

Bitul Ikicarey ha-Notsrim adl reddiyede Hasday Crescas’'m temel itiraz
noktalarindan biri, Hiristiyan 6gretisinde daha sonradan sistemli hale geti-
rilen asli giinah ve ondan kurtulusa yénelik inanctir. Crescas, Adem’in bas-
langicta bir giinah isledigini kabul etmekle birlikte, bu giinahin cezasi olarak
tim insanliktan ilahi ltituf ve merhametin kaldinlmis oldugu seklindeki Hi-
ristiyan inancini kabul etmemektedir. Ayrica, Hiristiyanlarin tasvir ettigi se-
kilde Tanrr’nin oglu olarak yerytiziine gonderilmis olan isa Mesih araciligiyla
kurtulmanin imkan dahilinde ve gerekli olmadigr kanaatini tasimaktadir.
Boyle bir kurtulusun gerekli oldugu kabul edilse bile, bu kurtulusun orantili

54 Tip dilinde bu durum allopati kuramu ile ifade edilir. Buna gore, karsit karsit1 iyilestirir. Yani
bir hastalig, belirtilerine tam karsit 6zellikler tasiyan maddeler kullanma yoluyla tedavi etme
seklidir.

55 Crescas, 9012 The Refutation, 35).

56 “Iman yoluyla, liitufla kurtuldunuz. Bu sizin basariniz degil, Tanr’'nin armagamadir.” Efesliler
2: 8.
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olamayacag: iddiasindadir. Ctiinkii ona gore, Musanin Tora’s1 ebedi hayati
saglayan bir miras olduguna gére, insanlarin kurtulusu icin Isanin 6lmesine
gerek yoktur. Dolayisiyla, Hiristiyanlarin iddia ettigi sekilde bir kurtulus ih-
tiyaci s6z konusu degildir.5”

Din bilgini, cemaat 6nderi ve ayni zamanda filozof olan Crescas’in, Hi-
ristiyan inanclarma yoénelik reddiyesinde ileri stirdtgti argiimanlar ve akil
yurttmeleri tutarh géorinmektedir. Yargilarinda acele davranmadig: anlasil-
maktadir. Bununla birlikte, elestirilerinde Yahudi Kutsal Kitab1 Tanah’a da
sik sik atifta bulunmaktadir. Crescas'in reddiyesi, 6yle anlasilmaktadir ki,
Hiristiyanlara inanclarmmin yanhshgim gostermeyi degil, Hiristiyan olmaya
zorlanan Yahudi dindaslarimi kendi dinlerinin dogru, Hiristiyan dininin ise
yanlis olduguna ikna etmeyi amaclamaktadir.

57 Crescas, 2192 The Refutation, 36).
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