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			Introduction

			In the Beginning Was the Word...

			Words are important. We live in an age where it seems the very existence of words is under attack. Who can imagine the long-term effect of text-messaging and tweeting on both spelling and syntax? While the role of the visual is accented today with the popularity of new technologies like Twitter, Facebook and Instagram, what is seen cannot be articulated without words! Both language and thought are dependent upon words and their ordering. The study of grammar is not optional for the future either of communication or civilization. Thinking is not possible without the words which make sense to us. Likewise, while feelings are also expressed in actions, words are necessary to express them, and history cannot be told except with words.

			There are two great quotes from ancient Greece worth remembering. Gorgias reportedly said: “Speech is a great power, which achieves the most divine works by means of the smallest and least visible forms; for it can even put a stop to fear, remove grief, create joy, and increase pity,”1 and the well-known saying of Epictetus, “it is not deeds that shock humanity, but the words describing them.”2 We must take seriously the words we use, or don’t use, and the power of their meanings. 

			The harmony of human existence depends on the words, the laws, which regulate us. Wars are fought over words. For followers of the great Abrahamic religions, we are people of the book who believe that God has spoken in words, which we call divine revelation. These are words that bring salvation. However the understanding of those very words has been and continues to be a source of conflict and hate. Christians believe that Jesus, the Son of God, is the Word of God, spoken once and for all time. Yet among Christians there is much disagreement over how the words of Scripture are to be understood. Today among Catholics there is much discussion on how these words of Scripture and the words of worship are to be translated. This is an age-old dilemma perhaps first personified by the famous story of the tower of Babel. Thus the words we use are not only important because they transmit ideas but because they also transmit something essential to what it means to be human. 

			We begin with the words used by those who seek to spread this Word of God. Kingdom (Greek: βασιλεία, basileia) is rightfully first. God called forth a people, the descendants of Abraham, to be a holy nation different from all other nations. Jesus preached the coming of the Kingdom of God and the New Testament speaks of us as citizens of heaven. Likewise Islam, from its name, understands itself as a people who submit to God. The concept of kingdom implies loyalty to a king in opposition to other kings. But then what is the relationship between Jews and the rest of the world, those called gentiles? What is the relationship between the Christian Church and the world? Finally what is the relationship between Islam and other peoples, especially the peoples of the book? 

			In ancient kingdoms citizenship was defined simply. There was one people, all with the same god or gods. All others were either slaves or did not count in the grand scheme of things. While there have always been wars, and conquering nations have subjected other peoples, it was not until the time of Alexander the Great that the idea of an empire with different peoples and gods became an issue of discussion. Thus, the concept of citizenship and who belongs, who doesn’t, and how they belong is the first question.3 All subsequent questions flow from how citizenship is understood. Thus, all theology is political because it is relational.

			Our theology and understanding of God defines not only who our God is but who we are and who our neighbor is. We cannot separate the vertical from the horizontal or the theological from the political.4 Christians claim to be citizens of heaven while, as the ancient letter to Diognetus states, “As citizens, they share in all things with others, and yet endure all things as foreigners. Every foreign land is to them as their native country, and every land of their birth as a land of strangers.”5 The history of evangelization is a history of citizenship and belonging. This defines both Church and the central question of who can be saved.6

			Building and rebuilding that kingdom is the work of evangelization. This concept includes both the idea of making disciples of all nations, the famous imperative of the Great Commission of Matthew 28, as well as what that society of followers (disciples) looks like. What are its laws? How do people join and belong? How does that group of believers treat non-believers? Implied in these questions is the political question; namely, is the idea of a Christendom, a reality for much of the Middle Ages and the source of much good as well as the source of much abuse of power, desirable for the future?

			Much of the Catholic and Christian literature of the past few decades has dealt with the topic of evangelization.7 While this is not new, there is a new impetus to concern ourselves with evangelization because of the rapid changes in western society which have resulted in the fact that many countries that for many centuries had been culturally Catholic or Christian can no longer call themselves so. Likewise, with both globalization and the rise of many new Christian communities in both Africa and Latin America and even Asia, this “new evangelization” is a new challenge for the Catholic Church to ponder.8 Finally, with the expansion of Islam into traditionally Christian areas the relationship between these two religions is again a major concern. 

			What do we mean by evangelization? It is not the same as evangelism. This study will show that street preaching or knocking on doors was not a part of early Christianity. And it is highly probable that apologetics actually played a very minor role in evangelization in the early Church. The essence of evangelization is the telling of the “good news”, the “good message” which is meant by the term (εὐαγγέλιον, euaggelion) in Greek. Yet if these words are not understood, or understood in the sense intended by the evangelist, what kind of conversion is achieved? 

			As in all dialogue, the message must be received. Have we taken seriously the role of the one listening? How much of evangelization is only the study of what needs to be preached to change someone else with little concern for the unique dignity of that person or those peoples? The desire of some is to force conversion and then judge those who do not respond as wished. This is not evangelization, but tyranny! Evangelization must also include living in peace with those who do not believe. If there is no love there can be neither freedom nor faith. History records the various ways Christianity spread. The major task of this study is to identify what methods were used at various times in history and ask whether these methods worked then or have relevance for today. 

			Another term often used is mission. This is a relatively new term taken from Trinitarian theology, the relationship between the persons of the Trinity and their “missions” in salvation history. The word “mission” first appeared in the seventeenth century but it did not initially just mean the work of extending the faith. It was part of an integrated and “holistic” notion of evangelization which was constitutive of the very life of the Church and a part of what it meant to be church.9 While we do proclaim that the Church is missionary by its very nature, (AGD 2), what does this mean for today? Are these terms, especially the various kinds of mission work described in Ad Gentes Divinitus 6, still valid for the twenty-first century?10

			While we will review what was done in the past and what might be useful today, and while history is very important, even more important is the understanding of the terms used and the intention of those who spoke them. We will try to hone the worldview of the great personages in the history of evangelization, their understanding of the faith and those to whom they preached, and the texts and stories they used. These are more important than just the historical facts.11

			We return to words and language. For many orthodox Christians, the concern with words is that they should speak the truth. While Christians also say that truth is a person—the person Jesus who is the logos of God—we are tied to divinely inspired texts, in ancient languages that few are able to read, for which we not only rely on translations but, in fact, we do not have the original texts. 

			Scholars have given us critical texts which are amazingly well documented, yet there are so many variants, not to mention completely different texts and additions, that one could say that the texts we proclaim today are more miraculous because we still have them than that they are the inspired Word of God. Yet our memories are incredibly conservative. One of the miracles of the texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls is that they prove the quality of the Hebrew Masoretic text used by Jews everywhere today. 

			Islam enshrines the classical Arabic text of the Qur’an as the original and thus untranslatable word of God, dictated to Mohammed by the Angel Gabriel, even though scholars point to a textual development not finalized until the ninth century.12 However, we Christians have always been a people of translation. One must remember that almost immediately after Pentecost the apostles and evangelists, most of whom spoke Aramaic with a Galilean accent, preached and wrote in Greek. We made the Greek Septuagint our scriptures causing the Jews to look to other Greek translations of their scriptures. Translations became part of the question of identity.13

			One of Origen’s gifts to the early Church was his Hexapla,14 which paralleled the various translations of the Old Testament for the purpose of ascertaining which translation was best. Translations are an imperfect science. One must ask if literal translations are possible or desirable. While the term “dynamic equivalence” is modern, its application is quite old. We will study the role of various translated texts, both scriptural as well as liturgical. While some translations were completely misleading and even nonsensical, for the most part the translations we have on record have been true to their intent. 

			Not only were literal translations sometimes sought but also transliterations, where words in the original language were just written in the letters of the new language. While there is a richness conveyed, we must still find words in the new language to describe the new word. Sometimes the original meaning of a transliterated word is lost. For example, the word “orthodox” was used at the beginning of the previous paragraph. It is a transliteration which in Greek means “right glory or praise” and has to do with giving God proper worship. Yet most English speakers would only sense the dogmatic meaning of the term describing something that is true or someone who believes what is true.15

			This leads to the reality of the interior word of the person. If the person does not understand the word spoken—if they do not find a meaning of their own—there cannot be any communication or understanding. While there is proper concern about a certain relativism in which truth is whatever a person makes it, this must not lead to the denial of the dignity of the subjective conscience of the person, even when misguided. The mystery of faith depends on the mystery of the person to freely understand and accept it. 

			Somehow we respond to the spoken word of God by speaking a word of our own. This is the dialogue of hearing in faith. God speaks; we respond. Yet our response is particular to us. Romans 10 states that faith comes by hearing. Justin, Clement of Alexandria and others speak of the “seeds” that are sown and then bear fruit. Augustine speaks of the “interior teacher” of faith. These are texts we will study. In the history of evangelization it is curious how little faith, or an interior gift given first by God, plays a role in the understanding of conversion. 

			* * *

			Shedding light on two millennia of Christian evangelization is indeed a large undertaking, yet we find that there are certain seminal periods, especially initial attempts at evangelization, and certain persons that loom large in either the shaping of, or understanding the theological nature of, evangelization. This has ramifications for both who we are as Christians and also where we—as Church—are going. Focusing on these seminal points makes the task manageable, and hopefully understandable for the interested reader. The following outlines the content of our investigation. 

			Chapter 1 sets the working questions and deals contextually with the Roman Empire and early Scriptural Texts at the time of the beginnings of Christianity. These texts will be understood in fresh ways that may be surprising to some.

			Chapter 2 deals with the texts of early Christianity that speak to the spread of Christianity and some of the philosophical issues of those times. Perhaps Christianity did not spread as many think? Plus the easy use of Platonic metaphysics shaped Christianity in positive ways that perhaps are neither appreciated in our time nor helpful for evangelization for modern Western or Eastern cultures.

			Chapter 3 studies the conversion of Constantine with new eyes as well as the initial conversion of the Goths who were the first peoples evangelized outside of the Roman Empire. Constantine needs a new reading and the historical issues of the conversion of the Goths may still be intriguing for our culture.

			Chapter 4 revisits some of the early Christian giants, like Ambrose and Augustine, notably from the standpoint of the political realities of their times. Their philosophical worldview, while understandable for us who are conversant with Christianity, may need a new translation for our time.

			Chapter 5 focuses on England and Ireland, studying Patrick and Augustine of Canterbury and their methods of evangelization.As with most histories, the conversion of England is far more interesting than most have heard. Anyone of English or Irish descent may find this chapter fascinating. Here also we begin our study of great narratives, such as Beowulf and the Dream of the Rood, which played such important roles in early Christian literature.

			Chapter 6 studies Germany and the Germanization of Christianity, from the efforts of the early English and Irish monks.Again this chapter may be of interest to any of German descent, especially the study of the Heliand, the retelling of the Gospels in Saxon with its German cosmology, which shaped much of mediaeval Christianity.

			In Chapter 7 we investigate the history of Spain and the influence on the Spanish mentality of the Reconquista, which shaped its psyche and the evangelization of the New World. Those of Spanish descent may find this chapter a treasure of the great history of the Iberian Peninsula and how many ideas and even rituals of state migrated north to the rest of Europe and left a lasting heritage in Latin America.

			Chapter 8 examines the New World from the standpoint of what was in the minds of the conquistadores and friars when they first evangelized the natives. Of interest is the method of the Requiremiento and the baptismal issues that followed between the Franciscans and Dominicans. While much has been written about this great endeavor, many facts are often overlooked. This chapter may help those of Latin America to better appreciate their faith history.

			Chapter 9 analyzes the movement East of Christianity, looking at the unique aspects of Eastern, Nestorian theology and its early presence in China with a study of those Nestorian documents.Few western Christians are aware of this early acceptance of the Gospel in the Far East.

			In Chapter 10 is a most important fresh study of both de Nobili in India and Ricci in China with the conclusion that their methods were wanting. This chapter is more extensive, as an understanding of these early attempts at conversion is absolutely necessary for any discussion of the evangelization of oriental cultures.

			Finally, in Chapter 11 we review the situation in Africa and inquire whether it is the future of the Church. Many speak as if this is true, but perhaps this is too simplistic. Many of the recent Church documents seem to lack a historical understanding of evangelization, which is the purpose of this work. While this is a very complex task, I hope my conclusions may elucidate our mission and give some hopeful direction to our future.
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			Chapter One

			And Then There Were Words!

			Culture is a hot topic these days. Paul VI, John Paul II, Benedict XVI, and Pope Francis have written extensively on faith and culture.1 These texts struggle with the relationship between faith and culture. Is the Church its own culture? Is the Christian faith its own culture? Or, are faith and the Church always inculturated realities? These questions will underlie our study. Politically we must check our understanding of Western imperialism and colonialism. Do we subconsciously think the West superior?2 Is there not a unity of all humanity greater than the various cultural expressions of any given culture? Often there is a distinction between what is good in a culture and thus a preparation for the Gospel and what needs to be purified, but how is this decided? How is what is good in a culture related to the person Jesus? The famous work by Clifford Geertz speaks of culture as semiotic, based on the words we use and our understanding of them. The image he uses is that of a people suspended in a web of significance of their own making. Their ideas, values and emotions are cultural products manufactured by them. Cultural resources are ingredient, not accessory, to human thought.3 So much of who we are and how we understand ourselves and our world depends on language and our use of words.

			Inculturation is another new term for an old reality, a neologism coined first in 19624 but now commonly used in Catholic circles.5 The old reality is that Creation prepared humanity for the Incarnation, allowing for the Second Person of the Trinity to become human. This is the essence of the plan of salvation. All that is said about salvation, faith, being Church, etc. is based on the paradigm of the Incarnation.6 This is the new reality. All we know about God is made manifest by the new reality of the God made Man and Incarnate among us. All cultures somehow participate in this reality. Thus we speak of those good things which are preparations for the Gospel. But there are other questions which need to be kept in mind. Is the Church also evangelized by the cultures she evangelizes?7 What is this new reality? Is it truly something new? Is it a hybrid or a “third culture” or a “third race” as was described by some of the early Fathers? When the Church inculturates in a new culture or renews its inculturation in an old culture, what does she become? While the organic unity of the Church throughout the years is maintained, are we not somehow also a new reality in each age and culture? This is the crucial question of how Christ is Incarnate in each time and space by his presence in the Church.

			Conversion is another crucial term. Basically the question for each people is “How converted are we?” While part of the issue is our sinfulness, the reality is that we are always in a process of growth in holiness. The important question is “In conversion what is changed”? We are converted from what into what? Even the word is somewhat misleading. Conversion in both English and Latin means a turning from one reality or way of life to another. It is more a description of turning from sin to holiness. While our history certainly speaks of conversion as a change from the evils of paganism and false gods to the true God, today most people see becoming Catholic or joining a religion as part of a rather positive growth decision. Most Christians would no longer consider non-Christians evil. Certainly the relationship between the various Christian communities is much friendlier today. Scripturally, the term “conversion” is a translation of the Greek metanoia, meaning to change the way one thinks. In its strong use by John the Baptist and Jesus “to repent,” metanoeite in the imperative, means to think with the truth of the true God and to leave false thinking behind. What is interesting in the early history of monastic rites and promises, beginning with the Rule of Benedict, is that the conversion of one’s way of life is expressed as conversatio morum suorum. Conversatio contained the idea of a change of how one relates to God, their “conversation” with him. In later texts conversatio is changed to conversio, the more common term for conversion.8 Finally, conversion is an on-going process. Even a radical conversion, like that of Paul or even Augustine, included continual post-conversion study. A single moment of conversion demands a lifetime of continual growth and change. 

			Another important issue for our study is the relationship between preaching or teaching and baptism. Which comes first? Going back to the Great Commission of Matt 28:19-20, the Greek text literally says, “Going, therefore, make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them...” “Going” is a participle. “Make disciples” is an imperative. “Baptizing” and “teaching” are participles. Thus “make disciples” is the essence of the command. Yet in the Vulgate and in all the Latin liturgical texts, including this quotation in the blessing of water in the present rite of baptism, the “make disciples” is left out and replaced with a reduplication of “teaching.” The Latin text literally reads, “Going, therefore, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them...” Again “Going” is a participle. The imperative is “teach.” “Baptizing” and “teaching” are participles. While this shows some of the issues of translations, it highlights the historical tension between catechesis and sacrament, a tension still very much alive today in our baptismal catechesis. History shows that the Church has often been more concerned about baptizing people than making them disciples. 

			As was mentioned earlier, one of the key concepts often not discussed by those who study evangelization is the mystery of faith and unbelief. First of all, the term faith in English and fides in Latin has more the sense of being faithful to God, believing in him, following him. However, in Greek and in secondary English usage, faith refers more to either objective knowledge, pistis in Greek, or certain objective beliefs that one must hold to be Christian. This distinction between a more subjective, personal relationship with God and a more objective “deposit of faith” concept needs to be kept in tension. 

			Secondly, how does one come to believe? If faith is a gift, why do not all seemingly receive it? Is faith necessary for salvation? If so, is salvation possible for those who do not have faith or whose faith is not in the God of Jesus Christ? What is our relationship and responsibility to those who do not believe? More importantly, is faith reasonable? Should it make sense to the modern person? What is the relationship between faith and reason?9 Will people of science ever find Christian faith compatible with their life of research? Or can faith only be a mystical addition to a life that cannot be integrated?10 If faith is not reasonable, we will not able to speak to our world. More importantly in the question of salvation, if faith is faith in the person Jesus, how does belief in a set of morals or values count for one who does not have a personal faith in Jesus? Can belief in certain values count as conversion? We now live in a world in which atheism is a reality. If we say that people can be saved because they act justly, where is God in this understanding? 

			Stanley Hauerwas has some interesting thoughts about this issue, claiming, quoting Pannenberg, that our cultural world is in danger of dying because of the absence of God. It is not that God is dead but that we think God can be neglected without punishment. We have forgotten that the first thing we must hold before society is not justice but God.11 If we claim that everyone will be called to account for their actions, is the reality of God negotiable? 

			Another word often used is tolerance. Is tolerance possible? Can we relegate religious faith and convictions of conscience to the private realm and just tolerate them there? As all theology is political, so all religious belief is political. Our actions must flow out of our internal value system if we are to be healthy individuals. In history, and in our own American experiment, freedom of religion is based on the idea that all religions can still support the civil ethos necessary for society. When there is commonality, there is peace. When there are differences of opinions, how do we resolve them? Can they be resolved by majority vote either in our elections or of the Supreme Court? Can we tolerate these differences? 

			Returning to Stanley Hauerwas, he confirms that freedom of religion is a temptation to believe that we are safe if we follow the laws. We confuse freedom of religion with the freedom of the Church, and we think we are tolerant by relegating our convictions to the realm of the private. But what happens is that we voluntarily qualify our loyalty to God in the name of the state. The power of the church is subverted by being asked to support society, making the gospel a civil religion. This ironically results in making the Church politically irrelevant.12 This is the continuing question of the expectation that all religions must somehow support the political power if they are to be allowed to exist in that political power.

			More importantly, is tolerance possible or even desirable? Or, is it the arrogant prerogative of those in power who tolerate others because it is to their advantage? More often in history tolerance has been proclaimed by those who needed it to survive. It was often easier to tolerate a foreign group than to assimilate them or annihilate them. Likewise tolerance was sometimes the result of indifference which can easily become a source of intolerance as situations change.13 Peter Garnsey fleshes out this definition by reexamining tolerance in Roman society and the early Church.14 

			Toleration for the Jews finds its origin in the attempts of the Jews to free themselves from Seleucid Greek control by allying themselves with the Romans as early as 161 B.C. It was a political decision with benefits for both sides. Jews and Romans shared strategic needs. At least from the period of Julius Caesar, Jews enjoyed a privileged status in Rome. Christianity did not share in this privilege. As expected, such tolerance is fragile. Early Christianity pleaded for religious tolerance but, after gaining power, it was too easy to change the policy. Today it would seem that tolerance must be founded on deeper commonalities or else it will be expedient at times and disregarded at other times. Tolerance must be part of the greater plan of both creation, namely, that all people are created good, and salvation, namely, that Jesus came to save all. 

			Returning to the use of words, evangelization is done by preaching. While faith comes by hearing, there must be someone to preach as Romans 10 reminds us. What kind of preaching is required? Often preaching in general, and evangelical preaching in particular, is ineffectual at best and the cause of anger at worst. Most people do not like to be “preached at”. It is perceived as arrogant and paternalistic precisely because the dignity of the person who is listening is ignored. 

			At least two principles are active here. The first is that preaching must be part of a larger narrative.15 It either tells a story worth telling, and with some value to the listener, or it is an exercise headed for oblivion. Theology is narrative because revelation is narrative. It is part of God’s story revealed to us. We often forget that the Creed is a narrative and that catechesis must be narrative if it is to be fruitful. In this context we can proclaim Christianized myths with little fear: for the truth is greater than the details of the myth. 

			The second principle is that the narrative must connect the world of the preacher and the world of the hearer, or the world of the text and the world of the reader. The hearer must hear something that resonates with their truth or their own story. It is part of the concept of the “inner teacher” by which the person discovers the truth in themselves.16 Thus, faith and conversion are part of the dynamics of hearing. Something is spoken which must be responded to by the particular word of the hearer. Likewise something is listened to which must find its relationship to what is spoken. 

			As Ricoeur puts it: “The kerygma may also be reinterpreted in such a way that its transcendence is symmetrically tempered by the process of ongoing interpretation of the symbolic space opened and delimited by the biblical canon. Frye’s Great Code is inscribed in this space that we interpret insofar as it interprets us.”17 This “space” is what goes on in our world of thought and ideas. It is as rich and varied as humans can be. Anything less than this makes humans less than human. 

			In speaking of humans and the process of becoming human, a word must be said about salvation as liberation. There has been and continues to be so much violence done in the name of religion. Part of this is the confusion of cultures, the tyranny of believing one culture or religion is superior to all others. Is it not imperative today that we see the commonality of humanity in a new light? Is our world now small enough that we can no longer tolerate war or genocide, especially in the name of religion? Can we talk about ultimate questions, human dignity, immortality, justice, etc. in such ways that the entire world can comprehend such ideas? Yet there is such an aversion to religion precisely because it is rightfully viewed as part of the problem. Religion and ritual is seen as the enemy. 

			Mary Douglas begins and ends her classic study stating that one of the gravest problems today is the lack of a commitment to common symbols. The anti-ritualism of today is actually the adoption of one set of natural symbols in place of another. She suggests that Christian preachers have failed to respond to the current meaning of the body, both as an ecclesial as well as a political notion. Yet while some young people might reject traditional doctrine, they seek spiritual insights. Perhaps the Church needs to return to the traditional teaching of the mystical body, the communion of saints, death, resurrection, etc.18 Many people seem to understand the need to see the unity and commonality of humanity as well as a sense of a common future. If salvation means being part of this mystical body, why not preach it and live it more clearly? Likewise this message must be preached in a manner that can be heard and understood.

			Finally we must articulate a notion of history and the study of the texts that history has left us. How do we understand time? Is it circular, spiral, linear, or some variation of all three? How does God enter into time? While Christians have a concept of kairos—God breaking into history—are we still more fatalistic than we want to admit? Can/does God intervene in history? Can the future be changed? Does history have a beginning and an end? Is eschatology—a belief in the end times and judgment—relevant for today? Or have we settled down into living the present as if that is all there is? What is the relationship between the present and the past? Is history just the victors telling us what they want us to remember? When we read a text from the past, how do we understand it? Charles Hedrick makes some important insights for understanding the role of the past in the present. “It is important not to overlook the constitutive functions of the past in making the present. The present produces its past, but at the same time it is a product of its past. The processes of remembering and forgetting are not completely subordinate reflections of present social being and transformation. They are the very instruments by which a society makes itself.”19 

			Thus, when we read texts, how should we approach them such that they have an integrity all their own with a minimal reading into the text of our own worldview? Not only do we have textual issues, the words used, we have issues of the form of the texts. Oral tradition and poetry is one form. When they were written down, how they were “reformed” as written traditions are as varied as the cultures that produced them. With hand-copied texts there is a whole science of abbreviations and symbols and the reality of human error. Likewise there was the limitation of how many could be produced. With the advent of the printing press all was changed. Today modern technology continues to change the medium faster than most people can keep up with! But to return to ancient texts as we have them, even if we can read the ancient languages, and more so if in translation, how should we interpret them? 

			Northrop Frye is helpful here. Beginning with the phenomenon of the relationship between sound and sense, he discusses how language and its relationship to meaning has developed. With the great oral bards, like Homer, we are in a state of physicality. Words stated what they represented. They were anchored in physical images that were connected to the specific object they named. With Plato we enter a new phase of language, one that is “hieratic” and “metonymic” in which a cultural elite understood how one word could stand for another idea or thing. Words were analogical as they stood for something else, a verbal imitation of a reality beyond itself that can be conveyed directly by words. One can easily recognize here the construct for Platonic thought. Yet this second phase of language could not distinguish between existent and non-existent reality. 

			Thus, a third phase of language developed roughly in the sixteenth century; it enabled language to separate subject from object, such that the subject can make judgments on the truth of the object stated.20 Thusly is understood the birth of modern science and history as well as the subjectivity of the reader. Applying this to the understanding of the gods, Frye states that in the time of Homer, there was a plurality of gods. After Plato there is a concrete sense of the oneness of god, monotheistic at least as a concept, and a oneness of humanity expressed by the oneness of the notion of the state. In the present and third phase, humans have become thinkers who see a horizontal world.21 The transcendent is severely limited to whatever the human mind conceives it to be. 

			These insights are helpful not only to appreciate ancient ways of thinking but also for accepting both the text and the author of that text in their proper world. Perhaps a great quote from Erasmus, who lived near the end of the second phase, is enlightening. Writing about the New Testament, he states: “These writings bring you the living image of his holy mind and the speaking, healing, dying, rising Christ himself, and thus they render him so fully present that you would see less if you gazed upon him with your very eyes.”22 Thus, we will attempt to let the texts speak for themselves but also attempt to read them with the worldview of the writer in mind. This means we have to let go of much of our modern subjectivity and skepticism of how our ancestors might write about the issues of God and salvation. 

			We begin our study with the Roman world of Jesus and the religiosity of that time. How did the Romans, or at least the educated ones, understand their history and the relationship of the gods with that history? These were unique and fertile times for new ideas as well as the conserving of old ideas for the future of Rome and the then-known world.

			Pax Romana: How Peaceful and How Roman? 

			It is often said that Jesus was born in a propitious time, the time that the whole world was blessed with the peace of the Roman Empire. First of all, it was not the whole world! Even the eastern peoples once conquered by Alexander the Great were not all included, not to mention all the other great cultures of the world at that time such as those in India and China. But the idea of an empire and how the various peoples and their gods could exist together owes its beginnings to Alexander. 

			Alexander was no enlightened monarch although he saw his own worldview, the Hellenism of his time, as an enlightened worldview that would allow for many peoples to benefit from its teachings. The idea of an empire in Hellenistic terms was a new concept and, after Alexander, the Mediterranean world was never the same. Before his time, each empire had its gods and, in conquering other peoples, their gods had to submit to those of the victors. Civil religion likewise was based on the pleasure of the local gods. But with Alexander came the new idea of internationalism of both various cultures and various gods. Now people could worship their gods wherever they went, provided of course that their gods supported the ruling powers. We also have the new pattern of the adoption of eastern gods such as Iris or Mithras by peoples in the west.23 Finally, Greek became the language of education used throughout the empire. Even the Romans had to learn Greek!

			Nor were things so peaceful. There were still Germanic tribes to the north and Parthians to the east that attacked the Roman boundaries not to mention the internal strife that moved Julius Caesar to cross the Rubicon and undo the ancient Roman idea of a republic. With this lack of “peace” came a decline in the idea of civic religion—that the gods still had power over daily activities. The popularity of eastern religions and schools of philosophy grew as people searched for answers and security for the future. Included in this phenomenon is the interesting place of Judaism in the Greco-Roman world. Even before the special tolerance granted to Jews became common in the second century B.C., in the Hellenistic world, both the antiquity of Judaism and the clarity of the Law of Moses were very attractive. Part of this phenomenon is found in the group called “God-fearers” who were gentiles who followed some aspects of Judaism without becoming Jews. 

			A second aspect of this phenomenon is the Platonic idea of the oneness of humanity—or at least of the soul—and the oneness of divinity. If the idea of god is one, then by whatever name, there could be a complementariness in the varieties of worship of that god. 

			However, things are never so simple. To understand this time we must turn to the great historian Livy24 and his role as the one who tried to tell the Roman story, the political story of his time, written during the time of Augustus at the beginning of the idea of an empire and the divinization of the emperor. Of Livy’s 143 books, 35 survive and it is likely that they reflect only the concerns of the elite. What is most important for our reading is that Livy was not so much concerned with the actual history of the Roman past but with creating the future. While he takes religion seriously, he is prepared to manipulate it for his purposes. The gods were real but he looked at the supernatural with sober eyes. Concerning prodigies and portents, one must either adopt their traditional pessimistic interpretations or one must neglect the gods. There was no middle ground.25

			We begin with Livy 1.19, the great story of King Numa in the 8th century B.C. pretending to be “in the habit of meeting the goddess Egeria by night” because the people needed a marvelous tale. Livy saw religion as a second beginning for Rome and as a substitute for war and military discipline. With the rise of Greek philosophy among the elite and an understanding of natural causation, there was no place for arbitrary gods. Religion played a social function. It had to be invented for political purposes, to direct the Roman State and its people. Yet Livy did not think that proper religiosity could be restored.26 Here is that great passage in 1.19:

			Rome was now at peace; there was no immediate prospect of attack from outside and the tight rein of constant military discipline was relaxed. In these novel circumstances there was an obvious danger of a general relaxation of the nation’s moral fibre, so to prevent its occurrence Numa decided upon a step which he felt would prove more effective than anything else with a mob as rough and ignorant as the Romans in those days. This was to inspire them with the fear of the gods. Such a sentiment was unlikely to touch them unless he first prepared them by inventing some sort of marvelous tale; he pretended, therefore, that he was in the habit of meeting the goddess Egeria by night, and that it was her authority which guided him in the establishment of such rites as were most acceptable to the gods and in the appointment of priests to serve each particular duty.27

			D.S. Levene sees three distinct stages in this passage. First to instill civilization he has to make the Romans less warlike. Secondly he tries to prevent the people from going soft without military discipline. Thus he uses the fear of the gods, deorum metum, as not only an inspiration for the Romans but also as a replacement for fear of their enemies, metus hostium, here translated as the attack from outside. Finally he has Numa pretending to meet the goddess by night. He is more interested in religious innovations than the power of the supernatural.28 This is the social role that religion needed to play in Livy’s mind. But it is more than just social.29 Correct behavior, along with correct rituals to the gods, will bring greatness and prosperity to Rome. 

			Book V deals with the siege of Veii and the capture of Rome by the Gauls. It begins with the famous prodigy of the rising of Lake Alban (5.15-17). Victory over the Gauls at Veii came only through Roman piety in obeying the divine instruction to drain the lake. Camillus’s speech connects Roman religion with Roman destiny and promises of future greatness. In one passage Camillus says:

			Evil times came–and then we remembered our religion: we sought the protection of our gods on the Capitol, by the seat of Jupiter Greatest and Best; having lost all we possessed, we buried our holy things, or took them away to other towns, where no enemy would see them; though abandoned by gods and men, we never ceased to worship. Therefore heaven has given us back our city and restored to us victory and the old martial glory we had forfeited...30

			This pattern of a recurring cycle is a new phenomenon in Livy because, while previous historians refer to the rise and fall of successive peoples or rulers, he refers to the rise and fall of a single people. He gives Rome a unique role in history not granted to any other peoples. Rome has the potential not only to survive but also to be reborn, and she will be! His message to the people of his day is that, even if Augustus lives up to his calling, it may only be temporary.31 In this sense Livy can deal with his pessimism. In summation, Livy saw that piety to the gods had to be taken seriously for the future of Rome to be secured, and that the uniqueness of Rome and its destiny gave her the right to rule the world. This is not too far from a Christian understanding of the uniqueness of Christ, but early Christianity was not thinking in terms of world empire.

			The most important elements of Roman religion were fate and fortuna. The Romans did not consider that the gods had to be fair to all. Fate or fatum—literally that which was spoken—was the cosmic will, often only seen in hindsight. Fate was perceived as the future to be decreed by the gods but not yet known. Fortuna was a more random or willful agent working in a nebulous or circumscribed way, often seen as luck or chance but also sometimes seen as providence. It evoked the human perspective of the unexpected.32 Here we can see the tension between the past and the present with its implications for the future. How free are we? Can the gods change the future in any kind of reasonable way or are we just pawns who must lead pious lives and wait for the gods to answer? This helps to explain the role of the various rites in Roman religion. The haruspices interpreted prodigies—unnatural events—and read the entrails of birds at sacrifices. The augures observed the flight of birds, thunder and lightning, and the behavior of certain animals including the feeding of special chickens to see if they would eat, all to see if the gods were pleased. 

			This search to try to know the future was not about trying to know the mind of the gods but an attempt to read the signs and determine whether they were accepted. One could even prevent an omen by ignoring the unwanted signs or force a portent to get the answer wanted.33 We must not read into this behavior a contemporary understanding of superstition or magic, but rather the ancient Greco-Roman image of the lives of humans being directed by the strings of the three fates. How else can one explain the unexpected? 

			Let us return to the role of the various gods in Roman imperial policy and how this process developed in light of the divinization of the emperor. First of all, syncretism is not an innocent process. The various native deities were often submerged rather than merged, only to show up later. Rome did not systematically destroy native gods, but demanded loyalty to Rome and her gods. Likewise there often was an exchange. Rome herself became a goddess, Dea Roma, for all to worship. It is in this context that sacrifice to the emperor as a god was demanded.34 This is to be understood in the Greco-Roman understanding of the oneness of both the idea of humanity and the idea of divinity. We are not so much dealing with the modern concept of polytheism, where the gods are not necessarily connected, as with the ancient idea of a pantheon where all the gods and goddesses dwell in a kind of harmony. As long as the gods important to the ruling power were accepted, other gods could and did exist, even living gods like the emperor.

			The development of an emperor as a living god is not unique to Roman history. Many ancient religions had gods who could visit Earth, most believed that certain humans could become gods after death and some saw their kings as living gods. What was unique about Rome was that the idea of the emperor as divine was a late development, created after centuries of republican rule, as their understanding of empire and emperor evolved. This process, like the idea of the empire, began with the funeral of Julius Caesar in March of 44 B.C. After a normal funeral, during which he was buried, a wax model of him was placed on a pyre that was ignited. From the top of the pyre an eagle was released and soared up into the sky, as if taking the soul of the emperor to heaven. Afterward he was worshiped with the rest of the gods. With Julius Caesar, however, at the games held in his honor some months later in July, a comet appeared, which was believed to be Caesar’s soul now in heaven. His official deification came in 42 B.C. 

			The same ritual was followed with Augustus but his deification occurred immediately after his funeral. However, Tiberius was not so popular and the Senate refused to deify him. The feeling was mutual as Tiberius spent most of his life on the island of Capri! With Nero we begin to find even the wives and children of emperors deified as well as the problem of emperors who took their divinity too seriously.35 By time we get to Domitian we find the Church taking severe exception to the emperor calling himself divine as noted in The Book of Revelation 13 in its reference to the blasphemous names on the head of the beast. However, from the Roman perspective, if the Christians would accept the emperor as divine, they could worship whomever else they wished. 

			This brings us to the last great Roman historian, Tacitus, who wrote his Histories and his Annals during the early second century. The Histories cover the years 69 to 96 and were written before the Annals that cover the years 14 to 68. In many ways he stands at the end of the tradition of Latin historiography that still saw hope for the gods and Rome. He was the last to use history as imperial propaganda. For him Rome had declined morally to the point that imperial rule was necessary. It was not that the gods no longer cared about humans; it was that humans no longer cared about the gods! The imperial cult allowed the emperor to stand as the focal point between the human and the divine, a strong point of mediation. The gods were angry because the rites were not done. Tacitus was not an innovator but a radical conservator who wanted to return to the ancient religion. Thus, his Annals and Histories serve as a warning less we forget.36

			There are three passages in the Annals worth study because they tell us something of the religious worldview of Tacitus. In Annals 3.25-26, in the context of Augustus’s marriage legislation dealing with the issue of childlessness in marriages Tacitus writes:

			However, the number of people in danger of prosecution (of childless marriages) grew, since every household was susceptible to the allegations of the informers. Before, crimes were the cause of distress; now it was the laws. This situation makes it advisable that I go more deeply into the origins of the legal code and how the present vast number and assortment of laws came about. The earliest members of the human race, free as yet from evil cravings, lived without offense or crime, and thus without penalty or restriction. No need was there for rewards, because good was sought for its own sake; and since they coveted nothing in conflict with custom, they were forbidden nothing through deterrence. Nonetheless, when they dispensed with equality, and ambition and violence entered in place of self-control and propriety, despotisms appeared, and in many nations they have remained.37

			We should not read into this any original paradise idea as found in Genesis as many ancient peoples had a concept of an original golden age.38 What this text shows is Tacitus’s romantic notion of what life once was and maybe could be again, if only humans returned to the gods. However, the concept of seeking good for its own sake is a marvelous example of the influence of Hellenism on the Roman world.

			Tacitus’s view of the emperor as a mediator above human expectation is of interest because of how Christian emperors will be later perceived. In describing Tiberius, Tacitus writes that he needed to pronounce sententiae or maxims for the moral guidance of the people. He was the ultimate vivendi praeceptor or moral instructor for the people, often responding to a particular matter with a general precept. What is interesting is that he is depicted as deliberately secretive because his nobility or role exceeded sincerity. He concealed his true thoughts to maintain his awe. This is clear in Annals 1.11:39

			Now (the Senators) directed their prayers toward Tiberias. And he gave a wide-ranging discourse on the immensity of the empire and his own limitations. “Only the mind of blessed Augustus was competent for so onerous a task: he himself, who had been designated by him for a share of his duties, had learned firsthand how exacting, how subject to chance was the task of ruling the world! So in a state sustained by so many eminent men, let them not shunt everything onto one man alone: the concerted efforts of a greater number would more easily discharge the functions of the commonwealth.” In such a speech nobility exceeded sincerity; and even on subjects Tiberias was not trying to obscure, whether by nature or by adaptation, his statements were always oscillating and inscrutable: on the present occasion, to be sure, since he was striving to conceal his true thoughts utterly, they were more enshrouded in vaguery and equivocation.40

			The last text to study from Annals 3.55 deals with the mores of the aristocracy in the days of Tiberias or maybe later during the time of Vespasian.41 This passage could serve as an organizational outline for Annals 1-6. It reads:

			After a period when men wreaked murderous havoc and a great reputation brought destruction, those who were left turned to more prudent ways. At the same time, new men brought into the Senate in large numbers from the towns of Italy and colonies and even from the provinces imported their native thrift and moderation, and while many of them by luck or personal initiative reached an opulent old-age, nonetheless their earlier disposition persisted.42

			Part of Tacitus’s belief was that if good men returned to their good ways, Rome would be returned as well to her good old days. These passages give us an insight into how some Romans saw their own present as well as future in those beginning years of Christianity. There was hope, but it was tempered by the often cruel realities of an empire and its emperors who were all too human or even less than such. We must be careful not to read into such passage either a fatalistic sense of decline or a too pessimistic fear that things were on the brink of falling apart. Romans, no different than any ruling people, had power and believed in it. In this perceived peace, Christianity was born. At first accepted as a Jewish sect, the Romans were not too concerned with this new and growing non-conforming group. There was room in the Roman pantheon as long as things went well.

			The Miracle of Pentecost: Each Heard Them in Their Own Language!

			We return to the issue of language and translation. Remembering the famous phrase in Italian, traduttore traditore, the translator is a traitor, we recall the great Pentecost event and the birth of the Church. As Luke tells us that the miracle that so impressed people was a linguistic one, it should not surprise us that translations were part of the Christian message from the beginning. While there was an immediate translation of the Gospel story from Galilean Aramaic to Koine Greek, the paradigm of a sacred text or message in translation begins with the role of the Septuagint some three centuries earlier. This unique translation institutes a whole new understanding of sacred texts.

			First of all, we must let go of any story of a miraculous translation of the Hebrew text by 70 (or 72) scholars who discovered that they had all translated the texts exactly alike.43 It was limited to the Torah—the first five books of Moses—which was translated into Greek as requested by Ptolemy II Philadelphus because of his respect for the Jewish Law. The rest of the Septuagint was written over time, part by part, down to the first century A.D. In fact, it seems that it was a Christian author who first designated the whole project as the Septuagint.44 We need to remember that such a work was quite exceptional. Hengel puts it this way: “The significance of the translation of the Torah into the dominant lingua franca was a unique phenomenon in the Greek world and is practically unparalleled. No comparable barbarian ‘holy book’ was translated into Greek.”45 

			While the Hebrew of the Torah had to be translated into the language of the people throughout the known world, this was normally done orally. The Hebrew text was sacred and at least part of a Hebrew text was learned by all males who made their bar-mitzvahs, just as they—and females in Reform Congregations for their bath-mitzvahs—do today. The Rabbis of course learned their Hebrew well. Although the common language throughout the empire was Greek, the Septuagint utilized the Greek of the learned. The simple folk spoke their own tongues.46 Thus it is with the Septuagint that the whole issue of written translations—particular use of vocabulary, paraphrasing, writer’s intent, etc.—first become topics of discussion by later scholars and translators. 

			What is most interesting about the Septuagint translation is its willingness to go beyond the literal sense of the Hebrew. Olofsson’s critique of the Septuagint points out the influence of the subjective character of Judeo-Hellenistic piety, somewhat at variance with the objective nature of revelation in the Hebrew sacred text.47 He continues to state that, in this piety, the Septuagint is less positive toward the world and somewhat dualistic. When the Hebrew presents a difficult passage, it was common to use various interpretations from midrashic traditions. However, there are also many literal translations in which the text follows the Hebrew word for word. Olofsson posits that this may be patterned on the oral translators who represented Jews in Greek courts.48 Because it was written over a period of centuries, Olofsson summarizes the translation techniques of the Septuagint as “a collection of translations together with Greek compositions that belong to different periods of times and are translated according to different principles.”49 All in all we have a living text, a translation that attempted to speak to the people of its various times and cultures.

			What is further of great interest is that by the first century A.D. other translations appeared. The first reason for different translations was the concern that the Septuagint was not accurate enough and took too many liberties with the sacred Hebrew. This sounds rather modern! Hengel claims that this may be due to Pharisaic influence in the first century B.C., which led to revisions intended to correct the older, freer translations, especially of the prophetic books.50 The second reason for further translations was the Jewish-Christian conflict that ended the first century A.D. As the Septuagint became a Christian text, the Jews desired their own texts, which was fulfilled by Aquila.51 This translation—attributed to Aquila from the early second century A.D.—is a much more literal translation. It seems to have found great favor in Palestine where most Jews still understood the Hebrew and appreciated a Greek text that paralleled the Hebrew.52 At this time, the second century A.D., two other translations, among others, became known. One is the enigmatic, almost legendary, recension attributed to Theodotion, which provided a literal “Semitic Greek” and was used by Aquila for his revision. Another was attributed to the Jewish-Christian Symmachus, a much more idiomatic, fluid, and readable translation.53 

			Thus we come to the Hexapla of Origen, a study that was his attempt to establish a correct text of the Septuagint for apologetic and exegetical purposes. His Hexapla had six columns: 1) the Hebrew text, 2) a Greek transliteration of the Hebrew, 3) the Septuagint, 4) Aquila’s text, 5) Symmachus’s text, and 6) Theodotion’s text. This was a whole new concept of study, a pioneer study in its day. But why these translations and not others?54 Certainly they each had some influence. While there might have been other bi-lingual texts,55 Origen creates a whole new methodology to study original texts and their translations. Along with his Hexapla, a Tetrapla with only the four Greek columns was circulated. As far as we know, Origen never used such names for his texts. Eusebius seems to be the first to mention these texts with their now common names in his Church History 6.16.56 Eusebius also had access to these texts and refers to the variations in translation numerous times in his Preparation for the Gospel and Proof of the Gospel.

			Another aspect of the newness of such a study is the radical reaction of official Judaism to translated texts in the later years of the Roman Empire. One quote from the end of the second century states that “he who translates literally is a falsifier, while he who adds anything (by way of a paraphrase) is a blasphemer.”57 Thus came the insistence that Aramaic translations should only be oral and not written down. It is in this context that Christianity becomes even more a religion of translation and the issues of sacred texts, original texts, the oral traditions, and written translations circulated far and wide, take on a different context for Christians, a context that is unique to Christianity. As evidence of this unique variation of translations, we can turn to Paul’s quoting of the Hebrew Scriptures in his letters. Of the 95 Old Testament quotes in Paul’s letters, 52 are altered from the Septuagint, 37 are untouched and 4 leave no clear judgment.58 Certainly this is a different sense of the sacred text than is often imagined by Christian interpreters of later ages and our own day. Perhaps the only honest conclusion is that the texts of scripture, both in Hebrew and Greek, were more varied and pluriform than we can imagine.59

			Finally we look at the Latin translations of Scripture. Before the unique version given us by Jerome, there were various Old Latin versions of the Old Testament as well as the various parts of the New Testament. Remember it took centuries and various church councils to determine the New Testament canon. In fact there were two main families of old Latin gospel texts, the North African and the European, or Italian.60 Not only were there differing vocabularies but also differing grammar and syntax. 

			Because of the many variations, Pope Damasus (366-84) asked Jerome to compose a new Latin translation. Metzger points out that with Latin the syntax of the Greek text had to change. There were issues of participial phrases and finite verbs.61 The Old Latin texts preferred finite verbs. Jerome frequently tried to copy the Greek participial structures to replace the old Latin finite verbs. Latin words were sometimes lengthened to give them sonorous endings. The vocabulary used was neither literary Latin nor the Latin used in Roman sacral rites. Instead, ordinary spoken Latin was used. Often they gave Christian meanings to words taken from ordinary language. For example, not wanting to use the pagan cult word preces as the word for prayer, they made the ordinary word for speech, oratio, the Christian word for prayer.62 As could be expected, even after Jerome’s work became common, the Old Latin texts continued to be used. Even the order of the gospels in the Old Latin, Matthew, John, Mark, and Luke, remained common and this order turns up in the Gothic scriptures.

			Because of its singular position, the Vulgate with its particular Latin translation had a major influence in the development of Western theology. We have already mentioned the Vulgate translation of the Great Commission of Matthew 28, with its deletion of “make disciples”, which still colors our baptismal rites. One even more interesting “mistranslation” is Jerome’s version of the Book of Tobit, which has shaped our theology of sex in marriage.63 Seemingly Jerome worked from an Aramaic version of it and had a Jewish friend translate it orally for him into Hebrew. Somehow, in this awkward arrangement, Jerome added a section to chapter 6, which encouraged Tobit to spend three days with Sarah in prayer before taking her as his wife—prompted not so much by lust as by the love of children. These “three days” continued in the catechetical manuals of the Church up until the Second Vatican Council, urging husbands and wives to abstain for three days after marriage in respect for the nuptial blessing.

			Finally, while we can find much evidence for the use of a Latin that simple folks could understand, the use of a more classical Latin—one that would echo Virgil and other great poets, a Latin that was a sign of education and greatness—was often sought after. Jerome was a literary giant who walked between both camps. He would translate the Scriptures for the masses and yet describe translation as a form of conquest of the rustics in which a higher literary form was sought, a translation that was not a slave to the literal text. In Epistola 57.6, Jerome praises Hilary and his translations from Origen’s Greek into Latin, claiming that Hilary did not “stick sluggishly to a literal translation” and that “he wrenched himself away from the foul method of translation of rustics: rather, just as if by the right of victor, he translated the sense, having captured it, into his own language.”64 

			While many sought a simpler language, it seems that Hilary of Poitier was known for his desire for a more literary Latin, one perhaps not so liked by the people.65 We have two texts from Hilary that are expressive of his genius. In his De Trinitate, 1, 38 he asks that he might take the words of the Prophets and Apostles in the sense they spoke and assign the right shade of meaning to every utterance. He continued by asking for precision of language, soundness of argument, grace of style, loyalty to truth. Further in Tractatus in Psalmum 13, 1 he speaks of treating of the word of God even in the beauty of the phrasing.66 Thus there is tension between a Latin that was commonly spoken, as in the Vulgate, and a Latin based on classical Roman language as found in most of our present Latin prayer or euchological texts, which are much more difficult to translate into modern sounding language. 

			This use of more classical Latin for prayer texts seems to have been part of the plan of Damasus who readily used the language and imagery of traditional Latin literature, including Virgilian hexameters, to enhance his own standing and the standing of Christians in the eyes of the educated Romans.67 The language of the liturgy of this time draws from both the ordinary language of the bible and the juridical style of pagan prayer.68 However, this Roman prayer language, which was archaic and hieratic, was difficult even for Roman pagan priests to understand and, thus, even more difficult for the people.69 

			This is a major issue in liturgical inculturation today; namely, the struggle to have translations that make sense to the modern ear while remaining faithful to the meaning of the original text. Literal translations do not seem to work because the meaning of such hieratic Latin is founded on an incredibly complex world foreign to us and almost untranslatable in modern tongues.

			The Vulgate does, however, remain an incredible achievement and Jerome should be known as the genius he was; even more important, it demonstrates the fluidity of the various translations used by the early Church in both its scripture and prayer language. In many ways not only does this remind us that the Logos or the Holy Spirit cannot be bound to particular words on a particular page, but that God can speak in every language understood by any heart. This must be the beginning of any evangelization.
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