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ABSTRACT

The following study seeks to explore the subjects of Christianisation and Christian identity
during the transitional period of the fourth century from an ecclesiological perspective, and
argues that the very question of Christian identity is, indeed, an ecclesiological one. It
approaches the subject through the writings of Cyril of Jerusalem, specifically his Catechetical
Lectures, the earliest complete catechetical programme that has come down to us, making it an
invaluable resource for anyone hoping to understand the Catholic Church’s efforts to preserve
and construct its identity in the wake of Constantine’s formal conversion to its faith. Moreover,
Cyril, who became bishop of the Holy City around 350, affords us a unique perspective on the
question at hand, teaching as he did from the “very centre of the earth”, following the creation
of a Christian holy land and pilgrimage centre in the midst of what remained a largely pagan
province, and in a city still central to Judaism. The ability to possess the sites and relics
associated with the life of Christ and the Prophets for the first time in Christian history not only
made the drama of salvation tangible in Jerusalem like nowhere else, but raised new and
important questions around the extent to which this sacred topography was compatible with
Christianity’s departure from the temple-centred worship of the Old Testament. It also provides
valuable insight into the relationship between the local and the universal as regards notions of
the Church’s catholicity, Cyril’s definition of kafoAixs in his eighteenth lecture arguably being
the earliest.

Membership of the Church, and therefore Christian identity, is for Cyril primarily ontological,
defined and effected through mysteriological participation, with baptism — the believer’s
death, rebirth, and union with Christ — representing the dividing line between insider and
outsider, a fact enforced by the so-called Disciplina Arcani, by which all knowledge of the
Church’s sacraments were jealously guarded from the unbaptised. The thesis explores how this
notion of ontological membership underpins and informs Cyril’s dealings with the various
groups against which he sought to define his own community — the Greeks, Jews, and heretics
— while also looking at the ecclesiological significance of the baptismal act itself.
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PREFACE

Historians of the fourth century have long told the story of the obscure Jewish sect that,
after three centuries of persecution, in a dramatic reversal of fortunes, became the favoured
religion of its former oppressor, the Roman State. After the divinely inspired conversion of the
Emperor Constantine, it was but a matter of time before the fading light of a tired and defeated
paganism?® was utterly extinguished, driven away by a superior monotheism “like the dust that

the wind flings from off the land.”?

Even now, this “Christian ‘representation’ of the history of
the fourth century has survived, in thinly laicized form, in the majority of modern narratives of
the period.”® In the light of more in-depth scholarship, however, it must be conceded that the
reality of the Christianisation of the Empire, divinely inspired or not, was a far more lengthy
and complex process, one we are still struggling to understand.

The attempt to forge a Christian identity is inseparably linked with the formation of a
corresponding ecclesiology. While the subject has received significant attention among
academics in recent years — the twentieth century has even been referred to as “the age of
Ecclesiology”* — modern studies on ecclesiology have tended to deal only with the modern

context. Although many such studies emphasise a return to the patristic sources, this return is

largely utilitarian in nature, an attempt to mine such writings for concepts on which to build

! The term ‘paganism’, used by the early Christian Church to pejoratively describe the various forms of
traditional Graeco-Roman religion, has fallen out of favour with many modern scholars mainly because an ‘ism’
“implies a degree of coherence, of self-consciousness and of doctrinal unity among the members of the group
being defined by the word” that one cannot ascribe to the diversity of non-Abrahamic religious expression in the
Late Antique Roman world (North 2005, 128). However, North points out that many of the favoured alternatives,
while not pejorative, are equally imprecise (Ibid., 134). Limitations notwithstanding, | have chosen to use the term
here, not only for the sake of convenience, but because it captures rather well the sharp dichotomous categories
in which Cyril was wont to speak. See also Brown 1998b, 639.

2 psalm 1:4 (NETS). In my translated citations from PC, CL, and MC, | have used NETS where Cyril quotes
the Old Testament directly, but keeping the standard English forms for biblical names. Chapter and verse
numbering therefore correspond to said edition of the Septuagint. The translations themselves are a thorough
revision of the older translations by Church (1872) and Gifford (1893), based on the critical editions of Reischl
and Rupp (1848-60) and Piedagnel (2009), provided in the footnotes. New Testament citations are based on the
Authorised Version and the English Standard Version.

3 Brown 1998b, 633.

4 Vlachos 1998, 9



and further current ecclesiological efforts, rather than seeking to understand the subtleties of
the authors’ own understandings of the Church. Discussions on the development of Christian
identity have therefore largely remained within the field of historical anthropology, while
purely ecclesiological studies have primarily come from modern creative theologians seeking
to shed light on the Christian diversity and divisions of our own age.

Though limited to a particular confessional context, a good example of the pressing
need for such study was the recent convocation of the so-called ‘Holy and Great Council of the
Orthodox Church’,® held on the Greek island of Crete on Pentecost Sunday 2016, where, after
nearly a century of preparation, the heads of all 14 autocephalous local churches belonging to
the Eastern Orthodox Church were to gather for the first time for over a millennium.® Its
subsequent near collapse as four churches’ pulled out only a matter of weeks before the agreed
date took many by surprise. While the issues raised were numerous, the use of the word
“church” in the text Relation of the Orthodox Church with the rest of the Christian world
became the primary point of contention. What does the word church mean in a dogmatic
context? Of whom can it be used? Are there churches in addition to the One, holy, catholic and
apostolic Church of the Creed, or does the designation church impart to whichever Christian
community it describes membership, full or partial, of that one Church? The final text agreed
upon by the council tried, not unexpectedly, to avoid these questions entirely, deciding instead
to acknowledge only the “historical appellation” of other churches,® a formulation so brilliantly

meaningless that its inclusion only served to highlight the depth of the divide it was attempting

5 See the newly published volume edited by Maksim Vasiljevi¢ and Andrej Jeftic (2017).

& Although promoted as such, this is not entirely correct. The Encyclical of the Holy and Great Council of the
Orthodox Church itself makes mention in section 1.3 of a number of “councils of universal authority” held between
1341 and 1872. See Hovorun 2016.

" The patriarchates of Antioch, Moscow, Georgia, and Bulgaria. The patriarchate of Serbia, having initially
declared their intention to abstain, later decided to rejoin, but only on the condition that the problematic texts
would be up for revision.

8 Tyéoeig g OphoddEov Exkinoiac mpoc tov Aowmdv Xpiotiavicdy koécpov’, 6 (3 October 2017: https:/
www.holycouncil.org/-/rest-of-christian-world?_101 INSTANCE_VAOWE2pZ4YO0Il_languageld=el_GR). This
suggested compromise was put forward by the delegation representing the Church of Greece, which had seen
significant opposition to the original wording from senior clerics and respected theologians alike.



to bridge. Indeed, this reluctance to directly address this divisive dogmatic question has
deprived the conversation of much needed input from serious academic research, hampering
any real progress and leaving it to the mercy of reactionary elements. It is beyond the scope of
this thesis to provide any kind of definitive answer, but I hope it will be a useful aid to further
exploration of the topic.

| have chosen to approach the subject at hand by focusing on the writings of the fourth
century bishop of Jerusalem, Cyril, who belonged to the first generation of Christian bishops
born into a Roman Empire led by a Christian emperor. The conscious efforts of Constantine to
make Jerusalem, a hitherto typical pagan and Roman city, a religious centre of both the Empire
and the Christian Church,® makes it key to the question of Christanisation, not only because it
represented one of the most direct challenges of Christianity to the traditional cults, but also
because the attempted creation of such a geographical midpoint at the place of its birth forced
the Church to engage in internal reflection, specifically on the extent to which it belonged to
or was to engage with the world.

The aim of this thesis is to look at how a figure so uniquely situated as Cyril attempted
to define the nature and boundaries of the Church at this critical time in Christian history, when
the Catholic Church saw itself become the favoured religion of the imperial powers in an
empire still firmly entrenched in paganism. What had previously been an external enemy,
capable of killing the body but not the souls of Christians,'® had now, through mass conversions
to Cyril’s faith, in many ways become an internal threat, capable of rotting the Church from
within. Catechists faced for the first time, not a sincere group of believers willing to risk life
and limb to enter a proscribed community, but great numbers of converts seeking, not an

encounter with the risen Christ, but social advancement or personal favours. | intend to look at

9 Hunt 1997.
10 ¢f, Matt. 10:28.



the ways in which Cyril responds to these newfound challenges while making use of the many
new opportunities afforded to bishops like him. While it is unquestionable that the translation
of episcopal authority from the purely ecclesiastical to the social and political had the potential
to, and in many cases did, place personal ambition above piety and dogmatic fidelity, what we
see in Cyril’s writings is a fervent attempt to retain the purity of the pre-Constantinian Church,
both in faith and practice. As the Church gains the acceptance and inclusion of the general
society, the move of its hierarchy is towards exclusion of the other and a strengthening of the
means thereto. I shall argue in this thesis that Cyril saw membership of the Church as primarily
ontological, defined by baptism and wider participation in the mysteries, in which the old man
was put to death and a new one formed in the bosom of the ekklésia. His identification of these
ontological and mysteriological boundaries of the Church with its visible, canonical boundaries
meant that those on the inside and outside thereof belonged to radically and irreconcilably
different worlds. While the cleft dividing these two worlds had previously been kept open by
the sword of persecution,!! the nominal Christianisation of the Empire caused a blurring of this
dividing line and thus, amidst a sea of opportunity, presented the hierarchs of the fourth century

with an urgent and serious challenge.?

A primary tool in responding to this challenge was catechism, which served to prepare
future Christians for this radical border crossing, which involved an entirely new way of life

and an abandonment of all that had formerly characterised them as outsiders. Cyril’s collection

11 The actual extent of Christian persecution and martyrdom in the first three centuries has been questioned by
some recent scholars (see, for example, Moss 2013). However, even if we accept modern claims that the
phenomenon was greatly exaggerated by early Christians, a perception of persecution would nonetheless have
been a powerful tool in keeping the Christian and non-Christian worlds apart, a perception changed in the 4™
century.

12 Wolfram Kinzig (1976, 240) challenges Gerhard Ruhbach’s assertion that the Church was ill prepared for
this sudden change, lacking the criteria with which to describe its new relationship with the state, arguing that,
while the Church was certainly “psychologically” ill prepared, the “theological traditions of the persecuted
Church” developed during the third century were already at the Church’s disposal, and would be the criteria with
which it was to assess said relationship (id. 1993, 134). The defensive position of figures like Cyril, therefore,
represented continuation, not abrupt change.

iv



of Catechetical Lectures represents one of the oldest complete catechetical programmes,
making him a particularly significant figure in this regard. Despite this, as the author of a recent
article on Cyril laments, “this ecclesiastical Father is rarely remembered. An erudite inheritor
and teacher of the ‘apostolic doctrines (teachings)’ at Jerusalem during the most critical and
transitional 4" century of Christianity, he is forgotten or even unknown.”*® While a number of
monographs on Cyril have appeared in the last decade,** in addition to a number of articles, he
remains

an understudied voice from the patristic period [...] and his lack of substantial

bearing or influence upon the debates of the second half of the century, often see

him sidelined in studies of the era. He receives only passing mention in otherwise

thoroughgoing monographs, and it is a rare university syllabus that dwells much

on him between Nicea and Athanasius or the Cappadocians. Cyril is a catechist, a

teacher, an exponent of baptism and Christian initiation, who uses ‘another creed’

(i.e. not that of Nicea) but otherwise is not heavily engaged in the expansive post-

Nicene theological project. It is, however, precisely Cyril’s lack of direct
engagement in those disputes that makes his witness important.*®

| therefore hope the present work will also fill a gap in our understanding of this witness.

Cyril explains the primary purpose of his catechetical programme in his fourth
catechetical lecture, which acts as something of a summary of the subsequent fourteen lectures,
namely to develop in those who were preparing for baptism — many of whom, he admits, had
initially come for the wrong reasons'® — the discernment necessary to distinguish between
what is genuinely good and profitable, and the illusionary wisdom and beauty by which the
devil seeks to devour the souls of men. He opens with a citation from Paul’s epistle to the
Colossians, “See to it that no one takes you captive by philosophy and empty deceit,”” and

proceeds to explain that,

13 Bekiares 2016, 7. Translation mine: “Tyed6v 1| pdAlov Gyvoel &vav meplomovdacTo KANPOVOUO Kot
O340 KOAO TAV «ATOGTOMKDV doypdtov (didackotidv)» otd Tepocoivpa tod kpiootatov petafatikod A’
aidva Tiig ¥pLoTiovosvuvng.”

14 See chapter 1.

15 Steenberg 2009, 128-9.

1 pC5.

17 «“Bhénete un Tig vudc Eotar O cvlaymydv id Thc prhocopiac kol keviig amdtne” — Col. 2:8.
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Evil imitates virtue, and the tares strive to be taken for wheat. They are like wheat
in appearance, but the discerning recognise them by their taste. Even the devil
transforms himself into an angel of light'® [...] We therefore need divine grace, a
sober mind, and seeing eyes: lest eating the tares as wheat, we are hurt on account
of our ignorance; lest taking the wolf for a sheep, we become his prey [...] For this
reason the Church admonishes; for this reason we hold the present teachings; for
this reason, the lections are read.®

The military analogies employed in his Procatechesis are similarly defensive. Catechism is “an
armour against the antagonist power; against heresies, against Jews, and Samaritans, and
Gentiles,” and although the baptismal candidates are told they “must learn how to throw [darts]
at the Hellene”?° and use the “sword of the Spirit” to “war the Lord’s warfare”, they are to do
S0, not to subdue them, but to “remain undefeated by every heretical thing.”?! One imagines,
then, not an army advancing on their enemies in order to vanquish and colonise them, but a
people besieged on all sides — by heretics, by Jews, by Samaritans, and by Hellenes — hurling
down arrows in order to keep attackers from entering. In particular, “the Hellenes by their
smooth tongues drag you away, for honey drips from the lips of a prostituting woman?? [.. ]
This gives occasion to the teaching of faith, and explanations thereof.”?® While all were
welcomed into the fold, the catechumenate ensured that those who chose to enter would not
bring with them contagion from the outside. By giving them, through catechesis, the ability to

discern what is the good, pleasing, and perfect will of God, the Church would be in a position

182 Cor. 11:14.

19 CL 4.1 — “Mpgiton Tv apetiv 1 kakia, kai 1o {leviov fraletar 6itog vousOivor oxfuott udv mpdg tov
Gitov £E0L0100EVOV, €K OE TG YeDoEmG VTTO TAV dlakplTik®dv EEgleyyouevov. Kai 6 AtaBorog petaoynuotiletot
€ig dyyelov @106 [...]. Xpeia toivuv Bgiag Nuiv yoptrog, kai vieoiiov dtavoiag Kol PAemdvioy 0@BaApdy: tva
unte 10 {ilaviov dg oltov eayovieg, € ayvoiog frafduey: uite tov Aokov tpdPartov Hrorofovieg, Onpevbduey:
[...] A tobt0 1 'ExkAncio vovBetel, did todto T0 TopovTa S1dacKaieia, d16 ToDTo T Gvayvdouata yivovtor”.

20| have in many instances chosen to translate the word “EAAnvag as Hellene rather than Greek as it better
captures the cultural, philosophical, and religious connotations of the word as used by Cyril and his
contemporaries.

21 PC 10 — The full passage reads: ““OnAa yop AapPavelg koo dvTicelpévng évepyeiag dmha AopBavelg kot
aipéocav, katda Tovdaionv, kol Zapoapeitdv, kol EOvdv: molhodg €x0povg Exelg, moAha PEAN AduPave: Tpog
TOAAOVG YOp dxovtilels kai ypeia oot pabelv ndc Katokovtiong tov "EAAva, mdg dyovion mpog aipeTikov, Tpog
‘Tovdaiov kol Xapapeitnv: koi ta pév émia Etoya, Kol o &ipog tod [vedpatog Etoydtatov: o€l 8¢ kal de&lag
Tetvely 010 mpoarpécemg ayabiig, va moiepov Kupiov mohepnong, iva viknong aviikeyévag évepyeiog, va
G TTNTOG YEVT TAVTL OUPETIK® TPaypaTt.”

22 Prov. 3:5.

2B CL 4.2 — “oi pév "EAMveg, d1d Thc evyAmttiog kKatoovpovot MEM yip amootalel amd Yeémv YOVaIKOg
wopvNg [...] Awd todto kai 1 tiig [Tictewe didaokolria, kai ol gig avtv éEnynoelg yivovrat.”

Vi



to transfigure them through the renewing of their mind, rather than itself being conformed to
the world from which they had come.?* This in turn allowed the Church to preserve what had
hitherto been its most effective missionary tool, namely the exemplary moral conduct and

commitment to God for which its initiated members were renowned.?®

Although this is not a work on catechism per se, given the fact that our primary source
is Cyril’s series of Catechetical Lectures it seemed natural that the chapters of this thesis should
reflect the same gradual movement of the outsider towards initiation into the Catholic Church,
looking at how Cyril addresses the different groups of outsiders, arranged by their relative
proximity to his own position — Hellenes, Jews, heretics, and catechumens — before finally
turning to his understanding of the place of baptism within the process of initiation. However,
unlike Cyril’s catechumens, who were not given to understand the true nature of their
participatory membership of the Church until after their initiation, I do not intend to leave the
readers of this thesis in the dark until the very end. Therefore, after Chapter 1, which consists
of a brief overview of Cyril’s life and works, Chapter 2 first provides a clear framework for the
thesis by looking at how Cyril understands the Church and ontological membership thereof by
exploring the various ecclesiological images present in his baptismal theology: the Church as
the hospital, new creation, and mother of its members, and as the bride and body of Christ. Our
wider study of the borders of the Church — particularly notions of ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ —
begins in Chapter 3, where | explore Cyril’s attitude to the Greeks, or Hellenes, and his
unwillingness to engage with traditional Graeco-Roman thought and religion within the
common framework of neo-platonic philosophy, as figures such as Origen had previously done.

This lack of engagement owes to the development of a rival framework, one of Christian

24 Cf. Rom. 12:2.

%5 On this, see the Epistle to Diognetus 5-7 (trans. Holmes 2007, 701-7), where the author identifies the
distinctiveness of Christians as consisting not in their language, customs, dress, diet, or other exentricities, but in
their exemplary moral character: “In a word, what the soul is to the body, Christians are to the world” (6.1) “These
things do not look like human works; they are the power of God, they are proofs of his presence” (7.9).
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ontology, which | argue is intrinsically ecclesiological, not only because the Church provides
the necessary context for this ontology, but because mysteriological participation — that is,
ontological membership — in the life of the Church was necessary for any genuine engagement

with it.

The confrontation with paganism was not merely intellectual, of course, and so Chapter
4 looks at the spatial-geographical aspects of ‘catholicity’ — ‘Catholic’ being the unique
signifier by which Cyril identified his Church — through the lens of fourth-century attitudes
to pilgrimage and sacred topography, following Constantine’s promotion of Jerusalem as a
Christian holy land. Making reference to the recent reinterpretations of Ignatius of Antioch’s
use of the word xafoldixs, | argue that Cyril sees Jerusalem as the prototypical Church, which
is then replicated and fully manifested in each local Catholic community, thus reconciling

opposing concerns for the Church’s universal and local dimensions.

Religious possession of Jerusalem leads naturally on to the theme of Chapter 5, namely
Cyril’s attitude to Judaism. The chapter argues that what we commonly call Adversus Judaeos
literature was not, in fact, directed at Jews, but at Christians, and that Cyril’s anti-Jewish
polemic is concerned with establishing the notion of the Catholic Church as the New Israel, the

one unique people and nation of the one God.

Having demarcated the Church vis-a-vis paganism and Judaism, Chapter 6 looks at
Cyril’s heresiology. In addition to establishing orthodoxy and doctrinal purity as a hallmark of
catholicity, and therefore necessary to the very identity of the Church, Cyril’s failure to
distinguish between different types of heretics based on their relative doctrinal proximity to his
own community betrays a binary insider—outsider view of Church membership and Christian
identity, again pointing to the importance of membership of the Church as an ontological

reality. This argument is continued in Chapter 7, where we meet a different kind of Christian
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outsider: namely, the catechumen. While others have written about the near disappearance of
the catechumenate in the fourth century — the institution having buckled under the weight of
mass conversion — | instead argue that it became instrumental in preserving the Church’s
catholic identity by creating a buffer zone between it and the outside world, allowing it to
formally embrace every type of person, all the while preserving intact its doctrinal and moral
character by limiting those it admitted to baptism. Central to preserving the distinction between
nominal Church membership as a social phenomenon and genuine Church membership
through mysteriological participation was the so-called Disciplina Arcani, the practice of not
divulging details of the Church’s mysteries to the unbaptised, which reached its zenith in the

fourth century. Cyril’s use of the Disciplina to this end will be the focus of Chapter 8.

The Disciplina clearly draws up the borders of Church membership along
mysteriological lines, and serves to emphasise the binary ecclesiological outlook of which 1
believe Cyril was a staunch proponent. This is compounded by his rejection of heretical, non-
Catholic, baptism, which is the subject of Chapter 9. He rejects the validity of non-Catholic
baptism, not out of intolerance or other anachronistically imposed attitudes, but because he
considered it an ontological impossibility. As the rite of initiation into the Church par
excellence, to speak of genuine baptism outside the Church was simply absurd, and separated
membership from mystery in a way that either deprived baptism of its efficacy or deprived

membership of its mysteriological and ontological character.

The common thread running through Cyril’s engagement with the different groups
mentioned above is the Cross of Christ, which stands at the centre of all of his ideas and
arguments, just as it quite literally stood at the centre of the church where he presented them.
Though long a signet of the Christian faith, it had only in Cyril’s lifetime come into the
possession of the Catholic Church as a physical relic. Far from being a mere political
opportunist, as so many scholars assert, I argue that Cyril’s ecclesiological vision is rooted in
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his soteriology and a sincere concern for salvation.?® His is in many ways a stauro-ecclesiology,

an ecclesiology of the cross,?” which he calls the “boast of boasts” of the Catholic Church.?®

| owe a great debt of gratitude to Dr Yiannis Papadogiannakis, who supervised the
initial stages of this work — as well as my Master’s dissertation through which I was initiated
into the works of Cyril and the subject of his ecclesiology — and Dr Mark Edwards, who
supervised its completion, for their insight, guidance, and great patience. | would also like to
thank H.E. Gregorios, Archbishop of Thyateira and Great Britain, the AG Leventis Foundation,
and the Community of the Sisters of the Love of God, who helped finance my period of study.
| am particularly grateful to H.G. Chrysostomos, Bishop of Kyaneon, without whose gracious
support, both practical and financial, I would not have been able to complete the present study.
| am also deeply thankful for the help of H.G. Kallistos, Metropolitan of Diokleia, who
recommended my case for graduate studies at the University of Oxford, and the Very Revd
Archpriest Stephen Platt, General Secretary of the Fellowship of St Alban and St Sergius.
Above all, 1 would like to thank my family: my parents, Arne and Elisabeth; my wife, Irene,
for her unfailing love and support; and my children, Maria Elisabeth, Johannes, and Sofia, who,
although responsible for significantly prolonging this process, have made these years my

happiest.

% On Cyril’s soteriology, see Doval 2001b; Hess 1997.

2" The origins of which can perhaps be traced to Constantine’s vision of the Cross (Eusebius, Vita Const. 1.28),
though Cyril makes no mention of it in his extant writings.

28 CL 13.1. See Patrick Prétot’s recent monograph (2014), which explores the position of the cross in 4th century
thought and liturgy with particular emphasis on the Catechetical Lectures of Cyril and the two most significant
external witnesses to his liturgical context: the Armenian Lectionary and the Intenarium of Egeria the pilgrim.
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Chapter 1 — Life and Works

“We know virtually nothing about Cyril’s early life.”?® So begins nearly every other
study on Cyril, and thus it is only appropriate for us to continue this tradition. Epiphanius
mentions him having had a sister,3 whose son he later appointed as bishop of Caesarea, uncle-
to-nephew episcopal dynasties having been commonplace during the period. There are also
unconfirmed suggestions of a monastic life preceding his ordination to the priesthood and
episcopate,®! and his distinguished oratorical skills suggests he came from a family with means
to provide a corresponding education.®? Beyond this, Cyril is generally thought to have been
born in Jerusalem® in the year 315, a mere two years after the so-called Edict of Milan, in
which emperors Constantine and Licinius officially proclaimed religious toleration across the
Roman world, thereby drawing to a close a long and bloody chapter in Christian history.
Walker has called him “a child of the new age, who had never known an empire without a
Christian on the throne.”®® At the age of ten, Cyril would have seen the Christian Church rise

to prominence as the emperor, having moved the Empire’s capital to Asia Minor, called

29 Steenberg 2009, 129; Yarnold 2000, 3.

%0 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.37.5.

31 Scholars who make this suggestion (Mader, 1891, 12; Paulin, 1959, 25; Doval, 2001a, 13; Drijvers, 2004,
32; Steenberg 2009, 130) point to the many positive references to the solitary life found in the Catechetical
Lectures, particularly CL 12.33, where Cyril says, “Let the order also of solitaries acknowledge the glory of
chastity for we men are not deprived of the dignity of chastity.” While this could hint at an earlier, anchoritic
lifestyle, it is not unthinkable that he could have numbered himself with virginal solitaries simply on account of
his being an unwed clergyman. For Cyril’s approach to celibacy more generally, see Noakes 2010.

32 Sozomen (HE 3.14.41-42) lists Cyril among the seven hierarchs of the period most noted “on account of
their great eloquence. [...] The proof of their education is in the books they have written and left behind” (trans.
NPNF 2.02, 653). Doval (2001a, 12) also suggests that Cyril’s touching words on honouring one’s parents
“suggests that his own upbringing was a nurturing experience in a close-knit family”.

3 Telfer (1955, 19) suggests he may have been born in Caesarea, but Cyril’s knowledge of the local topography
of pre-Constantinian Jerusalem makes this a much more likely place of birth. It was, at any rate, almost certainly
where he grew up.

34 As Drijvers (2004, 31) notes, this date is an approximation based on a comment by Jerome that Cyril
delivered his lectures as an adolescens, suggesting he would have been around 35 years of age in the year 350.

35 Walker 1990b, 31.
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together hundreds of bishops from across the oikovuévy to attend the Council of Nicea, where

he presided, in the words of Eusebius, “like some heavenly messenger of God.”3®

The reasons for Constantine’s convening of the Council appears to have been his desire
for “a single accord and bond and a single union without distinction, so that, by the faith without
division, all the Church may subsist in a single body of perfect will (comprising) the priesthood
and the Empire.”®" The forging of this new bond between ‘the priesthood and the Empire’3®
was to define the subsequent progress of the Church. Indeed, Dimitris J. Kyrtatas goes as far
as to say that “the imperial intervention which he inaugurated secured the very existence of the
‘universal’ Church at a time when Christianity was on the verge of dissolving into an
assortment of independent churches, communities and movements.”*® This is not to say that
Constantine was altogether successful in establishing this ‘single accord’. The Christological
controversy persisted well after the Council’s condemnation of Arius, something which, as we
shall see, had a marked impact on Cyril’s later career. Not only would he be subject to a number
of exiles at the hands of his “Arian” opponents, but he also came under fire from many in the
Nicene camp, seemingly because of the questionable circumstances under which he in the year
350 assumed the episcopal throne of Jerusalem — traditionally regarded as the see of James
the Apostle and brother of Jesus — with some suggesting that his appointment was part of an
Arian conspiracy to oust his orthodox predecessor Maximus, and that Cyril was made bishop
following his death only on the condition that he repudiated the ordination he had received

from him about a decade earlier.*°

Constantine, no doubt from a genuine desire to glorify the God to whom he attributed

his recent military victories, but also keen to display the new relationship between church and

% Vita Const. 3.10.

37 Coleman-Norton 1966, 123.

38 On the understanding of Sacerdotium et Imperium among the eastern Church Fathers, see Azkoul 1971.
39 Kyrtatas 2005, 64.

40'yarnold 2000, 4. Drijvers 2004, 33.
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state, embarked on an extensive and imposing building programme, which saw impressive and
lavishly adorned churches spring up alongside, and in some cases replace, pagan shrines and
temples. The impact of this imperial venture, recounted in considerable detail by the Church
historian Eusebius, was perhaps nowhere felt more strongly than in the colony of Aelia
Capitolina, the name bestowed on Jerusalem by the emperor Hadrian in the 130s “in honour of
himself and Jupiter Capitolinus.”** The man tasked with leading this building programme in
Jerusalem, most notably the building of the Holy Sepulchre on what was believed to be the site
of Christ’s crucifixion and resurrection, was Macarius, who most probably had ordained Cyril
to the deaconate, thus acting as the initiator of his clerical career. This same Macarius had also,
according to some ecclesiastical legends, witnessed the miraculous finding of the True Cross.*?
While Cyril, the earliest witness to the event,*® appears to have no knowledge of later legends
describing the role of Empress Helen in the discovery of the relic, he himself citing only the
involvement of Constantine*, his very personal connection to the people involved in the event
is nonetheless of great significance and probably accounts for the way in which the Cross, both
as a physical relic and a symbol of faith is so important for him. The cross is “boasts of boasts”
of the Catholic Church,* the “indestructible foundation” of Catholic doctrine, on which all

other articles of faith are built,*® and without which, salvation itself is a fantasy.*’ It is a crown

41 Drijvers 2004, 1. See Galor and Gideon 2011; Patrich 2002; Isaac 1980; Bar 1998; Gibson and Taylor 1994;
Cohn 1987.

42 For text and commentary on the Greek and Latin accounts of the finding of the True Cross, see Edwards
2003.

43 Belloc 1918.

4 Ad Const., 3. Despite Cyril’s failure to mention Helen, Drijvers (2004, 73) argues that it is “not improbable
that Cyril was responsible for the origin and composition of the story of Helena’s inventio crusis”. Barnes (1981,
382, n130) likewise suggests that the story is an invention either by Gelasius, Cyril’s nephew, or Cyril himself.
Drijvers suggests Cyril invented the story to promote the cross as the symbol cementing the relationship between
the see of Jerusalem and the imperial house, represented by Macarios and Helena respectively. “Helena’s partition
of the Cross — one part was left in Jerusalem and another part was sent to Constantine — by which the alliance
between Jerusalem and the imperial house was confirmed, is a clear expression of this” (Drijvers 2004, 72-73).

$CL13.1

46 CL 13.38

47 CL 13.37



and trophy of salvation,*® Christ’s “very own sign,”* given to each of his soldiers to bear upon
their brow.> It is the new Tree of Life, which opens paradise to mankind.®! It is a witness to
the truth of the Christian faith,% a “trophy against the gainsayers”,>® which has brought together
all nations and overthrown their pagan superstitions;>* it is the sign from heaven which will
confute the disbelief of the Jews,> and from which the demons flee in terror when those who
believe sign themselves with it.>® In short, the Cross provides a common thread underpinning
and connecting more or less every aspect of Cyril’s thought, both theological and ecclesio-

political, as | hope to demonstrate below.

More is thus known of Cyril’s life post-ordination, with details provided by a number
of ecclesiastical historians, such as Rufinus® — himself thought to have been ordained at
Jerusalem by Cyril’s successor, John®® — Socrates Scholasticus,® and fellow Palestinian
Sozomen.®® There is also an Armenian Vita Cyrilli,®* the only known vita of him to be
composed,® which, along with the old Armenian Lectionary,®® shows his important status in
Armenia as the person to complete and perfect the development of the hagiopolitan liturgical
tradition first initiated by James the Apostle.®* The biographical content of these sources has

received significant attention and assessment in the monographs by Yarnold, Doval, and

48 CL 13.22, 40.

49 CL 15.22

%0CL128

51CL13.2

52 CL 10.19

53 CL13.22

5 CL 13.40

%5 CL 15.22

6 CL4.14

S"HE (PL 21:461-540C).

%8 William Henry Freemantle, ‘Life and Works of Rufinus’ in NPNF 2.03, 1071.

% HE 2.38-3.25. See the critical editions by Hansen (1995) and Maraval (2005)

80 HE 4-5 (PG 67:843-1130).

®1 Vienna Armenian Codex 224, c. 1428.

62 Drijvers 2004, 62.

63 See Renoux 1969-71, based on mms Jer 121 and Paris 44.

6 Drijvers 2004, 63. For a study on the continued development of hagiopolitan (by this term, I simply mean
that which pertains to the Holy City) liturgy post-Cyril, see Galadza (forthcoming 2017).
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Drijvers, the latter essentially being an attempt to furnish these biographical accounts with a
detailed exploration of the cultural, political and religious climate of the Jerusalem in which

Cyril lived.®®

Works

Despite the great importance of a figure such as Cyril for our understanding of the

fourth century Church, only four works survive that are widely regarded to be his.
The Sermon on the Paralytic

Earliest among these is often thought to be The Sermon on the Paralytic, a rousing
exhortation to faith based on the fifth chapter of John’s Gospel. The only indication of the
homily’s early date, relative to Cyril’s other works, is the concluding reference to “our father’s
teaching” [razpixijc didaokaliog], assumed by Stephenson and Yarnold® to be a reference to
Cyril’s bishop, due to preach next, implying that he was still a presbyter at the time of its
delivery.®” However, the phrase only appears in one manuscript,®® with the only other extant
manuscript®® containing a very different ending, mentioning “practical teaching” [mpaxtixijc
ooookaliog] rather than “fatherly teaching,” suggesting that wazpixjc IS a corruption of
mpaxtikijc Or vice versa. In terms of context, either reading is possible: Cyril is either

apologising because the length of his homily is delaying the bishop in delivering his, or because

85 ‘Chapter One: Life’ in Yarnold 2000, 3-7; ‘Chapter One: Cyril of Jerusalem and His Church’ in Doval
2001a, 11-25; ‘Chapter Two: Life and Works’ in Drijvers 2004, 31-64. See also Gifford’s introduction to The
Catechetical Lectures of S. Cyril, Archbishop of Jerusalem in NPNF 2.7, 4-9, and McCauley and Stephenson
1969, 21-33. For a traditional, hagiographical account, see ‘T® avt® pnvi IH', t0d v ayioig matpog fudV
Kvupihhov, apylemokomov Tepocordpmv’ in Aylog Nikodnpog Aywopeitng, Zovalapiotis tév Awdeko Myvdv tod
Eviawvtod (Touog tétaprog: Mapriog—Anpiliog), (Beccarovikn: Opbddo&oc Kvyéin, 1982), 101-102.

8 McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 222, n.69. Yarnold 2000, 22.

87 Gifford remarks that, “In the Church of Jerusalem it was still the custom for sermons to be preached by
several Presbyters in succession, the Bishop preaching last” (NPNF 2.7, 7), but he appears to deduce this from
this particular reading of Cyril’s sermon, not vice versa.

8 Bodl. Roc 25, xi s.

8 paris, B. N. graec. 1447 [Regius 2030; ca. 1100]
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his lengthy digressions, for which he apologises elsewhere in the sermon,’® have distracted his
listeners from its primary, practical point. While the former reading would date the sermon to
sometime before the year 350, the alternate reading allows for a date as late as 386.”* It is also
possible to read “mazpixijc didookotiog” as “patristic teaching”, which, given Cyril’s appeal to
the comments of “our fathers” as a basis for his biblical exegesis in his other works,? is not
unreasonable and would again allow for the later date. A complete sermon on the Presentation
of Christ in the Temple and a number of other fragments survive, but are generally through to
be spurious.”® The three fragments appended to Stephenson’s translations, while thematically
and theologically consistent with various Christological expressions found in Cyril’s works,

appear to be more developed and probably belong to his later Alexandrian namesake.’
The Letter to Constantius

Easier to date accurately is Cyril’s Letter to Constantius, which he declares to be his
first such letter following his accession to the episcopal see, presenting these “firstfruits” as a
tribute to the emperor.” It can therefore be dated to 350—1 with some certainty. The letter is a
report detailing the appearance of a cross of light in the skies above Jerusalem on the 7" of
May 351.7° The “the sign which appeared in the sky”’’ was visible for several hours and
witnessed by the entire city, an event mentioned in a number of other sources.’”® While brief,
the letter is of great importance due to the status afforded by the apparition to the city and see

of Jerusalem and, not least, to Cyril himself. When Cyril says to Constantius that “in the days

© Hom. Par. 13.

" McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 222.

2CL13.21

3 See McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 239; Quasten 1960, 369; PG 33.1185-1210.

4 McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 239-240.

S McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 231

6 The Armenian Lectionary provides us with evidence that this day became part of the liturgical calendar in
Jerusalem. See Drijvers 2004, 160.

" ad Const. trans. Yarnold 2000, 68.

78 Philostorgius HE 3.26 (see Amidon 2007, 52) and Sozomen, HE 4.5. See also Drijvers 2009 and Yarnold
2000, 22.
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of your Imperial Father, Constantine of blessed memory, the saving wood of the Cross was
found in Jerusalem [but] now, Sire, in the reign of your most godly Majesty [...] not from the
earth but from the skies marvels appear”,’® it is not unthinkable that he was implicitly drawing
a similar parallel between himself and Macarius. Furthermore, given the contentious
circumstances under which Cyril had ascended to the episcopal throne of Jerusalem, the
marking of the event by such a spectacular miracle would no doubt have been a useful way of
convincing others that his election was both lawful and pleasing to God.®° As both “local and
foreign Christians, as well as visiting pagans” confessed faith in Christ and “hastened to the
Holy Church”®, it would have been Cyril, as senior cleric of said church, who stood there to

receive them.

There is another letter purporting to be written by Cyril, On how many miracles took
place when the Jews received the order to rebuild the Temple, and the signs which occurred in
the region of Asia,®? also involving a miraculous occurrence in Jerusalem and again featuring
the conversion of multitudes to the Christian faith through the visible sign of the Cross. The
letter — discovered in the 1970s% and published with an introduction, commentary, and
English translation* — describes the failed attempt by Julian the ‘Apostate’ to restore
Jerusalem’s traditional religious cult by rebuilding the city’s Jewish temple, a project
eventually aborted after building efforts were thwarted by both earthquake and fire in 363.%5 &

While most have accepted Brock’s arguments against Cyrilline authorship, a position contested

™ ad Const 3, trans. McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 232

8 See Barnes 1993, 107.

81 ad Const. 4, ibid.

8 This is the title given in the manuscript Harvard Syriac 99, dated to 1899. An incomplete sixth-century
manuscript of the same letter (Add. 14609 — British Library) is simply titled ‘Letter of Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem’.

8 Brock 1976, 103-7.

8 Brock 1977a.

8 Ammianus Marcellinus, Res Gestae 22.5.4. Some attribute this to the Galilee earthquake of 363, while others
blame sabotage or mere accident (see Marcus 1938, 8-12).

8 Drijvers devotes an entire chapter of his monograph to the ‘Rebuilding of the Temple’ (Drijvers 2004, 127—
152), a significant part of which focuses on the authorship and importance of this letter (see 137-152).
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only by Philip Wainwright,® it could likely be a derivative of a Cyrilline original, or at least a

Jerusalem origin that brings us close to Cyril 8%8°
The Catechetical Lectures & Procatechesis

Cyril’s most significant work is his series of Catechetical Lectures (henceforth CL),
delivered to baptismal candidates over the course of the Lenten fast before the feast of the
Resurrection. The collection, thought by most to date from around the time Cyril became
bishop,*® is arguably the earliest complete series of catechetical instructions that has come
down to us, making it incredibly important. With the exception of the first three, which focus
on the necessity of and prerequisites for baptism, the Lectures, of which there are eighteen, are
in essence a point-by-point explanation of the baptismal creed of Jerusalem.®* Only the final
lecture, on the article “In one, holy, catholic Church,” is therefore explicitly ecclesiological in
content. However, Cyril’s brilliant effort to tie every clause of the Creed to his listeners’
impending baptism, their new and radically different life as Christians, and their everyday lives
in and around Jerusalem, fraught with spiritual dangers from pagan, Jewish and heretical foes,
makes the entire collection rich pickings for anyone attempting to decipher his understanding

of the Church.%? Prefacing CL is the Procatechesis (henceforth PC), delivered prior to the

87 Wainwright 1986. “The objections to the letter’s authenticity have no foundation; the hypothesis of a forgery
will not bear examination; much of the information in the letter clarifies points that are obscure in our other
sources. The letter is, therefore, both a genuine addition to the Cyrilline corpus, and an important source that sheds
new light on this strange episode” (Ibid., 292-3).

8 For an overview of the dispute over authorship see Drijvers 2004, 138—149. He rightly remarks that
“Wainright’s view is diametrically opposed to that of Brock” (Ibid., 137) in his 1977 commentary, but in my
recent conversations with Brock, he expressed uncertainty as to the question of authorship. | would therefore add
to Drijvers’ analysis that Brock’s position should perhaps be seen as a decision to err on the side of caution, rather
than the definitive rejection of Cyrilline authorship subsequent scholarship has presumed it to be.

8 Louth 2004, 286.

% Yarnold 2000, 22.

%1 See Appendix 1.

92 Voulgarakes devotes a sub-section of his 1977 work to an overview of Cyril’s ecclesiology followed,
interestingly enough, by another on the sign of the Cross and a third on the relationship between Church and state,
connections | will develop in this thesis. While this constitutes a useful summary of the themes at hand, the scope
of his monograph does not allow for any in-depth treatment thereof, meaning that commentary is minimal,
focusing only on Cyril’s direct references to “the Church”. Dragas (2008, 107) considers said work the most
detailed study of CL to date.
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catechetical programme itself, in which Cyril delivers an uplifting message to his listeners,
impressing on them the lofty nature of their calling. While always mentioned in conjunction
with CL, there are reasons for considering PC to be a separate work. In most manuscripts of
CL, for example, the title introducing each lecture states that its content was ‘improvised’, not

delivered from a written text, but no such statement is found with regards to PC.
The Mystagogical Catecheses

Also numbered with CL in certain collections are the Mystagogical Catecheses
(henceforth MC), which provide the newly baptised with a retrospective explanation of the
rituals of baptism, chrismation and the Eucharistic liturgy, although this is unquestionably a
separate work, the authorship of which has been subject to a fair amount of controversy.
Although generally thought to have been delivered by Cyril towards the end of his life, others
maintain that they are even later, a work of Cyril’s successor, John, while some suggest
Cyrilline authorship and Johannine revision.®® Doubts about Cyril’s authorship first arose,
according to the prominent Jesuit theologian Edward Yarnold, “during the post-Reformation
controversies by Protestant writers who were embarrassed by their strong sacramental
teaching.”® These were revived in the 20" century, with the core arguments against Cyrilline
authorship being the lack of sole attribution to Cyril in manuscripts,®® the presence of certain
liturgical features that are unlikely to have been there at the time CL was written, various
discrepancies between the pre- and post-baptismal instructions, and that the content of MC does
not appear to correspond to the programme of post-baptismal instruction anticipated in CL

18:33.%6

% See Stroumsa 1999, 424-6.

% Yarnold 2000, 24.

% Ancient MSS are attributed to John alone, to both John and Cyril, or are entirely without attribution, though
in cases where MC is appended to CL, additional attribution would be superfluous. See Yarnold 2000, 24-25.

% There is also the argument put forth by Beukers (1961), who suggests that the use of the plural Saciiéwv in
MC 5.8 is a reference to a period when the empire was governed by two emperors — either 364-367 or 378-386
—, arguing that MC should be dated to 383-386. Yarnold (1978, 143) rejects this argument, suggesting instead
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The two most thorough treatments of the subject, evaluating earlier scholarship and
textual evidence, are Swaans’ 1942 work ‘A Propos des Catéchéses Mystagogiques,”®” which
favours Johannine authorship, and Doval’s 2001 work Cyril of Jerusalem: Mystagogue,®®
which argues in favour of Cyrilline authorship. Doval justifies the need for his revisiting the
evidence by noting how “nearly every significant study dealing with the Mystagogical
Catecheses included a treatment of the disputed authorship of the text ”, but that the conclusions
reached were widely divergent, and often displayed an ignorance of the findings of others. The
arguments put forth by Swaans had subsequently been taken up and developed by figures such
as Telfer, Bihain, Kretschmar, Renoux, Stephenson, Piédagnel, and Wilkinson, among others,
who all argue for Johannine or ‘pseudo-Cyrilline’ authorship, while the first serious rebuttal to
Swaans came from Yarnold in his 1978 article, ‘The authorship of the Mystagogic Catecheses
attributed to Cyril of Jerusalem’,X® the content of which is essentially restated in his 2000
monograph on Cyril’s life and works.1%* While Doval has the benefit of having nearly 60 years
of further scholarship at his disposal, he does not seem to have settled the question of authorship
“once and for all”, despite claims of having done so. Although most subsequent works on Cyril

appear to have accepted his conclusions, the issue remains contentious.%? Juliette Day accuses

that the petition in MC is based on 1 Tim 2:2 — zmoieiocOa1 derjocic mpooevydg, éviedéeig, evyopiotiag, OTEP TAVIWY
avBpwmov, vmep faciléwy kai TavTwy @V év dmepoyi] Sviwy. In support of Yarnold’s assertion, one need only
look at equivalent petitions in later liturgical traditions. Even in the modern forms of the Liturgies of Basil and
Chrysostom, the anaphora contains petitions for the “cdogfeotarwv kol mototdrwy fudv Poociréwv” and “t@dv
TLOTOTATWV KOl piloypiotwv Hudv Poociléwv” respectively, and both sets of petitions conclude with the words
“Apeuov kol fovyiov Piov didywuev, év ndon ebosfio xai ocuvotnt”, a direct quote from 1 Tim 2:2 (Tepatikdv
[ABfvar: Amoctolkn Awxovia thic ‘ExkAnociog tfig ‘TEAAGSog, 2009], 175, 134).

97 Swaans 1942.

% Doval 2001a.

% Telfer 1955; Bihain 1963; Kretschmar 1956; Renoux 1956; McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 143-49;
Piédagnel 1967, 565; Wilkinson 1999, 258.

190 Yarnold 1978.

101 Yarnold 2000, 22-32.

102 Georgios Filias takes the Cyrilline authorship of MC for granted and opens his discussion on Cyril by saying
that, “the first important source for catechetical teaching in the fourth century are the twenty-four Catechetical
Lectures of Cyril of Jerusalem,” numbering MC with CL (Filias 2009, 302 — Translation mine). He does however
acknowledge the debate around authorship in vol. 2 (2016) of the same series (217, n.393). Gabriel Bunge (2016)
describes MC as being Cyril’s, but in the corresponding footnote says that it “likely stems from his successor,
John II” (97, nl).
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Doval of a one-sidedness that is unprecedented in earlier scholarship, suggesting that he is

103 and

inconsistent and uneven in the way he treats John and Cyril as possible authors,
dismissing his treatment of Cyril’s life as “hagiographical.”'%* Day is right to challenge the
way in which Doval so easily dismisses the problem of attribution, which he considers the only
reason the debate continues in the face of strong pro-Cyril evidence.% Even if it were the only
problem remaining to be solved, it is significant enough for the door on John’s authorship to
remain open.'% Yet Day appears to dismiss with the same ease as “a convenient device for the
pro-Cyril camp”*?’ the argument made by Yarnold that most of the apparent inconsistencies
between CL and MC relating to liturgical rubrics and preferred theological motifs can be
accounted for if MC dates to a year closer to the end of Cyril’s life. Even allowing for a period
of three decades, Day argues that the differences “would require such a comprehensive
alteration of theological perspective that attribution to different authors is much more
tenable.”*% This, to me, does not seem to be a realistic assessment of the malleability of human
thought and receptiveness to new ideas. We are not speaking here of doctrinally conflicting
ideas, and I can therefore see no reason why a shift in the theological motifs employed by the
same author in relation to the sacraments could not have changed over the course of just a few
years, let alone three decades. Indeed, it is somewhat ironic that a figure so often accused of
shifting doctrinal allegiances as Cyril should simultaneously be thought to be so rigidly

entrenched in his ideas that one could not reasonably expect to find a significant change in

emphasis in two separate discussions of a topic over time. The proverbial nail in the coffin for

108 Day 2007b, 285.

104 1bid.

105 Since then, Donna R. Hawk-Reinhard (2013a) has provided an interesting codicological and text critical
analysis of the authorship problem in which she convincingly accounts for the mixed authorial attribution found
in the manuscript tradition. While she admits such a study cannot conclusively resolve the issue, it has done much
to close some of the potential gaps in Doval’s argument. See also chapters 2 and 3 of her PhD dissertation (2011,
65-172).

106 McDonald 2002, 531.

107 Day 2007b, 286.

198 Thid. Day provides a detailed comparison of Cyril’s and John’s theology and literary style in her monograph,
The Baptismal Liturgy of Jerusalem (2007a, 16-22).
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this particular argument against Cyrilline authorship may have come in the form of Abraham
Terian’s work on Macarius of Jerusalem’s Letter to the Armenians, which, if correct,
demonstrates that these rubrics and motifs were already part of the baptismal liturgy of
Jerusalem before the time of Cyril, 1% and therefore tell us nothing about the date or authorship

of MC.

For the study of liturgy, around which most earlier discussions about authorship have
revolved, the important question is not so much who wrote MC, but rather what the identity of
the author reveals about liturgical development.*° If it is an early work of Cyrilline authorship,
Jerusalem can be seen as the source of elements “found in later sources from neighbouring
provinces” ! — that Macarius wrote his Letter to the Armenians in order to bring Armenian
praxis into harmony with that of his own see would certainly lend credence to this view —
while Johannine authorship could point the Church of Jerusalem being the recipient, and not
necessarily the cause, of local developments more widely. While this question is pertinent also
to the present study, in as much as the influence of the Jerusalem See under Cyril’s leadership
can tell us something about his view of its position within the wider Church, the more direct
problem here is the extent to which MC can give us an insight into Cyril’s thought in general,
and his ecclesiological vision more specifically. If MC is John’s only in the sense of being a
Johannine adaption of a Cyrilline text, as some suggest,'*? then this would not seriously
undermine its value as a source of Cyril’s views. If, however, authorship is entirely Johannine,
it is valuable only for the purpose of comparison and contextualization. It cannot be assumed
that John’s views would have been those of his predecessor, particularly given that he was

famed for heterodoxy.!*®

109 Terian 2008. See also Johnson 2007, 142, n.57.

110 Day 20074, 12.

111 Ibid. On this, see also al-Makary 2017.

112 yarnold 2000, 24. The latest work to favour this position is Hawk-Reinhard 2013a.
113 1pid., 27.
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In my evaluation of the evidence presented, I am inclined to agree with Doval and
Yarnold, and believe that their arguments justify my referring to MC as a Cyrilline work in this
thesis. | acknowledge, however, that Johannine authorship is a possibility, and will for this
reason largely restrict my use of MC to corroboration rather than basing any central part of my

thesis solely on this particular source.
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Chapter 2 — Wash you, make you clean: Ecclesiological images in St
Cyril’s baptismal theology

Before looking at Cyril’s attitude to Greeks, Jews, and heretics, and what this reveals
about his view of his own community, it seems appropriate first to examine relevant aspects of
his baptismal theology in order to bring to the fore some of the core themes touched upon
throughout this thesis; namely, the notions of mysterological participation and ontological
membership of the Church as Christ Body. Entire theses could be, and indeed have been,
written on the subject of Cyril’s baptismal theology. Therefore, I will not here give a detailed
explanation of the baptismal liturgy we find described in Cyril’s writings, nor will I seek to
restate the findings of previous studies on the subject, of which Hugh M. Riley’s comparative
study and Juliette Day’s more recent work on the baptismal liturgy of Jerusalem are
undoubtedly the most significant.1** While making use of these, | will rather seek to uncover
what Cyril’s explanation of baptism can tell us about his understanding of the Church.
Recently, similar studies have been undertaken looking at the works of Origen and John
Chrysostom, though these naturally make use of the much broader body of literature
bequeathed to us by these two authors, and do not have baptismal theology as their primary

focus.tt®

The Church as a hospital
Cyril explains in CL 18 that the Church is kafolixi because it, among other things,

“wholly [kaBolikédg] treats and heals the whole class of sins, which are committed by soul or

body.” In the same lecture, he explains that this is achieved through baptism:

114 Riley 1974. Day 2007a.

115 See Christo 2006.

116 CL 18:23 — “10 xafoMkdC iaTpsvsty pév kod Oepomedety dmay TO TV AUApTIBY £160¢ TOV d18 Yuydc Kol
COUOTOG EMTEAOVUEVAOVY.”
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Therefore, God heals past wounds of soul and body by baptism; let us one and all
jointly guard ourselves against future ones, that we may keep this bodily garment
pure, and may not lose the salvation of heaven for practising fornication and
sensual indulgence or any other sin for a short time, but may inherit the eternal
kingdom of God. May God in his own grace deem you all worthy of this.**’

Particularly in the Eastern Christian world, recent works by popular authors such as Hierotheos

Vlachos and John Romanides mark a renewed interest in the topic of Christianity as

118

psychotherapeia,*° the healing of the soul, and the popularisation of the analogy of the Church

as a hospital.

The patristic tradition is neither a social philosophy nor an ethical system, nor is it
religious dogmatism: it is a therapeutic treatment. In this respect it closely
resembles medicine [...]. The Fathers do not categorise people as moral and
immoral or good and bad on the basis of moral laws. This division is superficial.
At depth humanity is differentiated into the sick in soul, those being healed and
those healed.!*°

Christianity is mainly a Church [...]. The work of the Church is therapeutic. It seeks
to heal men’s sicknesses, mainly those of the soul, which torment them. This is the
basic teaching of the New Testament and of the Fathers of the Church.?°

Although developed much more clearly in the works of later authors such as the
Thessalonians Gregory Palamas'?* and Symeon the New Theologian,??> we clearly see this
notion of therapeia in Cyril. In CL 2, in which he develops what | would term an ecclesiology
of repentance, he describes sin as “the most serious sickness of the soul [...] but not an
incurable one; terrible to the one who clings to it, but easy to cure when it is put off through
repentance.”*?* He continues,

Do not say, ‘I have fornicated and committed adultery, | have done terrible things,
and not only once but many times; will he forgive, will he forget?’[...] Your

117 CL 18:20 — “ta p&v obv mapelBovTo yoyfic Kol cdpatog tpadpoto Ospansdet Od¢ S16 Tod PanticpoToc,
POG 08 T pEALOVTA AOTOV £0VTOVG Ao@olMidueda Ko mhvteg, va kabapov Todtov T0d cOUATOG TOV YrTdVa
datnpnoopey, kol pn dt' OAiyng mopveiag kai ndvmadeiog 1 Tivog dAANG apoptiog TpdEy ArorécmUEV 0VDPAVIOV
compiav, A" va kKAnpovouicopey Bactieiay Bgod aidviov, fG mavTag VUdC T £00Tod ¥UpiTt KATAEIDCEIEY O
0edg.”

118 These works are paralleled by a wide range of recent scholarship on philosophy as therapeia. See especially
Nussbaum 2009. For the reception of Hellenistic therapeia in late antique Christianity, see ‘From Stoic Agitations
to Christian Temptations’ in Sorabji 2000, 343-418.

119 John Romanides, Romaioi i Romioi Pateres tes Ekklesias (vol. 1), 22, 27, cited in Vlachos 1994, 30.

120 \/lachos 1994, 26, 28-29.

121 gee, for example, Three Texts on Prayer and Purity of Heart, trans. Palmer 1998, 343-6.

122 For a recent study, see Kapsalgs 2015.

128 CL 2:1 — “Aewov 1) auoprtio, koi vécoc yoremmtrn yoydc | mapavouia [...] AL ovk d0epdmevtov: Sevov
@ KATEYOVTL eVINTOV 08 TM 10 pHeTavoiog AmoTOEpéEv®.”
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accumulated sins do not surpass the multitude of the mercies of God; your wounds
do not exceed the experience of the Chief Physician. Just give yourself to him in
faith: tell the Physician about the passion.?*

However, while he identifies repentance and confession of sins as the instigator of this healing,
the context in which he speaks is baptismal, and therefore ecclesial.
Brethren, since we have many examples of people who sinned, repented, and were

saved, you should also confess to the Lord, that you will likewise be pardoned for
your past sins, and be counted worthy of the heavenly gift.”*?®

In his subsequent lecture on baptism, he identifies this gift as that of baptism, through which
entry into the Church and remission of sins is obtained:
You have until now stood outside the door; may you all be able to say, ‘The King
has brought me into his chamber.’*?® [ ...] so that all your souls may be found ‘not
having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing.”*?’ I do not say, before you have
received the gift (if so, why would you be now called to the forgiveness of sins?);

but so that, on the gift being given, your conscience may be found blameless and
keep pace with the gift.1%®

This is significant, for while the intention of the two modern authors cited earlier is to reclaim
the Biblical emphasis on healing as something central to the Christian Gospel, rather than
merely a peripheral set of miracle stories to demonstrate its veracity or power, of interest to us
is the way in which Cyril and his contemporaries saw the Catholic Church as the context and

facilitator of this healing, in particular with regards to baptism.

The New Testament is, of course, replete with stories of healing and there is no need to
speculate on whence Cyril draws this therapeutic image, meaning we can with confidence rule

out any necessary debt to Hellenistic philosophy. Few will not be familiar with the words,

124 CL 2:6 — “Mn yaip einng, Endpvevca, Epoiyevca té Setvd pot mémpaktar, kol ovy émas, dAld kol modddxic:
apo cuYYmPHoeL; apo mopélst TV dpvnotiov; [...] OV vikd cov T& cuvayBévta auaptipoTa, 1O TABoC T@V
0lKTIPUOVY TOD O0D’ 0V VIKE GOV T TPAVUATO THY APYLOTPIKTY Eumelpioy. AOG LOVOV GEQVTOV LETO TIOTEWMG'
Aéye 1® loTpd 0 TABOG.”

125 CL 2:20 — ““Eyovieg odv, 4deh@oi, mOAODS TOTOVG TV GUAPTNCAVIOV, KOl UETAVONCAVTI®V, Koi
cwbéviav, Tpobipwg kai avtoi éoporoyncacts 1@ Kvpio® tva kai trv cuyympnow Aapnte t@v Tpoyeyevnévav
apopTNRATOV, Kol TG émovpaviov dwpeds Katasiwbijte.”

126 Song 1:4.

127 Eph. 5:27.

128 CL 3:2 — “Ndv yap téwg Ew tiig 00pag Eotnrac’ yévorto 8¢ mavtag Vudc sineiv: Eionveyké pe 6 Poocihede
€i¢ 10 tapeiov avtod- [...] v €0pebT] mhvtmv DudvV 1 Yoy un £xovoa omilov, fj putida, 7 TL TOV T010VTOV: 0V
Ay Tpo tod AaPelv TV yhpwv: [Tdg yap, oiye Emi dpiost auaptidv EkAnTe;] GAL' tva d1douévng Tiig xapttoc,
axaThyvmoTtog 1) cuveidnoig evpedeica cuvdpaun i ybprrt.”
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“They that are whole have no need of the physician, but they that are sick: I came not to call
the righteous, but sinners to repentance,”*?® wherein Christ identifies sin as a malady, himself
as a physician, and repentance as a form of therapeutic treatment. Cyril even goes so far as to
claim that the very name of Christ testifies to this:

Jesus means according to the Hebrew ‘Saviour,”'® but in the Greek tongue ‘the
Healer’, since he is physician of [souls] and bodies, curer of spirits, curing the blind
in their senses, and guiding minds into light, healing the visibly lame, and guiding
sinners’ feet to repentance, saying to the paralytics, ‘Sin no more,” and, ‘Take up
your bed and walk.”*3! For since the body was paralysed due to the sin of the soul,
he first healed the soul in order to extend that healing to the body. If, therefore,
anyone is suffering in soul from sins, he has the Physician [...]. If anyone is
surrounded by bodily passions, let him not be unbelieving, but let him draw near,
for he heals these also.!32 133

“Take up your bed and walk” are the words of Christ spoken to the paralytic at the Pool of
Bethsaida,'** which is the topic of Cyril’s only surviving sermon, rather fitting as it is not
merely a discussion of a healing miracle, but one understood by many to typify the healing of

the sinner through the waters of baptism.

John Chrysostom, for example, comments on this account in the following manner:

What manner of cure is this? What mystery doth it signify? [...] A Baptism was
about to be given, possessing much power, and the greatest of gifts, a Baptism
purging all sins, and making men alive instead of dead. These things then are
foreshadowed as in a picture by the pool, and by many other circumstances [...].

129 Mark 2:17

130 1t should be noted that the word cwrrjp also has therapeutic connotations. Bromiley (1985), for example,
lists “curing from illness” as one of the senses in which a person can ‘save’ (see 1132-1140), while Lampe (1961,
1369) gives as his primary definition of cwtnpia preservation in sickness.

131 John 5:12, 14.

132 CL 10:13 — ““Incodg toivuv éoti kot pév EPpaiovg cotmp, katd 8¢ v EALGSa yAGooay, 6 idpevoc.
‘Emedn] iotpdc éott [Woydv] kol coudtov Kol Ogpamenting TVELHATOV TVEADY LEV aicOntdv Oepomevtnc,
POTAYOY®DV 0 TAG d10Voiag YOADY PUVOUEVAOV 10TPOC, KO 100 Y@V TOVG GUOPTOAOVG EiG pLeTavolay, AEY@V T
TapaALTIKG” Mniétt dudptove: koi, Apov Tov kpafPatov cdv kai mepudrst. Eneidn yop S1& mv TS Woydc
apoptiov Tapedddn 10 odpo, Tpoebepdmevce v yoyny, va énaydyn kol 1@ chpatt Ty faow. El tig toivov
TacyeL TV youynyv &v apoptiotg, Exet Tov iatpov [...]. Ei tig kai copatikoig mepEfAntar mébeot, pr| dnioteito,
GALG TpooepyEcbm, (Bepanevet yap kol tadTa)”.

133 Compare Clement of Alexandria — “Our good Pedagogue, he who is the Wisdom and Word of the Father
and who created man, is concerned with the creature as a totality; he heals both body and soul, being the Physician
of humanity and capable of healing all things.” — (Paedagogus 1.6.2 [PG 8:252A]); John Chrysostom — “[God]
is the only true physician both of souls and bodies” — (Homilies Against Those Who Say that Demons Govern
Human Affairs 1.5, trans. NPNF 1.9, 250); Barsanuphius of Gaza — “May the Lord be with you, that great Healer

of souls and bodies” — (Ep. 107, trans. Chryssavgis 2006, 129). For a comprehensive overview of patristic
references, see Larchet 2002, 79-131, and id. 1991.
134 John 5
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He causeth defilements of our bodies, and afterwards infirmities of different kinds,
to be done away by water.*®

At first sight, Cyril’s interpretation seems to diverge from Chrysostom’s in that it makes
no explicit reference to baptism. Indeed, certain passages seem to reject any connection
outright. Having first identified Christ as the source of living water, Cyril questions those who
place their “hope in a pool” and limit their hope to a “poor water-cure” when they have “Him
who walks upon the waters, who rebukes the winds, who holds sovereign sway over the ocean;
who not only Himself walked on the sea as on a firm pavement but vouchsafed the like power

to Peter.” 136

A careful reading of the sermon in light of CL, however, hints at a greater level of
consistency than is immediately apparent. First, that we find no explicit reference to baptism
should not surprise us, given that such a homily would have been delivered during what would
correspond to the later ‘Liturgy of the Word’*¥" in the presence of catechumens, for whom
knowledge of the mysteries was off limits in accordance with the Disciplina Arcani. Moving
on to the content of the text itself, the images and expressions Cyril here employs in relation to
the healing of the paralytic parallel those he uses in his discussions of baptism in CL:

Christ came in order to be baptised, and might sanctify baptism.** He came to work

wonders, walking upon the waters of the sea. Since then before his coming in flesh,
“the sea saw him and fled; Jordan was turned backwards,”** the Lord took to

1% 1n Jo. 5:1, trans. NPNF 1.14, 253-4.

136 Hom. Par. 8-9, trans. McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 214.

“Why, then, fix your hope on a pool? You have Him who walks upon the waters, who rebukes the winds, who
holds sovereign sway over the ocean; who not only Himself walked on the sea as on a firm pavement but
vouchsafed the like power to Peter [...]. There stood by the waters of the pool the Ruler and Maker of the water.
To Him the cripple said: “I have no man, when the water is troubled, to put me into the pool.” The Saviour said
to him: “Why do you await the troubling of the water when you can be cured with no trouble at all? Why wait for
the movement that is seen? More swiftly is the mind’s command performed by the word. Only look down into the
swirling power of the spring and glimpse there God clothed in flesh; consider not the man whom your eyes see,
but the invisible God who works through Him whom you see [...]. Why set such narrow bounds to hope, intent
on some poor water-cure? Arise: He who commands it is the Resurrection.”

187 ‘Liturgy of the Word’ signifies the first half of the Eucharistic Liturgy, consisting of psalmody, Scripture
readings and preaching.

138 Cf. Ignatius: “&¢ &yevvi0n xai éBomticOn tva td mabel 10 Héwp kabapion” (Ephesians 18, Holmes 2008,
196).

139 ps, 113:3.
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himself his body, that the sea might endure the sight, and Jordan fearlessly receive
him.140

Thus, while the image of Christ’s authority over water at first seems to divert our attention
away from it in the sermon, in CL the same image is key to Cyril’s baptismal theology. We
also notice a similar Christological element. Likewise, his discussion of Peter’s walking on the
water in CL 5 is immediately preceded by a discussion on baptism in the context of the
resurrection.’*! Also here, “He who commands it is the Resurrection.” In the words “Why do
you await the troubling of the water [...]? Why wait for the movement that is seen?” we hear
an echo of his aforementioned exhortation to the pawni{duevor not to “regard the sacred bath as
ordinary water, but rather [to] regard the spiritual grace that is given with the water.”142
Returning to Chrysostom’s commentary, we can see more clearly how this relates to the Gospel
account:

It was not simply the nature of the water that healed, (for then [healing] would

always have taken place,) but water joined to the operation of the Angel; so in our

case, it is not merely the water that worketh, but when it hath received the grace of

the Spirit, then it putteth away all our sins [...]. [T]hen infirmity was a hindrance

to him who desired to be healed, now each hath power to approach, for now it is
not an Angel that troubleth, it is the Lord of Angels who worketh all.**3

Thus, | would argue that, far from undermining the typological significance of baptism, Cyril
seeks to highlight the invisible operation of God in the sacrament, and showing the baptism of
Christ to be far greater than any normal operation of water, greater even than angelic

wonderworking.144

140 CL 12:15 — “mapeyéveto 6 Xpiotoc, tva Pomticdii kai dytéon 10 Panticpa. mopeyévero va Oavpotovpynon
nEPoT®V £ TOV VOGTOV Tfic Boldconc. el oDV mpd Tiig Evadprov Tapovaiag 1) Bdhacoa s1de kai Epuysy Kai
0 Topdavng €otphon &ig Ta Omicw, avéraPe TO odua 6 KOPLOG, iva Wdodoa 1 Bdlacoa avacyntal kai 6 Topdavng
apoPwg avtov HrodéénTor.”

141 CL 5:6-7

142 CL 3:3 — “Mn ¢ Bdatt M@ mpdoeye @ AovTpd: GAAYL TH petd Tod Bdatog dedopévn nvevpatich xéptt.

143 In Jo. 5:1, trans. NPNF 1.14, 254.

144 Unlike Chrysostom, nowhere does Cyril make mention of an angel as the cause of the water’s curative
powers, suggesting he was in possession of a different Gospel text. Schnackenburg (1965, 182), notes that the
“oldest Greek MSS, including P® and P7, do not [include mention of the angel], and are supported by part of the
rest of the textual tradition. V. 4 is missing in D 0125 33 f | q vg® sy® (sy* has a lacuna here); it is found (with
various variants) in A L ©, the Koine group, the rest of the Vetus Latina, many Vulgate MSS (and Vg®), sy ",
bo (but not in Papyrus Bodmer I11), and a number of Church Fathers — Tertullian, Didymus, Cyrill of Alexandria,
Chrysostom; there is some attestation for Tatian: in the Syriac (Ephraim), Arabic, Italian and Dutch translations”.
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What is particularly significant, both in the original text of John’s account, as well as
the patristic commentaries, is the double nature of the healing: “Behold, thou art made whole:
sin no more, lest a worse thing come unto thee.”** “He is a versatile doctor,” Cyril declares,
“sometimes healing the soul first, and then the body, sometimes following the reverse order
[...]. For if ever we find ourselves afflicted by sickness, grief or trouble, let no one lay it to
God’s charge [...]. Each of us is scourged, ‘fast bound with the ropes of his own sins’146.7147
As a psychosomatic being, the spiritual and physical ailments of man cannot be separated. For
this reason, Cyril presents baptism, and therefore the healing work of the Catholic Church, as
holistic in this respect:

For since man is twofold, a composite of soul and body, the purification also is

twofold: the bodiless one for the bodiless part, and bodily one for the body. The
water cleanses the body, and the Spirit seals the soul.*4®

Cyril thus goes beyond the promises of the philosophers to treat only the soul, but affirms also
the power of God to heal physical ailments. While Porphyry had called empty the philosophy
that did not therapeutically treat the sufferings of the soul, contrasting it to the medical art
which cast out the sickness of the body,**® Cyril, in line with the Hebraic anthropology of
Christian orthodoxy, sees as incomplete the therapy which does not concern the entire man. In
response to Michel Foucault’s identification of Hellenistic philosophy as a set of techniques du

s0i,1°° Nussbaum argues that this is something equally true of various religious movements,

Tertullian not only mentions the angel, but makes the parable foundational to his own baptismal theology. He
suggests that, just as John the Baptist had prepared the way for Christ, so, “too, does the angel, the witness of
baptism, ‘make the paths straight” for the Holy Spirit” in the laying on of hands (De Baptismo 6, trans. ANF 3,
1495). Ambrose identifies the angel as a “figure of our Lord Jesus Christ who was to come? [...] Why? Because
he himself is the angel of great counsel” (Sermons on the Sacraments 11:5, trans. Yarnold 2000, 111). Moreover,
he clearly identifies the baptism prefigured as that of the Catholic Church: “In those days, he alone was cured who
went down first; and this was in figure. How much greater is the grace of the Church in which all those who go
down into the water are saved” (Ibid., 112).

145 John 5:14

146 Cf. Prov. 5:22

147 Hom. Par. 17, trans. McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 219.

148 CL 3:4 — “Eme1dn yap duthodg 6 dvOpmmnoc, &k yoyfic kai chpatog cuykeipevog, Sumhodv koi 1o kabdpoiov:
TO HEV AOMUOTOV, TA ACOUATE, TO 6& COUOTIKOV, T copatl. Kal to pgv Hdmp kabaipel 10 odua, 10 6¢ ITvedua
oppoayilel v yoynv.”

149 | etter to Marcella 31. See Usener 1887, 221.

150 Foucault 1984.
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and that the uniqueness of philosophy lies rather in its commitment to truth, which alone can
deliver “freedom from the tyranny of custom and convention.”'®* While the philosopher’s
pursuit for truth creates a sharp divide between him and what Nussbaum terms “religious and
magical/superstitious movements,” we see in Cyril’s therapeutic scheme something quite
different. As will be demonstrated in the following chapters, Cyril completely rejected the
baptisms of heretics, making truth an absolute criterion also for baptismal therapeia. The truth
affirmed by Cyril, however, is that of the incarnate Word as “One Lord, Jesus Christ.”!%2
Referring to his divinity and humanity as “King and Physician”®® respectively, he explains
that “Jesus the King, when ready to heal, girded himself with the linen of humanity, and healed
that which was infirm.”>* The reality of the incarnation, and emphasis on it as the means of
man’s twofold healing, means that the Cyril’s uncompromising insistence on doctrinal truth
does not distance Christianity from the “religious and magical/superstitious movements” which
claimed to offer miraculous cures to the ailments of the body, but rather puts it into direct
conflict and competition with them, all the while laying equal claim to the psychotherapeia of

the philosophers.

Exorcistic Healing

151 Nussbhaum 2009, 5.

152 Bunge (2006, 89) also identifies this as the unique feature of Christian “arcane discipline”, in which, unlike
the esotericism of Gnosticism, “gnosis does not pose its questions itself, but receives them from creation and
salvation history, from the salvific work of God in his creation, as the Holy Scriptures testify”. Focusing on Cyril
and the text of MC, he argues that the role of the mystagogue was the imparting of gnasis and revelation of arcane
mysteries. “The keys to those ‘mysteries’ are not, however, constituted by an impersonal, eternal ‘truth,” but rather
by a person: Christ [and] the arcana of revelation are in principle accessible to anyone baptized into the faith”
(Ibid., 91, 95). Stephenson highlights the connection between gnasis and therapeia in Cyril, particularly the
Sermon on the Paralytic — the baptismal nature of which has been established above — in which he calls Christ
the “Physician of knowledge” (19), who by asking the sick man, “Wilt thou be made whole?”, “led him on to
knowledge” (6) (McCauley and Stephenson 1969, 6-12).

158 CL 12.1 — “6poroyfompev tod Pactiéng kai iatpod v mopovsioy.”

1% 1bid. — “6 yap Pacirede Incodc latpedey péAov Aévtiov avOpwmdtnToc nepllmabiievoc £0epamevce 1o
vocodv.”

2-21



Furthermore, Cyril’s presentation of the Incarnation — God’s assumption of man’s
nature and life — as an act of healing poses a direct challenge to the compartmentalisation of
the universe common to late Roman society, in which mortal man shared the lower realms, in
sentina mundi, with the daemons to whom they could turn for help with the mundane problems
too small and insignificant for an inapproachable God; a view also common among many

Christians at the time.

In an age before the advent of modern medicine, when even a minor wound could prove
fatal, many people, particularly those too poor to pay for repeated visits to the physician, had
no choice but to make recourse to supernatural healing agents. The miracle stories of the New
Testament would have resonated profoundly with Cyril’s contemporaries, and therefore his
insistence that Christ was the physician par excellence, and that his healing power was to be
found within the Catholic Church, would certainly not have been overlooked as a fanciful
theological digression. In terms of the appeal of such imagery, Rudolph Arbesmann, in his
classic article on “The Concept of ‘Christus Medicus’ in St. Augustine”, argues that such
language is nearly always employed when addressing those who “hardly distinguished
themselves by their education.”* This is an assertion challenged by William Harmless, who
points to the frequent use of the same imagery in Augustine’s anti-Pelagian writings.**® While
the nature of Cyril’s works do not allow us to ascertain the extent to which his style or emphasis
differed according to the socio-economic standing of his audience, the image of Christ the
physician is central to his soteriology and baptismal theology and, like Harmless, | would also
discourage the idea that his employment of it was a populist gimmick. This is not to say,
however, that Cyril would not have understood the centrality of healing in the battle for

Christianization. Throughout his mention of the subject, we clearly see the deep concern for

155 Arbesmann 1954), 7.
1% Harmless 2008, 127-53.
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relatability emphasised by Nussbaum and Riley with regards to philosophy and mystagogy

respectively.

Lucian, himself a key figure in our understanding of how early Christianity was
perceived by their pagan contemporaries, says the following: “I revere the gods and I see their
cures and the benefits they bestow by restoring the sick to health with drugs and medical
treatment.”>” The same was true of many fourth century converts to Christianity, who pledged
their allegiance to the Christian God, not on account of particular theological arguments, but
rather his displays of power. Indeed, some pagans described Christianity as a religion “for the
sick”.1® An epigram of Cyril’s counterpart in Rome, Pope Damasus, attached the house church
of the same, entices readers to seek holy baptism through promises of healing:

This glorious spring contains the waters of health,

and is able to cleanse human pestilence.

Should you wish to know the benefits of these holy waters —
the holy rivers grant a royal faith.

Wash off the contagion of the old life in the sacred font.

O most happy one, living reborn through the water;

whoever seeks this spring relinquishes earthly matters,

and tramples evil deeds underfoot.**

In his article, Christianization and Religious Conflict, Peter Brown opens with a reference to
an account from the life of St. Thekla, in which pagan and Christian opponents attribute the
healing of a certain Isocasius to the miracle-working of Sarpedon and Thekla respectively,°

each seeing the cure as evidence for the superiority of their preferred deity.

Brown has in many ways spearheaded research into the role of thaumaturgy and power-
displays in the process of Christianisation, and particularly the role of the ‘Holy Man’.16 While

the holy man only really came into his own in the centuries after Cyril, much of what was

157 Philops. 8 quoted in MacMullen 1997, 79.

1%8 See Entralgo 1970 and Larchet 2002, 82.

159 Inscription found in De Rossi, ICUR 2.135.6 (Sylloge Virdunensis), trans. Jensen 2012, 24.
160 Brown 1998b, 633.

161 See particularly Brown 2000b and id. 1971.
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characteristic of their appeal then is also of relevance to this study. On the subject of healing,
Brown notes that “Exorcism was the classic cure associated with the holy man; for it involved
both the formal designation of an authoritative healing agent, on which the sufferer and his
companions could focus their hopes, and the equally precise isolation and extrusion — often
in satisfactorily visible form — of the disturbing element.”*%? In the New Testament, too, a
great number of Jesus’ healings are effected through the driving out of evil spirits. Likewise,
he bestowed upon his disciples “power against unclean spirits, to cast them out, and to heal all
manner of sickness and all manner of disease.”*%® With respect to the question of ecclesiology,
this identification of exorcism as an apostolic, authoritative healing agent, is particularly

important.

Returning to CL 2, he gives us a second cause for sin, that sickness which afflicts both
soul and body:

You are not the sole cause of the thing, but there is also another most evil prompter,
the devil [...]. It is he that puts desires into those who are persuaded by him. From
him come adultery, fornication, and every kind of evil.*64

In so doing he brings into the question of healing ‘the powers of the air,” attributing also to
them this malady of sin, which only the Church can catholically treat and heal. Further on, in
CL 4, he warns the pwti{éuevor to

flee from every diabolical operation, and be not persuaded by the apostate dragon,
whose change from a good nature was of his own free choice, who can persuade
the willing, but can compel no one. Also, do not give heed to astrology, nor
(divinising by means of) birdwatching, nor omens, nor the mythical oracles of the
Greeks. Do not allow yourself even to hear of Witchcraft, incantations, and the

162 Brown 1971, 96. See Tertullian’s Apology 1.23, where exorcism is used to disabuse onlookers of the notion
that these spirits are gods worthy of worship, as they will inevitably confess to their demonic nature upon being
interrogated by a Christian exorcist. Such is his confidence that he challenges his opponents to kill any Christian
who cannot command these “gods”.

163 Matt. 10:1.

164 CL 2:3-4 — “Ov noévog 8¢ ob kabéotnrag Tod TPaypatog apymyos GAAL kol dAlog Tic 6Tt KAKIGTOC
VTOPoAEDC, 6 S1aPorog [...] ovTog EuPiiiet TG Embupiag Toic mElBoUEVOICT &k TOVTOV potysia, mopveio, Kol Ty
el Tt Kakdv.”
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lawless practices of necromancy [...] nor ever use amulets in sickness [in order
that you may] enjoy the one salvation of the laver.1%

Immediately prior to this he had forbidden them to read any of the books not read in the church.
Thus, his warning against recourse to pagan forms of healing is here clearly linked to the
identification of baptism with an exclusive salvation — the one salvation — and the Catholic
Church as the only context of this salvation. Moreover, by labelling such pagan practices as
diabolical, and attributing their effects to demonic operation, he directly associates paganism

with the source of sickness itself. Recourse to the gods was not a cure, but a cause.

This is made all the more clear in the explanation of the pre-baptismal renunciation of
Satan provided in MC 1, which features a similar, but this time clearer, exhortation to the newly
illumined Christians:

Now the devil’s adoration is prayer in idol temples; acts performed in honour of
soulless idols; the lighting of lamps, or burning of incense by fountains or rivers, as
some people tricked by dreams or by evil spirits do, thinking to also find a cure for
their bodily ailments [Emphasis mine]. Do not pursue such things. Augury, oracles,
omens, or amulets, or spells written on leaves, magic, or other evil arts, and all such
things, are the devil’s adoration. Flee therefore from them. For if you fall into these
after renouncing Satan and associating yourself with Christ, you shall find the tyrant
more bitter. Perhaps this is because he previously treated you as his own, and spared
you from his hard bondage, but he has now been greatly embittered by you. In this
way you will be bereaved of Christ, and have experience of the other.'%®

Riley aptly describes this as “the exorcistic-healing motif,” something Cyril shares with

Theodoret of Cyrus.*®” Following the renunciation, at which point the candidates would enter

165 CL 4:37 — “Dedye 8¢ miicov SwaPoructv vépyetlay, kai pn meibov 1d Spéxovtt ¢ dmootdrn, O 8 dyodiic
VTOOTACEMS aTOTPOoaipeToV Eoye TNV peToforny: O¢ avameicar pev dvvartar tovg BéAovtag, avaykdoal 6&
ovdéva. Kai pite dotporoyiang, punite dpveockomions, puite KAndoct mpoceye, Unoe taig pubddeot todv EAMvav
pavteiong. @apuaxiov, kol Emaodiov, Kol T VEKLOUAVTEI®Y TOPAVOUDTOTO TPAYHOTA, UNOE UEXPIS GKOTG
napadEyov [...] pite Emdéopacty &v vocolg ypriomn noté [...] Tiig pidg tod Aovtpod cotnpiog droiavons.”

166 MC 1:8 — “Aatpeio 8¢ 2ot SiaPorov, 1 &v eidmAiolg €0y T& TPOG TNV YvopEVa TdY AydyoOV EiddAmV:
70 GmTewy AOyvovug, §j Bupidy Topd TYag 1| ToTapove, dg Tveg An' OVEPAT®OV T €K dapdveV arnatndévieg, émt
Todto dEPnoav, oidpevol kol copatik®v mabdv v facwy eopiokey: un towdta petéAdng. Olovookomia,
pavteio, kKAndoviopol, §| meptippota, f| &v metdlolg Emypapai, paysiog, 1| GAloig Tl kaxoteyviag, Kol dca
toodto, Aotpeio €oTi StaPforov. Dedye odv Todtar &l yap ToVTOIg VONEGOIS PeTd THY dmodTaly Tod Tatavd kol
TNV TPOg TV Xplotov cOvtasty, TKpotéPov TEpadnor 100 Tupavvov, iowg K¢ oikeiov TeplEmovtog TaAal, Kol
TG TKPAG aviEvtog og dovAgiag, VOV 0& 6@ddpa mopd ool KatamikpavOivtog, kai tod Xpiotod otepndrion,
Kakeivov mepadnon.”

167 See Riley 1974, 195-197 and 203-205.

2-25



168 and were anoined with “exorcised oil”

the inner chamber, they would remove their clothing
[éaie éropriord] by which they were cut off from the wild olive tree of the gentiles and were
grafted into “communion of the good olive-tree Jesus Christ” [kowvwvoi &éyiveaOe tijc
kolhiedaiov Inood Xpiorod], the oil thus becoming “a charm to drive away [govyadevtiipiov]
every hostile influence.”
For as the breathing of the saints, and the invocation of the Name of God, like the
fiercest flame, scorch and drive out evil spirits, so also this exorcised oil, by the
invocation of God and by prayer, receives such great power, as not only to burn and

cleanse away the traces of sins, but also to chase away all the invisible powers of
the evil one.*®

The use of olive oil, almost synonymous with healing in the late antique world,*’® as a means
of exorcism shows a clear link between healing and initiation into the Church. Moreover, by
describing it as a charm against evil spirits, the causes of sickness, Cyril draws a direct parallel
between the rites of the Church and the pagan charms he had earlier exhorted his listeners to
avoid, thereby showing that recourse to such were no longer necessary. The concretely
ecclesiological aspect of this act can be discerned from Cyril taking the oil of exorcism to
signify the grafting on of those being baptised onto the good olive tree, the same tree from

which the Jews had been severed due to their rejection and crucifixion of Christ.1’*

Exorcism was a regular fixture of the baptismal candidate’s preparatory process.

Juliette Day points out that, while Chrysostom indicates that the preliminary rites were done

168 Riley suggests that the origin of this part of the rite lay in the belief that the demons made their dwelling in
a person’s clothing and might thereby enter into the water with the candidate if not removed (Ibid. 195 and 183—
189). While Cyril explicitly rules out such a literal understanding of such a notion, it is possible that he has this
in mind when describing its symbolism: “For since the powers of the enemy made their lair in your members, ye
may no longer wear that old vestment; | do not at all mean the visible one, but that old man, which is corrupt
according to the deceitful lusts.”

189 MC 2:3 — “Qomnep yop 0 dupuonuota tdv ayiov, koi 1| 1od dvopatog tod Ocob énikinoig, donep
oQodpoTATN PAOE, Kaiel Kol EkdDKEL daipovag, oVT® TO EmopkioTov ToUTo Elatov EmkAncel Beod Kol g0yl
dvovopy oty Aapfavel dg o poévov Kalov ta v Tdv auapmmudtev drokodaipety, GAAY Kol T0G dopaTovg
10D ToVNPod EKSuDKEY duvauels.”

170 The Epistle of James, for example, says, “Is any sick among you? let him call for the elders of the church;
and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord: And the prayer of faith shall save the
sick, and the Lord shall raise him up; and if he have committed sins, they shall be forgiven him. Confess your
faults one to another, and pray one for another, that ye may be healed” (5:14-16). We also see in this passage a
clear connection between physical and spiritual health.

171 See chapter 5.
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apart from the initiation rite proper, and that they can therefore be seen as the completion of
the preparatory process rather than the beginning of the initiation process, “we do not see this
in Jerusalem, where they remain an integral part of the initiation rite.”*’? This is significant, as
it shows that Cyril considered the time of their baptism*”® to be the point at which they truly
became members of the New Israel, grafted onto Jesus Christ, thus something he does not
extend to the liminal status of the catechumen. Likewise, the exorcisms performed during the
catechumenate culminated in the rites of initiation through which the powers of the devil were
completely vanquished and the sickness of sin completely — ‘catholically’ — healed.
Describing the blood of Christ, into whose death the candidate is baptised, as “the charm to
scare evil spirits,” Cyril explains how “the daring and shameless demon, the origin of evil, was
following you even to the very streams of salvation [and] disappears in the water of

salvation,”1"* 17°

The Church as a New Creation

As has already been mentioned, the power of this ‘water of salvation’ is effected by the
operation of the Holy Spirit.}"® Just as Cyril draws frequent parallels between the ineffectual
charms of the pagans and the sacraments as effectual charms of the Church, so he frequently

contrasts the sanctifying operation of the Holy Spirit to the defiling operation of sin and the

172 Day 20074, 51.

173 | say baptism rather than anointing, as it is clear that Cyril regards all of these rites as comprising a single
act of initiation, despite the fact that he separates them for didactic purposes. This is why baptism is called a ‘seal’
in CL while the same term is specifically applied to the post-baptismal anointing in MC. We see the same use of
the word ‘seal’ in Gregory of Nazianzus’ S.Bapt. (PG 36:4. See Salapatas 2010). Karl Olav Sandnes (2010)
explores the baptismal use of agpayic in the 1% to 3 centuries in his article on ‘Seal and Baptism in Early
Christianity’.

74 MC 1:3 — “évtadfa 10D Apvod 1od audpov Thood Xpiotod 10 oipo Sopdvev kadéotnke euyadsvTpiov
[...] xoi 6ol 6 itapde, 6 dvaicyvvTog Kai dpyékoKog 00Toc Saipmy Eng odTdY NKoAoVOEL TBY cwTNPiLY VaUdTHY
[...] xai obTog &v 16 cwmpin Hdatt dpaviletor.”

175 For an overview of the historical development of exorcism in the rite of baptism, see Kelly 1985, particularly
chapters 8-10.

176 MC 3:3
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devil. In CL 16, the first of Cyril’s two discourses on the Holy Spirit, he explains that in the
Scriptures, “sin also is called spirit [...] but in another and opposite sense” and that “the unclean
spirit, the demon, is also called “spirit’.” This unclean spirit
violently uses another’s body, another’s instruments, as his own property; he
throws down the one who stands upright; (for he belongs to the one who fell from
heaven;) he perverts the tongue and distorts the lips. Foam (comes out) instead of
words; the man is darkened; his eye is open, yet the soul does not see through it;

and the miserable man gasps in terror before death. The devils are truly enemies of
men, using them basely and pitilessly.t’’

In contrast to this rather frightful scene, the Holy Spirit “comes to save, and to heal, to teach,
to admonish, to strengthen, to supplicate, to enlighten the mind.””*"® A further parallel is drawn
between the need for synergy. Those that receive “the saving seal [baptism], that wondrous
one, at which devils tremble [...] have need also of the disposition akin to it. For as a writing-
reed or a dart needs someone to use it, so grace also needs believers.”'® “But if you remain
with your evil intention [...] do not expect to be given grace: for though the water will receive
you, the Spirit will not accept you.”*®® Accordingly Cyril makes clear that the devil “indeed
suggests, but does not get the mastery by force over those who do not submit,””*® just as he
himself “has of his own free will become a devil, and received the appellation from his
action.”*82 Although freed from the bondage of sin and the devil in baptism, the endurance of
this freedom is dependant on synergy, on the newly illumined Christian’s continued aligning

of his life with that of Christ. For, as we have already seen, “if you fall into these after

77 CL 16:15 — “Evtadfa kakeitar 8& mvedpo kol 1) dpoptio [...] GAAY kod Tépag Kol évavting [...] koAeita
nvedpo Kol 10 akabaptov mvedpa, O daipwv [...] copatt yop arllotpim mg idip kexpficOat fraletal, Kol Opyavm
aALOTPi®. TOV E0tdTa KaTaBUAAEL 0ikelog Yap £0T1 T0D TEGOVTOG £€ 0VpaVOD. TapaTpéneL TV YADCoAV. oTpeProl
TQ XEIAN. AEPOG avTi Pnpatev. okotobtol 0 dvOpwmog. fivoiktol 0 0EOaAudG, kal St avtod ov PAémet 1) yoyn. Kol
omaipel TPOpIKAG 0 GBAMog avBpwmog mpo Bavatov. £xBpoi TV avBpdrev dAnddg ol daipoves, aioypdg
KexpNUEVOL Kal Avnieds.”

178 CL 16:16 — “Epyetar yop odco kai idcacor, 518aEat, vov Betiicar, vicydool, Tapokarécol, pOTIGoL THY
dtévoay.”

179 CL 1:3 — “éxel v compiddn §idwot oepayida, v Oovpaciov, fiv tpéuovct daipoveg [...] ypeio kai Tiig
oikeiog Tpoatpécems. "Qomep yop KAAULOG YPapLKOg T kol BEAOS ypelav Exel TOD GuVEPYODBVTOC, OVTM Kol 1) XOPIG
ypeiav Exel IOV MoTELOVIOVY.”

180 PC 4 — “Ei 8¢ émpéverg xoxcdi mpoopéoet [...] o0 8¢ pr| mpooddka AMyecOat Thv xaptv: o pv [yap] Héwp
og 0&etat, 10 6¢ Tvedud o€ ov dé€eTan.”

181 CL 2:3 — “YmoPéihet pév obv éksivog, ob uiv Pig mtcpotsi tédv pn meifopévov.”

182 CL 2:4 — “&1aPodog yéyovey &€ oikeiog mpoarpécend, &k thg Tpaéemc Aafov Ty Tpoonyopioy.”
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renouncing Satan and associating yourself with Christ, you shall find the tyrant more bitter.”8
The pre-baptismal renunciation described in MC is therefore not only personal, “I renounce
you, Satan,”'® but also involves renouncing everything associated with him, “and all your
works [...] and all his pomp [...] and all your adoration.”*8 While a rejection of Satan’s service
involves a rejection of that which directly relates to Graeco-Roman religious ritual, a rejection
of his pomp*® involves a much broader attack on pagan society, perhaps the reason why this
clause alone uses the impersonal ‘avtod’ rather than ‘cov’. Things like “the madness of
theatres, and horse-races, and hunting, and all such vanity” are all dismissed as unseemly, mad,
frantic and soul-subverting.’®” Chrysostom likewise identifies the devil’s pomp as “theatres,
the racecources, and every sinful observance of days,”!% adding also that “the madness to be
adorned with pearls is one of Satan’s pomps.”8 Cyril continues,

Moreover, the things which are hung up at idol festivals, either meat or bread, or

other such things polluted by the invocation of the unclean demons, are counted

as the pomp of the devil. For as the bread and wine of the Eucharist before the

invocation of the holy and worshipped Trinity were ordinary bread and wine,

while after the invocation the Bread becomes the Body of Christ, and the Wine

the Blood of Christ, so in the same way such foods of the pomp of Satan, even

though they are ordinary by their own nature, become profane by the invocation
of the demons. 90 19

By contrasting the participation in the food offered to idols at pagan festivals, to which we

know many otherwise faithful Christians were frequently drawn, with participation in the

183 MC 1:8 — “&i yap 100101 DOoMEGOIC petd ThHY Amdtaéy 10D Tatavd koi THY Tpdg ToV Xp1otdv cOvTadty,
TIKPOTEPOVL TEPafN o T0D TVPGVVOL.”

184 MC 1:4 — “Anotéocopai cot, Zotavd.”

185 MC 1:5,6,8 — “Anotdocopai cot, Tatavd [...] Koi ndot 1oig épyoic cov [...] Koi méon tfj mopmij ovtod |[...]
Kai tfj Aatpeiq cov.”

186 For a brief discussion on possible origins of the word ‘mounfi,” see Boismard 1964a and Waszink 1947.

187 MC 1:6 — “Beatpopoviar, kai inmodpopio, koi Kuvynyesio, kol ndca Tola0T poToudTg.”

188 Twelfth Instruction (Montfaucon 2) 52, trans. Harkins 1963, 189.

189 Twelfth Instruction (Montfaucon 2) 48, trans. Harkins 1963, 188.

190 MC 1.7 — “Ala xod T v idmiolc kai mavnydpeot kpepvopeva, £60' 8t kpéa, 1 dptot, §j Al TotadTa
mocv@avw M) TOV Tapap®V ETIKANCEL SaoveV, Eykataieydein av tf) Tod dafoiov Topmi). Qomnep yap 0 dptog
Kkai O otvog g evyapotiag, Tpod Thg dylag énucknoewg tig Tpookvvntiig Tpiadog, dptog MV koi oivog Atdg,
EMKANOE®G O Yevopévig, O Hev dptog yivetar o@dpa Xpiotod, 0 6 oivog aipo Xpiotod: Tov adtov 61 Tpdmov, w
toadto Bpopata Thig Tountic Tod Zotavd, t1] idig evost At dvta, Tf) Emkdnostl v dopdvev BEPnia yivetot.”

191 Compoare, for example, Tertullian’s discussion in his De Spectaculis. Although all things are created by God
and ultimately belong to him, they are perverted through misuse and can thereby become a spiritual pollutant:
“Non ergo hoc solum respiciendum est, a quo omnia sint instituta, sed a quo conversa” (2).
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Eucharist, the unique prerogative of the baptised Catholic Christian, Cyril identifies baptism
as the point at which a person moves from one society to another, one ontologically different
from that to which was before.’®? In the West, Ambrose’s De Sacramentatis describes a
formula of renunciation that does not include ‘pomp.’ Instead, after the candidate has
renounced “the Devil and his works”, he is asked, “Do you renounce the world and its
pleasures?”'% Boismard suggests that this second question is simply a transposition of the
first.®* 1 would suggest that, rather than simply being a redundant repetition, this second
renunciation of the world corresponds to the renunciation of ‘pomp’ we find in Cyril’s
hagiopolitan formula. Thus, the candidate is not simply renouncing the person of Satan, but

also his domain, this fallen world over which he has dominion.

Both CL 3 and MC 2 open with a reading from Romans 6, “Know ye not, that so many
of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death?”,*% which forms the
central narrative of Cyril’s explanation of the immersion ritual:

As soon as you entered, you took off your tunic; and this was an image of putting
off the old man with his deeds.'*® Having stripped yourselves, you were naked; in
this also imitating Christ, who was stripped naked on the Cross, and by his
nakedness put off from Himself the principalities and powers, and openly triumphed
over them on the tree!® [...]. After these things, you were led to the holy font of
divine baptism, as Christ was carried from the Cross to the sepulchre which stands
before you. And each of you was asked whether he believed in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and you made that saving confession,
and three times descended into the water, and ascended again; here also
symbolically pointing to Christ’s three-day burial [...]. And, with that, you were
both dying and being born; and that saving water was your grave and your mother
[...]. Let no one think, therefore, that baptism is merely the grace of forgiveness of
sins, or simply that of adoption [...] it is also the imitation of and communion in the
true sufferings of Christ.”1%

192 Milanovi¢ (2011, 83-4) points to the “vie d’une nouvelle creation” as a hallmark of Cyril’s baptismal
theology.

193 Ambrose, De sacramentis 1.2.5; Nicetas of Remesiana, Ad comp. 6.1.5 (Gamber 1964, 126).

194 Boismard 1964a, 108.

%y, 3.

19 Col. 3:9

197 Col. 2:15

198 MC 2:2,4,6 — “E000¢ y'obv sicsdovtec, anedvechs tovV yutdve: kai todto fv sikdv 100 1OV TaAadv
dvopomov dmekdvcochor oOV ToAc TphEeoty. Amoduhévtec Yupvol 1Te, MUOVUEVOL Kol &v ToVT® TOV &ml ToD
otowpod Youvwbévta Xp1otov, Kol Tf] YOUVOTNTL ATEKOVCAUEVOV TAG apyos Kol TG E£ovoiag, Kol LETH TopPNoiog
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We find a similar description in CL.:

Having descended dead in sins, you ascend made alive in righteousness. For if you
have been planted together in the likeness of the Saviour’s death, you shall also be
deemed worthy of his resurrection. For as Jesus took upon himself the sins of the
world, and died, that by putting sin to death he might rise again in righteousness.
Thus, by descending into the water, and in a sense being buried in the waters as he
was in the rock, you are also raised again walking in newness of life.1%

Juliette Day appears to suggest that the candidate’s identification with Christ’s resurrection does
not appear in MC.2% This is a curious assertion given the author of MC’s appeal to the very
same Pauline passages in what appears to be a near verbatim repetition of the above passage
from CL:

Paul cried with truthful precision, For if we have been planted together with the
likeness of his death, we shall be also with the likeness of his resurrection.?’! He
spoke well in saying, ‘planted together.” For since the true Vine was planted in this
place, we also by participation in the baptism of death have been planted together
with him [...]. And God, who has presented you as those that are alive from the
dead, is able to grant you to walk in newness of life.20?

Thus, in both texts, the candidate dies to the old world in baptism and is born anew, being

planted together [oouporoi]?®® with the true Vine.?** One gets the impression in certain places

&v 1@ E0A@ OpropPedoavra [...] Metd tadto ént v ayiav 1od Beiov Bartiopatog xeipaywyeicbs kolvpuprpav,
¢ 0 Xpiotog amo tod otavpod nl o mpokeipevov puvijpa. Kal potdto £kactog €l motevel gig 10 6voua 100
IMoatpde, kai tod Yiod, kai tod ayiov [Tvedpatoc. Kai dpoloyeite v cotiplov oporoyiav, kol katedvete Tpitov
€ig 10 BOwp Kol TAAY Avedvete, kai Eviadba d1o cupPorov TV Tpuuepov 100 Xpitotod aivirtopevol Tagny [...]
Kol év 1@ avt@ anebviokete kai éyevvaobe, kal 10 cot)prov £Keivo HO®P Kol TaPog LUV &yiveto Kai ptmp [...]
Mnseig obv voplétm o PANTIGHO APEGENMC GUOPTIBV HOVOV, Kai vioBeciag xbpy Tuyyaverv [...] kol tév dAndvdv
700 Xp1otod mabnpudTov v pupnost Egov Ty Kowvoviav.”

19 Rom. 6:4. CL 3:12 — “Nexpdg &v apaptiong katapic, avopoivelc (womombeic év dikonocvvy. Ei yap
oOLEVTOG EYEVOL TG Opotd ATt ToD Bavatov Tod XmTipog, kal Tig dvaoctdcoeng katasimOnon. “Qomep yap Tnoodg
TOG OIKOLUEVIKOG apapTiog avaraPav anébavey, iva Bavatdcag TV auoptiov dvaoti] &v dkalocvvy” olT® Kol
6V KOTOPOG €1g TO DOWP, Kol TPOTOV Tva &V Toig DOUCY EVTaQElS, Momep EkEIVOG &v T TETPQ, EyeipT TOAWY &V
KovotnT Lotig meputat®dv.”

200 Day 2007a, 81. “MC 2 expresses throughout that the immersion effects imitation of and participation in
Christ’s death not his resurrection,” Ibid., 83.

201 Rom. 6:5.

22 yy, 6:13, 4. MC 2:7,8 — “peta maong &Boa Iadlog Thc dicpiPeiog "Ei yap ovupuror yeydvauey @
opotdpatt Tod Bavatov avtod, GALY Kol Tig dvactdoems éoopedo." Kaldg 6¢ kai 10 "copeutol”. 'Enedn yop
évtavfao TeevTELTOL 1) AUTEAOG 1] ANOVT, Kol MElg Kovovig Tod Borticpatog Tod Bavitov "copevtol” adtod
yeyovapey [...] Avvatog 6¢ éotv 6 Ogdg, 0 maPASTHCS VIS O €k vekpdY {DvTag, dodvat DUV €v Koottt
{of|g mepimoteiv.”

203 Rom. 6:5. While many New Testament translations renders this simply as “united with”, Cyril’s connection
of symphytos with ampelos — the planting with the vine — makes it clear that he relates this baptismal union to
the Eucharist. Dragas’ (2008, 47) rendering of oougpvtog as “become one in nature with” is therefore quite
appropriate.

204 See Boismard 1964b.
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that Day, in her desire to correct what she sees as Riley’s conflation of CL and MC,%% goes too
far in the opposite direction, finding glaring differences where none exist. The image of the
Vine is essentially the same as that of Christ as the good olive tree used at the application of
the exorcistic oil. Moreover, the ecclesiological dimensions of this planting are seen clearly in
PC, where Cyril, speaking of the candidates’ upcoming baptism, says “may he plant [pvzedooi]
you in the Church, and enlist you for himself, putting on you the armour of righteousness. And
may he fill you with the heavenly things of the New Testament.”2%® Baptism is thus identified
as the moment at which one becomes a member of the New Israel, the Catholic Church, grafted

onto the true Vine following the cutting off of the Jews.

The notion of planting also evokes another image so central to Cyril’s understanding of
baptism: our restoration to paradise.

May the gate of paradise then be opened to each man and woman among you, may

you then enjoy the Christ-bearing and fragrant waters, may you then receive

Christ’s appellation, and the energy of divine things?® [...] like stars of the Church,
you shall enter in it, bright in body and radiant in soul.”?%®

Gregory of Nyssa similarly says, “You are outside paradise, catechumens; you participate in
the exile of our ancestor Adam. But now that the door is gradually opening to you, enter into
the Paradise which you left.”?% Also in MC, Cyril identifies himself as one who leads the newly
baptised by the hand into the “brighter and more fragrant meadow of paradise.”?° Following

the westward renunciation of the devil and the world over which he rules, the candidate is

205 gee, for example, Day 2007a, 82.

26 PC 17 — “gutedoor 8¢ dudic eic v Exkinoiav, kai otpatedcol vudc ovtd, dmha mepiPoalav g
dkaocvng ovpaviov 8¢ mpoyudtov Kaviig dtabnkng TAnpooete.”

“The armour of righteousness” is identified as the post-baptismal chrism in MC (3:4). As such, it is safe to
assume that the “planting in the Church” refers to the act of baptism — rather than a later laying on of hands, as
will be demonstrated in chapter 9 — while the “heavenly things” are the Eucharistic Gifts.

27 Again, the ‘divine things’ [feiwv mpayudrwv] are almost certainly the Eucharistic elements, while the
reception of Christ’s appellation and the Christ-bearing waters refer to the post-baptismal anointing and the putting
on of Christ through the triple immersion respectively, the same concepts we see described in MC.

28 pC 15 — “161e DUdV £KGOTO Kol £kdotn mopodeicov Bvpa dvorydf. Tote Vddtwv dmolodonte
Xp1otoeopwv, Exoviav gdmdiov. Tote Xpiotod mpoornyopiav Aafnte, kol Evépyesiav Belov mpoaypdtov...donep
aotépeg T ExkAnoiog, sicéAOnte paidpoi 1 ochpatt, koi potevol i yoyi.”

209 Bapt. Diff. (PG 46.417CD-420C).

20 MC 1:1 — “gic 1OV potevoTEPOV Kol ED0OEcTEPOV Aeudva Tobde Tod mopadeicov yeipaymyion.”
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commanded to turn east,?'! “where the paradise of the Lord, which he planted towards the East,
is opened to you; whence our forefather was exiled for his transgression.”?'? Unlike Ambrose,
whose use of directional symbolism matches that of Cyril, 23 Chrysostom and Theodore do not
make mention of any West-East symbolism. Instead, the candidate turns to the figurative
Golgotha, where at the 9™ hour of the day, also the time of the renunciation in Chrysostom’s
mystagogy, Christ opened the gates of paradise to the repentant thief.?* As the candidates
proceed to take off their clothes, Cyril explains to them that “you were naked in the sight of
all, and were not ashamed; for you truly bore the likeness of the first-formed Adam, who was
naked in paradise, and was not ashamed.”?*® Baptism is here presented as a return to the
prelapsarian state of Adam, the old sinful man having been put to death, and the point of entry
to a new paradise: the Church. “If they were then cast out of paradise because they ate from
the tree, shall not believers now more easily enter into paradise because of the Tree of
Jesus?7?% It is a new paradise, for, as Chrysostom explains, “the bath is much better than the
garden of Paradise. There can be no serpent here, but Christ is here initiating you into the

regeneration that comes from the water and the Spirit.”?!” Furthermore, Cyril maintains that

211 Riley (1974, 82, n.180) makes reference to E. Peterson’s suggestion that the Christian practice of praying
towards the East was in opposition to the Jewish practice of facing Jerusalem (Peterson 1947). Given Cyril’s
frequent emphasis on the significance of hagiopolitan topography also in the context of baptismal rites, it seems
unlikely that Cyril’s eastward posture was intended to undermine the city’s importance.

212 MC 1:9 — “voiyetai ool 6 mopadercoc tod @eod, dv épvtevce Katd Avatoldg, 60ev S v mapdpacty
€E0PLoTOG YEYOVEY O MUETEPOG TPOTAT®P.”

213 Myst. 7 (Botte 2008, 158; Deferrari 1963, 7).

214 Harkins (1963, 224, n.47) suggests that, despite their silence, it is nonetheless reasonable to presume that
such a West-East movement did take place. Finn (1967, 69) cites the reference to the thief’s entry to Paradise in
support of this view. Riley (1974, 81-82, n.178), however, thinks this improbable, citing the “cumbersome
ceremonial action” this would involve, a criticism repeated by Day (2007a, 53). Though | would be hesitant to
offer an argument from silence, the position taken by Riley and Day does seem to be the more persuasive one.
Not, however, on account of the turning being ‘cumbersome’ — ergonomics does not seem to have ever been a
primary concern in liturgical development — but rather because rising to turn and then returning to a kneeling
position would compromise the elaborate symbolism in kneeling and rising we see employed in both Theodore
(see Bapt. Hom. 2.19 in Tonneau 1964, 398-400; Mingana 1933, 47) and Chrysostom (see Riley 1974, 6468, for
relevant citations).

25 MC 2:2 — “youvoi e &v Syeot mhviov, kol odk foydvesde. AMOMC yop piumuo £pépete Tod
TPOTOTAACTOL AdAL, O¢ &v T Tapadsicn Youvoc [V Kai ovK 1oydveTo.”
216 CL 13:2 — “kai &i 1018 818 10 EVAOV TG Bpdosmg EEepAdnoay éx mapadsicov, dpa d1d 1O Edlov Tncod

vV 0KOTMTEPOV Ol TIOTEDOVTES EIC TOPASEICOV OVK glceEleboOVTAL”
217 p-K 3:29, trans Harkins 1963, 170.
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the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the apostles at Pentecost was a repetition of God’s breathing
into the nostrils of the first formed man,?® “His first [breath] having been stifled by wilful
sins,”?*® and asserts that the same occurs in baptism.??° Baptism therefore becomes a
recapitulation of the creation event. Didymus, an Alexandrian contemporary of Cyril’s,
expresses it thus:

The Holy Spirit as God renovates us in baptism, and in union with the Father and

the Son, brings us back from a state of deformity to our pristine beauty [...] he frees

us from sin and death and from the things of this earth [...]. He gives us heaven in
exchange for earth, and bestows paradise with a bounteous hand.??

Central to Day’s discussion on the immersion rituals is her assessment of Winkler’s
theory that the Pauline death-resurrection typology gradually came to replace an earlier
typology of Christ’s baptism within the Syrian baptismal rite.??? Although an analysis of the
merits or demerits of Winkler’s hypothesis is beyond the scope of this study, a few aspects of
Day’s assessment are worth noting here. Although she rightly concludes that there is no
evidence of such a shift in Cyril, since both are present in both CL and MC,?® she fails to
mention that the typology of Christ’s baptism in the Jordan actually forms part of Cyril’s death-
resurrection typology. Christ’s descent into the waters to bind the dragon is itself a type of his
descent into the tomb, whereby he destroyed death by his resurrection.??* Within the Syrian
sources, Day identifies differences in the water-rites described by John Chrysostom and in the
Apostolic Constitutions, the latter understanding “the rite in terms of identification with

99225

Christ’s death and resurrection, while the primary typology of the former “is the Jordan

By contrast, Cyril’s reference to paradise in PC is immediately followed by a warning to beware that a “serpent
by the wayside is watching the passengers [...] lest he bite thee with unbelief” (16). However, this only appears to
refer to the period of Lenten catechesis, not the baptism itself.

218 Gen. 2:7

219 CL 17:12 — “&neidn| 10 mpdrov fuovpddn S tag £xovsiovg poptiog.”

20CL17:14

221 Didymus, Trin. 2.13, trans. Quasten, Patrology, 3:98 cited in Jensen 2012, 2.

222 \Winkler 1985.

223 Day 2007a, 82.

24CL3:11

225 Day 20074, 85.
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event and ‘rebirth’.”??® This is indeed so, but | would question her conclusion that
“Chrysostom’s understanding of the water rite is [therefore] based upon different theological
presuppositions than AC.”??” While not part of his description of the water rite, Chrysostom’s
Catechetical Lectures describe baptism as “a burial and a resurrection”?? and makes extensive
use of the Pauline imagery, even making the same distinction between physical death and “the
likeness of His death” in baptism that we find in MC.?%° She also points to the absence of “any
reference to the waters of creation.”?% | find this curious as the very citation she then provides
as evidence makes a clear reference to the first chapter of Genesis.?®! It is, indeed, strikingly
similar to what we find in Cyril’s explanation for the use of water in baptism: “Before all the
events of the six-day creation, the Spirit of God moved on the face of the waters. Water was

the beginning of the world: the Jordan was the beginning of the Gospel.”?%?

In the other Pauline typology prominent in the works of Cyril and other writers —
namely, the identification of the Exodus scene with baptism we find in 1 Corinthians®®® — we
see the devil, the dragon bound in Jordan, drowned in the waters of baptism. “For Israel
deliverance from Pharaoh was through the sea, and for the world deliverance from sins ‘by the
washing of the water with the word’?** of God.”%*® In MC, just as the Exodus was made possible

through the blood of a lamb, so the devil’s destruction in the water is made possible by the

226 | bid., 86.

227 | bid.

228 Cat. Stav. 2.11, trans. Harkins 1963, 47.

29 p_K 2.4, trans. Harkins 1963, 151-152. MC 2:7.

230 Day 20074, 86.

231 “From the time when the Lord came forth from the waters of the Jordan, the water brings forth no longer
‘crawling creatures having life’, but rational souls bearing the Holy Spirit” (Hom. on John 26, trans. Goggin 1957,
251. Cited on p.86 of Day 2007a. Contrast this with Genesis 1:20: “Let the waters bring forth creeping things
among living creatures”.

282 CL 3:5 — “kai mpo mhomng TdV yevntdv Tiig £€anuépov katackevdc, Ivedua Ocod éncpépeto &nbvod Ttod
0datog. Apyn ToD KOGHOL TO VOWp™ Kai dpyr T®V edayyerimv 0 Topdavng.”

233 1 Cor. 10:2-4 — “Our fathers [...] were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea; and did all eat
the same spiritual meat; and did all drink the same spiritual drink: for they drank of that spiritual Rock that
followed them: and that Rock was Christ.”

23 Eph. 5:26

235 CL 3:5 — “B1dx tod Aovtpod tod Bdatoc &v prpott Ocod.”
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Blood of Christ.*® Moses was, of course, not merely a deliverer, but one entrusted to lead the
People of Israel to the Promised Land, a type of paradise. Accordingly, in CL 18, Cyril
identifies the Church as “a type and copy of ‘Jerusalem which is above [and] which is
free’?3.72%8 It is not insignificant, then, that Cyril sees Joshua’s typification of Christ primarily
in baptismal terms:

And Joshua the son of Nun bore a type of him in many things. For when he began

to rule over the people, he began from Jordan,?*® whence Christ also, after he was
baptised, began to evangelise.?4°

Thus what we see in PC, CL, and MC are not a collection of disparate and unconnected
typologies, but a single, clear and unified narrative of the person’s death, rebirth, and
restoration to paradise through participation in Christ’s passion, death and resurrection, by
which the ruler of this world?*! is defeated, opening up the gates to the kingdom not of this

world?*2 where he himself is ruler, and of which the Church is a concrete manifestation.

The Church as Mother and Bride

The notion of rebirth in turn gives rise to another ecclesiological image, that of the
Church as Mother. It was Cyprian of Carthage — of whom more will be said in the following
chapters — who coined the famous phrase: “He can no longer have God for his father who has

not the church for his mother.”?*®> He maintained that “The church is alone mother [...] from

26 MC 1:2-3

In addition to the lamb’s blood, Gregory of Nyssa, in his Life of Moses, having mentioned the drowning of
Pharaoh as a type of baptism, also identifies the tree which Moses cast into the bitter waters of Marah (Ex. 15:22—
25) as the Cross of Christ, and sees the ensuing miracle as a type of his resurrection (Book Two, 69).

237 Gal. 4:26

238 CL 18:26 — “tdmov 8¢ &yet koi piunpa tig dvo Tepovcoinp, fig éAevdépo o1i.”

23 Josh. 3:1

240 CL 10:11 — “Tvmov 8¢ Epepev odtod 6 10D Nawd| Incode kot modld. ApEdpevog yop dpyetv Tod Aaod,
fip&ato amd tod Topdavov: H0gv kol 6 Xpiotog Panticdelg fpEato evayyerilechar.”

241 Cf. John 14:30, 12:31; 2 Cor. 4:4.

242 Cf. John 18:36

243 Unit. eccl. 5-6, trans. Jensen 2012, 58.
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her womb we are born, by her milk we are nourished, by her spirit we are animated.”?* Clement
of Alexandria likewise interprets Scriptural references to believers as children to mean children
of the Mother Church.?* In PC, Cyril tells his listeners that “You who have been enrolled are
become sons and daughters of one Mother,”?*¢ while MC explains that this takes place at the
moment of baptism, at which “you were both dying and being born; and that saving water was
your grave and your mother.”?*’ This water-womb imagery is one we find in numerous other
fourth-century baptismal texts,?*® many of which are explicitly ecclesiological. Ephraim the
Syrian, for example, couples with this image that of the priest as a mid-wife “who ministers to
this womb as it gives birth.”?*% Methodius, in his Banquet, explains how “the church must
necessarily stand at the bath, giving birth [avayevvdoa] to those being washed,”?*® while
Augustine, too, speaks of the “The whole Church, our mother, which exists in the saints [...]

gives birth to each and every one.”?!

Cyril sees in the motherhood of the Church a fulfilment of that reoccurring Old Testament
image, beginning with Sarah and ending with Elizabeth, of the barren woman who conceives
miraculously. “This Holy Church,” Cyril explains, “the mother of us all, which is the bride of
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten Son of God (for it is written, As Christ also loved the

Church and gave himself for her,’2%? and all the rest,) [...] before was barren, but now has many

244 |bid.

245 «A mother draws her children near her; we seek our mother, the Church” (Paedagogus 1.21.1). See Hagg
2011, at 980-82.

246 PC 13 — “Mudig untpog yeyovarte vioi koi Buyatépeg, ol dmoypopévrec.”

2T MC 2:4 — “Kai év t® o0td anebviiokete kol éyevviiole, kai 10 cotiplov ékeivo Hdwp kol Tagog VUiv
gytveto xai uqmp.”

248 For a comparative analysis of this image in Cyril, Ambrose, Chrysostom and Theodore, see Riley 1974,
302, 307, 317, 332. See also Ephraim the Syrian, Hymns on Virginity 7.5, 7 (trans. Brock 1983, 48-49) and Hymni
de ecclesia 36.5; Pacian of Barcelona, On Baptism 6.2 (Hanson 1999, 92).

249 On Virginity 7.7, trans. Brock 1983, 49. See Seppala 2011.

250 Banquet 8.6.187, trans. Musurillo 1958, 112.

21 Ep. 98.5 (PL 33:361-2), trans. Teske 2001, 429.

22 Eph. 5:25
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children.”?®® Chrysostom similarly marvels at “how many children this spiritual mother [the
Church] has brought forth suddenly and in a single night!”?>* Elsewhere, Cyril speaks of the
grace of the Holy Spirit bringing forth “the first-born children of this once barren Church.”?%
That the Church is the Bride of Christ is significant also because it shows that the Christian
Church is now the rightful inheritor of the unique spousal relationship between God and his
chosen people we see described in the Old Testament; the New Israel having replaced the Old,
the barren branch of the Jews having been cut off and a new fruitful branch having been grafted
on.?® Accordingly, Cyril warns his listeners not to return to their former state of barrenness:

Henceforth you are planted in the noetic Paradise. You receive a new name, which

you did not previously have. Until now you were a catechumen, but now you shall

be called a believer. You are now transplanted among the noetic olive-trees, grafted

from the wild into the good olive-tree [...]. You are made a communicant of the

Holy Vine. Well, then, if you then abide in the vine, you shall increase as a fruitful

branch; but if you do not abide, you shall be utterly consumed by the fire. Let us

therefore bear fruit worthily. Let it not be that what befell that barren fig-tree should
happen in us, that Jesus will not come now and curse us for our barrenness.?’

With what is a remarkable consistency in his use of imagery, Cyril extends the Pauline
death-resurrection typology also to his discussion of the Church as the bride of Christ. In CL
14, making use of the Song of Songs — which “you must not, accepting the vulgar, superficial
interpretation of the words, suppose [...] is an expression of carnal, sexual love [...] it is [rather]
the language of bridals with an immortal Lover, bridals pure and chaste”?® — he presents

Christ as “the Bridegroom and healer of souls”?*® and the Song as a poetic description of his

258 CL 18:26 — “tfig drylog TadTnc kol pnTpdg NUGY Gmaviov. frig vopen pév éott 1od Kupiov Hudv Incod
Xp1o10oD, ToD povoyevodc viod tod 00D, (Yéypoamtar yép: kabog kai 6 Xp1otog fydmnoe v ékkAnoioy kol £avtov
TapEdwKey VP adThG, kol dAa ta £EfG,) [...] ) TpdTEPOV PEV OTETPA, VOV 8& TOADTEKVOG.”

254 Cat. Stav. 4:1, trans. Harkins 1963, 66.

25 CL 17:24 — “10ig mpwToydVOLg TEKVOILG TG MoTe 6TElpog ékKkAnciog Tovtmg.”

2% This is the primary subject of chapter 5.

37 CL 1:4 — “Kazagutedn Loudv gic 1oV vontov mapddeicov. AauBavelc dvoua kavdv, d TpoTtepov ovk Y.
IIpod tovTov Kornyovuevog fig, viv 88 1inoon Miotég. Metagutedn lowmdv eic tag shaiog Tag vontie, &€
aypielaiov gig koAMé ooy Eykeviplopevog [...] Tivn kowwvog Tig aylog dumélov. AAN' éav pev émpeivng &v i
AUTEA®, obEN G KATiHO Kapro@dpov: Eav 0¢ un Emipeivng, DO T0d TVPOG Katavaimndnon. Kapropopricwpey
toivuv a&img. M yévorto yap, tva &v fuiv yévintal 10, Katd TV dKapmov Ekeitvny cukijv, un tote EA0mv 6 Tncodg
Kai VOV Kortopaontot o1l Ty dxapmioy.”

2% Hom. Par. 10, 215.

259 CL 14:12 — “6 vopgiog xoi 6 tdv yoydv Ogpamevtic.”
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burial and resurrection. Also in the Sermon on the Paralytic does Cyril “meditate on the
heavenly lessons of the Song, a Song that breathes chastity and tells of the Passion of Christ.”?¢°
Again, in CL 13, we find these words: “This one [Adam] by the Tree fell away; you by the
Tree are brought into Paradise [...]. Of this garden I sang of old to my spouse in the Canticles,

and spoke to her thus. | have come to my garden, my sister, my bride?6!.7262

A century earlier, Origen had, in the words of Jerome,?®® “surpassed himself” with his
expositions on the Song of Songs.?* In these we find many of the same images employed by
Cyril, that of “the perfect Bride of the perfect Husband.”?® In contrast to Cyril, however,
Origen develops two very separate parallel themes, now identifying the Bride with the “mind
that has been purified,” divinized through contemplation of God?®® and the soul that “falls
deeply in love” with “the beauty and fairness of the Word of God,”?®” but at other times seeing
her as “the Church of the firstborn that is in heaven” and “the heavenly Jerusalem [...] our
celestial mother” being wedded to Christ “our Ecclesiast.”?%8 What we see in Cyril is a marriage
of these two separate approaches, forming a single psycho-ecclesial image of the Church-Bride

as the unique context for the soul’s intimate and personal relationship with God.?*°

The meeting of the Lover and his beloved takes place in the baptismal font, which Cyril

identifies as the bridal chamber.?’® In both PC and CL 3, baptism is likened to the wedding

260 Hom. Par. 11, 216.

261 Song 5:1

22 CL 13:31,32 — “8keivog 1 toD EVAov dménece, koi ob St tod Evhov eichym eic oV mapadeicov [...]
IIpoavep®vnoo &V AL TEPL TOVTOV TOD KHTOV TPOC THV UV VOOV, Koi TadTo 1oV Tpdg ad Ty icfiAbov
€1g KATOV LoV, AdEAPN Hov vOuEN.”

263 Preface to the Translation of Origen’s Two Homilies on the Song of Songs in NPNF 2.6, 1033. For a recent
treatment of Origen’s baptismal theology, see Hallstrom 2011, 989-1009.

264 see Decock 2010; King 2005; Miller 1988.

265 Comm. Cant. Prologue 2 in Lawson 1957, 47.

266 Comm. Jo. 32.27.338

267 | awson 1957, 30.

268 |hid., 52.

269 For the debt owed by 4™ century writers to other elements Origen’s commentary, see for example the
introduction to Norris 2012, xiii-liv.

270 CL 3:2,16 — Again making use of the Song of Songs, he says: “Ndv yap téwg w tfig 00pag Eotnkac:
yévorto 6¢ mavrtag vudg sinelv: Eionveyké pe 0 PBoaoiiedg gig 10 topeiov avtod: dyaAldedm 1 yoyn pov £mi t@
Kvpio: évédvoe yap pe ipdtiov cmtnpiov, Kol yrtd@va DQPOcOVNES MG VOLEI® TepEdnké pot pitpav, kol og
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feast we find described in the parable in Matthew’s Gospel,?’* while Cyril warns of the need
for a right disposition and adequate preparation lest they be found without a wedding garment.
Let the souls that are to be united to the noetic Bridegroom make themselves ready
[...]. Make ready the vessels of the soul, cleansed by unhypocritical faith, for
reception of the Holy Spirit. Begin at once to wash your robes by repentance, that
you may be found clean when you are called to the bridal-chamber. For the
Bridegroom invites all without distinction [...] but the same one then separates those
who have come in [to the typological marriage]. May none of those whose names

have now been enrolled hear the words, Friend, how did you enter here, not having
a wedding garment?22 273

That the one rejected from the wedding feast is bound and cast out into darkness, being
“unworthy of the bridal torches,”?’* although applies first and foremost to the one approaching
baptism ill prepared or with malintent, should not be overlooked when considering the question
of ecclesiological boundaries and the presence of grace or salvation outside them. Therefore,
pointing to the coming of “Jesus the Bridegroom of souls,” Cyril exhorts his listners to prepare
for this awesome encounter. “Were it your wedding day before you, would you not have
disregarded all else, and started the preparation for the feast? And when you are about to
consecrate your soul to the heavenly Bridegroom, will you not cease from carnal things, that

you may win spiritual things?”?"®

Thus it is through the Church’s union with Christ as his Bride that she, no longer barren,

conceives recreated souls in the womb of the baptismal waters, becoming a new Eden for those

vouenv katekdopuncé pe koopw [...] ‘H yop mpdtepov d00AN youyn viv AdEAPIBODY aOTOV TOV O£0TOTNV
gneyplyoto’ 8¢ THY GVOTTOKPITOV AMOSEXOHEVOC TPOaipesty mpmvicst T30, €l kol 1) mAnciov pov, idov &l
KOAT" 036VTEC GOV MG GryElat TGV KeEKapUEVMV® 010, TV EDoLVEIdTTOV Opoloyiov: Kai ¢ ai mdoat didvpedovoar
S0 TNV SImARY xapv, Aéym® 6 v €€ Bdatog kal [Tvevpatog tehovpévny [...] Kai yévorto mavtog OUag [...] Gudpmg
TG VONTQ VOUOIM TOPOCTAVTOG, TUYELY TG APECEMS TOV AUAPTIOY V1O ToD B0d.”

2 Matt. 22

212 Matt. 22:12

28 CL 3:1-2 — “oi 8 péhhovoar yoyai 16 vontd vopeio cvvéntesdor, tapoackevaléicdmoay [...] Etowpdcate
TG Yoyiig Ta dyyelo Kaboapd did Tiig AvUTOKPiTOV THoTEMG, TPOG Vodoyv Tod ayiov Ivevuatoc. Ap&oacde
TAVVELY TOG GTOAAG DU®V Sl peTavoiog, tva gig Tov voup@dvo kabopol kKAnbévieg ebpebijte. ‘O pev yap vopeiog
KOAET TAVTAG AMADG [...] Stakpivel 3€ ooV 0 adTOC, TOVG VooV giceABOVTOG [€lg TOV TUTIKOV Yapov]. M yévottd
TvaL TV OvopoToypagn0ivimv dkodoar viv' ‘Etoipe, mic sicfilleg dde, ui Exwv Evéopa yauov;.”

274 PC 3 — “avatiog yap £0TL AMAUTAS®OV VORQIK®DY.”

25 PC 4.6 — “mpiv 6 voupiog @V yuydv eicéAn Incodg [...]. Bl cot yéumv fuépat mpoékevto, ovk av
KatepOVNoag TAVTIMVY, Kol Tepl TNV Etoaciov Thg £0TIAoemc £yévov; HEAMA®VY 8 TNV Yoy Kaboolodv @
EMOVPOVID VOUPI®, OVK APYNOELS COUOTIKADY, Tva, PN TVELHOTIKG,;.”
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to whom she gives birth. Being ourselves incorporated into the Church at the selfsame moment,
the baptismal font is also the bridal chamber wherein we join with the heavenly Bridegroom,
putting on Christ while putting off the devil. And “may the soul which has once put him off,
never again put him on, but say with the Bride of Christ in the Song of Songs, | had put off my

tunic, how could | put it on again?*2’®

The Church is typified not only by the barren women of the Old Covenant, but also by
the virginal birthgiving which heralded the New. In Italy, Zeno of VVerona describes the way in
which the Church in baptism, unlike a natural mother, gives birth without sully or toil,?”” while
Chromatius of Aquileia describes the Church as ““a spiritual ewe [which] gives birth to a flock
of faithful even as sheep for Christ [...]. The church is shown by the bath as having just
delivered, because by the grace of baptism it gives birth to sons for God.”?”® The former is
reminiscent of a fifth century inscription, further south in the Lateran, which declares that
“Mother church as a virgin brought forth those who are born, whom she conceived by the
divine breath and brought into being in the flowing water.”?’® Ambrose calls Mary “the figure
of the Church”,?®® an image also employed by Methodius of Olympus®®' and Cyril of
Alexandria.?®? The seventh century Northumbrian monastic, Bede the Venerable, goes so far

as to say that “Christ is born again” in baptism.?®3

While MC does not feature direct allusion to the annunciation or virgin birth in the
context of baptism, the post-baptismal anointing with chrism marks the moment at which the

neophytes, having just been reborn through the baptismal waters, are “made christ, by receiving

276 Song 5:3. MC 2:2 — ““Ov pn €in wéA &vdvcacOar tfj Gra todtov dmodvoapévn yoydi, AL Aéysty Katdl
v &V 1@ 'Alopott TV dopdatov tod Xpiotod vopenv: E&edvoduny tov xit@dva pov, tdg évdveopat antov;.”

217 Ep. 1.32, 1.35, trans. Hamman 1967, 64-6.

278 Sermon 17:3, trans. Ferguson 2009, 658.

219 Giuseppe Cuscito, ‘Epigrafi di apparato nei battiseri paleocristiani d’Italia’, L ‘edificio battesimale in Italia
37, 462-466. Ferguson 2009, 769.

280 «Sed virgo, quia est Ecclesia typus ” — Expos. Evang. s. Luc. 2.7 (PL 15:1635-1636A).

281 Symp. 7 (PG 18:381AB).

282 Hom. Div., 4 (PG 77:996C).

283 Ex. Apoc. (PL 93:165-166).
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the antitype of the Holy Spirit.”?®* Emphasising this as the unique prerogative of the Church,
Cyril explains that it is at this point that “you are called Christians, verifying the name also by
your re-birth. For before you were deemed worthy of baptism and the grace of the Holy Spirit,
you had properly no right to this title, but were advancing on your way towards being

Christians.”28°

The Church as the Body of Christ

Implicit in MC 3, according to Day, is the notion that the blessing over the chrism
included an epiklésis of the Holy Spirit, comparable to the Eucharistic epiklesis we find in MC
5,286 a feature we do not find in those Syrian sources of the same period where a post-baptismal
anointing had begun to appear, probably influenced by the Palestinian rite.?’

Just as the bread of the Eucharist, after the invocation of the Holy Spirit, is no
longer ordinary bread, but the Body of Christ, so also this holy myrrh is no longer
ordinary — nor common, so to speak — with the invocation, but it is Christ's gift
of grace, and, by the coming of the Holy Spirit, is made fit to impart his divinity.258

289

Interestingly, the Liturgy of St. James, to which MC is our earliest attestation, < makes use of

the Annunciation as an ecclesiological image with reference to the Spirit’s descent upon the

24 MC 3:1 — “Xprotoi 8¢ yeyovare, Tod ayiov ITvedparog 1o dvritvmov dekbpevor.”

285 MC 3:5 — “koeic0e ypiotiavol, Emaindedovieg Ti dvayevvrioet koi 1o dvopa. IIpd yop tod kataéiwdijvar
udc Tod Panticporog kai g Tod dyiov ITvedpatog yapitog, ovk fte Kuping dE01, GAL 6dgvovieg Tpoefaivete
10 £lvon (p1oTIoVol.”

286 Day 20074, 110.

287 1bid., 113. See AC 7, where the prayer over the chrism consists of a simple thanksgiving, which leads
Metzger (1987, 105) to suggest that the post-baptismal anointing was merely the transposition of the pre-baptismal
anointing. It does not seem to have appeared in Antioch by the time of Chrysostom (Green 1962). See also Harkins
1966.

288 MC 3:3 — “Qomnep yap 6 &ptog ThC evyoploTio, netd v énikinow tod ayiov Ilvedpatog, ovk ETt dpTog
Mtdc, aAAa odpa Xpiotod, oVT® kol TO Gylov ToUTo Popov ovk £TL YkOv, ovd' d¢ av &imot T Kowov pet'
EMKANCE®MG, GAAG Xprotod Yapicpo, kai Ilvedpotog dyiov mopovoiag tijg adtod BedtTog EvepynTikov
ywopevov.”

28 John Fountoulés (2005, 68) remarks that the liturgy described in MC “civou mpogavés 1 mapodoo
Aerrovpyia”. Although Cyril makes clear reference to an epiclesis (MC 5:7), whether the response in question
would have been known to him, or is the product of later development is uncertain. For a discussion of this
development, see Bradshaw 2002, 116—-117; Fenwick, 1992); ‘Oi ebyapiotiokig paptupieg otig nyég tdv A—A"
aiovev’ in Filias 2016, 121-310 (see in particular pp.216-226 for a discussion of MC, and pp.324-343 for the
development of the epiclesis more generally); Burreson 1997; Gelston 2010; Witvliet 1997; Cutrone 1978; Spinks
1989; A. Tarby 1972; Rodopoulou 1968.
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bread and wine, when the people, anticipating the coming epikiésis, reply to the celebrant
saying, “Ivedua dyiov éneleboetau émi o€ xai dvvouuc Yyiorov émoridoer oo1.”**° Accordingly,
Cyril not only places the post-baptismal anointing squarely within the boundaries of the
Catholic Church, but also ties it to the Eucharist when he says the following:

In ancient times, the blessed Isaiah prophesied about this saying, On this mountain

the Lord Sabaoth will make a feast for all nations; — he calls the Church a

mountain [...] — they will drink wine, they will drink joy, they will anoint
themselves with myrrh2%t 292

The prophet’s reference to wine would almost certainly have been understood as a Eucharistic
symbol, given the way in which he elsewhere identifies the cup and anointing in Psalm 22 as
the Eucharist and post-baptismal chrismation respectively.?®® Matthew Finn notes that this
particular psalm was often chanted as the neophytes marched from the baptistery towards the
Eucharistic assembly.?®* It was only at this point, argues Day, that the candidates became full

members of the church.2%®

Having received their wedding garment in baptism, the candidates are now made
“children of the bridal chamber” and enter into the spiritual wedding feast typified by the one
in Cana of Galilee.?%® Ephrem the Syrian, using psycho-ecclesial imagery akin to that of Cyril,
also identifies Cana with the Eucharist, speaking simultaneously of the soul as God’s bridal
chamber, while calling it a “banquet for the whole Church.”?®’ Elsewhere, the same

hymnographer proclaims that immediately after the baptismal “womb has given birth, the altar

2%0 Fountoulgs 2005, 107.

21 |s, 25:6.
292 MC 3:7 — “Tobto &k modoudv ypdvav 6 poxaplog Hodiag tpopntevav Ereye: “Kai momoel Kdpiog niot
101G €Bveot €mi 10 Opog TovT0”, Opog 0¢ KaAel Tv ExxkAnciav [...] miovtat otvov, Tiovtal edbppocvvny, ypicovtat
(4 2
popov.

29 MC 4:7. In CL 1:6, he cites the same Psalm of David, identifying the “waters of rest” as the waters of
baptism, thus showing the inseparability of, not only baptism and chrismation, but baptism and the Eucharist in
Cyril’s mind.

2% Finn 1992a, 16. See also Jeffery 1992.

2% Day 2009, 120.

296 MC 2

297 Hymns on Faith 14, trans. Brock 1983, 18.
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suckles and nurtures”?% the candidates, an image we also find in Chrysostom, who describes
the neophytes bringing to their mouths “the nipple of the spiritual Cup like infants at the
breast.”?®® The Eucharist, then, is an integral part of the initiatory process. As such, it forms
part of Cyril’s single death-resurrection-restoration narrative.
Having been baptised into Christ, and put on Christ,*® you have been made
conformable to the Son of God. For God having predestined us to adoption®°* and

made us conformable to Christ’s glorious body.3%? Being therefore made partakers
of Christ,3% you are rightly called christs.304

MC, with the Apostle Paul,*® affirms that it is through the Eucharist that the candidates have
become “of the same body and the same blood” [svoowuog kai obvayog] with Christ: “For
thus we come to bear Christ in us, because his Body and Blood are distributed through our
members.”3% This gathering of believers into a single body is expressed rather beautifully by
an Egyptian contemporary of Cyril’s:

As this bread was scattered upon the mountains and was gathered and became one,

do You likewise gather Your holy Church from every nation and every country and
town and village and household and make one living catholic Church.3%’

Serapion here makes the Eucharist a central feature of his ecclesiology, with reference to the

same notion of assembly to which Cyril attributes the name éxxAnoia.%®

Although only MC is explicitly Eucharistic in content®® on account of the Disciplina

Arcani — the subject of chapter 8 — Donna Hawk-Reinhard, who has made significant

2% Hymns on Virginity 7:8, trans. ibid. 49. He also attests to the way in which the Eucharist would immediately
follow the baptismal rite, saying that “her children eat straight away, not milk, but perfect Bread!”.

2% In Mt. Hom., 82.6.5 (PG 58:754).

30 Gal. 3:27

301 Eph. 1:5

302 phil. 3:21

303 Heb. 3:14

304 MC 3:1 — “Eic Xpiotov BeBanticpévor koi Xpiotov vducduevol cOppopeot yeyovate tod Yiod tod Ocod.
[poopicag yap Nudg 6 Oedg &ig vioBesiav, cuppdpEoLS £noince 100 cdpATog Thg d6ENG Tod Xpilotod. Métoyot
obv Tod Xp1610d YEVOpEVOL, YPIoTOL EiKOTOC KAAETGhE.”

305 See Giblet 1964.

306 MC 4:3 — “Otto yop xoi yp1oToedpot yvopueda, tod chuotog antod kei o oiparog el To Huétepa
avadidopévou puén.”

307 Serapion, Euchologion 13.1, trans. Barret-Lennard 1993, 26.

308 MC 18:24 — “’ExxAncio 8¢ kodeitar pepovipme S T mévTac ékkaleicOat koi Opod cuvayety.”

309 See Frank 2001, particularly 623-630 for her analysis of MC.
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contributions to the study of Cyril’s Eucharistic theology, nonetheless sees a clear connection
between baptism, Eucharist, and theasis in CL 3.11, where Cyril states that Christ “partook of
them [humanity], that having been made partakers [lit. communicants] of his presence in the
flesh we might be made partakers also of his divine grace.”!° Christ participates in our human
nature by taking flesh from the Virgin, while we in turn, by virtue of our baptism, can partake
of that now divinized and gracefilled human nature through the Eucharistic participation of his
body and blood, by which we become ypiotopdopor. She — rightly, in my estimation —
proposes “a reading of Cyril’s sacramental theology that is more than merely being brought
into God’s saving presence, but is the beginning of the eternal life of fellowship with the Triune
God by being Christ-bearers who share in the divine nature and are Heavens on earth”®!, and
asserts that this “sacramental thegsis” constitutes the basis of Cyril’s ecclesiology;3!? the

restoration of man effected by the sacraments “occurs only within the context of the church”3®

The Church, of course, is not merely the facilitator or context making possible this
union with and membership of Christ’s body, but is itself that very Body of Christ. Membership
of the Catholic Church is participation in the divine Incarnation.?'* Thus, when Cyril defines
éxrAnaio by referring to God’s command to assemble (éxrxAnoiacov) the whole congregation
at the door of the tabernacle (oxvijc),3 it is by virtue of this Incarnation by which “the Word

became flesh and tabernacled (éoxrjvwoey) among us.”3® It is the way in which Cyril sought

310 «ygteoye TdV awTdV tva Tiig dvedpkov mapovsiag adTod Kovavol yevouevor, kai tiig Osiag antod ydpirog

Kowavol yevopeda”. Hawk-Reinhard 2013b, 251. She coves the same passage in id. 2011, 320-24.

811 She refers here to MC 5.11 — “Ovpavoi 8¢ giev v kai oi THv 0D €movpaviov popodvieg sikdva, v oig
€0Tiv 0 B¢ EVvoKDV Kol EumepitoT®dy.”

312 Hawk-Reinhard 2011, 366.

313 1bid., 365.

314 Compare, for example, Augustine: “Let us rejoice then and give thanks that we have become not only
Christians, but Christ himself. [...] For if he is the head, we are the members; he and we together are the whole
man” (Ev. Jo. Tract., 21.8 [PL 35:1568]).

315 CL 18:24. Cf. Lev. 8:3.

316 John 1:14.
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to define and delineate this mysteriological membership, and the journey of those outside the

Church towards it, that we will now turn to in the subsequent chapters.

2-46



Chapter 3 — The Greeks: The development of an ecclesiological
ontology as a response to Graeco-Roman religion and philosophy

The problem of Christianisation

After the Roman destruction of the Jewish Jerusalem of the Second Temple period at
the end of the 1 century, “it became after 135 a Hellenic city with pagan sanctuaries and cults
such as could also be found in many other cities and towns in the Roman East.”®!” The Temple
continued to lie in ruins, with only a statue of Hadrian, and possibly also one of Jupiter,!8
being erected on the site to remind its devotees of the failure of their rebellion against their
Roman masters. Hadrian added insult to injury, forbidding Jews to inhabit Aelia and its
surrounding territories, although the survival of one of Mount Sion’s seven synagogues up to
the time of Constantine may suggest that the edict was not always rigorously implemented,3°

as one Talmudic source does indicate.32°

As the location of many of the most significant events in the life of Christ, and the home
of the first Christian church, it should come as no surprise that a Christian presence had
continued in the city since that time.3?! However, despite its rich biblical history, it was a
community lacking both in numbers and influence. Prominence among the churches of
Palestine had instead fallen to the neighbouring see of Caesarea, to whose jurisdiction the
church of Aelia was subject.®?? Consistent with his expulsion of the Jews from the city,

Hadrian, perhaps aware of the significance of Golgotha for its Christian contingent, had chosen

817 Drijvers 2004, 1. For an overview of the pagan cults present in 2" — 4" century Palestine, see Belayche
2011.

318 Drijvers 2004, 4, n.14.

319 |bid., 9.

320 |hid., n.38. See Stemberger 2000, 40-43.

321 For an overview of the Christian presence in Palestine before Constantine, see Mullen 2004, 22-33.

322 See Downey 1975, 28-33.
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to build on it a sanctuary for Venus, thereby making it unfit as a place of Christian congregation

and devotion.323

The imperial building project sought to lift the city out of the shadows of obscurity and,
adorned with royal splendour, bring it to the forefront of Christian consciousness. Eusebius
recounts how the Emperor, having completely destroyed the sanctuary and the idols within it,

gave orders by the stipulations of pious laws and by generous grants for a place of
worship worthy of God to be built with rich and imperial munificence around the
Saviour’s cave [and] instructed those who governed the eastern provinces by
generous and lavish grants to make the building out of the ordinary, huge, and rich
[...]. On the cave of the first divine manifestation of the Saviour, where he
submitted to the experience of birth in the flesh, he bestowed appropriate honours
[...] he [also] dignified the monument on the mountain-top to his ascension into
heaven.3?4

Writing as a theologian every bit as much as a historian, Eusebius suggests that on

[o]bserving these things, one might well say that a fresh, new-made way of life
seemed to have appeared just then, as a strange light after thick darkness lit up the
mortal race; and one might confess that the whole achievement belonged to God,
who had advanced the God-beloved Emperor to counter the horde of the godless.
For, since men whose like had never been seen before had committed crimes
against the Church such as had never been heard of since time began, God rightly
produced a new thing himself, and by it achieved what had been known to no ear
and seen by no eye.’?

Cyril’s account echoes that of Eusebius when he recounts to his listeners how

by bribes of silver [the Chief Priests] persuade the soldiers; but they do not
persuade the current kings. The soldiers then surrendered the truth for silver; but
the kings now have, by piety, built this holy Church in which we are assembled,
inlaid with silver and embossed with gold, the Church of the Resurrection of God
our Saviour, and have embellished it with rarities of silver and gold and precious
stones.3%

While these developments certainly marked the beginning of something new and

significant, Eusebius’ image of a clean break with the past is at best a display of his love of

323 Socrates, HE 1.9, 1.17.

324 Vita Const. trans. Cameron and Hall 1999, 134, 137.

325 Vita Const., Ibid., 121.

3% CL 14.14 — “&10 8601v dpyvpiov meibovst todg oTpatidTac. GAL o Teifovot Todg viv Bactieic. ol tote
uev otpotidtal dpyvpiov mpodeddkaot Tty aAdsiav, ol 6 viv Pacirelg o' evcéPelay dpyvpévovTov Kol
YPLGOKOAMTOV THY Gyiov EkkAncioy TavTV, &V 1| TUPEGUEY, THC T0D cTiipoc Bs0d GvacTacENC EE61pYacavTo
Kai Toig €€ dpydpov kai xpvood kol Aibwv Tuiov keyuniiolg épaidpvvay.”
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hyperbole.3?” Although Constantine had been sure to replace prominent places of traditional
Hellenic worship with Christian ones in order to illustrate the Empire’s shift of allegiance from
one to the other, a considerable proportion of the population of the Roman world “in the period
from the death of Constantine in 337 to the ascension of Valentinian Il at Ravenna in
425...remained largely unaffected by the claims of the Christian church.”*?® This was true also
of Jerusalem, and Christians did not constitute a majority anywhere in Palestine outside of the
city.3?° Peter Brown argues that, because these were an “impenitently polytheistic” group, “the
religious common sense of their age [...] led them to assume a spiritual landscape rustling with
invisible presences — with countless divine beings and their ethereal ministers,”*° quite
different to that proclaimed by the Church. Furthermore, it would be rather naive to presuppose
that those segments of the population that did submit to baptism consisted entirely of
individuals convinced of the veracity of Christian doctrine based on a thorough understanding
thereof. Nor did an acceptance of a new viewpoint or truth necessarily involve the rejection
and exclusion of former ones, as such a Weltanschauung would have made the acceptance of
a new deity alongside the old ancestral ones quite easy. As Garth Fowden remarks, “it was easy
for an aggressive new god to gain footholds in polytheist territory, but difficult to conquer it
definitely and possess it.”**! Thus, despite his own insistence on being the sole deity worthy of
worship, the Christian God was but one of many in the minds of many Romans. As such, the
idea that his worshippers should be defined by a distinct and other religious identity would not
at all have been obvious to them. Indeed, the “division of the human race according to purely
religious criteria, ‘Christian’ and ‘gentile’ [is] a dichotomy whose awesome generality could

only have originated among Christians.”**? Such identities, rather than occurring naturally,

327 See Brown 2013.

328 Brown 1998b, 632.
329 Drijvers 2004, 133.
330 Brown 1998b, 632.
331 Fowden 1998, 543.
332 Brown 1998b, 632.
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were a deliberate construct, an attempt to exert the uniqueness and superiority of Christianity
over traditional Hellenic religion. In a social context where the figurative birth and death of
gods was commonplace, and in which the prominence of particular cults waxed and waned, the
rise of Christianity might have unsettled many but would not in and of itself have been an
altogether foreign phenomenon. Moreover, that theological diversity among Christians existed
more or less from the outset is a fact with near unanimous acceptance within contemporary
scholarship, following the work of Walter Bauer in the first half 20" century.®* J.B. Rives
challenges the commonly held assumption that “an increase in the number of Christians is
identical with the expansion of Christianity [...] because the equation works only if by
‘Christianity’ we mean any sort of adherence to the Christian god.”*** Naturally, this poses
serious problems for the traditional narrative of Christian expansion, and must therefore act as
the lens through which any fruitful study of late antique ecclesiological developments looks at

the subject.

The Church as the context of a new ideology

What distinguished Christianity from traditional forms of Hellenic religion was not
simply its naming of the ‘Unknown God’ of the Athenians,*® nor even its monotheism — a
concept previously put forth by numerous philosophical schools.®% Its uniqueness lay rather in
its insistence on a totally new ideology, defined by Rives as consisting primarily of three key

elements: exclusivity, homogeneity, and totalisation.®*” “Only when cult, myth and philosophy

333 Bauer 1934.

334 Rives 2005. E.D. Dodds makes a similar argument in his short but seminal work, Pagan and Christian in
an Age of Anxiety (1990), asserting that the plurality of religious cults and philosophical schools in Graeco-Roman
society led to confusion and insecurity “in an age of anxiety”, while Christianity’s “totalist creed” and exclusivity
meant one could find everything in one place (133-4).

335 Acts 17:23

336 See, for example, Van Nuffelen 2010 and ‘End of the many: The roots of monotheism in Greek philosophy’
in Schneider 2008 (39-52).

337 Rives 2005.
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were part of a single system of ‘religion’,” he argues, “could the variety of religious options be

reduced to a simple choice between right and wrong.”%®

While I agree with the basic premise of Rives’ position, I would argue that it was not
the more abstract notion of “religion” which made such a choice possible, but the more tangible
notion of the Church, where right and wrong were matters of visible membership and exclusive
participation. More specifically, it is an ecclesiology grounded in an ontological mysteriology,
with baptism as a gateway and necessary prerequisite to full participation in the sacramental
life of the Church, which made possible such an absolute binary stance.®° I will in what
remains of this chapter look at the way in which Cyril challenges ‘the Greeks’ by this
combining of cult with myth and philosophy,3¥ that is, the insistence on the inextricable
connection between membership of the Church as a mysteriological organism and Christian

faith in its various forms.34!

Myth

Alan Brown points out that, despite the fact that the term ‘paganism’ “demarcates
indiscriminately the whole stretch of Greco-Roman religious belief, myth, rite and ritual®*2[...]
late antique Christian-pagan intellectual debate possessed considerable uniformity. For it was
always conducted with reference to the framework of the Platonic philosophical thought of the

day.”**® Already in the first century, the Apostle Paul had acknowledged that the Christian

338 |bid., 38.

339 A point hinted at in Dodds 1990 (136): “A Christian congregation was from the first a community in a much
fuller sense than any corresponding group of Isaic or Mithraist devotees. Its members were bound together not
only by common rites but by a common way of life.”

340 See Lohr 2017.

341 See chapter 2 for Cyril on pagan vs. Christian ritual.

342 Celsus, of course, had complained that a dialogue with Christianity was near impossible because of the
divergent beliefs of the numerous heresies (see C. Cels. 3.10-15).

343 Brown 2008, 284-5. For a recent discussion on the interplay between Platonism and Christianity in late
antiquity, see ‘The Metamorphoses of Platonism’ in Edwards 2015a (41-64).
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Gospel was “foolishness to the Greeks,”3* and much of the pagan critique of Christianity in

the centuries that followed continued with this same line of argument.3* It is not surprising,

then, that Cyril’s attitude when describing the various beliefs of the pagans is one of ridicule.3®

He chooses to fight fire with fire and likewise dismisses paganism on the grounds of it being
foolish, hoping to disabuse his listeners of the notion that Greek thought was synonymous with
intellectual rigour and rational integrity. However smooth their tongues, the honey dripping
from their lips was mere sophistry. He begins his discourse on God by pointing out the
absurdity of worshipping the created rather than the creator:

Many have gone astray from the One God in various ways, some deifying the sun,
so that at its setting, they remain godless during night time; others the moon, so
that they have no god by day; others, the other parts of the cosmos; some, the arts;
others, foods; others, pleasures; while some, manic after women, have set up on
high the idol of a naked woman, and calling it Aphrodite, have bowed down to this
lust through the visible sign; and others dazzled by the brightness of gold, have
deified that and other matter.3*’

Elsewhere, he continues:

Even though the great and good God is such, man carved a stone and said to it, You
are my god!®® O great blindness, from such greatness descending to such
humiliation! The tree which God has planted, and the rain increased, and which is
then burnt and turned to ashes, this is called god; but the true God is scoffed at. The
wickedness of idolatry abounded; and cat, wolf, dog, were worshipped instead of
God. The man-eating lion was worshipped instead of God who greatly loves
mankind; serpent and dragon, counterparts of the one who cast us out of Paradise,
were worshipped. The one who planted Paradise was scoffed at. | feel shame as |
tell you that, even onions have been before now worshipped. Wine was given, to
gladden a human heart,**® and Dionysius was worshipped in the place of God. God
made corn by saying, Let the earth put forth herbaceous vegetation, seeding seed
according to its kind [and according to likeness],®* that bread might sustain a

344 “EAAnot 8¢ popiav — 1 Cor. 1:23

345 For a summary of common pagan arguments and Christian counter-arguments, see Brown 2008; ‘The
Dialogue of Paganism with Christianity’ in Dodds 1990 (102-138).

346 In this respect, Cyril probably takes his precedent from Scripture. Compare, for example, Jer. 10:8, 14-15;
51:17-18.

347 CL 4.6 — ““Emei ovv émhoviOncay 6md tod £vog @cod Srapdpwg moAdoi: koi ol pév filov é0eomoincay, va
dvvovTog NAlov, Kotd TOV TG VOKTOG Kotpdv dfeot pévaotv: ol 8¢ oehnvny, tva &v Nuépa Oeov pun Exmotv ol 6
T Aoutd LéEPT ToU KOGHOV" 01 O€ TAG TEXVAS” 01 08 TUG TPOPAG Ol 6€ TAG 1OOVAG” KOl 01 LEV YOVAIKOUOVELS, YOUVIG
YOVoUKOG €idmAoV &v DYNAG otoavies, APPoditnV 1€ TPOCAYOPENCAVTES, TPOGEKVVICAY S0 TOD PUIVOUEVOD TO
a00¢’ 01 6 TOD YPLOOD TO AUUTPOV EKTANYEVTES, ODTOV TE Kal TG Aowrdg DAag EBeomoinoay.”

348 ¢f. Is. 42:17, Hab. 2:18-19,

349 ps, 103:15.

30 Gen. 1:12.
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human heart;*! whence then was Demeter worshipped? Fire even to this day is
struck out from stones by collision; whence then Hephaestus, the maker of firg?3°?

Whence the polytheistic Greek delusion? God is incorporeal; whence then the
adulteries of which their so-called gods are accused? I will be silent of the changes
of Zeus into a swan, and | am ashamed to speak of his transformations into a bull;
for mooing is unworthy of a god. [...] They also tell of deaths among their gods,
and expulsions, and of them being struck by lightning; do you see from that
greatness they have fallen?%3

Scripture and epistemology

While a large number among the uneducated masses probably took the Greek myths at
face value, their fictitiousness and literal nonsensicality was not only acknowledged by pagan
intellectuals, but lay at the heart of the Platonic framework in which they operated.®** They
made a sharp distinction between the true meaning, or 1éyoc, of these ud6oz, and their literal
reading. The deep wisdom of the ancients, who “were no ordinary men, but capable of
understanding the cosmos and inclined to use symbols and riddles in their philosophical
discussions thereof,”3*® could only be salvaged through a system of allegorical interpretation.>*

The inherent rationality of cultic ritual and behaviour could likewise be salvaged through such

31 ps, 103:15.

32 CL 6.10 — “t0c00T0V TOiVLY dvToG dyifod Kai peydlov 10D Ocob, dvOpwmoc AiBov yAdyac, 16 Abwm sinsv,
@edg pov &l 60. Q peyédng dpreyiag, 8k Toc00T0L peYEBovG £ig TocodTV TomevdTnTa KorredBovong! To Eblov
Omep O Bedg EpTevoey, Kal VETOG EUNKLVE, Kol DoTEPOV KATAKAVOEY Kol 6T0d0G dLATVPOG YIVOLEVOV, TOVTO UEV
Oedg avayopevetar O 6¢ aAnbng Oedg Katappoveital. 'Enedoyiledoato 8¢ 1 movnpia Tii¢ gidwloratpiog Kol
afAovpog kol ADKOG Kol KOV avti @god mpooekvviOncav, kol Aéov dvBpomofopog dvti tod Ogod TO
oravBporotdtov mpooekvuvOn. ‘Oelg kol Opdxkmv, davtipor tod EkPardviog Mudg €k mapadeicov,
TpoceEKLYHONGOY Kol O TOV TaPAdEIcOV PUTEVGUS KaTte@povnOn. Aloydvouar Aéyewv, ANV Aéy®: kai KpOppvo
yap #dn mapd Tt TpocskuviO. Oivoc 360, iva sdepaivyy kapdioy avBpdmov: kai Advvcoc Gvti Ogod
npocekuvn . Xitov 0 @gog eipydoato did Tod inely, E&ayayétm 1 yij fotavny xOptov, orelpov orépua KoTo
vévog [kai ka' opotdtnta], iva dptog otnpion kopdiav avBpmdmov: Kol T6bev 1| Afuntpo tpocekvviion; To nhp
€k MBv ovykpovcemc EEEpyeTor puéypt onuepov’ kai to0ev "Hoatotog, mopog momg;”

38 CL 6.11 — “T160ev 1 moAb0eog tdV EAMvev mhévn; Acdpatog 6 Oedc kol modev potygion mapd toig v’
avT®V Aeyopévolg Beoig katnyopodvral; 1mnd tag Alog gig kKokvov HeTafoAds aicydvopal AEY®OV TG €1 TODPOV
petapopemaoelg avagio yap 6god 1o poknpota [...] Kol Bavatovg kol Gmontdoslg Kol Kepavuvacelg Tdv map'
avToig Aéyovot Be®dv. BAéneig ék mocov peyéBovg Tod koteAnivbacty;”

354 Brown 2008, 249.

35 Cornutus, De natura deorum 35.75.18-76.5.

36 As Edwards (2017, 144-5) notes, a distinction is made between allégoria — “the construction of narratives
with a hidden import” — and allégoresis — “the critical practice of detecting and expounding the hidden import
of such narratives”. While Plato thought the practice of allégoresis on ancient texts a futile venture, the Stoics
“made allegorésis a tool of theology, and it furnished the Neoplatonists with spectacles that enabled them to see
what Plato had overlooked in Homer”.
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use of allegory. As Brown notes, “the basis of such intellectual pagan attacks on Christianity
was the denial of any legitimate allegorical interpretation of the Christian scriptures,”®’ the

narratives of which were considered absurd.

In Origen’s Against Celsus, we see the pagan critic of Christianity simultaneously
suggesting that the Jewish scriptures are incapable of allegorical interpretation all the while
“the more modest of Jewish and Christian writers give all these things an allegorical meaning
[...] because they are ashamed of these things.”*® Origen counters with a twofold response.
Giving numerous examples of typological interpretations in the New Testament of the Old, he
demonstrates that an allegorical approach to the Scriptures is itself inherently scriptural, and
that one cannot therefore accuse Christians of turning to allegory as a response to challenges
posed to them by non-Christians.*° Furthermore, if anyone has cause to be ashamed, he argues,
it is surely the Greeks, whose fables are not only absurd, but immoral. “We verily entertain
such reverence for the name of God, and for His noble works of creation, that we would not,
even under pretext of an allegorical meaning, admit any fable which might do injury to the
young.”*% Christians can and do employ allegory, but allegory is not sufficient to redeem what
is inherently immoral and shameful, and therefore also inherently alogon. The Scriptures of
the Christian Church serve to build up even when read literally, making them superior to Greek

myth.361

Cyril likewise highlights the incompatibility of immoral myth with divine truth: “The

god of the Greeks is caught in adultery, yet they are unashamed. But if he is an adulterer, do

357 Brown 2008, 253.

38 C. Cels. 4.48, trans. ANF 4, 1193.

39 C. Cels. 4.49-52. On Origen’s use of allegory, see Ramelli 2011b; Reno 2006; Bergen 2005; Ludlow 2002;
Martens 2012a; id. 2012b; Decock 2010; King 2005; Scalise 1987; Hanson 1959. On the Platonic sources of his
understanding of logos, see Moore 2008.

360 C. Cels. 4.48, trans. ANF 4, 1193.

361 On the subject of Christian attitudes to pagan ethics in the fourth century through the lens of Ambrose’s
baptismal anthropology, see Smith 2011.
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not let him be called god.”*®? But while Cyril makes frequent use of typology and allegory in
his exegesis of Scripture, he does so only in keeping with the Scriptural precedent referred to
above by Origen.*®3 Origen seemingly wants to demonstrate that the Christian Scriptures can
stand up to scrutiny and meet the intellectual standards of their pagan critics, but Cyril shows
little interest in appeasing Greek concerns or engaging with them on their terms.*®* For those
with knowledge, the Greeks can easily be silenced “out of their own myths.”*® In response to

the pagan inability to accept the notion of a self-sacrificing deity, he simply retorts, “If they are

362 CL 6.11 — “Moyog 6 map' "EAANG1 00 ndpnton, cod ovk aiSodvror. Eiydp porydc o1, 0£0¢ i) kareicOm.”

363 For an overview of Greek exegetical traditions, see de Margerie 2009. On the influence of Origen and the
Alexandrian tradition on Cyril, see Stephenson 1954. He argues that, although the style of scriptural exegesis in
CL might appear more Antiochene than Alexandrian, Cyril’s Sermon on the Paralytic clearly belongs to the latter
school, and develops many of the mystical themes of Clement and Origen. The sermon, and not CL — a systematic
programme of catechesis —, should be seen as representative of Cyril’s general style and exegetical approach
(See also id. 1957 and ‘Cyril and “Gnosis™ in McCauley and Stephenson 1969 [6-11]). Lending credence to
Stephenson’s point is Drijver’s observation about the Letter to Constantius, where, despite his promise that it
would “not be skillfully composed of persuasive rhetorical phrases but in the words of the holy gospels it will
testify to the facts as they occurred” (ad Const. 1, trans. Yarnold 2000, 68), Cyril employs ornate language which
differs considerably from that of the CL, in which Cyril uses a straightforward style befitting his audience, thus
showing himself to be a skilled and adaptable orator (Drijvers 2004, 160). These observations appears to have
gone unnoticed by Prétot, who seems unable to reconcile Cyril’s seemingly Antiochene approach to exegesis in
CL with his “essentially Alexandrian” Christology (Prétot 2014, 195). On this, see also John Paul Gibson,
‘Mimesis and Imitation: Symbol in Cyril of Jerusalem’ in Academia. 9 August 2017:
https://www.academia.edu/1034521/ Mimesis_and_Imitation_Symbol_in_Cyril_of Jerusalem

364 Wolfson (1957) nonetheless describes Cyril as an “unconscious philosopher”, not on account of direct
engagement with Greek philosophy, but through his reliance on earlier patristic authorities who had introduced
new philosophical concepts and terms into Christianity, or given a philosophical interpretation to existing
Scriptural terms and concepts. See also Irinei Steenberg’s (2017) article, ‘How to Mock a Heretic’.

This is perhaps a tentative parallel, but one of the reasons for the later orthodox rejection of Origenism was the
way in which it, at least implicitly, made the good (and therefore God) dependent on evil in order to be defined
as good. True goodness was self-defined, in need of nothing else to define it. (For a recent discussion, see Skliris
2017). Similarly, to judge the truth of Scripture by any set of external criteria would itself be a denial of said truth.

Justin Martyr attributes anything valuable in the Greek philosophical tradition to Moses, “the first prophet, and
of greater antiquity than the Greek writers” (First Apology 59). Christians, as inheritors of this tradition in
unadulterated form, therefore had nothing to prove to the Greeks, whose tradition was incomplete and ultimately
inferior. Compare the contemporary pagan philosopher Numenius of Apamea: “What is Plato but Moses
Atticizing?” (Stern II, § 363a—e = Numenius, F. 8 [51,13 Des Places]). Among fourth century authors, Eusebius
discusses the Greek indebtedness to Mosaic thought in detail in the 11" and 12" books of his Praeparatio
Evangelica. On this subject, see, for example, Cook 2004; Whittaker 1967; Edwards 1990. See also Antonova
2005.

In his recent book On Augustine, Rowan Williams (2016) argues that Augustine’s thought — particularly his
method of scriptural exegesis, which is highly allegorical — differs significantly from the Platonism it may appear
to resemble on account of having a very difference reference point: the Incarnate Logos. “God is res, and in respect
of him, all else is signum”, and this realization was available to Augustine only on account of his conversion —
fulfilled and facilitated by baptism — and membership of the Catholic Church. See in particular chapters 2 (‘“The
Soul in Paraphrase: Augustine as Interpreter of the Psalms’) and 3 (‘Language, Reality and Desire: The Nature of
Christian Formation’), the latter of which was originally published as ‘Language, Reality and Desire in
Augustine’s De Doctrina’, Journal of Literature & Theology 3.2 (1989): 138-150. See also Harrison 1992.

365 CL 13.37 — “8k t®V map' adtoic puboroyovpévmv.”
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not ashamed to worship those thunder stricken and hated by God, are you ashamed to worship
the beloved Son of God, who was crucified for you?”*®® For Cyril, the authority of Scripture
comes not from its susceptibility to any particular form of exegesis or compatibility with any
intellectual framework, but from it being an expression of the Word of God through the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Indeed, when Cyril expresses his shame and reluctance to speak
aloud of the shameful fables of the Greeks, he does this not only to emphasise the disdain with
which one should dismiss them, but as a way of juxtaposing them with the Christian Scriptures
which, as a work of divine inbreathing, can draw men to salvation through their very

proclamation. 3%’

As Pamela Jackson notes, “For Cyril, then, what elicits this saving conviction is

hearing, not arguments, but the proclamation of Scriptural witnesses (martyres), testimony

(martyria), proofs (apodeixeis) and types, which the catechist plants in his listeners” 3¢

For we have come together now, not to make a contemplative exposition of the
Scriptures, but rather to be convinced of what we have believed. [...] For we do
not speak and preach with enticing words of human wisdom. We do not now stir
up sophistical contrivances; for these are dissolved. We do not conquer words with
words, for these come to an end; but we preach Christ crucified, who has already
been preached aforetime by the prophets.3%°

386 1bid. — “ei éxeivol Todg kepavvmBévtag Beopceic TpockuvodvTeg obk aicybvovtol, od OV Ogo@Af] Kai
VIOV Be0d TOV EoTOLPOUEVOY DTIEP GOV TPOSKLVELY aicybvn;”

%7 Cf. CL 16.11, 9.13. See Jackson 1991b, 443.

Cyril, unlike Jerome, also considers the translation of the Greek Septuagint from which he was citing to be a
work of the Holy Spirit (CL 4.34), which was no doubt one of the reasons he felt there was such power in its mere
utterance. See also Law 2013.

%8 Jackson 1991b, 440.

369 CL 13.9 — "cvvelnivBapey yap od ypapdv EEnynotv Bsmpntikiy momoacor viv, ALY TicTomomOfjvorl
uddlov mepi dv memotevkapev." Gifford here translates “é&ynonv Gswpnuiriy” as “speculative exposition”
(NPNF 2.7, 257). Stephenson, however, prefers “contemplative exposition,” arguing that Cyril is not here
dismissing &&ijynov Oewpnricv in favour of another method, but is rather drawing a distinction between his
ordinary, more allegorical, mode of preaching and that employed during catechism, which is more concerned with
proofs (McCauley and Stephenson 1969, 6-7).

Antoine Paulin (1959, 209) suggests that the high scriptural content in the early patristic catecheses is what
made them so appealing. It was not simply the dry recitation of dogma, but an exciting unravelling of a divinely
inspired text containing a dramatic account of God’s direct intervention in the lives of human beings.

CL 13.8 — "0 yap Adyog udv kol to Knpuype nudv ovk &v melfoic avipwrivng cogiag AOyolc. o coPloTiKal
Kataokeval Kvobvtor viv: €rel dtahdovtatl. ov Adyol Adyovg vik®otv: émel TopoAvovTol. GAAL KNPpOoCGOUEV
Xp1oToVv E6TAVPOUEVOVY, EK TPOPNTMY 1jd1 TovTOV TPOoKNpLYHEVTOC."
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The Scriptures of the New Testament, particularly the four Gospels,3™

provided reliable
historical accounts of the life of Christ, and these written proofs could easily be corroborated
by the sites by which Cyril was standing as he delivered his lectures. The life of Christ in turn
fulfils the predictions of the Prophets, dispelling all doubt as to the reliability of the ancient
stories of the Hebrews. Cyril therefore sees no need to demonstrate the truth of the Scriptures,
but rather argues that it is from the Scriptures that one must provide proofs of sound teaching.
“For all things concerning Christ are written down, and nothing is doubtful, for nothing is
without witness. All things are inscribed on the monuments of the Prophets; clearly written not
on stone tablets, but by the Holy Spirit.”3"* “Do not be attentive to my skill of language, for
perhaps you may be deceived, but unless you get the witness of the prophets on each point, do
not believe what is said.””?"2 Questions, he says, “are for the unbelievers: but the words of the
Prophets are for us who believe.”®”® Accordingly, large parts of CL 13 are essentially an

exercise in cross-referencing, where Cyril goes through the various events in the life of Christ,

one by one, and provides for each the corresponding Old Testament references.

Even when the internal consistency of Scripture is questioned, it is from elsewhere in
Scripture that Cyril demonstrates how two seemingly contradictory verses from the Old and
New Testaments can be reconciled.3™ It is also due to his concern for the harmony of the
Hebrew and Christian scriptures, and not in order to engage with any pagan framework of
thought, that Cyril addresses one of the charges made by Celsus in the aforementioned epistle
of Origen — namely that “God made nothing mortal, but immortal things alone, while mortal

things are the works of others, and the soul is a work of God, but the nature of the body is

370 See Greenlee 1955.
371 CL 13.8 — “mévto yap &ott Té mepi Xp1oTod Eyypapa, Koi 00dev ueifolov, oddev yap dudpTupoy. méivta
&v oTNAOIG TTPOPNTIKATG AvayEypantal, 00K v mha&l MBivaug, GAL' €k mvedpatog ayiov yeypapupéva cop®dg.”

372 CL 12.5 — “koi pn toic &poic evpecthoyioug Tpoceye, Suvatdv Yap e Ioac KoTacoPodfvarl. GAN &av pm
TPOPNTAV TEPL EKAGTOL TPAyHaTog dEEN paptupiav, ur wTioteve T0ig Agyouévorg.”
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374 See, for example, CL 13.11.
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different”’> — and he does so again with appeal to Scripture, according to which God is the
maker of both heaven and earth, and, furthermore, is almighty, the Greek word zavroxpdzwp
denoting an active engagement with all as ruler and sustainer, rather than just might.

By belief in ‘one God,” we completely cut off every polytheistic delusion, using it
as a weapon against the Greeks [...] Now we add to this, that he is also ‘Almighty’;
and that, because of the Greeks and Jews [together], and all heretics. For some of
the Greeks have said that God is the soul of the world. Others again, that his power
reaches only to heaven, but not also to the earth. And some, deluded with him, and
perverting the text which says, And your truth as far as the clouds,?’® have dared
to limit God’s providence to the clouds and the heaven, and to expropriate from
God the things of the earth; forgetting that Psalm which says, If I ascend into
heaven, you are there; if | descend to Hades, you are present3’’.37

Cyril here not only rejects the opposing Greek errors of God’s confusion with and
disassociation from physical creation, but also the Greek, as opposed to Biblical, form of
allegorical interpretation, by which some were reading such notions into the creation account.
We see this more clearly in other fourth century writers. Ephrem the Syrian, for example, states
the following:

One must know that just as the heaven and earth which were created in the
beginning are actually the heaven and the earth and not something else understood
under the names of heaven and earth, so also everything that is spoken of as being
created and brought into order after the creation of heaven and earth is not empty
names,gbéjt the very essence of the created natures correspond to the force of these
names.®’

Basil the Great, likewise, offers a more direct response to such ideas in his Hexaemeron:

I know the laws of allegory, though less by myself than from the works of others.
There are those truly, who do not admit the common sense of the Scriptures, for
whom water is not water, but some other nature, who see in a plant, in a fish, what
their fancy wishes, who change the nature of reptiles and of wild beasts to suit their
allegories, like the interpreters of dreams who explain visions in sleep to make them

375 C. Cels. 4.54, trans. ANF 4, 1200.

376 pg, 35:5.

877 ps, 138:8.

378 CL 8.1-2 — "Aw pév 1od motevey EIX ‘ENA OEON, micav mold0sov &kkOmTopey mAGvNY, OmA@
kexpnuévol To0T® mpog "EAAnvog [...] Tlpootibepev 6¢ mpog ékeivolg, o1t kai TANTOKPATQP éotiv. Tobto 68
kai o1a "EAAnvag kol Tovdaiovg [0poD] kai mhvtog aipetikong eapev. EAMvov pév yap tivec, yoynv tod kdGpHov
1oV @edv gimov: kai Etepot, TV éEovoioy odtod eOdvely €ig odpavody pévov, pnrétt 88 Ko eic yijv. Kai tiveg
mhavnBévieg pet' ékeivav, Kok®dg 1@ pTd cvyypnoapevol 7@ Aéyovty, Kai 1 dAn0eld cov Emg t@dv vepehdv,
EtoA Moy 100 Ogob v Tpdvolay Emg VEPEADV meptypdyat kal ovpovoDd, aroiloTpidoat 6& 100 Ogod Ta &mi
viic: émAofopevol ToD wokpod tod Aéyovroc, Edv avapd sic 1oV ovpovdv, ov ékel el £av kotafd i Tov Gdnv,
mwhper."

379 In Genesim Commentarii 1, trans. Mathews and Amar 1994,
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serve their own ends. For me grass is grass; plant, fish, wild beast, domestic animal,
I take all in the literal sense. “For I am not ashamed of the gospel.”3¢°

Basil, of course, frequently rejects in the same work those who attempt to read Genesis as a
historical, rather than theological, account of creation, dismissing this as futile, unprofitable,
and contrary to the purpose for which the account was authored.3! He is therefore advocating
not so much for a literal reading of Scripture as for the rejection of those who subvert its
intended meaning through allegory in order for it to conform to the ‘Greek’ intellectual
framework.® In other words, it is a rejection of those who place this framework above the
divinely inspired Scriptures as the ultimate criterion of truth. John Chrysostom, too, in his
commentary on Genesis, says on the question of allegory that, “Not to believe what is contained
in the Divine Scripture, but to introduce something else from one’s own mind, this, I believe,

subjects those who hazard such things to great danger.”3®

For Cyril, then, it is not by argument, but by the scriptural affirmation of the Creed —
‘We believe in One God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things
both visible and invisible’ — “that we may remember that he is both the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, and the Maker of heaven and earth, and that we might be secured against the
deviation of godless heretics, who have dared to speak evil of the All-wise Artificer of this
world, and who, though they see with the eyes of the flesh, are blinded in the eyes of their

mlnd 29384

380 Homily 9.1, trans. NPNF 2.08, 245

381 |bid.

382 See, for example, Luttikhuizen 2005. For an overview of different hermeneutical approaches to Genesis,
see Hendel 2013.

383 Hom. In Gen. 13.3 (PG 53:18).

384 CL 9.4 —"IIIZTEYOMEN EIZ ENA ®EON, IIATEPA IIANTOKPATOPA, IIOIHTHN OYPANOY KAI
T'HX, OPATON TE ITANTQN KAI AOPATQN, ivo pvnuovedmpey, 6t ovtdc ot [otp 100 Kupiov nudv
‘Incod Xp1otod, Kol avTdg 0TIV O TETOMKMG TOV 0VPAVOV Kol TV yijv: Kol iva do@aiildpedao Eavtovg o Tog
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KOGUOV, TOV PAETOVTOV HEV GopKOg 0POOALOTG, Ta 8¢ Oppota Tiig dtavoiag TEn®POUEVOY."

3-59



What gives this an ecclesiological dimension is Cyril’s assertion that these blind eyes
of the mind can only receive sight through experiential, and not merely theoretical, knowledge.
Once again, truth comes not by argument but by authoritative revelation, this time through
mysteriological participation. “When you grasp by experience,” he says, “the loftiness of the
doctrines, then you will understand that the catechumens are unworthy to hear.”%®® His
contrasting those who grasp by experience with the catechumens — who were affiliated with
the Catholic Church and nominal adherents of its teachings, but not yet baptised and thus not
yet participants in its sacramental life — makes clear the nature of the participation of which
he speaks. As | hope to demonstrate in the subsequent chapters of this thesis, Cyril regarded
true baptism as the sole prerogative of the Catholic Church in visible, institutional form, being
the means of entry thereto. With such an exclusivist mysteriology, the Catholic Church
becomes the only context in which a person can receive empirical confirmation of Scriptural

truth.

Philosophy — Development of ontology

The Christian challenge to Greek philosophy was also, as Brown suggests, primarily indirect
in the fourth to seventh centuries. It took the form, not so much of polemic counterargument,
as had been the case in previous centuries, but the development of a coherent ontological
articulation, which constituted a decisive rejection of the prevailing philosophical framework
rather than interaction with it.3® Specifically, these ontologies demonstrated “that Christianity
was not alogon but in fact could be expressed coherently as manifesting the true logos of

being.”387

385 PC 12 — "8tav T meipo AéPng 10 Dyopa 1@V Sidackopévay, ToTe dv yvdon, 8Tt avaEiot ol katnyo pevot
TG aKofg."

386 Brown 2008, 267.

387 1bid.
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Brown explains that, according to this orthodox ontology, particularly as articulated in the

7" century with Maximus the Confessor, 388

each creature is an expression of the free and logike
will of God, and therefore expressions of a logos, meaning that their ontological logos is “the
divine meaningful volition that constitutes each being.” Furthermore, since the will of God for
every being is incorporation into Jesus Christ (theosis), “it follows that such incorporation is
the ontological fulfilment of the intrinsic meaning (logos) of each and every created being.
Jesus Christ is thus the divine Logos (meaning), constituting at once the ultimate content of the
divine will for creation and the ultimate ontological meaning of created being.*® As this
incorporation was not merely moral, but primarily baptismal and Eucharistic, | would argue

that also this challenge to pagan ontology was ecclesiological, not merely philosophical,

because of its ultimately mysteriological character.

While we do not find an ontological articulation as developed and concise as this presented
in Cyril’s works, the foundational key elements are still present. In opposition to the fatalism
which featured so prominently among rival groups, Cyril goes to great lengths to emphasise
that the soul of man is possessed of freedom [adreloioiov], and this on account of it being
made according to the image of its fashioner [kaz’ eixéva tod memomrorog]. The soul is also
immortal, though not innately so, as the ‘Greeks’ would have it, but “on account of God who
made it immortal.” The soul is also rational [Aoyikov] and a living creature [{@ov], again on
account of the God in whose image it is made.3®® The soul finds fulfilment when it becomes
the vessel to which God imparts divine sonship,** when man becomes by grace what Christ is
by nature. Necessary for this process is the sacrament of baptism:

If you have piety without hypocrisy, the Holy Spirit will also descend on you [in

baptism], and the fatherly voice shall likewise sound upon you, saying not, ‘He is
my son,’” but, ‘He has now become my son.” For ‘is’ belongs to [Jesus] alone, since

388 |n particular his Ambigua ad loannem 7. For a recent discussion, see Cvetkovi¢ 2017, 13-28.
389 Brown 2008, 271-2.

30 CL4.18

91 CL3:15
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In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God.>®2 To him belongs the, ‘Is;’ since he at all times is the Son of God; but to you
belongs, ‘Is now become;’ since you do not have the sonship by nature, but receive
it by adoption: He is eternal, while you receive this grace by advancement. [...]
Behold the power of baptism!3%

To the extent that baptism and the Eucharist®®* were necessary elements of the intrinsically
Christological ontology developed from the fourth to the seventh centuries in opposition to that
of Platonism, and to which these sacraments, in turn, were the sole prerogatives of the Catholic
Church, what we see here, in effect, is the replacing of the old Platonic philosophical
framework with the Church. Without the Church, the true ontological logos of each creature
remains unfulfilled. Everything outside the Church thus becomes inherently alogon in the

context of an exclusive ecclesiology.

Perhaps somewhat paradoxically, Cyril’s Christological ontology also gives meaning
to certain aspects of pagan thought which were previously alogon. Cyril sees idolatry first and
foremost as a wound in need of healing, and this as a primary reason for the Incarnation of
Jesus, whose name he identifies with the Greek icuevoc, or healer:3%

Did the Son of God therefore descend from heaven in vain? Or was it that he might
heal such a great wound? [...] The Father was scoffed at, the Son must correct the
error: for He ‘“Through Whom All Things Were Made’ must bring them all as

offerings to the Lord of all. The wound must be healed, for what could be worse
than this disease, that a stone should be worshipped instead of God?3%

The anthropomorphisms of the Greeks, however, were not simply done away with, but were

given meaning, logos, by the Logos becoming man:

392 John 1:1.
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EoTv' €me1dn mAvToTé £0Tv LIOG B0l &l 6& GO TO, VOV YEyovev: EMELON 00 KOTA QUOV EXELG, GAAN KaTd BEcY
v vioBeoiov AauPvelc dkeivog did10¢ ot od 8¢ éx mpokomic Aopufavelc T xapwv [...] BAémec tod
Bonticpotog v dvvapuy.”

39 See chapter 2.

3% CL10.13

3% CL 6.11 — "M Tt Gpa pénv Yiog Ocod katilfev &€ ovpavoD, fj tva 1o mAkodtov Tpadpa Bepomedon;
[...] TTotp kateppoveito, £d¢1 Yiov Stopfdcachan tiv mAdvny. "Edet yap tdv, 8t 0D éyéveto Td mavTa, Td deomdTn
TRV ATAVTOV TPOGEVEYKETV T Thvto. "Edet Bepamsvdiivar 1o tpadpo’ Ti yop fv ToTng THg vOsou yeipov, i tva
AMBog avti @god mpookuvnoii;"
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Men forsook God, and made wooden effigies of men. Since therefore an image of
man was falsely worshipped as God, God became truly Man, that the falsehood
might be unravelled. [...] The Lord took from us our likeness onto himself in order
to save humanity: He took our likeness, that he might give greater grace to that
which lacked; that sinful humanity might become partaker of God.>%’

Thus, as the means by which this divine participation is made possible, the Church represents
not only the context for a new ontology to rival that of Greek thought, but becomes the only
context in which aspects of the old could be salvaged.3%® John of Damascus was later to extend
this incarnational argument to the veneration of matter more generally in his seminal work On
the Divine Images during the 8" century Iconoclast controversy:

Of old, God the incorporeal and formless was never depicted, but now that God has

been seen in the flesh and has associated with human kind, | depict what | have

seen of God. | do not venerate matter, | venerate the fashioner of matter, who

became matter for my sake and accepted to dwell in matter and through matter

worked my salvation, and | will not cease from reverencing matter, through which
my salvation was worked.3%°

397 Cf. 2 Peter 1:4. CL 12.15 — "KatoAmdvieg 8vOpomol 0gdv &dnuodpyncav avOpomdpopeo E6ava.
avOpOTOLOPEOL TOIVVY MG BE0D YELdDG TPOG KLVOLLEVOL Bedg AANBmS dvBpwTog yéveto, Tva AvBi T0 ywebdog
[...] avéloPe O Spotov udv €€ HudV 6 KOpLog, tva 8’ avBpmmodTTog cwbdpeY. dvéraPe 10 dpotov NUAY, va T@
Agimovtt peifova 6@ v xapv, iva 1 avOpOTdTNG 1 ALapTOAOG 0D YévnTaLl KOWV®VOG."

Emmanuel J. Cutrone analyses the use of typology and sikav-piunois in MC, looking at how Christians become
images of Christ through sacramental imitation. See his doctoral dissertation 'Saving Presence in the Mystagogical
Catecheses of Cyril of Jerusalem' (1975).

3% On Christianity as the realisation and completion of classical Hellenic culture, with particular reference to
concepts of logos, see Sijakovi¢ 2010.

39 Treatise 1.16, trans. Louth 2003, 29.
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Chapter 4 — The Centre of the World: Hagiopolitan pilgrimage as a
spatial expression of catholicity

The brief historical overview provided in the previous chapter is intended not merely as
a superfluous introduction or general contextualisation, but has been included because these
historical developments, and Constantine’s promotion of Jerusalem in particular, are
inseparably linked to Cyril’s understanding of the Church as catholic, and the place of his own
see within such a scheme. It is in his eighteenth lecture, the only part of CL which is explicitly
ecclesiological in nature, that Cyril provides us with one of the earliest definitions of this
expression with reference to the Christian Church:

[The Church] is called Catholic because it is throughout the inhabited world, from

one end of the earth to the other; and because it teaches catholically [kafodikcg]

and completely one and all the doctrines due to come to human knowledge,

concerning things both visible and invisible, heavenly and earthly; and because it

subjugates every race of men, rulers and ruled, learned and unlearned to piety; and

because it catholically [kafodikcdg] treats and heals every sort of sins, which are
committed by soul or body, and possesses in itself every named virtue.*%

The word xafodixy itself derives from the adverb ka6 '6lov, “according to the whole.” Dulles
points out that in “Greek profane usage [the word] has a wide range of meanings such as
general, total, complete and perfect.””*®* A great deal has been written on the changing attitudes
towards Jerusalem as a holy city in the fourth century, and also specifically on Cyril’s
promotion of it as such. Those dealing with Cyril, however, are nearly entirely void of
theological, let alone ecclesiological, content, and view his promotion of the Holy City as being

almost purely political in nature. While it would be naive to suggest that Cyril had no political

400 CL 18:23 — “Kabolikn pév ovv koAsiton S16 10 KoTd maong ivol Thg oikovpévng amd mepdtav i Emg
nepatv, Kol S T0 S18acKe KABOMKDG Kol AVEAMAGDG dmavta Ta €ig yvdow avOpormv Mgl dpeilova
doypoTa, Tepl T OPATAY KOl AOPATOV TPAYLAT®V, ETOVPOVIOV TE Kol Emtyeimv, Kol d1d TO Tav YEVog avOpOTmV
€lg eVoéPeloy VIOTACCELY, APXOVIMV TE KOl ApYOUEVmV, AoYinV Te Kol I1mTdV, Kol d1d 10 KaboMK®dG loTpevey
ugv kai Bepomedety dmav TO THV AUOPTIBY £100C TAY S8 YuyTic Kol GOUUTOC EmTEAOVUEVOY, KekTiicBon 8¢ &v
avTfj Tooav idéav dvopalopévng apetiic.”

401 Dulles 1985, 14.

4-64



ambitions whatsoever, to divorce his understanding of Jerusalem and its see from his wider

theology in such a manner is both misleading and unnatural.

On the other end of the spectrum stands a short essay by M.P. Moroziuk, alone among
studies on the topic of Cyril’s ecclesiology, analysing the hierarch’s use of the word
xaBoluci, "2 which, in addition to pointing out the sparsity of existing studies on the topic,
attributes this sparsity to a presumption on the part of scholars that Cyril uses the term “catholic’
only or predominantly in the sense of spatial universality, rather than coupling this notion with
the more nuanced and multifaceted sense of ontological catholicity, denoting fullness,
wholeness and completeness, quite clearly attested to in CL.4%

In Moroziuk’s view, the origins of its mistaken rendering as a reference only to the
universal Church of Christ, as opposed to the local church of the bishop, stems from a particular
reading of the Epistle to the Smyrneans of Ignatius of Antioch, “the first Christian writer to
apply the term xa@olixn to the Church.”%:

Omov Ov povij o émiokormog, ékel 10 mAfjbog éotw, womep Smov av 1 Xpiotog Tnoodg,
éxel i) kabolikn éxkinoia.

Wherever the bishop appears, there let the congregation be; just as wherever Jesus
Christ is, there is the catholic church. 4%

The basic premise of his argument is that scholars have understood the word in a purely
“geographical-spatial sense [...] i.e. [as] the universal Church where Jesus Christ is, [as
opposed to] the local Church where the bishop is [...]. In the context of this interpretation

Cyril’s description of xafolixn is incomprehensible and [for this reason] went by the

402 Moroziuk 1989.

403 Drijvers cites Moroziuk, but seems to entirely ignore what he has to say. He translates Cyril’s use of
xaBolikn and kabolikag as ‘universal’ and ‘universally’ respectively, and believes Cyril’s intention was to teach
his catechumens ““universal’ Christian knowledge and to make them aware that they belonged to the universal,
catholic, church” (Drijvers 2004, 97, n.1).

404 Moroziuk 1989, 169.

405.8:2, trans. Holmes 2008, 254-5. Compare Cyprian of Carthage: “the bishop is in the Church and the Church
in the bishop, and if someone is not with the bishop, he is not in the Church” (Ecclesia in episcopo, episcopus in
ecclesia, or ebi ecclesia ibi episcopus, ebi episcopus ibi ecclesia — Ep. 66.69.8 [PL 4:406B]).
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wayside.”*% As he points out, “if the Ignatian text is taken in isolation and examined only from
the philological perspective [...] the contrast between universal and local churches readily
follows.”%" In context, however, it becomes apparent that the author had in mind something
far more comprehensive, closer in meaning to its etymological origins. John Zizioulas, among
the foremost of modern creative theologians, goes as far as to say that

there is not a single indication in the text that would suggest this identification. It

is clear from Ignatian ecclesiology as a whole that not only does a ‘universal

Church’ not exist in Ignatius’ mind but, on the contrary, an identification of the

whole Christ and the whole Church with the local episcopal community constitutes
a key idea in his thought.4%

In the words of John Meyendorff, “[a]ccording to St. Ignatius, the ‘catholic’ Church was that
Christian assembly which had accepted the whole of the divine presence in Christ, the whole
truth, the fullness of life, and had assumed a mission directed at the salvation of the whole of
God’s creation,”*® rather than a spatial concept. In the Martyrdom of Polycarp, we find the
words “tijc kot oixovuéviy kabolikijc éxxinoiac.”*° This

had led scholars to similar conclusions [but] if one translated xafolikn by

‘universal’ in this text one would be confronted with an impossible tautology [...]:

“The universal Church which is in the universe’! That in this document there is no

such contrast between ‘local’ and ‘universal’ is shown by the fact that it speaks of
Polycarp as being the bishop ‘of the catholic Church which is in Smyrna.*!!

Mark Edwards, who maintains that the term catholic “seems to have been intended at first to
comprehend the whole body of the elect, as opposed to the local congregation,”*!? here
questions Zizioulas’ linguistic analysis, pointing out that “if the term ‘universal’ indicates

merely that the whole church is spoken of, it says nothing about the dimension of the

406 Moroziuk 1989, 169.

407 1bid.

408 Zizioulas 2004, 144.

409 Meyendorff 1983, 7.

410 19:2 ed. Holmes 2008, 326.
411 Zizioulas 2004, 144.

412 Edwards 2009, 9.
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church.”*? In other words, it is not a tautology to say that the church at its full extent is

coterminous with the whole world.

Cyril, however, does not speak of ‘the catholic Church throughout the world,” but rather
explains that the Church is “called Catholic because it is throughout the world, from one end
of the earth to the other,”*!* indicating that his definition of xafoluc) clearly included a notion
of spatial universality. This is further evidenced when he says, “For while the kings of
particular nations have borders set to their authority, the Holy Catholic Church alone extends
her unlimited power over the whole world.”**> However, while it is certainly possible to speak
of the Church as “teach[ing] universally [...] all the doctrines which ought to come to men’s
knowledge,” as “universally treat[ing] and heal[ing] every sort of sin,” or as universally
“possess[ing] in itself every named virtue,”*!® such a rendering is obviously inadequate. Never
in CL does Cyril distinguish, for example, between the universal teachings of the Church and
the local teachings of heretics. Rather, as we shall address in more detail later, he contrasts the
catholic teachings and catholic nature of his Church with the false, non-catholic teachings and

the non-catholic churches of heretics that his hearers “may avoid their wretched meetings.”*!’

In this context, ‘catholic’ quite clearly refers to the fullness of the Church’s teaching
and virtue, rather than simply their geographical application and manifestations. Consequently,
Moroziuk’s assertion that Cyril’s words become more revealing when understood in the light
of the more comprehensive interpretation of xafoixs is undeniably true.*8 He is also right in

recognising the radically different situations to which Ignatius and Cyril were responding,

413 1bid., n.11.

414 CL 18:23 — “Kofohucr puév odv kokeltar 816 10 kot méong eivon Tiig oikovpévng amd mepdtmv yiig Emg
nepdTmv.”

415 CL 18:27 — “Baciiéav pév tdv katd tomov E0vdv tiig dEovsiag Bpovg &xdvimv, novng 8¢ i dyiog

KaBOMKT|G EKKANGIOG KATA TV OIKOVUEVTV TAGOY ATEPLOPLETOV EY0VONG TNV SvVaY.”

416 CL 18:23

417 CL 18:26. Commenting on CL 18, Jean-Claude Larchet (2012, 40) similarly concludes that, “L'extension
gedgraphique (la présence de I'Eglise ou des fidéles en tout lieu) peut étre une manifestation ou un effet de la
catholicité, mais n'en est cependant pas la conséquence nécessaire ni la condition (ou ce qui la vérifie)”.

418 cf. Moroziuk 1989, 172.
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which led Cyril to “approach it from an entirely different angle.”*'°® However, their respective
situations differed not only in their historical and ecclesiastical circumstances, as Moroziuk
suggests, but also in the importance of Jerusalem, which colours Cyril’s understanding of

catholicity and allows him to harmonise its spatial and ontological aspects.

While Paul had declared that “faith comes from hearing,”420 Christians could now, for
the first time in history, point to tangible evidence in support of its claims. Cyril, as bishop of
Jerusalem, therefore found himself in a completely unique position, teaching his catechumens
while displaying for them the Tomb of Christ and the stone used to seal its entrance, literally
pointing to Golgotha and the wood of the cross which once stood there, to the Mount of Olives
from which Christ had ascended and to which he would return,*?

Since | clearly knew that seeing is far more persuasive than hearing, | waited for
the present time; that finding you more open to the influence of my words from
[the experience] of that evening [of your baptism], | might lead you by the hand
into the brighter and more fragrant meadow of the Paradise before us.*?

For the same reason, Jerusalem also stood at the centre of the Christian world with regards to
pilgrimage.*? As J. E. Taylor remarks,

Christian pilgrimage soon exploded into a phenomenon that pagan pilgrimage
could never have been. Pagan pilgrimages to sacred shrines had been
predominantly local, and were frequently connected with festivals that occurred at
specific times [...] but gods of a different country, even though syncretized, could
not attract a multitude of visitors from distant lands. [...] Christianity was an
altogether different religion, transcending ethnicity, local culture, and customs, and
uniting Christians in a universal and common worship of one God, who participated
in history at one general location. [...] Christian pilgrimage to holy places was a
radical innovation, a combination of an ancient story set in one particular landscape
and the newly Christianized veneration of sites and things. 4%

419 1bid., 175.

420 Rom 10:17

421 On Cyril’s use of sacred topography as a didactic tool, see Kalleres 2005.

422 MC 1:1 — “AAL €meldn) copd¢ NmoTéuny Sytv akofic ToAD mMoToTépay £ival, AVEUEVOV TOV TOPOVTAL
Kapdv, OTmG EDTPOGAYWYOTEPOVG VUGS TEPL TAV AEYOUEVOV EK TaTNG AAPdV TiiG E0TéEPA EIG TOV PMTEWVOTEPOV
Kol e0OEGTEPOV Asudva ToDOE TOD TaPAdEIGOV XEIPUYOYNOM.”

423 For a broader treatment of the phenomenon of pilgrimage, see Elsner and Rutherford 2005.

424 Taylor 2003, 330-1.
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Through the phenomenon of pilgrimage, then, Jerusalem became the focal point of the
Christian oixovuévn, and in this way a visible attestation to the unity of the worldwide Catholic

Church.

Why an emperor should wish to create or cultivate such a centre of religious unity
within his realms requires little explanation. Nor does the desire of its bishops to grant the see
with a degree of authority, honour and influence reflecting its importance and centrality. When
Cyril became bishop of Jerusalem, it was, at least in administrative terms, considered inferior
to the see of Caesarea. The seventh canon of the Council of Nicea had declared that:

Since custom and ancient tradition have prevailed that the Bishop of Zlia should

be honoured, let him, saving its due dignity to the Metropolis, have the next place
of honour.*®

That being said, there is considerable uncertainty around just how the Council viewed the
hagiopolitan church. While the city being referred to as Aelia, rather than Jerusalem, could
suggest a lack of interest in it as the stage of the prophetic and incarnational drama, for what
other reason could it possibly be deserving of honour? The use of ‘Aelia’ need not indicate
more than the canonists’ desire for onomastic consistency with civil usage. Moreover, while
the canon reserves for it the next place of honour after the Metropolis, every record of the
signatories at Nicea lists Macarius of Jerusalem as having signed fifth, after the Archbishop of
Antioch, and thus before the bishop of said Metropolis,*?® and Constantine addresses his
ordinance “to Macarius and the other bishops of Palestine”*?’ as if Macarius, not Eusebius, was

Metropolitan.*?® This has led some to speculate that the Metropolis mentioned in the canon is

425 Canon 7, trans. NPNF 2.14, 70.

426 Eusebius signs fifth among Palestinians, Macarius first. See Turner 1899, 42-44.

427 Eusebius, Vita Const. 3.52, trans. Cameron and Hall 1999, 141.

428 |t is interesting to note that Eusebius in the previous chapter (3.51) speaks of the letter as being addressed
to himself. It is possible that Eusebius was referring to himself as one of the “rest of the bishops in Palestine,” but

in that case, his use of “me” rather than “us” seems curious, and one gets the feeling he wished to imply something
more.
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not, in fact, Caesarea, but Antioch.*?® Others have rejected the significance of the signatures,
pointing out that the bishop of Aelia was not the only subordinate of Caesarea to precede it on
the list of signatories.*® It may be possible that, while the canon represents a measured
reflection of the status quo, so as not to trouble the waters, the order of signatories was an

expression of Constantine’s personal favour as expressed in the aforementioned ordinance.

Half a century on — although it was not until Juvenal became bishop of Jerusalem that
the Hagiopolitan See became an autocephalous patriarchate at the Council of Chalcedon in
451! — the Synodical Letter of 382, written in connection with the Ecumenical Synod in
Constantinople a year earlier, had already abandoned the name Aelia in favour of “Jerusalem,

the mother of all (:hurche:s,”432

no doubt on account of “the right reverend and most religious
Cyril,”**® who was in attendance at the council. While obviously an important element in
Cyril’s promotion of Jerusalem, I do not here intend to give much attention to the political
dimensions of these developments, whether imperial or ecclesiastical, since much has already
been written on the matter. Drijver’s monograph on Cyril, for example, features an entire

chapter on ‘Promoting Jerusalem’, which deals with the subject in great detail.*** Instead, |

wish to see what Cyril’s promotion of Jerusalem, its holy sites and relics, and the phenomenon

429 See Henry R. Percival’s comments in NPNF 2.14, 70. Stephenson suggests that Jerusalem was not a
“satellite of Caesarea, but [...] a second, smaller metropolitan church in the south of Palestine” (McCauley and
Stephenson 1969, 15). He cites F. J. A. Hort (1876, 59), who suggests that “all Palestine was subject to the
supremacy of Antioch; and the metropolitan jurisdiction of Caesearea over the rest of Palestine was balanced by
privileges peculiar to Jerusalem”.

430 See, for example, Barnes 1981, 218-220.

431 See Session VI in Price 2005, 244-9. The proclamation of this particular session came in the wake of “much
rivalry” between Maximus of Antioch and Juvenal of Jerusalem, who eventually came to the agreement that
Antioch would have jurisdiction over “the two Phoenicas and Arabia” whereas Jerusalem would have jurisdiction
over “the three Palestines.” Particularly noteworthy is the way in which Maximus identifies his see with, and
presumably bases his claims on, St Peter, whereas Juvenal, in the same manner, identifies his see as that of the
Resurrection (Ibid., 247).

See also Honigmann 1950.

432 NPNF 2.14, 396

433 | bid.

434 See Drijvers 2004, 153-176. As Doval (2006, 125) points out in his review of this work, there is little
evidence for Drijvers’ heavy emphasis on Cyril’s thirst for power as a driving force behind his promotion of
Jerusalem.
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of pilgrimage thereto can tell us about his understanding of the concept of catholicity,
particularly in its spatial dimensions. In this chapter, | intend to demonstrate that the so-called
‘reinterpreted Ignatian’ model of catholicity is not in congress with later notions of spatial
catholicity, but, at least in the case of Cyril, is integral to it. Furthermore, | believe the same
ecclesiological model, when used to analyse the divergent opinions among prominent fourth
century hierarchs on the subject of pilgrimage, enables us to account for said divergence more
comprehensively than what is hitherto presented in most monographs on the subject, which,
while impressively insightful and convincing with respect to the material they do cover, are
lacking the theological and ecclesiological dimensions necessary to fully appreciate the works

of the figures they seek to understand.

Origins of Hagiopolitan Pilgrimage

For the Christians of the fourth century, “[t]he opportunity to ‘possess’ Jerusalem was
both [...] a privilege, full of exciting potential, but it was also an awesome responsibility. They
needed to deal with it, if possible, in a way that was [...] in keeping with the essence of their
faith,”*% and, while the number of pilgrims continued to grow, may hierarchs of the Church
were required to give serious thought as to the propriety of such a phenomenon. Christ had
famously predicted the downfall of not only the Temple, but the Holy City itself, and had
declared that “the hour is coming when you will neither on this mountain, nor in Jerusalem,
worship the Father.”**® The sudden and expansive building programme that saw opulent
churches and shrines spring up throughout the Holy Land invited the question: should the
Church of the New Testament have a geographic centre in Jerusalem as the Church of the Old

once had? That said, the assertion of many modern scholars that notions of sacred space in and

43 Day 2007a, 134.
436 John 4:21
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of itself were altogether foreign to the pre-Constantinian Church, being contrary to the atopic

worship of the coming hour promised by Christ, seems exagerrated.**’

It was Macarius, Cyril’s predecessor, who had been given the no doubt daunting task
of overseeing the building of these new edifices, which, although perhaps unable to rival other
monuments in size due to topographical restrictions, were intended to be the most splendid
anywhere in the empire.**® How much artistic license Macarius may have had over the works
is unknown. However, as pointed out by Hunt, when describing the buildings in his itinerary,
Eusebius fails to mention some rather prominent architectural features.**° It is reasonable to
assume, as does Hunt, that the reason for his omission is that these features were not yet present
in his day, but were later additions, built after the episcopate of Macarius. Having a ready
precedent in his predecessor, it seems possible that the overseer, if not also the instigator, of

these later additions was Cyril himself.

While magnificent and splendidly adorned, the hagiopolitan basilicas were surprisingly
small, with a square meterage more comparable to village churches than to the Constantinian
basilica of St. Peter in Rome or the Meydly Exxinoia of New Rome, inaugurated by
Constantius in the year 360. The basilica at the site of Christ’s crucifixion and resurrection
covered a length of no more than 50m, less than half that of St. Peter’s in Rome, and the
basilicas at the Mount of Olives or at Bethlehem less than a third.**° These basilicas owed their
relatively small size to the presence of larger areas of open space and colonnaded atria. As

Hunt points out, the “open courtyard was unmistakably the main feature in the architectural

437 Cf. John 4:21.

438 Eusebius, Vita Const. 3:28, 30.1. See Wharton 1992; Conant 1958; id. 1956; Doval 1993.
439 Hunt 1982, 12. See also Davies 1957; Walker 1989.

440 Hunt 1982, 20-21.
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scheme of the Holy Land buildings,”*** one shared, not only by the primary sites at Golgotha,

Bethlehem and the Mount of Olives, but also other sites, such as Mamre and Gerasa.**2

The reason for these large open spaces and colonnades taking spatial precedence over
the primary worship space of the basilica was precisely the desire to accommodate, and indeed
encourage, this large number of pilgrims from far and wide descending on Jerusalem to see the
places and venerate the objects associated with the life, death, resurrection, and ascension of
Christ. John Chrysostom gives us an idea of the popularity of hagiopolitan pilgrimage in the
second half of the fourth century when he exclaims that, “The whole world runs to see the tomb
which has no body.”*** The open air courtyards would thus have provided pilgrims with a place
to rest as they were moving from site to site and allowed for a greater degree of movement to

ease the inevitable throng of eager crowds.

As for whence this interest in hagiopolitan pilgrimage, scholars have long debated and
speculated on the ‘chicken and egg’ question of which came first: the pilgrims or the emperor?
Joan E. Taylor, for example, writes emphatically in favour of the latter, describing as ‘sudden’
the way in which “the church began to focus on earth” with the coming of Constantine.***
Perhaps more remarkable is her Gibbon-esque claim that “Constantine brought to Christianity
a pagan notion of the sanctity of things and places.”** J. Z. Smith, along similar lines, asserts
that “Constantine created, for the first time, a Christian ‘Holy Land’.”**® Among opponents of
this idea is Bitton-Ashkelony, who expresses doubts as to whether the actions of one man,
“even the emperor himself,” could account for the “penetration of the idea of earthly ‘holy

space’ into the Christian consciousness,” particularly because she views this idea as one that

41 1bid., 20

442 |bid.

443 Hom. in Ps. 109 5 (PG 55:274A).
444 Taylor 1993, 314. See also id. 1990.
45 1bid., 308.

446 Smith 1987, 79.
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“diametrically contradicts the New Testament or [...] traditional Pauline view.”**’ Taking a
somewhat apophatic approach to the question, she admits that she has no clear solution to the
origin of the phenomenon, but suggests that it should be seen as a “highly complex and
evolutionary [development] deriving from a juxtaposition of various factors, of differing
importance, prevailing in Mediterranean society,”**® particularly the manifestations of local
culture. Among competing theories, she mentions an older work of M. Halbwachs,*° who
argues that the formation of Christian traditions regarding the holy sites of Jerusalem was a
gradual process rooted in the Christian collective memory, and the later article by R. A.
Markus,**® which sees pilgrimage as a natural outgrowth of the cult of the martyrs,*** or at any

rate that one paved the way for the other.

In line with the thesis put forward by Markus, Hunt** suggests as a possible origin of
Constantine’s building project in the Holy Land his letter to the eastern provincials following
his victory over Licinius, in which he orders that the places “which are honoured by the bodies
of the martyrs and stand as monuments to their glorious decease [...] should be rightfully
restored to the holy churches and conserved.”**® An imperial order demanding the return of
such tombs to the Church would certainly have enabled Macarius and the hagiopolitan church
to petition for the restoration of place of Christ’s crucifixion and burial, monuments not only

to a “glorious decease”, but to a glorious resurrection.

Hunt thus suggests that by demolishing the temple of Venus and ordering the building
of the new Christian complex, Constantine was responding to a long held and deep rooted

desire by the Christian community at Jerusalem to have restored to them a holy site they had

447 Bitton-Ashkelony 1999, 188-189.

448 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 27-28.

449 Halbwachs 1971.

450 Markus 1994.

41 Bitton-Ashkelony 1999, 189.

452 Hunt 1982, 7.

453 \/jta Const., Book 11.40, trans. Cameron and Hall 1999, 109.
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“for generations believed to lie” in that spot.*** In doing so, he entertains what Taylor dismisses
as pure propaganda in Constantine’s war on paganism.**® “Christians were keen to convert
pagans, but their actions were also motivated by sheer revenge. Pagans had to be punished.”*%
This punishment took the form of demolition and confiscation of pagan places of worship
around the Holy Land. “Wherever there was a pagan cult place, Christians could have a
revelation that a biblical site — or a site important to a saint or martyr — lay covered,”**” and
by thus fabricating stories could legitimise their appropriation of pagan holy sites by claiming
that the sites had been Christian all along. The additional accusations by certain Church Fathers
that the pagans had stolen particular Christian sites, which they had then further defiled by
making them places of idolatrous devotion, Taylor presents as an obvious example of

projection.

Taylor’s argument is founded on her refutation of the hypothesis put forth by
Bellarmino Bagatti and Emmanuel Testa, and the followers of the so-called “Bagatti-Testa
school”, that the various holy places and grottos of the Holy Land were sustained by a group
of heterodox Jewish-Christians who used these grotte dei misteri for the enactment of sacred
rites.*>® Taylor concludes that there is “no evidence at all” for such an hypothesis,*® and Jan
Willem Drijvers considers her to have “irrefutably proven that a Jewish-Christian origin of the
holy places is a myth and a scholarly invention.”*®® Also among those who reject many of her
conclusions, particularly regarding the impact of Constantine, this underlying aspect of her

thesis is both accepted and lauded.*®! Interestingly, Taylor does acknowledge that “the

454 Ibid.

4% See in particular the subheading ‘The Christian Appropriation of Sites’ in chapter 13 of Taylor 1993, 318
332.

4% |bid., 318-19. As Timothy Barnes notes, Constantine’s toleration of paganism did not extend to the
institutions actively involved in the persecutions begun in 303 (Barnes 2002, 201).

47 Ibid., 320.

458 Bagatti 1971; Testa 1992.

49 Taylor 1993, 295.

460 Drijvers 1994, 86.

461 See Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 22, and Markus 1994, 261.
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sepulchre containing the remains of Peter in Rome [was] visited at least from late in the second
century (Guarducci 1960, 87). It is quite possible that early (predominantly Jewish-)Christians
venerated it from the time of Peter’s death, in the same way that other Jews venerated the tombs
where the remains of the righteous dead were interred.”*? If the Christians of the second
century were already venerating the tombs of saints and, more importantly, this was a
continuation of a Jewish, rather than pagan, tradition, one might be forgiven for thinking that
Taylor makes her argument from silence a little too forcefully. Some of the references to Paul,
too, appear a little overstated. While he certainly shifts the focus from the type to the antitype,
from the earthly to the heavenly, one cannot find in the verses cited to demonstrate a
‘diametrical contradiction’®® between fourth century and first century attitudes anything quite
so forceful. Nor do we find in the writings of fourth century supporters of pilgrimage a
deliberate undermining of these verses, to which also they make frequent reference.*®* Indeed,
Wendy Pullan argues that the very notion of hagiopolitan pilgrimage served as an image of the
believers’ movement from the transient earth, where they were but sojourners and aliens, to the

heavenly Jerusalem of which they were citizens.*%

Providing us with an alternative narrative, the novelty of Markus’ argument lies not so
much in his attitude to the sudden impact of imperial policy, where he is very much in
agreement with Taylor et al., asserting that this “can hardly be doubted” and presenting an
“almost overnight” change in popular attitudes to the Palestinian holy sites.*®® Rather, he
appeals to a notion of “a long established system of Christian sacred time” and argues that this

sacred chronology can account for the emergence of sacred topography. While Taylor sees the

42 Taylor 1993, 321-322.

463 cf. Bitton-Ashkelony 1999, 189

464 Cyril, for example, says of the Catholic Church that it is “a type and copy of the ‘Jerusalem which is

above, which is free, and the mother of us all’ [Galatians 4:26]; which before was barren, but now has many
children” (CL 18:26 — tomov 8¢ &xet kal pipnpo tig dve Tepovcoinu, ftic EAevBépa €oti kal unTnp TOVIOV
NU®V, | TPOTEPOV UEV GTEIPA, VOV OE TOADTEKVOC).

485 Pullan 2005, 393-398. See also Lee 1988.

466 Markus 1994, 262.
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emergence of “holy places” as representing a major shift in the Catholic Church before and
after Constantine, Markus argues that the practice stemmed from an attempt to combat
precisely such a shift. The persecution endured by the Church in the first three centuries had
become part of its identity. The Catholic Church was the Church of Martyrs, and the practice
of revering them longstanding. While the so-called Edict of Milan brought to a welcome close
a long and painful chapter in Christian history, it created something of an existential crisis for
many. What would become of the Church of Martyrs if the period of martyrdom had come to
an end? Much has been written on the rise of monasticism around the same period as an answer
to the same problem: a bloodless martyrdom to sustain the Church in times of peace.*¢” Markus
argues that heightened focus on the cult of the martyrs became a way for peacetime Christians
to connect with and keep alive the earlier period of martyrdom.*®® Not only were the memory
of the martyrs kept alive by frequent visits to their tombs, but their constant prayers on behalf
of the pilgrims, sometimes made manifest through miracles of healing, showed them to still be
living members of the Church. In MC we see evidence that the intercession of the saints was
already an integral part of the Eucharistic Liturgy at Jerusalem. After calling down the Holy
Spirit to change the bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ,
we commemorate also those who have fallen asleep before us, first Patriarchs,

Prophets, Apostles, Martyrs, that at their prayers and intercessions God would
receive our petition.46°

This commemoration at the liturgical Anaphora in many ways serves the same purpose as the
reading of the diptychs, the list of other canonical bishops with whom one is in communion.
The Theodosian Code, for example, appears to define the Catholic Church according to three

requirements: apostolicity, Nicene orthodoxy, and Eucharistic communion with the primary

467 See, for example, the classic work by Adolf Harnack (1911, 26).

468 Markus 1994, 268-271

4IMC 5:9 — “uvnuovedopey Kai TAV KEKOWNUEVMY, TPATOV TATPLOPXDY, TPOENTAY, ATOGTOA®V, LOPTOPOV,
Ommg 6 Ogdg evyoic avT®V Kol TpecPeiolg Tpocdééntat HUdY v dénow.”
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sees who have maintained this apostolic orthodoxy.*"® Unlike certain Latin hierarchs, who had
already begun to hint that communion with Rome was a necessary prerequisite to both
apostolicity and orthodoxy,*’* the Theodosian Code, although it defines the Catholic faith as
“the divine religion Peter the Apostle transmitted to the Romans,”*’? mentions Alexandria in
the same breath as Rome when discussing doctrinal orthodoxy, and lists the sees of
Constantinople, Alexandria, Laodicea, Tarsus, Iconium, Antioch, Caesarea, Melitene, Nyssa,
Scythia, and Martianopolis as those with which one must be in communion to “obtain the
Catholic churches.”*’® While the reading of diptychs served to illustrate the catholicity of a
particular bishop by referring to the other catholic bishops with whom he was in communion,
the commemoration of patriarchs, prophets, apostles, saints and martyrs served to show the
unbroken tradition, the handing over, of catholic doctrine and praxis from the beginning to
present time. Akin to Dix’s concept of “sacred time,” Dulles aptly terms this phenomenon

29474

“catholicity in time,”*"* a concept crucial to Cyril’s anti-Jewish polemic, as we shall see in the

subsequent chapter.

In his fifteenth catechetical lecture, Cyril also gives martyrdom an eschatological
dimension as he says of the martyrs who will endure persecution following the rise of the
antichrist:

For I say that the martyrs of that time are above all martyrs. For the martyrs before

these have wrestled with men only; but in the time of Antichrist they shall war
against Satan in his own person.*”

Thus, while it might have been the case that the Church

470 Cod. Theod. 16:2.2-3

471 See Dunn 2016.

472 Cod Theod 16:2.2

473 Cod Theod 16:2.3 — Theodosius’ command that “the privileges granted to the Church of the City of Rome
and to its clerics shall be firmly guarded” is merely an echo of the earlier decisions of Ecumenical Councils, the
second of which extended these same privileges to the Church of New Rome, a fact that seems to undermine the
idea that any concept of Petrine supremacy is intended here.

474 Dulles 1985, 87-105.

475 CL 15:17 — “Omgp yop mavToC HApTUPOC EYM QUL EVAL TOVE TOTE PAPTLPAC. Of HEV YAP TPO TOVTOV HOVOLS
avBpmmoig Emdhaicay, ol 8¢ £mi 100 AvtiypioTov avT@d 1@ catovd aDTOTPOCHONMS TOAEUCOVaLY.”
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previously crowned the holy martyrs with the varied and blooming crowns of
patience amid persecutions and tribulations, and now in times of peace by God's
grace receives her due honours from “kings and those who are in high positions”,*"®

Cyril could nonetheless, through the unfailing promise of a new and final age of martyrdom
even greater than the first, assure his listeners that the Church of which they now sought
membership had not undergone any ontological shift as a result of imperial favour, despite the

manifest differences in external circumstances.

It is this desire for chronological continuity, then, which Markus sees as the cause of
the heightened emphasis on the cult of the martyrs and local pilgrimage. It was because the cult
of martyrs was already a staple of Christian piety and an affirmation of the Church’s catholicity
that the veneration of the holy sites in Jerusalem and elsewhere in Palestine, and the concept
of sacred space more generally, was accepted and found its way into the mainstream of

Christian thought.

Cyril’s attitude to pilgrimage

Eusebius, of whom mention was made earlier, had presided over the See of Caesarea,
to which Aliea Capitolina was still subject at the time of Cyril’s enthronement. It was perhaps
not without consideration for his canonical jurisdiction that he had earlier claimed that the land
of Judea “in no way excels the rest” of the earth, when commenting on the “far better land” the
meek were promised in the Beautitudes.*’” Now, in an attempt to harmonise the words of Christ
with contemporary imperial policy, he “became convinced that Christians needed to make a

29478

sharp distinction between the Temple and the city, as God’s judgement rested only upon

476 1 Tim. 2:2. CL 18:27 — “mnpdtepov pv &v dimypoig kai OAiyest Tovg dyiovg péptopag toig Tig Vmopoviig
TOKiIAOIG Kol ToAvavOioty £oteye oTEPGVOLG, VOVL 08 &v Katpoig eipnvng 0ol yapitt ta thg 0peilopnévng Exet
TIiig V1o Pactiéwv kal @V v brepoyaig dvimv.”

477 Dem. Evang. 3.2.10

478 \Walker, 1990b, 101.
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the former, and the Jews who longed after its restoration, while Christian inhabitation of the

city was entirely legitimate.

The stance taken by Cyril in this particular respect is in keeping with the revised view
of Eusebius. He recognises that “because of Jesus’ saying, There shall not be left here one
stone upon another,*® the Jewish temple opposite us is in ruin,” but explains that “this fall was
not indeed on account of the sentence, but it fell due to the sin of the transgressors.”*% He
thereby avoids any possible theological improprieties with respect to Christian activities in the
city, since they have no part in this ‘sin’; but there end the similarities between the two. While
Eusebius attempts simply to justify the zeal of his lauded emperor, but on the whole remains
relatively indifferent, if not directly negative, with respect to Jerusalem as a centre of Christian
devotion, Cyril is anything but complacent. He makes no attempt to reconcile an alleged pre-
Constantinian negativity towards pilgrimage with the post-Constantinian situation, which he
approaches quite matter-of-factly. Appealing to the day of Pentecost to demonstrate its
antiquity, Cyril reminds his catechumens that “it has not arisen now that multitudes of strangers
assemble here from all places, but they have done so since then.”*® He sees this coming
together of people from all nations as baptised members of the Catholic Church — something
essential to its character as ekklesia — as a fulfilment of Old Testament prophecy, and the
Catholic faith of the emperor as a seal and affirmation of its truth. Building on the baptismal
exegesis of the Genesis flood in 1 Peter 3, he says:

The Holy Spirit descended upon the true Noah [Christ], the Maker of the second
birth [baptism], who draws together into one the wills of all races, of whom the

various dispositions of the animals in the ark was a figure: the one at whose coming
the spiritual wolves feed with the lambs, in whose Church the calf, and the ox, and

479 Matt. 2:42.

480 CL 10.11 — “xoi S1& 10 sinmetv 1oV Inoodv, OV pn deedij dds AiBog £mi AiBov, TETTOKEY O AVTIKPOC UGBV
@V Tovdaimv vads ovy 81t 1) andeooig Tod mecelv aitio, AL dti 1) auaptio TGV TAPAVOU®OY YEYOVE TOD TECETV
aitio.”

481 CL 17:16 — “o0 yap vdv évtadba fipEato tdv Eévav TAOM cuvadpoilecOon mavtoyddev, GAN' 8k ToTE.”
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the lion, feed in the same pasture, as we see to this day world rulers guided and
taught by Churchmen. 82

We saw in the previous chapter how he elsewhere celebrates Constantine’s efforts as heralding
a new age of truth, contrasting the treachery of past rulers with the piety of the present, and
Judas’ betrayal of Jesus for financial gain with the lavish adornments Christian emperors had

so generously bestowed upon the holy sites of Palestine.*®3

While CL only contains these passing references to the Emperor, lauding his godliness
and piety, there survives, however, Cyril’s Letter to Constantius. Like the CL, the Letter to
Constantius Augustus never mentions Aelia Caesarea, but uses the name Jerusalem exclusively
to refer to the city, and Cyril presents himself accordingly as ‘Bishop of Jerusalem.” The
purpose of the Letter seems obvious. It was Constantine’s vision of a luminous cross that had
brought about his conversion, and Cyril wished to convey to Emperor Constantius that the same
favour that had visited his father some decades earlier had now visited him “during [his] reign
so favoured by God.”*®* Interestingly, Cyril makes no mention of Constantine’s vision.*®

Instead, he confines the glory of the former sovereign to Jerusalem, citing rather the discovery

of the cross of Christ, for which reason he says that Constantius has surpassed his “father’s

482 CL 17:10 — “10 mvedpa 1o &yrov korfildev & 1ov dAn0wov Néde, tov Tfig SevTépag Yevacemg TomThY, TOV
TavToleV Yevidv mpoapécel ig O antd cuvayovia, GV TOmov Epepov ai Sidpopor TdV &v Tf| KiPwtd {dhov
KOTAGTAGELS, 0D KOTo TNV TOpovsiay oi vontol Avkot cupfdckovion Hetd dpvév, ob 1 dkkincio el pocydpiov
Kol todpov kol Aéovta Gupa Pookopévovg, kabmg péxpt onuepov PAémopey Gpyovtag KOGUIKOLS VIO TMdV
EKKANGLOOTIK®Y AyouEvoug Kol S1800KOUEVOVGS.”

483 See CL 14:14, 22. Kalleres (2005), expanding on a suggestion by Peter Walker (1990b, 272-3), hears in
Cyril’s descriptions of the Constantinian buildings some reservation, if not outright discontent. The buildings, she
argues, had made many of the sites Cyril relies on to bring the salvation narrative to life for his listeners
unrecognisable, obscuring the rock face of the tomb or the garden surrounding it. Moreover, the buildings
emphasised a Christ risen in triumph, with the Rotunda drawing attention away from Golgotha and the Passion.
Cyril’s emphasis on the Cross, then, is a critique of an imperial, rather than soteriological, narrative shaping the
sacred topography of Jerusalem. Her first assertion is perfectly plausible, but based entirely on inference. Cyril
describing what the sites looked like previously does not necessarily mean he therefore disapproved of the
changes. Her second assertion is contradicted by Yarnold (1985, 108), who attributes the over-emphasis on the
resurrection to Eusebius, not Constantine, who designed the complex built over the site where his mother had
found the relic of the cross “as a mystery-site connected with the death of Christ,” a theme developed by Cyril’s
notion of “baptism [as] the initiation into the mysteries of Christ’s death”.

484 ad Const. 2, trans. Yarnold 2000, 68.

485 On the two apparitions, see Nicholson 2000.
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piety with an even greater reverence for the divine, and in [his] time miracles have now

appeared no longer from the ground but in the heavens.”*8

The Emperor is reminded that the Christ of whom he is a “most noble and pious fellow-
worshipper [...] accomplished the salvation of the world in Jerusalem according to the sacred
Scriptures.”*” “In this place,” he says, using rhetoric very similar to that of CL, “[he] trod death
underfoot and wiped away the sins of mankind [...] bestowed life, immortality and spiritual
grace from heaven on all who believe in him.”*® He also emphasises the importance of the
tangible as evidence for the Christian faith. In like manner as he tells his catechumens that their
“very presence here now [should] persuade [them] of the Crucified,”*®® he relates to
Constantius that those witnessing the miracle “had the evidence of their own senses that the
holy faith of Christians is not based on the persuasive arguments of philosophy but on the
revelation of the Spirit.”**** The miracle “prompted the whole populace at once to run together
into the holy church [...] Young and old, men and women of every age [...] natives and
foreigners, Christians and pagans visiting from abroad, all together as if with a single voice

raised a hymn of praise to God’s Only-begotten Son.”*%

The letter presents the Church of the Resurrection as an all-embracing microcosm, and
pilgrimage thereto a source of Christian union. That the “citizens of Jerusalem, who saw this
extraordinary wonder with [their] own eyes [...] prayed at length in the holy places for your
[i.e. Constantius’] blessed reign and shall likewise continue to do so0™*%? is not mentioned

simply as flattery. Rather, Cyril wishes to express the privileged position of those who dwell

488 ad Const. 3, trans. Yarnold 2000, 69. N.T. Wright (2005) sees Paul’s use of the Cross in his New Testament
writings as a direct challenge to imperial authority — for whom it had been a symbol of order through coercion
— and the redefinition of power. That the discovery of the Cross was an imperial venture was surely no
coincidence, signifying the imperial reclamation, through faith, of the authority lost through faithlessness.

487 ad Const. 6, trans. Yarnold 2000, 70.

488 |bid.

489 CL 13.40

490 ad Const. 4, trans. Yarnold 2000, 69.

491 | bid.

492 ad Const. 5, trans. Yarnold 2000, 69.
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in the Holy City, and the unique power of prayer conducted at its holy sites. While Christians
had previously been persecuted for failing to honour the gods, whose favour ensured the
prosperity and stability of the Empire, Cyril gently reminds the Emperor that it was now the
prayer of Christians, and specifically those at Jerusalem, which conveyed God’s favour upon

his rule.

Furthermore, with this miracle Cyril attempts to demonstrate not only the holiness of
Jerusalem’s past, confined to relics and holy sites, but also of its present and future. One could
also argue, as does Drijvers, that Cyril also wishes to draw attention to Jerusalem’s
eschatological significance. Cyril connects the apparition with “the testimony of the prophets
and the words of Christ contained in the Gospels [which] has been accomplished now and will
be accomplished again more fully [...] And then the sign of the Son of Man will appear in the
sky*®3*49% In CL 15, he comments on this same verse, asking “but what is the sign of his
coming? [...] Christ’s own true sign is the Cross; a sign of a luminous Cross shall go before the
King, declaring him who was formerly crucified.”**® His mention of the Mount of Olives from
which Christ ascended into heaven, and to which the Acts of the Apostles suggests he shall
return in the same manner,*® may also be an allusion to this. Making a direct connection
between Constantius’ rule and these words of the Gospel, he urges his sovereign “above all
people, to devote more frequent study of these words, because of what follows in this passage.
For our Saviour’s predictions demand our most reverent attention if we are not to suffer

harm 99497

493 Matt. 24:30.

4%4 ad Const. 6, trans. Yarnold 2000, 70.

4% CL 15:22 — "AX\A moiov Tiig mapovciog adtod 10 onpeiov doti; [...] onueiov 8¢ dAndic iducov tod Xpiotod
€0TIV 0 6TAVPOG. POTOEWODG GTOVPOD oNEETOV TPOAyEL TOV Baciién, OnAodv 10V cTtavpwdivia tpdtepoV."

49 Acts 1:11-12.

497 ad Const. 6, trans. Yarnold 2000, 70.
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In this way, Cyril successfully manages to use this miraculous occurrence to
demonstrate Jerusalem’s central position in the continuing Christian narrative, and to show that
the cross is not merely a significant historical artefact, but is eternally “the trophy of the victory
which our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ — the Only-begotten Son of God, won over death,”*%

and eternally connected to its place of origin.

Centre of the Earth

The importance of Jerusalem’s holy sites is apparent also throughout CL, which is
replete with references to them. Given that Cyril delivered the lectures in the Church of the
Resurrection itself — CL at Golgotha and MC at the Anastasis*®® — it is little wonder that he
would use the visual aids of Golgotha and Christ’s tomb to enhance their impact on his hearers.
However, his use of the local topography goes beyond this capacity. That Jerusalem was the

“privilege of all good things”%%

was something of which “Cyril was himself convinced, and
[he] sought to instil within his catechumens a similar conviction.”*® “Moreover,” he says,
reminding his hearers of their privilege, “concerning the place [of Christ’s coming], you, being
a Jerusalemite, know beforehand what is written in Psalm 131, Look, we heard of it in

Ephratha, and found it in the plains of the forest.>%? For a few years ago the place was

forested.”%

Capitalising on his privileged geographical position, Cyril argues for the veracity of

Scriptural events using not theological discourse but concrete visual evidence:

4% ad Const. 3, trans. Yarnold 2000, 69.

4% Filias 2009, 303.

S0 CL 3:7 — “10 yap ambvtav dyoddv dEimpoa &v Teposoidpotg.”

501 Walker 1990b, 314.

02y, 6.

503 CL 12:20 — “o0 pnv GAAG Tepl T®V TOM®V iEpocoAvuiTHG OV TPoAaPdv oldac Kol TO &V £KATOCTRH
TPKOOTH TPATW YaAUD yeYPaUUEVOV: 180D Nkovoapey avtryv &v Eeppabdd, ebpopev avtny év toig mediolg 10D
Spvpod. Tpd OAiyV Yap TGV Spupddng fiv 6 Témoc.”
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[1]f anyone does not believe these words, let him believe what is seen [...]. For if,
when crucified and buried, he had remained in the tomb, then we would have had
shame: but now the one who was crucified on this Golgotha, has ascended into
heaven from the Mount of Olives towards the East.>%

By making the holy sites of Jerusalem the primary authenticator of Christian faith “which had
[its] beginning in this place,”®® he makes the city, and Golgotha in particular, the very centre
of the earth and of Christianity itself.

He stretched out his hands on the Cross, that he might embrace the ends of the
inhabited world; for this Golgotha is the very centre of the earth. It is not my word,
but it is a prophet who has said, He has worked deliverance in the midst of the
earth.5%

Christ, of course, spent most of his life outside Jerusalem, and “another crucial event
for Christians, the Nativity, took place outside of Jerusalem [but] Cyril belittles it by noting
that although Jesus descended from heaven in Bethlehem, ‘he returned to heaven from the
Mount of Olives’.”® Instead of focusing on Christ’s descent in Bethlehem, Cyril instead
makes mention of the Holy Spirit

who on the day of Pentecost descended on the Apostles in the form of fiery tongues,
here, in Jerusalem, in the Upper Church of the Apostles; for all these privileges
belong to us. Here Christ descended from the heavens; here the Holy Spirit
descended from the heavens. And in truth it would have been most fitting, that as
we speak about Christ and Golgotha upon this Golgotha, so we should speak
concerning the Holy Spirit in the Upper Church; but since the one who descended
here jointly partakes of the glory of the one who was crucified here, we also speak
here about the one who descended there: for piety is indivisible.>%®

504 CL 13:3, 4:14 — “&i 11¢ 0D mioTEVEL TOIC AOYOIC, TIGTEVET® TOTG Qavouévorg [...]. Ei pév yap otowpmbeic
Kol TOQELG EVOTEPEIVE TG TAQ®, Elxouev Gv Ematoydvestar vuvi 8¢ 6 v 1@ ['olyobd Tobt®m ctavpwdels, anod 10D
TPOG avatordg dpovg TV EAaidv avapépniey gig Tov odpavov.”

505 CL 18:33 — "a. tv apynv éviedOev elinpev."

506 ps, 73:12. CL 13:28 — “Eemétacev &v otavpd Ta¢ ¥Eipog, tva mephdpn Thc oikovpévng té mépora. Tiig
yap yiig 10 pecdtatov 6 FolyoBdc 00To¢ EoTtv. 0VK EUOC 6 AOYOC TPOPNTNG £6TIV O PHoAC Eipylcwm cmTnpioy
&v péoo TG yfic.”

507 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 60. She refers to CL 14:23 — “gi¢ puév yap Bnoietp € ovpavdv kotediivdey, éx
0¢ T0d Opovg TV EAdV €ig 0VpaVOLG AveEAALOEY.”

08 CL 16:4 — "koi &v T} mevinkootij kateddov £mi Todg dmoctdlovg v £1del mupivev YAmcodv éviadda &v Tij
‘Tepovcodnp €v Ti] AveTEPY TOV ATOCTOA®Y EKKANGIQ. TAVTOV Yap wap' ULV €0t ta d&idpata. vtadba Xpiotog
8 ovpavdv katiiAlev. dvtadBa TO Tvedpa 1o dy1ov €€ 0Opavdv Katiley. Kol TpemdEoToToV HEV GANOGC 1V,
domep ta mepl Xprotod kal 1o I'odyobd v 1@ I'odlyobd tovTt® Aéyopev, obtmg Kol mepl ayiov TveLOTOG €V TH|
avoTépa Aéyewy EKKANGIiQ. 10T O€ TG 60ENG ToD EvtatBa otavpwOEvTog cuvamoAdavel T EKET kateABdV, 0VTMG
0 TEPL ToD kel kateABdvTog EvtanBo Aaroduey. auéplotog yap oty 1 edcéPeta.”
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Philip S. Alexander presents an interesting study of Jerusalem, not as the centre (t0
ueacdrrazov) of the world, but its navel (dugpaldc), and the development of this idea throughout
the centuries.®®® Although many earlier works refer to the importance and centrality of
Jerusalem, the first instance in which we find “a clear cartographic image of the world as a
whole, with Jerusalem placed at its center and called the ‘the navel’ of the earth” is the Book
of Jubilees — or Leptogenesis, as it is also known — a Hebrew work dating to the second
century B.C.,%% though the complete work survives only in later Ethiopic retentions. The
relevant reference appears in the context of Noah’s dividing of the world between his sons
following the great flood:

And he knew that the Garden of Eden is the holy of holies, and the dwelling of the

Lord, and Mount Sinai the centre of the desert, and Mount Zion — the centre of
the navel of the earth: these three were created as holy places facing each other.>!!

The choice of wording is significant, ‘navel’ indicating not merely a geographical centre but
evokes the image of a wellspring or source from which others draw life and nourishment. This,
as [ hope to demonstrate here, is central to Cyril’s understanding of Jerusalem’s place within

the geographically catholic Church.

To illustrate the notion of ecclesiological catholicity in his essay Church and Apostles,
Laurent Cleenewerck makes use of the hologram, which is, as he points out, a word derived
from oinc and thus etymologically related to xafodixi.>'? While cutting an ordinary
photograph in half would result in two pieces, each bearing half of the original image, the two
pieces of a hologram thus parted would each preserve the entire image of the original intact. In
the same way, each local Eucharistic community, each diocese headed by a bishop, is not

merely a constituent part of a larger catholic whole, but is a complete expression of the entire

509 Alexander 1999. The same term was also used for the famous stone monument at Delphi. Parallels between
Delphi and the Cross as Hellenic and Christian world centres respectively are explored in Ciholas 2003.

510 See VanderKam 2001.

511 Book of Jubilees 8:19, trans. Charles (1913).

512 Cleenewerck 2013, 606.
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Catholic Church, an undistorted image of the prototypical Eucharistic community. Thus is it
possible for the Church to be “one in every place,” the way in which Pacian of Barcelona
defines the word xafolix.5*2 As the site both of the first Eucharist, the Last Supper, and the
first bishopric, headed by the Apostle James, to whom Cyril carefully refers as “the Bishop of
this church,”®!# it is only natural that Jerusalem be identified as this prototypical community,
the original holographic image reflected and reproduced in the life of each local Catholic

church throughout the world.>*®

Thus, when Cyril asserts that the Church is “called Catholic because it is throughout
the world, from one end of the earth to the other,” it is because the Church, as the Body of
Christ, embraces the entire world as did the outstretched arms of Christ crucified, and does so
precisely by making the bounties and reality of this cosmic and unrepeatable event fully and
entirely, rather than partially, present and available in every locality. Without suggesting that
Cyril had no other concerns or ambitions with regards to his promotion of Jerusalem, | would
argue that his ecclesiology, like the rest of his theology, is ultimately soteriological in nature,

and has at its crux the Cross of Christ. When he tells his listeners that,

S13 Ep. 1:4, 21.

514 CL 4:28.

515 According to a tenth-century manuscript (Cod. sign. n. 125), the relics of James were discovered during the
first year of Cyril’s episcopate (see Drijvers 2004, 163—4). If correct, Cyril’s frequent mention of James may be
an allusion to this. His use of James is not dissimilar to the use of Peter by certain early Western writers. While
we do not find in CL anything resembling the claims to universal jurisdiction based on petrine primacy that begin
to appear in the 5™ century with figures such as Popes Leo and Galasius, | do not think it unreasonable to suggest
that a comparison could be made to Cyprian of Carthage. For Cyprian, “There is one God and one Christ, and one
Church, and one Chair founded on Peter by the word of the Lord. It is not possible to set up another altar or for
there to be another priesthood besides that one altar and that one priesthood” (Ep. 43.40.5). However, as noted by
Theodor Damian (2010, 3), while he affords to the Church of Rome a primacy of honour on account of its petrine
foundation, he “insists extensively on the equality, unity, and collegiality of the whole body of bishops in the
Church”. Christ confers the apostolic and episcopal authority first on the one, as a sign of unity, but then on the
many, for “the others were also that which Peter was” (De Unitate Ecclesiae 4). Rome, then, is honoured as first
on account of it being the prototype, but the authority of Peter is holographically replicated in each local bishop
who holds to his confession and remains within the sacramental communion of the Church as defined by mutual
recognition, which Cyprian calls the “cement” of the Church (Ep. 66.69.8). See also Seagraves 1993. A similar
position is found in Gregory the Great, who uses petrine authority to promote Roman primacy, while categorically
rejecting that this implies supremacy or universal jurisdiction (Ep. 6.25); see also the chapter on ‘Ecclesiology
and the Rhetoric of Episcopal Equality’ in Demacopoulos 2015a (36—43), and id. 2015b.
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The holy wood of the cross is [Christ’s] witness, which is seen among us to this
day, and, through those who have in faith taken thereof, has from this place now
almost filled the whole inhabited world,>

he provides us with an ecclesiological image. The wood of the Cross, divided into countless

pieces, has made Golgotha present throughout the known world, each fragment carrying the

same fullness of grace as the original whole.

We see this expression of catholicity more clearly elsewhere in reference to the Eucharist.
The Liturgy of John Chrysostom, for example, confesses that “The Lamb of God is broken and
distributed, broken yet not divided, ever eaten yet never consumed, but sanctifying those who
partake.”®” One could argue that the same notion appears to be implicit in MC 5, where he
warns communicants not to allow a single crumb to fall from the hand as they receive the Body
of Christ, stressing that the most miniscule fragment of the consecrated bread is of no less value
than the piece from which it fell.>'® No matter how many partake, all receive the same measure
of sanctification, while the integrity and unity of the whole does not diminish. The same is true
of each Eucharistic community, each diocese, as the expression of the catholic whole. Again,
in MC 2, where baptism is described as the moment at which a person is joined to Christ, the
true Vine, he is sure to point out that “the true Vine was planted in this place”.>!° Its branches
stretch throughout the world, but its roots are firmly planted in the sacred soil of the Holy City.
For Cyril, then, Jerusalem seems to be the centre of the universal Catholic Church, not as a seat
of administrative oversight, a position it never held before nor since, but as the source from
which all else derives:

Of this Jerusalem the prophet has said, And after these things you shall be called
the city of righteousness, the faithful mother city, Sion; for out of Sion shall go forth

516 CL 10:19 — "To EvAov 10 &ytov Tod oTavpod paptupel, péypt oHuepov map' MUV avopevov, Kai S1d Tdv
katd TioT €€ avtod AapPavoviav, EviedBev v oikovpévny tdoav oxedov 116n Tinpdoay."”

517 MehiCeton kai Srapepiletar 6 Apvoc Tod Oeod, 6 pelopevoc kai pr Stapovpevog: O mhvtote Eo010pEVOC
Kol UNoETOTE SAmAVAOUEVOG GAAL TOVG LETEXOVTOG AylalmV.

518 MC 5.21.

519 MC 2:7 — “@vtodfo meputevTon 1) dumeioc 1 aAndvi.”
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a law, and a word of the Lord from Jerusalem,>" which word has from hence been

showered forth on the whole inhabited world.>?

Common ecclesiological underpinnings of divergent attitudes to pilgrimage

This ecclesiological idea is one that potentially sheds new light on our understanding
of the debate surrounding pilgrimage to the Holy Land in the fourth century. A number of
weighty monographs have been written on the subject of pilgrimage and the attitudes of various
fourth century figures thereto, but these, with the exception of one or two recurring themes,
appear to overlook the question of ecclesiology entirely.>?? Claiming for his own community
‘all the choicest privileges,” Cyril undoubtedly set himself apart from many of his counterparts,
but | think it is necessary to understand also this divergence of opinion in light of the
reinterpreted Ignatian model of ecclesiology. Of particular interest are the attitudes of the
bishop of another Caesarea, Basil, and his brother Gregory of Nyssa, both of whom make the
journey to Palestine during his time as bishop. While the most revealing aspect of Basil’s
writings is perhaps his silence, Gregory expresses his opinion with clarity, and it can be argued
that he does so as a direct and personal challenge to Cyril’s ideas. Although Gregory, upon
returning from the journey, writes positively in his first letter about his experience of both the
city and its holy sites,>?® other accounts of his visit are less favourable, questioning the purpose
of such a pilgrimage and citing the decadence of the city’s inhabitants as casting doubt on the

holiness of the place.

520 |5, 1:26; 2:3.

521 CL 18:34 — "mepi 7¢ Tepovcarniu 6 mpoprng sipnke koi petd todto kKAndon moAg Sikarocvvng,
UNTPOTOALG TOTT X1dV, d1d TOV €K L1V E£eABOVTa vopov Kol Adyov kupiov tov €5 TepovcaAinp, 0g éviedev gig
Grocav v oikovpévny EEmpppnoey."”

522 See, for example, Hunt 1982 and Bitton-Ashkelony 2005.

523 In his third Letter, he writes: ““Emeidn toivov €idov pév kod oicOntde Todg dyiovg tomovg [...] TocduTng
Emnpmdny yapdc, dote Vep Adyov sivar Tod dyafod v Suynow.” Ep. 3:3 (SC 363.126).
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In his Life of Macrina, Gregory had explained that he visited the Holy City “kat’ evynv’
and to visit the places connected to the life of Christ.5?* Scholars have disagreed as to the
meaning of Gregory’s words, although the most commonly accepted meaning in this case is
‘for the sake of prayer,” meaning the purpose of his trip was first and foremost a devotional
one.>?® Elsewhere, however, Gregory portrays his mission as a political one, as a mediator
between two conflicting parties in the nearby Arabian region.>?® So what is the cause of this
about-face? Bitton-Ashkelony argues that Gregory’s attitude has more to do with his feelings
towards Cyril and his attempts to magnify the status of his bishopric than any concrete

theological objection to pilgrimage to Jerusalem’s holy sites.

Her primary argument in support of this assertion, which is also of particular interest
with respect to the notion of catholicity, is that Gregory and Basil were themselves heavily
involved with and staunchly supportive of local pilgrimage and the veneration of local saints.>?’
His apparent scepticism regarding the holy sites of Jerusalem notwithstanding, Gregory views
the cult of the martyrs as an integral part of Christian worship, and that “those who recognize
the fruits of piety (zov tij¢ eboefeiac kapmév) must honour the martyr.”%?8 Such an attitude to
local pilgrimage would certainly not be possible were their disapproval of pilgrimage to
Jerusalem based on a purely theological aversion to sacred space. Indeed, Gregory even makes
the remarkable statement that “From this visit [to Jerusalem] we gained only one advantage:

we found proof from comparison that our own [sites] are holier than those foreign places.”%%°

524 VVitae Macrinae 1.7-9 (SC 178.138).

52 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 49

526 Ep. 2:11 (SC 363.118).

527 Numerous letters of Basil’s contain pleas to bishops of other provinces, asking them to support him by their
attendance. An example is his letter to Eusebius of Samosata, in which he pleads with him “to take a seat at the
synod we convene every year on the seventh of September in memory of blessed Eupsychius” — Ep. 100 (SC
2.184).

528 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 36. De sancto Theodoro 4 (PG 46:737B).

529 Ep. 2.15 (SC 363.121)
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The second argument in support of Ashkelony’s theory is Gregory’s focus on the moral
corruption of Jerusalem’s population. As has already been pointed out above, Cyril too is frank
about the city’s illicit activities, from which he tries to steer his listeners. Yet, while Gregory
seemingly views immorality as evidence for a place’s lack of holiness,**® Cyril makes no such
connection. Indeed, that these monuments remain in spite of the city’s paganism, Judaism,
heresy and corruption is for him a testimony to their holiness. Such behaviour was by no means
limited to Jerusalem. Basil himself vehemently condemns the inappropriate behaviour
displayed by the women of Caesarea.®®! Other contemporary figures, including John
Chrysostom in Antioch and Gregory of Nazianzus, likewise condemned the drunkenness,
sexual promiscuity, lewd songs, and the interest of so many in commerce rather than piety
which so often accompanied these events.>3? Once again, this would appear to reveal a personal

or political, rather than theological motivation on the part of Gregory.

Among the Latin Fathers, opinion on pilgrimage is divided. Jerome’s aforementioned
pilgrimage, or rather emigration, to Jerusalem took place in 383, meaning he arrived in the city
in the immediate aftermath of the Council of Constantinople, at which Cyril had been an active
participant. The extent to which his perspective on pilgrimage to Jerusalem was shaped by the
city’s bishop cannot be ascertained. However, we see strong parallels between the sentiments
put forth in the writings of Jerome and those expressed by Cyril in CL. Addressing the negative
words about Jerusalem in the Gospel, Jerome, like Eusebius and Cyril, draws a sharp distinction
between the Jews, upon whom the curse of God rests, and on the city itself,>33 thereby avoiding
any possible antinomy. Not only that, but he regards the destruction of the Temple as an act of

sanctification.>®* In his 47" Letter, Jerome boldly declares, quite contrary to Gregory of Nyssa,

530 Ep. 2.10 (SC 363.116)

531 Hom. 14 (PG 330:444D-464A).

532 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 38-9. See also Brown 2000a for a more detailed treatment of this subject.
533 Ep. 46.5

534 |bid.
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that to worship at the sites of Christ’s earthly life “pars fidei est.”**® He does this with full
awareness of the pre-Constantinian reservations that still held sway among many at the time.
While it is not possible to say with any certitude whether he was responding to particular
individuals or to general prevailing attitudes, his works on the subject are very much apologetic

in tone, raising and then refuting possible arguments against Jerusalem’s sanctity.>®

His treatment of Matthew 27:51-53 is particularly interesting. While Origen and
Eusebius both interpret “ayiav moliv” as referring to Jerusalem, Jerome dismisses such an
interpretation as nonsensical, seeing it instead as a reference to the heavenly Jerusalem.>®’ He
argues that, if the earthly city is meant, then there is no proof of the events having ever
occurred.>® For Jerome, like Cyril, seeing is believing. Tangible evidence of the historicity of
the Holy Scriptures is for them both an essential part of the Christian faith, which gives to
Jerusalem and its holy sites a real and continuing significance for all who follow that faith. To
allow for a Scriptural occurrence without corresponding proofs would undermine this emphasis
on the tangible. His frequent use of the word hic to emphasise the particularity of Jerusalem

also echoes that of Cyril.>%°

Much like Gregory of Nyssa, however, Jerome’s enthusiasm was short lived and was
replaced by an attitude of ambivalence.>*® Robert Markus argues that Jerome’s newfound
position “reflects the heritage of reserve about holy places still powerful in the fourth
century.”®* Joshua Prawer likewise sees Jerome’s turnaround as a concession to “the official

interpretation of the learned Church.”®*? This explanation does not sufficiently explain the

535 Ep. 47.2

53 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 72

537 Ep. 46.8

538 |bid.

539 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 84.

540 Ep, 58.4. See Pullan 2005, 400-407.
541 Markus 1990, 87.

542 prawer 1996, 320. See also Elm 1989.
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cause of Jerome’s change of heart. Such sentiments would in all probability be less prevalent
in Palestine than elsewhere, and it seems strange that he would feel pressured to conform to

the “learned Church” during his stay there.

A much more probable explanation is provided by F. M. Abel, “who suggests that the
shaky relationship between Jerome and the monks in Bethlehem on the one hand and with the
church in Jerusalem and the monks on the Mount of Olives on the other should be seen as the
main reason for Jerome’s change of track.”®*® The details of the conflict are unfortunately
beyond the scope of this study,>** but suffice it to say that Jerome’s party, headed by Epiphanius
of Salamis, had fallen foul of John, Cyril’s successor, when the latter reacted negatively to
Epiphanius ordaining a priest to serve in Bethlehem, a region he felt was under the jurisdiction
of Jerusalem.>® Jerome, in response to the incident, composed his Contra Johannem
Hierosolymitanum. In the work, Jerome describes being prohibited entry to the holy places in
Jerusalem and Bethlehem.>*® It is during this period that he wrote his Letter 58, in which he
makes many of his disparaging remarks against Jerusalem. Thus it would seem theological
discourse on the subject of pilgrimage is invariably influenced by the volatile nature of church
politics, and only as consistent as human relationships. However, even if Ashkelony and Abel
are right to suggest that aversion to hagiopolitan pilgrimage was for some politically, rather
than theologically, driven, this does not solve the problem of discord, for were all otherwise of
one mind on the matter, they would not have been in a position to express this aversion with

such relative ease.

Returning to Gregory’s statement that “our sites are holier [than Jerusalem’s],” I would

argue that, while resulting in a radically different attitude to Jerusalem itself than Cyril’s, it is

543 Bitton-Ashkelony 2005, 87. See Abel 1920, 133-34; Cardman 1982.
544 For a detailed treatment of the situation, see Kelly 1975, 198-209.
545 See C. lo. 11 (PL 347:382A).

546 C. |o. 42 (PL 347:411B).
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actually predicated on the very same notion that drives Cyril’s enthusiasm for pilgrimage. For
Cyril, the importance of Jerusalem lies in its being the prototypical local church, which is then
replicated, along the aforementioned holographic model, in every episcopal locality throughout
the world, there making present the fullness of the Catholic Church. Yet it is precisely this
notion of replication that allows Gregory to speak of his own sites and his own territory as
being Jerusalem’s spiritual equal. Thus, when Bitton-Ashkelony speaks of “the deep division
between the conceptions of Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril of Jerusalem regarding this issue,” I
would object to her use of the word ‘deep’. A division there certainly was, but this disagreement
around the question of Jerusalem and the propriety of hagiopolitan pilgrimage need not be the
result of different ecclesiological positions. It is not a deep conceptual division, but rather a
superficial disagreement between those who thought it appropriate to honour Jerusalem as the
source, the prototype, replicated in all local churches, and those who saw in such activity the
implicit suggestion that the local church was lacking; that it was not a replica but a partial
derivative of the Jerusalem prototype. Even in one of his most explicit expressions of
Jerusalem’s importance, Cyril appears to add a caveat indicating that, despite its pre-eminence
of honour, the Holy City did not have a monopoly on grace or holiness:
Also this honour [the descent of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost] is ours; and we do

not speak of the good things which have happened among others, but of those
which have been granted among us.>*’

547 CL 17:13 — "juétepov yap kai todto 10 dfiopo, kai Aaiodpey od mepl @V map' ETEPOIC YEYEVIHEVDY
ayob@dv, GALG Tepl TOV o' UV KEYAPIGUEVDV."
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Chapter 5 — St Cyril and the Jews: The Church as the Second Israel

The parting of the ways

The question of how to regard Jerusalem was naturally connected to the wider question
of the relationship between Christianity and Judaism, which had been a vexing and ever present
question for Church leaders since apostolic times. The Book of Acts records how the apostles
and presbyters assembled in Jerusalem to consider the claim of those men who had come “from
Judea and were teaching the brothers, ‘Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of
Moses, you cannot be saved’.”>*® Cyril mentions how “the Apostles and James the bishop of
this church, have already been diligent [about this matter]: and the Apostles and presbyters
write a Catholic epistle to all the nations,”>*° deciding against the need for gentile converts to
observe the burden of Mosaic Law, careful to point to his own authority as successor to the
president of that apostolic council. In his attempt to deal with this problem, Cyril must
undoubtedly have felt a particular responsibility rested on his shoulders, not only as successor
to James, but as bishop of what still remained the spiritual centre of Judaism.>* It is telling, for
example, that the only work attributed to Clement of Alexandria, a city with a significant
Jewish community,®! which could be termed adversus ludaeos was, as we are informed by
Eusebius, commissioned by Alexander of Jerusalem,®? a predecessor of Cyril’s, perhaps

pointing to a particular and longstanding interest in the subject by the hagiopolitan hierarchy.

548 Acts 15:1

549 CL 4:28 — “{0n koi 1oig dmootorolg kai TakdBo 16 todTng tfig ékkAnociag émickong omovdr yéyovev. Kai
Ypapovcty oi GmdcTolot Kal 0l TpeoPiTepot Aot T0ig EBvest KABOMKNV EMGTOANY.”

50 The 8th century homily *On the Passion and the Resurrection’, a Coptic pseudography bearing Cyril’s name,
actually suggests that Cyril was a Jewish convert to Christianity, presumably to connect him with the early lineage
of Hebrew bishops, or to simply to lend weight to his anti-Jewish apologetic. See van den Broek 2013, 119.

551 For a discussion on the influence of Jewish-Christians on the Alexandrian liturgical tradition, see al-Makary
2017. For Jewish influence on the Syriac tradition, see Rouwhorst 1997.

552 HE 6.13.3. See Carleton Paget 1998.
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Already in the Didache, a work significant not only for its very early date® but also in
that it is very much a Jewish-Christian text,>>* we see a clear distancing of the Christian
community from the observances of the Jews. Christians are told to fast on Wednesday and
Friday rather than Monday and Thursday, so as not to let their fasts coincide with those of the
‘hypocrites.”>*® Likewise, recitation of the Lord’s Prayer thrice daily served to distinguish
Christian prayer from that of the ‘hypocrites.’>*® We see a similar sentiment expressed in the
Didascalia, a third century document which draws heavily on the Didache and purports to have
been written by the Apostles at the aforementioned gathering in Jerusalem. Interestingly,
although it tells Christians not to join in the festivities of the Jewish Passover, but to fast in
remembrance of Christ’s Passion,>’ this fast, and its accompanying prayers, is offered “that
the Lord may not remember to them [the Jews] their guilt unto the end, on account of the
perfidy which they showed unto our Lord, but may give them a place for repentance, and
conversion for the pardon of their iniquity.”®*® Thus while this distancing from the Jews is
unambiguous, it is done with a heavy heart, not with the near triumphant attitude we often
encounter in later works. James Carleton Paget gives a very interesting overview of the early

pagan sources that attest to the so-called “parting of the ways” paradigm:

553 See Holmes (2008, 337), who favours a date close to the end of the first century, while Milavec (2003, ix)
believes it to be older than the canonical Gospels, written in the generation following the death of Christ.

554 1 am hesitant to use the terms ‘Jewish Christianity’ and ‘Jewish Christian’ which, despite being a well-
established and commonplace feature in academic works, have been so variously defined and can refer to such a
broad category of groups, some of which are entirely artificial constructs, that it is largely tautologous and
unhelpful. I am inclined to agree with Carleton Paget’s suggestion that academic discourse might be better served
were it to be done way with, along the lines of Michael William’s attempt to replace the term Gnosticism with
“biblical demiurgical traditions”, and define each group or idea variously covered under the ‘Jewish Christian’
umbrella individually (Carleton Paget 2010, 319-320). Thus, while I might make use of the term ‘Jewish
Christian’ where applicable, I shall define it as and when it occurs.

5% Didache 8.

5% Didache 8:2

It is not entirely clear who these ‘hypocrites’ are. If one assumes a connection here with Christ’s frequent use
of this appellation in his dealings with the Pharisees, it would appear to refer to non-Christian Jews in general.
However, it is probably more likely that the charge of hypocrisy is directed at those who claim to have accepted
Christ while continuing to cling to observance of Jewish custom, which is the way in which Paul appears to use
the term in Galatians 2 (see Vermés 2012, 23-25). In either case, the evidence points to a conscious distancing of
Christians from Jews.

557 Accordingly, Cyril cites the prophecy of Amos (8:10), “And I will turn your feasts into mourning,” in
connection with Jesus’ crucifixion on the Passover (CL 13:25).

58 Didascalia 21, trans. Gibson 1903, 99.
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Nero, we are told by Tacitus, was apparently able to differentiate between Jews and
Christians as early as 64 C.E., at least in the city of Rome. Tacitus himself, writing
some fifty years after this event, acknowledges the origins of the Christian
movement in Judea but does not go on to associate it with the Jewish ethnos [...].
Strikingly also, given his negative opinions of the Christians, he never mentions
their association with the Jews in what most take to be his strongly polemical
account of the latter in his Histories (Hist. 5.1-13).5°°

He goes on to list similar evidence from Suetonius, Pliny the Younger, Celsus, and Tertullian’s

mention of the pagans who “slander the Christians as ‘the third race’.”>®

Despite such evidence, the paradigm itself has been challenged by a number of

%1 perhaps most aggressively by Daniel Boyarin in his 2004 monograph Border Lines.

scholars,
In it he argues that the division between Judaism and Christianity is an artificial construct
imposed by those in power, one he likens to the partitioning of India and Pakistan or modern
day Israel and Palestine.>®? It is, he asserts, an invention of so-called separatists, beginning
with the advent of adversus ludaeos literature in the second century, and in particular with
Justin Martyr,%%® who were seeking to create something which did not yet exist in reality. In
the absence of a monolithic Judaism or Christianity, he makes the argument that, until the

conversion of Constantine, we should not speak of Jews and Christians, but rather various types

of Jews occupying different positions along a Judaeo-Christian continuum.5%*

Boyarin’s views are certainly among the more extreme, and cannot be said to be
representative of a rather divided scholarly community.>®® However, this does not mean he is
altogether wrong to challenge the “parting of the ways” paradigm. As Paula Fredriksen rightly
notes, the “answer — and indeed, the question itself — depends upon what evidence we

consider. An awareness of separation, even a principled insistence upon separation, seems

59 Carleton Paget 2010, 9-10.

%60 For the most recent studies on Christians as the tertium genus, see Gruen 2017 and Skarsaune 2017.
%61 See, for example, Becker and Reed 2003.

562 Boyarin 20044, 1.

563 See also Boyarin 2001 and id. 2004b.

%4 An appraisal of Boyarin’s ‘wave theory’ can be found in Miller 2007.

565 Carleton Paget 2010, 1-17.
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clearly attested in some early mid-second century writers (Ignatius, Marcion, Justin); equally
clearly, we see strong indications of persistent, intimate interactions.”*®® In his defence of what
he deems a “mildly separatist” view, one towards which I too am inclined,*®’ Carleton Paget
nonetheless affirms that his arguments “in response to the criticisms of the ‘parting of the ways’
paradigm are not attempts to reinstate that paradigm.”®®® The problem is further exacerbated
by the fact that very rarely do Jews refer to themselves as such unless in contact with Gentiles
— when petitioning the Roman government, for example. In internal exchanges, as we see
throughout the pages of the Old Testament, the term Israel is preferred; ‘Jew’ only specifically
denoting a member of the tribe of Judah or an inhabitant of the land Judaea. That Jews did not
self-identify as such, while Christians, too, referred to themselves using the appellation ‘Israel’

makes convergence very difficult to discern on a nominative basis.

What is curious about the position of Boyarin and others is their identification of Justin
Martyr as the originator of separatism, when it is in Ignatius of Antioch that we first encounter
the terms ‘Judaism’ and ‘Christianity’,°*® while it is in Justin Martyr that we see clear evidence
of convergence, the latter explicitly disagreeing with those who refuse to “have any intercourse
with or extend hospitality to” Torah observant Christians®’® and calling those among them who
do not attempt to persuade others to imitate them “kinsmen and brethren.”*’* Origen also points
to such a convergence, mentioning “that there are some who accept Jesus, and who boast on

that account of being Christians, and yet would regulate their lives, like the Jewish multitude,

566 Fredriksen 2003, 61.

567 That is “the thesis that relatively early on, for whatever reason, whether by design of not, Jews and Christians
were, in the main, discernible groups occupying different spaces for the purposes of worship (broadly social
separation), and were perceived as different [...] but that such a reality did not exclude interaction and
convergence” (Carleton Paget 2010, 17-18).

568 |bid., 17.

69 "B 8¢ Tic Tovdoicpov épumvedon Vv, pn dkovete antod. duetvov yép EoTv mopd dvdpdg mEPLTopTv
&xovtog XpLoTlaviopov akovpey §j mapd dxpopotov Tovdaiocpuoév [But if anyone expounds Judaism to you, do not
listen to him. For it is better to hear about Christianity from a man who is circumcised than about Judaism from
one who is not] — Philadelphians 6.1, trans. Holmes 2008, 246. See Schoedel 1978. See Robinson 20009.

570 For a recent study of the role of the Torah in Judaism, from the writing of Deuteronomy to the advent of
Christianity, see Collins 2017. Particularly relevant is chapter 8 on ‘Paul, Torah, and Jewish Identity’ (159-82).

51 Dial. 47. See also Rokéah 2002.
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in accordance with Jewish law — and these are the twofold sect of the Ebionites, who either
acknowledge with us that Jesus is born of a virgin, or deny this, and maintain that He was
begotten like other human beings.”®’? These Ebionites are also mentioned by Irenaeus of
Lyons, who supplies us with the following information:
Those who are called Ebionites agree that the world was made by God; but their
opinions with respect to the Lord are similar to those of Cerinthus and
Carpocrates.®”® They use the Gospel according to Matthew only, and repudiate the
Apostle Paul, maintaining that he was an apostate from the law. As to the
prophetical writings, they endeavour to expound them in a somewhat singular
manner: they practise circumcision, persevere in the observance of those customs

which are enjoined by the law, and are so Judaic in their style of life, that they even
adore Jerusalem as if it were the house of God.>"

Following Irenaeus, Cyril lists the Ebionites with “Cerinthus [who] ‘caused destruction in the
Church,” and Menander, and Carpocrates.”” Cyril’s mention of Irenaeus in CL 16°7® points
to his reliance on his Against Heresies here,®’” and it should not be assumed that he had any
contact with such a group. Cyril does not appear to know anything about the additional
information on the Ebionites we find in the Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, written shortly
after CL, which casts doubt on Gieseler’s assertion that “Dieser lichteste Zeitpunkt in der
Geschichte [...] der Ebioniten fillt unstreitig um das Jahr 400”%78 and seems in keeping with
the current theory that Epiphanius in all probability used ‘Ebionite’ as something of an
umbrella term to describe a number of different heresies, some of which he may have
encountered in Cyprus, but that he is unlikely to have had first hand knowledge of Irenaeus’

group.®™

572 C. Cels. 5.61, trans. ANF 4, 1323. On convergence in the 4™ century, see Kinzig 1991.

57 That is, they viewed Jesus as a mere man, the son of Mary and Joseph.

574 Adv. Haer. 1.26.2, trans. ANF 1, 992.

55 CL 6:16 — “KnpwvOog yop v ‘Exkinoiav §dvunvaro, kai Mévavdpog, kai Kaprokparng "Epiwvdioi te,
kol Mapxkiov, 10 g dfedmToC oTONA.”

576 v 6.

577 McDonnell (1994, 197) suggests he might have known Irenaeus’ works via Eusebius.

578 Geisler 1819, 279.

579 See ‘The Ebionites in recent research’ in Carleton Paget 2010, 335-379.
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Like many other patristic writers, Cyril couples the Ebionites with Marcion,®°

contrasting the two extremes in attitudes to Judaism: Marcion’s total rejection of the Old
Testament on the one hand, and the Ebionite rejection of the books of the New Testament, save
only the Gospel of Matthew, on the other. He appears to have the Ebionites in mind when
commenting on a passage in Luke’s Gospel — “his father and his mother marvelled at him”%8!
— “words which the children of heretics snatch up, saying he was begotten of a man and a

woman.”%® Elsewhere he tells us to “spit upon those who say that the Saviour’s birth was of

husband and wife; who have dared to say that he was the child of Joseph and Mary.”5®

The purpose of Adversus ludaeos literature

The mention of Marcion raises important questions as to the very nature of adversus
ludaeos literature and the extent, if any, of actual contact between the Christian and Jewish
communities. As a series of catechetical homilies covering a broad range of subjects, the
Catechetical Lectures themselves cannot be termed adversus ludaeos as such, and, given the
enforcement of the Disciplina Arcani,*®* we know that Jews would not have been in a position
to hear nor, as his preface suggests,>® read it. However, its content nonetheless shows clear
parallels with adversus ludaeos literature and his obvious reliance on Irenaeus and, elsewhere,

Clement,>® make an analysis of the origins and purpose of such literature in the pre-

580 «It is striking how often Marcion and ‘Ebion’ are mentioned together in patristic texts.” Taylor 1990, 322—
3.Inn.45 (p.332) she provides the following examples: “Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3,11,7; Tertullian, de Praescr. 30,3
5,11; Origen, in Ep. ad Rom. 3,11; Methodius, Symp. 8,10; Ambrose, De Fide, 5,8,105; Jerome, in Gal. 1,1; in
Tit. 3,10-11; Pacianus, Ep. 1,1; Rufinus, Expos. symb. 37; Cassianus, De Incarn. dom. c. Nest. 3,5; Ps-Augustine,
Serm. 169,5; Alexander Minorita, Expos. in Apoc. 2,2,2.”

581 | uke 2:33

582 CL 7:9 — “dmep apmblovoty aipecimtdv maideg, 45 dvipdc adTov Kai yuvaikdg yeyevvijcOat Aéyovieg.”

583 CL 12:31 — “kotantdoopey Kol Tdv Aeyoviav &€ dvSpdg kol yuvoikdg sivar ThHv yévwnoty tod cwtiipoc,
TV TOMMGAVTOV ginelv 1L v £k 10D Toone kai g Mapiac.”

584 See chapter 8 below.

585 See epigraph to chapter 8.

586 Clement, himself an author of an adversus ludaeos work, is mentioned in CL 18:8, where Cyril borrows
from his First Epistle to the Corinthians the image of the phoenix as a symbol of and evidence for the resurrection
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Constantinian period pertinent to this study. Moreover, the fact that we find many of the same

587 means that these were ideas

anti-Jewish sentiments expressed in the Sermon on the Paralytic
openly propagated among catechumens and others who may have been in attendance during
the Liturgy of the Word before the dismissal. On the question of Cyril’s audience, the question
of interest is whether the anti-Jewish elements in his writings are purely theoretical and didactic

in nature, or whether these were born out of actual contact between the two communities and

were for the practical benefit of his listeners and readers.

Many scholars have made the argument that anti-Jewish polemics, perhaps somewhat
paradoxically, were necessary in order to assert Christianity’s roots and fulfilment of the Old
Testament. The debate hearkens back to Harnack’s 1883 work, in which he argues that
Christian adversus ludaeos literature was in fact adversus gentes.>®® The relative novelty of
Christianity, for example, was not only a cause for its rejection among Jews, but also within
Roman society, which tolerated Judaism on account of its antiquity but viewed Christians with
suspicion. As Wolfram Kinzig observes,

By calling the Christians adherents ‘of a novel and harmful superstition’,

Suetonius, for instance made clear that he saw in them a threat for the raison d’étre

of the community, since the self-definition of the Roman state, and its claim to

power, were based precisely on its strict observance of the mos majorum which

was in the first place interpreted in religious terms.5&

In the early centuries after Christ, Harnack opines, the primary concern for the Christian
community was to legitimise their novel faith by demonstrating it to be a continuation of
Judaism. While Constantine’s conversion had put an end to any existential threat to

Christianity, the fight for intellectual legitimacy was one that continued unabated. We can

clearly see such a concern in Cyril’s work:

(See Himuro 1998, 530-2). He is not mentioned in connection with Judaism, but we can nonetheless infer from
this that Cyril was familiar with his work.

587 For the full text, see Ibid., 209-222.

588 Harnack 1883.

%89 Kinzig 1993, 123.

5-101



But since the disobedient Jews are persuaded by the Divine Scriptures, but speak
against the Resurrection of Jesus, forgetting all that is written, it would be good
to answer them as follows: For what reason, while you say that Elisha and Elijah
raised the dead, do you gainsay the Resurrection of our Saviour? Is it because we
now have no living witnesses to what we say? Well, you should also bring
forward witnesses to the events of that time. But that is written—this is also
written: why then do you receive the one, and reject the other? Those who wrote
that history were Hebrews; the apostles were also all Hebrews: why then do you
disbelieve the Jews? Matthew who wrote the Gospel wrote it in the Hebrew
tongue; and Paul the preacher was a Hebrew of the Hebrews; and the twelve
Apostles were all from the Hebrews: then fifteen Bishops of Jerusalem were
appointed in succession from the Hebrews. What then is your reason for allowing
your own, and rejecting ours, when these also are written by Hebrews from
among you?°%

Cyril even grounds the novelty of Christianity in the Old Testament, presenting it as an
argument in favour of its veracity and its simultaneous continuity with and superiority over
what went before:

Let us test the Jews: Do you serve the Lord, or not? Show then your new name.
For you were called Jews and Israelites in the time of Moses, and the other
prophets, and after the return from Babylon, and up to the present time. Where
then is your new name? But we, since we serve the Lord, have the new name:
“new” indeed, but the new name, which shall be blessed on the earth.>®* This
name caught the world in its grasp: for Jews are only in a certain region, but
Christians reach to the ends of the inhabited world: for it is the name of the Only-
begotten Son of God that is proclaimed.®%

590 CL 14:15 — “Eme1dn 8¢ ov meifovoty ai Ogiar ypagpai Tovg dvnrdovg Tovdaiove, mhadopevol 8¢ mavimv
TAV YEYPOUUUEVOV AVTIAEYOVOL Tf] GvaoTdoetl ToD Incod, kaAdv av €in Tpdc adTovg 0UTMG AVTEMELY. TiVL TG AOY®
tov EMocaiov kol tov HAlav vekpolg &ynyepkévorl AEYOVTES Tf) AvaoTAGEL TOD UETEPOV COTHPOS AVTIAEYETE; OTL
VOV dpa (HVTOG €K TOV TOTE LAPTLPAS OVK EYOUEV TOV AeYOoUEVMV; 0DKODV Kol VUEG TOpAcTCOTE TV TOTE
yeyovotwv paptopac. GAL Eyypogov keivo. kai todto Eyypogov. S Ti ovv TO piv dmodéyecde, 1O O2
amodoxiuélere; EPpaiot Eypayoy ékeiva. kai ol drdotorot mhviec EPpaiot. Sitx ti odv t0ig Tovdaiolg dmoteite;
MatBaiog 6 yphyag to evayyédiov EBpaidt yAdoon todto &ypaye, koi [Tadiog 0 kfjpvé Efpaiog €& ‘Efpaiav, kai
ol dddexo amoéctoror €€ ‘EPpoinv. sita Sskamévie ispocolvpiton émiokomor &£ ‘EPpoiov ot Stodoyxnv
Katéomoay. Tivt Toivov 1@ AOY®m amodéyeche pev ta oikeln, ta 8¢ Nuétepa anodokiudlete, Kol tadTo VIO TOV
nap' vuiv ‘Eppaiov yeypoupéva;”

91 s. 65:15.

592 CL 10:16 — “E&gttiompev tovg Tovdoiovg SovAedete ¢ Kupim fi ov; Ssifate obv 10 Svopa Dudv 1o
kawov. Tovdaiol yap kol Topaniitor ént Moocémg Kol T@V GAA®V TpoenNT®V €KoAElGHe, Kol PETd TNV €K
BopvAdvog émévodov Koi pexpi 1o mopdvrog. Tlod odv 1o dvopa o Kkovdv; Hpelc 84, éneidy Sovdedopey 1
Kopio, &yopev 10 dvopa to kavov: Kavov pev, AL dvopa to Kovov, 0 eddoyndnceton Emi tiig yiic. [lepedpaarto
Ti|g oikovpévng ToUTo TO dvopa. Tovdaiot PV Yap HEXPL Y DPOS TIVOS, ¥PLOTLOVOL OE LEXPL TEPATMV TG OIKOVUEVNS'
70 yap Tod povoyevods Yiod tod Ogod katayyérletal dvopa.”

Cyril is here engaged with what was already in his day a longstanding project, evidenced, for example, in the
writings of Justin Martyr. In addition to large sections of his First Apology (cf. chapters 31-53), Justin’s Dialogue
With Trypho is almost entirely devoted to proving how the notions of a new covenant and a new people are
grounded in the promises and predictions of the Old Testament prophets, who in his Hortatory Address to the
Greeks he presents as Christian teachers to whom the pagan philosophers are indebted (cf. chapters 8-36).
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Also against figures within the Christian community — the prime example being the Marcion
with whom mention of the Ebionites is often coupled — was such an interaction with the Old
Testament necessary. Some, such as Harnack, took this as evidence pointing to an internal
discussion rather than an active engagement with Judaism. Opponents point to the fact that,
with such a heavy emphasis on the Old Testament writings,>*® Christians would be hard pressed
not to come into contact with Jews. As Geoffrey Dunn helpfully summarises,
Stroumsa and Carleton Paget have divided a number of their colleagues into two
camps, each representing one of the two approaches. Juster, Simon, Krauss,
Williams, Parkes, Blumenkranz, Wilken, Blanchetiere, Horbury, de Lange,
Wilson, and MacLennan are allocated to the first group, who support the notion
of ongoing contact between Christians and Jews [and] scholars like Harnack,
Barnes, Rokeah, Schreckenberg, Ruether, Taylor, Johnson, Gaston, and
Efroymson [are allocated] into the second camp of those who assert that the anti-

Judaic literature was written for a Christian readership to help with questions of
self-identity.%%

I shall limit my comments here to Miriam Taylor’s 1995 work,>® which is representative of

modern manifestations of Harnack’s ideas,>® and Carlton Paget’s critique of it.>®’

Key to Taylor’s thesis that the Jews spoken of in adversus ludaeos literature are
symbolic is first the fact that Christian anti-Judaism, unlike pagan anti-Judaism, was largely
exegetical and text-based in nature, lending credence to the idea that it was largely a theoretical
construct, % and second her rejection of proselytising activity among the Jews,*®® which meant
Christians could not be responding to Jews as an active rival group. To her remarks about

exegesis, Carleton Paget points out that “there is much more evidence than she in fact concedes

593 See Jackson 1991b, 431-50.

5% Dunn 2008, 19-21.

5% Taylor 1995.

5% Although Taylor (1995, 4-5) rejects “Harnack’s view that the Jews depicted in the Christian writings were
stereotypical figures adopted for purely literary purposes”, it would seem the differences between this and her
own view of Jews as “symbolic figures who play an essential role in the communication and development the
church’s own distinctive conceptions of God’s plan” are not particularly substantial when contrasted with Simon’s
‘conflict theory’ which sees Jews as members of an active rival group (Simon 1986).

597 < Anti-Judaism and Early Christian Identity’ in Carleton Paget 2010, 43-76.

5% |bid., 119.

59 Taylor 1995, 11-20.
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for contact between Christians and Jews at the exegetical level.”® Origen certainly had ample
contact with Jews in this respect. In his Letter to Africanus, explaining that the book of Tobias
is not in use among the Jews, he stresses that this he “learned from the Jews themselves.”®%
N. R. M. de Lange observes that “Origen realised early the importance of consulting the Jewish
scholars on the question of the transmission and canon of the Bible. Nor was he the first father
to turn to the Jews for help.”®? We may look to Justin Martyr, too, who cites five separate
instances of Jewish corruption of the text of Scripture.®® “I wish you to observe,” he says to
Trypho, “that they [the Jews] have altogether taken away many Scriptures from [the LXX] but
since | am aware that this is denied by all of your nation, | do not address myself to these
points.”®%* Eusebius also informs us of Melito of Sardis, who “visited the east [Palestine] and
arrived at the place where [he] obtained precise information about the Old Testament
books.”®% Then, of course, there is the rather quaint remark by Celsus comparing the dispute
between Jews and Christians to searching for “the shadow of an ass,””®%® something which may
have its roots in the unfounded charge by some pagans that Christians “adore the head of an
ass.”® Taylor’s notion that textual argumentation is evidence of lack of contact in the pre-
Constantinian period does not seem convincing. In Cyril too, exegetical disputes are placed

clearly in the context of dialogue: “If you are ever led into discussion [...] become learned in

many things, and then silence the Jews out of the prophets.”’®%

600 Carleton Paget 2010, 60.

601 Ep. Afr. 13.

602 De Lange 1976, 50.

603 See Tkacz 2011.

804 Dial. 71, trans. ANF 1, 626.

805 HE 4.26.14, trans. Williamson 1989, 135.

806 C. Cels. 3.4.

807 Caecilius, who mentions this charge along with the equally absurd notion that “they worship the genitals of
their priests,” admits that he is unsure as to their veracity but justifies mention of them on the basis of ‘no smoke
without fire’ (See Benko 1986, 58).

608 CL 13:37 — “Koi 8av &ic ovifmoiv mote éunéong [...] ndAiov 8¢ molvpadng yevouevog Tovdaiovg
gmotoule €k 1@V TpoeNTOY.”
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On the question of proselytism, Taylor accepts the existence of proselytes and the fact
that many Gentiles found Judaism appealing, but she discounts evidence of active missionary
activity.®%° Although she fails to take into account imperial legislation forbidding conversion
to Judaism,®'° the evidence she presents is convincing.®** However, as Carleton Paget argues,
it stands only on account of the very limited, aggressive way in which she, or rather Goodman
and McKnight®*? upon whom she relies, defines proselytic mission. Rather, to cite Carleton
Paget, a missionary religion could be defined

as one, which in a variety of ways, makes it clear that conversion to that religion is
a desirable thing. This need not show itself exclusively in [...] ‘aggressive’ forms
[...] (polemic against other beliefs; the sending out of missionaries etc.), but could

manifest itself in an openness to outsiders, expressed in a desire to publicize beliefs,
engage in debate and so on.5%3

He cites G. F. Moore, who, “[w]hile he holds Judaism to be the first great missionary religion
of the Mediterranean, he explicitly denies that Jews sent missionaries out into the partes
infidelium preferring to see the synagogue as the major instrument of mission.”®'* We can see
this at play quite clearly in Cyril’s mind, when he says, “By means of the Divine Scriptures,
which they misinterpret, those of the Circumcision deceive those who come to them; studying

them from childhood until old age®'® and growing old in ignorance.”®'® The Jews ‘deceive

609 Taylor 1995, 16-17.

610 Carleton Paget 2010, 53. See also Linder 1987.

811 This is not to say, however, that evidence for active mission does not exist. We know, for example, that the
Martyrdom of Pionius was cited by Jews to highlight the dangers involved in adherence to the Christian religion,
certainly in an attempt to dissuade fellow Jews from succumbing to the lure of the new Messianic sect, but perhaps
also to attract non-Jews to their own side. For a detailed look at this martyrology, see Fox 1986, 754.

612 Goodman 1992. McKnight 1991.

613 Carleton Paget 2010, 159. As | argue in chapter 7, the Catholic Church saw ‘passive’ mission — primarily
through the living of a holy life as a witness to its transformative power — as just as important as any ‘aggressive’
form.

614 |bid. Also, Moore 1927.

615 Is. 46:3.

616 CL 4.2 — “oi 8¢ ék mepurropdic, St tdV Oeimv ypoedv, g mapelnyodvial Kokdc, TOVG TPOGEPYOUEVOG
amoT®dotv €k madiov peAeTdvVTEG EmG YNP®S, Kai &v apabig Katoynpdvtes.”

By looking at the Sermon on the Paralytic, we can see that Cyril levels against the Jews of his own day the
same accusation he makes against the Pharisees described in the Gospel, who, though they “had learnt the law
and practiced it from childhood to old age, they had become unteachable in their advanced years [...] The one
whom the learned lawyers did not recognize was recognized by those who had no eyes to read with” (5, trans.
Yarnold 2000, 72).
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those who come to them’, but do not themselves go out. But who were these Christians who

sought out Jews in this manner?

The Jewish presence in Jerusalem in the 4" century

By the time of the fourth century, the church had long broken its early connection with
the synagogue, and the Christian community had become overwhelmingly gentile in
composition, this even before the time of post-Constantinian mass conversion. The problem
was no longer one of so-called ‘Jewish Christians’ attempting to impose upon non-Jews the
observance of the Law, but of the ‘Judaizers’: usually gentile Christians whose acquaintance
with Judaism was borne out of their Christian faith, and whose observance of Jewish ritual had
not preceded their conversion to Christianity. Most famous among patristic works dealing with
Judaizers is undoubtedly John Chrysostom’s Kazd lovdaicwv, a somewhat misleading title since
the homilies are directed not at Jews, but at those Christians who observed Jewish laws and
customs. As Chrysostom’s Antioch was home to a large and influential Jewish community, the
question of whether the phenomenon described in his work underlies Cyril’s anti-Jewish
polemics cannot be made without first looking at the much debated status of Jews in fourth

century Aelia Capitolina.

We are told by Eusebius that, following the Bar Cochba revolt in 135, “the entire
[Jewish] race has been forbidden to set foot anywhere in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem,
under the terms and ordinances of the law of Hadrian which ensured that not even from a
distance might Jews have a view of their ancestral soil. Aristo of Pella tells the whole story.”®’

Stemberger suggests the fact that the expulsion of Jews from the Holy City led to the instalment

617 HE 4.6.3, trans. Williamson 1989, 108.
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of its first Gentile bishop, Marcus — something alluded to by Cyril®*® — means that this
probably also included Christians of Jewish origin.5!° This is possible, although it could simply
be that a Gentile bishop, as a leader and figurehead of his community, would be looked upon
more favourably by the authorities than one of Jewish origin, even if the presence of such a

one in the city would have been tolerated.5?°

A tenth century source suggests that this legislation was renewed by Constantine, but,
assuming this to be the case, with considerable modifications that allowed Jews to settle nearby
in the surrounding area.®?! Oded Irshai suggests that the renewal of legislation was more likely
local than imperial.®?2 Constantine’s own attitude towards the Jews is difficult to discern, but,
while negative references to them do exist, one cannot detect any particular effort to suppress
them.%23 Even if we do suppose such a conscious legislative effort, argues Wilken, “that policy
was not carried through in the years after his death. Indeed, one has the distinct impression that
a great gulf lies between the time of Constantine and the age of Theodosius 1.”%%* Even then,
Neusner points out, “the Jews of the land [of Israel] and of the Roman Empire in general
continued to enjoy state recognition and protection.”®?® The Council of Nicea in 325 had
appointed a Christian patriarch of Judaea to rival the Jewish one, which enjoyed legal support

under Constantine.®?® Whatever the case may be, as was demonstrated in the previous chapter,

618 “Fifteen bishops of Jerusalem were appointed in succession from among the Hebrews” [elta Sekamévte
igpocolvpiton énickomot £€ Efpainv kotd dtadoynv katéotnoav] (CL 14:15).

619 Stemberger 2000, 40.

620 Frangois Blanchetiére (1998, 195) speaks of the law applying to “Jews, Christian or not”, but does not
provide any further evidence.

621 Drijvers 2004, 9.

622 Irshai 1995.

623 See Stemberger 2000, 43-47.

624 Wilken 1983, 52.

625 Neusner 1987, 18.

626 See Edwards 2003, xxxv, and Stemberger 2000, 230-68.

It is undoubtedly to these privileges Cyril is reacting when he says “I am ashamed to speak of their recent acts
concerning those who are now called Patriarchs among them, and what their descent is, and who their mother is.
However, I leave it to those who know” [aicydvopar yap Aéyey adt@dV 10 TPOCEATO TEPL TOV KOAOVUEVOV TTap'
avtoig viv matplopy®dv mpdypato, kKol Tt 10 To0TOV YEvoc, Kol Tig 1 utnp. Katalundve 6¢ toig eidootv] (CL
12:17).
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the rigour with which imperial legislation was enforced was to a large extent dependant on the
zeal and interests of local government. | would argue, with Drijvers, that observance of
Hadrian’s law prohibiting Jewish settlement gradually slackened over time and that many Jews
returned to the vicinity of the Holy City,%?’ though his suggestion that they also settled in the
city itself is one | would question on the basis of the witness of the Bordeaux Pilgrim, who
mentions that the Jews would come annually to mourn at the ruins of the temple and then
depart,®?® the account of an eye-witness being more telling than legislation. However, there
seems to be little doubt that the inhabitants of Aelia Capitolina would have had regular
intercourse with a small but permanent Jewish community, albeit outside the confines of the

city proper.

Stemberger only hesitantly refers to Cyril as proof of Jewish settlement near Jerusalem,
adding that this “might also be a standard admonition with no concrete occasion.”®?® As some
of the above citations have already demonstrated, a thorough reading of CL should quickly
disabuse one of any such doubt. When Cyril says “I wish you to make safe what I am going to
say, because of the Jews,”®% he clearly anticipates the possibility of future confrontation.
Likewise, he presents his apologetics as an armament against the attacks of heretics and as a
weapon with which to defeat them:

Be persistent with the catechising, and even if we should prolong our discourse,
let not your mind be tired out. For you are receiving weapons against the adverse
power, you receive weapons against heresies, against Jews, and Samaritans, and
Gentiles. You have many enemies; take up many darts, for you have many to hurl

them at: and you have need to learn how to strike down the Greek, how to fight
against heretic, against Jew and Samaritan.®!

827 Drijvers 2004, 9. His citation of second century Talmudic references to this effect are particularly convincing
(19, n.13). See also Avi-Yonah 1976, 164.

628 |t, Hier. in CSEL 39.22.

629 Stemberger 2000, 42.

630 CL 10:8 — “Q&¢ pot howwdv dopdicar, dié Todg Tovdaiove, 10 Aeydnodusvov.”

831 PC 10 — “Tlapéipieve Toic koTnMoesty: &l kol moALd Tapoteivopey Adyovieg, pimote 1| Stévold cov 8kAv0Ti:
Omhoe yop AauPavelg kata avtikeyévng Evepyeiag Omio AopPdvels kot oipéoemv, kata Tovdaimv, kai
Sopopelt®dv: moAAoVg ExOpovg Exelc, ToALG PEAN AdpPave: TpOC TOALOVE Yap dkovtilelg Kol ypeio. oot pabeiv
TG Kotakovtiong Tov "EAANva, nd¢ dymvion mpog aipetikov, mpog Tovdaiov kal Zapoapeitny.”
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The mention of Samaritans here is of particular interest. Since the second century, the
Samaritans had expanded far beyond Samaria and had established significant communities in
the coastal plain of Palestine.®®? A large Samaritan presence is attested to in Caesarea, the See
to which Cyril’s was subject.®®® Cyril mentions them several times throughout CL, always in
conjunction with the Jews. The exception is his eighteenth lecture, where he challenges the
Samaritan denial of the resurrection, the absence of Jews in this discourse being owed to the
triumph of Pharisaism over Sadducism following the destruction of the temple in the first
century. Cyril’s interest in the Samaritans is clearly local, and his coupling of them with the
Jews, besides the obvious Torah connection, suggests that his concern for them was much the
same: “Fall not away either into Samaritanism, nor Judaism: for Jesus Christ henceforth has
delivered you. Keep away from all observance of Sabbaths, and from calling any indifferent

foods ‘common’ or ‘unclean’.”%%*

The Judaizers

This final citation of Cyril’s attests to the appeal Judaism still had for Gentile
Christians,®*® and reveals concerns very similar to those expressed in the aforementioned
sermons of John Chrysostom. The Golden-mouth warns his listeners that,

the festivals of the pitiful and miserable Jews are soon to march upon us one after
the other and in quick succession [...] There are many in our ranks who say they
think as we do. Yet some of these are going to watch the festivals and others will
join the Jews in keeping their feasts and observing their fasts. | wish to drive this
perverse custom from the Church right now [...] to cure those who are sick with
the Judaizing disease.5%

632 Stemberger 2000, 19.

633 |bid.

834 CL 4:37 — “Koi unte €ic Topapertiopov i Tovdaocpodv éknéong lvtpdoato yép oe Aowmodv Incodg 6
Xpiotdc. [Taong capphtov mapatpicenc dnodctoL kol oD, kowodv fj dcdduptov Aéyety Tt etvor TdV dd10popey
Bpoudatov.”

635 « Ay TVE siécle, a Jérusalem, le débat s'est radicalisé. A en croire Cyrille, les Juifs apparaissent comme une
véritable menace” (Prétot 2014, 183).

636 Adv. Jud. 1.5 (PG 48:850), trans. Harkins 1979, 3-4.
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Elsewnhere he says,
Before | draw up my battle line against the Jews, | will be glad to talk to those who
are members of our own body, those who seem to belong to our ranks although

they observe the Jewish rites and make every effort to defend them. Because they
do this, as I see it, they deserve a stronger condemnation than any Jew.®%’

What immediately stands out when reading these words is the emphasis he places on the fact
that these are “in our ranks” and “members of our own body.” The Judaizers are not an external
threat, not a heretical group or sect, but members of the Catholic Church. He laments that while
catechumens fast but abstain from the Paschal Eucharist on account of their being uninitiated,
these Judaizers, already baptised, abstain in order to celebrate the Jewish Passover in its
stead.%3 While Chrysostom is primarily concerned with those Christians who join in the
Passover celebrations in the synagogue, accusations of judaizing was also levelled against
those whose celebration of the Christian Pasch merely coincided with the Jewish one, despite
no actual contact with the Jews. The historian Sozomen, for example, remarks how around the
time of Ambrose, “the Novatians of Phrygia, contrary to their ancient custom, began to
celebrate the festival of the Passover on the same day as the Jews.”%® There is no reason to
suggest that those who observed the Quartodeciman Easter necessarily did so in imitation of
the Jews — they were simply keeping the traditional Paschalion of Asia — but the fact that it

is thus recorded by ecclesiastical historians and others is telling.

While he argues for an uninterrupted tradition of Christian observance of Jewish
practices from the earliest times, Wilken suggests that the abundance of fourth century sources
dealing with Judaizing point to a resurgence of the phenomenon at that time.54° The attractions
of Judaism for Christians were many. First among these was certainly the antiquity of Judaism

and the view that the Jews were the keepers of the Old Testament. Augustine, for example,

837 |bid. 4.3.4.

638 |bid. 3.5.1

639 HE 6.24, trans. NPNF 2.02, 805. The same sentiment is found in Socrates (HE 4:28).
640 Wilken 1983, 73.
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calls the Jew “the bearer of the books from which the Christians believed,”®*! while
Chrysostom speaks of the “Scriptures which are guarded by them.”%*? We have already seen
how Cyril challenges the claim to antiquity and how he accuses the Jews for deceiving “those
who come to them” by misinterpreting the Scriptures, which they in vain study from childhood

643 Wilken notes that among “the simple and

without ever becoming privy to its truths.
uneducated, the books had magical powers and were capable of working wonders and
miracles,”®* and further posits the efficacy of Jewish magic as a cause of the Judaizing
phenomenon.®* Chrysostom rails against those who defend their visits to the synagogue on
health grounds:

‘They promise to make me well, so I go to them.” Then you must reveal the tricks

they use, their incantations, their amulets, their charms and spells [...]. Let me go

so far as to say that even if they really did cure you, it is better to die than to run to

God’s enemies and be cured that way. What use is it to have your body cured if
you lose your soul?%46

Cyril devotes a great deal of time to the discussion of magic, incantations and amulets.
Although he seems to identify these specifically with paganism, in one instance he immediately
goes on to mention Samaritanism and Judaism, which could imply a connection between the
two.54” However, the lack of a clear correlation means that it is not possible to discern the

extent to which the appeal of Jewish magic might have posed a problem in Palestine.

The problem of Judaizing — while quite different from the issues concerning the
“parting of the ways” paradigm in that it concerns a Gentile Christian embracing of Jewish
practices, rather than the extent of Jewish acceptance of the new Christian message — in many

ways brings us back full circle to one of the original questions posed in light of that paradigm:

841 «“Codicem portat Judeeus, unde credit Christianus” — Enar. In Ps. 56.9 (PL 36:666).
842 <1y map' avroic pviattouévav Ipapdv”’ — Jud. Et gent. 2 (PG 48:815).

843 CL 4.2.

644 Wilken 1983, 80.

845 |hid., 83-88.

646 Adv. Jud. 8.5, trans. Harkins 1979, 207.

847 See CL 4.37.
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what is the purpose of adversus ludaeos and to what extent was it an attempt to forge a reality
which did not in fact exist on the ground? Isabella Sandwell argues that “Neither Christian nor
Greek nor Jewish identity existed essentially or objectively in Chrysostom’s world. Rather,
Chrysostom continually had to construct them out of a situation where many practices were
shared by people whatever their religious alliance.”%*® There is much truth to what she suggests
about the forging of separate Greek and Christian identities, as has already been explored in
the previous chapter, but |1 would question the way in which she approaches Jewish and
Christian identities in the same way. In this respect she relies on the aforementioned arguments
of Boyarin, placing her own thesis on one extreme of the scholarly spectrum. Jews had long
been a distinct category under Roman law; Diocletian, for example, had exempted the Jews
from offering libations, a privilege he did not extend to Christians. Even if only of limited
impact in reality, this legal distinction further developed under Constantine, and later quite
forcefully with the Theodosian Code.%*° While perhaps rarely examined, circumcision, a rite
which even the most ardent judaizer generally thought a step too far, was prohibited for all but
Jews. Official conversion to Judaism, too, was clearly prohibited by law, both ensuring a
degree of physical and societal separation. Moreover, the blurring of the borders between
Judaism and Christianity occasioned by Judaizing was almost entirely one sided. It was not a
problem of Jews participating in Christian worship, nor were they, like the Ebionites, selective
in their acceptance in Christian ideas, representing a sort of midway point between the two. As
such, the suggestion that Jewish and Christian identities were obscure to the point of being
non-existent, and that figures like Chrysostom struggled to construct these out of thin air, does

not appear to reflect the reality.

648 Sandwell 2007, 5.
649 See Stemberger 2000, 2240, and Wilken 1983, 49-55, for a summary.
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Of course, to borrow the words of Wilken, “as useful as this distinction [between
judaizing Christians and Jewish Christians] is for certain purposes, it obscures one significant
fact: the chief identifying mark of both groups was the same: observance of Jewish law.”®>
Although the theological divide between Judaism and Christianity was clear, Cyril, like John
Chrysostom, is undeniably engaged in the strengthening and defining of these identities in an
attempt to form a clear and unambiguous Catholic one, making attitudes to Torah observance

and the incompatibility of Jewish and Christian Old Testament exegesis definitive signets of

membership in the Church.

In their defence, the Judaizers would appeal to the words of Christ: “Do not think that
| have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets; | have not come to abolish them but to fulfil
them,”®®! but for Cyril, the meaning of this was clear: Christ’s fulfilment of the Law and the
Prophets meant, not the continuation of Old Testament ritual, but the completion of the Old
Covenant in order to usher in the New.

[The] Holy Spirit, who in agreement with Father and Son has established the New
Covenant in the Catholic Church,®? has set us free from the burdens of the law that
are hard to bear — | am talking about those (laws) dealing with things common and
unclean, and foods, and sabbaths, and new moons, and circumcision, and
sprinklings, and sacrifices; which were given for a time, and had a shadow of the

good things to come,®® but which, when the truth had come, were rightly
withdrawn.®

As Christians, he says, we are to “raise our thoughts higher than the Jews.”®® To cling to the
observance of these laws and ritual prescriptions was tantamount to a denial of their fulfilment

in Christ and the New Covenant he had established with his people. How much more so when,

850 Wilken 1983, 70.

651 Matt. 5:17.

852 One could also render this “on account of the Catholic Church”.

653 Heb. 10:1.

854 ClI 17:29 — “Todto 10 mveduo 0 &ylov, 10 cvueavig Tatpdg Koi viod v Koy Swdhkny &mi Tiig
kaBolikTig ékkAnoiog cvotnoduevov, NAeLBEP®GEY MUAG TOV SLEPACTAKTMV TOD VOLOV QOPTI®V, TV TEPL KOVOD
kai kafapod Koi fpopdtov Aéym, cofpdtov te Kol vouunvidv, Kol Tig Tepttopuiic, mepppavnpioy 1€ Kai 0ucidv,
8 kot Katpodv eV S00EVTa oK1V ElxE TV HEALOVTOV dyaddv, EABovorc 8¢ TG aAndsiog cuvesTéAheTo Sikaine.”

8% CL 7:2 — “Tavtm yap av tdv Tovdainv dvdtepo ppovoinuev.”
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in order to continue the observance of these rituals, you join company with the people who
denied and crucified Christ! “He [is] no better off than a mule,” chides Chrysostom, “if he,
who professed to worship Christ, would drag someone off to the dens of the Jews who had
crucified him.”®%® The charge of deicide, references to which are replete in Cyril’s works, are
part of what Wilken terms ‘the rhetoric of abuse.”®’ Cyril refers to them as impious,®®
disbelieving,%° having a “murderous spirit”,*® “unwilling to hear,”®! “willingly suffering
from their habit of unbelief [...] for it continues to be their custom to wickedly oppose the truth
[...] always prepared to refute, and reluctant to believe.”®? Cyril makes these accusations all
the more real for his audience by his appeals to hagiographical topography:
Rejoice, all you that mourned before,®® when you heard of the Jews’ acts of
insolence and transgression: for the one they scorned in this place is risen again
[and] there are many witnesses to the Saviour’s resurrection [...] the rock of the
tomb which received him; also the stone shall rise up against the face of the Jews,

for it saw the Lord; and the stone which was rolled away itself bears witness to the
resurrection, lying there to this day.%%*

The purpose of such language seems obvious, namely to discourage contact with the Jews by
making them seem unpalatable, but the theological grounding of the rhetoric makes apparent

the underlying cause of such a desire.

Anti-Jewish ecclesiology

65 Adv. Jud. 3.4, trans. Harkins 1979, 12.

857 Wilken 1983, 123-7.

6% CL 6:33

6% CL 12:16

60 CL 10:12

661 CL 13:24

862 CL 7.3, 12:21, 13:7 — “AX\' Tovddiot pgv 1o cvvidn tiig dmiotiog [...] #0oc yop avtoig oty vmbev Tf
aAnOeiq koaxdg avrinintew [...] ol mavtote €ig avtippnow Eroot Kol oxvnpol Tpog wiotiv.”

883 Cf. Is. 66:10 — “Rejoice with joy all you who mourn over her [i.e. Jerusalem]”.

664 CL 14:1, 22 — “yaipete mavieg dool mpdtepov EmevOrcote tig Tovdainv TOMUAG TE Kol Topovopicg
dxovcavteg O yop VPpiobeic vt avTdv EviadBa modw NyEPON [...] TToAhol udptupéc iot Tig T00 cwTHPOG
avootdoeng [...] métpa tod pvipotog 1 vrodelapuivn, kai 6 Abog dvtikataotioetal €ig mpocwnov Tovdaimv,
adTOC Yap €10 TOV KVPloV. Kol 6 AMBoc 6 TOTE GmOoKLMGOEC 0VTOC HOPTUPSET Tf GVOGTAGEL HEXPL CHHEPOV
Keipevog.”
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More important for our purposes than these sociological questions, however, and what
justifies this study of Cyril’s anti-Judaism separately from his wider heresiology, is the way in
which he and others like him used this kind of anti-Jewish discourse to define the very nature
and purpose of the Christian Church itself:

Before, the Psalmist sang, Bless God in the Church,%® the Lord fiom Israel’s
fountains.®® But after the Jews were cast away from his grace because of the things
they did against the Saviour, the Saviour built out of the Gentiles a second holy
Church of us Christians, about which he said to Peter, And upon this rock | will
build my Church, and the gates of hades shall not prevail against it.°” And David,
prophesying of both these, said plainly of the first which was cast away, | hated the
church of evildoers; but of the second which is built up he says in the same Psalm,
O Lord, I loved your house s majesty; and immediately afterwards, In the churches
I will bless you, O Lord.®%® For now that the one Church in Judea is cast off, the
Churches of Christ are increased over all the inhabited world; and of them it is said
in the Psalms, Sing unto the Lord a new song, his praise is in a Church of devout.®%°
This the prophet follows by saying to the Jews, | have no will among you, says the
Lord Almighty; and immediately afterwards, For from the rising of the sun to its
setting, my name is glorified among the nations.®’® Concerning this Holy Catholic
Church Paul writes to Timothy, That you may know how you ought to behave
yourself in the House of God, which is the Church of the Living God, the pillar and
ground of the truth.®™*

In order for the Catholic Church to be the true Israel of God, the old one must have been cast
out, and membership of the latter necessitates exclusion from the former. Accordingly, the

adoption of the appellation ‘Israel’ by the Christian Church, as hinted at above, does not signify

%5 For the sake of consistency, | have here departed from the NETS version, which here translates éxxinoio
as ‘assembly’ rather than ‘church’.

666 ps, 68:26

667 Matt. 16:18

668 pg. 25:5, 8.

669 ps, 149:1.

670 Mal. 1:10-11.

6711 Tim. 3:15. CL 18:25 — “TIpdtepov Hev obv RIEV 0 WOAL®MSOC" £V EkikAncia edloyeite TOV Bdv TOV KOPIOV,
gk my®v Toponh. a4’ od 8¢ 818 TAC Yevopévog Kot Tod cmTHpog EmPBovAdc dnefArdncav Tovdaiot Tfi¢ ¥dpirog,
Seutépov MKOSOINGEY £ EBVAYV O GOTIP THY TAV YPIoTIAVAY NUGV aylav ékkdncioy, tepi f¢ eine 1 IMétpw” Kai
&mi Ta0 T 1) TETPY 01KOSOUNG® LoV TNV EKKANGIOY, Kol TOAML {00V 0V KaTioyvsovsty avti|. [lepl 8¢ dppotépmv
TOVTOV TPOPNTEVOV CoPDG Eleyev O AaPid, mepl pév tijg mpodtg amoPfindeiong Euionca €xkAnciav
TOVNPEVOUEVAOV" TTEPTL OE THG SEVLTEPUG TG 01KOSOUOVUEVNG £V T® 0OTA YOAUG ONGL KOpLE, NyAmnca e0Tpéneioy
ofkov cov kai €&fg e0BVG" év ékikAnoiolg eDAoyNow o€, KOple. ThG Yap €v Ti| ’IouBaia pdg amoPAndeiong Kata
néong Tig oikovuévng Aowmdv ai 100 Xpiotod mAndovovowv ékkinoiay, mept oV &v yolpolig sipntor doate T
KUPI® GO0 Kooy, 1) oivestc antod év EkkAnsie 0ciov. oig dxdiovda kai 6 TpoErTng TPog Tovdaiovg elmev: 0K
g0t pot BEAnua &v IV, Aéyel kOpLog Tavtokpatwp, Kol EETc €00VG, d10TL GO AvaToAdY NAlov péypt SvoUGY TO
Ovopd pov dedotaotol &v Toig EBvestv. mepi TawTng Thig ayiag KaboAkiic ekkinoiag yphpel tpog Tudbeov O
IodAog iva €idfig év oik® Be0d nd¢ el avaotpépeahat, fitic €otiv ékkAncio Oeod {MvTog, oTOAOG Kol £dpaimpa
Tig dAnBeiac..”
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convergence or solidarity, but rather intense competition with Judaism over who can rightfully
lay claim to a unique, covenantal relationship with God. Referring to the Parable of the
Tenants,®”? Cyril comments, “it is somewhere written, ‘Israel is my first-born Son,” but just
like Reuben, Israel is the rejected first-born; for he went upon his father’s couch, and Israel
cast the Son of his Father out of the vineyard, crucifying him.”®”® God has come to destroy the
former tenants of the vineyard and has given it to others. By faith and baptism the Gentiles

»674 while with the Jews “there is not a cluster of

“are adopted into the sonship of Abraham,
salvation left, not even a trace, for their vine is cut down,”®” for “when the Jews sinned, [they
sinned] not against man, but against God-made-man. Woe to their soul!”®’® Accordingly,
speaking on the blood and water which gushed forth from the side of Christ at the crucifixion,
Cyril explains that “the blood is for the Jews, and the water for the Christians: for upon them
as plotters came the condemnation from the blood; but to you who now believe, the salvation
by water.”®”” “By all things,” John Chrysostom comments on the same parable, “He shows that

they [the Jews] should be cast out for unbelief and the Gentiles brought in.”%’® The point about

unbelief is an important one, for it is for this alone that Cyril condemns the Jews.®”® “What can

672 Matt. 21, Mark 12, Luke 20.

673 CL 11:4 — “kai mov yéypomtor Yid¢ mpwtétokdc pov Topani. AAX, &¢ 6 Poupiv, mpmtdTtokoc Mv
gknentok®g 0 Topanh. Exeivog pév yap avépn €mi mv xoitnv 10d matpdg 6 8¢ Topan tov Yiov tod otpdg
EkParmv €k 10D dpmeAdvog, EoTadpmoey.”

674 CL 5:6 — “Tfj toivuv dpodmti Tfig TioTeng gig viobesiav £pyduedo Tod APpadiy.”
675 CL 14:6 — “map’ oic ob xotorédewmton BOTpug cotnpiag, GAL 0082 EmuAlic. dxxodmtetan Yap 1 Gumerog
avTdv.”

676 CL 13:12 — “@ne1dn 8¢ odk &ig &vOpwmov, GAL' €ig 0oV évavOpomoavta fipaptov Tovdoiot, ovai tfi yoyf
avT®dV.”

677 CL 13:21 — “ Tovdaiolc p&v T aipa, XpoTiovoic 88 1o Hdmp. éxeivoic pév yap o¢ émPovloic 1 &k tod
aipotog Kotadikn, ool 88 T® moTevovTL VOV 1) 010 HOUTOC ot pic.”

Cyril also draws a parallel between the ‘side’ [mAevpdg] of Christ and the creation narrative of Genesis in which
“the woman, who was formed from the side, led the way to sin” (CL 13:21). While Cyril only speaks of Christ’s
piercing as undoing that sin of Eve, John Chrysostom builds upon it a profound ecclesiological image: “Just as at
that time God took the rib of Adam and formed a woman, so Christ gave us blood and water from His side and
formed the Church” (Cat. Stav. 3.18, trans. Harkins 1963, 62). It does not seem unreasonable to posit that Cyril
might also have held to a similar view but that his reluctance to discuss the Eucharist with the catechumens prior
to their reception of it as baptised believers made mention of it in CL inappropriate. The brevity of MC 4 on the
Eucharist means we should not infer too much from the absence of a ‘blood and water’ reference there.

678 In. Mt. Hom. 48 (PG 58:641).

679 In Hom. Par., Cyril draws a parallel between the physical infirmity of those lying around the Sheep Pool
and their unbelief, which “was rife among the Jews” (2). While the paralytic, on account of his faith, was healed
“the Jews remained ill and had no desire to be cured” (13, trans. Yarnold 2000, 76).
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be a greater sin than to crucify Christ?” he asks. “Yet even of this baptism can purify,”® for
“out of the Jews, those who crucified Christ, this great number believed, and were baptised in

the Name of Christ, and ‘continued steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine’.”®8!

The replacing of the Old Israel by the New also signifies a change from a localised and
insular Church to one that is universal, “for Jews are only in a certain region, but Christians
reach to the ends of the inhabited world,®82” a theme central to the definition of catholicity we
encountered in the previous chapter. What exactly he means by “a certain region” when he
would not have been unaware of the vast Jewish diaspora is not entirely clear. It probably refers
to the Jews belonging to a single ethnos, historically attached to the Promised Land in the
Palestinian region — their past presence in Babylon or Egypt had of course been a cause for

lament. His point remains, however: “Persians believe, and Hebrews do not believe.”®82

The greatest proof of God’s abandonment of the Jews was the destruction of the Temple
in Jerusalem in 70 A.D., bringing to an end the Old Testament sacrificial system, which for
Christians had typified the sacrifice of Christ, the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the
world. Again with reference to the Parable of the Tenants, the Didascalia makes a direct
connection between the fall of the Jewish Temple and the rise of the Church:

“He hath removed and forsaken the nation, and Jerusalem is forsaken [...] they
have obeyed not the Lord, and He hath abandoned the vineyard, and behold, your
house [the Temple] is left unto you desolate [...]. God therefore hath left the Nation,
and hath filled the Church, and hath considered her the mount of [His] habitation,
and the throne of glory, and the house of exaltation [...] for one only is the Church
which is the mountain of the Sanctuary of God.”%%

We hear a similar sentiment expressed in CL.:

880 CL 3:15 — “Ti pgilov tod otavpdoat Xpiotdv; kai tovtov kaddpotdv €6t 10 Panticpe.” On baptism and
purification, see Petersen 2011, 3-35.

881 Acts 2:42. CL 17:21 — “ao¢ éx tdv Tovdainv 16V 1oV Xpiotdv 6TanpoKkdTov EKetvmv moTEdcHL T0G0VTOVg
kol év ovopatt Xpiotod Poantiodijvar Kol Tpookoptepelv Ti] oyl Tdv dmootorwv.” Cyril’s views do not,
therefore, represent an absolutist supercessionism, but something more akin to that of Paul in Romans 11, where
the return of the Jewish people through faith is anticipated and desired.

682 CL 10:16 — Tovdaiot L&y yap pHéypl xdPag TIVOGS, XPIoTLVOL 38 PEXPL TEPATOV TG OlkoVUEVNC.

883 CL 13:7 — “IIé¢poau motevovat, koi ‘EPpoiot od miotevovsty.”

684 Didascalia 23-24, trans. Gibson 1903, 105.
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He saw your destruction, he beheld your downfall, he lamented the Jerusalem
which was then; for the one which now is®® shall not be lamented; for that
Jerusalem crucified the Christ, but that which now is worships him.5&

This witness was all the more powerful for Cyril and his listeners, as they stood just meters
away from the ruined Temple Mount which had been deliberately left undeveloped to
emphasise that very point.%8” Cyril is careful to point out the cause of the Temple’s destruction,
which was on account of Jewish disbelief and not an undermining of the Temple’s sanctity:

We worship, therefore, the Father of Christ, the Maker of heaven and earth, the
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob®®®; to whose honour the former temple also,
opposite us here, was built. For we shall not tolerate the heretics who sever the
Old Testament from the New, but we shall believe Christ, who says of the temple,
Did you not know that | must be in my Father's house?%®° And again, Take these
things hence, and make not my Father's house a house of merchandise.®®® Thus
he most clearly confessed that the former temple in Jerusalem was his own
Father's house.®!

When discussing the advent of the antichrist, who Paul says shall “seat himself in the temple
of God,”®®? Cyril juxtaposes the ruined Temple of the Jews with his own Church of the
Resurrection, a prominent symbol of Christianity’s newfound dominance, “which out of the

Christ-loving disposition of the Emperor Constantine of blessed memory, was both built and

beautified as you see”%%:

What temple then? He means the destroyed Temple of the Jews. For let it not be
that it should be the one in which we are! Why do we say this? In order that we
are not thought to favour ourselves. For if he comes to the Jews as Christ, and
desires to be worshipped by the Jews, he will more greatly delude them by placing
great importance on the Temple, giving the impression that he is the man of the

685 Gal. 4:25

686 CL 13:7 — “sidev vudv v dndrsioy, £0sdpnos T anontooty. §0prvel Thv Tepovcaliu Ty toTe" 1| VOV
YOp o0 Opnvnoncetat. 1 eV yap E6Tadpmaosey, 1) 0& VOV Tpockuvel Tov Xpiotdv.”

687 See CL 10:11. On the relationship between the Church of the Holy Sepulchre and the Temple Mount, see
Ousterhout 1990 and Irshai 2009.

6% Ex. 3:6

689 |_uke 2:49

69 John 2:16

891 CL 7:6 — “IIpockuvvoduev toivov tov Iatépo 100 Xpiotod, Tov odpavod kai yiig momthy, tov Odv
ABpady, Toadx kai Toakdp: ob mpodg TRV Kol 6 TPOTEPOS AVTIKPDC MUAY &vtadfo vadg drodounto. OV yip
aveEopedao TOV alpeTk®dv TV TNV Tohoudy TG Kovilg Stabnkng anocxtCovroav LG T XpLotd mesbnooduebo,
¢ AéyovtL mepi Tod igpod- Ovk fiderte, b1 €v 1oig 10D Hatpdg pov del pe sivon; kai oy Apote Tadta Eviedbev,
Kai pn moteite 1OV oikov tod Iatpdg pov oikov éumopiov. Al' @v capéotata OV &v Tepocolpolg TPOTEPOV VOOV,
oikov givai Tod £ontod IMatpdg dpordyet.”

692 2 Thess. 2:4.

893 CL 14:22 — “0 tfic ayiag ékkAnociag obTog oikog 6 i Proypictm Tpoatpéost Tod £mi THC pakapiog ipng
Kavotovtivov tod Baciiémg oikodounbeig te kai g 0pdg obtwg eadpvvieic.”
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race of David, who shall build up the Temple (built) by Solomon. And the
Antichrist is coming when there shall not be left one stone upon another in the
Temple of the Jews, according to the judgement pronounced by our Saviour. %

He must have remembered these words with some trepidation as the emperor Julian, sworn
enemy of the Catholic Church, allied himself with the Jews of Jerusalem and ordered the
rebuilding of the Temple only years later.6% His eventual failure to fulfil this task, and his
premature death shortly thereafter, would certainly have served to strengthened the symbolism
of the empty Temple Mount for the Holy City’s Christians. Chrysostom, living in a post-Julian
era, declares that “the testimony of time puts the gag of silence on [the Jews’] shameless words
[...] not only fifty years but many more than one, two, or three centuries have passed since
Jerusalem was captured. And never has there been seen a single trace or shadow of change for
which you were waiting [...] the temple will never be rebuilt.”®® Taking into account his
audience, the Judaizers, the fact that Chrysostom gives such a thorough response to the Jewish
claims regarding the eventual rebuilding of the Temple might suggest that this was something
to which certain Christians, under the influence of Jewish exegesis, also looked. This would
explain why Cyril devotes so much time to the antichrist’s deception of the Jews by means of
the Temple, once again juxtaposing the falling away of the old Israel on account of their
unbelief and the new Israel, the Church of believers:

The children of the Jews, by rejecting the one that came and looking for the one

who comes in evil, rejected the true Christ, and the deceived wait for the deceiver.

Also in this the Saviour is found to be true, who said, | have come in my Father’s

name, and you received me not: but if another shall come in his own name, him

you will receive [...] Let the Jews, then, be led astray, since they so will: but let
the Church of God be glorified.®’

694 CL 15:15 — “moiov &ipa vadv; tov korareAvpévov év Tovdaimv enoiv. pm yévorto yap todtov év ¢ Eopév.
o ti tovTo Aéyopev; tva pun vopulmpedao yopilesBat Eavtoic. el yap dg Xprotog tpog Tovdaiovg Epyetal Kot VIO
‘Tovdaiwv Tpockuveichar BodreTal, tva avTovg PElOVMG ATOTNOT, TEPIOTOVSUCTOV TOLEITOL TOV VadV, DIoyiay
O1000¢, 6Tl aOTOHC €0tV O €K YEVOUS AoPid O TOV VO LOAOPDVOC VOOV KOTOOoKELOoHEVTA PHEAL®V 0lKOSOpETY.
"Epyetan 6¢ 0 Avtiypiotog 10T€, 6tav v 1@ vad tdv Tovdaimv AiBog émt AiBov ur| peivy katd v 100 6mTHPOg
amoéQacty.”

89 For a full treatment of Cyril and Julian’s attempt to rebuild the Temple, see chapter 5 of Drijvers 2004, 127—
52.

69 Adv. Jud. 3.14-4.1, trans. Harkins 1979, 109-10.

897 CL 12:2-3 — “Tovdoimv 8¢ maidec, Tov pév EM0dvTo d0eTodvTEC, TOV 88 KoKMdC EPYOLEVOV TPOGOOKGHVTEC,
TOV Hgv aAndii Xpiotov mapnrioovto, Tov 0& mAdvov ol mhovndévieg ékdéyovtal, aAnBodc kai &v tovT® 10D
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Moreover, the sign by which believers are to recognise the genuine return of the Messiah, is
precisely the symbol of Jewish disbelief and betrayal:®%

But what is the sign of his coming? Lest an adverse power dare to imitate it. And
then shall appear, He says, the sign of the Son of Man in heaven.®®® Now Christ's
own true sign is the Cross; a sign of a luminous Cross shall go before the King,
declaring the one who was formerly crucified, in order that the Jews who previously
pierced and plotted against him may mourn tribes by tribes’® when they see it.’%

There is a sharp contrast between the mourning of the Jews and the reactions of the
Jerusalemites who were “overcome both with fear and joy at the divine vision [of the luminous
cross above the Mount of Olives]. Young and old, men and women of every age [...] natives
and foreigners, Christians and pagans visiting from abroad, all together as if with a single voice
raised a hymn of praise to God’s Only-begotten Son the wonder-worker.”’°? Gregory of Nyssa
extends this also to the Judaizers:

For in truth, as the Gospel says, “when he shall come in his glory escorted by the

angels”’®, he is scarcely bearable and visible to the righteous. He who is impious

and follows the Judaizing heresy remains without a share in that vision, for let the

impious be removed, as Isaiah says, and “he shall not see the glory of the
Lord.”704705

Later legends detailing the discovery of the true Cross by Helen, the mother of

Constantine, are coloured by a similar anti-Jewish character.’®® Although a number of variants

omTHpog eVpLoKoéVoL Tod gimdvtog Eyd éAiva év 1@ dvopatt Tod Totpds Hov Kol 00 AapPaveté e, £0v 08
BAAog ENON &v T dvopatt ¢ 18iw, dkeivov Mjyecbe [...] Tovdaiol pév obv mavacOmcay, émeldn 0hovay, 1 88
ékkAncio tod Beod do&aléchm.”

6% On this point, see ‘La Croix Annoncée par les Prophétes: Le signe qui juge les Juifs dans I’attente du Second
Avénement’ in Prétot 2014 (181-6).

69 Matt. 24:30.

700 Zach. 12:12.

01 CL 15:22 — “AM\0 moiov T mopovsiog onvtod 10 onuelov €oti; py mote tolunon Svvaug évavtio
pymoacBat. kol tote ovnoegtol, enot, o onueiov 10 viod ToD AvOpdTOL &V T® 0Vpov@. onueiov 88 AANOEg
dwov tob Xpiotod €otv 0 oTOVPOS. POTOEWODS oTAVPOD onueiov mpodyel TOV Pociiéa, dMAoDV TOV
otovpodévta TpdTEPOV, tva id0VTEG 01 TPOTEPOV EKKEVTNGUVTES Kol EmPoviedoavteg Tovdaiot KOWwvTOL Aol
KOTd QUAGG.”

792 Ad Const. 4, trans. Yarnold 2000, 69.

703 Matt. 25:31

04 s, 26:10

%5 |_ife of Moses, Book 2, trans. Malherbe and Ferguson 2006, 100.

76 Also marked by an anti-Jewish sentiment is a famous, though clearly fictitious, account of her own
conversion, which sees her trying persuade her son of the superior merits of Judaism before Pope Silvester’s
miraculous defeat of a group of rabbis initiates her own acceptance of Christianity (Edwards 2003, xxxi).
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exist,’% they share a common narrative in which she embarks on a pilgrimage to the Holy City
and, while there, interrogates the remnants of the local Jewish community as to the whereabouts
of the relic. One of their number, rather fittingly named Judas, admits he had the secret passed
on to him from previous generations, but only under torture does he reveal its location.”®® As
we have seen, Cyril does not betray any knowledge of Helen’s discovery of the relic, even

though he provides the earliest reference to the true Cross,’®

compounded by Egeria’s
attestations to its presence in Jerusalem at his time.”'° Her involvement is, however, mentioned
as early as Ambrose’s On the Death of Theodosius, references also being made by Rufinus and
Paulinus of Nola,’? making it pertinent to our discussion. One could certainly see Cyril
juxtaposing the described Jewish attempts at subversion with Christian revelation, the Jews’

attempt to hide the sign of their crime of disbelief only heightening the bitterness of their shame

as it appears radiantly and openly in the heavens for all to see.

Also in the Syriac Letter on the Rebuilding of the Temple it is the cross that becomes
the signet of Jewish unbelief. The author recalls God’s sentence upon “the city of the crucifiers”
and how the building plans were sabotaged, first by adverse weather and subsequently by a
great earthquake, that “His truth might be seen by His worshippers in the face of the audacity
of the Jews who had crucified Him.” The Jews seek refuge at the doors of the synagogue, but
these are flung open by a great explosion and a ball of fire which consumes many of those
standing outside. A great number, along with pagans, immediately confess their faith in the
God of the Christians and hasten to receive baptism. He that persisted in his unbelief, however,

“found his clothes openly reprove him, having the mark of the cross stained on them.” In the

07 See Edwards 2003.

78 |hid., 73, 86.

799 For this and the use of the Inventio in the battle of rival sees for primacy, see ibid., xxxix.

10 36.5 —Wilkinson 1999, 155.

711 Ob. Theod. 43-7 (PL 1400A-1401C); HE 10.7-8 (PL 21:475C-478A); Ep. 31 (PL 61:326B-330B).
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end “there was not a single person left in the city who had not received the sign or mark of the

living cross in heaven. And it instilled great fear in all.”’*?

The cross, being the boast of Jerusalem which features so prominently throughout all
of Cyril’s works, as well as those associated with him, is central also to his anti-Judaism. As
the means of Christ’s death according to the flesh, the cross is at once the symbol of Old Israel’s
rejection of God, and his abandonment of them, and the redemption and victory of the New
Israel. It was the sign in which the godly emperor had been told to conquer and spread to the

entire world what had previously been confined to a single region.

Conclusion

In order to fully understand the purpose and meaning of Cyril’s anti-Judaism, and
arguably the fourth century corpus of adversus loudaeos literature in general, it is necessary to
move beyond the confines of the various false dichotomies which appear to epitomise so much
of the scholarship on the subject. Harnack and Taylor’s dichotomies of didactic and pragmatic,
insider and outsider, certainly are not applicable. Catechetical in nature, Cyril’s writings are
primarily didactic and targeted at a limited group of insiders, but, at the same time, they
anticipate contact and confrontation and imply a secondary, external dissemination of
information through debate and dialogue. One should not, therefore, assume that the apologetic
elements in CL were not born out of actual challenges from Jewish exegetes, rather than the
fictional straw men envisaged by Harnack. Likewise, the desire to strengthen separatism and
definite identities through the use of rhetoric does not, as Sandwell suggests, mean that such
identities therefore did not yet exist in reality. Moreover, while the tone and style of Cyril’s

rhetoric may be formed by a variety of sociological factors, his primary message is underpinned

12 The “sign’ presumably refers to baptism while the ‘mark’ refers to the cross stained on the clothing of the
unbelievers.
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by a fundamental theological concern, rooted in his understanding of the Scriptures: the Church
as the only Israel of God, a truth upon which his entire ecclesiology is based. Lastly, I think it
goes without saying that there is a vast and unbridgeable chasm between the theologically
inspired anti-Judaism of the patristic age and the vile anti-Semitism which plagued European

thought in later centuries, though the former was often misused to justify the latter.”*3

13 While now generally avoided in modern theological discourse, one place such patristic anti-Jewish polemic
survives even today is in the form of liturgical poetry and hymnography. For a recent treatment of this, see Bucur
2017, 39-60.
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Chapter 6 — The Tribe of Heretics: Heresiology as an expression of
catholicity

“Now then,” to use the words of Cyril, “let me finish what remains to be said about [the
article], ‘In one holy Catholic Church,” on which, though one might say many things, we will

only say a little.”"14

The dispute over who constituted the true Israel of God was not just a Jewish-Christian
one. Christians themselves were widely divergent in their beliefs and practices, and the early
centuries A.D. saw an intense struggle for legitimacy and prominence between a myriad of
competing Christian groups. Mark Edwards notes that, “As early as the third century [the] body
[of Christians] was so divided that the catholic church was merely one of a number of
communions.”’*® “Not only among the Gentiles has the devil waged this contest,” says Cyril,

“but many falsely called Christians, wrongfully designated by the sweet name of Christ.” "

While modern scholarship might define Cyril’s legacy by his importance for liturgical
studies, hagiographical tradition remembers him first and foremost as a great apologist, not
only against pagans and Jews, but as a champion of Orthodoxy standing up to the false
teachings of Christian heretics. This is only natural, as large sections of CL are heresiological
in nature, and the fact that we find late heresiological works bearing Cyril’s name, such as the
17" century Slavonic work Kyrillova Kniga,”*” or Book of Cyril, is testament to his enduring

influence in this genre of literature.

714 CL 18:22 — "\eyécbw 8& o Aeimovto kai Téog St 10 kai gig piov dyioy kaolikny kkAnciav, mepi fig
oML P&V €inglv Suvatov Ry, St dAiymv 8& époduey.”

15 Edwards 2009, 9.

"6 CL 6:12 — "Koi o0 poévov v toic £0vikoic énnymvicato tadta O Siéforoc dArd yop 10N kol moArol tdv
YPLOTIAVAV YEVOIDG AEYOUEVMV, TBV T® £DMOECTATH XPLoToD OVOUATL KOKDG TPOGOYOPELOUEV®Y."

17 Kirillova Kniga (Moscow: Moscow Printing House, 1644).
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As with his references to Judaism and paganism, Cyril’s heresiology indicates that at
least a number of the groups he mentions had an active presence in Palestine, and presupposes
contact and interaction. From an ecclesiological standpoint, the particulars of each heresy and
Cyril’s responses to them are not of great interest. Drijvers, for example, provides a very good
summary of the various groups and doctrines mentioned in CL, and to do the same here in
detail would thus be quite superfluous.”*® What is of great interest, however, is the way in
which Cyril seemingly makes no attempt to distinguish between these various heresies. While
he paints certain groups as being more dangerous than others, presumably because they would
have posed an immediate threat to his listeners, he does not depart from his threefold
categorisation of those outside the Church as either Greeks, Jews or heretics. In many instances
he makes no attempt to identify the heresies at all, and will frequently list numerous errors
prefaced only by a warning to keep away from “those who say” [t@v leydvrwv] such things,
without any attempt to explain who they might be. In the context of a less binary
Religionsanschauung, one in which different Christian groups occupied different spaces on a
spectre of orthodoxy and heresy, one would expect to see greater care to identify these and
categorise them accordingly. In Cyril’s Catechism, however, various forms of Gnosticism,’®
which posit a multiplicity of gods — the benevolent Father of Christ standing in opposition to
the malevolent creator of the visible universe — as well as mocking accounts of Manichaean
rejections of the material world and necessities of life, are spoken of in the same breath as

Sabellian modalism, Arianism, and other theological errors which at first would probably have

seemed like little more than semantical pedantry to many of his listeners. This, of course, would

18 In order of appearance: Arianism; Valentinianism; Marcionism; Manichaeism; Sabellianism; Docetism;
Marcellus of Ancyra, Simon Magus, Cerinthus, Menander, Carpocrates, the Ebionites, and Basilides. ‘Pagans,
Heretics, Jews, Gnostics and Manichaeans’ in Drijvers 2004, 97-126.

191t is now generally accepted that “Gnosticism” as a unified religious system is a modern, scholarly construct.
For a recent study of how the term has been variously used and defined in Late-Antique lituerature and modern
scholarship, see Edwards 2017. See also King 2017 and Hayes 2017.
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have made them all the more dangerous, since the insufficiently catechised might fall into the
snares of such heretics quite unwittingly. For this reason, Cyril warns them:

If ever you are sojourning in cities, inquire not simply where the Lord's House is

(for the other heresies of the profane also attempt to call their own grottos houses

of the Lord), nor simply where the Church is, but where is the Catholic Church. For

this is the peculiar name of this Holy Church, the mother of us all, which is the bride
of our Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God."?°

Read in light of this passage, it becomes clear that Cyril’s lumping together of all forms of
heresy into a single group is part of a binary division of all Christians into Catholics and non-
Catholics, the faith of the Church and those who depart from it. Once outside and separated
from the Catholic Church, the severity of error is of little relevance; what matters is adherence

or non-adherence to the Catholic party.

Notwithstanding the use in the Book of Acts of “the way” (7 ddd¢) to designate the
religious movement led by the Apostles of Jesus’?!, the Gospel of Matthew makes it clear that
Christ, in his own words, did not simply bring a particular set of teachings, but founded a
Church,’?? a distinct and discernible community of believers, albeit variously defined.
‘Christianity’ as an umbrella term covering a variety of heterodox groups together with the
orthodox Catholic party, based on a lowest common denominator, is rejected by figures like
Cyril. To the extent that there is room for variance, it is possible only within the Catholic
Church. Just as “all the gods of the nations are demons,”’% so are non-Catholic churches dens

of profanity, and Christians outside the Catholic Church are falsely so-called.”?* The Apostle

720 CL 18:26 — “Kév mote émdnufic &v mokeot, un amidg &Eétale mod tod kvpakodv Eott (koi yop ai Aotwol
TOV AcEPDV aipEcElC KVUPLOKA TO EQVTMY OTHANLD KOAEY EMtyelpodaot), unde mod oty anAdg 1 EkKAnGcio, GAAL
oY €oTv 1 kaBohikn) EkkAncio. TodTo Yap idtKOV Gvopa TuyXavel TG ayiog TavTng Kol UNTpog NUdV Anaviov.
T vopoen pév €ott Tod kupiov MUY Incod Xpiotod, tod povoyevods viod tod Beod,”

2L Acts 9:2, 19:9, 19:23.

22 Matt. 16:18

23 ps, 95:5 LXX (NETS)

724 Cyprian of Carthage says clearly of the Novatians that, because they are separated from the Catholic Church,
they cannot be said to have any church at all, since the Church of Christ is one and unique. Moreover, being
outside the Church, their creedal confession of the “holy Church” makes theirs a different Creed — despite
employing identical wording to that of the Catholics — expressing a different dogma (Ep. 69.6 [PL 4:404]).
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Paul, of course, had himself spoken, not of Greeks, Jews, and Christians, but of Greeks, Jews,

and the Church of God.”®

What is particularly interesting about the above passage is that, while other appellations
such as ‘Christian’ or ‘church’ are used by a number of different groups, the claim of Cyril’s
party to the title ‘Catholic’ appears to be entirely uncontested, for which reason he is able to
refer to it as its idwov dvouo and give his hearers complete assurance that they will not
unwittingly join with heretics so long as they seek out the congregations which identify
themselves by this name. We find an almost identical passage in the letters of Cyril’s Spanish
contemporary, Pacian of Barcelona:

Suppose, this very day, | entered a populous city. When | had found Marcionites,
Apollinarians, Cataphrygians, Novatianists, and the rest of that kind who call
themselves Christians, by what name should | recognize the congregation of my
own people, unless it were called “Catholic”? [...] This name “Catholic” does not

ring of Marcion, nor of Apelles, nor of Montanus; nor does it take heretics as its
originators.’®

The unique claim of catholicity thus appears to have been equally uncontested in the West. It
is telling that Sympronian, the Novatian to whom Pacian’s epistle is addressed, does not at any
point challenge this claim, but rather takes issue with the name itself.”?’ “The Communion of
the Church which is Catholic,” says Augustine, “is called Catholic not only by its own members
but also by its enemies. Whether they will or no, heretics and schismatics use no other name

for it than the name of Catholic.”’%8

That we should see this in the fourth century is not surprising. By the time Cyril came
on the scene, the catholic identity of his party had received official acknowledgement by the

imperial authorities, who had assembled the members of this party — not that of the

251 Cor. 10:32

726 Ep, 1 C. Sym.: De Catholico Nomine 3:3, trans. Hanson 1999, 20-21.

27 |bid.

728y, Rel. 7:12, trans. Burleigh 1953, 232. “Tenenda nobis est Christiana religio, et ejus Ecclesie
communicatio, qua Catholica est, et Catholica nominatur, non solum a suis, verum etiam ab omnibus inimicis.
Velint nolint enim ipsi quoque heeretici, et schismatum alumni, quando non cum suis, sed cum extraneis loquuntur,
Catholicam nihil aliud quam Catholicam vocant” (PL 34:128)
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Novatianists or others — at Nicea, and even before it was enshrined in law in the Code of
Theodosius, the use of the term in Constantine’s decrees and letters gave it a legal status that

would have made it near impossible for any rival group to gainsay.

This does not mean, however, that this recognition of the Catholic party, which
“emerged as victorious from the conflicts of the second and third centuries” and to which nearly
every modern form of Christianity owes its origin,”?® was simply an arbitrary consequence of
Constantine’s personal whims. Despite the presence of numerous competing groups and a less
precise definition of catholic orthodoxy, we nevertheless see that, as early as the second
century, “there were clearly communities of Christians who were perceived, even by non-
Christians, as belonging together, as the ‘Great Church,” and who identified themselves,
together, in various ways and through various practices, as orthodox in distinction to
heretics.”’® Mark Edwards, likewise, argues that “while there was evidently some difference
of belief and much diversity in the expression of belief, there was no unregulated ferment of
opinion such as is posited by those who speak of different and competing Christianities.”’!
Rather he maintains that a concern for orthodoxy was present from the very beginning, “that
so long as a gospel has been proclaimed it has always been accompanied by harangues against
false professors.”’®? This he attributes to the “episkopoi or overseers, who were formidable
guardians of a norm which they believed to be that of Paul and the evangelists, [and] intolerant

of locutions or conceits that were not of apostolic provenance; consequently they saw only a

polar antitype to the gospel in other systems.”

729 Erhman 2003, 4.
730 Behr 2013, 9.

731 Edwards 2009, 1.
732 | pbid.
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The bishop as a prerequisite for catholicity

The fourth-century bishop was a significant and multifaceted figure. He was not merely
an administrator, but an ascetic, holy man, philanthropist, theologian, and martyr, actively
engaged in every aspect of the Christian community’s spiritual and practical struggles.”*® While
earlier scholarship is wont to overemphasise the radical movement of the Church from
charismatic to institutional — and therefore the importance of the bishop as an institutional
figure — during the reign of Constantine, gaining the ear of the imperial authorities inevitably

elevated the bishop to a position he had not occupied earlier on the world stage.”*

As we have already seen, Ignatius of Antioch establishes a clear connection between
the person of the bishop and the catholicity of the Church in the immediate aftermath of the
New Testament period.”® 73 Cyril Hovorun argues that Ignatius saw the word unity (évérrc)
as “a synonym for church” and that “‘Catholic’ for Ignatius meant keeping together as opposed
to standing aside.””®” His various epistles were written out of this concern for the “unity of the
church as a single universal community.”’3® Thus, although Ignatius promoted a
monoepiscopacy in the Church, he saw this episcopacy “not in terms of authority, but as a
means of preserving the catholic / non-sectarian character of community.”’3® Nikolaos
Loudovikos argues for a similar reading of Ignatius, asserting that the figure of the bishop as
distinct from the rest of the presbytery emerges not “as an individual clothed in authority or the
centre of an institutional structure,””#? but as a response to the need “for someone who in the

post-apostolic Church would serve the liturgical manifestation of the unity of the multiple

733 See Rapp 2005; Sterk 2004; Drake 2000.

73 Constantine draws parallels between episcopal and imperial roles when he refers to himself as the “bishop
of those outside” the Church (Vita Const. 4.24).

735 Epistle to the Smyrneans 8.2

736 For an overview of the role of the Bishop in the first to fifth centuries, see Patsavos 2007. Ignatius of Antioch
is discussed on pp.35-38.

37 Hovorun 2015, 49.

738 |bid.

739 |bid.

740 | oudovikos 2015, 27.
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congregations of a region against the schisms. [...] The ministry of the unity of the Church thus
appears to be the sole motive” for distinguishing the episcopate from the presbytery, although
he regards this distinction as an internal one “within the one unitary rank of bishop-

presbyter.”’4!

Moroziuk asserts that “[w]hereas Ignatius stresses the need of the hierarchy for
catholicity, no such stress is evident in Cyril.”’#? Generally speaking, this is a rather curious
statement to make about a man so frequently charged with political intrigue and episcopal self-
promotion as Cyril. However, it also does not ring true when taking into account the content
of Cyril’s own words. Moroziuk himself admits that “Cyril identifies this highly charismatic
society with the external Church of which he was a presbyter and bishop and which alone he
believed endowed with every virtue and charism that led to eternal life.”’*® If catholicity is
coterminous with the external Church, then surely the hierarchy, whom Cyril identifies as the
“doorkeepers” (Qupwpdv)’* responsible for inclusion in and exclusion from said Church, are
a necessary prerequisite for catholicity. We see in CL, not only clear reference to bishops,
presbyters and deacons,’® but the Apostle James is repeatedly referred to, not as “apostle” but
as first bishop of Jerusalem.’

Let no heretic ever persuade you to slander the Resurrection. For to this day the
Manichees say that the Resurrection of the Saviour was illusionary and not true
[...]. He was seen of James, his own brother, and first Bishop of this diocese.

Seeing then that such a Bishop originally saw the risen Christ Jesus, then you, his
disciple, should not disbelieve him.”*

1 |bid., 26-27. Following an assertion first made by P. N. Harrison (1936, 85-88), Brent (2007) suggests that
Ignatius’ attempt to introduce a threefold hierarchy of bishop, presbyter, and deacon had caused serious unrest in
the church, and that his subsequent martyrdom was an attempt on the part of the civil authorities to quell the
resulting disorder. His arguments are convincingly refuted by Azize (2015) and Weinandy 2005 (73, n.4), who
argue that Ignatius was “merely clarifying and expounding [...] the evident implications and consequences” of an
already recognised ecclesiastical order.

742 Moroziuk 1989, 175.

3 |bid.

744 PC 4

745 See, for example, CL 17:35

746 CL 4:28, 14:21

47 CL 14:21 — “pn moté of T aipeTikdc meion Svopnuficar T dvactacty. uéypt yap orjpepov Maviyoiot
AEYOVGL OVTOCIOON Kol 00K GANOT] 10D coTiipog TV dvactacty yeyovéval [...] Ererta deon TakdPw, @ £avtod
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Cyril is here quite unequivocal in identifying himself as heir both to James’ apostleship and to
his doctrinal authority as a witness of the resurrection. A disciple of Cyril’s is a disciple also

of James. It is quite clear, then, that Cyril saw the person of the bishop, by virtue of his apostolic

748

succession,*® as a safeguard and expression of doctrinal catholicity and ecclesial unity in much

the same way as Ignatius had done, and that his unique ability to bear witness to the orthodox
faith made him a necessary element in the definition of catholic identity in opposition to that
of heretics and schismatics. Irenaeus of Lyons expresses it thusly:

Wherefore it is incumbent to obey the presbyters who are in the Church,—those
who, as | have shown, possess the succession from the apostles; those who, together
with the succession of the episcopate, have received the certain gift of truth,
according to the good pleasure of the Father. But [it is also incumbent] to hold in
suspicion others who depart from the primitive succession, and assemble
themselves together in any place whatsoever, [looking upon them] either as heretics
of perverse minds, or as schismatics puffed up and self-pleasing, or again as
hypocrites, acting thus for the sake of lucre and vainglory. For all these have fallen
from the truth. And the heretics, indeed, who bring strange fire to the altar of God—
namely, strange doctrines—shall be burned up by the fire from heaven, as were
Nadab and Abihu.”® But such as rise up in opposition to the truth, and exhort others
against the Church of God, [shall] remain among those in hell, being swallowed up
by an earthquake, even as those who were with Chore, Dathan, and Abiron. But
those who cleave asunder, and separate the unity of the Church, [shall] receive from
God the same punishment as Jeroboam did.’®°

Irenaeus is one of the very few extra-biblical non-heretics mentioned by name in CL,
appearing in the preface to Cyril’s catalogue of heresies, where he is dubbed the ‘exegete’ (d
écnyntng).”™ The fact that Cyril makes mention of a number of heresies which do not seem to
have had any presence in fourth century Palestine, and therefore would have had little practical
relevance to his hearers, suggests some degree of reliance on Against Heresies from which the
above citation is taken. Taking into account Dulles’ concept of catholicity in time, Cyril asserts

the catholicity of the Church and delineates its borders through his heresiology, not only by

HEV GOEAPD, EMICKOT® Of MPOT® TG TMOPOIKING TOVTNG. TOWOVTOV TOIVLV EMGKOTOL TPOTOTONMOG 1OOVTOG
avaotavia Tov Xplotov Incodv ob 6 tovtov pabnrrg un driotons.”

48 Arnold (1953) gives particular attention to James and the Church of Jerusalem in his seminal work The
Apostolic Succession in the First Two Centuries of the Church.

9 Lev. 10:1-2

750 Adv. Haer. 4.26.2, trans. ANF 1, 1237.

1 CL 16:6
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establishing a divide between orthodoxy and heresy, between full and incomplete teaching, but
makes the very exercise itself an expression of catholicity by making reference to Irenaeus and

showing himself to be a successor of this legacy.

Like Ignatius of Antioch, Irenaeus is another personage seminal to the formation of
early catholic identity whose work and intentions have undergone a re-evaluation by modern
scholarship. As John Behr notes, the “discovery over the past century of long-lost texts written
by those whom [Irenaeus] opposed [...] it is claimed, give us access to early alternative and
equally legitimate approaches to Christianity, ones that were marginalized, excluded, and
condemned by patriarchal bishops, among whom Irenaeus stands first in line.””®? “Who does
not think of Luther?” asks von Harnack, portraying Marcion as a brave defender of the true
Gospel as he singlehandedly stands before the gathering of an intolerant Roman hierarchy,
seeking to exclude all who did not conform to their catholic orthodoxy.”* However, Behr
argues that, in fact, the opposite was true. Part of what made the church catholic — “that is,
all-encompassing”>* — was its ability and willingness to tolerate and include diversity of

opinion.

Adapting one of the themes in Irenaecus’ own theology,”® he describes this catholic
diversity as “a symphony, comprised of different voices throughout time, each lending
themselves to the melody being played, with different timbres and tonalities, inflections and
themes, and each in turn being shaped by the symphony.”"*® While Edwards defines orthodoxy

as “whatever is taught in any epoch by the majority of bishops™ and catholicity as concurrence

52 Behr 2013, 1.

53 Harnack 1924. Quoted translation: id. 1990, 18.

54 Behr 2013, 12.

75 cf. Adv. Haer. 4.14.2

756 Behr 2013, 9.

Compare Cyril Hovorun’s (2016) argument that, “Only the polyphony of the Church can secure her infallibility.
Only when the voices abandon their hierarchical solitude and join together, they utter truth [...]. The pleroma that
endorses the polyphony of the Church is the process of reception” (67).
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with this majority,”®” Behr maintains that his catholic symphony is not “constructed by any
individual voice or all the voices together but is governed by its own rhythm and rules,”’®
namely the “‘canon of truth’, by which Irenaeus does not mean [...] a set of doctrines detached
from the Scriptures and their interpretation, but rather an expression, which can vary depending
on context, of the coherence of Scripture as a mosaic of Christ.”’*® He goes on to argue that
“the purpose of the ‘canon’ was not to demarcate a set of teachings that must be accepted and
to curtain reason or further thought, but instead to make further reflection possible.””®® Thus
when Irenaeus “lists the successors of teachers in Rome, all of whom, he claims, have
consistently taught the same, this is not cast in terms of maintaining, statically, an original
deposit of teachings separate from the Scriptures [...] but that in their preaching [...] these
figures were all part of the same symphony, with all the diachronic and synchronic diversity
that this entails.”’®! Similarly, Cyril’s appeal to Irenaeus is an attempt to demonstrate that he
too forms part of this scriptural mosaic, this symphony conducted by the living tradition of the

apostles, handed down to him by “the bishops of old, the presidents of the Church.”®2

In the case of Marcion, “that mouthpiece of ungodliness” and “inventor of mischief”,
as Cyril dubs him,”®® it was his attempt to impose his alien God on the rest of the church, and
their subsequent refusal to accept this novel deity, which had caused him to sever himself from
the “symphony of the one body of Christ” in order to play “similar but separate tunes.”’®* Even
if, as Epiphanius suggests, the scene here is one of excommunication,’®® Marcion had given

them an ultimatum that left them with little other choice, and had shown himself to be the

57 Edwards 20009, 7.

58 Behr 2013, 9.

9 1bid., 11.

760 1hid.

761 1bid., 10.

762 CL 4:35

763 CL 6:16. For a comprehensive work on Marcion, see Lieu 2015. Cyril is discussed on pages 386 and 396,
n.13.

764 Behr 2013, 10.

7% Panarion 42.2.8
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intolerant one, attempting, as he did, “to force decisions on other congregations by means of a
synod.”’% This “contest of wickedness was aided also by Valentinus,” says Cyril. Yet also
here, as Einar Thomassen argues convincingly, one does not see a teacher of false doctrines
hounded out of the church by an intolerant catholic hierarchy, but rather a reformer who, with
his followers, gradually “decided to withdraw from the division and strife plaguing Roman
Christianity, in order to be, all by themselves, the true spiritual church in unified self-
sufficiency.”’®” Larry W. Hurtado also considers a “readiness to recognize one another (despite
their differences)” and “accommodate diversity” to be a defining feature of “proto-orthodox
Christianity,” pointing to the New Testament inclusion of four divergent Gospel accounts, in
contrast to Marcion’s use of a single Gospel, and its willingness to place the Epistle of James
alongside those of Paul, the only apostle considered valid by the Marcionites.”®® “In the case
of the Valentinians, too, those who did not embrace the reform fell outside ‘the church’.”’®? It
was thus the tolerance of the catholic party, and the intolerance of Valentinus towards such

diversity, that had caused his rift from the church.

Cyril, of course, belongs to a very different time and context to that of Irenaeus, and we
begin in the fourth century to see a shift in the genre of heresiology as older Christian sectarian
structures gave way to ecumenical councils and increasingly sophisticated theological
definitions.””’® While the constant refinement of dogmatic definitions saw the borders of
orthodoxy steadily closing in on and increasingly limiting the space available for doctrinal
variation, inclusivity remained for many a defining characteristic of the Catholic Church. As
Edwards points out, its leaders saw as another proof of its catholicity “its willingness to tolerate

the tares alongside the wheat, and to offer terms of readmission to those whom others put

766 |_ampe 2003, 393. Cited by Behr 2013, 26.
87 Thomassen 2004, 254. See also id. 2011.
768 Hurtado 2016, 11-12.

769 Thomassen 2004, 254.

70 Lyman 2017, 296.
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beyond the reach of mercy.”’’* Just as with the aforementioned heretics, it was the Novatianist
and Donatist schismatics’ intolerance of catholic tolerance that had led to, not an expulsion,

but their wilful departure from the Church and the establishment of a rival communion.

Speaking as he is to those not already baptised, Cyril’s extensive discourse on
repentance, the subject of his second lecture, is ultimately connected to the forgiveness of sins
in baptism, and not necessarily applicable to the post-baptismal repentance rejected by said
schismatics. Indeed, Cyril’s rejection of re-baptism is justified precisely on the grounds that,
“otherwise it might be said, ‘Although I have failed once, I shall set it right a second time,’
whereas if you fail once, the thing cannot be set right.”’’> However, he elsewhere urges his
hearers not to be troubled by the misconduct of clergy or laity, pointing out that such discord

is an inevitability predicted by Christ himself, and thus not a reason to doubt the Church.””

Even on the subject of dogma, while the room for variance had been greatly limited in
an age of councils, the underlying principles that had previously allowed for such variance
were still very much in effect. That is to say, the formulation of dogma was not a philosophical
exercise by which catholic bishops sought to devise a coherent and comprehensive system of
belief, subsequently excluding any teaching that did not fit and cutting off from the Church
those who taught or believed them. Instead, the formulation of dogma was driven by practical
concerns, in so far as its purpose was to safeguard the possibility of salvation. The apophaticism
of catholic hierarchs’’* was not an arbitrary process of exclusion aimed at achieving
homogeneity, but rather the exclusion of teachings about God, man, and the nature of things

which made salvation impossible.

71 Edwards 2009, 9.

2 PC 7 — “Enei fv einglv: Aot dmotuymv, dedtepov katopdd: £dv 8¢ 10 dmaf dmotoyme, 4diopdmTov TO
Tpaypo.”

" PC 13, CL 15:7

7 That is to say, their attempt to approach dogmatic questions by negation; by excluding doctrines and ideas
inapplicable to God.
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Hate those who say that Christ was crucified only in our imagination; for if he was
crucified according to our imagination, and salvation is from the Cross, then
salvation is also imaginary. If the Cross is fantasy, the Resurrection is also fantasy;
but if Christ be not risen, we are yet in our sins.”” If the Cross is fantasy, the
Ascension is also fantasy; and if the Ascension is fantasy, then the second coming
is also fantasy, and everything that follows is unsubstantial.”’®

Theological orthodoxy thus becomes a prerequisite to catholicity. For just as the Church is
catholic according to Cyril, “because it teaches catholically and completely one and all the
doctrines due to come to men’s knowledge, concerning things both visible and invisible,
heavenly and earthly,””’” in order to bring man to salvation by “catholically treat[ing] and
heal[ing] all manner of sins,”’’® so can it remain catholic only by excluding all the doctrines
which detract from this salvific catholicity, this doctrinal fullness and integrity. The doctrinal
consensus of the Church is not catholic because it is a consensus per se. Rather, a consensus
emerges out of a common concern for salvation, soteriology being the ‘canon of truth’, the
underlying governing principle ensuring the harmony of the “catholic symphony.”’’® With this
musical image in mind, it is rather apt that Byzantine hymnography describes Cyril as a “harp

of the All-Holy Spirit [...] playing a hymn of the manifestation of Christ [...] in two natures.”’8

Demetrios Bekiares captures the soteriological core of CL by describing it as a work expressing

1 Cor. 15:17

76 CL 13:37 — “pionoov tovg Aéyovtog, Ot katd poviaciov dotompmn. &l yop kote paviaciov dotavpmdn,
€k otavpod 8¢ 1 cotnpia, Kol 1 compia eoviacio. &l aviacio 0 oTavpds, ovTacio Kol 1 AvaoTaoic. &l 6
Xp1otoc 00K Eyfyeptal, £TL EGUEV €V TG auapTiong NUMY. €l eavtacio 0 oTavpdg, Pavtacio kol 1 AvaANYIS. Kol
el povtooio 1 avainyig, pavtacio dpo Kol 1 devTépa KaBodog, Kai mtévta Aowmodv avumdotata.”

7 CL 18:23 — “kai 810 10 S1ddokey kaboMkdG kai veAndg Bmavto To €i¢ Yviow dvlphdnov EA0giv
opeidovto ddypata, Tepl te OpatdVv Kol dopdtav Tpayudtev, Erovpaviov Te Kol Entysioy.”

78 |bid.

19 See, for example, Welch 1994, who challenges the claims of earlier scholars, such as Ezra Gebremedhin
(1977), who hold that the Christology of Cyril of Alexandria informed his theology of Eucharist and worship.
Instead, he makes the case that the Christological position which won the day at the Council of Ephesus was based
on Cyril’s understanding of the Eucharist, namely that a diophysite Christology made it impossible for the body
and blood of Christ in the Eucharist to be life-giving, and therefore salvific.

80 “A¥pa. oG [Tvedpatoc, Tod moavayiov Oedppov, dvapmvodoa pérog Emeaveiog tod Xpiotod, Ov év Susi
T0ic PVGEGY EKNPLENC, BELYOV TAC Yoydc HudY.” See 3™ Ode of the Canon of Matins under Day 18 of the March
volume of the Menaion (Myvaiov tob Moaptiov (3™ Edition) [Athens: Amoctolki Atakovia T ExikAnciog tic
‘EMMGd0g, 2011], 181).
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“Christological, pneumatological, hagiotriadic, ecclesiological, eschatological and orthodox

salvation.”’8!

The Cross

As with his refutation of Judaism, the symbol of the cross is central to Cyril’s
soteriology. “Every deed of Jesus is a boast of the Catholic Church,” he says, “but her boast of
boasts is the cross.”’®? In a line similar to Athanasius and others, Cyril insists that the efficacy
of the crucifixion necessitates an orthodox Christology.

Let us then not be ashamed of the Cross of our Saviour, but rather boast in it. For
the preaching of the Cross is unto the Jews a stumbling-block, and unto the Greeks
foolishness,”®* but to us salvation [...]. For it was not a mere man who died for us
[...] but the Son of God, made man [...]. Jesus then suffered in truth for all men;
for the Cross was no illusion, otherwise our redemption is an illusion also. His death
was not imaginary, for then is our salvation also a myth [...]. For it was no common
man who suffered, but God made man, striving for the prize of patience [...]. He
was not a literal sheep, not a mere man, not just an angel, he was God made man.
The lawlessness of sinners was not so great, as the righteousness of him who died
for them.’8®

81 Translation mine. Bekiares 2016, 8. Additionally, Steenberg (2009) sees Cyril’s theology as being “wholly,
and perhaps more notably than in earlier sources, theology as anthropology,” and argues that he, in this respect,
“sets him in line with earlier authors such as Irenaeus and Tertullian” rather than his contemporaries and that “the
degree to which his anthropological discussions grounds his description of divine realities, advances the project
of those earlier writers” (129).

82 CL 13:1 — “Kavymuo pév tiig xafoructic ékiidnoiog kol niico mpdéig Tnood, kodymue 88 kawymuétov 6
oTowPOG.”

78 Though somewhat dated, the only truly in-depth study of Cyril’s Christology is found in Neiderberger 1923.
The first part of his thesis is an exposition on Cyril’s understanding of the pre-incarnate Logos, while the second
deals with the Logos Incarnate. Towards the end of his final chapter, he provides a beautiful summary of Cyril’s
soteriological scheme in CL (116-122), in which “Kreuz und Auferstehung zusammenbilden also die eine grofe
Erlosungstat” (121), through which the whole world is renewed and redeemed. While Neiderberger is right to say
that, “Die Allgemeinheit der Erlosung ist aber nicht so zu verstehen, dafl die Menschheit nicht auch das ihrige tun
miisse, um den Himmel wieder zu gewinnen,” (122) his thesis differs from the present one in that he regards the
Catholic Church as little more than the training ground in which man acquires the knowledge necessary to attain
this renewal, rather than the very ontological context in which it could be lived and experienced.

81 Cor. 1:18

85 CL 13:3, 4, 6, 33 — “Mn) toivuv énoioyvvouedo @ otowpd 0D coTipoc, AL LiAlov dykovydueda. O
yap Adyoc tod otavpod Tovdaiolg pév éott oxavdalov, EBvest 8¢ pwpio, Huiv 88 cotpia [...] 00 yap fv Yldg
&vOponog [...], 6 Orepomodvijokmvy, GALL Vidg Beod, Bedc dvavOpomicag [...]. "Emadev odv Incodc kotd
aAnfetov VIEP TAVTOV AVOPOT@Y. 00 Yap dOKNOIG O oTOVPOS, EMEl HOKNOLG Kol 1] ADTPOGIG. 00 PAVTAGIHING O
Bavarog, émsi kai pubddNg 1 swpia [...] 00 Yap MV EvBpwmog e0TEATG O TAcKWV, GALY B50C EvavOponioag Kol
1OV T DITOpOVHG dymviiopevog GOLov [...] odk v TpoPatov aichnTdv, ovk fv Ykdg dvlpemoc, ovk NV &yyelog
novov, ALY BedC EvavOpmTHGOC. 00 TOGOHTN NV TAV AUAPTOAGY 1 Gvopia, don Tod DrepamodviiokovToc 1
dwatoovvn.”
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The Lord took on him from us our likeness in order to save humanity: He took our
likeness, that he might give greater grace to that which lacked; that sinful humanity
might become partaker of God.”® [...] Christ was twofold, Man is what was seen,
God in what was not seen [...]. For neither is it devout to worship the mere man,
nor is it pious to speak of him only as God, separate from his humanity. For if Christ
is God, as he indeed is, but without assuming humanity, then we are strangers to
salvation. Let him therefore be worshipped as God, but let it be believed that he
became human; for neither is there any profit in calling him man without his
divinity, nor is it salvific if we do not confess his humanity together with his
divinity. Let us confess the presence of the King, and the Physician.”’8’

More bluntly expressing the centrality of the Cross in the context of his soteriological vision,
Cyril warns his listeners: “If you deny the Cross, the eternal fire awaits you. | speak severely,

that you may not experience severity.”’88

Prétot suggests that, “parmi ceux qui niaient la réalité de la crucifixion, Cyrille semble
viser avant tout les manichéens.”’® In this context, the Cross was not only a defence against
those who wished to undermine either the human or divine nature in Christ, or separate the one
from the other, but also against those who sought to separate the Old Testament from the New.
While much of fourth-century Adversus ludaeus literature sought to demonstrate the latter
Scriptures as the legitimate continuation and fulfilment of the former, Adversus haereses
literature had to tackle the problem from the opposite direction, countering the claims of those
who attributed the authorship of the Hebrew Scriptures to diabolical inspiration by showing

them to be the foundations of the Christian Gospel. In his discussion of Old Testament

78 CL 12:15 — Cyril use of duoiov here is same as his use of duoiov karé mévra to describe Christ’s relationship
to the Father (see CL 4.7; 11.4, 9, 18). He also speaks of God being like unto himself (duoiov dei davtd dvra —
CL 6.7). It is quite clear that his use of duiog is entirely consistent with Nicene orthodoxy, and does not indicate
any form of ‘semi-Arianism’.

787 CL 12:5, 4:9, 12:1 — “avélaPe T0 Spotov Hudv &E udv 6 Koplog, tvo 3’ avOpondtnTog cmddpuey. dvélaPe
70 dpowov Mudv, iva 1@ Aeimovtt peiCova 6@ v xapy, iva 1 avBpomdTNG 1 ARopTOAOg BE0D YévnTal KO®OVOg
[...] Aumhodg v 6 Xp1otdg, BvOpOTOC PV TO Qovousvov, @edg 8& 10 Ui eovopevov [...] obte yop OV Yikdv
GvBpwmov mpockuvelv 6c1ov, oUTe BV povov Adyey yopic Tig avBpomdtnTog evceféc. €l yap Beog 6 Xpiotde,
Gomep oV kai Eott, P dvéLaPe 8& Ty avOpmmdTTa, Tiig cOpiag GALOTPLOl KAOECTHKAUEY. TPOCKLVEIGOM pEV
¢ 006, motevéchm o6& Tt kal EvivOpmancey. obte Yap 1O Aéyewv GvBpmmov Gvev BedTNTOg EM®PEAES, 0UTE TNV
avOpoTOTNTOA U GLVOLOAOYETV T Be0TNTL GOTHPLOV. OOAOYNG®UEY TOD BaCIAé®G Kal iatpod TV Tapovsioy.”

78 CL 13.38 — “gav apvrion 1OV otawpdv, pével o O TP TO aidVIov. oKANpa Afym, tva i okAnpdv
nepadiic.”

789 Prétot 2014, 187. As Peter Brown (1969) notes, “In the fourth century, Manichaeism was rife as a crypto-
Christianity in Antioch and Palestine” (69). See also Stroumsa 1989.
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prophecies, Cyril points not only to general references to the propitiary sacrifice of Christ, but
specifically references to wood [EOLo] as images of the physical relic in his possession:
“Throughout [the Old Testament], life comes by means of wood.”"®

Having touched on things connected with Paradise, | am truly amazed at the truth

of the types. In Paradise was the fall, and in a Garden the salvation. From the Tree
came sin, and until the Tree sin lasted.”®*

In his recollection of the story of Abraham preparing to slaughter Isaac — a type of God the
Father giving up his only-begotten Son for the salvation of the world — Cyril mentions, not
the knife in Abraham’s hand, but the wood on which he laid his son.”? Other such references
are the wood of Noah’s Ark, the wooden rod with which Moses parted the Red Sea, and the
piece of wood by which he sweetened the bitter waters of Marah.”®® He suggests there are many

more, but “I pass by the greater part of the types, to keep within compass.”’%*

Thus, being the common thread running through the books of the Old Testament and
tying them to those of the New, the cross for Cyril “sert de critere de discrimination entre les
fideles et les manichéens”’® and other heretics. This applies not only to belief in the
crucifixion, but also its visible sign. Just as the relic of the True Cross had become for Cyril a
tangible sign of the Church’s spatial catholicity, so the emphasis on the cross for catholic
orthodoxy was not just theoretical but also became a visible signet of Catholic identity,
allowing believers to recognise one another. Twice Cyril exhorts his listeners to “openly seal
[the sign of the cross] on your foreheads,” and to “make this sign when eating and drinking,

sitting, lying down and rising up, speaking and walking: in a word, at every act.”’%

0 CL13.19

1 |bid. — “Koi énedn t@v kotd nopadeicov qyaueda mpaypdtov, tedovpake dAnddg v dAndeioy Tdv
TOTOV. £V TUPAdEic® 1) ATOTTOGIG, Kol £V KNT® 1) cmTnpia. dro EvAov 1 dpoptio, Kol péypt EHA0L N auoptia.”

2 CL5.5

793 CL 13.20

9 1bid.

795 prétot 2014, 187.

%6 CL 4:14 — “ov @avepic émi petdnm oepoayilov [...] Toier 8¢ todto 10 onueiov, dcbinv kol mivov:

Kabpevog, Kottalopevos, EEavIoTaNEVOG, AAADY, Tepmat®Vv: ana&anidg £v mavti Tpayportt.”
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Let us not them be ashamed to confess the crucified one. Let the cross be our seal
made with boldness by our fingers on our foreheads, and on everything; over the
bread we eat, and the cups we drink; in our comings in, and goings out; before our
sleep, when we lie down and when we rise up; when we are on the road and when
we are at rest. Great is that protection! It is a free gift for the poor, without toil for
the sick, since its grace is also from God.”’

The visible sign of the cross was not just for the benefit of other Catholics, but also for their
opponents, being an apologetic tool as effective as any spoken word or written work of
heresiology:

[S]et up the faith of the Cross as a trophy against the gainsayers. For when you are

going to dispute with unbelievers concerning the Cross of Christ, first make with
your hand the sign of Christ's Cross, and the gainsayer will be silenced.”®

This made Cyril’s exiles at the hands of his Arian adversaries particularly problematic. Despite
a quarter of a century having passed since the Synod of Nicea, the ‘Arian’ controversy remained
volatile and ever present. Unlike most of the other heresies listed in CL, ‘Arianism’ was an
internal threat, with both parties laying claim to the Catholic Church.” Control of the same
episcopal sees would frequently alternate between orthodox and ‘Arian’ parties, the incumbent
being ousted either by popular opposition or imperial displeasure, as Cyril experienced on no
less than three occasions. For him, these exiles would not simply have been the expulsion from
a prominent building or city,2 not simply a loss of face, but the loss of holy sites on which
Cyril sought to legitimise his party, and the falling into the hands of his rivals the relic which

was the signifier of Catholic identity par excellence. &

797 CL 13:36 — ”Mn toivov émaicyvvO®uey OHoAOYRcOL TOV £CTAVPOUEVOY. &Ml LETMTOV HETH TaPPNGiog
SoKTOAOLG 1 6PPOYiG Kal £l TAvT@V O 6TaVPOg YIvEGH®, £mti dptav BiPpwoKopévev Kol £ml ToTNpi®V TIVOUEVQY,
&v €lo0do1g, &v €£0do1g, Tpo ToD Vmvov, Kortalopévolg kal SlavioTapévols, 00gvovot kol NPepodot. péya o
PLAOKTIPLOV, dWPERV S10 TOVG TEVITAS, YOPIG KAUATOL d10 ToVG Acbevels, £meldn kai Tapd Ogod 1 xapig.”

7% CL 13:22 — “tpomanov otijcov v mioTv 100 6Tawpod Kot Tdv AvTIAeYOVTmv. dtav yap pEAANG mepi ToD
otowpod 100 Xp1otod culntelv mpodg AmicTovg, TPoaTdSTELOV Ti] XEPL TO onpeiov Tod oTavpod 10D Xprotod Kol
oovtot O Gvtiléymv.”

9 That both sides of the argument considered themselves to be Catholic is clearly attested to in Jerome’s
Apologia Adversus Libros Rufini 1.8 where he says that Eusebius “formerly leader of the Arian party [...] has
proved that Origen was, from his point of view, a Catholic, that is, from ours, an Arian” (trans. NPNF 2.1, 90).

800 Peter Van Nuffelen (2007) argues that Cyril’s exiles did not entail expulsion from Jerusalem, but only from
the various buildings and institutions its recognised archbishop would have been in possession of.

801 On the connection between Cyril’s promotion of the Cross in the context of the Arian controversy, see
‘Cyrille et la crise arienne dans la deuxiéme moitié du iv® siécle’ in Prétot 2014 (194-6).
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Cyril’s ‘Arianism’802

Although a recent work introduces Cyril to readers as “the famous anti-Arian
bishop”,2%® many modern scholars, rather surprisingly, not only overlook Cyril’s heresiology,
but frequently accuse him of an ambition driven theological flexibility, putting political gain
before fidelity to dogma, and happily changing his position whenever it served his interests.
Drijvers, for example, asserts that for Cyril, “doctrinal purity was apparently subordinate to the
aim of establishing the primacy of Jerusalem.”®®* Van Nuffelen, too, despite his criticisms of

Drijvers’ interpretation of the available biographical material, paints Cyril as a mere

opportunist with little regard for doctrine.8%®

Were this indeed the case, Cyril’s attitude to those he saw as heretics would have little
to teach us about his ecclesiology, or that of the fourth century in general. The problem, though,
is that these accusations have no basis in Cyril’s own writings or actions. As Doval notes in his
review of Drijver’s work, “No evidence exists of Cyril’s teaching or defending unorthodox
positions, nor is there any need to speculate that he did so to protect himself politically.”8%
Given that neither Drijver’s nor Van Nuffelen’s theses rest on this compromised image of Cyril,
it seems safe to dismiss this as little more than an eisegetical literary device employed to
emphasise Cyril’s political motivations. Indeed, Van Nuffelen’s view that Cyril’s exiles were
in fact only exclusion from the Church of the Resurrection while he maintained his own rival
congregations elsewhere in the city, seems, if anything, to support the idea that Cyril was not

open to doctrinal compromise.

802 See Gregg 1985.

803 \an den Broek 2013, 71. On this work, see also Campagnano 1980.

804 Drijvers 2004, 177. He admits, however, that “from his extant writings no Arian leanings can be found”
(Ibid., 34).

805 Van Nuffelen 2007.

806 Doval 2006, 125.
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In part, questions surrounding Cyril’s doctrinal integrity stem from allegations that he
was at one point an ‘Arian’. Drijvers points to the ninth century Chronography of Theophanes,
in which he takes great pain to explain why Cyril addressing the ‘Arian’ emperor Constantius
as “most pious” or his failure to use the term homoousios in CL is not in fact evidence of him
harbouring ‘Arian’ sympathies.® Drijvers thinks, rightly in my opinion, that Theophanes doth
protest too much, and that he would probably not have gone to such length to emphasise Cyril’s
orthodoxy were it not suspect in the minds of some of his readers. However, Theodoret’s
lauding of Cyril as “an earnest champion of the apostolic decrees,”®%® which Drijvers cites in
conjunction with Theophanes, is not an unusual feature of hagiographical literature and does
not necessarily betray any such concern.®%® An unequivocal attack on Cyril’s doctrinal stance
comes from Jerome, who, in his Chronicles, numbers Cyril among the ‘Arians’.8*° Although
resident in the Holy Land, Yarnold urges readers to approach Jerome’s accusation with caution,
noting that his character references are often less than objective, and that his dismissal of Cyril
might have more to do with his personal conflict with his successor, John, than with any actual
evidence of heterodoxy on Cyril’s part. Indeed, Juliette Day notes that Jerome does not repeat
his accusations in his De Viris llustribus, written a decade later.8'! In the fourth century,
unjustly accusing an opponent of heresy for ecclesio-political gain was, after all, not an
uncommon tactic.®'? The ecclesiastical historians Sozomen and Socrates also speak of Cyril as
having been a former “Macedonian,” a position he was forced to renounce at the Council of

Constantinople in 381.8'® As Yarnold points out, they may be accurate insofar as Macedonius

807 Drijvers 2004, 181. Theophanes. Chron. AM 5847; trans. Mango and Scott.

808 Theodoret. HE 2.26.6

809 Drijvers 20004, 181.

810 Jerome, Chron. (PL 27:683). See Yarnold 2000, 4, and Drijvers 2004, 182.

811 Day 20074, 17.

812 Stephens 2015, 221, See chapters 3 and 4 for examples.

813 Sozomen, HE 7.7; Socrates HE 5.8. Also condemned at the same council was the doctrine of Apollinarius,
who denied the complete humanity of Christ. This controversy appears to have been particularly heated in
Jerusalem, so much so that Gregory of Nyssa was sent to the Holy City a year after said council to pacify things.
There is nothing in CL to suggest Cyril would have sided with the Apollinarian position before his participation
in the council (see, for example, Gifford’s remarks in NPNF 2.07, 234, n.1354), nor any evidence to suggest he
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also spoke of the Son as of ‘like’, rather than ‘same’, essence with the Father. However, the
similarities end there. Cyril repeatedly stresses the divinity and co-equality of the Holy Spirit
with the other two persons of the Trinity throughout CL, making any subsequent renunciation
of a ‘Macedonian’ position wholly redundant.®'* Indeed, Byzantine hymnography speaks of
Cyril as a “radiant star amid the council of the Fathers” who, “with the cords of grace, choked
the godless Macedonius, who was insanely blasphemous and openly committed iniquity

against the Holy Spirit of God.”8%®

It is possible that Cyril may not have felt entirely comfortable with the language at
Nicea, or may have avoided it for the sake of unity, and that this may have led others to suspect
his orthodoxy.8'® However, given the vigour, some might even say vitriol, with which he writes
against his doctrinal opponents, the notion that he would arbitrarily change or hide his
allegiance for political gain does not ring true.8!’ Instead, rather than any having clear
theological basis, both modern and ancient accusations of Arianism appear to come, not from
any of Cyril’s writings, but by his personal relationships rendering him suspect by association,

in particular the circumstances surrounding his consecration as bishop of Jerusalem. According

did not agree or understand the decision of the council. A more likely reason for the intervention seems to be
Cyril’s recent return from eleven years of exile in 379, at which point he probably did not have full support of all
his clergy (‘La crise Appolinariste a Jérusalem’ in Prétot 2014, 197-199). See the articles in Bergjan et al. (2015);
particularly relevant is Susanna Elm, ‘Apollinarius of Laodicea and Gregory of Nazianzus: The Early Years’ (3—
18), and Johannes Zachhuber, ‘Derivative Genera in Apollinarius of Laodicea’ (93-114).

814 Yarnold 2000, 7.

815 The entire verse reads as follows: “Tfj cogig TV Adymv cov, koi td @éyyel Tod Biov cov, Mg dotp
ToMQ®TOoG G&lyaote, pécov Xuvddov déhapyag, Tatépov tov GBsov, Makeddviov vevpaic, dmonviEag Tiig
xoprrog, €ig 10 Aywov, koi (odooav ta wavta Oelov Tlvedua, PAacenubcavio AEpOVMG, Kol TPOQUVAG
avopnoavta” (Myvaiov tod Maprtiov (3™ Edition) [Athens: Amoctohicr] Aoxovio tiic ExkAnoiag tfic EALGS0C,
2011], 179).

816 According to Gwynn (2007), the ‘Dedication’ Council of Antioch in 431 was for a time considered more
important than Nicea. Although the authority of the Nicene canon on Easter seems to have been universally
recognized, it is not certain its version of the Creed was treated as a canon. It may be the case that it was initially
a statement binding only on the bishops present at the council, rather than a universally binding test of orthodoxy.
For a discussion of the role and development of canon law in the fourth century, see Stephens 2015. Some MSS
of CL actually place the Nicene Creed at the end of 18.22, but this is thought to be a scribal addition. See Yarnold
2000, 88.

817 As noted by Gregg (1985), “it was that very traditionalism [of Cyril’s] which caused him [...] to favour a
creedal formula (like the creed of Jerusalem) in which the articles, as he put it in Lecture 5.12, ‘were not composed
as seemed good to men, but the most important points collected out of all the scripture make up one complete
teaching of faith.” Opposition to Nicea, in the mid-fourth century, did not itself counter-indicate Arianism” (87).
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to Socrates and Sozomen, Cyril was appointed to the see following an Arian conspiracy to oust
the orthodox Maximus, but while Acacius of Caesarea and Patrophilus Scythopolis, the
orchestrators of said coup, would not have chosen Cyril if they did not regard him as one of
their own, it would be overly hasty to subsequently infer from this that he was open to doctrinal

compromise.

Non-acceptance of what was then the first and only ecumenical council was by no
means indicative of heterodoxy, and moreover, non-use of Nicea did not necessarily mean non-
acceptance. We should therefore be careful not to impose anachronistic binary categories of
‘Nicean’ and ‘anti-Nicean’ on fourth century figures based simply on their terminological
preferences. Yarnold notes, for example, how even “such a staunch defender of orthodoxy as
Hilary of Poitiers claimed to have had no knowledge of Nicea or the homoousion until the eve
of his exile in 357.78'8 While we normally regard Nicea as the Catholic defeat of Arianism,
Sabellianism was for many an equally, if not more, dangerous threat,®'° for which reason many
figures of an otherwise staunchly orthodox bent were uneasy with the novel and unbiblical term
homoousios, which was open to misinterpretation.®?° Others might have been quite happy with
the term, but simply felt their existing formulae were perfectly fit for purpose, and thus so no
need to employ it. For many, homoi meant, not similar, but like. In the same way that two
identical objects are like one another in every respect, but are not the same object, so the
persons of the Holy Trinity are identical, like one another in every respect, but are not the same

person. It is difficult to read Cyril’s formulae, that the Son is “like in all things” [duorov xazo

818 Yarnold 2000, 5; Hilary, de Syn. 91 (PL 10:486).

819 Canons dealing with the reception of converts, for example, insist on the re-baptism of Sabellians while
Avrians are merely to be received by chrism (See canon 7 of the First Council of Constantinople). As Rowan
Williams (2005, 2) reminds us, despite the way in which even modern study of Arius “has often continued to
accept, consciously or not, the image of this heresy as the radically ‘Other’,” his ideas, although clearly untenable,
would not in and of themselves have appeared particularly extreme in comparison to many other non-Catholic
trends. See also Niederberger 1923, 39-62.

820 Wolfson (1957, 15) challenges the notion that a lack of Scriptural warrant was a primary concern for Cyril,
given that his preferred term homoios is equally absent from the Bible. The closest we get is John 5:19, which
refers not to nature but to action: “6 yap Gv €kgivog motfj, Tadto Kol 6 VIOg Opoime Tolel”.
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821

mavra] and “in all things like” [év maowv duotog] the Father, in any other way. Thus

understood, the homoiousion®?? did not represent a departure or undermining of Nicene
orthodoxy, but gave greater precision in expressing both the equality and distinction of the
divine persons.8?® As Bindley concludes, Cyril’s “teaching embraced all that the opoodvsiov
stood for.”82* Edwards notes that even Athanasius, whose name is practically a synonym for
consubstantiality, was for a time open to compromise, not insisting on use of Nicene
terminology for many years after the council .8?° This concern for balance is evident in Cyril’s
lecture, where he exhorts his listeners to stay well away from either extreme:

[Christ] did not say, “I and the Father am one,” but, “I and the Father are one;”
that we should neither separate them, nor work them into a filiopaternal®?® fusion
[...]. Neither let us every say, “There was a time, when the Son was not;” nor let
us accept filiopaternity [...]. Neither let us, thinking to honour the Son, call Him
the Father; nor, supposing to honour the Father, imagine the Son to be some one
of the creatures. But let the One Father through the One Son be worshipped, and
let not their worship be separated [...]. Let us neither make a separation nor
confusion, nor must you ever say that the Son is foreign to the Father, nor accept
those who say that the Father is at one time the Father, at another, the Son; for
these things are strange and impious, and not the teachings of the Church.8?’

The idea put forth by Drijvers, that Cyril is being deliberately vague by his reluctance to use

the term homoousios, as well as his failure to mention Arius by name, in order to more easily

821 See CL 4:7 and 11:4.

822 As Barnes (2006) points out, no one used the term homoiousios as their own shibboleth, but rather the term
“Ouiog Kat’ ovoiav”.

823 For an analysis of Cyril’s use of the word duotog, see Hawk-Reinhard (forthcoming 2017).

824 Bindley 1917, 599. See also Zachhuber 2000, who argues that the acceptance of the Nicene Creed by former
“homoiousians” at the Antiochene Synod of 363 A.D. was not driven by a desire for compromise, as commonly
assumed, but by close agreement with Athanasius’ Trinitarian thought.

825 Edwards 2009, 120-8. See also chapter 3 of Steenberg 2009 (104127, esp. 112).

826 | ampe (1961, 1426) provides a precedent for this rendering of viomaropio by using “Filiopatrian” to
designate those who hold to the theological position here described.

827 CL 11:16-18 — “Kai méhv ovk simev' 'Eyo koi 6 Matp &v i 6AA, Eyd xoi 6 otmp év éopev: iva prjte
ATOALOTPIOCMUEY, PTE GLVALOLPTY VioTatopiog Epyacmdueda [...] Mrte Aéympev 16, "Hv mote, &1 00K RV O
Yiog pnte viomartopiav kotadeEmpeda [...] Mnte, dud 10 vopilew tipdv tov Yiov, [latépa avtov dvayopedompey:
unte, S18r 0 Ty tov Motépo vopilewy, &v T TévV dnuovpynudtov v Yiov drontebcopey. AAN' g otmp, &'
évog Yiod mpookuveicBom, kai un pepillécdm 1 Tpockvvnoig [...]. Kal iva gino cvvtopdtepov, punte yopilopeyv,
punte cuvorolpny Epyoalmpuedo. Kol pqte aArotpov mote tod Iloatpog €inng tov Yidv: pnte katadésn tovg
Méyovtog, Tov Hatépa moté pv matépa, Tote 8 vidv sivar GAAOTPIO Yap Kol doeff Tadta, kai ovk "ExxAnociog
0 dddypotoe.” For a more detailed analysis of the anti-Arian references in CL 11, see the relevant endnotes in
Yarnold 2000, 198-9.

While Yarnold rightly sees CL 11:14 as being a refutation of the Arian position (Ibid., 199), Cyril’s rejection
of two principles (Odte dvo eioiv dpyai- dAle kepan tod Yiod d Hotnp, wio 1 dpyii) also seems directed at gnostic
dualism.
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alter his official position for the sake of political expediency is not consistent with manner in
which Cyril speaks. First of all, there is nothing at all vague about his reference to the Arian
slogan “There was a time, when the Son was not,” which to anyone familiar with the
controversy would have been every bit as clear as mentioning Arius by name. Moreover, one
would not expect of someone being deliberately ambiguous to refer to the notion that the Son
was begotten in time as “the greatest impiety.”®?® Cyril even apologises to his listeners for
repeating his refutation of the Arian doctrine so frequently, saying “I know I have said these
things many times, but they are said so often for your safety.”8?° One rarely repeats ad nauseam
that which one would rather not mention at all, and the reason Cyril gives for this repetition
suggests that he is arming his listeners with apologetical arguments with which to defend the

orthodox position in their inevitable encounters with Arians.

Drijvers suggested reading of the text paints a very different picture. He cites a
comment at the end of CL 5, where Cyril, after having required of the candidates that they
commit to memory the Symbol of Faith, tells them never to receive any other teaching “even
if we ourselves change our minds and contradict what we are now teaching.”®° According to
Drijvers, this “remark apparently gave Cyril the freedom to deviate from the orthodox faith
that he taught his baptismal candidates, and it seems that he did so although probably not for
theological but for political reasons.”® If this strategy was indeed what Cyril had in mind, it
was a rather poor one. For someone seeking political support, encouraging his listeners to put
aside any person allegiance for the sake of doctrinal preservation would have been nothing if
not counterproductive. However, Drijvers’ real error is ignoring that this statement, authored

by a man who rarely utters a single sentence without making use of some kind of Scriptural

828 CL 11:8 — “4oéPera peyiom.”

829 CL 11:13 — “o1d0 moALGKIC ToDTO £ipNKAC, GAAY TOALAKIC TobTo elpnTan VIep Tiic VU@V dopaisiag.”
80 CL 5:12

81 Drijvers 2000, 183.
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reference, is a paraphrase of the words of the Apostle Paul in his Epistle to the Galatians, which
he proceeds to cite immediately thereafter: “Even if we or an angel from heaven should preach
to you a gospel contrary to the one we preached to you, let him be accursed.”®3 Far from
betraying a disregard for orthodox doctrine, Cyril is here declaring anathema all who choose
to stray from it. Given this disregard for context, one cannot help but get the impression that

Drijvers is producing evidence to fit an already determined conclusion.

From the evidence available to us, we can only conclude that Cyril took doctrine very
seriously indeed, and that his heresiology therefore is key to understanding his ecclesiology

and concept of Christian identity.

82 Gal. 1:8
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Chapter 7 — Called but not yet chosen: The catechumenate as a
facilitator of catholicity

Occupying a liminal position between the heretics and non-Christians outside the
Church and the baptised believers within it were the catechumens.®®® These were more than
mere inquirers, having undergone a formal, preliminary stage of initiation in which their
commitment to the Catholic Church was declared and examined, yet they were not considered
members of the Church proper, being excluded from participation in, and knowledge of, its
sacramental life. Augustine, for example, speaks of them as having entered the “great
household” (domo magna), but only as servants,®3* not sons, and compares them to the
members of the people of Israel before the Exodus, who were not given manna to eat until they
had passed through the waters of the Red Sea; types of Eucharist and baptism respectively.8%
Gregory the Theologian, Cyril’s contemporary in Constantinople, says catechumens are “but
on the threshold of piety” and must be baptised in order to “come inside, cross the court,
observe the Holy Things, look into the Holy of Holies, and be in company with the Trinity.”8%
Much has been written on the form and development of the catechumenate in the fourth
century,® and to provide a detailed account of this in the present study seems unnecessary.

What is of interest here is what the changes to the catechumenate in the fourth century can tell

us about the question of membership and Christian identity.

83 From the verb xatyém, which Gavrilyuk (2007, 21) variously defines as “retentir”, “faire résonner aux
oreilles”, “instruire de vive voix” and “indiquer le droit chemin”, suggesting that the latter definitions of verbal
instruction “plus tard a prévalu dans la pratique chrétienne”.

84 Interestingly, one of the reasons early Christians decided to name their gatherings éxkAncio rather than
ovvayoyn was probably that it connoted freedom and liberation, since éxiAncia always denoted a gathering of
free people in pre-Christian Greek political culture. See Hovorun 2017, 51-52.

85 Ev. Jo. Tract. 11.4 (PL 35:1476).

86 QOration 40:16

837 See, in particular, Gavrilyuk 2007, Dujarier 1979, Finn 1992b, Harmless 1995. See also Ferguson 1993, in
which the articles by Lawrence D. Folkemer (‘A Study of the Catechumenate’, 244—-265), A. Turck (‘Aux origines
du catéchumenat’, 266—278), and Jean Daniélou (‘La Catéchése dans la Tradition patristique’, 279-292) are of
particular relevance.
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Paul Gavrilyuk, in what probably represents the latest comprehensive study on the
development on the catechumenate, gives three primary reasons for its formation in the second
century: “I’expansion rapide du christianisme dans tout I’Empire romain, la rupture definitive
avec le judaisme, et I’apparition d’écoles hérétiques.”®*® This effort to systematise the
preparation for baptism continued until it “flourished in its full form” in the third and fourth
centuries.8% As Gavrilyuk further notes, the process of catechism in the second century
consisted of two stages:

d'abord I'entrée dans I'assemblée des catéchumeénes apres un soigneux entretien
préalable, ensuite un deuxiéme entretien, trois ans plus tard, et I'inscription dans le

groupe des candidats au baptéme. Les gens sélectionnés de cette facon recevaient
alors le baptéme aprés une période de préparation bréve mais intense.4

His source for the length of the first stage is the Apostolic Tradition of Hyppolytus. Even if we
take this to be representative for the third century,3* it seems to be little more than a
recommendation, the actual duration being determined on a case-by-case basis:

Let him who is to be a catechumen be a catechumen for three years; but if any one

be diligent, and has a good-will to his business, let him be admitted: for it is not the
length of time, but the course of life, that is judged.34?

For Origen too, the ‘course of life’ was central to the purpose of the catechumenate.
Responding to accusations by Celsus that the Church could not be taken seriously because it
invited and took in both the uneducated®*® and the immoral 8 he stresses that “it is not the
same thing to invite those who are sick in soul to be cured, and those who are in health to the
knowledge and study of divine things.”84® Only after a period of profound inner transformation,

when those who have been turned towards virtue have made progress, and have
shown that they have been purified by the word, and have led as far as they can a

838 Gavrilyuk 2007, 65.

839 Folkemer 1993, 286.

840 Gavrilyuk 2007, 184. Folkemer (1993, 288) notes how Bingham (1843, 270-4) had presented a fourfold
division of the catechumenate, but concludes that the references cited “do not really support his views”.

81 This is by no means certain. See, for example, Johnson 2007, 115-120. Ekenberg (2011, 1019) regards this
as a fourth-century addition not supported by any pre-fourth century sources.

842 Ap. Trad. 17, trans. ANF 7, 495.

843 C. Cels. 3.44.

84 Ibid., 3.59.

85 |bid., 3.59. Also here, he is likely referring to the two stages of the catechumenate: the first, a time of moral
formation, the second, a shorter period of theological instruction.
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better life, then and not before do we invite them to participation in our mysteries.
‘For we speak wisdom among them that are perfect.’84

In other words, the catechumenate was essential to preserving the twofold catholicity of the
Church, allowing it, on the one hand, to universally call all people to salvation, breaking
through all social borders and boundaries,®*" all the while, on the other hand, keeping its own
mysterological boundaries intact in order to preserve unchanged and undefiled the fullness

(catholicity) of faith and praxis, “by which it catholically treats and heals every sort of sin.”8*8

Celsus’ criticism and Origen’s reply also highlight the need for keeping up appearances,
which for the early Christian Church was essential as its key missionary strategy lay not in
argument but in practice. As we saw in chapter 3, the claim to moral superiority was central to
the Christian critique and rejection of pagan myth, thought, and society. Salvation may have
been by faith,®*° but faith was known by its fruits,®° and a faith not demonstrated by works
was dead.®! Jesus had given his disciples a simple missionary strategy, “Let your light so shine
before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven, %2
one we see frequently referred to in the Pauline and Petrine epistles, where upstanding conduct
and obedience to authority is a sure way to convert the non-believers around you.®*® Indeed,
even today, when asked to demonstrate the indemonstrable, Jesus’ resurrection from the dead,
one of the primary arguments put forth by modern Christian apologists remains the way in
which it was attested to by the behaviour of those who claimed to have witnessed it.8*

Conversely, as Cyril explains in his commentary on the Lord’s Prayer,®® failure of the faithful

846 |hid.

87 Cf CL 18:27

88 CL 18.23

89 Eph. 2:8

850 Matt. 7:16

81 James 2:14-26

852 Matt. 5:16

83 See in particular Rom. 13, Col. 3, Eph. 5-6, 1 Peter 2-3.

854 See, for example, Wright 2003 and Swinburne 2003.

85 MC 5. “Hallowed be Thy name” is understood to mean that others will glorify the name of God by Christians
“doing things worthy of holiness.”
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to live up to their calling was a primary cause for others to reject the Gospel: “The name of

God is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of you.”%

Although Christian apologetical materials are both early and abundant, one finds
precious little on the subject of evangelism or mission,%7 and the evidence seems to suggest
that the rapid spread of Christianity in the early centuries was in large part due to people
observing the transformative power of Christian faith in the lives of its adherents. Justin Martyr,
for example, though certainly no stranger to anti-Greek polemic, cites the “wonder” and
intrigue aroused by the conduct of Christians, their “strange patience” when wronged, the
honesty with which they conducted their business, their meekness and kindness, as the reason
so many had abandoned “the ways of violence and tyranny” and sought membership of the
Christian Church.8%8 The Epistle to Diognetus likewise highlights that the distinctiveness of the
Christian community consists not in their customs, language, or dress, but in their kindness,
self-constraint, generosity, and willingness to endure insults and punishment.®® Augustine,
commenting on a passage in the Song of Songs — Your teeth are like a flock of sheep®° —,
rather delightfully describes the saints as “the teeth of the Church”, who by their exemplary
conduct and holy manner of life “tear men away from their errors, and bringing them into the
Body of the Church, with all their harshness softened down, just as if they had been torn off

and masticated by teeth.”%!

Cyril likewise appeals to the orderliness and moral superiority of the Catholic Church as
a demonstrable proof of its claims:

What has the dignity of the Church to do with the abomination of the Manichees?
Here there is order, here there is discipline, here there is dignity, here there is purity:

8% MC 5; Rom. 2:24.

87 Kreider 2016, 10.

86 1 Apol. 16.2-3

89 Diogneus 5-7 (Holmes 2007, 701-7).

80 Song 4:2

81 Doct. Christ. 2.5.7 (PL 34:38), trans. NPNF 1.2, 1211.
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here even to look upon a woman to lust after her®®? is condemnation. Here there is
marriage with dignity, here there is patient continence, here there is virginity in
honour equal to the Angels: here there is partaking of food with thanksgiving, here
there is gratitude to the Creator of the world. Here the Father of Christ is
worshipped: here are taught fear and trembling before the one who sends the rain:
here we glorify the one who makes the thunder and the lightning.8®3

By keeping converts to Christianity at arm’s length until they had reached an adequate level
of moral conduct and integrity, the Catholic Church was able to preserve the very thing that
had attracted them in the first place: its power to heal and transform, which Cyril identifies as
one of the hallmarks of its claims to catholicity.®%* The catechumenate thus sought to exclude,
not only to protect, but ultimately to include. These, | believe, are the primary causes for the

changes to the catechumenate witnessed in the post-Constantinian era.

Collapse or expansion?

Michel Dujarier, in his short but seminal work A history of the Catechumenate,®® paints
a picture of the virtual collapse of this vital transformative period in the fourth century. While
the initial growth of the catechumenate in the third century had led to the development of a
rather rigid process, its unprecedented expansion following the conversion of Constantine had
resulted in a noticeable relaxation of discipline, and “quality unfortunately gave way to

quantity.”®® Gone was the initial stage of scrutiny,®®’ and most of those entering the

82 Matt. 5:28

853 CL 6.35 — “1i 10 Tfi¢ 'ExkAnoiac oepvov, mpog 1o [tdv] Maviyaiov pucapdv; Qe taEic, dde Emotium,
O8e oepvoTnG, Ode dyveia: Mde kol T £p Ayt yuvouki Tpdg Embupioy, KoTdyvmols. Qde Yaog GeuvoTTOoC,
®de éyxporteiog dmopovy, Ode mapBeviog ichyyshov dfimpar G PPOUATOV HETOY HET £VXOUPIOTIOS OOE
£0yvoHocOVN TPpOg TOV TV Shmv dnuiovpydy. Qe 6 Matip tod Xpiotod npocm)vsnou wSa @OPog Kol Tpdpog
S18aokeTan 1o Ppéyoviog Odde Td Ppovidvil kol doTpémTovt SoEoroyiay dvaméumopey.”

84 CL 18.23. McDonald (1998, 99) remarks how Cyril “sublimate[s] moral teaching into apologetics and
dogmatics, so that the end product of the catechumenate is a neophyte whose sincerity is grounded in the orthodox
faith which he is confident will produce virtuous behavior in stark contrast to that of the errorists”.

85 Dujarier 1979.

86 |bid., 79.

87 According to the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus (15 and 16), in addition to establishing the intentions of
those wishing to join the catechumenate, they were also asked about things such as their marital status, whether
they were slaves (in which case, permission from their master was required), and their employment, with particular
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catechumenate were no longer interested in spiritual growth, culminating in their union with
Christ in baptism, but were interested only in the social benefits afforded to them by formal
affiliation with the Catholic Church. “What the ‘candidates’ sought to obtain,” he asserts, “was
simply the title of ‘Christian’; they had no true desire for baptism.”®® J. Patout Burns
subsequently argues that as the social boundaries between Church and wider society became
increasingly blurred “the social identity of a Christian was regularly established by rituals other
than baptism.” “Baptism, therefore, ceased to function as the ritual of a radical border crossing
from one society to another”,2®® while “the catechumenate was the customary status of the
nominal Christian,”®"® according to Frederic Van der Meer. That the title ‘Christian’ preceded
mysteriological initiation is made clear by Canon 7 of Constantinople | when it says of the
reception of certain heretics, “On the first day we make them Christians; on the second,

catechumens;®”* on the third, we exorcise them [...] then we baptize them.”8?

Ramsey MacMullen, in some respects an apple not far fallen from the tree of Gibbon,
regards conversion in the fourth century on the whole as little more than an outward change of
allegiance, “conversion known only by external signs.”8”3 He cites such examples as the hoard
of Arab tribesmen converted to Christianity by the wonderworking of Symeon the Stylite,8#
who arrived, as Theodoret records, “in companies, two or three hundred at the same time,

sometimes even a thousand, disown[ing] with shouts their ancestral imposture; and smashing

occupations being impediments to admission. Similar conditions were imposed on those entrusted with the task
of instructing them. See Gavrilyuk 2007 (99-106) and Filias 2009 (298-299).

88 Dujarier 1979, 81.

89 Burns 1993a, 44.

870 \Van der Meer and Mohrmann 1959, 357.

871 The word ‘catechumens’ here corresponds to what Cyril calls pwn{duevor — i.e. candidates for baptism.

872 NPNF 2.14, 389.

We cannot be certain to what extent Cyril himself was comfortable with this nomenclature. He says to the
ponlouevor, “You are called Christian; be tender of that Name,” [CL 10:20] but whether he calls them this in
view of their impending baptism, or whether he would extend use of the title to the general catechumenate is
unclear. Also in his introductory remark preceding his first lecture he warns the reader not to let it fall into the
hands “of catechumens, nor of any others who are not Christian.” Again, whether he is here grouping catechumens
with, or distinguishing them from non-Christians is unclear.

873 MacMullen 1984, 52.

841bid., 2.
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in front of this great luminary the idols they had venerated and renouncing the orgies of
Aphrodite.”®” “There is no chance whatsoever,” he opines, “that those among them who
touched the bishop thereafter returned to the desert without returning to their desert ways —
no chance that, in renouncing their little household icons, they also renounced the pillaging of
their enemies and the avenging of their own dead.”®’® Making the argument that the Church

itself accepted this form of superficial conversion, he suggests that “it would be arbitrary to

insist on a stricter definition of ‘Christian’ than did the church itself.”8"’

The Letter On the Rebuilding of the Temple provides us with a most appropriate example
of the kind of outward conversion alluded to by MacMullen. Having seen the synagogue doors
thrown open by a mighty burst of flame which consumed many of the Jews gathered outside,

the entire populace, Jew and Christian alike, cried with one voice, saying ‘There is
but one God, one Christ, who is victorious’; and the entire people rushed off and
tore down the idols and (pagan) altars that were in the city, glorifying and praising
Christ, and confessing that He is the Son of the Living God. And they drove out the
demons of the city,®”® and the Jews, and the whole city received the sign of baptism,
Jews as well as pagans, all together, so that we thought that there was not a single
person left in the city who had not received the sign or mark of the living Cross in
heaven.8®

We find a similar account presented in the Letter to Constantius, in which Cyril describes how

the whole population [of Jerusalem], overcome with joy mingled with fear of the
heavenly vision [of the luminous cross], hastened to the Holy Church: young and
old, people of both sexes and every age, even to the maidens closeted in their homes,
local and foreign Christians, as well as visiting pagans — all with one accord, and
as with a single voice, extolling Christ Jesus our Lord, the Only-begotten Son of
God, the worker of wonders. For were they not the sensible recipients of an object
lesson that the holy doctrine of the Christians ‘is not in the persuasive words of
wisdom, but in the demonstration of the Spirit and of power,’®° a doctrine not
announced only by men, but now attested by God from Heaven?88!

875 Price 1985, 166—7.

876 MacMullen 1984, 3.

8771bid., 52

878 See Johannessen 2016.

879 v.6, trans. Brock 1977, 275.

8801 Cor. 2:4

81 Ad Const. 4, trans. McCauley and Stephenson 1970, 232-3.
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It is interesting to note the connection he makes between catechesis and miracles, regarding

the latter as the seal and demonstrable proof of the veracity of the former.

Dujarier further argues that this nominalism among catechumens, demonstrated by such
conversion stories, in turn “triggered a second and inverse deviation: the indefinite
postponement of baptism.”®2 Thus, the structured three-year period mentioned by Hippolytus
in the third century had in the fourth become a largely unstructured nominal membership, in
many cases beginning in early infancy and ending only at one’s deathbed. A structured
programme of catechesis was comprised solely of the second stage of the catechumenate, the
intensive period of doctrinal instruction immediately before baptism, meaning that
catechumens “were to accomplish in a few weeks the vital transformation that, in the preceding
century, required two to three years”.88% The indifference of many catechumens “constituted a
scandal that was highly amusing to the pagans” and, as a consequence, “bishops hurried the

catechumens into baptism, with all the attendant dangers of formalism.”88

There are a number of problems with this picture of helplessness and inevitable decline.
While Cyril’s letter presents superficial conversion in a style very similar to Theodoret, there
can be no doubt as to the rigour with which he vetted his candidates prior to enrolment, and the
importance he placed on catechesis. Indeed, all the authors MacMullen immediately cites in
support of his argument — Augustine, Theodoret, Gregory — are catechists. His words
regarding the strictness of the Church’s definition of ‘Christian’ are therefore at the very least
in need of clarification. While the Church clearly saw this form of conversion as legitimate and
genuine, not to mention a useful propaganda tool, its acceptance of it was not wholesale or

unqualified. Whether Symeon’s Ishmaelites failed to renounce pillage and vendetta upon their

82 Dujarier 1979, 81.
83 Ipid., 98.
84 Ibid., 84.
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return home, as MacMullen asserts, is unknown to us. What is certain, however, is that bishops
like Cyril would under no circumstance admit such a person to baptism were this the case, as
we shall see below, both from his own words and first-hand descriptions of the vetting
process.®® Therefore, whatever such a conversion may have meant, it did not suffice for
membership in the mysteriological body of the Church. Such a person might bear the title

‘Christian’, but would remain firmly outside the locked doors of the Eucharistic assembly.

Returning once again to Burns, what the phenomenon of external conversion shows us
is that, while the “identity of a Christian was regularly established by rituals other than
baptism,” bishops like Cyril strove to maintain, and even heighten, the importance of baptism
as a form of radical border crossing, a dividing line separating the external and superficial from

the internal and sincere.

Dujarier’s assumptions about the length of the pre-Nicene catechumenate are also
problematic. As already mentioned above, Apostolic Tradition 17 indicates that the duration of
the first stage of the catechumenate was likely left to the discretion of the local bishop, and it
is not at all clear how long it would have been in practice for most people. Moreover, “this
single reference is,” according to Johnson, “not corroborated anywhere in liturgical texts before
the late-fourth century Apostolic Constitutions (ca. 381). And the early-fourth century Canons
of Hyppolytus 12, clearly based on some version of the Apostolic Tradition 17, mentions only
an exclusive forty-day baptismal preparation period.”®8 The Council of Elvira, Johson notes,
provides the earliest parallel with Apostolic Tradition 17, mentioning a two-year
catechumenate, but also mandates that it be postponed a further one to three years (canons 4

and 73) — even indefinitely (canon 73) — should the need arise.®8” As such, Johnson considers

85 Wilkinson 1999, 161-3.
86 Johnson 2007, 117-18.
87 |pid., 118.
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it more likely that mention of a three-year catechumenate is in fact a fourth-century addition to
the Apostolic Tradition rather than an insight into standard third-century practice.®% A more
recent work by Georgios N. Filias again takes Hippolytus as representative of third-century
practice, and contends that the Council of Elvira’s two-year catechumenate simply signifies its
end, but does so without reference to Johnson or other recent discussions.®&° The point remains:
our ignorance of third-century practice simply does not allow us to speak confidently about a

‘reduction in discipline’ in the fourth.

Moreover, the pre-Nicene provisions for the indefinite prolonging of the catechumenate
would suggest that this was not merely down to deterioration of motives, as Dujarier asserts.
While it would be naive to suggest that nominalism played no part whatsoever, or that one can
attribute the deferral off baptism to a single cause, | would concur with Gavrilyuk’s assertion
that the evidence points in quite another direction:

Pour Michel Dujarier, on differe le baptéme parce que la ferveur des catéchumeénes
s'est refroidie et la discipline ecclésiale affaiblie. Mais on peut penser au contraire
que c'est précisément parceque I'Eglise n'avait en rien abaissé ses exigences
morales que beaucoup de paiens sympathisants du christianisme, profondément

conscients de la responsabilité qu' entrainerait leur future situation de baptisés,
n'osaient pas faire le pas décisif vers la fontaine baptismale.8%

It was on account of a heightened, not relaxed, emphasis on the decisiveness of baptism as
representing a radical, ontological change, that less committed catechumens chose to defer
what they simply did not feel ready for. As Cyril makes clear to his listeners :

We may not receive Baptism twice or thrice; otherwise it might be said, ‘Although

| have failed once, | shall set it right a second time,” whereas if you fail once, the
thing cannot be set right.8%

88 |hid.
89 Filias 2009, 299, n.34.
890 Gavrilyuk 2007, 188. Drijvers (2004) agrees — “One of the reasons for postponing baptism undoubtedly

was the strict moral conduct required of baptized Christians” — yet cites only Dujarier’s point about insufficient
motivation (87, n.91).
891 PC 7 — “Obx &vi dic kai Tpic AaPeiv 10 Aovtpdv: &mel fv einsiv: Amal dmotuymdv, de0TEPOV KaTopdd™ &0V

0¢ 10 Gmag dmotoyMG, Gd1dpHwTOV TO TPdYHQ.”
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Sincere belief in baptism as an expedient for the remission of sins, and an acute awareness of
the fact that there would be no second chances thereafter, is, in my opinion, a far more likely
explanation for than the one put forth by Dujarier. The frequent exhortations of various Church
Fathers against this deferral®® are undoubtedly born of the same concern for salvation, not
simply because it was embarrassment.8 Nor should these exhortations be understood apart
from corresponding exhortations to moral improvement. They represent, not a lowering of
standards, but a positive affirmation of the new manner of life to which the baptised are called.
There are clear parallels between the deferral of baptism by catechumens and the practice of
infrequent participation in the Eucharist among the baptised.®* Again, this arose not out of
indifference, but for fear of communing unto condemnation as per the sterns warnings of both
Scripture®® and ecclesiastical authorities, and again, the episcopal exhortations to more
frequent participation represented not a relaxation of practice, but were a call for the baptised

to live up to the seriousness of their calling.

As for entry to the catechumenate, Gavrilyuk suggests the falling away of the initial
vetting process one saw in the third century was due to the end of persecution. 8¢ One should
also take into account the internal causes for the growth of the catechumenate, for example
Rodney Stark’s suggestions that Christianity’s popularity among women, due to the

comparatively high status afforded to them by the Church, led to higher birth rates among

892 For a comprehensive list, see ‘The Delay of Baptism’ in Ferguson 2009 (617-33).

8% As Hanula Gergeley (2013) notes, Cyril does not seem to express any concern about the postponement of
baptism (107), but this tells us very little given that he is addressing himself to individuals already enrolled for
baptism, which makes it unreasonable to expect mention of the issue in PC, CL or MC. Stephenson does cautiously
suggests that Cyril’s call for Constantius to add knowledge onto “the foundation of his previous faith” might be a
hint that the time had come for the emperor to accept baptism (Ad Const. 5), but the text allows for little more
than speculation.

89 See, for example, Canon 80 of the Quinisext Council (Nicodemus 2003, 290); Canon 11 of Sardica;
Chrysostom’s In Ep. Eph. 3.4-5 (PG 62:28-30) and In Mt. Hom. 82.5 (PG 58:744); John Cabasilas’ Lit. Interp.
42 (PG 150:457D—460A).

8% 1 Cor. 11:29 — For anyone who eats and drinks without discerning the body eats and drinks judgment on
himself..

8% Gavrilyuk 2007, 184.
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Christians than their pagan neighbours.8 These factors would have made a pre-catechumenal
vetting process both unnecessary and impracticable, without indicating any fundamental
change in attitude on the part of the Church. Rather than speaking of the collapse of the
catechumenate proper in the fourth century, | would instead suggest that we speak of its
expansion. As we shall see, far from falling away due to the pressures of the post-Constantinian

situation, the catechumenate became an essential tool for bishops seeking to tackle them.

The Catechumenate as the frontier of the Church

The making of catechumens involved such things as the performance of formal prayers,
the laying on of hands, signing with the sign of the cross, and the tasting of salts, as Augustine
— a catechumen from childhood — makes mention of in his Confessions.8%® By these rites a
person was granted access to the ‘Liturgy of the Word’ at which they heard the Scriptures and
received instruction in the Christian faith in the form of sermons, often addressing them

directly,8°

after which prayers would be read over them before they were dismissed. This quite
substantial participation in Church life would suggest that they did not see themselves as
complete outsiders. As will be mentioned in chapter 9, Firmilian of Caesarea posits that heretics
who were received into the Catholic Church without re-baptism should be numbered among

the catechumens. It must, then, be possible to speak of some form of membership even before

baptism. The guestion is what kind of membership?

Unlike a definite period of preparation of only a few years, a more open-ended
catechumenate allowed for the creation of formal, yet liminal, membership of the institutional

Church for those who were unsuited or unprepared for incorporation into the Church proper,

897 Stark 1996. See also Johnson 2007, 116.
8% Augustine, Confessions, 1,1,11.
899 See, for example, Harmless 1995, 56-7.
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the Body of Christ. In other words, by drawing a distinction between the Church as a
mysteriological ontology and the Church as a sociological reality, fourth century developments
thus reflect a shrewd answer to the question of how, with imperial recognition, the Church
could be in the world, but not of it.°®° Thus, while nominal membership of the catechumenate
may have caused a blurring of the lines between the Church and wider society, | would argue
that the catechumenate is precisely what allowed baptism to remain the radical border-crossing
from one ontological reality to another. In his 2017 work, Scaffolds of the Church, Cyril
Hovorun presents an interesting attempt to reconcile the binary, exclusive ecclesiology of
Cyprian of Carthage with the seemingly implicit acknowledgement of sacramental grace
outside the Church’s canonical boundaries over subsequent centuries.® He argues that the
Roman Empire at the time of Cyprian “did not have borders; it had frontiers that constantly
moved. These frontiers were supposed to expand as far as possible and had to include as much
land and as many people as possible. The frontiers were not lines but territories,”®? and within
these sometimes vast and populous frontiers were people who were neither barbarians nor fully
covered by the protection of the Pax Romana. When Cyprian denies the possibility of
sacramental grace outside the boundaries of the Church, what he really means, accordingly to
Hovorun, is that there is no salvation beyond its frontiers, while the ecclesiastical status of

those within the frontier-territory cannot be entirely discounted.

While I remain to be convinced that this image of frontiers is what Cyprian had in mind

when speaking of Church membership, I do think it provides us with a most apt description of

%0 Cf. John 17.

%1 He mentions, for example, Georges Florovsky’s assertion that, “Whatever Cyprian said about the unity of
the Church and mystery can be and should be accepted. However, one should not draw the line of the Church
body only through the dots of canon law” (Florovsky 1934, 17), but considers him unsuccessful in his various
attempts to reconcile these two elements (Hovorun 2017, 177). See also Cohen 2007; Stavrou 2013.

By “implicit acknowledgement of sacramental grace outside the Church’s canonical boundaries”, I refer, for
example, to the refusal to re-baptise or re-ordain converts from another Christian confession (a de facto
acknowledgement of said confession’s true baptism and ordination), even if official statements on the question of
validity remain ambiguous or negative.

%02 Hovorun 2017, 179.
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the fourth-century catechumenate. The catechumenate represented a steadily expanding
frontier-territory surrounding the Church. Those within it did not have the salvific benefit of

membership — they were not yet citizens of heaven®®

— but, as non-mysteriological
participants and bearers of the name ‘Christian’, nor were they numbered with the Greeks,
Jews, and heretics beyond it. The size of this territory would increase or decrease depending
on the rate at which those within it were brought into the Church proper through baptism, a
factor in turn dependant on the preparedness of said people for such membership. The
expansion of the frontiers necessarily precedes the expansion of membership, but the two need
not correlate. It is Dujarier’s failure to see the catechumenate as a frontier, as a buffer zone,

and not merely a period of structured formation, that causes him to draw such pessimistic

conclusions from what is an otherwise fair description of the problems faced.*

The problem of the ‘Second Church’, to borrow the title of Ramsey McMullen’s 2009
volume on popular Christianity from the 2" to the 4™ century,®®® — namely, the discrepancy
between official teaching and popular practice and opinion — had existed since the beginning;
and that it heightens following the legalisation of Christianity is unquestionable. To get an
understanding of the chasm that in many cases existed between official and popular religion in
the fourth century, one need only look at the myriad of modern examples of the same
phenomenon, such as the discrepancy between the official condemnation of artificial
contraceptives by the Roman Catholic Church and their near universal use by its members.®%

While the broadening of the first stage of the catechumenate represented a managed response

to the new challenges facing the fourth-century Church, so a corresponding effort to develop

%3 Cf. Phil. 3:20.

%4 Doval (2001a, 29-35) provides a brief overview of the fourth-century developments and challenges to the
catechumenate, generally reiterating the conclusions made by Dujarier.

%5 MacMullen 2009.

%6 See Catechism of the Catholic Church 3.2.2.6.2370. | use this example only because it is one frequently
surveyed and cited.
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the second stage also became necessary to “safeguard the requirements for admission to
baptism.”®"" If, as Filias remarks, “the 4" century could be characterised as the golden age of
catechesis”, °® this is the result of the Church seeking to preserve the integrity of baptism as
an initiation into a new and ontologically different way of life at a time “when authentic
conversion and properly motivated desire to enter the Christian community could no longer be

assumed on the part of the candidates.””%

Vetting and enrolment

Prefacing the second stage of the catechumenate was a rigorous vetting process before
candidates could have their names enrolled for baptismal preparation, at which point they, now
among the pwni{ouevor, would be counted worthy to hear expositions of the basic doctrines of
the Catholic Church contained in the Creed.®*® As the works of Cyril are silent as to many of
the formalities which surround his lectures, our source for these processes is the Peregrinatio,
or Itenarium, of the pilgrim Egeria — also Aetheria — who visited the Levant between 381
and 384,

Names must be given in before the first day of Lent, which means that a presbyter
takes down all the names before the start of the eight weeks for which Lent lasts
here [...]. Once the priest has all the names, on the second day of the Lent at the
start of the eight weeks, the bishop’s chair is placed in the middle of the Great
Church, the Martyrium, the presbyters sit in chairs on either side of him, and all the
clergy stand. Then one by one the ones who are seeking baptism are brought up,
men coming with their fathers and women with their mothers. As they come in one
by one, the bishop asks their neighbours questions about them: ‘Is this person
leading a good life? Does he respect his parents? Is he a drunkard or a boaster?” He
asks about all the serious human vices. And if his inquiries show him that someone
has not committed any of these misdeeds, he himself puts down his name; but if
someone is guilty he is told to go away, and the bishop tells him that he is to amend

%7 Dujarier 1979, 97.

%8 Filias 2009, 301. Translation mine.

%9 Johnson 2007, 119.

%10 Cf. PC 1.

91 Wilkinson 1999, 1. Egeria’s identity is explored in an article by Hagith Sivan (1988). In addition to
establishing a likely Spanish origin, Sivan casts doubts on previous assumptions that she had monastic or
aristocratic affiliations, suggesting that she was instead a layperson of the urban bourgeoisie. What is interesting
is her concluding argument that pilgrimage created an opportunity for Christians of different social classes to unite
in a common enterprise (Ibid., 72). Pilgrimage, and therefore Jerusalem, thus represents a unifying phenomenon
on the vertical plane as well as the horizontal.
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his ways before he may come to the font. He asks the men and the women the same
questions. But it is not too easy for a visitor to come to baptism if he has no
witnesses who are acquainted with him.%?

Filias makes the point that the need for sponsors, or godparents, became particularly acute in
the fourth century, as the numbers of catechumens made it impossible for the official
representatives of the Church to judge the disposition or oversee the progress of each individual
catechumen.®'® That Chrysostom calls them not only avadeyduevor, signifying their role as
persons responsible for receiving the candidate into the Church, but also gives them the title
‘spiritual father’ (watip mvevuarixéc),®** would suggest the witnesses had gained a rather
intimate personal knowledge of the candidates prior to enrolment. Dujarier is therefore right to
suggest that catechumens “were not closely supervised by the authorities in structured
groups,”!® but the importance given to the supervision of sponsors and the ease with which
candidates are turned away on the basis of negative witness accounts seem to completely
contradict his assertion that the “Church seemed to be more preoccupied with ‘pushing’

spiritless candidates to baptism” than with genuine conversion.%1®

Of course, the rigour with which candidates were examined did not prevent some less
suitable candidates from slipping through the cracks, which is why we see continued
exhortations to moral conversion and the laying aside of vice even after the candidates had
been formally approved.®!’ Cyril himself acknowledges that many of his listeners had “come
on another pretext”, such as paying court to a Christian woman or to please a Christian
master.%'® As | argue in the next chapter, certain changes in liturgical emphasis and rules

regarding the appointment of neophytes to influential positions served to mitigate the effects

%12 pereg. 45.1-4, trans. Wilkinson 1999, 161-63.

%13 Filias 2009, 308.

%14 John Chrysostom, Cat. Stav. 2.9 (SC 50, 138). See Gavrilyuk 2007, 225-26.

%15 Dujarier 1979, 94. See also id. 1962.

%16 Dujarier 1979, 94. This is despite his concession that the examination described by Egeria “apparently was
carefully done” (Ibid., 99).

17 |bid., 94-100.

%18 PC 4. See also Harmless 1995, 80-81.
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of this unwanted but inevitable phenomenon. MacMullen acknowledges the fact that, far from
being satisfied with a mere increase in number, figures such as “Saint Ambrose and, later, Saint
Augustine devote a good deal of attention to insincere conversion.”®*® Eusebius famously
deplored “the unspeakable deceit on the part of those who slipped into the Church and adopted
the false facade of the Christian name.”%?° That Cyril shared these sentiments is immediately
apparent from his opening words in PC and the emphasis he places on the intentions of the
individual believer. He cites the example of Simon the sorcerer, who, when he came “to the
washing [...] was baptised, but,” on account of his unworthiness and faithlessness, “was not
enlightened. He covered his body with water, but did not enlighten his heart with the Spirit.
His body went down and came up; but his soul was not buried with Christ, nor raised with
him.”®?! Dujarier, too, admits that the development of the Lenten catechumenate was the result
of bishops like Cyril drawing “upon traditional doctrine according to which salvation is only

granted in the sacrament to those having faith and living in conformity to that faith.”%?

It is also true, as Filias points out, that “Chrysostom admits as candidates for baptism
categories of people not admitted by earlier texts, such as the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus
of Rome. He therefore bears witness to a change in the Church’s stance.”%?® But should we
infer from this change that the Church, at least implicitly, no longer saw baptism as the radical
border-crossing it previously had been? | would argue that the bishops of the fourth century
use this change to assert quite the opposite. It is precisely because baptism is a radical border-
crossing, from one ontological reality to another, and not merely a formal affirmation of an

existing one, that Cyril is able to welcome his insincere converts: “[I] receive you, as one who

%1% MacMullen 1984, 57.

920 VVjta Const. 4.54.2, trans. Cameron and Hall 1999, 174.

921 PC 2 — “IIpocfjAdé mote kai Tipmv T Aovtpd 6 payoc: &BamticOn, GAL' 0Ok dpmticOn: kai T pev odpa
ERayev Boartt, TNV 8€ Kapdiav ovk Epdtioe ITvedpott kol Katén eV 1O odua, Kol AvEPT 1] 6& yoyn 0b GUVETAEN
Xpiotd, 006 cuvnyépon.”

922 Dujarier 1979, 85.

923 Filias 2016, 309-10. Translation mine. See John Chrysostom, Cat. Stav. 1.25.
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has indeed come with a wrong intention, but will be saved by a good hope.”%?* He devotes the
entirety of his second lecture to the subject of repentance and forgiveness, and its placement
between the first and third lectures — both focusing on the transformative power of baptism
— makes it clear that he sees this forgiveness as being granted through the font. No sin is too
great; no past wrong need be a cause for despair. For
great is the baptism which is set before you. It is a ransom to captives; the
forgiveness of sins; the death of sin; the rebirth of the soul; the garment of light;

the indissoluble holy seal; the chariot to heaven; the luxury of paradise; a foretaste
of the kingdom; the gift of adoption.®?®

Whatever status had been gained by entrance into the catechumenate, baptism alone
represented a clean break with the past and a new beginning. The pre-baptismal preparation is,
according to Cyril, not in itself a prerequisite for the ontological change inherent in baptism,
but its purpose is rather to adequately equip the newly enlightened believer for this radically
new way of life:%%

Show through ascesis that your heart is innerved. Cleanse your vessel, in order to
receive the gift fully. For remission of sins is given equally to all, but the
communion of the Holy Spirit is given according to the faith of each. If you have

done little, you shall receive little; but if you have laboured much, the reward is
great.%’

He thus exhorts his listeners to make good use of their final few weeks before baptism. They
are to confess their sins and regularly attend exorcisms, catechism, and church services, such
attendance being “required by the clergy”.9?® He also insists that these things become yet more
important after baptism, and issues a stark warning to those who fail to diligently observe them:

For if it was good before the reception, then it must surely be good after the
bestowal. If it was appropriate for you to be watered and tended before you were

924 PC 5 — “katadéyopai og, Kakf mpoatpéoet uev éA06vTa, EAmidt 8¢ dyadfj cobnoduevoy.”

95 PC 16 — “Méya, 10 Tpokeipevov Banticpo: aiypaidtolg AWtpov: duoptnudtov deecig Bdvatog duoptiog:
moAlyyevesio Wyoyfg EvOupo QOTEWVOV: cepayig dylo AKaTdAVTOS dYnUo TPOG OVPAVOV: TAPAdEIGOV TPLET
Baocireiog TpdEevov: vioBesiag xapiopa.”

92 On this, see Gergeley 2013, 101-7.

927 CL 1.5 — “3€itov &v doknoel, Tiig kapdiag cov 10 vevevpmuévov. Kabipisdv cov o &yyog, tva mheiova
SN ™V ybpw. H pev yop Geeoig 1dv apaptidv €€ icov didotat toig mdow: 1 6& 100 ITveduatog tod ayiov
Kow@via, Kot avoloyiav deddpnrtal Tfig £KGoTov miotems. Edav OAiyo kaung, oliya AouBavels €av 8¢ €pydon
TOAAQ, TTOAVG O 1oB0g.”

98 CL 1.5-6
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grafted in,%° is it not much more right after planting? [...] if you then abide in the

vine, you shall increase as a fruitful branch; but if you do not abide, you shall be
utterly consumed by the fire.%%

The Lenten catechumenate

Following enrolment, Egeria continues her description with details of how the
catechetical programme unfolded during the forty days®! of Lent.®*? Having first attended the
abovementioned exorcisms first thing in the morning, the pwti{ouevor enter the Martyrium and
sit in a circle around the bishop’s chair. The Bishop proceeds to give a three-hour long lecture,
from six to nine in the morning — that is, during the interval between the two divine offices:

His subject is God’s Law; during the forty days he goes through the whole Bible,
beginning with Genesis, and first relating the literal meaning of each passage, then
interpreting its spiritual meaning. He also teaches them at this time all about the
resurrection and the faith.

And this is called ‘catechesis’. After five weeks’ teaching they receive the Creed,
whose content he explains article by article in the same way as he explained the
Scriptures, first literally and then spiritually. Thus all the people in these parts are
able to follow the Scriptures when they are read in church, since there has been
teaching on all the Scriptures from six to nine in the morning all through Lent, three
hours’ catechesis a day.%*

There has been much debate among liturgical scholars as to how one might reconcile Egeria’s
description of a seven-week period of daily discussion of both Scripture and dogma — the

Creed not being divulged until the fifth week — with Cyril’s set of eighteen lectures, fifteen of

929 Cf. Rom. 11

90 CL 1.6, 4 — “Ei yap mpiv Ad4Pne, Kakdv 10 yvopevov, apo odyl kol petd v 6oy kardv; Ei mpiv
gykevipiobilc, acearég 10 motileoBo, kol yewpyeichar petd Ty @uteiav dp' 0Oyl TOAD KEAAOV; [...] v pév
gmueivng v i auméhm, abén og KATiua Kapro@opov: Eav O& pn Empeivng, Vo 10D TVPOG Katavaiwndnon.”

931 A forty-day fast is mentioned as an existing custom in the 5™ canon of the Council of Nicea. As Gavrilyuk
(2007) notes, however, the number forty is symbolic, and the actual duration of the “forty days” varied according
to local custom (190-191). Socrates’ Historia Ecclesiastica gives details of widely divergent practices in Rome,
the Balkans, and Egypt, where the “forty day” period of fasting ranged from three to seven weeks. “It is indeed
surprising,” he remarks, “that thus differing in the number of days, they should both give it one common
appellation; but some assign one reason for it, and others another, according to their several fancies” (HE 5.22,
trans. NPNF 2.2, 334). It was commonly assumed that the forty days of Lent originated as an extension of the
short preparatory fast before Easter, but recent scholarship has suggested it is an amalgamation of practices. It
likely arose as a combination of the forty-day post-Theophany fast — commemorating Christ’s forty-day fast in
the desert following his baptism in the Jordan — observed in the Alexandrian tradition with the three-week periods
of baptismal preparation observed elsewhere. These preparatory periods were pre-Paschal in Rome and North
Africa, but unrelated to Easter in other traditions. For a detailed overview, see ‘Baptismal Preparation and the
Origins of Lent” in Johnson 2007 (201-18).

932 For a detailed overview of the catechetical programme in Jerusalem, see Doval 2001a, 35-57.

933 Pereg. 46.1-3, trans. Wilkinson 1999, 162.

7-166



which focus on the Creed. A detailed overview of the various attempts to harmonise these two

934 who arrives at what seems to be the most

sources is provided by Maxwell E. Johnson,
plausible conclusion, namely that CL was delivered Monday to Saturday during the fifth, sixth,
and seventh weeks of Lent, while the first four weeks of the fast would have been devoted to
Biblical exegesis.®*® This also explains Cyril’s frequent and matter-of-fact appeals to Scriptural
proofs in support of his theological arguments throughout CL. That the pwnilouevor are familiar
with the quoted passages is taken for granted, strongly suggesting recent and thorough

Scriptural study beyond what one would expect them to have gained through general

attendance at services while still catechumens.

Egeria paints a picture of lively interaction between bishop and listeners, with the latter
frequently interrupting to ask questions or make loud remarks. She points out that the bishop,

although he may have known Syriac,%®

speaks exclusively in Greek, relying on a presbyter to
translate his preaching into Syriac for the benefit of non-Greek locals, while Latin-speaking
travellers have to make due with an improvised translation from a bilingual listener.%" It is
unclear whether the “faithful” asking questions are the baptismal candidates themselves or
those baptised members of the Church who would also come to listen to the lectures, but more
pertinent to the discussion at hand is the exclusion of the catechumens who, she says, “do not

come in while the bishop is teaching.”9%®

Only the pwnilouevor, not the catechumens, were allowed to hear the dogmas contained
in the Creed, which they received only verbally lest any written record should fall into wrong

hands.®* In PC Cyril warns that if the Catechumen hears any of these teachings, he will not

934 Johnson 1988. See also Day 2005 and id. 2007a, 23-25.

%35 |bid., 27. On the use of the Old Testament in the Armenian Lectionary, see Villadsen 1989.

936 Syrian Aramaic according to Telfer 1955, 35.

%7 Pereg. 47.3-5, trans. Wilkinson 1999, 163.

938 Pereg. 46.1, trans. Wilkinson 1999, 162.

939 “This [the Creed] I wish you to remember even in the very phrase, and to rehearse it with all diligence
among yourselves, not writing it on paper, but by memory graving it on your heart as on a monument: being
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understand what he hears, but will “find fault with the thing, and scoff at what is said,”®*° words
which might appear more appropriately addressed to a Jew or pagan than to someone who bears
the title ‘Christian’. Even the Lord’s Prayer, and with it the ability to address God as one’s own
Father, was limited to the baptised.®*! Withholding from them the pearls and that which was
holy, one would be forgiven for thinking that Cyril still numbered catechumens among the dogs
and swine. And although Cyril speaks to the pwti{éusvor about the meaning and significance
of baptism, details about the shape of the ritual itself is withheld even from them, a practice
more stringent than what we find elsewhere. Thus, although the catechumen could claim some
degree of membership in the Church as a social institution, he remained, in the eyes of Cyril at
least, very much an outsider: “Before you were a catechumen, now you will be a believer.”%*
The following chapter will look in more detail at Cyril’s use of the so-called Disciplina Arcani
— the discipline of secrecy — to emphasis the difference between social and mysteriological

membership, and to highlight baptism into the Body of Christ, not entry into the catechumenate,

as the definitive form of Christian initiation.

watchful, during your exercise, lest haply some of the Catechumens overhear the things delivered to you.” CL
6:12.

940 PC 12 — “oBtmg 6 KaToVUEVOG, £av d0VoT| Tapd TIGTOD" Kol 6 KATNXOVHEVOS PPEVITLY, OVK 0108 Yap Ti
fikovoe, Kai EAéyyet 1O mpdyua, Kol ékpvktnpilel 1o Aeyouevov.”

%1 Incidentally, it is in MC that we find the first mention of the Lord’s Prayer in the context of the Divine
Liturgy.

942 CL 1:4 — “TIpd tovtov Katnyovpsvoc fic, viv 88 kndnon IMotdc.”
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Chapter 8 — We deliver to thee a mystery: St Cyril’s use of the
Disciplina Arcani and its ecclesiological implications

You may give these Catechetical Lectures to those approaching baptism to
read, as well as those believers who have already received the bath,
but by no means give them to Catechumens, nor to any others
who are not Christians; as you shall answer to the Lord.

And if you make a copy of them, write this in
the beginning, as before the Lord.®*3

These fearful words, with which Cyril prefaces his Catechetical Lectures, attest to the
unbridgeable chasm which, despite their status as nominal Christians, separated the
catechumens from baptised believers. The Disciplina Arcani, or discipline of secrecy, refers to
this early Catholic practice of denying to the non-baptised not only participation in but also
knowledge of, the divine mysteries that formed the very centre of the Church’s life and
worship, perhaps most concretely expressed by their dismissal following the ‘Liturgy of the
Word’.%*4 While this discipline of silence was never the subject of canonical regulations,®* its
observance among Catholics in the 4™ century was more or less universal.®*® The introduction
to Athanasius’ Defence Against the Arians relates with no little disdain that “they are not
ashamed to parade the sacred mysteries before Catechumens, and worse than that, even before

heathens: whereas, they ought to attend to what is written, It is good to conceal the secrets of

93 Tog 16V PoTilouévov KaTnyMoelg TodTog, Toig H&V 6 PomTicHOTL TPOGEPKOUEVOLS, Kod TOIC TO AOVTPOV
&yovotv H10N TOTOIC, €ig AVAYVOCY TOPEXOUEVOC, UT| 00 TO GUVOAOV UNTE KATNYXOVUEVOLS, UiTe GALOLG TIol TOTg
uR odot ypioTiovoic: émel @ Kupio Adyov dmoeic. Kai &av morfic dvtiypagpov, d¢ i Kvpiov tadta mpdypayov.

%44 Even in their modern forms, after a prayer for their eventual union to the Catholic Church through baptism,
the liturgies of the Eastern Churches include a call for the dismissal of the uninitiated before commencing the
‘Liturgy of the Faithful’, where the focus changes to the Eucharist itself. Significantly, the Anaphora opens with
the recitation of the Creed, which is immediately preceded by the deacon’s call for the doors to be locked and
guarded, lest any improper person should be made aware of its content. In the Liturgy of St. James, an early form
of which is attested to in MC, the deacon exclaims shortly after the reading of the Gospel: “My g @V
KOTHYOVUEVY, Ul TIG TAV GUONTMOV, [ TIS TAV un Ovvousvwy Huiv oovoenlijvar. Aljlovg éxiyvarte: tag Gopag:
dpboi mwavres” (Fountoules 2005, 99-100). For the dismissals in the Byzantine liturgies of St. Basil the Great and
St. John Chrysostom, see Ibid., 249.

95 Perrin 2009, 73.

%6 Yarnold 1994, 56. Actual observance, however, varied. See Day 2001.
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a king®.”%* Chrysostom compares those who “idly and indiscriminately open their mouths to
everyone” about the divine mysteries to Eve’s eating of the forbidden fruit.**® As Yarnold
observes,®® we find similar fourth-century attestations in Rome,®* Milan,**? Verona,®®
Egypt,®* Antioch,®>® North Africa,®*® Constantinople,®’ and Cappadocia.®*® However, the
Disciplina was perhaps nowhere more strictly observed than in Cyril’s Palestine, as we have
seen from Egeria’s eye-witness testimony. Cyril, then, being one of its most forceful
proponents, is undoubtedly one of our most valuable sources when trying to understand the

significance and purpose of the discipline of secrecy.®*

As Michel Yves Perrin notes, scholarship dealing with the Disciplina Arcani, a term
first coined some three centuries ago by the Calvinist Jean Daille in reference to Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite,®® “est marquee au coin de la polémique confesionnelle.”%® As the
worshipping community abandoned the humble settings of private homes and emerged from
the darkness of catacombs into the grandeur and magnificence of imperial basilicas, significant
changes also occurred with respect to the shape and outward form of the Divine Liturgy,

although its basic structure, content, and meaning was maintained. Many of these

%7 Tobit 12 :7

948 Apol. C. Arianos 11, trans. NPNF 2.4, 404-5.

%9 Hom. In Gen. 16.6 (PG 53:126).

%0 Yarnold 1994, 56-58.

91 |_etter of Pope Innocent | to Decentius, A.D. 416 (PL 20:551ff).

%2 “Bvery mystery ought to be hidden and, so to speak, concealed in a faithful silence so as not to be
inconsiderately published to profane ears” (Ambrose, De Abraham 1.38 [PL 14:436]).

983 Zeno, Tractatus 2.7.14 (PL 11:309).

94 Serapion, Anaphora 6 (see Jasper and Cuming 1975, 67).

95 AC 2.57.40.

96 Augustine, Hom. 132 (PL 38:734). See also his Ev. Jo. Tract. 11.

957 “This is all that may be divulged of the Sacrament, and that is not forbidden to the ear of the many. The rest
you shall learn within the Church by the grace of the Holy Trinity; and those matters you shall conceal within
yourself, sealed and secure” (Gregory Nazianzen, Oration 40.45. trans. NPNF 2.7, 750).

98 «“The uninitiated were not even allowed to be present at the mysteries; how could you expect these teachings
to be paraded about in public documents?”” (Basil, De Spiritu Sancto 27.66, trans. Anderson 1980, 99).

%9 The only recent monograph dealing exclusively with the notion of liturgical secrecy, for example, limits its
discussion on Late Antiquity solely to the works of Cyril. See chapters 1 and 2 in Malesic 2009 (35-74).

90 perrin 2009, 120

%1 |bid., 122.
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developments, however, occurred not simply on account of a change of venue.%? Of far greater
importance was the influx of vast numbers of converts, whose previous place of worship had
not been the catacombs, but the temples of Jupiter and Aphrodite. Protestant critics of the
Roman Catholic Church argued that the changes to the Christian liturgy effected by these
converts amounted to a synthesis between Christianity and Graeco-Roman religions, what
would to the early Christians have been regarded as a woeful yoking of believers and
unbelievers, righteousness and unrighteousness, light and darkness. They saw the introduction
of liturgical secrecy as clear evidence of a post-Constantinan fall into corruption and an unholy
fusion of Christianity with Graeco-Roman mystery cults.®®® Roman Catholic apologists, on the
other hand, claimed quite the opposite, namely that this practice of secrecy accounted for the
relatively late evidence for certain disputed practices. Indeed, the Disciplina was described as
the “letzte Zuflucht katholischer Geschichtsbeweise”®®* in order to explain the disparity
between the early Church and “den neuen Verkehrtheiten der modernen romischen Kirche.”
Perrin notes that, while “cet argument qui occupa une place centrale dans les controverses
érudites jusqu’au début du XXe siécle, est, sauf exception, a peu prés délaissé dans

I’historiographie contemporaine.”%°

Consequently, it is necessary for modern students of this important phenomenon to
reassess the value of existing secondary literature on the subject, and resort to an honest and
fresh analysis of the relevant primary sources when attempting to discern the origins of the

practice and the potential influences of Graeco-Roman religion.

%2 See, for example, ‘The Problem and Development of the Ordo: the Fourth & Fifth Centuries’, chapter 3 of
Schmemann 2003 (91-149). Of particular interest is his observation that, while the pomp of paganism remained
suspect, the conversion of the Emperor meant that “the Imperial court ceremonial, which was religious in character
[...] was more ‘admissible’ for the Church” and therefore had significance influence on the development of
Christian liturgy by comparison (Ibid., 121).

%3 See Nock 1952.

%4 \on Hase 1878, 34412. See also ‘Der Durchbruch der Vorstellung von der “Arkandisziplin des vierten
Jahrhunderts” in der protestantischen Forschung’ in Jacob 1990 (73-96).

%5 perrin 2009, 739-40.
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Biblical Origins

A person of the fourth century would certainly not have found the prevalence of the
Disciplina to be something at odds with the Scriptures recited during the ‘Liturgy of the Word’,
to which also the uninitiated catechumens were admitted. Christ had himself explained to his
disciples that to them “has been given the secret of the Kingdom of God, but for those outside,
everything is in parables; so that they may indeed see but not perceive and may indeed hear but
not understand; lest they should turn again and be forgiven.”%® His parables, then, were not
merely a method by which to convey his teaching to a wider audience, but also to conceal their
essence from those unable to receive it: “He who has ears to hear, let him hear.”% Cyril, as he
responds to the heresies of Mani in CL 6, offers his listeners a rather lengthy exposition of this
particular feature of the New Testament, relating it directly to the Disciplina:

Then Mani answers him: “And what sort of God blinds? For it is Paul who says,
In whom the God of this world has blinded the minds of them that believe not,
lest the light of the Gospel should shine unto them.”%®8 But Archelaus responds
well: “Read a little before: But if our Gospel is veiled, it is veiled in them that
are perishing.”®®® Do you see that it is veiled in them that are perishing? For it
is not right to give the things which are holy unto the dogs.®’® Again, “Is it only
the God of the Old (Testament) that has blinded the minds of unbelievers?” Has
not Jesus himself said, For this cause speak | unto them in parables, that seeing
they may not see? Was it out of hate for them that he willed them not to see? Or
because of their unworthiness, since their eyes they had closed.®”* For where
there is wilful evil, there is also a withholding of grace: for to him that has shall
be given; but from him that has not shall be taken even that which he seems to
have.®”2 We could also say, as some explain (for it is not a disparaging word)
that, “If he really did blind the thoughts of unbelievers, he blinded them for a
good reason, that they might look afresh at what is good. For he did not say,
“He blinded their soul”, but, the thoughts of unbelievers. And the meaning is
something along these lines: ‘Blind the fornicator’s lewd thoughts, and the man
is saved. Blind the robber’s rapaciousness and thieving and rapacious thought

96 Mark 4:11.

%7 Cf. Matt. 11:15, 13:9; Mark 4:9; Rev. 2:7, 11, 17, 29, 3:6, 13, 22.
98 2 Cor. 4:4.

9%9 2 Cor. 4:3

970 Matt. 7:6

971 Matt. 13:15

972 Matt. 13:12
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of the robber, and the man is saved.' But if you will not understand it in this
way, then there is yet another interpretation: The sun also blinds with dim sight,
and those with diseased eyes are blinded and hurt by the light. Not that the sun
[is] blinding, but that the eye’s substance cannot see. In the same way,
unbelievers, being diseased in their heart, cannot look upon the radiance of the
divinity. Nor did he say, “He has blinded their thoughts, that they should not
hear the Gospel”, but that the light of the glory of the Gospel of our Lord Jesus
Christ should not shine unto them. For all are permitted to hear the Gospel, but
the glory of the Gospel is reserved only for Christ's genuine children. The Lord
therefore spoke in parables to those who could not hear:%”3 but explained the
parables in private to the disciples.’’ [For] the brightness of the glory is for the
enlightened, the blinding for the unbelieving. It is the custom that these
Mysteries, which the Church now explains to you who are transferring out of
the catechumenate, are not explained to the Gentile. For we do not explain the
mysteries concerning Father, Son, and Holy Spirit to a Gentile, nor do we speak
plainly of the mysteries before Catechumens; but we often speak about [many
things] in a veiled way, so that the believers who know may understand, and
those who do not know may not be hurt.®”™

We find the same connection in the commentary of John Chrysostom:

And in many other places too He saith that corruption of life is the cause of
men’s not receiving the more perfect doctrines. Wherefore He commands not
to open the doors to them; for indeed they become more insolent after learning.
For as to the well-disposed and intelligent, things appear venerable when
revealed, so to the insensible, when they are unknown rather. “Since then from
their nature, they are not able to learn them, let the thing be hidden,” saith He,
“that at least for ignorance they may reverence them. For neither doth the swine

M v.13

974 Mark 4:34

975 CL 6:28-29 — “Eira 6 Mévng mpdg todtov Aéyst Kai moiog @cdc Tvphoi; Iadlog yap otv 6 Aéyov: 'Ev
oic 6 @gd¢ ToD 0idVOC TOVTOV ETOPAMGE TR VONpATe TRV ATicTOV, €l TO PN SYAcHL TOV POTIGUOV TOD
evayyeriov. O 8¢ Apyéhaog KaAdg vokpovsag, [Ipoavayvwbi, enotv, 6Alyov. Ei 8¢ kol kekahvppévov 0Tl TO
gvayyéMov MuUdv, €v Toig anorivpévolg éoti kekaivppévov. ‘Opdg, 6Tt v Toig anoihvpévolg kekdlomtar;, OV del
yap S186var & dyta Toig kuoiv. Eita, dpa pdvog 6 Tiig makaidg O@cdg TOPAMGE Té vOHUOTo, TV dmictav; Tncodg
0¢ avTog ovK eipnke, A TodTo aWTOig év mapoafolaig AaA®d, tva PAEmovteg U PAénwot; Mr wodv avtovg,
éBovAeto un PAémev; fj S1d TO dvaiov, €meidn Tovg 0QBaALOVDG VTV Ekdppvoay; ‘Omov yop adToTpoaipeTog
novnpio, €kel kail amoyn Tiig xbprrog. Td yap Eyovrtl doBnceton Amd & tod pn Eyovrtog, Kol O dokel Exewv
apBnoetat. Ei 8¢ 8¢, kol &g tiveg €€nyodvtat, Toto gimeiv: ov adlov yap to phipa- €l kol ETVEA®CE TOV AmicTmOV
T8 VOWULOTO, ML KOAG ETOQAmGEY, Tval €i¢ Td dyadd dvapréywcty. OV yap sinev, ETOohocsy adtdv THY Woxiv:
GAAG, TO vonpota TV anictmv. To 8¢ Aeydpevov, To100ToVv 6Tl TOPAMGOV TOD TOPVOL TO TTOPVIKO VO LT, KOl
cécmotal 0 GvBpmmog. THVPA®ooV ToD ANGTOD TO GPTUKTIKOV KOl ANCTPIKOV, Kol cécmaotal O dvBpmmog. AAL' 0¥
0élelg obte vofjoar ot kai AAN €Enynoig. Tveiol kol 6 fiAog Tovg aupAvenodvtag Kol ol dQOUAGVTES
Toerodvtat, BramTopevol 1O 10D EOTOC 0VY Tt TVEAMTIKOG [EoTv] O fA10G, AAL' ETL 1} DTLOGTAGIG TAOV OPUATOV
00 PAéret. Obto Kol ol GmeTol, VOsoUVTEG TOG Kapding, ov dvvavtal EVISEV Tiig OedtnTog Taig dkticw. Kai ovk
ginev, Etdplooce 0 vorjuata, gic 1o pr dcodoan o edayyéhtov: GAN, €ig To uf Stovydoat TOV oTIGHOV Thc S6&NC
70D gvayyeAiov 100 Kvupiov fHudv Incod Xpiotod. To pév yap dkodoot tod gvayyeiiov, tdoty épietar 1 86&a 6¢
0D gvayyeAiov, toig Xpiotod yvnoiolg povolg apmpiotat. "Edeyev 6 KOpiog toig pév dkodoat pr duvapévorg év
TopoBoraic: Toig 8¢ pabntaic Enéive kat' idiav tag mapafordc. O adyacuoc [yop] g 86Eng T0ig TEPMTIGHEVOLS,
N telwoig 10ig amiotolc. Toadta ta pvompla, & viv 1 Exkinoia dinyeitol oot 1@ €K KoTOLUEVOV
petaparlopéve, ovk oty £8og £Bvikoig duyeioBat. OV yap €mi €Bvikd ta mepi TTotpog kol Yiod kai ayiov
Ivevpatog dupyoduedo pootipia, 0088 Tepl TV pouotnpimv £mi kKatnyovpéveov Agukdg Aakouev: dAAL [rodld]
TOMAKIG Adyouey EMIKEKOAVUUEVAC, Tva 01 €100TEC ToTOL VONlomot, Kal ol ur| €iddtec un Propdot.”
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know at all what a pearl is. Therefore since he knows not, neither let him see it,
lest he trample under foot what he knows not.”%"

For those in charge of enforcing the Disciplina in the fourth century, then, the exclusion
of the unbaptised from the Eucharistic assembly was a practice firmly rooted in the words of
Christ, and one of unbroken continuity with the New Testament Church. Dom Gregory Dix, in
his classic work The Shape of the Liturgy, also traces the Disciplina back to the New Testament,
noting that Christian worship was from the outset “a highly exclusive thing.”®’” However, he
attributes this, not to the cryptic parables of Christ, but to the setting in which he instituted the
first Eucharistic gathering: the upper room, “in circumstances arranged with a seemingly
deliberate secrecy.”®’® He notes that, while the synagogue and the outer court of the Temple
were open to gentiles, “the rules which excluded all who were not jews [sic], either by race or
by a thoroughgoing ‘naturalisation’ as proselytes, from all domestic intercourse with jews were
strict.”"® Although the Church ceased being predominantly Jewish early on, the domestic and
exclusive character of specifically Christian worship prevented the development of an open
and public form of worship even as it became overwhelmingly gentile in character, despite the
fact that the “state was not yet officially hostile, and it would have been comparatively easy to
organise some sort of public worship, open to all who might chance to enter.”%° He further
asserts that this is in no way in congress with the extraordinary missionary zeal we know
characterised the early Church. “Propaganda meetings,” he says, “were rigidly separated from
‘worship’, so that they were not even accompanied by prayer,”%! and while the Gospel was
announced through the reading of scripture and verbal instruction, the non-baptised were

invariably turned away before any form of prayer, not to mention the Eucharistic celebrations.

976 |n Mt. Hom. 7.1, trans. NPNF 1.10, 286—7.
977 Dix 1960, 16.

978 | bid.

979 | bid.

90 |pid., 17.

91 |pid.
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Dix finds favour with Yarnold, who refers to him when proposing possible New Testament

origin for the “rudimentary disciplina arcani [which] can be observed in early centuries.”%?

The Disciplina in the 2" and 3" centuries

Earlier, Jungmann, who is otherwise dismissive of pagan influences in Christian
worship,%2 had followed a hypothesis quite different to that of Dix and argued, not only that
the Disciplina “cannot be proven to have existed before the third century,” but that it is “the
sole example which can be adduced with some certainty” of a Christian borrowing of customs
and institutions connected with the ancient mysteries.®®* Alois Stenzel, likewise, argues against
the existence of the Disciplina prior to the third century, basing himself primarily on Justin
Martyr’s discussion of matters that, in the fourth, would have been entirely unacceptable.®®
This late date is significant, he says, because “Die Notwendigkeit einer Geheimhaltung hétte
erheblich frither noch dringender bestanden,” and by the third century the introduction of such
a thing would have been too little too late.%®® The purpose of its introduction, then, was almost
certainly not practical, nor could it simply have been to avoid casting pearls before swine, for,
were that the case, “sonst miif3te sie praktisch so alt sein wie die Kirche selber. Und eben dies

ist die Arkandisziplin nicht.”%’

More recent scholarship on the subject, however, cautiously shies away from such

unequivocal statements and is characterised more by questions asked than questions answered.

%2 Yarnold 1972, 258.

983 “ think we can safely answer that the pagan mysteries did not, directly or indirectly, affect Christian worship
in its inception. Those evolutionary theories of religious history — proposed by scholars like Lietzmann and Loisy
— which try to explain Christianity entirely in terms of a more or less happy syncretism of paganism and Judaism,
with the mysteries playing a special role [...] are today abandoned or at least greatly restricted in scope” —
Jungmann 1960, 152.

%4 |bid., 159.

%5 Stenzel 1958, 150.

%6 |bid.

%7 |bid., 148-9.
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988 and elsewhere concludes that “[1]a

Perrin’s stresses that “[1]a prudence est donc de mise
boite noire des origines de 1’arcane parait encore fermement scellée, et le processus
d’arcanisation du christianisme dans la Grande Eglise conserve bien des secrets.”® In the
second century, Justin Martyr appears to speak openly to a pagan audience concerning the
details of both the ritual of baptism and the Eucharistic liturgy, suggesting he was not aware of
any discipline of secrecy, although he is careful to add that “no one is allowed to partake [of
the Eucharist] but the man who believes that the things which we teach are true, and who has
been washed with the washing that is for remission of sins.”%% The question which immediately
arises here is whether his Apology was indeed aimed at a pagan readership, or whether it was
intended for internal consumption. In the latter case, discussion about the Mysteries reveals
little about the extent to which secrecy was normative, if at all, but even if we were to assume
former, the question remains: can Justin be considered representative or is he the exception to
prove the rule? As shall be discussed in greater detail below, we know that even at the height
of the Disciplina’s importance in the fourth century, actual implementation of it varied greatly,
as Juliette Day has demonstrated.®®* Given that the Christian communities of earlier centuries
were more idiorhythmic in almost every sense, the fact that we should find one or even several
authors who speak openly about the Mysteries cannot be taken as conclusive proof of a later
date of origin for the Disciplina, nor that such a practice was unknown to them. Daniel
Schwartz, with reference to the same article by Day, appears to take this view, maintaining that
liturgical secrecy was encouraged “at least from the beginning of the second century”, citing

Justin Martyr only as an example of lax observance, not evidence of later origin.®®2

988 perrin 2009, 759.

99 Perrin 2008, 130.

9901 Apol. 66, trans. ANF 1, 495.
%1 Day 2001.

992 Schwartz 2009, 45-6.

8-176



The same is true of the passage in Irenaus of Lyons in which he describes the arrest by
pagans of the servants of certain Christian catechumens, who under duress reveal to them
details of the Eucharist.®®® For Perrin, this suggests that catechumens in second century Lyons
were familiar with the Eucharistic rites.®®* While possible, the evidence is by no means
conclusive, and it could well be that it is for the exceptional nature of the story that Irenaus
considers it worthy of retelling. Nor are other early sources sometimes cited as explicit
rejections of the Disciplina by any means as unambiguous as some would have it. Guy
Stroumsa offers a revised reading of some of these sources in the second chapter of his work
Hidden Wisdom: Esoteric Traditions and the Roots of Christian Mysticism.*® He points, for
example, to Irenzus’ refutation of Gnostic groups who claimed to possess secret teachings of
Christ, which earlier works used as proof of the Church’s freedom of the same.®®® A careful
look at the text shows that it does not constitute an outright rejection of such secret teachings,
but only of their preservation outside the Catholic Church:

If the Apostles did know secret mysteries which they might have taught to the
‘perfect,” separately and unknown to the others, it was primarily those in whose
care they placed the churches themselves to whom they would have transmitted
these mysteries, for they wanted those whom they left as successors and to whom

they transmitted their own teaching mission to be absolutely perfect and
irreproachable in every respect.®®’

Likewise, Origen’s response to the accusation levelled at the Church by Celsus, namely that
the Christian communities are secret, and therefore illicit, certainly does not attest to absence
of the Disciplina.®®® Rather than arguing in favour of its legality under Roman law, he maintains
that it “is not irrational [...] to form associations in opposition to existing laws, if done for the

sake of the truth.”%®® Although he rejects the notion that Christianity is a mystery religion,

993 Fragment 13 (Harvey 1857, 482).

994 Perrin 2009, 754.

995 Stroumsa 2005, 27-45.

%% See ibid., 30, 35. Such an argument is, for example, put forward by Battifol 1923.
97 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer., 3.3.1, trans. Stroumsa 2005, 39.

9% C. Cels. 1.1. See Stroumsa 2005, 32-33.

99 C. Cels. 1.1, trans. ANF 1, 861.
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pointing to the doctrines of Christ’s virgin birth, death and resurrection, which “almost the
entire world is better acquainted with [...] than with the favourite opinions of philosophers,”1%%
he adds to this that the notion “that there should be certain doctrines, not made known to the
multitude, which are (revealed) after the exoteric ones have been taught, is not a peculiarity of
Christianity alone, but also of philosophic systems.”?®* He makes reference to “all the
mysteries that are celebrated everywhere throughout Greece and barbarous countries”, %2 not
to suggest that they are akin to Christian rites, but to point to the legality of this form of limited
ritual secrecy as invalidating Celsus appeal to Roman law for polemical purposes. Why
Schwartz mentions Origen’s Against Celsus as an example of lax observance of the Disciplina
is unclear.1%% Celsus appears to have a knowledge of the Scriptures, but his familiarity with
Christian baptism, which Schwartz cites as evidence, is limited to Scriptural descriptions of

Christ’s baptism in the Jordan, and does not reveal any knowledge of the Christian ritual

beyond what any Greek speaker could surmise from the word Séazrioua itself. 1004

Conversely, while Yarnold interprets Tertullian’s plea that his wife not remarry, lest
her second husband be a pagan who might catch her in the practice of daily self-communion,%%
as him “taking it for granted that the pagan will not otherwise know anything about the
Eucharist”,1%% Perrin suggests it might be a simple “conseil de prudence.”'% He supports this
»1008

interpretation by Tertullian’s appeal to Paul “qui in naui coram omnibus eucharistiam fecit,

concluding that “qu’il ne connait pas de disciplina.”1%® Whatever the case may be, the fact

1000 C_ Cels. 1.7, trans. ANF 1, 867.

1001 | bid.,

1002 | pid.

1003 In C. Cels. 4.45, Origen considers the refusal of the biblical authors to hide “even what is to their discredit”
a sign of their “love of truth”, but he is here talking about the perceived moral failings of certain biblical characters,
not things comparable to the mysteries of the Disciplina. Indeed, in the same passage, he seems reluctant to impart
to Celsus the mystical truths expressed by the biblical text under discussion.

1004 Schwartz 2009, 46.

1005 Ad Uxorem 2.5.

1006 yarnold 1972, 56.

1007 perrin 2009, 752.

1008 Tertullian, De oratione 24 (PG 1:1299B).

1008 perrin 2009, 752.
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remains that very nature of the Disciplina itself means its origins will probably always remain
impossibly elusive. Evidence of secrecy will by definition be limited, while the failure of
certain authors to respect such a discipline could be the exception that proves the rule.
However, although the details surrounding the origins of the Disciplina remains an open and
enigmatic question, marked by ambiguity, the scant evidence we do possess gives us valuable
insight necessary for understanding Cyril’s use of it in the fourth century. At the very least, the
unambiguous witness of Hippolytus in the 3™ century means we can with confidence do away
with the arguments previously put forth by the sectarian polemicists of earlier centuries of a

fourth century origin.*°%°

Assimilation or wall of separation?

However, despite this and earlier attestations to the Disciplina, “it is not until the fourth
century that the system becomes fully developed.”2!! Thus, while Perrin rightly concludes that
we can reject “I’hypothése d’une émergence de cette pratique du silence en réaction a la
révolution constantinienne et a la ’institutionnalisation croissante des Eglises au tournant du
IVe siécle,”1%22 it would be a mistake to suggest that its increased emphasis at this time did not
constitute such a reaction, at least in part. Thus, although he erroneously speaks of it arising
“after Constantine legalised Christianity and the empire began to Christianize”,X°** | would
concur with the general hypothesis put forward by Malesic in his monograph, namely that Cyril

and others used the Disciplina as a “defence against opportunism and imperial authority.””*04

1010 «yet if there is any other thing that ought to be told [to converts], let the bishop impart it to them privately
after baptism; let not unbelievers know it, until they are baptized: this is the white stone of which John said: ‘There
is upon it a new name written, which no one knoweth but he that receiveth the stone’.” (Ap. Trad. 23.14, trans.
Easton 1934, 49).

1011 Yarnold 1972, 258.

1012 perrin 2009, 747.

1013 Malesic 2009, 37.

1014 | bid., 53.
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We have already touched on the question of possible borrowing from Graeco-Roman religions,
specifically the mystery cults. While a wholesale borrowing from pagan mystery cults is

generally dismissed by scholars today,%%°

a limited degree of influence is discernible when
looking at changes in the language used to describe the Christian sacraments, though not the
content of the rites themselves.'%*® Many scholars see in this as a paganisation, so to speak, of
Christianity; not necessarily in the sense of a corruption of or departure from the Way of the
New Testament, but as the natural reaction of a Church which, emboldened by imperial
support, no longer felt threatened by a waning paganism, and hence at liberty to borrow from
it that which it considered conducive to its own message.®*” However, as demonstrated in the
opening chapter above, Cyril was by no means complacent about the threat of paganism, to
which a considerable portion of CL is devoted. | would argue that the contrary is true. By
depriving the unbaptised of knowledge of the mysteriological rites, the Disciplina widened the
gap between the faithful and the nominal Christian, thereby contributing to a strengthening of
ecclesiastical boundaries. “In this respect, secrecy helped Cyril assert the primacy of the
worshipping community, rather than the purportedly ‘Christian’ public sphere, in forming the
person’s Christian identity.”2*® Those among the vast influx of converts who joined the ranks
of the catechumens in Constantine’s wake must have had a keen sense of the limited scope of
their position within the Church. Even if Day is correct in suggesting that “there can have been
few secrets left for a fourth century catechumen”1%®® due to lax enforcement, the catechumen

would not know there were no further secrets to be revealed at his baptism beyond the ones he

had already become aware of through the careless chatter of the fideles. The impact of the

1015 Figures like Reitzenstein and Bousset even went as far as to suggest the Pauline theology of the New
Testament has its basis in the themes of pagan mysteries (Yarnold 1972, 61; Rahner 1963, 3-45).

1016 Yarnold 1972, 66; Graf 2011, 101-118. For a discussion of possible pagan influence on Christian mysticism
more generally, see chapter 3, ‘Man and the Divine World’ in Dodds 1990 (69-101). He notes, for example,
Clement’s use of éromteia in Strom. 7.11, but admits the author’s use of the word is unclear, making the link
somewhat tentative (96).

1017 Jungmann 1960, 158.

1018 Malesic 2009, 40.

1018 Day 2001, 270.
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Disciplina would therefore remain the same. Perhaps this is what Ambrose has in mind when
he says “If anyone [after seeing the baptismal font] should perhaps be thinking of saying, ‘Is
that all?’, I say, ‘Indeed it is all’. [...] What is unseen is much greater than what is seen.”*%% |t
may be that the disappointment of the candidates comes not, as Yarnold suggests, from the
Christian mysteries lacking the pomp and grandeur of Graeco-Roman mystery cults,%?! but
rather that they feature no more than what they had already learnt beforehand. Ambrose’s
reference to things unseen might therefore be an assurance that there were indeed secrets of
which they were previously unaware. The Disciplina therefore allowed Cyril to distinguish
between those converts who were content to remain as catechumens as nominal Christians, and
those who had converted for more meaningful reasons. It also allowed him to subject the latter
to the rigorous vetting process described above by Egeria, and subsequently catechesis,
whereby he could disabuse them of the many erroneous views and preconceptions they

inevitably brought with them. The Disciplina, then, far from being an accommodation of pagan

thought and practice, was an attempt to stem the tide of its influence.

Moreover, as the new religion began to interest the masses, whatever their intentions,
the only hope of maintaining any semblance of mysteriological secrecy was a more stringent
and systematic enforcement of the Disciplina. When we look at the reason Cyril himself gives
for his observance of the Disciplina, we see that his primary concern is, not only the
unworthiness of the uninitiated, but the harm they will suffer on account of their
unpreparedness.

Let no man say to you, ‘What harm can come from me also knowing it?” The sick
also ask for wine; but if it is given to them at the wrong time, it causes phrenitis,

and two evils follow: the sick man dies, and the physician is reproached. That is
how it also is with the catechumen should he hear from the believer: the catechumen

1020 5 1.10, trans. Yarnold 1972, 64.
1021 1pjq.
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is maddened, for not understanding what he has heard, he finds fault with it, and
scoffs at what is said, and the believer is condemned as a traitor.102?

Elsewhere he repeats this warning, explaining that “before catechumens we do not speak
plainly of the mysteries: but many things we often speak in a veiled way, that the believers who
know may understand, and they who know not may get no hurt.”1°% As Day points out, this
“[f]ear of derision by non-believers features often.”%2* She cites Athanasius, who explains that:

We ought not then to parade the holy mysteries before the uninitiated, lest the
heathen in their ignorance deride them, and the Catechumens being over-curious be
offended.19%

Ambrose, too, employing a play on the word enkryphia, meaning both ‘cakes’ and something
hidden, warns his readers

lest by untimely speech you should commit mysteries half-baked, so to speak, to
faithless or weak ears and the hearer be repelled and feel repugnance and loathing.
If he tasted them more fully baked he would enjoy the taste of spiritual food.2

Chrysostom likewise explains that

neither will they [the non-baptised] themselves be at all profited thereby, but rather
the more damaged, and to thee they will cause endless difficulties. Let them
hearken, who shamelessly associate with all, and make the awful things
contemptible. For the mysteries we too therefore celebrate with closed doors, and
keep out the uninitiated, not for any weakness of which we have convicted our rites,
but because the many are as yet imperfectly prepared for them.%%’

This can be traced back to Paul’s warning to the Corinthians that condemnation, and even
physical illness and death, await those who partake of the Eucharist unworthily.%28 Twice Cyril
refers to the casting of pearls before swine in connection with those pwnlduevor 1°%° who allow

themselves to be baptised without a faithful disposition,'® and in his commentary on the

1022 PC 12 — “Mn moté ool Ti¢ sty Ti PAdmTy, dov kéyd nébw; Kai ol vocodvsg 1ov oivov {ntodotv: GAL'
gav axaipmg 0001}, ppevity Epyaletar kol 000 kaxd yivetal, kol 0 voo®dv amdilvtal, kol 0 iatpog dtafdrieTor
obTOC 6 KATNYOVUEVOS, &8V AKODGT| TOPd TIOTOD Kol O KOTNXOVUEVOS GPEVITIE, OVK 0108 Yop Ti fjkovoe, Kol
ENEYYEL TO mpdypa, Koi Ekpuktnpilel 0 Aeydpevov: kol 0 ToTOg MO TPodOTNG KoTakpiveTar.”

1023 CL 6:29 — “o08¢ mepi tdV pootplov &ml kotnyovpévav Aevkdc AaAoduev: GAAd [moAAd] moAldkig
Aéyopev EmKeKAAVUUEVMGS, Tva 01 €100TEC TIGTOL VO omot, Kol ol ur €i06teg U Prafdor.”

1024 Day 2001, 270.

1025 Athanasius, Apol. C. Arianos 11, trans. NPNF 2.4, 405.

1026 De Cain et Abel 1.35-7 (Schenkl 1897).

1027 |n Mt. Hom. 7.1, trans. NPNF 1.10, 287

1028 1 Cor. 11.

1029 Compare Justin Martyr: KoAcitor 8¢ 10910 10 A0vTpdV QOTIGROC, (¢ pOTILopévmV THY Stdvolay Tdv
todta povlavovtov (1 Apol. 61, PG 6:421)

1030 CL 1:3, 17:36.
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Lord’s Prayer he warns the newly illumined not to let themselves be a cause for God’s name
to be dishonoured among the heathen.%®! This suggests his emphasis on secrecy was part of a
wider concern to protect his flock against the consequences of irreverence. However, this does
not mean he wasn’t also concerned with more immediate consequences of derision. A little
information is dangerous, and a catechumen who, in the absence of sufficient catechism, had
misunderstood the information leaked to him by believers might well be driven straight into
the arms of heretics or even pagans who held to a seemingly simpler or more agreeable creed.
Likewise, once given over to mockery of Christianity, a pagan would be unlikely to ever darken
the door of a church where he might be disabused, first of his misconceptions about

Christianity, and subsequently of “the polytheistic error of the Greeks.”1%2

The Disciplina was not only a defensive missionary tool. While the mysteries
themselves were secret, Cyril was open about the fact that this was the case. Malesic speaks of
Cyril’s “promotion of secrecy”, borrowing the term “secretism” from the ethnographer Paul
Christopher Johnson.1%® Secrecy, he argues, suggests value. To share knowledge of the
mysteries openly would be to cheapen them in the eyes of others. Keeping them from the
uninitiated, on the other hand, made the fideles a privileged category, and made baptism the
only means of accessing these hidden treasures. The purpose of this “secretism”, then, was to
spark the curiosity of outsiders and make baptism desirable.’%** The fact that Cyril does not
divulge details of rituals prior to the candidates actually having undergone them would ensure
that their curiosity would not be satisfied before it had borne fruit. The Disciplina, then, can be
seen as yet another example of the Catholic Church excluding in order to include, temporarily

keeping the few at bay in order to reach out to the many.

1081 MC 5:12.
1082 CL 6:11 — “% moAb0eog tédv EAM vV mAdvr.”
1033 Johnson 2002.

1034 Malesic 2009, 42-8.
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For the reasons already laid out above, | must disagree with those who reduce the
purpose of the Disciplina only to “secretism”, and suggest that it was in essence no more than
a mere gimmick. However, there is much that lends credence to the theory that, for Cyril,

“secretism” was one reason among many. Cyril is clear that many of those who have come to

ss 1035 51036

him have come out of “idle curiosity”, wishing merely to “pry into what is given.

Although he rejects this as sufficient grounds for baptism, he is happy to capitalise on it, saying,
| accept this angler’s bait, and receive you, as one who has indeed come with a
wrong intention, but will be saved by a good hope. Maybe you did not know where

you were coming to, nor what net was taking you. You are within the ecclesiastical
nets, allow yourself to be taken.%%’

Moreover, as already mentioned above, we know Cyril was at the forefront of the development
of a stational liturgy, centred around the sacred topography of Jerusalem. While the mysteries
remained secret, Cyril spearheaded a movement which saw other aspects of Christian worship
paraded through the streets for all to see. As with Constantine’s building project, the
development of stational liturgy was a clear attempt to assert the dominance of Christianity,
and served as a direct challenge to the traditional forms of Graeco-Roman worship. It is

perfectly reasonable to posit that the Disciplina served a similar purpose.

Already in the second and third centuries, prominent figures like Clement of
Alexandria, Justin and Tertullian were drawing parallels between pagan and Christian
mysteries, even claiming that the former were a false imitation of the latter.29%® These parallels,
then, were not points of contact but of conflict. Jungmann presents the following excerpt from

Clement as representative: 103

1035 PC 4

1036 CL 3:7

1087 PC 5 — “Aéyopon 10 déheap Tod dykioTpov, Kol kotadéyouai o, kakf Tpoatpéoet uiv EA06vTa, EAmidt 58
ayodij codnocopevov. Towg ovk fdeig mod Epyn, o0dE moin og caynvn Aopfdver yéyovag €iom SIKTOOV
gkKAnolaotik®v: {oypnontt.”

1038 See Jungmann 1960, 152-63.

1039 |pid., 158. Clement is thought to have been an initiate in the pagan mysteries, and thus speaks from
experience. See Sheridan 2008.
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Come, O madman, not leaning on the thyrsus, not crowned with ivy; throw away
the mitre, throw away the fawn-skin; come to thy senses. | will show thee the Word
and the mysteries of the Word. [Christianity] is the mountain beloved of God, not
the subject of tragedies like Cithaeron but consecrated to dramas of the truth, — a
mountain of sobriety shaded with forests of piety [...]. [C]asting away from thee
both divination and Bacchic frenzy, allow thyself to be led to the truth [...] thou,
old man, who saw not Thebes, shalt see the heavens. O truly sacred mysteries! O
stainless light!104

We see similar comparisons in MC, where pagan charms are juxtaposed with the Christian
sacraments, in which the blood of Christ “is made a charm to scare evil spirits.”*%*! Cyril would
certainly have been aware of the parallels between Graeco-Roman mystery cults and the secret
rites into which he was initiating his listeners, and it can only be expected that he would make
every effort to capitalise on the Disciplina to this effect. Far from representing “the era of
decadence”, as Jungmann calls it, I believe terminological borrowings from the pagan
mysteries should be understood as serving the same purpose. Much like the Church’s use of
the term ‘Israel’ did not constitute a conflation with the Jewish community, but competition
with it, so borrowing the language of the pagan mystery cult represented an effort, not to
conform to it, but to supplant it. Per our discussion in chapter 3, one could perhaps also argue
that the Disciplina provides meaning, logos, to the hitherto alogon notion of mystery within

paganism.

Language of fear and trembling

On the subject of this linguistic influence, of particular relevance to the question of the

Disciplina is the rise in the fourth century of language of “fear and trembling” in the liturgy.

1040 protrepticus 12.119f., quoted in Jungmann 1960, 155-6.

One can hear echoes of Clement, who is cited elsewhere in CL, when Cyril addresses the pwnilduevor regarding
their coming initiation into the mysteries: “For we, the ministers of Christ, have admitted every man, and holding
as it were the place of door-keepers, have left the door unfastened. You have been free then to enter with a soul
bemired with sins, and a defiled purpose. You have entered: you have passed, you have been enrolled. Do you see
these venerable arrangements of the Church? Do you see her order and discipline, the reading of the Scriptures,
the presence of the religious, the course of teaching? Let then the place affect you, and the sight sober you” (PC
4). See also CL 6:35, where he makes a very similar statement about the superiority of the church community,
again in connection with initiation into the mysteries.

04amC 13
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Studies on the subject of ‘fear and awe’ in the context of Christian liturgical rites emerge as
carly as 1909 with Edmund Bishop’s article Fear and Awe Attaching to the Eucharistic
Service.1%2 Bishop writes that such language emerges, or at least becomes intensified within
the context of the fourth century Eastern Church, and thus affecting a significant change in the
“religious sentiment in regard to the Eucharist”.1%* He argues that the essence of such a change
was to transform what “was preeeminently the sacrament of love” into one “invested with
attributes of cultural dread.”'%** Although he is unable to “trace back this idea further than St
Cyril of Jerusalem [...] itis enough to shew that it was prevalent in some quarters by the middle
of the fourth century.”2%% He refers here to MC’s description of the anaphora, referring to the
moment in which the priest calls upon the people to have their “hearts on high” (Avw tag
kopoiag) as “that most awful [lit. ‘hair-raising’] hour” (ékeivyv v gpikwdeotarny dpav),
urging the people not to dwell on earthly things but to have their hearts “with the Lord” (zpog
ov Kipiov).1%% Bishop continues by drawing parallels with ‘the preacher of Antioch’, John
Chrysostom, who employs similar language to that of MC. That Bishop regards this as a
distinctly Greek phenomenon can be deduced from the fact that he attributes Narsai’s strong
emphasis on the idea of awe and dread, not to the tradition of the East-Syrian Church, which
had developed quite independent of the Greek-speaking churches, but rather to an Antiochene

borrowing towards the end of the fourth century.%4’

1042 Bishop 1909.

1043 |bid., 93.

1044 I bid.

1045 Ibid. See also Quasten (1960), according to whom Cyril is “the first theologian to call this Eucharistic
sacrifice ‘awful’ or ‘awe-inspiring’ (ppixkwdéararog), preparing the way for this particular religious sentiment
found also” in other fourth-century sources (376).

1046 MC 5:4. Hawk-Reinhard, in her ‘Cyril of Jeusalem’s Teachings Regarding the Proper Fear of
God’(forthcoming), building on the semantic domains of Louw and Nida (1988, §25V, 853G, §87B, 836C),
analyses Cyril’s varying uses of words relating to fear and awe in CL and MC more broadly.

1047 Bishop 1909, 96.
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Gregory Dix concurs with Bishop, calling the use of such language in MC “unexampled
in any previous writer treating of the eucharist.”'®*® While conceding that this is something
“not wholly out of connection with the past,” Dix is nonetheless of the opinion that “Cyril
stands out as the representative of an innovation destined to a long future.”2%4° Like Bishop, he
too sees this primarily as a Greek tradition which, after becoming common place among Syrian
writers like Chrysostom, later influenced the Eastern liturgies. The West, however, remained
more or less untouched by this.1%% As Auxentios of Photiki rightly notes, the influence of
paganism is taken for granted by nearly all scholars writing on the subject, most of whom
unquestioningly follow the path prepared by Bishop.!%! But, citing Quasten,'®? he
convincingly demonstrates that the language of ‘fear and awe’ was far more abundant in earlier
texts than Bishop suggests.'%3 As with the Disciplina, what we see in the fourth century is not
a novel introduction, but an intensification of something already present in Christian liturgy
much earlier, perhaps even with possible New Testament roots. However, while he is
successful refuting many of the assertions put forth by Bishop and others as to the late origins
of such language, he does little to provide an alternative narrative explaining why its use

actually did become intensified and more widespread in the fourth century.

Quasten!®* and Jungmann®®® do go some way to constructing such a narrative, both
attributing this localised appearance of ‘fear and trembling’ language to theological disputes
surrounding the Arian controversy. Pointing to the great frequency with which this form of
expression is used in the liturgies of the so-called Monophysites, eager to emphasise the

fullness of Christ’s divinity, they both suggest that it sought to emphasise Christ’s Godhead

1048 Dix 1960, 200.

1049 | bid.

1050 | bid.

1051 photiki 1996, 58.

1052 Quasten 1954.

1053 photiki 1996, 65—7.
1054 Quasten 1951, 72.
1055 Jungmann 1965, 248.
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and that its occurrence in the fourth century was in reaction to those who questioned precisely
this:
They laid less and less stress on the human aspects of Christ’s personality, on His
relationship to us as friend and brother. For it was His divinity that had to be

defended, and so the emphasis was on the rights that He exercises, His might as the
judge of living and the dead.1%®

This is certainly a plausible explanation, but | would argue that in addition to theological
concerns, ecclesiology was equally if not more important. While the Disciplina and
accompanying catechism would have gone some way to help sift the wheat from the chaff,

these alone could not stem the tide of ill prepared or insincere converts from paganism.

When Cyril addresses those who have come to him for the wrong reasons, he is
speaking, not to catechumens, but to pwti{ousvor, those who had already managed to slip
through the cracks and be enrolled for baptism. Only the clarity of their own conscience, which
Cyril’s opening lectures repeatedly attempt to prick, stood in the way of their descent into the
baptismal font and subsequent entry into the mysteriological life of the Church. Elsewhere, he
even states that “the Church is filled with heretics in disguise.”'%®’ Georg Kretschmar writes in
the Theologische Realenzyklopadie how the liturgy in the fourth century took on “den
Charakter einer 6ffentlichen Institution,” arguing that the services were sheared of their former
intimacy and instead formal events which place a heavy emphasis on the distinction between
the sacred and the profane, the insider and outsider.®® | would suggest that an increased
emphasis on fear and reverence served to complement the Disciplina as a form of post-
baptismal safeguard, temporarily keeping neophytes at a distance and giving them further time
to shed the Weltanschauung they had brought with them. That Cyril sees fear as proper to

neophytes rather than seasoned believers is made clear when he tells the pwni{duevor: “You

1056 | pid., 198.
1057 CL 15:9 — “memAfpmton 1] £KKANGI0 KEKPLULEVOY QipETIK@Y.”
10%8 Kretschmar 1977h.
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are just now in the turn of the scale, to be received or not to be received. You must not imitate
those who are free from care, but cherish fear.”'%° We hear here an echo of the well known
biblical dicta: “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom”%° and “Love casts out
fear.”1%! Further evidence of this is found in the fact that, by the fourth century, the newly-
baptised were not permitted to take part in the Offertory, which otherwise involved the active
participation of the laity.1%? Ambrose insists that this was reserved for established Christians
who had a good understanding of its meaning.'%%® Of possible relevance is also the third canon
of the Council of Laodicea, convened in the mid-fourth century, which forbids the ordination
of the recently baptised to the sacerdotal order, which likely included the offices of cantor,
reader and subdeacon, and perhaps also that of door-keeper. When looking at Day’s article
detailing the observance of the Disciplina in the fourth century, one notices a correlation
between those locations where the Disciplina was most stringently observed and where
language of fear and awe was most prominent,'°4 suggesting the two served the same purpose.
It is certainly no coincidence that we see the introduction of the altar curtain around this
time, 1% and perhaps even more telling that it is once the Disciplina begins to disappear that
the Emperor Justinian finds it necessary to prescribe the reading of priestly prayers aloud, the
clergy having found silent recitation the only way to preserve their sanctity in the presence of

an increasingly nominal congregation.'%®

1059 PC 13 — “ov 8¢ dxpnyv &v {uyd omkelc, | dexOfjvar, f piy SexOfvar pm pipion Tovg Exovag T GUEPYLVOV,
GALG pETeNOE TOV POPoV.”

1060 pg. 111:10; Prov. 1:7, 9:10.

1061 1 Joh. 4:18. I would argue that it is in this context that we must read Cyril’s use of Deut. 4:10 —
“gkkAnoiocov mpocue OV Aadv, kai dkovchT®oay T0 PHUOTA pHov, dtmg dv uabwot eoPeicai ue” — when
defining éxiAnoia in CL 18.24.

1062 yarnold 1994, 41.

1083 1n Ps. 118 Expos., Prologus 2; (PL 15:1198-1199).

1064 Day 2001.

1085 Dix 1960, 481.

1066 See ‘TTapdyovieg mov &nédpacay ot dapoponoinon Th¢ Tapaddcems Tig £ic EnnKoov dvayvdceng TOV
evy®v’ and “H avtidopoaon 10D Tovotviovod kai ol €€EMEELG oV énnroiovOncay g TO TPMTO YXEPOYPAPO
gvyordyo (Tékn H' aidva)’ in Filias 1997 (47-76). Despite the emperor’s best efforts, silent recitation has
remained standard practice in the Byzantine rite until today (See ‘Evyéc mov davaywvdokovtol “puoctik®s” §
“yaunAoewveog™ in Ibid., 93-128).
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Mysteriological and doctrinal secrecy

Having focused at length on ideas of secrecy and mystery, we have yet to address the
extent of this secrecy. Jungmann asserts that the “[o]bjects of the disciplina arcani, which,
therefore, had to be kept secret, were not so much certain doctrines, but certain practices and
formulae — chiefly Baptism and the celebration of the Eucharist and what is connected with
it.”1%7 This does not appear to be entirely true of the Disciplina as practiced in Jerusalem.
While it is the case that detailed knowledge of rites was guarded more jealously than knowledge
of doctrine, the former being withheld even from the gpwnulouevor, it is nonetheless in the
preface to CL, which for that reason avoids all discussion of ritual, and not MC, that we find
the fearful warning against relating anything of what was said to the catechumens or non-
Christians. Schwartz suggests that “Cyril of Jerusalem urged caution with respect to matters of
Christian theology.”1%8 It is unclear to what extent the passage he cites as proof!°®® necessarily
implies any doctrinal, as opposed to ritual, secrecy. On the one hand, Cyril is adamant that “to
hear the Gospel is permitted to all,” but then suggests that the explanation of its real meaning
is reserved for believers. “The mysteries concerning Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,”1’® which
he forbids them to speak of in front of heathens and catechumens could arguably refer to
baptism, which was characterised by a Trinitarian invocation, were it not for the fact that it
appears in the lecture ‘On the Unity of God’, not those on baptism. Cyril also clearly states that
he is referring to the “mysteries, which the Church now [emphasis mine] explains to you.”
‘Now’, before baptism, while Cyril would not divulge details of the mysteries until after it had

taken place.

1067 Jungman 1965, 194.

1068 Schwartz 2009, 42.

1069 CL 6:29. See p.182 above.
1070 CL 6:29
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Stroumsa correctly remarks that previous research on the Disciplina®’! has been almost

exclusively focused “on ritual action, dromena” while ignoring “the traditions of esoteric

teaching, the legomena.”%"? Without implying a direct Pythagorean influence on Judaism,'°”

he takes as his starting point the “striking similarities between the manner in which...secret

1074

traditions were developed and protected among” them, " and, although he concedes that his

thesis “risks being rejected as ‘speculative’ by some scholars,”'%”® he argues in favour of “the

possibility of Jewish influence at the origin of the Christian arcana.”%’®

Cyril appears to do away with any notion of doctrinal esotericism by his insistence that
his listeners pay no heed to that which is not to be found in Scripture:

Why then are you overly concerned about things which not even the Holy Spirit has
written in the Scriptures? You who do not know the things which are written, are
you overly concerned about the things which are not written? There are many
questions in the Divine Scriptures; what is written we do not comprehend, why are
we overly concerned about what is not written?%’

And again:

For on the divine and holy Mysteries of the Faith, we should not even make a casual
remark without the divine Scriptures: nor be drawn aside by mere probabilities and
the artifices of argument. Do not then believe me only because | tell you these
things, unless you receive proof from the divine Scriptures the proof of what is set
forth: for this salvation of our faith does not come from convincing arguments, but
by proof from the divine Scriptures.°’8

1071 Although he refers to this body of literature as “immense”, the limited selection he presents is remarkably
lacking in contemporary sources, dating largely from the beginning of the previous century (Stroumsa 2005, 29,
n.8), and his assertion that “on this subject the articles in the great encyclopedias remain essential” (1bid., 30)
appears to call this immensity into question.

1072 Stroumsa 2005, 29.

1073 Cf. Clement’s discussion of De symbolis Pythagora in Stromatum 5.5 (PG 9:45C-56B).

1074 1bid., 28.

1075 1hid., 29.

1076 1hid., 31.

1077 CL 11:12 — “Ti totvov molvmpoyuoveig, & unde 1o Iveduo 1 Gylov Eypoyev &v taig ypaeaig; O T
YEYPOLUEVA (1) YIVDOK®V, TO LT YEYPAUUEVE TOAVTTpayovelG; [ToAld {ntpotd oty €v Taig Oeiong ypapaig o
YEYPOUUEVOV 00 KOTAAAUPAVOLEY, T TO [T YEYPAUUEVOV TOADTPOYLOVODLLEY.”

1078 CL 4:17 — “A&i yap mepi 16V Ogiov kol dyiov tic Ilicteng poompinv, pmde 10 toxdv dvev tdv Oeinv
napadidocBot ypaedv: kol un amAdg Tifavotnot Kol Adymv katackevais mapapépesdot. Mnode uol t@ tadtd oot
AEYOVTL, ATAGDG ToTEDONG 0V TNV AIOOEEWY TV KOTOyYEAMOUEVOVY G T@V Ogiov pn Aafne ypaodv. H cotpia
yop abm Tii¢ TioTE®S NUAVY, 00K £E gbpesthoyiog, GALG € anodeilemg T@V Oeimv 0Tl ypapdv.”
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Also the most frequently cited example of orthodox esotericism in the fourth century, the
twenty-seventh chapter of Basil the Great’s On the Holy Spirit, which gives equal status to a
secretly transmitted apostolic tradition alongside the written tradition of Scripture, is primarily
concerned with ritual practice, such as the sign of the cross, the direction of prayer, and other
sacraments, all of which are found in Cyril.1%”® Indeed, of Basil’s first example, the sign of the
cross, Cyril tells his listeners to “make this sign when eating and drinking, sitting, lying down

and rising up, speaking and walking: in a word, at every act.””108

Other sections of CL would also suggest that Cyril does not call for secrecy of doctrine
per se, but only in its creedal form:
In order that the soul may not perish from ineducation, we comprehend in a few
verses the whole doctrine of the faith. This | wish you to remember even in the very
phrase, and to rehearse it with all diligence among yourselves, not writing it on

paper, but by memory engraving it on your heart: being careful during study, lest
some of the Catechumens overhear the things delivered to you.1%8!

The Symbol of Faith, of course, was not merely a statement of doctrine but had a ritual
function. It was first and foremost a baptismal creed'%? and, if kept secret, would be known
only by those who had received the bath of regeneration. William Harmless likens it to “a secret
‘password’ that marked one off as an orthodox Christian.”2%8 Cyril demands that his listeners
keep it “with godly fear” and likens it to being given a deposit of money, one God will require
back from them.1%* Similar analogies are also employed by Augustine and Ambrose,'%® the

latter vowing to “throw out as a cheat” anyone who dares to reveal its wording to the

107 De Spiritu Sancto 27.66-68, 98-103.

1080 CL 4:14 — “Tloiel 62 todto 10 onpeiov, éodimv kol niveov: kadfpevog, korraldpevoc, dEavVIGTANEVOC,
MoAdV, Tepumot®dv: ana&omldg v movti tpdypoatt.”. Whether Cyril considered this symbol the prerogative of the
initiated, or one equally appropriate for the catechumen, is not possible to discern from his writings.

1081 CL 5:12 — “Omep tod, pn v yoynyv & dpabiog dmoAiécBai, év dMiyolg Toig oTiyolg TO MV ddypo Thig
niotemg mephopfavopey. ‘Onep kol €n' adTic Thg AéEemg pvnuovedoar HUAG Bodropot Kol Top' £0VTolg HeTd
Taong omovdilg dmayyeilal, OVK €lg YAPTOG AMOYPOUPOUEVOVG, GAN €v kapdig T UvAuUn otnioypapodvtag
PLAOTTOUEVOLG €V TA HeleTdv, P oV Tig Katnyovpevog énakovon t@v Tapadedopévay.”

1082 The recitation of the Creed had not yet become part of the Eucharistic liturgy.

1083 Augustine and the Catechumenate, 278-9. In the Liturgy of St. James, believers are called by the deacon
to “recognize one another” (AA\Aovg éniyvwte) immediately prior to its recitation (Fountoulés 2005, 100)

1084 CL 5:13

1085 Malesic 2009, 48-51.
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uninitiated.*®® | would furthermore suggest that there is a didactic element here. Though an
outsider might be able to hear the doctrines of the Church confessed and expounded
intellectually, he lacks the “ecclesiological context of interpretation” of the aforementioned
regula fidei, whereby the believer, “through the living ecclesial experience of communion
within the Body of Christ”,'% is able to grasp experientially what doctrinal formulations can
only hope to approximate. Only the baptised and initiated could truly say “ITictevouev” and
furnish the words of the Creed with true meaning. In this sense, Stroumsa is not entirely wrong
in identifying some concept of non-ritualistic esotericism within the Christian Orthodoxy of

the fourth century.

Conclusion

The novelty of the Disciplina is generally exaggerated by scholars, and what we see in
the fourth century is merely a strengthening of an existing feature of Christian worship. Cyril’s
primary concern therefore does indeed seem to protect the sanctity of the mysteries from those
unworthy to hear or see them, and in turn those unprepared to receive them from physical and
spiritual harm. However, it is unquestionable that it also became a powerful regulatory tool in
the process of Christianisation and formation of Christian identity. It served both to propagate
Christianity among followers of traditional Graeco-Roman religion, pitting the worship of the
Church against the mystery cults of the Greeks, while simultaneously guarding against the
undue influence of paganism on Christianity, ensuring that, among those who did choose to
make the move, only those with sincere motives and sufficient instruction were admitted to
membership of the mysteriological body of the Church. It did this by making the sincerity of

the worshipping Church, rather than the superficial allegiances of the public sphere, the real

1086 Ambrose, Explanatio symboli 2 (in Faller 1955).
1087 Jovanovi¢ 2013, 135.
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context for forming a genuinely Christian identity. The Disciplina is thus instrumental in
turning the catechumenate into the ‘buffer zone’ described in the previous chapter, clearly
distinguishing between the nominal and committed, the Church as a social institution and a
mysteriological body, the Body of Christ. It was membership of the latter which truly mattered
for Cyril, and baptism was its only point of entry. But which baptism? It is to this question we

will now turn.
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Chapter 9 — The Limits of Grace: St. Cyril’s rejection of heretical
baptism and its ecclesiological implications

“There is one Lord, one faith, and one baptism: none but the
heretics are re-baptised, since their former baptism was not baptism.”1088

This short yet remarkable passage from PC gives us great insight into Cyril’s
understanding of the borders or limits of the Church. This chapter seeks to provide an overview
of the various elements he sees as indispensable for a baptism to be ‘valid’ — a term with
scholastic overtones that has now fallen out of favour with many scholars, particularly in the
East, but which | employ here for the sake of expedience — and the implications of this on his
wider understanding of the Church, particularly its limitations. Particular attention will be paid
to his assertion above that the baptism of heretics is not baptism, but merely a false imitation
thereof, and how his understanding of the uniqueness of Catholic baptism is intimately
connected to his ‘exclusivist’ theology. | will look at how the arguments put forth during the
controversy over ‘rebaptism’ which raged in the third century between the churches of Rome
and North Africa were received and developed by Cyril and his contemporaries in the following

century in response to the new challenges of the post-Constantinian era.

The two diverging schools of thought on the issue of baptisms performed outside the
canonical limits of the Church are normally associated with Cyprian of Carthage and Stephen
of Rome.1%® Stephen viewed baptisms performed by those “coming from any heresy

whatsoever” as genuine, provided use was made of the correct form, 1 and that to receive

1088 pC 7 — “Eig yap Kopiog, kai pia miotig, kai &v Pamtiopa: pdvov yap aipetikoi tvee évapomtilovior
gne1dn) 1o TpdTEPOV OVK MV PamTIoNA.”

1089 For a comprehensive overview, see part 5 of Burns and Jensen 2014 (165-232).

1090 The Didache is undoubtedly the earliest extra-Biblical source we have detailing the correct form of baptism:
“Baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit in running water. But if you have no
running water, then baptize in some other water; and if you are not able to baptize in cold water, then do so in
warm. But if you have neither, then pour water on the head three times in the name of the Father and Son and
Holy Spirit”, trans. Holmes 2008, 355). This pouring over the head would involve the candidate standing, with
the water then subsequently covering the entire body. In a report of Epiphanius of Salamis of a sickbed baptism,
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such a person into the Catholic Church via baptism would constitute re-baptism — an
unacceptable denial of the scriptural and creedal profession of ‘one baptism’.!%! The
Cyprianite position, on the other hand, is summarised by John Zizioulas as the identification
“of the canonical limits of the Church with the charismatic Church.”'%®? Readers will
undoubtedly be familiar with his famous assertion: “Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus,””*°*® which
formed the cornerstone also of his understanding of baptism, and on which basis he argued
against the validity of any sacrament performed outside of the Catholic Church and demanded
that both heretics and schismatics alike be received into the Church via Catholic baptism —
one cannot speak of re-baptism if a genuine baptism had not previously been conferred. Despite
their differences, it must be noted here that Stephen appears to have shared with Cyprian the
underlying presupposition that the Holy Spirit does not work — at least not sacramentally —
outside the Catholic Church. It was his separation of baptism from the subsequent imposition
of hands, through which the candidate received the Holy Spirit, that allowed for him to speak
of genuine baptism among heretics while simultaneously upholding what we can perhaps call

an ‘exclusivist pneumatology’.1%® It is not until Augustine, who taught that the sacraments of

for example, we can gather that even where immersion was not possible, water was nonetheless poured over the
entire body of the candidate (Epiphanius, Pan. 30.4.3-7 and 30.6.1-4, trans. Williams 1987, 122—4. See also
Ferguson 2009, 625). Eusebius, describing how Novatus “as he lay in bed [...] received baptism by affusion,”
even questions “if it can be called baptism in the case of such a man” (HE 6.7.4, trans. Williamson 1989, 217) and
that his ordination had subsequently “been resisted by all the clergy and many of the laity; because it was unlawful
that one who had been affused on his bed on account of sickness as he had been should enter into any clerical
office” (Ibid., 739). The twelfth canon of Neo-Caesarea seems to suggest that this particular rule probably had
more to do with the inability of the sick person to consciously participate in the baptism (n.2132 Ibid.).
Nonetheless, we can see the importance placed on the need for correct form, involving invocation of the Holy
Trinity with a triple application of water over the entire body, preferably by immersion. In the ninth century,
Emperor Leo VI celebrated the fact that it was no longer necessary to prohibit baptism in private chapels for fear
of unorthodox ritual, as had been the case in earlier centuries, presumably also that of Cyril (Noailles and Dain
1946, 149-150).

1091 1t should be noted here that Stephen’s position is known to us only in sporadic citations by others. Thus,
the position here attributed to him is based on the arguments to which Cyprian is responding, and the anonymous
treatise On Rebaptism in which we find the fullest surviving argument in favour of the Roman position in the third
century.

1092 Zjzioulas 1985, 22.

1098 “Qutside the Church there is no salvation.” While not an original utterance — lIrenaeus of Lyons having
made a nearly identical statement in Adv. Haer. (4.2) — the notion was greatly developed and cultivated by
Cyprian.

1094 Cyprian, Ep. 47.5.1 trans. Clark 1989, 241. This assumes Cyprian’s representation of Stephen’s views are
accurate, and in agreement with the anonymous tract On Rebaptism. Ferguson (2009) suggests the laying on of
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heretics are ‘valid’ despite being inefficacious and irregular on account of their separation from
the Church, that we find a truly alternative approach to the question of grace outside of the

Church.19%

While J. Patout Burns attributes the divergence of Stephen’s and Cyprian’s views to the
small and intimate nature of the church in Carthage as opposed to the large and diverse
community at Rome, creating attitudes of exclusivity and inclusivity respectively,'%® David
Heith-Stade suggests that the diverging positions represent different ecclesiological emphases:
eschatological’®®” and pneumatological. He posits that Stephen’s Roman church had a less
developed baptismal theology than other local churches, and that it might have “emphasized
the eschatological aspect of baptism, i.e. purification from the present sinful world” 1%
whereas Cyprian’s pneumatological ecclesiology

perceived the church of the new covenant as the new life in the communion of the
Holy Spirit. The early church did, however, think that the ecclesial reality of the
new covenant was visible; the later Augustinian and Protestant notions of

distinction between the visible and invisible church would have been alien to the
Christianity of the first centuries.%%

hands in this context was not related to the reception of the Holy Spirit, but rather akin to the reconciliation of
penitents, and that it tells us little about Stephen’s baptismal pneumatology (384).

1095 Alkiviadis 2009, 33. An analysis of Augustine’s baptismal theology with particular reference to the North
African re-baptism controversy, see Patout Burns 2011. For patristic attitudes to schism vis-a-vis sacraments, see
Greenslade 1964.

Augustine’s sermons praise Cyprian for his concern for correct ecclesiology and the unity of the Catholic
Church, but without validating the particularities of his position, especially as regards baptism. Cyprian was a
holy man, but not even saints are infallible, seems to be the message hiding behind the adulation (see, for example,
Sermon 312 On the Birthday of Cyprian, the Martyr, 6, trans. Brown 1948, 70-1). Cardman (1999) suggests that
Augustine in this way “selectively shapes the churches’ memory of Cyprian and limits the kind of appeals that
can be made to it. By laying claim to the example of Cyprian’s charity, Augustine in effect puts charity before
doctrine, the practice of unity before sacramental unanimity” (28-29). Augustine’s selective use of Cyprian is
also discussed in two articles in Bakker et al. 2010: Matthew Alan Gaumer, ‘Dealing with the Donatist Church:
Augustine of Hippo’s nuanced claim to the authority of Cyprian of Carthage’ (181-202); and Paul van Geest,
‘Pectus ardet Evangelical pietate, et pectori respondet oratio: Augustine’s neglect of Cyprian’s striving for
sincerity’ (203-217).

10% patout Burns 1993a, 41-42. For socio-political influences on Cyprian’s ecclesiology, see also id. 2002;
Howard-Brook 2016, 161-177; Stuart Hall 2006.

1097 On baptism and eschatology, see Ramelli 2011a.

1098 Heith-Stade 2010c, 404. Popkes (2011, 1059-60) suggests the North African church was more concerned
with validity (RechtmaRigkeit) of baptism, while the Roman church saw baptism more as a means of salvation
(heilsvermittelnd), but this dichotomy seems to undermine prominent soteriological and pneumatologial
underpinnings of Cyprian’s position. It was, after all, the absence of salvation outside the Church which caused
him to deny the validity of baptisms performed outside the Church.

1099 |bid., 403.
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J.P. Burns, like many others, refers to “the success of the Roman position in the controversy
over schismatic baptism” and asserts that the “future practice of the church [...] followed not
the position of Cyprian but that of Stephen.”*'% | intend to demonstrate that this is not at all
applicable to the East, even after it became the seat of imperial power. Contrary to his claims,
there the position of Cyprian prevailed also after the conversion of Constantine, albeit in
nuanced form, and baptism remained the primary ritual by which, not only the canonical, but
also mysteriological and charismatic borders of the Church, were defined. Although delivered
at the very heart of this period in a church endowed with significant imperial patronage, Cyril’s
lectures present us with a view of baptism that clearly places him in the company of Cyprian
rather than Stephen. As we shall see below, this rigorous and uncompromising approach —
characterised by the same “fearless consistency” Georges Florovsky attributes to Cyprian!1®
— was the dominant position throughout the East, also in the fourth century. Again, | would
argue that it is the blurring of the boundaries between the ecclesiastical and wider social spheres
in the fourth century that forced bishops like Cyril to place a renewed emphasis on the
importance of baptism as a “ritual of radical border crossing”, and as such the sole prerogative
of the Church. In their attempt to create a society that did not exist in the fourth century — or
rather, to manifest societally what already existed ontologically — one could perhaps say that
figures such as Cyril were, as Isabella Sandwell suggests, “construct[ing] reality through

text.”11%2 Making baptism a clear and visible border to denote this desired society was

paramount in the efforts to do so.

1100 patout Burns 1993a.

Despite evidence to the contrary, this idea is one that continues to be presented as a given even in recent works.
Hovorun (2015, 48), for example, states that, “The African church disapproved of the interventions of Stephen.
The later universal church’s reception, however, favoured the position of Stephen concerning baptisms outside
the church, not that of Cyprian”. Dagfinn Staerk (2010, n.14), in his annotated republication of selected works of
Cyril, likewise argues that “Kyrill mente at alle heretikere matte depes om igjen i den katolske kirke. De fleste av
kirkefedrene var imidlertid uenig i dette.” (“Cyril held that all heretics must be baptised again in the Catholic
Church. The majority of the Church Fathers, meanwhile, disagreed with this” — translation mine).

1101 Florovsky 1986, 14.

1102 sandwell 2007, 12-13.
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As demonstrated in the preceding chapters, baptism is for Cyril quite clearly a rite of
initiation, which marks a person’s entry into the Catholic Church, and thereby serves to clearly
demark her canonical boundaries. Although certain post-baptismal safeguards were put in place
to protect the sanctity of the mysteries from those who may have slipped through the cracks —
such as greater use of ‘fear and trembling’ language in the liturgy or the exclusion of the newly
baptised from the offertory — the waters of baptism nonetheless remained the moat separating
those outside the Church from those within. Baptism precedes everything, for even though
“Jesus Christ was the Son of God, he nonetheless did not evangelise before baptism. If the
Master himself entered upon his time in regular order, should we servants venture out of
order?”!1% This is all well and good, but to what extent do the canonical limits of the Church
correspond to her charismatic limits? Are the mysteries, or sacraments, accomplished only in
the Church, or is the presence of the Church made evident precisely by the accomplishment of
sacraments?*1% To answer these questions, it is necessary to look at the various features which

for Cyril distinguish true baptism from false baptism.

The operation of the Holy Spirit in baptism

In PC, Cyril warns those who may have enrolled for baptism with wrong intentions not
to “expect to be given grace: for though the water will receive you, the Spirit will not accept
you”!1% and “though men baptise you, the Holy Spirit will not baptise.”*% Thus, while
outward baptism might suffice for formal entry into the mysteriological body of the Christian

Church, the rebirth occasioned by the operation of the Holy Spirit, which unites the believer to

108 CL 3:14 — “Incodg Xpiotdg Oeod vidg fv: GAL' o0 mpd tod Panticpatoc ednyyehicato &i 6 deomdTng
oOTOC LETHPYETO KT TAEWY TOV Kanpdv, Gpé ve o1 SoDLot TOANY dTaKTmE OQEilopey;”

1104 Florovsky 1986, 15.

105 PC 4 — “o0 8¢ pny mpocdoxo AqyesOar TV yapv: 10 pév [yap] Hdwp oe Séfetar, 1O 8¢ mvedud o od
déEetan.”

1106 CL 17:36 — “viv &vOpwmoi oe Pomtilovot, 1 8¢ nvedud oe od Panticet.”
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the death of Christ and raises him to his resurrection, necessitates the good disposition of the
one approaching the mystery. For while “the water envelopes outwardly [...] the Spirit
perfectly baptises also the soul inwardly.”*%” This is not to suggest that he relegates the
outward forms of the mystery to a mere formality. He goes to great length to emphasise the
sanctifying power also of the material elements involved, insisting that we “do not regard the
sacred bath as ordinary water [...] For as the sacrifices at the altars, being ordinary by nature,
by invocation of the idols become polluted, so contrariwise, ordinary water, after the invocation
of the Holy Spirit, and of Christ, and of the Father, gains a sanctifying power.”*'% Citing the
example of Cornelius and his companions described in the Acts of the Apostles,*'% Cyril notes
that, although they had already received the gift of the Holy Spirit on account of their faith, the
Apostle Peter nonetheless commanded them to be baptised. “Neither he who is baptised with
water, without the granting of the Spirit, has the entire gift; nor one virtuous in his works,
without the seal given through water, shall enter into the Kingdom of Heaven.”''® His
emphasis, then, is on the need for synergy. True membership of the Church — or rather, the
difference between being a healthy member rather than an ailing or withered one — is based
on man’s active participation in, rather than passive reception of God’s grace. Moreover, it is

clear from this that the importance of baptism for Cyril lies both in the imparting of the spiritual

107 CL 17:14 — “édAd 10 pév Bdmp EEmbev mepryeitol, 10 8¢ mvedpo kol v Evdobev wouymv Pomtilel
amopodreintmg.”

1108 CL 3:3 — “M) i¢ Ddatt M@ Tpdoeye T hovtpd [...] ‘Qonep yap T T0ic Popoic mpocpepdueva, Ti PUCEL
Ovta AT, LEPOAVOUEVD, YiyveTal Tf EMKANOEL TOV eld®AOV" 0VTOC dmevavtiag 10 Atov 1owp TTvedpatog dyiov
kol Xprotod kai [Torpdg tv Enikinow Aapov, dovauty ayidtnrog émktdraor.” This was also an important response
to the Manichean or Gnostic rejections of the material creation as evil.

1109 Acts 10:44-48

10 CL 3:4 — “Ovde 6 1) Bdatt PePanticpévog, pn katalimdeic ¢ tod Ivedportog, tedeiay Eyet v ydpv:
000E KOV EvapeTdg Tig YévnTat 101G Epyotg, pun Aapn ¢ v o Bdartog oppayida, sicedevoetol €ig TV Pactreiov
AV oVpavdY.”

We find the same idea expressed in John Chrysostom. God here “does not suffer [...] the baptism to take place
upon a command of Peter, but, when He has made it evident how [...] they have believed that assuredly Baptism
is the remission of sins, then forthwith comes the Spirit upon them.” He calls this reception the “most essential
part of the business, the baptism with which [the Apostles] were baptised.” However, rather than suggesting that
this renders water baptism unnecessary, he argues that God shows the spiritual grace of baptism in order to
convince unbelievers of its efficacy. Homilies on Acts 24, trans. NPNF 1.11, 296.
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gifts to the believer, and his initiation into the Church as a visible entity, made discernible by

its canonical borders, in which to continue his spiritual journey.

As alluded to above, the third century debate between Cyprian and Stephen was
essentially a question of the Holy Spirit’s role and operation in the rite of baptism.'!! Central
to Cyprian’s baptismal theology is the imparting of the Holy Spirit to the person being baptised.
Since the Holy Spirit does not work outside the canonical boundaries of the Church, the notion
of baptism outside the Church is for him an utter absurdity. The anonymously authored tract
On Rebaptism says to the contrary that “it would suffice, after that baptism which [heretics and
schismatics] have received outside [the Church] indeed, but still in the name of Jesus Christ
our Lord,''*? that only hands should be laid upon them by the bishop for the reception of the
Holy Spirit.”*'!3 Like Tertullian before him,'!!* the author does not understand baptism as
involving a reception of the Holy Spirit, but simply as making one ready for such a reception
later through the imposition of hands. In the context of such a scheme, the Holy Spirit need not
necessarily be present among heretics for them to administer genuine baptism, since they are

perfectly capable of providing the valid form. Firmilian, Basil’s predecessor as bishop of

111 On the interplay between Christology and Pneumatology in modern ecclesiological constructions, see
Berger 2007.

1112 Ferguson (2009, 395) suggests “the appeal to the power of Christ’s name was not an alternative baptismal
formula”. He cites Firmilian, who clearly seems to believe the Trinitarian baptismal formula was the norm among
the Romans, saying of them that “They consider there is no need to inquire who it is who has administered baptism,
arguing that the person baptised can have obtained grace merely by the invocation of the Trinity, of the names of
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” (ad Cyp. 9.1) ‘In the name of Jesus,’ then, does not necessarily
refer to an alternative baptismal formula. It could instead mean that which is prescribed by, or done in accord with
the teachings of Jesus. In this case, it signifies simply that the baptism is orthodox in its outward form. John of
Damascus says as much in Ex. Acc. (Book 4.9): “But those who were not baptized into the Holy Trinity, these
must be baptized again. For although the divine Apostle says: Into Christ and into His death were we baptized,
he does not mean that the invocation of baptism must be in these words, but that baptism is an image of the death
of Christ. For by the three immersions, baptism signifies the three days of our Lord’s entombment. The baptism
then into Christ means that believers are baptized into Him” (trans., NPNF, 724). For a discussion on the history
of the baptismal formula, see Whitaker 1993; Lars Hartman 2011.

1113 On Rebaptism 1, trans. ANF 5, 1567.

1114 «“Not that the Holy Spirit is given to us in the water, but that in the water we are made clean by the action
of the angel, and made ready for the Holy Spirit” (De Baptismo 6.1, trans. Evans 1953, 15). Tertullian, however,
totally rejects the baptism of heretics as possessing any kind of validity, claiming that since “they have it not in
proper form, there is no doubt that they have it not at all, and there is no possibility of enumerating a thing which
is not in any one’s possession. Also they cannot have it given them, since they have it not” (De Baptismo 15.2,
trans. Evans 1953, 33. See Norderval 2011).
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Caesarea in Cappadocia, in words akin to those spoken by Christ in response to the Pharisees
regarding the baptism of John,!**® demands from defenders of heretical baptism to tell him
whether they regard it as being of the flesh or of the spirit. “If they say flesh, then their baptism
is no different from that of the Jews [...] But if they say the spirit, then we must ask how it is
possible for them to have spiritual baptism when they do not have the Holy Spirit.”116
Moreover, he argues, since “as many as have been baptised into Christ have put on Christ,”*!’
do they claim that “Christ may indeed be with heretics but not the Holy Spirit”?*!*8 111° [renaeus

of Lyons, with whose writings we know Cyril was familiar,*?°

says clearly that “Where the
Church is, there is the Spirit of God; and where the Spirit of God is, there is the Church, and
every kind of grace.”*!2! In concord with Irenaeus, John Chrysostom likens the Church to an

army camp, the boundaries of which are determined by the Holy Spirit.1*?? That he repeatedly

refers to baptism as initiation into the Church*'?® suggests a position akin to that of Firmilian.

The notion of a Spirit-less baptism is also at odds with Cyril’s clear statements
regarding the operation of the Holy Spirit in baptism. As we have seen above, he emphasises

that the “Sacred bath is not as ordinary water [for] after the invocation of the Holy Spirit [it]

1115 Matt. 21:25, Mark 11:30, Luke 20:4.

1116 Ad Cyp. 13.1

17 Gal. 3:27

1118 12.1, trans. Clarke 1989, 248.

1119 On the question of separating the work of Christ from that of the Holy Spirit, an interesting question is the
role here played by Christology. While Cyril clearly distinguishes between the divinity and humanity of Christ,
he does not, as Leo of Rome was to do a century later in his infamous Tome, speak of “the Word performing what
appertains to the Word, and the flesh carrying out what pertains to the flesh” [Tome 4, trans. NPNF 2.12, 111-2]
but holds the person of Christ as the single actor of both: “Christ was twofold, man in what was seen, God in what
was not seen: eating truly as man like us, (for he had like feelings of the flesh with us,) but feeding with the five
loaves the five thousand as God: dying truly as man, but as God raising him who had been dead for four days:
truly sleeping in the ship as man, and walking on the waters as God [...] Although he was scorned by men and
beaten as a man, yet He was acknowledged by the creature as God; for the sun, seeing his Lord outraged, hid his
light in trembling, not enduring the sight” [CL 4:9-10]. There is also the theopaschitic clause in CL 13.33, cited
in chapter 4 above. In the context of a Christological framework that understands the death and resurrection of
Christ, into which Paul says we are baptised, as pertaining not only to his human nature, but to the single person
of God the Word made flesh, the notion of a spiritless baptism would certainly be a problematic one.

1120 CL 16:6

121 Ady. Haer. 3:24.1, trans. ANF 1, 1151.

1122 Hom. 11, (PG 60:528-9). See Christo 2006.

1123 See, for example, Ad 11I. (PG 49:223-240). An English translation can be found in NPNF 1.09, 219-239.

9-202



gains a sanctifying power.”'?* If the water used for baptism needs to be consecrated and
sanctified for a baptism to take place, the presence of the Holy Spirit is obviously required at
the baptism itself. We find the same sentiment expressed by John Chrysostom: “When you see
the water and the hand of the priest touching your head, you may not think that this is merely
water, nor that only the hand of the bishop lies upon your head [...] for it is the grace of the
Spirit which sanctifies the nature of the water and touches your head together with the hand of
the priest.”''?> While he holds that it is “through the words and the hands of the priest [that]

the Holy Spirit descends upon you,”*2

the Spirit’s role in sanctifying the water is nonetheless
paramount.!'?’ Basil the Great, too, writes that “if there is any grace in the water, it [comes]
from the Spirit’s presence.”*'?® The author of the Didascalia goes so far as to argue that denying

the operation of the Holy Spirit in baptism amounts to the unforgivable sin of blaspheming the

Holy Spirit.}1?°

Furthermore, speaking of their imminent baptism, Cyril tells his catechumens that “the
Holy Spirit is about to set a seal on your souls” and further that “the water cleanses [man’s]

body, the Spirit seals the soul.”*'*® Elsewhere he says that the Spirit “to this day seals the souls

51131

in baptism and that he is at baptism “present in readiness to seal your soul and he shall

124 CL 3:3

1125 Cat. Stav. 2.10, trans. Harkins 1963, 47.

1126 Cat. Stav. 2.25, trans. Harkins 1963, 52

1127 For a recent treatment of the liturgical significance of the sanctification of water, see Lockwood 2017. See
also Brandt 2003 and Fisher 1957.

1128 De Spiritu Sancto 15:35, trans. Anderson 1980, 59.

1129 Didascalia 26, trans. Gibson 1903, 111.

Optatus of Milevis appears to suggest that it is rather a denial of the operation of the Spirit in chrismation that
amounts to the unforgivable sin. Listing the three stages of the baptismal rite — exorcism, baptism, and anointing
— in his Fifth Book Against the Donatists, he connects the final of these to the operation of the Spirit, saying “let
it be far from us to ever exorcize one who is sound in faith, let it be far from us ever to call back to the font one
who is already washed; let it be far from us ever to sin in the Holy Spirit” (trans. Edwards 1997, 101). Likewise
in his Seventh Book, chrism is connected with the reception of the Holy Spirit and the repetition of the anointing
is specifically condemned before mention is made of the unforgivable sin (Ibid., 143). It should be pointed out
that he is here only condemning the re-chrismation of Catholic Christians, while indicating that the laying on of
hands for reception of the Holy Spirit is necessary for the baptized who wish to join the Catholic Church.

130 CL 3:3-4 — "uéhder 1o Ivedpa 1o dyov oppoyiley Dpdv tag yoxdc [...] Kai 10 pév Héwp kabaipet o
odpoa, 10 0¢ [Tvedpa oepayilel Thv yoynv."

131 CL 16:24 — “todt0 péypt onuepov &v Pomticpatt cppoyiler Tag yoydg.”
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give you that seal at which demons tremble.”***? In MC, reception of the Spirit is mentioned
not in connection with the immersion in water, but on being “given the chrism, the antitype
with which Christ was anointed; and this is the Holy Spirit,”'!3® although the word sphragis is
not used.!*** Cyril also makes mention of how Moses and Peter both “give the Spirit by the
laying on of hands. And the grace shall also reach [the catechumens], who are about to be
baptised; yet in what manner | do not say, for | will not anticipate the proper time.”!3 Juliette
Day argues that because “Cats [=CL] has no reference [...] to anointing in connection with the
Holy Spirit [...] we might wish to read into this statement that the candidates received the Spirit
by the imposition of hands.”***® However, his reluctance to reveal the manner in which the
Spirit is given suggests that it was under a different form, most probably through chrism. It

also explains why no mention is made of anointing elsewhere in CL.1%

Like Chrysostom, even if Cyril regards the post-baptismal anointing as the moment at
which a person is sealed by the Spirit, the fact that he uses this term elsewhere in connection
with water is evidence of the liturgical unity of the two acts in his thought. As Zizioulas
explains, while the laying on of hands in the West became separated from baptism with water,
being seen as a confirmation, as Leo the Great was later to call it in the fifth century,

[t]his development remained strange to the East where no idea of a ‘completion’ or
‘confirmation’ of baptism appeared, apparently because of the liturgical and
theological unity in which baptism and confirmation were always kept. There, an

understanding of confirmation in such a successive role in relation to baptism was
so strange that in areas like Syria, and perhaps Palestine, the order of the two in the

132 CL 17:35 — “10d10 y&p ETOUOV TAPESTL GEPaAYicAL GOV THY Yuynv, Kol Sidwct oepayida, fiv Tpéuovst
daipoveg.”
133 MC 3:1 — “Kai dpiv opoing avafepnrocty anod tiig kolvpfrfpag tdv iepdv vopdtmv ypioua, to

avtitomov 0 €ypictn Xpiotdc. Todto &€ €ott 10 Gylov [Tvedpa.”
1134 For Juliette Day (2011, 1192), “the absence of cppayig in MC seems to us to be a significant criteria for
attributing that work to anyone other than Cyril”.

1135 CL 16:26 — “&mi Mwvcéng S yeipodeciag £6i50to 10 mvedpa. kai ITétpog S0 yepodesiog didwot 1
nvedpa. péEAAEL 08 Kai éml o€ Tov PBoamtilopevoy eOavew 1 xapis. O 08 MG 0V AEy®. o Yap mporapuPdve tov
Kopov.”

1136 Day 2010, 81.
1137 Day 2011, 1192.
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liturgy reversed, and, contrary to Western practice, baptism itself was called
> 1138

‘perfection’.
It seems reasonable to posit that this Syro-Palestinian practice of anointing with chrism before
baptism,t% although not the practice Cyril himself employs, may be what he is referring to
when commenting on the case of Cornelius in the Book of Acts as mentioned above: “Yet after

the gift of the Spirit, the Scripture says, that Peter commanded them to be baptised in the name

of Jesus Christ: that the soul having been regenerated through their faith, the body also, by

means of water, might share the gift” [emphasis mine].}*? The fact that it is by Peter’s words

that the Spirit descends on Cornelius and his companions is consistent with the view that the
Holy Spirit operates only within the Church, being administered by virtue of the apostolic

office conferred on the holy priesthood, as shall be mentioned below.

Ephesians 4:5

Another feature central to the discussion of the reception of schismatics and heretics by
baptism was the notion of the ‘one baptism.” In the Jerusalem Creed, as quoted by Cyril, it
appears in the following form: “And in one baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins;
and in one holy Catholic Church.”*'*! As we have seen, he explains that, “We may not receive
baptism twice or thrice [...] if you fail once, the thing cannot be set right; for there is one Lord,
and one faith, and one baptism: none but heretics are re-baptised, since their former baptism

was not baptism.”*142 For Cyril, then, the ‘one baptism’ confessed in the Creed is not merely a

1138 Zizioulas 1969, 649.

1139 See Brock 1972.

1140 CL 3:4 — “xai petd v t0d Ilvedpatog yépw 1 ypaer, enotv, 811 mpocétatey avtovg O Ilétpog &v 16
ovopatt Incod Xpiotod fanticdijvar iva ThHe Woyig 01 T TioTems dvaysvvndeiong, LetaddPn kol 10 oduo o1
10D Bdatog TG YéptTog.”

141 CL 18:22 — “kai &lg &v Panticpa petovoiag &ig dgeoty auoptidy, kol eic plav dyiov Koboiucrv
‘ExkAnociov.” See Appedix 1.

142 pC 7 — “Ovk évi 81 kol Tpic LoPeiv 10 Aovtpdv [...] édv 8¢ 10 dmaf dmotoymc, 4d1opbwtov 1o Tpdypa. Eig
vap Kopiog, kai pia wiotig, kai &v Bantiopa pdvov yap aipetikoi tveg avafomrtiCovial €neidn 10 TpoTeEPoV 00K
nv Bénticua.”
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reference to its unrepeatability, in contrast to such groups as the Marcionites who allowed
multiple baptisms, but is quite clearly understood in conjunction with the ‘one Church’
confessed in the subsequent article. His use of Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians further sets forth
the need for ‘one faith,” namely that of the Catholic Church, and confines the worship and
operation of the ‘one Lord’ to that community. We see the same interpretation presented by the
canons of the Apostolic Constitutions, thought to have appeared in Syria at the end of the fourth
century:

If any Bishop or Presbyter baptise anew anyone that has had a true baptism, or fail

to baptise anyone that has been polluted by the impious, let him be deposed, on the

ground that he is mocking the Cross and death of the Lord and failing to distinguish
priests from pseudopriests.!143

Worth mentioning is also Book 16 of the Theodosian Code, which condemns as “unworthy of
the priesthood that bishop who repeats the sanctity of baptism by unlawful usurpation and,
against the teachings of all, contaminates this act of grace by repetition,”*'** but makes clear
that this prohibition applies only to those “who had been initiated into the mysteries of the

Catholic sect.”114

We hear in Cyril echoes of Cyprian, who also makes use of Ephesians, stating that,

it has been delivered to us that there is One God, and One Christ, and one hope,
and one faith, and one Church, and one Baptism appointed only in the one Church,
from which unity whosoever shall depart must needs be found with heretics [...]
Peter, likewise, setting forth an upholding unity, has charged and admonished, that
we can only be saved by the one only Baptism of the one Church [...]. [A]ll
converted to the Church from whatsoever heresy, be baptized with the alone
legitimate Baptism of the Church.146

Stephen, on the other hand, understood the ‘one baptism’ as referring merely to the number of
times it could be administered, regardless of the faith or canonical status of the person

administering it, unless, that is, an incorrect formula or irregular use of water was involved.

1143 Canon 47, trans. NPNF 2.14, 1155.
1144 16.6.1, trans. Pharr 1952, 463.

1145 16.6.6, trans. ibid., 465.

1146 Ep, 73:11, trans. ANF 5, 933.
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Both sides accused the other of violating the oneness of baptism, Stephen claiming Cyprian
was guilty “of innovations beyond what was handed down”'4’ by re-baptising those who had
already received baptism with water, and Cyprian accusing Stephen’s party of making “two

Baptisms, in that they say there is Baptism among the heretics also.”*'48

The Ministers of Baptism

In CL 17, furthering the idea that the ‘one baptism’ is the sole prerogative of the Church,
Cyril seems to suggest that the baptiser should be a member of the priesthood:
For, at the time of baptism, when you draw near to the bishops, or presbyters, or
deacons, (for its grace is everywhere, in villages and in cities, on the uneducated
and the learned, on slaves and on freemen, for this grace is not of men, but the gift
is from God through men) draw near to the minister of baptism, but pay no heed to

the face of the one you see, but remember that Holy Spirit of whom we are now
speaking.114®

Although the meaning is not entirely clear, ‘0 faxti{wv’ appears to refer to the clergy, in which
case his words about grace speak about the social ranks to which the members of the priesthood
may belong, rather than suggesting that anyone has the authority to baptise on the basis that
“this grace is not of men, but [...] from God through men.”**® The point here, then, is once
again not to undermine the importance of outward form, but to emphasise the mystery as a
participation in the grace of God rather than its automatic imparting through a mechanical
process. Clarification is provided by Gregory the Theologian: “let everyone be trustworthy for

purification, provided that he is one of those who have been approved, not of those who are

147 Ep. 73:1

1148 Ep, 70:1

1149 CL 17:35 — “katd yop OV kaupdv 100 Ponticpatog, dtav pocéAdng &ni 16V énickonmv f| TpecPuTépmv
1} Sraovev (aravtoyod yop 1 xbpig, Kol &v kdpog kai &v ToAectv, Kol £nl idlmtdv kol EAAoyipmy, Kol £l So0Awnv
kol EhevBépav, Emedn ovk €€ avBpdrmv 1N Yapig, GAL' ék Bg0D o' AvOpdTWV 1| dOGIE), GV UEV TPOGEPYOV TH
BomtiCovtl, Tpocépyov 8 un TPOcEX®Y T@ TPOCHT® TOD PAVOUEVOD, GAAG LEPVIGO TOD TTveduatog Tod ayiov
100TOV, TTEPL OV VBV 6 AdY0C.”

1150 While é4oyiuwv could here mean ‘elect’, suggesting the ordained clergy, its juxtaposition with idiwt@v
makes such a reading unlikely.
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openly condemned, and not a stranger to the Church.”**®! Thus, ‘everyone’ does not mean that
simply anyone may baptise, but rather that, among those authorised by the Church (i.e. the
clergy), candidates should not show respect of persons since the baptism is made efficacious
by the Holy Spirit, not the personal piety of the baptiser. Pacian of Barcelona makes the same
point with greater clarity in his first Letter:
Let no one look down on a bishop in consideration merely of the man [for] neither
charism, nor baptism, nor remission of sins, nor the renewal of the body were
granted to his sacred authority, because nothing was entrusted to him through his

own assumption of such; but rather, the whole has descended to him from apostolic
authority. %2

Conversely, Optatus of Milevis, of whom more shall be said later, appears to base his
acceptance of schismatic baptism, at least in part, precisely on the idea that the identity of the
baptiser was not a prerequisite for validity.'>® Cyril’s phrasing manages to avoid the Donatist
error against which Optatus is reacting, without succumbing to his tacit acceptance of the

baptism of non-Catholics.

The Letter to the Armenians, authored by Cyril’s predecessor Macarius, explicitly states
that “this authority [to baptise] belongs to bishops and priests alone, and that it is not right for
deacons to perform it, for they are attendants”.*>* It seems strange for Cyril to mention deacons
alongside bishops and priests were they forbidden to perform baptisms under Macarius. Juliette
Day accordingly suggests that the quote from the Letter to the Armenians is the work of a later
redactor.!® This is probable, although given the ambiguity of Cyril’s statement, it is possible

that he here refers to the deacon in a different capacity, as performing a helping role in

1151 1n sanctum baptisma [Oration 40] 26 (PG 36:396), trans., NPNF 2.7, 735.

1152 Ep, 1.2, trans. Hanson 1999, 26.

1153 “In the celebration of this sacrament of baptism, there are three aspects, which you will not be able to
augment, diminish or omit. The first aspect concerns the Trinity, the second the believer and the third the agent.
But we are not to accord the same weight in the scale to each of these. For | see two as necessary and one as all
but necessary: the Trinity, without which the rite cannot be carried on, holds prime place; this is followed by the
faith of the believer; next now comes the person of the agent, which cannot be of similar authority.” Against the
Donatists 5:4 trans. Edwards 1997, 102.

1154 Terjan 2008, 81.

1155 Day 2011, 1181, 1189-90.
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conjunction with a priest or bishop. Day suggests such roles as leading the candidate in reciting
the formula of renunciation, or leading them by hand to the baptismal font.'**® The Didascalia
Apostolorum, generally thought to be a 3" century work of Syrian origin, allows both priests
and deacons to perform baptisms, but only at the behest of the bishop.'*®" The presence or
absence of the bishop in such a circumstance is not indicated, but believers are instructed to
honour “the Bishops [...] those who have begotten you anew by means of water, those who
have filled you with the Holy Ghost,”*1%8 signifying the close involvement of the bishop in the
process. The right to perform baptisms is not, however, extended to deaconesses, women being
quite explicitly forbidden from doing s0.1*>° Instead, a deaconess would only perform those
roles that would be inappropriate for a male minister when the (invariably nude) candidate was
female, such as anointing prior to immersion and receiving her as she rose from the water.1*6°
This could be seen as lending credence to the opinion that Cyril probably allowed his deacons
to baptise, but might also give an idea as to what the role of an assisting deacon might have
been were this not so. Whatever the case, it is nonetheless clear that the one baptism of the

Church can only be administered by a validly appointed agent of the same.

According to the author of Rebaptism, baptism performed by ‘lower clergy’,}*! is
incomplete and in need of fulfilment, much like those performed outside the Church altogether:

[1]f by necessity it [baptism] should be administered by lower clergy, let us wait
for the result, that it [the Holy Spirit] may either be supplied by us [bishops], or
reserved to be supplied by the Lord. If, however, it should have been administered
by strangers, let this matter be amended as it can and as it allows. Because outside
the church there is no Holy Spirit, sound faith moreover cannot exist, not alone
among heretics, but even among those who are established in schism. 62

1156 1hid., 1200.

1157 Didascalia 16, trans. Gibson 1903, 78

1158 Didascalia 9, ibid., 50.

1159 Didascalia 15, ibid., 75

1160 Didascalia 16, ibid., 78

1161 A term normally denoting subdeacons, anagnosts, and psalts, though it might also denote such roles as
exorcist, door-keeper, and acolyte. See, for example, Excursus on the Minor Orders of the Early Church in NPNF
2.14, 305-308.

1162 Ferguson 2009, 387-8.
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If baptism administered by lower clergy is considered lacking in the grace of the Holy Spirit,
how much more that which has been administrated by a layman, not to mention those outside

the Church altogether!

Again, the united nature of the sacraments is of significance here. Baptism and
chrismation were not, as is generally the case today, isolated rituals performed independently
of the Eucharistic assembly.1®3 Instead, they took place precisely within the context of that
assembly, and it was the consequent reception of the Body and Blood of Christ that completed
this threefold reception of grace and initiation into the Church. In this context, when we
consider the bishop as primarily being the head of the Eucharistic assembly, we can instantly
see both the importance and the necessity of his role in the sacraments of baptism and
chrismation. Given the bishop’s integral role in the process of enrolment and catechesis leading
up to baptism, as described above by Egeria, to entrust the performance of the mystery itself to
lay-baptisers would have been very inconsistent if nothing else. It was clearly not something
entrusted to anyone of low degree. As Cyril says with reference to John the Baptist, “for since

great was the grace of Baptism, so must its minister be great.”164

Hallmarks of True Baptism

To summarise, true baptism is for Cyril one in which the faith and good intention of the
believer work in cooperation with the Holy Spirit in order for him to die with Christ, to receive
the gift of the Spirit, and to be regenerated in both soul and body. This one and unrepeatable
baptism is that of the ‘one holy Catholic Church’, outside of which the sacramental operation

of the Holy Spirit is wholly absent and does not exist among those who do not hold to the

1163 See Dragas 2011.
1164 CL 3:6 — “Emedn yap peydin Panticpatog fv 1 x4pic, £5&ito kol peydiov tod mpostdTov.”
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correct ‘one faith’ in the ‘one Lord’. As such, the baptism should only be performed by an
orthodox member of the priesthood of that same Church, although the efficacy of the mystery
does not depend on any other aspect of his person, since the grace of baptism comes from the
Holy Spirit, not the baptiser. The only exception is that of the martyrs, “who even without the
water receive the kingdom.”*'® “For the Saviour [...] when his side was pierced, gave forth
blood and water: that in times of peace men should be baptised with water, in times of
persecution with their own blood.”**%® If true baptism means dying with Christ in the water, as
Cyril says repeatedly, to die a martyr’s death in the name of Christ must certainly be baptism
par excellence. Accordingly, Cyril notes how “the Saviour knew to call martyrdom, baptism,
saying, Can you drink of the cup which I drink of, and be baptised with the baptism that I am
baptised with?.”16” He also draws a parallel between the public confession of martyrs and the
confession made by the baptismal candidate.'*%8 This is significant in that he makes an orthodox
confession of faith a necessary prerequisite for baptism even where all other regular elements
are absent.*'® It is no wonder, then, that he would discard the baptism of those who were unable

to make such a confession on account of their heresy.

1165 CL 3:10 — “Ei tic pn AaPot 10 Pantiopn, cotnpioy ovk &gl TV novev paptipev, ol kol yopic tod
Bdartog Aappdavovct v Paciieioy.”

While there is no evidence from CL to suggest that Cyril himself had any first-hand experience of martyrdom
— Cyril having been born after the time of Diocletian and CL having been delivered before the brief reign of
Julian — martyrdom nonetheless featured prominently in the collective memory of Christians of his time.
Although Eusebius informs us that Jerusalem’s Christian community did not suffer heavily during the persecutions
of the early fourth century, with only a deacon, Valens, being subjected to a martyr’s death [Mart. Palest. 11.4],
his audience were by no means strangers to the idea.

1166 |pid. — “Avtpovuevog yap TV oikovpévny 6 ToThp d1d Tod cTowpod, Kol THY TAvpdy vuyeic, EEfyayev
aipo kol Hdwp: tva ol pév év koupoic sipivng &v Hdatt Punticddoy, oi 8¢ &v karpoic Siwyudv &v oikeiolg aipact
BarticO®dot.” The same idea is reiterated in 13:21: “For since in the Gospel the salvific baptism is twofold, that
namely bestowed by means of water on the illuminated, and that to holy martyrs in persecutions through their
own blood, there came out of that salvific Side blood and water (émnedn yap duthf] Tic €ott 100 cwMpiov
Borticpotog &v edvayyehiolg 1 dSvvapug, pio pev 1 10lg potilopévolg dwpovpévn dt' HdaTog, devtépa 8¢ 1 €ml TOV
ayiov paptopov &v Stoyuoic &' oikeiov aipatog, &EfAAey éx Tiic cwtnpiov mAsvpdc oipo kai Hdwp)”. For
Cyprian’s view of blood baptism, see Popkes 2011, 1056-58.

1167 Mark 10:38. CL 3:10 — “Koi 10 poptopiov yép oide Pantiopo kodelv 6 Totp, Aéyov: AdvacOs 10
ToTHPLOV TEWV O €YD mive, kol o Panticua, 6 éyd PartiCopat, BoarticOijvar;”

1168 | bid.,

1169 pacian of Barcelona, among others, is quite clear that heretics and schismatics who were put to death could
not be counted among the martyrs. “Even though [Novatian] was slain, yet he was not crowned. Why not? Because

9-211



Canon 7 of the Council of Constantinople

While not among Cyril’s own writings, his presence at the second Ecumenical Council
of 381 makes its 7" canon, concerning the method by which members of various schismatic
and heretical groups should be received into the Catholic fold, particularly relevant to our
discussion. Already before Cyril’s rise to the episcopal ranks, the first Ecumenical Council at
Nicea had made provisions for receiving ‘Cathari,’*1’° or Novatians, into the Catholic Church
without baptism,*"* while insisting on the baptism of those coming from the non-Trinitarian
Paulianists,'"? showing that the question of how to receive non-Catholics had already become
a widespread and pertinent problem in the Church. At Constantinople I, we are presented with
a much more thorough list of schismatic and heretical groups and the appropriate manner of
their reception:

As for those heretics who betake themselves to Orthodoxy, and to the lot of the
saved, we accept them in accordance with the subjoined sequence and custom; viz.:
Avrians, and Macedonians, and Sabbatians, and Novatians, those calling themselves
Cathari, and (those calling themselves) Aristeri, and the Quartodecimans,
otherwise known as Tetradites, and Apollinarians we accept when they offer libelli
and anathematize every heresy that does not hold the same beliefs as the catholic
and apostolic Church of God, and are sealed first with holy myrrh on their forehead
and their eyes, and nose, and mouth, and ears; and in sealing them we say: “A seal
of a free gift of Holy Spirit.” As for Eunomians, however, who are baptized with a
single immersion, and Montanists, who are here called Phrygians, and the
Sabellians, who teach that Father and Son are the same person, and who do some
other bad things, and (those belonging to) any other heresies (for there are many
heretics here, especially such as come from the country of the Galatians: all of them
that want to adhere to Orthodoxy we are willing to accept as Greeks. Accordingly,
on the first day we make them Christians; on the second day, catechumens; then,
on the third day, we exorcize them with the act of blowing thrice into their face and
into their ears; and thus do we catechize them, and we make them tarry a while in
the church and listen to the Scriptures; and then we baptize them "

he was outside the communion of the Church, he was outside the boundaries of concord, he was far away from
that mother of whom he who is a martyr must be a part” (Ep. 2.5 trans. Hanson 1999, 36).

1170 See Tripp 1977.

1171 Canon 8 (Nicodemus 2003, 133).

1172 Canon 19 (Ibid., 147).

1173 Canon 7 (lbid., 163), trans. NPNF 2.14, 389. It should here be noted that the evidence points to a much
later date for this particular canon, probably the middle of the fifth century (Ibid., 388), well after Cyril’s time.
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How, then, do we understand the Council’s decision to receive certain groups by chrismation
alone, rather than baptism, in light of what has been written above? In Cyril’s numerous lists
of heresies, we find the names of the groups recommended by the Council for reception by
anointing and baptism alike, without any obvious distinction being made between them, Cyril
referring to them collectively as “the tribe of heretics.”*'’* Likewise, his insistence that
heretics’ “former baptism was not baptism” is not in any way qualified, but refers equally to
all heresies without distinction. The Council, then, seemingly presents us with a departure from
Cyril’s own practice. However, variance in practice need not imply variance on the underlying
theological level. As we shall see, Cyprian’s basic premise that baptism outside the Catholic

Church was impossible was upheld even by those open to a less rigorous praxis.
Schism as an internal division

While such people as Tertullian, Stephen, Cyprian, and Fermillian made no distinction
between the reception of heretics and schismatics, since both were outside the Church, their
fourth century successors seemed to adopt a more nuanced position in this respect. The writings
of the aforementioned Optatus of Milevis, a particularly interesting figure in that he is both a
contemporary of Cyril and a compatriot of Cyprian, are especially noteworthy in this respect.
In his critique of the Donatist practice of rebaptizing Catholics, he repeatedly asserts that a
sharp distinction must be drawn between heretics, “exiles from the truth who have deserted the

sound and truest creed [and] fallen from the bosom of the church through their impious

91175 91176

sentiments, and schismatics, who are “undoubtedly brethren, though not good ones,

However, it is clearly representative of what later became normative and enables us to contextualize the ideas we
already see in Cyril’s contemporaries. See also Edwards 1997, 188, n.18. The canon is repeated, with additions,
as the 95" canon of Trullo (see Nicodemus 2003, 304).

U CcLe:12

1175 Edwards 1997, 11.

1176 | bid., 2.
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and reproaches the Donatists for joining the two. In this they, not he, followed Cyprian.*t’’

However, his purpose here is to point to the glass house in which the Donatists, clearly guilty
of schism, place themselves by insisting on such a scheme.'’® One should not, then, regard
this as an attack on the Cyprianite stance from which he admittedly differs, but on the
inconsistency of the Donatist one. Indeed, what one sees is almost a plea not to have to “strike

you together with them in a single judgment.”**"®

Making use of the analogies of the flood and circumcision, “defending the unity of
baptism in the Triune name”, Optatus decries the Donatists who “brazenly and illegally repeat
the baptism of which these two are figures”.1!8° He commends them, however, for saying that
“heretics cannot possess the gifts of the church”!'®! and that they have “different and false
baptisms, by which he who is soiled cannot wash.”*'8 Like Cyril, he does not consider the
rebaptism of heretics a repetition of baptism since correct form must be accompanied by an
orthodox creed.''® It is the rebaptism of the orthodox that he deplores. Thus we see in Optatus

a position that is in some ways closer to Cyprian and Cyril than to Stephen and the anonymous

177 Edwards points out that “the fact that the Donatists rebaptized those catholics who joined them, whereas
the catholics did not repeat any baptism administered in the proper form, was cited by some Donatists as a proof
that they had a better claim to be the one church of Christ.” — Ibid., xxiii.

It is interesting to note that the Council of Laodicea (363—634), in its 7™ canon, refers to the schismatic groups
of the Novatians and Quatrodecimans as ‘heresies’, but admits them to communion through renunciation,
confession, and chrismation. This suggests that even among those who were wont to group together heretics and
schismatics, a de facto distinction between the two was upheld.

1178 Edwards 1997, 10.

1179 |bid., 12.

1180 | pid., 5.

1181 |bid., 9.

1182 | bid., 12.

1183 That being said, it is difficult to say just to what extent Optatus here differs from Stephen, who accepted
the baptisms of those coming from ‘any heresy whatsoever’, since he appears to accept the use of a Trinitarian
baptismal formula as valid profession of orthodoxy and only labels as heretics those who distort the doctrine of
the Trinity.

In his Second Discourse Against the Arians (42-34), Athanasius makes clear that correct form must be
accompanied by correct faith: “For this reason, the Saviour did not simply command to baptise, but first says,
“Teach”, and then, “Baptise in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit”, in order that correct faith may
proceed from learning, and that faith will accompany the consecration of baptism. There are also many other
heresies too, which only make use of the names, but, as | have said, not in a right sense nor with sound faith. The
water they administer is therefore without profit and lacking in piety, so that the one sprinkled therewith receives
the pollution of irreligion rather than redemption” (PG 26:237B).
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author of On Rebaptism. Even where he differs from Cyprian, this difference appears to lie in
his understanding of the nature of schism rather than in his view of baptism or the presence of
grace outside the Church. He continues: “To you schismatics, on the other hand, although you
are not in the catholic church, these things cannot be denied, because you have administered
with us the true and common sacraments.”*'# At first glance, he appears to place the Donatists
squarely outside the boundaries of the Church. The opening of his Second Book, however,
would suggest that what he refers to here is their myopic refusal to recognise the Church outside
of Africa. Believing “the reason for calling [the Church] catholic is its international and
universal diffusion,”**®® Optatus could not call the Donatists members of a Catholic Church
when they recognised no one but their own little community “in a tiny portion of Africa,”18
regardless of whether there was any evidence of ‘collaborators’ — the original reason for the
Donatist schism — in the various other parts of the empire. And yet, emphasising that “Christ
declared his bride to be one,”*!®" he seems disappointed that the Donatists “have stated that in
Africa there are not two parties, but two churches.”*'8 Optatus seemingly does not understand
schism to be a wholesale departure from the one Church, but as the creation of an erring party
within it, or otherwise belonging to it. “The house of God is one; those who have chosen to
form a party by going outside have made a wall, not a house, because there is no other God to
inhabit another house [...]. The wall belongs to the house, but is not a house; and your party is

like a church, but is not catholic.”*!® Through a primarily sacramental ecclesiology, an

administrative schism — although the worst of sins and cause for great condemnation — does

1184 Edwards 1997, 12.

1185 |bid., 29.

1188 | bid.

1187 |bid., 42.

1188 | bid.

1189 1hid., 79. We see the same image of the wall used later in the 15" Canon of the First-Second Council of
861, which distinguishes schismatics, who have broken away from the unity of the Church, from those who
temporarily ‘wall themselves off> [droteryilovreg] from an erring party within the Church until said party had
been officially and synodically condemned or exonerated. Indeed, the latter preserve the unity of the Church by
defending the doctrinal orthodoxy it necessitates: “od oyiouon v évworv tijc Exkinoias xotéteuov, GAlo.
oy1oUGTWV Kol uepioudv v Exxlnoiov éomoddacay pboacbar.” See Nicodemus 2003, 358.
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not negate “the true and common sacraments.” His difference with Cyprian, then, lies not so
much in his ecclesiological presuppositions, but rather in his interpretation of the historical act
of schism. One could perhaps see in Optatus an attempt, though not necessarily a conscious
one, to harmonise the positions of Cyprian and Stephen, and, as Edwards suggests, an
anticipation of “Augustine’s cardinal premises that we can have a church without ministers,
but not a church without Christ.”**® However, the lack of depth and consistency in his
arguments makes it difficult to accurately compare his thought to that of others. It might
therefore be better to look separately at each of his presuppositions rather than attempt to

construct from them a coherent theological or ecclesiological scheme.
Reception kat’ oikovouia

In the East we see a greater level of consistency and continuity. Basil the Great, for
example, also distinguishes between heretics and schismatics, adding to the list ‘unlawful
assemblies’, insisting that those in the first group must be baptised, but allowing for the second
to be received by chrism alone, while the third, who are still within the Church, need only
repent. However, unlike Optatus, he clarifies that he follows his predecessor Firmilian in
disregarding the baptisms of both heretics and schismatics, but adds that the latter may be
accepted by “economy in behalf of the multitude.”%? In this context, the distinctions made by

the 7" Canon of 381 are quite telling. Eunomian baptism is to be rejected on account of it

1190 Edwards 1997, xxv. For a discussion of Augustine’s understanding of grace, see Dupont 2015.

1191 «“For it appeared to the ancients to be a reasonable rule that any baptism should be utterly disregarded that
has been performed by heretics, or, in other words, by those who have been utterly separated from the Church and
who differ from the Orthodox in respect of faith itself, and whose difference is directly dependent of faith in God.
As for the baptism of schismatics, on the other hand, it appeared to the Synod of Cyprian and of my own Firmilian
that it too ought to be disregarded and rejected, seeing that the schismatics—the Novatians, | mean, the Encratites,
the Sarcophores, the Aquarians, and others—have separated in principle form the Church, and after separating
have not had the grace of the Holy Spirit in them any longer, as the impartation of it has ceased; hence as having
become laymen they have had neither the spiritual gift nor the authority to baptize or to ordain, and consequently
those who are baptized by them, as being baptized by laymen, have been ordered to be baptized with the true
Baptism of the Catholic Church. Yet inasmuch as it appeared reasonable to some Fathers of Asia for the Baptism
of schismatics to be deemed acceptable for the sake of some economy in behalf of the multitude, let it be accepted.”
(Canon 1)
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involving but a single immersion, while Sabellians see the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as a
single hypostasis, and therefore cannot be truly said to invoke the Holy Trinity in baptism. The

distinction, then, is one of form and intention.

We see this clearly with respect to one heretical group recommended for reception by
baptism by the Council, which presents a common foe to all those hereto mentioned, namely
the Montanists “here called Phrygians.” Interestingly, it is none other than Cyril who “was the
first to call the adherents of the New Prophecy movement ‘Montanists’,”*1%? objecting to the
fact that “these Montanists were called, falsely indeed, by the common name of Christians.”*1%
Following the work of Stéphane Gsell at the beginning of the 20" century, it has commonly
been held that the primary objection to the validity of Montanist baptism was the wording of
their baptismal formula: “In the name of the Father and of the Son and of dominus
Muntanus.”*®* “What basis to be regarded as authentic,” asks Basil, “has the baptism of these
who baptise into Father, Son, and Montanus or Priscilla? For they have not been baptized who
have been baptized into something not handed down to us.”19 William Tabbernee, however,
disputes this, arguing that “the text and the context of Basil’s statement make it clear that he
did not assume the Montanists had actually altered the traditional baptismal formula. Rather,
he argued the case that baptizing, even with the correct formula but with an heretical

understanding of that formula, invalidated baptism.”1%

Those baptisms performed outside the Church, but which are orthodox in form and
intent, may thus be received, as Basil suggests, “by economy on behalf of the multitude”

[oikovouiag évexa té@v molAdv]; that is, when there is a pastoral need. However, the fact that

1192 Tabbernee 2011, 930.

1193 CL 16:8 — “tovg Movtavoig, yevddg tév, Opmvopng 8¢, koleichal ypiotiovong.”

1194 Taken from a fourth century inscription (IMont71) discovered at Khenchela.

1195 Ep. 188.1 (PG 32:668A).

119 Tabbernee 2011, 922. Cyril, too, lists as Montanus’ primary error that he “dared to say that he was the Holy
Spirit,” although he, uniquely among patristic authors, also attributes to him both infanticide and cannibalism (CL
16:8).
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he maintains reception of schismatics by baptism as normative, all the while holding the
repetition of a genuine baptism to be blasphemous, shows that he did not understand the
baptism of schismatics to have any real validity until it was sanctified by the person’s reception
into the Catholic Church.'®" This sets him well apart from Stephen of Rome, for whom any
baptism with correct form was both valid and unrepeatable, albeit void of the Holy Spirit.
Consequently, the 7" canon of the Council of 381 need not signify a departure from Cyril’s
view on baptism, nor does it call into question its ecclesiological implications, but is a response

to a pressing pastoral problem. %

1197 Canon 1 of St Basil also states, regarding schismatics, that “z0 d¢ t@v anooyicléviwy, d¢ éu éx tijc
Exrloiag éviwv, mapadélacbor” (Nicodemus 2003, 587). Troitsky (1975, 43-5), argues that Basil’s use of the
preposition éx means that this should be translated “as recently being from the Church”, rather than “still belonging
to the Church”. Again, if Basil saw schismatics as still “belonging to the Church” and possessed of true baptism,
his preference for baptising those who returned to the unity of the Catholic communion would have been both
inconsistent and indefensible, whereas their “recently being from the Church” would account for his willingness
to accept the decision of certain Asian bishops not to baptise them, on the grounds that this might expedite their
return to said Church, without this compromising his own stance and preference.

119 The debate around re-baptism saw a brief revival in the 18" century, following the 1755 decree of patriarchs
Cyril V of Constantinople, Matthew of Alexandria, and Parthenios of Jerusalem, which demanded the re-baptism
of Roman Catholic converts to Greek Orthodoxy (“Opog tiic ayiag tod Xpiotod ‘Exxkinciog, coviaiveov pév to
0e60ev 000¢v Gylov Pamticuo, kaamtv®y 8E Ta GALOG YevOuEVa TV alpetik®v Partiopata’ in Karmiris 1953,
989-91), a departure from the 1484 stipulation that they be received with chrism alone (Karmiris 1953, 987-9).
This change in practice was based not on the standing of the Roman Church vis-a-vis the relevant Eastern
Patriarcates per se, but on the prevalence among Western Christians of baptism by sprinkling or affusion, rather
than threefold immersion, which was not seen to constitute valid baptismal form as per the 7% canon of
Constantinople. Nicodemus the Hagiorite (1749-1809) expands on this argument in his highly influential
compendium of canon law, the I7nyddliov. In his commentary on Apostolic Canons 46 and 47 he appeals to Basil’s
concept of oixovouio to reconcile the Cyprianite position that there are no sacraments outside the canonical
boundaries of the Church with the historical practice of receiving certain Christians without re-baptism. He argues
that, while the dxpifeia of the Church’s stance on heretical baptism requires the re-baptism of all who were
previously baptised outside of its canonical borders, the principle of oixovouia nonetheless allows for the reception
of those whose heretical baptism observed the correct form (efdoc), matter (544), and type (zdmoc) by chrism alone
when necessary and expedient, citing in this case the military might of Western Christendom as the reason
otxovouio. had been employed for Roman Catholics following the failed reunion attempts at the Council of
Florence (1431-1449) (Nicodemus 2003, 51-65). See Heith-Stade 2010b, and id. 2010c. Although short-lived,
the 18" century controversy is testimony to the resilience of Cyprianite baptismal thought in the Christian East,
where Augustine remained a much less major figure.

There is also an argument to be made that many of those belonging to the groups received by chrism alone may
have previously belonged to the Catholic party, and therefore possessed their one and unrepeatable baptism. A
possible counter argument is near verbatim repetition of the same canon in the 95" canon of the Council in Trullo
nearly three centuries later (692), when this could not have possibly been the case. However, canon 1 of the same
council seems to indicate that such repetition did not necessarily serve any other purpose than to summarise the
previous canonical corpus. Therefore, one need not necessarily interpret Trullo’s repetition of Constantinople I’s
canon 7 as a reflection of 7™ century practices surrounding the reception of converts. See NPNF 2.14, 673, 789.
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Conclusion

Returning to the Montanists, one can sense in Cyril’s words a personal grievance
against Montanus who “having fixed his abode at Pepuza, a tiny village in Phrygia [...] falsely
named it Jerusalem.”!!% As we have already seen, Cyril’s historical and topographical
promotion of Jerusalem as the geographical centre of the Christian world stood in sharp
contrast with a detached and spiritualised Jerusalem that allowed it to be identified with an
“insignificant hamlet.” However, there is no evidence to suggest that they had a presence in
Jerusalem before or during Cyril’s time as bishop.'?® Although Egeria makes clear that
foreigners could only enter the Jerusalem catechumenate with great difficulty, 2°* her own
presence at catechetical lectures is evidence that these would have been well attended by
pilgrims from far and wide,'?°? and this fact likely accounts for the attention Cyril pays to
heresies with which he and other Jerusalemites were not in direct contact. The real significance
of his mention of the Montanists, then, is that it shows his heresiology to go beyond the
immediate threat various heterodox groups may have posed to his catechumens to broader
theological and ecclesiological concerns which were universal in their application. While
Patout Burns attributes Cyprian’s ‘exclusivism’ to the intimate nature of the Carthaginian
church, Cyril’s lectures — being catechetical rather than pastoral in nature — clearly approach
heretical baptism from a standpoint that is principled rather than merely pragmatic and
immediate, making it as applicable to the distant pilgrim as the local resident. It is this
principled stance, rooted first and foremost in ecclesiological and theological coherence, that
accounts for the consistency we see on the matter in the East, despite the radical social and

political changes it underwent in the beginning of the fourth century.

1199 CL 16:8 — “xoi [Ténovlov pkpdtatov kopddpov &v i Ppuyie katodofov kol yevddg Tepovoainu
ovoudoog todto.”

1200 Tabbernee 2011, 930.

1201 pereg. 45:4 in Wilkinson 1999, 162.

1202 Cf, Pereg. 47:2 in Ibid., 163.
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Chapter 10 — Conclusion

As the very manifestation and reality of the Christian’s ontological union with Christ
through mysteriological participation, the Catholic Church, as a visible and clearly defined
community, underpins every aspect of Cyril’s theological and pastoral thought. As such, a
correct ecclesiology — that is, correctly identifying the visible Christian community that
comprised Christ’s own Body — was from a soteriological perspective as important as the
profession of an orthodox Christology or Triadology. Only in the Catholic Church does man
attain to that for which idolater and philosopher alike had searched in vain; only in the Catholic
Church are spatial and temporal borders broken down, and people of every land, tongue, and
race called together and united as a single nation, the Israel of God; the Catholic Church not
only possessed the fullness of truth, but alone provided the key to grasp it; not only exhorted

people to virtue, but alone provided the grace with which to obtain it.

As | hope to have demonstrated, the question of Christian identity, forged through
catechesis and realised through the sacraments, is ultimately an ecclesiological one. Moreover,
the Church represents not simply one marginal aspect of patristic thought but the very
framework in which it operates. The field of ecclesiological studies is thus integrally tied to the
field of patristics, and vice-versa. It is too often overlooked that the Church Fathers were not
merely academic theologians, occupied with abstract metaphysical theories, but priests and
shepherds, whose theological thought was informed by their lived experience in the liturgical
and pastoral life of the Church, and whose desire to express this thought was driven by their
concern for the salvation of the souls entrusted to their care. It is therefore insufficient to study
their doctrinal works in isolation. In Cyril’s case, one cannot hope to understand adequately
the theological and doctrinal nature of his works without considering the ecclesiological

ramifications of his catechetical programme and his vision of entry into the Catholic Church.
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Cyril thus opens up a window, as it were, for us to reconsider our approaches to other patristic

figures.

As we have seen, modern scholarship continues to take for granted that Stephen of
Rome’s position on baptism, and subsequently Augustine’s understanding of extra-ecclesial
sacraments, gained near universal acceptance in subsequent generations, but that this is
demonstrably not the case. While Cyril’s rather uncompromising stance on the baptism — and
therefore also the ecclesial reality — of those outside the Catholic Church perhaps appears
unpalatable today, what we see in his writings is actually a remarkable balanced and
multidimensional approach to the efficacy of the mystery of initiation. His emphasis on the
work of the Holy Spirit in cooperation with the personal faith of the believer avoids the
automatic approach of Stephen, in which the mystery is seemingly regarded as a mechanical
process, or, in language more appropriate to Cyril’s time, a set of magical incantations. Nor
does his assertion that the sacramental operation of the Holy Spirit is found only within the
Church necessitate its complete absence from the lives of those outside its borders. Indeed, it

is the Spirit, he claims, who had brought his listeners to him in the first place. 1202

In an age of transition and religious competition, the clarity and consistency he offered
were of paramount importance, and by defining the boundaries of the Church by means of a
visible and distinct ritual, performed in a specific ecclesiastical context, Cyril avoids the grey
areas that arise when Church membership is thought of merely in terms of adherence to a
particular philosophical or doctrinal position, the niceties of which are often far beyond the

grasp of the ordinary layperson. It is by visibly defining its borders by baptism that Cyril can

1203 PC1
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unambiguously tell his listeners about “where the Catholic Church is. For this is the peculiar

name of this holy Body, the mother of us all, which is the bride of our Lord Jesus Christ.”*204

However, the pertinence of such an ecclesiological vision to Cyril’s own historical
context does not mean it has nothing of relevance to ours. While such a binary ecclesiology
might seem undesirable today, | believe that a clear understanding of the various
presuppositions upon which Cyril built such an ecclesiology can tell us much that is of benefit
for the construction of modern ecclesiological schemes. Just as modern theology needs to come
to terms with the findings of Biblical criticism, modern ecumenical efforts are unlikely to
progress without serious attention to the findings of patristic scholars. While the Augustinian
position is welcome insofar as it allows for a recognition of the ‘other’ as ‘valid’ — though this
is question is perhaps less pertinent today as multi-denominational societies increasingly give
way to multi-religious ones, where the ‘other’ has neither priesthood nor sacraments in need of
recognition — it ultimately raises more guestions than it answers. It has allowed ecumenical
efforts to get off the ground, but these efforts have seemingly grown stagnant, and a change in
perspective may be necessary to breathe new life into future ventures. Moreover, the
Augustinian position approaches the problem of ecclesiology from a position of juridical
minimalism, otherwise quite foreign to current approaches to theology, while Cyril represents
a holistic, organic maximalism. As | wrote in the preface to this work, | do not presume to give
any definite answers to these questions here, but believe we should not be too hasty in
dismissing as irrelevant or out-dated the ecclesiological insights of figures like Cyril or Cyprian
based on a superficial reading and anachronistic appraisal of their works; we might then find

that they indeed have much to profit us.

1204 CL 18:26 — “mod &otv 1) xafolkn) EkkAncio. Todto yap iducdv dvopa Toyydver T dyiog TodTng Kol
UNTPOg MUV amdviev. fitig vouen pév €ott 1od kvpiov Nudv Incod Xpiotov.”
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Chapter 11 — Appendix 1: The Jerusalem Creed

(Reconstructed from the Catechetical Lectures)!?%®

[Totevopev eig éva Oeov, [Matépa mavtokpdropo, oMty ovpavod kol Yig,
OpaT®V TE TAVTOV Kol AOPATOV.

[Kai] €ic &va Koprov ITncodv Xpiotdv, tov Yiov tod Ocod 10V LLOVOYEVT], TOV €K
10D IMotpdg yevvndévta Ocdv dAndivov mpd mhvtov Tdv aidveov, St oD o mhvta
gyéveto, OV koteAdovtal?®® [tov capkeBévia koi] &vavOpomicavto, [Tov]
otowpwbévta [kol tapévta koi] dvactavta [ék vekpdv] tf Tpitn Muépa, Kol
aveABovTa €ic TOLS 0VpavoLs, Kai Kabicavta ék de&idv Tod Iatpdc, kai Epyduevov
v 86En kpivan {dvtagc ki vekpovg, ov tfig Pactieioc odk Eoton Téhoc. [Kai] gig &v
dyov Ilvedpa, tov IMopakintov, 10 AoAfjcav &v TOiC mpoeNTalS, Kol &ig &v
Bantiopa petovoiog eic dpeotv auaptidy, koi sic piov dyiav Koafolumvi?®
"ExxAnciov kol €ig capkog avactacty kai gic {onv aidviov.

We belive in one God, the Father almighty, maker of heaven and earth, of all things
visible and invisible.

[And] in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten from the
Father as true God before all the ages, by whom all things were made, who
descended [became flesh] and became human, [who] was crucified [and buried,
and] rose [from the dead] on the third day, and ascended into the heavens, and is
seated at the right hand of the Father, and is coming in glory to judge the living and
the dead, whose kingdom has no end. [And] in one holy Spirit, the Paraclete, who
spoke through the prophets, and in one baptism of repentance for the forgiveness
of sins, and in one holy Catholic Church, and in the bodily resurrection and in life
everlasting.'?%®

1205 See Kelly 2006, 183. The bracketed words are not found in the main body of CL, but only the editor’s
headings. See also McCauley and Stephenson 1969, 60-62.

1208 The addition of zov kateA@6vra does not appear in Kelly’s reconstruction, but is proposed by Davies (1955,
218-221), who argues for its inclusion given both its use, in conjunction with ével@dvza, in more or less all other
creeds of the same period, and its incidental use in the writings of Cyril.

1207 | have chosen to capitalise Kafoiwtv Exkinoiayv because of the way in which Cyril uses it as the proper
name of his Church.

1208 Translation mine.
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