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Abstract

The rise of Late Antiquity as a separate discipline, with its focus on social history, has
meant that the vast homiletic corpus of John Chrysostom has received renewed attention as
a source for the wider cultural and historical context within which his sermons were
preached. Recent studies have demonstrated the exciting potential his sermons have to
shed light on aspects of daily life, popular attitudes and practices of lay piety. In short,
Chrysostom’s sermons have been recognised as a valuable source for the study of “popular
Christianity’ and the extent of Christianization at the end of the fourth century.

This thesis, however, will question the validity of some recent conclusions drawn
from Chrysostom’s sermons regarding the state of popular Christianity. A narrative has
been developed in which Chrysostom is often seen as at odds with the congregations to
whom he preached. On this view, the Christianity of élites such as Chrysostom had made
little inroads into popular thought beyond the fairly superficial, and congregations were
still living with older, more culturally traditional views about religious beliefs which
preachers were doing their utmost to overcome. It is the argument of this thesis that such a
portrayal is based on a misreading of Chrysostom’s sermons, and which fails to explain
satisfactorily the apparent popularity that Chrysostom enjoyed as a preacher.

What this thesis sets out to do, therefore, is to reassess how we read Chrysostom’s
sermons, with a particular focus on the harsh condemnatory language which permeated his
preaching, and on which the image of the contrary congregation is largely based. To do

this, this thesis sets out to recover a neglected portrayal of Chrysostom as a pastor and



preaching as a pastoral and liturgical activity, through an exploration of four different but
overlapping aspects of the socio-historical context within which his preaching was set. A
consideration of the scholastic, therapeutic, prophetic and liturgical nature of his preaching
will shed light on the pastoral relationship between the preacher and his congregation and
will, significantly, provide a backdrop against which his condemnatory language can be
explained and understood. It will become clear that his use of condemnatory language says
more about how he understood his role as preacher than about the extent of
Christianization in late-antique society. Through focussing on the issues of the social
composition of the congregation and the level of commitment to (Chrysostom’s)
Christianity, it will be argued that sermon texts are in their nature resistant to being used as
sources for this kind of social history. Despite this, however, glimpses will also emerge of
a very different picture of late-antique Christianity, in which Chrysostom’s congregation

are rather more willing to listen and learn from their preacher than is often assumed.
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Note on Abbreviations

Abbreviations of ancient texts follow those used in H. G. Liddell and R. Scott’s Greek-

English Lexicon, C. T. Lewis and C. Short’s A Latin Dictionary, and G. W. H. Lampe’s A

Patristic Greek Lexicon. Abbreviations of Chrysostom’s works follow those established by

Wendy Mayer, and can be accessed on-line at www.cecs.acu.edu.au (for convenience they

have also been included in the list of Chrysostom’s works in the bibliography). Otherwise,

the following abbreviations are also used:

BNP
CCSG
CCSL
CSEL
Field

GCS
LCL
PG
PL
SC

Brill’s New Pauly

Corpus Christianorum, series Graeca

Corpus Christianorum, series Latina

Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticourm latinorum

F. Field (ed.), 1849-62, Interpretatio omnium epistolarum
Paulinarum per homilias facta (7 vols., Oxford: Oxford University
Press).

Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller

Loeb Classical Library

Patrologia Graeca

Patrologia Latina

Sources Chrétiennes

All translations are my own unless otherwise indicated.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Around the year 400, an elderly bishop from Galatia arrived in Constantinople. In order to
show him the customary hospitality, and out of respect for his age, John, the bishop of the
imperial capital, allowed the visitor to deliver the Sunday sermon in his place. As he came
forward to preach, he was met with a rather tumultuous reception by the
Constantinopolitan faithful. The week before, the congregation had received from their
bishop a resounding rebuke against their continued attendance at the theatres and
hippodromes. Such a rebuke, however, had not kept them away from church; far from it.
The people had come back the following week even more desirous than before to hear
their bishop, and were disappointed to find they were to be addressed by a more mild-
mannered guest preacher. They wanted ‘our tongue which cuts, censures, strikes,

’I* The next time he did address them, Chrysostom praised the way they had

grieves
received his rebuke, comparing them to a child refusing to let go of his mother even when
she had sternly scolded him. He was naturally delighted to have such an attentive and
receptive audience to preach to.

At least, this is the bishop’s own presentation in that sermon of the events of the

preceding couple of weeks.? It does seem to have been the case, however, that the ‘tongue

which cuts’ was hugely popular: John, the Chrysostom (the ‘Golden Mouth’, as he was

L v fipetépav moodvtes yAdooay Ty tepodoay, Ty mmhooacay, T kaduopévny, Thy dduvicacay.
Chrys. Pater m. usqg. mod. op. 1, PG 63.512.1-2.

2 Pater m. usg. mod. op. For an introduction to the sermon and an abridged translation, see Mayer and Allen
2000, 143-7.



Preaching and Christianization

posthumously nicknamed),® was depicted by fifth-century historians as a strict moralist,
but also a popular preacher. As we will see later, the charges brought against him which
led to his deposition were primarily concerned with his uncompromising character;” at the
same time, the people revolted when their beloved bishop was taken from them.® A similar
picture can be discerned in Antioch, where he was first ordained as priest: despite his
endless rebukes against swearing oaths in sermon after sermon at a time of crisis for the
city, people continued to flock to his church.® It was said that when the time came for him
to be consecrated bishop of Constantinople, he had to be removed from his home-town at
night to avoid a riot.”

What are we to make of the fact that, on the one hand, we have a picture of crowds
flocking to hear Chrysostom, hanging on to his every word; on the other hand, a picture of
a preacher persistently delivering stinging rebukes and harsh criticism? Why did people
flock to hear someone rebuke them? Recent studies have taken his condemnatory language
as either reflecting a congregation which was rather lacklustre in its faith, or as reflecting a
preacher who was somewhat ‘out of touch’. In either case, the relationship between the
preacher and his congregation would appear somewhat strained. But such narratives do not
tally with the clear testimony of the sources to Chrysostom’s popularity and the affection
in which he was held by many Christians: the fact that Chrysostom was a popular preacher
seems to have been lost from this scholarship. In light of this, it is the contention of this
thesis that we need another way of reading his sermons and interpreting his critical

language.

® The title begins to be regularly applied to him from the sixth century. For his biographer Palladius and the
fifth-century historians, he remains simply ‘John’.
* See below, pp. 38-9.
> Socr. h.e. 6.16; Soz. h.e. 8.18.
® This was the recurring theme of his sermons On the Statues, delivered whilst the city awaited the emperor’s
verdict on the rioting that had led to damage being done to the imperial statues. In spite of such a theme of
;:ondemnation, they also appear to have won him his reputation as a preacher: cf. Kelly 1995, 75-83.

Soz. h.e. 8.2.



Introduction

The sermons of late antiquity have proved to be tantalising texts.® They were in some form
delivered before large congregations comprising, it is generally thought, a cross-section of
society. ® There is every possibility, therefore, that they should be able to provide
illuminating insights into the lives of the people that they addressed, particularly, perhaps,
through the critiques the preacher makes of his congregation. Sermons have come to be
seen as dialogues between ¢lites and masses, ‘which allow us to examine beliefs and
behaviors that people refused to accept, the condemned traditions that many Christians
continued to observe, and the elements of orthodox Christian piety that people
cherished.”*® By unpacking these dialogues, modern students of Chrysostom have tried to
piece together a picture of what ‘popular Christianity’ was really like, a picture otherwise
obscured by the dominance of élites in our sources for late antiquity. Forming such a
picture in turn can give us a glimpse into the level and process of Christianization in the
years after the first Christian emperor took control of the Eastern Roman Empire.

This thesis, however, will question the validity of the picture of popular
Christianity which has begun to emerge. It is the argument of this thesis that such a
portrayal is based on a misreading of Chrysostom’s sermons, and particularly a misreading
of the language of condemnation. What is needed is to recover a neglected portrayal of
Chrysostom as a pastor and preaching as a pastoral and liturgical activity, set within the
social world of late antiquity. What this thesis sets out to do, therefore, is to reassess how
we read Chrysostom’s sermons, with a particular focus on the harsh condemnatory

language which permeated his preaching, and on which the image of the contrary

8 I use the terms “sermon’ and ‘homily’ interchangeably throughout this thesis, though there have been
attempts to distinguish them. For example, Berger 1992, 173, defines the homily as a ‘niederer Homilie’,
which focuses on the exegesis of a text, and the sermon as a ‘héherer Homilie’, a free discourse. See also
Allen and Cunningham 1998, 2.

° Although this is debated: see below, pp. 213-31.

% Maxwell 2006, 5.
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congregation is based. Once we have understood more clearly Chrysostom’s aims in
preaching and the rhetoric of condemnation, we will be able to use these important
documents more carefully in the study of social history.

Given that the volume of his sermons far surpasses that of any other Eastern
Church Father, it is unsurprising that the figure of John Chrysostom features heavily in
sermon studies, and this thesis will follow suit. Chrysostom’s surviving sermons total over
800, preached in both Antioch as priest and Constantinople as bishop. They consist of a
wide variety of types, from exegetical sermons expounding passages of scripture, through
polemic against heretical groups, to panegyrics celebrating the lives of saints. Many appear
to be derived from the notes of short-hand writers scribbling down his sermons as he
preached, providing us potentially with direct access to sermons actually preached before a
live congregation.™ Furthermore, his sermons — more than those of any other Church
Father — often engage the congregation directly, referencing their reactions, responding to
their questions and complaints and drawing attention to their shortcomings. It is this direct
engagement with the congregation that makes his sermons so attractive to the student of
social history. It is my contention, however, that we have been too seduced by their allure
as sources for social history. We need to take a step back and appreciate what kind of
activity preaching actually was. In so doing, we will find that his sermons are much more
resistant to being used as evidence in this way for social history.

In this introduction, I shall begin by setting out some of the broad themes in current
late-antique and Chrysostomian research, before focussing in on those particular studies
this thesis is responding to. From there | shall then set out an overview of my own
approach to reading Chrysostom’s sermons and the studies upon which that approach is

based.

1 On this see below, pp. 53-62.



Introduction

PREACHING IN LATE ANTIQUITY

The period today known as ‘late antiquity’, during which Chrysostom preached, is by
definition a period of transition. Until the twentieth century, Edward Gibbon’s (in)famous
work, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, set the tone for how the period was
perceived, as a period of increasing decadence and decay (in part due to the rise of
Christianity), a period that was a mere shadow of the glory days of Ancient Rome. It is
only relatively recently that this negative conception of the period has finally been
dispensed with — thanks to the work of Henri-Irénée Marrou, A. H. M. Jones, Arnaldo
Momigliano, and especially Peter Brown — although it is still understood as a period of
change and shifting boundaries, particularly in the realm of cultural and social change.?
Indeed, the very boundaries of the discipline, both temporal and spatial, are still very much
up for debate, though their fluidity is seen as central to the concept of what late antiquity
is. Philip Rousseau, for example, in the preface to his recent handbook on the subject,
concludes that ‘Late Antiquity is considered to be, therefore, after some things and before
others.”*? In other words, it is not a clearly defined era, but a period of transition from one
era to another. The introduction to another handbook begins by taking the reader to Ireland
and China, far beyond the geographical borders of classical antiquity (of which late
antiquity is supposed to be the end).'* Late antiquity is, in the words of that same
handbook, ‘certainly one of the most important hinge periods for the history of the

civilizations of Europe and the Middle East and even, as this book claims, Central Asia as

12 Marrou 1949; Momigliano 1963; Jones 1964; Brown 1971a, 1992. Brown, indeed, introduced his 1971
book as ‘a study of cultural and social change’ (p. 7).

13 Rousseau 2009, p. xxii.

14 Johnson 2012. These handbooks provide useful introductions to the proliferation of different approaches
and current topics of interest. See also Bowersock, Brown and Grabar (eds.), 1999; Swain and Edwards
(eds.), 2004; Clark 2011; not to mention the volumes of the Journal of Late Antiquity (begun in 2008) and
the published papers from the biennial conference Shifting Frontiers in Late Antiquity.

6
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well.”* It is the time, in short, when the world of Classical Antiquity was transformed into
the Middle Ages in the West, and Byzantium in the East.

It is an obvious point that a key element in that transformation was the gradual
Christianization of society. The conversion of the Emperor Constantine was a watershed
moment in that transition, the moment when Christians and the Christian religion went,
almost overnight, from being an at worst persecuted, at best marginalised minority, to
being in the privileged positon of receiving imperial favour. The impact of that radical
transformation on both Christianity and the wider Greco-Roman world was, needless to
say, substantial, and since the beginnings of the discipline of Late Antiquity in the 1960s
there has been a plethora of studies on a whole range of different areas documenting the
social and cultural change that resulted, from the prevailing discourse of society,'® through
the status of ‘holy men’,"’ to attitudes to wealth, poverty and philanthropy,® to name just a
few of the more notable examples. Given the interest late-antique scholars have had in
social and cultural change, this process of Christianization has often been studied with an
emphasis on ‘popular Christianity’: how were the lives of ‘just ordinary people of no

19
account’

affected by the conversion of the emperor and the privileged position accorded
to the adherents of his new religion?

The rise of Late Antiquity as a separate discipline over the last fifty years or so has
therefore led to increased attention being paid to sermons, and particularly the vast ceuvre
of John Chrysostom, in part for the light they can shed on popular Christianity at this time

of transition. Up until thirty years ago, the sermon, with some notable exceptions, was

generally relegated to the category of ‘popular’ literature and considered a sub-literary

15 Johnson 2012, p. xxii.

16 Cameron 1991.

7 Brown 1971b; Rapp 2005.

'8 Holman (ed.), 2008; Brown 2002; Brown 2015.
¥ MacMullen 1984, 1.
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genre that was therefore not worthy of study.?® It is extraordinary that the comprehensive
study of preaching produced by Joseph Bingham as part of his multi-volume Origines
Ecclesiasticae published between 1708 and 1722 only received an update in 1991 in the
form of Alexandre Olivar’s La predicacion cristiana antigua. Both works focus on a range
of topics such as classification of different sermons, location and moment of preaching,
length and number of sermons and data on audience response. In between these two works
were a few studies more focussed on one particular aspect of preaching, particularly
rhetoric, textual transmission and sermons as sources for cultural information.? It was,
however, only really in the 1990s that homilies began receiving greater attention; but
although Wendy Mayer, in her survey of the field seven years ago, notes new studies
which have used sermons to access daily life, explored the means by which they ‘promote
a discourse and construct a reality’,?? and investigated the surrounding liturgy? and the
origins of Christian preaching,? nonetheless she concludes that the field is ‘still in its
infancy’ and ‘has much to yield the sensitive investigator as it is explored in more
scientific and novel ways in the years to come.””

A similar story emerges when we focus in on Chrysostom studies in particular.
Earlier research was somewhat sporadic, with a tendency to focus on biography and
rhetoric.”® At the 1967 Oxford Patristics Conference, Robert Carter, in a paper reflecting
on the future of Chrysostom studies, expressed concern at the comparatively small number

of scholars working in the field, a concern repeated by Wendy Mayer in her update eleven

years ago.?” For Carter, the greatest need was the collation of manuscripts, the production

20 Mayer 2008a, 567.

1 Mayer 2008a, 566-7.

22 Wilken 1983; Cameron 1991.

2% \/an de Paverd 1970. See also below, pp. 176-7.

2% Stewart-Sykes 2001.

% Mayer 2008a, 579. Given that Chrysostom tends to dominate early Christian homiletics, for further
bibliography see also the notes to the following paragraphs.

%6 Baur 1959-60; Ameringer 1921; Burns 1930; Soffray 1939.

2T Carter 1970, with Carter 1973; Mayer 2005b.
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of critical editions and determining authenticity. Whilst much work has been done in each
of these areas, as will be discussed in the next chapter, they remain a priority for
Chrysostom studies. ®® Of other potential areas of research, Carter saw Chrysostom’s
thought and theology as being the area which continued to provide most life to the field.”®
Forty years later, Mayer was able to write that ‘as an overall percentage of publications in
Chrysostom studies across the spectrum, studies on Chrysostom’s theology, exegesis and
ethical teachings continue to constitute a majority.”*® Thus we have had an array of studies
on topics as diverse as his exegesis of scripture,! his views on the priesthood,? on
slavery® and on ecclesiology, his theology of divine accommodation,®® and his polemic
against the Jews>® and the practice of ‘spiritual marriage’®’ — and this is just to scratch the
surface.® Such studies join more traditional topics approached from fresh perspectives,

with renewed attention being paid to the events of Chrysostom’s life*® and his involvement

|40 |.41

in politics, imperial™ and ecclesiastica

CHRYSOSTOM’S PREACHING AND CHRISTIANIZATION

One particularly prominent feature of recent scholarship on sermons, and on Chrysostom’s

sermons in particular, has been that interest in popular Christianity. A number of key

28 See below, pp. 31-3.

2% Carter 1970, 20.

% Mayer 2005b, 24.

L E.g. Young 1986; Young 1997; Mitchell 2000; Amirav 2003.

%2 ochbrunner 1993,

% De Wet 2015.

%4 Christo 2006.

% Rylaarsdam 2014.

% Wilken 1983.

37 Leyerle 2001.

% A comprehensive on-line bibliography for Chrysostom studies, regularly updated by the Centre for Early
Christian Studies at the Catholic University of Australia, can be found at
www. cecs.acu.edu.au/chrysostombibliography.html.

¥ E.g. Kelly 1995; Tiersch 2002.

“0 E.g. Liebeschuetz 1990; Liebeschuetz 2011; Mayer 2006.

1 E.g. EIm 1998; Mayer 1999a; Caner 2002, 158-205.

9
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Introduction

studies have emerged over the past two decades, which have sought to use Chrysostom’s
sermons to learn not about the thought of the preacher, but about the congregations who
listened to him, and not just aspects of daily life, but to assess the state of popular
Christianity, and thus the process of Christianization, in two key centres of the Eastern
Empire at the turn of the fifth century.

Studies in the preacher’s audience can be said to have begun with Ramsay
MacMullen’s essay of 1989. His argument, which focuses on the evidence of
Chrysostom’s sermons, but looks more widely as well, was that the congregations such
men preached to consisted only of the upper classes of society. The rhetorical style would
not, he argues, have been understood by anyone other than those who had received a
similar élite education, and the congregation is often described in such a way as to suggest
that only those from a similar élite social background are present. Furthermore, the size
and number of known churches was such that there was simply not the capacity to contain
more than a tiny percentage of the Christian population. This last argument he takes up in
more detail in his recent book, The Second Church: through systematically surveying the
archaeological evidence in each part of the Roman Empire, he concludes that there would
have been space in them to accommodate a mere 5% of the Christian population.*’ He
concludes: ‘For the student today who would see early Christendom in some anachronistic
light, as equally welcoming to all, the plain facts are thus rather uncomfortable and are
accordingly resisted.”*® For him, preaching betrays an essentially ‘two-tiered” Christianity,
with the élite meeting in the grand basilicas, and the masses gathering for their worship in

the cemeteries outside the city.**

2 MacMullen 20009.
** MacMullen 2009, 15.
* On the ‘two-tiered’ model of late-antique Christianity, see below pp. 20-1.

10
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The arguments of the original essay were later directly challenged by Phillip
Rousseau. *® Focussing on the Latin west, he argues for a ‘more optimistic view’,
demonstrating that though preachers may have been members of the élite and made use of
their rhetorical training, they still sought to engage and teach a wide audience. He
concludes: ‘Only a member of the ¢élite could have developed such vivid discipline; but the
invitation to understanding and social inclusion was visibly broader in its address.”*® The
consensus is now very much opposed to MacMullen’s view, with most studies assuming
Chrysostom’s congregations consisted of a wider cross-section of society.*” Indeed, all the
remaining works discussed in this section proceed on the assumption that Chrysostom’s
congregations were broadly representative of ‘popular Christianity’. In my view, however,
the debate is far from settled, and in Chapter 7 we will reconsider the question when we
turn to how much sermons can tell us about the congregations who listened to them.

A more systematic study of the preacher-audience relationship, beyond the social
composition of the congregation, was only begun by Pauline Allen and Wendy Mayer in
the 1990s. Over the past two decades or so, they have produced a substantial number of
articles dealing with various aspects of Chrysostom’s sermons, initially working together,
but then subsequently with Mayer pushing things forward on her own (at least as far as
Chrysostom is concerned). Their work began with a project systematically analysing the
sermons of, in particular, John Chrysostom, Proclus of Constantinople and Leontius,
presbyter of Constantinople, in order to draw from them information regarding the
everyday lives of Christians living in the imperial capital.*® They were keen to emphasise

the importance of sermons as a source for social history: since they were delivered to a

** Rousseau 1998. For my own critique, see below pp. 214-8.
“® Rousseau 1998, 400.

*" See, e.g., Maxwell 2006, 11-87.

“8 Allen and Mayer 1993, 261.
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largely (it is assumed) non-¢élite audience, they ‘thus reflect situations of everyday life and
the social and religious thought-world of ordinary people.”*®

From here, much of Allen and Mayer’s work on Chrysostom has taken one of two
directions. First, since their initial interest was in the everyday lives of Christians in
Constantinople, it was necessary to determine which of his sermons were preached there,
and which in Antioch. Through 1994 and 1995, they published several articles analysing
different sermon series and argued that they consist of sermons preached in both locations,
and therefore could not have been preached together as a series.®® The appendix will
consider an alternative conclusion that is still in line with their evidence; but nonetheless
they are right to move away from the previous tendency to assign provenance to an entire
series on the basis of a topical reference in one homily of that series. This work was
pursued further by Mayer in her doctoral thesis (published in 2005), in which she re-
assessed the grounds for assigning provenance to individual sermons, and drew up a
greatly reduced corpus of sermons which could be securely located.”* Mayer has argued
that determining where Chrysostom preached what is vital for using the sermons for social
history and for fully exploring the preacher-audience relationship (their second principal
trajectory).®® In a more recent essay, she has pursued this line of argument further, by
drawing attention to the different audiences beyond the immediate congregation to which
sermons were addressed, namely the outside non-Christian world who would see (he

hoped) the message of his preaching lived out in the lives of his flock, and later audiences

who read his sermons in translations or eclogues.>®

*° Allen and Mayer 1993, 260.

% Allen and Mayer 1994; Allen and Mayer 1995a; Allen and Mayer 1995b.

*! Consisting of just 51 sermons: see Mayer 2005a.

%2 See, e.g., Mayer 1997a. It is not entirely clear to me that provenance is as important for these issues as
Mayer insists. Cf. Mitchell 2002, 458: ‘Often as one moves from one homily to the next there are not
insignificant commonalities between Antioch and Constantinople in terms of audience composition,
rhetorical challenge and response, and pastoral engagement.’

%% Mayer 2011.
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Secondly, Mayer began exploring different issues related to the relationship
between the preacher and his audience. In a collection of essays on a range of early and
Byzantine preachers entitled Preacher and Audience, Mayer’s contribution on Chrysostom
suggests five categories into which ‘we can neatly separate the types of information that

*>4 each headed by a question word: who (composition and identity of

are available,
audience, identity of preacher), where (‘geography, topography, architecture,
furnishings’),> when (frequency, time, liturgical calendar etc.), how (preaching style,
audience comprehension and behaviour), and why (reasons for attendance and preaching).

1.8 Their work

Many of her subsequent articles explore some of these topics in further detai
is useful for drawing out detailed data from the sermons on the Christian communities of
Constantinople and Antioch, the activities of the preacher and the circumstances of
preaching; but more fundamental questions on the very nature of preaching, upon which
such work must surely rest, have only recently begun to be explored.®’

In addition to this, there was little attempt to draw the details together into a wider
picture of the state of popular Christianity at the end of the fourth century. This was
pursued, often building on the work of Mayer and Allen, in three monographs published
during the 2000s, which from different angles used Chrysostom’s sermons to assess the
extent of Christianization in his congregations, often incorporating sociological theories to
do so. It is these three important studies which this thesis particularly seeks to respond to,
and so we shall spend some time considering them. First, in 2004 Aideen Hartney sought

to show how Chrysostom’s teaching on the right relationship between the genders was

fundamental to a wider aim of transforming the city. She argues that he operated with an

> Mayer 1998a, 122.

*> Mayer 1998a, 126.

%% E.g. who: Mayer 1999b; Mayer 2000; where: Mayer 1997b; Mayer 1998b; Mayer and Allen 2012; when:
Mayer 2001.

%" See below, pp. 24-5, 112, for further recent essays by Mayer which have begun to do this through an
exploration of preaching from the perspective of philosophical therapy.
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essentially Aristotelian view of the city, which saw it as made up of individual households,
each of which was a microcosm of the whole. Central to the household were relations
between husband and wife, and so by focussing on gender roles and behaviour, his aim in
his preaching was to reorder each household along more Christian lines, particularly in
terms of attitudes to wealth and poverty. By transforming individual households, he would
also thereby transform the city as a whole.

For Hartney, then, sermons were the means by which Chrysostom sought to
Christianize society: ‘Chrysostom employed his talents throughout his career to a very
specific end. This was the remodelling of the ancient city along the lines that he considered
appropriate for a Christian community.”® The picture, however, that emerges of the
congregation from her arguments is that they were rather half-hearted in their
commitment: Chrysostom faced an audience who may have gone to church (though not
regularly), but was far from Christian in their habits and attitudes. He used every means
possible (sometimes getting ‘somewhat carried away’)™ to persuade his ‘more pedestrian

"0 to take on a Christian worldview and, in short, be Christianized. Though

congregation
arguing against those who see the sermon as directed only at the rich, she suggests that he
struggled to get people to come and, when they did, to hold their attention.®* The picture is
of an enthusiastic preacher and a rather reluctant audience, a Christian élite seeking to
impose their Christianity on a largely unwilling community: ‘Unhappy with the state of
affairs which met his gaze each Sunday ... Chrysostom strove to present his flock with an

alternative mode of behaviour.”® The implication is that the process of Christianization

still had a long way to go.

%% Hartney 2004, 5.

*° Hartney 2004, 59.

% Hartney 2004, 32.

®! Hartney 2004, 47-51.
82 Hartney 2004, 183.
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Jaclyn Maxwell’s study of 2006 was focussed on using Chrysostom’s sermons to
learn about the Christianization of late-antique society. ‘[S]ermons can provide
information about the process of Christianization, the variety of religious beliefs and
practices coexisting at one time, and about the ways in which laypeople interacted with
church authorities. ... The intention of this study is to learn about the Christianization of
late antique society.”®® Maxwell begins in the opening chapters by arguing against the
MacMullen view that Chrysostom’s congregations were comprised primarily of the élite.
She draws attention to the familiarity many would have had with highly rhetorical public
speeches, points out allusions in his sermons to the presence of various different social
groups, and argues that his preaching style was in fact aimed at a largely uneducated
audience. In the remaining two chapters she comes to the central argument of her thesis,
identifying disagreements between the preacher and the audience preserved in the text as a
way of building up a picture of lay piety in late-antique Antioch.

Whereas Hartney had given the impression that the audience were rather non-
committal in their Christian faith, Maxwell acknowledges that Chrysostom’s stringent
rebukes need not mean that his congregation were ‘lukewarm Christians or even crypto-

pagans’: o4

Many of the topics Chrysostom preached about were in response to certain Christian
beliefs that members of his congregation already held. His complaints about their
ignorance and his exhortations to improve their behavior can easily lead to an
inaccurate impression of these people as reluctant or lukewarm Christians. ... Much of
the behavior that Chrysostom found objectionable stemmed more from a different
interpretation of Christian piety than from actual ignorance or indifference. Many of
the disagreements were due to the fact that a good deal of his teachings conflicted
with previously held Christian traditions.®

83 Maxwell 2006, 1, 3.
& Maxwell 2006, 8.
8 Maxwell 2006, 143.
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The people before him are still committed Christians, but committed to a ‘different
interpretation of Christian piety’. In other words, Maxwell considers the beliefs of the
congregation and the beliefs of élites such as Chrysostom to represent two alternative
claims to orthodoxy: one held to by the élite, and the apparently long-established and
deeply-held ‘Christian traditions’ adhered to by the masses. Indeed, despite the title of her
book, she goes so far as to say that ‘most of his work as a preacher was not in fact
Christianization (much less conversion) but rather the reorienting of his followers’
practices and beliefs to align better with his own conception of orthodoxy.’66 His sermons
were delivered in an attempt to ‘convert Christians to his version of the faith.”®’

The third study takes a rather different approach. Isabella Sandwell’s research
focuses on the issue of religious identity in the sermons of Chrysostom and the orations of
his older contemporary and possible teacher Libanius, drawing on sociological models of
identity. Through paired chapters on different themes, she compares how they both
thought about the notion of religious allegiance, and ‘how far late-antique individuals
wanted to work with permanent religious identities in the first place.’68 Her argument is
that Chrysostom was seeking to impose on his listeners the notion of a fixed religious
identity, that they were either Christians or non-Christians, whereas for Libanius religious
identity was much more fluid and could be adapted to suit different circumstances. Though
positing both attitudes to religious identity as ‘options that were available to and chosen by
individuals in the fourth century,’ it is Libanius’ more flexible viewpoint she believes to
have been the more widely-held: ‘For most people, who had to live alongside one another
despite differences of religious allegiance, it simply was not practical to be constantly

asserting a strong religious identity.”®

% Maxwell 20086, 119.

87 Maxwell 20086, 174.

%8 Sandwell 2007, 4.

%9 Sandwell 2007, 279-80.
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Following the sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, she argues that in any well-functioning
society, people act without consciously articulating the rules by which they are behaving.
Instead, they act according to their ‘habitus’, defined as ‘a set of deeply ingrained
dispositions, traditional ways of being and socially shared ideas of what is appropriate.
These are installed in every individual from birth and go on to make up their unconscious
sense of ‘feeling right’ in their social world.” ©° In this context, she argues that
Chrysostom’s sermons — and Christian texts more generally — should be viewed as
‘ideology’, that is, as imposing on their listeners rules and prohibitions for how their lives
should be conducted. As a result, Chrysostom and other Christian preachers struggled
because ‘they were seeking to impose a rigid structure on a situation that was normally
managed in a more subtle way.”’" Despite his insistent pleas to the contrary, many in his
audiences had no strong allegiance to a Christian identity. Indeed, she questions ‘how far
the “Christian” label that Chrysostom sought to impose on his audiences can be seen to
have correlated to a physical Christian community in Antioch. I shall argue that very often
it cannot.”’? By contrast, for Libanius, and most of the citizens in Antioch, religion was
very much a private affair, and they instead ‘favoured religious practices that gave them
personal access to the divine.’”

We have, then, three different perspectives on the Christianity of Chrysostom’s
audience drawn from a close study of his sermons. For Hartney, they are somewhat
lukewarm Christians and non-committal about their faith. For Maxwell, they are keen
Christians but with a different viewpoint from that of Chrysostom on what it means to be
and to live as a Christian. For Sandwell, they have a rather more fluid notion of religious

allegiance, which does not make them necessarily spiritually lukewarm, but prepared to

" Sandwell 2007, 17.
™ Sandwell 2007, 19-20.
2 sandwell 2007, 32.
3 Sandwell 2007, 33.
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follow any path that will take them to the divine. What emerges from all three, however, is
a similar picture of a preacher struggling to hold attention, struggling to persuade people to
accept his version of orthodoxy. In their portrayal, he is a preacher somewhat out of touch,
and going against the grain. On a popular level, Christianity had made little inroads
beyond the fairly superficial, and congregations were living with older, more culturally
traditional views about religious belief which preachers were doing their utmost to
overcome.

This thesis seeks to challenge the grounds on which this picture is based. It will be
seen in Chapter 7 that such a picture of the nature of popular Christianity in the fourth
century is based upon the condemnations with which Chrysostom frequently and
persistently denounces his congregations. The assumption is that such language reflects a
wide divergence in belief and practice between preacher and congregation. It is the
argument of this thesis that reading his sermons in this way fails to appreciate fully the
pastoral nature of Chrysostom’s preaching, and does not do justice to the fact that
Chrysostom was a hugely popular and well-respected preacher with his congregations. To
a large extent, each of these studies treats the sermon as merely the communication of
ideas and knowledge; his condemnations, therefore, reflect his frustration at his failure to
get his message across. This thesis challenges this picture of preaching by presenting a
more nuanced way of reading Chrysostom’s sermons that better takes into account the
pastoral and liturgical nature of Christian preaching. Chrysotom as the theologian and as
the politician are depictions that are well-established; what is now needed is a more

focussed attention on Chrysostom as a pastor of his congregation. For it is only by seeing
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him as a pastor that the paradox of the popularity of the ‘tongue which cuts’ can be
resolved.”

Recovering the pastoral nature of Chrysostom’s preaching requires us to
contextualise his sermons within the social world of late antiquity. This thesis will
therefore explore aspects of the socio-historical context (to be discussed below) which best
illuminate preaching as a pastoral activity — an exercise that will be of interest in itself for
learning more about what was a regular activity in late antiquity. But it has a wider
importance too: in exploring these different perspectives on preaching, we will come to see
that regular and vigorous denunciations of one’s audience were part and parcel of what it
meant for Chrysostom to be a preacher and served particular purposes, which therefore
mean we should treat them much more cautiously as pointing to the state of popular
Christianity and the extent of Christianisation at the end of the fourth century.

For such a way of reading Chrysostom’s sermons persists in wider scholarship.
Wolf Liebeschuetz, for example, in his recent comparative study of Ambrose and
Chyrsostom, argues that in his sermons the latter ‘seems principally concerned to persuade
his congregation.... The mass of the Christians of Antioch simply did not see an
incompatibility between such ancestral customs and habits and calling themselves
Christians.”™ Like the laity presented by the studies discussed above, they were entrenched
in their traditional lifestyles, and refused to accept Chrysostom’s alternative form of
Christianity. There is a general assumption that Chrysostom’s condemnations of his
congregations reflect the fact that they were not ‘playing his game’, as it were, they were
not on side with his aims and objectives. This thesis provides a much-needed reassessment

of whether this is a fair assumption to make.

™ The only significant study of Chrysostom as a pastor is Allen and Mayer 2000, who usefully discuss all the
various activities which make up ‘pastoral care’ in late antiquity. As a result, preaching itself as a pastoral
activity receives only a brief discussion (p. 368-9).

" Liebeschuetz 2011, 188.
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In questioning this assumption, this thesis also contributes to a growing trend in
other areas of scholarship of moving away from such simple dichotomies of ‘élites’ vs.
‘masses’, where there is considered to be a fundamental and all-pervasive distinction and
differentiation between the two. Peter Brown, in his work on the cult of the saints, argued
strongly against such a ‘two-tiered’ model of late-antique Christianity. At the time, the
relationship between élites and masses was frequently articulated in terms of a
‘capitulation by the enlightened elites of the Christian church to modes of thought
previously current only among the “vulgar.”” "® He deplored the contempt he felt
scholarship implicitly held towards the Christian laity, and stressed instead the
commonality of beliefs held by all levels of society. He cites Arnaldo Momigliano, who
concludes that ‘my inquest into popular beliefs in the Late Roman historians ends in
reporting that there were no such beliefs. ... the historians of the fourth and fifth centuries
never treated any belief as characteristic of the masses and consequently discredited
among the elite.””’

Scholarship has, however, moved on since the 1970s, and there is now much
greater interest in and respect for popular piety on its own terms, rather than seeing it as a
‘failure to be something else.’’® None of the above studies could fairly be represented by
Brown’s description of the scholarship of his day. Maxwell, in particular, suggests that
sermons should be considered as ‘dialogues’ between ¢élite preacher and lay
congregation. "® Sandwell appears much more positive about the masses than about
Chrysostom: they have the ‘feel for the game’ which their preacher lacks.®® However, in

this scholarship there still persists an emphasis on the opposition and divergence between

’® See Brown 1981, 17.

" Momigliano 1972, 18; cited in Brown 1981, 19.

’® Brown 1981, 19.

" Maxwell 2006, 5; an idea picked up by Brown in his preface to the 2015 re-printing of his original study.
For a similar argument from the sermons of Augustine, see Rebillard 1997.

8 Hartney is the only one of those three to depict the congregation in more negative terms.
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¢lites and masses: to quote the title of MacMullen’s recent book, the latter constitute a
‘second church’ (whether or not they actually met somewhere else, as he argues). It would
be inaccurate to argue that there was no differentiation at all; but we should move away
from this being the primary model by which we understand what is going on during the
sermon and, consequently, the relationship between the preacher and his congregation. My
approach is in line with that of the 2004 conference of the Ecclesiastical History Society,
which ‘sought to question or at any rate to complicate these polarities by inviting
exploration not of the divergence but of the interaction between elite and popular religious
belief and practice,” and indeed questioned whether such a stark polarity existed at all.®
By exploring the different contexts of Chrysostom’s sermons and the ways in which he
interacted with his congregations, this thesis seeks to counter ‘the unhelpfulness of any
simple bi-polar characterisation of the complexities of religious experience and religious

institutions and practice.’ 82

OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

This thesis consists of three parts. The first part, including the current chapter, consists of
introductory material. The second chapter contains some preliminary reflections on the
nature of the texts of sermons which have been preserved. A number of scholars (most
recently Guillaume Bady) have expressed concerns about the reliability of the textual
tradition, concerns which rarely find their way into broader scholarship.®* However, the
state of the evidence must be critically assessed in order to have a clear understanding of

the limitations of the evidence and to be able to mitigate such limitations. Chapter 2

& Duffy 2006, 1.
8 Duffy 2006, 2.
8 Bady 2010.
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therefore discusses two key issues raised by recent scholarship with regard to the sermons
of Chrysostom: the reliability of the process of transmission from the first written versions
to the earliest manuscripts in the ninth century; and the relationship between the written
text and the sermon which was actually delivered. The issues will by no means be
resolved, but an awareness of the difficulties of the texts is necessary before a close study
of those texts can be undertaken.

In the second part, we turn our attention to an exploration of the pastoral nature of
Chrysostom’s preaching, by setting his sermons in the social world of late antiquity. Four
different but overlapping aspects of the historical context will be considered: the ancient
schoolroom is studied first as affording the closest parallel to the typical practice of
Chrysostom in his preaching; then we turn to his widespread use of medical language
within the context of both classical psychagogy and Old Testament prophecy to assess the
aims of his preaching as far as the congregation is concerned; before finally we consider
the immediate setting of the sermon — the liturgy — as a crucially important factor for
understanding what the sermon was doing in its original context. The different aspects
chosen are not intended to be exhaustive of the potential ways of reading Chrysostom’s
sermons, but have been selected as those which shed the clearest light on Chrysostom as a
pastor. Consequently, the role of the sermon in politics, theological controversies, or as a
rhetorical set-piece for special occasions will not be considered in any detail here.
Additionally, other images that Chrysostom uses to depict his pastoral activity, such as the
parent or the dinner-party host, may be touched on, but, in view of their more limited use,
do not receive any sustained attention.®* Furthermore, each of these aspects provides a

backdrop against which his condemnatory language can be best explained and understood.

8 See pp. 91-2, 195-7.
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By contextualising his harsh criticism in this way, we will be in a better position to
interpret his language appropriately.

Chapter 3, then, begins by situating Chrysostom’s sermons within the social world
of late antiquity. Traditionally, the sermon has been discussed by historians and classicists
in terms of rhetorical genre, placing it within the context of classical rhetoric.®® It will be
demonstrated, however, that scholars have struggled usefully or meaningfully to classify
individual sermons according to rhetorical genres, and consequently an alternative
approach to contextualising preaching is required. The reason for this difficulty, it will be
suggested, is that preaching — at least in the form of the exegetical sermons which this
thesis will focus on — is better understood not as public speaking per se, but as teaching or
lecturing, a form of speaking which is less tied to set rhetorical genres. Even when the
exhortation, the latter half of the sermon, is discussed in relation to particular genres, they
are genres which are inherently rather more loosely defined. This approach, which sees
sermons as fundamentally a scholastic activity, is not in itself new. Frances Young has
already demonstrated how much patristic exegesis was influenced by the tradition of
classical paideia, with Christians creating their own alternative Christian paideia based on
the scriptures.®® In particular, Young presented an intriguing argument that the tension
between the Antiochene and Alexandrian schools of exegesis reflected wider tensions in
the methods of the rhetorical and philosophical schools of antiquity.®” Likewise, David
Rylaarsdam’s recent work on the coherence of Chrysostom’s theology and pedagogy

shows that the classical concept of adaptability (ovykotdBacic) undergirds both

8 See n. 26 above, and more generally, Kennedy 1983; and Berger 1992.

8 young 1997. In this she follows Cameron 1991.

8 She was followed in this by Mitchell 2000 in her study of Chrysostom’s rhetorical portraits of the apostle
Paul. Though wishing to add certain nuances, she broadly agrees with and supports the approach of Young in
viewing Chrysostom’s exegesis within the tradition of rhetorical, as opposed to philosophical, education.
Also important for the study of Chrysostom’s exegesis is Amirav 2003.
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Chrysostom’s theology and his preaching, his thought and his practice.® His preaching
both utilises techniques of adaptability drawn from classical pedagogy, but also itself
participates in God’s own pedagogy, by which he sought to lead people to union with
Christ. Chapter 3 will build on these arguments by illustrating other ways in which
Chrysostom’s methods reflect those of classical pedagogy. The chapter will further
demonstrate that, when Chrysostom’s preaching is viewed through the lens of classical
pedagogy, his stridently condemnatory language becomes no longer understood as the
consequence of his frustration with a slovenly congregation, but rather as a typical
characteristic of any teacher in late antiquity.

In the following two chapters we focus on Chrysostom’s frequent use of medical
language within the context of both classical psychagogy and the scriptural tradition as a
means of exploring his aims in preaching. To do so will further explain his persistent use
of harsh criticism. Teachers, particularly philosophers, saw the purpose of their teaching to
be the therapy of the soul. Similar medical language also permeates both Chrysostom’s
preaching and his discussion of preaching in his treatise On the Priesthood, and will thus
prove to be important for assessing how he perceives and articulates his objectives as
preacher. Despite it being a commonly used metaphor in his preaching, Chrysostom’s use
of medical language has only very recently begun to receive attention, particularly in
recent articles by Mayer, who has depicted Chrysostom as a ‘medico-philosophical
psychic therapist.” ® During research on madness in Chrysostom, she noticed the
‘pervasiveness of medical imagery, language, and ideas throughout the Chrysostomic
corpus.’90 She argues that for Chrysostom ‘sin is a form of mental illness, a state of

imbalance within the mind/soul, for which, unlike mental illnesses that have a

8 Rylaarsdam 2014.
8 Mayer 2015b, 143.
% Mayer 2015b, 147.

24



Preaching and Christianization

physiological cause, the human being is personally responsible.”®! Noting that a very
similar theme is to be found in many of the Hellenistic philosophers, she thus argues that
Chrysostom in his ministry was exercising a very similar therapy of the soul. Chapter 4
will largely support her arguments through a closer analysis of his preaching (her own
research focussing more on a selection of his treatises).*

However, despite the similarities, there are significant differences, which will be
considered in Chapter 5. Although Mayer sees her work as in many ways parallel to that of
Rylaarsdam’s, in that they both want to view Chrysostom as a classical psychagogue, she
differs in wishing to ‘reject the term “theology” as a modern, etic construct, in favour of
applying to his thought the label of (Christian) philosophy.”®® However, it would be a
mistake to view Chrysostom as entirely parallel to other (non-Christian) philosophers of
antiquity, and it is the purpose of this chapter to explore the impact of the scriptural and
Christian tradition on Chrysostom’s therapy of the soul. It will be shown that though his
language of medicine and the nature of his therapy can be paralleled in medical and
philosophical writings, his understanding of the goal of the therapy and what underlay the
sickness was fundamentally different: it was not happiness that he wanted his
congregations to acquire, but eternal salvation. He wanted to lead his congregation not to a
state of happiness and peace of mind, but rather to a condition of fear and trembling at
their sin before a holy God.

Finally, in Chapter 6 we turn to the immediate setting of the sermon, its place
within a corporate act of worship. Although a number of studies have drawn attention to
the possibilities sermons present for learning about the contemporary liturgy,* very few

approach the sermon itself as a liturgical event. Indeed, after a brief discussion by Olivar

°! Mayer 2015b, 147. Here she builds on Raymond Laird’s investigation of Chrysostom’s anthropology, with
a focus particularly on the relationship between sin and the yvoun, translated ‘mindset’: Laird 2012.

% A similar perspective has recently been explored by Kolbet 2009 for Augustine.

% Mayer 2015b, 144.

% See below, pp. 176-7.
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(who does not look beyond the very beginning and end of the sermon),® only two other
works that | am aware of have considered this perspective, and both do so briefly. Young
touches on the transcendental nature of scriptural language as something which pointed
beyond itself, and she demonstrates how Chrysostom in his exegesis sought to bring out
for his congregations the evocativeness of scripture and thus lift their minds to the divine
Reality to which it points.?® The other study is a recent essay by Sandwell contrasting
Chrysostom’s and Basil of Caesarea’s exegesis of the opening of Genesis. % Basil’s
approach to the text is to explain as clearly as possible any difficulties contained within it;
Chrysostom’s, on the other hand, is quite the opposite, to leave his congregation baffled.
This, however, was deliberate, she argues, in that bafflement would lead to awe and
worship. The chapter will pursue the theme further by arguing that the sermon was not an
interlude in the liturgy, as would be implied by studies which treat the sermon only as a
window onto the rest of the liturgy, but an integral part of it, and of vital importance for
fully appreciating what kind of activity preaching was. It was not merely the
communication of knowledge and ideas, but formed part of a liturgy of worship.
Furthermore, when seen in that context, Chrysostom’s condemnatory and fear-inspiring
language can be readily understood as arousing feelings of humility and contrition that
were considered appropriate at a moment when the believer entered the presence of God.
This final chapter is the most significant contribution of Part 2 to our understanding
of the sermon. The liturgy is the aspect that is most often overlooked, despite it being the
immediate context in which the sermon was set; and a nuanced reading of a text can only
be constructed once its relationship with its original setting and its role within that context
have been fully understood. Each of these chapters, however, contributes to furthering our

understanding of Chrysostom as a pastor. In particular, it will become clear throughout

% QOlivar 1991, 515-27.
% Young 1997, 140-160.
" Sandwell 2011.

26



Preaching and Christianization

Part 2 that his use of condemnatory language has more to do with how he understood his
role as a pastor and preacher than with the level of commitment among his congregation.
In Part 3, therefore, we turn finally to the implications of the previous chapters’ findings,
and in Chapter 7 we will turn to tackle head on the question with which this thesis began:
in light of all that we have seen about what kind of activity preaching was, how far can we
really use sermons as sources for social history? What kind of history, indeed, can we
write from sermons? Through focussing on the issues of the social composition of the
congregation and their level of commitment to (Chrysostom’s) Christianity, it will be
argued that sermon texts are in their nature resistant to being used as sources for this kind
of social history.

Instead, following Derek Krueger’s recent study of Byzantine liturgy, it will be
argued that though sermons cannot be used, at least without difficulty, to access the
everyday lives of ordinary Christians, they nonetheless do present how Chrysostom
viewed his congregation, and how he wanted them to view themselves. It will be argued
that how he addressed his congregation cannot be separated from his scripturally-informed
ecclesiology. For Chrysostom, his congregation are an instantiation of the Universal
Church, the exalted body of Christ called to live a penitential life. His sermons ultimately
tell us only about his own construction of his congregation, though one which his regular
listeners may well have been shaped by.?® Krueger acknowledges that sermons and similar
texts do not provide ‘unmediated access to Christians’ interior realities,”® but for Krueger
this is, as | understand him, not really the issue. In offering Christians a template of the

Christian life, liturgical texts present a construction of reality which, through enacting it in

% See also Hagit Amirav’s study of Chrysostom’s exegesis of the Noah narrative, who in the introduction
argues that sermons should be seen for the most part as literary constructs which are little effected by the
dynamic of his relationship with his congregation, and which therefore can tell us very little about everyday
life. She is, indeed, dismissive of the ‘present scholarly tendency ... to place the lager part of the
Chrysostomian corpus in the immediate context of the preacher and his audience.” Amirav 2003, 51.

% Krueger 2014, 9.
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the liturgy, they eventually come to inhabit. Instead of trying to access popular Christianity
per se, he seeks ‘to examine broadly disseminated and collective modes for constructing
and expressing a common individuality that in its generic force is not quite individual at
all.”*®

It is in this sense, then, that sermons and the wider liturgy provide us with access to
the lives of everyday Christians. We may not be able to analyse them for nuggets of
information on the social make-up of his congregation or construct from the preacher’s
rebukes a set of beliefs and opinions which ‘ordinary’ Christians held in opposition to the
clerical élite; in this respect they can tell us very little about the state of popular
Christianity or the process of Christianization. However, what they do present is
Chrysostom’s own construction of reality, in part scripturally informed, a construction
which would in turn have gone some way to shaping the congregation’s own self-
conception. Sermons both provide a template for and are an enactment of ‘popular
Christianity’.

The thesis then closes with a brief summary of the principal arguments and some
concluding thoughts on the consequences of this thesis for future research. This is
followed by a short appendix assessing the arguments of Mayer and Allen that
Chrysostom’s exegetical sermon series were only put together for publication. It is
important to deal with this argument as it would potentially contradict one element of the
scholastic nature of preaching we will identify in Chapter 3, namely preaching sequentially
through a curriculum of key texts. This would, however, be too much of a diversion from
the flow of the main argument in that chapter, and so is presented separately as an

appendix.

100 Kryeger 2014, 8.

28



Preaching and Christianization

This thesis presents new insights into the person of Chrysostom, the nature of Christian
preaching and popular Christianity in late antiquity. Listening to Chrysostom preach must
have been an often unsettling experience, given the frequency and severity with which he
critiqued his congregations. Despite this, he was hugely popular with the people of both
Antioch and Constantinople. The narrative presented by Hartney, Maxwell, Sandwell and
others fails to explain satisfactorily the popularity of the ‘tongue which cuts’, instead
overlooking his popularity and presenting his criticisms as coming from a member of the
élite who was out of touch with the beliefs and attitudes of his audience. The thesis
explains the apparent paradox and challenges this narrative by recovering a picture of
Chrysostom as a pastor, and a pastor who was well-appreciated for the preaching ministry
that he performed.

Going hand in hand with this, this thesis presents a new perspective on regular
Christian preaching, viewing it as a primarily pastoral and liturgical activity, rather than as
the mere communication of knowledge and ideas. Only Chrysostom will be studied; but
nonetheless, his vast corpus presents a unique opportunity to study examples of regular
preaching. Furthermore, he may have been an extraordinary preacher, but we should see
this as indicative of him being an ideal to imitate rather than as an exception to the
norm.*** As a result, this thesis may therefore indirectly shed light on an activity that took
place in churches across the Greco-Roman world and beyond, week-by-week or even day-
by-day, treating it as an event in its own right rather than simply as a mine for other
historical or theological data. These sermons were about more than Christian formation:
Chrysostom believed that his role as preacher was to prepare the souls of his congregation
to meet their God — both in the present moment in the course of the liturgy, and at the end

of time on the Day of Judgement. It is the argument of this thesis that this ‘God-

191 For his later reception as a preacher, see below, pp. 39-40.
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dimension’ cannot be sidelined as insignificant, but is rather of fundamental importance
for our understanding of what the sermon was.

It is only when we can appreciate what Chrysostom’s own aims and purposes were
when he came forward to preach that we can appropriately interpret his words as a source
for social history. It is only when we can contextualise Chrysostom’s condemnatory tone
and his harsh criticism that we can appreciate it as being typical for a teacher such as
himself, and as serving his particular pastoral and liturgical objectives. As a result, we can
no longer use his condemnations to construct a narrative of late antiquity which depicts the
majority of ordinary Christians as lazy, contrary or uncommitted, and it is hoped that
future research into the social history of late antiquity will be grounded in a more sensitive
appreciation of the nature of Christian preaching. Indeed, the popularity of Chrysostom’s
stern pastoral ministry suggests that many Christians may have taken the Christian faith

more seriously than they are often given credit for.
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CHAPTER 2

The State of the Evidence

A BLEAK PICTURE?

‘Thou hast them as they were preached and pressed in Sermons to the Capacity and
Conscience of his Auditors, and taken from his Mouth by a Notary.” These words
concluded the preface to a collection of sermons by the seventeenth-century English
preacher John Everard, assuring the reader of the fidelity of the texts before them to the
sermons as they were originally preached.! In the comfort of his or her own home, the
reader would be able to come as close as possible to experiencing the preaching, as it
happened, of this noted preacher. When we come to the late-antique sermon, much
scholarship appears to be done on the implicit assumption that we can have the same
confidence, that the text we are reading is, more or less, the very words spoken during a
service. Though the grounds for this assumption have been questioned from many angles
over many years,? such work does not seem to have affected the flourishing of homiletic
(and particularly Chrysostomic) scholarship in other fields, which frequently takes the
reliability of the sermon-text for granted.

Of particular concern is the lack of modern critical editions of Chrysostom’s

homilies, though a call for more attention to be paid to the production of these has often

! Everard 1659, sig. b 2v, quoted by Parkes 1991, 33 n. 32. Parkes omitted the end of the sentence which fills
me with less confidence that the words to follow were taken directly from the mouth of the preacher: °...yet
afterward Owned and Approved by himself, he desiring to peruse them, they lying with him three or four
Months, and compared with his own Notes.’

2 See especially Musurillo 1961; Bady 2010; and other works cited in the footnotes to follow.
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been issued.® Whilst many of the treatises and other such works have received much
attention, editions of homilies have been rather slower in materialising. The series Sources
Chrétiennes have done the most work in producing new editions, and at the time of writing
there have been published 11 volumes* containing 48 sermons® — a mere 5% or so of his
total homiletic corpus. Others have been produced elsewhere, a number as part of doctoral
theses, but for the vast majority of Chrysostom’s homiletic corpus we rely on the work of
the eighteenth-century Benedictine scholar Bernard de Montfaucon, as reproduced by
Jacque Paul Migne a century later in the Patrologia Graeca.® His work invariably relies on
just a few manuscripts and is often heavily indebted to previous editions, particularly that
of Sir Henry Savile in the early seventeenth century.” The nineteenth-century edition by
Frederick Field of the homilies on Matthew and on the Pauline epistles represents
something of an improvement on the text of Montfaucon, but still falls short of a full
critical edition.®

The reasons for this lack of critical editions are well-known. To begin with, there is
the sheer size of the Chrysostomic corpus: 18 volumes of the Patrologia Graeca are
dedicated to him, which compares to 10 for Cyril of Alexandria, the next most represented
author, and 16 of the Patrologia Latina for Augustine. His works are distributed among
around 2,000 manuscripts, a daunting number for any prospective editor, though he has
now much-needed assistance in the (as yet incomplete) series Codices Chrysostomici
Graeci.? In light of this alone (and further difficulties will emerge as we proceed through

this chapter), it is no surprise that so little has been done. Bady naturally concluded that

® E.g. Malingrey 1961, 81; Mayer 2005b, 11-18.

* Volumes 28, 50, 277, 300, 362, 366, 396, 433, 560, 561 and 562.

® Including catecheses and panegyrics, but excluding works which were self-evidently never intended to be
preached.

® Chrysostom’s homilies can be found distributed through volumes 47-64.

” On these editions see Goodall 1979, 2-5.

® On Field’s text, see further below, pp. 55-6.

® Baur 1907, 28-31, knew of 1,917 Chrysostom manuscripts.
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this ‘rendant trés improbable ’existence d’un nouveau Savile au 21° siécle.”*® It may be
quite some time before we get a complete set of critical editions of Chrysostom’s output,
but nonetheless the importance of producing more editions cannot be understated. Without
such editions, all research based upon the texts of his sermons ‘remains conditional’,™
until a more secure text can be established. There is not the space within this thesis to do
any text-critical work of my own; and so, as far as possible, we will rely on those texts
which have already received some critical attention.*?

Even if we had up-to-date critical editions, sermons still present innumerable
problems. The sermons’ 400-year journey from Chrysostom’s mouth to the earliest
manuscripts in the ninth century was a tumultuous one. Guillaume Bady argued that the
manuscript tradition had a role to play not only in transmitting the texts of Chrysostom, but
in transforming them as well, to the extent that he concluded that ‘Editeurs, traducteurs,
commentateurs, tous orphelins de Chrysostome, nous sommes condamnés a assumer notre
propre part de tradition, et meme de paternité, sur une ceuvre qui est la sienna et aussi un
peu la ndtre.”*® This chapter does not intend to solve such problems, but to assess how
problematic they are, and how best they can be mitigated. The problems can be considered
under two headings corresponding to the two principal phases of a sermon’s journey:
namely, that from oral delivery to written text, and then the several centuries of manuscript

transmission. We will consider them in reverse order.

19 Bady 2010, 151.

1 Mayer 2005b, 17.

12 See below, pp. 63-5.
13 Bady 2010, 163.
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THE INFLUENCE OF THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION

We begin, then, with the transmission of the text from its original ‘publication’ to the
earliest surviving manuscripts. It is partly these difficulties that have slowed progress on
the editing of texts, but even when edited texts have been produced, various issues remain.
Herbert Musurillo articulated well the crux of the problem: ‘One must realize that the text
of a Greek patristic writer was not merely a school-text to be copied; it was part of a
common, living heritage.”** The earliest manuscripts we have for Chrysostom date from
the ninth century, at least four hundred years after his death. We simply cannot presume
that, even making allowances for normal human error, in those four hundred years scribes
faithfully reproduced the text before them. We must first seek to understand their purpose
in reproducing his texts before we can draw conclusions on their reliability. Three, not
necessarily mutually exclusive, motivations can be identified, which | have termed

‘theological’, ‘liturgical’ and ‘academic’.™

Theological Motivations

At the Second Council of Constantinople, convened by the Emperor Justinian in 553,
twelve ‘holy fathers’ (along with the four previous ecumenical councils) were listed by the
emperor as being authoritative for the church, amongst whom was John Chrysostom.® In

creating this canon, Justinian was on one level establishing a corpus of texts against which

™ Musurillo 1961, 86.

> Major essays on this topic are Weidmann 2012; Bady 2010; Cunningham 1996; Gribomont 1974-5;
Musurillo 1961; Wenger 1956. On the transmission of texts in the Middle Ages, see Wisnovky et al. (eds.),
2012. See footnotes for further bibliography on specific points and individual texts.

16 Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum 4.1, p. 13. The other names listed are: Athanasius, Hilary, Basil,
Gregory of Nazianus, Gregory of Nyssa, Ambrose, Theophilus, Cyril of Alexandria, Augustine, Proclus and
Leo.
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to test conflicting theological views, bestowing these figures with authority for future
generations of Christians. But on another level the emperor, and the members of the
Council, needed to reassure themselves and persuade their opponents that they were in line
with the tradition of the church. To be truly orthodox meant being in agreement with the
historical tradition of orthodoxy. By laying claim to the most authoritative figures in the
Church, they were therefore asserting that they, the Council, were alone orthodox and true
to the tradition of the Church; anyone who disagreed was outside of the tradition and
consequently a heretic."’

Despite being exiled and dying in ignominy in a remote corner of the empire,
Chrysostom’s authoritative status became quickly established. By the sixth century he had
become a saint, and is frequently cited as the ‘teacher of the whole church’.*® John
Moschus, towards the end of the century, relates the story of a certain Amma Joanna, who
had met Chrysostom shortly before his death, and who had a vision in which she was
unable to find the bishop amongst all the Fathers of the Church in heaven because he was
too close to the very throne of God.'® Additionally, a vast quantity of texts became
attached to his name, whether through scribal error or by deliberate falsification.?® The
latter practice was widespread and theologians often attacked their opponents for creating
forgeries.?! These texts, whether deliberate forgeries or not, illustrate the growing authority

the name Chrysostom was beginning to wield.?

7 For more on this, see Gray 1988.

18 tdong dkrhnoiog Sddokarog, Jo. Caes. Apologia Concilii Chalcedonensis 4.2.148-156. Cf. also Adversus
Aphthartodocetas 2.10-12; Cosm. Ind. Top. 10.45-56; Dor. Doct. 12.128, 16.169. In the West, he was cited
soon after his death as an authority on both sides in the Pelagian Controversy: see Thonnard 1967; Bouhot
1989; Cooper 1993; Gorman 2012.

¥ Jo. Mosch. Prat. 128.

20 sever Voicu has identified over a thousand texts that are falsely attributed to Chrysostom: Voicu 1982,
1198. See also Regtuit 1994,

2! Gray 1988. See also Wilson 1983, 53-5.

22 See also Mayer 2008b for the shift in attitudes to Chrysostom witnessed in the three major Christian
historians of the fifth century. For the efforts of Palladius in rehabilitating Chrysostom, see Rapp 2001.
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Such authority is problematic for the student of Chrysostom today. There is a
danger that the Chrysostom we study is not the man himself, but rather the image that was
created and developed in subsequent centuries to meet the needs of new theological
debates. This is the argument that Musurillo was making in saying that patristic texts were

part of a ‘common, living heritage’. He continues:

It might be plagiarized or adapted under a new name, especially if it contained
sound ascetical doctrine, as Werner Jaeger has shown us was the case with Gregory of
Nyssa’s De instituto christiano. It might be issued by an heretical school, like the
works of Athansius and Methodius, and used as arguments in theological controversy.
Again, it might be bowdlerized and issued in an edition which would lack any passage
that could occasion scandal or controversy — and this is the most frequent
occurrence.”

Conrad Leyser, among others, has argued something similar for Augustine: he
demonstrates how later generations ignored anything that was ‘distinctively Augustinian’
and created for themselves an Augustine whose authority was respected, but who said only
what later generations of theologians considered he was supposed to say as a respected and
orthodox Father of the Church.?* Musurillo goes on to cite a number of specific examples
of Greek texts being adapted in this way, including Chrysostom’s treatise On Virginity.
His study of the manuscript tradition of the text revealed that they contained few variants
and include sharply polemical chapter headings which were clearly added in at a later date.
Both, he argues, point to a normalisation of the text sometime in the eighth or ninth
centuries.”® His argument, however, is far from conclusive: the lack of variants could have
another explanation, and the polemical chapter headings in fact point to a reluctance to

tamper with the actual text itself.

23 Musurillo 1961, 86-7.
24 |_eyser 2000.
25 Musurillo 1961, 91-4; see also Musurillo 1966.
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In any case, the possibility of theological normalisation should not in general be
seen as problematic a concern for Chrysostom as it may have been for other authors.
Chrysostom differs from the like of Augustine in not being a radical theologian, at least
insofar as during his lifetime he did not invite significant criticism for his theological
views, and afterwards was remembered principally for his eloquence and passion as a
preacher. Let me substantiate these claims.

First, he was not attacked during his lifetime or afterwards for holding heretical
views. This is in contrast, of course, to Augustine who was engaged in bitter and
prolonged doctrinal debates with Pelagius and his associates. The general picture provided
by the sources is that Chrysostom formed enemies not over points of doctrine, but because
of his zealous and uncompromising character; as we saw at the beginning of this thesis, he
was well-known as a stern moralist. Take, for example, the following description of the

bishop by Socrates, who, we remember, was the least partisan of the church historians:
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He was, so they say, a rather disagreeable man because of his zeal for temperance,
and, as one of his associates from his youth said, he was much more given to
indignation than to deference. Because of the integrity of his life, he was heedless
with regard to the future, and because of his simplicity he was reckless. He employed
a freedom of speech with those he encountered that was unrestrained, and in his
teaching he was powerful at reforming the morals of his listeners; but in private
meetings he was considered arrogant by those who did not know him.

Being of such a character, when he was selected for the episcopate he was haughtier
than necessary in his relationship with those subject to him, since he was determined
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to correct the lives of the clergy under him, so it is thought. Consequently, right from
the beginning he came across as severe and was hated by them, and many were hostile
to him and shunned him as an irascible man.*

This is hardly a flattering description. Socrates paints a picture of an uncompromising
man, who was more concerned about sticking to his principles than getting along with
people. He formed enemies among the clergy not over points of doctrine, but because of
his severity. The ‘tongue which cuts’ may have been popular among the laity, but it seems
to have been less so amongst those who considered themselves his equals. As Socrates’
account progresses, this severity comes out again and again, and his downfall appears to be
more a result of an undiplomatic personality that was not suited to the political context of
the imperial capital, rather than for any theological doctrines.

This tallies with what we see elsewhere. In Palladius’ defence of his beloved
bishop, he makes no attempt to rebut any charge of heresy: his focus is entirely on
defending his character and conduct. If there were any serious charges of heresy, it seems
remarkable that Palladius makes no attempt to counter them. In the Acts of the Synod of
the Oak, preserved by Photius, there are two lists of charges:*’ the first, consisting of 29
charges, is entirely to do with his character and conduct; the second, consisting of a further
17 charges, is very similar with two exceptions. The first two charges come closest to
labelling him with a specific heresy in denouncing his hospitality to supposed Origenists
(though it falls short of labelling him with the heresy itself). The sixth and seventh charges
are the only ones that attack points of doctrine: the sixth attacks him for being too liberal
with offers of repentance; the seventh claims that he had suggested that Christ did not pray
correctly and was therefore not heard. The latter’s meaning is obscure and has not yet been

correlated with anything in his surviving works. The former fits with much of what we

% Socr. h.e. 6.3.13-4.2,
2" Text can be found at Malingrey (ed.), 1988, 100-14.
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know of his character and preaching style from his surviving sermons, and, according to
Socrates, it was a teaching even his friends were critical of.® If this is so, then evidently it
was not seen as a dividing-line between his supporters and his enemies. In any case, these
two charges appear to be the exceptions that prove the rule: it should be clear that the
charges were predominantly concerned with his character and conduct, rather than any
point of doctrine.?

This should be something of a surprise. In an age when theological debates raged
on several fronts at once, Chrysostom must rank as one of very few bishops who was not
deposed on a clear charge of heresy. Furthermore, he was rehabilitated remarkably
quickly, and principally, it seems, due to popular pressure rather than an acquittal of any
charges: even Cyril of Alexandria was firmly opposed to Atticus’ move to include John’s
name in the diptychs not because of any doctrinal issue, but simply on the basis that
deposed bishops should not be ranked amongst their ecclesiastical peers.* Chrysostom’s
deposition, therefore, was presented as the penalty not of heresy, but rather of a
disagreeable character.

Second, he was principally remembered in the early centuries after his death not for
a particular theological stance, but as an eloquent and powerful preacher. This is, for
example, a recurring feature of Socrates’ account of his episcopacy: the people loved him
for his “brilliant and alluring’ sermons;>" ‘he flourished in his teachings and was acclaimed
for them’;** whilst plots were being orchestrated against him, again he flourished as
preacher; 3 and between his exiles he ‘devoted himself to teaching’. 3 Theodore

Anagnostes, in his history based heavily on the three major fifth-century historians,

%8 3ocr. h.e. 6.21.

2% For further discussion of these charges, see Kelly 1995, 221-5.

% Cyr. Ep.76.

1 apmpot kol 1O Emaywydv Eovtee, Socr. h.e. 6.4.9.

%2 1aic Sdaokarog te fivost kai Stapéntog &mt tadTang Av, Socr. h.e. 6.7.30.
% Socr. h.e. 6.10.10.

* 1aic swaokarog doyxdrale, Socr. h.e. 6.17.12.
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introduces Chrysostom as a presbyter in Antioch who ‘displayed his wonderful words to
the praise of the people in Antioch.”*> Amma Joanna in John Moschus’ tale describes
Chrysostom as the one ‘who delighted the Church of God with his words.”*® In the eighth
or early ninth century, Cosmas Vestitor wrote a short biography heavily indebted to the
picture of Chrysostom as an eloquent preacher. One of his fourteen chapters tells the story,
early in his career, of a woman interrupting his preaching to ask that he speak so as to be
better understood by the less well-educated, and he willingly obliges.® This probably
apocryphal story presents us with a Chrysostom who was at the same time both an
eloquent and erudite orator, and an immensely popular preacher held in deep affection by
his congregation.

This survey is far from exhaustive, but it is representative. Time and again he is
quoted among other Church Fathers to support a particular viewpoint and referred to as a
d18dokarog the 'Exxinciac, but never is a particular individual theological stance
attributed to him. The one minor exception that 1 have found (outside of the charges
brought against him at the Oak, discussed above) comes in the writings of the seventh-
century monk Maximus the Confessor, who cites Chrysostom’s exegesis of Acts as an
example of the historical (kota v iotoplav) interpretation.®® But beyond this reference to
his exegetical method, he is presented by later sources as doctrinally indistinct from the
other Fathers of the Church.

With Augustine, recent studies have seen this as the result of a process of
normalisation, whereby, in order to become a Father of the Church, he had to be shaped
and moulded to better reflect the views of the Church of which he was a Father. But this

process we can, to a certain extent, observe taking place in the sources — there are definite

% 2youg Bompaostodg Tpde Tapaivesty OV &v Avtioxsin hadv énedeitaro, Thdr. Lect. h.e. 4.272.
% 5 101 Adyorc edgpdvog v "Exikinoiay tod @cod, Jo. Mosch. Prat. 128.

%7 Cosmas Vestitor, Vita loannis Chrysostomi 5.

% Max. Qu. dub. 119.
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individual views which become toned down in later sources. With Chrysostom, however,
we see something quite different: his theological views were not considered carefully
articulated and radical enough to provoke criticism during his lifetime and after his death
there was no heresy or difficult teaching that needed to be toned down before he could take
his place firmly among the Fathers of the Church. It was rather his fiery and
uncompromising personality and his eloquence as a preacher that both brought him critics
and won him lasting praise. In other words, one could perhaps say that Chrysostom was, in
the eyes of other leading church figures, theologically ‘normal’, so to speak, to begin with;
that is, his work did not need, as with Augustine, to undergo any significant theological
normalisation in subsequent centuries to become accepted as a Church Father.
Consequently, though later theological debates should be remembered and their impact on
the transmission of the texts watched out for (as, perhaps, with his treatise On Virginity),

we should not be concerned about their reliability from a theological standpoint.

Liturgical Motivations

Another aspect of sermons being part of a ‘common, living heritage’, but not really
discussed by Musurillo, is their nature as liturgical texts. With reference more specifically
to hagiographical texts, Hogel argues that ‘as texts circulated and faced new audiences
copyists would now and then redact upon the text to make it suit new social, liturgical,
linguistic, and political contexts.”® Increasingly, it seems, priests and bishops relied less
on their own ability to preach, and simply read out a preserved sermon of a Church

Father.*® Given that the original sermon was composed with a particular congregation in a

% Hggel 2002, 56.
% Cunningham 1996, 184-5.
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particular time and place in mind, the re-use of the sermon in later centuries could well
have involved alterations to the text to make it more universally relevant.

Such re-use of existing material can most clearly be seen in a number of sermons
which, on closer inspection, turn out to be either modifications of other preserved sermons,
or fusions of excerpts from several pre-existing sermons.** For example, in three pseudo-
Chrysostomic sermons on Christmas recently studied by Cornelis Datema and Pauline
Allen, two of the three are virtually identical apart from the conclusion, while the third
shares with the other two only the opening paragraph.*? Datema and Allen rightly conclude
that the opening originated with this third sermon, and was then reused in the other two. It
is a beautifully lyrical passage depicting the transformation that was effected by Christ’s
incarnation, and one can quite see why a later preacher or editor would want to reuse the
material for his own sermons. The conclusions of the two otherwise identical sermons
differ only in that one includes a specific reference to a recently deceased bishop, the other
moves straight into an extended doxology. Again, Datema and Allen rightly conclude that
the reference to a specific event was removed and replaced by something more universal
so that it could be better used for a later congregation.*?

In both cases we see the texts of sermons being plagiarised and modified in order to
meet the needs of later generations. Here we are fortunate to see such liberal use of the text
in action and to piece together the various stages that the text underwent. We are, or may,
not be so fortunate with the majority of our texts. It is quite possible that such alterations
did take place, and the originals have been lost from the manuscript tradition. Indeed, a
large number of our surviving sermons are preserved only in menologia and similar

manuscripts, which have sermons deliberately arranged to fit the Church calendar for use

“! See Aubineau 1965.

%2 Datema and Allen 1989. For a similar example see Datema and Allen 1981.

“® Bickersteth 1980, 478, considers the practice of re-using material in this way to be widespread: ‘Such re-
use of existing material is so frequent in homiletics that the path is littered with erroneous inedita.’
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within the liturgy.** Since great effort had already been taken to select and arrange the
sermons for use in a particular church, it is entirely possible that editing of the text itself
was undertaken to make them even more relevant to their new audience. Students of
homiletics today must beware the presence of material that was included in later centuries
of the transmission of the text, and remember that the text we have is one that may have
been modified to fit the needs of a later audience, rather than being an accurate reflection
of the original.

However, the picture is not quite as bad as the foregoing may suggest. To begin
with, we saw above two ways of modifying texts. The first was to re-use excerpts of old
sermons in new ones: such re-use should be observable, since there is likely to be
something of a discontinuity and a difference of style and content between the excerpted
material and the new context.”® Individual texts and their manuscript tradition will have to
be carefully studied. The second was the removal of specific details: though their absence
may be indicative of later revision, their presence should be an encouragement that the text
has been left relatively untouched, since if a later editor were undertaking a wholesale
revision of a text, it seems unlikely that he would leave in such irrelevant details.*®

Furthermore, it appears only to be in around the eighth century that the sermons of
the Fathers began to be extensively re-used as sermons to be preached in the liturgy:

Cunningham has demonstrated that many of the liturgical collections date from the eighth

** For a comprehensive survey of the different types of liturgical manuscript involved, see Ehrhard 1937-52.
To make matters worse, it is not always entirely possible to identify liturgical manuscripts: for example, MS
Athen. EBE 212 (10" century) appears simply to be a collection of Chrysostomic sermons with no obvious
liturgical arrangement; but a dedication at the beginning of the volume asks that it be not removed from the
Church building to which it was being given, suggesting that this book, though not obviously liturgical, may
nonetheless have been produced primarily for use within the liturgy. See Marava-Chatzinicolaou and
Toufexi-Paschou 1997, 81.

> An exception would be if the author were excerpting from a previous sermon of his own — this we shall
return to below.

*® The converse, though, is not necessarily true: a text that has been transmitted without specific details may
have had none to begin with, rather than that they were ironed out by subsequent editors.
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century onwards,*” and so up until that point there would not have been any liturgical
motivation for emending the text. But by this time, Chrysostom had been firmly
established as a Father of the Church. In a canon of the Council in Trullo of 692, ‘the holy
and approved preachers and teachers’ were ranked alongside scripture itself as authors
whose works were to be preserved:“® the presence of the canon suggests that hitherto they
had not been treated with this degree of reverence, but it is nonetheless evidence of their
increasingly canonical status during the late seventh and early eighth centuries, that is, the
very time when patristic sermons were beginning to be re-used in the liturgy. The two are
most likely to be connected: as the Church Fathers were gaining something of the authority
previously only afforded to scripture, their sermons came to be used alongside scripture,
and even as a secondary scripture, to be read to the faithful during the course of the liturgy.
Although their works may have undergone alteration as a result of theological
normalisation in order to be accepted as patristic in the first place, once they had achieved
that status and their works were considered authoritative for use by later preachers, they
would have been held in great reverence and their words tampered with sparingly. *°
Indeed, the proliferation of pseudo-Chrysostomic texts mentioned above could suggest that
many later preachers, aware of the extent of alteration that sermons could undergo,
published their work under the name of Chrysostom in the hope of preserving it
untampered with for posterity.

In conclusion, then, whilst we should still be cautious particularly when dealing

with sermons which appear devoid of any specific circumstantial details, the canonicity of

“” Cunningham 1996, 185; followed by Hggel 2002, 42-3. Many collections include mostly sermons from the
fourth and fifth centuries, but also a number from the eighth century, suggesting that the compilers for the
most part worked with ‘old’ texts from the Fathers of the Church, but where no text could be found that was
relevant to a particular feast, a contemporary text was chosen instead.

“8 Canon 68. See Nedungatt and Featherstone 1995, 150-1.

“° Hagel 2002, 45-6, argues for a hierarchy of texts, with scripture at the top being the most authoritative and
therefore the most revered, followed by the Church Fathers, and finishing with hagiographical works
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Chrysostom’s sermons throughout the Byazantine period should give us confidence in the

accuracy of the texts which have been preserved.

Academic Motivations

By academic motivations, | mean that these texts were also copied for the same reasons
that any other text of antiquity was copied, because it was admired, and individuals desired
to read it for their own enjoyment and/or edification. Collections of his sermons were
available for the wealthy and educated to consult, as suggested by Socrates, who
encourages his readers to read Chrysostom’s sermons for themselves to appreciate their
eloquence and persuasiveness.> Later in the ninth century, Photius includes sermons in his
survey of literary works that he has had the opportunity to read, suggesting that he has
been able to consult them in a library or possessed them in his own private collection: they
were not merely confined to liturgical use in church or monasteries.”* There were two
major libraries in Constantinople that could have contained such books: the Imperial
Library, founded originally by Constantine and surviving in some form right through until
1453, which was well-stocked and appears only to have lacked the rarest of volumes; and
the library of the patriarchate, established by the Patriarch Sergius in the early seventh
century.”® A definite reference to the existence of Chrysostom’s sermons in the latter
comes in the twelfth-century chronicler Zonaras, who informs us that copies of his
‘exegesis of the holy Scriptures’ were lost in a fire at the library in 726.%

Thus Chrysostom’s sermons were admired and reproduced as works of literature in

their own right, not simply as theological reference tools or liturgical texts. As with all

%% Socr. h.e. 6.4.

*! Phot. Cod. 172-4 refers to the semons on Genesis, Acts and the Pauline epistles.
°2 Wilson 1967, 54-62.

%% John Zonaras 15.12.1; see also Wilson 1967, 59.
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works of literature from antiquity, his sermons passed through a tradition in which
generations of scribes introduced new readings, whether deliberately or not; what is
surprising about parts of Chrysostom’s homiletic corpus is the extensiveness of such
revisions.

In recent decades studies have shown that a number of Chrysostom’s sermon series
have been transmitted in two, at times quite different, recensions.>® In each case, there is a
‘smooth’ and a ‘rough’ recension, and an analysis of the differences between the two
shows the former to be a later revision of the latter. These later revisions generally take the
form of a supposed improvement on the text, and the fact that they often turn out to be
quite the reverse, demonstrates that they are not the work of the author, but of a later editor
who misunderstood the text.>® These revisions can at times be quite extensive: in editing
the homilies on the Acts of the Apostles, Francis Gignac noted that ‘the difference between
the primitive text and that of existing editions is as much as 17 percent in some
homilies.”®® This should cause us to beware the excessive interference of later scribes in
the transmission of the text, since there may be many more such improvements which have
totally replaced the original in the tradition, a danger which seems much greater with
Chrysostom than with classical literature more generally given the greater extent of
revisions already visible.

The extent of revision is worthy of note. To be sure, copyists were only human and
were liable to make mistakes. But deliberate revisions would only have been made if the
copyist believed his exemplar to be itself a victim of previous scribal error which it was his
duty to correct. What the extensiveness of such revisions in the Chrysostom tradition

suggest, therefore, is that copyists found before themselves exemplars which, in their

** Such studies include: on Acts: Gignac 1975, 1987, 1998; on John: Harkins 1966; Taylor 1991; on Titus
and Philemon: Goodall 1979.

% An interesting example of a case where the revisers got it right was discussed by Smothers 1951-2.

*® Gignac 1998, 225.
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minds, did not match the quality which a ‘great’ such as Chrysostom should produce. This
can be best explained (as numerous studies of individual works have shown) if we
postulate that the ‘rough’, original recension was in some way reflecting the original
sermon delivered extempore.® It would contain all the marks of a genius such as
Chrysostom, but would nonetheless still contain stylistic errors due to its being composed
off the cuff. Thus the presence of a rough recension should actually be a cause for
encouragement rather than despair, as it is quite possible that in this version of the text we
are coming very close to the original sermon as preached. This we will explore in more

detail in the following section.

Our texts, then, were copied and re-copied for one or more of these three reasons, and any
study of them must always keep these in mind. When making an argument based on a
particular passage, it is important to ask whether or not that passage could have been
altered by later tradition for one of these purposes. However, | hope also to have shown
that, in actual fact, we need not despair as much as some have suggested in working our
way back through centuries of transmission. Each of the problems that have been
discussed | have attempted to show are either not insurmountable or are significant for
only some texts but not for all. Greater problems present themselves, however, when we
take another step back to the original publication, and so we turn now to the relationship

between the text we have and the words originally spoken.

*" Preaching extempore does not at all rule out doing some preparatory study on the text.
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FROM SPOKEN WORD TO WRITTEN TEXT

Assuming we can reconstruct with some confidence the text of the sermon as it was first
published, there is no guarantee that this text therefore reflects the words originally
delivered by the preacher. Is the text a transcript of what was preached, and, if not, what is
it? How can we tell? And how does this impact our use of sermons for socio-historical
purposes? Here | shall set out the possible types of text we may have, the criteria by which

a text is assigned to each type and implications for its study.

Artificial Sermons

Chrysostomus Baur suggested that the majority of Chrysostom’s homilies were in fact
treatises published in a homiletic form, arguing from a lack of spontaneous remarks (this
we shall return to): ‘So one must come to the surprising conclusion that Chrysostom,
considering everything, must have written more than he preached.’® Though, as will
become clear, | disagree with his claim that the majority should be considered as such,
nonetheless we should entertain the possibility that at least parts of his homiletic corpus
were never intended to be preached.

A good example of this is the work On Saint Babylas, against Julianus and the
Gentiles (CPG 4348), which has long been recognised as being a treatise rather than a
sermon, despite containing some homiletic features.”® To begin with, it is very long, about

four or five times as long as a typical sermon on Matthew’s Gospel. It is ‘carefully

%8 Baur 1959-60, 223.
% Schatkin 1970, 475-7.
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constructed according to the rules of classical rhetoric,”®® suggesting a work that has been
meticulously put together. At one point he explicitly states that he is writing the work.*
Signs such as these demonstrate quite clearly that this is an artificial sermon, a text that
was written with no intention of it being preached, even though it contains the marks of an
oral delivery: there are references throughout to hearing and speaking and to an imaginary
live audience.®® It was composed as if it were being orally delivered, but it was never
intended to be preached. This is by no means unusual: just over half of Augustine’s
Enarrationes in Psalmos were never actually preached as sermons, but were composed in
homiletic form to fill in the gaps when the compilation was put together.®

This should cause us to be wary of assuming a text is a sermon simply because it
looks like a sermon. Marks of orality, which may give it the air of being a live sermon,
could quite easily have been included to make a written text appear oral. The reason for
doing this most probably lies in the fact that late-antique society was still predominantly an
oral culture, one that valued the spoken word more highly than the written. Furthermore,
Chrysostom was a trained orator, having spent time supposedly in the rhetorical school of
Libanius:®* it is no surprise that he should want to compose pieces of oratory, even when
delivery was never intended. Whatever the reason, such texts should not form the basis of
a study on preaching itself. They may prove useful in learning what the preacher
considered to be key elements of the sermon genre, elements which needed to be
reproduced to give the text authenticity; but they remain texts that were composed

primarily with a reader, or at the very least a listener in a private, non-liturgical context, in

mind. Whatever their similarity to live sermons, the intended audience and context of the

%0 Schatkin 1983, 45.

%! Chrys. De Bab. c. Iul. et gent. 78.

82 See Schatkin 1983, 44, for references.
8 QOlivar 1991, 933.

% Kelly 1995, 6-8.
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text may well be very different. Our focus must, then, be on those texts which were, in

some form, actually preached.

Text prepared by Chrysostom

We know, however, that Chrysostom preached regularly, and Socrates, in a well-known
passage, attests to the existence of sermon texts that in some way reflect his actual

preaching:

0 pévrot haog 810 Tovg &v TR €kkAnoio Aeyouévoug D1’ adTod Adyovg opddpa
ocvvekpdtel Kol Aydmo TOV AvOpomov, HiKpd @povtilmv TV KoTnyopelv
gnyepodviav antod. omolot 8¢ eioty ol te £kdobévteg map” avtod Adyot Kol ol
Aéyovtog antod dmO TV O&vypdemv EkAnedéviec Omwe te Aaumpol kol To
gnoyoyov &ovieg, ti del viv Aéyswv, €EOv Tolc Povlopévolc anTovg
avoréyesat kol v €€ adTdv Oeéleloy kaprododat;

The people, however, applauded and loved the man for the words he spoke in
church, and thought little of those who were seeking to bring charges against him. Of
what quality his sermons were — how brilliant and alluring - both those published by
himself and those taken down by short-hand writers whilst he was speaking — what do
I need now say, since it is possible for those who are willing to read them and reap the
benefit from them?®

This passage is extremely useful in assuring us that not all of Chrysostom’s homiletic
corpus consists of ‘desk’ homilies: some, if not much, of it stems from his live preaching.
According to Socrates, it was possible, by means of the published written text, for an
individual to transport themselves back in time to hear a ‘brilliant and alluring’ sermon
delivered by the great preacher. He may not have been familiar with Chrysostom’s own
publication techniques, being of the next generation; but he would at least be familiar with

what was normal, or at least plausible, in the publication of sermons. He considers there to

% Socr. h.e. 6.4.8-9.
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be two types of text available: those produced by the man himself, and those produced
from the notes of the short-hand writers. The latter we will come to below. The former
could contain a whole variety of different texts: the ‘desk’ homilies considered above;
texts that were carefully prepared in advance and intended for delivery, either by himself
or someone else; and texts based perhaps on the short-hand writers’ notes, or on his own
notes, and prepared by himself for publication post-delivery. In sum, these are all texts that
have been carefully composed and thoroughly thought through, exhibiting something of a
stylistic polish that one would expect to be missing from sermons preached impromptu.
The difficulty with those texts which received significant editorial attention by
Chrysostom or another, is the impossibility of knowing what their audience and context
was. A sermon that was prepared in advance, and then published more or less unchanged
will be intended for a particular audience, the congregation, in a liturgical context. If,
however, he is drawing up the text using his own or stenographers’ notes after the sermon,
he may be attempting to reproduce as faithfully as possible what he actually said; or, on
the other hand, he may be preparing the text with an awareness that the audience and
context is now different, and so will reshape the text with that different audience and
context in view. Successive studies on Classical Greek oratory have shown that speeches,
particularly forensic speeches, were revised after delivery for publication. Ilan
Worthington, for example, argued that ‘the revised speech allowed the orator to display —
and have recognised — his compositional or literary skill. After all, at the basic level, this is
a form of advertising, and speechwriting was how most, if not all, orators made their
living.”® Now, this will not be the case with preachers, who gave speeches in a very

different context and for very different reasons than forensic orators; but nonetheless it

% Worthington 1996, 172.
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presents an interesting precedent for the adaptation of speeches when being presented in a
written form for a different audience and for a different purpose.®’

An example from Chrysostom may be found in the treatise On Virginity. This was
considered by its modern editor, Musurillo, to be made up of a series of sermons on 1
Corinthians 7, which were then reworked into a treatise. His argument is based on a few
references in the text to an audience and to speaking; on the fact that the text consists of a
close exegesis of the scriptural passage (in the manner of a homily); and on the omission
of detailed exegesis when we reach chapter 7 in his series of homilies on the epistle
(suggesting they were excerpted to create the treatise).®® His argument is not a very strong
one, but it is at least a plausible theory. If it is right, then it presents an interesting example
of material originally composed for a congregation being reshaped into a very different
work intended for a primarily reading audience. Even if other texts remained in the form of
a sermon when they were published, unless we can be confident that minimal, if any,
revision has taken place, it will be impossible to know what the intended audience and
context truly was.

Wendy Mayer has rightly drawn attention to the fact that there were secondary and
tertiary audiences to Chrysostom’s homiletic teaching.®® However, we must push this
further: the audience of the homilies as we have them today may not be even primarily a
congregation in a liturgical setting, but rather individuals or small groups in a private or
perhaps monastic setting. This fact is problematic for using sermons for the study of social
history: without knowing who the intended audience was or what the text’s context was,

we cannot contextualise any social data we may be able to draw from them.

87 Aristotle too, though not commenting directly on speeches being turned into written texts, is aware of the
different styles required by oral and written works, Rh. 3.12.1-2. See also Hubbard 2008.

%8 Musurillo 1961, 92-3.

% Mayer 2011, 89-94.
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Transcript drawn from stenographers’ notes

Socrates also referred to the existence of published sermons which were based on the notes
of stenographers. We do indeed have one group of texts, which, in the manuscripts, claims

to be just that. The homilies on the Epistle to the Hebrews begin with these words:

¢ / b \ \ ¢ ~ b \ bl ~ b \ ’ \
Epunveio eic mv npog ‘EPpoiovg "Emictolny, éktedeioa and onueiov petd
™V Koipnotwv antod, tapo Kwvotavtivov tpesfutépov Avtioyeiag.

Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, published from notes after his death by
Constantinus, a priest of Antioch.

There is much we can learn from this short statement about the publication process of this
series of sermons, and potentially, therefore, about other sermons too. First, it states that
the text is based on ‘notes’ (‘onueia’), most likely referring to the notes of the short-hand
writers referred to by Socrates. By late antiquity, short-hand writing was widely used and a
highly developed skill. The ‘onuela’ were signs which could be drawn with no more than
a few strokes of the pen (and most often a single stroke);’® an apprentice onueoypdeog
was required to learn a list of these signs and their values, known as the ‘Commentary’, by
heart before he could enter into the profession.” Once the notes had been taken, the next
stage was for these ‘signs’ to be expanded to produce a normal, written text, legible to
those not trained in short-hand. Human error, both in taking the notes and then in
interpreting them, would naturally mean that the transcript would not be perfect, but it
could be relied upon as a more or less accurate text of the delivered speech. Plutarch
claims that the reason why only one speech of Cato the Younger survives was that the

system of short-hand writing had only just been introduced into the Latin world by Cicero:

" “They have the force of many letters in short and brief strokes,” (&v pkpoic kai Bpoyéot THmoIc TOAAGY
ypappdrov &ova dovauwv) Plu. Cat. Mi. 23.3.
" For an edition of this manual, see Milne 1934; with Tovar and Worp 2006.
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he thus clearly believes he has in his hands a transcript of the speech delivered by Cato,
and whether or not he was right in his belief, he provides clear testimony to the possibility
existing, at least in his day, of oral speeches being preserved accurately in a written form. 2

A second point to note is Constantinus’ choice of title. The most common title for
the sermons on the Pauline epistles is vrépvnuoata (meaning something like ‘minutes’ or
‘notes’), but the series on Romans and Hebrews are both given the title Epunveia (meaning
literally ‘interpretation”). This possibly suggests that Constantinus’ aim was to produce,
using his preserved homiletic material, a complete collection of Chrysostom’s exegesis of
Hebrews, for others easily to consult, in a similar way to the eclogues produced in later
centuries, where passages from different sermons were put together to produce a complete
Chrysostomic text on a particular theme.”®

However, unlike his commentary on Galatians, the work clearly is not a
commentary in the strict sense of the word, a complete, line-by-line exegesis of the text.
The homilies do not always seem to follow on from one another, and occasionally overlap
in the text commented on (for example, the first and second homilies both contain
exegesis, admittedly with different emphases, of 1:3-4). " They still preserve the
concluding exhortative addresses to the congregation, where strict exegesis of the text has
been left fully behind. Constantinus has made no attempt to turn the homilies into a proper
commentary, which he could easily have done by excerpting only the exegetical sections
and rearranging the material to produce a line-by-line commentary. By preserving the
homiletic form, it appears that he wished to interfere with Chrysostom’s own words as

little as possible.

"2 Plu. Cat. Mi. 23.3. For the use of stenographers in a Christian context, see particularly Eus. h.e. 6.36.1 on
Origen, Possidius, Vita Augustini 7.3 on Augustine, and Gr. Naz. Or. 42.26. See also Hill 1998, 303-4;
although his interpretation of the passages he cites are sometimes questionable.

"® See De Aldama 1965, §59.

™ On this see below, pp. 260-1.

54



Preaching and Christianization

This is an important point. Any study using sermons to access popular Christianity
must rely on texts that come as close as possible to the sermons preached before an actual
congregation. Other texts may well imitate preaching, and can therefore tell us something
about the sermon genre, but they were composed with a different audience and a different
context in mind, one that was primarily monastic or élite.”> With the sermons on the letter
to the Hebrews we have a title which states that the text was compiled from notes, most
likely the shorthand notes of the stenographers: we must now consider other methods of
identifying such texts. There are three elements of a text which suggest it may be a

transcript.

Identifying the transcripts

A double recension

The first feature of a text which suggests it may be a transcript has already been discussed,
namely the existence for some sermon texts (particularly those on the Pauline epistles) of
both a ‘smooth’ and a ‘rough’ recension, the smooth being a later ‘improvement’ of the
rough. As was argued above, later copyists were puzzled at the poorer quality of these
sermons of the ‘Golden Mouth’, presumed they had a corrupted text, and therefore sought
to emend it to bring it more in line with the standard of other works. The poorer quality of
the rough recension can, however, be explained, if it is seen as a transcript of a sermon
preached with some measure of extemporaneity. Unfortunately, all editions before the

twentieth century (and, it will be remembered, the vast majority of Chrysostom’s work

"> Of course, even where we do have confidence that we have a transcript of a sermon Chrysostom preached
in church, there is no guarantee that the congregation it was preached to was representative of popular
Christianity. This is, however, another question, one which will be discussed in Chapter 7.
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exists only in these editions) did not sufficiently distinguish between the two recensions,
and frequently printed a mixture of the two. It is vitally important that work is undertaken
to produce critical editions of the rough recensions. The one partial exception to this is the
edition of Field, who was heavily dependent on one manuscript of the rough recension,
which he judged to be superior: his text, though not a proper critical edition, is therefore
useful in presenting something that takes us potentially very close to the sermon as

preached.’

Mistakes and poor style

A clear sign of a text that has been composed, to some extent, impromptu and has had
minimal, if any, revision is the presence of mistakes, inconsistencies and elements of poor
style, those aspects most often corrected by later scribes in the smooth recension. These
are marks of a work that is being composed on the spot, and it is only inevitable that,
however good the speaker may be, he will not produce a perfect speech. If there is any
revision of the text in preparation for publication, these elements would be the first to be
revised; it is inconceivable that a reviser, be he Chrysostom himself or someone else,
would leave in such glaring errors and departures from good style, and the more glaring
they are, the less likely it is that any revision has been done to the text. By way of
illustration, I shall give just a couple of examples.

A good example of a mistake can be found in the sixtieth homily on John’s
Gospel.”” Chrysostom arrives in his exegesis at John 10:20, ‘Many of them said, “He has a

demon, and is insane; why listen to him?”” He says, rightly, that this is the fourth time

®Goodall 1979, 5. As a result, throughout this thesis the text of Field will be preferred over Montfaucon.
" This example was pointed out to me by Justin Hardin during a seminar held in Oxford in the spring of
2013.
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Jesus had been accused in John’s Gospel of being demon-possessed, and he proceeds to
list the previous occurrences. He cites 7:20, 8:48 and then returns straight to 10:20,
omitting the third verse, 8:52. Chrysostom has forgotten what the third quotation was,

since he goes on to say the following:

HoALov 8¢ o0 TéTopTov, AN Kol TOAAGKIG oTOV dknkoévatl. TO yop Aéysw,
OV keAa¢ Eléyousv Sti Saudviov &yeig; 0b 10D dedtepov Kol Tpitov, AAAL TOD
TOAAAKIC lpnkéval ToDTo, oNUEIOV £0TL.

Rather, not for the fourth time, but even many times he had heard this. For to say,
‘Were we not right to say that you have a demon?’ [8:48] is a sign that this was not
the second or third time that they had said this, but that they had said it often.™

He tries to cover up his mistake by claiming that the exact number of references recorded
by John does not really matter, since the second quotation makes clear that this must have,
in any case, been a frequent accusation. This would be an obvious and straightforward
passage to revise on publication: he, or an editor, would simply need to insert the forgotten
quotation; the impromptu interpretation of 8:48 to cover his mistake could even be
retained. If the sermon had received even some editorial attention before publication, it
seems odd that this section was overlooked.

A second example comes from the first homily (= the argument) on Philippians,
and is best illustrated through a comparison of the rough and smooth recensions of the text.
Neither recension has received a modern critical edition, and so the texts used for
comparison are those of Field and Montfaucon, as being illustrative of the rough and
smooth recensions respectively. Consequently, the argument, based as it is on a close

reading of the text, can only be preliminary:

"8 Chrys. In loh. hom. 60, PG 59.331.48-52.
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Rough:

Todto kol nMuelg €iddteg, kol TOc0VTOVG
&yovteg TOMOVE, Kol QIATPOV TO TPOS ANTOVS
Y4 \ bl 7 / 9 \ ~ b4 Ve

OTL yop €pIAel 6POdPA AVTOVG, dHAov: Ovosve
yap &m, enolv, iocoyvyov, 60TIC yVNoine tad
7EPL VUGV pepyuvioer: kol oy, Awd 1o &ev
UE EV T Kapdiq vuds, &v 1€ T0IC OECUOIC LLOV”

T00T0. OV €i0dTeC KOl MuUES,  £onTovg
TOPEXOUEV a&iovg MV T0100TOV
vrodetyudImy.

Since we too know this, and have such great
examples, and his love for them — for that he did
love them greatly is clear: ‘For I have no-one of
like mind,” he says, ‘who has a genuine concern
for your affairs;” and again, ‘because I have you in
my heart, both in my chains...”. So, since we too
know this, let us present ourselves worthy of such
models.

Smooth:

Tobto 8¢ moAd mpoOg avtovg QidTpov Exewv
gupaivel. ‘Ot yap &oilet 6@Odpa avTOLG,
dfhov: Ovdéva yap &, onolv, icowvyov,
O0TIC yVNoIwS Ta TEPL VUDY UEPYUVIIOET KOl
oM, A 10 Eev ue Ev i kapdia vudc, &v te
t0ic deooic pov. Tadto odv e186TeG Kol TS,
Kol TocovToug  &yoviec TOMOLG  Gydmng,
gowtovg mapéyouev AElovg TV TOVTOV
vrodeypdrov.”t

He shows that he has this much love for them. For
that he did love them greatly is clear: ‘For T have
no-one like him,” he says, ‘who has a genuine
concern for your affairs;” and again, ‘because I
have you in my heart, both in my chains...”. So,
since we too know this, and have such great
examples of love, let us present ourselves worthy
of such models.

From even a cursory glance at both, it is clear that the syntax of the rough recension is

incomplete, and consequently more difficult to read.®* However, if we dig deeper into the

text and the surrounding context, a more comprehensible train of thought can be observed

in the rough recension, suggesting that to be the original.

Before the passage quoted, Chrysostom has been explaining how highly Paul

thought of the church at Philippi, both for the strength of their faith and for their zeal for

good deeds. After the passage quoted, he turns to exhort the congregation, urging them to

imitate the Philippians: they may not have a persecution and trials to endure, but they can

still imitate their zeal for good deeds. This passage, then, acts as a link between the two

sections, the phrase ‘since we too know this, let us...” marking the change in focus. The

" Chrys. In Phil. hom. 1.192A-B (taken from the edition by Field).
8 Taken from the edition by Montfaucon, reprinted by Migne, PG 62.180.29-37.
8 The recent translation by Allen 2013 of this text completely masks over the ‘roughness’, and presents a

neat translation which, therefore, is inaccurate.
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difference between the two is where the change in focus actually comes in the text, and
how the quotations about Paul’s love for the Philippians fit in.*

In the smooth text, Chrysostom moves straight from speaking of the good things
the Philippians had done, or would have done, in their care for Paul, to speaking of his
love for them. He quotes two passages from the letter to demonstrate this, before moving
into the exhortation, which initially appears to be built primarily on Paul’s love for them.
However, the passage that follows speaks primarily of imitating the Philippians’ good
deeds, not Paul’s love. The syntax of the smooth text may be neat and tidy, but when
unpacked, the passage is incoherent and lacks a logical sequence of thought.

In the rough text he builds his exhortation from the start of the passage on the good
deeds of the Philippians: they are now the examples to follow. The section on Paul’s love
appears now as a digression: this comes across in the incomplete syntax of the first
sentence, and the repetition of ‘tadta kol Nuelg £1ddteq’, with which he seems to be
consciously picking up the thread from where he had left off. It is then clear that the
‘models’ to imitate are principally the Philippians, rather than Paul. The reason why
Chrysostom digresses to talk about Paul’s love is not clear, but he most likely means that
Paul’s great love of the Philippians proves that they must be a worthy example to follow.
They have the apostolic seal of approval. The train of thought may be roughly articulated
and not perfectly clear, but it is at least coherent. Given the lack of clarity and poor syntax
of the rough text, it is understandable that a later scribe attempted to produce a clearer and
neater text that better fits the standard expected of a great orator; what he produced,
however, was a text that is no longer simply unclear, but illogical.®® The rough version
must, therefore, be the original. The broken syntax and clumsy phrasing suggests a text

that is being composed orally and on the spot: no-one stops to question incomplete

8 The Montfaucon text in fact has the paragraph break after the quotations, in contrast to Field who begins
the new paragraph with the start of the passage.
8 Field’s apparatus criticus presents a couple of other attempts to produce a neater text.
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sentences in everyday speech. It suggests quite strongly, in other words, that the text is

drawn from the notes of stenographers.®

Circumstantial details and clear engagement with a live audience

The third mark of a text being derived from stenographers’ notes is the inclusion of
circumstantial details, references to things which were pertinent at the time of preaching,
but which lose their relevance when addressed to subsequent audiences. Perhaps the best
example of this comes from a sermon now attributed to Severian of Gabala, but
nonetheless useful as an example. Halfway through the sermon, the text suddenly reads:
TondOC 8¢ pukpod &v 1 Sxhm OABévtoc elnev (‘With a small child in the crowd being in
distress, he said”).2® There then follows a short passage on how the devil loves to distract
people from hearing the Word of God, before resuming where he had left off. The remark
about the child is clearly a comment by a stenographer to explain the sudden change of
topic: in the middle of preaching, a child perhaps started crying or making some sort of
disturbance in the congregation, causing the preacher to stop in mid-flow, and he
proceeded to make good use of the interruption to draw a spiritual lesson. Likewise the
ending of the sermon appears rather abrupt, and the stenographer has added another
explanatory note, that he finished because some men were in distress. If a sermon is going
to be revised and edited before publication, such comments as these would be the first to

be removed, as they are irrelevant for subsequent audiences.

& A number of studies have shown similar phenomena in other Chrysostom texts: see above, n. 54.
8 Sever. In illud: Quando ipsi subiciet omnia, p. 159.9. See also Goodall 1979, 69-70, for the full passage
and discussion.

60



Preaching and Christianization

Such comments by the stenographers are extremely rare, but nonetheless, it is
possible to discern the marks of a live delivery in a number of sermons. A famous example

is in Chrysostom’s fourth sermon on Genesis:

AMa yap Swavdotnte, kai Ty pedopiov andbecde. Ti todto; Iepi Ipoapdv
vuv dimyodpuebo, DUl 88, TOVS OPOAALOVE ATOGTAGOVIES NUAY, TPOSC TOG
Aopmddag kol TOV To¢ Aapumddac dmtovta peteotioate. Kol mdong todTo
padvuiog, NUAC Aeévtac, TOVTE TPOCEYELY;

But really, wake up! Get rid of this idleness! What is this? We are explaining the
scriptures to you, but you turn your eyes away from us and instead fix them on the

lamps and the lamp-lighter. Of what great idleness is this, that you forget us and pay
attention to them?®

A call to pay attention need not in itself constitute a mark of spontaneity: a writer,
imitating the homiletic genre, could easily insert such an imperative to spur the reader on.
What is interesting here is the reference to the lamps and the lamp-lighter: although
Chrysostom goes on to make much use of them as an analogy of what he is doing in
preaching, nonetheless the passage has such a sense of immediacy, that it seems difficult to
imagine that this could all have been contrived artificially for a published sermon.
Furthermore, since it is a distraction from the main thread of the sermon, and since it is
very much concerned with the particular situation when the sermon was being preached, it
is most likely that an editor wishing to make even minor revisions to prepare the text for a
different audience, would not leave such a passage in the final text. The passage does not
speak to a reading audience, but to a live congregation, with a lamp-lighter wandering
around putting the lights on and causing some distraction from the preacher. It is therefore
again strongly suggestive that the text as a whole is largely a transcript of a live sermon.
We could further add that there are no examples from antiquity of orators artificially

inserting such interjections to make a worked-up speech sound like one as it was delivered.

8 Chrys. In Gen. serm. 4.198-202.
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Their presence in the text of Chrysostom’s sermons therefore points to them being
transcripts of an actual delivery.

But care needs to be taken. We need to beware of reading too much into marks of
spontaneity. It was seen when discussing sermons composed primarily for a reading
audience that spontaneous remarks could be included artificially to give the text the air of
orality.®” Every supposed mark of spontaneity needs to be carefully considered to assess
whether or not it really is a genuine mark of orality. In many cases, there will be no easy
way of knowing: simple references to the audience and the language of speaking and
hearing may belong to either preached or written homily. Other passages, such as
references to applause or questions from the congregation, may easily be inserted.
References to applause, for example, could have a double effect: it first serves to underline
the importance of the point that he has been making, in a similar way to how background
music in a film emphasises the most dramatic parts of the narrative; secondly, it has a
certain rhetorical force, in that if the reader finds himself caught up in the imaginary
applause, he will then find himself chastened by the rejoinder which always follows not
simply to applaud but to obey. This need not necessarily be the case; but close analysis of
a passage and how it fits into the broader rhetoric of the text is necessary, before we can
use it as evidence of spontaneity.

The presence of one of these three elements — a rough recension, mistakes/poor
style, circumstantial details — is not necessarily proof that the text under consideration is a
transcript of a live delivery, just as the absence of them does not necessarily prove the
converse. However, they are highly suggestive, and given that we know transcripts were
taken and were in circulation, it seems very likely that those which bear the marks of a live

delivery are in fact transcripts drawn from stenographers’ notes.

8 For genuine and simulated extemporaneous marks in Greek oratory, see Dorjahn 1957.
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CONCLUSION

What | hope to have done in this chapter is to demonstrate the wide variety of different
influences which had the potential to shape the sermon texts we have today. At every stage
of its journey from preacher’s mouth to modern printed edition, a sermon text was being
presented to a different audience, and with each new audience came the opportunity to
revise and edit the text to address that new audience. If we wish to study late-antique
preaching, as it originally happened during the liturgy, we must do our best to sift our way
back through these various influences on our texts in order to come as close as we possibly
can to the original delivery. Although some distance will always remain between us and
the original delivery, we need not despair as much as some textual scholars have done.
Doubts will always remain, but sermons can still tell us much about late-antique preaching.
On the other hand, historians need to pay more attention to the journey a sermon has
undertaken to reach us today, rather than simply assuming that the texts we have give us a
clear view into the daily preaching of late antiquity. Whilst all sermon-texts can tell us
something, if carefully studied, about late-antique preaching, those texts which most
appear to be transcripts of actual deliveries — those texts which have been least influenced
by the needs and desires of subsequent audiences — should form the basis of any study of
late-antique preaching.

With this in mind, the texts which form the basis of this thesis meet the following
criteria. First, given that it is not always clear how closely a sermon text relates to the
sermon as originally preached, it was important to choose those texts which did appear to
preserve a transcript of a live delivery. As we are seeking to contribute to scholarship on
social history, it is important that as far as possible we use sermons which bear all the

marks discussed above of live delivery, rather than those which were written or edited for
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the literate élite. Secondly, studies in social and cultural history are generally better served
by evidence that is more ‘everyday’ than exceptional, where people can be observed going
about their normal, daily business rather than in attendance on special occasions. This
would rule out the numerous sermons delivered for the feast days of the church or at
significant moments of history, and leaves us largely with the exegetical sermons. Of
these, those on the Pauline epistles would be more desirable, given his obvious love for the
apostle, and who according to Chrysostom was read at least ‘twice a week’.® For this
reason, sermons from his exegetical series, and especially the Pauline series, will form the
basis of this study.

In addition, however, closer attention will be paid to the two short series on Titus
and Philemon. To begin with, it is important that we focus in on a small selection of
sermons to avoid the temptations that inevitably exists with such a large corpus of cherry-
picking those particular passages which support the argument, and overlooking many
examples which point in a different direction. A dozen examples of something may seem a
lot, but in a corpus of 800 they could just as much be construed as exceptions rather than
the norm. These two series are short enough (six and three sermons respectively) to
facilitate a close reading of the text. Secondly, it is important that the text to be studied has
received a scientific critical edition to ensure reliability. As we have seen, this limits our
options considerably. No critical editions of any of the Pauline homilies have been
published, and only the homilies on Titus and Philemon have received any critical
attention in the form of Goodall’s prolegomena to an anticipated edition (which never in

the end materialised). Though not as comprehensive as a full edition would be, it remains

88 k00’ Exdomy T EPdopdda dic, Chrys. In Rom. hom. 1.425A. See also pp. 76-7.
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an important study of the manuscript tradition and the quality of the text, with useful
discussions of the more problematic passages.*

There is little one can say by way of introduction to these texts. * The two short
sermon series, consisting of six and three sermons respectively, have received minimal
scholarly attention.®® It is unclear where and when they were preached,? and may have
been preached more than once.®® They are in many ways unremarkable sermons, but
therefore present us with an opportunity to view this exceptional preacher performing his
regular duty of delivering a sermon to the Antiochene or Constantinopolitan faithful. They
were preserved as good examples of what typical, everyday preaching aimed to be. They
afford, therefore, a unique window onto the sermons delivered regularly in churches

throughout the Eastern Roman Empire in late antiquity.

8 A critical edition of the Titus homilies was produced by Maria Konstantinidou as part of a DPhil thesis at
Oxford in 2006, but remains unpublished. The thesis was consulted during the course of this research, but
due to the difficulty of access, the text of Field was used as the base text throughout. Another edition was
produced, also as part of an unpublished thesis for the Université de Strasbourg, by Wendy Fick in 1992.

% For the ‘live’ quality of these sermons, see Goodall 1979, 73-8.

° Apart from Goodall’s study of the textual tradition, Hiibenthal 2008 and Decock 2010 present brief
treatments as part of broader studies on the reception of Titus and Philemon respectively. The series on
Philemon received some attention in the 1990s in a debate between Allen Callahan and Margaret Mitchell
concerning whether the traditional interpretation of Onesimus as Philemon’s runaway slave was invented by
Chrysostom: see Callahan 1993; Mitchell 1995; Callahan 1995.

%2 Mayer 2005a, 323-4, 377-8, 408-9, 422-4, finds in them no clear indications of provenance.

% See below, pp. 266-71.

65



PART 2

The Nature of the Sermon



CHAPTER 3

Preaching and the School

INTRODUCTION: THE SCHOLASTIC NATURE OF PREACHING

In order to understand what kind of activity regular preaching was, it is necessary to assess
where it best fits in the social world of late antiquity. What framework from the ancient
world will best enable us to appreciate what preachers thought they were doing, and how
their congregations responded to them? Over the course of these four chapters we will be
answering this question; in this chapter we begin by making the case that when he
preached his exegetical homilies, Chrysostom was performing a scholastic activity, and
that he to a certain extent resembled a teacher in a classroom. It is not my intention to
argue that there was a deliberate or direct appropriation of techniques from any one
pedagogical tradition, but rather that the parallels which can be observed between
Chrysostom’s activity as preacher and the activity of teachers in a variety of classroom
contexts suggest that preaching was viewed as a scholastic enterprise. This was not all that
it was, and we will see further contexts in subsequent chapters; but the scholastic nature of
preaching will be our focus in the present chapter.

This is an important point to make because the scholastic nature of preaching has
not always been fully appreciated. Sermons have often been viewed through the lens of
public oratory, and therefore analysed according to the different rhetorical genres. This is,

of course, not an unreasonable parallel to make: as Jaclyn Maxwell demonstrates, the
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popularity of a preacher such as Chrysostom reflected the broader popularity for public
speaking in late-antique society.® Chrysostom was a student of no less than the famous
orator Libanius,” and a number of his sermons clearly do follow the conventions set for
different rhetorical genres. The sermons Against the Jews fall into a long tradition of
speeches of invective against individuals or groups.® The sermons In praise of Saint Paul
are composed as encomia on the saint, and follow the conventions of that genre.* His
speech On his return can be understood as an epibaterium, a speech of arrival: the third- or
fourth-century treatise attributed to the rhetorician Menander, On Epideictic Speeches,
emphasised the importance of expressing joy and enthusiasm to be back in such speeches,
a requirement more than adequately met by Chrysostom.® Further examples could be
adduced, and a number of studies over the course of the past century have explored the
undeniable influence that Greek rhetoric had on him as a preacher.®

However, when we come particularly to Chrysostom’s exegetical sermons — the
focus of this thesis — such a rhetorical analysis fails to satisfactorily explain what is going
on. This has been amply demonstrated by the difficulties that have met several scholars’
attempts at neat classification. The most comprehensive attempt at this was undertaken by
Alexandre Olivar, who suggests two different schemes of classification: one based on
‘form’, one on ‘subject’.” Both schemes end up appearing somewhat artificial, since, as
Olivar himself points out, few sermons in fact fit into just one of the categories outlined in

either scheme. For example, the sermon On blessed Philogonius begins as an encomium

' Maxwell 2006, 11-41.

2 For Libanius’ influence on Chrysostom, see Hunter 1988 and Fabricius 1962.

% On the rhetorical form of these sermons, see Wilken 1983, 116-23. Cf. e.g. Isocrates’ Against the Sophists
or Porphyry’s Against the Christians.

* On these less well-known texts, see Mitchell 2000.

> Men. Rh. 2.3

® E.g. Ameringer 1921; Hubbell 1924; Burns 1930; Kennedy 1983, 180-6.

" Olivar 1991, 511-4. Under ‘la forma’ are six categories: proclamatory, instructive, polemical, paraenetic,
censuring and panegyrical. Under ‘la materia’ are two categories, ‘la exposicion exegética’ and ‘el sermon
tematico’, which are further subdivided: the first into homilies which form a series and those which are
independent; the latter into catecheses, sermons connected to the liturgical year, panegyrics, exhortations,
circumstantial sermons, and others.

68



Preaching and Christianization

on the saint, moves into a celebration of the approaching festival of Christmas and
concludes with an exhortation to purity before approaching the Eucharist. Under Olivar’s
second scheme, Chrysostom moves through three different categories. Wendy Mayer and
Pauline Allen, in their introduction to Chrysostom, rightly conclude that ‘in many
instances ... the labels traditionally used are more convenient than accurate.’® Frances
Young went so far as to say that ‘for the modern reader, the most disturbing aspect of
Chrysostom’s sermons is their chaotic form.”®

This raises the question whether it is useful to read many of these sermons in terms
of set rhetorical genres at all. The difficulty in assigning individual sermons to particular
genres suggests that to analyse them in this way is to misunderstand the very nature of the
text. We need another framework from the ancient world that would better explain their
‘chaotic form’. The lack of structure would be less ‘disturbing’, I suggest, if we read
particularly his exegetical sermons not primarily as formal works of oratory, but rather as
the more fluid form of a classroom lecture. In other words, his sermons — which, as we saw
in the previous chapter, very often appear to exist as transcripts of a live delivery — are
better understood not as public speeches, with a clear structure and obeying the set
conventions of classical rhetoric, but rather as the more informal and partly
extemporaneous reflections of a teacher before a classroom of students, and meeting a
variety of perceived pastoral and liturgical needs of the moment. Young does in fact go on
to say that ‘we can hardly regard these exegetical collections as purely literary creations
divorced from Chrysostom’s regular preaching task.’*® This is not to deny that there are

important and obvious differences between sermons and lectures. ** Sermons were

& Mayer and Allen 2000, 29.

° Young 1983, 217. Cf. Allen and Mayer 2000, 30. Barkhuizen 1995 argues that the fiftieth homily on
Matthew has a thematic unity, but this does not negate the sense that these sermons have a rather chaotic
structure.

19 young 1983, 218.

' See also Clarke 1971, 123-4.
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delivered as part of a corporate act of worship, something which will be explored in
Chapter 6, and, it is generally believed,'? before much larger and more socially mixed
audiences. Despite these differences, however, it is the argument of this chapter that
classroom teaching provides a framework with greater explanatory power for the activity
of regular preaching than public oratory.

The analogy with the school is one that Chrysostom himself frequently makes. ‘If a
child went to school every day, and then learnt nothing more, would we be satisfied with
the excuse that he went there every day? Would we not in fact find in this the greatest
cause of complaint, that though he went there every day, he did this to no purpose? Let us
think in this way for ourselves too...”** For Chrysostom, coming to church was akin to
going to school: members of the congregation came to learn lessons, and if they went
home without having done so, their time at church had been in vain. Throughout
Chrysostom refers to himself and other priests as 8i3doxaiot, and the church itself he
calls, among other things, an ‘academy of philosophy and a school of the soul’
(pthocoplag Saokarelov, kol wuxfic Todevtiprov).™ As such it is a place of higher
education, and he expresses annoyance at having to continually provide elementary
education like a grammarian (ypoppotiotic).’> Commenting on a passage from the letter
to Titus concerning slaves, he argues that little in the way of moral behaviour can be

expected from slaves, given that even freeborn men, with all the advantages of parents, a

12 Though see pp. 213-31 below for discussion of the arguments.

B Ei kab’ éxdomy nuépav 10 mandiov eic Sidaokadeiov Padilot, it pmdev povddvor miéov, pa dpiéost gic
dmoloyfov fiuiv T kad’ Exdomy Ruépav Skel Padiley adtd; 00K adTd PEV 0DV T0DTO péyloTov Toncdpeda
Eyxinua, 6t kad’ékdotny nuépav Ekel Padilov, pdnv todto moel; Todto oM kol ¢° NUAY adTdY
hoywdpeba.... Chrys. De stat. 5, PG 49.79.31-7. Cf. In Gen. hom. 11, PG 53.94.19-46; and In Gen. hom. 32,
PG 53.293.19-28. For God as a father, sending his children to the schoolmasters of trials and tribulations,
see, e.g., De stat. 16, PG 49.168.16-29.

% In 2 Cor. hom. 15.550D. A very common image. See also In Act. apost. hom. 13. PG 60.111.15-7; Mut.
nom. hom. 4, PG 51.145.31-4; Vid. elig., PG 51.330.46-52; Pecc. fratr. non evulg., PG 51.353.30-1; Exp. in
ps. 46, PG 55.208.22; In Matt. hom. 17.232D; In Eph. hom. 21.160A. Asterius of Amasea explains to his
congregation that the martyr festivals are ‘public schools of our souls’ (‘o moudaywyelo T@V Yox®dV’)
where they can imitate the martyrs and learn from the teachers, Hom. 3.1.2.

15 Chrys. In Col. hom. 9.391F. Cf. In Heb. hom. 9.92C.
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nodaymydc, a tpoeedc and a diddokalog to guide them, still fail to lead upright lives; the
Church, however, can take their place and teach slaves to live morally, so that in their
transformed lives they would be an even greater witness to the power of the Church’s
teaching.'® In saying this, Chrysostom therefore suggests that he sees the Church as
performing a similar function to the various teachers a child will encounter at different
stages of his education.

It is the purpose of this chapter to explore the consequences of the Church being
seen as a school for how we read and understand Chrysostom’s preaching. If he
understood his role as being similar to that of a schoolmaster, what light does this shed on
how he undertakes his preaching task and in particular how he relates to his congregation?
The scholastic nature of preaching has already been explored to a limited extent in
previous scholarship. For example, over a decade ago, Alistair Stewart-Sykes argued that
the origins of Christian preaching lay in a development of the homily from prophecy to
preaching, from examination of prophecies given by individuals under the inspiration of
the Holy Spirit, to examination of scripture. This process he terms ‘scholasticization’ as
the looser patterns of prophecy gave way to ‘systematic communication through the
reading and interpretation of Scripture in part under the influence of preaching in the
synagogue and in part as the result of the models available for delivery and discussion
within the schools, as the churches formed themselves along these essentially scholastic
lines.”” Martin Clarke similarly argues for the scholastic nature of Christian gatherings:
‘An outsider used, let us say, to the readings from Chrysippus and the moral exhortations
of a Stoic teacher would, if he found his way to a Christian meeting, recognize a certain
similarity in the method, if not in the content of the teaching.”*® In particular, Clarke draws

attention to the following features of Christianity as echoing practice in the philosophical

8 In Tit. hom. 4.753B-D
17 Stewart-Sykes 2001, 271.
18 Clarke 1971, 123.
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schools: the use of the term guocogia, the emphasis on healing spiritual diseases, the
probationary period before full admittance (the catechumenate), and the succession of
bishops, who taught from a 8pévoc? or kafédpa.? For both Clarke and Stewart-Sykes, the
practice of Christian preaching was influenced by — or at least could find a parallel in — the
pedagogical activities of the Greco-Roman school.

More detailed work on the influence of the ancient school on Christian preaching
has been done on the specific issue of exegetical method. Here Frances Young’s work is of
most importance: in her wide-ranging study of patristic exegesis, she argues that the ways
in which the Church Fathers used and interpreted biblical texts mirrors the exegetical
techniques employed in the classical paideia. One of her key contributions that is
particularly relevant for this study is that the distinction between Antiochene and
Alexandrian exegesis is not so much one of historical/literal vs. allegorical exegesis, as is
often maintained, but rather that the Antiochenes stressed the narrative coherence of a text
when seeking to draw meaning out of it, whilst the Alexandrians treated individual words
and phrases as symbols or tokens of other realities, paying less attention to the coherence
of the text as a whole.?? Although she maintains that the differences between the two
approaches are not as marked as is generally believed, she does suggest that the differences
can be paralleled in the different exegetical techniques employed by the rhetorical and
philosophical schools (the Antiochenes reflecting the former, the Alexandrians the

latter).?® Indeed, she goes so far as to say that ‘the early church was more like a school

19 0On which, see below, chapters 5 and 6.

20 See, e.g. Lib. Ep. 819.4 and Chrys. In Act. apost. hom. 8, PG 60.76.3.

2! See, e.g. SIG 845 and Bas. Ep. 188.1. As Clarke 1971, 120, points out, still today we speak of an episcopal
throne in a cathedral in an ecclesiastical setting, and in the universities there are still (metaphorically)
professorial chairs.

“Z The first she refers to as ‘ikonic’ the second as ‘symbolic’. See especially Young 1997, 161-213: ‘Ikonic
exegesis, | suggest, implies some kind of genuine representation, by contrast with symbolic exegesis where
the symbols are signs and tokens,” p. 184.

2% Other important studies of Chrysostom’s exegesis include Amirav 2003 and Mitchell 2000.

72



Preaching and Christianization

than a religion in the social world of antiquity.’** This chapter will investigate further this
scholastic dimension of preaching, though we will begin to see here and more fully in
subsequent chapters, that there were ways in which it was very unlike a school as well.

David Rylaarsdam’s recent monograph also demonstrated the importance of
classical education as a context for understanding Chrysostom’s preaching. Rylaarsdam
persuasively argues for the concept of adaptability as being central to both Chrysostom’s
theology and pedagogy. Just as God adapts himself by various means to weak and finite
humans in order to draw them back to himself, so Chrysostom as a teacher employs the
same techniques of adaptability in his efforts to lead his congregation closer to God. This
concept of adaptability is one that Rylaarsdam discovers also to be key throughout much
of classical paideia. Rhetoricians emphasised the importance of adapting one’s speech to
the needs and capacities of a varied audience, a theme taken up by philosophers in their
efforts to lead people to the truth.?® In his final chapter, considering Chrysostom’s
homiletic technique, Rylaarsdam discusses two core components of his preaching which
display in practice his pedagogical use of adaptability, and which can be paralleled in
earlier rhetoricians and philosophers: namely, creating images for his audience to behold in
their minds, and varying his content, ethical standards and tone to suit the audience and the
occasion, that they can all make progress in the Christian life.?° Some of his arguments we
will consider in greater detail below, but in general the approach of all these studies of
setting preaching within the context of classical teaching is one that this chapter seeks to
pursue and develop further.

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. First, we will make the case that
Chrysostom’s exegetical homilies are better understood as records of an essentially

scholastic activity, rather than as works of oratory. Building on the connections the above

4 Young 1997, 244.
% Rylaarsdam 2014, 18-22.
%6 Rylaarsdam 2014, 228-82.
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studies have already made between Christian preaching and the classroom, we will explore
the extent to which Chrysostom’s activity as preacher reflected the activity of teachers in a
variety of educational settings. This is done particularly through reflections on the
curriculum Chrysostom followed and the typical structure of the exegetical sermon: in
both regards it will be seen that how he undertook the activity of preaching to a large
degree mirrored how d1ddckaiot in the classroom undertook their teaching.27

Having then further established the importance of schoolroom teaching as a context
within which to understand Chrysostom’s preaching, in the second part of the chapter we
turn to consider what implications this has for reconstructing the relationship between
Chrysostom and his congregations. It will be seen that teachers in antiquity typically had a
reputation for being hard taskmasters, and this is in many ways reflected in Chrysostom’s
own approach of critiquing his congregations in often harsh terms. Similarly, the
concluding exhortations of his sermons often make use of the genres of protreptic and
diatribe, genres used by both popular philosophical preachers as well as in more informal
classroom lectures: for both of these genres harsh and strident language was an essential
feature. In each of these ways, then, we can begin to understand his use of condemnatory
language through situating it within the historical context of classical pedagogy. That said,
in this chapter we will only begin to explain this quality of his preaching. It will become
increasingly clear that arousing fear in his congregation seems to be an important part of
Chrysostom’s homiletic technique, and this will require further explanation than the

pedagogical context alone can provide.

2 1t is worth mentioning that Jewish rabbis were engaged in a similar activity of preaching and expounding
texts. Whilst they certainly influenced the practice of early Christians, it is unclear how much influence they
exercised on Christians in the fourth century. In any case, parallels with them will be considered in Chapter
6.
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THE SERMON AND THE SCHOOL

The Curriculum

Literary study formed a central part of a child’s education in late antiquity.?® Typically, he
would begin around the age of 7 or 8 with basic literacy and numeracy in the school of the
grammarian.?® From here, at around 11 or 12, they would then move on to the so-called
gyxokhiog maideio, the ‘liberal arts’, consisting traditionally of grammar, rhetoric, dialectic,
arithmetic, music, geometry and astronomy.*® The three literary branches, however, were
held in higher esteem, so much so that by the time of late antiquity the sciences appear to
have dropped off the curriculum altogether, to be pursued only in specialist schools later in
life.** The main focus of the grammarian’s classes was to provide his students with a
thorough knowledge of the classics, particularly Homer, Euripides, Menander and
Demosthenes, although at this stage these works were often taught only through selected
excerpts.®® At around age 15 they could begin more specialist study, with most attending
the school of the rhetorician: here, through practice exercises and further study of the
classics, the ultimate goal was the production of their own rhetorical compositions.** Many
attended also the school of a philosopher, which by late antiquity was also focussed on the

explication of texts, this time key philosophical works: in the Neoplatonist schools of late

%8 Marrou 1956 remains a key reference work for the subject. See also Bonner 1977; Clarke 1971; Morgan
1998; Cribiore 2001, 2007; and most recently Bloomer (ed.), 2015.

2 Marrou 1956, 142-59; Watts 2012, 469. See also Kaster 1988 for the place of the grammarian in wider
society in late antiquity.

% Marrou 1956, 176-7; Clarke 1971, 2, 11-54; Morgan 1998, 33-9.

31 Marrou 1956, 183: “In the end literature practically eliminated mathematics from the secondary-school
syllabus.’

%2 Marrou 1956, 161-4; Morgan 1998, 100-19.

% Marrou 1956, 194-205, 284-7; Clarke 1971, 28-45.
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antiquity, a set course of twelve of Plato’s dialogues was prescribed.** There was no
requirement to choose either the rhetorician or the philosopher: Socrates informs us that
Chrysostom studied rhetoric under Libanius and attended the lectures of the otherwise
unknown philosopher Andragathius.*

Like teaching in other contexts, Christian preaching, and the Jewish preaching out
of which it originally developed, was at its heart an exposition of the tradition’s key texts.
Furthermore, what survives of Chrysostom’s sermons would suggest that he focussed on
the exposition of a smaller canon of texts within the Bible, in a similar way to a rhetorician
or philosopher expounding only those works considered the most important. The vast
majority of the exegetical sermons which survive do so in series working sequentially
through particular books of scripture. These series are not entirely dissimilar to the series
of lectures commenting on philosophical texts, with the exception that in the lectures there
is no concluding moral exhortation.*® Although we cannot conclude too much from only
what has managed to survive the later textual tradition, nonetheless Chrysostom’s
surviving series do appear to represent something of a key curriculum of scriptural texts.
There are two series on Genesis, containing key passages on the Creation, the Fall and the
patriarchs of Israel; two on the Gospels, narrating the incarnation, teaching, passion and
resurrection of Jesus Christ; one on the Acts of the Apostles, detailing the foundations of

the Church; and a complete set of series on the Pauline epistles, the apostle Paul being, in

* 1t is unclear to what extent this curriculum was followed in practice, although there is a striking
resemblance between the texts prescribed and those which have surviving commentaries. Lamberton 2001,
442-5, 452-3. For the development of exegesis as a core component of philosophical teaching, see Hadot
1987b; Sedley 1989; Hoffmann 2006.

% Socr. h.e. 6.3.1. Unlike other Church Fathers such as Gregory of Nazianzus, who travelled around the
eastern Mediterranean until nearly 30 in pursuit of further study (McGuckin 2001, 35-83), Chrysostom did
not stay with these teachers for long: according to Palladius at the age of 18 he ‘rebelled against the sophist
of the empty words’ (dpnviacev 10D cogiotod tdv Ae€vdpimv, Pall. V. Chrys. 5.6-7. — on the genitive
singular reading, see Malingrey’s note in his edition), attaching himself instead to the deposed bishop
Meletius. See Kelly 1995, 5-8, 16. Less popular options included the schools of law and medicine. Marrou
1956, 186-93, 289-91; Clarke 1971, 109-18.

% E.g. Westerink 1976-7.
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Chrysostom’s view, the ‘teacher of the world’ (6 Sdokalog Tig oikovpévnc).” These
texts seem to have formed for Chrysostom something of a core curriculum to teach the key
doctrines of the Christian philosophy. Whether such a curriculum was his own or another’s
creation is impossible to determine, given the relative paucity of surviving sermons from
preachers before Chrysostom.

This argument does depend, however, on these sermon series reflecting series
which were actually preached as such. Recent scholarship has argued the contrary, that
these series were only put together for publication. *® These arguments are not as
compelling or as conclusive as has been suggested, but to explain fully the reasons for
maintaining that they do reflect actual sermon series which were preached would be too
much of a distraction from the main arguments of this chapter, and so they have been set
out in an appendix at the end of the thesis.

Before beginning their series of expositions of one of the key texts of the
curriculum, teachers would discuss some preliminary questions, by way of introduction to
the text. A number of introductions survive, often entitled simply as something like o po
¢ (ovv)dvayvdoeng Thc Iolrelog (literally, ‘the things before the reading together of
the Republic’).*® Porphyry’s Isagoge, his introduction to Aristotle’s Categories would be a
classic example of such a work, but we also have a number of other introductions on a
range of texts from Homer and Vergil, through Demosthenes and Thucydides, to Plato and
Aristotle.*® From Origen onwards we also have introductions to books of the Christian
scriptures, and many of Chrysostom’s sermon series too are preceded by such introductory

texts.** His introductions can take one of the following forms: a separate hypothesis which

%7 See for a selection of references Mitchell 2000, 75.

% Allen and Mayer 1994, 1995a, 1995b.

% Mansfeld 1994, 7.

“* Mansfeld 1994, 1-9, Van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, and Heath 2004, 242-3.

*! The only New Testament series not to contain any form of introduction is that on 1 Thessalonians.
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is homiletic in form;** a separate hypothesis which is not homiletic in form;* or a brief
introduction within the first sermon before the exegesis begins.* Questions have been
raised concerning the authenticity of these texts, but that at least some of these
introductions were actually preached — rather than being a later editorial addition — is
suggested by the introduction to John’s Gospel, which makes reference to the ‘next
service’ (tfig ovvd&eme Thg pelhovong), and in the second sermon he continues where he
left off.*°

The form that these introductions took differed depending on the context. Some
consist of nothing more than a summary of the contents.*® Marcellinus in around the sixth
century considered biography the most important way of introducing a text: ‘One must
first speak of the man’s family and life: for right-minded men must examine these things
before his words.”*” Alongside a re-telling of the story, hypotheses to tragedies and
comedies often included background information to the characters and plot, and less
frequently comparisons with how the three main tragedians treat the same tale, details on
the performance of the play, and historical data regarding its original production.*®
According to Jaap Mansfeld, Neoplatonist hypotheses considered seven principal
questions: (1) the theme, aim or purpose of the work; (2) its place within the sequence of

texts to be read; (3) its usefulness; (4) the reason for its title; (5) its authenticity; (6) its

%2 E.g. the first homilies in the series on Matthew, John, Romans and Philippians and 2 Thessalonians. These
texts are sermon length, move into an ethical section towards the end and close with the customary doxology.
*3 E.g. the hypotheses to the series on 1 Corinthians, Ephesians, 1 Timothy, Philemon and Hebrews. These
introductions are relatively short and lack a concluding prayer or doxology.

* E.g. the first sermons on Acts, 2 Corinthians, Colossians, 2 Timothy and Titus.

*® Chrys. In loh. hom. 1, PG 59.28.3-4. (see also 28.40-1). The Morel edition (1636-1642) labelled the first
sermon as the hypothesis, and began numeration from the following sermon. The main cause for concern
appears to have been the lack of exegesis, which is not sufficient reason to doubt its authenticity as a
preached sermon: see the note by Montfaucon in the preface to his edition (81.1). See also Allen 2013, pp.
xv-xvi,for the status of the argumentum as the first sermon of the series on Philippians. On the authenticity
of Chrysostom’s hypotheses, see Bady 2010, 154.

“® See, e.g., Van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, 53-84, for a survey of introductions to Homer and Callimachus.
T Gvaykotov 88 TpdTov elmely 10D GvSpdC Kkai TO Yévoc kai Tov Plov: mpd yap dv Adyov tadta EEeTacTtéov
1015 Ppovodot kaddc. Marcellin. Vit. Thuc. 1. Cited by Heath 2004, 243. On the role of biography in
introductions to texts, see also Mansfeld 1994, 54-5, 108-13, 179-91.

*8 For a detailed survey, see Van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, 1-52.
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division into chapters; and (7) with which part of philosophy the work was concerned.*
Apart from the final two, each of these questions is considered at some point by
Chrysostom in his New Testament hypotheses;>® but he is most consistently interested in
setting forth the theme or purpose of the work, which is often tied up with a bios of the
author and what Mansfeld refers to as the mise en scene, the setting and background to the
text.”! Therefore, we cannot say definitively that Chrysostom was employing an isagogical
scheme in use in any one particular school context, but the broader practice of discussing
some preliminary questions followed by a series of expositions working sequentially

through key books of scripture, is a practice that has clear scholastic parallels.

The Structure of the Sermon

As we have seen, the central feature of many a classroom was the exegesis of a classic
text. Some of this was perhaps done by the students themselves: Epictetus, for instance, in
a passage referred to above, tells his students to ‘not only expound the books’ (un uévov
&Enyod ta Ppric) but produce their own as evidence of their progress.®? In any case, most
of the exegesis was carried out by the teacher himself: it is to him that the students have
come principally to listen, as demonstrated by Thaumasius’ irritation at Porphyry’s
continued interruptions during one of Plotinus’ classes. He wanted to hear the teacher get
on with lecturing ‘on books’ (gig Bifiic) rather than answering Porphyry’s incessant

questions.>® In the early fifth century, Proclus became dissatisfied with his teachers

“ Mansfeld 1994, 10-1. See also Hadot 1987a, 101.

% The chronology of Paul’s letters (2): e.g. Chrys. In Rom. hom. 1.426C-427D and In Col. hom. 1.322B-
323B. The usefulness of the text (3): e.g. In Philmn. hom. arg. 772C-774B. The reason for the title ‘Gospel’
(4): In Matt. hom. 1.4A-5A. Authenticity in relation to the differences between the Gospel narratives (5): In
Matt. hom. 1.5B-6B.

> Mansfeld 1994, 12.

%2 Epict. 1.4.15, with Hijmans 1959, 45.

%% Porph. Plot. 13. My interpretation of this passage follows that of Lim 1993.
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because ‘he felt that they were not being faithful in their exegesis to the philosopher’s
intention.”®* For grammarians and rhetoricians too, ‘guided reading of the classics was an
important part’ of the classroom activity. > Indeed, Quintilian stated the grammarian’s
principal tasks being the ‘knowledge of speaking correctly’ (recte loquendi scientiam) and
the ‘explication of the poets’ (poetarum enarrationem).”® Some of the lectures that these
teachers provided have been preserved in the form of scholia or commentaries, such as

. : 7
Servius’ commentary on  Vergil, >’ Menander’s on Demosthenes %8

or the many
Neoplatonist commentaries taken down dano ewvfic, literally ‘from the voice’ of the
philosopher.>®

The most detailed account of the theory of exegesis was set out principally by
Quintilian, with reference primarily to the grammatical and rhetorical schools.®® A text was
studied under two main headings: 16 peboducdv and 10 ictopikdv. The former concerned
lexical analysis, and began with 5i16pfwoic (roughly equivalent to our concept of textual
criticism) and avdyvwoig (the correct enunciation and expression of the text), both relating
to the establishment of the correct text. From here followed the é&iynoig proper of the text,
involving the explanation of difficult words, tracing etymologies and paying attention to
style and use of rhetorical devices — the latter being particularly important for preparing
students for creating their own rhetorical compositions. Exegesis continued by paying

attention to 10 iotopikdv, not ‘history’ in the modern sense of historicity, but rather an

explanation of background details alluded to in the text, be they myths, legends or

> ¥8oEev adtd odKéT GElwe TS Tod Prhocdpov Stavolac pépeadar v Toig &Enyioestv. Marin. Procl. 10.

> Heath 2004, 239-44.

*® Quint. Inst. 1.4.2. Cf. Kaster 1988, 11.

*’ See Kaster 1988, 169-97.

%8 See Heath 2004.

%% On the use of this phrase, see Richard 1950.

8 Quint. Inst. 1.4-9. For this paragraph see Young 1997, 76-81 and the bibliographic references in her
footnotes.
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historical events.®® Finally, literary criticism was, in the words of Young, ‘audience-
oriented’, looking for the effect the text had on its audience, particularly the moral lessons
that the text was supposed to have conveyed: ‘Literature was expected to be morally
edificatory, and the exercise of moral judgement, or krisis, became an important aspect of
the school tradition.”®

As Young has already amply demonstrated, this way of reading and interpreting
texts is fundamental to all patristic exegesis. However, as Young notes almost in passing,
Chrysostom ‘tends not to burden his congregation with too much methodike,” focussing
instead more on 10 ictopucdv in order to discern in the narrative of the text as a whole the
moral lesson for his congregation.®® This is in stark contrast to the grammarians and
rhetoricians of late antiquity, who in practice seem often more interested in 10 pebodikdv.
Robert Kaster notes that in Servius’ commentary on the Aeneid, two thirds of the
comments concern points of language, concluding that this ‘disproportion is a sign of the
emphasis that late-antique grammatici placed on linguistic instruction.”® Similarly, Heath
concludes in his study of the fragments of the rhetorician Menander’s commentary on
Demosthenes, that he ‘apparently believed that his analyses would be of practical value to
contemporary students seeking to master the techniques of persuasion for themselves.’®®
For both, the focus of exposition was to draw attention to the author’s use of language and
style.

By contrast, Chrysostom’s lack of interest in 0 peBodikév is something which
should be stressed further. He pays little, if any, attention to issues of textual criticism, the

correct enunciation of the text or discussions of interesting etymologies. He has no interest

® Young 1997, 80: To historikon involved the investigation of the ‘story’ presented in the text being
studied.’

%2 young 1997, 81.

% Young 1989, 192.

* Kaster 1988, 170.

% Heath 2004, 213,
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in producing budding orators in his congregation. Such details are irrelevant to his task as
preacher, and this is a point which deserves underlining. Young helpfully illustrates how
Chrysostom’s way of using texts is drawn from the rhetorical schools; however, the fact
that he does not do many of the things which a grammaticus or rhetor would do with a
text, and indeed has a very different focus, demonstrates that he should not be seen simply
as a teacher with the canon of scripture replacing the canon of classical literature. This
reminds us that, whilst parallels with the school are instructive, they are nonetheless only
partial, as subsequent chapters will explore.

That said, one particularly important way in which Young demonstrates how
instructive the school context can be is in the concept of mimesis, a central concept of
ancient literary criticism.® Literature was understood to be mimetic of reality: ‘the artist’s
product, the miméma, could not come into existence without a corresponding object
outside, on which it depends for its structure and characteristics.”®” In turn, it itself
presented examples to be imitated, be it of rhetorical style or ethical behaviour: Aristotle
argued that people ‘learn by imitation first and foremost.”®® This explains why Chrysostom
places so much emphasis on drawing moral lessons out of the text: as we saw above, this
was, to some extent, what the text was for. In one of his eulogies on Paul, he urges the
audience ‘not only to admire, but also to imitate this archetype of virtue.”® In the
exhortation to a sermon on Philippians, he explains that ‘there are countless images in the
scriptures of virtuous lives’, which they are urged to follow.® Just before this he tells them

to pay no attention to their own teacher, but rather to Jesus and his teachings: ‘From there

% The scholarship on mimesis is large and this is of necessity a brief and summary treatment. For
Chrysostom, see especially Young 1997, 248-57; Mitchell 2000, 49-55 and passim; Rylaarsdam 2014, 231-
69. More generally, see e.g. Russell 1981, 99-113; Castelli 1991; Whitmarsh 2001, 41-89; Hunter 2009, 107-
27.

®" Russell 1981, 99.

%8 10 podfoeic mosiron S1d ppiosng tag Tpdrac, Arist. Po. 1448B.

% Kot dpdic mapakodd pn Oavpdiew pévov, Gl kol ppsicOon 10 dpyéromov todto Tig dpetiic. Chrys. De
laud. Paul. hom. 2.10

" Muplou eiotv eicdveg &v Taic ypagais kelpevon Plov évapétav. In Phil. hom. 13.294C.
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take your model; you have the best image; bring yourself into harmony with that.”"* For
Chrysostom, then, as for many other teachers in antiquity, both the teachings and
characters of texts were models to imitate.

The mimetic quality of literature also influences Chrysostom’s style of exegesis.
Despite his evident desire to draw out the moral lesson from the text, in the exegetical
parts of his sermons he rarely addresses his audience directly. The main exception to this is
when he instructs the congregation to look at what the author or the characters are saying
or doing: ‘do you see him giving before he receives?’ he asks his congregation of Paul
who has offered a prayer for Philemon before making his request concerning the slave
Onesimus.”® The text is being displayed for the congregation to look at: it is there for them
to see, and they have no need of the moral being explicitly drawn out. Young argues that
‘the empathy of Chrysostom the pastor with Paul the pastor produces a creative but non-
explicit interplay between the two different audiences who, by implication, share the same
shortcomings. So there is an entirely unconscious “hermeneutic of retrieval”.” "

It is a creative interplay indeed, and Chrysostom is a master dramatist in bringing
the text to life on the stage, as it were, before his congregation. In commenting on Paul’s
epistles, for example, he may engage Paul directly in conversation, asking questions to
elucidate his meaning: ‘What are you saying? You establi