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   Trans­la­tor’s Pref­ace to Vols. 1 & 2



A strange sight was wit­nessed on the USSR Cen­tral TV on No­vem­ber 6, 1989: a deep-voiced,
sil­ver-haired priest of dig­ni­fied ap­pear­ance ad­dressed view­ers in a pro­gram called “Eter­nal
Ques­tions.” Such an event was un­prece­dented at the time, both for the So­viet au­di­ence and
the state-run tele­vi­sion alike. So much so that his ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ti­tle—arch­priest—was
mis­spelled. What the au­di­ence could not have known at the time is that the speaker had
been ex­plic­itly for­bid­den to use the word “God” in his 10-minute TV ap­pear­ance.
He spoke about a per­son’s in­ner world, the mean­ing of life, and eter­nal val­ues.
This first homily on the So­viet Cen­tral tele­vi­sion can still be stud­ied as a model of
Chris­tian kerygma, of how to ex­press a man’s pro­found long­ing for higher mean­ing,
some­thing the priest has mas­ter­fully ac­com­plished. The priest’s name was Fr. Alexan­der
Men.

 
   When re­li­gious free­dom fi­nally ar­rived in the So­viet Union, Fr. Alexan­der be­came a pub­lic
fig­ure, rec­og­niz­able in ev­ery house­hold through­out the USSR. Over the next two years, he
de­liv­ered around 200 pub­lic lec­tures, speak­ing at Houses of Cul­ture, uni­ver­si­ties, pub­lic
schools, and even in sta­di­ums. With his wide breadth of knowl­edge, he was able to get his
mes­sage across to a broad au­di­ence of the So­viet peo­ple who were thirst­ing to hear the
Good News, which had been largely out of their reach dur­ing their re­cent past
dom­i­nated by Com­mu­nist ide­ol­ogy. Still, the main au­di­ence in Fr. Men’s thirty years of
priestly min­istry was the So­viet in­tel­li­gentsia—peo­ple of sci­ence, ed­u­ca­tion, and
cul­ture.

 
   On the early morn­ing of Sun­day, Sep­tem­ber 9, 1990, Fr. Alexan­der was on his way to
Di­vine Liturgy when he was ap­proached by a stranger. The stranger handed him a writ­ten
note. (It is still a com­mon prac­tice in Rus­sia to con­vey most in­ti­mate re­quests to a priest via a
note.) Fr. Men put on his glasses, un­folded the pa­per and be­gan to read. Sud­denly, he was
struck on his head with an axe by a sec­ond stranger from be­hind. Bleed­ing, he slowly
con­tin­ued on his way to church. “Who did this to you, Fa­ther Alexan­der?” asked a
woman who came upon the blood­ied priest. “No, it was no one. Just me.” He turned
around and be­gan walk­ing back; as he reached the wicket gate of his house, he
col­lapsed. His mur­der, un­solved to this day, sent shock waves across the whole
coun­try.

 
   Alexan­der was born in Mos­cow in 1935 to sec­u­lar, well-ed­u­cated Jew­ish par­ents. His
mother raised Alexan­der as an Or­tho­dox Chris­tian, af­ter she had con­verted to Chris­tian­ity
and re­ceived bap­tism on the same day as her 6-month old son. It was the time of what
be­came known as “the god­less 5-year plan,” dur­ing which the So­viet au­thor­i­ties re­solved to
erase any men­tion of God. The anti-re­li­gious cam­paign was in full swing; even the cal­en­dar
was trans­formed from a nor­mal 7-day week into a 6-day week to make Sun­days, along with
re­li­gious hol­i­days, fall onto work days. Dur­ing that time, sim­ply to be­lieve was an act of
brav­ery, and, since 1920s, a large por­tion of the re­main­ing Rus­sian Or­tho­dox Church had
gone un­der­ground in or­der to pre­serve their faith. From the early days and through­out his
life, Alexan­der, through his men­tors, stayed con­nected to the spir­i­tual her­itage
of that part of the pre-Rev­o­lu­tion Rus­sian Or­tho­dox Church best em­bod­ied by
men such as the priest-saints Alex­ius and Sergius Mechevs and St. Nec­tar­ios of
Optina. Al­ready at the age of 12, young Alexan­der pur­posed in his heart to be­come a
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
priest.

 
   In 1953, the year of Stalin’s death, Men, who was fond of bi­ol­ogy, be­gan his uni­ver­sity
stud­ies in the Mos­cow Fur-and-Down In­sti­tute. The In­sti­tute was trans­ferred to the city of
Irkutsk in Siberia in 1955. In 1958, when Alexan­der was set to grad­u­ate, he was ex­pelled
with­out a de­gree from the In­sti­tute be­cause of his re­li­gious be­liefs. The com­bi­na­tion of
Alexan­der’s out­stand­ing in­tel­lect, su­perb so­cial skills, and deep Chris­tian faith was a bête
noire for the So­viet sys­tem. Yet God’s hand was on the life of the fu­ture “apos­tle to the So­viet
in­tel­li­gentsia”: one month af­ter he was ex­pelled, Alexan­der was or­dained a dea­con; two years
later, he grad­u­ated from the Leningrad The­o­log­i­cal Sem­i­nary and was or­dained a priest. In
1965, Fr. Alexan­der com­pleted his stud­ies in Mos­cow The­o­log­i­cal Acad­emy, done mostly
through in­de­pen­dent study, some­thing he con­tin­ued to pur­sue all his life, to his last
day.

 
   To put Men’s writ­ings into con­text, we must un­der­stand what mo­ti­vated him to be­come a
voice for Chris­tian­ity to his own peo­ple. The So­viet cul­ture was cat­e­gor­i­cally anti-re­li­gious,
view­ing any type of faith as its ide­o­log­i­cal ad­ver­sary. All ed­u­ca­tional and so­cial
in­sti­tu­tions up­held and co­er­cively in­doc­tri­nated the ma­te­ri­al­is­tic creed that “sci­ence had
proven that there was no God.” Ma­te­ri­al­ism and athe­ism reigned un­con­tested in all
quar­ters of so­ci­ety; any pub­lic men­tion of God, other than in a deroga­tory way, was
con­sid­ered scan­dalous. In the face of these uni­ver­sal anti-re­li­gious sen­ti­ments, there was
Alexan­der Men, with his deep con­vic­tions, in­ner strength, wide eru­di­tion, and his
un­wa­ver­ing be­lief in the power of Christ’s eter­nal mes­sage to reach his ide­ol­ogy-laden
con­tem­po­raries.

 
   Al­ready as a col­lege stu­dent, when Alexan­der had to take the State Ex­am­i­na­tions
on po­lit­i­cal econ­omy and Marx­ism-Lenin­ism, he demon­strated his eru­di­tion and
knowl­edge of these top­ics but re­fused to kow­tow to the preva­lent views or hide his
Chris­tian con­vic­tions. Need­less to say, he had to suf­fer the con­se­quences, but,
prov­i­den­tially, his ex­pul­sion from the uni­ver­sity so­lid­i­fied his path to priest­hood and the
life of min­istry. Dur­ing the 1960s, priests were lim­ited to “church con­fines” with
any ac­tiv­ity out­side the church walls strictly for­bid­den and all the hap­pen­ings
in­side be­ing closely mon­i­tored by the state se­cu­rity agents. The main fo­cus of Fr.
Alexan­der Men was to reach peo­ple with the mes­sage of Christ, for which he con­stantly
sought new and cre­ative ways. Fr. Alexan­der’s schol­ar­ship is marked by a deep
un­der­stand­ing of the Chris­tian mes­sage and how to con­vey this mes­sage to his main
au­di­ence—peo­ple ed­u­cated in the athe­is­tic So­viet sys­tem. Be­cause he could not pub­lish in
his home coun­try, all his ma­jor writ­ings were first pub­lished un­der a pseu­do­nym
abroad.

 
   The breadth of Men’s views is some­times con­fused with him be­ing in­dis­crim­i­nate or
in­suf­fi­ciently Or­tho­dox in his con­vic­tions. How­ever, Fr. Alexan­der’s liv­ing out the words of St.
Paul, “I have be­come all these things to all, so that by all means I might save some” (1 Cor
9:22), points to the true source of his breadth. His nu­mer­ous spir­i­tual chil­dren and mil­lions
who have been reached with the pro­found mes­sage of Chris­tian­ity re­main a liv­ing legacy to
his labors. Fur­ther­more, the lead­ing hi­er­ar­chs in the Rus­sian Church, men such as
Met­ro­pol­i­tan An­thony of Sourezh and Pa­tri­arch Kir­ill, highly praised Fr. Men’s works and his
char­ac­ter as a priest.

 
   Fr. Alexan­der’s own voice in his de­fense can be heard in his re­sponse to an anony­mous
crit­i­cal let­ter by an­other priest. This re­sponse, given as an Ap­pen­dix to Vol. 1, show­cases Fr.
Men’s schol­arly ap­proach to bib­li­cal stud­ies and out­lines his way of think­ing by
demon­strat­ing that his ap­proach does not con­sti­tute a nov­elty in the Church but, rather,
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ex­tends the work of an­cient Church Fa­thers in gen­eral and, in par­tic­u­lar, the tra­di­tion of
schol­ar­ship ex­hib­ited at the hey­day of the Rus­sian Church prior to the Bol­she­vik
Rev­o­lu­tion (and later con­tin­ued by the Rus­sian em­i­gra­tion, e.g., in St. Sergius
In­sti­tute in Paris). Fr. Men’s works do not pro­duce fi­nal an­swers to many of the
ques­tions be­ing posed; he only ex­em­pli­fies how to boldly en­gage the world with the
goal of “un­pack­ing” Chris­tian­ity as a sanc­ti­fy­ing force trans­form­ing hu­man­ity—an
ef­fort that re­quires prayer­ful and dili­gent work of to­day’s Chris­tians. As such, Fr.
Alexan­der Men was re­al­iz­ing Fr. George Florovsky’s fa­mous the­sis of “for­ward, to the
Fa­thers!”

 
   The first vol­ume of His­tory of Re­li­gion: In Search of the Way, the Truth, and the Life, is a
con­densed ver­sion of Men’s mag­num opus un­der the same ti­tle, which con­sists of seven
vol­umes. Men’s orig­i­nal work was more aca­demic in na­ture even though it was writ­ten for the
broad So­viet au­di­ence in mind. Fr. Alexan­der al­ways prized a broad ed­u­ca­tion and had
plans to pub­lish a more ac­ces­si­ble ver­sion of his His­tory of Re­li­gion. His un­timely
death stood in the way of his plans; this work was con­tin­ued by his friends and
fam­ily who con­densed each of the seven vol­umes into the seven chap­ters of Vol­ume
1.

 
   The sec­ond vol­ume, The Paths of Chris­tian­ity, this book, pro­vides a dar­ing over­view
of the his­tory of the Church in the first mil­len­nium, end­ing with the Bap­tism of
Rus­sia. In it, Fr. Men presents the his­tory of the Good News spread­ing and tak­ing
root in me­dieval cul­tures. He does so with­out gloss­ing over the more con­tro­ver­sial
as­pects of Church his­tory, adopt­ing, so to speak, the van­tage point of the Heav­enly
City of St. Au­gus­tine. The sec­ond vol­ume is based on Fr. Alexan­der’s (in­com­plete)
book The First Apos­tles (Chap­ter 1) and his notes on the his­tory of the Church
(Chap­ters 2 and 3) that he first pre­pared when he was still a young man, around the
age of twenty. Sim­i­lar to the first vol­ume, this book ac­quired its fi­nal shape at
the hands of Fr. Alexan­der’s friends who con­tin­ued his work posthu­mously. As
text­books, both vol­umes are con­ceived to be ac­ces­si­ble to en­try-level un­der­grad­u­ate
stu­dents.

 
   As the trans­la­tor, I felt that there was a con­sid­er­able value in in­cor­po­rat­ing
ref­er­ences to all the ci­ta­tions and ex­pand­ing foot­notes found in the orig­i­nal seven
vol­umes and Men’s The First Apos­tles (but not avail­able in the Rus­sian edi­tion of these
text­books). At times, when Fr. Alexan­der was para­phras­ing rather than di­rectly
quot­ing his sources, a pref­er­ence was given in this trans­la­tion to quot­ing the orig­i­nal,
in­di­cat­ing with square brack­ets and el­lipses when­ever the text was mod­i­fied in some
way. An in­dex was also in­cluded to help those who want to use these books as a
ref­er­ence.

 
   Since Fr. Alexan­der was a bib­li­cal scholar him­self, who knew bib­li­cal lan­guages and
trans­lated cer­tain bib­li­cal pas­sages di­rectly from the orig­i­nal, none of the quo­ta­tions of the
Bible fol­low a par­tic­u­lar Eng­lish trans­la­tion un­less ex­plic­itly stated oth­er­wise.

 
   Fr. Alexan­der placed much im­por­tance on vi­su­als to reach the au­di­ence with his mes­sage.
Most of the il­lus­tra­tions found in these two vol­umes fol­low the Rus­sian edi­tion, but, in some
cases, they have been re­placed with the­mat­i­cally suit­able al­ter­na­tives. The orig­i­nal dat­ing of
some il­lus­tra­tions and ar­ti­facts has been changed to re­flect the more re­cent sources for
dat­ing.

 
   Like the Rus­sian ver­sion, each of the two vol­umes has a sec­tion with sug­gested Fur­ther
Read­ing. When­ever a sug­gested book was not avail­able in Eng­lish, this trans­la­tion of­fers an
al­ter­na­tive read­ing cov­er­ing the same area. How­ever, a more glar­ing gap ex­ists in the read­ing
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
list for the sec­ond vol­ume, The Paths of Chris­tian­ity, which, in its Rus­sian ver­sion, in­cludes
the works of many ex­cel­lent church his­to­ri­ans of the pre-Rev­o­lu­tion era and the first half of
the 20th cen­tury (e.g., Vasily Bolo­tov and An­ton Kar­ta­shev), ex­perts in East­ern
Church pa­tris­tics (e.g., Archim. Cyprian Kern), and So­viet re­searchers of Byzan­tium
(en­cy­clo­pe­dias on Byzan­tine cul­ture and writ­ings)—the sources avail­able only in Rus­sian
to­day.

 
   On a per­sonal note, as the trans­la­tor, I have come to ap­pre­ci­ate Fr. Men’s works in my
own spir­i­tual jour­ney. My hope, as well as the mo­ti­va­tion for tak­ing on this task of
trans­la­tion, has been that these books will pro­vide some wis­dom and guid­ance in how to
bet­ter nav­i­gate, rec­on­cile, and in­te­grate the deep spir­i­tual her­itage of hu­man­ity
and of the Church with many of the chal­lenges that face the mod­ern world and
so­ci­ety.

 
   I want to ac­knowl­edge the help of many friends and fam­ily who con­trib­uted to im­prov­ing
this trans­la­tion. Samuel Carthin­hour, Way­mon Lowie, and Maury Tigner spent count­less
hours por­ing over and im­prov­ing my at times rugged trans­la­tion. Holly Dzikovski, Matthew
An­dorf, and Gre­gory Fe­dor­chak made many use­ful re­marks on Vol­ume 1. I am in­debted to
Hugh and Ar­lene Ba­har for many ex­cel­lent sug­ges­tions on how to im­prove both Vol­umes 1
and 2. Fi­nally, this work would not have been pos­si­ble with­out the con­tin­ued love and
sup­port of my en­tire fam­ily: my wife Na­talie, and sons Samuel, Alexan­der, and Matthew.
When­ever any of the text reads flu­idly, spe­cial thanks go to Na­talie, whose grace­ful touch has
en­livened not only this trans­la­tion but im­bues ev­ery day of my life with mean­ing and
color.
   
 

                                                                                                

 Ivan Bazarov

May, 2021
 


                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   


Chap­ter 1
Spread­ing the Good News



   1.1    In the Power of the Spirit

Jerusalem, 30–35

 


   
 

   1.1.1    Pro­logue

Velleius Pa­ter­cu­lus, a sea­soned vet­eran and a con­fi­dant of Tiberius, was sit­ting in his li­brary,
fin­ish­ing writ­ing a book on the his­tory of Rome. In that book, he ex­am­ined the paths that had
led the city on the seven hills—through wars and rev­o­lu­tions—to the po­si­tion of a world
power. Velleius lav­ished praise on Au­gus­tus and his suc­ces­sor for re­viv­ing “the old
tra­di­tion[s]” by strength­en­ing the rule of law and bring­ing glory to Rome for cen­turies to
come.[1] The his­to­rian was con­vinced that the most im­por­tant events in peo­ple’s lives were
de­cided on the bat­tle­fields and in the of­fices of politi­cians. It never oc­curred to him, as he
was writ­ing the fi­nal lines of his book, that some­thing new was be­ing cre­ated far away in
Jerusalem. And by whom? By a hand­ful of trades­men and fish­er­men from Lake
Tiberias!

 
   Those fish­er­men and trades­men were not taken se­ri­ously even there in that strange
east­ern city lo­cated on the out­skirts of the em­pire. The ex­e­cu­tion of their Mas­ter that had
taken place a month prior ap­peared to have put an end to yet an­other mes­sianic move­ment.
The High Priest Joseph Ca­iaphas re­mained un­ruf­fled in the face of in­cred­u­lous ru­mors
that were cir­cu­lat­ing through­out Jerusalem at the time: what else to ex­pect from
the su­per­sti­tious crowd. Pon­tius Pi­late re­turned to Cae­sarea im­me­di­ately af­ter
Passover and im­mersed him­self in work; he had enough wor­ries and con­cerns on
his hands, and the in­ci­dent with the “King of the Jews” quickly faded from his
mem­ory.

 
   Mean­while, the quar­ter in the east­ern part of the city where Pe­ter and the dis­ci­ples set­tled
with their friends, rel­a­tives, and new mem­bers of this re­li­gious com­mu­nity, had its
own spe­cial ex­is­tence. They lived as a big fam­ily with “one heart and soul” (Acts
4:32).

 
   Ac­cord­ing to the Book of Acts, about one hun­dred and twenty Galileans ar­rived in
Jerusalem. It is pos­si­ble that their num­ber was even larger, but tra­di­tion­ally 120 was
con­sid­ered a min­i­mum for cre­at­ing a sep­a­rate com­mu­nity.[2] In Pales­tine and be­yond,
there were many such broth­er­hoods, or Haburot (as­so­ci­a­tions), gath­er­ing to­gether
for prayer meals. The ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal and civil au­thor­i­ties were largely tol­er­ant of
them.

 
   Those com­mu­ni­ties var­ied in their de­gree of iso­la­tion; some of them, such as those
who lived near the Dead Sea, all but com­pletely sev­ered their con­nec­tion with the
rest of the world. The com­mu­nity of Christ’s dis­ci­ples, who be­came known as the
Nazarenes,1 
was, how­ever, dif­fer­ent. That small group of de­vout did not in­tend to stay clois­tered and
iso­late them­selves ei­ther from the Tem­ple or the faith of their fa­thers.
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   It was not be­cause of in­er­tia that they kept their at­tach­ment to the faith of their fa­thers. A
de­par­ture from the Old Tes­ta­ment for Je­sus’ dis­ci­ples would amount to a de­par­ture
from the Lord Him­self who had lived and taught build­ing on the foun­da­tion of the
di­vinely re­vealed faith. His own com­ing was in ful­fill­ment of bib­li­cal prom­ises. The
apos­tles were hop­ing that the New Covenant that He had es­tab­lished would quickly
spread to all the peo­ple of God; al­though it did not hap­pen, the Church con­tin­ued to
main­tain a strong con­nec­tion with the her­itage of Is­rael through Tra­di­tion and the
Bible.

 
   Whereas men prayed sep­a­rately from women in syn­a­gogues, and the rab­bis did not
al­low women into their schools, the apos­tles did not want to dis­re­gard the will
of their Mas­ter, who had been al­ways sur­rounded by men and women alike as
His dis­ci­ples. Thus, the faith­ful prayed to­gether in homes as if an­tic­i­pat­ing Paul’s
words: “There is nei­ther male nor fe­male; for you are all one in Christ Je­sus” (Gal
3:28).

 
   Miriam, the Mother of the Lord, whose care was en­trusted to John Zebedee, was
sur­rounded by ven­er­a­tion, al­though she still humbly kept in the back­ground. This ex­plains
the du­al­ity of Her im­age in the New Tes­ta­ment. On the one hand, She was the cho­sen one of
God, “the blessed among women,” but, on the other hand, the Keeper of the Mys­tery, known
only to a few fol­low­ers. It was as if She Her­self in­ten­tion­ally shun any fame or glory. The
im­pres­sion left by Her Per­son was, how­ever, un­doubt­edly enor­mous. This ex­plains the
leg­ends that sur­rounded the name of Mary al­ready among the first gen­er­a­tions of
Chris­tians.2 

 
   As in the days of Passover, both bit­ter and joy­ful, Her sis­ter Sa­lome, the wife of Zebedee,
Mary Mag­da­lene, and other Galilean women were in­sep­a­ra­ble from Her. They all went
to Jerusalem with the apos­tles. Yet from that mo­ment on, their traces are lost.
Per­haps, these women, who trea­sured the mem­o­ries of the Gospel events in their
hearts, con­tin­ued their hum­ble ser­vice in the com­mu­nity, and some of them even
re­turned to Galilee. Who were those who lis­tened to their sto­ries about the Teacher?
Who was warmed by the fire of their faith? This we have no knowl­edge of. The
work of God is of­ten ac­com­plished in mys­te­ri­ous ways and through in­con­spic­u­ous
peo­ple.
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   The Lord spoke of the call­ing of the Twelve, who, upon the ad­vent of the
King­dom of God, would play the role of pa­tri­archs and founders of true Is­rael,
the Church of the New Tes­ta­ment. The bib­li­cal num­ber was, how­ever, bro­ken
be­cause one of them fell away. Ju­das sided with the en­e­mies of Je­sus and then
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
dis­ap­peared. Al­though his death was known about, there ex­isted dif­fer­ent ac­counts of
it.3 

 
   To fill in the va­cancy, Pe­ter an­nounced at one of the meet­ings the need to find an­other
man in place of Ju­das. Con­vinced that the traitor’s end was fore­told in Scrip­ture, the apos­tle
pro­posed re­plac­ing him with a dis­ci­ple who had been with Je­sus from the first days and saw
the Risen One. Oddly enough, there were only two in­di­vid­u­als who met the cri­te­ria: Joseph
Barsab­bas and Matthias. All the other pos­si­ble can­di­dates ap­par­ently re­mained in
Galilee.
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   To de­cide be­tween the two, they re­sorted to the Old Tes­ta­ment cus­tom of cast­ing lots and pray­ing
that God Him­self would choose the wor­thier one. The lot fell to Matthias, and he was “num­bered” with
the Twelve.4 
By this act, the apos­tles bore wit­ness to their faith in the prom­ise of Christ.[6]

   
 

   1.1.2    Fire of Pen­te­cost

Sum­mer was com­ing in Judea. The grapes were not yet ripe, but the fields around Jerusalem
had al­ready turned yel­low. The pe­riod of shavuot, or the weeks, lead­ing up to the Feast of
Pen­te­cost, was draw­ing to a close. That year it fell on May 29th.
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   The cel­e­bra­tion had long been timed to co­in­cide with the be­gin­ning of the wheat
har­vest. Dur­ing that time, the priests re­placed the old bread be­fore the al­tar in the
Tem­ple with show­bread baked from the grain of the new har­vest. But in ad­di­tion to
the wheat har­vest, the feast of Shavuot com­mem­o­rated the giv­ing of the Law. The
rab­bis used to say that God’s voice at Sinai sounded in sev­enty dif­fer­ent lan­guages
ac­cord­ing to the num­ber of the na­tions on earth.[7] In an ap­par­ent con­fir­ma­tion of
this leg­end, Jerusalem turned truly mul­ti­lin­gual dur­ing the hol­i­day. It brought
to­gether rep­re­sen­ta­tives of “all Is­rael” from many parts of the world, as well as
pros­e­lytes5 
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
of var­i­ous na­tion­al­i­ties. Some pil­grims had not left Jerusalem since the days of
Passover.
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   The Nazarenes were also filled with a fes­tive an­tic­i­pa­tion. With great joy and hope, they
were full of con­fi­dence that God had or­dained them to be His wit­nesses. On the night of
Pen­te­cost, which was set aside for read­ing the Torah, the Lord’s dis­ci­ples were look­ing for
places in Scrip­tures that pointed to Christ. Ev­ery event in His life, His death, and
Res­ur­rec­tion took on a new per­spec­tive in the light of the prophe­cies. They may have had
ac­cess to small col­lec­tions of Mes­sianic texts: such scrolls al­ready ex­isted at that time,
par­tic­u­larly among the Es­senes.

 
   With the on­set of the fes­tive night, the apos­tles were read­ing and pray­ing in the up­per
room of their main meet­ing place. This house ap­par­ently be­longed to Mary the
Jerusalemite, the mother of John Mark (who later be­came a com­pan­ion of Pe­ter and
Paul).

 
   At the ap­proach of the dawn, ev­ery­body present was over­taken by some­thing ut­terly
un­ex­pected. They felt as if the fire of Heaven had pierced them, re­sem­bling the ex­pe­ri­ence of
the Old Tes­ta­ment prophets at the time of their call­ing. There were no words to de­scribe such
an un­par­al­leled ex­pe­ri­ence other than us­ing sym­bolic im­agery. Ac­cord­ingly, the Evan­ge­list
Luke6 
uses bib­li­cal sym­bols of epiphany when re­fer­ring to the de­scent of the Holy Spirit: “a sound
from heaven, as of a rush­ing mighty wind,” and “di­vid­ing tongues, as of fire” (Acts
2:2–3).
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   Out­side ob­servers could only see how a crowd of Galileans, eas­ily
rec­og­niz­able by their gut­tural di­alect, left the house and loudly prais­ing
God pro­ceeded to the Tem­ple. Stand­ing among the col­umns of Solomon’s
porch,7 
they con­tin­ued to pray and sing in the Tem­ple.

 
   The group of Galileans was draw­ing at­ten­tion to them­selves even though loud dis­plays of
emo­tion were com­mon in the East. Their en­thu­si­as­tic prais­ing was not bound by their
lan­guage, as they seemed to be speak­ing in an un­known di­alect. What was ab­so­lutely
in­cred­i­ble is that their ec­static bab­ble was in­tel­li­gi­ble to those whose hearts were
open. They un­der­stood it de­spite the fact that many of them who lived far from
Judea had long for­got­ten their na­tive lan­guage, while oth­ers did not even know it.
How­ever, as is of­ten the case, the mir­a­cle re­mained in­com­pre­hen­si­ble to skep­tics
and un­be­liev­ers. They were scoff­ing Galileans ex­plain­ing away their ec­stasy by
wine.
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   What does it mean to “speak in other tongues?” It is hardly pos­si­ble to es­tab­lish in de­tail
what hap­pened on the morn­ing of Pen­te­cost in 30 AD. St. Luke re­lated a story of the event
that had taken place half a cen­tury be­fore he wrote his book. It is un­likely that the apos­tles
re­ceived a per­ma­nent abil­ity to speak for­eign lan­guages. Most likely, the Evan­ge­list de­scribed
a case of glos­so­lalia, which refers to speech-like ut­ter­ances in an ec­static state. Glos­so­lalia
could ex­plain why out­siders hear­ing the apos­tles thought they were drunk. The
Apos­tle Paul, too, said that peo­ple speak­ing in “un­known tongues” may ap­pear like
mad­men to out­siders who walk into a con­gre­ga­tion (see 1 Cor 14:23). But this
would be merely an out­sider’s im­pres­sion. Im­por­tantly, peo­ple who did not speak
Ara­maic were able to un­der­stand the apos­tles’ un­usual praises. The mes­sage went
from heart to heart, by­pass­ing lan­guage bar­ri­ers. This event could be seen as a
fore­taste of the uni­ver­sal spirit of the Gospel that tran­scends any coun­try or tribe
bound­aries.8 

 
   Then why did Luke de­scribe the events of Pen­te­cost as unique? He must have been well
aware of glos­so­lalia of­ten ac­com­pa­ny­ing be­liev­ers’ prayers when over­shad­owed by the Spirit
in Chris­tian com­mu­ni­ties, im­ply­ing that the mir­a­cle was not in “speak­ing in tongues” per se.
In early churches, the Spirit de­scended only through the lay­ing on of the apos­tles’ hands. But
the unique thing about the events of Pen­te­cost was that the power of God op­er­ated with­out
any in­ter­me­di­aries. The mir­a­cle was in the com­plete re­birth of the dis­ci­ples: fear­ful and
in­de­ci­sive only a day be­fore, they sud­denly be­came coura­geous her­alds for the
Mes­siah.

 
   A spe­cial out­pour­ing of the Spirit was needed to give mo­men­tum, vi­tal­ity, and
in­sur­mount­able power to the nascent Church. With­out such em­pow­er­ment, the rapid
spread­ing of the streams of the new faith would have been im­pos­si­ble. In only two or three
decades, the Good News spread from Asia to Gibral­tar—this was the tan­gi­ble and
in­dis­putable re­sult of the out­pour­ing of the Spirit. And one more thing: the real wit­ness­ing
be­gan only when the “un­known tongues” fell silent.

   
 

   1.1.3    Pe­ter’s tes­ti­mony

Pe­ter rose to the plat­form and the crowd im­me­di­ately fell silent. The dozens of won­der­ing,
anx­ious, and ques­tion­ing eyes were peer­ing at him all around. While the fish­er­man had made
procla­ma­tions at the com­mand of the Teacher be­fore, this time he was not in a Galilean
vil­lage but in the spir­i­tual cen­ter of Is­rael. He was ad­dress­ing the crowds who had come from
dis­tant great cities; fa­mous schol­ars may have been found among them. How­ever, he was not
the same Si­mon ei­ther. At first, he ap­peared small against the back­drop of huge build­ings
and the mul­ti­tudes. As he con­tin­ued, he seemed to have grown big­ger with his voice
thun­der­ing im­pe­ri­ously un­der the arches of the por­tico as if an ex­pe­ri­enced tri­bune was
ad­dress­ing the crowd. It was as though an an­cient prophet sud­denly ap­peared in
Jerusalem.
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   “Men of Is­rael!” solemnly pro­claimed the Apos­tle. “Je­sus of Nazareth, a Man at­tested by
God to you by mir­a­cles, won­ders, and signs which God did through Him in your midst, as
you your­selves also know—Him, be­ing de­liv­ered by the de­ter­mined pur­pose and
fore­knowl­edge of God, you have taken by law­less hands, have cru­ci­fied, and put to death.
Him God raised up, hav­ing loosed the pains of death, be­cause it was not pos­si­ble that He
should be held by it” (Acts 2:22–24).

 
   Pe­ter again made a ref­er­ence to Scrip­ture and came to a shock­ing con­clu­sion: “There­fore,
let all the house of Is­rael know with cer­tainty that God has made this Je­sus, whom you
cru­ci­fied, both Lord and Christ” (Acts 2:36).

 
   The apos­tle stopped and si­lence spread over the crowd. If this man’s words were true, then
some­thing cat­a­strophic had un­de­ni­ably hap­pened. It was un­likely that those stand­ing in the
crowd had ever seen the Nazarene, al­though it is pos­si­ble that some of them might have been
in the city dur­ing Passover. The ex­e­cu­tion of the Galilean Teacher had gone past them,
leav­ing them in­dif­fer­ent, but upon hear­ing Pe­ter’s words, they ac­cepted them whole­heart­edly.
They were cap­ti­vated not by the­o­log­i­cal ar­gu­ments but by the power em­a­nat­ing from this
man who re­sem­bled Amos and Isa­iah. It be­came clear that God Him­self was speak­ing
through him.

 
   “What shall we do? What shall we do, men and brethren?” a cho­rus of dis­cor­dant voices
was heard all around.
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   “Re­pent, and let ev­ery one of you be bap­tized in the name of Je­sus Christ for the re­mis­sion
of sins; and you shall re­ceive the gift of the Holy Spirit. For the prom­ise is to you and to your
chil­dren, and to all who are afar off, as many as the Lord our God will call” (Acts
2:38–39).

 
   These words did not sur­prise any­one, for ablu­tion had long be­come an ac­cepted sign of
spir­i­tual cleans­ing—one that opened the way to a new life—prac­ticed by many teach­ers,
in­clud­ing John the Bap­tist.

 
   The en­su­ing events tran­spired very quickly. The crowds led by Pe­ter de­scended to the
stone ar­cade where the stream formed the Siloam reser­voir. The reser­voir was par­ti­tioned
into two sec­tions: for males and fe­males. The apos­tles were bap­tiz­ing ev­ery­one who re­pented
with pil­grims wait­ing in long lines for their turn. Some of them were bap­tized in the Tem­ple
pool—a mikveh—used for cer­e­mo­nial im­mer­sion. By evening’s time, the num­ber of con­verts
had al­ready reached three thou­sand.

 
   The wor­shipers did not want to dis­perse. In­stead they were in­tent on stay­ing to­gether: day
af­ter day, they ea­gerly lis­tened to Si­mon Pe­ter and other apos­tles. They learned from them
that the King­dom of God had al­ready come and that the Sav­ior brought rec­on­cil­i­a­tion
with God. They also heard that the Mes­siah ex­pected them to be pure of heart and
com­pas­sion­ate to one an­other and that He would soon ap­pear to judge the liv­ing and the
dead.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Ca­iaphas was most cer­tainly in­formed about the in­ci­dent; he may have even wit­nessed
some of it him­self. But the time was not right to take dras­tic mea­sures be­cause of the
hol­i­day, which brought many pil­grims to the city. There­fore, the mem­bers of the San­hedrin
de­cided to wait, hop­ing that the rest­less Galileans and their ag­i­tated sup­port­ers
would soon leave the cap­i­tal, and the wave of en­thu­si­asm would die down on its
own.

 
   Their hopes, how­ever, turned out to be false.

 
   Christ once said to His dis­ci­ples that if they had faith, they would do greater signs
than He Him­self had done (see Jn 14:12). The power of the Spirit man­i­fested not
only in the power of the apos­tles’ words, but also through their ac­tions. Al­though
even the dis­ci­ples them­selves were not ini­tially aware of it. The mir­a­cles be­gan
when Pe­ter and John came across a crip­pled beg­gar at the gates of the Tem­ple who
was ask­ing them for alms. Obey­ing the Mas­ter’s com­mand to help the af­flicted,
Si­mon boldly said: “Sil­ver and gold I do not have, but what I do have I give you:
in the name of Je­sus Christ of Nazareth, rise up and walk.” With these words,
he raised the beg­gar by his hand. “And im­me­di­ately,” writes Luke, “his feet and
an­kles re­ceived strength. So he, leap­ing up, stood and walked and en­tered the
Tem­ple with them—walk­ing, leap­ing, and prais­ing God” (Acts 3:6–8). The healed man
stayed with Pe­ter and John in Solomon’s porch, which was quickly flooded with
peo­ple filled with hor­ror and de­light at the mirac­u­lous heal­ing per­formed by the
apos­tles.

 
   Again, thou­sands were bap­tized.

   
 

   1.1.4    First tri­als

Not sur­pris­ingly, the apos­tle’s mir­a­cle caused a greater com­mo­tion than his preach­ing.
Luke writes, “they brought the sick out into the streets and laid them on beds
and couches, that at least the shadow of Pe­ter pass­ing by might fall on some of
them” (see Acts 5:15). This is when the au­thor­i­ties re­al­ized and be­came in­creas­ingly
con­cerned that the story of the Nazarene lived on and they could no longer de­lay an
in­ter­ven­tion.

 
   The supreme tri­bunal, the San­hedrin, was in the hands of the Sad­ducee party,
rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the higher clergy and high­born chief­tains. They looked with sus­pi­cion at all
re­li­gious in­no­va­tions, in­clud­ing the be­lief in the com­ing res­ur­rec­tion of the dead. The
Sad­ducees got along well with the Ro­man ad­min­is­tra­tion while striv­ing to sup­press the
re­bel­lious mood among their own peo­ple. They were the ones who con­demned Je­sus and
handed Him over to the procu­ra­tor. See­ing that the dis­ci­ples of the Cru­ci­fied One
were be­gin­ning to stir up trou­ble, the high priest or­dered the ar­rest of Pe­ter and
John.

 
   Ca­iaphas was sur­prised by the bold an­swers of the Galileans who were “un­e­d­u­cated and
com­mon men” (Acts 4:13). “Whether it is right in the sight of God to lis­ten to you more than
to God, you judge. For we can­not but speak the things which we have seen and heard,” (Acts
4:19–20), they said to the high priest. Al­though the feast passed and pil­grims were be­gin­ning
to leave the city, Ca­iaphas still feared po­ten­tial un­rest and re­leased the apos­tles af­ter is­su­ing
them threats. How­ever, he soon re­gret­ted and re­versed his de­ci­sion by or­der­ing their sec­ond
ar­rest.

 
   Luke writes that an “an­gel of the Lord” freed Pe­ter and John from prison and they vol­un­tar­ily
went back to the San­hedrin to ap­pear be­fore the el­ders. It re­mains un­known whether it was
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
lit­er­ally a mirac­u­lous re­lease or some­one, risk­ing a se­vere pun­ish­ment, se­cretly or­ga­nized their
es­cape9 
(Acts 5:19–20).
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   Ca­iaphas ac­cused them of in­sti­gat­ing un­rest and in­sur­rec­tion: “You have filled Jerusalem
with your doc­trine, and in­tend to bring this Man’s blood on us!” This ref­er­ence to Je­sus by
avoid­ing call­ing Him by name would be­come com­mon among those in Judea who op­posed
Him and His fol­low­ers (Acts 5:28). The San­hedrin was wary that the speeches and the heal­ing
by the Nazarenes could reignite the mem­ory of Je­sus’ ex­e­cu­tion, which was be­gin­ning to fade
away, and the crowd’s in­dig­na­tion against the le­git­i­mate au­thor­i­ties. But things have
changed, and Pe­ter stood firm, in­stead of hid­ing and trem­bling at the gates of Ca­iaphas’
house: “We ought to obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). The Sad­ducees were
fu­ri­ous.

 
   The help came from an un­ex­pected di­rec­tion. The party of the Phar­isees in the per­son of
their leader Rab­ban Gamaliel stood up in de­fense of the Nazarenes. It was later said of the
Rab­ban that with his death, the glory of the Law ceased, and pu­rity with ab­sti­nence
dis­ap­peared.[8] The Phar­isees, con­trary to pop­u­lar be­lief, were not uni­formly sworn en­e­mies
of Christ. There were many of His se­cret and open fol­low­ers among them. Fur­ther­more,
their old feud with the Sad­ducees only re­in­forced Gamaliel’s de­sire to free Pe­ter
and John. He de­clared that the truth of the new teach­ing could only be judged
by God. More than once, there had been sec­tar­i­ans and de­ceivers who pre­tended
to be mes­sen­gers of heaven, but they all were quickly for­got­ten. “And now I say
to you,” said the Rab­ban, “keep away from these men and let them alone; for if
this plan or this work is of men, it will come to noth­ing; but if it is of God, you
can­not over­throw it—lest you even be found to fight against God” (Acts 5:38–39).
The words of the wise Phar­isee had an im­pact, es­pe­cially since Ca­iaphas re­al­ized
that Pi­late would be re­luc­tant to side with the Sad­ducees again and au­tho­rize new
reprisals.

 
   Pe­ter and John were pun­ished with thirty-nine lashes; ac­cord­ing to the Law,
this num­ber sig­ni­fied that the case was set­tled and that the per­son was cleared of
guilt.[9] The cruel scourg­ing did not crush the apos­tles; they went to the brethren,
“re­joic­ing,” as Luke writes, “that they were counted wor­thy to suf­fer shame for
the name [of Lord Je­sus]” (Acts 5:41). The San­hedrin po­si­tioned it­self for fur­ther
de­vel­op­ments.

 
   The op­po­si­tion from the au­thor­i­ties was not the great­est chal­lenge faced by the Church.
The most press­ing is­sue was how to or­ga­nize and di­rect the lives of the con­verts who al­ready
num­bered in sev­eral thou­sands. The ma­jor­ity of the Galileans and those who joined them had
nei­ther a per­ma­nent shel­ter nor in­come to sup­port them­selves in Jerusalem. The apos­tles did
not want to leave the city be­cause the Lord Him­self com­manded them to stay there for twelve
years.10 
More­over, they could not aban­don the newly bap­tized who were in need of the in­struc­tion,
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
sup­port, and care.

 
   The dis­ci­ples were not dis­tin­guished by any spe­cial ex­pe­ri­ence or tal­ent. Ev­ery­thing
they were able to ac­com­plish was per­formed by mir­a­cle, through the power of the
Spirit.

 
   One of such mir­a­cles was love among the be­liev­ers. Be­liev­ers were not sim­ply
“like-minded” in­di­vid­u­als, but true broth­ers and sis­ters, united by strong cor­dial bonds. They
were all will­ing to share their pos­ses­sions—up to the last coin—with one an­other. The richer
among them were sell­ing their prop­erty or land and bring­ing the pro­ceeds to the apos­tles as a
con­tri­bu­tion to the com­mon trea­sury. Oth­ers shared their houses and fed the poor­est among
them. While peo­ple of means were in the mi­nor­ity, the com­mu­nity was ma­te­ri­ally sus­tained
thanks to them. Among those who did much of the com­mu­nity were Mary, Mark’s mother,
whom Pe­ter lov­ingly called “his mother,” and her rel­a­tive Joseph Barn­abas, a Levite
who had come from the is­land of Cyprus. He was a no­ble per­son called “the son of
con­so­la­tion,” Paul’s fu­ture friend and com­pan­ion. He be­came a source of in­for­ma­tion
to Luke who learned from him the sto­ries about the early years of the Church in
Jerusalem.

 
   One of them is a sad re­count­ing of the story of Ana­nias and Sap­phira, show­ing that the
com­mu­nity did not con­sist of ideal peo­ple. These two, wish­ing to be known as bene­fac­tors of
the Church, brought Pe­ter the money from the sale of their es­tate. By their ac­count, they had
given away ev­ery­thing they owned. In re­al­ity, the cou­ple con­cealed some of their
pro­ceeds. In­stead of the due recog­ni­tion he was ex­pect­ing to re­ceive, Ana­nias was
sternly re­buked by Pe­ter who read the de­ceiver’s true in­tent. Ac­cord­ing to Church
tra­di­tion, both Ana­nias and his wife, who fol­lowed in her hus­band’s steps, sud­denly fell
dead11 
(see Acts 5:1–11). The apos­tle Pe­ter’s in­dig­na­tion at their de­cep­tion was not a spon­ta­neous
out­burst of anger. Ac­cord­ing to Luke’s nar­ra­tion of the event, Pe­ter’s pro­nounce­ment of the
judg­ment that they “lied to the Holy Spirit” who lived in them re­vealed the pain of be­trayal
ex­pe­ri­enced by the body of be­liev­ers.
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   The apos­tle’s re­proach to them is equally note­wor­thy: “What was ac­quired by
sell­ing, was it not in your con­trol?” (Acts 5:4). These words re­veal a vol­un­tary na­ture
of be­liev­ers’ sac­ri­fices to the apos­tles and that there was no strict char­ter in the
Church, un­like that of Qum­ran that re­quired a re­nun­ci­a­tion of all prop­erty. What the
Jerusalem com­mu­nity val­ued was broth­erly love, as ex­pressed by be­liev­ers freely and
vol­un­tary.

 
   It was a com­mon prac­tice for be­liev­ers to gather in their houses
at night time: they solemnly broke Bread as on Passover, gave a
Eu­charis­tic12 
prayer of thanks­giv­ing, a re­minder of the pas­sion of Christ, and passed the Cup from hand to
hand.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   1.2    First mar­tyr Stephen. Con­ver­sion of Paul

Jerusalem – Dam­as­cus, 35–37

 


   
 

   1.2.1    Hel­lenists

There were sev­eral con­verts from the di­as­pora coun­tries who got bap­tized on the day of
Pen­te­cost. At that time, the ma­jor­ity of the peo­ple of Is­rael al­ready lived in Di­as­pora. By most
op­ti­mistic es­ti­mates, out of the seven to nine mil­lion Jews who in­hab­ited the Ro­man Em­pire,
only one and a half to two mil­lion lived in Pales­tine.[11,12]

 
   In an­cient times, two peo­ples—Greeks and Jews—were des­tined to live in large di­as­po­ras.
The mod­est lots of their poor home­lands be­came too nar­row for them. The Greeks
could be found from the At­lantic to the In­dian Ocean. Jews also set­tled through­out
the Mediter­ranean re­gion and fur­ther to the East, as far as Parthia. The places of
di­as­pora set­tle­ments usu­ally co­in­cided with the car­a­van routes. Liv­ing along­side the
Greeks, the Jews em­braced many el­e­ments of their civ­i­liza­tion, and those among
them with a Greek mother tongue be­came called Hel­lenists. They kept their bib­li­cal
faith and made an ef­fort to visit the Tem­ple at least once a year; some of them,
hav­ing trav­eled to Jerusalem, chose to stay in the home­land of their an­ces­tors for
good.

 
   How­ever, the poor knowl­edge by Hel­lenists of their an­ces­tral tongue pre­vented them from
merg­ing with the lo­cals; they were of­ten treated with ar­ro­gance, if not with con­tempt, so they
pre­ferred to set­tle in spe­cial quar­ters of the city and es­tab­lish their own syn­a­gogues. Among
the sev­eral hun­dred prayer houses in the cap­i­tal, a con­sid­er­able num­ber be­longed to
those who came from Egypt (Alexan­dria and Cyrene), An­ti­och, and Asia Mi­nor.
A sep­a­rate group was com­prised of the “Lib­ertines,” the de­scen­dants of Ro­man
freed­men.
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   These peo­ple read Scrip­ture only in the Greek trans­la­tion and fol­lowed the cus­toms
learned in for­eign coun­tries. The most ed­u­cated of them ap­plied them­selves to phi­los­o­phy
and lit­er­a­ture that arose at the fu­sion of Ju­daism with Hel­lenism.

 
   The en­try of the Hel­lenists into the Church marked an im­por­tant mile­stone. De­spite
cre­at­ing many dif­fi­cul­ties, it broad­ened the in­tel­lec­tual hori­zon of the Church and in­tro­duced
new trends into it.

 
   The main chal­lenge was that peo­ple from the di­as­pora lived in a cer­tain iso­la­tion;
lan­guage and cul­tural bar­ri­ers set them apart from the He­brews—the Ara­maic na­tive
speak­ers. And this could not but af­fect their stand­ing among the Nazarenes.

 
   It is gen­er­ally be­lieved that Luke gave an ide­al­ized pic­ture of the life of the first com­mu­nity
of be­liev­ers, but in re­al­ity, he did not hide its dark sides, as can be seen from the
episode with Ana­nias and Sap­phira. Nor was he silent about the ten­sions that arose
be­tween the groups of He­brews and Hel­lenists. We do not know the ex­act na­ture of
those ten­sions. The Evan­ge­list only points out that as a re­sult of those ten­sions,
Greek-speak­ing Chris­tians be­gan to com­plain about their brethren. They claimed
that their poor, es­pe­cially wid­ows, were be­ing ne­glected in the daily dis­tri­bu­tion of
bread.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Whether this was in­deed the case or the re­proaches stemmed from the sus­pi­cion by the
Hel­lenists, the apos­tles re­al­ized an im­mi­nent need to solve the prob­lems, which
emerged in the com­mu­nity. Oth­er­wise, they would have to carry the re­spon­si­bil­ity to
at­tend to the ev­ery­day com­mu­nity needs them­selves, “hav­ing left the word of God.”
There­fore, the apos­tles de­cided to fol­low the path of the di­vi­sion of la­bor: hav­ing
con­ferred with other el­ders, they pro­posed to cre­ate a coun­cil of “seven men” of good
rep­u­ta­tion,13 
wise, and filled with the Spirit, and en­trust them with the task of or­ga­niz­ing daily
sus­te­nance.

 
   The pro­posal was im­me­di­ately ac­cepted. It was quite con­sis­tent with
the Jew­ish tra­di­tion of ap­point­ing a col­legium of “seven vir­tu­ous men” to
head ur­ban com­mu­ni­ties. Fol­low­ing that model, the apos­tles chose the
Seven14 
for the min­istry: Stephen, Philip, Pro­cho­rus, Nicanor, Ti­mon, Par­me­nas, and Nicholas. To
fend off any fu­ture con­flict, all seven can­di­dates came from Hel­lenists.

 
   As it was typ­i­cal with the ap­point­ment of the mem­bers of the Jew­ish Coun­cil, hands were laid
on them15 
with a prayer that the Spirit of God would as­sist them in their work. This meant that it was
not sim­ply an ad­min­is­tra­tive po­si­tion, but rather an of­fice of min­istry. Ap­par­ently,
each of the seven men or­dained for “serv­ing the ta­bles” cel­e­brated the Eu­charist as
the head of the con­gre­ga­tion. The apos­tles them­selves could hardly keep up with
ev­ery­thing, con­sid­er­ing that the num­ber of the faith­ful by that time had reached eight
thou­sand.

 
   Thus, the prob­lem seemed to have been re­solved with no ap­par­ent ob­sta­cles stand­ing any
longer in the way of the Church. Peo­ple were treat­ing the Nazarenes—pi­ous, kind, and
zeal­ous in the Law—with love and re­spect. The au­thor­i­ties were no longer act­ing hos­tile
to­ward them. The fol­low­ers of Christ were tac­itly rec­og­nized as an in­de­pen­dent com­mu­nity.
Noth­ing seemed to fore­bode new tri­als. The Church did face a dif­fi­cult prospect of spread­ing
the Gospel to the Gen­tiles, but the Nazarenes were in no haste to do so be­cause there was
still plenty of har­vest at home.

 
   Some Church his­to­ri­ans ar­gue that Christ never in­tended a global mis­sion for His
dis­ci­ples. In­deed, in the be­gin­ning, He said that the apos­tles should not preach among the
Samar­i­tans and Gen­tiles, but He also pre­dicted that peo­ple would come to the King­dom of
God from east and west (see Mt 8:11). If we ig­nore these words and the com­mand given by
the Risen One “to go and make dis­ci­ples of all the na­tions” (Mt 28:19), it be­comes
un­fath­omable how Chris­tians came up with the idea of a global mis­sion. It so hap­pened that
the mis­sion it­self was pre­cip­i­tated by an un­ex­pected cri­sis caused by Stephen’s
preach­ing.

   
 

   1.2.2    Speech and death of St. Stephen

St. Stephen stood out among the Seven, most likely serv­ing as their head. All of them were
de­voted not only to prac­ti­cal af­fairs, char­ity, and Eu­charis­tic meals, but also to pro­claim­ing
the word of Christ. In Acts, Philip is even called an evan­ge­list. Stephen, ev­i­dently, proved to
be the most dy­namic of them. In ad­di­tion to ful­fill­ing the an­cient com­mand­ment of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Scrip­ture and the pre­cept of the Church—to care for the poor—he was also ac­tive as an
evan­ge­list.

 
   Christ’s teach­ings did not abol­ish the Law and rit­u­als but sin­gled out trust and love as
their essence. Christ Him­self called the Tem­ple a house of prayer, al­though He
did not re­gard the Tem­ple build­ings and the mag­nif­i­cent sanc­tu­ary dec­o­ra­tions
as some­thing foun­da­tional. Build­ings can be de­stroyed; only spirit and truth are
in­de­struc­tible. He Him­self built the Church in three days, giv­ing her new life by His
res­ur­rec­tion.

 
   This mes­sage of Christ about the sec­ondary role of ex­ter­nal forms of wor­ship was also at
the cen­ter of St. Stephen’s preach­ing. Only flu­ent in Greek, he most of­ten ad­dressed his
fel­low coun­try­men, the Hel­lenists, in syn­a­gogues. Many of them were sym­pa­thetic to his
ideas, as their an­ces­tors were able to pre­serve and deepen their faith de­spite the dis­tance
sep­a­rat­ing them from the Tem­ple.

 
   How­ever, not ev­ery­one among the repa­tri­ates was like that. Hav­ing re­set­tled to Pales­tine,
some be­came even more zeal­ous in their piety than the most ex­treme or­tho­dox na­tive to the
Land. Stephen’s words cut them to the quick, caus­ing most heated ar­gu­ments and even a
rift in the Greek-speak­ing syn­a­gogues. The more per­sua­sive Stephen’s ar­gu­ments
based on the prophets were, the more anger and op­po­si­tion they caused among
his op­po­nents. In the end, his op­po­nents—the tra­di­tion­al­ists—pre­vailed and they
even man­aged to stab Stephen in the back. Their in­form­ers came to the San­hedrin
and ac­cused Stephen of in­sult­ing the sanc­tity of the Tem­ple and blas­phem­ing the
Law.
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   Around that time, an un­rest broke out in Jerusalem. Pi­late’s cru­elty ex­ceeded all lim­its,
and the sit­u­a­tion in the coun­try reached a break­ing point. A del­e­ga­tion of lo­cals was hastily
dis­patched to the gov­er­nor of Syria, Vitel­lius, with a de­mand to re­move the procu­ra­tor from
Ju­daea. Vitel­lius re­al­ized that the mat­ter had taken a dan­ger­ous turn, and or­dered
Pi­late to ap­pear be­fore the court in Rome, tem­po­rar­ily re­plac­ing him with a cer­tain
Mar­cel­lus.16 

 
   It was dur­ing that brief mo­ment of an­ar­chy, which had spurred ram­pant fa­nati­cism, that
the ag­i­tated crowd in­cited by the Hel­lenists seized Stephen and brought him be­fore Ca­iaphas.
“This man,” shouted the ac­cusers, “does not cease to speak blas­phe­mous words against
this holy place and the Law… We have heard him say that this Je­sus of Nazareth
will de­stroy this place and change the cus­toms which Moses de­liv­ered to us” (Acts
6:13–14).

 
   Stephen was asked if he would plead guilty, but he cat­e­gor­i­cally re­jected the slan­der. As
he stood be­fore the judges, he felt a surge of su­per­nat­u­ral in­spi­ra­tion, and his face
re­sem­bled the fear­some face of an an­gel (see Acts 6:15). He be­gan his de­fense from
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
afar.17 
His goal was to show that the en­tire his­tory of God’s peo­ple paved way for Je­sus’ com­ing, and
that His death was far from be­ing a tragic co­in­ci­dence. He re­called the Covenant with
Abra­ham, the de­liv­er­ance from Egypt, the Law given through Moses, the Promised Land, and
the con­struc­tion of the Tem­ple. Con­cur­rently, he em­pha­sized how of­ten God’s peo­ple had
op­posed His will. He fur­ther spoke of the broth­ers who had sold Joseph into slav­ery, the
Is­raelites who had re­belled against Moses, the golden calf, and the temp­ta­tions of
idol­a­try. God had a great pur­pose, which went far be­yond the con­struc­tion of the
Tem­ple.

 
   Stephen’s gaze rose above the an­gry crowd to wit­ness a di­vine vi­sion flash­ing be­fore him.
“Be­hold,” he ex­claimed, “I see the heav­ens opened, and the Son of Man stand­ing at the right
hand of God” (Acts 7:56).

 
   Upon hear­ing those words, the crowd roared with rage. The fa­nat­ics cov­ered their ears to
block out his words. The trial stopped in its tracks. The build­ing was quickly over­run by the
crowd: no one was pay­ing any at­ten­tion to Ca­iaphas. Al­though he was in the po­si­tion to
in­ter­fere by call­ing the guards, he caved in to the crowd and turned the Hel­lenist over for
lynch­ing.

 
   Stephen was hauled out of the hall and dragged to the gates of the city with the crowd
scream­ing in a frenzy (some­one re­mem­bered the old cus­tom of car­ry­ing out cap­i­tal
pun­ish­ments out­side the city walls). This is where the bloody ex­e­cu­tion took place: he was
thrown off the cliff, and the ac­cusers fin­ished him off by ston­ing. Mean­while, Stephen was
pray­ing for his mur­der­ers.

 
   The in­sti­ga­tors, how­ever, did not want to stop at one vic­tim. They launched a
man­hunt for Stephen’s sup­port­ers in the city. Ap­par­ently, they were mainly look­ing for
Hel­lenists, and did not spare even women. The apos­tles were left alone for the time
be­ing; the Galileans’ re­spect for the Tem­ple was too ob­vi­ous to ac­cuse them of
sac­ri­lege.

 
   St. Luke writes that in those days all the faith­ful fled the city (see Acts 8:1). Yet it ap­pears
that most took refuge in Bethany and other nearby vil­lages only soon to re­turn to the city.
The Hel­lenists, pre­vi­ously led by the Seven, were the ones who left Jerusalem for good. Some
went to the cities in the north and along the sea­coast; oth­ers left Judea to re­turn to their
na­tive lands, in par­tic­u­lar, An­ti­och.

 
   Thus, the death of St. Stephen served as an un­ex­pected im­pe­tus for fur­ther
ex­pan­sion of the Church. There was an­other af­ter­math of this tragedy. As St. Au­gus­tine
put it, in re­sponse to the first mar­tyr’s prayer, the Church re­ceived the Apos­tle
Paul.

 
   As the mur­der­ers were ex­e­cut­ing St. Stephen, they laid their gar­ments at the feet of a
young Phar­isee, Saul of Tar­sus. He did not take part in the ex­e­cu­tion; yet, hav­ing vol­un­teered
to guard the clothes, he ex­pressed his sol­i­dar­ity with them. Con­vinced of the jus­tice of the
pun­ish­ment, Saul, al­though not cruel by na­ture, was adamant. The Phar­isee, hav­ing
con­quered any doubts that may have crept into his soul, joined the man­hunt for the
Hel­lenis­tic Nazarenes.

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   1.2.3    Saul of Tar­sus

Like Stephen, Saul18 
was not a na­tive of Judea. He grew up in the di­as­pora, in the Cili­cian cap­i­tal city of Tar­sus,
where East and West met; phi­los­o­phy, sports, and trade flour­ished. Saul’s fam­ily had a
hered­i­tary Ro­man cit­i­zen­ship, as ev­i­denced by the Tar­sian’s other name—Paul, which was of
Latin ori­gin. How­ever, he was proud that he had not be­come a Hel­lenist, but was “a He­brew
of the He­brews”:[18] he pre­served his pa­ter­nal lan­guage and kept to the tra­di­tions of his
an­ces­tors.

 
   And now he was stand­ing at the edge of the cliff, look­ing down with a heavy
feel­ing at the mo­tion­less, blood-cov­ered body of Stephen. It was all over. Or was
it?

 
   Soon Saul learned that some de­vout Jews man­aged to take away the body and bury it with
hon­ors, even though mourn­ing was not in or­der for those whose bod­ies were stoned.[19] It
could only be ex­plained by the fact that there were many sup­port­ers of Stephen. They had to
be crushed im­me­di­ately to cap­i­tal­ize on the anger of the towns­peo­ple, be­fore the new
procu­ra­tor would ar­rive.

 
   Saul knew that the re­spected Gamaliel was op­posed to vi­o­lence, yet Rab­ban, too, could be
mis­taken in not tak­ing the threat se­ri­ously enough. The young Phar­isee thought that new
ri­ot­ing could be avoided if the apos­tates were given a fair trial. The Coun­cil and Ca­iaphas
would sup­port such mea­sures for they cared deeply about up­hold­ing the Tem­ple’s
au­thor­ity.

 
   At the meet­ing of the el­ders, Saul sided with the mem­bers of the Sad­ducee party, al­though
they were hos­tile to him as a Phar­isee, and was even­tu­ally ap­pointed to be in charge of the
per­se­cu­tion. Many Nazarenes were thrown into jail; while await­ing trial, they were be­ing
forced to deny and curse the name of Je­sus. Yet Saul craved even more ret­ri­bu­tion. Hav­ing
be­gun to act in con­cert with the Sad­ducees, he was de­ter­mined to go all the way. He was
in­formed that the hereti­cal con­ta­gion was spread­ing out, and that Dam­as­cus had be­come
one of its cen­ters, with the sect of the Nazarenes tak­ing root in that pop­u­lous Jew­ish
colony.
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   Saul knew he had no time to waste. He came to Ca­iaphas and asked for a man­date: he
planned to find the sec­tar­i­ans in Dam­as­cus and bring them to Jerusalem in cus­tody. While
Ca­iaphas was mainly con­cerned with the events in the cap­i­tal, he liked the in­domitable
fer­vor of the young scribe. Paul’s zeal gave him hope of sti­fling the un­rest be­fore the
ar­rival of the procu­ra­tor. The high priest read­ily gave Saul let­ters to the heads of
the Dam­as­cus syn­a­gogues and ap­pointed him as his shalu­ach—an emis­sary or a
mes­sen­ger.

 
   Fate moves in mys­te­ri­ous ways: in a week, this shalu­ach-in­quisi­tor would turn into a
dif­fer­ent kind of mes­sen­ger—the apos­tle of Je­sus Christ.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   1.2.4    On the road to Dam­as­cus

Shortly be­fore Passover, Saul, ac­com­pa­nied by Ca­iaphas’ men, left the city gates. The
Phar­isee, in­vig­o­rated by his mis­sion, set out on a long jour­ney as a de­fender and ser­vant of
the Law of God. He was driven by his os­ten­si­bly right­eous anger, which may have con­cealed
his in­ner tur­moil. His main en­emy was no longer the de­feated Stephen or other
apos­tates from Hel­lenists, but as Ca­iaphas, he was seek­ing to erad­i­cate from the
na­tional mem­ory the very name of the cru­ci­fied one, Yeshua Ha-Notzri, the al­leged
mes­siah.
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   They had to travel at night along the rugged Syr­ian roads to avoid heat ex­haus­tion.
Mov­ing for­ward in the dark­ness, Saul was im­mersed in ag­o­niz­ing thoughts. He could not
shake them off, and yet he re­mained firm, with no vis­i­ble sign of hes­i­ta­tion. They
had been trav­el­ing for over a week. Dam­as­cus was al­ready in sight. Vine­yards,
fields, and or­chards spread across the vast plain sur­round­ing the city. Saul and his
com­pan­ions no longer made stops to rest. They moved hastily, ig­nor­ing the mid­day
heat. The Phar­isee was pon­der­ing how to be­gin his con­ver­sa­tion with the el­ders, to
con­vince them of the need for dras­tic mea­sures, and then to take the guilty back to
Jerusalem.

 
   Sud­denly the tense si­lence was struck by an in­com­pre­hen­si­ble sound, a flash of light that
mo­men­tar­ily eclipsed the sun.
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   When peo­ple came to their senses, they saw their leader Saul ly­ing mo­tion­less
in the mid­dle of the road. They rushed to him, picked him up; he was fum­bling
around like a blind man. They had to lead the Tar­sian by the arm. This was not the
man­ner in which they ex­pected to en­ter Dam­as­cus. They had been led by an ar­dent
zealot and a judge who was sud­denly re­duced to a help­less, with­drawn, and blinded
man.

 
   The whole group was dumb­founded at what had hap­pened and had no ex­pla­na­tion for
it.

 
   Years later, as if an­swer­ing this very ques­tion, Paul wrote: “He, who had sep­a­rated me
from my mother’s womb and called me through His grace, was pleased to re­veal His Son in
me” (Gal 1:15–16).

 
   The Evan­ge­list Luke prob­a­bly heard from the apos­tle more than once the story about his
en­counter on the out­skirts of Dam­as­cus. The Lord Him­self over­took him and set him on a
new path. “He heard a voice,” writes Luke, “say­ing to him, ‘Saul, Saul, why are you
per­se­cut­ing Me?’ And he said, ‘Who are You, Lord?’ Then the Lord said, ‘I am Je­sus, whom
you are per­se­cut­ing’” (Acts 9:4–6).

 
   In Dam­as­cus, Saul asked his com­pan­ions to take him to Straight Street to see a cer­tain
Ju­das. Still be­wil­dered, the es­corts, nev­er­the­less, obeyed him. In a state of near shock, the
Tar­sian stayed with Ju­das for three days with­out eat­ing. He was sur­rounded by com­plete
dark­ness.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   On the third day, he was found by a re­spected Jew in the city named Ana­nias.
We do not know when and where he be­came a Chris­tian, only that Ana­nias had
al­ready learned from hearsay the name of the per­se­cu­tor. Not dar­ing to dis­obey the
com­mand of God, he went to see the no­to­ri­ous per­se­cu­tor. Ana­nias en­tered the house of
Ju­das, in­quired about Saul, and when they brought him to the blind Phar­isee, he
ex­claimed: “Brother Saul, the Lord Je­sus, who ap­peared to you on the road as
you came, has sent me that you may re­ceive your sight and be filled with the Holy
Spirit!”

 
   “And it was,” writes Luke, “as if scales im­me­di­ately fell from his eyes” (Acts 9:17–18).

 
   That same day, the Tar­sian was bap­tized in the name of Je­sus. Then, ac­cord­ing to Acts,
Paul openly de­clared him­self to be a con­fes­sor of the new­found faith. But in the Epis­tle to the
Gala­tians, the apos­tle him­self makes a clar­i­fi­ca­tion. Ac­cord­ing to his re­port, shortly af­ter his
con­ver­sion, he with­drew to Ara­bia, at the neigh­bor­ing Nabataean King­dom (see Gal
1:17).
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   Ap­par­ently, he was un­able to im­me­di­ately face those who had been wait­ing for him as a
stern guardian of or­tho­doxy. Paul’s soul re­quired soli­tude. He needed to come to his senses
and to process ev­ery­thing that had hap­pened to him.

 
   Paul did not stay long in Nabatea. His seething en­ergy could not bear in­ac­tiv­ity. Soon
af­ter, he reap­peared in Dam­as­cus and went to the syn­a­gogue on Sab­bath. Of course,
ev­ery­one was ea­ger to heed the San­hedrin’s en­voy, who had dis­ap­peared shortly upon his
ar­rival. What would he say? Would he re­fute the delu­sions of the new sect or de­mand
im­me­di­ate pun­ish­ment for its mem­bers?

 
   But in­stead, to ev­ery­one’s amaze­ment, the Phar­isee pro­fessed him­self to be a fol­lower of
Je­sus. He openly called Him the Son of God and the Anointed One.

 
   Stunned, look­ing at each other in dis­be­lief, they were ask­ing among them­selves: “Could it
be the same Saul?” Yet out of re­spect for the guest from Jerusalem, they re­strained
them­selves from in­ter­rupt­ing his speech.
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   Day af­ter day, the Tar­sian preached, taught, and held dis­putes. The en­tire colony of Jews
was at a loss not know­ing what to do. How­ever, as time passed, to­wards the end of the
third year, the el­ders of the Dam­as­cus com­mu­nity fi­nally lost their pa­tience. They
de­cided to dis­pose of Saul by their own means and “took coun­sel to kill him” (Acts
9:23).

 
   At this time, the city was trans­ferred by the Ro­mans to the pos­ses­sion of the Nabatean
king Are­tas IV. An eth­narch (gov­er­nor) be­gan to rule in Dam­as­cus on be­half of the
king.19 
Af­ter he was in­formed that a cer­tain Jew was sow­ing un­rest, the eth­narch made or­ders to
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
seize Paul and to guard all the city gates. The Tar­sian es­caped death by hav­ing been low­ered
in a large bas­ket down the city wall dur­ing the night time.

 
   He could have re­turned to his home­land Tar­sus but first he felt com­pelled to come to
grips with his past and visit Jerusalem where he had “per­se­cuted Je­sus” and His
Church.

 
   The re­turn trip from Syria to Judea felt as a tor­ture for Saul. Af­ter all, he had set out to
Syria with a proud sense of fight­ing for a just cause only to re­turn to Jerusalem laden with
guilt, vividly re­mem­ber­ing Stephen and know­ing that the Nazarenes in Jerusalem dreaded a
mere men­tion of Saul’s name.

 
   Saul was re­turn­ing alone. On the way back, he was won­der­ing how his new co­re­li­gion­ists
would re­ceive him. Would not his con­ver­sion be viewed as an in­sid­i­ous move by a spy who
sought to in­fil­trate their cir­cle with the in­ten­tion of de­stroy­ing them? The very first meet­ing
with the dis­ci­ples showed that his fears were in­deed jus­ti­fied. Paul was be­ing shunned; they
re­fused to talk to him, and not a sin­gle of them be­lieved in his sin­cer­ity. Al­though few knew
him per­son­ally, ev­ery­one could re­mem­ber the role the mer­ci­less Phar­isee played in the case
of the Hel­lenists.

 
   Feel­ing bit­ter, Paul was on the brink of de­par­ture. He un­der­stood why the be­liev­ers were
treat­ing him that way; he would have likely acted sim­i­larly. Sud­denly Joseph Barn­abas, the
pa­tron of the Jerusalem Church, came to Paul’s aid. This hum­ble and self­less Cypriot
showed dis­cern­ment and un­der­stand­ing to­ward Paul, hav­ing com­pre­hended that Paul’s
com­ing to the faith was a great gain for the brethren. Af­ter con­vers­ing with the Tar­sian, he
al­most forcibly led him to Pe­ter.

 
   For the first time, the two fu­ture pil­lars of Chris­tian­ity came face to face with each
other—a fish­er­man from Ca­per­naum and a learned rabbi, a na­tive Is­raelite and a man raised
in the Greek-speak­ing world. At first glance, they could not have been more dif­fer­ent; yet
Christ brought them to­gether.

 
   Paul also met James but did not seek to meet oth­ers of the Twelve. Still he spent two weeks with
Pe­ter in the house of Mary. All that time they talked and prayed to­gether. The Phar­isee was won over
by Cephas’20 
warmth. The apos­tle did not boast be­fore the new con­vert, nor did he pride him­self on
know­ing Je­sus in the days of His min­istry. It was the fact that the Mes­siah, no longer sub­ject
to death, was liv­ing again there and then among them rather than that of His earthly life that
they both trea­sured the most.
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   To­gether with Pe­ter, Paul vis­ited the House of God, and there, dur­ing prayer, he was
moved again by the sense of Christ’s pres­ence. His voice re­sounded in the Phar­isee’s
heart, and now Paul’s call­ing was fi­nally made clear: his word would not be re­ceived
in Jerusalem; the Lord in­stead was send­ing him “far away to the Gen­tiles” (Acts
22:21).

 
   Gen­tiles! The mul­ti­fac­eted world of na­tions who did not know God. They had long
threat­ened Is­rael, and Is­rael had tried to fend them off and ig­nore them. Sur­rounded
by them, the Old Tes­ta­ment Church saw it­self as a type of ark, en­veloped on all
sides by the waves of the flood. When­ever an at­tempt at pros­e­ly­tiz­ing was made, it
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
fo­cused on ac­cept­ing a new in­di­vid­ual on board of this ship and turn­ing him into a
Jew.

 
   But now, by the will of Christ, the bound­aries of the Church were ex­pand­ing. Saul was
called not just to “res­cue” in­di­vid­ual souls. A global task lay be­fore him: to go into the thick of
the pa­gan world and pen­e­trate it with the light of the Gospel.

 
   Ar­riv­ing in his home­town, Paul ap­par­ently told his fam­ily about the trans­for­ma­tion which had
taken place in him, but he was not met with sym­pa­thy. In any case, we know noth­ing of his fam­ily
there.21 
Per­haps they stopped sup­port­ing him. For­tu­nately, Saul was able to pro­vide for him­self.
Ac­cord­ing to cus­tom, rab­bis used to make a liv­ing by their hand­i­craft while teach­ing the
peo­ple for free. In his fa­ther’s work­shop, Paul had learned how to make tents, which were
will­ingly bought up by army sup­pli­ers and mer­chants.

 
   Paul’s preach­ing in the syn­a­gogues of Tar­sus was also un­suc­cess­ful: he shared the lot of
many prophets who had been re­jected in their own coun­try. Yet the years he spent in his
home­town would not go fruit­less for the apos­tle. In fact, it was then that Paul, whom we
know as the teacher of the faith, was formed.

 
   What did the Gospel of Je­sus Christ mean to him? First of all, a new stage, or phase, of
the same Rev­e­la­tion, the be­gin­ning of which went back to the fore­fa­ther Abra­ham. Whereas
pre­vi­ously, the will of the Lord had been re­vealed only in the Law and in the teach­ing
im­parted by the prophets and sages, now God was speak­ing di­rectly to peo­ple through His
Anointed One.

 
   The source of Paul’s spir­i­tual power was liv­ing in Christ. Paul, who “had not known the
Lord ac­cord­ing to the flesh,”[20] was able to grasp and com­mu­ni­cate the essence of the
Gospel like no one be­fore him. And this has be­come both a great les­son and hope for the
Church.

   
 

   1.3    Samar­i­tans, pros­e­lytes, Gen­tiles

Pales­tine – Syria, 36–43

 


   
 

   1.3.1    St. Philip and Apos­tle Pe­ter in Samaria

The un­ex­pected con­ver­sion of Paul, the res­ig­na­tion of Ca­iaphas, and the ar­rival of the
procu­ra­tor to Judea all helped bring the life of the Church back on a peace­ful track.
Fur­ther­more, the do­mes­tic re­li­gious con­flicts re­ceded into the back­ground as the en­tire
coun­try was faced with an ex­ter­nal threat. In the spring of 37, the twenty-five-year-old Gaius
Caligula was pro­claimed em­peror by the troops. He was beloved for his mil­i­tary courage, but
it soon turned out that the new Cae­sar was a real mon­ster, as the Ro­mans them­selves be­gan
to call him.[21–23] A men­tally ill man, a ma­niac, and a sadist, he se­ri­ously fan­cied
him­self to be a god and de­manded that al­tars and tem­ples be built ev­ery­where in his
honor.

 
   Al­though the Em­pire since the time of Au­gus­tus had al­ready grown ac­cus­tomed to it, the
Jews, nat­u­rally, re­sisted the or­der and sent a dep­u­ta­tion to Rome headed by Philo, hop­ing to
get the or­der re­voked. Caligula greeted the en­voys with mock­ery and or­dered the gov­er­nor of
Syria, Petro­n­ius, to erect his royal statue in the Tem­ple of Jerusalem it­self. If nec­es­sary,
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Petro­n­ius was al­lowed to re­sort to the use of vi­o­lence. Judea was seething, and
the peo­ple were ready to take up arms. Petro­n­ius was buy­ing time be­cause he
re­al­ized that to carry out Caligula’s or­der meant to trig­ger a war. Agrippa I, the
grand­son of Herod the Great, who lived at the court of the em­peror, urged him not
to take such ex­treme mea­sures. Fi­nally, ev­ery­one breathed freely—on Jan­u­ary
24, 41 AD, the con­spir­a­tors did away with Gaius and el­e­vated Claudius to the
throne.

 
   Dur­ing this time, full of anx­ious ex­pec­ta­tions, many Nazarenes re­turned to Jerusalem and
were able to live there free of per­se­cu­tion. How­ever, the com­mu­nity’s life had changed; now,
the prac­tice of com­mu­nal shar­ing of prop­erty had been re­placed by or­ga­nized care for the
church’s poor.
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
St. Philip the Evan­ge­list.

Icon. 16th cen­tury.                                                                               
   
   At this time, the apos­tles re­ceived star­tling news: the Hel­lenist Philip, one of the Seven,
be­gan to bap­tize peo­ple of non-Jew­ish con­fes­sion in Samaria.

 
   His­to­ri­ans and bi­og­ra­phers of Saul of Tar­sus of­ten por­tray him as the main ini­tia­tor of the
con­ver­sion of the Gen­tiles, who al­most sin­gle-hand­edly “led the Church to the wide open
spa­ces of the world.” In fact, Paul was not the first to em­brace the idea of preach­ing
the Gospel to the Gen­tiles. It started with the Hel­lenists who had left Jerusalem
fol­low­ing the death of Stephen. Their mis­sion would ex­pand in con­cen­tric cir­cles: from
the Samar­i­tans to the pros­e­lytes, and fi­nally to the Gen­tiles. They were con­vinced
that they must hurry to spread the news of Christ ev­ery­where be­fore His sec­ond
com­ing.

 
   Philip played a lead­ing role among these preach­ers. Young and en­er­getic, ready to
pro­claim Christ un­der any cir­cum­stances, he de­voted him­self en­tirely to the cause of
evan­ge­lism.

 
   When Pe­ter and John Zebedee learned of the con­ver­sions among the Samar­i­tans, they
im­me­di­ately set off for Samaria. The Jerusalem head­quar­ters felt re­spon­si­ble for ev­ery­thing
that went on in the Church. The jour­ney of the apos­tles was not long: two or three days of
travel and they ar­rived at their des­ti­na­tion.

 
   Hav­ing found Philip, the apos­tles be­came con­vinced that God had blessed his bold
un­der­tak­ing. He man­aged to achieve suc­cess quickly and break down the wall of
alien­ation. Per­haps it helped that Philip was not a na­tive Jerusalemite and spoke
Greek. The Samar­i­tans knew this lan­guage well: since the time of Pom­pey and
Herod, their cap­i­tal un­der­went a strong Hel­l­eniza­tion and re­ceived the name of
Se­bas­tia.

 
   “And there was great joy in that city,” re­marks St. Luke (Acts 8:8). Philip taught, healed
the sick, and bap­tized new con­verts. Among them was a cer­tain Si­mon of Gitta, who was
re­puted to be a prophet and a con­jurer. This strange char­ac­ter, highly pop­u­lar among the
Samar­i­tans, was at first in­sep­a­ra­ble from Philip, which must have served to give more
pub­lic­ity to the Gospel’s preach­ing.

 
   In his­tory, the fig­ure of Si­mon bi­fur­cates, as it were, into two dis­tinct
char­ac­ters. In Acts, he ap­pears to be a sim­ple-minded and su­per­sti­tious
per­son. On the other hand, his com­pa­triot from Gitta, St. Justin (born c.100),
por­trays him as a theosophist—a mys­tic, the au­thor of an in­tri­cate oc­cult
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
doc­trine.22 
The in­for­ma­tion about Si­mon, scat­tered among other an­cient writ­ers, is ex­tremely
con­tra­dic­tory.[24–33] Some ar­gue that he was an apol­o­gist of the Samar­i­tan re­li­gion, oth­ers
that he be­lieved in a supreme de­ity, com­pared to whom the God of the Bible was an in­fe­rior
and im­per­fect be­ing.

 
   Sub­se­quently, the en­chanter trav­eled far and wide, in­cor­po­rat­ing into his sys­tem var­i­ous
el­e­ments of the then fash­ion­able teach­ings. In Alexan­dria, Si­mon be­came ac­quainted with
ag­gres­sively anti-Jew­ish writ­ings of Apion and adapted Apion’s views to his own. Thus, he
al­legedly claimed that “who­ever be­lieves the Old Tes­ta­ment is sub­ject to death.”[31] If true,
then Si­mon was en­croach­ing on the Torah it­self. How­ever, back at the time of his meet­ing
with Philip, he was still in the process of search­ing and was ea­ger to join the new
move­ment.

 
   Si­mon, who was hun­gry for all kinds of mir­a­cles, was par­tic­u­larly struck by Philip’s
heal­ings. The apos­tle Pe­ter, how­ever, made on him an even greater im­pres­sion. The
Samar­i­tan saw in the fish­er­man a pow­er­ful ma­gi­cian who pos­sessed the main se­crets of the
“sect.” Upon his ar­rival in Samaria, Pe­ter be­gan to gather the newly-bap­tized for prayer. The
apos­tle would lay his hands on peo­ple, and the Spirit of God over­shad­owed them—this was
like a Samar­i­tan Pen­te­cost. Peo­ple were mys­te­ri­ously trans­formed, ex­pe­ri­enc­ing the Lord’s
power.

 
   Si­mon of Gitta was de­ter­mined to ac­quire at all cost this power for him­self, which he
thought to be mag­i­cal. He ap­proached Pe­ter with money, ask­ing to be ini­ti­ated into the
mys­tery of ad­min­is­ter­ing of the Spirit. The apos­tle was deeply of­fended by this sug­ges­tion,
which showed that the Samar­i­tan viewed the grace of Christ as a mag­i­cal gift that could be
au­to­mat­i­cally sold or bought! “May your money per­ish with you,” Pe­ter burst out,
“be­cause you thought that the gift of God could be pur­chased with money!” (Acts
8:20).

 
   Si­mon, con­fused and fright­ened, be­gan to ask for for­give­ness. How­ever, his re­morse was
hardly gen­uine. Once he re­al­ized that he would not be able to take the po­si­tion in the church
which he had hoped for, he left and founded his own sect. This sect would later be re­garded
as Chris­tian even though it had noth­ing to do with the Gospel. Ac­cord­ing to tra­di­tion, Si­mon
would con­tinue to op­pose the Apos­tle Pe­ter for years ev­ery­where Pe­ter went, even as far as
Rome.23 

 
   The Church Fa­thers saw Si­mon of Gitta as “the founder of all here­sies.” In­deed, his
theos­o­phy, as far as we can tell, opened a long se­ries of at­tempts to re­place Chris­tian­ity with
a mot­ley mix­ture of pop­u­lar su­per­sti­tions and Gnos­tic oc­cultism. In those days, as dur­ing
any time of cri­sis, peo­ple were es­pe­cially keen on all kinds of ar­cane teach­ings al­legedly
con­tain­ing “all the an­swers,” some­thing that would al­low the Si­mo­ni­ans to con­tinue to ex­ist
for the next sev­eral cen­turies.[34,35]

 
   Mean­while, Pe­ter and John com­pleted their mis­sion among the newly bap­tized
and re­turned to Jerusalem. On their way back, they them­selves be­gan to ad­dress
the in­hab­i­tants of that area with the words of the Gospel. Their visit to Samaria
also demon­strates just how fer­vently the Church was pro­tect­ing her spir­i­tual
unity.24 
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
From then on, the apos­tles and their suc­ces­sors would closely mon­i­tor ev­ery­thing that
hap­pened in their scat­tered com­mu­ni­ties, main­tain­ing a gen­uine con­nec­tion with
them.

   
 

   1.3.2    Bap­tism of the first for­eigner
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Twenty years af­ter these events, the Evan­ge­list Luke met Philip in Cae­sarea, from whom he
learned about the fur­ther progress of preach­ing the Gospel in Pales­tine. In par­tic­u­lar, Philip
re­layed to him an episode to which he at­tached great sig­nif­i­cance. Obey­ing a com­mand from
above, Philip abruptly left Samaria. God di­rected him to the road lead­ing south from
Jerusalem to Gaza. This may have seemed like a point­less ex­er­cise given that the city of Gaza
with its sur­round­ings had re­mained de­serted since their de­struc­tion by Alexan­der’s
troops. The evan­ge­list Philip knew, how­ever, that the Lord was call­ing him there for a
rea­son.

 
   And it came to pass that a lone char­iot ap­peared on the aban­doned old high­way. It clearly
be­longed to a for­eigner: char­i­ots had not been used in Judea for a long time. Philip, with­out
hes­i­ta­tion, caught up with the rider and be­gan to walk along­side. A dark-skinned,
fan­ci­fully dressed man sat in the car­riage, read­ing aloud an open scroll. And, as
hap­pens dur­ing a long mo­not­o­nous ride, the fel­low trav­el­ers got into con­ver­sa­tion. The
vis­i­tor turned out to be a eu­nuch, courtier of the Ethiopian queen of Ak­sum. A
Jew­ish colony had long ex­isted in his home­land, and many Ethiopi­ans fa­vored
the re­fined monothe­ism of the Bible. Among them was this no­ble­man, who was
re­turn­ing from his pil­grim­age to Jerusalem. Hav­ing passed Gaza, he con­tin­ued his
way along the sea to far-off black Africa. This re­mark­able con­ver­sa­tion be­tween
the rep­re­sen­ta­tives of such alien cul­tures was only made pos­si­ble by two fac­tors:
the Jew­ish Di­as­pora and the spread of Hel­lenic civ­i­liza­tion. Both trav­el­ers knew
Greek and shared a com­mon faith. The Ethiopian pil­grim was read­ing Isa­iah in
trans­la­tion,25 
and Philip in­quired whether he un­der­stood what was writ­ten. The man replied that he
would like to re­ceive some clar­i­fi­ca­tion, and in­vited the Hel­lenist to join him in his
char­iot.

 
   It is re­mark­able that Philip did not of­fer so much as a new doc­trine or life rules to the
stranger but, ac­cord­ing to Luke, “preached the good news of Je­sus” (Acts 8:35). His words
were so con­vinc­ing that his fel­low trav­eler, see­ing a pond near the road—prob­a­bly dug by
no­madic shep­herds—posed a di­rect ques­tion: “Here is the wa­ter; what pre­vents me from
be­ing bap­tized?” (Acts 8:36).

 
   Philip had al­ways been quick and in­tu­itive. He chose to dis­re­gard the fact that the en­tire
in­struc­tion of the Ethiopian con­sisted of a sin­gle road con­ver­sa­tion, and that, strictly
speak­ing, he was not even a pros­e­lyte. Only those who had been made part of the Jew­ish
com­mu­nity were con­sid­ered true pros­e­lytes, whereas eu­nuchs could not be ac­cepted into
it.26  In
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
a word, he was will­ing to over­look all the re­stric­tions. The horses were stopped, and both the
Hel­lenist and the African en­tered the wa­ter. Thus, the first rep­re­sen­ta­tive of na­tions, to whom
sal­va­tion had been promised through the an­cient prophet, en­tered the fam­ily of Christ’s
dis­ci­ples.
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   There ex­isted a tra­di­tion in the early Church that this man,
bap­tized by Philip, later laid the foun­da­tion for Chris­tian­ity in his
home­land.27 

 
   Philip spent the sub­se­quent years in the cities lo­cated off the coast of the Mediter­ranean
Sea in Is­rael, where he con­tin­ued to preach. In Cae­sarea, he found him­self a wife and set­tled
per­ma­nently in this Hel­l­enized city. He had four daugh­ters who be­came fa­mous for their
prophetic gift. A new com­mu­nity of the faith­ful was formed around Philip des­tined to have a
long and glo­ri­ous his­tory, which would be­come as­so­ci­ated with the names of Ori­gen,
Pam­philus, and Eu­se­bius.

   
 

   1.3.3    Cor­nelius the Cen­tu­rion

As pre­vi­ously men­tioned, a new tra­di­tion of vis­it­ing all re­cently formed churches was born
dur­ing the events in Samaria. There­fore, around 40 AD, it be­came nec­es­sary to visit the
Pales­tinian coastal re­gion. The Apos­tle Pe­ter, this time un­ac­com­pa­nied, set out on the
jour­ney again, “pass­ing through­out all quar­ters” (Acts 9:32). His main goal was to
at­tend to the or­ga­ni­za­tion of the young com­mu­ni­ties; and for them, the ar­rival of
Pe­ter was dear, above all, be­cause they saw in the apos­tle a wit­ness to the life and
res­ur­rec­tion of the Mes­siah. The apos­tle con­tin­ued his Teacher’s work: Luke speaks of two
mir­a­cles per­formed by Pe­ter in the coastal re­gion, the ru­mor of which spread far and
wide.

 
   He stayed in Jaffa for a long time. The church there con­sisted mainly of poor folk, who had
al­ways been dear to the heart of the apos­tle. He chose to live with a tan­ner in a neigh­bor­hood
con­sid­ered “un­clean” by the rab­bis.

 
   The Book of Acts em­pha­sizes that the peo­ple in this “church of the poor” were es­pe­cially
cor­dial and helped each other when­ever pos­si­ble. The only wealthy mem­ber of the Jaffa
fel­low­ship was a cer­tain Tabitha, and she too de­voted all her strength to serv­ing peo­ple.
To­gether with pi­ous wid­ows, she sewed clothes for the poor.

 
   To pa­gan Cae­sarea the Apos­tle Pe­ter came un­der the most ex­tra­or­di­nary cir­cum­stances.
Or­tho­dox Jews dis­liked that city, where the Procu­ra­tor used to live, sur­rounded by of­fen­sive
stat­ues and im­pe­rial em­blems. Per­haps, Pe­ter, too, was re­luc­tant to travel there, es­pe­cially
since there was no church in Cae­sarea at the time (Philip would set­tle in Cae­sarea at a later
point). Yet God had a dif­fer­ent plan.
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   One swel­ter­ing af­ter­noon, the apos­tle went up to the roof of the tan­ner’s house for prayer
at the ap­pointed time. When he fin­ished, the fish­er­man wanted to en­ter the up­per
room, where the women were pre­par­ing din­ner for him. And at that mo­ment, as if
half-asleep, he saw a large piece of cloth tied at four cor­ners let down in front of him.
It con­tained an­i­mals pro­hib­ited for food by the Law. “And a voice came to him,”
writes St. Luke, “Rise, Pe­ter; kill and eat.” The apos­tle saw this as a test of his
de­vout­ness and res­o­lutely re­fused. No “un­clean food” would ever touch his mouth!
Pe­ter ab­sorbed with his mother’s milk the age-old tra­di­tions that helped the Old
Tes­ta­ment Church to stay sep­a­rated from the Gen­tiles. These tra­di­tions had been
sanc­ti­fied by the blood of the mar­tyrs. But the mys­te­ri­ous voice said: “What God has
cleansed you must not call un­clean.” The vi­sion was re­peated three times. Pe­ter was
per­plexed. How­ever, he soon be­came con­vinced that the vi­sion had a deep mean­ing (Acts
10:9–18).28 

 
   The apos­tle had not yet come down from the roof when three strangers ap­proached the
house: a Ro­man sol­dier with two com­pan­ions. They said they were sent by the Cae­sarean
cen­tu­rion29 
Cor­nelius. Their mas­ter had long and sin­cerely be­lieved in one God and was friends with the
Jews. He be­longed to the group of the so-called “God-fear­ing” or semi-pros­e­lytes, who,
with­out per­form­ing all the rites of the Law, chose to sub­sti­tute them with works of char­ity.
And now God com­manded him to meet with a cer­tain Pe­ter, who lived in Jaffa at a tan­ner’s
place.

 
   To in­vite pa­gans, even those who be­lieved in God, into one’s house or visit them meant to
go against the ac­cepted prac­tice. And Pe­ter, prob­a­bly, would have hes­i­tated, had he not been
un­der the im­pres­sion of the strange vi­sion. Did it not mean that it was the will of God for him
to by­pass the old or­der? He cor­dially re­ceived the Ro­mans, al­lowed them to stay with
him, and then fol­lowed them back to Cae­sarea the next morn­ing. To em­pha­size
the im­por­tance of the en­counter, he took with him sev­eral Jew­ish broth­ers from
Jaffa.

 
   They walked along the sea coast quickly, with­out stop­ping. Fi­nally, they could see the
panorama of the city with its cus­toms houses, the­aters, and palaces. It was the first time the
fish­er­man had seen that city, and ev­ery­where he looked—there were signs of the Ro­man
pres­ence. Cor­nelius was al­ready wait­ing for them, hav­ing gath­ered, as for a solemn oc­ca­sion,
his rel­a­tives and clos­est friends. He was the com­man­der of a priv­i­leged Ital­ian co­hort, which
in­cluded vol­un­teers from Ro­man cit­i­zens of Italy (the bulk of the gar­ri­son con­sisted of
Syr­i­ans, Greeks, and Samar­i­tans); but, for­get­ting about the pride of an of­fi­cer and a Ro­man,
he greeted the Galilean fish­er­man at the door and bowed to the ground in an ori­en­tal
man­ner. “Stand up; I am only a man my­self,” the em­bar­rassed Pe­ter raised him and en­tered
the house.
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   Upon see­ing the au­di­ence, he im­me­di­ately in­formed them that his com­ing had been
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
pre­cip­i­tated by spe­cial cir­cum­stances. “You know,” he said, “that it is for­bid­den for a Jew to
as­so­ciate with or to visit any­one of an­other na­tion; but God has shown me that I should not
call any­one im­pure or un­clean” (Acts 10:24–28).

 
   A con­ver­sa­tion en­sued, dur­ing which Cor­nelius re­counted his re­cent vi­sion. The apos­tle
knew im­me­di­ately that he was in the group of peo­ple marked by deep faith. He was
as­tounded—the old no­tions were re­ced­ing in the face of the new re­al­ity. “Truly I
un­der­stand,” he ad­mit­ted, “that God shows no par­tial­ity. But in ev­ery na­tion who­ever fears
Him and does what is right is ac­cepted by Him. He has sent this Mes­sage to the
peo­ple of Is­rael, preach­ing peace through Je­sus Christ, who is Lord of all” (Acts
10:34–36).

 
   Those present may have heard about the Man who had been ex­e­cuted by the procu­ra­tor
about ten years ago, and now they learned that “God raised Him up,” that He ap­peared to the
cho­sen wit­nesses who ate and drank with the Risen One. “Of Him,” Pe­ter con­cluded, “all the
prophets tes­tify that ev­ery­one be­liev­ing in Him re­ceives for­give­ness of sins through His name”
(Acts 10:43).

 
   The Ro­mans be­gan to praise God and pray fer­vently. Their state was so fa­mil­iar to
Pe­ter! Wasn’t that how the Spirit of God gave wings to the apos­tles on the day of
Pen­te­cost?

 
   “Who can for­bid those who, like us, have re­ceived the Holy Spirit to be bap­tized with
wa­ter?” Pe­ter ex­claimed (Acts 10:47).

 
   There had been a time when, in or­der to en­ter the Covenant, one had to “be­come a Jew.”
Now God was open­ing new ways, for Je­sus of Nazareth was “Lord of all.” The bound­aries of
God’s peo­ple were ex­pand­ing, reach­ing the ends of the earth.

 
   The apos­tle stayed in the house of Cor­nelius for sev­eral days. Hav­ing bap­tized the
cen­tu­rion and his loved ones, he con­versed with the new con­verts as a friend, ate with them
at the same ta­ble. Al­though the semi-pros­e­lyte for­mally be­longed to the cat­e­gory of the
Gen­tiles and, there­fore, it was un­law­ful to share a meal with Pe­ter, the cen­tu­rion be­came a
brother to the apos­tle. The Galilean fish­er­man could not have known that at the same
mo­ment, far to the South, the first African Chris­tian was be­ing car­ried to his home­land in his
char­iot.

 
   Whereas Pe­ter was able to for­get about all the con­ven­tions in Cae­sarea, he was quickly
re­minded of them upon his re­turn to Jerusalem. The twelve and the el­ders al­ready knew that
Si­mon “had gone to the un­cir­cum­cised and ate with them” (Acts 11:3). Re­proaches fell on
Pe­ter from all sides. Proud of an­cient tra­di­tions, the Jerusalemites con­tin­ued to live in the old
world. The apos­tle had to de­fend him­self, re­fer­ring to the vi­sion and the de­scent of the Spirit
on the “Gen­tiles.”

 
   “When they heard this,” writes Luke, “they qui­eted down and glo­ri­fied God, say­ing, ‘So
then, even to Gen­tiles God has granted re­pen­tance to life’” (Acts 11:18). In fact,
they “qui­eted down” but not for long, and it is easy to see why. Af­ter all, the Law
was given from above. Can a sin­gle vi­sion undo what peo­ple have lived with for
cen­turies? The el­ders were con­vinced that the only way to en­ter the Church was to
be­come a Jew first. The very con­cept of a bap­tized Gen­tile seemed para­dox­i­cal to
them.
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   The in­er­tia of con­ser­vatism would con­tinue to run in Chris­tian­ity in dif­fer­ent forms and
ap­pear­ances for cen­turies to come.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

   
 

   1.3.4    St. Barn­abas in An­ti­och

Thus, the Jerusalemites con­cluded that the in­ci­dent with Cae­sarea’s of­fi­cer had been an
ex­cep­tion. But less than a year later, they were again con­founded by an­other piece of news
com­ing from An­ti­och, the cap­i­tal of the Syr­ian prov­ince.

 
   It was about some Hel­lenists who had reached Phoeni­cia and Cyprus. At first, they
preached only among the Jews, but in An­ti­och they ven­tured to speak di­rectly to the
Gen­tiles: not pros­e­lytes or God-fear­ing men like Cor­nelius, but those who revered the
Ro­man, Greek, and Syr­ian gods (Acts 11:20). This au­da­cious act de­fied all rea­son­able
bounds.

 
   Not only was the mis­sion within Is­rael far from com­plete, but how was it even pos­si­ble to
in­duct into the New Tes­ta­ment Church those who had not yet be­come ac­quainted with the
Old Tes­ta­ment truths?

 
   Ac­cord­ing to the es­tab­lished cus­tom, they de­cided to send an en­voy to An­ti­och. They
chose Joseph Barn­abas for that task—ev­ery­one knew his tact and abil­ity to rise to the
chal­lenge even in most dif­fi­cult sit­u­a­tions. It was he who had re­ceived Paul when oth­ers
would turn away from him. In ad­di­tion, Barn­abas was orig­i­nally from the is­land of Cyprus
and knew the area well.
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   An in­de­fati­ga­ble walker, Joseph prob­a­bly pre­ferred to travel on foot by way of Dam­as­cus
and Hama, the dis­tance that could be cov­ered in two weeks. As he ap­proached An­ti­och, he
hardly sus­pected that he was head­ing to the city that would be called the sec­ond cap­i­tal of
Chris­tian­ity.

 
   Rome and Jerusalem con­tinue to play a ma­jor role in world events. An­ti­och, on the other
hand, is all about the past; a re­mote Arab set­tle­ment now hud­dles in its place. Yet in the days
of the apos­tles, it was the “pearl of the Ori­ent,” the seat of the Ro­man Gov­er­nor of all Syria
and Pales­tine. Hel­lenis­tic mon­archs had founded it a lit­tle over 300 years prior to that as
a for­ti­fied city on the Orontes river for the pur­pose of link­ing the Mediter­ranean
with the East.[38] The Ro­man em­per­ors had con­tin­ued to ex­pand and beau­tify
An­ti­och.

 
   As he ap­proached the city, Barn­abas could see the even rows of build­ings, sur­rounded by
green­ery of gar­dens and pub­lic parks. The lux­u­ri­ous vil­las of the no­bil­ity gleamed
white among the cy­presses and myr­tle trees. The city walls were flanked by the
pink­ish cliffs of Mount Silpius on one side and the wide nav­i­ga­ble Orontes on the
other.
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   The multi-storey build­ings of An­ti­och were richly dec­o­rated; gilded arches and col­umns
were not un­com­mon. The crafts­men who dec­o­rated this third largest city of the em­pire (af­ter
Rome and Alexan­dria) adapted to the vul­gar tastes of the lo­cal cus­tomers. The cul­tural level
of An­ti­och was not high. In fact, the cap­i­tal of Syria could not boast of any out­stand­ing
schol­ars, writ­ers, or artists.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   The pop­u­la­tion of An­ti­och at the time was nearly a quar­ter of a mil­lion. In the city’s
mar­ket­place, it was said, one could get ac­quainted with the cus­toms of any coun­try. Greeks,
Ro­mans, Phoeni­cians, and Jews all main­tained their own neigh­bor­hoods sep­a­rate from the
Syr­i­ans. The an­cient erotic cult of As­tarte with its pro­ces­sions and fren­zied or­gies be­came
in­ter­twined with the im­ported Hel­lenic cult. The fa­mous Daphne grove, ded­i­cated to Apollo,
at­tracted many trav­el­ers from all over the world.

 
   An­ti­och’s pub­lic was char­ac­ter­ized by a lively and free dis­po­si­tion. It thought noth­ing of
boo­ing a fa­mous ac­tor or top­pling the statue of the em­peror. Yet se­ri­ous ri­ot­ing had been
rare. The city had an ac­tive com­mer­cial life, sports com­pe­ti­tions and per­for­mances were
ar­ranged, all kinds of en­ter­tain­ment were de­vised. The fes­tiv­i­ties of­ten lasted all night.
The street lights did not go out un­til morn­ing. Broth­els lured in cus­tomers. Inns,
tav­erns, cour­te­sans, flutists, and dancers were all an in­te­gral part of the life of
An­ti­och.

 
   Such was the city that would later be­come the birth­place of St. Ig­natius the God-bearer
and St. John Chrysos­tom, as well as many her­mits and as­cetics.

 
   In this place of bus­tle and rev­elry, mix­ing of peo­ples, lan­guages, and faiths, the Jews
con­sti­tuted an en­closed world, as if a city within a city. Yet for all their iso­la­tion, they could
not avoid fre­quent con­tact with the Greeks, Syr­i­ans, and other Gen­tiles. Ac­cord­ing to
Jose­phus, the Jews of An­ti­och “made pros­e­lytes of a great many of the Greeks
per­pet­u­ally, and thereby, [to an ex­tent], brought them to be a por­tion of their own
body.”[39]

 
   To ar­rive at the Jew­ish quar­ter, the en­voy of Jerusalem had to walk al­most six kilo­me­ters
along the cen­tral av­enue that stretched across An­ti­och. It was lined with stat­ues and
in­cluded a cov­ered colon­nade that pro­tected it from the heat and bad weather. An hour af­ter
Barn­abas had passed the city gate, he was among his own peo­ple in the street of
Sin­gon.

 
   The meet­ing with the brethren as­ton­ished Joseph. Not only did he find a large num­ber of
Gen­tiles who were bap­tized di­rectly from “Hel­lenism,” but he saw that these peo­ple were
aglow with the spirit of faith and de­vo­tion. All doubts van­ished. Life it­self had proven the
fear­less Hel­lenists to be in the right, who were un­afraid to bring into the Church those who
only yes­ter­day had revered idols.

 
   How could one de­nounce these peo­ple who had left the world of su­per­sti­tion and
un­bri­dled morals for the sake of a pure life in Christ? “When [the Apos­tle Barn­abas]
wit­nessed the grace of God,” Luke writes, “he re­joiced and be­gan to en­cour­age them all with
res­o­lute heart to re­main true to the Lord; for he was a good man, full of the Holy Spirit and of
faith” (Acts 11:23–24).

 
   Barn­abas re­mained in the city, send­ing word to Jerusalem that the com­mu­nity of An­ti­och
was flour­ish­ing. As a rep­re­sen­ta­tive of the Mother Church, he was tac­itly ac­cepted as a
men­tor. But it proved harder to deal with the “Greeks” than with the Jews, who had been
brought up on the Word of God. Mere dis­gust with their old way of life was not enough. The
moral and re­li­gious views of the neo­phytes had to be com­pletely trans­formed: they needed
to be taught as if they were babes. This raised many ques­tions. To what ex­tent
should the Gen­tiles be ini­ti­ated into the re­li­gion of the Covenant? What should
re­place the reg­u­la­tions and rit­u­als given by the Scrip­tures and the fa­thers of Is­rael?
And should they even­tu­ally be­come some­thing like pros­e­lytes in the bo­som of the
Church?

 
   The Jew­ish be­liev­ers con­tin­ued to live ac­cord­ing to the Law, that is, to reg­u­late their daily
life with the di­rec­tives of their an­ces­tral re­li­gion. This in­evitably sep­a­rated them from the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
newly bap­tized Gen­tiles. In short, there was no end to the dif­fi­cul­ties and prob­lems. Joseph
re­al­ized that he could not cope with them on his own.

 
   And then he thought of the Tar­sian whom he had once wel­comed so cor­dially in
Jerusalem. It had been sev­eral years since Paul had with­drawn to his na­tive town, and
noth­ing had been heard of him since. Hop­ing to find him, Barn­abas left An­ti­och and took the
north­ern road to Tar­sus.

   
 

   1.4    An­ti­och

40–45

 


   
 

   1.4.1    Barn­abas brings Paul to Syria

Even ear­lier, when Joseph Barn­abas used to live in Cyprus, he prob­a­bly vis­ited Tar­sus and
might have even met Paul’s fam­ily. Now, hav­ing come to that city, the Levite eas­ily found him
and of­fered to come with him to Syria. The Tar­sian agreed to it right away: he must have
taken that of­fer as a call from above, for hav­ing had no suc­cess in his home­town, he had
been yearn­ing for a dif­fer­ent task. Soon the An­ti­ochi­ans were able to wel­come this new
mem­ber to their Church.
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   They had heard many re­mark­able and con­tro­ver­sial things about Saul from
those who lived in Jerusalem. His ar­rival was an­tic­i­pated with ex­cite­ment and
cu­rios­ity. How­ever, the Tar­sian could hardly have made a strong im­pres­sion when
they first met him. Next to Barn­abas, a tall, portly man with a calm, dig­ni­fied
man­ners, whose ap­pear­ance the pa­gans found re­sem­bling that of Zeus, Saul looked
rather unim­pos­ing: out­spo­ken and abrupt, he was small in stature, with fused
eye­brows and a large hooked nose. He was in his early thir­ties but al­ready bald
with a hint of gray in his beard. Only his gray eyes com­manded a cer­tain power of
at­trac­tion.30 

 
   With the tacit con­sent of the whole church, Saul, who had been brought to An­ti­och as
Barn­abas’ as­sis­tant of sorts, soon found him­self among its lead­ers. His ed­u­ca­tion (he was the
only the­olo­gian among the brethren) and ex­tra­or­di­nary per­son­al­ity must have played a role in
this. The An­ti­ochi­ans soon re­al­ized that in Paul they were deal­ing with a true prophet of
God’s mercy. The very mir­a­cle of his call­ing, his en­counter with the Risen One, who had
im­pe­ri­ously turned around the course of Saul’s life, brought to re­mem­brance the sto­ries of
Amos and Isa­iah.
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   Saul was en­tirely given over to a sin­gle sub­lime vi­sion. It seemed his ev­ery step was taken
in the liv­ing pres­ence of the Lord. De­tach­ment from earthly things was com­bined in Saul with
strik­ing com­mon-sense re­al­ism. A vi­sion­ary and a mys­tic, soar­ing in the realm of spirit and
lofty med­i­ta­tions, he bore, how­ever, lit­tle re­sem­blance to the re­fined dreamer de­picted by El
Greco on his can­vas. The apos­tle be­came the first among the the Church as­cetics who knew
how, while liv­ing in God, to keep their feet on the earth. He did not shy away from solv­ing
im­por­tant prac­ti­cal prob­lems, re­veal­ing a re­mark­able or­ga­ni­za­tional tal­ent. Un­der­neath his
un­re­mark­able ap­pear­ance lay an iron will, which man­i­fested it­self more than once
in crit­i­cal sit­u­a­tions. Paul knew how to re­main steady—whether he was fac­ing a
large crowd, judges, or an im­mi­nent threat. For ex­am­ple, he was once the only
man not to lose his nerve who took ac­tion that led to the sal­va­tion of ev­ery­one on
board the ship bat­tered by the storm and on the verge of de­struc­tion (see Acts
27:31–44).

 
   A life with­out fam­ily, with­out a home, can dry up a man’s soul, turn­ing him into a gloomy
and with­drawn char­ac­ter, but that did not hap­pen to the apos­tle. St. Paul was not with­out a
sense of hu­mor and, some­times was able to defuse a tense at­mos­phere with an un­ex­pected
joke; be­ing hot-tem­pered by na­ture, he learned to re­strain him­self, demon­strat­ing
re­mark­able hu­mil­ity and tact. We know of many peo­ple for whom the apos­tle had feel­ings of
deep af­fec­tion and friend­ship, and they re­sponded to him in kind. Over the years, he
ac­quired de­vout and self­less stu­dents—“chil­dren,” as he some­times would call
them. Yet as great as their love was for him, so ve­he­ment was the ha­tred of his
op­po­nents. It is sig­nif­i­cant that it was Paul, and not Barn­abas or other mis­sion­ar­ies, who
suf­fered the most at the hands of both the Jews and the Gen­tiles. As we shall see, he
was of­ten met with mis­un­der­stand­ing and con­dem­na­tion even among his own
co­re­li­gion­ists.

 
   His tal­ents, deep knowl­edge of the Bible, and the reach of his vi­sion set the apos­tle head
and shoul­ders above those who sur­rounded him, and per­haps he felt lonely be­cause of this.
Yet he was never a loner. Al­ways seen in the midst of peo­ple, Paul was a nat­u­ral
com­mu­ni­ca­tor.

 
   One of the most im­por­tant tasks fac­ing the An­ti­och com­mu­nity was the need to de­ter­mine
the sta­tus of the bap­tized Gen­tiles. Was it nec­es­sary to de­mand that they ac­cept the to­tal­ity
of the Old Tes­ta­ment rules reg­u­lat­ing one’s life, the en­tire in­tri­cate con­glom­er­ate of
ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal statutes of Ju­daism? Paul was aware that some Jew­ish teach­ers be­lieved that
cir­cum­ci­sion along with the ob­ser­vance of all the statutes of the Torah was su­per­flu­ous for
pros­e­lytes.31 
In pro­claim­ing Christ to the Gen­tiles, the apos­tle fully ap­proved of that view. In this, he was
not guided by tac­ti­cal con­sid­er­a­tions, as some of his bi­og­ra­phers are in­clined to
think. In con­trast to the Near East, the Greco-Ro­man world viewed the rit­ual of
cir­cum­ci­sion as some­thing alien, but this could not be viewed as an in­sur­mount­able
ob­sta­cle—af­ter all, each an­cient re­li­gion had its own taboos and in­nu­mer­able rit­u­als. A
re­quire­ment for those con­vert­ing to an­other faith to adopt its cus­toms would not be
sur­pris­ing. It was con­sid­ered com­mon prac­tice: in the eyes of Gen­tiles, re­li­gion
was in­sep­a­ra­ble from its sa­cred cer­e­monies. Let us re­call that the peo­ples who
con­verted to Is­lam also ac­cepted the “seal of Abra­ham” (cir­cum­ci­sion) along with
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
it.

 
   Note also that the masses tended to at­tach weight only to an­cient re­li­gions, so the
preacher of a new re­li­gion would al­ways have to in­voke some time-hon­ored au­thor­ity. A
doc­trine that had no pri­mor­dial roots seemed a sus­pi­cious, purely hu­man in­ven­tion. For the
bap­tized Gen­tiles, the role of such “his­tor­i­cal foun­da­tion” was served by the Old Tes­ta­ment,
and there­fore there was no com­pelling rea­son for the newly con­verted Gen­tiles to refuse the
Bible or­di­nances.

 
   The po­si­tion of St. Paul in re­la­tion to the Law was guided, on the one
hand, by the prophetic for­mula: “mercy is higher than sac­ri­fice,” and, on the
other, by his view of Sa­cred his­tory. Fol­low­ing the ar­rival of the new Mes­sianic
era, when God now “cre­ates all things new,” the for­mer Law has be­come
“old.”32 
Christ has made a new Covenant with the faith­ful, in the light of which all an­cient
re­li­gious or­di­nances are fad­ing like the stars at sun­rise. To those in whom the Spirit of
the Sav­ior reigns, the mag­i­cal rit­u­als of poly­the­ism are but rub­bish, and even the
sa­cred sym­bols of the Old Tes­ta­ment, by and large, have be­came a thing of the
past.

 
   Such re­solve to chal­lenge the mil­len­nia-old norms could have only orig­i­nated with
some­one whose life was fully sur­ren­dered to Je­sus Christ. “In Christ Je­sus,” the apos­tle
would say a few years later, “nei­ther cir­cum­ci­sion nor un­cir­cum­ci­sion avails any­thing, but
faith work­ing by love… [and] a new cre­ation” (Gal 5:6–7; 6:15).

 
   The Nazarenes of Jerusalem had not yet sep­a­rated them­selves from the Jew­ish
com­mu­nity and would come to pray at the Tem­ple. How­ever, the sit­u­a­tion among the
An­ti­ochi­ans was al­ready dif­fer­ent. There emerged a broth­er­hood vir­tu­ally in­de­pen­dent from
the syn­a­gogue and var­ie­gated in its com­po­si­tion. Even so, its mem­bers viewed the “Is­rael of
God,” the Church of Judea, as their source. The holy city where the Twelve lived was
nat­u­rally rec­og­nized as a bul­wark of the faith. Like the di­as­pora Jews, the An­ti­ochian
Chris­tians main­tained con­stant con­tact with Jerusalem. The emis­sary-apos­tles and itin­er­ant
prophets served as the con­nect­ing link.
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   In the early 40s, sev­eral such prophets vis­ited the Syr­ian cap­i­tal, and one of
them, named Agabus, an­nounced the on­set of famine through­out the Ro­man
Em­pire. The Mother Church was al­ready go­ing through dif­fi­cult times, and it was
de­cided to col­lect do­na­tions in ad­vance for “the brethren liv­ing in Judea.” This
con­tin­ued the Old Tes­ta­ment prac­tice of or­ga­nized aid to the poor (see Acts
11:27–30).33 

 
   In­deed, a wave of crop fail­ures soon swept across the shores of the
Mediter­ranean. Em­peror Claudius could barely pro­cure enough bread for his
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
cap­i­tal.34 
And the sit­u­a­tion in the prov­inces was far worse. The calamity was about to reach Pales­tine.
How­ever, be­fore the famine would break out there, a dif­fer­ent kind of storm swept over the
Jerusalem Church.

   
 

   1.4.2    Events in Jerusalem
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   While Agabus was vis­it­ing the An­ti­ochi­ans, the gov­ern­ment in Judea changed hands. In
an ef­fort to calm the coun­try which had been ag­i­tated by the fol­lies of Caligula, Claudius
sent, in place of a procu­ra­tor, his con­fi­dant Agrippa, the grand­son of Herod the Great, and
gave him the ti­tle of king. Fifty-year-old Agrippa, a clever in­triguer who man­aged to sur­vive in
his role of Caligula’s con­fi­dant, de­cided to seize on the mo­ment. His youth had
passed among the Ro­man court no­bil­ity, and now he ur­gently needed to change his
life­style. Agrippa wanted to look like a real Jew­ish monarch, and he tried to prove to
Jerusalem his or­tho­doxy by all means at his dis­posal. To this end, the pup­pet king
de­cided to start reprisals against dis­si­dents. And there were a lot of them in the
coun­try.

 
   Among them, the Nazarenes were the most de­fense­less. There­fore, the king at­tacked them
first. This took place in the third year of his reign, in the spring of 44. On a false
de­nun­ci­a­tion, the Galilean James, the son of Zebedee, was ar­rested and soon ex­e­cuted. It
re­mains un­known what specif­i­cally he was ac­cused of, though we know that James, like his
brother, was a man of an ar­dent char­ac­ter (hence their nick­name “the Sons of
Thun­der”). Per­haps the in­former used some care­less word dropped by James in
ref­er­ence to the au­thor­i­ties. Thus the prophecy of Christ was ful­filled: the first of the
Twelve “drank the cup” that the Teacher had spo­ken to him about many years
ago.35 

 
   See­ing that the San­hedrin, with which Agrippa in­gra­ti­ated him­self in ev­ery way pos­si­ble,
ap­proved of that mea­sure, the king de­cided not to stop there. He or­dered the ar­rest of Si­mon
Bar-Jonah, the head of the Nazarenes. A show trial was planned this time, which, how­ever,
had to be post­poned on the ac­count of Passover.

 
   Agrippa was not re­ally in­ter­ested in jus­tice, and it meant that Pe­ter’s path from the prison
cells of the An­to­nia Fortress could only lead to the ex­e­cu­tioner’s block. The whole Church
was filled with sor­row­ful ex­pec­ta­tion. The faith­ful were pray­ing in the house of Mary, the
rel­a­tive of Barn­abas.

 
   Then some­thing in­cred­i­ble hap­pened.

 
   A mys­te­ri­ous hand led Si­mon out of the Fortress, and only when he found him­self in the
night street, he re­al­ized that what was hap­pen­ing to him was not a dream. Hav­ing crossed
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
the sleep­ing city, he was able to reach the house of Mary. Luke de­scribes his un­ex­pected
ap­pear­ance so vividly that his words clearly echo the story of an eye­wit­ness. “When Pe­ter
knocked at the gate, a ser­vant girl named Rhoda came to an­swer. And hav­ing rec­og­nized
Pe­ter’s voice, in her joy she did not open the gate, but ran in­side and an­nounced that
Pe­ter was stand­ing at the gate. They said to her: ‘You are out of your mind!’ Yet
she kept in­sist­ing that it was so. So they said, ‘It must be his an­gel.’ Mean­while,
Pe­ter con­tin­ued knock­ing. When they fi­nally opened the door and saw him, they
were amazed. And hav­ing mo­tioned with his hand for them to re­main silent, he
re­counted how the Lord had de­liv­ered him out of prison and said, ‘Re­port these
things to James and the brethren.’ Then he left and went to an­other place” (Acts
12:13–17).

 
   The words about “James and the brethren” in this story de­serve some at­ten­tion.
Ob­vi­ously, al­ready then, James was in a po­si­tion of lead­er­ship among the Nazarenes. Now,
when Pe­ter was forced to leave Jerusalem, the lead­er­ship of the com­mu­nity fell
on the shoul­ders of the Brother of the Lord, who be­came its de facto head. Most
likely, the Apos­tle Pe­ter, along with the in­sep­a­ra­ble John, found refuge in their
na­tive Galilee. From this time on, they would ap­pear in Jerusalem only as guests of
honor.

 
   Af­ter the mys­te­ri­ous dis­ap­pear­ance of the pris­oner from the Fortress, Agrippa must have
tried to lo­cate and ar­rest James. How­ever, he did not suc­ceed in car­ry­ing out his in­ten­tion. At
that time, the king was in Cae­sarea, where he held ne­go­ti­a­tions with the Phoeni­cians. There,
dur­ing a lav­ish fes­ti­val in honor of the em­peror, Agrippa sud­denly felt ill and had to be
car­ried out of the the­ater. Five days later he died in ter­ri­ble agony. It is pos­si­ble that he
was poi­soned by one of his courtiers who had been bribed by the am­bas­sadors of
Tyre.36 

 
   The dan­ger hang­ing over the Jerusalem church was tem­po­rar­ily evaded. Two years later,
how­ever, the famine that ev­ery­one had feared be­gan in Judea. When the An­ti­ochi­ans learned
of this, they dis­patched Barn­abas to their Jerusalem brethren to take the money they had
col­lected in ad­vance. Acts says that Joseph was ac­com­pa­nied by Paul, but the apos­tle
him­self does not men­tion this. Per­haps he ac­com­pa­nied Barn­abas only to the bor­der of the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
coun­try.37 
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   On his re­turn to An­ti­och, Barn­abas took with him the young man John Mark, the son of
Mary, who was also his cousin.

   
 

   1.5    Mis­sion of Paul and Barn­abas

Cyprus – Gala­tia, 45–49

 


   
 

   1.5.1    In Cyprus

Mean­while, the lead­ers of the An­ti­och Chris­tians pon­dered the need for preach­ing in the
neigh­bor­ing lands. The ex­pe­ri­ence of their Church showed that there was a real op­por­tu­nity
to pro­claim the Gospel not only to the Jews, but also to the Greeks and those whom the
Greeks called bar­bar­ians. And there was a need to hurry. The more peo­ple would en­ter the
Church be­fore the com­ing of the Lord, the more faith­fully they would have ful­filled His
com­mand.

 
   One day, when the brethren gath­ered to cel­e­brate the Lord’s Sup­per, the Spirit of God
an­nounced to them through one of the prophets: “Set apart for Me Barn­abas and Saul for the
work I have called them to” (Acts 13:2). No one doubted what this work was about: the Word
of Christ had to “spread and mul­ti­ply.” A fast was an­nounced, and all prayed fer­vently for the
suc­cess of the new un­der­tak­ing. Dur­ing the prayer, the el­ders laid their hands on the elect
ac­cord­ing to the bib­li­cal tra­di­tion. They were now re­garded as mes­sen­gers of the An­ti­ochian
Church, its apos­tles.

 
   But where should they go, and where to be­gin? Barn­abas of­fered to go first to the near­est
is­land of Cyprus. This was his na­tive land, and the mis­sion­ar­ies could eas­ily find a
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
new haven there. Hav­ing taken Mark as their as­sis­tant, they set off with­out any
de­lay.

 
   There were boats and small ships go­ing down the river to the Se­leu­cian port, but the three
trav­el­ers pre­ferred to take the pic­turesque moun­tain road that stretched among the groves
and springs. The road was paved with smooth blocks by the Ro­mans to ease the pas­sage of
car­a­vans and ad­vanc­ing troops.

 
   Not even a day had passed be­fore Barn­abas, Saul, and Mark were al­ready de­scend­ing to
Se­leu­cia Pieria, from where they promptly pro­ceeded to the pier re­plete with the sails and
masts of mer­chant ships. There was a reg­u­lar mar­itime con­nec­tion at the time be­tween
Se­leu­cia and Cyprus. Hav­ing made ar­range­ments with the shipowner, the mis­sion­ar­ies went
on board to­wards the end of the day.

 
   The moun­tains of the coast, il­lu­mi­nated by the sun­set, were re­ced­ing be­hind the stern.
The ship, hav­ing raised its sails, was leav­ing the bay, head­ing south­west. This was the
be­gin­ning of the long trav­els of “the Apos­tle to the Na­tions.” Gaz­ing into the vast ex­panse of
the sea, he could hardly fore­see what lay ahead of him; he could have hardly imag­ined his
fu­ture jour­neys, dur­ing which he would cover a dis­tance of many thou­sands of kilo­me­ters.
And how? On flimsy boats, on mules, and most of­ten on foot, sleep­ing in the open air and at
inns, eat­ing a hand­ful of olives or flat­breads, ex­pe­ri­enc­ing a thou­sand in­con­ve­niences and
dan­gers.
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
An­cient mer­chant ship.                                                                        
   
   Years later, when look­ing back, Paul would re­call how of­ten he was on the brink of death.
“From the Jews five times I re­ceived forty stripes mi­nus one. Three times I was beaten with
rods; once I was stoned; three times I was ship­wrecked; a night and a day I have been in
the deep; in jour­neys of­ten, in per­ils of wa­ters, in per­ils of rob­bers, in per­ils of
my own coun­try­men, in per­ils of the Gen­tiles, in per­ils in the city, in per­ils in the
wilder­ness, in per­ils in the sea, in per­ils among false brethren; in weari­ness and toil, in
sleep­less­ness of­ten, in hunger and thirst, in fast­ings of­ten, in cold and naked­ness” (2 Cor
11:24–27).

 
   Paul could have con­tin­ued la­bor­ing peace­fully in An­ti­och among his ar­dent sup­port­ers
and car­ing friends. But the die had been cast: his faith in his mis­sion, willpower, en­ergy, and
in­cred­i­ble en­durance would guide Paul for the next twenty years, en­abling him to
lead such a life. He made this choice will­ingly at the be­hest of God and his own
heart.

 
   The visit to Cyprus was not yet rec­og­nized as the be­gin­ning of mis­sion among the
pa­gans. The fi­nal plan for such mis­sion would ma­ture only dur­ing the jour­ney
it­self and take its fi­nal shape in 49 AD fol­low­ing the meet­ing with the apos­tles in
Jerusalem.

 
   On the sec­ond day, the ship en­tered the Salamis Har­bor of Cyprus. As a tran­sit point
be­tween Syria and the West, this moun­tain-forested is­land had be­longed to the Ro­mans for
the last hun­dred years. Cyprus was called the is­land of Aphrodite, al­though it was As­tarte,
the great god­dess of Asia, who was wor­shipped there un­der that name. The is­land was also
a home to pop­u­lous Jew­ish colonies. Barn­abas used to live in one of them; he
im­me­di­ately in­tro­duced his com­pan­ions to the cir­cle of Jew­ish Cypri­ots, and the
mis­sion­ar­ies be­gan to visit the syn­a­gogues of Salamis. There they be­gan telling
about the great events that had taken place in Jerusalem, about the im­mi­nent
com­ing of the Mes­siah, and ap­par­ently peo­ple lis­tened to them with open­ness and
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
in­ter­est: the first seeds of the Gospel may have al­ready been sown here by the lo­cal
Hel­lenists.[52]

 
   As the days passed, Paul be­gan to hurry his friends. He was ir­re­sistibly drawn fur­ther—to
where the strange and un­known lands lay. He was vis­ited by dreams and vi­sions: he looked
in them for signs that would in­di­cate the way.

 
   Barn­abas did not ob­ject—the ini­tia­tive had clearly passed into the hands of
Paul. Per­haps, even then, Mark did not quite like the fact that his rel­a­tive, the
prophet and teacher so revered in Jerusalem, al­lowed him­self to be so in­flu­enced by
the Tar­sian. Be that as it may, both Levites con­curred with Saul’s de­sire to leave
Cyprus.

 
   To reach its west­ern port, the trav­el­ers had to cross the en­tire is­land on foot, cov­er­ing
al­most a hun­dred kilo­me­ters. They reached the sea at New Pa­phos, where the res­i­dence of
the Ro­man pro­con­sul was lo­cated.

 
   While the mis­sion­ar­ies were wait­ing for a pass­ing ship head­ing west, they were
un­ex­pect­edly in­vited to the house of the gov­er­nor him­self, Sergius Paulus, who
turned out to be a man of learn­ing, of in­quir­ing mind, with an in­ter­est in East­ern
re­li­gions.38  His en­tourage in­cluded
some Jew­ish ma­gi­cians,39 
whose famed art he sin­cerely be­lieved. A cer­tain Bar-Yeshua, nick­named Ely­mas, en­joyed the
spe­cial pa­tron­age of Sergius Paulus.

 
   Ap­par­ently, the pro­con­sul also re­garded the preach­ers of Chris­tian­ity as ini­ti­ates of some
new kind of magic. He wanted to meet with Barn­abas and Saul to learn more about their
teach­ing. How­ever, Bar-Yeshua be­came con­cerned that this could un­der­mine his au­thor­ity in
the eyes of the ruler. And when the apos­tles came to see Sergius Paulus, the ex­or­cist
tried to den­i­grate them in ev­ery way pos­si­ble in front of his pa­tron. Saul could not
stand idly by: for the first time in his life he was speak­ing about faith to a Ro­man
no­ble­man, and some con­jurer stood in his way! Look­ing in­tently at the ma­gi­cian, the
apos­tle lit­er­ally pinned him to his place with the stern words: “Now the hand of the
Lord is against you, and you shall be blind, not see­ing the sun for a time!” (Acts
13:11).

 
   Im­me­di­ately, all those present saw how Bar-Yeshua be­gan grop­ing around in
hor­ror.

 
   The Book of Acts says in pass­ing that the pro­con­sul “be­lieved,” yet most likely he only
showed fa­vor to the preach­ers. Luke does not say that he was bap­tized, and the mis­sion­ar­ies
did not linger on the is­land, which would have been nat­u­ral had the con­ver­sion of Sergius
Paulus turned out to be se­ri­ous.

 
   The clos­est re­gion to Cyprus was Asia Mi­nor, its south­ern coast. This is where the apos­tles
next sailed to, soon land­ing near the city of Perga. Whereas Cyprus could still be viewed as a
con­tin­u­a­tion of the fa­mil­iar bib­li­cal lands of Syria-Pales­tine, now, step­ping off the ship, the
trav­el­ers found them­selves in an en­tirely dif­fer­ent world. Peo­ple in strange, un­usual clothes
scur­ried about the pier speak­ing in­com­pre­hen­si­ble lan­guages. The area was sur­rounded by
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
malar­ial swamps, and the ghostly sil­hou­ettes of moun­tains loomed in the dis­tance. Ar­du­ous
cross­ings us­ing de­serted roads awaited the apos­tles, and any­one they met could turn
out to be a rob­ber: dan­ger­ous Isaurian ban­dits roamed the lo­cal forests. Ro­man
civ­i­liza­tion had barely touched these re­mote lands, in­hab­ited by semi-sav­age war­like
tribes. Still, Saul and Barn­abas knew that some cities had Jew­ish com­mu­ni­ties
and that it would be pos­si­ble to move around the coun­try from one com­mu­nity to
an­other.

 
   The Ro­mans called this prov­ince Gala­tia, al­though the real
Gala­tians, or Gauls, lived far­ther north, in the very heart of the
penin­sula.40 

 
   The mis­sion­ar­ies walked up­stream along the river bank and af­ter a few kilo­me­ters reached
Perga, a large, well-main­tained city with a fo­rum, palaces, the­aters, and aque­ducts. In
ad­di­tion to mer­chants and Ro­man colonists, pil­grims would of­ten travel to this city, at­tracted
by its tem­ple of Artemis. This god­dess had been revered in Asia Mi­nor from time
im­memo­rial.

 
   John Mark was hor­ri­fied to learn that they were go­ing to ven­ture fur­ther into this realm
of forests, moun­tains, un­known tribes, and pa­gan gods. He felt over­whelmed by
home­sick­ness: he wanted to be back in Jerusalem, in his mother’s house, among his own.
He flatly re­fused to go fur­ther. In vain did Saul and his cousin try to per­suade
him; Mark turned back and boarded the next ship bound for Judea (see Acts
13:13).41 

 
   Barn­abas re­mained loyal to the Tar­sian, and now, just the two of them con­tin­ued on the
road that stretched di­rectly north off Perga. They prob­a­bly learned that there were many
Jews liv­ing in An­ti­och of Pi­sidia. While the di­as­pora served as a guid­ing thread to the
apos­tles, Rome, too, un­wit­tingly as­sisted them.

 
   Asia  Mi­nor,  in­hab­ited  by  many  Aryan
tribes42 
be­fore its cap­ture by the Turks, had al­ways had a mixed pop­u­la­tion. Hit­tites, Cim­me­ri­ans,
Gauls, and Greeks waged wars here, cre­at­ing and de­stroy­ing states. Warhorses’ hooves
tram­pled these plateaus and val­leys long be­fore the in­va­sions by the Per­sians and
Alexan­der’s pha­lanxes.

 
   It is im­pos­si­ble to imag­ine the mis­sion of Barn­abas and Paul tak­ing place out­side the
con­fines of the Ro­man Em­pire. Around the time of their jour­ney, Plutarch would write with
en­thu­si­asm about the trans­for­ma­tive role of Rome: “The world was filled with un­speak­able
vi­o­lence, con­fu­sion, and rev­o­lu­tion in all things, un­til such time as Rome was raised to its
just strength and great­ness… com­pre­hend­ing un­der her power many strange na­tions and
do­min­ions.”[60] Of course, not ev­ery­thing was as splen­did as the philoso­pher por­trayed, but
we must ad­mit that the uni­fied Ro­man law and or­der was an in­valu­able fac­tor for the
mis­sion, while the in­ter­na­tional Greek lan­guage al­lowed peo­ple to un­der­stand each other
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
any­where in the Em­pire.

 
   How­ever, we should also re­mem­ber that the evan­ge­lists mainly had to travel along the
em­pire’s bar­baric out­skirts. The in­flu­ence of the cen­ter reached pri­mar­ily the cities, which
were con­nected by the sys­tem of the Ro­man mil­i­tary roads. It was these roads that Saul and
Barn­abas unswerv­ingly fol­lowed wher­ever they went.

   
 

   1.5.2    Es­tab­lish­ment of churches in Gala­tia

Two men, staff in hand, wear­ing trav­el­ing cloaks were walk­ing briskly along a wide paved
road: one was tall and stately, and the other was squat and stooped. They had been walk­ing
for a day, two, three. Once in a while, they were over­taken by horse­men and postal carts;
trade car­a­vans and de­tach­ments of sol­diers would be en­coun­tered along the way. The road
ran across the plateau sur­rounded by gen­tle, forested hills. Oc­ca­sion­ally, their
route was tra­versed by rivers, which they had to cross by boat. Mead­ows be­gan to
give way to cliffs, groves, and bushes. On the third day, the ex­panse of a large
lake opened up on their left against the back­drop of a bluish dis­tant moun­tain
range.

 
   For about a week the apos­tles had con­tin­ued their jour­ney, un­til they de­scended into a
val­ley sur­rounded by green groves. Houses clung to the slopes of the moun­tain sur­round­ing
a pa­gan tem­ple. Traces of the Ro­man pres­ence could be seen here and there: a colos­sal
aque­duct, por­ti­cos of mas­sive ad­min­is­tra­tive build­ings.

 
   This was An­ti­och of Pi­sidia, which had re­ceived its sta­tus of a colony un­der Au­gus­tus.
Af­ter stay­ing in an inn for a short while to re­cover their strength, the mis­sion­ar­ies took time
to in­spect the area. They in­quired the where­abouts of the syn­a­gogue and went there on the
first Sab­bath.

 
   The com­mu­nity, lost in the pa­gan coun­try, greeted them as wel­come and hon­ored guests.
At that time, a con­stant con­nec­tion was main­tained be­tween the cen­ters of the Di­as­pora;
courier mer­chants and teach­ers of the Law brought books, news, de­crees of the San­hedrin
and col­lected church do­na­tions. Such vis­i­tors had the right to ad­dress those gath­ered in the
syn­a­gogue with a word of ed­i­fi­ca­tion. There­fore the apos­tles were in­vited to speak to the
con­gre­ga­tion, es­pe­cially af­ter Paul had in­tro­duced him­self as a rabbi, a dis­ci­ple of the fa­mous
Gamaliel.

 
   There could be no bet­ter op­por­tu­nity. Hav­ing climbed the plat­form, Paul be­gan his
ad­dress. His ser­mon was so new, un­ex­pected, and un­usual that the apos­tles were in­vited to
speak in the syn­a­gogue again the fol­low­ing Sab­bath. They went out into the street,
sur­rounded by the crowd, who es­corted them back to the inn. Peo­ple were clearly ex­cited and
asked many ques­tions; the ar­rival of the guests from Judea be­came a sig­nif­i­cant event in
their quiet pro­vin­cial life.

 
   The first cen­tury AD is usu­ally por­trayed as a time of re­li­gious de­cline and in­dif­fer­ence,
but in fact it was dis­tin­guished by the spirit of God-seek­ing and thirst for truth. The wars
that had raged for cen­turies sub­sided, and life was re­turn­ing to its peace­ful course. Im­pe­rial
taxes were coun­ter­bal­anced by in­creased pros­per­ity brought about by the rapid de­vel­op­ment
of agri­cul­ture, com­mu­ni­ca­tion routes, trade, and crafts. Yet man shall not live by bread
alone. The cult of Cae­sar along with an­ti­quated re­li­gious be­liefs could not sat­isfy the
spir­i­tual hunger. There­fore, the words of the new ser­mon found fer­tile ground in
Gala­tia.

 
   Word of Paul and Barn­abas spread through­out the town. The next Sab­bath, not only
pros­e­lytes and syn­a­gogue reg­u­lars, but also a large group of those who had never
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
be­fore stepped in­side a syn­a­gogue, filled the pews and court­yard of the house of
wor­ship.

 
   The lead­ers of the con­gre­ga­tion watched this gath­er­ing of Gen­tiles with in­creased alarm
and an­noy­ance. They con­sid­ered the preach­ing of the guests to be their in­ter­nal af­fair. For
gen­er­a­tions, they had jeal­ously guarded their faith from out­siders. Their sense of be­long­ing to
an an­cient cul­ture con­fined within the walls of their vol­un­tary ghetto made them sim­i­lar to
those tra­di­tion­al­ist Chris­tians who would later be known for their in­grained dis­trust of the
neo­phytes. Luke ex­plic­itly says that these peo­ple be­came “filled with envy” (Acts
13:45).

 
   Paul and Barn­abas felt a wall of hos­til­ity rise around them. Leav­ing the syn­a­gogue, they
spoke out di­rectly: their mes­sage was not wanted here, so they would go to those who would
re­ceive it.
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   From that day on, the preach­ers be­gan to gather peo­ple in the houses of pros­e­lytes and
Gen­tiles and con­verse with them. They bap­tized those who had be­lieved. How­ever, their
op­po­nents were not go­ing to tol­er­ate this. With the help of in­flu­en­tial ma­trons close to the Jew­ish
com­mu­nity, they suc­ceeded in get­ting the au­thor­i­ties to ex­pel the new­com­ers from the city. It
was not dif­fi­cult to find a for­mal rea­son: Ro­man laws pro­hib­ited the es­tab­lish­ment of new
cults.43 

 
   This con­flict, hav­ing thus bro­ken out, never abated, ac­com­pa­ny­ing the apos­tle through­out
the rest of his life.

 
   From there, the trav­el­ers de­cided to con­tinue their jour­ney to the south­east, to the re­gion
of Ly­cao­nia. This de­ci­sion was prompted by two rea­sons: first, there were many Jews in this
re­gion’s bor­der city of Ico­nium, and the apos­tles never de­vi­ated from their rule of first tak­ing
their mes­sage to the Jews. Sec­ond, it was there that the only road south of Gala­tia led,
stretch­ing all the way to Paul’s birth­place, Tar­sus. Hav­ing passed the flat, sun-scorched
plain, the evan­ge­lists en­tered Ico­nium a few days later. Sur­rounded by gar­dens, Ico­nium
re­sem­bled an oa­sis in the desert.

 
   The same se­ries of events hap­pened here as in An­ti­och of Pi­sidia. First, a dis­cus­sion in the
syn­a­gogue, af­ter which “a great mul­ti­tude both of the Jews and of the Greeks be­lieved” (Acts
14:1), fol­lowed by a new wave of hos­til­ity. Prob­a­bly, the men who had been dis­patched from
Pi­sidia af­ter the apos­tles man­aged to set against them both the Jew­ish com­mu­nity and the
Ro­man ad­min­is­tra­tion. How­ever, the ad­ver­saries could not im­me­di­ately ex­pel the
preach­ers this time: the num­ber of those who con­verted and sym­pa­thized turned
out to be too great. There­fore, Paul and Barn­abas stayed in Ico­nium for sev­eral
weeks.

 
   They man­aged to con­sol­i­date the first cir­cle of Chris­tians, the nu­cleus of the
fu­ture church. Their sick would be healed through the prayers of the mis­sion­ar­ies.
Fol­low­ing the Lord’s com­mand, His ser­vants healed not only the spirit but also the
body. In their eyes, hu­man ail­ments were a symp­tom of the uni­ver­sal sin­ful­ness of
mankind that had fallen un­der the power of de­monic forces. That is why, prayer
over the sick, which ac­com­pa­nied their preach­ing, was an im­por­tant as­pect of
evan­ge­lism.[63]
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   Paul him­self rarely bap­tized neo­phytes, leav­ing it to Barn­abas; he con­sid­ered his main
task to be “the min­istry of the word.” This does not mean, how­ever, that he viewed bap­tism as
some­thing sec­ondary. Al­though bap­tism was very early re­ferred to by the pa­gan term
mys­te­rion (sacra­ment), it was fun­da­men­tally dif­fer­ent from the sacra­ments (or mys­ter­ies) that
flour­ished in the Hel­lenis­tic world. The rites of pa­gan mys­ter­ies sig­ni­fied man’s
par­tak­ing of the se­cret forces of the dy­ing and res­ur­rect­ing na­ture. Mean­while,
the Gospel’s bap­tism, like its pro­to­type, the bap­tism of pros­e­lytes, served as an
en­try point into the fam­ily of the peo­ple of God, the com­mu­nity where the Spirit
of Christ was at work. By en­ter­ing it, the new con­vert was unit­ing with the Lord
Him­self.

 
   Mean­while, in Ico­nium, the con­tro­versy sur­round­ing the preach­ing of Chris­tian­ity
con­tin­ued. Leg­end has it that the apos­tles were even­tu­ally sen­tenced to ex­ile from the city: a
cer­tain Ico­nian no­ble­man, whose fi­ance Thekla had de­cided to fol­low Paul, filed a com­plaint
against them. But ac­cord­ing to Acts, Paul and Barn­abas se­cretly fled the city as soon as they
learned that “the Gen­tiles and Jews, to­gether with their rulers, set out to mis­treat and stone
them” (Acts 14:5).
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   It was im­pos­si­ble to re­turn to An­ti­och. They had to move fur­ther into the depths of
the moun­tain­ous coun­try, where only Gen­tiles lived. Anx­ious, the mis­sion­ar­ies
ap­proached Lystra, a small Ly­cao­nian town. They could barely un­der­stand the lo­cal
lan­guage. Here lived the high­landers, rel­a­tives of the an­cient Hit­tites, whose king­dom
had fallen many cen­turies ear­lier. These peo­ple, though Hel­l­enized, re­tained many
fea­tures of their for­mer way of life. There were no pros­e­lytes to be found be­cause
there was no syn­a­gogue in the town. This was the first time Paul and Barn­abas
en­coun­tered such a sit­u­a­tion. They tried in vain to make con­tact with the Ly­cao­ni­ans,
say­ing that they brought them the mes­sage of sal­va­tion. They had, how­ever, too
lit­tle in com­mon with these peo­ple to count on suc­cess. Still, Paul was not go­ing to
re­treat.

 
   The turn­ing point oc­curred un­ex­pect­edly un­der cir­cum­stances that might oth­er­wise have
caused a smile had they not nearly cost the apos­tle his life.

 
   Among those who lis­tened to St. Paul was an in­cur­able man with par­a­lyzed legs. When he
caught the word sal­va­tion in the Jew’s speech, he seized upon it as his last hope. The
apos­tle no­ticed it and, look­ing in­tently at the Lys­trian, as he would do in such
cases, com­manded him to get up. There were loud shouts from the amazed crowd: a
mir­a­cle took place—the crip­ple hes­i­tantly got to his feet. A com­mo­tion started: the
Ly­cao­ni­ans be­gan talk­ing ex­cit­edly about some­thing the mis­sion­ar­ies could not make
out.

 
   Soon a solemn pro­ces­sion was pulling to­ward the city gates. Priests in wreaths
marched in front, lead­ing bulls; the al­tar of Zeus, which stood at the en­trance to
Lystra, was hastily dec­o­rated with gar­lands; there was dis­cor­dant singing and
shout­ing. It was only now that the mis­sion­ar­ies un­der­stood what was hap­pen­ing: it
turned out that the su­per­sti­tious peo­ple imag­ined that the gods them­selves
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
had come to them, as, ac­cord­ing to leg­ends, it had hap­pened in the olden
days.44 
The stately look­ing Barn­abas was mis­taken for Zeus, and Paul, who spoke on be­half of both,
for his mes­sen­ger, Her­mes.

 
   The apos­tles were in ut­ter de­spair. They tore their clothes, as Jews would do upon hear­ing
sad news, and rushed into the mid­dle of the crowd, beg­ging them to stop their sac­ri­lege.
“What are you do­ing?” they shouted in Greek. “We are also men like you!” (Acts 14:15)
The mean­ing of these words fi­nally reached the au­di­ence. The crowd was feel­ing
dis­ap­pointed and be­wil­dered: the peo­ple wanted to be­lieve, yet the feast did not
ma­te­ri­al­ize.

 
   The mis­sion­ar­ies did not ex­pect this turn of events. It be­came ob­vi­ous that it was too early
to speak about Christ here. The ef­forts of their mis­sion in Lystra were nev­er­the­less re­warded
with a re­mark­able con­ver­sion. Paul met there a pi­ous Jew­ess named Eu­nice, who was
mar­ried to a Ly­cao­nian Greek. She got bap­tized to­gether with her mother. When the apos­tle
vis­ited Eu­nice, her son Tim­o­thy, a boy of about fif­teen, lis­tened at­ten­tively to his
mes­sage. The love of Scrip­ture was in­stilled in him by his mother from early child­hood,
al­though, ap­par­ently, she did not cir­cum­cise her son in def­er­ence to his fa­ther. The
fas­ci­nat­ing words of a man who had come from the home­land of his mother’s an­ces­tors
cap­ti­vated the teenager. He quickly grew at­tached to Paul with all his heart. In
a few years, Tim­o­thy would be­come his “son,” his beloved dis­ci­ple and re­li­able
as­sis­tant.

 
   As soon as Paul and Barn­abas be­gan to feel ac­cus­tomed to the Gen­tile town,
their work was once again in­ter­rupted. The fa­nat­ics in An­ti­och and Ico­nium had
eas­ily guessed where the mis­sion­ar­ies’ route lay next, and they soon showed up in
Lystra. They no longer com­plained to the au­thor­i­ties but de­cided to deal with Paul
di­rectly. They man­aged to in­sti­gate a crowd of towns­peo­ple, who, with­out warn­ing,
sur­rounded the Tar­sian and be­gan ston­ing him. Paul col­lapsed and fainted, and the
mur­der­ers, think­ing him dead, dragged him out of the city gates and dumped him in the
field.

 
   Barn­abas and a hand­ful of Lys­trian neo­phytes im­me­di­ately learned of this. They
rushed to search for the body and, find­ing Paul mo­tion­less and blood­ied, be­gan
to mourn his death. Prob­a­bly, among them was the lad Tim­o­thy. As they stood
heart­bro­ken, Paul sud­denly be­gan to show signs of life. With the help of his friends, he
got to his feet, and, un­der cover of dark­ness, he was taken in­doors. The wounds
were not life-threat­en­ing, and the next morn­ing Paul was able to leave the city.
To­gether with Barn­abas, they went fur­ther south­east, to the neigh­bor­ing city of
Derbe.

 
   The apos­tle was in­spired by the thought of his hav­ing suf­fered for Christ’s sake, just like
the Hel­lenist Stephen had done twelve years ago. Per­haps the scars left by the Lys­trian
ston­ing be­came what he would later re­fer to as the wounds of Christ that he bore on his
body.[65]

 
   In Derbe, his pur­suers left him alone, ap­par­ently be­liev­ing that he had died. There he
founded an­other com­mu­nity, which, as in Lystra, con­sisted al­most en­tirely of the Gen­tiles.
Hav­ing made “many dis­ci­ples” in the town (Acts 14:21), the mis­sion­ar­ies were go­ing to
con­tinue along the Ro­man road to Tar­sus, where they could rest be­fore re­turn­ing on foot to
Syria and Syr­ian An­ti­och.

 
   But sud­denly there was a new ob­sta­cle. The apos­tle had a fit of se­vere ill­ness, which
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
would con­tinue to tor­ment him on oc­ca­sions. He him­self be­lieved that this dis­ease was sent
to keep him hum­ble. “There was given me,” he writes, “a thorn in my flesh, an an­gel of Sa­tan
to tor­ment me so that I would not ex­alt my­self. Three times I prayed to the Lord to take it
away from me, but He said to me, ‘My grace is suf­fi­cient for you, for My power is made per­fect
in weak­ness’” (2 Cor 12:7–9).

 
   It is im­pos­si­ble to know pre­cisely what kind of ill­ness it was. It is only clear that it was
re­cur­ring at reg­u­lar in­ter­vals. Some bi­og­ra­phers be­lieve that Paul, “like other great his­tor­i­cal
fig­ures—for in­stance, Cae­sar and Napoleon—suf­fered from epilep­tic fits.”[66] Oth­ers are
in­clined to think that the “thorn in the flesh” was malaria, which Paul con­tracted in the
marshy low­lands of Pam­phylia.

 
   In any case, the mis­sion­ar­ies chose not to re­turn via the east­ern road. Per­haps Paul’s
ill­ness was not the only fac­tor in their de­ci­sion. The apos­tle was sen­si­tive to the in­ner voice:
he con­stantly felt Christ as a mys­te­ri­ous Com­pan­ion in his apos­tolic labors. Then
some­thing, which Luke is silent about, made him de­cide to take a risky step: de­spite the
ap­par­ent dan­ger, to re­turn via his pre­vi­ous itin­er­ary in or­der to en­cour­age the young
com­mu­ni­ties.

 
   The mis­sion­ar­ies re­mained in Derbe while Paul was still weak from ill­ness, where he was
sur­rounded with af­fec­tion­ate care from the brethren. Once the apos­tle’s health im­proved,
the mis­sion­ar­ies set off on the re­turn jour­ney: again through Lystra, Ico­nium,
and An­ti­och of Pi­sidia. They could not stay in these cities for long: they came and
went, avoid­ing pry­ing eyes. And yet they suc­ceeded in their main goal: they not only
strength­ened the spirit of the Chris­tians but also ap­pointed el­ders or pres­byters for
them.

 
   This act marked a new stage in their apos­tle­ship. This was the be­gin­ning of the his­tory of
the Church fur­ther tak­ing root on Gen­tile soil.

 
   Pres­byters were not lead­ers of the Church; such lead­er­ship was to ap­pear later; their main
min­istry was in pre­sid­ing over the Sa­cred Meal. From the very be­gin­ning, pres­byters would
not be elected but rather ap­pointed by the apos­tles, just as Christ set aside the Twelve for
Him­self.

 
   Thus, it was be­lieved that the apos­tles passed on to the pres­byters pre­sid­ing over the
Sa­cred Meal the gift that they, in turn, had re­ceived from Christ Him­self. Other min­istries
within the con­gre­ga­tion were de­ter­mined by abil­i­ties or charis­mas: some be­came prophets,
oth­ers—teach­ers, yet oth­ers—evan­ge­lists; but in essence all had equal stand­ing. This
com­bi­na­tion of the spirit of broth­er­hood and apos­tolic au­thor­ity pro­vided churches with
vi­tal­ity and sta­bil­ity.

 
   From Pi­sidia, the apos­tles went to the sea, reached the port of At­talia, and from there
sailed di­rectly to Syria. Thus ended their first trial mis­sion jour­ney.

 
   They re­turned vic­to­ri­ous. Ev­ery­one thanked God for open­ing the hearts of the Gen­tiles to
the Gospel. It was a great cel­e­bra­tion for the An­ti­ochian Church and at the same time a
tri­umph for young Chris­tian­ity.
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   1.6.1    Ori­gins of the dis­pute

The joy that reigned in the Church of An­ti­och was soon over­shad­owed. Some brethren from
Judea ap­peared at one of the prayer meet­ings and baf­fled ev­ery­one with their words. Act­ing
as the guardians of the pu­rity of or­tho­doxy, they de­clared to the bap­tized Gen­tiles: “un­less
you are cir­cum­cised ac­cord­ing to the cus­tom of Moses, you can­not be saved.” In other words,
any­one who wanted to be­come a full-fledged Chris­tian had to first en­ter the fold of
Ju­daism.

 
   Their state­ments were not with­out grounds or merely borne out of prej­u­dice: ac­cord­ing to
the Scrip­tures, the or­di­nances of the Old Tes­ta­ment Church were com­manded from above,
and more­over, “for time ev­er­last­ing.”[67] The Lord Je­sus Him­self kept them and
taught that ev­ery let­ter of the Law mat­tered and that He did not come to abol­ish the
Torah.

 
   It was dif­fi­cult to ar­gue against such weighty ar­gu­ments, which, how­ever, could not sway
St. Paul. The mis­sion­ary knew more than just the let­ter of the Law. He boldly coun­tered the
for­mal cor­rect­ness of the or­tho­dox with rev­e­la­tion whose in­ner au­then­tic­ity was in­dis­putable
to the apos­tle. He was con­vinced that it was no longer re­quired to hold onto the old mark­ers
of be­long­ing to the peo­ple of God in or­der to at­tain union with God in Christ, es­pe­cially for
non-Jews.

 
   It mat­tered a great deal to Paul how his friend Barn­abas, one of the most re­spected
mem­bers of the Mother Church, would re­act to his words. Joseph sup­ported him, al­beit af­ter
some ini­tial hes­i­ta­tion. How­ever, the rest of the Jerusalemites con­tin­ued to press their case;
the dis­cus­sion in­evitably turned into a quar­rel. The faith­ful were con­fused and dis­cour­aged:
on the one hand, the word of Jerusalem car­ried weight and au­thor­ity, and on the other hand,
the suc­cess of the mis­sion­ar­ies in Gala­tia proved that God Him­self had blessed their
un­der­tak­ing. Nei­ther the el­ders nor the con­verts of An­ti­och con­sid­ered them­selves ca­pa­ble of
deal­ing with such a com­plex the­o­log­i­cal dis­pute. Nat­u­rally, the idea arose to send en­voys of
the Church to Judea, so that they could ob­tain a fi­nal clar­i­fi­ca­tion on the mat­ter
there.

 
   Ev­ery­one, of course, wanted to in­clude Barn­abas and Paul in the del­e­ga­tion, but the
Tar­sian was not sure at the time whether he should par­tic­i­pate in this del­i­cate mat­ter.
Sub­se­quently, he would him­self em­pha­size that he agreed to it only “be­cause of a rev­e­la­tion”
(Gal 2:2). As a rep­re­sen­ta­tive from the bap­tized “Greeks,” they took a cer­tain Ti­tus, who later
be­came the apos­tle’s as­sis­tant.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   On their way south, they vis­ited com­mu­ni­ties in Phoeni­cia and Samaria, founded by the
Hel­lenists four­teen years ear­lier; ev­ery­where they went they were re­ceived with
honor.

 
   But what awaited the del­e­gates in Jerusalem? They hardly ex­pected the same kind of
re­cep­tion there. Paul and Barn­abas could eas­ily imag­ine the kind of re­buff they were about to
re­ceive in the cap­i­tal of Judea.

   
 

   1.6.2    Jerusalem church. St. James the Just

In the years since that mem­o­rable Pen­te­cost, the Jerusalem com­mu­nity had de­vel­oped its
own strong tra­di­tions. Two waves of per­se­cu­tion did not crush it; more­over, the po­si­tion of
the Nazarenes had been greatly im­proved fol­low­ing the death of King Agrippa I. The Phar­isees
at the time were headed by a lib­eral teacher, Yohanan ben Za­kkai. He was known for his
tol­er­ance and be­lieved that even Gen­tiles could be saved by good works. Yohanan shunned
ex­trem­ists call­ing for war with Rome; he con­sid­ered his main task to strengthen faith and
piety. His motto was: “Serve the Almighty not out of fear, but out of love.”[68] Yohanan’s
in­flu­ence partly ex­plains why many Phar­isees be­came close to the Nazarenes, and some
were even bap­tized. James, the Brother of the Lord, also greatly con­trib­uted to
this.

 
   The pres­tige of the Nazareth Fam­ily in­creased greatly since Pe­ter and the other
apos­tles left the city in the early 40s. Its mem­bers, es­pe­cially James, were liv­ing
ex­am­ples of an­cient tra­di­tional piety. He was con­sid­ered al­most the thir­teenth
apos­tle to whom, in ad­di­tion to Cephas and the sons of Zebedee, Christ had im­parted
cer­tain se­crets. The brother of the Lord was called Tzad­dik, a Right­eous Man, and
Obliam, a bul­wark of the peo­ple. Al­ready dur­ing his life­time, he be­came leg­endary.
They said that this hon­or­able old man was a liv­ing per­son­i­fi­ca­tion of the Law for
whose sake heaven and earth had been cre­ated. He was a Nazirite, con­se­crated to
God from birth: he did not drink wine, did not cut his hair, and ab­stained from
meat. As James passed through the streets, he was greeted as a high priest; he
al­legedly even dressed like one, in a linen ephod, and had the right to en­ter the Holy of
Holies.45 
The Phar­isees had noth­ing to re­proach such a man for. He truly “sur­passed them in
right­eous­ness” (Mt 5:20). His strict ob­ser­vance of the Torah was, in the eyes of its devo­tees, a
se­ri­ous ar­gu­ment in fa­vor of the teach­ings of the Nazarenes.

 
   Fol­low­ing the ex­am­ple of James the Just, the faith­ful who ral­lied around him would
still re­fer to their houses of wor­ship as syn­a­gogues; as be­fore, they scrupu­lously
per­formed all the rit­u­als, kept the Sab­bath, and lim­ited them­selves only to foods
per­mit­ted by the Law. As in the early days, they counted on a speedy con­ver­sion of the
en­tire na­tion, which would be trans­formed from a sin­ful Is­rael into “the Is­rael of
God.”

 
   The great ad­van­tage of the church of St. James was that it main­tained an au­then­tic
tra­di­tion sur­round­ing the Gospel events. The para­bles and say­ings of Je­sus were well
re­mem­bered in their cir­cle; it was from here that the first ac­counts and writ­ings would soon
go out into the world form­ing the ba­sis of the fu­ture Gospels.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Nev­er­the­less, their com­mit­ment to rit­ual piety un­wit­tingly alien­ated the church of St.
James from the spirit of Christ’s free­dom. It can be ar­gued that while it pre­served the
price­less riches of the Gospel, it did not pen­e­trate its essence as much as the Apos­tle Paul
did. The Jerusalemites ex­ces­sively cher­ished the rit­u­al­is­tic shell of the faith—the form,
wherein the dan­ger of stag­na­tion lay.

 
   It is easy to imag­ine how sad­dened these de­vout peo­ple were at the news from An­ti­och.
They could not be­gin to un­der­stand how a whole com­mu­nity of fel­low be­liev­ers
could be ne­glect­ing the Law of God. Apart from the Chris­tians from among the
Phar­isees, those who called them­selves the Ebion­ites or the poor, were likely the most
in­dig­nant about it. These peo­ple, who had not yet bro­ken away from the Church,
were pre­dis­posed to­wards ex­treme le­gal­ism. The Ebion­ites wanted to pre­serve the
or­der of the first days of the com­mu­nity: they re­fused pri­vate prop­erty and lived on
alms.

 
   The core of the Ebion­ites was formed, ap­par­ently, from the Es­senes who con­verted to
Chris­tian­ity and brought with them a ten­dency to­wards se­vere as­ceti­cism. Nat­u­rally, the
An­ti­ochi­ans who re­fused to be cir­cum­cised were, to the zealots of the Law, rad­i­cals and
apos­tates.

 
   Paul was anx­iously think­ing about all of this when the walls of Jerusalem fi­nally ap­peared
be­yond the hills.

   
 

   1.6.3    “Apos­tolic Coun­cil”

Hav­ing ar­rived in the city, the en­voys wanted to meet with the most in­flu­en­tial brethren, who
were revered as pil­lars of the Church. For­tu­nately, Pe­ter and John Zebedee had ar­rived in
Jerusalem by that time.

 
   Thus, Paul met with Cephas for the sec­ond time, but now not as yes­ter­day’s ad­ver­sary
and a novice, but as a preacher and a pas­tor who had la­bored greatly for the cause
of God. The con­ver­sa­tion was also at­tended by the Apos­tle John and James the
Just.

 
   The Tar­sian told them of the mirac­u­lous man­i­fes­ta­tions of God’s grace in Syria and the
Gala­tian prov­ince, how he and Barn­abas opened the door of faith to the for­eign­ers, and,
to­wards the end, us­ing his fa­vorite ex­pres­sion, he posed the ques­tion: “Have I run in vain?”
(Gal 2:2).

 
   His ac­count made a strong im­pres­sion. How­ever, the is­sue could not be re­solved
by a pri­vate con­ver­sa­tion alone—some­thing Paul viewed as the most cru­cial. The
tra­di­tion­al­ists were un­will­ing to ac­cept what they re­garded as a harm­ful in­no­va­tion.
Any­one who wished to en­ter the New Tes­ta­ment Church, they in­sisted, must first
ac­cept the Mo­saic sign of the first Covenant. In par­tic­u­lar, they de­manded this from
Ti­tus.[72]
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   Paul re­sisted such an out­come with all his might. The apos­tle would later write in his
Epis­tle to the Gala­tians that he and Barn­abas “did not yield sub­mis­sion even for an hour” to
the “false brethren se­cretly brought in,” as he bit­terly re­ferred to his for­mer as­so­ciates in
Phar­i­saism, “who came to spy on our free­dom, which we have in Christ Je­sus” (Gal 2:4–5).
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Paul, who was al­ways will­ing to meet oth­ers half­way in things he con­sid­ered non-es­sen­tial,
re­mained adamant in this case.

 
   To avoid an im­passe, a gen­eral coun­cil of el­ders of the Jerusalem Church, headed by the
three pil­lars, had to be con­vened. Prob­a­bly, the num­ber of those gath­ered was small enough
that they could all be ac­com­mo­dated in a sin­gle house. This meet­ing went down in his­tory
un­der the name of the “Apos­tolic Coun­cil.”

 
   The meet­ing be­gan with a sharp pub­lic de­bate. Luke men­tions it in pass­ing,
speak­ing only of “much dis­put­ing” (Acts 15:7), but we are al­ready fa­mil­iar with the
ar­gu­men­ta­tion of those who op­posed the An­ti­ochi­ans, as well as the fact that it was not easy
to re­fute: they were backed by the let­ter of the Bible and cit­ing Christ Him­self.
The or­tho­dox could have also pointed to the ex­am­ple of the Mesopotamian king of
Adi­a­bene, whose mother re­cently vis­ited Jerusalem: hav­ing be­lieved in the true God, he
ac­cepted cir­cum­ci­sion, de­spite the fact that the lib­eral Jews tried to dis­suade him.
Would not this man serve as a liv­ing re­proach to the Gen­tiles who had con­verted to
Chris­tian­ity?

 
   It should not sur­prise us that the first se­ri­ous cri­sis in the Church arose in con­nec­tion
with the rit­u­als. It is eas­ier for peo­ple to give up their be­liefs than their cus­toms, as can be
ex­plained by hu­man psy­chol­ogy. Al­though the rit­ual is the chan­nel through which the
rivers of spir­i­tual life usu­ally flow, it is eas­ier to main­tain rit­u­als than to re­main
true to the spirit. Thus, Rus­sian Old Be­liev­ers would rather have been put to the
stake and thrown in prison than change their prac­tice of two-fin­ger cross­ing and
seven prosphora. The mem­ory of the Mac­cabean mar­tyrs who had died for the
Law was still fresh in Is­rael at the time—and that in­cluded Jew­ish be­liev­ers in
Je­sus.

 
   Af­ter many cen­turies, it seems that the con­tro­versy that di­vided the Church might have
been averted had Christ ac­cu­rately de­fined the place of the Law in His teach­ing.
How­ever, the fact that He preached ex­clu­sively among the Jews, who ac­cepted
the Torah as an ax­iom, can help us un­der­stand why He could not have ex­pressed
Him­self all the way. Even so, His words al­ready con­tained a pre­req­ui­site for the
re­vi­sion of the Mo­saic Law. First, the Lord spoke of hav­ing come to “com­plete” the
Law,[73] then He de­fined a new stance to­wards re­venge and oath-tak­ing, for­bid­den
food and di­vorce, and fi­nally He pointed out the two chief com­mand­ments in the
Torah.

 
   The Law was given by God, and only God can change it, let alone can­cel it. In this case, it
could only be the Mes­siah, the Son of the Heav­enly Fa­ther, who would have such au­thor­ity:
“But I say to you….” All fu­ture spe­cific rein­ter­pre­ta­tions of the Old Tes­ta­ment in the light of
the New, Christ left to His dis­ci­ples, to whom He promised the as­sis­tance of the Holy
Spirit.

 
   At the Jerusalem Coun­cil of 49 AD, this heav­enly as­sis­tance was in­deed made
man­i­fest.

 
   A mir­a­cle oc­curred when the floor was taken by Si­mon Bar-Jonah, whose com­mit­ment to tra­di­tion was
be­yond doubt.46 
It was ex­pected that the first among the apos­tles would back up the or­tho­dox, but in­stead
Pe­ter spoke in fa­vor of the lib­eral prac­tice of the An­ti­ochi­ans. He re­called how he bap­tized the
un­cir­cum­cised in Cae­sarea and how the Spirit of God de­scended on them in his pres­ence.
This proved that it was the will of the Lord to ac­cept into the Church even those who did not
ob­serve the Jew­ish rit­u­als. The Apos­tle John also ex­pressed his agree­ment with
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Cephas.

 
   Then Paul re­peated, this time for all those gath­ered, his ac­count of the mis­sion, and the
el­ders in­vol­un­tar­ily fell silent as they lis­tened.

 
   There is an opin­ion among his­to­ri­ans that this is how the “Coun­cil”
ended.47 
They be­lieve that Luke aug­mented his de­scrip­tion with an ac­count of yet an­other meet­ing of
the el­ders in Jerusalem. This hy­poth­e­sis is ques­tion­able, how­ever, be­cause it ig­nores the
im­por­tant prac­ti­cal prob­lem that would un­doubt­edly have been raised: if it was pos­si­ble to
bap­tize for­eign­ers with­out re­quir­ing them to be cir­cum­cised and keep the Law, then how
could they be in com­mu­nion with their fel­low Jew­ish brethren? Af­ter all, the canons that
reg­u­lated ev­ery step of the Jew, first and fore­most, sought to sep­a­rate the faith­ful from the
out­side world. For ex­am­ple, eat­ing meat with­out drain­ing blood was just as im­pi­ous for
the Jews as to eat non-Lenten food on Good Fri­day for sub­se­quent gen­er­a­tions of
Chris­tians.
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   In the end, St. James of­fered a com­pro­mise: Jew­ish Chris­tians would con­tinue to keep
their fa­thers’ rit­u­als, while the rest would be con­strained by min­i­mal rules.

 
   “My judg­ment is,” said James, ris­ing, “that we should not make it dif­fi­cult for
the Gen­tiles who are turn­ing to God but write to them to ab­stain from the things
pol­luted by idols, from for­ni­ca­tion, from any­thing stran­gled, and from blood” (Acts
15:19–20).

 
   In fact, this was an en­tirely tra­di­tional way out. Such sim­pli­fied com­mand­ments were called
Noah’s, and it had long been be­lieved that by ob­serv­ing them, a be­liev­ing alien could be
saved.48 

 
   Thus, the Brother of the Lord, and the en­tire “Coun­cil” with him, laid the ground­work for
the first na­tional Church, in this case, the Is­rael’s. This move en­tailed both great prospects
and sig­nif­i­cant risks. The Church’s readi­ness to take into ac­count the re­li­gious and cul­tural
char­ac­ter­is­tics of the peo­ples it en­light­ened was fruit­ful, but at the same time, there was a
threat of self-iso­la­tion of lo­cal churches. As long as the Em­pire ex­isted, this dan­ger was
in­signif­i­cant: within the bor­ders of the state, all peo­ples were united by a sin­gle Greco-Ro­man
cul­ture. Later, how­ever, this threat would in­crease. Most Church schisms, at times as­sum­ing
the guise of here­sies, have been ex­pres­sions of such cen­trifu­gal ten­den­cies among the lo­cal
Churches.

 
   The apos­tles, prob­a­bly an­tic­i­pat­ing the dan­ger of di­vi­sions, pro­posed to le­git­imize the
cus­tom, which would be­come a guar­an­tee of Church unity. “Hav­ing rec­og­nized the grace given
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
to me,” the Apos­tle Paul later re­called, “James, Cephas, and John, who were es­teemed to be
pil­lars, gave me and Barn­abas the right hand of fel­low­ship, that we might go to the Gen­tiles,
and they to the cir­cum­cised, only that we should be mind­ful of the poor—the very thing I also
was ea­ger to do” (Gal 2:9–10). Car­ing for the needs of the Mother Church, es­pe­cially its
mem­bers who had cho­sen vol­un­tary poverty, be­came an act that strength­ened the link
be­tween her and the new com­mu­ni­ties.

 
   An epis­tle was com­posed, which Paul and Barn­abas were in­structed to take to
An­ti­och.

 
   The fact that the pil­lars openly and pub­licly ac­knowl­edged Paul’s right to be the
Evan­ge­list to the Na­tions be­came an im­por­tant out­come of the Jerusalem meet­ing for
the mis­sion­ary per­son­ally. “To give the right hand of fel­low­ship” in an­cient times
meant to reach an agree­ment; thus, the sta­tus of the Tar­sian and Barn­abas was
ap­proved and con­firmed; var­i­ous roles had been de­lin­eated. James re­mained the
head of the Jerusalem Chris­tians, Cephas and the son of Zebedee con­tin­ued their
preach­ing among the Jews, whereas Paul and Barn­abas were as­signed to con­vert the
Gen­tiles.

   
 

   1.6.4    “Apos­tle to the na­tions”

The en­voys re­turned to Syria with a deep sense of re­lief. The forced re­treat of the or­tho­dox
was a great vic­tory, which be­came a turn­ing point in the his­tory of young Chris­tian­ity: the
Lord re­vealed new ways, which were past find­ing out for some and even feared by
oth­ers.

 
   The prophets of the Jew­ish com­mu­nity, Ju­das Barsab­bas and Sil­vanus, of­ten called Silas
for short, re­in­forced the mes­sage of the “Coun­cil” with their au­thor­ity. They spent time
pray­ing and preach­ing among the An­ti­ochi­ans be­fore re­turn­ing to their home­land. All
ar­gu­ing seemed to have qui­eted down.

 
   Soon Sil­vanus, who ap­par­ently felt drawn to Paul, made a sec­ond visit to
An­ti­och.49 
This time the prophet came with the Apos­tle Pe­ter, who went on a new round of
church vis­its. Cephas was im­me­di­ately won over by the fra­ter­nal at­mos­phere of
the An­ti­och Church. The fish­er­man en­tered the life of that com­mu­nity with his
usual open­ness. When­ever the faith­ful came to­gether for a meal and the Lord’s
Sup­per, he would sit with them at the same ta­ble, not ask­ing who was a Jew and who
was a Greek. Sud­denly, how­ever, the peace of the com­mu­nity was dis­turbed once
again.
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   The or­tho­dox in Jerusalem had in­sisted that James should send cer­tain men to
check how rig­or­ously the prin­ci­ple of the two churches was be­ing im­ple­mented.
Imag­ine their dis­may when they saw Pe­ter him­self eat­ing “un­clean” food along
with ev­ery­one else, for­get­ting about his duty as an or­tho­dox Jew. Their side­long
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
glances and mur­murs in turn con­fused the apos­tle. Fear­ing fur­ther of­fense, he
stopped com­ing to the com­mu­nal meals al­to­gether. The same tac­tic was adopted by
Barn­abas.

 
   Paul was in­dig­nant: how could one al­low di­lap­i­dated par­ti­tions to sep­a­rate those who had
been united in Christ? All dif­fer­ences must be for­got­ten around the Meal of Christ! The
Tar­sian did not even try to rec­on­cile this con­vic­tion with the dic­tates of the “Coun­cil”; he
hoped that the Lord would soon be re­vealed to the world, and all the per­plex­i­ties would
dis­ap­pear by them­selves. What he was re­ally con­cerned about was that the lat­est ges­ture by
the Apos­tle Pe­ter and Barn­abas could negate any progress that had been achieved in
Jerusalem.
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   It be­came ob­vi­ous that the Coun­cil had left many ques­tions unan­swered. All this weighed
on Paul; he was ir­re­sistibly drawn to where he could start all over again, with­out look­ing
back at the Old Tes­ta­ment church­men.

 
   He of­fered Barn­abas to visit again the con­gre­ga­tions that they had founded in south­ern
Gala­tia. Barn­abas, also dis­tressed by what had hap­pened, gladly agreed to it—he felt re­lieved
to be able to leave An­ti­och.

 
   They started get­ting ready for the road. Joseph again wished to take with him John Mark,
who had re­cently come to An­ti­och with Pe­ter and Sil­vanus. Paul, how­ever, flatly re­fused: he
re­mem­bered how the young Levite had aban­doned them at the very be­gin­ning of their
jour­ney and con­sid­ered Mark an un­re­li­able com­pan­ion. But Barn­abas, pre­fer­ring
his own nephew to Paul, de­clared that in this case he and Mark would sail for
Cyprus. It is un­likely that he was guided by a mere re­sent­ment; ap­par­ently, the
peace-lov­ing Joseph was afraid that, should he con­tinue with Paul, he would be
des­tined to a life of con­stant strife and would in­vari­ably find him­self in pre­car­i­ous
sit­u­a­tions.

 
   Thus di­verged the paths of these two re­mark­able men. From this time on, Barn­abas
dis­ap­pears from our sight. He con­tin­ued to work for the Gospel, but with­out Paul; as the
years passed, the quar­rel would be for­got­ten, and the apos­tle would speak with great
warmth of Joseph and Mark. How­ever, the course of events could not be un­done.
The Tar­sian was to be­come the main fig­ure in the mis­sion­ary work among the
Gen­tiles.

 
   Both men suf­fered a set­back from the in­ci­dent. Yet Sil­vanus was able to en­cour­age Paul
to some ex­tent by an­nounc­ing that he was ready to ac­com­pany the mis­sion­ary.
This was an un­ex­pected stroke of luck. The prophet of the Church of Jerusalem
could dis­pel the sus­pi­cions of the or­tho­dox; in ad­di­tion, Sil­vanus, like Paul, had
Ro­man cit­i­zen­ship, which was no small thing when it came to trav­el­ing across the
Em­pire.

 
   The Apos­tle Pe­ter re­mained in An­ti­och. Af­ter spend­ing some time there, he fol­lowed Paul’s
ex­am­ple. Ac­com­pa­nied by his wife and John Zebedee, he vis­ited a num­ber of Judeo-Chris­tian
com­mu­ni­ties out­side Syria, and later prob­a­bly even vis­ited Greece. In Cyprus, he found
Mark, who be­gan to serve the apos­tle as his per­sonal trans­la­tor: Pe­ter knew Greek
poorly.[77,78]

 
   The fate of the rest of the Twelve is shrouded in mys­tery. Luke says noth­ing about their
lives af­ter 42 AD. Ac­cord­ing to later leg­ends, An­drew, Pe­ter’s brother, preached in Asia Mi­nor
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
and the Black Sea re­gion, Thomas in the Parthian coun­tries and In­dia, and Thad­deus and
Matthew in Syria. There is no doubt that the apos­tolic jour­neys did in fact take place, but the
ac­cu­racy of the sto­ries about them, bor­rowed from the Gnos­tic books, is highly
ques­tion­able.50 

 
   It is dif­fi­cult to ex­plain why those who had been liv­ing wit­nesses of the Sav­ior’s earthly
life seemed to dis­solve into the name­less mass of be­liev­ers and al­most noth­ing is
known about them. How­ever, this fact gives their fate a spe­cial grandeur: their lot
is an ex­am­ple of the ful­fill­ment of the words of Christ: “Un­less a grain of wheat
falls into the ground and dies, it will re­main alone; but if it dies, it will bear much
fruit.”[81]
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   As for Paul, his pe­riod of in­de­pen­dent mis­sions be­gan. The sub­se­quent years would bring
him both much joy and sor­row. Some­times it would seem like the whole world was in arms
against him. The Jews would curse him as an apos­tate from the Law, the Jew­ish Chris­tians
would look upon the Tar­sian as a lib­er­tine, and the Gen­tiles would per­se­cute him as a
trou­ble­maker. And even af­ter the death of the Apos­tle of Na­tions, the dis­putes sur­round­ing
his name would not sub­side. “The whole im­age of this man is so uniquely vivid that
‘the Paul ques­tion’ will for­ever re­main one of the cen­tral ques­tions of Chris­tian
his­tory, a source of in­spi­ra­tion for all and ‘a stone of stum­bling and of­fense’ for
many.”[82]

   
 

   1.6.5    “To the Gen­tiles”

Pon­der­ing new, broader plans, St. Paul chose a route by foot through the moun­tain passes
that led from An­ti­och to Gala­tia. Af­ter leav­ing the Syr­ian cap­i­tal, he and Sil­vanus walked
along the coast, vis­ited Paul’s home­town, and from there moved into the moun­tains.
A good Ro­man road en­abled them to pass safely through the gloomy ravines of
Cili­cia. Af­ter de­scend­ing into the val­ley, they turned west and reached Ly­cao­nia. A
joy awaited Paul there: his churches con­tin­ued to thrive. In Lystra, he found a
young, en­er­getic helper. Tim­o­thy, Eu­nice’s son, whom he con­verted back on his
first jour­ney, grew up to be­come a fa­vorite of the en­tire com­mu­nity. Hav­ing heard
many good re­ports about him, the apos­tle de­cided to take him along. He bap­tized
Tim­o­thy and, prob­a­bly on the ad­vice of Sil­vanus, agreed that he should go through
the cir­cum­ci­sion rite. The rite was per­formed in ac­cor­dance with the Law, which
de­ter­mined the na­tion­al­ity of a per­son by his mother’s side. With this step, Paul
wanted to demon­strate his loy­alty to the “Coun­cil” and safe­guard him­self from
crit­i­cism.

 
   When some bi­og­ra­phers say that the Apos­tle Paul was an ail­ing, weak man, they for­get
what an in­cred­i­ble ef­fort the work of an evan­ge­list re­quired of him. In cross­ing the coun­try,
he, Sil­vanus, and Tim­o­thy cov­ered in a rel­a­tively short time the same dis­tance that sep­a­rates
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Mos­cow from the Cau­ca­sus. Be­hind the terse lines of Acts are the end­less dusty high­ways
run­ning across the hills and plateaus, on which the mis­sion­ar­ies would swel­ter in the heat of
the day and shiver from the cold un­der some tree at night when there was no lodg­ing around
nearby.
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   Yet with ev­ery step of his ar­du­ous jour­ney, Paul grew con­vinced that he was
be­ing led by an un­earthly power—that of the Spirit of Christ, which, as it were,
was fused with his spirit. “I can do all things in Christ who strength­ens me,” he
used to say (Phil 4:13). This ex­pe­ri­ence stood in stark con­trast with his prior dry
study­ing of the minu­tiae of the Law. Back then, God was seen as a fear­some Par­ent,
com­mand­ing and ex­act­ing, and now, through His Son, He was pour­ing out His strength,
sal­va­tion, and love. It was as if the Risen One Him­self lived and acted through His
mes­sen­gers.

 
   At last, af­ter the scorch­ing heat, the trav­el­ers found them­selves in a pleas­ant breeze
among the pines of Mount Ida; seag­ulls ap­peared in the sky. The for­ti­fied Ro­man town of
Troas emerged on the high hill ahead. Be­neath its walls and streets, the fa­mous Troy of
Homer lay in eter­nal sleep. As they stepped onto the seashore sand to­wards the sparkling
azure wa­ters of the Aegean Sea, the three men could see in the dis­tance the out­line of the
is­lands that served as a bridge con­nect­ing the con­ti­nents of Asia and Eu­rope. Was
it time to take it? Was it the rea­son the Lord had brought them here, to Il­ion’s
coast?

 
   The mis­sion­ar­ies stayed in Troas for a while. Then Paul had a dream, as vivid as re­al­ity
it­self. A man in Mace­do­nian cloth­ing be­gan to ask him in­sis­tently: “Come over to
Mace­do­nia and help us” (Acts 16:9). This meant an end to their un­cer­tainty: it
was this coun­try be­yond the wide ex­panse of the sea that was wait­ing for them
next.

 
   The sum­mer of the year 49 was on the wane when the trav­el­ers found a ship sail­ing to the
Balkans. Now there were four of them: in Troas they met a Greek physi­cian, Luke, who
de­cided to ac­com­pany them to Mace­do­nia. A Chris­tian, prob­a­bly bap­tized in An­ti­och, he
fre­quented that area on busi­ness re­lated to his pro­fes­sion: in an­cient times, ex­ten­sive
trav­el­ing was ex­pected of all learned men.

 
   Luke turned out to be a happy find for Paul. He was wel­comed not only as a doc­tor (re­call
that the apos­tle was tor­mented by bouts of ill­ness) or a guide; in him the Tar­sian found a
re­li­able as­sis­tant and a close friend.

 
   A man of an easy-go­ing char­ac­ter and a kind heart, the physi­cian proved to be an
in­dis­pens­able com­pan­ion. Per­haps he did not al­ways un­der­stand Paul—this was the fate of
most who knew him—yet he be­came sin­cerely at­tached to him. In the Book of Acts, his love
for the apos­tle can be felt in ev­ery line ded­i­cated to Paul. Thanks to this book, we have a
more ac­cu­rate ac­count of Paul’s sub­se­quent mis­sion: Luke de­scribes the events as an
eye­wit­ness and a di­rect par­tic­i­pant.

 
   The apos­tle’s trav­els were never an easy ride; and the ship they boarded did not look like
mod­ern, com­fort­able ves­sels. Pas­sen­gers crowded the tiny deck amid bales, ropes, and huge
clay jars filled with grain, olive oil, and wine. Such sail­boats were not very re­li­able in the open
sea, so the cap­tains pre­ferred coast­ing, for fear of los­ing sight of the shore. This time,
how­ever, their voy­age would not be long.

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   1.7    Paul be­gins preach­ing in Eu­rope

Balkan coun­tries, 49–52

 
On the same evening, sail­ing with a fa­vor­able wind, the ship reached the rocky is­land of
Samoth­race, where they dropped an­chor, and the next day they were al­ready en­ter­ing the
har­bor of the Mace­do­nian port of Neapo­lis. Yet Paul did not want to stop at this tran­sit point,
pre­fer­ring cities with a more sta­ble pop­u­la­tion, where it would be eas­ier to es­tab­lish a
mis­sion­ary cen­ter. There­fore, hav­ing come ashore, they con­tin­ued on, climb­ing the
moun­tains, and a few hours later they reached the Via Eg­na­tia—a mil­i­tary and postal road
con­nect­ing the Black Sea re­gion with the Adri­atic. The road crossed the area where the
bor­ders of Al­ba­nia, Mace­do­nia, Bul­garia, and Greece now con­verge and where there had not
yet been a sin­gle Chris­tian.

   
 

   1.7.1    Mace­do­nian churches

Mace­do­nia looked very dif­fer­ent from the arid lands of Hel­las or Judea with their bar­ren
land­scapes. The wide high­way led the mis­sion­ar­ies through shady oak and conif­er­ous
forests, past streams and mead­ows. Above all this, in a blue haze, soared the sum­mit of
Mount Pan­gaion, where the first streaks of snow were al­ready vis­i­ble. Its vicin­ity was
pop­u­lated with shep­herds and farm­ers, who had the rep­u­ta­tion of be­ing down-to-earth, calm,
and hardy.

 
   A few hours later they de­scended into the val­ley and en­tered Philippi. Dur­ing the rule of
the fa­ther of Alexan­der the Great, gold min­ers had set­tled here, and later Au­gus­tus ex­panded
the vil­lage, giv­ing it to his vet­er­ans. He con­ferred it with the sta­tus of an im­pe­rial colony in
mem­ory of his vic­tory over the Re­pub­li­can forces.

 
   Af­ter Luke ar­ranged for lodg­ing, they be­gan to plan their next move. When
pre­par­ing to preach to the Gen­tiles, Paul did not in­tend to de­vi­ate from his
old tac­tics—to go first to the Jews. It turned out, how­ever, that there were
al­most none in Philippi. There were not even ten men needed to es­tab­lish a
syn­a­gogue.[83]51 
Only a small hand­ful of those pro­fess­ing Ju­daism used to gather for prayer out­side the city gates by
the stream.52 

 
   When the Sab­bath came, the mis­sion­ar­ies went to the des­ig­nated spot. They found sev­eral
women on the shore, al­most all of them mar­ried to Gen­tiles. Paul sat down on
the grass with them and, ask­ing each about her life and grad­u­ally mov­ing on to
the main thing for which he had come to Philippi. He spoke of the Mes­siah, of the
for­give­ness of sins, of grace, and of the im­mi­nent com­ing of the Sav­ior into the
world.

 
   Thus, un­der the open sky, among the river­side wil­lows and stones, un­der the quiet
splashes of wa­ter, the words of the Gospel were heard for the first time by the in­hab­i­tants of
East­ern Eu­rope.

 
   Paul grew par­tic­u­larly fond of Ly­dia, a pros­e­lyte from the city of Thy­atira in Asia Mi­nor.
She was the first to be bap­tized in the name of Je­sus; “The Lord,” Luke writes, “opened her
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
heart” (Acts 16:14). Ly­dia im­me­di­ately vol­un­teered to help the mis­sion­ar­ies and com­pelled
them to stay at her house. Hav­ing bro­ken his own prin­ci­ple, Paul not only agreed to ac­cept
her hos­pi­tal­ity, but would also make use of Ly­dia’s fi­nan­cial sup­port in the fu­ture.
She was a mer­chant in pur­ple cloth, which was then very highly prized, and it
was not bur­den­some for her to pro­vide shel­ter and food for four trav­el­ers. Paul
ac­cepted her help with con­fi­dence, as he was con­vinced of Ly­dia’s un­selfish­ness and
kind­heart­ed­ness.

 
   Af­ter a while, sev­eral men were also con­verted:
Epa­phras,53 
Clement, and few oth­ers. They showed the same faith and de­vo­tion to the apos­tle as the
women. Among the Philip­pi­ans, Paul was fi­nally able to be truly at rest: he felt as if he were
at home. And in the fu­ture, this church rarely caused him se­ri­ous grief. Wher­ever his
sub­se­quent trav­els took him, the mem­ory of the Philip­pian Chris­tians would al­ways
warm his soul, fill­ing him with ten­der grat­i­tude. Truly, these peo­ple were a gift for
the pas­tor, who still had to en­dure a great many or­deals, slights, and mo­ments of
an­guish.

 
   The Apos­tle Paul did not be­long to those who by their preach­ing could move the masses
(like Luther), nor would he be­come a pop­u­lar saint about whom the peo­ple would be mak­ing
leg­ends. His tal­ents were best re­vealed through per­sonal con­tact or in the cir­cle of a small
com­mu­nity. That’s when his nat­u­ral shy­ness would fade, and he would turn into a wise
men­tor, a friend, and a fa­ther.

 
   Paul’s style was es­pe­cially well suited to the at­mos­phere in Philippi. Their spirit of civic
co­he­sion and or­der also made it eas­ier for him to carry out his plans. In a few
months, Paul cre­ated a strong com­mu­nity and ap­pointed its over­seers: bish­ops and
dea­cons.

 
   How­ever, the work of preach­ing by Paul and Sil­vanus in Philippi was not al­ways peace­ful.
Two con­ver­sions were as­so­ci­ated with vi­o­lent events, as a re­sult of which the mis­sion­ar­ies
would have to leave the city.

 
   It all started with a girl, a slave of a Ro­man, who used to fol­low Paul and his com­pan­ions
each time they went to the stream, where the faith­ful still gath­ered. She was shout­ing in
ag­i­ta­tion: “These men are the ser­vants of the Most High God, who pro­claim to us the way of
sal­va­tion” (Acts 16:17).
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   The apos­tle, see­ing that she was pos­sessed, paid no at­ten­tion to her for some time, but
grad­u­ally he grew un­easy lest such a strange es­cort should pro­voke dis­con­tent
of the towns­folk and set them against the Chris­tian com­mu­nity. In the end, his
pa­tience ran out. One day, hear­ing the fa­mil­iar scream­ing be­hind him, he turned
sharply and in the name of Je­sus com­manded the mad­woman to be silent. The
power of his words had an im­me­di­ate heal­ing ef­fect: the slave­girl calmed down,
came to her senses, and obe­di­ently re­turned to the house of her mas­ters. And
then the most un­pleas­ant thing was re­vealed: it turned out that many in Philippi
took the in­co­her­ent mum­bling of the sick woman for Pythian prophe­cies. Peo­ple
would in­quire her and pay her money for div­ina­tion, which went into the pocket of
her own­ers. When they no­ticed the ap­par­ent signs of her re­cov­ery, they re­al­ized
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
that they had lost their source of easy in­come and de­cided to get even with the
preach­ers.

 
   Af­ter in­cit­ing some neigh­bors, they am­bushed Paul and Sil­vanus in the street and dragged
them to the city square to the prae­tors, the lo­cal mag­is­tracy. Luke and Tim­o­thy were left
alone, ap­par­ently be­ing mis­taken for ser­vants. Fear­ing ridicule, the own­ers of the slave­girl
did not voice their ac­tual com­plaint to the prae­tors, but in­stead merely stated: “These men,
be­ing Jews, dis­turb our city and preach cus­toms which are not law­ful for us as Ro­mans to
adopt or to prac­tice” (Acts 16:20–21).

 
   The prae­tors, sens­ing the bel­liger­ent mood of the crowd, did not bother to hear out the
strangers: they or­dered them to be im­me­di­ately stripped of their clothes, tied to poles, and
flogged with rods. Then, ex­hausted and blood­ied, they were thrown into the city prison with
their feet fas­tened in the stocks for greater in­tim­i­da­tion.

 
   When the mis­sion­ar­ies came to their senses in the dark­ness among the pris­on­ers, they did
not lose heart. To suf­fer for the Lord was an honor for them. When they be­gan to pray and
sing, other in­mates were amazed at the con­duct of the new pris­on­ers.

 
   At mid­night, the jailer was awak­ened by an earth­quake. Earth­quakes—large and
small—were not un­com­mon in those parts, and his first thought was about the
prison cells he was re­spon­si­ble for. As soon as he reached the spot, the Ro­man,
de­spite the dark­ness, im­me­di­ately re­al­ized that the doors were open. That meant
the pris­on­ers had es­caped. The laws pro­vided for the death penalty if the guard
had lost his pris­on­ers. Not want­ing to end his days in shame, the jailer drew his
sword, but a voice from the dark­ness stopped him: “Don’t harm your­self, for we
are all here!” (Acts 16:28). It was Paul who shouted, hav­ing guessed the keeper’s
in­ten­tion.

 
   Torches were brought in, and, in­deed, it turned out that the pris­on­ers were still there. The
Ro­man re­al­ized that these strangers had stayed put so as not to place him in grave dan­ger.
This had such an ef­fect on the jailer that, bow­ing low to Paul and Sil­vanus, he freed their
shack­led feet, led them out of the cell, and brought them to his house. There he washed
and ban­daged the strangers’ wounds as best as he could, and bom­barded them
with ques­tions. He had al­ready heard that they were pro­claim­ing some kind of
sal­va­tion, and he asked them how to at­tain it. The words about Christ sounded
again, not by the quiet river, but in the dimly lit room where the guard’s fam­ily had
gath­ered, and where they were bap­tized. The Philip­pian Church gained a few more
souls.

 
   There were no more ground tremors.54 
The next morn­ing, the prae­tors, be­liev­ing that they had taught the strangers a good les­son,
sent an or­der to re­lease them. It meant, “the in­ci­dent has been set­tled, you can leave now.”
Yet Paul re­al­ized that if this mat­ter were to end in such a man­ner, a shadow would fall on the
Philip­pian Chris­tians: their men­tors would have left with a stain of dis­honor. And in the
Ro­man set­ting, this could not be ig­nored. There­fore, he in­dig­nantly de­clared to the lic­tors
who brought that or­der: “We, Ro­man cit­i­zens, were pub­licly beaten and thrown into prison
with­out a trial, and now they are se­cretly re­leas­ing us? No! Let them come here them­selves
and bring us out!” (Acts 16:37).
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   The words civis Ro­manus sum, “I am a Ro­man cit­i­zen,” had a sort of
mag­i­cal hold in all parts of the em­pire, es­pe­cially in the colo­nial city—this
Rome in minia­ture. A Ro­man cit­i­zen could only be pun­ished af­ter a proper
trial.55 
The prae­tors re­al­ized what a mis­take they had made by not in­ves­ti­gat­ing the mat­ter. They
had no choice but to per­son­ally come to the pris­on­ers, apol­o­gize and po­litely ask them to
leave the city.

 
   The mis­sion­ar­ies re­turned to Ly­dia’s house, where oth­ers had al­ready de­spaired of see­ing
them any time soon, and, fol­low­ing a farewell con­ver­sa­tion, they set out. Paul left Luke
be­hind in Philippi to help es­tab­lish the com­mu­nity in the faith.

 
   Paul, Sil­vanus, and Tim­o­thy once again walked on the Via Eg­na­tia through the wood­lands
and then by the sea­coast to the west. Five days later they de­scended to the bay area, where
the city of Thes­sa­loniki, a large port, the cap­i­tal of one of the Mace­do­nian re­gions, was
lo­cated. Its in­hab­i­tants were en­gaged not only in trade; its sub­urbs were bloom­ing and its
ground was fer­tile—a true par­adise for the peas­ants. It was here that the apos­tles de­cided to
con­tinue their work of evan­ge­lism.
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   The Jew­ish pop­u­la­tion of Thes­sa­loniki was sig­nif­i­cant. Ap­pear­ing in the syn­a­gogue, Paul
was able to con­verse with them un­ob­structed for a pe­riod of al­most one month. Ac­cord­ing to
Luke, he “showed and proved” (Acts 17:3) to them that the Mes­siah was to suf­fer for the sins
of men, and that this Mes­siah was Je­sus, cru­ci­fied in Jerusalem and risen again.
“And some of them were per­suaded and joined Paul and Silas, along with a great
mul­ti­tude of the God-fear­ing Greeks, and of the lead­ing women not a few” (Acts
17:4).

 
   A large com­mu­nity was formed as a re­sult, the ma­jor­ity of whom were Greek
Mace­do­nians. They were pri­mar­ily farm­ers, dock­work­ers, ar­ti­sans, and small traders. The
neo­phytes were par­tic­u­larly im­pressed by the prophecy of the im­mi­nent com­ing
of the Sav­ior. They were will­ing to preach the Gospel them­selves in or­der to save
oth­ers. The Thes­sa­lo­nian church be­came the first preach­ing church. Sub­se­quently,
the Mace­do­nians, pri­mar­ily from this com­mu­nity, would of­ten ac­com­pany Paul
on his trav­els. Two years later, the apos­tle would write with sat­is­fac­tion that his
com­ing to Thes­sa­loniki “was not in vain” (1 Thess 2:1) and that the fel­low­ship of
Chris­tians there be­came “a model to all the be­liev­ers in Mace­do­nia and Achaia” (1 Thess
1:7).

   
 

   1.7.2    De­feat in Athens

The apos­tle was un­doubt­edly ex­cited to have been able to in­ter­act with the new Latin world in
Mace­do­nia, and yet Athens, where he ar­rived in the late au­tumn of 50, must have struck him
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
even more. There he saw the true Hel­las, with­out signs of for­eign in­flu­ence, proud of
its great past. Ad­mit­tedly, the time of its hey­day was far be­hind: civil wars and
for­eign in­va­sions had since rav­aged the coun­try; its pop­u­la­tion was thinned out and
im­pov­er­ished.

 
   In the city cen­ter, vir­tu­ally at ev­ery step, Paul en­coun­tered stat­ues of gods and he­roes,
cov­ered with faded paint, but still ma­jes­tic. Yet their looks aroused noth­ing but in­dig­na­tion in
the apos­tle. Never be­fore had he been en­closed by such a dense cir­cle of pa­gan sym­bols. To
top it all off, he could sense his chronic ill­ness ap­proach­ing.

 
   Nev­er­the­less, the apos­tle could not re­main in­ac­tive for long and de­cided to try to preach
the Gospel in that city of idols.

 
   The meet­ing with the Jews in a small syn­a­gogue in Athens was peace­ful, though fruit­less.
Paul was more in­ter­ested in the agora, the main square of Athens. He watched as groups of
stu­dents and tourists were strolling along it, as philoso­phers and or­a­tors were gath­er­ing in
the shad­ows of the por­ti­cos. It was an an­cient open square, a place for the free ex­change of
ideas.

 
   Al­though the philo­soph­i­cal ge­nius of Athens had faded by that time, the names and books
of the great sages had not been for­got­ten there. Their legacy was stud­ied and their ideas were
de­bated.
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   It was with some hes­i­ta­tion that Paul ven­tured to make con­tact with that au­di­ence, full of
snob­bery and prone to make sting­ing jokes. Un­wit­tingly, he fol­lowed the ex­am­ple of Socrates:
he be­gan to walk around the agora and en­gage in con­ver­sa­tion with ran­dom peo­ple. A few
days later, the teach­ers of the Stoic and Epi­curean schools took in­ter­est in him. They no­ticed
that Paul was fa­mil­iar with some el­e­ments of their doc­trines. Yet the spirit of his
con­ver­sa­tions seemed so strange to the Athe­ni­ans that they could not grasp what ex­actly he
was teach­ing.

 
   The start­ing point of his speech was the al­tar he had seen in the city, an al­tar ded­i­cated to “an un­known
god” (Acts 17:23).56 
Such al­tars were erected when peo­ple did not know which de­ity to thank or pro­pi­ti­ate. In
Paul’s eyes, they were a sym­bol of the spir­i­tual search by pa­gan­ism. “This one
whom you, not know­ing, honor, I preach to you,” he said to the Athe­ni­ans (Acts
17:23).

 
   But who is this mys­te­ri­ous Un­known One? He is, the apos­tle con­tin­ued, “The God who
cre­ated the world and all that is in it. He, be­ing the Lord of heaven and earth, does not live in
man-made tem­ples. Nor does He re­quire the ser­vice of hu­man hands, as though He needed
any­thing, Him­self giv­ing to all life, and breath, and all things. From one blood He pro­duced
the en­tire hu­man race to dwell on all the face of the earth, as­sign­ing pre­de­ter­mined times
and lim­its to their habi­ta­tion in the hope that they might search for Him and find Him,
though He is not far from each of us; for in Him we live and move and have our be­ing” (Acts
17:24–28).
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Be­liev­ing that the bridge had been laid, the Tar­sian went on to the most dif­fi­cult part.
“There­fore,” he said, “God now com­mands all peo­ple ev­ery­where to re­pent; for He has
ap­pointed a day in which He will judge the uni­verse with jus­tice through a Man whom He
ap­pointed, hav­ing pro­vided proof to ev­ery­one by rais­ing Him from the dead” (Acts
17:30–31).

 
   Here Paul got in­ter­rupted. Some started laugh­ing: what else to ex­pect from East­ern
su­per­sti­tions? Oth­ers eva­sively told him, “We will hear from you about this at an­other time”
(Acts 17:32). They had clearly lost in­ter­est in the stranger: hear­ing about some res­ur­rected
man was for them a waste of time.

 
   Paul had to ad­mit his com­plete de­feat. The ar­ro­gance of the skep­tics was more
im­pen­e­tra­ble than the fa­nati­cism of the zealots of the Law. With the ex­cep­tion
of two or three con­ver­sions, in­clud­ing a mem­ber of the Are­opa­gus, Paul had no
suc­cess in Athens. There were so few be­liev­ers that they could not form even a small
com­mu­nity.

 
   Tim­o­thy ar­rived just in time to cheer up his men­tor. He de­scribed the events in
Mace­do­nia, the per­se­cu­tions, and the per­se­ver­ance of the faith­ful. The Tar­sian’s soul yearned
to visit them, but the state of his health and the threat of new con­flicts pre­vented him from
go­ing.57 
He chose to re­main by him­self, send­ing Tim­o­thy back to the Mace­do­nians. In­stead, the
apos­tle in­tended to fol­low through with his plan: to go to south­ern Greece with its main city
of Corinth. It was there that Paul ar­ranged to meet with Tim­o­thy again.

   
 

   1.7.3    “Friv­o­lous Corinth”

The apos­tle was re­lieved to leave Athens. Af­ter say­ing good­bye to his beloved as­sis­tant, he
walked by him­self along the road, look­ing at the golden rocks, the hills criss­crossed by wild
goat trails, and the scrubby olive trees. Here, each area re­minded passersby of the
events of Greek his­tory. Yet Paul was think­ing of some­thing else: what was await­ing
him in Corinth? He felt tired, sick, and de­pressed. He had no il­lu­sions about that
city. Ev­ery­one knew about “friv­o­lous Corinth,” a place where peo­ple came to sell,
buy, and spend money. Lo­cated on the isth­mus be­tween the two seas, the city
had long been known as a den for all kinds of riffraff. Un­like the quiet Athens,
which dreamed of its past, Corinth had achieved its re­cent pros­per­ity un­der the
Ro­mans.

 
   At the Isth­mian Gate, vis­i­tors to Corinth could see a mon­u­ment to Dio­genes, the sight of
which could only in­crease Paul’s ap­pre­hen­sions. Af­ter all, it was this sage who used to walk
around Corinth in broad day­light with a lantern, claim­ing to be look­ing for an hon­est man
and yet not be­ing able to find one. How­ever, things turned out un­ex­pect­edly, and the apos­tle
proved to be more for­tu­nate than the philoso­pher: Paul was re­warded in Corinth for his
fail­ure in Athens.

 
   The first sur­prise awaited the mis­sion­ary in one of the Jew­ish streets. There he met a
cer­tain Aquila and his wife Priscilla. Both turned out to be Chris­tians.

 
   Na­tives of the Black Sea re­gion, the cou­ple came to Greece af­ter long wan­der­ings. They
used to own a work­shop in Rome, but not long ago Cae­sar Claudius or­dered the Jews to leave
the cap­i­tal, and Aquila and Priscilla found refuge in Corinth. Here they took up their craft of
tent­mak­ing. For the apos­tle, this en­counter was a great suc­cess. Now he could en­joy work­ing
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
along­side his new brethren.

 
   He also made ac­quain­tances with the other in­hab­i­tants of the Jew­ish colony, but, hav­ing
learned from his own bit­ter ex­pe­ri­ence, he pro­ceeded with great cau­tion. The Corinthian
Syn­a­gogue was con­sid­ered the most fa­mous in the prov­ince of Achaia, and its rab­bis en­joyed
con­sid­er­able in­flu­ence. Paul did ev­ery­thing in his power not to come into con­flict
with them pre­ma­turely. It was only when Sil­vanus and Tim­o­thy fi­nally ar­rived that
he felt more con­fi­dent and be­gan to speak openly in the meet­ings about Je­sus
the Mes­siah, who pre­ceded His fi­nal com­ing by first ap­pear­ing in the form of the
“suf­fer­ing Ser­vant.” The ef­fect ex­ceeded all ex­pec­ta­tions. The head of the syn­a­gogue,
Cris­pus, and his fam­ily were bap­tized. Over­joyed, Paul, con­trary to his cus­tom,
per­son­ally per­formed this sacra­ment on him. An­other re­spected mem­ber of the
com­mu­nity, Jus­tus, in whose house next to the syn­a­gogue Paul stayed, also con­verted to
Chris­tian­ity. Yet none of it could pro­tect the Tar­sian from the machi­na­tions of
the op­pos­ing party. Un­der their pres­sure, Cris­pus was re­moved from his po­si­tion,
re­placed by a cer­tain Sos­thenes, and a cam­paign of per­se­cu­tion of the mis­sion­ar­ies
be­gan.
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   Paul then con­tin­ued his preach­ing in the house of a Ro­man named Gaius. As a mark of
the be­gin­ning of a new phase of the mis­sion, he him­self bap­tized Gaius, as well as
Stephanas, the first Greek con­vert in Corinth. Paul ap­pointed the lat­ter as a leader of the
young church.

 
   Now there was a para­dox: more peo­ple sought faith and sal­va­tion in the dis­so­lute and
friv­o­lous city of Corinth than in any other place be­fore it. Hav­ing seen this, the apos­tle
de­cided to stay there longer. The num­ber of Chris­tians was rapidly in­creas­ing, which
re­quired a longer-term nur­tur­ing pro­gram.

 
   Paul lived in Corinth for a year and a half, and that is where his pas­toral tal­ent be­came
fully man­i­fest. He toiled with tremen­dous en­ergy, giv­ing all of him­self to the cause of
evan­ge­lism. Be­hind him were hun­dreds of miles of travel and ten com­mu­ni­ties, founded by
him per­son­ally, from Asia Mi­nor to the Balkans. Al­most sin­gle-hand­edly, he had
ac­com­plished the im­pos­si­ble, and he knew that this re­flected tan­gi­ble help from above.
Work­ing with peo­ple in Corinth was not easy, but he could hear the voice of Christ: “Do not
be afraid, but speak, and do not keep silent; for I am with you, and no one will harm you,
be­cause I have many peo­ple in this city” (Acts 18:9–10).

 
   The apos­tle did not for­get about his other “chil­dren.” He was not able to visit
Mace­do­nia dur­ing that time but once again sent the in­de­fati­ga­ble Tim­o­thy there.
The young man com­pleted the as­sign­ment. This was when Paul set to work on
the most sig­nif­i­cant task in his life and that of ut­most im­por­tance to the whole
Church. He sat down to write an epis­tle, prob­a­bly his ear­li­est, to the Thes­sa­lo­nian
Chris­tians.

   
 

   1.8    Shep­herd of churches and Evan­ge­list of free­dom
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   1.8.1    St. Paul’s epis­tle

Al­ready in the Old Tes­ta­ment pe­riod, it be­came a cus­tom to ex­change epis­tles be­tween
Jew­ish com­mu­ni­ties scat­tered through­out the world. Since reg­u­lar mail in the Ro­man era
served only the needs of the state, pri­vate let­ters would be de­liv­ered by couri­ers. Paul had no
short­age of such peo­ple: Tim­o­thy, Ti­tus, and other helpers were ready at a mo­ment’s no­tice
to take the pre­cious scroll to its ad­dressees, who were await­ing it with hope and
im­pa­tience.

 
   Paul’s writ­ings formed, as it were, an in­te­gral part of his mis­sion­ary preach­ing. Al­though
mainly fo­cused on pas­toral ob­jec­tives, these let­ters al­lowed the apos­tle to con­tinue to guide
the life of the new con­verts from a dis­tance. He made it a rule to ad­dress not only the el­ders
of the churches, but all the faith­ful, thereby em­pha­siz­ing their joint re­spon­si­bil­ity for the
work of God.

 
   The legacy of Paul is among the ear­li­est writ­ten Church doc­u­ments known to us, whereas
the four Gospels were com­posed only to­wards the end of the apos­tolic age. The let­ter to
Thes­sa­loniki was re­ceived by the Chris­tians there only twenty years since the Sav­ior had
walked this earth.

 
   Tim­o­thy, with­out de­lay, took the let­ter to Mace­do­nia. Yet as soon as he re­turned, Paul was
forced to write to the Thes­sa­lo­ni­ans again. From his faith­ful dis­ci­ple, he learned that
some­one had spread in that com­mu­nity the text of a prophecy, at­trib­uted to Paul
him­self, about the im­mi­nent com­ing of the end of the world. It was nec­es­sary to stop
the temp­ta­tion as soon as pos­si­ble, calm peo­ple down, and pro­vide the nec­es­sary
clar­i­fi­ca­tions.

 
   When speak­ing about the end of the world in his sec­ond epis­tle, the apos­tle un­doubt­edly
had in mind both the Old Tes­ta­ment proph­e­sies and the words of Je­sus. He ex­plained their
mean­ing and how they pre­dicted a tem­po­rary tri­umph of the en­e­mies of God who
would tram­ple on His in­her­i­tance.[87] In mod­ern par­lance, these prophe­cies re­veal a
strength­en­ing of the de­monic lo­cus in hu­man his­tory as Judg­ment ap­proaches. By in­vok­ing
the bib­li­cal teach­ing about the king­dom of a false mes­siah, the An­tichrist, Paul
sought to re­strain the im­pa­tience of those who be­lieved that the fruit had al­ready
ripened.

 
   Paul made it clear that the time of the An­tichrist was yet to come.

 
   Re­ject­ing the fu­tile guess­work of the Thes­sa­lo­ni­ans, he urged them not to
de­vi­ate from what had been preached to them. He was even not afraid to use
a Phar­i­saic term for that. “Stand firm and hold fast to the tra­di­tions,” he
wrote, “which you were taught whether by word or by our epis­tle” (2 Thess
2:15).58 
Fi­delity to the orig­i­nal mes­sage of the Gospel should serve them as a guide and a cure from
il­lu­sions.

 
   Paul par­tic­u­larly stressed the salu­bri­ous role of a work­ing life, be­cause he was
well aware of the con­temp­tu­ous at­ti­tude to­wards it in the Greco-Ro­man mi­lieu:
work was viewed as a hu­mil­i­at­ing obli­ga­tion, un­wor­thy of a no­ble per­son (2 Thess
3:6–13).59 
The apos­tle cat­e­gor­i­cally re­jected at­tempts to jus­tify such a view by ap­peal­ing to the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ap­proach­ing last times. Paul him­self al­ways worked tire­lessly, and he called on his fol­low­ers
to do the same.

   
 

   1.8.2    To Jerusalem by way of Eph­esus

Eigh­teen months passed since Paul had first set­tled in bustling, noisy Corinth. There were
now more Chris­tians there than in any other city where the apos­tle had preached be­fore.
Af­ter the clash with the syn­a­gogue au­thor­i­ties, he grew in­creas­ingly close to the
Greco-Ro­man pop­u­la­tion. The lands of Syria and an­cient Jerusalem started to seem like a
dis­tant dream. How­ever, the Tar­sian did not in­tend to cre­ate an iso­lated Greek church. He
did not for­get his duty to pre­serve the unity of all the faith­ful. It was this duty that made him
part from the Corinthi­ans, among whom he had la­bored so suc­cess­fully, and re­turn to the
East again.

 
   In the sum­mer of 52, when the nav­i­ga­tion was al­ready in full swing, he went to Cenchreae,
the port of Corinth, tak­ing with him Aquila and Priscilla. He left Sil­vanus and Tim­o­thy in the
city to con­tinue the work of evan­ge­lism.

 
   Be­fore sail­ing to Judea, how­ever, the apos­tle wanted to visit the city of his dreams,
Eph­esus, even if for a short pe­riod. For a whole week, the sail­boat ma­neu­vered among the
is­lands of the ar­chi­pel­ago, un­til it ap­proached the shores of Asia. From the har­bor, Paul and
his com­pan­ions, walk­ing up the river, reached Eph­esus.
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   Af­ter the cool sea breeze, the heat and stuffi­ness of the city seemed es­pe­cially op­pres­sive.
Dust clouds were ev­ery­where, raised by the lines of carts that stretched from gate to gate.
Eph­esus amazed ev­ery­one who first ap­peared on its streets among the for­est of
col­umns, mag­nif­i­cent mon­u­ments, and stat­ues. The so­phis­ti­ca­tion of Athens, the
com­mer­cial at­mos­phere of Corinth, the breadth of mul­ti­lin­gual Asia—all com­bined
here near the gi­ant sanc­tu­ary of Artemis, one of the seven won­ders of the world.
Throngs of pil­grims, mer­chants, mule driv­ers, and sailors crowded around the
shops. Al­though the feasts in honor of Artemis were over, the city was bustling with
busi­ness.

 
   The Jew­ish quar­ter of Eph­esus was un­der the di­rect pro­tec­tion of Rome; it was ex­ten­sive
and pros­per­ous. The mis­sion­ar­ies, con­trary to their ex­pec­ta­tions, were re­ceived very cor­dially
here; Paul had grown un­ac­cus­tomed to such re­spect­ful treat­ment on the part of his fel­low
tribes­men. His ad­dress in the syn­a­gogue made a good im­pres­sion (the slan­ders of the
ad­ver­saries did not reach here). Paul was even asked to stay longer in Eph­esus,
but he ex­plained that he was bound by a vow to visit Jerusalem for the feast of
Pen­te­cost and of­fer a sac­ri­fice in the Tem­ple; only then he could come back to Asia
again.
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   Leav­ing Aquila and his wife be­hind to grad­u­ally pre­pare the ground for his preach­ing, Paul
re­turned to the har­bor by boat and sailed from there to Judea.

 
   Luke speaks very briefly of his fur­ther jour­ney. Ac­cord­ing to the Evan­ge­list, “hav­ing
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ar­rived at Cae­sarea, he went up to Jerusalem, greeted the Church, and de­parted to An­ti­och”
(Acts 18:22). This re­luc­tance to go into de­tails seems strange: af­ter all, the meet­ing with
James and the Jerusalem Chris­tians would have been an im­por­tant event in the life of the
Tar­sian. Ap­par­ently, Luke, who tended to avoid de­scrib­ing con­flicts, kept silent about the
cool re­cep­tion given to his teacher in the church of James. The Brother of the Lord him­self
could not refuse fel­low­ship with Paul, al­though the lat­ter was al­ready re­puted to be a
blas­phe­mer of the Law, but there were prob­a­bly some who saw in his ar­rival an open
chal­lenge to the an­cient piety. Wasn’t it time to put this free­thinker in his place rather
than speak to him peace­fully, as James did? By what right did he, who had not
known Je­sus, dare to go against the age-old foun­da­tions? Why did he not be­come a
hum­ble dis­ci­ple of the true apos­tles? The Tar­sian claimed that Je­sus Him­self had
ap­peared to him, but was that suf­fi­cient? Could he equal those who lived next to the
Mes­siah? Most likely, this false Phar­isee and false apos­tle was a dis­guised en­emy of the
Church.60 

 
   The Chris­tian le­gal­ists did not con­fine them­selves to whis­per­ing be­hind Paul’s back, but
planned to take se­ri­ous mea­sures against him. As soon as Paul, de­jected and sad­dened, left
for An­ti­och, they be­gan to act. James, mind­ful of the “Coun­cil,” hardly ap­proved of the
fa­nat­ics, but the el­der was no longer able to re­strain them. They hur­ried to the cities
where Paul had preached, start­ing from Gala­tia, and ev­ery­where they sought to
con­vince the newly bap­tized Greeks that the Tar­sian had de­ceived them, that it was
not enough to be bap­tized for sal­va­tion, and that they had to ac­cept the Law of
Moses.

   
 

   1.8.3    Evan­ge­list of free­dom

The un­sus­pect­ing apos­tle sur­rounded by friends had been liv­ing in Syria for al­most a year
when the news from Gala­tia hit him like a bolt from the blue: those loyal to him re­ported that
his cause was on the verge of col­lapse. The sim­ple-minded Gala­tians suc­cumbed to the
ad­mo­ni­tions of Paul’s op­po­nents, re­nounced their teacher, and has­tened to re­ceive
cir­cum­ci­sion.

 
   The apos­tle was de­jected by this turn of events. What should he do? Can­cel the promised
trip to Eph­esus and rush to Gala­tia in­stead? But first, he should write a let­ter to his
first-born chil­dren, who, alas, turned out to be so un­steady. Shocked by the news, grieved
and dis­con­tented, he sat down to dic­tate.

 
   It may seem at first that the preacher’s pride was hurt. Yet this was not the case: he was
forced to de­fend his au­thor­ity not for its own sake, but for the sake of the Truth re­vealed to
him. De­spite his own feel­ings, he did not deny that his ri­vals, too, were preach­ing the Good
News. But the apos­tle in­sisted that its mean­ing be­came dis­torted in their mouths. Paul’s
sharpest re­but­tal was di­rected at the meth­ods em­ployed by the false brethren, who spoke lies
about him, tak­ing ad­van­tage of his ab­sence and want­ing to den­i­grate him. He la­bored not for
him­self but for God, as he was not sent by men but by Christ Him­self, who chose
Paul to be His ser­vant from the womb. The apos­tle once again re­in­forced his point
that his teach­ing to the Gala­tians was the Rev­e­la­tion of God and not a hu­man
doc­trine.

 
   Paul’s crit­ics pointed out that Christ Him­self kept the Torah. Yes, the apos­tle an­swered,
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Christ obeyed the Law, but at the same time He rose above it. As a Man, He went through the
hu­man way of be­ing “un­der the Law”, but not for the sake of en­slave­ment to the let­ter, but
for the sake of His lov­ing fil­ial sub­mis­sion to the Fa­ther. He is the only Cho­sen
One, the true Son, sent, de­spised, who sur­ren­dered Him­self to the ser­vice of the
Fa­ther; there­fore He grants all those who be­lieve in Him the joy of be­ing adopted by
God.

 
   “And be­cause you are sons, God sent the Spirit of His Son into your hearts cry­ing: ‘Abba,
Fa­ther!’ There­fore, you are no longer a slave, but a son; and if a son, then an heir of
God through Je­sus Christ… Stand firm there­fore in the lib­erty by which Christ has
made us free, and don’t be en­tan­gled again with a yoke of bondage” (Gal 4:6–7;
5:1).

 
   By bondage, the apos­tle meant the re­duc­tion of faith to a sys­tem, a canon, a for­mal
rule, i.e., what was most ac­ces­si­ble to peo­ple. How­ever, this in­com­plete form of
faith has out­lived its time. God has laid the foun­da­tion for a new world. It is here,
now.

 
   Hav­ing hastily sent his epis­tle with a con­fi­dant, the apos­tle de­cided to go there to heal the
wounds in­flicted on im­ma­ture souls with his own pres­ence. Nev­er­the­less, the Eph­esian plan
re­mained in ef­fect as well. Paul went there on foot—across the en­tire penin­sula—with the
in­ten­tion of vis­it­ing the Gala­tian cities.

 
   For the third time, he was mak­ing his way along the fa­mil­iar road, wind­ing through
moun­tains and gorges of a bound­less semi-wild coun­try.

 
   We do not know for sure what com­mu­ni­ties he vis­ited or how suc­cess­ful he was. He never
again met with the Gala­tians and ap­par­ently did not write to them. His First Epis­tle to the
Corinthi­ans, how­ever, sug­gests a hint of the out­come of his visit. In that let­ter, Paul men­tions
do­na­tions by the Gala­tian churches to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:1). At the same time, there is
ev­i­dence that the or­tho­dox trend con­tin­ued to spread in Asia Mi­nor un­til the end of the first
cen­tury. This can be seen from the Book of Rev­e­la­tion, as well as the Sec­ond Epis­tle of the
Apos­tle Pe­ter to the Chris­tians of Pon­tus, Gala­tia, Cap­pado­cia, Asia, and Bithy­nia,
which shows that the Chris­tians liv­ing there no longer re­garded Paul as their only
men­tor.

 
   Could this be the rea­son why he lost the de­sire to visit Derbe, Ico­nia, and Lystra dur­ing
his next trip? All the same, he crossed the lands of in­ner Gala­tia and Phry­gia with­out
stop­ping there, and from there he turned west to­ward the coast.

 
   In the fall of 54, he was al­ready back at Eph­esus, the fi­nal des­ti­na­tion of his third
jour­ney.


 

1.9

Cen­ter
in
Eph­esus.
Trou­bles
in
Corinth

Asia
Mi­nor
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
–
Greece,
54–57

 


   
 

   1.9.1    Paul and Apol­los

At Eph­esus, Paul im­me­di­ately met with his faith­ful co-work­ers, Aquila and Priscilla. The
long-awaited ren­dezvous with friends was es­pe­cially heart­warm­ing af­ter all the re­cent
dis­ap­point­ments and ar­gu­ments, as well as the gru­el­ing jour­ney. Over time, the cou­ple had
com­pletely adapted to the cap­i­tal of Asia Mi­nor; but with­out the apos­tle, they did not
take fur­ther steps in the work of evan­ge­lism. There was, how­ever, one ex­cep­tion.
While go­ing to syn­a­gogue on Sat­ur­days, they met an ex­tra­or­di­nary man, a Jew
from Alexan­dria named Apol­los. A bril­liant scholar of the Bible and phi­los­o­phy,
he won ev­ery­one over with his elo­quence and eru­di­tion. In essence, Apol­los was
al­ready a Chris­tian. He em­braced the el­e­ments of the Gospel, ap­par­ently, from the
Es­senes who came to faith in Christ, and since then he be­came im­bued with the
mis­sion­ary zeal of a neo­phyte. Per­haps, Apol­los re­mained in­flu­enced by his great
coun­try­man Philo, who was us­ing an in­ge­nious method of al­le­gor­i­cal in­ter­pre­ta­tion of the
sa­cred books. This method, which would be later adopted by many Church Fa­thers,
helped him to see more clearly the con­nec­tion be­tween the two Tes­ta­ments. In
Eph­esus, a small com­mu­nity of twelve men who shared his views formed around
Apol­los.

 
   De­spite the fact that Apol­los could claim to be a teacher him­self, he lis­tened with no­ble
hu­mil­ity to the two ar­ti­sans who “ex­plained to him more pre­cisely the Way of the Lord.”[89]
When the Alexan­drian had to go on his busi­ness to Greece, Aquila gave him a let­ter of
rec­om­men­da­tion to the Corinthian brethren, hop­ing that his knowl­edge and elo­quence would
be use­ful to the Church.

 
   Upon hear­ing their story, the Apos­tle Paul im­me­di­ately sensed that he would find a
like-minded co­worker in Apol­los, who in some ways might be su­pe­rior to him. The
Alexan­drian had a deeper knowl­edge of the Hel­lenic world than Paul, who had re­ceived a
purely rab­bini­cal ed­u­ca­tion. The apos­tle, not bound by jeal­ous ri­valry, wel­comed the
un­ex­pected ad­di­tion of a new com­pan­ion. He later wrote to the Corinthi­ans: “I planted,
Apol­los wa­tered… But he who plants and he who wa­ters are one” (1 Cor 3:6,8). Paul re­ceived
the dis­ci­ples of Apol­los with the same alacrity. When he learned from them that they had
never heard of true bap­tism in the Holy Spirit, he in­structed them in the faith and pre­pared
them for the sacra­ment. Dur­ing the prayer, he laid his hands on them, as the first apos­tles
did, and all the newly bap­tized “be­gan to speak in tongues and proph­esy.”[90] It was
as if they were born again, hav­ing re­ceived what they lacked in the teach­ings of
Apol­los.
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   As soon as Apol­los re­turned from Corinth, he, nat­u­rally, wanted to meet the fa­mous
en­light­ener of the na­tions. Wrapped in an Egyp­tian linen cloak, he en­tered the gates of
Aquila’s work­shop. The yard was lit­tered with bales and bun­dles of rope. The guest had to
step over them, mak­ing his way to the shaded cor­ner. There, on a mat, lean­ing over, sat a
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
bald, short, mid­dle-aged man in work clothes. On his head, there was a knit­ted yarmulke; he
had a crooked nose, a gray­ing beard; his hands, ac­cus­tomed to work, were quickly
sort­ing and twist­ing the black wool in­tended for travel tents. Bun­dles of the fin­ished
fab­ric were piled sep­a­rately; they would be fetched by mer­chants and car­ried to the
mar­ket­place. The man raised his gray eyes, red­dened from ex­er­tion, and looked at
Apol­los.

 
   Apol­los had heard be­fore that the Tar­sian was unattrac­tive in ap­pear­ance, but he
was still in­vol­un­tar­ily struck by the mun­dane scene and his strange face. Aquila
came out of the house and in­tro­duced them. But as soon as a con­ver­sa­tion was
struck up, Paul was in­stantly trans­formed. Now there was no doubt: be­fore Apol­los
was the same in­de­fati­ga­ble trav­eler, a man of the Spirit, who had tra­versed the
seas and lands, ev­ery­where scat­ter­ing the seeds of the King­dom of God with a firm
hand.

 
   From that day on, Apol­los would be ac­tively in­volved in the work of the apos­tle. In­deed,
the har­vest was plen­ti­ful in the pop­u­lous Eph­esus, which then had up to a quar­ter of a
mil­lion in­hab­i­tants, not count­ing vis­i­tors. It was easy to get lost there, which was ex­actly
what the mis­sion­ar­ies wanted. The au­thor­i­ties of the “free city” had long been ac­cus­tomed to
streams of wor­ship­pers, wan­der­ing preach­ers, and rep­re­sen­ta­tives of var­i­ous cults. The
syn­a­gogue chiefs, al­though they had al­ready grown cold to­wards Paul, had not yet shown
much hos­til­ity.

 
   On the other hand, the out­bursts of pa­gan fa­nati­cism char­ac­ter­is­tic of places of mass
pil­grim­age could prove far more dan­ger­ous. In spring, Eph­esus hosted lav­ish fes­ti­vals in
honor of the god­dess Artemis. They were ac­com­pa­nied by horse races, sports com­pe­ti­tions,
per­for­mances of singers and po­ets. Solemn pro­ces­sions would stroll along the cen­tral
av­enue at the foot of the huge the­ater, head­ing for the tem­ple lo­cated in the north­ern
sub­urbs.

 
   The idol of Artemis, revered through­out the land, was hid­den from the pub­lic eyes be­hind
the walls and the fence of 120 tall col­umns. It was ru­mored to have fallen straight from the
sky. Whether it was a me­te­orite or an ar­chaic fetish, the tra­di­tional im­age of the god­dess was
well known to ev­ery­one: her stat­uettes were sold at ev­ery cor­ner on the feast days. The
many-breasted fig­urines, loosely re­sem­bling bunches of grapes, de­picted the god­dess as a
nour­ish­ing mother ready, as it were, to nur­ture the whole world. Un­told riches had been
ac­cu­mu­lated in the trea­suries of her tem­ple. The Ro­mans knew this and viewed Eph­esus’
riches as their own, de­spite pro­vid­ing a sem­blance of au­ton­omy to the cap­i­tal of Asia
Mi­nor.

 
   The early Chris­tians of Eph­esus must have no­ticed just how jeal­ous the lo­cals were of
their na­tional cult. A slight­est in­sult could re­sult in bloody ri­ots. And Paul de­lib­er­ately and
con­sis­tently tried not to hurt the feel­ings of the Gen­tiles, which al­lowed him to live and work
in safety.

   
 

   1.9.2    At the pin­na­cle of suc­cess

Never be­fore had Paul been so pop­u­lar as dur­ing those three years at Eph­esus, and nowhere
had his gift of heal­ing been man­i­fested with such power. He was con­stantly fol­lowed by
crowds, just as Je­sus a quar­ter of a cen­tury ear­lier. Some­times heal­ing came when a
hand­ker­chief or an apron of the apos­tle was placed on the sick.

 
   Yet there was a down­side to it all. The buzz that spread the fame of the Tar­sian across the
city also fu­eled the su­per­sti­tious pas­sions. It must be said that Eph­esus had long been a
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
cen­ter of oc­cultism and magic. Ev­ery­where on its streets, one could see the ad­ver­tise­ments of
heal­ers, as­trologers, and in­ter­preters of dreams, lur­ing in any­one who wanted to know the
fu­ture or achieve suc­cess in busi­ness. There was even a spe­cial lit­er­a­ture on div­ina­tion,
called the “Eph­esian writ­ings.” Quack­ery and ex­ploit­ing pop­u­lar credulity were com­mon­place
in Eph­esus.
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   Sooner or later, ex­perts in magic would see Paul as a dan­ger­ous com­peti­tor. In im­i­ta­tion of
him, some itin­er­ant Jew­ish heal­ers even tried to heal in the name of Je­sus. One time such an
ex­per­i­ment ended in ut­ter fail­ure: some pos­sessed man rushed at the un­for­tu­nate heal­ers,
scream­ing, “Je­sus I know, and Paul I rec­og­nize, but who are you?” And he beat them se­verely
(see Acts 19:15).

 
   As we al­ready know, a whole team of ded­i­cated mis­sion­ar­ies worked un­der Paul’s
lead­er­ship. In ad­di­tion to Aquila, his wife, and Apol­los, as well as old friends Ti­tus and
Tim­o­thy, who came from Corinth, the sources name many oth­ers from dif­fer­ent parts of the
em­pire.

 
   Re­ly­ing on their sup­port, Paul re­vived his long-cher­ished plan: to cir­cle once again the
shores of the Aegean—Asia Mi­nor, Mace­do­nia, and Achaia; then, af­ter send­ing fi­nan­cial aid to
Jerusalem, to reach via Rome the west­ern bor­der of the civ­i­lized world—Spain. Paul ap­par­ently
wanted to post­pone the jour­ney to Ro­man Africa and Egypt un­til the very end of his
mis­sion,61 
and thus in­tend­ing to com­plete the full cir­cle around the
ec­umene.62 
If his plan suc­ceeded, the whole Mediter­ranean would soon hear the news of Je­sus.

   
 

   1.9.3    Cri­sis in Corinth

Paul be­gan to im­ple­ment his far-reach­ing plan by send­ing Tim­o­thy and Eras­tus ahead of him
to Mace­do­nia, ar­rang­ing to meet them at Corinth.

 
   The Corinthian church was his great­est con­cern. For some rea­son, Sil­vanus de­parted from
the city (he later joined the Apos­tle Pe­ter), and the new con­verts were left on their own. Paul
wrote them a let­ter that did not sur­vive to this day, but its con­tents are gen­er­ally known. In
it, he strictly or­dered a boy­cott of those mem­bers of the com­mu­nity who in­dulged
in de­bauch­ery, drunk­en­ness, or par­tic­i­pated in pa­gan fes­ti­vals. He could eas­ily
sur­mise the ex­is­tence of such phe­nom­ena given the pre­vail­ing mores of the “friv­o­lous
Corinth.”

 
   The brethren be­came con­fused by the epis­tle, imag­in­ing that their teacher was or­der­ing
them to cut off any con­tact with the out­side world. Paul would later ex­plain, how­ever, that he
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
was only afraid of the “Corinthian con­ta­gion” en­ter­ing the church. As to “those out­side the
church,” he be­lieved that a dif­fer­ent set of stan­dards would be ap­plied to them. “For what
have I to do with judg­ing those who are out­side?” he wrote. “But those who are out­side, God
judges” (1 Cor 5:12–13).

 
   The apos­tle’s pre­mo­ni­tion proved to be right. When he was about to leave for
Mace­do­nia in the early spring of 57, some ser­vants of a rich Chris­tian woman named
Chloe ar­rived from Corinth. They re­ported that the com­mu­nity was not do­ing well.
One brother mar­ried his step­mother, de­spite the fact that both Jew­ish and Ro­man
laws con­demned such mar­riages as in­ces­tu­ous. In Corinth, how­ever, they turned a
blind eye to it. The weak­en­ing of moral stan­dards also af­fected the Lord’s Sup­per.
Rich peo­ple, who brought more to the ta­bles than oth­ers, rushed to get enough for
them­selves, some­times re­turn­ing home drunk. More­over, con­tro­ver­sies broke out
among the faith­ful, lead­ing to the for­ma­tion of ri­val fac­tions in the com­mu­nity. Some
grew so fond of Apol­los’ in­ter­pre­ta­tions and preach­ing that they claimed to be his
fol­low­ers. And since the dis­ci­ples of Pe­ter (or per­haps the apos­tle him­self) had vis­ited
Corinth, some dis­tanced them­selves from Paul and be­came known as the Cephas’
dis­ci­ples. “Look,” they said, “the Tar­sian did not dare to take money from us, like
Pe­ter and the other apos­tles, thus ad­mit­ting to their higher sta­tus. And in gen­eral,
Paul can not be fig­ured out: one mo­ment he goes against the Law, the next he
ob­serves Jew­ish cus­toms.” They re­garded Paul’s free­dom and mis­sion­ary flex­i­bil­ity as
du­plic­ity.

 
   Apos­tle Pe­ter, if he did visit Corinth, was hardly guilty of un­der­min­ing Paul’s au­thor­ity.
Hum­ble and kind, he did not like to put him­self above oth­ers; con­se­quently, the con­duct of
the “Cephas’ dis­ci­ples” was en­tirely of their own do­ing. These dis­putes and dif­fer­ences led yet
an­other group of Chris­tians to refuse to as­so­ciate them­selves with the name of any apos­tle;
they be­gan to call them­selves sim­ply Christ’s fol­low­ers.

 
   This news up­set Paul much more than the trou­bles in the dis­tant Gala­tian back­woods.
De­struc­tive forces had shaken a large, bud­ding church. Al­though most Corinthi­ans re­mained
loyal to their men­tor, the schism it­self was a sad symp­tom. Paul saw in it not only an
en­croach­ment on him per­son­ally but a be­trayal of some­thing im­mea­sur­ably more
im­por­tant—the spirit of the Church. The Tar­sian, who had long since learned how to con­trol
his in­nate im­pa­tience, now had to demon­strate re­dou­bled self-com­po­sure and tact in
or­der to cope with the un­ex­pected dis­as­ter. The trip to Mace­do­nia was tem­po­rar­ily
post­poned.

 
   While Paul was pon­der­ing what to do next and wait­ing on the Lord to show him the way,
three el­ders of the Corinthian church who were ar­dently de­voted to the apos­tle came to
Eph­esus by ship: Stephanas, For­tu­na­tus, and Achaicus. They suc­ceeded in dis­pelling his
worst fears and per­suaded him that the tur­moil was noth­ing other than grow­ing
pains, ag­gra­vated by the rest­less na­ture of the Corinthi­ans. Thus, it was still okay
not to rush to Greece, but first to pro­ceed to the Mace­do­nian lands as planned.
Dur­ing that time, the trust­wor­thy Tim­o­thy, with his char­ac­ter­is­tic gen­tle­ness and
sen­si­tiv­ity, would travel to Corinth and make prepa­ra­tions for the apos­tle’s up­com­ing
visit.

 
   Paul also wanted Apol­los, whom the Corinthi­ans in­sis­tently in­vited for a visit, to ac­cept
their in­vi­ta­tion as a ges­ture of good­will. How­ever, the Alexan­drian, dis­con­certed at hav­ing
un­wit­tingly given a pre­text for the un­rest, chose to re­main in Eph­esus.

 
   As the apos­tle was say­ing good­bye to the en­voys of Corinth, he handed them a let­ter for
the en­tire com­mu­nity, in which he out­lined his po­si­tion on schisms and an­swered the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ques­tions that per­plexed the be­liev­ers. The Corinthi­ans were con­cerned about many things:
what should be the Chris­tian view on mar­riage? Was it per­mis­si­ble to eat food from a meal
of­fered to gods? Who was more im­por­tant in the Church: the apos­tles, the prophets, or the
teach­ers? Would the dead re­ally rise to life on the Day of Judg­ment, or should the
res­ur­rec­tion be un­der­stood dif­fer­ently?

 
   It was not easy to cover all these top­ics in a sin­gle epis­tle; there­fore, his let­ter turned out
to be very lengthy, al­most like a book, and in the New Tes­ta­ment it be­came known as the
First Epis­tle to the Corinthi­ans.

   
 

   1.9.4    True foun­da­tion of the Church

While his let­ter was call­ing for like-mind­ed­ness among the be­liev­ers, the Apos­tle Paul did not
want to con­strain the free­dom of the Corinthi­ans with rigid dog­ma­tism. “For there must also
be dif­fer­ences among you,” he wrote, “that those who are ap­proved may be re­vealed among
you” (1 Cor 11:19).

 
   His ar­gu­ment was that only the un­co­erced love for the One who died for peo­ple, and not
some im­posed ar­gu­ments (be it a mir­a­cle or the voice of rea­son), can serve as the true
foun­da­tion of faith. In Je­sus, nailed to the stake, there was noth­ing that would draw any­one
to Him forcibly. In­deed, a per­son is usu­ally en­ticed by ei­ther the dis­play of strength or the
power of the mind. At Cal­vary, how­ever, we all be­come wit­nesses of the ul­ti­mate
hu­mil­i­a­tion. This is how the Son of God chose to re­veal Him­self to the em­bit­tered
world.

 
   To be clear, the apos­tle did not seek to change the ex­ist­ing world or­der. What was
hap­pen­ing among un­be­liev­ers was only of lim­ited con­cern to him, for the days of “this
age” were num­bered. Be­liev­ers should re­main in the same life sit­u­a­tion as when
they were first called. Whether a Jew, an alien, a free per­son, or a slave, none of it
any longer mat­tered. Only one thing mat­tered, “that each one should re­main with
God.”[92]

 
   When read­ing Tac­i­tus, Sue­to­nius, or Jose­phus, one is struck by how much the an­cient
world was sim­i­lar to our own, and how much peo­ple were full of mal­ice, cyn­i­cism,
in­dif­fer­ence, and in­hu­man­ness. And against this back­ground, Paul ap­pears as a mes­sen­ger
from a dif­fer­ent world. Even next to the writ­ings of the en­light­ened and hu­mane lit­er­ary
fig­ures and philoso­phers of those days, the words of the tent­maker from Tar­sus sound like a
mir­a­cle. He does not ad­vo­cate a “bet­ter­ment of morals” or a change in so­ci­etal
in­sti­tu­tions, but in­stead pro­claims one Truth that was then seen as noth­ing other than
ir­rel­e­vant and al­most in­sane. He calls love the only vi­able an­swer for this lost world.
Love is higher than su­per­nat­u­ral signs, higher than great ex­ploits, and spir­i­tual
ec­stasies. When de­scrib­ing love, Paul starts sound­ing as a poet and not only as a
prophet.

 
   “If I speak with the tongues of men and of an­gels, but have no love, then I am a sound­ing
brass or a clang­ing cym­bal. If I have the gift of prophecy, and un­der­stand all the
mys­ter­ies and all knowl­edge, and have all faith so as to move moun­tains, but have
no love, then I am noth­ing. And if I give away all my pos­ses­sions and de­liver my
body to be burned, but have no love, it prof­its me noth­ing. Love is pa­tient, love is
kind, it does not envy, it does not boast, it is not proud. It does not be­have rudely,
does not seek its own, is not pro­voked, thinks no evil. Love takes no plea­sure in
evil, but re­joices with the truth. It bears all things, be­lieves all things, hopes all
things, en­dures all things. Love never fails. Al­though prophe­cies will cease, and
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
tongues will be si­lenced, and knowl­edge will pass away. For we know in part and
we proph­esy in part. But when the per­fect comes, the par­tial will be done away
with…. Now we see, as it were, in a mir­ror dimly, but then face to face…. And now
these three re­main: faith, hope, and love; but the great­est of these is love” (1 Cor
13:1–10,12–13).

 
   This hymn is the pin­na­cle of Paul’s preach­ing. It was poured out of his depths in a sin­gle
breath, as if flow­ing from some­one who was struck by a blind­ing light. His words evoke the
ela­tion of epiphany and the blows of ham­mer that bring down all the ob­sta­cles that stand in
the way of the Good News. These lines of love dic­tated by Paul have el­e­vated the
au­thor—per­haps, for the first time in all of his writ­ings—to the same heights as the Gospel
writ­ers.

   
 

   1.10    Thorns of pas­tor­ing

Asia Mi­nor – Mace­do­nia – Greece, 57–58

 


   
 

   1.10.1    Con­flict with the Corinthi­ans

At the end of his long epis­tle, the Apos­tle Paul asked the Corinthi­ans to at­tend to rais­ing
funds for the poor in Jerusalem. Fol­low­ing the ex­am­ple of the Gala­tians, he ad­vised them to
put aside an amount they each could af­ford ev­ery first day of the week. This money would
then be sent to Judea ac­com­pa­nied by an ex­plana­tory let­ter or taken there per­son­ally by
Paul.

 
   Yet things did not turn out the way the apos­tle had hoped. Af­ter vis­it­ing Corinth, Tim­o­thy
brought back more bad news. Nei­ther his com­ing nor Paul’s epis­tle man­aged to
quiet down the strife. The apos­tle re­al­ized that he would have to go him­self and do
so right away. With­out wait­ing un­til af­ter Pen­te­cost, he went by sea di­rectly to
Corinth.

 
   The voy­age was not with­out in­ci­dents: the ship was caught in a storm near the
ar­chi­pel­ago.63 
It seemed like a bad omen. In­deed, the meet­ing in Corinth turned out to be more
dif­fi­cult and tor­tur­ous than one might have ex­pected. Luke does not men­tion it at
all.
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   Ear­lier, Paul asked the Corinthi­ans, “Which do you pre­fer: should I come to you with a
rod, or in love and a spirit of gen­tle­ness?” What he learned from Tim­o­thy and then saw
him­self made him speak out with great sever­ity. The re­sult was dis­as­trous. The com­mu­nity
as a whole re­mained deaf to his re­proaches, and one of the broth­ers even in­sulted the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
apos­tle.64 
It is not known what the main cause of the quar­rel was, only that Paul left the city in the
dark­est state of mind, with a sense of wasted ef­fort.

 
   When he re­turned to Eph­esus, he wrote a let­ter full of bit­ter­ness to the Corinthi­ans and asked Ti­tus
to take it.65 
At this point, he was once again re­in­forced in his orig­i­nal in­ten­tion—to go to the
Mace­do­nians. He sent Tim­o­thy and Eras­tus ahead of him, and ar­ranged for Ti­tus to meet
him at Troas, the same city from which he had be­gun his jour­ney to Eu­rope in 49
AD.

 
   Pen­te­cost, Paul’s fa­vorite hol­i­day, was quickly ap­proach­ing. The apos­tle planned to
cel­e­brate this feast in Eph­esus. How­ever, new events would pre­clude him from do­ing so,
forc­ing him to has­ten his de­par­ture.

   
 

   1.10.2    Up­ris­ing of the Eph­esian crafts­men

The sum­mer of 57 came, and in­hab­i­tants from all over the prov­ince flooded Eph­esus,
at­tracted by the fes­ti­vals in honor of Artemis. It was easy to cause trou­ble at times like
that—some­thing that Paul’s en­e­mies took ad­van­tage of.

 
   Ac­cord­ing to the ac­count by St. Luke, a cer­tain Demetrius, a sil­ver­smith, gath­ered his
fel­low crafts­men and warned them against the dan­gers em­a­nat­ing from the school of
Tyran­nus, where a cer­tain Jew preached, and who al­ready “se­duced a con­sid­er­able num­ber
of peo­ple, say­ing that those made by hu­man hands were not gods.” Yet as crafts­men, they
owed their liv­ing to Artemis and their craft of mak­ing sou­venirs for pil­grims in the form of the
tem­ple or the god­dess. If that trou­ble­maker were al­lowed to con­tinue, they would soon be left
with­out in­come.

 
   Of course, this was an ex­ag­ger­a­tion, and a ridicu­lous one at that. There were only
a hand­ful of Chris­tians in Eph­esus com­pared to the hun­dreds of thou­sands of
pa­gans. Ob­vi­ously, Demetrius was bribed or set up by those who saw Paul as a
ri­val—heal­ers and sor­cer­ers who had tried more than once to re­move him from their
path.

 
   The speech of Demetrius had an ef­fect on his au­di­ence like that of a spark on
dry grass. Ar­ti­sans poured out into the street, shout­ing the tra­di­tional Eph­esian
slo­gan: “Great is Artemis of Eph­esus!” They were im­me­di­ately joined by throngs of
towns­peo­ple, al­ways ready for a rowdy demon­stra­tion. Some­one tried to find Paul,
but he was not at home. Then they seized Gaius and Aristarchus and dragged
them by force to the the­ater. Its benches, de­signed for 20,000 peo­ple, quickly filled
up: chaos set in. “Some were shout­ing one thing, some an­other,” writes Luke, “for
the as­sem­bly was con­fused, and most of them did not know why they had come
to­gether.”

 
   Upon hear­ing the roar of the crowd and learn­ing that his friends were in dan­ger, Paul
hur­ried to the the­ater, ready to throw him­self at the mercy of the mob. On his way to
the the­ater, how­ever, he was no­ticed by some mem­bers of the city coun­cil, who
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
were on friendly terms with him. They per­suaded him not to go to a cer­tain death
and promised to avert the vi­o­lence by their own mea­sures and res­cue Gaius and
Aristarchus.

 
   Mean­while, a sur­real scene was un­fold­ing in the the­ater. The Jew­ish com­mu­nity, fear­ing
that the rage of the pa­gans would fall upon them, as it had hap­pened more than
once, sent a cer­tain Alexan­der to de­clare that they had noth­ing to do with Paul and
his co­re­li­gion­ists. Alexan­der went up to the podium and mo­tioned with his hand,
de­sir­ing to speak. How­ever, as soon as they learned that he was a Jew, ev­ery­one
again be­gan to chant deaf­en­ingly: “Great is Artemis of Eph­esus!” The shout­ing
went on for al­most two hours, and when the peo­ple were al­ready out of breath, the
“sec­re­tary” of Eph­esus, a po­si­tion in Greek cities sim­i­lar to a mayor, came out on the
plat­form.

 
   He be­gan his ad­dress in a com­posed voice, ex­plain­ing that no one had en­croached on
Artemis and her tem­ple. The ap­pre­hended two men had not in­sulted the god­dess or
com­mit­ted any blas­phemy. And if the hand­i­crafts­men had a com­plaint against some­one, they
must file it with the court legally. Then, he pro­ceeded to make a di­rect threat. Eph­esus was a
free city, but it was sub­ject to Rome. If the demon­stra­tion did not stop, he said, “we are in
dan­ger of be­ing charged with ri­ot­ing to­day, since there is no cause that we can give to jus­tify
this com­mo­tion” (Acts 19:40).

 
   His sen­si­ble speech calmed the peo­ple down. Grad­u­ally, the crowd be­gan to dis­perse.
Gaius and Aristarchus were re­leased.

 
   A weight was lifted off Paul’s chest, yet he no longer felt at ease there. He knew he had to
leave Eph­esus im­me­di­ately.

   
 

   1.10.3    Apos­tle in Mace­do­nia

All these events—the in­trigues of en­e­mies, the con­tention in Corinth, the un­for­tu­nate trip
there, the vi­o­lence of the crowd in Eph­esus—com­pletely wore Paul out. Sad­dened, he parted
with the dis­ci­ples there and walked north along the coast to Troas, hop­ing that Ti­tus would
al­ready be in the city.

 
   How­ever, he was met with a dis­ap­point­ment in Troas: his faith­ful as­sis­tant was
not there. This fur­ther up­set Paul, who needed a friendly word. “Our flesh had
no rest,” he would later write of those days, “but we were trou­bled on ev­ery side:
con­flicts on the out­side, fears within” (2 Cor 7:5). He could not even find the strength
to preach and spend time with the brethren of Troas, for which he had ac­tu­ally
come to the city, and, hav­ing hur­riedly said good­bye to them, he sailed on a ship to
Mace­do­nia.

 
   Af­ter the sea cross­ing and the road through the moun­tains and forests, Paul fi­nally was
back in his beloved Philippi. In that quiet town, he met with those who al­ways un­der­stood
and loved him. He was es­pe­cially glad to see Tim­o­thy, Eras­tus (pos­si­bly Luke), and Ti­tus,
who had ar­rived from Corinth with some good news: Paul’s let­ter, writ­ten in tears, awak­ened
the brethren’s con­science. The Corinthi­ans felt re­morse and were hope­ful he would be back
to visit them again.

 
   De­lighted, Paul was ready to for­give ev­ery­thing, yet he de­cided to post­pone his visit there
un­til the fall. He wanted the Corinthi­ans to feel their guilt more deeply, and he him­self
needed more time to com­pletely calm down.

 
   He spent the sum­mer trav­el­ing across Mace­do­nia and even preached in the neigh­bor­ing
Il­lyr­ian land (present-day Al­ba­nia). How­ever, his thoughts were con­stantly pre­oc­cu­pied with
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Corinth. That same sum­mer, he wrote yet an­other epis­tle to the Corinthi­ans, which Ti­tus
will­ingly de­liv­ered (in the New Tes­ta­ment, this is the Sec­ond Epis­tle to the Corinthi­ans). Ti­tus
was very well dis­posed to­wards the Corinthian brethren and did any­thing in his power to
pro­mote rec­on­cil­i­a­tion with their men­tor.

 
   This epis­tle is not only an apolo­gia for the apos­tle, but also an ex­pla­na­tion of his mis­sion
of an evan­ge­list. In it, the Tar­sian de­scribes, in more de­tail than ever, the mis­for­tunes,
dif­fi­cul­ties, and dan­gers that con­stantly ac­com­pany him. How many times he has
had a brush with death! And it is all the sad­der for him to see the in­grat­i­tude of
his chil­dren. The only rea­son he is de­lay­ing his visit to them is in fact to “spare”
them.

 
   Nowhere is the mys­tery of priest­hood more pro­foundly re­vealed than in this epis­tle. God’s
mes­sen­ger, a weak and af­flicted per­son on the one hand, is trans­formed by the power of the
Spirit of God into a co-worker of Christ the Sav­ior on the other. As the shep­herd of souls, he
be­comes the Lord’s in­stru­ment to bring jus­ti­fi­ca­tion and rec­on­cil­i­a­tion to peo­ple. This high­est
pre­des­ti­na­tion is now be­ing ful­filled through the apos­tolic preach­ing: “Now is the time of
God’s fa­vor, now is the day of sal­va­tion.” Paul was com­manded by Christ Him­self to
rise above the let­ter of the Law and teach the spirit of free­dom to the chil­dren of
God.
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   Time and again the apos­tle brings to re­mem­brance the days of his call­ing, evok­ing his
vi­sions that can­not be ad­e­quately de­scribed in words and re­call­ing the help from above,
which ar­rived pre­cisely at the time when he suf­fered from ill­ness or set­backs. “When I am
weak, then I am strong,” he says. And this is not a mere para­dox, but the re­al­ity of his
life.
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   Paul knew him­self: in per­sonal com­mu­ni­ca­tion, he was far more le­nient than in his
epis­tles. There­fore, he did not re­gret that he had been so se­vere in his pre­vi­ous let­ter. “For
even if I made you sorry with my let­ter, I do not re­gret it; though I did re­gret it. For I per­ceive
that the same epis­tle made you sorry, though only for a while. Now I re­joice, not that
you were grieved, but that you were grieved into re­pen­tance” (2 Cor 7:9). This,
the fourth let­ter in a row, was also quite se­vere in its tone. Yet it was also filled
with hope that this sever­ity would bring about good fruit. And Ti­tus, for his part,
re­in­forced Paul’s opin­ion that the time had fi­nally come to visit the Corinthi­ans in
per­son.

 
   Al­though the win­ter was com­ing and the ships did not sail, the apos­tle none­the­less
de­cided not to de­lay his visit any longer. He set off on foot, as he had done the first time,
by­pass­ing Athens.

 
   Let­ters and time did their work. The rec­on­cil­i­a­tion was com­plete.

 
   The apos­tle spent three months in Corinth. As the spring of 58 ap­proached, he was able to
take his time to re­flect on what had been achieved. The Aegean shores had been tra­versed,
and more than once; do­na­tions had been col­lected. The time had come, af­ter vis­it­ing
Jerusalem, to be­gin preach­ing in the west­ern re­gions of the em­pire. Of course, it was
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
im­pos­si­ble to avoid Rome, which Paul had long wanted to visit. How­ever, there was al­ready a
large com­mu­nity in Rome founded by other mis­sion­ar­ies, whereas Paul pre­ferred to
work in ar­eas where peo­ple had not yet heard the Good News. In view of this, he
felt it was his duty to write to the Chris­tians of Rome and ex­pound his Gospel to
them.

   
 

   1.10.4    Per­se­cu­tions

In this epis­tle, Paul spoke of the help­less­ness of man, who is un­able to ful­fill the
Law of God, of the sav­ing faith in Je­sus Christ, which jus­ti­fies each per­son be­fore
God. “As we died with Christ,” Paul wrote, “so we will also rise with Him” (Rom
6).

 
   In the spring of 58, the apos­tle set out on his re­turn jour­ney from Corinth and even­tu­ally
ar­rived in Jerusalem. How­ever, he had too many en­e­mies in that city. While he was in the
Tem­ple, some­one shouted, “This man has vi­o­lated the pro­hi­bi­tion and brought the Gen­tiles
into this holy place!”[93]

 
   The ag­i­tated crowd, swift for reprisal, im­me­di­ately as­saulted the apos­tle. Hear­ing the
noise, the com­man­der of the gar­ri­son sent sol­diers, and they snatched Paul from the hands
of the an­gry mob. To in­ves­ti­gate the in­ci­dent, Paul, as a Ro­man cit­i­zen, was sent
to Cae­sarea to the procu­ra­tor Fe­lix. Learn­ing that they wanted to am­bush and
mur­der the ar­rested Paul dur­ing his jail trans­fer, the tri­bune sent a de­tach­ment
of sol­diers with him. The procu­ra­tor be­came con­vinced that Paul was not guilty
be­fore the Ro­man laws and al­lowed him to live freely, but he did not let him out of
his res­i­dence, hop­ing to ex­tract a ran­som from his co­re­li­gion­ists. Soon, an­other
procu­ra­tor, who re­placed Fe­lix, ren­dered Paul an ac­quit­tal. How­ever, the apos­tle,
se­cretly hop­ing to get to Rome, de­manded a trial at the im­pe­rial court. At such a
re­quest, any Ro­man cit­i­zen was re­quired to be taken to the cap­i­tal for the trial by
Cae­sar.
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   In the fall of 60, Paul, Luke, and his other friends left Cae­sarea for Italy in a con­voy. The
voy­age dragged on, and it was only in the spring that the apos­tles, for the first time, set foot
on Ital­ian soil. Paul then came to Rome by the Ap­pian Way. For two whole years he lived in
the cap­i­tal, preach­ing the King­dom of God.

 
   In 63, Paul was ap­par­ently ac­quit­ted and left Rome. He vis­ited the churches in
Greece and Asia Mi­nor again, and even­tu­ally came to the west­ern bor­der of the
em­pire—Spain.

 
   In the mean­time, the church of Rome faced a great trial. In the sum­mer of 64, a
ter­ri­ble fire broke out in the cap­i­tal: out of the four­teen dis­tricts of the city only
four sur­vived, thou­sands died or lost their homes. Pop­u­lar ru­mor ac­cused Cae­sar
Nero of the ar­son; his cru­elty and ex­trav­a­gance had been known to all. It was said
that he wanted to burn Rome, so that a new city, Neropo­lis, could be built on the
ashes. The fright­ened em­peror be­gan to look for a way to pla­cate the rage of the
Ro­mans. Know­ing that there were sec­tar­i­ans in the city called Chris­tians, he de­clared
them to be the cul­prits be­hind the calamity. Mass ar­rests and tor­tures of be­liev­ers
en­sued.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Not long be­fore this, the Apos­tle Pe­ter ar­rived in Rome. Fear­ing for Pe­ter’s life, the
Chris­tians begged him to flee the city. But, as tra­di­tion re­counts, on the Ap­pian Way, he saw
Christ Him­self, and to the apos­tle’s ques­tion: “Lord, where are You go­ing?” Christ an­swered:
“I am go­ing to Rome to be cru­ci­fied again.” Pe­ter re­turned and was soon cap­tured. Nero
turned the ex­e­cu­tions of Chris­tians into bloody en­ter­tain­ment for the masses. The
con­demned were thrown into the cir­cus arena to be torn to pieces by an­i­mals; they were
burned and cru­ci­fied.

 
   This was when the prophecy of Christ was ful­filled: the shep­herd of the Church, Si­mon
Pe­ter, was bound and taken to the place of ex­e­cu­tion. He was cru­ci­fied up­side down to sat­isfy
the whims of the ex­e­cu­tion­ers.

 
   Two years be­fore Pe­ter’s death, the fa­nat­ics killed James, the Brother of the Lord. One by
one, the eye­wit­nesses of the Gospel events passed away. And it was at that time that the
earthly life of Je­sus was put into writ­ing by the dis­ci­ple of Pe­ter and Paul—Mark.
He col­lected in his Gospel the sto­ries of Pe­ter and the tra­di­tions of the Church of
Jerusalem.

 
   Peo­ple in the East know how to pre­serve oral tra­di­tion over a long pe­riod of time, so the
words of Christ and the events of His life were trans­mit­ted by the first gen­er­a­tion of
Chris­tians in their orig­i­nal pu­rity. The Gospel of Mark was fol­lowed by other Gospels. These
lit­tle books were to con­quer the na­tions and take the Good News of the Sav­ior to the en­tire
world.
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   In the year 66 AD, Judea re­belled against Rome. Her four-year strug­gle with the mighty
em­pire be­gan. Just at that time, the Apos­tle Paul came to Rome again. Jews and Chris­tians
were treated with a greater sus­pi­cion be­cause of the war. Soon the apos­tle was
ar­rested and sent to the same prison where Pe­ter had stayed shortly be­fore. As a
Ro­man cit­i­zen, Paul was un­der a le­gal in­ves­ti­ga­tion. It is un­clear what he was
ac­cused of, yet Paul knew that his days were num­bered. Aban­doned by all, he
was wait­ing for his death. The Ro­man church was dec­i­mated. No one came to his
de­fense. Only the physi­cian Luke re­mained with him un­til the very end. How­ever, the
apos­tle did not lose heart. “I know whom I have be­lieved,” he wrote to Tim­o­thy at
Eph­esus, “I am even now ready to be sac­ri­ficed… I have fought the good fight… I
have kept the faith. And now the crown of right­eous­ness awaits me” (2 Tim 1:12,
4:6–8).

 
   Out­side the gates of Rome, the apos­tle of the Gen­tiles, the evan­ge­list of love and free­dom,
as­cended the scaf­fold. But the Gospel could no longer be stopped.
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   The per­se­cu­tion un­der Nero was the first se­ri­ous clash be­tween the Ro­man au­thor­i­ties
and the Chris­tians. Sub­se­quently, the per­se­cu­tion of Chris­tians took on a dif­fer­ent char­ac­ter,
oc­ca­sion­ally turn­ing into a real mass re­pres­sion, then fad­ing away. For ex­am­ple, at the
be­gin­ning of the 2nd cen­tury, Em­peror Tra­jan rec­om­mended not to de­lib­er­ately seek out
the fol­low­ers of the new re­li­gious doc­trine, but to pun­ish them when­ever they got
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
caught. The pa­gan au­thor­i­ties fought against Chris­tian­ity, putting to death mainly its
church lead­ers rather than or­di­nary be­liev­ers. One of the mar­tyrs was the bishop of
the church of An­ti­och, Ig­natius (c.35–c.107), who was given the nick­name of the
God-bearer.66 
Sev­eral of his epis­tles to the churches of var­i­ous cities have sur­vived: Ig­natius wrote them
while be­ing trans­ported to Rome. He wrote about the unity of the Church, which by that time
had spread through­out the Mediter­ranean; about the cen­ter of Chris­tian life—the
Eu­charist, which binds all be­liev­ers with in­vis­i­ble bonds; about the role of the
bishop as the pri­mate of the lo­cal church. The Ro­man au­thor­i­ties did not ar­rest the
Chris­tians who greeted Ig­natius on his way to Rome. In­stead, they wanted to in­tim­i­date
the be­liev­ers by the spec­ta­cle of their leader’s ex­e­cu­tion. The Chris­tians hoped
to free Ig­natius, bribe the sol­diers or take him from them by force, but he held
them back, say­ing: “Do not de­prive me of the op­por­tu­nity to share suf­fer­ing with
Christ.”
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   In Rome, Ig­natius was sen­tenced to death. He was thrown into the cir­cus arena to be torn
apart by wild an­i­mals.

   
 

   1.10.5    “The word of God grew and mul­ti­plied”
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Icon. 12th cen­tury.                                                                               
   
   It seemed that such a reprisal against the Chris­tians would crush their spirit. How­ever,
the events un­folded in a com­pletely dif­fer­ent way. The num­ber of Chris­tians in­creased,
church com­mu­ni­ties sprang up in many cities of the em­pire. Among the fig­ures of the
Church, along with or­di­nary peo­ple, there were also highly ed­u­cated rep­re­sen­ta­tives of
clas­si­cal an­tiq­uity. Such was Justin the Philoso­pher (c.100–c.165), who came from
a rich Syr­ian fam­ily and re­ceived a good Hel­lenis­tic ed­u­ca­tion. Hav­ing mas­tered
Greek phi­los­o­phy, Justin con­tin­ued to seek the Truth and found it by turn­ing
to the Old Tes­ta­ment and the Gospels. Af­ter be­com­ing a Chris­tian, he be­gan to
think hard about how best to re­late to the mighty civ­i­liza­tion that was bustling
around him—Rome with its sci­ence, tech­nol­ogy, po­lit­i­cal sys­tem, law, phi­los­o­phy,
and art. The prob­lem of the re­la­tion­ship be­tween Chris­tian­ity and an­cient cul­ture
con­cerned many Chris­tians at the time, who ad­dressed it in dif­fer­ent ways. Many, like
the great church writer Ter­tul­lian (c.160–c.220), com­pletely dis­avowed the pa­gan
her­itage. Justin, on the con­trary, saw in the an­cient cul­ture of Greece and Rome a
fore­shad­ow­ing of the Gospel, and he found much in it that was im­por­tant and valu­able. He
did not think it pos­si­ble to sim­ply dis­card ev­ery­thing that had been pre­vi­ously
cre­ated by hu­man­ity. This at­ti­tude, how­ever, did not pre­vent Justin from con­duct­ing
polemics with pa­gan philoso­phers. In the end, one of his op­po­nents found an easy
way to pre­vail in the de­bate: he sim­ply re­ported Justin to the au­thor­i­ties and got
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
him ar­rested. The then reign­ing Mar­cus Au­re­lius, al­though a man of high moral
qual­i­ties, er­ro­neously re­garded Chris­tians as a dark sect and there­fore au­tho­rized their
per­se­cu­tion.
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   Justin is sum­moned to court. The di­a­logue be­tween him and the judge is brief:

 
   “What kind of phi­los­o­phy do you teach?”

 
   “I teach a new phi­los­o­phy—the phi­los­o­phy of Christ.”

 
   “This is a for­bid­den teach­ing. De­nounce it, or you’ll be pun­ished.”

 
   “I have noth­ing to de­nounce. Do your duty.”

 
   The judge pro­nounces the ver­dict. To­gether with Justin, his dis­ci­ples, too, go to meet their
deaths.

 
   The spark of the new phi­los­o­phy, how­ever, could no longer be put out with re­pres­sion. A
large num­ber of ed­u­cated peo­ple joined the Church. At the end of the 2nd cen­tury, in
Alexan­dria, one of the largest cities of the em­pire, where Egyp­tians (Copts), Jews, and Greeks
lived in close prox­im­ity, cat­e­chet­i­cal schools were es­tab­lished to pre­pare new con­verts for
bap­tism. The first cat­e­chist was Pan­taenus, who later went on be­ing a mis­sion­ary to In­dia.
His suc­ces­sor was Clement of Alexan­dria (c.150–c.215), who re­ceived a bril­liant pa­gan
ed­u­ca­tion in Athens and was deeply im­bued with Greek phi­los­o­phy. Like Justin, Clement
writes about the syn­the­sis of rev­e­la­tion and clas­si­cal an­cient cul­ture, about the
re­la­tion­ship be­tween faith and knowl­edge, about the har­mony of the heart and mind. He
re­minds Chris­tians that rea­son is given to man by God and only a cow­ardly soul fears
knowl­edge.

 
   A new the­o­log­i­cal tra­di­tion was grad­u­ally formed in the Alexan­drian Church that would
largely de­ter­mine the fur­ther de­vel­op­ment of Chris­tian thought in the East and the West
alike. Among its no­table rep­re­sen­ta­tives is Ori­gen (c.185–c.254), a dis­ci­ple of Clement. When
Ori­gen be­gan teach­ing at the cat­e­chet­i­cal school, he was not yet or­dained, yet crowds of
peo­ple gath­ered for his lessons. In his nu­mer­ous the­o­log­i­cal works, Ori­gen es­tab­lished
him­self as a free thinker: the dog­mas of faith, in his view, af­forded him the op­por­tu­nity and
the right to seek a range of in­ter­pre­ta­tions. It is no co­in­ci­dence that not ev­ery­thing in
Ori­gen’s legacy was sub­se­quently ac­cepted by the Church. Nev­er­the­less, in all cen­turies,
Chris­tian the­olo­gians of var­i­ous di­rec­tions have turned to him as one of the lead­ing
au­thor­i­ties. Ori­gen was the first in the his­tory of the Church to com­pose a de­tailed ex­po­si­tion
of the Chris­tian doc­trine. In ad­di­tion, he laid the foun­da­tion for the study of the
Holy Scrip­tures, de­vel­op­ing meth­ods for in­ter­pret­ing the Bible. Rec­og­niz­ing the
mul­ti­lay­ered na­ture of the bib­li­cal text, he also pre­sup­posed mul­ti­faceted­ness of its
in­ter­pre­ta­tion.
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   The growth of the num­ber of Chris­tians in all the prov­inces of the Ro­man Em­pire,
ac­com­pa­nied by an in­creased abil­ity of the new re­li­gion to re­sist the pre­vail­ing ide­ol­ogy, could
not go un­no­ticed by those who con­cen­trated the power of the state in their hands. There­fore,
the Ro­man em­per­ors would pe­ri­od­i­cally in­ten­sify their per­se­cu­tion of Chris­tians, seek­ing to
de­stroy the Church or at least stunt its growth. Ini­tially, the per­se­cu­tion had a more or less
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
lo­cal char­ac­ter. Such were episodic mass re­pres­sions in those prov­inces where the ac­tiv­i­ties
of Chris­tians came into di­rect con­flict with the pol­icy of the au­thor­i­ties, such as in Lyon in
177.[94]

 
   An at­tempt to ex­ter­mi­nate all the Chris­tians across the en­tire state was first made by
Em­peror De­cius in 249. He be­gan by test­ing all cit­i­zens for their loy­alty to the state: ev­ery­one
had to pub­licly make a pa­gan of­fer­ing—to throw a grain of in­cense into the censer in front of
the statue of the de­ity. To per­form such a rite was un­think­able for a Chris­tian: any
wor­ship of an­other de­ity meant be­trayal of Christ. This re­sulted in mass ex­e­cu­tions of
Chris­tians. The time had come for a se­vere test of faith: many chose to ac­cept a
mar­tyr’s death, some re­nounced, oth­ers went into hid­ing, try­ing not only to save
their own lives, but also to save the Church from com­plete de­struc­tion. How­ever,
the per­se­cu­tion failed to crush the Chris­tians and did not even break down their
unity.

 
   It is known, for ex­am­ple, that the bishop of Carthage, Cyprian, a renowned church
writer, was forced into ex­ile. He con­tin­ued to lead the Carthaginian church, which
ex­isted in com­plete se­crecy, from a dis­tance. Two years later, when the wave of
re­pres­sion be­gan to sub­side, Cyprian re­turned to Carthage, where he re­ceived the
crown of mar­tyr­dom in 258. This took place dur­ing an­other per­se­cu­tion un­der
Em­peror Va­le­rian, who, af­ter an un­suc­cess­ful ban on mass gath­er­ings for Chris­tians,
or­dered the de­struc­tion of all the clergy, as well as the no­ble layper­sons. Al­though
the em­peror’s or­der was not car­ried out in full, it cost many church lead­ers their
lives.

 
   The sub­se­quent short pe­riod of rel­a­tive calm was in­ter­rupted in 303 by the edict of
Em­peror Dio­cle­tian, who de­cided that he could pre­serve the crum­bling em­pire by
sup­press­ing dis­sent. The edict or­dered the wide­spread de­struc­tion of Chris­tian churches and
the burn­ing of manuscripts of Holy Scrip­ture. In a new edict of 304, the em­peror de­manded
the phys­i­cal elim­i­na­tion of all Chris­tians. Mass ex­e­cu­tions be­gan, some­times re­sult­ing in the
de­struc­tion of en­tire towns. How­ever, the dy­ing pa­gan state was un­able to drown the liv­ing
faith in blood. The de­ter­mi­na­tion of the mar­tyrs only con­trib­uted to the pop­u­lar­ity of
Chris­tian­ity.

 
   With the ab­di­ca­tion of Dio­cle­tian from the throne in 305, the re­pres­sions weak­ened. Soon
came a turn­ing point in the his­tory of the Church. Con­stan­tine, the for­mer co-ruler of
Dio­cle­tian, be­came the head of the Ro­man state in 306.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   


Chap­ter 2
Church and State



   2.1    First Chris­tian em­pire



   2.1.1    Con­stan­tine the Great (c.272–337)

In 313, a new edict was pub­lished in Mi­lan, sig­nal­ing a change in the re­li­gious pol­icy of
Rome. That doc­u­ment, signed by the co-rulers of the em­pire, Con­stan­tine and Licinius
(c.265–325), talked about the recog­ni­tion of Chris­tian­ity along­side other re­li­gions. Chris­tians
were granted the right to freely pro­fess their faith, and the prop­erty con­fis­cated from them
dur­ing pre­vi­ous pe­ri­ods of per­se­cu­tion had to be re­turned, or its cost had to be
re­im­bursed. The state be­gan to pro­vide ma­te­rial as­sis­tance to the Church. Later,
hav­ing de­feated Licinius in the strug­gle for the throne and be­com­ing the sole ruler
of Rome in 323, Con­stan­tine would con­sis­tently pur­sue a pro-Chris­tian pol­icy.
With re­li­gious equal­ity, the po­si­tion of the Church was greatly strength­ened, and,
al­though the num­ber of Chris­tians did not ex­ceed even a tenth of the pop­u­la­tion of the
em­pire, they be­gan to play an im­por­tant role in its life. It is still de­bated whether
Em­peror Con­stan­tine was a man of faith or whether his benev­o­lent at­ti­tude to­wards
the Church was dic­tated pri­mar­ily by po­lit­i­cal con­sid­er­a­tions. Be­ing a pa­tron to
Chris­tians, the em­peror also showed tol­er­ance for pa­gans: for ex­am­ple, in 324, he minted
coins bear­ing pa­gan im­agery. Con­stan­tine was bap­tized shortly be­fore his death in
337, while re­tain­ing the ti­tle of pon­tifex max­imus—the supreme pa­gan priest of the
em­pire. At the same time, as a Ro­man em­peror, he un­der­stood the need for a state
re­li­gion that could be­come its uni­fy­ing force. He in­tended for Chris­tian­ity to fill that
role.

 
   The em­peror lav­ished gifts on the clergy, ex­empt­ing them from cer­tain civic obli­ga­tions,
re­stored de­stroyed churches, and built new ones. This drew the ad­mi­ra­tion of the
Chris­tians. An em­peror who pa­tron­izes the Church—what more could one ask for? The
his­to­rian Eu­se­bius, a con­tem­po­rary and the first bi­og­ra­pher of Con­stan­tine, speaks of
that time as the hap­pi­est days the Church had ever seen. How­ever, Chris­tians
some­times failed to no­tice how, de­spite all the ex­ter­nal well-be­ing of the Church,
a process of de­struc­tion of gen­uinely Chris­tian con­scious­ness and morals was
un­der­way.
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   The rapid Chris­tian­iza­tion of Ro­man so­ci­ety was of­ten nom­i­nal. Many chose to be bap­tized
to please the em­peror, ei­ther in­flu­enced by fash­ion or sim­ply out of self­ish mo­tives. Ac­cord­ing
to the Rus­sian philoso­pher Alek­sey Khomyakov (1804–1860), dur­ing that time, “Chris­tian
mar­tyrs were re­placed by Chris­tian flat­ter­ers.”[95] The clergy felt them­selves in the po­si­tion of
pa­gan priests and be­gan to seek ac­co­lades, wealth, and power. Money from the im­pe­rial
trea­sury flowed in a wide stream to the church trea­sury, and this fur­ther in­flamed the greed
of the clergy. The Chris­tian life, which had pre­vi­ously been so strik­ingly dif­fer­ent from its
pa­gan coun­ter­part, grad­u­ally be­gan to mir­ror it. Fans of bloody spec­ta­cles and
cir­cus games no longer had to aban­don their habits even af­ter they con­verted to
Chris­tian­ity.
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   In 330, the Em­peror Con­stan­tine founded a new cap­i­tal on the site of Byzan­tium.
Con­stantino­ple quickly be­came the cen­ter of the re­li­gious and po­lit­i­cal life in the East.
With the cap­ture of Rome by the Ger­manic tribes in the 5th cen­tury, the new city
be­came the only strong­hold of the Greco-Ro­man cul­ture. An­cient and sa­ti­ated
Rome grew weaker and more de­praved. The trans­fer of the cap­i­tal to the east only
in­ten­si­fied this process. Against this back­ground of the moral de­cay of the em­pire, the
num­ber of ad­her­ents of Chris­tian­ity grew rapidly and the au­thor­ity of the Church
in­creased. The sons of Con­stan­tine re­al­ized that they could use these cir­cum­stances to
their own end, and they be­came even more sup­port­ive of the Church, ban­ning
sac­ri­fices and vis­its to pa­gan tem­ples. At the same time, the em­peror be­gan to re­gard
him­self as be­ing en­ti­tled to freely in­ter­fere with in­ter­nal church af­fairs, steer­ing
it in a di­rec­tion most fa­vor­able to him. Chris­tian­ity ended up be­ing in dan­ger of
en­slave­ment by the state. Thus, the state church be­gan to be cre­ated, which would later
be­come an in­stru­ment of pol­i­tics used by the rulers to, among other things, per­se­cute
dis­senters.

 
   In 361, Em­peror Ju­lian, nick­named the “Apos­tate,” as­cended the im­pe­rial throne. An
ed­u­cated man, in­clined to­wards Neo­pla­ton­ism rather than Chris­tian­ity, Ju­lian stripped the
Chris­tian Church of its priv­i­leges and re­stored the free­dom of all re­li­gions, in­clud­ing
pa­gan cults. How­ever, his reign lasted only for three years and could not re­verse the
course of his­tory. Sub­se­quent em­per­ors re­stored the priv­i­leges to the Church, and
in 380, Em­peror Theo­do­sius I ul­ti­mately con­ferred Chris­tian­ity with the sta­tus
of the state re­li­gion. By his edict of Con­stantino­ple of 392, pa­gan wor­ship was
banned.

 
   Thus, the path of the Chris­tian Church had had both pos­i­tive and neg­a­tive ten­den­cies
from the very be­gin­ning. Those ten­den­cies were des­tined to man­i­fest them­selves in
sub­se­quent cen­turies. And yet the neg­a­tive in­cli­na­tions rooted in the sin­ful na­ture
of man were al­ways alien to the very spirit of Chris­tian­ity. The truth of Christ,
which laid at the foun­da­tion of the Church, helped her to over­come the dan­gers and
temp­ta­tions along her path. As a re­sult, even the process of the sec­u­lar­iza­tion of the
Church, which led to many sad con­se­quences, con­tin­ued to serve the main goal of the
Chris­tian Gospel—the sanc­ti­fi­ca­tion of the world by the name of Christ. For the first
time, the pa­gan state and so­ci­ety be­came sub­ject to the prin­ci­ple of the sin­gle and
all-en­com­pass­ing Truth, which slowly but steadily as­sumed its place in the world. And
al­though sin­ful hu­man­ity at times ac­cepted the Truth only out­wardly, while in­wardly
fiercely re­sist­ing and dis­tort­ing it, the world was given a chance for a trans­for­ma­tion.
“Chris­tian­ity,” wrote the Rus­sian philoso­pher Vladimir Solovyov, “was not and
could not be a ready-made per­fect or­der of things, some­thing that hu­man­ity was
only left to join…. Chris­tian­ity has set an ab­so­lute ideal for man, has given him
the ul­ti­mate task for his own work.”[96] This was the main re­sult of the pe­riod of
Con­stan­tine.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   2.1.2    Creed

The new era that had ar­rived with the dec­la­ra­tion of Chris­tian­ity as a state re­li­gion also
posed new prob­lems for the Church. Af­ter all, from its very be­gin­ning, Chris­tian­ity was
rep­re­sented by var­i­ous trends that did not al­ways agree on ev­ery­thing and some­times were
even at odds with one an­other. But if dur­ing the times of per­se­cu­tion those trends were
united in or­der to sur­vive in the dif­fi­cult strug­gle against a com­mon en­emy, this uni­fy­ing
prin­ci­ple was no longer present. There­fore, the Church had to fo­cus its at­ten­tion not so much
on moral is­sues (al­most all Chris­tian groups com­peted in moral­ism and rigor), but
on the mat­ters of the Chris­tian faith it­self as a co­her­ent philo­soph­i­cal sys­tem.
Chris­tian­ity went be­yond the nar­row con­fines of cat­e­chet­i­cal schools and cir­cles, and
the­ol­ogy be­came the topic of dis­cus­sion among the broad masses. At the same time,
not only did the lan­guage of Greek phi­los­o­phy be­come the lan­guage of Chris­tian
the­ol­ogy, but the Hel­lenic spirit it­self, with its char­ac­ter­is­tic polem­i­cal fer­vor and
ir­re­sistible de­sire for sys­tem­iza­tion, found its place in Chris­tian­ity. Just as there
were lively dis­putes and con­fronta­tions of var­i­ous par­ties in the pub­lic squares in
Greece, so the new Chris­tian dog­mat­ics be­came the sub­ject of a fierce strug­gle.
Con­tentions and ide­o­log­i­cal bat­tles be­tween rep­re­sen­ta­tives of var­i­ous Chris­tian
move­ments flared up sur­round­ing the ques­tions of the In­car­na­tion, the Trin­ity,
the Atone­ment, the mys­tery of the Church, and other fun­da­men­tal con­cepts of
Chris­tian­ity.
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   The ques­tion arose be­fore the Church: which of the trends of Chris­tian­ity re­ally
rep­re­sented the undis­torted Truth of Christ? Where was true Or­tho­doxy, and where was
heresy?67 

 
   De­ter­min­ing the an­swers to these ques­tions be­came the main theme of the sub­se­quent
pe­riod of Church his­tory—the age of Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils (4th–8th cen­turies). In her strug­gle
against var­i­ous de­vi­a­tions from Chris­tian truths, the Church de­vel­oped the con­cep­tual
ap­pa­ra­tus of Chris­tian the­ol­ogy, with the help of which she ex­pounded and clar­i­fied the
pro­vi­sions of the Chris­tian faith. These pro­vi­sions were sum­ma­rized and con­sol­i­dated in
short for­mu­las or creeds.

 
   The first and most se­ri­ous test for the in­ter­nal life of the Church was the Ar­ian up­heaval,
which lit­er­ally shook the Chris­tian world.

   
 

   2.1.3    Ar­i­an­ism and first Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils

In 318, Alexan­der, Bishop of Alexan­dria, de­liv­ered a ser­mon on the mys­tery of the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Holy Trin­ity to the lo­cal pres­byters. Pres­byter Ar­ius, a fa­mous preacher, as­cetic,
and scholar, be­gan to ob­ject to his ser­mon. Seek­ing to em­pha­size the ab­so­lute
one­ness of God, Ar­ius taught that the Son was not pre-eter­nal, but cre­ated by
the Fa­ther, which meant that the Son of God was un­equal to the Fa­ther and did
not pos­sess the full­ness of God­head. Ar­ius’ ways of ad­dress­ing the Chris­to­log­i­cal
ques­tions68 
were rooted in Greek phi­los­o­phy and were of a purely ra­tio­nal­is­tic na­ture. Such views
strongly con­tra­dicted the emerg­ing doc­trine of the Church, which was de­fended by the
the­olo­gians of Rome and Alexan­dria.

 
   A tal­ented preacher and poet, Ar­ius be­gan to pas­sion­ately pro­mote his ideas. A tense
strug­gle broke out be­tween his sup­port­ers and op­po­nents. It even came to street clashes. The
whole Church was in a state of ag­i­ta­tion, and there was a need for a church-wide re­sponse to
the chal­lenges that had emerged.

 
   In the sum­mer of 325, Em­peror Con­stan­tine, at gov­ern­ment ex­pense, con­voked an
all-im­pe­rial con­gress of rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the Church in the city of Nicaea. That Con­gress
went down in his­tory as the First Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil.
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   At this Coun­cil, the im­pe­rial and epis­co­pal au­thor­i­ties came to­gether for the first time.
The scholar and his­to­rian Eu­se­bius of Cae­sarea and the Span­ish bishop Ho­sius
to­gether with the em­peror presided over the Coun­cil. Among those present were
eye­wit­nesses of ear­lier times, con­fes­sors of the faith who had suf­fered from per­se­cu­tion,
stern her­mits, and cau­tious court the­olo­gians. The Coun­cil was at­tended by at
least 200–300 bish­ops, in­clud­ing Ar­ius and a group of bish­ops who sup­ported
him, headed by Eu­se­bius of Nico­me­dia. The sup­port­ers of Ar­ius were op­posed by a
large num­ber of bish­ops, led by Alexan­der and his sec­re­tary Athana­sius, a young
and tal­ented archdea­con, later the Pa­tri­arch of Alexan­dria. The ma­jor­ity of the
par­tic­i­pants in the Coun­cil, headed by Eu­se­bius of Cae­sarea, adopted a com­pro­mise
po­si­tion.

 
   Athana­sius proved to be the most de­ci­sive op­po­nent of Ar­ius’ views. First of all, he re­jected
the po­si­tion of the ra­tio­nal knowa­bil­ity of God in­her­ent in Ar­i­an­ism. Ri­val­ing Ar­ius in
his ed­u­ca­tion and abil­ity to sub­stan­ti­ate his con­clu­sions with texts from the Holy
Scrip­tures, Athana­sius came down hard on his op­po­nents, who, ac­cord­ing to his words,
“like busy­bod­ies de­sire to ‘search the deep things of God’ which ‘no one knows
but the Spirit of God’, against whom they speak evil.”[97] Yet it does not mean,
Athana­sius ar­gued, that God has com­pletely hid­den His face. He makes His face
known to those of true mind who have em­braced di­vine rev­e­la­tion. Athana­sius
de­voted his main at­ten­tion to the Chris­to­log­i­cal ques­tion: by re­fut­ing the er­rors of
Ar­ius, he as­serted the equal­ity, co­e­ter­nity, and con­sub­stan­tial­ity of Christ with the
Fa­ther.
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   At the end of nu­mer­ous dis­cus­sions at the Coun­cil, the Creed was for­mu­lated. It talked
about God the Almighty, the Cre­ator of the whole world, and the Son of God, who was
in­car­nate in Je­sus Christ.

 
   The Church’s truth found its full ex­pres­sion here. Christ was de­clared to be of one essence
with the Fa­ther and at the same time a Man who lived in a cer­tain pe­riod of his­tory
(that’s why the name of the Judea’s procu­ra­tor, Pon­tius Pi­late, was in­serted into the
Creed). The text of the Creed also en­shrined, al­beit tersely, the faith in the Holy
Spirit.

 
   The main con­tention sur­rounded the in­tro­duc­tion of the word ho­moousios (Gr.: “of one
essence”) into the Creed. For Ar­ius, as well as Eu­se­bius of Nico­me­dia and other
rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the Ar­ian party, agree­ing to this was tan­ta­mount to rec­og­niz­ing Christ as
be­ing con­sub­stan­tial with God. This was some­thing they were un­will­ing to do. The
par­tic­i­pants of the Coun­cil be­gan to dis­cuss the pos­si­bil­ity of find­ing a re­place­ment for this
new con­cept.

 
   Eu­se­bius of Cae­sarea and his sup­port­ers sug­gested re­plac­ing the word “of one essence”
with “of sim­i­lar essence”, but Ho­sius and Alexan­der, with the sup­port of Athana­sius,
re­mained adamant. They rec­og­nized that it was their re­spon­si­bil­ity to pre­serve the true
Chris­tian doc­trine. And they pre­vailed. The truth seemed to have fi­nally tri­umphed, yet
Em­peror Con­stan­tine made a tragic mis­take, once again putting his im­pe­rial court above that
of the Church. See­ing that the ma­jor­ity of the Coun­cil mem­bers were lean­ing to­wards
the new Creed, Con­stan­tine sent the re­cal­ci­trant Ar­ian lead­er­ship into ex­ile. The
Coun­cil was ad­journed. It turned out, how­ever, to be only the be­gin­ning of the
strug­gle.

 
   Af­ter some time, Ar­i­an­ism be­gan to gain strength and soon be­came the pre­vail­ing doc­trine
in most ar­eas. The suc­cess of Ar­i­an­ism was in many ways en­abled by the in­ner cir­cle of
Con­stan­tine. The in­trigues of the Ar­ian clergy and the mis­takes of the Or­tho­dox,
too, played their part. For al­most half a cen­tury, Or­tho­doxy was per­se­cuted by
the state and its de­fend­ers could be counted on one hand. Athana­sius, who was
elected to the Alexan­drian bish­opric, played a huge part in de­fend­ing the Chris­tian
truth. Lever­ag­ing the au­thor­ity of his of­fice, he en­gaged in ac­tive preach­ing and
lit­er­ary work, for which he had to en­dure great hard­ship dur­ing the pe­riod of Ar­ian
dom­i­nance.
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   The tenets, which were pro­claimed at the Coun­cil of Nicaea, were ba­si­cally kept alive by
Athana­sius. Left al­most alone, he even­tu­ally pre­vailed be­cause he stood up for the
Truth.

 
   Ar­i­an­ism, al­though on the verge of its demise, was not yet de­feated and was con­tin­u­ally
split­ting into end­less groups and sects. The fi­nal ex­tinc­tion of Ar­i­an­ism was de­layed by the
sup­port af­forded to it by the rul­ing dy­nasty. As be­fore, the state con­tin­ued to ac­tively
in­ter­fere in the af­fairs of the Church. Such great Fa­thers and teach­ers of the Church as Basil
the Great, Gre­gory the The­olo­gian, and Gre­gory of Nyssa fought against this in­ter­fer­ence by
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
the au­thor­i­ties.

 
   In 381, the Sec­ond Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil was con­voked in Con­stantino­ple, at which
Em­peror Theo­do­sius I ap­proved the Nicene Creed. The Nicene Creed was fur­ther aug­mented
at the Coun­cil of Con­stantino­ple with an ar­ti­cle of faith re­gard­ing the Holy Spirit. Thus, the
Or­tho­dox un­der­stand­ing of the faith in the one and in­di­vis­i­ble Trin­ity was fi­nally for­mu­lated.
In ad­di­tion, the Creed re­flects the Or­tho­dox un­der­stand­ing of the Church, the faith of
Chris­tians in the sav­ing power of bap­tism, and sal­va­tion through the aton­ing death of
Christ. This creed, called the Nicene-Con­stantino­ple Sym­bol of Faith, was ap­proved
at the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon in 451 and has since been the of­fi­cial creed of the
cur­rent Or­tho­dox Church (and, in a slightly mod­i­fied form, of the Ro­man Catholic
Church). To­day it is read by the faith­ful at ev­ery liturgy—the main ser­vice of the
Church.

 
   Trans­lated into Eng­lish, the Nicene-Con­stantino­ple Creed reads as fol­lows: “I be­lieve in
one God, the Fa­ther Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth and of all things vis­i­ble and
in­vis­i­ble. And in one Lord Je­sus Christ, the Son of God, the Only-be­got­ten, be­got­ten of the
Fa­ther be­fore all ages. Light of Light; true God of true God; be­got­ten, not made; of one
essence with the Fa­ther, by whom all things were made; who for us men and for our sal­va­tion
came down from heaven, and was in­car­nate of the Holy Spirit and the Vir­gin Mary, and
be­came man. And He was cru­ci­fied for us un­der Pon­tius Pi­late, and suf­fered, and was buried.
And the third day He rose again, ac­cord­ing to the Scrip­tures, and as­cended into heaven, and
sits at the right hand of the Fa­ther; and He shall come again with glory to judge the
liv­ing and the dead; whose king­dom shall have no end. And in the Holy Spirit, the
Lord, the Giver of Life, who pro­ceeds from the Fa­ther; who with the Fa­ther and
the Son to­gether is wor­shipped and glo­ri­fied; who spoke by the prophets. In one
Holy, Catholic, and Apos­tolic Church. I ac­knowl­edge one bap­tism for the re­mis­sion
of sins. I look for the res­ur­rec­tion of the dead and the life of the world to come.
Amen.”

   
 

   2.1.4    Basil the Great (c.330–379)

The cul­tural world of the Late An­tiq­uity and the Early Mid­dle Ages was, us­ing the im­agery
from the prophet Isa­iah, “like the trou­bled sea, when it can­not rest, and its wa­ters toss up
mire and mud.”[98] Against this back­drop of chaotic life, where heretics min­gled with
sec­tar­i­ans, and sov­er­eigns dic­tated doc­tri­nal for­mu­las, where lit­eral fist­fights over
meta­phys­i­cal sub­tleties broke out in the mar­ket­places, and the pa­gans tried their best to
have a re­match, the ma­jes­tic fig­ure of Basil, Bishop of Cae­sarea, called the Great by the
Church, stands out.
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   Basil’s life jour­ney as a suc­ces­sor to the works of Athana­sius of Alexan­dria is closely
con­nected with the life of Gre­gory, the friend of his youth, who would later oc­cupy the
pa­tri­ar­chal see of Byzan­tium. To­gether they pe­rused Hel­lenic wis­dom in Athens, with the
fu­ture Em­peror Ju­lian study­ing along­side them, and to­gether they learned in the school of
soli­tary liv­ing in the moun­tain­ous forests of Pon­tus.

 
   Even then, the dif­fer­ences in their char­ac­ters and as­pi­ra­tions be­gan to man­i­fest
them­selves. Basil was an en­er­getic and ac­tive per­son. His deep states­man­like mind, no­ble
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ap­pear­ance, and bril­liant elo­quence al­lowed him not only to hold on for a long time to the
cathe­dra (bishop’s throne) of one of the largest cities in the East, the cap­i­tal of Cap­pado­cia,
but also to vig­or­ously de­fend Or­tho­doxy against nu­mer­ous pa­gan and hereti­cal en­tice­ments.
When the pa­gan Ju­lian be­came em­peror, Basil, who was then still a pres­byter, to­gether with
Gre­gory’s fa­ther, openly con­fronted him. To en­list the sup­port of Chris­tians, Basil toured the
set­tle­ments of monks in Egypt and Syria. The re­sults of his trip were very suc­cess­ful: Basil’s
strict as­cetic life made an im­pres­sion even on the monks. For all his ex­u­ber­ant
en­ergy, he highly val­ued the fruits of monas­tic liv­ing. He de­voted a great deal of
his time to de­vel­op­ing the Rule for monas­tic com­mu­ni­ties, which har­mo­niously
com­bined a con­tem­pla­tive, prayer­ful life with com­mu­nal la­bor, char­ity, and ed­u­ca­tional
ac­tiv­i­ties.

 
   Basil be­came the arch­bishop of Cae­sarea, when the Chris­tian world was lit­er­ally be­ing
torn apart by con­tro­ver­sies and in­trigues. Coun­cils and the­o­log­i­cal con­gresses fol­lowed one
af­ter an­other. At those meet­ings be­tween the church lead­ers, nu­mer­ous op­pos­ing sides
con­demned, cursed each other, ar­gued, of­ten for­get­ting the orig­i­nal sub­ject of the dis­pute.
Na­tional, po­lit­i­cal, cul­tural, re­li­gious, and dog­matic dis­cords turned Chris­tians into “sheep
with­out a shep­herd.” It is not sur­pris­ing that it was not easy un­der those con­di­tions to
de­fend the true doc­trine of the Church in the strug­gle against the sup­port­ers of
Ar­ius.

 
   Basil was brought up in the strong Nicene tra­di­tions, and he fought Ar­i­an­ism with his
writ­ings from the very be­gin­ning of his epis­co­pate. In his teach­ing on the Trin­ity, he firmly
de­fended the Or­tho­dox po­si­tion, al­though, at times, show­ing in­con­sis­tency when try­ing to
rec­on­cile the var­i­ous trends within Or­tho­doxy it­self. The main con­tri­bu­tion of Basil the Great
is that he was able to fi­nal­ize the the­o­log­i­cal ter­mi­nol­ogy, which be­came adopted by the
Church.

 
   The reign­ing Em­peror Valens (364–378), a pa­tron of Ar­i­an­ism, be­gan to ad­min­is­tra­tively
im­pose this heresy in the East, es­pe­cially among the bar­bar­ians. When his de­ci­sions were
met with Basil’s re­sis­tance in Asia Mi­nor, the em­peror or­dered the ar­rest of the arch­bishop of
Cae­sarea. The an­gered lo­cal pop­u­la­tion, how­ever, re­leased Basil, and Valens did not dare to
sign the ver­dict of his ex­pul­sion.
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   Mean­while, Basil, as a dis­play of his com­plete in­de­pen­dence from the em­peror, built
hos­pi­tals and schools in the vicin­ity of the city, which grew into a large set­tle­ment called
Basil­iad. The arch­bishop would ad­dress the pub­lic with fiery speeches, pro­mote Or­tho­doxy in
all its cen­ters, and pro­vide en­cour­age­ment to the Chris­tian youth. His in­spi­ra­tional serv­ing of
the di­vine liturgy brought Basil wide fame. Stand­ing be­fore the al­tar, he would give him­self
com­pletely to prayer. Basil of Cae­sarea was among the first to es­tab­lish a strict se­quence of
litur­gi­cal in­struc­tions—rubrics.

 
   The re­li­gious ge­nius and the breadth of the in­tel­lect of the bishop of Cae­sarea were great
in­deed. Yet he was most in his el­e­ment when fight­ing against false teach­ers, as well as
car­ry­ing out his ad­min­is­tra­tive church du­ties. To strengthen his dio­cese in the face of
com­bat­ing the Ar­i­ans, he used to or­dain his clos­est as­so­ciates as bish­ops. And when it
be­came nec­es­sary to fill the newly es­tab­lished bish­opric in the town of Sasima, the choice of
Basil fell on Gre­gory, the friend of his youth.

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   2.1.5    Gre­gory the The­olo­gian (329–390)

Gre­gory Nazianzen, bet­ter known in the his­tory of the Church as Gre­gory the The­olo­gian, was
born into the fam­ily of a bishop from the Cap­pado­cian city of Nazianzus. By tem­per­a­ment,
Gre­gory was a di­a­met­ric op­po­site to Basil of Cae­sarea. Whereas the great Cae­sar­ian loved the
wilder­ness only as a place of prayer­ful re­treat, Gre­gory saw in the soli­tude of con­tem­pla­tive
monas­ti­cism his ideal way of life. His ver­sa­tile ed­u­ca­tion and bril­liant po­etic gift put him on a
par with the most tal­ented writ­ers of that time. A sub­tle psy­chol­o­gist, he had an in­nate
abil­ity to cap­ture and an­a­lyze the in­ner­most thoughts and deep­est feel­ings of his
con­tem­po­raries.
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   The po­etry of Gre­gory takes us from the noisy streets of Byzan­tium and Alexan­dria to a
com­pletely dif­fer­ent world—one of still­ness and peace­ful­ness. He finds the high­est joy and
peace of heart in liv­ing in Christ, in prayer, and in monas­tic as­ceti­cism. Gre­gory was
pas­sion­ately fond of na­ture, which was of­ten a source of his po­etic in­spi­ra­tion and
philo­soph­i­cal re­flec­tion. The quiet light of the po­etry of Gre­gory Nazianzen is like a breath of
fresh air in the at­mos­phere of fierce po­lit­i­cal and re­li­gious polemics, which fills the pages of
the books of that time.
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   How­ever, Gre­gory did not seek to hide from the world in his monas­tic cell or iso­late him­self
from the prob­lems of his con­tem­po­raries. Even in soli­tude, ex­cru­ci­at­ing thoughts about the
fate of the Church would not leave him.

 
   The mael­strom of events even­tu­ally drew Gre­gory into the tor­rent of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal and
po­lit­i­cal life, which proved to be very chal­leng­ing for him. “Wild beasts, will you not re­ceive
me? For you, in my view at least, have greater loy­alty [than men],”[99] he wrote in
de­spair. This meek man of prayer was forced to go out on the bat­tle­field. In the
most dif­fi­cult mo­ments, Gre­gory would turn his gaze to Christ to find sup­port and
con­so­la­tion.
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   Gre­gory’s writ­ings are di­vided into three groups: a col­lec­tion of po­ems, let­ters, and
the­o­log­i­cal works. Es­pe­cially im­por­tant for the Church are his “Five The­o­log­i­cal Ora­tions,” so
named by the au­thor him­self, earn­ing him the ti­tle of “the The­olo­gian.” In them, Gre­gory
de­fends the Or­tho­dox doc­trine of the Trin­ity, con­fronting the Ar­i­ans and other
heretics.

 
   In essence, Gre­gory’s teach­ing on the Trin­ity is equiv­a­lent to the teach­ing of Basil the
Great, yet it is more con­sis­tent. In ad­di­tion to Trini­tar­ian the­ol­ogy, Gre­gory made sig­nif­i­cant
con­tri­bu­tions to Chris­tol­ogy. In his works, he con­sid­ered it pos­si­ble to know the Di­vine only
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
through rev­e­la­tion: be­ing a keen con­nois­seur of an­cient phi­los­o­phy, he al­lowed ex­tremely
lim­ited use of log­i­cal ra­tio­nal meth­ods of cog­ni­tion. On the whole, his at­ti­tude to phi­los­o­phy
was crit­i­cal; Gre­gory lamented the fact that Hel­lenis­tic thought was per­me­at­ing
Chris­tian­ity.

 
   In 379, Gre­gory was made Pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple, yet his new po­si­tion was
pre­car­i­ous. The strife and in­trigue that en­gulfed East­ern Chris­tian­ity was com­pounded by
the grow­ing sus­pi­cion of the West. Gre­gory, who con­tin­ued the cause of Basil the Great and
sought rec­on­cil­i­a­tion with the West, soon fell out of fa­vor. Af­ter the Coun­cil of 381, con­vened
by Em­peror Theo­do­sius I, he was forced to leave the met­ro­pol­i­tan see and died near
Nazianzus in 389.
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
The Old Tes­ta­ment Trin­ity.

Tikhon Fi­latiev.

Icon. 14th cen­tury.                                                                               
   


   2.2    Chris­tian­ity and the world

Christ’s warn­ing, “Be­ware of the leaven of the Phar­isees,” be­came prophetic for Chris­tian­ity,
as seen from the en­su­ing path of the Church.

 
   Chris­tian­ity that en­tered the world with­out seek­ing to trans­form it soon be­came a slave of
so­ci­ety, a slave of the world. At the turn of the Mid­dle Ages, the world it­self was ex­pe­ri­enc­ing
a pro­found cri­sis and de­cline. The emerg­ing feu­dal sys­tem, which gave an im­pe­tus to the
de­vel­op­ment of ma­te­rial civ­i­liza­tion, the re­vival of eco­nomic life, and the rapid growth
of cities, was ac­com­pa­nied by the fa­tal weak­en­ing of cul­tural life. Pa­gan­ism had
out­lived its use­ful­ness: its ideas about the world had de­gen­er­ated into ex­treme
forms of skep­ti­cism and wild su­per­sti­tions. It would seem that the Church was
meant to save cul­ture. Yet the com­pro­mise she was will­ing to make with the old
world sealed a dif­fer­ent fate for her. As a re­sult, the process of de­cay did not spare
the Church: the clergy be­came guided by self­ish am­bi­tions, while the laity of­ten
re­sem­bled a crowd of fa­nat­ics rather than mem­bers of the Church of Christ. And those
whose hearts were ablaze with the fire of Truth were of­ten left pow­er­less to stop that
process.

 
   Chris­tian­ity was des­tined to en­dure and sur­vive the pride of the princes of the Church,
bit­ter hu­mil­i­a­tion, and im­po­tence in the face of world his­tory. This fate be­fell the Church as a
se­vere pun­ish­ment for the sins of his­tor­i­cal Chris­tian­ity that be­came im­bued with the spirit
of pa­gan­ism. Yet, at the same time, it would serve as a great les­son for fu­ture gen­er­a­tions of
Chris­tians.

 
   Gre­gory Nazianzen was the first to see the chasm that sep­a­rated the his­tor­i­cal church and
the true Church as the Body of Christ. The bish­ops’ thrones of the West and the East grew
in­creas­ingly an­tag­o­nis­tic to each other. Rome was strict, or­tho­dox, and in­sis­tent on
its supremacy. Alexan­dria was slip­ping from the no­ble and en­light­ened Chris­tian
free­dom into su­per­sti­tion and in­tol­er­ance. Along with An­ti­och, it vied against Rome
for pri­macy in Chris­ten­dom. Con­stantino­ple de­clared it­self the sec­ond Rome, but
it too was bogged down in the­o­log­i­cal dis­putes and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal in­trigues. The
de­cline of morals in Byzan­tium was alarm­ing: cor­rup­tion and de­prav­ity reigned
ev­ery­where.

 
   Forced to leave the Sec­ond Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil of 381 and give up his pa­tri­ar­chate,
Gre­gory the The­olo­gian warned: “East and West are ar­rayed on op­po­site sides, and bid fair to
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
be sev­ered in opin­ion no less than in po­si­tion.”[100]

 
   Ev­ery­thing that was hap­pen­ing, ac­cord­ing to Gre­gory, was the re­sult of com­bin­ing the
Gospel mes­sage with the old pa­gan way of life: so­ci­ety was look­ing “not for priests… not for
stew­ards of souls, but for trea­sur­ers of money, not for pure of­fer­ers of the sac­ri­fice, but for
pow­er­ful pa­trons.”[101]

 
   The Coun­cil of Con­stantino­ple marked the be­gin­ning of the even­tual sep­a­ra­tion of the
Church into the East­ern and the West­ern parts.

   
 

   2.2.1    Latin Chris­tian­ity

The Ro­man Church was ini­tially suc­cess­ful in ac­tively af­fect­ing the peo­ples of the West­ern
Em­pire with the Chris­tian ideals. Even­tu­ally, how­ever, the pa­pal throne it­self be­came
in­fected with the worldly spirit.

 
   The popes be­gan to as­sert their pri­macy in the Chris­tian world, bas­ing their claims on the
tra­di­tion of the found­ing of the Ro­man Church by the Apos­tle Pe­ter. In ad­di­tion, the sta­tus of
Rome as the cap­i­tal of the once-mighty Ro­man Em­pire was of a con­sid­er­able im­port: the
bishop of the royal city should, too, be en­ti­tled to the royal dig­nity. Such were the rea­sons
be­hind Rome’s claim to pri­macy.

 
   In their ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ac­tiv­i­ties, the popes re­lied on the power of the state, and, grad­u­ally
gain­ing power, they be­gan to put them­selves above sec­u­lar au­thor­i­ties, es­pe­cially as the
West­ern Em­pire sig­nif­i­cantly weak­ened.

 
   Pope Dama­sus was a prom­i­nent ex­po­nent of the idea of the pa­pacy in the 4th cen­tury. A
con­tem­po­rary of Gre­gory the The­olo­gian and Basil the Great, he oc­cu­pied the pa­pal throne
from 366 to 384. He had no short­age of ri­vals: the cathe­dra of St. Pe­ter very early be­came a
priv­i­leged and prof­itable po­si­tion. One pa­gan of­fi­cial even stated: “Make me bishop of
Rome, and I will at once be­come a Chris­tian.”[102] Gre­gory of Nazianzus spoke with
in­dig­na­tion about the life­style of some of the Ro­man high priests. The cler­ics, he
said, “ri­valed the con­suls, the gov­er­nors, the most il­lus­tri­ous gen­er­als, who do not
know what to squan­der their riches on… liv­ing in lux­ury out of the wealth of the
poor.”[101]
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
An­cient Li­brary.                                                                                
   
   Thus, it was no easy task for Dama­sus to se­cure the pa­pal mitre. With­out dwelling
on the de­tails of his ac­ces­sion, we will only men­tion that the clashes be­tween his
sup­port­ers and the party of his ri­val Ursi­nus ended in a real mas­sacre and the
storm­ing of the cathe­dral, where Ursi­nus had been cooped up. Ac­cord­ing to the
his­to­rian Am­mi­anus Mar­celli­nus, about 150 dead bod­ies were left at the site of the
car­nage.

 
   As a re­sult, Dama­sus as­cended to the pa­pal throne, and, ac­cord­ing to the same his­to­rian,
be­gan to be “en­riched from the of­fer­ings of ma­trons, ride seated in car­riages, wear­ing cloth­ing
cho­sen with care, and serve ban­quets so lav­ish that their en­ter­tain­ments out­did the ta­bles of
kings.”[103]

 
   Was it pos­si­ble for the Ro­man Chris­tians to look on with in­dif­fer­ence at what was
hap­pen­ing? Dur­ing Dama­sus’ pon­tif­i­cate (i.e., his term on the pa­pal throne), some em­i­nent
Chris­tians be­gan to se­verely de­nounce the mores pre­vail­ing in the em­pire. Among them were
the most prom­i­nent preacher Am­brose, Bishop of Mi­lan, and the fa­mous as­cetic, writer and
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
scholar Jerome of Stri­don (some­times re­ferred to by the ti­tle of “Blessed” in the Or­tho­dox
Church).

   
 

   2.2.2    Am­brose of Mi­lan (c.340–397)

Com­ing from a no­ble Ro­man fam­ily, Am­brose re­ceived an ex­cel­lent ed­u­ca­tion and be­came the
im­pe­rial gov­er­nor of the Mi­lan re­gion. In 374, at the in­sis­tence of the peo­ple, he took the
po­si­tion of bishop of Mi­lan, prov­ing him­self to be an out­stand­ing church leader and a fear­less
preacher. Am­brose was not only a well-known the­olo­gian but also an ex­cel­lent diplo­mat—he
skill­fully de­fended Or­tho­doxy be­fore the au­thor­i­ties, who were of­ten un­der the in­flu­ence of
the Ar­i­ans. At the same time, he was un­com­pro­mis­ing on mat­ters of prin­ci­ple.
Thus, Am­brose would fear­lessly raise his voice against the ex­cesses of the im­pe­rial
power.
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   Am­brose be­came a lead­ing force against the dy­ing pa­gan­ism. He firmly de­fended the
Nicene Creed, writ­ing sev­eral trea­tises in de­fense of Or­tho­doxy. An ex­pert on an­cient clas­si­cal
her­itage, Am­brose, in his ser­mons and writ­ten works, widely em­ployed the con­cepts from
Greek phi­los­o­phy. Am­brose was a pro­po­nent of the al­le­gor­i­cal method of in­ter­pret­ing bib­li­cal
texts and wrote nu­mer­ous com­men­taries on the Holy Scrip­tures. Am­brose’s teach­ing on the
Holy Spirit is con­sid­ered a sig­nif­i­cant con­tri­bu­tion to Chris­tian the­ol­ogy. He is the au­thor of
the book “On the Du­ties of the Clergy”—es­sen­tially, the first guide on Chris­tian
ethics.

 
   Am­brose of Mi­lan also made great con­tri­bu­tions to church mu­sic. He re­worked the
mu­si­cal sys­tem of the Greeks and in­tro­duced the so-called an­tiphons (al­ter­nat­ing singing of
two choirs).

   
 

   2.2.3    Blessed Jerome (c.348–420)

Pope Dama­sus, not the best of the Ro­man high priests as far as his way of life was
con­cerned, was nev­er­the­less a lib­eral and ed­u­cated man. The most prom­i­nent bish­ops in the
East, and es­pe­cially Basil of Cae­sarea, hoped that Dama­sus, who en­joyed a wide in­flu­ence,
would help them de­feat the Ar­ian heresy. Dama­sus jus­ti­fied their ex­pec­ta­tions to some
ex­tent. For ex­am­ple, he helped to re­solve the schism in An­ti­och caused by the Ar­ian
con­tro­versy. In 382, Pope Dama­sus set out to pre­pare a new trans­la­tion of the Bible into
Latin.
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   Hav­ing heard about the en­cy­clo­pe­dic knowl­edge of the priest Jerome of Stri­don, as well as
his ex­per­tise in lan­guages, the pope sum­moned him to Rome, made him his sec­re­tary, and
in­structed him to pre­pare a new trans­la­tion of the Holy Scrip­tures. The trans­la­tion made by
Jerome is called the Vul­gate and is still au­thor­i­ta­tive and uni­ver­sally rec­og­nized in the
West­ern Church. In ad­di­tion, Jerome com­piled many com­men­taries on the Bible; he wrote
his fa­mous work “On Il­lus­tri­ous Men” mod­eled af­ter an­cient bi­ogra­phies, where he
col­lected in­for­ma­tion about the Chris­tian writ­ers of apos­tolic times and their main
works.

 
   De­spite his schol­arly and lit­er­ary pur­suits, Jerome could not re­main in­dif­fer­ent to his
sur­round­ings. The so­ci­ety and the church of the west­ern cap­i­tal made a most re­pul­sive
im­pres­sion on the young scholar. In his open let­ters, he de­nounced Ro­man so­ci­ety with
ex­tra­or­di­nary acer­bity, not in­fe­rior to Jonathan Swift in the sharp­ness of his sar­casm and
satir­i­cal gift. It is not sur­pris­ing that the cler­ics be­gan to hate Jerome, who quickly made
en­e­mies for him­self.

 
   Jerome mer­ci­lessly mocked the east­ern pomp that had per­me­ated Rome. He vividly
de­picted the Ro­man pa­tri­cians, who, like the Per­sian satraps, used to flaunt their mag­nif­i­cent
clothes. The “poor” ma­trons, de­prived of the op­por­tu­nity to wear lux­u­ri­ous dresses with
em­broi­dery de­pict­ing scenes from mythol­ogy, found a sub­sti­tute by re­plac­ing satyrs and
bac­cha­ntes with the New Tes­ta­ment saints. Men, writes Jerome, would spend all their leisure
time in tav­erns and play­ing dice. The feasts were ac­com­pa­nied by the same wild or­gies as in
the days of Nero.

 
   Jerome came down par­tic­u­larly hard on the clergy. De­scrib­ing the life­style of a cleric, the
writer re­counts: “He rises and goes forth with the sun; he has the or­der of his vis­its duly
ar­ranged… and forces his way al­most into the bed­cham­bers of ladies yet asleep. If he sees a
pil­low that takes his fancy or an el­e­gant ta­ble-cover—or in­deed any ar­ti­cle of house­hold
fur­ni­ture—he praises it, looks ad­mir­ingly at it, takes it into his hand, and, com­plain­ing that
he has noth­ing of the kind, begs or rather ex­torts it from the owner. All the women, in fact,
fear to cross the news-car­rier of the town. Chastity and fast­ing are alike dis­taste­ful to
him…. What­ever news is noised abroad he is ei­ther the orig­i­na­tor of the ru­mor or its
mag­ni­fier.”[104]

 
   In de­nounc­ing the undig­ni­fied as­pects of so­cial and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal life, Jerome some­times
went to ex­tremes, glo­ri­fy­ing, for ex­am­ple, ex­ces­sive as­ceti­cism in his writ­ings. Still, the
causes that he saw that had re­sulted in the whole sit­u­a­tion were com­pelling. On the one
hand, he pointed out that so­ci­ety had not re­ally adopted Chris­tian­ity and, on the
other, that the ten­sion and de­cline in so­cial life de­pended to a large ex­tent on the
glar­ing in­equal­ity in the dis­tri­bu­tion of ma­te­rial goods. That’s why Jerome put
for­ward his fa­mous the­sis: “All riches, be­ing a spo­li­a­tion of oth­ers, are born of
in­jus­tice.”[105]

 
   The lit­er­ary her­itage of St. Jerome is enor­mous. In ad­di­tion to the trans­la­tion
of the Bible, it in­cludes Bible com­men­taries, trans­la­tions of other books,
his­tor­i­cal trea­tises, and the­o­log­i­cal es­says. St. Jerome’s en­cy­clo­pe­dic knowl­edge,
eru­di­tion in his­tory, ge­og­ra­phy, and other sci­ences, which he used in his
com­men­taries on the Holy Scrip­tures, make him a har­bin­ger and fa­ther of bib­li­cal
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
crit­i­cism69 
in its mod­ern sense. Many of Jerome’s works are de­voted to apolo­get­ics and de­fend the
teach­ing of the Church against both pa­gan­ism and hereti­cal teach­ings, such as
Pela­gian­ism and Ori­genism. Jerome was the first to write a trea­tise on Chris­tian
monas­ti­cism.

   
 

   2.2.4    East­ern Chris­tian­ity

While the grow­ing in­flu­ence of the pa­pal throne led to the sec­u­lar­iza­tion of the Church in
Rome, the Church in the East prac­ti­cally closed in on it­self, leav­ing the world to its own
de­vices. The em­per­ors would pick the side in the con­flict­ing ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ten­den­cies that
af­forded them max­i­mum po­lit­i­cal ad­van­tage. In fact, they of­ten pur­sued re­li­gious poli­cies by
the same means as their pa­gan coun­ter­parts.

 
   Dur­ing the reign of Theo­do­sius, fol­low­ing his fi­nal at­tempt to unify the em­pire, Or­tho­doxy
fi­nally pre­vailed at the court of Con­stantino­ple. Oddly enough, this re­sulted in the
sub­se­quent events that had noth­ing to do with the spirit of Chris­tian love and tol­er­ance. The
erad­i­ca­tion of the rem­nants of heresy, as well as the at­ti­tude to­wards the Jews who
stub­bornly re­fused to be­lieve in Christ, would take any­thing but Chris­tian forms. In ad­di­tion,
the clergy of the Or­tho­dox em­pire be­gan to con­sider it their duty to in­ter­fere in
po­lit­i­cal life—of­ten out of purely self­ish in­ter­ests rather than stand­ing up for Chris­tian
prin­ci­ples.

 
   In 384, only three years af­ter the Sec­ond Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil, West­ern Ro­man Em­peror
Max­imus, seek­ing to em­pha­size his Or­tho­doxy, ac­cused Bishop Priscil­lian of heresy. The
bishop was later sen­tenced to death on slan­der­ous charges lever­aged against him by his
op­po­nents. Am­brose and the monk Mar­tin, who was very pop­u­lar in the West, strongly
protested against the ex­e­cu­tion of Priscil­lian. But all was in vain: Priscil­lian died for his
be­liefs at the hands of a Chris­tian ex­e­cu­tioner.

 
   As we re­call, Em­peror Theo­do­sius fi­nally banned pa­gan­ism in 392. Fines and
con­fis­ca­tions were im­posed for the prac­tice of pa­gan wor­ship both in tem­ples or in pri­vate.
Al­though these laws were rarely en­forced un­der Theo­do­sius him­self, they would play a fa­tal
role later.

 
   The is­sue of pa­gan tem­ples was par­tic­u­larly acute. Their de­struc­tion and clo­sure caused
great in­dig­na­tion among the pop­u­la­tion, who were still very lit­tle Chris­tian­ized. The fa­mous
pa­gan sophist Liba­n­ius wrote let­ters to the em­peror in de­fense of the tem­ples—of­ten
mag­nif­i­cent mon­u­ments of art. At the same time, he re­marked, not with­out rea­son: “They
claim to wor­ship their God with fast­ing, and yet grow fat on the mis­for­tunes of other
folk.”[106]

 
   Yet his ad­dresses went unan­swered, as did the protests of Mar­tin, the pre­cepts of Gre­gory
of Nazianzus, and the thun­der­ous ser­mons of Jerome. More­over, a fierce cam­paign
was launched in Alexan­dria to forcibly erad­i­cate pa­gan­ism. The last refuge of the
an­cient cults was the grandiose tem­ple of Ser­apis, which also housed the fa­mous
li­brary.

 
   Theo­do­sius, un­set­tled by the pros­per­ity of this cen­ter of pa­gan life, gave or­ders to
de­stroy it. The Alexan­drian bishop Theophilus, one of the most sin­is­ter fig­ures in the
his­tory of me­dieval Chris­tian­ity, a vivid ex­am­ple of fa­nati­cism and in­tol­er­ance in the
then state church, took up the case. His crude mock­ery of the Egyp­tian re­li­gion
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
led to an open clash be­tween Chris­tians and pa­gans in Alexan­dria, dur­ing which
there were nu­mer­ous vic­tims on both sides. Chris­tian fa­nat­ics de­stroyed the tem­ple
of Ser­apis and burned the Li­brary of Alexan­dria—the largest trea­sure house of
world cul­ture. Theophilus was tri­umphant, parad­ing the stat­ues of the fallen pa­gan
gods.
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   Lastly, al­lied with the Byzan­tine court, Theophilus or­ga­nized a fren­zied per­se­cu­tion of the
new pa­tri­arch of the east­ern cap­i­tal, John Chrysos­tom, whose role in the church life of
Byzan­tium is com­pa­ra­ble to that of St. Jerome in Rome.

   
 

   2.2.5    John Chrysos­tom (c.347–407)

John was born into an aris­to­cratic fam­ily in An­ti­och, where he spent most of his life. Raised
by a pi­ous mother, he early took a lik­ing to soli­tude. John stud­ied sci­ences un­der the fa­mous
Liba­n­ius, who had also been the teacher of Basil of Cae­sarea, Gre­gory of Nazianzus, and
Ju­lian the Apos­tate. Thanks to his clar­ity of thought, sharp­ness of mind, and iron
logic, John be­came a fa­vorite stu­dent of Liba­n­ius, who saw him as his suc­ces­sor.
How­ever, the tal­ented young man chose a dif­fer­ent path. Bap­tized at 21, he be­came a
monk.

 
   At first, the flame of faith drew John to a life in the wilder­ness, where he vol­un­tar­ily
en­dured the most se­vere hard­ships. How­ever, his views un­der­went some changes over time.
John re­al­ized that ex­ces­sive as­ceti­cism of­ten turned into an end in it­self. Later, he wrote: “Do
not say to me that I fasted for so many days, that I did not eat this or that, that I did not
drink wine, that I en­dured want; but show me if you from an an­gry man have be­come gen­tle,
if you from a cruel man have be­come benev­o­lent. If you are filled with anger, why op­press
your flesh?”[107]

 
   John re­turned to An­ti­och in 381 with im­paired health. But the years of his her­mitage were
not spent in vain. He came back to the world in­spired, with an un­break­able will,
in­ca­pable of com­pro­mise. And this in­ner fire would guide his course for the rest of his
life.

 
   In An­ti­och, John soon at­tracted at­ten­tion: a bril­liant church ca­reer was pre­dicted
for him. How­ever, John, feel­ing that he was not yet suf­fi­ciently pre­pared for the
priest­hood, re­sisted his or­di­na­tion in ev­ery way pos­si­ble. He ex­pressed his views
on the role of a pas­tor in the Church in his es­say “On the Priest­hood,” where he
speaks about the great re­spon­si­bil­ity be­fore God that falls on the shoul­ders of a
priest. A priest ought to be “well versed in the af­fairs of this life as they who are
en­gaged in the world, and yet to be free from them all more than the recluses who
oc­cupy the moun­tains. For since he must mix with men who have wives, and who
bring up chil­dren, who pos­sess ser­vants, and are sur­rounded with wealth, and
fill pub­lic po­si­tions, and are per­sons of in­flu­ence, he too should be a many-sided
man—I say many-sided, not un­real, nor yet fawn­ing and hyp­o­crit­i­cal, but full of
much free­dom and as­sur­ance, and know­ing how to adapt him­self prof­itably.”[108]
Chrysos­tom strictly fol­lowed these rules him­self af­ter be­com­ing a pres­byter in An­ti­och in
386.

 
   A great preacher, for which he was called Chrysos­tom (“golden-mouthed”), John mainly
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
in­ter­preted the epis­tles of the Apos­tle Paul. About 640 of his ser­mons on var­i­ous bib­li­cal
pas­sages have sur­vived to our day, in which he paid spe­cial at­ten­tion to the is­sues of
moral­ity.

 
   Chrysos­tom pos­sessed an ex­tra­or­di­nary gift to com­mand a colos­sal au­di­ence. It was
largely this gift, com­bined with his deep faith and strong moral prin­ci­ples, that led to his
el­e­va­tion to the throne of the Pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple in 397. How­ever, even John
Chrysos­tom, this great leader of the Church, was some­times not free from reck­less anger and
in­tol­er­ance. Thus, he is cred­ited with a num­ber of ser­mons di­rected against the Jews, where
he speaks cru­elly and un­fairly about them and their faith. These ser­mons played a sig­nif­i­cant
role in the fu­ture anti-Jew­ish church poli­cies, which had noth­ing in com­mon with the
teach­ings of Je­sus.

 
   Mean­while, as John tire­lessly de­nounced the un­righ­teous­ness and cor­rup­tion of the
im­pe­rial court and clergy, lit­er­ally all the up­per strata of so­ci­ety turned against him. Em­press
Eu­doxia and the Pope of Alexan­dria, Theophilus, were par­tic­u­larly zeal­ous in that re­gard. In
403, they as­sem­bled a church coun­cil that wrong­fully con­demned John Chrysos­tom of
heresy, and he was sent into ex­ile. Af­ter some time, Chrysos­tom re­turned from ex­ile. Soon,
how­ever, he lost his epis­co­pal see and was ex­iled again, where he died three years
later.
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
John Chrysos­tom.

Kiev. Mo­saic.

1042–1046.                                                                                     
   
   By the be­gin­ning of the 5th cen­tury, the em­pire had fi­nally split into West­ern and
East­ern parts. The Chris­tian world and the Church it­self were in a se­vere cri­sis,
mired in lux­ury, in­trigues, and cor­rup­tion. Bishop Theophilus con­tin­ued to com­mit
acts of law­less­ness un­til his death in 412. His nephew Cyril in­her­ited from his
un­cle blind fa­nati­cism, ha­tred of the mem­ory of Chrysos­tom, and anger to­wards
those of other faiths. On his ini­tia­tive, the churches of the ad­her­ents of the Ro­man
the­olo­gian No­va­tian, ac­cused of heresy, were closed, and the No­va­tians them­selves were
ex­pelled from the city. Cyril per­son­ally su­per­vised the mas­sacre of the Jews in
Alexan­dria and the de­struc­tion of their syn­a­gogues. Fi­nally, he tar­nished him­self by
in­cit­ing the crowd to the mur­der of the fe­male philoso­pher Hy­pa­tia. Ac­cord­ing to
eye­wit­nesses, this no­ble and tal­ented woman, who taught Greek phi­los­o­phy in Alexan­dria,
was cap­tured and dragged naked through the city, af­ter which she was bru­tally
mur­dered.
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   It may ap­pear that the Gospel Mes­sage was com­pletely buried un­der the weight of hu­man
sins, and that the pas­sion­ate protests of the few as­cetics of the Church did not find a
re­sponse in the hearts of the crowd. This im­pres­sion, how­ever, is not true. The Spirit of God
was work­ing in se­cret, and the Sav­ior’s Word was mak­ing its way through the filth and
dark­ness.

   
 

   2.3    Monas­ti­cism



                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   2.3.1    East­ern monas­ti­cism

With the gen­eral de­cline of re­li­gious and moral life in the 4th cen­tury, monas­ti­cism be­came
the en­vi­ron­ment that pre­served the teach­ings of Christ in­tact. The Gospel light would
em­anate from the monas­tic abodes, as if from a blessed source, il­lu­mi­nat­ing the world
steeped in sin. To get a glimpse of these abodes, we must turn again to the his­tory of Egypt.
This an­cient land has given the world amaz­ing rev­e­la­tions and great man­i­fes­ta­tions of the
hu­man spirit. Here, in the desert The­baid to the north of Egypt, the first monks
ap­peared.

 
   What was the im­me­di­ate cause be­hind the emer­gence of monas­ti­cism? First of all, the sad
state of so­ci­ety and the Church, as al­ready men­tioned. The of­fi­cial church no longer seemed
to the be­liev­ers to be the an­chor of sal­va­tion. Al­though an ex­ten­sive church struc­ture was
un­avoid­able, such a struc­ture seemed very far from the King­dom of God. A sin­cere Chris­tian
within the frame­work of the of­fi­cial church in­evitably ex­pe­ri­enced a tragic sense of
dis­sat­is­fac­tion with one’s own ex­is­tence.

 
   Many Chris­tians, acutely aware of the sin­ful­ness of the so­ci­ety that now called it­self
Chris­tian, felt an urge to leave it. Peo­ple longed to turn again to the Gospel, their souls
hun­ger­ing for the “bread of life” rather than vain worldly pos­ses­sions.

 
   The course of his­tor­i­cal and eco­nomic de­vel­op­ment, too, played an im­por­tant role in this.
Chris­tian churches were in­creas­ingly filled with bar­bar­ians, who brought with them
semi-pa­gan rit­u­als that were un­bear­able to pi­ous Chris­tians. The op­u­lence of life in the East
evoked a de­sire for sim­plic­ity and as­ceti­cism.

 
   A deep sense of con­tri­tion also caused some to seek a life in the desert. Many such
ex­am­ples can be found in the ha­gio­graphic lit­er­a­ture (the lives of the saints). For ex­am­ple,
the fa­mous recluse Moses the Black had once been a slave, then es­caped from his mas­ter
and be­came the leader of a band of rob­bers. Af­ter his fame as a mur­derer spread through the
sur­round­ing area, Moses sud­denly be­lieved in the Lord, with­drew to a monastery, and
de­voted the rest of his life to as­ceti­cism and penance. The fer­vor that once made Moses
the ter­ror of the car­a­vans now turned into an un­quench­able thirst for spir­i­tual
pu­rifi­ca­tion.

 
   The cli­mate of the Mid­dle East was also con­ducive to a life of soli­tude and im­mer­sion in
prayer. The dry, warm air and the nu­mer­ous caves in the moun­tains re­lieved monks of the
trou­ble of hav­ing to build an abode. The fish-rich wa­ters of the Nile and the fruit trees that
grew in abun­dance, too, made it pos­si­ble to find food with­out dif­fi­culty and de­vote one­self
wholly to prayer­ful con­tem­pla­tion.

 
   St. An­thony of Egypt is con­sid­ered to be the founder of monas­ti­cism, whom Church
tra­di­tion also calls An­thony the Great.

   
 

   2.3.2    An­thony the Great (c.251–356)

St. An­thony came from a wealthy Alexan­drian fam­ily. From an early age, he as­pired to a
spir­i­tual life. The pass­ing cares of life dis­gusted him. Af­ter ag­o­niz­ing in­de­ci­sion,
de­lib­er­a­tions, and search­ing, he made his choice. The words of the Gospel, “give away your
pos­ses­sions,”[109] which he heard in church, de­ter­mined his fu­ture.

 
   Af­ter sell­ing his es­tate and dis­tribut­ing the money to the poor, An­thony left the city and
took up his abode next to an old her­mit. Even­tu­ally, striv­ing for com­plete soli­tude, An­thony
set­tled in an empty tomb in a re­mote area, where he be­gan to spend his time in prayer,
fast­ing, and med­i­ta­tion. One should not as­sume, how­ever, that An­thony’s days were lim­ited
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
only to prayer. Ac­cord­ing to his con­tem­po­raries, “He never suf­fered him­self to be idle, and
work did not leave his hands al­most the en­tire day.”[110,111] An­thony con­sid­ered
la­bor to be an in­te­gral part of the monas­tic feat. He used to make bas­kets and
give them to his friends in re­turn for bread, which he re­ceived from them twice a
year.

 
   Yet the path to the King­dom of God was not easy for An­thony. Doubts and re­grets about
the life he left be­hind as­sailed him, vi­sions and demons en­ticed him with the prom­ise of
worldly plea­sures. On the cold, starry nights, Antony would be seized with ter­ror. It
seemed to him that the en­emy was con­stantly ad­vanc­ing, press­ing on him from all
sides. It was as if the wild howl­ing of the jack­als in the black­ness of the night came
from the devil him­self. More than once, he lost con­scious­ness from the hor­ri­fy­ing
sounds, im­ages, and vi­sions that pre­sented them­selves to his eyes; some­times
only the ar­rival of friends would bring him to his senses. Oc­ca­sion­ally, he was
tempted to leave that ter­ri­ble desert, that harsh abode, full of mys­te­ri­ous sounds and
strange ghosts. Af­ter all, peo­ple were wait­ing for him in the city; he could serve them
in­stead and, by do­ing so, free him­self from his spir­i­tual tor­ment. Yet the saint did not
give up. Antony be­lieved that stop­ping half­way would mean a vic­tory for dark­ness.
Grad­u­ally, his spir­i­tual life grew stronger, and the temp­ta­tions ceased to tor­ment
him.
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   The fame of an ex­tra­or­di­nary her­mit be­gan to spread through­out Egypt. Dis­ci­ples be­gan to
come to him from the far­thest re­gions, and some wished to set­tle nearby in or­der to lead a
soli­tary’s life un­der his guid­ance. Thus, in 305, the first monas­tic com­mu­nity was formed
around An­thony.
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   An­thony did not leave de­tailed in­struc­tions con­cern­ing monas­tic life. How­ever, by the
ex­am­ple of his own life, he re­quired of his dis­ci­ples to re­nounce earthly things, com­pletely
sur­ren­der to the will of God, and de­vote ev­ery day to work and prayer. Peo­ple of all so­cial
strata, even the pa­gans, be­gan to come to An­thony for ad­vice and guid­ance. Em­peror
Con­stan­tine him­self cor­re­sponded with him.

 
   Be­ing an ed­u­cated man, An­thony was well aware of the prob­lems of the world and the
Church. Sev­eral times, he left the desert: he ap­peared in Alexan­dria in 311 dur­ing the
per­se­cu­tion of the faith un­der Em­peror Ga­lerius to en­cour­age his co­re­li­gion­ists and in 351 to
sup­port the Or­tho­dox in their strug­gle against the Ar­i­ans. Thus, Antony did not com­pletely
shut him­self up as a recluse but in­stead shared his spir­i­tual knowl­edge with the world. Af­ter
liv­ing in the desert for more than 85 years, An­thony died peace­fully at the age of
105.

 
   An­thony the Great founded eremitic (ana­choretic) monas­ti­cism. Ac­cord­ing to the or­der
es­tab­lished by him, the as­cetics, un­der the guid­ance of an ex­pe­ri­enced men­tor, lived a
soli­tary life in sep­a­rate huts or caves. Such com­mu­ni­ties of monas­tics were called lavras
(hence the names of the ma­jor Or­tho­dox monas­ter­ies that have been pre­served un­til
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
now—the Trin­ity Sergius Lavra, the Kiev Pech­ersk Lavra, etc.). Yet even within the life­time of
An­thony, com­mu­ni­ties of a dif­fer­ent, coeno­bitic (com­mu­nal-based) type came into
ex­is­tence.

 
   An­other great as­cetic, Pa­chomius the Great, is con­sid­ered to be the founder of coeno­bitic
monas­ti­cism.

   
 

   2.3.3    Pa­chomius the Great (c.292–348)

Pa­chomius was born into a fam­ily of pa­gans in Thebes. As a sol­dier, he be­came ac­quainted
with Chris­tians, who made a deep im­pres­sion on him. At the end of his mil­i­tary ser­vice at the
age of 20, Pa­chomius was bap­tized. The fame of the Egyp­tian as­cetics awak­ened in him the
de­sire for a soli­tary’s life, and he set­tled in a se­cluded place near the Nile. He was soon joined
by his brother John. Here, Pa­chomius con­ceived the idea of found­ing a monas­tic
com­mu­nity—monastery (Greek: ceno­bia), where the monks would live to­gether,
spend­ing their days in prayer and work. The ra­tio­nale be­hind his plan in­cluded sev­eral
con­sid­er­a­tions: co­op­er­a­tive work was much more ef­fec­tive, it was eas­ier to re­pel rob­bers as a
group, and peo­ple in the com­mu­nity could sup­port one an­other in their spir­i­tual
life.

 
   By that time, Pa­chomius and his vir­tu­ous life be­came known through­out Egypt, and many
dis­ci­ples joined him. Liv­ing in a sin­gle monastery soon be­came too crowded, and Pa­chomius
founded sev­eral monas­ter­ies on the banks of the Nile. He also or­ga­nized the first con­vent,
where Pa­chomius’ sis­ter Maria be­came the abbess.

 
   Pa­chomius was the first to in­tro­duce a Rule (or a char­ter) for monas­tic liv­ing, sub­ject­ing it
to strict reg­u­la­tions. Monks were obliged to spend their days in work and prayer and to read
books of spir­i­tual con­tent. The lat­ter cir­cum­stance would play a huge role in the preser­va­tion
of the cul­tural her­itage by monas­ti­cism. Monks were re­quired to fol­low cer­tain rules
re­gard­ing cloth­ing, food, and sleep, and they were for­bid­den to leave the monastery.
Pa­chomius tried to sep­a­rate the monas­ter­ies from the world by en­clos­ing the monas­tic
quar­ters with walls.

 
   Un­der Pa­chomius, the prayer life of the monks be­gan to fol­low a fixed sched­ule. The
ser­vices were per­formed twice a day, and on the first and last days of the week the liturgy
was cel­e­brated, where the monks re­ceived Com­mu­nion of the Holy Mys­ter­ies. The
ab­bots of monas­ter­ies held reg­u­lar con­ver­sa­tions with their brethren on spir­i­tual
top­ics.

 
   The monks tilled the land, worked in forges, mills, car­pen­try, and weaved bas­kets and
mats. They were not al­lowed to have any­thing of their own; they re­ceived food and cloth­ing
from the com­mu­nal as­sets of the monastery. Thus, Pa­chomius in­tro­duced into monas­tic life
a firm prin­ci­ple, which in the Rus­sian tra­di­tion re­ceived the name of nestyazhanie
(non-pos­ses­sion).

 
   It was not easy to fol­low the strict rules, and Pa­chomius es­tab­lished a year-long
trial pe­riod for those who wished to join the com­mu­ni­ties. How­ever, the long­ing
among Chris­tians for monas­tic life was so great that al­ready dur­ing Pa­chomius’
life­time the num­ber of monks in the monas­ter­ies founded by him reached 7000
peo­ple.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   2.3.4    Spread of monas­ti­cism

Eremitic and coeno­bitic monas­ti­cism quickly spread through­out Egypt, and from there to
other coun­tries. A con­tem­po­rary of St. An­thony, Am­mon, founded a monas­tic com­mu­nity in
the Ni­trian moun­tains, a few dozen kilo­me­ters from Alexan­dria.
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   Among the Ni­trian monks, Macar­ius of Egypt (c.300–391) be­came es­pe­cially fa­mous; like
St. Antony, he was called “the Great.” A for­mer shep­herd, he ac­quired great wis­dom and was
the first to the­o­ret­i­cally sub­stan­ti­ate the spir­i­tual ad­van­tages of the monas­tic life­style.
The ideas of Macar­ius formed the foun­da­tion of the Chris­tian un­der­stand­ing of
as­ceti­cism. The works of Macar­ius, who shunned old-fash­ioned rhetoric and com­pli­cated
philo­soph­i­cal con­struc­tions, are a won­der­ful ex­am­ple of a clear and lu­cid style.
His prayers (”O Eter­nal God” and oth­ers) fully re­flect the ho­li­ness of this great
as­cetic.

 
   In the first half of the 4th cen­tury, the fa­vorite dis­ci­ple of St. An­thony, Hi­lar­ion, brought
the monas­tic life to his home­land, Pales­tine, where he founded the first monastery near Gaza.
From there, monas­ti­cism spread through­out Pales­tine and Syria, and in the 5th
cen­tury—through­out the en­tire East. As we al­ready know, Basil the Great, af­ter be­com­ing
fa­mil­iar with the life of the monks, wrote his monas­tic Rule, which later be­came widely
adopted.

 
   In ad­di­tion to Egypt, monas­ti­cism reached its high­est peak in Syria. It is known that
al­ready dur­ing the life­time of Chrysos­tom, on the out­skirts of An­ti­och, the her­mits used
to stop de­tach­ments of Theo­do­sius’ men sent there for puni­tive ac­tions.[112] The
school of the dis­ci­ples of John Chrysos­tom planted monas­ter­ies all along the Syr­ian
coast.
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   The hymns of her­mits also be­gan to sound at the spurs of Mount Sinai. The sky seemed
closer in this place, where, ac­cord­ing to tra­di­tion, Moses had con­versed with God. Green
oases gave shel­ter not only to in­di­vid­ual set­tlers, but also to large com­mu­ni­ties. As the great
as­cetic Nilus of Sinai, who lived there for many years, wrote, “The sight of the grove and the
wel­com­ing singing of the birds and the pure breeze of the fresh wind soothe me like a rock­ing
cra­dle.”[113]

 
   It comes as no sur­prise that monas­tic as­ceti­cism in Syria dif­fered from that of Egypt. The
writ­ings of the Syr­ian as­cetics are more po­etic, filled with love of na­ture and con­tem­pla­tion.
The po­ems of the great as­cetic Ephrem the Syr­ian fully ex­press the spirit of Syr­ian
monas­ti­cism.

   
 

   2.3.5    Ephrem the Syr­ian (c.306–373)

Ephrem was born in Nis­i­bis, in the ter­ri­tory of mod­ern-day Tur­key. His par­ents were
ap­par­ently pa­gans. As a re­sult of a false ac­cu­sa­tion, Ephrem was thrown in prison, where he
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
re­ceived a dream from God. Af­ter that he de­cided to join Ja­cob of Nis­i­bis—a fa­mous soli­tary,
mis­sion­ary, and fighter for Or­tho­doxy—and was or­dained a dea­con. Per­haps, Ja­cob took
Ephrem with him to the Coun­cil of Nicaea in 325. For many years, Ephrem led an as­cetic life
in the moun­tains and stud­ied the Holy Scrip­tures. In 363, when Nis­i­bis was cap­tured by the
Per­sians, Ephrem set­tled in Edessa, where he would teach the peo­ple and preach to the
pa­gans. His legacy in­cludes nu­mer­ous ex­po­si­tions of the texts of the Holy Scrip­tures and
other writ­ings in ad­di­tion to his prayers and hymns of amaz­ing beauty. A highly learned
the­olo­gian, he also con­trib­uted to the vic­tory of the Church over the nu­mer­ous
here­sies that flour­ished in Syria at the time. This spread­ing of here­sies was made
es­pe­cially acute by Syria’s unique lo­ca­tion at the junc­tion of the an­cient East­ern worlds
and the fact that its cul­ture had ab­sorbed a wide va­ri­ety of re­li­gious trends and
be­liefs.

 
   Whereas the Egyp­tians sought to re­treat from the world in the deserts and moun­tains,
Ephrem chose a dif­fer­ent and more en­gaged way of liv­ing. He was an as­cetic who de­voted
most of his life to pub­lic ser­vice. Dur­ing the years of se­vere calami­ties, sieges, and famines,
the Syr­ian prophet ap­peared on the walls of Edessa and raised the spirit of its pop­u­la­tion
with his pas­sion­ate speeches. Ephrem the Syr­ian’s vo­ca­tion and the na­ture of his min­istry
were greatly in­flu­enced by his cor­re­spon­dence and, later, by his per­sonal meet­ing with St.
Basil the Great.

 
   Per­haps Ephrem never had to ex­pe­ri­ence the ag­o­niz­ing in­ter­nal strug­gle com­mon to the
an­chorites. On the other hand, he fully felt the depth of de­prav­ity that had pre­vailed in
the East. More than once, the saint was sub­jected to phys­i­cal as­sault by fallen
women. Yet, the pu­rity of his soul was such that he could turn even the worst of
sin­ners to the right path. If An­thony was a fighter against the forces of evil that
tor­mented him in the sands of the desert, then Ephrem can be called a prophet of
re­pen­tance, tire­lessly call­ing peo­ple to turn to God. Ephrem taught that a per­son liv­ing
in this world must, first and fore­most, sober up, awaken, as it were, from a bad
dream, com­pletely re­assess his life, and re­pent. Es­sen­tially, St. Ephrem de­voted his
en­tire life to preach­ing re­pen­tance—this first step on the way to the King­dom of
God.

 
   Like the prophet Jeremiah, he would weep over the in­iq­ui­ties that were be­ing com­mit­ted
around him. His griev­ing was so great that it left a pro­found mark on his writ­ings: Ephrem,
in essence, be­came the con­science of mankind be­fore God. This is why, so many cen­turies
later, the won­drous lines of po­etry by Ephrem the Syr­ian con­tinue to live in the hearts of
peo­ple.

   
 

   2.3.6    Ex­tremes of as­ceti­cism

Monks of the East, hav­ing with­drawn from the sin­ful world, sought to cleanse their souls
be­fore God, to of­fer re­pen­tance on be­half of them­selves and of all hu­man­ity. They led an
as­cetic life, filled with work and prayer, de­vot­ing much time to the study of the Holy
Scrip­tures. Many of them, how­ever, be­lieved that it was not enough. In the hope of gain­ing
spir­i­tual in­sight and for­give­ness from the Lord, to re­ceive bliss in heaven, they vol­un­tar­ily
sub­jected them­selves to the ex­treme “as­ceti­cism for the glory of God,” seek­ing to en­dure the
most se­vere hard­ships and tor­ments. Some monks prac­ticed nearly com­plete ab­sti­nence
from food, wear­ing heavy chains, giv­ing them­selves up to be eaten by midges and gnats, etc.
Of­ten such self-tor­ture ex­ceeded all rea­son­able bounds. The fa­mous saint, the as­cetic Simeon
the Stylite, lived for sev­eral months buried up to his neck in the ground, and then
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
spent more than 35 years on top of an eigh­teen-me­ter pil­lar—a stylite col­umn. The
monk Am­mon was fa­mous for never un­dress­ing or bathing since the be­gin­ning of
his life as a her­mit. And al­though the feel­ings and as­pi­ra­tions of these as­cetics
are un­der­stand­able, it is un­likely that such self-mor­ti­fi­ca­tion of the flesh is the
path to Di­vine har­mony in man—har­mony that pre­sup­poses the unity of soul and
body.
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   While it is true that many of the Church’s teach­ers, even the most em­i­nent, wel­comed this
kind of ex­treme as­ceti­cism, it nev­er­the­less was es­sen­tially re­jected by the Church. The life of
the spirit and the flesh must be brought un­der strict con­trol of the will and the mind but
with­out ex­ceed­ing rea­son­able bounds. Oth­er­wise, ex­ces­sive as­ceti­cism can lead, as
it of­ten did, to ex­tremely neg­a­tive out­comes. The main goal of as­ceti­cism is the
pu­rifi­ca­tion of the heart, and in or­der to achieve it, the as­cetics would only tem­po­rar­ily
with­draw them­selves from nor­mal liv­ing. The per­ver­sion of the ideas of as­ceti­cism, its
ab­so­l­u­ti­za­tion, turned this with­drawal from life into a per­ma­nent prin­ci­ple. As a re­sult, such
as­cetics tended to in­dis­crim­i­nately damn ev­ery­thing that was valu­able ei­ther in the
spir­i­tual her­itage of the past or in the sec­u­lar life of their day. It is no ac­ci­dent
that ex­treme as­ceti­cism was of­ten prac­ticed by fa­nat­i­cal Chris­tians, who at times
stopped at noth­ing, even the mur­der of those whom they per­ceived as en­e­mies of
Christ.
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   Such in­tol­er­ance and fa­nati­cism are com­pletely alien to the true spirit of the Church. Life
in Christ is pos­si­ble only where it re­mains open to hu­man free­dom and cul­ture. The call­ing of
the Church is to pre­serve and carry through the mil­len­nia all the best things cre­ated by
hu­man­ity.

   
 

   2.3.7    West­ern monas­ti­cism

Tra­di­tion­ally, it is be­lieved that Athana­sius of Alexan­dria be­gan to spread monas­ti­cism in
the West dur­ing his ex­ile. West­ern monas­ti­cism would dif­fer sig­nif­i­cantly from its
East­ern coun­ter­part, al­though at first its or­ga­ni­za­tion was based on Egyp­tian and
Pales­tinian mod­els (the life of St. An­thony, in par­tic­u­lar, had a great in­flu­ence
on the West). The colder cli­mate forced the monks to at­tend to their hous­ing and
win­ter food sup­plies to a much greater ex­tent than in the East. As a re­sult, West­ern
monas­ti­cism be­gan to de­velop along a more prac­ti­cal path, with­out the ex­tremes of
as­ceti­cism. A char­ac­ter­is­tic fea­ture of this type of monas­ti­cism was the adop­tion of
monas­tic ton­sure by the clergy of var­i­ous lo­cal churches. As a re­sult, the litur­gi­cal life
and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal min­istry be­came the cen­ter­piece and the ba­sis of monas­ter­ies’
life.

 
   St. Jerome, Am­brose of Mi­lan, and, later, St. Au­gus­tine were all in­stru­men­tal to the
spread of monas­ti­cism in the West. How­ever, it was John Cas­sian who de­velop the first Rule
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
of monas­tic life in the West.

   
 

   2.3.8    John Cas­sian (c.360–435)

John, a Scythian by birth, be­came a monk at a very young age. First, he set­tled in
Beth­le­hem, and later he was trained by the Egyp­tian her­mits. About 399, John
moved to Con­stantino­ple, where he be­came a dis­ci­ple of John Chrysos­tom. Al­ready
or­dained a dea­con, John was sent to Rome by the clergy of Con­stantino­ple. His
task was to ask Pope In­no­cent I to in­ter­cede on be­half of Chrysos­tom, who was
per­se­cuted at the time. John was or­dained a priest in Rome. In 415, he founded
the monastery of St. Vic­tor in Mar­seilles, where he re­mained the ab­bot un­til his
death.

 
   Know­ing well the rules of monas­tic life of the East, John Cas­sian re­al­ized the need to
re­work them to bet­ter adapt to the pe­cu­liar­i­ties of West­ern re­li­gious life. In 417–429, he wrote
his main work, in which he an­a­lyzed and sys­tem­atized in de­tail both the spir­i­tual and
prac­ti­cal tasks of monas­ti­cism: the or­ga­ni­za­tion of the prayer life, the daily or­der of the
monas­tic com­mu­nity, re­quire­ments for food and cloth­ing for monks. The “In­sti­tutes,” as they
were called, along with the rules of Basil the Great and St. Pa­chomius, would re­main in ef­fect
un­til the 9th cen­tury.
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   As in the East, John Cas­sian al­lowed for the ex­is­tence of two types of monas­ti­cism:
ana­choretic (eremitic) and coeno­bitic (com­mu­nal). In fact, how­ever, only the sec­ond
type—that of a monastery—gained ac­cep­tance in the West. Thus, the first monks in Italy and
Gaul did not seek to com­pletely with­draw from the world, but they at­tached great im­por­tance
to the evan­ge­liza­tion of the pa­gan pop­u­la­tion and tried to ex­em­plify the Chris­tian
life in the midst of a de­praved world. Be­sides John Cas­sian, an­other out­stand­ing
con­tri­bu­tion to the for­ma­tion and or­ga­ni­za­tion of monas­tic life was made by St. Mar­tin of
Tours.

   
 

   2.3.9    Mar­tin of Tours (c.336–397)

Mar­tin of Tours was born into a pa­gan fam­ily. While serv­ing in the army, he saw a
vi­sion of Christ. Soon, he was bap­tized and then be­gan to lead a monas­tic life.
In 370, he founded the first monastery in Gaul. In 372, Mar­tin be­came bishop
of the city of Tours, but soon af­ter that he re­turned to monas­tic life along with
his dis­ci­ples. Through his ef­forts, monas­ti­cism spread through­out Gaul. Thanks
to the ac­tive evan­ge­liza­tion car­ried out by Mar­tin and his dis­ci­ples, a dioce­san
sys­tem of parishes was cre­ated, which proved to be very ef­fec­tive, es­pe­cially in ru­ral
ar­eas.

 
   In ad­di­tion to strength­en­ing monas­ti­cism, Mar­tin de­voted much of his time and en­ergy
to the fight against hereti­cal move­ments, while demon­strat­ing hu­mane­ness and
tol­er­ance. Thus, when the em­peror had bro­ken his prom­ise to Mar­tin not to ex­e­cute
Bishop Priscil­lian, ac­cused of heresy, Mar­tin broke off all re­la­tions with the Span­ish
bish­ops un­til he re­ceived new as­sur­ances that there would be no fur­ther acts of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
per­se­cu­tion.

 
   Be­ing ex­tremely pop­u­lar among the peo­ple, Mar­tin of Tours is revered as the pa­tron saint
of France.

   
 

   2.3.10    Sig­nif­i­cance of monas­ti­cism

Christ taught, “Take My yoke upon you” (Mt 11:29). A per­son must per­fect the work of his or
her own sal­va­tion. Monas­tic as­ceti­cism un­der­took this great and no­ble task by pro­vid­ing
guid­ance in this process. It con­trib­uted to the re­al­iza­tion of the cen­tral con­cept
be­hind the Church—the idea of the King­dom of God. Achiev­ing the true knowl­edge
of God, at times, by su­per­hu­man ef­forts, the monks car­ried out their mis­sion to
the world. This was a great feat on the path to hu­man re­gen­er­a­tion—a feat that
re­quired great sac­ri­fices and the re­nun­ci­a­tion of many earthly plea­sures. Such
re­nun­ci­a­tion was nec­es­sary for monas­tics as ser­vants to hu­man­ity and agents of the Holy
Spirit. Oc­ca­sion­ally, monas­ti­cism took un­rea­son­ably ex­treme forms, lead­ing to
se­ri­ous con­se­quences that had noth­ing to do with Chris­tian­ity. Yet in its spirit
and his­tor­i­cal sig­nif­i­cance, monas­ti­cism be­came a great trans­for­ma­tive force. It
cre­ated pock­ets of deep and pas­sion­ate faith that would nour­ish the Church for
cen­turies.
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   2.4    Chris­tian cul­ture

We al­ready know that many of the great Fa­thers and teach­ers of the Church re­ceived a
clas­si­cal ed­u­ca­tion and were well-versed in Hel­lenis­tic lit­er­a­ture. The Church as­sim­i­lated and
ab­sorbed the an­cient cul­ture and the cen­turies-old val­ues ac­crued by dif­fer­ent peo­ples. The
re­sult was that she brought a new, Chris­tian, cul­ture into the world. From the very
be­gin­ning, it com­bined el­e­ments of the cul­tures of the West and the East. The re­li­gious
po­etry of Is­rael, Pla­tonic ide­al­ism, and Alexan­drian philol­ogy, all found a place in
it.
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   Yet Chris­tian cul­ture was not a mere con­glom­er­ate of ear­lier cul­tures—nor could it be.
Pa­gan re­li­gions, an­cient phi­los­o­phy, and the ideals of an­cient so­ci­ety could no longer sat­isfy
the spir­i­tual needs of the multi-lin­gual and multi-faceted ec­umene. The rapid spread of the
new faith, the in­va­sion of bar­bar­ians, the ap­proach­ing col­lapse of the em­pire cre­ated a sense
of in­sta­bil­ity, turned peo­ple away from their fa­mil­iar stat­ues of pa­gan gods, forced them to
aban­don their ac­cepted no­tions of beauty. The in­ex­tri­ca­ble con­nec­tion of clas­si­cal cul­ture
with pa­gan cults was in­stinc­tively felt by both pa­gans and Chris­tians. There­fore, the grow­ing
Church, and above all her monas­tic wing, used to re­ject the legacy of An­tiq­uity.
In do­ing so, the zeal of some Chris­tians, es­pe­cially the un­e­d­u­cated and fa­nat­i­cal
ones, went too far: beau­ti­ful stat­ues and works of art were de­stroyed, the most
ed­u­cated pa­gans—schol­ars and po­ets—were ex­pelled and even de­prived of their
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
lives.

 
   How­ever, the pa­gan world and its cul­ture—es­pe­cially the Hel­lenis­tic cul­ture, which had
long ac­quired an in­trin­sic value—could not be de­stroyed. The re­li­gious re­form of Con­stan­tine
did not re­sult in the demise of pa­gan­ism, which only went on the de­fen­sive and would
ex­pe­ri­ence a short up­surge again un­der Em­peror Ju­lian the Apos­tate. The last cham­pi­ons of
pa­gan­ism were some­times no less firm in their con­vic­tions than the Chris­tians. Their
per­sua­sion stemmed from the glory and grandeur of an­cient Rome, their an­ces­tral
pride, and the high level of clas­si­cal ed­u­ca­tion that was tra­di­tional for the pa­gan
aris­toc­racy.

 
   It is im­por­tant to note that de­spite the vic­tory by Chris­tian­ity, the en­tire ed­u­ca­tional
sys­tem re­mained es­sen­tially pa­gan. In the face of the gen­eral de­cline of cul­ture in the
West, in­ten­si­fied by the in­va­sion of bar­bar­ians, en­light­ened pa­gans and Chris­tians
be­came con­cerned with main­tain­ing the prior level of ed­u­ca­tion. School be­came the
link be­tween the Greco-Ro­man cul­ture and the new Chris­tian so­ci­ety. A sim­i­lar
sit­u­a­tion de­vel­oped in the East. Byzan­tium in­her­ited clas­si­cal ed­u­ca­tion from the
Greco-Ro­man world. Un­til the 7th cen­tury, there flour­ished higher ed­u­ca­tional in­sti­tu­tions
based on the an­cient model, where rhetoric, Latin gram­mar, and phi­los­o­phy were
taught.
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Ravenna. 6th cen­tury.                                                                            
   
   On her part, the Church could not ex­clude from her sphere of in­flu­ence those vast ar­eas of
life, where the spirit of clas­si­cal an­tiq­uity had not yet faded. Through her ef­forts, the
beau­ti­ful artis­tic, philo­soph­i­cal, lit­er­ary, and mu­si­cal forms of Hel­lenis­tic cul­ture were be­ing
im­bued with new con­tent.

 
   Pa­gan­ism, which was be­ing grad­u­ally con­quered, pen­e­trated into the spheres of the
nascent Chris­tian the­ol­ogy, phi­los­o­phy, and litur­gi­cal prac­tice. Thus, at the junc­tion of the
two eras, in a strug­gle fraught with great achieve­ments and ir­re­triev­able losses, the Chris­tian
cul­ture was be­ing born.

   
 

   2.4.1    Church ar­chi­tec­ture

Dur­ing the pe­riod of per­se­cu­tion, the early Chris­tians held di­vine ser­vices in se­cluded places,
cat­a­combs, and pri­vate houses. Over time, when it be­came pos­si­ble to prac­tice their faith
openly, ser­vices be­gan to be held in basil­i­cas, or pub­lic meet­ing spa­ces, which had pre­vi­ously
be­longed to wealthy mem­bers of the com­mu­nity. Start­ing from the 4th cen­tury, new
Chris­tian church struc­tures be­gan to ap­pear. The first to erect Chris­tian tem­ples, ac­cord­ing
to tra­di­tion, were Con­stan­tine the Great and his mother He­lena. They built many churches in
the Holy Land, and later in Con­stantino­ple.
   
 
 
 [image: PIC]
Church of Santa Maria Mag­giore.

In­te­rior. 5th cen­tury.                                                                             
   
   The orig­i­nal basil­i­cas served as an ar­chi­tec­tural frame­work for the new churches be­ing
built. They were elon­gated rec­tan­gles with two open ship-like gal­leries (naves) on each side.
The naves were flanked by a row of slen­der col­umns. There were also rooms for pri­vate
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
prayer. Af­ter the model of the Jerusalem Tem­ple, the al­tar space was po­si­tioned in the front
(east­ern) part of the basil­ica, with an arch ris­ing in front of it. The re­cess be­hind the al­tar
(apse) was ei­ther open or cov­ered with a cur­tain. The cen­tral part of the church was oc­cu­pied
by the nave, where those who had been bap­tized wor­shipped dur­ing the ser­vice.
The west­ern part (por­tico) was in­tended for cat­e­chu­mens, that is, those who were
pre­par­ing to re­ceive the sacra­ment of bap­tism. The basil­ica would be topped by a roof
con­sist­ing of the usual flat slopes. Most of­ten, the shape of such basil­i­cas was
cru­ci­form.
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Mo­saic in the Church of the Dor­mi­tion.

Nicaea. 11th cen­tury.                                                                             
   
   In ad­di­tion to the ob­long, elon­gated shape, an­other type of round-shaped tem­ple—the
ro­tunda, with a vaulted ceil­ing and a dome on top—be­came es­tab­lished early on in Chris­tian
ar­chi­tec­ture. This form of the tem­ple also came from An­tiq­uity; most of­ten it was used for
bap­tis­ter­ies and memo­rial churches built on the graves of Chris­tian saints. Over time, the
shape of the round tem­ple be­came dom­i­nant in the East, while the form of the basil­ica
re­mained preva­lent in the West.

   
 

   2.4.2    Church art

The ear­li­est Chris­tian de­pic­tions are the wall paint­ings in the Ro­man cat­a­combs. The young
Chris­tian art breathed a pas­sion­ate fire of faith, but it had not yet de­vel­oped its own style.
Of­ten on the walls, one could see im­ages from both an­cient and Chris­tian themes,
where Old Tes­ta­ment and Gospel saints would ap­pear next to Or­pheus and Eros.
Fre­quently, the new Chris­tian mes­sage was con­veyed by the fa­mil­iar pa­gan im­agery:
Or­pheus sym­bol­ized Christ, Cu­pid and Psy­che ap­peared as sym­bols of the im­mor­tal­ity
of the soul. The mo­tif of the shep­herd from the clas­si­cal world mor­phed into the
scene of “The Good Shep­herd”—Christ tend­ing His flock—full of deep Chris­tian
mean­ing.
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Minia­ture from the Lind­is­farne Gospels.

c.715–720.                                                                                      
   
   In ad­di­tion to dif­fer­ent com­po­si­tions, paint­ings also de­picted in­di­vid­ual ob­jects of a
sym­bolic na­ture, full of al­lu­sions and in­tri­cate as­so­ci­a­tions: the vine sig­ni­fies the blood of
Christ, and bas­kets with fruits sym­bol­ize the eter­nity of spir­i­tual life. The most pop­u­lar
sym­bol of early Chris­tian art is the fish—the let­ters of the cor­re­spond­ing Greek word ichthys
are given by the first let­ters of the words “Je­sus Christ, Son of God, Sav­ior.” The bird
sym­bol­izes the im­mor­tal soul, and the wreath rep­re­sents Christ’s vic­tory over death. The
sym­bolic im­ages were ar­ranged to form the dec­o­ra­tive pat­terns of the walls and ceil­ings of the
cat­a­combs and later the churches.

 
   In ab­sorb­ing and re­work­ing tra­di­tions of clas­si­cal an­tiq­uity, the Chris­tian Church was
at the same time de­part­ing from the Jew­ish ideas about art. Why did Is­rael so
ve­he­mently deny any pos­si­bil­ity of de­pict­ing God? For the Old Tes­ta­ment, such im­ages
were too re­al­is­tic, com­pre­hen­sive, and earthly in their na­ture: there was no room
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
for the in­ef­fa­ble and the tran­scen­dent in them—and any im­age of the kind was
per­ceived as a pa­gan idol. On the other hand, vis­ual art be­comes an in­te­gral part of
Chris­tian­ity as a re­li­gion of God-Man­hood, which teaches about God in­car­nate in the
world.
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Cimabue.

Icon. 13th cen­tury.                                                                               
   
   The chal­lenge for Chris­tian art, sim­i­lar to the process of writ­ing the Gospels, was how to
ad­e­quately re­flect the heav­enly with earthly forms of ex­pres­sion with­out de­tract­ing from its
di­vine archetype. Re­al­is­tic im­ages, as beau­ti­ful as they could be, were un­able to con­vey the
Di­vine essence, which set off a search for novel forms of ex­pres­sion in Chris­tian
art.

 
   Pic­to­rial com­po­si­tions be­gan to sim­plify, their style grew rougher, but they ac­quired
greater ex­pres­sive­ness. At the same time, both due to the unique­ness of the cul­tural
tra­di­tions of the West and the East, and as a re­sult of the in­creas­ing iso­la­tion of the West­ern
and East­ern em­pires, dif­fer­ences be­gan to ap­pear in their vis­ual art.

 
   An­cient clas­si­cal cul­ture was deeply rooted in the coun­tries of West­ern Eu­rope and
the Mediter­ranean. New Chris­tian art was built on the same clas­si­cal par­a­digms, with
their char­ac­ter­is­tic multi-fig­ured scenes and elab­o­rate com­po­si­tion. In the East, in
the coun­tries of Asia Mi­nor, where the an­cient clas­si­cal tra­di­tion took lit­tle root, the
tem­ples were mostly de­void of sculp­tural im­ages—the dec­o­ra­tion of the tem­ples
con­sisted of crosses, or­na­ments, im­ages of an­i­mals por­trayed us­ing the style of folk
tra­di­tions of the area. The great art of Byzan­tium was born at the junc­tion of these
two cul­tures: pre­serv­ing the late Hel­lenis­tic tra­di­tions and in­cor­po­rat­ing el­e­ments of
the art of Egypt, Syria, and Iran. The main form of early Byzan­tine art is large-scale
church com­po­si­tions (mo­saics and fres­coes). Small mul­ti­col­ored squares of smalto
that make up the mo­saics were laid out at a par­tic­u­lar an­gle, so that they,
shim­mer­ing softly in re­flect­ing light, would cre­ate a solemn and ex­quis­ite color
scheme. The artis­tic im­ages in mo­saics and fres­coes de­part from the prin­ci­ple of
“re­al­is­tic re­sem­blance” and are in­stead “spir­i­tu­al­ized.” The clas­si­cal body pro­por­tions
are grad­u­ally vi­o­lated: the eyes ap­pear mo­tion­less and ex­ces­sively en­larged; the faces
be­come elon­gated. The de­pic­tions on the fres­coes be­come more “flat­tened,” the
con­trast of col­ors and the schematic na­ture of the im­age in­crease, the per­spec­tive is
shifted. These changes, not yet con­spic­u­ous, had al­ready formed a solid foun­da­tion
for the birth of a com­pletely new form of vis­ual art of icon paint­ing. 
 
 
 [image: PIC]
John Chrysos­tom.

Fresco. c.1037–1056.                                                                             
   
   Sculp­ture un­der­goes sim­i­lar changes. When de­pict­ing hu­man fig­ures, es­pe­cially Christ
and the Evan­ge­lists, young Chris­tian art used to em­ploy tra­di­tional forms of plas­tic art: a
chest statue or por­trait bust of An­tiq­uity. The Gospel char­ac­ters and scenes are ren­dered,
as in the early mo­saics, in the clas­si­cal spirit: Christ and the apos­tles look like
an­cient he­roes with their comely and serene faces. How­ever, over time, the re­liefs
be­come more flat and con­di­tional: the fig­ures give way to sym­bolic im­ages of the
vine, fish, etc. Sub­se­quently, large-scale sculp­ture grad­u­ally ceases to in­ter­est
Byzan­tine mas­ters, who were es­pe­cially wary of its “idol­a­trous” na­ture. Plas­tic
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
art in the East con­tin­ues to de­velop mainly in its small forms—ap­plied art and
jew­elry.

   
 

   2.4.3    Church mu­sic

Mu­sic very early be­gan to play an im­por­tant part in the life of the Church, es­pe­cially in di­vine
ser­vices. And this is not ac­ci­den­tal—the lan­guage of sounds some­times can ex­press much
more than words. Mu­sic has the power to ap­peal to the hid­den re­cesses and strings of the
soul by­pass­ing the mind, which is of­ten fee­ble.

 
   The mu­sic of the fi­nal cen­turies of the Ro­man Em­pire was closely as­so­ci­ated with pa­gan
cults. It was an in­te­gral part of the same cul­ture that Chris­tian­ity tried to aban­don.
There­fore, the Church was look­ing for new mu­si­cal forms. The de­vel­op­ment of West­ern
Chris­tian mu­sic cul­ture was dif­fer­ent from that of the East. Re­li­gious or tem­ple mu­sic in the
West had al­ways been dis­tinct from sec­u­lar mu­sic, whereas in Byzan­tium there was no such
clear dis­tinc­tion. In the East, Chris­tian singing could be heard not only in churches, but also
in pub­lic squares, cer­e­mo­nial re­cep­tions, and even at the hip­po­drome. Church
mu­sic, en­riched by sec­u­lar mu­si­cal mo­tifs and gen­res, per­me­ated the daily life of the
Byzan­tines.

 
   Al­most all re­searchers of early Chris­tian cul­ture agree that the early Church bor­rowed its
mu­si­cal forms from the Jew­ish syn­a­gogue ser­vice. This is not sur­pris­ing if we re­call that the
Church tried to aban­don pa­gan mu­si­cal forms and that the first Chris­tian com­mu­ni­ties were
formed in the Jew­ish set­ting. A spe­cial type of recita­tive was de­vel­oped in syn­a­gogue for the
pub­lic read­ing of pas­sages from the Holy Scrip­tures—a com­bi­na­tion of the ac­tual read­ing
aloud with a drawn-out chant­ing recita­tion. This man­ner of read­ing the Psalms
was called psalmody. Since the Psalter re­mained the most pop­u­lar Old Tes­ta­ment
book in Chris­tian wor­ship, the tech­niques of psalmody nat­u­rally took root in the
church singing of early Chris­tians. The Church also as­sim­i­lated from syn­a­gogue the
prac­tice of singing al­leluias for the open­ing and clos­ing parts of the prayer. Sim­i­lar
to syn­a­gogue ser­vice, both the soloist and the con­gre­ga­tion took part in church
chant­ing.
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Mo­saic. 12th cen­tury.                                                                            
   
   The en­tire com­mu­nity of many an­cient churches would be singing dur­ing their ser­vices.
How­ever, spe­cial groups of singers, choirs, be­gan to emerge over time. The ac­cepted prac­tice
by the early Church of al­ter­nat­ing singing be­tween the two choirs (an­tiphonal singing)
be­came an­other im­por­tant el­e­ment bor­rowed from syn­a­gogue. Still, the ex­act his­tory of how
an­tiphonal singing be­came adopted and even the mean­ing of the word an­tiphon as
un­der­stood by the early Chris­tians are not en­tirely known. Ac­cord­ing to church tra­di­tion,
an­tiphonal singing in the West was in­tro­duced into di­vine ser­vices by Am­brose of Mi­lan, and
in the Greek Church—by John Chrysos­tom, al­though here, too, the his­tor­i­cal sources are
con­tra­dic­tory. At first, church singing was sim­ple, more recita­tive, but over time,
their melodies be­came more com­plex. As in the syn­a­gogue ser­vice, singing was not
ac­com­pa­nied by play­ing mu­si­cal in­stru­ments (the tra­di­tion of ex­clu­sively vo­cal
church mu­sic be­came per­ma­nent in the Or­tho­dox Church). Women par­tic­i­pated in
chant­ing dur­ing the first cen­turies of Chris­tian­ity, but this tra­di­tion, too, be­came
adopted only in the East­ern Church. From the 6th to the be­gin­ning of the 20th
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
cen­tury, choirs in the Ro­man Catholic Church were com­posed ex­clu­sively of men and
boys.
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   The strug­gle of the Church against here­sies, in par­tic­u­lar Ar­i­an­ism, played a sig­nif­i­cant
role in the for­ma­tion of Chris­tian mu­si­cal cul­ture. Re­al­iz­ing the im­por­tance of mu­sic for the
per­cep­tion of re­li­gious ideas, many heretics chose to com­pose hymns to pro­mote their
doc­trine. To com­bat this prob­lem, mu­sic texts re­flect­ing Or­tho­dox the­ol­ogy were com­posed by
such great Chris­tian saints as Basil the Great, Gre­gory of Nazianzus, and nu­mer­ous oth­ers.
John Chrysos­tom played a lead­ing role in sys­tem­atiz­ing the struc­ture of the di­vine ser­vices
and, ac­cord­ingly, their mu­si­cal or­ga­ni­za­tion. Tra­di­tion at­tributes to him the in­tro­duc­tion into
litur­gi­cal prac­tice of akathists (hymns of praise sung by stand­ing wor­ship­pers)
and troparia (hymns whose con­tent is as­so­ci­ated with a par­tic­u­lar feast or event
of the day). We al­ready know how sig­nif­i­cant the po­etic cre­ations of Ephrem the
Syr­ian were dur­ing that pe­riod. Ac­cord­ing to tra­di­tion, he com­posed over 10,000
hymns.
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Fresco. 1495–1498.                                                                              
   
   In ad­di­tion to syn­a­gogue wor­ship prac­tices, early church mu­sic was also greatly
in­flu­enced by the mu­si­cal her­itage of clas­si­cal an­tiq­uity. Some gen­res of sec­u­lar mu­sic
found their place in church wor­ship, es­pe­cially in the East. Mu­si­col­ogy be­gan to
play a prom­i­nent role in the cul­ture of Chris­tian­ity. For ex­am­ple, early Byzan­tine
works in that area were based en­tirely on the tenets of clas­si­cal Greek mu­sic the­ory.
Even those among the early Church Fa­thers who strongly op­posed pa­gan art (such
as Clement of Alexan­dria) un­con­di­tion­ally rec­og­nized the au­thor­ity of Aris­to­tle in
mu­si­col­ogy. Thus, at the junc­tion of Jew­ish and clas­si­cal cul­tures, Chris­tian mu­si­cal art
was formed, which would give the world the works of amaz­ing spir­i­tual depth and
beauty.

   
 

   2.4.4    Church wor­ship and sacra­ments

All forms of Chris­tian art find their com­plete and har­mo­nious ex­pres­sion in church wor­ship.
Church ar­chi­tec­ture, mu­sic, po­etry, and the vest­ments of the clergy are all ded­i­cated to a
sin­gle goal—giv­ing glory to the Lord.

 
   In the pre-New Tes­ta­ment era, prayer meals at places other than the Tem­ple be­came
wide­spread among Jews, which were ac­com­pa­nied by Bible read­ings and con­ver­sa­tions about
the faith. The cen­ter­piece of such meals was the bless­ing of bread and wine, as well as a
prayer of thanks. Sim­i­lar meals, called agape (the feasts of love), were also adopted by the
early Chris­tians. Their meals, how­ever, had a pro­nounced Chris­to­log­i­cal char­ac­ter
from the out­set: the faith­ful would par­take of bread and wine, re­mem­ber­ing the
Last Sup­per, and re­cite a prayer of thanks, ded­i­cated to the re­demp­tive work of
Christ.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Agape meals formed the ba­sis of the early Chris­tian liturgy, the cen­tral el­e­ments of which
have not changed to this day. The Liturgy is the main Chris­tian ser­vice, usu­ally held on
Sun­days. The ser­vice is di­vided into two parts: the liturgy of the cat­e­chu­mens, which is
open to all, and the solemn liturgy of the faith­ful, which is closed to all ex­cept the
faith­ful. In ad­di­tion to the Eu­charist, the liturgy con­sists of Bible read­ings, psalms, a
ser­mon, prayers of sup­pli­ca­tion, and a dis­missal. At the end of the liturgy of the
cat­e­chu­mens, all those who were not per­mit­ted to at­tend the sec­ond part, in par­tic­u­lar the
un­bap­tized, had to leave the house of wor­ship (to this day, the two parts of the liturgy are
sym­bol­i­cally sep­a­rated by an an­cient ex­cla­ma­tion, “The doors, the doors!” ad­dressed
to the cat­e­chu­mens, al­though al­ready in the 6th cen­tury, these two parts of the
liturgy ceased to be di­vided). The cen­tral part of the liturgy of the faith­ful is the
Eu­charist—the sacra­ment of the prepa­ra­tion and con­se­cra­tion of the sac­ri­fi­cial meal, when
bread and wine un­der the in­flu­ence of the Holy Spirit are trans­formed into the Holy
Mys­ter­ies—the Body and Blood of Christ. At the end of the Eu­charist, the faith­ful par­take of
the Holy Mys­ter­ies. Now, as in the past, the Eu­charist serves as a re­minder of the
sac­ri­fice of Christ on the cross, unit­ing Chris­tians into one Body of Christ, the
Church.

 
   In essence, the struc­ture and core con­tent of the Chris­tian liturgy were the same for all
early churches, al­though the rit­u­als them­selves and spe­cific prayers could dif­fer. The
or­der of the Eu­charis­tic prayers may have been first es­tab­lished by St. Gre­gory
Thau­matur­gus. An­other an­cient rite (or­der) of the liturgy with an ex­pla­na­tion of its mean­ing
was left to us by St. Cyril of Jerusalem. In the West, the Ro­man liturgy be­came
dom­i­nant. The Mi­lanese liturgy, which tra­di­tion as­cribes to St. Am­brose, is close to the
east­ern ones—of Jerusalem, An­ti­och, and oth­ers. Among the rather nu­mer­ous
litur­gies in the East, pre­dom­i­nantly two Con­stantino­ple ver­sions sur­vived to the
present day: of St. John Chrysos­tom and of St. Basil the Great (the liturgy of John
Chrysos­tom is a short­ened and slightly mod­i­fied ver­sion of the liturgy of Basil the
Great).

 
   The Eu­charist is one of the most im­por­tant Chris­tian sacra­ments or mys­ter­ies. In dif­fer­ent
epochs, a dif­fer­ent num­ber of Chris­tian rit­u­als would be cat­e­go­rized as such sa­cred rites.
How­ever, al­ready at the early stage of the Church’s ex­is­tence, there were seven rit­u­als, which
over time (by the 13th cen­tury in the West, and later in the East) re­ceived the sta­tus of
sacra­ments or mys­ter­ies in the Church. In ad­di­tion to the Eu­charist, the holy mys­ter­ies
in­clude:

 
   bap­tism is a sign of a per­son’s en­try into the Church. It is usu­ally car­ried out af­ter a long
(about a year) pe­riod of prepa­ra­tion;

 
   mat­ri­mony is the con­se­cra­tion of con­ju­gal love and fam­ily life by the Church;

 
   re­pen­tance is a rec­on­cil­i­a­tion of the sin­ner with God through con­fes­sion and re­mis­sion of
sins;

 
   chris­ma­tion is anoint­ing with oil as a sign of the de­scent of the Spirit of God on a new
mem­ber of the Church;

 
   or­di­na­tion is the lay­ing on of hands on a Chris­tian who is con­se­crated to the priestly or
epis­co­pal rank, thereby re­al­iz­ing the con­ti­nu­ity of the church min­istry, which goes back to
the apos­tles of Christ;

 
   unc­tion is the anoint­ing of the sick with oil as a sign of sanc­ti­fi­ca­tion of their body and
soul.

 
   Par­tic­i­pa­tion in the holy mys­ter­ies was, and still is, the foun­da­tion of a Chris­tian’s life,
con­se­crat­ing and fill­ing it with spir­i­tual strength.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

   
 

   2.5    De­vel­op­ment of Chris­tian phi­los­o­phy and the­ol­ogy



   2.5.1    Clas­si­cal cul­ture and Church

In his ad­dress to Chris­tian youth, St. Basil the Great en­cour­aged them to study clas­si­cal
po­etry and sci­ence, but to do so crit­i­cally. The saint and in his per­son the en­tire Church
de­fine Chris­tian­ity’s at­ti­tude to the pa­gan lit­er­a­ture as fol­low­ing: the cri­te­rion for de­ter­min­ing
the value of the old cul­tural her­itage to a Chris­tian should be based on how well it agrees
with the fun­da­men­tal Chris­tian prin­ci­ples. “Re­mem­ber,” writes Basil, “that in culling roses
we avoid the thorns.”[114] Re­flect­ing on the great an­cient Greek poet Homer, Basil notes that,
while call­ing for virtue, the poet ac­tu­ally sub­sti­tuted true in­ner no­bil­ity with ex­ter­nal
beauty. He finds a sim­i­lar in­con­sis­tency in Eu­ripi­des. Basil the Great sees the root
cause for this in the fact that Greek ethics did not have a proper ground­ing, not
be­ing founded on the prin­ci­pal moral cat­e­gories that stem from the be­lief in One
God.
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   Ac­cord­ing to Basil the Great, only few an­cient philoso­phers were able to lay a proper
ground­work for the true teach­ing on moral­ity. In this re­spect, the saint es­pe­cially points out
Plato and Dio­genes, say­ing that these two Greek philoso­phers even suc­ceeded in pro­vid­ing a
the­o­ret­i­cal ba­sis for as­ceti­cism, which, how­ever, they un­der­stood within the con­fines of the
Hel­lenic spirit.

 
   A bril­liant con­nois­seur of clas­si­cal cul­ture, Basil the Great de­duced from its philo­soph­i­cal
achieve­ments the propo­si­tions of the nascent Chris­tian phi­los­o­phy. In his hom­i­lies on the
cre­ation of the world, called the “Hex­ae­meron,” he points out the lim­i­ta­tions of the Greek
an­cient thought, which de­duced the ori­gin of mat­ter from mat­ter it­self (this is what Thales
and Anaxago­ras taught).

 
   At the heart of ex­is­tence, says Basil the Great, is the Will of God. Mat­ter is not eter­nal;
only the Ab­so­lute Ex­is­tence, God, can be eter­nal.

 
   A great man of prayer and an au­thor of the liturgy, a teacher of moral­ity and a deep
thinker and the­olo­gian, a soli­tary and a bishop, Basil the Great showed a keen in­ter­est in the
is­sues of the study of na­ture, pay­ing con­sid­er­able at­ten­tion to them. The de­scrip­tions of the
plant and an­i­mal world in his works at­test to his en­cy­clo­pe­dic knowl­edge of the nat­u­ral
sci­ences. Some of the ques­tions he raised, e.g., re­lated to the realm of bi­ol­ogy, still have not
been an­swered by sci­ence. From the ex­am­ple of Basil the Great, we can see that the Church
was not merely in­clined to think about the world and na­ture in purely po­etic terms, but
also en­cour­aged their study as an im­por­tant el­e­ment in shap­ing the Chris­tian
world­view.

 
   An­other rep­re­sen­ta­tive of the Church who played an im­por­tant role in the de­vel­op­ment of
Chris­tian phi­los­o­phy and the­ol­ogy was Basil’s brother, Gre­gory of Nyssa.

   
 

   2.5.2    Gre­gory of Nyssa (c.335–c.395)

Gre­gory, who was born in Cap­pado­cia, in the city of Cae­sarea, was Basil’s younger brother.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
He used to re­fer to Basil and his sis­ter Mac­rina as his men­tors. Hav­ing re­ceived a good
clas­si­cal ed­u­ca­tion, he taught rhetoric in Athens. Even­tu­ally, un­der the in­flu­ence of Gre­gory
Nazianzen, he de­cided to de­vote him­self to the Chris­tian min­istry. At the re­quest of Basil,
Gre­gory served as a priest in his dio­cese of Cap­pado­cia, and later was or­dained a bishop,
tak­ing up the va­cant see of Nyssa in 371. He ac­tively op­posed the Ar­i­ans, which re­sulted in
his re­moval from his bish­opric by Em­peror Valens. In 378, he was able to re­sume his
epis­co­pal min­istry and helped to es­tab­lish churches in Pales­tine and Ara­bia. Dur­ing
that time, he con­tin­ued to af­firm Or­tho­dox the­o­log­i­cal views: it is known that at
the Coun­cil of Con­stantino­ple in 381, Gre­gory de­fended the Nicene Creed against
Apol­li­naris of Laodicea, who was in­sist­ing on in­com­plete­ness of Christ’s hu­man
na­ture.

 
   The ac­com­plish­ments of Gre­gory of Nyssa as a pub­lic and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal fig­ure can hardly
be re­garded as par­tic­u­larly out­stand­ing. In this, he was eclipsed by his brother. On
the other hand, be­ing a bril­liant philoso­pher and the­olo­gian, Gre­gory of Nyssa
made a truly re­mark­able con­tri­bu­tion to the de­vel­op­ment of Chris­tian thought.
He ex­panded the Church’s teach­ings on the res­ur­rec­tion, Di­vine grace, and the
Names of God. His Chris­to­log­i­cal de­vel­op­ments and his ex­po­si­tion of the doc­trine of
the Trin­ity are truly pro­found. He wrote on the top­ics of as­ceti­cism and mys­ti­cal
union with God. Like his brother, Gre­gory paid great at­ten­tion to the meta­phys­i­cal
ques­tions about the struc­ture of the world and the cre­ation of the Uni­verse by God. The
world, ac­cord­ing to his views, is sen­tient, and man is an em­bod­i­ment of rea­son in
na­ture. Hu­man thoughts and mind be­come in­car­nate in words, the archetype of
which is the Lo­gos—the Word of God. The world is be­ing cre­ated by the will of the
Lo­gos.

 
   Speak­ing of evil and its ori­gins, Gre­gory re­fuses to af­ford it with its own in­trin­sic
on­to­log­i­cal sta­tus. Evil ap­pears where good is ab­sent. At the same time, evil is not sim­ply a
de­nial of good but is born in­side a per­son. Yet God is the only Cre­ator of all things. How,
then, could God have par­tic­i­pated in the emer­gence of evil in hu­man na­ture? Ac­cord­ing to
Gre­gory, “The only thing which is es­sen­tially de­graded is moral evil… whereas the or­derly
process of Na­ture, ar­ranged as it has been by the Di­vine will and law, is be­yond the reach of
any mis­rep­re­sen­ta­tion on the score of wicked­ness.”[115] It all comes down to the con­flict
be­tween the flesh and the spirit of man. Only the spirit can com­pre­hend Di­vine
Love, whereas the body is lim­ited. That’s why the sal­va­tion of man could only be
ac­com­plished by Christ, who united in Him­self the Di­vin­ity and Man­hood, the flesh and the
Spirit.

 
   Gre­gory of Nyssa, Basil the Great, and Gre­gory of Nazianzus are the three great fig­ures of
the Church, col­lec­tively known as the “Cap­pado­cian Fa­thers” in the Chris­tian tra­di­tion. They
laid the foun­da­tions of the the­ol­ogy of the East­ern Church, be­ing at the same time the
il­lus­tri­ous ex­po­nents of the ideas of one of the two the­o­log­i­cal schools of that time, namely,
the Alexan­drian school.

   
 

   2.5.3    Alexan­drian school

The teach­ers of this school had Hel­lenis­tic Jew­ish the­olo­gians, philoso­phers, and writ­ers of
Alexan­dria—the largest cen­ter of the Jew­ish Di­as­pora—as their pre­de­ces­sors. The Jew­ish
philoso­pher Aris­to­b­u­lus (2nd cen­tury BC)—one of the early rep­re­sen­ta­tives of this
trend—adopted, along with his fol­low­ers, the al­le­gor­i­cal method of in­ter­pret­ing an­cient texts,
first de­vel­oped by the Greek philoso­phers. The most pro­lific and in­flu­en­tial Jew­ish
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
the­olo­gian of the Alexan­drian school was Philo of Alexan­dria, who lived in the 1st
cen­tury.

 
   The Chris­tian school of Alexan­dria grew out of the cat­e­chet­i­cal school of Alexan­dria, which
was headed by the out­stand­ing the­olo­gian Clement of Alexan­dria (c.150–215). In his
apolo­getic writ­ings, Clement be­came the first to jus­tify the prac­tice of as­sim­i­la­tion of the
el­e­ments of clas­si­cal cul­ture, in par­tic­u­lar phi­los­o­phy, by Chris­tian­ity. His suc­ces­sor, Ori­gen,
who would later be re­garded as a teacher of the Church, be­came an­other lead­ing fig­ure of the
Alexan­drian school. His legacy in the ar­eas of the­ol­ogy and bib­li­cal philol­ogy proved
in­valu­able to Chris­tian­ity. He ap­plied the al­le­gor­i­cal method of bib­li­cal in­ter­pre­ta­tion with
ex­cep­tional con­sis­tency. Al­though the Church later con­demned some of Ori­gen’s views, his
in­flu­ence on the the­olo­gians of the an­cient Church was enor­mous. Not only the
“Cap­pado­cian Fa­thers” were among his fol­low­ers; the great West­ern the­olo­gians St. Am­brose
of Mi­lan, St. Au­gus­tine, and St. Jerome, too, greatly ben­e­fited from his work. Yet it was Cyril
of Alexan­dria (c.376–444) who be­came the most prom­i­nent rep­re­sen­ta­tive of Alexan­drian
the­ol­ogy.

 
   The rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the Alexan­drian school in­sis­tently em­pha­sized the unity of the
per­son of Christ, the in­sep­a­ra­bil­ity in Him of the two na­tures, the Di­vine and the hu­man. At
the same time, the Alexan­drian the­olo­gians did not mix up the two na­tures in Christ. For
Cyril of Alexan­dria, the God Lo­gos, the pre-ex­ist­ing Je­sus Christ, re­mained un­changed
af­ter His in­car­na­tion. He as­sumed hu­man na­ture to Him­self with­out al­ter­ing His
God­head.

 
   The un­der­stand­ing of this prob­lem was made dif­fi­cult by the fact that the the­o­log­i­cal
lan­guage of Chris­tian­ity had not yet been suf­fi­ciently de­vel­oped. In ad­di­tion, the com­plex­ity
of the ques­tion it­self about the union of the two na­tures in the God-Man pre­vented a
straight­for­ward yet pre­cise for­mu­la­tion. Still, the de­sire of the Alexan­drian the­olo­gians to
af­firm the unity of the per­son­hood of Christ some­times led to ob­scur­ing the dif­fer­ences
be­tween the three per­sons, or hy­postases, of the One God—the Fa­ther, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit. The credit for the de­vel­op­ment of the doc­trine of the Trin­ity, as, first of all, of the three
hy­postases of the God­head with­out mix­ing, goes pri­mar­ily to the the­olo­gians of the
An­ti­ochian school.

   
 

   2.5.4    An­ti­ochian school

The An­ti­ochian school emerged some­what later than the Alexan­drian school. In con­trast to
the lat­ter, the the­olo­gians of the An­ti­ochian school in­sisted on a lit­eral and his­tor­i­cal
in­ter­pre­ta­tion of the Holy Scrip­tures. As for the doc­trine of the Trin­ity, the pe­cu­liar­i­ties of the
ex­po­si­tion of dog­mas by the An­ti­ochi­ans can be il­lus­trated by the ex­am­ple of the
“Cat­e­chet­i­cal Lec­tures” by Cyril of Jerusalem (c.315–386), one of the early writ­ers of this
school.

 
   Cyril based his views on the Nicene Creed and ex­pounded Chris­tian dogma
clearly, vividly, and sim­ply. He knew the Scrip­tures well but did not overuse their
quo­ta­tions.

 
   God, ac­cord­ing to Cyril, is in all things, but at the same time, be­ing the Cre­ator, He is
out­side the world. In or­der to save peo­ple, God came to be in­car­nate in Christ, be­com­ing a
real, com­plete, and per­fect Man. God saved the world and will judge it at the end of time.
How­ever, the forces of the An­tichrist are present in the world, and these forces will fight
against the King­dom of God un­til the end of his­tory, when they will suf­fer a fi­nal
de­feat.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Other rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the An­ti­ochian school in­clude Diodorus of Tar­sus, Theodoret of
Cyrus, and Theodore of Mop­sues­tia. All of them be­lieved in the full­ness of Christ’s hu­man­ity,
plac­ing a spe­cial em­pha­sis on the il­le­git­i­macy of mix­ing up His two na­tures. The the­ol­ogy of
Clement of Alexan­dria, who stressed the in­sep­a­ra­bil­ity of the Di­vine and hu­man na­tures in
Christ, was some­times met with doubt among the the­olo­gians of An­ti­och. They saw in
Clement’s ideas an at­tempt to ob­scure the hu­man­ity of Christ. The An­ti­ochi­ans, in turn,
would be ac­cused of be­lit­tling the Di­vine na­ture of the Sav­ior, at­tempt­ing to por­tray Him only
as a man.

 
   In this man­ner, through the joint ef­forts by the Alexan­drian, An­ti­ochian, and other
schools, amidst the heated de­bates of great the­olo­gians, the early Pa­tris­tic pe­riod—the
“golden age” of Chris­tian the­ol­ogy—was draw­ing to a close. It would fall to St. Au­gus­tine in
the West and the Chris­to­log­i­cal Coun­cils in the East to draw some con­clu­sions about that
pe­riod and out­line new the­o­log­i­cal de­vel­op­ments.

   
 

   2.6    At the turn of ages



   2.6.1    Fall of the West­ern Ro­man Em­pire

The Ro­man Em­pire was on the brink of de­struc­tion. The Em­peror Theo­do­sius man­aged to
de­lay the on­slaught of the bar­bar­ians but by a short time. Fol­low­ing his death in 395 and the
fi­nal di­vi­sion of the em­pire into the West­ern and East­ern parts, all fur­ther re­sis­tance to the
bar­bar­ians be­came fu­tile. The rulers of Rome, sens­ing the grow­ing power of the peo­ples
un­der their con­trol, be­gan to look to them for sup­port. The Ger­mans and the Gauls made up
the bulk of the army. Yet it was not so much an ex­ter­nal in­va­sion that threat­ened
a col­lapse of the once-mighty em­pire but, rather, the pre­mo­ni­tion of an in­ter­nal
catas­tro­phe.
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   “As for the way of life among the Goths and Van­dals,” the pres­byter Sal­vian of Mar­seille
wrote in the 5th cen­tury, “in what sin­gle re­spect can we con­sider our­selves su­pe­rior to them
or even wor­thy of com­par­i­son?”[116] Al­ready, John Chrysos­tom no­ticed the dark
clouds hang­ing over the Eter­nal City, which were ripe to burst into a thun­der­storm.
Ac­cord­ing to the unan­i­mous tes­ti­mony of con­tem­po­raries, the spir­i­tual level of the
em­pire’s in­hab­i­tants was ex­tremely low. Mass athe­ism went hand in hand with wild
su­per­sti­tions. Whereas the new Chris­tian art was still in its in­fancy, the clas­si­cal art was
rapidly de­gen­er­at­ing, tak­ing on, for the most part, the most prim­i­tive and taste­less
forms.

 
   Rome’s streets were oc­cu­pied by thou­sands of idlers who lived off free hand­outs or
spend their en­tire days at cir­cus games. The crowd’s in­creas­ing thirst for bloody
spec­ta­cles be­spoke a com­plete cul­tural col­lapse and the grow­ing sav­agery among the
pop­u­la­tion. Thus, one day, the crowd lynched a monk who tried to stop a bru­tal glad­i­a­tor
fight.70 

 
   The army was in de­cline as the Ro­mans used to ig­nore mil­i­tary con­scrip­tion. Peas­ants
and even slaves be­gan to be re­cruited, which in turn led to a drop in agri­cul­tural
pro­duc­tion.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Alaric’s troops stormed and took Rome in 410: for the first time in cen­turies, for­eign­ers
en­tered the Eter­nal City as con­querors. The fall of the mighty em­pire was caused by
eco­nomic, so­cial, and cul­tural fac­tors. The world was en­ter­ing a new phase of its
de­vel­op­ment—feu­dal­ism, and there was not a sphere of life that would not un­dergo a dras­tic
dis­man­tling. Hav­ing seized vast ter­ri­to­ries and en­slaved the peo­ples who in­hab­ited them, the
em­pire be­came a hostage of its own might. The Ro­man Em­pire was an ex­am­ple of the most
am­bi­tious and ul­ti­mately un­suc­cess­ful at­tempt to unite peo­ple of dif­fer­ent cul­tures and
re­li­gious be­liefs. Rome sought to achieve unity by adopt­ing a com­mon re­li­gion, Chris­tian­ity,
which was sup­posed to equal­ize the na­tions and unite all in Christ. How­ever, this
hope did not come to fruition: Rome proved to be un­pre­pared for true Chris­tian­ity,
hav­ing em­braced it only out­wardly. The spirit of the true Church did not im­bue the
ma­jor­ity of Ro­man lead­ers ei­ther, who re­mained cap­tive to their old habits and
ideas.

 
   And yet the seeds of Chris­tian cul­ture al­ready sprouted, and this gave the pa­gans a
rea­son to ac­cuse the Church and blame Chris­tian­ity for ex­pe­dit­ing the de­struc­tion of Rome.
The gen­eral de­cline in the coun­try, which had re­cently be­come Chris­tian, too, caused only
bit­ter­ness and be­wil­der­ment among the Chris­tians of the West. They were seized by doubt
about the cor­rect­ness of their path. St. Jerome wept when the news of the city’s demise
reached him; many saw in the catas­tro­phe the ret­ri­bu­tion of his­tory, the smit­ing hand of
God. It was only in 426 that the fa­mous book “The City of God” came out, writ­ten by the
bishop of Hippo, Au­gus­tine, which ex­plained the tragic events to the Chris­tian
world.
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   2.6.2    Au­gus­tine of Hippo (354–430)

St. Au­gus­tine is one of the most sig­nif­i­cant fig­ures in the his­tory of Chris­tian­ity. He was
ex­actly the type of per­son of whom they say, “the soul of the age.” He left an in­deli­ble
mark on all fur­ther de­vel­op­ment of the cul­ture and the Church, both in the West
and in the East. The path that led him to Christ was both unique and worth­while.
Pos­sess­ing the enor­mous tal­ents of a writer and a psy­chol­o­gist, Au­gus­tine was
able to an­a­lyze his spir­i­tual quest, re­flect­ing it in his im­mor­tal works that would
be­come mas­ter­pieces of world lit­er­a­ture. Among his writ­ings, “The Con­fes­sions”
stands out, in which the great teacher of the Church tells of his life’s jour­ney and
vo­ca­tion.

 
   The son of a pa­gan fa­ther and a Chris­tian mother, Au­gus­tine was born in Tha­gaste
(mod­ern Al­ge­ria) and re­ceived a good ed­u­ca­tion. As a young man, he went to the cap­i­tal of
North Africa, Carthage, where he in­dulged him­self in so­cial life. Soon, how­ever, this life bored
him, and Au­gus­tine be­gan to think more and more about the mean­ing of hu­man
ex­is­tence. Grad­u­ally, his un­con­scious de­sires de­vel­oped into a quest for hap­pi­ness and
har­mony (he was es­pe­cially in­flu­enced by the books of Ci­cero). Au­gus­tine came to the
con­clu­sion that only true wis­dom, or, more ex­actly, phi­los­o­phy, could give a per­son real
hap­pi­ness.

 
   In his spir­i­tual quest, Au­gus­tine also tried to turn to the Bible. How­ever, in the be­gin­ning,
he did not suc­ceed on that path of learn­ing. He stud­ied the Bible in a cir­cle of
Manichaeans—fol­low­ers of a very in­flu­en­tial re­li­gious teach­ing of that pe­riod, a mix­ture of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Ira­nian Zoroas­tri­an­ism with Chris­tian­ity and East­ern cults. A key fea­ture of Manichaeism
was its du­al­ism—the be­lief in two higher pow­ers that rule the world, eter­nally op­pos­ing one
an­other. To the Manichaeans, the God of the Old Tes­ta­ment was the evil power, and the God
of the New Tes­ta­ment was the good power. In ad­di­tion, Manichaeism saw true re­al­ity only in
the ma­te­rial phe­nom­ena of na­ture, spir­i­tu­al­iz­ing the sun, moon, plan­ets, and plants.
Es­sen­tially, de­void of gen­uine philo­soph­i­cal roots, it was most of­ten re­duced to crude
ma­te­ri­al­ism. It is not sur­pris­ing that, af­ter adopt­ing this no­tion for a pe­riod of time,
Au­gus­tine soon grew dis­il­lu­sioned with it: “But I, think­ing of [ma­te­rial] things, very
much en­snared and in a mea­sure sti­fled, was op­pressed by those masses; pant­ing
un­der which for the breath of Your Truth, I was not able to breathe it pure and
un­de­filed.”[117]

 
   As a teacher, Au­gus­tine soon moved from Carthage to Rome and, in 384, to Mi­lan. A
de­ci­sive trans­for­ma­tion took place in his life dur­ing that pe­riod.

 
   Struck by the ser­mons of Am­brose of Mi­lan, Au­gus­tine be­gan to re­al­ize the gulf that lay
be­tween Manichaeism and Chris­tian­ity. How­ever, he did not see suf­fi­cient rea­sons for him to
ac­cept the Church’s teach­ing on the In­car­na­tion. Only af­ter he be­came ac­quainted with the
teach­ings of Aris­to­tle, Plato, and the Neo­pla­tonic philoso­phers was he able to re­al­ize the
vast­ness of im­ma­te­rial ex­is­tence, in which the Di­vine mys­tery was be­ing re­vealed. The real
rev­e­la­tion for him, how­ever, was his read­ing of the epis­tles of the Apos­tle Paul: Au­gus­tine
could sense how the Grace of God was at­tract­ing him, and how he was stub­bornly re­sist­ing
it. Grad­u­ally God, whom his heart had been yearn­ing for so long, be­came real to him
again.

 
   How­ever, giv­ing up his old habits proved to be dif­fi­cult. Pray­ing for his sal­va­tion,
Au­gus­tine se­cretly hoped that he would not be heard. Only fol­low­ing a se­vere in­ner strug­gle
was Au­gus­tine able to make up his mind. In 387, he was bap­tized by St. Am­brose, a year
later, he be­came a monk, and, two years later, he was or­dained a priest. Thus,
the Church of Christ re­ceived a thinker who would play a prom­i­nent role in her
his­tory.

 
   Au­gus­tine dis­tin­guished him­self in dif­fer­ent ar­eas. In 396, he took the epis­co­pal see of
Hippo, where he re­mained un­til his death. Au­gus­tine founded the first monastery in
La­tinized Africa and ac­tively preached Chris­tian­ity. He com­bined church min­istry with
lit­er­ary work.

 
   Au­gus­tine’s legacy con­sists of more than 100 writ­ings. Among them are polem­i­cal works
di­rected against the here­sies that were lit­er­ally tear­ing the Church apart, pri­mar­ily
Manichaeism, Do­natism, and Pela­gian­ism, as well as stub­bornly tena­cious Ro­man pa­gan­ism.
There are writ­ings on the ex­e­ge­sis of Holy Scrip­ture, dog­mat­ics, his­to­rios­o­phy, and Chris­tian
ethics. About 400 of his ser­mons, nu­mer­ous let­ters, and au­to­bi­o­graph­i­cal works have also
been pre­served. There is prac­ti­cally no sphere of Chris­tian life that was not pro­foundly
in­flu­enced by the ideas of Au­gus­tine. Nev­er­the­less, many re­searchers con­sider Au­gus­tine’s
teach­ing about the Church to be his most orig­i­nal and valu­able con­tri­bu­tion. Fol­low­ing the
cap­ture of Rome by Alaric, this teach­ing found its full re­al­iza­tion in the book “The City of
God.” Amidst the gen­eral chaos, de­spair, and con­fu­sion, Au­gus­tine’s words re­sounded as a
voice of hope. He de­ci­sively re­jected and de­rided the pa­gan view that Chris­tian­ity
helped to de­stroy Rome; in­deed, the world had known so­cial up­heavals long be­fore
Christ.
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   Ac­cord­ing to Au­gus­tine, the fall of Rome once again had to demon­strate that the
“Earthly City” and ev­ery­thing con­nected with it is tran­si­tory. Only the City of God
can­not be de­stroyed. What is this City of God? It is a uni­ver­sal com­ing to­gether in
Christ—the King­dom of Heaven, pro­claimed by the Sav­ior. It has a twofold mean­ing: as
an ideal King­dom of the Spirit, and as the ul­ti­mate goal of his­tory. Since an­cient
times, the his­tory of mankind has been one of a strug­gle be­tween the two cities. The
hu­man city is full of self-love; it is the city of civ­i­liza­tion and ev­ery­thing earthly; the
City of God lives en­tirely in the light of Truth. In a dra­matic strug­gle, the City of
God over­comes the lim­i­ta­tions of the Earthly City. The Church, an em­bod­i­ment of
the City of God, so­journs on the earth, trans­fig­ur­ing it, sanc­ti­fy­ing the Earthly
City.

 
   Au­gus­tine be­lieves that any dream of the Church as a com­plete, ideal Chris­tian so­ci­ety
will es­sen­tially re­main a dream. The for­ma­tion of the City is an ac­tual process, whose goal is
to pre­pare for the fu­ture King­dom. The full­ness of ex­is­tence can only be achieved once peo­ple
be­come free from the shack­les of their fallen hu­man na­ture. In the time of gen­eral de­spair,
Au­gus­tine showed that, with the com­ing of Christ, his­tory did not end, but, in­stead, a new
era be­gan. Thus, he gave hope to the Chris­tians of the West, while at the same time point­ing
out to the Church her great task.

   
 

   2.6.3    Coun­cils of Eph­esus and Chal­cedon

Au­gus­tine died in 430. The Church was go­ing through a deep cri­sis that co­in­cided with the
fi­nal phase of the his­tory of the an­cient world—the cri­sis dur­ing which the main doc­tri­nal
po­si­tions of the Church were con­sol­i­dated and for­mu­lated at the III and IV Ec­u­meni­cal
Coun­cils. The forms of church life in the East and West also took their shape dur­ing this
pe­riod.

 
   This pe­riod in the life of the Church is marked by a close re­la­tion­ship that ex­isted be­tween
the so­ciopo­lit­i­cal and re­li­gious spheres. In the crit­i­cal mo­ment of the bar­bar­ian in­va­sion, the
Church, ac­cord­ing to Am­brose of Mi­lan, “stands im­mov­able amid all the seas of the world….
The waves lash but do not shake [her].”[118] To main­tain such stead­fast­ness in the face of the
col­lapse of the em­pire, the church or­ga­ni­za­tion had to be­come a co­her­ent, tightly cen­tral­ized
hi­er­ar­chi­cal struc­ture. The frame­work of the Ro­man im­pe­rial gov­ern­ment served as a model
for such cen­tral­iza­tion.
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   Dur­ing the reign of the rather weak-willed Em­peror Theo­do­sius II the Cal­lig­ra­pher, the
Byzan­tine state was in ac­tu­al­ity run by his sis­ter Pul­cheria, an en­er­getic, in­tel­li­gent, and
deeply re­li­gious woman. Pul­cheria saw her main sup­port in the Church, which needed a
de­voted and strong-willed hi­er­arch as its head. Nesto­rius, who she thought met those
re­quire­ments, took over the pa­tri­ar­chal see of Byzan­tium in 428. He was one of
the most learned men of his time, de­ci­sive and elo­quent. As a new pa­tri­arch of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Con­stantino­ple, he dreamed of el­e­vat­ing his bish­opric to the level of the Ro­man
see.

 
   Soon, how­ever, the fig­ure of Nesto­rius be­came the cause of heated dog­matic de­bates. As a
stu­dent of the An­ti­ochian school, Nesto­rius said that the Blessed Vir­gin Mary could
not be right­fully called the Theotokos (“God-bearer”). He ar­gued that Mary, as a
hu­man be­ing, could not have pos­si­bly given birth to God, and there­fore it was
un­ac­cept­able to re­fer to Mary that way. Nev­er­the­less, the term “Theotokos” was
al­ready quite pop­u­lar among the peo­ple. It also re­ceived sup­port from the tra­di­tional
ri­vals of the An­ti­ochian school—the Alexan­drian the­olo­gians, and, above all, Cyril
of Alexan­dria. An ar­dent de­fender of the Or­tho­dox doc­trine, Cyril, known for his
un­com­pro­mis­ing at­ti­tude, some­times showed in­tol­er­ance and even ag­gres­sion to the opin­ions
of his op­po­nents. More­over, not de­void of am­bi­tion, he wanted to strengthen the
in­flu­ence of the Alexan­drian see at the ex­pense of Byzan­tium. The dis­pute over the
Theotokos marked the be­gin­ning of a broader con­tro­versy in­volv­ing var­i­ous dog­matic
points.

 
   Nesto­rius’ teach­ing was rec­og­nized as hereti­cal. Schol­ars still ar­gue about how much it
was in fact so. In re­al­ity, sig­nif­i­cant dif­fer­ences be­tween the dis­put­ing par­ties were the re­sult
of in­ac­cu­rate ter­mi­nol­ogy, and the dis­putes them­selves were largely caused by ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal
and po­lit­i­cal rea­sons. In any case, in the en­su­ing cen­turies, the at­ti­tude to­wards Nesto­rius
changed, and he was rec­og­nized as an hon­est and sin­cere Chris­tian thinker, even if mis­taken
in some of his views.

 
   By is­su­ing a se­ries of open let­ters against Nesto­rius, Cyril was able to en­list the sup­port of
Pope Ce­les­tine, and Em­peror Theo­do­sius II was forced to heed their joint state­ments. In 431,
in the Church of the Theotokos in Eph­esus, a Coun­cil was con­vened, which is called the III
Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil.

 
   The An­ti­ochian clergy, led by Bishop John, nat­u­rally wanted to ex­on­er­ate Nesto­rius, yet
the An­ti­ochi­ans did not man­age to ar­rive at the Coun­cil in time. Cyril has­tened
to open the coun­cil ses­sions with­out the east­ern bish­ops present. Not be­ing
par­tic­u­larly scrupu­lous in his means, Cyril did ev­ery­thing to en­sure that his line of
ar­gu­ment should pre­vail. Nesto­rius was de­posed. In Con­stantino­ple, John, the
bishop of An­ti­och, ap­pealed to the em­peror, com­plain­ing of the il­le­gal ac­tions of
Cyril and his sup­port­ers. As a re­sult, John called his own ri­val coun­cil, known as
Con­cil­i­ab­u­lum.71 
A ter­ri­ble com­mo­tion en­sued.
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   The dis­pute would have to be ar­bi­trated by the em­peror. Pul­cheria, how­ever, took Cyril’s
side. The city pop­u­la­tion, too, was on his side, and, as a re­sult, Nesto­rius’ re­moval from the
bishop’s throne was af­firmed. Nev­er­the­less, the east­ern Syr­ian prov­inces con­tin­ued to ad­here
to the teach­ings of Nesto­rius and cre­ated their own in­de­pen­dent churches. This gave the first
im­pe­tus to di­vi­sions within East­ern Chris­tian­ity.

 
   About twenty years passed, yet the in­ter­nal church strife did not sub­side. Dur­ing these
years, a new heresy—Mono­physitism—gained strength. Its pro­po­nents ac­knowl­edged
only one na­ture in Christ, the Di­vine, while deny­ing the full­ness of His hu­man
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
na­ture. They be­lieved that the Di­vine na­ture had sub­sumed the hu­man na­ture in
Him. At that time, the most in­flu­en­tial fig­ure in the Eu­ro­pean West was Pope Leo
the Great. Un­der the in­flu­ence of the pope, Em­peror Mar­cian is­sued an edict to
con­voke a Coun­cil in Chal­cedon in 451 to re­solve all dog­matic and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal
is­sues.
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   The sig­nif­i­cance of the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon, known as the IV Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil, is
truly enor­mous. It fi­nally af­firmed the the­o­log­i­cal for­mula that re­flected the unity of God and
Man in Christ. This unity was un­der­stood as a hy­po­static (in­di­vis­i­ble and in­con­fused)
union.

 
   It was at this Coun­cil, as we have pointed out ear­lier, that the Sym­bol of Faith (the
so-called Nicene-Con­stanti­nop­o­li­tan Creed), pro­fessed to this day by the Or­tho­dox Church,
was adopted. Nev­er­the­less, the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon had a neg­a­tive im­pact on the unity of
the East­ern Chris­tian world. Af­ter the al­ready men­tioned sep­a­ra­tion by the East­ern Syr­iac
“Nesto­rian” Church, the de­ci­sions of the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon would not be ac­cepted by the
Ar­me­nian, Syr­iac (Ja­co­bite), Egyp­tian (Cop­tic), Ethiopian, and In­dian Churches. These
churches be­came known as the non-Chal­cedo­nian Churches. Some of them have re­mained
in­flu­en­tial to this day, and of oth­ers—only a few com­mu­ni­ties re­main. The Byzan­tine and
Ro­man Churches, which adopted the de­ci­sion of the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon, called them­selves
Or­tho­dox, em­pha­siz­ing their com­mit­ment to the an­cient right (cor­rect) apos­tolic
teach­ing.

 
   Al­though this di­vi­sion would not have the same con­se­quences for the Chris­tian world as
the sub­se­quent Great Schism of 1054, the unity of the East­ern Church was, to a cer­tain
ex­tent, un­der­mined, which af­fected its fur­ther his­tor­i­cal path.

 
   Still, fol­low­ing a hard and in­tense strug­gle, full of bril­liant vic­to­ries and bit­ter
de­feats as­so­ci­ated with losses, the Church was able to re­tain the cen­tral thing—she
re­mained the bearer of the idea of God-Man­hood, called to trans­form the world. And
hu­man­ity had en­tered a new era, no less con­tro­ver­sial and tragic—the era of the Mid­dle
Ages.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   
 

   


Chap­ter 3
Mid­dle Ages



3.1

West­ern
Chris­tian­ity
in
the
early
Mid­dle
Ages

The Mid­dle Ages, i.e., the pe­riod from the fall of Rome to the Ref­or­ma­tion and the
Re­nais­sance (al­though schol­ars still ar­gue about the def­i­ni­tion of this con­cept and the
chrono­log­i­cal bound­aries of the Mid­dle Ages), is an ex­tremely rich and con­tro­ver­sial pe­riod in
the his­tory of Chris­tian­ity. Dur­ing this time, the East­ern and West­ern Churches
fi­nally be­came di­vided, choos­ing to ad­vance in­de­pen­dently of each other. In the
Mid­dle Ages, the struc­ture of church gov­ern­ment de­vel­oped and took shape, and the
prin­ci­ples and forms of in­ter­ac­tion be­tween church and state were es­tab­lished.
Ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ac­tiv­i­ties in all their as­pects re­ceived le­gal im­ple­men­ta­tion; church life
be­gan to be gov­erned by pre­cise rules. New eco­nomic and so­cial re­la­tions had a
strong im­pact on the cul­tural de­vel­op­ment of the coun­tries that had been part of
the for­mer Ro­man Em­pire. Vir­tu­ally all spheres of life—nat­u­ral sci­ences, po­etry,
phi­los­o­phy, art—ex­pe­ri­enced an un­prece­dented rise. The sec­u­lar and spir­i­tual
com­po­nents of the Mid­dle Ages, mu­tu­ally en­rich­ing each other, have left us with the
great­est cul­tural her­itage. It formed the ba­sis of our present civ­i­liza­tion, which
is com­monly re­ferred to as Chris­tian. How­ever, the de­vel­op­ment of the me­dieval
so­ci­ety was by no means un­am­biva­lent. Its Chris­tian form was of­ten merely ex­ter­nal,
dis­guis­ing a lack of Chris­tian essence un­der­neath. Thus, along with the great­est
achieve­ments of the Mid­dle Ages stand what can be de­scribed as none other than
rep­re­hen­si­ble and ab­hor­rent. In fact, the very world­view of the Mid­dle Ages (of­ten equated
with the true Chris­tian­ity by to­day’s fans of “an­tiq­uity”) was built on the false and
unchris­tian el­e­ments, which were sub­se­quently ab­sorbed by Eu­ro­pean cul­ture. To
com­pre­hend the main mal­ady of the me­dieval con­scious­ness, one might look for
an­swers in the lim­ited as­sim­i­la­tion of the Chris­tian prin­ci­ples by the Eu­ro­pean
na­tions.
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   3.1.1    Evan­ge­liza­tion of non-Chris­tian na­tions

By the be­gin­ning of the 5th cen­tury, no fewer than two mil­lion peo­ple must have al­ready been
con­verted to Chris­tian­ity. Rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the es­tab­lished first Chris­tian churches of
Rome, Con­stantino­ple, and Asia Mi­nor were sent to the most re­mote re­gions to take the
Gospel mes­sage to the peo­ples.

 
   Around 300 AD, the ruler of Ar­me­nia, Tiri­dates, was bap­tized and the New Tes­ta­ment was
trans­lated into Ar­me­nian. Ar­me­nia be­came the first state to of­fi­cially pro­claim it­self
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Chris­tian.
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   Un­der Con­stan­tine the Great, Chris­tian­ity spread to Ethiopia, Geor­gia, and even In­dia.
Nu­mer­ous Chris­tian com­mu­ni­ties be­gan to ap­pear in the west—in Italy and Carthage—and
in the south of Eu­rope. The Coun­cil of Elvira in 300–306 was at­tended by del­e­gates from
south­ern Eu­rope, par­tic­u­larly Spain. In the same 4th cen­tury, Chris­tian preach­ers be­gan
their ex­ten­sive work in north­ern Africa.

 
   The process of the Chris­tian­iza­tion of the British Isles and Cen­tral Eu­rope was
of par­tic­u­lar im­por­tance to the fate of the West­ern Church. It is known that
the Celtic bish­ops rep­re­sented Britain al­ready at the lo­cal Church Coun­cil of
314.72 
Even be­fore the in­va­sion of the west­ern Goths into the Ro­man Em­pire, mis­sion­ary work
be­gan among them. The mis­sion­ary out­reach is in­ex­tri­ca­bly linked with the name of the
Ar­ian Chris­tian Ul­fi­las (c.311–383), or­dained to the Gothic bish­opric, who trans­lated the Holy
Scrip­tures into Gothic. His min­istry was very suc­cess­ful in con­vert­ing Goths to Chris­tian­ity:
many of them were al­ready Chris­tians when they in­vaded Rome. Mar­tin of Tours (c.317–397)
worked hard to spread the Gospel among the Teu­tonic tribes. His mis­sion was es­pe­cially
im­por­tant for the West­ern Church, which was threat­ened by the raids of the mil­i­tant
Teu­tons. How­ever, the mis­sion of Mar­tin of Tours al­ready showed in­tol­er­ance, alien
to the spirit of the Gospel. Mar­tin or­ga­nized the monks sub­or­di­nate to him into
squads, which de­stroyed and burned pa­gan tem­ples. For cen­turies to come, Chris­tian
mis­sions would of­ten be ac­com­pa­nied by the prac­tice of bap­tism with “fire and
sword.”

 
   Just as re­veal­ing were the con­ver­sion and sub­se­quent acts of King Clo­vis (481–511), the
first Frank­ish king to be­come Chris­tian. Be­fore the bat­tle with the Ger­manic tribe of
Ale­manni, Clo­vis lost hope of get­ting help from his “na­tive” gods and called out to Christ: “If
You will grant me vic­tory over these en­e­mies, and I will know [Your] power… I will be­lieve in
You and be bap­tized in Your name.”[119] He won and in 496 con­verted to Chris­tian­ity un­der
the in­flu­ence of his wife and St. Remigius. Hence­forth, Clo­vis of­fered a dif­fer­ent
jus­ti­fi­ca­tion for his par­tic­i­pa­tion in in­ternecine fight­ing: for ex­am­ple, he moved
his forces against Alaric to al­legedly wage a war against Ar­i­an­ism. The re­sult of
mis­sion­ary work among the Franks, re­gard­less of the means of its ex­e­cu­tion, was
that al­most all Gaul (the ter­ri­tory of present-day France) en­tered the Chris­tian
Church.

 
   Irish monas­ter­ies played a unique role in the de­vel­op­ment of West­ern Chris­tian cul­ture. It
is be­lieved that Chris­tian­ity was brought to Ire­land by St. Patrick (c.389–461), who came
there from Britain at the age of 16. The in­hab­i­tants of Ire­land pro­fessed the re­li­gion of the
Druids—a com­plex con­glom­er­ate of pan­the­is­tic pa­gan ideas. From 432 to 461, Patrick
preached the Gospel among the Irish Celts and, de­spite the op­po­si­tion from the lo­cal pa­gan
priests, made Ire­land the back­bone of Celtic Chris­tian­ity. Later, Irish monks, as the most
trained and ed­u­cated, went to dif­fer­ent parts of the Eu­ro­pean con­ti­nent spread­ing the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Gospel. The Irish monas­ter­ies them­selves would be­come the pri­mary “book cen­ters” of the
early Mid­dle Ages in the West, where an­cient manuscripts were stored, copied, and
stud­ied.

   
 

   3.1.2    Dou­ble faith of the bar­bar­ians

Af­ter the fall of Rome, the Church faced the task of in­tro­duc­ing the bar­bar­ians to
Chris­tian­ity, bring­ing them to the true faith and uni­ver­sal unity. Here, too, the Church
en­coun­tered dif­fi­cul­ties.

 
   One of the is­sues was the fact that the bar­bar­ians who had al­ready con­verted to
Chris­tian­ity (for ex­am­ple, the Goths) were pre­dom­i­nantly Ar­i­ans. This hereti­cal teach­ing,
more ra­tio­nal­is­tic than Or­tho­doxy and, con­se­quently, more ac­ces­si­ble to the com­mon man,
be­came deep-rooted among the Goths, es­pe­cially given that their en­light­ener, Ul­fi­las, was an
Ar­ian.

 
   The cen­tral chal­lenge, how­ever, was that gen­uine ac­cep­tance of the Gospel Mes­sage
re­quired a re­birth of man, re­pen­tance, and moral pu­rifi­ca­tion. For ed­u­cated pa­gans, a small
mi­nor­ity of peo­ple, the search for re­li­gious and eth­i­cal foun­da­tions of life was some­thing
nat­u­ral. Many of them al­ready felt an acute con­tra­dic­tion be­tween the tra­di­tions of their
fa­thers and the true ideal. As a re­sult of their long spir­i­tual search, they would of­ten come to
the One God in Christ. Such reser­va­tions were alien to the bar­bar­ian world. The free chil­dren
of the forests—the Goths, the Lom­bards, the Franks, they did not rec­og­nize any rules or
re­stric­tions when it came to pur­su­ing their de­sires. “They ac­tu­ally think it tame and stupid to
ac­quire by the sweat of toil what they might win by their blood,”[120] Tac­i­tus wrote about the
early Ger­mans. Nat­u­rally, their prim­i­tive laws and sav­age morals were not con­ducive to
their eth­i­cal progress and un­der­stand­ing of the spirit and tasks of Chris­tian­ity.
Their con­cept of virtue was con­flated with that of power. Thus, the world­view of
bar­bar­ians was largely shaped by in­di­vid­u­al­ism and the rule of dom­i­nance by the
strong.

 
   As to the re­li­gious be­liefs of the bar­bar­ians, they were a mix­ture of crude pan­the­ism and
the most prim­i­tive pa­gan­ism. The an­cient Ger­mans be­lieved in the for­mi­da­ble god Wotan,
who trav­elled through forests ac­com­pa­nied by the Valkyries, the war­like maid­ens. An­other
god, the un­stop­pable Thor, thun­dered in the sky and sent rain to the earth. The life of the
gods, ac­cord­ing to the Ger­mans, was spent in bat­tles and or­gies. Peo­ple be­lieved that the
forests were in­hab­ited by gob­lins, elves, and witches, and that the houses were
haunted by kobolds. Sa­cred stones, trees, and groves were revered through­out
North­ern Eu­rope. The Ger­mans, who were close to na­ture, found it dif­fi­cult to part
with their be­lief in na­ture spir­its. Whereas the pan­theon of clas­si­cal an­tiq­uity had
dis­solved on its own, the Ger­manic deities re­mained en­trenched in the pop­u­lar
con­scious­ness.

 
   When con­vert­ing the pa­gan bar­bar­ians to Chris­tian­ity, the mis­sion­ar­ies were of­ten less
con­cerned with how pro­found that con­ver­sion ac­tu­ally was. In or­der to make quick progress,
they, ei­ther con­sciously or un­con­sciously, took the path of com­pro­mise. With­out dis­avow­ing
the pa­gan gods, they equated them with demons, who from now on would in­habit the
un­der­world. Thus, for mil­lions of newly con­verted “Chris­tians,” their prior pa­gan be­liefs did
not go away but in­stead were mod­i­fied. De­monology be­gan to de­velop rapidly, where
demons were en­dowed with cer­tain cos­mic fea­tures char­ac­ter­is­tic of the old pa­gan
spir­its. In a sim­i­lar vein, many mi­nor deities qui­etly ac­quired the sta­tus of pa­tron
saints.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Ac­cord­ingly, the clergy be­gan to play the role of the pa­gan priest­hood. The early Chris­tian
un­der­stand­ing of the role of the pas­tor as a cel­e­brant be­fore God on be­half of the en­tire
con­gre­ga­tion, vested with the right to per­form the sacra­ments, gave way to the be­lief that
real com­mu­ni­ca­tion with God could only oc­cur via the priest. A spe­cial mag­i­cal
power be­gan to be at­trib­uted to priests. Such un­der­stand­ing of the role of clergy
could not but neg­a­tively af­fect their morals. The ma­jor­ity of clergy in the bar­bar­ian
coun­tries quickly be­came a kind of caste of sor­cer­ers, greedy and power-hun­gry
in­di­vid­u­als.

 
   Thus, the Chris­tian­iza­tion of Eu­rope pro­gressed not so much in depth as in breadth,
through a for­mal ad­di­tion of the pop­u­la­tion in the new lands to the Church. Cu­ri­ously, the
mis­sion of spread­ing Chris­tian­ity was car­ried out not only by the clergy but also by the newly
con­verted Chris­tians from the bar­bar­ians. As al­ready men­tioned, the role of “tak­ing
up one’s cross” in that mis­sion was of­ten re­placed with the sword. Nev­er­the­less,
the adop­tion of Chris­tian­ity, even in this form, was of great sig­nif­i­cance to the
bar­bar­ian peo­ples of Eu­rope. The same Clo­vis, al­though he imag­ined Christ to
be some­thing of a war­rior God, tried to change his pa­gan habits and tem­per his
cru­elty. Ac­cord­ing to the bishop Gre­gory of Tours, Clo­vis “made it known to all the
army that nei­ther there nor on the way should they spoil any­one or take any one’s
prop­erty.”[121]

 
   The Chris­tian­iza­tion of Eu­rope formed a sin­gle ba­sis, which would en­able a re­vival of
civ­i­liza­tion, which pre­vi­ously col­lapsed with the Ro­man Em­pire. Chris­tian­ity be­came the
re­li­gious and ide­o­log­i­cal foun­da­tion on which the new eco­nomic re­la­tions were built. Yet,
such Chris­tian­ity of a semi-pa­gan model, be­ing in fact a dou­ble faith, could not be­come the
driv­ing force for a gen­uine spir­i­tual and cul­tural re­vival.

 
   The clergy were be­com­ing in­creas­ingly sus­cep­ti­ble to sec­u­lar in­ter­ests and in­flu­ences.
Like the no­bil­ity of that pe­riod, they be­gan to spend time feast­ing, hunt­ing, and fight­ing wars.
The level of ed­u­ca­tion fell cat­a­stroph­i­cally among the clergy, while their greed and
de­bauch­ery flour­ished.

 
   The role of monas­ti­cism as a bearer of en­light­en­ment, as an in­sti­tu­tion alien to the world
and its temp­ta­tions, in­creased sig­nif­i­cantly dur­ing that pe­riod. Monas­ti­cism was called upon
to be­come a strong­hold of the Church in the harsh days of the early Mid­dle Ages. Back then,
how­ever, there was no com­mon un­der­stand­ing of the pur­pose and na­ture of the mis­sion of
monas­ti­cism. It was rather frag­mented and in­ca­pable of act­ing as a uni­fied force.
Monas­ti­cism needed a new Rule (char­ter) that would strictly reg­u­late all as­pects of its life and
clearly de­fine its place in the life of the Church and so­ci­ety. It fell to St. Bene­dict of Nur­sia to
cre­ate such a Rule.


 

3.1.3

St.
Bene­dict
of
Nur­sia
(c.480–c.543)
and
west­ern
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
monas­ti­cism

Monas­ti­cism was the main­stay of the Church in the East. Like­wise, through the ef­forts of
Bene­dict of the Ital­ian city of Nur­sia, monas­ti­cism be­gan to play a ma­jor role in the spir­i­tual
life of the West.
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St. Bene­dict of Nur­sia.

Minia­ture. 11 cen­tury.                                                                            
   
   While still very young, Bene­dict started to lead an as­cetic life. He lived in the sub­urbs of
Rome. By the age of 30, he be­came an ab­bot of a monastery. He fought res­o­lutely against the
abuses and sec­u­lar mores that had by then pen­e­trated be­hind the monastery walls. Yet the
monks were un­will­ing to give up their well-fed and com­fort­able way of life. Bene­dict had to
with­draw to the for­mer places of his as­cetic labors as a youth. Soon, peo­ple be­gan to flock to
the cave where the young soli­tary lived, ea­ger for spir­i­tual con­so­la­tion. Many of them de­cided
to set­tle near St. Bene­dict, at­tracted by the blessed at­mos­phere that sur­rounded the monk.
Thus, sev­eral new monas­ter­ies ap­peared. This, how­ever, did not hap­pen with­out in­trigues
against Bene­dict, and, around 520, he and sev­eral friends de­cided to move to the
moun­tain of Monte Cassino. There, he be­gan his ac­tive mis­sion­ary work and built a
monastery on the site of the for­mer Apollo tem­ple, where he lived un­til the end of his
days. In that monastery, he cre­ated his fa­mous “Rule of St. Bene­dict” for monas­tic
life.

 
   Like the East­ern as­cetics, Bene­dict taught that all monas­tics had to per­form man­ual
la­bor. “Idle­ness is the en­emy of the soul,” he said, “and there­fore the brethren ought to be
em­ployed in man­ual la­bor at cer­tain times, at oth­ers, in de­vout read­ing.”[122] Bene­dict
out­lined the two prin­ci­pal oc­cu­pa­tions of the monks: in ad­di­tion to phys­i­cal la­bor,
they had to en­gage in mis­sions and spir­i­tual ed­u­ca­tion, and, of course, strictly
ob­serve the hours of prayer. The Rule of St. Bene­dict was quite aus­tere, which
cor­re­sponded to the mis­sion of monas­ti­cism at the time. Thus, the monks had to
sleep clothed and with knives at the ready in or­der to re­pel a sud­den at­tack by
rob­bers. They had to wear the sim­plest cloth­ing, limit them­selves to a min­i­mum
amount of food. Only a few hours were al­lowed for sleep: at night, the monks served
long ser­vices. How­ever, the Rule of St. Bene­dict can not be con­sid­ered cruel or
in­hu­mane. It does not con­tain ex­ces­sive de­mands, typ­i­cal of early Chris­tian as­cetics,
rec­om­mends le­niency to weak brethren, and pre­scribes al­ter­nat­ing work with short
pe­ri­ods of rest. In the pref­ace to the Rule, St. Bene­dict writes: “We are about to
found a school of the Lord’s ser­vice, in which we hope to in­tro­duce noth­ing harsh or
bur­den­some.”

 
   Monas­ti­cism must be well or­ga­nized, con­sis­tent with its great re­spon­si­bil­ity and
its im­por­tant role in the Church. There­fore, St. Bene­dict de­vel­oped a hi­er­ar­chi­cal
struc­ture of monas­tic min­istry, with its strict and un­ques­tion­ing sub­or­di­na­tion of the
lower-rank­ing min­is­ters to their su­pe­ri­ors. Bene­dict was the first to in­tro­duce the
monas­tic vow, which, like the mil­i­tary oath, should con­fer greater re­spon­si­bil­ity
on those who em­bark on the nar­row path of serv­ing and re­nounc­ing the world.
Ac­cord­ing to the Rule, the ab­bot of the monastery must never abuse his power.
Or­di­nary monks could of­fer him ad­vice, which he was obliged to pay at­ten­tion
to.

 
   The Rule, de­vel­oped by St. Bene­dict, greatly strength­ened monas­ti­cism as the strong­hold
of the Church. It took a long time be­fore the monas­tic rules of St. Bene­dict had to be re­vised.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Yet to en­act fun­da­men­tal changes in the gen­eral life and prac­tices of the Church, pas­tors of
the high­est rank were needed, who could mea­sure up to the great and far-reach­ing
chal­lenges fac­ing the Chris­tians. Pope Gre­gory I, later called Gre­gory the Great by the
Church, be­came such a pas­tor.

   
 

   3.1.4    Gre­gory the Great (c.540–604)

Monas­ti­cism be­came the true cen­ter of church life, and it was pre­cisely from the monas­tic
en­vi­ron­ment that a young and tal­ented cleric emerged, who, un­der the name of Gre­gory I,
was des­tined to oc­cupy the Ro­man cathe­dra and be­come one of the great­est popes in the
his­tory of the Church.

 
   Gre­gory came from the pa­tri­cian fam­ily of the gens Ani­cia, re­ceived an ex­cel­lent
ed­u­ca­tion, and in his youth was the pre­fect of Rome. But from an early age, he was
yearn­ing for a con­tem­pla­tive and spir­i­tual life. As his bi­og­ra­pher puts it, “soon
quit­ting his sec­u­lar habit, he re­paired to a monastery,”[123] join­ing the Bene­dic­tine
or­der.

 
   Gre­gory’s tal­ents and as­cetic life at­tracted the at­ten­tion of Pope Pelag­ius II.
Gre­gory was sent to Byzan­tium for sev­eral years as a rep­re­sen­ta­tive of the see of
Rome. He bril­liantly man­aged his as­sign­ment: fight­ing here­sies and de­fend­ing the
in­ter­ests of Rome. How­ever, he truly felt at home only when, in his own words,
he “an­chored [at] the tran­quil shore of prayer, when­ever tossed by the cease­less
waves of sec­u­lar af­fairs.”[124] In 585, Gre­gory re­turned to Rome and be­came the
ab­bot of a monastery. When Pope Pelag­ius died in 590, the Sen­ate, the peo­ple,
and the clergy unan­i­mously el­e­vated the well-known ab­bot to the see of St. Pe­ter.
Gre­gory op­posed his own elec­tion as much as he could but even­tu­ally con­ceded
to peo­ple’s de­mands. This po­si­tion was a heavy bur­den for him to carry. Later,
Gre­gory re­marked with sad­ness: “For I used to strive daily to win my way out­side
the world, out­side the flesh to see in­cor­po­re­ally su­per­nal joys…. But, hav­ing been
sud­denly dashed by the whirl­wind, I have fallen into fears and tremors.”[125] In­deed,
the sit­u­a­tion was ex­tremely chal­leng­ing, for, as we know, the newly Chris­tian­ized
coun­tries were go­ing back to the dark­ness of pa­gan­ism and their spir­i­tual life and
ed­u­ca­tion were wan­ing. The Church in the East be­came in­creas­ingly sub­or­di­nate to the
Byzan­tine em­peror, while si­mul­ta­ne­ously grow­ing fur­ther from the Ger­man­ized
West.
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Me­dieval minia­ture.                                                                              
   
   Achiev­ing the unity of the Church, even if only on the out­side, be­came a top pri­or­ity.
Gre­gory re­al­ized that he could use his tal­ents to work to­wards this goal. Still, his po­lit­i­cal
po­si­tion was nowhere as ex­treme as those of most of his suc­ces­sors, and, as a
monk, he al­ways put spir­i­tual val­ues first. “Other popes,” the fa­mous me­dieval
his­to­rian Bede the Ven­er­a­ble wrote about him, “ap­plied them­selves to build­ing
churches or adorn­ing them with gold and sil­ver, but Gre­gory was wholly in­tent upon
gain­ing souls.”[123] A deep sense of per­sonal hu­mil­ity and kind­ness vir­tu­ally never
failed Gre­gory, and there was no pre­tense in the fact that he called him­self “the
ser­vant of the ser­vants of God”—Gre­gory truly felt called to serve his brethren in
Christ.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   How­ever, a deep long­ing for the unity of the Church did not pre­vent Gre­gory I from
de­fend­ing the pri­macy of his see. He saw the City of God as a united Church, some­thing he
in­tended to achieve by tra­di­tional meth­ods, by per­se­ver­ing in the tra­di­tions of the Ro­man
Em­pire. Nat­u­rally, in his eyes, Rome was the cen­ter and the head of the Chris­tian world.
And, there­fore, Gre­gory be­came gen­uinely in­dig­nant when the Byzan­tine pa­tri­arch John
be­gan to re­fer to him­self as an ec­u­meni­cal bishop. In a let­ter to Em­peror Mau­rice, he notes
with anger: “[Pe­ter] re­ceived the keys of the heav­enly king­dom, and yet he is not called the
uni­ver­sal apos­tle; while the most holy man, my fel­low priest John, at­tempts to be called
uni­ver­sal bishop!”[126] Thus, the strug­gle for pri­macy be­tween the sees of Con­stantino­ple
and Rome be­gan to man­i­fest it­self vis­i­bly, which would later lead to most un­for­tu­nate
con­se­quences.

 
   Gre­gory’s teach­ing on the priest­hood holds great im­por­tance for Chris­tian­ity. A priest, he
be­lieved, should live in two spheres, “in seek­ing high things he [should not] de­spise the weak
things of his neigh­bours.”[127] At the same time, a priest dif­fers from a lay­man only by his
readi­ness to de­vote his life to God with­out re­serve. “Let one who is still tied and bound with
earthly de­sires be­ware lest he ven­ture to as­sume a place of rule [and] an in­ter­ces­sor
[in the Church of God].”[128] Gre­gory al­to­gether re­jected a no­tion of any spe­cial
su­pe­ri­or­ity of a pas­tor over lay­men, “for man is by na­ture pre­ferred to the brute
beasts, but not to other men, one’s equal.”[129] How­ever, these most im­por­tant
guide­lines were not fully un­der­stood by the me­dieval Church: the pa­gan no­tions of a
cler­gy­man as a type of ma­gi­cian with a spe­cial con­nec­tion to God, which ex­isted among
the newly con­verted Chris­tians of the early Mid­dle Ages, have sur­vived to mod­ern
times.

 
   Apart from his uni­fy­ing mis­sion in the Church, Gre­gory the Great made a sig­nif­i­cant
con­tri­bu­tion to strength­en­ing monas­ti­cism. He is known for his mis­sion­ary ac­tiv­i­ties,
pri­mar­ily in Eng­land. He sup­ported re­forms in the Chris­tian liturgy and wrote a spir­i­tual and
moral guide for pas­tors.

 
   Not ev­ery­thing in the work of Gre­gory the Great can be re­garded as pos­i­tive. Re­sort­ing to
the help of the state in at­tempts to unite the Church, Pope Gre­gory greatly con­trib­uted to the
fu­ture con­sol­i­da­tion of sec­u­lar power in the Church, the trans­for­ma­tion of the pa­pal see
into a mil­i­tary and po­lit­i­cal force. Pro­claim­ing the equal­ity of priests and laity, he
si­mul­ta­ne­ously raised the clergy to an un­prece­dented height by his ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal re­forms,
es­sen­tially en­dow­ing them with sec­u­lar power. The short­com­ings of Gre­gory the Great
in­clude his dis­re­gard for art and the pre-Chris­tian philo­soph­i­cal and lit­er­ary her­itage.
Not­with­stand­ing, Pope Gre­gory re­mains one of the most prom­i­nent fig­ures of the
Church who left a sig­nif­i­cant mark on her his­tory. His works, more than those
of oth­ers, showed a blue­print for the fu­ture de­vel­op­ments of the Church in the
West.
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3.2.1

Cae­saropa­pism
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Mo­saic.

6th cen­tury.                                                                                     
   
While Rome was work­ing to unite cen­tral and north­ern Eu­rope un­der its spir­i­tual rule,
Byzan­tium sought to cre­ate the City of God in the East. The rulers of Byzan­tium saw
them­selves as true heirs of the Ro­man em­per­ors, and their state as a huge Chris­tian em­pire
built af­ter the Ro­man model. This as­pi­ra­tion ap­peared to have been fully re­al­ized dur­ing the
reign of Em­peror Jus­tinian (483–565).

 
   Hav­ing come to power in 527, this em­peror ruled the “sec­ond Rome” un­til his death. An
ex­tremely am­bi­tious, in­tel­li­gent, and ed­u­cated man, he went down in the his­tory of
Chris­tian­ity as a ruler who greatly in­flu­enced the fate of the Church.

 
   First of all, Jus­tinian con­sid­ered his first pri­or­ity to strengthen the mil­i­tary and po­lit­i­cal
power of Byzan­tium. Dur­ing his mil­i­tary cam­paigns, he con­quered the Van­dals and de­feated
the Os­tro­goths; the bar­bar­ians lost north­ern Africa and a large part of Spain. He suc­ceeded
in an­nex­ing the peo­ples of the Balkan Penin­sula to Byzan­tium. The bor­ders of Byzan­tium
be­gan to ap­proach those of the for­mer Ro­man Em­pire. In his edicts, Jus­tinian re­ferred to
him­self as a ruler of the Franks, the Ale­manni, and sim­i­lar ti­tles that em­pha­sized his claim
over Eu­rope.

 
   Jus­tinian was well aware of how im­por­tant church unity was for strength­en­ing
the im­pe­rial state. Al­ready as a co-em­peror of Byzan­tium, he res­o­lutely fought
the Mono­physites. For this pur­pose he es­tab­lished ties with Pope John, whom
he wel­comed with hon­ors in his cap­i­tal. In 544 AD, Jus­tinian is­sued an edict of
“The Three Chap­ters” di­rected against the Mono­physites. He also helped to re­fute
Nesto­ri­an­ism.

 
   In re­la­tion to the Church, Jus­tinian for­mally ob­served the prin­ci­ple of sym­pho­nia, which
pre­sup­poses an equal and friendly co­ex­is­tence of Church and state. But in fact, he was
com­plet­ing that enor­mous ed­i­fice of im­pe­rial ab­so­lutism, with the Church be­ing an es­sen­tial
part of it. Chris­tian­ity was im­por­tant to Jus­tinian mainly as a tool for strength­en­ing the
Byzan­tine po­lit­i­cal sys­tem. Ac­cord­ingly, the em­peror ar­ro­gated to him­self the right to freely
ap­point and re­move bish­ops, and in­tro­duce church laws that were con­ve­nient for him. In
other words, for Jus­tinian, the role of the Church was re­duced to serv­ing the state,
and this phe­nom­e­non in his­tory be­came known as cae­saropa­pism. The prin­ci­ple
of cae­saropa­pism was for­mal­ized in his fa­mous leg­isla­tive code known as “The
Codex of Jus­tinian”—a com­pre­hen­sive set of laws gov­ern­ing all as­pects of life of the
em­pire.

 
   Sin­cerely be­liev­ing that Chris­tian­ity and the Chris­tian state can be strength­ened through
the use of force, Jus­tinian stopped at noth­ing to achieve his ends. Two years af­ter his
ac­ces­sion to the throne, he or­dered the Uni­ver­sity in Athens to be closed. He for­bade the
Jews to read the Old Tes­ta­ment in He­brew. In his edicts, Jus­tinian de­clared that “those
who do not rightly wor­ship God shall also be de­prived of their earthly goods.”[130]
Jus­tinian is the au­thor of the in­fa­mous words about heretics: “It is enough to let them
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
live.”[131]

 
   This re­li­gious pol­icy of Jus­tinian, lit­tle in keep­ing with the Chris­tian spirit, some­times led
to the re­sults that he did not an­tic­i­pate. Thus, while mer­ci­lessly fight­ing against
heretics, the em­peror him­self came to be viewed by some as one—his edict “The Three
Chap­ters” led to a con­tention at the Coun­cil of Con­stantino­ple in 553. Jus­tinian
alien­ated many cler­gy­men in the East, who were lean­ing to­wards Mono­physitism, and
the pope in the West. This also caused a schism in the West, which lasted for 150
years.73 
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   The cae­saropa­pism, which first ap­peared dur­ing the ini­tial Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils, was
grad­u­ally gain­ing dom­i­nance in Byzan­tium. It ef­fec­tively par­a­lyzed the spir­i­tual power of the
Church, nearly de­priv­ing her of true so­cial sig­nif­i­cance. The Church be­came com­pletely
pre­oc­cu­pied with worldly af­fairs, ser­vic­ing the needs of the rulers of the state. As a re­sult,
faith in God and spir­i­tual life be­gan to ex­ist in iso­la­tion, fenced off by monas­tic walls. Sin­cere
Chris­tians, in­stead of sanc­ti­fy­ing the world, fled from it, as the first an­chorite monks once
had done. The sep­a­ra­tion of faith from so­cial life fur­ther de­te­ri­o­rated the moral state of
Byzan­tine so­ci­ety.

   
 

   3.2.2    Mores of the Byzan­tines

Byzan­tium claimed the right to be the suc­ces­sor of the Ro­man Em­pire and, in a sense,
achieved its goal, which was not only about bring­ing a huge ter­ri­tory un­der its con­trol. Like
the Ro­man em­peror, the Byzan­tine monarch had an un­lim­ited power. He stood above the law.
The in­hab­i­tants of the em­pire were called the “slaves of his majesty.” The hu­mil­i­at­ing
cer­e­monies of obei­sance paid to the Chris­tian em­peror were more be­fit­ting of the pa­gan kings
of Egypt who be­lieved them­selves to be the sons of gods. The despotic rule of some
em­per­ors re­sulted in a de­lib­er­ate pol­icy of ter­ror, which in turn de­mor­al­ized so­ci­ety
and con­trib­uted to the de­cline in morals. Peo­ple’s spir­i­tual as­pi­ra­tions were on
the wane. The in­hab­i­tants of Con­stantino­ple would spend their days at the cir­cus
arena where the op­pos­ing groups of fans pro­voked ri­ots and blood­shed. On the
hip­po­dromes, the spec­ta­tors were yelling fu­ri­ously: “Theotokos, grant us vic­tory!”
Con­jur­ers were hired to cast a spell on the horses of the op­pos­ing team. In the
cir­cus, mime artists de­picted the most ob­scene scenes, blas­phem­ing un­abashedly.
Drunk­en­ness and de­bauch­ery flour­ished in the city. Ter­ri­ble poverty co­ex­isted with the
ex­or­bi­tant lux­ury of the im­pe­rial no­bil­ity and the high clergy. The love for work
and the con­cern for the com­mu­nity in­ter­ests seemed to have dis­ap­peared from
the life of the com­mon­ers. More than once, dur­ing street brawls, the Byzan­tines
nearly burned their cap­i­tal to the ground. “The idle and in­di­gent mem­bers of the
pop­u­lace,” notes the Byzan­tine his­to­rian Leo the Dea­con, “used to turn to loot­ing
prop­erty and de­stroy­ing houses, and even some­times to mur­der­ing their fel­low
cit­i­zens.”[132]
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Em­press Theodora (c.500–548).

Sculp­ture. 6th cen­tury.                                                                           
   
   While clergy op­posed these in­dig­ni­ties, they did not find enough sup­port in the so­ci­ety. In
a strange way, the li­cen­tious­ness of so­ci­etal morals co­ex­isted with the ubiq­ui­tous
out­ward demon­stra­tion of piety. The pop­u­la­tion of Byzan­tium sang the Tris­a­gion
hymn74 
be­fore the start of the cir­cus per­for­mances and showed a re­mark­able in­ter­est in the­ol­ogy.
Thus, ac­cord­ing to the his­to­rian Agapius, the crowds of idlers in the bazaar and pubs would
gather to dis­pute about God and His essence. Ac­cord­ing to the witty re­mark of the Rus­sian
philoso­pher Vladimir Solovyov, “In Byzan­tium, there were more the­olo­gians than
Chris­tians.”[133]
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Draw­ing from a minia­ture. 13th cen­tury.                                                           
   
   The lack of the Church’s in­flu­ence on the so­ci­ety’s spir­i­tual life led to a moral de­cline of
the Byzan­tines. The in­evitable ret­ri­bu­tion was al­ready hang­ing over the Chris­tian world,
which pre­served the Di­vine Com­mand­ments but did not keep them. In 614, a sym­bolic event
took place, serv­ing as an omi­nous warn­ing: the Per­sians at­tacked Jerusalem and took the
Cross of Christ to their cap­i­tal as a tro­phy. But this was only a fore­shad­ow­ing of
more im­por­tant events that would later shake Byzan­tium and the en­tire Chris­tian
world.

 
   How­ever, the con­flict­ing na­ture of Byzan­tine-style Chris­tian­ity pro­duced not only neg­a­tive,
but also pos­i­tive out­comes. The won­der­ful fruits of East­ern Chris­tian­ity were ripen­ing within
the walls of the monas­ter­ies, which con­cen­trated all gen­uine spir­i­tual life of that
time.

   
 

   3.2.3    As­cetics of the East

The most char­ac­ter­is­tic and out­stand­ing rep­re­sen­ta­tive of Byzan­tine monas­ti­cism of that era
is John of the Lad­der (Cli­ma­cus) (579–649). His back­ground is not well known. From a rather
mea­ger bi­og­ra­phy of John, writ­ten by his con­tem­po­rary Daniel, we learn that he came to the
monastery in Sinai as a 16-year-old youth and was ton­sured al­ready at the age of 20.
Ap­par­ently, John, who re­ceived the nick­name “Scholas­tic,” pos­sessed great knowl­edge: his
works are full of ex­am­ples and im­ages bor­rowed from both lit­er­a­ture and prac­ti­cal life.
Ac­cord­ing to his bi­og­ra­pher, “for all his wide learn­ing, [John] taught heav­enly sim­plic­ity.”[134]
Many pre­dicted a great fu­ture for the young her­mit. Fol­low­ing a long pe­riod of
seclu­sion, he be­gan to give ad­vice and in­struc­tion to the sur­round­ing monks and soon
be­came the spir­i­tual leader of the monas­tic com­mu­nity. Even less in­for­ma­tion has
reached us about his life dur­ing this pe­riod. “He par­took of sleep,” says Daniel, “only
in such mea­sure as to pre­vent his mind from be­ing dis­tracted. Be­fore sleep, he
prayed much and wrote books. [When some be­came jeal­ous with his teach­ing,
he stopped in­struct­ing the monks. But, once asked,] he re­sumed his old rule of
life.”[135]

 
   His fa­mous book “The Lad­der of Par­adise”—a guide for monas­tics—brought John of the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Lad­der his great­est fame.

 
   John makes a sharp dis­tinc­tion be­tween monas­tic and sec­u­lar ethics. He es­sen­tially
ex­cludes monks from the life of mankind, call­ing their life “an­gelic and di­vine.” He hardly
ad­dresses any words of in­struc­tion to laity: in his opin­ion, it is suf­fi­cient for them to keep the
ba­sic moral prin­ci­ples. “Do all the good you can,” he ad­mon­ishes the laity, “do not speak
evil of any­one; do not steal from any­one; do not lie to any­one; do not be ar­ro­gant
to­wards any­one; do not hate any­one; be sure to go to church; be com­pas­sion­ate
to the needy… If you be­have in this way you will not be far from the King­dom of
Heaven.”[136]
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   The life of a Chris­tian monk is a dif­fer­ent mat­ter. God de­mands much more of him.
Re­fer­ring to the Gospel’s in­ci­dent with the rich young ruler, John says that, while it is enough
for a lay­man to keep the com­mand­ments, the as­cetic should “leave ev­ery­thing” and lead a
very spe­cial way of life, de­vot­ing it en­tirely to God. The first pri­or­ity for Cli­ma­cus is
to give in­struc­tion to as­cetic monks, who ought to “run from the world with­out
look­ing back.” How­ever, his “Lad­der of Par­adise” con­tains many lessons that are
ex­tremely im­por­tant and rel­e­vant to the en­tire Chris­tian world. Cli­ma­cus ex­plains that
Chris­tian obe­di­ence and “the cut­ting out of one’s own will” are not sub­servience to
peo­ple and God, but a great feat of curb­ing one’s ego­ism or self­ish­ness. It leads
to the at­tain­ment of Chris­tian love, which is un­der­stood as tran­scend­ing hu­man
lim­i­ta­tions.

 
   Cli­ma­cus refers to “the fear of God” or the love for God as an over­ar­ch­ing mind­set
nec­es­sary to ac­quire ho­li­ness be­fore God. This im­plies an im­par­tial and ob­jec­tive eval­u­a­tion
of one­self and the recog­ni­tion of one’s short­com­ings when con­fronted with the great­ness and
ho­li­ness of God. “As a ray of sun,” says John, “pass­ing through a crack, lights
ev­ery­thing in the house and shows up even the finest dust, so the fear of the Lord,
en­ter­ing a man’s heart, re­veals to him all his sins.”[137] The monk’s self-per­fec­tion,
ac­cord­ing to Cli­ma­cus, re­quires con­tin­u­ous spir­i­tual la­bor, over­com­ing his sin­ful­ness, a
grad­ual as­cent along the spir­i­tual “lad­der” to heaven—hence the name of his book
and the nam­ing of John of the Lad­der, which be­came es­tab­lished in the Church
Tra­di­tion.

 
   Close in spirit to John Cli­ma­cus was the Pales­tinian her­mit St. Barsanuphius the Great
(d.c.563), an Egyp­tian by birth. In his younger years, he lived in a large city, prob­a­bly
Alexan­dria. He re­ceived a de­cent ed­u­ca­tion, spoke sev­eral lan­guages, and knew the Bible
well.

 
   Hav­ing cho­sen the path of as­cetic and mys­ti­cal ex­ploits, Barsanuphius strove to re­nounce
ev­ery­thing earthly as much as pos­si­ble. Be­gin­ning in 540, he lived in com­plete iso­la­tion from
the out­side world. In a harsh strug­gle with his own pas­sions, liv­ing in aus­tere nat­u­ral
con­di­tions, Barsanuphius de­vel­oped an ex­tra­or­di­nary willpower. “If I write to you,” he once
com­mu­ni­cated to a brother, “about the temp­ta­tions that I have en­dured, nev­er­the­less I say to
you that your ears are not able to bear it, and nei­ther per­haps are the ears of any­one else in
this age.”[138]

 
   No­body was al­lowed near him ex­cept for one trusted per­son, through whom Barsanuphius
pro­vided spir­i­tual guid­ance to a large monas­tic com­mu­nity. His con­cern and love for his
brethren were so great that Barsanuphius prayed to God ei­ther to ac­cept them into His
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
King­dom or to de­stroy him in­stead. Al­though Barsanuphius never saw the faces of his
monks, he knew all the nu­ances of their spir­i­tual life, and in prayer, he took upon him­self the
weight of hu­man sins.

 
   The high­est goal of a monas­tic (and in­deed of ev­ery Chris­tian), ac­cord­ing to Barsanuphius,
is the at­tain­ment of the Spirit of God by means of in­ner per­fec­tion. It is the Spirit of God who
di­rects per­son to the true path.

 
   While it is pos­si­ble to per­form ac­tions that are not nor­mally pos­si­ble un­der the in­flu­ence
of hyp­no­sis or in a state of emo­tional up­heaval, peo­ple be­come ca­pa­ble of do­ing
su­per­nat­u­ral, ar­gued Barsanuphius, when they ac­quire the Spirit: they can per­ceive the
un­seen, heal the sick, and even raise the dead. Ac­cord­ing to him, any­one who
reaches such a spir­i­tual height re­turns to the Cre­ator and be­comes a “brother of
Je­sus.”[139] How­ever, this path is pre­pared, in Barsanuphius’ opin­ion, only for the
elect.

 
   Abba (fa­ther) Dorotheus (d.c.620), Bar­son­ophius’s dis­ci­ple who wrote down his teach­ings,
ded­i­cated him­self to so­cial min­istry more so than his teacher, not reck­on­ing it be­neath
him­self to at­tend to such “su­per­fi­cial” mat­ters. This con­cerned both his min­istry
(for ex­am­ple, he helped to set up a hos­pi­tal) and his lit­er­ary work: “Di­rec­tions on
the Spir­i­tual Life” by Dorotheus, pri­mar­ily ad­dressed to the laity, are de­void of
spe­cific monas­tic over­tones. Monas­tic life, ac­cord­ing to Dorotheus, is only one of
sev­eral paths to the Chris­tian per­fec­tion. Ac­cord­ing to his con­vic­tions, any­one—a
the­olo­gian, a scholar, a fighter for the faith, a bene­fac­tor, a mis­sion­ary, a preacher of
Chris­tian moral­ity, and, ul­ti­mately, any Chris­tian who wages a daily strug­gle for
the mas­tery of one’s spir­i­tual na­ture over the phys­i­cal—is wor­thy to be called an
as­cetic.

 
   As­ceti­cism, Abba Dorotheus be­lieves, in­volves the de­vel­op­ment of will as a tool for
main­tain­ing a per­son’s spir­i­tual essence. The first pre­req­ui­site of this essence, ac­cord­ing to
him, is con­science—the “nat­u­ral law” that al­lows us to dis­tin­guish be­tween good and
evil.
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   Like many as­cetics, Dorotheus con­sid­ered it nec­es­sary for peo­ple to re­al­ize the
in­evitabil­ity of pun­ish­ment for sin. But whereas the fear of ret­ri­bu­tion plays an im­por­tant
role dur­ing the early stages of spir­i­tual de­vel­op­ment, later on, as the per­son pro­gresses to
per­fec­tion, that fear dis­ap­pears. Dorotheus quotes the words of St. An­thony: “I no longer fear
God, but love him.”[140]

 
   The love for God and for one’s neigh­bor is an in­te­gral whole. This most im­por­tant point of
Chris­tian teach­ing is even more pro­nounced in Dorotheus than in his pre­de­ces­sors: “Let us
sup­pose that the world is a cir­cle and that God Him­self is the cen­ter; the radii are the lives of
peo­ple… When they come close to God, they in fact come close to their neigh­bor.”[141] In
pro­vid­ing these amaz­ing in­sights, Abba Dorotheus ap­proaches the po­si­tion of the au­thor of
the Are­opagitic writ­ings—an out­stand­ing philo­soph­i­cal and re­li­gious work of that
era.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   3.2.4    Pseudo-Diony­sius The Are­opagite (sec­ond half of the 5th cen­tury)

The best achieve­ments of Byzan­tine lit­er­ary and philo­soph­i­cal thought are em­bod­ied in
Cor­pus Are­opagiticum—works writ­ten un­der the name of the for­mer pa­gan Diony­sius, who
con­verted to Chris­tian­ity upon hear­ing the Apos­tle Paul preach in the Athe­nian Are­opa­gus,
and later be­came the first bishop of Athens.

 
   Judg­ing by the con­tent of the Cor­pus, it could not have been writ­ten ear­lier than the
sec­ond half of the 5th cen­tury. Al­most noth­ing is known about its real au­thor. There­fore,
in the sci­en­tific lit­er­a­ture, he is com­monly re­ferred to as Pseudo-Diony­sius the
Are­opagite.

 
   The main idea un­der­ly­ing the world­view of the Are­opagite is Unity and Har­mony
that is sus­tained by uni­ver­sal love—“the Di­vine Love, a good Pro­gres­sion of the
sur­pass­ing union, which knows nei­ther be­gin­ning nor end. It is like an ev­er­last­ing cir­cle…
whirling round… by rea­son of the Good, from the Good, and in the Good, and to the
Good.”[142]

 
   Man, in his lim­ited ex­is­tence, can and must par­take of that great “cir­cle of love”—the
Di­vine ex­is­tence. How­ever, there are di­verse ways of par­tak­ing of this ex­is­tence. The
Are­opagite iden­ti­fies three pos­si­ble path­ways.

 
   The first way is by know­ing the good­ness of God, which is sym­bol­i­cally re­flected in the
Holy Scrip­tures.

 
   The sec­ond way is through the study of the cre­ated world, which is im­printed with Di­vine
love. The love of God is em­bod­ied in beauty: “Mat­ter…, hav­ing had its be­gin­ning from the
Es­sen­tially Beau­ti­ful, has through­out [its] whole range some echoes of the in­tel­lec­tual
come­li­ness.”[143] Con­tin­u­ing to de­velop the core idea of Chris­tian­ity—the idea of
de­ifi­ca­tion75 
of the world and flesh—the Are­opagite be­lieves that mat­ter, as God’s cre­ation, is par­tic­i­pat­ing
in the cre­ation of good. Hence, ac­cord­ing to Diony­sius, it is un­ac­cept­able to ne­glect the
prob­lems of so­ci­ety, some­thing that con­tem­po­rary Byzan­tine Chris­tian­ity tended to
do.
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   The third way—the high­est and most dif­fi­cult—is the path of Chris­tian per­fec­tion or
“do­ing.” It re­quires a com­plete re­nun­ci­a­tion of one’s self and ev­ery­thing earthly. One must
give up one’s ma­te­rial sen­sa­tions and ideas. The laws of na­ture or even rea­son should no
longer be re­garded as the supreme guid­ing prin­ci­ple, for the High­est is in­ef­fa­ble. “To see
and know su­per-es­sen­tially the Su­per­essen­tial is to en­ter within the su­per-bright
gloom … through not see­ing and not know­ing,” says the Pseudo-Are­opagite.[144]
Only the per­son who has ac­quired com­plete “un­know­ing” can suc­ceed in know­ing
God, who then mys­te­ri­ously de­scends into his or her soul. Thus, for the first time,
Pseudo-Diony­sius be­gan to de­velop the theme of Chris­tian mys­ti­cism as such.
He also be­came the first to care­fully out­line the views of Chris­tian wor­ship as a
com­plex sys­tem of sym­bols and sa­cred rit­u­als, which ex­press the hid­den Di­vine
mys­ter­ies.

 
   The mys­ti­cism of the Are­opagite had a spe­cial sig­nif­i­cance in the life of the East­ern
Church. Its great pop­u­lar­ity was not only due to its deep philo­soph­i­cal foun­da­tion. It also
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
seemed to jus­tify the iso­la­tion of the re­li­gious and monas­tic-cen­tered life from the so­cial life
of Byzan­tium, while at the same time of­fer­ing the path of spir­i­tual as­cent—not only for the
in­di­vid­ual but also for the earthly Church as a whole.

 
   As a re­sult, the prac­tice of re­nounc­ing the world and the mys­ti­cal ex­pe­ri­enc­ing of the
Ab­so­lute, which had been pre­vi­ously an ex­clu­sive purview of the monks nearly un­known to
the com­mon Byzan­tine, be­came main­stream in the Byzan­tine Church. Its var­i­ous as­pects are
ex­pressed in the writ­ings that made up the Cor­pus Are­opagiticum: “On Di­vine Names,”
“Mys­tic The­ol­ogy,” “On the Heav­enly Hi­er­ar­chy” and some oth­ers. Their con­tent greatly
in­flu­enced me­dieval Chris­tian thought. Dur­ing the pe­riod of the strug­gle against
here­sies—Monothe­lism and Icon­o­clasm—ex­cerpts from the Cor­pus of the Are­opagite were
read out at the Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils. In the 8th, 9th, and the sub­se­quent cen­turies,
out­stand­ing Chris­tian thinkers drew their ideas from it: John of Dam­as­cus and Isaac the
Syr­ian in the East, and Anselm of Can­ter­bury, Bonaven­ture, and Thomas Aquinas in the
West.

   
 

   3.2.5    Church art of the Byzan­tine Em­pire

Church art right­fully oc­cu­pies one of the pre­mier places among the many re­mark­able
achieve­ments of Byzan­tine Chris­tian­ity. Fa­mous for its artis­tic mas­tery, the church art of
that pe­riod is im­bued with deep faith and sub­tle the­o­log­i­cal con­structs.
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   In 537, a solemn con­se­cra­tion of the Cathe­dral of Ha­gia Sophia took place in
Con­stantino­ple. The cre­ation of this mas­ter­piece of Byzan­tine ar­chi­tec­ture was a truly
sig­nif­i­cant page in the his­tory of the Church. Its grandiose ar­chi­tec­ture, bril­liantly
em­body­ing the idea of Chris­tian­ity, was like a hymn in stone to the glory of the Cre­ator.
Mar­velous mo­saics, an al­tar sparkling with gems, gi­ant arches as if hang­ing in the air,
sun rays pen­e­trat­ing through nu­mer­ous win­dows—all this makes the cathe­dral
the great­est tem­ple of God, which em­bod­ies all the splen­dor of East­ern Chris­tian
art.
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   St. Sophia Church made and con­tin­ues to make an ex­tra­or­di­nary im­pres­sion. No won­der
that glow­ing de­scrip­tions and odes were ded­i­cated to it. This was the place where Church
Coun­cils gath­ered, and the most solemn di­vine ser­vices were held. The Kievan princes would
be in­flu­enced by the grandeur and beauty of the Cathe­dral of St. Sophia dur­ing the pe­riod of
Rus’ con­ver­sion to Chris­tian­ity.

 
   In ad­di­tion to the mag­nif­i­cent mon­u­ments of church ar­chi­tec­ture, the Byzan­tine mas­ters
left us ex­am­ples of mo­saics of as­ton­ish­ing beauty, such as in the im­pe­rial palace in
Con­stantino­ple (5th–6th cen­turies) and the churches of San Vi­tale and Sant’ Apol­linare in
Ravenna (6th cen­tury). For all the rich­ness and va­ri­ety of col­ors, they are sur­pris­ingly
har­mo­nious. In the fres­coes in Ravenna, we see the holy women march­ing in a
pro­ces­sion, the ex­pres­sive fig­ures of for­mi­da­ble prophets hold­ing scrolls, Moses in
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
the form of a mighty young man among rugged cliffs, and the an­gels with low­ered
wings. Some­what elon­gated fig­ures against the golden back­ground, large thought­ful
eyes—their frozen poses give the char­ac­ters a spe­cial charm. The fig­ures are static,
yet the sense of the im­per­ish­able and the eter­nal is con­veyed with ex­tra­or­di­nary
force.

 
   One char­ac­ter­is­tic fea­ture of Byzan­tine art is its daz­zling lux­ury. The mas­ters used an
in­cred­i­ble amount of mar­ble, enamel, pre­cious stones, and gold in their works. At the early
stage of the de­vel­op­ment of Byzan­tine art, the op­u­lence of artis­tic works was com­bined with
the fine crafts­man­ship of their ex­e­cu­tion. Un­for­tu­nately, this trend later gave rise to
nu­mer­ous taste­less pieces, which were seem­ingly com­pet­ing with each other in the amount
of pre­cious metal spent on them.

 
   No less re­mark­able was the art of minia­ture paint­ing, which be­came wide­spread in the 6th
cen­tury. For ex­am­ple, in the minia­tures il­lus­trat­ing the man­u­script of Cos­mas In­di­copleustes
“Chris­tian To­pog­ra­phy,” we see light and el­e­gant fig­ures of saints and prophets, each
en­dowed with per­fect pro­por­tions and unique fea­tures.
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   The in­flu­ence of the art of Byzan­tium on the art of sub­se­quent cen­turies was enor­mous.
Its char­ac­ter­is­tics can be traced in the Cathe­dral of St. Mark in Venice, Aachen Cathe­dral in
Ger­many, the Cathe­dral of St. Sophia of Kiev, and nu­mer­ous works cre­ated by mas­ters of
other lands.

   
 

   3.3    Is­lam and the end of Chris­to­log­i­cal dis­putes

The deep cri­sis of Byzan­tine so­ci­ety had grave con­se­quences for its fu­ture. De­prived of
spir­i­tual sup­port, it de­cayed in all its spheres, and above all in the area that Byzan­tine
Chris­tian­ity sought to re­nounce with con­ster­na­tion and con­tempt—the so­ciopo­lit­i­cal sphere.
And it was here that the threat to Chris­tian­ity it­self arose. A new re­li­gion, Is­lam, born in the
Ara­bian ex­panses, quickly won many sup­port­ers and turned into the main op­po­nent of
Chris­ten­dom. The birth of Is­lam is in­ex­tri­ca­bly linked with the name of its founder—the Arab
prophet Muham­mad.
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   3.3.1    Muham­mad (c.570–632) and the ex­pan­sion of Is­lam

Muham­mad was born in the city of Mecca. In his youth, he was en­gaged in trade, and, hav­ing
mar­ried a rich widow, he was able to de­vote much of his time to con­tem­plate re­li­gion. Be­ing a
spir­i­tu­ally gifted and im­pres­sion­able man, Muham­mad had ex­pe­ri­enced sev­eral
vi­sions that be­came a di­vine rev­e­la­tion to him. How­ever, he re­sisted, for a long
time, the voice call­ing him and even con­tem­plated sui­cide. It was only in 610, at
the age of forty, that Muham­mad first ap­peared as a prophet in Mecca, where he
did not gain much pop­u­lar­ity at the time. His preach­ing had more suc­cess with
the pil­grims who came to Mecca from Med­ina. This in­creased the hos­til­ity of the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
lo­cal res­i­dents to Muham­mad, and in 622 he was forced to flee with his clos­est
com­pan­ions to Med­ina, where he headed a re­li­gious and po­lit­i­cal com­mu­nity. At first,
Muham­mad’s spir­i­tual thoughts were di­rected to­wards Jerusalem. The Jews of
the Di­as­pora who lived in Mecca also turned their eyes to that holy city, yet, af­ter
Muham­mad could not gain their sup­port, he trans­ferred the sta­tus of the holy city to
Mecca.

 
   Aim­ing to erad­i­cate pa­gan­ism in his na­tive city, Muham­mad, who by that point led
a large num­ber of sup­port­ers, de­clared a holy war (ji­had) on the in­hab­i­tants of
Mecca. Fol­low­ing nu­mer­ous bat­tles with vary­ing de­grees of suc­cess, Mecca was
fi­nally taken in 630. Muham­mad re­turned to Med­ina, where he died two years
later.
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   Be­ing fa­mil­iar with Ju­daism and Chris­tian­ity (in its Mono­physite form) from his young
age, Muham­mad com­bined the fun­da­men­tals of these re­li­gions in his teach­ing. In do­ing so,
he stripped Ju­daism of its in­her­ent na­tional color and ex­cluded the idea of the Trin­ity and
re­demp­tion by grace from Chris­tian­ity. Rec­og­niz­ing him­self as a mes­sen­ger and con­fi­dant of
God, he be­gan to preach the new re­li­gion of Is­lam. The duty of a per­son, ac­cord­ing to
Muham­mad, is to strive with all his might to ful­fill the Law of God, com­pletely obey­ing
it.

 
   Moral laws ap­peared to him as sim­ple and nat­u­ral re­straints on hu­man pas­sions.

 
   As the num­ber of his sup­port­ers grew, Muham­mad, a dom­i­neer­ing and pow­er­ful
per­son­al­ity, be­came in­creas­ingly im­bued with po­lit­i­cal goals and ob­jec­tives. He united
nu­mer­ous Arab tribes into a sin­gle peo­ple and set be­fore them the task of sub­ju­gat­ing the
world to the true re­li­gion of Is­lam. The Arabs, in­fin­itely loyal to their prophet, full of
en­thu­si­asm and en­ergy, quickly be­came for­mi­da­ble foes to their near­est neigh­bor,
Byzan­tium.

 
   At the court of Em­peror Her­a­clius, who ruled Byzan­tium at the time, the emer­gence of the
new force in Ara­bia was ini­tially wel­comed. The em­peror hoped that this would weaken the
po­si­tion of his main en­emy, the Per­sians. How­ever, al­ready in 633, the Arabs de­feated
Her­a­clius and took Dam­as­cus, and in 637, the troops of Caliph Omar were al­ready by the
walls of Jerusalem. The Pa­tri­arch of Jerusalem, Sophro­nius, agreed to the ca­pit­u­la­tion on the
con­di­tion of pre­serv­ing in­tact the holy sites as­so­ci­ated with the suf­fer­ing and death of Christ.
Yet, a few decades later, a shrine would be built on the site of the Tem­ple of Solomon,
called Qub­bat al-Sakhra, the “Dome of the Rock,” which has sur­vived to the present
day.

 
   In a short pe­riod, the Arabs con­quered An­ti­och, Egypt, de­feated their en­e­mies in Africa,
and took the is­lands of Cyprus and Rhodes. Fiercely re­sist­ing, the Byzan­tine Em­pire was
steadily shrink­ing and weak­en­ing year af­ter year.

   
 

   3.3.2    Monothe­litism and the fight against it. Lat­eran and VI Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils

The pop­u­la­tion of the east­ern Chris­tian prov­inces wel­comed the ar­rival of the Arabs. This was
ex­plained by the strong in­flu­ence of the Mono­physite heresy on the Chris­tians of Ar­me­nia,
Per­sia, Ara­bia, and neigh­bor­ing coun­tries, and the fact that some of the views of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Mono­physitism were close to those of Is­lam. The po­si­tion of Em­peror Her­a­clius
was des­per­ate, and that’s when the in­tel­li­gent and en­er­getic Pa­tri­arch Sergius of
Con­stantino­ple sug­gested that the em­peror should make a con­ces­sion to the east­ern
coun­tries and es­tab­lish a union with the Mono­physites who were preva­lent there.
In 638, Her­a­clius pub­lished the Ec­the­sis, “the state­ment of faith,” in which he
pro­posed for the Chris­tian world to rec­og­nize in Christ two na­tures, but one will, the
Di­vine one. Thus, the old Mono­physite heresy about one Di­vine na­ture in Christ
was over­come, but at the cost of the emer­gence of a new heresy, which was called
Monothe­litism.76 
The essence of the new heresy re­mained ba­si­cally the same: the Di­vine na­ture in Christ
sup­pressed the hu­man one. As a re­sult, the Church’s teach­ing about the God-Man­hood of
the Sav­ior was ren­dered pow­er­less. The new dog­matic propo­si­tions, de­signed to unite the
Chris­tian world in the face of the for­mi­da­ble Is­lam, pro­voked fierce con­tro­versy and bit­ter
re­sis­tance on the part of Or­tho­dox Chris­tians, but, by the bit­ter irony of fate, did noth­ing to
im­prove the po­lit­i­cal sit­u­a­tion of Byzan­tium.

 
   In 647, Pa­tri­arch Paul of Con­stantino­ple and Em­peror Con­stans II pre­pared an edict,
which, un­der the threat of the most se­vere pun­ish­ments, for­bade any the­o­log­i­cal dis­putes
about the will of Christ. In fact, this edict con­firmed the in­vi­o­la­bil­ity of the Monothe­lite
heresy.

 
   As a re­sult of the­o­log­i­cal con­ces­sions to heretics in the East, only small groups of the most
con­sis­tent and stead­fast Chris­tians found them­selves in the po­si­tion of de­fend­ers of
Or­tho­doxy. They were headed by a monk, the em­peror’s per­sonal sec­re­tary Max­imus, who
went down in the his­tory of the Church un­der the name of St. Max­imus the Con­fes­sor
(c.580–662). Pope Mar­tin I, an­other saintly bishop unswerv­ingly de­voted to the cause of the
Church, who oc­cu­pied the see of Rome from 649 to 655, would of­fer ar­dent sup­port to
Max­imus’ Or­tho­dox views.

 
   Af­ter many years of un­suc­cess­ful strug­gle, Max­imus left Byzan­tium in 680 for the West,
hop­ing to find sup­port in Rome. Pope Mar­tin I, re­al­iz­ing the se­ri­ous­ness of the sit­u­a­tion,
con­vened a Coun­cil in the Lat­eran, the ac­tual head of which be­came Max­imus the Con­fes­sor.
At the Coun­cil, the works of Pseudo-Diony­sius the Are­opagite were read out, in which
the idea of the sanc­ti­fi­ca­tion and sanc­tity of mat­ter and cre­ation was bril­liantly
jus­ti­fied—the idea of “de­ifi­ca­tion [by] grace, for the sake of which ev­ery­thing was brought
into be­ing and given ex­is­tence.”[145] This be­came one of the weighty ar­gu­ments
against the heretics who sought to de­mean the cre­ated na­ture of man by be­lit­tling
the hu­man will of Christ. Max­imus him­self em­phat­i­cally de­clared that “in Christ
there is one com­pos­ite hy­posta­sis re­al­ized from two na­tures … united with­out be­ing
com­pro­mised.”[146] As a re­sult, the Coun­cil mem­bers unan­i­mously re­jected the new
heresy.

 
   The de­ci­sions of the Lat­eran Coun­cil were re­garded as high trea­son in Byzan­tium. Sol­diers
were dis­patched to Rome, who broke into the cathe­dral, ar­rested Pope Mar­tin I and brought
him to Con­stantino­ple, from where he was ex­iled to Cher­son­e­sus, where he died in 655. St.
Max­imus was ex­iled to the harsh Scythia, where he “re­mained un­til the end of his days”
(d.662).

 
   It seemed that the re­solve of the de­fend­ers of the Or­tho­dox faith had been crushed: even
the popes of Rome, the suc­ces­sors of the coura­geous Mar­tin I, stopped protest­ing against the
the­o­log­i­cal in­no­va­tions. But in 668, Em­peror Con­stan­tine IV the Younger as­cended the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Byzan­tine throne. Not in­clined to Monothe­litism, he asked the pope to send a del­e­ga­tion to
Con­stantino­ple to dis­cuss and peace­fully re­solve the prob­lems that con­tin­ued to trou­ble the
Church, and later, in 680, an Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil was con­voked by the em­peror’s
man­i­festo.

 
   Fol­low­ing lengthy de­bates, the par­tic­i­pants of the Coun­cil fi­nally con­demned the
Monothe­lite heresy, hav­ing ac­knowl­edged the Sav­ior’s two na­tures and two wills, Di­vine and
hu­man. The Sixth Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil (680–681) put an end to the Chris­to­log­i­cal dis­putes,
which had been tear­ing the Church apart for sev­eral cen­turies. How­ever, the Church soon
had to go through an­other trial and over­come a new heresy, which had dif­fer­ent
roots.

   
 

   3.4    Chris­tians un­der Mus­lim rule

We al­ready know that a sig­nif­i­cant part of the Byzan­tine Em­pire in the 7th cen­tury, in­clud­ing
many spir­i­tual cen­ters of Chris­tian­ity, found them­selves in the ter­ri­tory cap­tured by the
Arabs. Grad­u­ally, the process of in­ter­min­gling of the Arab con­querors and the sub­ju­gated
peo­ples be­gan. As a re­sult, many res­i­dents of these coun­tries, who pro­fessed dif­fer­ent
re­li­gions, con­verted to Is­lam, while Is­lam also be­came in­flu­enced by an­cient tra­di­tions. Thus,
a mul­ti­fac­eted and rich Mus­lim cul­ture emerged, ab­sorb­ing the Byzan­tine-Chris­tian her­itage,
Per­sian spir­i­tu­al­ity, and Jew­ish re­li­gious thought. In turn, Arab cul­ture had a sig­nif­i­cant
im­pact on the spir­i­tual life of Asia, South­ern and East­ern Eu­rope. The most strik­ing ex­am­ple
of this in­flu­ence is the cul­ture of Spain in the 10th cen­tury dur­ing the Umayyad
dy­nasty.

 
   The in­ter­pen­e­tra­tion of cul­tures was largely en­abled by a fairly long pe­riod of re­li­gious
tol­er­ance, al­beit lim­ited, which the Mus­lims ini­tially prac­ticed in re­la­tion to the con­quered
peo­ples. The main re­li­gious groups of the oc­cu­pied ter­ri­to­ries of the Byzan­tine
Em­pire—Chris­tians and Jews—were al­lowed to wor­ship freely and at­tend their churches and
syn­a­gogues. It was dur­ing that pe­riod of Mus­lim rule that the cen­ters of Chris­tian cul­ture
were born and flour­ished, which would give the Church a con­stel­la­tion of re­mark­able
as­cetics, writ­ers, po­ets, and thinkers.
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   In Mesopotamia, that an­cient cen­ter of world cul­ture, the birth­place of Baby­lo­nian
re­li­gion, as­trol­ogy, Jew­ish mys­ti­cism—Kab­balah, and Syr­iac Gnos­ti­cism, an in­tense spir­i­tual
life, as in the time of Ephrem the Syr­ian, was once again in full swing. Tra­di­tional ori­en­tal
mys­ti­cism was com­bined there with a ten­dency to­wards ra­tio­nal­ism. The here­sies that had
not been over­come in the East—Nesto­ri­an­ism, Mono­physitism, and Monothe­litism—were all
guided by ra­tio­nal­is­tic con­structs, lean­ing to­wards the schemes that can be rea­soned out. It
is no co­in­ci­dence that the works of Aris­to­tle gained spe­cial pop­u­lar­ity in that area, the
ra­tio­nal­is­tic ba­sis of which was op­posed to Plato’s ide­al­ism. The works of Aris­to­tle be­gan to
be trans­lated into Ara­bic and com­mented on, which played an im­por­tant role in the
de­vel­op­ment of phi­los­o­phy and nat­u­ral sci­ence in the East. Thanks to the Latin trans­la­tions
of Aris­to­tle, the legacy of this great Greek thinker would in­flu­ence all sub­se­quent Eu­ro­pean
phi­los­o­phy.

 
   In Dam­as­cus, one of the largest Arab cen­ters, al­most the en­tire in­tel­lec­tual and artis­tic
elite con­sisted of Byzan­tine Chris­tians. Caliph Walid I, who ini­ti­ated the cre­ation of the first
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
sig­nif­i­cant works of Arab ar­chi­tec­ture, em­ployed the ser­vices of Chris­tian mas­ters. For
ex­am­ple, the Umayyad Mosque in Dam­as­cus, built by Walid, proves that Mus­lim art was
formed un­der the heavy in­flu­ence of Byzan­tine art. Thus, the dec­o­ra­tive de­sign of the mosque
does not yet have those in­tri­cate pat­terns (arabesques) that are so char­ac­ter­is­tic
of the sub­se­quent Is­lamic art; the colon­nade also has a pro­nounced Byzan­tine
style.

 
   Sim­i­larly, Chris­tian­ity in­flu­enced Is­lam in other spheres of life. For ex­am­ple, it is known
that the fi­nan­cial af­fairs of Walid I were man­aged by a cer­tain Greek, who was a de­vout
Chris­tian. His son, John, af­ter the death of his fa­ther, be­came the gov­er­nor of Dam­as­cus and
first min­is­ter of the Caliph.

 
   Such at­mos­phere of tol­er­ance con­trib­uted to the de­vel­op­ment of Chris­tian cul­ture, which
reached its hey­day at the time. This was most clearly man­i­fested in the works of two great
Chris­tian thinkers—Saints Isaac the Syr­ian and John of Dam­as­cus.

   
 

   3.4.1    Isaac the Syr­ian (d.c.700)

St. Isaac was born in Nin­eveh.77 
In his early youth, he with­drew to the monastery of Mar-Matthew with his brother. How­ever,
even the strict monas­tic life could not sat­isfy Isaac. De­spite the re­quests of his brother, who
be­came the ab­bot of that monastery, he set­tled as a recluse in the desert. When the
in­hab­i­tants of Nin­eveh learned about his as­cetic ex­ploits, they asked Isaac to be­come their
bishop—and he agreed. He was or­dained bishop by the head of the East Syr­ian Church,
which was then un­der the in­flu­ence of Nesto­ri­an­ism. Af­ter serv­ing as bishop for only five
months, Isaac left the see, ap­par­ently due to dog­matic dis­agree­ments with the Church
lead­er­ship. Isaac’s re­fusal to com­pro­mise on mat­ters of moral­ity also played a role in his
de­ci­sion. When he, re­fer­ring to the pre­cepts of Christ, tried to protest against the unchris­tian
life­style of his flock, he was told: “Leave your Gospel out of this!” Isaac with­drew first to the
moun­tains, and then to the monastery of Rab­ban Shabur. There he re­mained for the rest
of his life, even­tu­ally turn­ing blind from his schol­arly pur­suits and ex­haust­ing
fasts.

 
   At first, Isaac’s works, writ­ten in Syr­iac, went al­most un­no­ticed. Only later, the at­ten­tion
of the Chris­tian world was drawn to this re­mark­able as­cetic, philoso­pher, and mys­tic. His
writ­ings had a great in­flu­ence on the Chris­tian thought of both the East and the
West.

 
   Pos­sess­ing a sub­tle and im­pres­sion­able na­ture, Isaac de­vel­oped his in­ner world to such
an ex­tent that he was called “the pin­na­cle.” His vast ex­pe­ri­ence of self-ob­ser­va­tion and the
anal­y­sis of hid­den mech­a­nisms of hu­man con­scious­ness al­low us to view St. Isaac as a great
Chris­tian psy­chol­o­gist.

 
   St. Isaac con­sid­ered it pos­si­ble to dis­cuss spir­i­tual mat­ters only with those who have
al­ready gained a cer­tain level of spir­i­tual ex­pe­ri­ence, whose “soul has tasted the sweet­ness of
spir­i­tual works.”[147] In help­ing peo­ple in their quest for God, he de­vel­oped a spe­cial path of
knowl­edge of the higher worlds, in many ways rem­i­nis­cent of the path to know­ing the
Supreme Be­ing in East­ern re­li­gions. At the same time, he di­rectly linked the pos­si­bil­ity of
en­light­en­ment with Chris­tian ethics and deeds.

 
   Isaac the Syr­ian made a sig­nif­i­cant con­tri­bu­tion to the Chris­tian un­der­stand­ing of
the re­la­tion­ship be­tween rea­son and faith. St. Isaac showed all the fal­sity of the
“philoso­phers’ dis­cur­sive way of thought,” which can only ar­rive at ex­ter­nal and su­per­fi­cial
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
con­clu­sions.[148] He con­trasts “philo­soph­i­cal dis­course” with “spir­i­tual knowl­edge” based on
re­li­gious in­tu­ition. It is this type of knowl­edge that makes a per­son free and not bounded by
ma­te­rial laws. Though rea­son in its essence is the op­po­site of faith, it can nev­er­the­less lead
to this higher type of knowl­edge. Such “spir­i­tual knowl­edge,” ac­cord­ing to St. Isaac, is the
higher form of knowl­edge, which does not take com­pre­hend­ing ma­te­rial laws as its
goal.
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   Isaac is a res­o­lute pro­po­nent of the ab­so­lute supremacy of spirit over mat­ter. For him,
liv­ing in God and ac­quir­ing di­vine wis­dom is the only true and di­rect path of knowl­edge,
while the rest are ei­ther false or round­about. The true way con­sists in sim­plic­ity, faith, and
trust in God. Doubt, a char­ac­ter­is­tic and nec­es­sary fac­tor of sci­en­tific in­quiry, has no place
here: when a per­son ob­tains a “mea­sure of faith,” he feels the re­al­ity of the un­seen
world more so than the re­al­ity of his own self, and “there is noth­ing fur­ther that
keeps him from Christ.”[149] In its high­est phase of de­vel­op­ment, faith be­comes
one with knowl­edge. Such a per­son knows and sees that which is hid­den from
oth­ers.

 
   The key to true knowl­edge, Isaac be­lieves, is love for peo­ple and the world. “And what is a
mer­ci­ful heart?” he in­quires, “It is the heart burn­ing for the sake of all cre­ation, for men, for
birds, for an­i­mals, for demons, and for ev­ery cre­ated thing; and by the rec­ol­lec­tion of them
the eyes of a mer­ci­ful man pour forth abun­dant tears [from] the strong and ve­he­ment mercy
which grips his heart.”[150]

 
   Look­ing into the fu­ture, the soli­tary, not with­out re­gret, thinks that a new heaven and a
new earth will re­place the na­ture that sur­rounds us. He talks about the or­derly pas­sage of
time, about the de­vel­op­ment of crea­tures, about beau­ti­ful flow­ers, about the daily bus­tle of
life. All this will pass away. At the end of the evo­lu­tion of the world, com­pletely new re­la­tions
will come into ef­fect: “An­other age [will be es­tab­lished], wherein the mem­ory of the for­mer
cre­ation will never again en­ter into the heart of any man.”[151] Then what is the pur­pose
of suf­fer­ing in this world? Thus St. Isaac ap­proaches the cen­tral philo­soph­i­cal
prob­lem—“theod­icy” or jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of God—and solves it in a truly Chris­tian spirit. Suf­fer­ing
is nec­es­sary for the de­vel­op­ment and re­al­iza­tion of our free will. The world is a foundry where
the hu­man spirit is be­ing forged in or­der to go be­yond this sub­con­scious tem­po­ral
ex­is­tence and en­ter the King­dom of God—the King­dom of eter­nal and in­ef­fa­ble
Light.

   
 

   3.4.2    St. John of Dam­as­cus (c.675–c.749)

In the per­son of John of Dam­as­cus, the Byzan­tine Church gained an un­fad­ing glory. The
fu­ture great poet, bril­liant the­olo­gian, and fighter for Or­tho­doxy, John was born in
Dam­as­cus, to a rich Chris­tian fam­ily. His fa­ther de­fended the rights of Chris­tians in the
Caliph’s court. John re­ceived a com­pre­hen­sive and pro­found ed­u­ca­tion: his fa­ther made sure
that the teacher of the gifted and im­pres­sion­able boy was a Chris­tian. To this end, he
ran­somed a monk from slav­ery, and un­der his guid­ance, John stud­ied phi­los­o­phy,
math­e­mat­ics, as­tron­omy, and mu­sic.

 
   Ini­tially, John suc­ceeded his fa­ther in his gov­ern­ment po­si­tion but later with­drew to the
Monastery of St. Sab­bas near Jerusalem, where he stayed un­til his death.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   The spir­i­tual and po­etic her­itage of John, a price­less trea­sure of the Church, is enor­mous.
Church tra­di­tion names John the au­thor of won­der­ful church hymns, full of wis­dom,
strength, and con­so­la­tion for Chris­tians. It is be­lieved that he com­posed the Paschal Canon
and the ser­vices of other hol­i­days; the mighty hymn “Hav­ing be­held the Res­ur­rec­tion of
Christ,” which re­sounds as a coura­geous con­fes­sion of the en­tire Chris­tian world; the
re­mark­able fu­neral hymns, filled with deep con­tri­tion, which be­came part of the very
fab­ric of the Church litur­gi­cal life. The brevity and vivid­ness of his lan­guage, the
com­bi­na­tion of touch­ing lyri­cism with the depth of thought—all this makes the
Dam­a­scene the great­est poet of Byzan­tium and the en­tire Chris­tian world. It is
no co­in­ci­dence that he was given the by-name of Chrys­or­rhoas (“stream­ing with
gold”).

 
   The Dam­a­scene’s po­etry was closely in­ter­twined with his mu­si­cal tal­ent. He is the au­thor
of the first church sys­tem of mu­si­cal no­ta­tion. He is also re­spon­si­ble for the ar­range­ment of
the ma­jor­ity of Chris­tian hymns in the litur­gi­cal col­lec­tions of the Typ­i­con and the Oc­toe­chos.
He was one of the first to com­pile a cal­en­dar of com­mem­o­ra­tion days for Chris­tian saints and
as­cetics.

 
   John of Dam­as­cus is even more fa­mous as a the­olo­gian. His fun­da­men­tal work “The
Foun­tain of Knowl­edge” con­sists of three parts. The first, “Dia­lec­tics,” sets out the
philo­soph­i­cal ideas of Aris­to­tle, the sec­ond, “Con­cern­ing Heresy,” lists and an­a­lyzes the
teach­ings con­trary to Chris­tian­ity, and the third, “An Ex­act Ex­po­si­tion of the Or­tho­dox
Faith,” sys­tem­atizes the Or­tho­dox doc­trine.

 
   Through the works of Pseudo-Diony­sius the Are­opagite, the Dam­a­scene was
pro­foundly in­flu­enced by Greek wis­dom both as a the­olo­gian and as a philoso­pher.
Thus, John em­pha­sizes the om­nipres­ence of God and His im­ma­nence to the world:
“For, like some lim­it­less and bound­less sea of essence, He con­tains all be­ing in
Him­self.”[152] This brings his po­si­tion close to that of the Neo­pla­ton­ists. Yet, at
the same time, John per­sis­tently af­firms the tran­scen­dence of God and the fact
that the Cre­ator is com­pletely an­ti­thet­i­cal to His cre­ation. John barred the path of
the pan­the­is­tic ten­den­cies (God be­ing one with the world) that be­gan to per­me­ate
me­dieval Chris­tian phi­los­o­phy. From his youth, the Dam­a­scene also took great
in­ter­est in the ideas of Aris­to­tle; he com­piled col­lec­tions of the works of that great
Greek.
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   In his teach­ing con­cern­ing Cre­ation, he pre­ferred the idea that God di­rectly cre­ated only
the “pri­mal mat­ter,” that is, the ba­sic el­e­ments, from which all the va­ri­ety of forms ex­ist­ing in
the world has sub­se­quently emerged.

 
   The Dam­a­scene highly val­ues the vo­ca­tion of hu­mans and their role in the Uni­verse. One
with the or­ganic world, hu­man be­ings, at the same time, are en­dowed with a pow­er­ful and
free spirit. They were cre­ated “as a bond be­tween the vis­i­ble and in­vis­i­ble na­tures.”[153] John
pro­foundly ex­pli­cates the con­cepts of the im­age and the like­ness of God that el­e­vate
hu­man­ity above the rest of cre­ation. The im­age of God is the mind and free will of a
per­son, whereas the like­ness of God con­sists in one’s vir­tu­ous deeds. God can­not
pre­de­ter­mine all the ac­tions of a per­son be­cause of free will, but He can fore­see
them.

 
   “An ex­act ex­po­si­tion of the Or­tho­dox faith,” which was based on the rul­ings of the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Coun­cils and fol­lowed the teach­ings of the most prom­i­nent Church Fa­thers, es­pe­cially
Gre­gory the The­olo­gian, was writ­ten by John to­wards the end of his life. This work be­came
the fi­nal word in the East­ern Chris­tian thought of the an­cient pe­riod. The de­vel­op­ment of
the­o­log­i­cal thought in the East stalled af­ter that, and the­ol­ogy in the West be­gan to
de­velop rapidly in­stead. The Dam­a­scene, as the great­est thinker of that tran­si­tion
pe­riod, had a tremen­dous in­flu­ence on fu­ture gen­er­a­tions of not only East­ern but
also West­ern the­olo­gians, Thomas Aquinas in par­tic­u­lar. Even to­day, that work of
John of Dam­as­cus re­mains the main source of Chris­tian doc­trine for the Or­tho­dox
Church.
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   John spent his life as a monk and ec­cle­si­as­tic writer fight­ing Chris­tian here­sies and
non-Chris­tian re­li­gions. In ad­di­tion to his book “Con­cern­ing here­sies,” he au­thored works
de­voted to polemics with Mus­lims, Manichaeans, Nesto­ri­ans, and Mono­physites. Yet the most
out­stand­ing con­tri­bu­tion by John in that area was his fight against icon­o­clasm—a new
heresy that shook the Church in the 8th cen­tury.

   
 

   3.5    Icon­o­clast heresy

In 717, when Is­lam was con­quer­ing Asia Mi­nor and threat­en­ing Eu­rope, Leo III
the Isaurian (675–741) as­cended the shaken Byzan­tine throne. That tal­ented and
coura­geous em­peror made ev­ery ef­fort to re­vive the em­pire’s might. The Arabs,
al­ready at Con­stantino­ple, were driven back by his troops. Byzan­tium’s sta­tus, as a
re­sult of the em­peror’s ac­tions, was re­stored on the in­ter­na­tional stage to a large
de­gree.

 
   With­out wast­ing time, Leo the Isaurian took de­ci­sive ac­tions on the in­ter­nal re­forms,
pay­ing close at­ten­tion to the Church. He had to face what be­came a com­mon phe­nom­e­non of
the church life of his time: the ven­er­a­tion of relics (the re­mains of saints and sa­cred ob­jects)
and icons took on un­prece­dented pro­por­tions, be­com­ing, in essence, a form of
su­per­sti­tion.

 
   Icons, which were sa­cred im­ages in­tended to help a per­son con­nect with the spirit of
prayer and draw nearer to God, were held, at times, in such high re­gard that some el­e­ments
of that Chris­tian art be­gan to bor­der on idol­a­try.

 
   It is not sur­pris­ing, there­fore, that the dis­torted wor­ship of icons be­came a tar­get of the
ridicule from Mus­lims who ad­hered to a strict monothe­ism. Leo un­der­stood the grave
im­por­tance of re­fut­ing idol­a­try ac­cu­sa­tions against Chris­tians. The em­peror’s views were
quite Or­tho­dox, and he could have made a sig­nif­i­cant con­tri­bu­tion to the de­fense of
Chris­tian truths if he had not got po­lit­i­cal mo­tives mixed up with his fight against
idol­a­try.

 
   Church his­to­ri­ans be­lieve that Leo the Isaurian’s ef­forts to com­bat the ex­ces­sive
ven­er­a­tion of icons were only part of his vast plans to re­or­ga­nize the en­tire state-church
sys­tem of the Byzan­tine Em­pire. In par­tic­u­lar, Leo sought to re­strict the rights
of the higher clergy who held the lead­ing gov­ern­ment po­si­tions. The clergy of­ten
ex­ploited their flock’s su­per­sti­tions and pa­gan habits in or­der to en­rich them­selves
and in­crease their in­flu­ence. As a re­sult, one of the forms of ri­valry be­tween the
sec­u­lar rulers of Byzan­tium and the clergy was the strug­gle against the “ven­er­a­tion of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
icons.” How­ever, it is also pos­si­ble that Leo the Isaurian was in­flu­enced by an event
to which he at­tached a mys­ti­cal sig­nif­i­cance. In the sum­mer of 726, a vol­canic
erup­tion oc­curred on the Mediter­ranean Sea, which the em­peror took as a sign
from above, in­ter­pret­ing it as the wrath of God on the ac­count of the ven­er­a­tion of
icons.

 
   Thus, what was es­sen­tially a right­eous mo­tive to sup­press idol­a­try in­stead warped into a
mer­ci­less war against the ven­er­a­tion of icons per se, aimed at de­stroy­ing the sa­cred
im­ages.

 
   The same year, the em­peror is­sued a de­cree pro­hibit­ing the wor­ship of icons as di­vine
im­ages and or­der­ing them to be placed in churches at a con­sid­er­able height. This
mea­sure, had it been timely adopted by the Church au­thor­i­ties them­selves, could only
have had a pos­i­tive ef­fect. How­ever, some of the clergy, who sought the ben­e­fit
of pre­serv­ing the su­per­sti­tion, re­sisted the im­pe­rial de­cree and coun­ter­acted its
im­ple­men­ta­tion. More­over, the em­peror was ac­cused of in­sult­ing Chris­tian ob­jects of
wor­ship. The con­fronta­tion be­tween the par­ties es­ca­lated and spi­raled into the icon­o­clas­tic
heresy—a to­tal ban on church im­ages im­posed by the em­peror. Icons be­gan to be
de­stroyed, which in turn led to ri­ots through­out the en­tire coun­try. Leo and Con­stan­tine
Co­prony­mus, who suc­ceeded him on the throne, bru­tally sup­pressed pop­u­lar un­rest. The
per­se­cu­tion of monas­ter­ies and icons be­came wide­spread. In 754, Con­stan­tine
Co­prony­mus con­voked a Coun­cil in Con­stantino­ple, which con­demned the ven­er­a­tion of
icons.

 
   The Chris­tian thinkers of that time re­al­ized the dan­gers of the new heresy. The dis­pute, in
fact, was not about the icons as such. By deny­ing the di­vine im­ages, the icon­o­clasts thereby
de­nied the pos­si­bil­ity of the in­car­na­tion of the Spirit and the spir­i­tu­al­iza­tion of mat­ter, which
con­tra­dicted the foun­da­tions of Or­tho­dox teach­ing. There­fore, the ma­jor fig­ures of the
Church led a de­ci­sive bat­tle against icon­o­clasm. Pope Gre­gory II, fol­lowed by Pope Gre­gory III,
strongly con­demned this heresy. Gre­gory III or­dered to stop col­lect­ing taxes for
Byzan­tium, mak­ing it clear that from now on he did not con­sider him­self a sub­ject of
the Byzan­tine em­peror. The speech of Gre­gory III was sup­ported by ev­ery­one in
Italy.

 
   Some of the most staunch Greek Chris­tians were in sol­i­dar­ity with the pope. Byzan­tium
was en­gulfed in the fires of civil strife, which pro­voked a re­newed per­se­cu­tion from the
gov­ern­ment. As it al­ways hap­pens, the most su­per­sti­tious and dark mem­bers of the mob,
who had re­cently turned icons into idols, now turned to the de­struc­tion of churches and
monas­ter­ies. Many Chris­tians risked their lives to save the icons. Pa­tri­arch Ger­manus of
Con­stantino­ple, a well-known church poet, found him­self un­der re­pres­sion from the
gov­ern­ment. Ac­cord­ing to tra­di­tion, the icono­g­ra­pher Lazarus was ter­ri­bly mu­ti­lated
and thrown into prison, where, nev­er­the­less, he per­sisted in paint­ing icons. Many
Chris­tians had their lives ended on the chop­ping block, while oth­ers were lynched by the
crowd.

 
   Still, the best rep­re­sen­ta­tives of the Church self­lessly and sac­ri­fi­cially con­tin­ued to de­fend
the truths of Or­tho­doxy. Of great im­por­tance for over­com­ing the heresy of icon­o­clasm was
the work of John of Dam­as­cus, who sought to dog­mat­i­cally and philo­soph­i­cally
jus­tify the im­por­tance and ne­ces­sity of icons to Chris­tian life and wor­ship. The
Dam­a­scene viewed re­li­gious art in two ways: as an ob­jec­tive process that cap­tures
the re­al­ity of the world and as a sub­jec­tive process that re­veals the in­ner world
of the artist. For him, art, like the Gospels, em­bod­ies re­li­gious truths per­ceived
through the artist’s faith. “God,” writes John, “for our sal­va­tion was made man in
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
truth, not in the ap­pear­ance of man, as He was seen by Abra­ham or the Prophets,
but re­ally made man in sub­stance. Then He abode on earth, con­versed with men,
worked mir­a­cles, suf­fered, was cru­ci­fied, rose again, and was taken up; and all these
things re­ally hap­pened and were seen by men and, in­deed, writ­ten down to re­mind
and in­struct us, who were not present then.”[154] The Gospels rep­re­sented the life
of Christ on earth. And since, John con­tin­ues, not ev­ery­one can read, the icons
serve “as a sort of memo­rial and a terse re­minder.” It of­ten hap­pens, writes the
Dam­a­scene, “that at times when we do not have the Lord’s Pas­sion in mind, we may
see the im­age of His cru­ci­fix­ion and, be­ing thus re­minded of His sav­ing Pas­sion,
fall down and adore. But it is not the ma­te­rial which we adore, but that which is
rep­re­sented.”[154]
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   John of Dam­as­cus clearly for­mu­lated the Chris­tian un­der­stand­ing of the icon,
and his con­cept be­came later es­tab­lished in the Church. How­ever, the icon­o­clasts
re­mained re­lent­less. Through the ef­forts of the Byzan­tine court, the Dam­a­scene lost the
con­fi­dence of the Caliph and was forced to leave pub­lic ser­vice. Mean­while, the
per­se­cu­tion in­ten­si­fied, with wide­spread mass ar­rests. The per­se­cuted monks left
en masse for Spain, where the pope was al­ready on the thresh­old of a po­lit­i­cal
in­de­pen­dence; other monks who re­mained in Byzan­tium, to­gether with Or­tho­dox
Chris­tians, formed a large anti-gov­ern­ment party who was fight­ing to achieve the
in­de­pen­dence of the Church. This party was led by the ab­bot of the Monastery of
Stoudios, Theodore the Stu­dite (759–826), one of the out­stand­ing fig­ures of East­ern
Chris­tian­ity.


 

3.5.1

Ec­u­meni­cal
Coun­cil
(787).
Fi­nal
tri­umph
of
Or­tho­doxy

By the end of the 8th cen­tury, the icon­o­clas­tic move­ment was on the wane. The re­gent of
the Byzan­tine throne, Irene, a dom­i­neer­ing and cun­ning woman, was an ar­dent
icon­od­ule.78 
Plus, in her bid to seize the throne, she needed the sup­port of in­flu­en­tial ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal
fig­ures. At that time, Pa­tri­arch Tara­sius was el­e­vated to the see of Con­stantino­ple, which he
agreed to oc­cupy on the con­di­tion that the ven­er­a­tion of icons be ap­proved at an
Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil. Irene, who had al­ready be­come em­press, con­vened a Coun­cil, which
opened in 786 in Con­stantino­ple un­der the chair­man­ship of Pa­tri­arch Tara­sius. The
Coun­cil was at­tended by the legates of Pope Adrian I. There were clashes be­tween
sup­port­ers and op­po­nents of icon­o­clasm; the Coun­cil was dis­rupted and re­opened
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
again a year later. The icon­o­clas­tic bish­ops were par­doned, and dur­ing the fi­nal
ses­sions, a de­cree was drawn up on the ven­er­a­tion of icons, which stated: “We de­fend
free from any in­no­va­tions all the writ­ten and un­writ­ten ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal tra­di­tions
that have been en­trusted to us. One of these is the pro­duc­tion of rep­re­sen­ta­tional
art; this is quite in har­mony with the his­tory of the spread of the Gospel, as it
pro­vides con­fir­ma­tion that the be­com­ing man of the Word of God was real and not
just imag­i­nary, and as it brings us a sim­i­lar ben­e­fit.”[155] Icons were rec­og­nized
as “open books that re­mind us of God”—they were only al­lowed to be ven­er­ated
as types. Thus, the Coun­cil re­jected the heresy of icon­o­clasm and at the same
time over­came the ex­tremes of ven­er­a­tion of icons, which re­garded them al­most as
idols.
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   Irene brought back Theodore the Stu­dite from ex­ile. Bring­ing an end to the icon­o­clas­tic
per­se­cu­tion made her highly pop­u­lar among the peo­ple. The po­si­tion of Irene was
strength­ened so much that the Frank­ish King Charles, who then was near­ing the zenith of
his fame, sought her hand. How­ever, the po­lit­i­cal sit­u­a­tion changed quickly. The West grew
stronger, and Byzan­tium con­tin­ued to weaken. In 802, Irene was de­throned and sent into
ex­ile. At the end of 814, the sol­diers des­e­crated the icon of the Sav­ior, which was placed
over the palace gate in Con­stantino­ple. The em­peror or­dered its re­moval. Pa­tri­arch
Nicepho­rus re­fused to do so, and he called a Coun­cil of 70 bish­ops at night, which ended
with a prayer in the Church of St. Sophia to avert a fu­ture catas­tro­phe. Fol­low­ing
this, Pa­tri­arch Nicepho­rus was de­posed and ex­iled, de­spite the protests of other
bish­ops and a stir­ring speech by Theodore the Stu­dite de­nounc­ing the em­peror’s
ac­tions.
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   In 815, the new Pa­tri­arch Theodotus solemnly pro­claimed in the cathe­dral of St. Sophia
the law­ful­ness of the icon­o­clas­tic edicts. This pro­voked a re­ac­tion, with en­su­ing clos­ings of
monas­ter­ies, con­fis­ca­tions of their lands, ex­iles and even ex­e­cu­tions of the monks. The
au­thor­i­ties also ar­rested Theodore the Stu­dite, who coura­geously ad­dressed the em­peror:
“Leave the Church to pas­tors.”[156] The monastery, where he had been the ab­bot for many
years and es­tab­lished a school and a hos­pi­tal, was de­stroyed. For a long time, Theodore was
held in dun­geons and sub­ject to tor­tures, yet he con­tin­ued to re­sist. As a re­sult, he was
ex­iled and was able to re­turn to Byzan­tium only many years later, where he died in
826.

 
   How­ever, the per­se­cu­tion was grad­u­ally sub­sid­ing. The wife of Em­peror Theophilus, who
came to power in 829, was an icon­od­ule. In 843, she helped el­e­vate the monk Method­ius to
the see of Con­stantino­ple. He con­vened a Coun­cil, which reaf­firmed the de­ci­sions of the
Sev­enth Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil on the ven­er­a­tion of icons.

 
   This con­cluded the story of here­sies in the East­ern Church. Af­ter a long strug­gle with
Ar­i­an­ism, Nesto­ri­an­ism, Mono­physitism, Monothe­litism, icon­o­clasm, and other
here­sies, Or­tho­doxy fi­nally pre­vailed. For the first time, on March 11, 843, the Church
cel­e­brated the tri­umph of Or­tho­doxy. Since then, this event is cel­e­brated an­nu­ally
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
on the first Sun­day of Great Lent, which is called “The Sun­day of the Tri­umph of
Or­tho­doxy.”
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   How­ever, in ad­di­tion to the pos­i­tive re­sults of the de­vel­op­ment of Byzan­tine Chris­tian­ity,
its highly neg­a­tive con­se­quences were made man­i­fest as well. The fact that the em­per­ors
be­came the de­ci­sive ar­biters in the life of the Church, and that the fate of Or­tho­doxy
de­pended on their will, tes­ti­fied to the vic­tory of cae­saropa­pism in Byzan­tium. Be­gin­ning
from the 9th cen­tury, Chris­tian­ity of Byzan­tium was in­creas­ingly dis­tanc­ing it­self from
the world, mov­ing to Mount Athos, into the deserts, and be­hind the strong stone
walls of monas­ter­ies. The ac­tive spir­i­tual par­tic­i­pa­tion of the laity, which fa­vor­ably
dis­tin­guished Byzan­tium from the bar­bar­ian peo­ples of Eu­rope of the 8th cen­tury, was, too,
dis­ap­pear­ing from the life of the Church. The level of the­o­log­i­cal ed­u­ca­tion, as
well as gen­eral lit­er­acy, which had hith­erto been al­most uni­ver­sal, was in sharp
de­cline. Or­phan­ages, almshouses, free schools, and homes for the poor—all that
Chris­tian­ity had once brought with it to the Byzan­tine Em­pire—fell into dis­re­pair and
were grad­u­ally dis­ap­pear­ing. The spir­i­tual life of the East be­gan to fade. The legacy
of the Greeks and that of Byzan­tium, would soon be passed on to the Slavs. It
would fall to them and the peo­ples of West­ern Eu­rope to de­ter­mine the fu­ture of the
Church.

   
 

   3.6    Pa­pal state and re­li­gious life of the West in the 8th–9th cen­turies

As we have seen, the Church life of Byzan­tium had mixed re­sults. The strength­en­ing of the
Or­tho­dox faith and the suc­cess­ful over­com­ing of here­sies on one hand was ac­com­pa­nied by
the ag­gre­ga­tion of Chris­tian spir­i­tu­al­ity be­hind the walls of monas­ter­ies and a moral de­cline
in so­ci­ety on the other.

 
   And what was hap­pen­ing in the West with the Ro­man Church?

 
   Rome was in a dif­fi­cult po­si­tion. Byzan­tium, de­spite its de­cline, still sought to end the
in­de­pen­dence of the see of Rome and as­sume the lead­ing po­si­tion in the life of the
Uni­ver­sal Church. The Arabs cher­ished the idea of seiz­ing new Eu­ro­pean lands.
The Ger­manic tribe of the Lom­bards, hav­ing in­vaded Italy at the end of the 6th
cen­tury, dreamed of Ro­man trea­sures; the dan­ger of their at­tack, like the sword of
Damo­cles, con­stantly hung over the city. The other Ger­manic tribes, the Franks, were
un­pre­dictable: at any mo­ment they could eas­ily turn out to be ei­ther al­lies or en­e­mies of the
pope.

 
   Pope Gre­gory III, who coura­geously op­posed the icon­o­clas­tic heresy force­fully im­posed by
Leo the Isaurian, be­gan to see the Franks as the only de­fend­ers of the Ro­man see from
Byzan­tium and, most im­por­tantly, from the on­slaught of the Lom­bards. He sent a let­ter to
the Frank­ish com­man­der Charles Mar­tel ask­ing for help, point­ing out the great­ness and
sanc­tity of his cathe­dra.

 
   There turned out to be no need for the in­ter­ven­tion by the Franks af­ter all. The fleet sent
by Leo the Isaurian against the de­fi­ant Rome was scat­tered by a storm, and an agree­ment
was fi­nally reached with the Lom­bards. In 741, Pope Zachary I as­cended to the see of Rome.
See­ing the grow­ing power of the Frank­ish kings and still fear­ing the in­trigues of Byzan­tium,
the pope ac­tively sought to strengthen the Church’s in­flu­ence among the Franks. He
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
sent there Bishop Boni­face (680–754), who would later be can­on­ized as a saint
by the Church. Boni­face had al­ways dreamed of be­ing a mis­sion­ary among the
Gen­tiles and was ready to give his life for the preach­ing of the Word of Christ. But the
far-sighted and po­lit­i­cally savvy pope had other plans: not so much to turn the bap­tized
Franks away from their pa­gan way of life but to spread and strengthen his own
in­flu­ence.

 
   Boni­face is some­times called the apos­tle of the Ger­manic peo­ples. Pur­su­ing a pol­icy of
uni­fi­ca­tion un­der the aus­pices of the see of St. Pe­ter, he first of all sought to bring the Franks
back to the path of true Chris­tian­ity. To this end, he called a coun­cil of the clergy, at which
he for­bade priests to carry weapons, par­tic­i­pate in wars or hunt, and also in­tro­duced celibacy
for the clergy.

 
   Mean­while, Zachary I, quite sat­is­fied with the fact that the Frank­ish Church had sworn
al­le­giance to him, sought an even closer rap­proche­ment with their king. He had no fur­ther
use for the aged Boni­face and al­lowed him to go and preach to the pa­gans in Frisia, where
the mis­sion­ary met a mar­tyr’s death. Both the pope and Mar­tel’s son Pepin the Short took
ad­van­tage of the fruits of Boni­face’s labors. Pepin, in par­tic­u­lar, re­ly­ing on the in­creased
au­thor­ity of the pope, de­cided to as­sume the throne by over­throw­ing the rul­ing Merovin­gian
dy­nasty. Zachary I, in 752, of­fi­cially anointed Pepin as king by the hands of then-liv­ing St.
Boni­face. How­ever, the de­ci­sive mo­ment for the fu­ture em­pire ar­rived dur­ing the term of the
next pope, Stephen II (752–757), when the Lom­bards ad­vanced on Rome. The city
of St. Pe­ter was on the verge of de­struc­tion, and Stephen im­me­di­ately headed to
France to see Pepin. There, their his­toric meet­ing took place: the rep­re­sen­ta­tives
of two fu­ture hos­tile worlds—the Ger­man Em­pire and the Pa­pacy—fell to their
knees be­fore one an­other. Stephen anointed Pepin a sec­ond time and le­git­imized his
dy­nasty.
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   Sub­se­quently, Pepin ap­peared in Italy, and the Lom­bards were forced to re­treat
and sign a treaty. But as soon as he left, Rome was be­sieged again. Who could
pos­si­bly come to their res­cue? Cer­tainly not Byzan­tium, where icon­o­clasm was
ram­pant at the time. The only choice that re­mained was Pepin. Pope Stephen sent him
one des­per­ate let­ter af­ter an­other, say­ing that the king owed his coro­na­tion to the
Apos­tle Pe­ter. His let­ters, how­ever, went unan­swered. Then, the clever pope wrote
a mes­sage that was more ef­fec­tive than all the pre­vi­ous ones. It be­gan with the
words:
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   “Pe­ter, called to be an apos­tle by Je­sus Christ, the Son of the Liv­ing God, to three
most ex­cel­lent kings… For this rea­son, I, God’s apos­tle Pe­ter, have you, Franks, as
my adopted chil­dren, as a peo­ple en­trusted to me by God… Think not oth­er­wise,
beloved, but only that I am stand­ing be­fore your very eyes as my own self, as if liv­ing
and act­ing in my flesh… I en­trust to you the city of Rome, the sheep of Christ who
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
in­habit it, and the Holy Church, whom the Lord has given to my care. See that you
make haste, not wast­ing a mo­ment, to quickly set it free from the wicked­ness of the
Lom­bards.”[157]

 
   This re­mark­able let­ter touched the hearts of the sim­ple-minded Franks. Pepin’s
troops ad­vanced to Italy and de­feated the Lom­bards. Rome was saved. Fur­ther­more,
Pepin, in grat­i­tude for his coro­na­tion, gave the pope the ter­ri­to­ries that pre­vi­ously
be­longed to the Byzan­tine em­peror (Ravenna, An­cona, and twelve other cities). Thus, in
756, the pa­pal state was formed. The Pope be­came not only the supreme spir­i­tual
shep­herd but also a sec­u­lar sov­er­eign. Rome be­came fi­nally sep­a­rated from the
East.

 
   In 768, Pepin the Short, on whom the pope had be­stowed the ti­tle of pa­tri­cian, a pro­tec­tor
of Rome, was suc­ceeded by his son, the clever and de­ci­sive Charle­magne, or Charles the
Great (742–814), who im­me­di­ately at­tracted the at­ten­tion of the en­tire Chris­ten­dom. In
Byzan­tium, a party was formed that sought to form an al­liance with him. The pow­er­ful
Caliph Harun al-Rashid sought his friend­ship. As to the popes, their at­ti­tude to­wards Charles
re­mained am­biva­lent. On the one hand, he could prove to be a re­li­able de­fender of
the faith and the Church. Yet at the same time, his suc­cess­ful poli­cies aimed at
ex­pan­sion and his grow­ing power also made him a dan­ger­ous op­po­nent of the pa­pacy. It
was then that the cun­ning Pope Stephen II re­mem­bered about the “Do­na­tion of
Con­stan­tine.”

   
 

   3.6.1    “Do­na­tion of Con­stan­tine”

It is dif­fi­cult to say when ex­actly the leg­end about the “Do­na­tion of Con­stan­tine” first
ap­peared. Schol­ars have not yet reached a con­sen­sus. This leg­end speaks of a
mirac­u­lous de­liv­er­ance of Em­peror Con­stan­tine the Great from lep­rosy through
the prayers of the Ro­man bishop Sylvester (314–335). In grat­i­tude for his heal­ing,
Con­stan­tine the Great al­legedly be­queathed to the vic­ars of Pe­ter the “power and
honor im­pe­rial,” “the supremacy” in re­la­tion to all other churches, as well as the
right to all the west­ern lands, which hence­forth be­longed to the Ro­man see. Then,
ac­cord­ing to the leg­end, Con­stan­tine the Great “trans­ferred his king­dom to the
east.”[158]

 
   The first ex­tant man­u­script of this “char­ter of Con­stan­tine” dates back to the be­gin­ning of
the 9th cen­tury, which ap­prox­i­mately marks the time when the Do­na­tion be­gan to play an
im­por­tant role in shap­ing the re­la­tion­ship be­tween the West­ern Church and state. How­ever,
the doc­u­ment re­ceived con­sid­er­able crit­i­cism from the very be­gin­ning. At first, its crit­ics
chal­lenged the con­tent of the let­ter with­out dis­put­ing its au­then­tic­ity. They pointed out
that Con­stan­tine never re­lin­quished his power over Rome, that he was bap­tized
at the time when Ar­i­an­ism be­came pre­dom­i­nant, etc. Only in the 15th cen­tury,
the au­then­tic­ity of the doc­u­ment came into ques­tion, and in the 19th cen­tury,
Catholic the­olo­gians fi­nally ar­rived at the con­clu­sion that the doc­u­ment had been
forged.
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   Ac­cord­ing to some schol­ars, the let­ter dates back to the time of Pope Stephen II. Such a
doc­u­ment could help the pope to as­sert his claims to land and power in view of the ris­ing
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
po­lit­i­cal might of Charle­magne. It pre­vented the Frank­ish kings from re­pos­sess­ing the
“once-do­nated” lands and also kept in check the claims of the Byzan­tine em­per­ors to Italy. In
his ne­go­ti­a­tions with Charles, Stephen II con­stantly in­sisted that he merely sought to
“up­hold and main­tain jus­tice” by re­in­stat­ing the right­ful own­er­ship of what was un­duly
taken away from the Church. He could then present the “Do­na­tion of Con­stan­tine” to fur­ther
bol­ster his case.

   
 

   3.6.2    Re­li­gious life in the em­pire of Charle­magne

Charle­magne was fa­vor­ably dis­posed to­wards the Church, com­par­ing the Church to the soul
of man and the state to the body. In the em­peror of the Franks, the Ro­man Church and the
pa­pal state re­ceived a staunch de­fender of its land pos­ses­sions. The em­peror le­gal­ized the
church tithe, which be­gan to be levied on the en­tire pop­u­la­tion.

 
   De­spite the em­peror’s sup­port for the Church, the at­tempt of the Ro­man see to
es­tab­lish it­self in power still failed, even with the help of the leg­end of the “Do­na­tion of
Con­stan­tine.”

 
   From his ini­tial mis­sion of the “pro­tec­tor of the Church,” Charles quickly turned to
sub­du­ing it to him­self. He ex­ploited the evan­ge­lism to strengthen the po­lit­i­cal in­flu­ence of his
state. Pro­claim­ing the spread of Chris­tian­ity as his ban­ner, Charles be­gan dev­as­tat­ing wars,
seek­ing to con­quer all of Eu­rope. The scholar and the­olo­gian at the court of Charles, Al­cuin
(c.735–804), pinned great hopes on his cam­paigns as a means of spread­ing Chris­tian­ity,
and not in vain: the vic­to­ri­ous war with the Sax­ons led to their adop­tion of the
Chris­tian faith and unit­ing with the Franks into a sin­gle na­tion. Charle­magne sub­dued
all of Italy to Rome, most of Ger­many, and the en­tire ter­ri­tory of mod­ern France.
The Song of Roland proudly states that af­ter Charles’ cam­paign, there were no
more pa­gans left—all were bap­tized, ex­cept those who were “hanged or burned or
oth­er­wise put to death.”[159] The same fate be­fell the other na­tions con­quered by
Charle­magne.

 
   In do­mes­tic pol­i­tics, Charles showed him­self to be as much an out­stand­ing
states­man as he was a mil­i­tary leader. Hav­ing sig­nif­i­cantly in­creased the ter­ri­tory
of the em­pire, he be­gan to im­ple­ment so­cial and re­li­gious re­forms with zeal and
de­ter­mi­na­tion.

 
   De­spite the fact that Boni­face and Pepin had pre­vi­ously tried hard to raise the moral level
of the clergy, lit­tle had changed by the time of Charles’ reign. Cler­ics con­tin­ued to lead
es­sen­tially a sec­u­lar life­style, were fond of hunt­ing, and took part in mil­i­tary cam­paigns.
Li­cen­tious­ness preva­lent in the so­ci­ety of that time was com­mon among the clergy. There­fore,
be­ing de­ter­mined to con­tinue the work of Boni­face, Charles could not rely on the clergy for
his do­mes­tic re­forms. More­over, he com­pletely dis­re­garded the ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal au­thor­i­ties.
In­ces­santly read­ing St. Au­gus­tine’s “City of God,” which be­came his ref­er­ence book,
Charles dreamed of a state sys­tem where two types of power—the sec­u­lar and the
ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal—would co­ex­ist, but with the ab­so­lute pre­dom­i­nance of the sec­u­lar power. At
the same time, Charle­magne built the state on the re­li­gious foun­da­tion; it was
ob­vi­ous to him that the state sys­tem should be sub­ject to Chris­tian prin­ci­ples. The
very fact that Charles wanted to ac­cept the im­pe­rial crown from the pope is quite
telling.

 
   Charle­magne can un­doubt­edly be called one of the most out­stand­ing Chris­tian rulers. A
man of keen in­tel­lect, broad views, and many tal­ents, he seemed to be called upon to lay the
foun­da­tion for the City of God on earth, to build a “Chris­tian em­pire.” De­spite the fact that
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Charles Chris­tian­ized the peo­ples of Eu­rope with the help of the sword, he also made great
ef­forts to re­form the moral­ity of so­ci­ety and the Church. Charles did ev­ery­thing pos­si­ble to
raise the level of pas­toral preach­ing, to make it more ac­ces­si­ble to the com­mon man and
serve as his guide in life. He cat­e­gor­i­cally for­bade the clergy to take part in sec­u­lar af­fairs,
such as trade and wars, and to visit inns and tav­erns. Si­mony, that is, the sale
of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fices, was also se­verely pun­ished. Charles en­cour­aged char­ity
and care for the poor. The vi­sion of the per­fect City of Christ was his source of
in­spi­ra­tion.
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Me­dieval minia­ture.                                                                              
   
   Charles paid spe­cial at­ten­tion to the de­vel­op­ment of cul­ture. At that time, Byzan­tium had
an un­con­di­tional su­pe­ri­or­ity over the West in the ar­eas of ed­u­ca­tion, sci­ence, and art. Among
the achieve­ments of the East­ern Em­pire were the cathe­dral of St. Sophia, the hymns of John
of Dam­as­cus, the works of such out­stand­ing the­olo­gians as Max­imus the Con­fes­sor,
Theodore the Stu­dite, and Pseudo-Diony­sius the Are­opagite. Mean­while, in the West, the
Franks, by their own ad­mis­sion, re­mained in the dark­ness of ig­no­rance. Charles was not
con­tent with this sit­u­a­tion and made ev­ery ef­fort to de­velop re­li­gious and sec­u­lar cul­ture.
Dur­ing the four­teen years of his reign, the cul­ture of the West ex­pe­ri­enced an un­prece­dented
rise, called the “Car­olin­gian Re­nais­sance.” At its head was the Eng­lish scholar and the­olo­gian
Al­cuin who pos­sessed an en­cy­clo­pe­dic knowl­edge and was spe­cially in­vited by Charles from
York, along with other fa­mous schol­ars. Fol­low­ing Charles’ call not only to not to
ne­glect schol­arly pur­suits but, with all meek­ness and good in­ten­tions be­fore God, to
“de­vote one­self to them gain­fully,” Al­cuin founded a palace school in Aachen, where
the chil­dren of the royal fam­ily and the high­est courtiers could re­ceive a de­cent
ed­u­ca­tion.

 
   Al­cuin’s ed­u­ca­tional ac­tiv­i­ties were not lim­ited to the cir­cle of the no­bil­ity. Draw­ing on the
Ro­man ed­u­ca­tional sys­tem, Al­cuin laid the foun­da­tions for fu­ture me­dieval schools and
uni­ver­si­ties. He also in­tro­duced pri­mary ed­u­ca­tion for com­mon peo­ple, which was based
on the Bible. Dur­ing that pe­riod, the New Tes­ta­ment be­gan to be trans­lated from
in­com­pre­hen­si­ble Latin into the lo­cal ver­nac­u­lars, the canon­i­cal text of the Bible was
uni­fied, litur­gi­cal re­form was car­ried out, and the sin­gle Ro­man model of church
ser­vices was adopted through­out the em­pire. On Al­cuin’s ad­vice, Charle­magne
called upon the popes to set up monas­tic schools to train in­ter­preters of the Holy
Scrip­tures.

   
 

   3.6.3    On the cusp of scholas­ti­cism. John Sco­tus Eri­u­gena (c.815–c.877)

The ef­forts of Charle­magne and Al­cuin gave a pow­er­ful im­pe­tus to the de­vel­op­ment of
phi­los­o­phy and the­ol­ogy. The foun­da­tions of scholas­ti­cism be­gan to be laid at that time—a
the­o­log­i­cal sys­tem that would reign supreme in West­ern thought for sev­eral cen­turies. The
great­est rep­re­sen­ta­tive of pre-scholas­ti­cism, as schol­ars call the pe­riod from 800 to 1050,
was John Sco­tus Eri­u­gena.

 
   John Sco­tus Eri­u­gena was born in Ire­land. Lit­tle is known about his life, even though
nu­mer­ous works of this out­stand­ing thinker re­main. He is known as the trans­la­tor
of Gre­gory of Nyssa and Pseudo-Diony­sius into Latin, with his com­ments on the
lat­ter. There are also John Sco­tus’ com­men­taries on the Gospel of John and on the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
works of the philoso­pher Boethius. Eri­u­gena, too, wrote a trea­tise on the lib­eral
arts.

 
   In his trea­tise “On Di­vine Pre­des­ti­na­tion,” com­pleted in 851, Eri­u­gena ar­gues that
pre­des­ti­na­tion ex­ists only for good and not for evil. Be­cause of free will granted to
peo­ple, they can sin, but evil, not be­ing a phys­i­cal re­al­ity, is never pre­de­ter­mined by
God.
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9th cen­tury.                                                                                     
   
   The main work of John Sco­tus is the book on “The Di­vi­sion of Na­ture.” Writ­ten be­tween
862 and 866, it is a di­a­logue be­tween a teacher and a stu­dent. It is strongly in­flu­enced by
Latin and Greek Pla­tonic au­thors, such as St. Au­gus­tine, Pseudo-Diony­sius, and Max­imus
the Con­fes­sor. It has five parts: in the first, the au­thor re­flects on God and His un­knowa­bil­ity;
the sec­ond dis­cusses var­i­ous ques­tions of ex­is­tence, cre­ated and un­cre­ated; the third is
de­voted to the man­i­fes­ta­tions of God in the world, and the fourth and fifth are re­lated to
the des­tiny of man—his ini­tially sin­less state, the fall, and the re­turn to God in
Christ.
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Minia­ture. 849–851.                                                                             
   
   John Sco­tus con­sid­ers faith to be a pre­req­ui­site for knowl­edge, al­though the knowl­edge of
God is im­pos­si­ble out­side His man­i­fes­ta­tions. God is “Su­perex­is­tence”, “Su­per­in­tel­lec­tu­al­ity”,
“Su­per­vi­tal­ity.” God is present in all cre­ation but does not merge with it: “He makes all things
[with­out] ceas­ing to be above all things, and thus makes all things from noth­ing… from His
Su­per­essen­tial­ity.”[160] Hav­ing a ra­tio­nal­is­tic mind­set and bow­ing to rea­son, John Sco­tus at
the same time stands on the thresh­old that sep­a­rates ra­tio­nal knowl­edge from mys­ti­cal
in­sight. Rea­son it­self is noth­ing, and only in the light of the Di­vine Word can it
be ac­cepted as a guid­ing prin­ci­ple. But what is the Di­vine Word? First of all, it is
the God-in­spired Holy Scrip­ture. On the other hand, ac­cord­ing to the ideas of the
Church at that time, the Di­vine Word was in­sep­a­ra­ble from the au­thor­ity of the
Church and her teach­ers. How­ever, Eri­u­gena views the mind of each per­son as
pri­mary in na­ture, giv­ing it pref­er­ence over the her­itage of the Church Fa­thers.
Thus, Eri­u­gena builds the hi­er­ar­chy of the process of as­cer­tain­ing mean­ing: the
high­est be­ing the Holy Scrip­ture, fol­lowed by rea­son, and then the au­thor­ity of the
Fa­thers.

 
   A dif­fi­cult fate awaited Eri­u­gena’s writ­ings. His work “On Di­vine Pre­des­ti­na­tion” was
con­demned by the lo­cal coun­cils of the 9th cen­tury. The philoso­pher’s ideas about the
om­nipres­ence of God in the world led to him be­ing ac­cused of pan­the­ism: Eri­u­gena’s
main book on “The Di­vi­sion of Na­ture” was con­demned by lo­cal coun­cils of the
13th cen­tury and sen­tenced to be burned. First pub­lished in Ox­ford in 1681, it
was im­me­di­ately placed in the “In­dex of For­bid­den Books.” Al­though pan­the­is­tic
ten­den­cies are in­deed strong in Eri­u­gena’s writ­ings, af­fect­ing not only me­dieval
but also Re­nais­sance and even mod­ern thought, his syn­the­sis of the­ol­ogy and
Neo­pla­ton­ism be­came an im­por­tant mile­stone in the de­vel­op­ment of West­ern Eu­ro­pean
phi­los­o­phy.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

   
 

   3.6.4    End of Charle­magne’s em­pire

De­spite all the ap­par­ent achieve­ments of Charles, his plans to cre­ate an en­light­ened and
happy Chris­tian em­pire failed and in­stead led to some rather sad re­sults. When the em­peror
ex­tended his power to Italy, the see of Rome, hav­ing es­caped the Byzan­tine dic­tate, fell un­der
the Ger­manic one in­stead. While as­sign­ing the pope a place of honor, Charles, in re­al­ity,
po­si­tioned him­self much higher. Like the Byzan­tine em­per­ors, he thought it pos­si­ble to
pro­vide guid­ance to the Church on dog­matic mat­ters. When, in 800, Pope Leo III gave him,
then still a king, the im­pe­rial crown, Charles in fact be­came the dic­ta­tor in the “City of God”
that he was cre­at­ing. As to the popes, they were rel­e­gated to be­ing mere pup­pets in the hand
of the em­peror. In declar­ing Chris­tian­ity to have the power of law, Charles im­posed
pun­ish­ments for vi­o­lat­ing it. As a re­sult, West­ern Chris­tian­ity, like its Byzan­tine
coun­ter­part, be­came a purely ex­ter­nal and eas­ily con­trol­lable at­tribute of state
power.

 
   It is not sur­pris­ing that such Chris­tian­ity did not be­come the in­ner re­li­gious back­bone of
the em­pire. Fol­low­ing the death of Charle­magne, the state be­gan to de­cline. Al­ready in 817,
the son of Charle­magne, Louis the Pi­ous, di­vided the em­pire among his three sons, re­tain­ing
only his right to the supreme power. The in­ternecine feuds of the grand­sons of Charles led to
a fur­ther di­vi­sion of the em­pire in 843 (the so-called Treaty of Ver­dun). In the newly formed
ter­ri­to­ries, the fu­ture largest Eu­ro­pean states—France, Italy, and Ger­many—be­gan to take
shape.
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Af­ter the break-up of Charle­magne’s em­pire, the pa­pal state ini­tially gained some po­lit­i­cal
ad­van­tage. Al­ready com­mand­ing a cer­tain level of in­flu­ence, the pa­pacy, freed from the
dic­tates of the all-pow­er­ful em­peror, be­came an in­de­pen­dent po­lit­i­cal en­tity in
the in­ter­na­tional arena. In the en­su­ing years, Rome it­self dic­tated mil­i­tary and
po­lit­i­cal de­ci­sions to the Eu­ro­pean rulers. This sit­u­a­tion, how­ever, did not last
long.

 
   The col­lapse of the Car­olin­gian Em­pire plunged Eu­rope into a state of feu­dal
frag­men­ta­tion and de­cline. Dozens of in­de­pen­dent king­doms ap­peared, each be­com­ing
in­creas­ingly iso­lated and wag­ing con­tin­u­ous wars against its neigh­bors. Be­sides, Eu­rope was
un­der con­stant at­tacks by the Nor­mans, which pre­vented trade and nor­mal eco­nomic
life.

 
   This greatly shook the po­si­tion of Rome, which per­ceived it­self as a po­lit­i­cal force.
Ear­lier, Charles dic­tated his will to the pope but, at the same time, pro­vided the see
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
of Rome with pro­tec­tion, view­ing it as an im­por­tant in­stru­ment of his poli­cies.
Now, the pa­pal state was left to fend for it­self. The Holy See be­came an arena of
clash­ing in­ter­ests of feu­dal lords in their strug­gle for power and in­flu­ence. A sharp
de­cline in the morals of the higher clergy en­sued, and cor­rup­tion in­creased. The
most mon­strous sto­ries cir­cu­lated about the mores pre­vail­ing in Rome. Bish­ops,
arch­bish­ops, and ab­bots, af­ter the ex­am­ple of sec­u­lar feu­dal lords, com­manded
troops, hunted, and lived in lux­ury and de­bauch­ery. Once again, si­mony be­came
wide­spread: not only the rank of car­di­nal but even that of the pope could be bought with
money. Over the next 150 years, 50 dif­fer­ent vic­ars as­cended the throne of St.
Pe­ter.
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Ivory. c.962–968.                                                                                
   
   Al­ready in the 60s of the 10th cen­tury, Pope John XII tried to save the pa­pal state, torn
apart by the feu­dal lords, and re­tain his power. Sup­ported by the re­formist party, John XII
turned to the Ger­man King Otto I for help. At this time, the king made at­tempts to re­store the
Ro­man Em­pire and con­tinue the uni­fy­ing pol­icy of Charle­magne. The Ger­man king had
al­ready cap­tured Nor­mandy and de­feated a strong Hun­gar­ian army; sig­nif­i­cant Eu­ro­pean
ter­ri­to­ries fell un­der his con­trol. Aware of the king’s deep re­li­gios­ity, the re­formists in
Rome hoped that his ar­rival would re­store the pa­pal au­thor­ity. Even­tu­ally, Otto I
marched into Italy and de­feated the feu­dal armies. In 962, he was crowned by John
XII. The cre­ation of the Holy Ro­man Em­pire, headed by the Ger­man King, was
an­nounced the same year. By a spe­cial treaty, Otto I rec­og­nized the pope’s claim to
sec­u­lar pos­ses­sions in Italy, but the em­peror was pro­claimed their supreme seigneur.
The manda­tory oath of the pope to the em­peror was in­tro­duced, sig­ni­fy­ing the
pon­tif­i­cate’s sub­or­di­na­tion to the em­pire. The sec­u­lar au­thor­ity, in essence, had
ar­ro­gated to it­self the right of “in­vesti­ture”—the ap­point­ment and con­fir­ma­tion of
hi­er­ar­chs in the Church. Dur­ing the ap­pro­pri­ate cer­e­mony, the bishop had to kneel
be­fore the sec­u­lar sov­er­eign and re­ceive from him a ring and a staff as a sign of his
au­thor­ity. Thus, the Church in the West fell into com­plete de­pen­dence upon the
state.

   
 

   3.7.1    Clu­niac Re­forms and new so­cial pol­icy of the Church

At the turn of the 10th and 11th cen­turies, when the West­ern Church was in the midst of a
pro­found cri­sis, a new re­li­gious move­ment, aimed at chang­ing the sit­u­a­tion, be­gan. A
monastery at Cluny in French Bur­gundy be­came the cen­ter of this strug­gle for the Church’s
re­vival.

 
   The Clu­niac re­forms sought to strengthen the Church or­ga­ni­za­tion, put its ma­te­rial base
in or­der, and strictly reg­u­late the re­la­tions of the Church with the sec­u­lar au­thor­i­ties. The
Church, the re­form­ers be­lieved, should free it­self from the con­trol of the state and be­come, as
once un­der Pope Nicholas I, an in­de­pen­dent force. To this pur­pose, the Pope, as the vicar of
God on earth, needed to be pro­claimed the supreme ar­biter in sec­u­lar and worldly
af­fairs.

 
   Monas­ter­ies be­gan to be con­fis­cated from the own­er­ship of lay­men and bish­ops alike,
which con­trib­uted to the cen­tral­iza­tion of the Church’s ad­min­is­tra­tion.

 
   In ad­di­tion to strength­en­ing the le­gal and eco­nomic sta­tus of the Church, the
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Clu­ni­ans de­manded a rad­i­cal change in her in­ter­nal, spir­i­tual life. They ad­vo­cated
the strictest ob­ser­vance of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal vows, se­verely con­demned any sales of
ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fices, de­nounced the mores of the clergy, and de­manded celibacy
for them. Dur­ing the re­form pe­riod, at first a cau­tious, covert, and then an open
strug­gle be­gan against two of the most com­mon and shame­ful phe­nom­ena of the
Mid­dle Ages: tri­als by or­deal (“judg­ment of God”) and the atroc­i­ties of the feu­dal
lords.

 
   The “judg­ments of God” con­sisted in “test­ing the in­no­cence” of a de­fen­dant with fire,
wa­ter, hot iron, and other sav­age means. The be­lief in the ef­fi­cacy of such meth­ods to
de­ter­mine one’s guilt was ex­tremely strong, and the Church had great dif­fi­culty in
putting an end to or­deals: the ha­tred of witches and heretics, stem­ming from the
pa­gan su­per­sti­tions of ig­no­rant and un­e­d­u­cated com­mon­ers, was wide­spread. Thus,
ac­cord­ing to the an­nals of a me­dieval monk, in the 11th cen­tury, “on the king’s
or­ders and with the con­sent of the whole peo­ple,”[161] sev­eral free­thinkers were
burned (in a few cen­turies, the prac­tice of burn­ing heretics at stake would be­come
com­mon­place).

 
   The hopes of the Clu­ni­ans had a strong mys­ti­cal un­der­tone: the end of the world was
an­tic­i­pated by the year 1000. The an­tic­i­pa­tion of the Sec­ond Com­ing of Christ and the
es­tab­lish­ment of His Mil­len­nial King­dom (such sen­ti­ments are called chil­ias­tic or mil­lenar­ian)
in­ten­si­fied among the peo­ple. As­cetic ten­den­cies, the de­sire for a pure life and atone­ment of
one’s sins, too, be­came wide­spread.

 
   The as­cetic ideal seemed to many Chris­tians to be the only way of sal­va­tion,
es­pe­cially against the back­ground of sav­agery, so com­mon among the feu­dal lords and
the clergy. The men­di­cant monas­tic com­mu­ni­ties grew at an un­prece­dented rate.
Chris­tians pas­sion­ately com­mit­ted them­selves to the ex­ploits of self-de­nial and
as­ceti­cism, as they once did at the dawn of monas­ti­cism. Itin­er­ant preach­ers roamed all
over Eu­rope, call­ing for re­pen­tance and de­nounc­ing those in power; re­li­gious and
mys­ti­cal as­pi­ra­tions were ac­com­pa­nied by spon­ta­neous de­mands for so­cial jus­tice.
Thus be­gan a pow­er­ful pop­u­lar re­li­gious move­ment, which ended only in the 13th
cen­tury.
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   The Church un­der the in­flu­ence of the Clu­ni­ans tried to over­come or at least mod­er­ate the
mores that pre­vailed among the feu­dal lords in re­la­tion to each other and es­pe­cially to­wards
their dis­en­fran­chised poor. In 1027, a lo­cal Coun­cil banned war and mil­i­tary ac­tion for at
least one day a week, and de­clared “anath­ema to him who plun­ders the prop­erty
of the poor.” The Coun­cil of 1041 de­vel­oped in de­tail a sys­tem of pe­ri­odic truces,
the so-called “Peace of God.” This was a sig­nif­i­cant de­vel­op­ment for the feu­dal
so­ci­ety, where wars of “all against all” were con­tin­u­ally waged. The Clu­niac monks
also paid great at­ten­tion to the ed­u­ca­tion of clergy, for the pur­pose of which the
clergy train­ing schools, char­ac­ter­ized by strict dis­ci­pline, were or­ga­nized at the
monas­ter­ies.

 
   The Clu­ni­ans’ idea of the ne­ces­sity of peace in the bo­som of the Chris­tian Church
along with their be­lief in the pri­macy of the cathe­dra of St. Pe­ter re­vived the old
as­pi­ra­tions of build­ing the City of God here on earth. Hu­man­ity, the Church be­lieved,
ought to live in a sin­gle union un­der the ban­ner of God-rule, theoc­racy. How­ever,
the City of God was un­der­stood as the vis­i­ble Church, the church or­ga­ni­za­tion,
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
hence the need to achieve po­lit­i­cal free­dom and in­de­pen­dence of the Church. Such
grandiose plans could only be car­ried out un­der the lead­er­ship of an un­usu­ally
strong fig­ure, which would com­bine the firm­ness and fore­sight of a politi­cian with a
com­mit­ment to the best cul­tural and re­li­gious tra­di­tions. The Church found such a
fig­ure in the per­son of the Clu­nian monk Hilde­brand, the fu­ture Pope Gre­gory
VII.

   
 

   3.7.2    Gre­gory VII (c.1015–1085)

The fu­ture pope was born into a poor Ital­ian fam­ily, in a small town in Tus­cany. Like the
Apos­tle Paul and John Chrysos­tom, he was small in stature and rather plain in ap­pear­ance.
He was ed­u­cated at the monastery of St. Mary in Rome and was or­dained a Bene­dic­tine
monk.
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c.1305–1315.                                                                                    
   
   The ar­dent and im­pres­sion­able young monk (no won­der he chose the name Hilde­brand,
which means “a bright flame”) was deeply im­pressed by the re­form ini­tia­tives of the Clu­ni­ans.
Since that time, he nur­tured grandiose plans to re­form the Church. Thanks to his
out­stand­ing abil­i­ties and fame, Hilde­brand be­came an as­sis­tant to Pope Gre­gory VI in 1046
and ac­com­pa­nied him dur­ing his ex­ile to Ger­many. Af­ter the death of Gre­gory VI,
he set­tled in one of the Clu­niac monas­ter­ies, where he re­ceived fur­ther men­tal
con­di­tion­ing and be­came even more un­com­pro­mis­ing. For ex­am­ple, when the em­peror
ap­pointed the Clu­nian Leo IX as pope, Hilde­brand ap­par­ently in­sisted that the
newly elected pope should seek en­dorse­ment from the peo­ple. Ac­com­pa­nied by
Hilde­brand, Leo IX ar­rived in Rome clothed as a pen­i­tent and an­nounced that he
would not ac­cept the see un­til the peo­ple’s as­sem­bly re­moved his guilt of be­ing
ap­pointed to the pa­pacy by a lay­man. From then on, Hilde­brand be­came the most
in­flu­en­tial fig­ure who largely de­ter­mined the re­formist poli­cies of sev­eral popes.
Hav­ing re­nounced his pre­ten­sions to the Holy See, he, as an archdea­con, held the
po­si­tion of pa­pal trea­surer and, in fact, ex­er­cised con­trol over the elec­tion of each new
pope.

 
   Af­ter the death of Leo IX in 1054, in the at­mos­phere of tur­moil, civil strife and an­ar­chy,
Hilde­brand launched his tire­less ac­tiv­ity. Be­liev­ing that the re­form of the Church was too
im­por­tant a mat­ter for the world’s fu­ture, he made ex­ten­sive use of all means pos­si­ble
in his strug­gle, in­clud­ing rather du­bi­ous ones. Thus, in or­der to un­der­mine the
de­pen­dence of the Holy See on the Ital­ian feu­dal lords, the archdea­con, with gen­er­ous
cash hand­outs, turned the pop­u­la­tion of Rome against Pope Bene­dict X, who was
in­stalled by the barons. Hilde­brand sac­ri­ficed him to his cause. The pope was de­posed
and died a pau­per in a poor­house, and the feu­dal lords were no longer al­lowed to
choose the pope. As a re­sult, Hilde­brand was able to put an end to the prac­tice of
si­mony.

 
   In an­other case, Car­di­nal Hum­bert (this name will be men­tioned later when we talk about
the fi­nal sep­a­ra­tion of the Churches), an ad­vo­cate of celibacy, ad­vised Hilde­brand to pro­hibit
the laity from at­tend­ing the ser­vices by mar­ried priests, who should be hu­mil­i­ated in ev­ery
way pos­si­ble. To this end, gangs of patarines (raga­muffins) were en­gaged in loot­ing
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
through­out Italy. Hum­bert’s idea led to suc­cess—slowly but surely celibacy was be­com­ing
es­tab­lished in the church prac­tice.

 
   Af­ter the death of Pope Alexan­der II in 1073, Hilde­brand fi­nally agreed to take the pa­pal
throne him­self un­der the name of Pope Gre­gory VII. From that mo­ment, he be­gan to pur­sue
his ac­tive church poli­cies, which would largely de­ter­mine the fate of the Church, and of
Eu­rope as a whole.

 
   Hilde­brand’s first act as pope was the fi­nal pro­hi­bi­tion of mar­riage among the clergy. He
con­sid­ered it nec­es­sary to free the cler­gy­man from the fam­ily, which dis­tracted him from
re­li­gious af­fairs, and thereby in­crease the moral­ity of the clergy. These were the dark­est
pages of Gre­gory’s pa­pacy: there were rob­beries, ar­sons, and mur­ders of mar­ried cler­gy­men.
Curses and prophe­cies were hurled in vain at the pope, who re­mained true to his credo: “the
end jus­ti­fies the means.”

 
   Next, Gre­gory had to re­al­ize the fi­nal and most dif­fi­cult step of his pro­gram—to el­e­vate the
see of Rome to its for­mer height. Steadily im­ple­ment­ing his pol­icy of sub­or­di­na­tion of
sec­u­lar states to the Holy See, the pope also pur­sued an ac­tive for­eign pol­icy. He led
ne­go­ti­a­tions with Byzan­tium and even es­tab­lished con­tacts with the princes of Rus­sia. He
as­sured the Spaniards that their Church had been founded by Pe­ter and Paul,
and there­fore in­evitably be­longed to the ju­ris­dic­tion of Rome. In the King­dom of
Poland, where the in­flu­ence of Rome greatly in­creased, Gre­gory ex­com­mu­ni­cated and
de­posed King Boleslaw the Bold. Thus, Gre­gory was mak­ing it in­creas­ingly clear
that the pope was the king of kings, and the Ro­man Church was the mother of all
churches.

 
   How­ever, his dream of hav­ing the supreme world power, where the high priest would wield
both the spir­i­tual and the sec­u­lar swords, in­evitably put Gre­gory VII on the col­li­sion path
with the in­ter­ests of the Ger­man Em­pire, which re­fused to be con­tent with such state of
af­fairs. A life-and-death strug­gle en­sued.
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   Em­peror Henry IV not only re­fused to stop the prac­tice of sell­ing ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal po­si­tions,
but also, hav­ing con­vened the Synod of Worms in 1076, re­jected the pa­pal au­thor­ity. In
re­sponse, the pope ex­com­mu­ni­cated him, re­mov­ing from all Ger­man feu­dal lords their
obli­ga­tion of be­ing loyal to Henry. “The pope would rather give his life than leave the royal
crown on the head of an im­pen­i­tent sin­ner,” Gre­gory de­clared. Henry was soon aban­doned by
most of his vas­sals, and his po­si­tion be­came dire. Sens­ing that it was im­pos­si­ble to fight
the pope, he him­self went to Italy and ar­rived at the cas­tle of Matilda in Canossa.
Gre­gory VII for­ti­fied him­self there, wait­ing for the em­peror to at­tack. In­stead, “lay­ing
aside his royal garb, with noth­ing of the king in his ap­pear­ance, with no dis­play of
splen­dor, with bare feet, [Henry] re­mained fast­ing from morn­ing to evening, wait­ing for
the judg­ment of the Ro­man pon­tiff.”[162] There could be no greater hu­mil­i­a­tion
of the em­pire be­fore the pa­pacy. Af­ter some hes­i­ta­tion, the pope fi­nally for­gave
Henry.

 
   How­ever, Henry’s hu­mil­ity was os­ten­ta­tious. As soon as the po­lit­i­cal sit­u­a­tion changed in
his fa­vor, the con­flict flared up with re­newed vigor. This time, suc­cess was on the
em­peror’s side. Ri­ots broke out in Rome, and Gre­gory VII had to flee. His death
came at a time when a new pope had al­ready as­cended to the throne of the Ro­man
Church.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   De­spite the de­feat of Gre­gory VII, his idea of free­ing the Church from state de­pen­dence
had al­ready ac­quired flesh and blood and re­ceived its fi­nal ap­proval at the First Lat­eran
Coun­cil of 1123. The re­forms ad­vo­cated by Gre­gory VII and the Clu­ni­ans not only had a
strong im­pact on the po­si­tion of the Church in re­la­tion to sec­u­lar au­thor­i­ties but also led to a
num­ber of promis­ing changes in the in­ter­nal life of the Church, her spir­i­tual and cul­tural
char­ac­ter.

   
 

   3.7.3    De­vel­op­ment of phi­los­o­phy and the­ol­ogy in the West. Anselm of Can­ter­bury

None of the re­forms would have yielded re­sults had the West­ern Church not re­al­ized the need
to im­prove the re­li­gious cul­ture of its peo­ple and pro­mote ed­u­ca­tion of the su­per­sti­tious and
il­lit­er­ate masses. In ad­di­tion to or­ga­niz­ing schools for clergy, some schol­ars in monas­tic
cir­cles be­gan to study an­cient phi­los­o­phy and read the works of Jew­ish and Arab thinkers.
The monks were sup­ported in their ed­u­ca­tional ef­forts by some popes, es­pe­cially
Sylvester II, who oc­cu­pied the Ro­man see from 999 to 1003, and later Gre­gory
VII.

 
   Fol­low­ing the prior pe­riod of de­cline in monas­ter­ies and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal schools, the
re­formed clergy zeal­ously took up the sci­ences. The sol­dier bishop type was a thing of the
past. By the end of the 11th cen­tury, there were more prom­i­nent philoso­phers, the­olo­gians,
his­to­ri­ans, and po­ets in the West­ern Church than in the pre­vi­ous sev­eral cen­turies
com­bined.

 
   The fu­ture spir­i­tual and cul­tural her­itage of the Church was be­ing pre­pared in the quiet of
monastery schools and li­braries. Es­pe­cially fa­mous in this re­gard was the monastery school
in St. Gallen, in what is now Switzer­land. The bulk of work of book copy­ing was
car­ried out there. The monastery li­braries held great trea­sures of world cul­ture;
in ad­di­tion to Chris­tian lit­er­a­ture, there were also works of clas­si­cal and Ara­bic
au­thors. Not only the monks but also the nuns were en­gaged in the tran­scrip­tion of
books.

 
   New ped­a­gog­i­cal prin­ci­ples were be­ing de­vel­oped in monas­tic schools. If pre­vi­ously, the
key to the suc­cess of ed­u­ca­tion was seen in the sever­ity of the teacher, now in­flu­en­tial
thinkers, in par­tic­u­lar the fa­mous philoso­pher and ed­u­ca­tor Anselm of Can­ter­bury,
chal­lenged the view that the cor­rect­ing rod was the ba­sis of ed­u­ca­tion. He es­pe­cially in­sisted
on giv­ing stu­dents the op­por­tu­nity to de­velop in­de­pen­dently. Ar­ti­fi­cial and harsh con­di­tions,
he said, crip­ple souls.
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   In the field of the­ol­ogy, schol­ars sought an­swers to the most press­ing ques­tions of the
moral and re­li­gious life of the day, ad­dress­ing chil­ias­tic ten­den­cies and the needs of as­cetic
move­ments.

 
   Trans­la­tions of Greek writ­ers, es­pe­cially John of Dam­as­cus, pro­vided an in­ex­haustible
source for new ideas and re­flec­tions. The rapid de­vel­op­ment of Arab phi­los­o­phy de­manded a
wor­thy Chris­tian re­sponse. Philoso­phers sought new forms of ex­press­ing the­o­log­i­cal
con­cepts, di­rect­ing their in­quiries pri­mar­ily on de­ter­min­ing the lim­its of the know­able and
ex­plor­ing the re­la­tion­ship be­tween rea­son and faith.

 
   The philo­soph­i­cal and re­li­gious quest of this epoch found its fullest ex­pres­sion in the
con­cep­tual sys­tem of the out­stand­ing philoso­pher and the­olo­gian Anselm, bishop of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Can­ter­bury (c.1033–1109).

 
   Anselm lived a long and event­ful life. He was a prom­i­nent ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal fig­ure and thinker,
a pro­moter of the ideas of Gre­gory VII in Eng­land. In 1099, he at­tempted to strengthen the
unity of the Churches, and shortly be­fore his death, he wit­nessed the first cam­paign of the
Cru­saders headed to Pales­tine.

 
   Anselm fully re-in­tro­duced the ideas of St. Au­gus­tine into the­ol­ogy. Pay­ing trib­ute to the
nascent in­fat­u­a­tion with ra­tio­nal­ism, Anselm sought to prove the ex­is­tence of God by pure
rea­son­ing. At first, Anselm con­sid­ered his de­sire to be a temp­ta­tion, but in the end, in his
book “Proslo­gion,” he pre­sented the ra­tio­nal proofs of the ex­is­tence of God as he per­ceived
them.

 
   The first proof of Anselm comes down to the con­cept of the ab­so­lute, per­fect Good and
Good­ness. The Good man­i­fests it­self in the most di­verse as­pects of ex­is­tence. But it
must also ex­ist in it­self as an in­de­pen­dent supremely good be­ing. This Be­ing is
God.

 
   The sec­ond proof is as­so­ci­ated with causal­ity in na­ture. What­ever ex­ists in the world must
have a cause. The world, as the to­tal­ity of things, must also have a cause, but one that is
it­self cause­less and pos­sesses cre­ative power, that is, ca­pa­ble of be­com­ing a cause it­self. This
un­con­di­tional ul­ti­mate first cause is God.

 
   The third proof stems from rec­og­niz­ing and dis­tin­guish­ing the de­grees of per­fec­tion (or
re­al­ity). One ob­ject is more per­fect than an­other, and since there is such a thing as rel­a­tive
per­fec­tion, there must also ex­ist ab­so­lute per­fec­tion, which is God.

 
   Fi­nally, Anselm out­lines his fourth proof as fol­lows: “Even the fool is con­vinced that
some­thing ex­ists in the un­der­stand­ing, at least, than which noth­ing greater can be
con­ceived…. And as­suredly that, than which noth­ing greater can be con­ceived, can­not ex­ist in
the un­der­stand­ing alone. For, sup­pose it ex­ists in the un­der­stand­ing alone: then it can be
con­ceived to ex­ist in re­al­ity; which is greater…. Hence, there is no doubt that there ex­ists a
be­ing, than which noth­ing greater can be con­ceived, and it ex­ists both in the un­der­stand­ing
and in re­al­ity.”[163]

 
   Anselm’s de­sire to for­mu­late the fun­da­men­tal pro­vi­sions of Chris­tian doc­trine into a
ra­tio­nal frame­work brought me­dieval the­ol­ogy closer to the pa­tris­tic her­itage. At the same
time, Anselm him­self did not over­es­ti­mate the power of rea­son. An un­con­di­tional sup­porter of
dog­matic au­thor­ity, Anselm be­lieved that his proofs were com­pletely su­per­flu­ous for the
Chris­tian faith. In­deed, the mar­tyrs did not go to the stake in the name of an “ul­ti­mate cause”
or an “in­dis­pens­able con­se­quence.” Only when faith be­comes a liv­ing ex­pe­ri­ence
that it can re­fer to its ra­tio­nal and log­i­cal pre­sup­po­si­tions. There­fore, the­ol­ogy is
only a the­o­ret­i­cal gen­er­al­iza­tion or con­cep­tu­al­iza­tion of faith. One must, in the
words of Anselm, “be­lieve in or­der to un­der­stand.”[164] In ad­di­tion to the ques­tions
about the log­i­cal jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of the Ex­is­tence of God and His man­i­fes­ta­tions in the
world, Anselm of Can­ter­bury de­vel­oped in de­tail the doc­trines of orig­i­nal sin and
atone­ment. His treat­ment of these two top­ics greatly in­flu­enced the fu­ture de­vel­op­ment of
scholas­ti­cism.

 
   Anselm’s un­der­stand­ing of the prob­lem of evil and free will was also un­usual. Whereas
free­dom had been tra­di­tion­ally re­garded as the free­dom to choose be­tween good and evil,
Anselm based his views on the teach­ings of the Apos­tle Paul and St. Au­gus­tine: ev­ery good
has God as its au­thor, and true free­dom is the free­dom to main­tain good. The mys­tery of the
Holy Trin­ity was also the sub­ject of his re­flec­tions: he saw the Di­vine Lo­gos as the eter­nal
self-knowl­edge and self-love of God.

 
   Whereas John Sco­tus Eri­u­gena only ap­proached the es­sen­tial meth­ods and ideas of
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
scholas­tic the­ol­ogy, Anselm of Can­ter­bury is of­ten called the fa­ther of scholas­ti­cism.
Rec­og­nized as the great­est West­ern the­olo­gian in the pe­riod be­tween St. Au­gus­tine and
Thomas Aquinas, Anselm of Can­ter­bury had a sig­nif­i­cant in­flu­ence on many prom­i­nent
the­olo­gians and philoso­phers, in­clud­ing some mod­ern ones.
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It was the pe­riod of the last cul­tural hey­day of Byzan­tium. The time was quickly ap­proach­ing
when it would be­come a men­tor of other na­tions large and small, pass­ing its spir­i­tual
her­itage on to them. Byzan­tine mis­sion­ar­ies took the Chris­tian mes­sage all over
the world, trav­el­ing to dis­tant lands—to Arabs, Jews, and Slavs. Pil­grims from
those coun­tries, too, vis­ited Byzan­tium. Struck by the grandeur and beauty of the
an­cient em­pire, many of them con­verted to Chris­tian­ity. Byzan­tium, that “el­e­gant
Paris of the Mid­dle Ages,”[165] as it is some­times called, ful­filled its mis­sion with
honor.
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   By the time of Pa­tri­arch Photius, the em­pire had prac­ti­cally re­gained its for­mer great­ness.
The bor­ders were well pro­tected, the gov­ern­ment ap­pa­ra­tus was strength­ened, and the power
of its monarch—basileus—reached its apogee. At the court, clas­si­cal trends came into
fash­ion, giv­ing that era the name of the “Byzan­tine Re­nais­sance.” The cap­i­tal sparkled with
its fab­u­lous lux­ury and splen­dor.

 
   The spir­i­tual life of the East­ern Em­pire had also awak­ened. Schol­ars, the­olo­gians,
philoso­phers, po­ets, his­to­ri­ans, and or­a­tors were cre­at­ing mas­ter­pieces of lit­er­a­ture and art.
Em­peror Con­stan­tine VII Por­phy­ro­gen­i­tus, who oc­cu­pied the Byzan­tine throne from 913 to
959, had a re­mark­able lit­er­ary tal­ent: he wrote a num­ber of med­i­cal, his­tor­i­cal, and
agri­cul­tural trea­tises. He was one of the first to treat his­tory not as an ab­stract study, but as
a con­crete field of knowl­edge nec­es­sary in prac­ti­cal life. He com­piled many lives of saints,
sim­i­lar to the fa­mous poet Symeon the Metaphrast, the au­thor of a huge ha­gio­graphic
col­lec­tion based on leg­ends and folk­lore. In the same era, the out­stand­ing chron­i­cler and
his­to­rian Leo the Dea­con wrote his “His­tory,” and Arch­bishop Arethas of Cae­sarea col­lected
the works of Greek thinkers.
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   Dur­ing this pe­riod, the in­flu­ence of the Church on pub­lic life in­creased sig­nif­i­cantly. The
union of the Church with the state was par­tic­u­larly strong, al­though the Church oc­cu­pied
a sub­or­di­nate po­si­tion in re­la­tion to the sec­u­lar au­thor­i­ties. The elec­tion of the
pa­tri­arch de­pended on the em­peror, and the bish­ops were de­nied the right to own any
real es­tate. The in­come of the Church was, too, de­ter­mined by the graces of the
em­peror—these con­di­tions did not al­low clergy to be­come like feu­dal lords, as in the
West.

 
   Monas­ti­cism in Byzan­tium was in­com­pa­ra­bly more nu­mer­ous than in the West. Each
em­peror, a prom­i­nent dig­ni­tary, or a mil­i­tary com­man­der sought to build a monastery,
en­dow­ing it with rich pos­ses­sions. The largest monas­ter­ies in­ter­vened in pol­i­tics, while
prom­i­nent lay­men sought the sup­port of the monas­tic com­mu­nity in their strug­gle for
power.

 
   As in the West, the mys­ti­cal sen­ti­ments in­ten­si­fied in Byzan­tium, es­pe­cially among
the dis­ad­van­taged masses. Many peas­ants, wait­ing for the end of the world, took
monas­tic vows and de­voted them­selves to spir­i­tual con­tem­pla­tion. Athos be­came
the cen­ter of the spir­i­tual and mys­ti­cal life of Byzan­tium and later of the en­tire
East.

   
 

   3.8.1    Mount Athos

The ori­gin of this unique monas­tic re­pub­lic in Greece, lo­cated on the shores of the Aegean
Sea, goes back to the dis­tant past. The set­tle­ment of the holy Mount Athos by soli­taries be­gan
very early, per­haps in the 4th cen­tury. Monas­tic life here went through all the phases of
de­vel­op­ment: eremitic monas­ti­cism, then the es­tab­lish­ment of the lavra, and, fi­nally,
monas­tic com­mu­ni­ties with strict as­cetic rules. The founder of the ceno­bitic monas­tic life on
Mount Athos is con­sid­ered to be St. Athana­sius of Athos, who founded the fa­mous Great
Lavra, which was named af­ter him in 960. In the 12th cen­tury, Athos was al­ready be­com­ing a
rec­og­nized cen­ter of Byzan­tine monas­ti­cism, the cen­ter of the spir­i­tual and mys­ti­cal life of the
East.

 
   The found­ing of the Great Lavra is as­so­ci­ated with the fol­low­ing leg­end. The Byzan­tine
gen­eral Nicephoros Phokas, who was dis­tin­guished by his aus­ter­ity of life, love of prayer and
soli­tude, and the monk Athana­sius, with whom the rugged sol­dier had de­vel­oped a strong
friend­ship, de­cided to spend the rest of their days in one of the monas­ter­ies. To this
end, Athana­sius chose Mount Athos, which jut­ted into the sea and seemed cut off
from the rest of the world. Nicepho­rus’ life, how­ever, turned out dif­fer­ently: he
be­came the Byzan­tine em­peror and got mar­ried. Athana­sius greatly grieved over the
“apos­tasy” of his friend. But even on the throne, Nicepho­rus Pho­cas con­tin­ued to
lead a mod­est life­style. Want­ing to make amends, he gave ev­ery pos­si­ble gift to the
small monastery on Mount Athos. In 963, af­ter other monas­ter­ies ap­peared there,
Nicepho­rus is­sued a de­cree pro­hibit­ing the con­struc­tion of new monas­ter­ies on
Athos.
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   Athos would have a great fu­ture in pre­serv­ing and en­hanc­ing the spir­i­tual her­itage of the
East. Hav­ing sur­vived cen­turies of en­emy at­tacks and fires, the monastery, or rather sev­eral
Or­tho­dox monas­ter­ies, still ex­ist to­day, at­tract­ing a large num­ber of pil­grims. Ac­cord­ing to
one his­to­rian, “From year to year, through­out the Chris­tian East, the de­sire for seclu­sion
at­tracted new crowds to Mount Athos, caused the proud­est heads to bow to the aus­tere
Rule of Athana­sius, and com­manded an in­vin­ci­ble charm even over the hearts of
princes.”

 
   Athos played a par­tic­u­larly im­por­tant role af­ter the fall of the Byzan­tine Em­pire in the
15th cen­tury when all the spir­i­tual life of the Greek East was con­cen­trated within the walls of
the monas­ter­ies on this holy moun­tain.

 
   Yet the ef­forts of the Athonite monks alone would not be suf­fi­cient to pre­serve
and mul­ti­ply the spir­i­tual riches of East­ern Chris­tian­ity. This mis­sion, dur­ing the
de­cline and fu­ture demise of the Byzan­tine Em­pire, would be as­sumed by the Slavic
peo­ples.


 

3.8.2

Chris­tian­iza­tion
of
the
Slavs.
Saints
Cyril
and
Method­ius

As if an­tic­i­pat­ing the ap­proach­ing de­cline and sub­se­quent demise of the Byzan­tine Em­pire,
East­ern Chris­tian­ity be­gan to spread and grow stronger among the younger peo­ples who were
on the verge of at­tain­ing their state­hood and re­li­gious and na­tional iden­tity. We are re­fer­ring
pri­mar­ily to the spread of Chris­tian­ity among the Slavs. That mis­sion is in­ex­tri­ca­bly linked
with the names of two broth­ers, the fu­ture saints Cyril (c.826–869) and Method­ius
(c.815–885).

 
   The two broth­ers were born in the Greek city of Thes­sa­loniki, in the fam­ily of a prom­i­nent
mil­i­tary com­man­der close to the im­pe­rial court. Method­ius, the older brother, served in the
Slavic gar­ri­son, where he learned the lo­cal lan­guage. Dur­ing the time of the strug­gle against
the icon­o­clas­tic heresy, he be­came a monk, with­draw­ing to the monastery of Olym­pus in Asia
Mi­nor.

 
   Con­stan­tine, the younger brother, from his early youth be­gan to show ex­tra­or­di­nary
tal­ent, ex­cel­lent mem­ory, and cu­rios­ity. As a boy, he fell in love with the writ­ings of Gre­gory
the The­olo­gian, con­stantly read them, and knew many pas­sages by heart. As a gifted stu­dent,
Con­stan­tine was sent to the Uni­ver­sity of Con­stantino­ple, a Byzan­tine acad­emy or­ga­nized by
Bar­das at the im­pe­rial court. There, to­gether with the young heir to the throne, Michael III,
he learned from the best men­tors (in­clud­ing the fu­ture Pa­tri­arch Photius). Ac­cord­ing to the
life of this saint, “he was soon trained in all worldly wis­dom: gram­mar and Home­ric
po­etry, rhetoric and phi­los­o­phy, arith­metic and as­tron­omy, mu­sic and all Hel­lenic
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
sci­ence, and was, to the sur­prise of his teach­ers, be­cause of his quick­ness of mind,
later called the Philoso­pher, be­cause he ex­celled in phi­los­o­phy above oth­ers. But
not only was he skilled in the Hel­lenic lan­guage, but also in other lan­guages: he
stud­ied the Ro­man writ­ings well and the Syr­iac di­a­logues, and learned other for­eign
lan­guages.”[166]

 
   See­ing the bril­liant tal­ents of Con­stan­tine, the im­pe­rial dig­ni­tary Theok­tis­tos wanted to
marry him to his rel­a­tive and pro­mote his ca­reer at the court. How­ever, Con­stan­tine had
com­pletely dif­fer­ent plans. He se­cretly trav­eled to one of the monas­ter­ies on the sea­coast and
was ton­sured a monk un­der the name of Cyril—as he would be­come known in the
his­tory of Chris­tian­ity. Still, the young philoso­pher was per­suaded that with his
knowl­edge and tal­ents he could be of great ben­e­fit to the Church with­out re­tir­ing
to a monastery. Cyril re­turned to Con­stantino­ple and re­ceived the po­si­tion of a
teacher of phi­los­o­phy and a li­brar­ian of the Church of St. Sophia. His great eru­di­tion
and preach­ing tal­ent al­lowed the young scholar to win sev­eral bril­liant vic­to­ries in
dis­putes and made his name widely known. In 851, when one of the Mus­lim emirs
asked the em­peror to send him an ex­pe­ri­enced Chris­tian men­tor, the choice fell on
Cyril.

 
   Upon his re­turn, Cyril spent sev­eral years in the Olym­pus Monastery, where his brother
Method­ius was the ab­bot. In 860, at the ini­tia­tive of Pa­tri­arch Ig­natius and on the
in­struc­tions of the em­peror, the broth­ers were sent to the Khaz­ars at their re­quest. The
mis­sion was a suc­cess: the broth­ers not only con­verted many Khaz­ars to Chris­tian­ity but
also as­sisted in the re­turn of cap­tured Greeks to Con­stantino­ple.

 
   In 863, dur­ing the pa­tri­archy of Photius, the broth­ers trav­eled to the Slavic lands. This
mo­ment marked the be­gin­ning of the most glo­ri­ous page in their lives. Af­ter la­bor­ing for three
years, first in Moravia, and then in Pan­nonia, the broth­ers con­verted many pa­gans and built
up the faith and moral norms of the new con­verts. How­ever, their main con­tri­bu­tion was the
in­ven­tion of the Slavic al­pha­bet on the ba­sis of Greek let­ters, which ef­fec­tively makes them
the cre­ators of the Slavic lan­guage and its writ­ing sys­tem. They trans­lated the parts of the
Holy Scrip­ture used in the di­vine liturgy and the main church ser­vices into the Slavic
lan­guage. Cyril cre­ated schools for young peo­ple, where the teach­ing was done in the Slavic
di­alect.
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   How­ever, the mis­sion­ary labors of the two broth­ers were greatly com­pli­cated by the
con­fronta­tion be­tween the East­ern and West­ern Churches, which in­ten­si­fied dur­ing that
pe­riod. The La­tinized Ger­man clergy, who had their sights set on the Slavic lands, fear­ing
Byzan­tine in­flu­ence, ac­cused Cyril and Method­ius of heresy. The pre­text for the ac­cu­sa­tions
was the in­tro­duc­tion of the Slavic lan­guage into the di­vine liturgy; ac­cord­ing to the Ger­man
clergy, it was pos­si­ble to give praise to the Lord only in three lan­guages—He­brew,
Greek, and Latin—those that were used to make the in­scrip­tion on the Cross of the
Lord.

 
   In 868, the broth­ers went to Rome to seek sup­port from Pope Adrian II. The pope en­dorsed
the mis­sion­ary work of Cyril and Method­ius, con­firmed their right to serve in Slavic, and
con­se­crated Slavic books. In Rome, Cyril, who was in poor health, fell ill and died. Be­fore his
death, he took a prom­ise from Method­ius that he would con­tinue the work they had be­gun in
Moravia.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Method­ius, el­e­vated to the rank of Arch­bishop of Pan­nonia, be­gan to grad­u­ally ex­pand his
mis­sion­ary ac­tiv­ity. Mean­while, po­lit­i­cal and ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal strife flared up. In 870, on
charges of vi­o­lat­ing the hi­er­ar­chi­cal rights to Pan­nonia and Moravia, Method­ius was
sum­moned to a coun­cil of Ger­man bish­ops in Bavaria, where he was sub­jected to
beat­ings and spent about three years in prison. Only in 873, the new Pope John VIII
com­pelled the Bavar­ian epis­co­pate to re­lease Method­ius. In the next six years, with
the ac­tive par­tic­i­pa­tion of Method­ius, the Slavic Church ex­panded sig­nif­i­cantly,
cov­er­ing the ter­ri­to­ries of Czechia and Poland. At the same time, the out­spo­ken
and prin­ci­pled Method­ius fought against the li­cen­tious­ness of the sec­u­lar rulers,
which set them against Method­ius. As be­fore, the Ger­man clergy con­tin­ued to plot
against him, ac­cus­ing him of heresy. Yet the main op­po­nent of Method­ius be­came
his own as­sis­tant, the Ger­man Wich­ing, or­dained to the bish­opric by the pope.
Forced to de­fend him­self from con­stant ac­cu­sa­tions, Method­ius nev­er­the­less ac­tively
en­gaged in church and teach­ing ac­tiv­i­ties. In 883, he be­gan to trans­late the full text
of the Holy Scrip­tures and cer­tain writ­ings from the pa­tris­tic lit­er­a­ture into the
Slavic lan­guage. Thus, in the midst of his labors and strug­gles, he met his death in
885.

 
   Fol­low­ing the death of Method­ius, his dis­ci­ples were per­se­cuted, along with the still frag­ile
Slavic Church. As a re­sult, Byzan­tine Chris­tian­ity could not gain a foothold in the West­ern
Slavic lands: the West­ern Slavs joined the Ger­manic-Ro­man world. Nev­er­the­less, the mis­sion
of the Thes­sa­loniki broth­ers was con­tin­ued among the south­ern Slavs, where many of Cyril
and Method­ius’ dis­ci­ples had gone to: the Serbs, the Bul­gar­i­ans, and later the Rus­sians, who
in the near fu­ture would unite their des­tinies with the Byzan­tine Church. Cyril and
Method­ius would be­come the most beloved and revered saints not only in the Rus­sian
Or­tho­dox Church, but also in all the East­ern Churches and, in­deed, the en­tire Chris­tian
world.

   
 

   3.9    Great Schism

By the time of Charle­magne, the es­trange­ment be­tween West­ern and East­ern Chris­tian­ity
be­came clearly vis­i­ble, al­though the process of alien­ation it­self had be­gun many cen­turies
ear­lier. When Con­stan­tine the Great moved the cap­i­tal of the Ro­man Em­pire to
Con­stantino­ple in 330, he laid the foun­da­tion for a po­lit­i­cal and later ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal di­vi­sion of
the em­pire into East and West. Em­peror Theo­do­sius in 395 in­sti­tuted a sep­a­rate
ad­min­is­tra­tion of the west­ern and east­ern parts of the em­pire. The bar­bar­ian in­va­sion and
the fall of the West­ern Ro­man Em­pire at the end of the 5th cen­tury con­sum­mated the
po­lit­i­cal di­vi­sion. The Church for­mally re­mained united, as was ex­pressed in con­ven­ing
Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils, but as far as church gov­er­nance was con­cerned, it also split
into the East­ern and West­ern coun­ter­parts. As we al­ready know, cae­saropa­pism
flour­ished in the East, where the em­per­ors es­sen­tially ruled the East­ern Church,
as­sum­ing the role of “popes.” In the West, the popes in­creas­ingly con­cen­trated fi­nan­cial,
mil­i­tary, and po­lit­i­cal power in their hands, turn­ing into sec­u­lar sov­er­eigns (some
his­to­ri­ans de­fine this sit­u­a­tion as “pa­poc­ae­sarism”). Con­se­quently, the Church
in the East be­came a vi­tal in­stru­ment and ap­pendage of sec­u­lar power, while in
the West, on the con­trary, the state was seen as an in­stru­ment of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal
au­thor­ity.
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   Un­sur­pris­ingly, this dif­fer­ence in views pro­voked on­go­ing con­flicts. An­other im­por­tant
rea­son for the schism was the in­ter­nal strug­gle for pri­macy be­tween the sees, each vy­ing
for greater in­flu­ence in the Uni­ver­sal Church. Of the sev­eral largest bish­oprics
es­tab­lished in the first few cen­turies, the two stood dis­tinctly out, rep­re­sent­ing Rome and
Con­stantino­ple, the two cap­i­tals of the em­pire, locked in a cen­turies-long ri­valry with one
an­other.

 
   An im­por­tant, though not de­ci­sive, rea­son for such di­vi­sion was the the­o­log­i­cal dif­fer­ences
that had long ex­isted be­tween East and West. The Greek con­scious­ness lean­ing
to­wards a more the­o­ret­i­cal un­der­stand­ing of Chris­tian teach­ing was en­gaged in the
elab­o­ra­tion and for­mu­la­tion of com­plex the­o­log­i­cal doc­trines. For this rea­son, most of the
here­sies that tore the Church apart were born in the East. The West, on the other
hand, was more con­cerned with the is­sues of prac­ti­cal church life. As a re­sult, the
de­vel­op­ment of the East­ern and West­ern Churches had char­ac­ter­is­tic dif­fer­ences
both in terms of for­mu­la­tion of re­li­gious and the­o­log­i­cal prob­lems as well as their
so­lu­tions.

 
   The sep­a­ra­tion of the Churches traces back pri­mar­ily to cul­tural, his­tor­i­cal, and
ethno­graphic rea­sons. Each lo­cal Church, to a cer­tain ex­tent, as­sim­i­lated tra­di­tions, rit­u­als,
and the way of think­ing of the lo­cal pop­u­la­tion. These tra­di­tions var­ied among
dif­fer­ent eth­nic groups and dif­fer­ent re­gions, re­sult­ing in a num­ber of rit­ual and
dog­matic dis­sim­i­lar­i­ties. While the vast ma­jor­ity of these dif­fer­ences were merely
ex­pres­sions of the politico-ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ri­valry, their own re­li­gious di­men­sion can­not be
ig­nored.

   
 

   3.9.1    Rit­ual and dog­matic dif­fer­ences be­tween the West­ern and East­ern Churches
dur­ing the Great Schism

By the 10th cen­tury, the fol­low­ing dif­fer­ences had his­tor­i­cally de­vel­oped and con­sol­i­dated in
the rit­ual and dog­matic life of the West­ern and East­ern Churches:

 
   1. Dif­fer­ences in the Creed. Since the 6th cen­tury, the West­ern Church be­gan to in­tro­duce
the ad­di­tion of “and the Son” (fil­ioque) to the word­ing of the Creed re­fer­ring to the pro­ceed­ing
of the Holy Spirit. By the 11th cen­tury, this ver­sion of the Creed be­came fully en­trenched in
the West.

 
   2. By the mid­dle of the 2nd cen­tury, there emerged a prob­lem with the date of cel­e­brat­ing
Pascha (or Easter). A dif­fer­ence in the dates be­tween the East and the West in the
cel­e­bra­tion of Pascha, the main Chris­tian hol­i­day, and, as a re­sult, the mis­match in the
church cal­en­dars, im­peded the de­vel­op­ment of healthy re­la­tions be­tween the two
Churches.

 
   3. In the West, Latin was es­tab­lished early on as a main church lan­guage, while in the
East, Greek con­tin­ued to be com­monly used in the Church. This ‘di­vi­sion of lan­guages’ also
con­trib­uted to a the­o­log­i­cal de­mar­ca­tion.

 
   4. The op­po­si­tion of the West­ern Church to the icon­o­clas­tic heresy in­di­rectly led to its
in­ter­fer­ence in the af­fairs of the East­ern Church, which in turn in­creased ten­sions be­tween
them.

 
   5. The West early es­tab­lished the cus­tom of cel­e­brat­ing the liturgy on un­leav­ened bread
(hos­tia), while in the East it was cel­e­brated on leav­ened bread.

 
   6. In the East, the mar­riage of “white clergy,” i.e., priests who did not be­come monks,
was al­lowed. In con­trast, the West­ern Church re­quired a vow of celibacy for all
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
clergy.

 
   7. There also ex­isted seem­ingly mi­nor dif­fer­ences, such as whether it was proper to fast on
the Sab­bath or whether it was per­mis­si­ble for priests to shave their beards. In the East, the
clergy was re­quired to wear a beard, while in the West, priests were al­lowed to shave. And yet
even such mi­nor dis­crep­an­cies at times pro­voked a fierce con­tro­versy, caus­ing ma­jor
con­flicts.

 
   All of the above rea­sons in­evitably led to a for­mal breakup of the Church. The tragic
his­tory of the schism, which con­cluded the con­tra­dic­tions ac­cu­mu­lated over the years,
con­sists of two stages. The first one took place in the 9th cen­tury and is as­so­ci­ated with the
names of Pope Nicholas I and Pa­tri­arch Photius of Con­stantino­ple.

   
 

   3.9.2    Ris­ing pa­pal power in the West

The idea of build­ing the “City of God” in the Car­olin­gian monar­chy turned out to be
un­ten­able, and the em­pire col­lapsed. Its in­hab­i­tants, how­ever, con­tin­ued to long for unity,
which for them was em­bod­ied in the form of the Church and rep­re­sented by the see of
Rome.

 
   The first to de­ci­sively en­dow the pa­pacy with im­pe­rial state func­tions was Nicholas I, who
held the pa­pal throne from 858 un­til his death in 867. He was a man of im­pos­ing
ap­pear­ance, un­stop­pable en­ergy, and firm be­lief in the uni­ver­sal monar­chi­cal sig­nif­i­cance of
the pa­pacy. Hav­ing taken the rank of Rome’s high priest, he was the first of the popes to be
crowned with a three-tiered crown (tiara) as a sign of his royal dig­nity. The frag­mented
Eu­rope was pow­er­less be­fore the clever and strong-willed “ath­lete of God,”[167] as the
chron­i­cler calls him. Nicholas I made the re­bel­lious bish­ops, barons, and kings bow down to
his will. Re­fer­ring to the ex­am­ples of Pepin and Charle­magne, he ar­gued that only the pope
could be­stow power on em­per­ors. Ac­cord­ing to the pope, as God rules over the world, so the
pope, his vicar, should stand at the head of earthly king­doms: ev­ery­one should fall at the feet
of the Ro­man arch­bishop, as be­fore the throne of God. For this rea­son, Nicholas I,
ac­cord­ing to the chron­i­cler, “tamed kings and tyrants, and ruled the world like a
sov­er­eign.”[168]
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   The pope con­sid­ered it his duty to sup­press the will­ful­ness of bish­ops of the na­tional
churches. If some­one was re­moved from the cler­i­cal po­si­tion with­out his ap­proval, he, no
mat­ter what, forced oth­ers to re­store the ex­com­mu­ni­cated and, on the con­trary,
ex­com­mu­ni­cated the in­sub­or­di­nate.

 
   The un­lim­ited power of the pa­pacy was legally jus­ti­fied by a col­lec­tion of doc­u­ments first
pub­lished un­der Nicholas I, which be­came known as the “Pseudo-Isidore dec­re­tals.” It
in­cluded the al­ready men­tioned “Do­na­tion of Con­stan­tine,” pa­pal doc­u­ments and let­ters from
the time of Clement of Rome, and cer­tain res­o­lu­tions of church coun­cils. Its com­pi­la­tion was
as­so­ci­ated with the name of Isidore of Seville, the head of the Span­ish Church in the 6th
cen­tury. The doc­u­ments (mostly forged) pro­claimed the au­thor­ity of the pope over all church
lead­ers and gave ev­ery bishop the right to ad­dress the pope di­rectly. At the same
time, the dec­re­tals pro­claimed the free­dom of the Church from any sec­u­lar con­trol.
More­over, they de­clared the sub­or­di­nate po­si­tion of sec­u­lar au­thor­ity in re­la­tion to
church au­thor­ity. And in the pope’s mind, his ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal au­thor­ity ex­tended
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
ev­ery­where. The “ath­lete of God” closely mon­i­tored church life around the world,
and when he heard ru­mors about the suc­cesses or fail­ures of the East­ern Church
in dis­tant Byzan­tium or Slavic lands, he con­sid­ered it his right and duty to get
di­rectly in­volved in the events and steer them in the di­rec­tion fa­vor­able for the see of
Rome.

   
 

   3.9.3    Strug­gle for the See of Con­stantino­ple

By the end of the 9th cen­tury, an in­tense strug­gle be­tween op­pos­ing fac­tions was brew­ing in
the East­ern Church. Al­ready in the pe­riod of the Sev­enth Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cil, the en­tire
broth­er­hood of the Stu­dite Monastery, the cen­ter of op­po­si­tion to the gov­ern­ment, was set
against the ex­ces­sively lib­eral Pa­tri­arch Tara­sius. The in­cli­na­tion of the Byzan­tine em­per­ors
to icon­o­clasm led the Stu­dites to sharply con­demn the pa­tri­archs’ loy­alty to the au­thor­i­ties
and turn their eyes to the West. The popes of that time had great re­spect for Greek
Or­tho­doxy and sup­ported it in dif­fi­cult times—it was no co­in­ci­dence that Theodore
the Stu­dite called the pope “the most di­vine head of heads.”[169] How­ever, this
sit­u­a­tion changed when, in 847, Pa­tri­arch Ig­natius was ap­pointed to the see of
Con­stantino­ple.

 
   Ac­cord­ing to a con­tem­po­rary, Ig­natius was “an ex­cel­lent monk, but not a bril­liant
pa­tri­arch.”[170] He was un­e­d­u­cated and saw lit­tle sense in get­ting an ed­u­ca­tion, be­liev­ing
that an as­cetic life­style and con­stant prayer were suf­fi­cient for a Chris­tian. He con­sid­ered the
strength­en­ing of monas­ter­ies to be his main goal, which was of­ten done at the ex­pense of
other spheres of pub­lic life; more­over, Ig­natius could some­times be harsh and un­fair in his
as­sess­ments and de­ci­sions. In the end, his ac­tions be­gan to cause dis­sat­is­fac­tion in sec­u­lar
cir­cles.

 
   At the time, the em­pire was for­mally ruled by Theodora, the mother of the young Em­peror
Michael III. The lat­ter was un­der the in­flu­ence of his un­cle Bar­das, a vi­cious man who did not
dis­dain any means to gain power. Pa­tri­arch Ig­natius sharply de­nounced Bar­das’ de­praved
be­hav­ior, and once for­bid him to take com­mu­nion. When Michael III tried to re­move
his mother from power, de­mand­ing that Ig­natius forcibly ton­sure her as a nun,
he re­fused. His en­e­mies never for­gave him for that: in 858, Ig­natius was de­posed
and sent into ex­ile, and the im­pe­rial sec­re­tary Photius (c.820–891) was made the
pa­tri­arch.

 
   The tal­ented and highly ed­u­cated Photius un­der­stood that Ig­natius had a huge num­ber of
sup­port­ers, es­pe­cially among the monas­tics, and there­fore promised to honor him as his
fa­ther. How­ever, his hopes for a peace­ful tran­si­tion of church power did not ma­te­ri­al­ize.
Ig­natius did not agree to a vol­un­tary ab­di­ca­tion. His sup­port­ers anath­e­ma­tized Photius. In
re­sponse, Photius con­vened a Coun­cil, where, in turn, he anath­e­ma­tized Ig­natius. Af­ter that,
the fol­low­ers of Pa­tri­arch Ig­natius were ha­rassed and per­se­cuted by Bar­das, de­spite Photius’
in­ter­ces­sion.

 
   When Photius as­cended the pa­tri­ar­chal see, he only in­formed the East­ern pa­tri­archs
about it. It took three more years be­fore Rome re­ceived an of­fi­cial no­tice from Con­stantino­ple
about the change that had taken place. This hap­pened when the des­per­ate Ig­natius ap­pealed
to Pope Nicholas I. Ad­dress­ing the pope as “the pa­tri­arch of all sees, the suc­ces­sor of the
Prince of the Apos­tles,”[171] Ig­natius com­plained about his il­le­gal re­moval from his
cathe­dra. Photius, too, sent a let­ter to Rome, jus­ti­fy­ing his pa­tri­ar­chate by the force of
cir­cum­stances and em­pha­siz­ing that he had un­will­ingly agreed to take over the
see.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                

 
   Pope Nicholas I dis­patched two legates to Con­stantino­ple to deal with the sit­u­a­tion on the
spot. In 861, a Coun­cil was held with their par­tic­i­pa­tion, at which the pa­tri­ar­chate of Photius
was af­firmed as le­git­i­mate. Ig­natius sent an­other ap­peal to Rome; the em­peror
and Photius also wrote to the pope. This time, Nicholas I de­clared that he had
not given his legates the au­thor­ity to de­cide the case, and did not agree with the
Coun­cil’s res­o­lu­tion. In 863, he de­nounced Photius, de­posed him, and rec­og­nized
Ig­natius as the le­git­i­mate pa­tri­arch. Photius, nat­u­rally, did not agree with Rome’s
de­ci­sion.

 
   The re­la­tions be­tween Rome and Con­stantino­ple were ad­di­tion­ally com­pli­cated by the
ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal and po­lit­i­cal events of that time. The pope ac­cepted Bul­garia un­der his
ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ju­ris­dic­tion, which caused ex­treme in­dig­na­tion in Photius, who viewed the
pope’s act as an en­croach­ment on the east­ern ter­ri­to­ries. In 867, Photius sent a let­ter to the
East­ern bish­ops, where he com­plained about the “Latins” en­croach­ing on the true Chris­tian
faith. He re­called the nu­mer­ous the­o­log­i­cal dif­fer­ences be­tween East and West, declar­ing the
West­ern teach­ings to be false and fa­tal to Chris­tian­ity. It is in this epis­tle that the the­o­log­i­cal
con­tra­dic­tions be­tween the two Churches were for­mu­lated ex­plic­itly for the first time and
given such sig­nif­i­cance (cu­ri­ously, Photius’ ear­lier let­ter to the pope in 861, on the
con­trary, was char­ac­ter­ized by a lib­eral at­ti­tude to rit­ual and dog­matic is­sues). At
the same time, Photius con­vened a Coun­cil, which anath­e­ma­tized Pope Nicholas
I.

 
   Fur­ther events moved with kalei­do­scopic speed: Con­stantino­ple lived through a num­ber
of em­per­ors, and sev­eral popes suc­ceeded one an­other to the see of Rome. Over
the many years of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal and po­lit­i­cal strug­gle, Photius was first de­posed,
then re­in­stated as pa­tri­arch again, and fi­nally, in 886, he was de­posed for good.
The strug­gle be­tween Rome and Con­stantino­ple tem­po­rar­ily sub­sided, but only
to flare up again a cen­tury and a half later and end in the most re­gret­table way
pos­si­ble.

   
 

   3.9.4    Schism of 1054

The sec­ond stage of the strug­gle be­tween the two largest epis­co­pal sees and the fi­nal
sep­a­ra­tion of the Churches are as­so­ci­ated with the names of two other prom­i­nent
rep­re­sen­ta­tives of Rome and Con­stantino­ple: Pope Leo IX and Pa­tri­arch Michael
Ceru­lar­ius.

 
   The pa­pacy was greatly strength­ened by the mid­dle of the 11th cen­tury thanks to the
Clu­niac re­form move­ment and the sup­port of the Ger­man kings. The Ro­man see gained its
spe­cial pres­tige un­der the pon­tif­i­cate of Pope Leo IX, who oc­cu­pied it be­tween 1048 and
1054.

 
   Prior to his elec­tion as pope, Leo had been a Ger­man bishop and had long re­fused to be
el­e­vated to the pa­pal throne. He agreed to take it only at the in­sis­tence of Em­peror Henry III.
A ca­pa­ble leader and a staunch sup­porter of the Clu­niac re­forms, he be­gan his pub­lic fight
against si­mony and the mar­riages of the clergy—the fight that would be later suc­cess­fully
com­pleted by Gre­gory VII. The Ro­man cathe­dra was grad­u­ally com­ing out of the cri­sis that
had lasted for a long time. Italy and Rome were con­stantly threat­ened by the Nor­mans, and
yet Henry III re­fused to in­ter­vene on be­half of the pope. Find­ing him­self in need of a po­lit­i­cal
al­liance with Byzan­tium, the pope could not but wish for peace with the pa­tri­arch of
Con­stantino­ple. How­ever, Leo IX did not want to lose the ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal and po­lit­i­cal
pre­em­i­nence of Rome, of which he was deeply con­vinced. This was some­thing that his
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
op­po­nent, the pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple Michael Ceru­lar­ius, could not agree
to.

 
   Michael Ceru­lar­ius came from a no­ble fam­ily. From a young age, he ex­pressed in­ter­est in
a ca­reer in pol­i­tics. He was even ex­pected to be­come em­peror dur­ing a next palace coup. The
coup, how­ever, was foiled, and Michael Ceru­lar­ius, de­prived of all his prop­erty, was ton­sured
a monk in the sum­mer of 1040. In 1043, Con­stan­tine IX Mono­ma­chos as­cended the throne
and brought Michael into his in­ner cir­cle, mak­ing him his clos­est ad­viser; and soon Michael
as­sumed the pa­tri­ar­chal cathe­dra. Hav­ing de­voted him­self to the ser­vice of the Church,
Michael Ceru­lar­ius re­tained the traits of an im­pe­ri­ous states­man; he was so self-as­sertive
that he could not tol­er­ate even the slight­est diminu­tion of his au­thor­ity or that of the see of
Con­stantino­ple.

 
   Byzan­tium, in con­trast to Rome, fol­low­ing a brief pe­riod of pros­per­ity in the 10th cen­tury,
be­gan to slide into a deep eco­nomic and po­lit­i­cal de­cline. The sit­u­a­tion was ag­gra­vated by the
ap­pear­ance of a new en­emy in the East, the Seljuk Turks, against whom Byzan­tium,
weak­ened from within, could no longer pre­vail on its own. It is not sur­pris­ing that Byzan­tium
needed an al­liance with the West.

 
   It seemed that in such cir­cum­stances, when the East and the West, united by the com­mon
Chris­tian faith, needed each other, their union would only be nat­u­ral. In­deed, the long
process of ne­go­ti­a­tions be­gan. How­ever, it ended in a com­plete rup­ture of the two
branches—the West­ern and the East­ern—of the Uni­ver­sal Church.

 
   Em­peror Con­stan­tine Mono­ma­chos tried to ne­go­ti­ate a treaty with the pope on the joint
de­fense of Italy against the Nor­mans, for which he promised Leo IX to re­turn the
south­ern Ital­ian prov­inces that were then un­der the ju­ris­dic­tion of Con­stantino­ple. The
treaty was go­ing to be con­cealed from the am­bi­tious Michael Ceru­lar­ius since the
pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple might not agree to the loss of his ter­ri­to­ries. How­ever, the
pa­tri­arch learned about the up­com­ing treaty and de­cided to prove to the em­peror
his in­de­pen­dence and firm ad­her­ence to prin­ci­ples. In 1053, Michael Ceru­lar­ius
closed Latin churches and monas­ter­ies in Con­stantino­ple, which the pope, tak­ing
ad­van­tage of the po­lit­i­cal sit­u­a­tion, used to pro­mote the Latin rite. In ad­di­tion, on the
in­struc­tions of the pa­tri­arch, one of the Byzan­tine hi­er­ar­chs, Leo of Ohrid, wrote an
es­say di­rected against the Latin tra­di­tions (the use of un­leav­ened bread, fast­ing
on Sab­bath, etc.). In re­sponse, the pope sent a mes­sage to the pa­tri­arch, which
in­di­cated that peace and har­mony should reign in the Church: “Cus­toms that dif­fer
ac­cord­ing to place and time do not in any way pre­vent the sal­va­tion of be­liev­ers, if they
are all en­trusted to God by the com­mon faith that works with love, pro­duc­ing all
the pos­si­ble good.”[172] How­ever, the pope did not fail to point out the sins of the
for­mer Con­stantino­ple hi­er­ar­chs, not­ing the ten­dency of the lat­ter to hereti­cal views
and even ref­er­enc­ing a purely myth­i­cal story about a woman who had al­legedly
oc­cu­pied the see of Con­stantino­ple. In fact, in his let­ter, the pope sug­gested that the
Church of Con­stantino­ple should honor the Ro­man Church as her mother. The
po­lit­i­cal sit­u­a­tion was very tense, and Ceru­lar­ius, de­spite the of­fen­sive tone of the
let­ter, was in­clined to­wards rec­on­cil­i­a­tion and even mak­ing some con­ces­sions. He
re­mained un­com­pro­mis­ing on one is­sue, how­ever: he de­manded that the rights of the
Pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple be rec­og­nized as equal to those of the pope. The pope could
not agree to this; in­stead, he re­proached Michael Ceru­lar­ius for us­ing the ti­tle
“ec­u­meni­cal pa­tri­arch,” which, ac­cord­ing to Leo IX, should only be worn by the
pope.

 
   The con­flict be­gan to flare up. On be­half of the pa­tri­arch, the monk Nike­tas Stethatos
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
wrote a new de­nun­ci­a­tion of the West­ern Church. At the be­gin­ning of 1054, an
em­bassy from Rome, au­tho­rized to dis­cuss the al­liance with Byzan­tium against
the Nor­mans, ar­rived in Con­stantino­ple. One of the pa­pal am­bas­sadors, Car­di­nal
Hum­bert, had pre­pared in ad­vance a refu­ta­tion of Stethatos’ ac­cu­sa­tions. In the
course of the dis­pute, Stethatos ad­mit­ted that he was wrong, and his trea­tise was
solemnly burned. How­ever, Hum­bert did not show suf­fi­cient wis­dom and tact by
try­ing to get along with the pa­tri­arch and treat­ing him with due re­spect. At the
Coun­cil, which was con­voked soon af­ter, the irate Michael Ceru­lar­ius as­signed the
pa­pal legates seats be­hind the Greek bish­ops. The pa­pal legates con­sid­ered this a
hu­mil­i­a­tion and re­fused to take them; then the pa­tri­arch broke off all re­la­tions with the
vis­i­tors.

 
   The em­peror was con­cerned about the fate of the treaty with Rome. He and the pa­pal
legates de­cided to con­vene a Coun­cil of their own and de­nounce the pa­tri­arch. Pope Leo IX
died dur­ing that pe­riod, yet his am­bas­sadors re­mained un­com­pro­mis­ing. On July 15, 1054,
dur­ing a di­vine ser­vice in St. Sophia Cathe­dral, in front of a huge crowd of peo­ple, the legates
went to the al­tar and ad­dressed the Byzan­tines with a ser­mon, com­plain­ing about the
per­sis­tence of their pa­tri­arch, af­ter which they placed a bull on the holy al­tar, in which the
pa­tri­arch and his fol­low­ers were ac­cused of here­sies and anath­e­ma­tized. How­ever,
the pop­u­la­tion of Con­stantino­ple sup­ported their pa­tri­arch; un­rest be­gan, al­most
cost­ing the lives of the Ro­man am­bas­sadors and the em­peror him­self. Michael
Ceru­lar­ius called a Coun­cil, and on July 20, 1054, anath­ema was pro­nounced
“against all those who worked to pre­pare the bull,”[173] and the bull it­self was
burned.

 
   Thus, the mu­tual anath­e­mas marked the great schism of the Uni­ver­sal Church into the
East­ern and the West­ern parts. Hun­dreds of books have been writ­ten about the causes and
na­ture of the split, and both sides have been de­clared guilty. His­to­ri­ans still ar­gue about
the events of those years and try to de­ter­mine whose fault was greater: Rome’s or
Con­stantino­ple’s, that of the West­ern or the East­ern Church. It seems that the blame was
equally shared by both sides, or, more pre­cisely, by the Church as a whole, since her
ac­tiv­i­ties very of­ten had noth­ing to do with the ideals of the Gospel. In any case, by the end of
the 9th cen­tury, the ide­o­log­i­cal, ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal, and po­lit­i­cal pre­req­ui­sites for the im­mi­nent
split of the Church had al­ready taken shape, and in the mid­dle of the 11th cen­tury, they were
fi­nally re­al­ized.

 
   The newly formed in­de­pen­dent branches of the Church were called the Catholic
Church and the Or­tho­dox Church re­spec­tively, the names that they have been known
un­der for the past ten cen­turies. How­ever, whereas the West­ern Church is still
per­son­i­fied and headed by the see of Rome and its pri­mate, the pope, Byzan­tium
ceased to be the strong­hold of East­ern Chris­tian­ity. Dur­ing the fi­nal cen­turies
of its de­cline, and then its sub­se­quent de­struc­tion un­der the blows of the Turks
in the 15th cen­tury, the cen­ter of Or­tho­doxy moved to the north, to the Rus­sian
lands. It was the Rus­sian Or­tho­dox Church that would be­come a new strong­hold of
Or­tho­doxy.

   
 

   3.9.5    On Chris­tian unity

Un­doubt­edly, the sep­a­ra­tion of the Churches is a deeply tragic event for the con­scious­ness of
ev­ery Chris­tian, be­cause it vi­o­lates the ba­sic prin­ci­ple of the Church life—her unity.
There have been a num­ber of at­tempts to over­come the split, but they were mostly
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
su­per­fi­cial in na­ture and led to poor re­sults. Nev­er­the­less, achiev­ing Chris­tian unity
still re­mains a vi­tal goal for Chris­tians of the East and the West who have gained
in­valu­able ex­pe­ri­ence on their sep­a­rate paths. This idea was bril­liantly ex­pressed by the
Rus­sian philoso­pher N. Berdyaev: “For the mys­teried pur­poses of Di­vine Prov­i­dence,
the re­li­gious life of mankind split onto two ex­pe­ri­ences and two path­ways. Both
ex­pe­ri­ences have their own mis­sion and they com­ple­ment each the other…. But to
com­pre­hend these dif­fer­ent ex­pe­ri­ences and to over­come the en­mity in our var­ied
path­ways, we both must and should.”[174] The re­uni­fi­ca­tion of Chris­tians should
fol­low the path of mu­tual un­der­stand­ing and knowl­edge. The spir­i­tual ex­pe­ri­ence of
the West must be­long to the East as much as the knowl­edge of God by the East
must be­come an as­set to the West. When the alien­ation dis­ap­pears, so will the
con­fes­sional bar­ri­ers. Only then will there be one flock, the Uni­ver­sal Church, and one
shep­herd—Christ!

   
 

   3.10    Chris­tian­ity in Rus­sia



   3.10.1    Bap­tism of Rus­sia

Chris­tian­ity first came to Rus­sia long be­fore its bap­tism in 988. There is in­dis­putable
his­tor­i­cal ev­i­dence that part of Rus’ was bap­tized ear­lier, un­der Askold (d.882) in the 9th
cen­tury. This of­fi­cial event was ac­com­pa­nied by the pa­tri­arch of Con­stantino­ple, Photius,
send­ing an arch­bishop to Rus­sia to set up a church struc­ture there. Dur­ing that pe­riod,
how­ever, there was an in­tense strug­gle be­tween the Chris­tian and pa­gan fac­tions be­fore
Chris­tian­ity fi­nally took root more than a hun­dred years later. Nev­er­the­less, ac­cord­ing to the
chron­i­cles, there were quite a few Chris­tians among the troops of Prince Igor (d.945), and
there was a Chris­tian church in Kiev, where di­vine ser­vices were cel­e­brated and oaths
were taken, “since many of the Varangians were Chris­tians.”[175] Princess Olga of
Kiev, who ar­rived in Byzan­tium in 957, was, too, al­ready a Chris­tian. Four out
of five wives of Prince Vladimir (d.1015), Olga’s grand­son, were Chris­tians even
be­fore his bap­tism. There was also a large en­clave of Chris­tians in­hab­it­ing the city
of Nov­gorod prior to Rus­sia’s bap­tism, where the Church of the Trans­fig­u­ra­tion
func­tioned.
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   Rus­sia in the 9th–10th cen­turies was tra­di­tion­ally con­nected with re­splen­dent
Con­stantino­ple—the Im­pe­rial City—and with the Slavs in cen­tral Eu­rope and the Balkan
Penin­sula. These ties largely de­ter­mined the ori­en­ta­tion of Kievan Rus’ to­wards the East­ern
Chris­tian world. At the same time, the Kievan princes had an op­por­tu­nity to choose be­tween
dif­fer­ent re­li­gions since dif­fer­ent states that pro­fessed them were in­ter­ested in
gain­ing con­trol over the rich Rus­sian lands. This kind of re­li­gious ri­valry be­tween
the largest monothe­is­tic re­li­gions was de­picted in “The Tale of By­gone Years,” a
mon­u­ment of an­cient Rus­sian lit­er­a­ture. One of the episodes tells us “The Leg­end of St.
Vladimir’s Bap­tism,” al­though the au­then­tic­ity of its events is de­nied by many schol­ars.
Ac­cord­ing to the leg­end, in 986, Kiev was vis­ited by en­voys rep­re­sent­ing East­ern
Chris­tian­ity from Con­stantino­ple, mis­sion­ar­ies from Rome, rep­re­sen­ta­tives of Ju­daism,
and mem­bers of Is­lam. Prince Vladimir liked the speech of the Greek preacher
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
most of all, al­though he was in no hurry to adopt Chris­tian­ity of the East­ern rite.
The fol­low­ing year, the prince sent en­voys to dif­fer­ent coun­tries so that they could
get ac­quainted with each of the re­li­gions on the spot. The chron­i­cle says that the
Latin and Mus­lim rites did not make a spe­cial im­pres­sion on the am­bas­sadors, but
Con­stantino­ple and the Greek church ser­vices en­rap­tured them, and they be­gan to per­suade
Vladimir to ac­cept Chris­tian­ity of the East­ern rite. How­ever, the fi­nal de­ci­sion to adopt
Chris­tian­ity by Vladimir was as­so­ci­ated with mil­i­tary and po­lit­i­cal cir­cum­stances,
namely, his cam­paign against Cher­son­e­sus and his mar­riage to a Greek princess,
which had Prince Vladimir’s bap­tism as its pre­con­di­tion. Af­ter his re­turn to Kiev in
988, Vladimir de­stroyed pa­gan tem­ples and bap­tized the peo­ple in the Dnieper.
He also im­me­di­ately be­gan to “found churches and as­sign priests through­out the
cities.”[176]

 
   Even from the de­scrip­tion above it is ev­i­dent that the bap­tism of Rus­sia by Prince Vladimir
was not as sim­ple and swift as it is of­ten por­trayed. First of all, the chron­i­cles paint a vivid
and con­tra­dic­tory fig­ure of the prince, who, prior to his bap­tism, bore very lit­tle re­sem­blance
to a Chris­tian saint. A pa­gan by na­ture and be­lief, he kept a harem, had or­gies, and even
sac­ri­ficed Chris­tians. He com­bined the ex­pe­ri­ence of a gen­eral and the wis­dom of a politi­cian
along with un­bri­dled cru­elty.

 
   The process of bap­tism was pre­ceded by Vladimir’s at­tempts to re­form the pa­gan wor­ship
and even in­tro­duce Is­lam, which is clearly men­tioned in his­tor­i­cal sources. Nev­er­the­less,
there is no doubt that af­ter hav­ing re­ceived bap­tism, Prince Vladimir turned from
be­ing a pa­gan to a zeal­ous Chris­tian. What ex­actly ac­counted for this change—a
di­vine rev­e­la­tion, spir­i­tual ex­pe­ri­ence, or po­lit­i­cal cir­cum­stances—is not en­tirely
clear. How­ever, he de­ci­sively re­jected pa­gan­ism and es­poused the new re­li­gion.
Nat­u­rally, the pop­u­la­tion could not so eas­ily aban­don their cen­turies-old be­liefs, so the
process of bap­tiz­ing the peo­ple was car­ried out by a princely or­der. Ac­cord­ing to
Hi­lar­ion, Met­ro­pol­i­tan of Kiev, “If some were not bap­tized for love, then in fear of
Vladimir’s com­mand.”[177] In some places, par­tic­u­larly in Nov­gorod, the re­place­ment of
the tra­di­tional pa­gan wor­ship with a new one was met with an open re­sis­tance.
Nev­er­the­less, Rus­sia was mostly pre­pared to ac­cept the new faith. Sub­se­quently,
Vladimir ac­tively con­trib­uted to the spread­ing and strength­en­ing of Chris­tian­ity, and
the year 988 be­came tra­di­tion­ally con­sid­ered the of­fi­cial date of the bap­tism of
Rus­sia.

   
 

   3.10.2    Be­gin­ning of the Church in Rus­sia

In the Slavs’ Rus­sia, Christ’s faith was des­tined to ac­quire its own fla­vor and ap­pear­ance. The
light of truth, re­fracted through the prism of the Rus­sian na­tional char­ac­ter, re­sulted in one
of the most strik­ing and sig­nif­i­cant phe­nom­ena of Chris­tian­ity—Rus­sian Or­tho­doxy. It was
formed in the process of the his­tor­i­cal de­vel­op­ment of Rus­sia and the growth of its na­tional
con­scious­ness. The Kievan pe­riod (be­fore the Mon­gol in­va­sion) stands apart from the
sub­se­quent his­tory in this re­spect, but even then, the im­age of Holy Rus­sia, which
would be­come the cen­ter of East­ern Chris­tian knowl­edge of God, be­gan to take
shape.

 
   Be­fore the adop­tion of Chris­tian­ity, sim­i­lar to that of other bar­bar­ians, a life­style
in Rus­sia was closely con­nected with na­ture. The peas­ant life was at the mercy
of the el­e­ments ruled by pa­gan gods, whose aban­don­ing risked jeop­ar­diz­ing
the per­son’s very ex­is­tence. At the same time, the an­cient Slavic re­li­gion was
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
quite prim­i­tive and did not hold much sway over the peo­ple. There­fore, when
Pe­run79 
was even­tu­ally re­placed by the Prophet Eli­jah, the tran­si­tion was pain­less, al­beit not
com­pletely con­scious. In ad­di­tion, the grandeur of Byzan­tine Or­tho­doxy, as­sim­i­lated by
Rus­sia, con­trib­uted to the em­pha­sis on the rit­u­als rather than the con­tent of Chris­tian­ity. It
is no co­in­ci­dence that the piety of the he­roes of an­cient epic sto­ries tended to be at­trib­uted to
the fact that they “made the sign of the cross in the pre­scribed man­ner, and made their bows
as en­joined.”[178]
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   But the nat­u­ral char­ac­ter of pre-Chris­tian pop­u­lar be­liefs also had a pos­i­tive as­pect. It
al­lowed the pop­u­lace to de­velop a sense of close­ness to God, close­ness to Christ, the
“Lord-dear Fa­ther,” who is present not some­where in the sky, but here, on earth, with peo­ple.
Peo­ple be­lieved that Christ helps and sym­pa­thizes with them. This sense of the
nat­u­ral and im­me­di­ate close­ness of Christ be­came the ba­sis of Rus­sian saint­hood,
gen­er­ally de­void of pas­sions and im­petu­ous­ness, which was typ­i­cal of West­ern
Chris­tian­ity.

 
   The Kievan pe­riod was the most war­like time in the his­tory of Rus’, dur­ing which the
armies of princes stormed Byzan­tium, and pa­gan war­riors drank from the skulls of their
de­feated en­e­mies. This was the mo­ment when Chris­tian­ity came to Rus­sia, and Rus­sia
ac­cepted the moral essence of the Gospel mes­sage. Un­like the Ger­mans, Rus­sia per­ceived
Christ not as a leader, but as a “Mercy-giver.”

 
   Of course, the Chris­tian moral laws did not al­ways work to their full po­ten­tial; the pa­gan
past fre­quently made it­self felt in the pop­u­lar con­scious­ness (which led to the emer­gence of
dou­ble faith in re­la­tion to Rus­sia—a com­bi­na­tion of Chris­tian faith and pa­gan be­liefs), and it
con­tin­ues to man­i­fest it­self up to the present day. The clash of vi­o­lent and war­like pa­gan­ism
with the bright and lov­ing spirit of Chris­tian­ity re­sulted in a spir­i­tual strug­gle. Its first he­roes
and mar­tyrs were Princes Boris and Gleb, the sons of Vladimir, who are rightly hon­ored by
the Rus­sian peo­ple.

   
 

   3.10.3    Saints Boris and Gleb (d.1015)

When the ques­tion of who would suc­ceed Vladimir was be­ing de­cided, one of his sons,
Svi­atopolk, in­tended to seize the grand ducal throne and phys­i­cally elim­i­nate his broth­ers
Boris and Gleb. In re­sponse to his army’s urges to start the fight, Boris replied: “Be it not
for me to raise my hand against my el­der brother… let him take the place of my
fa­ther in my heart.”[179] These were the first truly Chris­tian words ut­tered in Rus’.
Boris’s own army aban­doned him, con­sid­er­ing his words to be a man­i­fes­ta­tion of
weak­ness. When the mur­der­ers came to Boris, as the life of the saint nar­rates, his
ser­vants wept, “O dear and pre­cious lord of ours, how filled with good­ness you are
that for the sake of the love of Christ you de­sired not to re­sist!”[180] Boris was
mur­dered, and the same fate be­fell the young Gleb. Rus­sia deemed their death a
mar­tyr­dom for their faith and can­on­ized them as saints. The Chris­tian meek­ness
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
and hu­mil­ity of the pas­sion-bear­ing princes in­spired the Rus­sian peo­ple to re­tain
their pa­tience and wis­dom in the most dif­fi­cult his­tor­i­cal mo­ments for cen­turies to
come.

   
 

   3.10.4    Ed­u­ca­tional cam­paign by Yaroslav the Wise

The Kievan throne was taken by an­other son of Vladimir, Yaroslav the Wise (978–1054), who
ac­com­plished no less for the Rus­sian Church than his fa­ther in the area of ed­u­ca­tion and
strength­en­ing Chris­tian­ity in Rus­sia. A man of broad views, an ac­com­plished ruler, closely
con­nected to Eu­ro­pean sov­er­eigns through the ties of his mar­riage, Yaroslav sought to
strengthen Chris­tian­ity in the Kievan state and to achieve cul­tural par­ity with Byzan­tium
and West­ern Eu­rope. Ed­u­ca­tion was of vi­tal im­por­tance to Rus­sia of those days,
es­pe­cially as it was a very young and un­de­vel­oped cul­ture. Rus­sia’s re­mote­ness
from the spir­i­tual and eco­nomic cen­ters of the world cre­ated a sad prospect of
iso­la­tion and sav­agery. There­fore, Yaroslav sought to es­tab­lish con­tacts with dif­fer­ent
states, will­ingly re­ceived am­bas­sadors, and sought to adopt all the achieve­ments of
Chris­tian civ­i­liza­tions, es­pe­cially pay­ing at­ten­tion to the dis­sem­i­na­tion of spir­i­tual
lit­er­a­ture. Priests be­gan to ar­rive from the South Slavic coun­tries—Greeks, Bul­gar­i­ans,
and Serbs. They brought with them church uten­sils, an­cient re­li­gious lit­er­a­ture,
and litur­gi­cal books, which be­gan to be trans­lated into the Slavic lan­guage. There
were scribes skilled at copy­ing books. At the same time, com­mon peo­ple be­gan
to learn how to read and write—the Chris­tian Church be­came the en­light­ener of
Rus­sia.
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   Yaroslav founded a large pub­lic li­brary. The old­est Rus­sian man­u­script of the Gospel (the
so-called Os­tro­mir Gospels) dates back to that time. He gave out spe­cial al­lowances for
priests to preach to the peo­ple and cre­ated a school for bo­yar chil­dren. Yaroslav’s
ed­u­ca­tional mis­sion was con­tin­ued by his son Svi­atoslav II (1027–1076), who pub­lished
Izbornik,80 
a book com­posed of trans­la­tions into Slavic of ex­cerpts from the works of Basil the Great,
Gre­gory the The­olo­gian, John Chrysos­tom, Au­gus­tine, Max­imus the Con­fes­sor, John of
Dam­as­cus, and other Church Fa­thers.

 
   Yaroslav the Wise is cred­ited with es­tab­lish­ing the Rus­sian le­gal sys­tem. The in­tro­duc­tion
of Chris­tian­ity played a huge role in chang­ing the moral state of the peo­ple, who
had pre­vi­ously lived with pa­gan no­tions of good and evil. The norms of an­cient
Rus­sian law in their Chris­tian rein­ter­pre­ta­tion be­came the norms of church law.
A num­ber of such norms in their hu­mane­ness even sur­passed their Byzan­tine
coun­ter­parts: for ex­am­ple, the laws on mar­riage, mur­der, and in­sult. Such rules were first
in­tro­duced by Vladimir, but their most com­plete and de­tailed form are cap­tured in the
so-called Statute of Yaroslav, which was co-au­thored by Hi­lar­ion—the first Rus­sian
met­ro­pol­i­tan.

   
 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
   3.10.5    For­ma­tion of the Church in Rus­sia. Chris­tian cul­ture and art
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   Soon af­ter the in­tro­duc­tion of Chris­tian­ity in Rus­sia, the ini­tial church struc­ture was
es­tab­lished in the form of a me­trop­o­lis of the Con­stantino­ple Pa­tri­ar­chate. It was headed by
met­ro­pol­i­tan, lo­cated in St. Sophia’s Cathe­dral in Kiev and ap­pointed by Con­stantino­ple. The
epis­co­pates were also es­tab­lished in other ma­jor cities, in­clud­ing Bel­go­rod, Nov­gorod, and
Polotsk. The Rus­sian Church in the 11th and 12th cen­turies was ruled by met­ro­pol­i­tans of
Greek ori­gin. This struc­ture made the Rus­sian Church partly in­de­pen­dent from the
pres­sures of a par­tic­u­lar fac­tion and the au­thor­i­ties. But al­ready Yaroslav made an
at­tempt to change this ar­range­ment by ap­point­ing the Rus­sian cler­gy­man Hi­lar­ion as
met­ro­pol­i­tan in 1051. Hi­lar­ion was an out­stand­ing thinker and writer and the
au­thor of the fa­mous “Ser­mon on Law and Grace.” This first sur­viv­ing mon­u­ment of
an­cient Rus­sian lit­er­a­ture tes­ti­fies to the spir­i­tual up­lift ex­pe­ri­enced by Rus­sia
of that time, and what great pas­tors nur­tured her, al­though not even a hun­dred
years had passed since the bap­tism of Rus­sia by Vladimir. Hi­lar­ion de­vel­oped three
main ideas in his solemn “Ser­mon”: the spir­i­tual su­pe­ri­or­ity of the New Tes­ta­ment
(“grace”) over the Old Tes­ta­ment (“law”), the great sig­nif­i­cance of Rus­sia’s em­brac­ing
Chris­tian­ity en­abled by Princes Vladimir and Yaroslav, and the great­ness of the Rus­sian
land. It is in­ter­est­ing that in the “Ser­mon,” Prince Vladimir is ex­tolled as “a new
Con­stan­tine,”[181] and his legacy is likened to the deeds of the apos­tles. Prince Vladimir is
por­trayed as a wise politi­cian and a brave war­rior who adopted Chris­tian­ity at di­vine
prompt­ing. The “Ser­mon” is also dis­tin­guished by its lit­er­ary mer­its: its solemn style
fol­lows the genre of Byzan­tine rhetoric with abun­dant sym­bolic par­al­lels, which were
the tra­di­tional tech­niques of Byzan­tine elo­quence. It is no co­in­ci­dence that the
“Ser­mon” made a strong im­pact on the de­vel­op­ment of sub­se­quent an­cient Rus­sian
lit­er­a­ture.

 
   Like­wise, of great im­por­tance for the for­ma­tion of Rus­sian cul­ture, lit­er­a­ture, and his­tory
were chron­i­cles. Sim­i­lar to Hi­lar­ion’s “Ser­mon,” chron­i­cling re­flected the writer’s de­sire
to un­der­stand con­tem­po­ra­ne­ous events by re­fer­ring to the past. There­fore, the
monk-chron­i­clers ex­pressed their in­ter­est in the his­tory of their peo­ple by glo­ri­fy­ing not only
the deeds of their na­tional Chris­tian as­cetics, but also the ex­ploits of an­cient pa­gan princes.
The chron­i­clers re­lied in their nar­ra­tive on a va­ri­ety of ma­te­ri­als, such as his­tor­i­cal
doc­u­ments, oral tra­di­tions, and com­mon folk­lore. Their style is marked by di­rect speech of
char­ac­ters, ex­pos­i­tory writ­ing tech­niques, and the use of proverbs and say­ings. In
Kiev, the chron­i­cles were com­posed in the sec­ond half of the 11th cen­tury by the
ab­bot of the Kiev-Pech­ersk Lavra Nikon. At the be­gin­ning of the 12th cen­tury, the
Kiev-Pech­ersk monk Nestor com­bined the an­nals to­gether. This col­lec­tion was named
“The Tale of By­gone Years” and be­came the main source of in­for­ma­tion for mod­ern
his­to­ri­ans.
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   The ma­jor­ity of schol­ars, writ­ers, and artists of that time were con­cen­trated in nu­mer­ous
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
monas­ter­ies. Church scribes, ar­chi­tects, and icon painters came from Byzan­tium and other
coun­tries and passed on the se­crets of their craft to the Rus­sians. Soon, Rus­sian mas­ters
were al­ready in­de­pen­dently erect­ing churches, paint­ing fres­coes and icons, which
fas­ci­nated for­eign­ers and are now counted among the trea­sures of the world’s cul­tural
her­itage.

 
   Yaroslav wanted to make his cap­i­tal Kiev as great as Con­stantino­ple. He built a
palace in Kiev, the Golden Gate, and, fi­nally, the ma­jes­tic Church of St. Sophia
(1037). In this mag­nif­i­cent struc­ture, the Byzan­tine ar­chi­tec­tural tech­niques were
cre­atively re­worked by Greek and, in all like­li­hood, Rus­sian mas­ters to in­cor­po­rate lo­cal
tra­di­tions.

 
   The out­side of the tem­ple is crowned with five round domes. The in­te­rior of the tem­ple
is dec­o­rated with a grand mo­saic de­pict­ing the raised hand of the Theotokos, as
if she is ex­tend­ing her bless­ing to the peo­ple. Her six-me­ter fig­ure tow­ers in the
cen­ter of the apse above the al­tar, ap­pear­ing, as it were, to sup­port the church
build­ing.

 
   The mo­saic fig­ures of the Church Fa­thers in the lower sec­tion of the apse are
un­for­get­table; their faces and bright vest­ments with black crosses are de­picted sur­pris­ingly
sub­tly and har­mo­niously. In the mo­saic com­po­si­tion “The Eu­charist,” the artist man­aged to
per­fectly con­vey an im­petu­ous ea­ger­ness with which the apos­tles are head­ing to the
tem­ple.

 
   Dur­ing the same years, the Church of the Sav­ior at Berestove with bas-re­liefs, based on
an­cient East­ern mo­tifs, and the re­mark­ably beau­ti­ful church of St. Sophia in Nov­gorod with
five domes in the form of mil­i­tary hel­mets were built. The Nov­gorod Cathe­dral of St. Sophia
be­came the bound­ary when Rus­sian re­li­gious art ceased to be merely a branch of Byzan­tine
art. The cathe­drals of the 11th cen­tury played an enor­mous role in the life of Rus­sia, turn­ing
into cen­ters of spir­i­tual en­light­en­ment, na­tional sanc­tu­ar­ies, and the ban­ner of unity for
Rus­sian Chris­tians.

 
   The en­tire Chris­tian world be­came a place of learn­ing and gain­ing new re­li­gious
ex­pe­ri­ence for thou­sands of re­cent con­verts. The Rus­sian peo­ple had a spe­cial love for holy
places—of­ten the only sources of knowl­edge and in­spi­ra­tion. Yes­ter­day’s pa­gans, still liv­ing in
the power of their past, they trav­eled to all cor­ners of the world where the grace-filled power
of prayer and the Holy Spirit flour­ished—the power pre­served and mul­ti­plied by as­cetics and
saints. The monas­ter­ies of Byzan­tium, the Holy Land, and Mount Athos re­ceived their
first streams of pil­grims com­ing from dis­tant Rus­sia to par­take of trea­sures of the
Chris­tian faith. And, fi­nally, the spir­i­tual level of Rus­sian Chris­tian­ity in­creased so
much that sim­i­lar jew­els be­gan to emerge on Rus­sian soil. Among them was the
Kiev-Pech­ersk Lavra, a monastery that was to be­come the heart of the faith in Christ in
Rus­sia.

   
 

   3.10.6    Kiev Pech­ersk Lavra

Dur­ing the time of Prince Yaroslav, a young pil­grim, An­tipas, was among the nu­mer­ous
pil­grims who set out on an ar­du­ous jour­ney to the holy places. Af­ter long wan­der­ings, he
set­tled on Mount Athos and soon be­came a monk there, adopt­ing the name of An­thony. His
fer­vent faith and holy life at­tracted the at­ten­tion of the ab­bot. The ab­bot of the monastery, as
the chron­i­cle tells, “bade [An­thony] re­turn to Rus’ ac­com­pa­nied by the bless­ing of the
Holy Mount, that many other monks might spring from his ex­am­ple.”[182] It is
sym­bolic that it was on Mount Athos—the holy site of Byzan­tine Chris­tian­ity—that St.
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
An­thony, the fu­ture founder of the Rus­sian Chris­tian holy site, was given a part­ing
bless­ing.

 
   In a for­est cave on the banks of the Dnieper River, where Hi­lar­ion “of­fered his
prayer to God in se­cret,” An­thony lit the first can­dle of the Kiev-Pech­ersk Monastery.
Soon, his monas­tic ex­ploits were spo­ken about ev­ery­where. An­thony did not shut
him­self off from peo­ple, and many came to him for a bless­ing. There also ap­peared
zeal­ous dis­ci­ples who sought to im­i­tate the saint in ev­ery­thing. A small com­mu­nity of
monks was formed who spent their days in prayer, la­bor, and ab­sti­nence. An­thony
ap­pointed one of the as­cetics, Theo­do­sius, to be his as­sis­tant. The com­mu­nity
of monks at­tracted the at­ten­tion of Prince Izyaslav, who al­lowed them to build a
monastery on the hill. The com­mu­nity grew, and soon Antony, ac­cus­tomed to liv­ing
alone, built him­self a hut nearby. There he died in 1073. Theo­do­sius gath­ered
up to 100 monks and, with the bless­ing of An­thony, moved the main cells of the
monastery to a nearby hill. Af­ter the model of the Greek Stu­dite Monastery, Theo­do­sius
in­tro­duced a strict Rule (us­tav) in his monastery (named Pech­ersk—from the word
“cave”).

 
   St. Theo­do­sius (d.1074) is one of the most prom­i­nent fig­ures in the bright
host of Kievan as­cetics. He was a bo­yar’s son who had a dis­re­gard for worldly
plea­sures since his child­hood. Theo­do­sius longed for a life in quiet for­est
sketes81 
of dis­tant Greek monas­ter­ies, about which he heard from pil­grims, and he also
dreamed of vis­it­ing the Holy Land. How­ever, his fam­ily did not want this kind of
fu­ture for their son and hin­dered him in ev­ery way pos­si­ble. Fi­nally, in 1056, he
se­cretly left home and came be­fore An­thony, ask­ing to be ac­cepted as a monk.
Theo­do­sius’ mother also be­came a nun de­spite her early at­tempts to per­suade him
oth­er­wise.

 
   De­spite his young age, Theo­do­sius im­me­di­ately showed a true ex­am­ple of love, obe­di­ence,
and meek­ness. In 1063, he be­came the ab­bot of the Pech­ersk Monastery.
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   The hall­mark of the holy ab­bot was his hard work. He was al­ways the first to set an
ex­am­ple in ev­ery­thing. As an el­der, Theo­do­sius, ac­cord­ing to the life of the saint, “of­ten
went out into the bake­house and worked with those who were do­ing the bak­ing,
re­joic­ing in his spirit.” This de­scrip­tion of his “re­joic­ing in the spirit”[183] is strik­ing in
the ab­sence of gloomy as­ceti­cism and self-abase­ment that was so com­mon in the
East.

 
   The as­cetic knew the Holy Scrip­tures well and al­ways taught the monks to ap­pre­ci­ate “the
tra­di­tions of the fa­thers and the read­ing of books.”[184] Ac­cord­ing to the chron­i­cler, he
de­voted many hours to book­bind­ing along­side monk Nikon. Thus, the ef­forts of
Theo­do­sius also laid the foun­da­tion for the ed­u­ca­tional ac­tiv­i­ties of the Kiev-Pech­ersk
Monastery.

 
   The spir­i­tual guid­ance of the brethren was of pri­mary im­por­tance for Theo­do­sius. He
taught them ab­sti­nence as a sign of vol­un­tary sac­ri­fice to God. He spoke to them about the
mean­ing of the Je­sus prayer, “Lord Je­sus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me, a sin­ner,”
                                                                                                
                                                                                                
about the great mys­ti­cal power that is con­tained even in the very name of the Sav­ior. For
Theo­do­sius, the con­cen­tra­tion of one’s thoughts and feel­ings on the Di­vine im­age of Christ
was the equiv­a­lent of a pu­ri­fy­ing fire.

 
   Theo­do­sius cared not only for his monks, “but also for peo­ple in the world, as re­gards the
sal­va­tion of their souls. He showed a spe­cial con­cern for his spir­i­tual sons, and com­forted
and in­structed all those who came to him; some­times he went to their houses and gave them
his bless­ing.”[185] In the per­son of Theo­do­sius, Rus­sia was able to over­come one
short­com­ing of Byzan­tium: as one of Rus­sia’s great­est as­cetics and monas­tics, he did not
shut him­self off from the world and so­ci­ety, but taught the peo­ple, fight­ing pa­gan
ves­tiges. “The Lord and the apos­tles,” he said ad­dress­ing those who cel­e­brated
the new Chris­tian feasts but ac­cord­ing to the old pa­gan cus­toms, “com­manded
us to cel­e­brate the holy feasts spir­i­tu­ally rather than fleshly, toil­ing not for un­fit
drunk­en­ness, but in or­der to feed the poor, pray­ing to God on the ac­count of our
sins.”[186]

 
   St. Theo­do­sius de­voted his whole life to strength­en­ing Chris­tian­ity in Rus­sia. Af­ter the
death of Theo­do­sius, the Lavra con­tin­ued to live ac­cord­ing to his pre­cepts. “They all dwelt
to­gether in love: the younger ones sub­mit­ted to their se­niors… like­wise the se­niors showed
love to­wards the younger ones, in­struct­ing them and com­fort­ing them like their beloved
chil­dren,”[187] says the chron­i­cler.

 
   The spir­i­tual at­mos­phere in the first Rus­sian monastery can be judged by the words of his
dis­ci­ple, the au­thor of “The Tale of By­gone Years.” “For all is per­fected in love,” he writes,
“Through love sins are washed away, out of love the Lord de­scended to earth and was
cru­ci­fied for us sin­ners, and af­ter tak­ing away our sins he was nailed to the Cross, thus
giv­ing us his Cross for the elim­i­na­tion of the devil’s ha­tred.”[188]

 
   The great­ness of their love made the Kiev-Pech­ersk as­cetics rise to the height from which
they still shine for us with their lives—with the un­quench­able light—al­most ten cen­turies
later.
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An­ti­och, Syr­ian, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73 

    as cen­ter of Chris­tian­ity, 74 

Aphrodite (god­dess), 75 

Apion, 76 

Apol­li­naris of Laodicea, 77 

Apollo (god), 78 

Apol­los (apos­tle), 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86 

Apos­tles, see  the Twelve 

Ap­pian Way, 88, 89 

Aquila and Priscilla, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98 

the Are­opagite, see  Diony­sius the Are­opagite 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Are­tas IV (king), 100 

Arethas of Cae­sarea, 101 

Aris­to­b­u­lus, 102 

Aris­to­tle, 103, 104, 105 

Ar­ius/Ar­i­an­ism, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123 

    dom­i­nance of, 124 

art, Chris­tian, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129 

    ar­chi­tec­ture, 130, 131, 132, 133 

    fres­cos, 134, 135 

    iconog­ra­phy, 136 

    mo­saics, 137 

    sculp­ture, 138 

Artemis (god­dess), 139 

as­ceti­cism, see  monas­ti­cism, 141 

    ex­tremes of, 142 

Askold (prince), 143 

As­tarte (god­dess), 144, 145 

Athana­sius of Alexan­dria, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151 

Athana­sius the Athonite, 152 

athe­ism, 153 

Athens, 154, 155, 156 

    agora, 157 

    Are­opa­gus, 158 

Athos, Mount, 159, 160, 161, 162, see also monas­ti­cism 

    Great Lavra, 164 

Au­gus­tine of Hippo, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172 

    The City of God, 173, 174, 175 

    Con­fes­sions, 176 

Au­gus­tus (em­peror), 177, 178, 179, 180 

Au­re­lius, Mar­cus (em­peror), 181 



bap­tism, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190 

Bar­das (re­gent), 191, 192 

Barn­abas (apos­tle), 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230 

Barsanuphius the Great, 231, 232, 233 

Basil the Great, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241 

    Basil­iad, 242 

    con­tri­bu­tion to dog­mat­ics, 243 

    con­tri­bu­tion to litur­gics, 244 

    Hex­ae­meron, 245 

    monas­tic Rule of, 246, 247 

    on clas­si­cal cul­ture, 248 

Bede the Ven­er­a­ble, 249 

Bene­dict of Nur­sia, 250, 251 

    monas­tic Rule of, 252, 253, 254 

Berdyaev, Niko­lai, 255 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Boleslaw the Bold (king), 256 

Bonaven­ture, 257 

Boni­face of Mainz, 258 

Byzan­tine Em­pire, see  Byzan­tium 

Byzan­tium, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269 

    Byzan­tine Re­nais­sance, 270 

    Chris­tian mis­sion by, 271 

    cul­tural peak of, 272 

    mores of, 273, 274, 275 

    Slavs, as suc­ces­sors to, 276 

    weak­en­ing of, 277, 278 



Cae­sarea Mar­itima, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288 

cae­saropa­pism, 289, 290, 291 

Ca­iaphas, Joseph, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302 

Caligula (em­peror), 303, 304, 305 

Cap­pado­cian Fa­thers, 306, 307 

Carthage, 308 

cathechu­mens, 309 

Ce­les­tine (pope), 310 

Charle­magne, 311 

Charle­magne (em­peror), 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323 

    Car­olin­gian Re­nais­sance, 324 

Charles the Great, see  Charle­magne 

chil­iasm, 326, 327 

Chris­tian­ity 

    and pa­gan­ism, 328, 329 

    as state re­li­gion, 330, 331, 332, 333, 334, 335 

    Chris­tol­ogy, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343 

    cul­ture of, 344, 345, 346 

    dog­mat­ics of, 347, 348 

    Or­tho­doxy in, 349, 350, 351 

Church, 352 

    and so­ci­ety, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357 

    as po­lit­i­cal tool, 358 

    birth of, 359 

    built by Christ, 360 

    cor­rup­tion in, 361, 362, 363 

    di­vi­sions in, 364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 369 

    East­ern, 370, 371, 372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377 

    East­ern Or­tho­dox, 378 

    Gen­tiles’ ac­cep­tance into, 379, 380 

    in An­ti­och, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385 

    in Jerusalem, 386, 387, 388, 389, 390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398 

    Ro­man Catholic, 399 

    sec­u­lar­iza­tion of, 400, 401 

    state in­ter­fer­ence with, 402 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
    sub­ju­gated by state, 403, 404, 405 

    unity of, 406 

    Uni­ver­sal, 407, 408, 409, 410 

    West­ern, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417 

    wor­ship, see  liturgy 

cir­cum­ci­sion, 419, 420, 421 

Claudius (em­peror), 422, 423, 424, 425, 426 

Clement of Alexan­dria, 427, 428, 429, 430 

Clo­vis I (king), 431 

Clu­niac re­forms, 432, 433, 434, 435 

Com­mu­nion, see  Eu­charist 

com­mu­nity, see also Church 

    Haburot, 438 

    love in, 439 

    of Nazarenes, 440, 441, 442, 443 

Con­stans II (em­peror), 444 

Con­stan­tine Co­prony­mus (em­peror), 445 

Con­stan­tine IV (em­peror), 446 

Con­stan­tine IX Mono­ma­chos (em­peror), 447, 448 

Con­stan­tine the Great, 449 

Con­stan­tine the Great (em­peror), 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460 

Con­stan­tine VII Por­phy­ro­gen­i­tus (em­peror), 461 

Con­stan­tine, Do­na­tion of, see  un­der pa­pacy 

Con­stantino­ple, 463, see also Byzan­tium, 465, 466, 467 

    as sec­ond Rome, 468 

    ri­valry with Rome, 469, 470, 471 

Corinth, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480 

    mores of, 481 

Cor­nelius the Cen­tu­rion, 482, 483, 484, 485, 486 

Coun­cil, Church 

    Ec­u­meni­cal, 487, 488 

    Lat­eran, AD 649, 489 

    of Chal­cedon, AD 451, 490, 491, 492, 493 

    of Con­stantino­ple, AD 381, 494, 495, 496, 497 

    of Con­stantino­ple, AD 553, 498 

    of Con­stantino­ple, AD 680-681, 499 

    of Eph­esus, AD 431, 500, 501 

    of Jerusalem, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509 

    of Nicaea, AD 325, 510, 511, 512, 513 

    of Nicaea, AD 787, 514, 515 

Creed 

    Nicene, 516, 517, 518 

    Nicene-Con­stantino­ple, 519, 520 

Creed, Nicene-Con­stanti­nop­o­li­tan, 521 

Cyprian of Carthage, 522 

Cyprus, 523, 524 

    Jew­ish ma­gi­cians of, 525 

    New Pa­phos, 526 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
    Salamis, 527 

Cyril and Method­ius, mis­sion­ar­ies to Slavs, 528, 529, 530, 531 

    per­se­cuted by Ger­man clergy, 532 

    Slavic al­pha­bet, 533 

Cyril of Alexan­dria, 534, 535, 536 

    per­se­cu­tion of other faiths by, 537 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 538 

    Cat­e­chet­i­cal Lec­tures, 539 



Dam­as­cus, 540 

Dama­sus I (pope), 541, 542, 543, 544, 545 

De­cius (em­peror), 546 

Di­as­pora, Jew­ish, 547, 548, 549, 550, 551, 552 

Dio­cle­tian (em­peror), 553 

Diodorus of Tar­sus, 554 

Diony­sius the Are­opagite, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560 

    Cor­pus Are­opagiticum, 561, 562 

    im­pact on the­ol­ogy, 563 

    Pseudo-, 564 

Dnieper, river, 565, 566 

Dorotheus, Abba, 567, 568 

    Di­rec­tions on the Spir­i­tual Life, 569 

dou­ble faith, 570, 571 



Easter, see  Passover 

Ebion­ites, 573, 574, 575 

the ec­umene, 576, 577 

Edessa, 578 

the Edict of Mi­lan, 579 

Eph­esus, 580, 581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586 

    Great The­ater in, 587 

    oc­cultism in, 588 

    riot by crafts­men, 589, 590 

Ephrem the Syr­ian, 591, 592, 593, 594 

Es­senes, 595, 596, 597 

Ethiopian eu­nuch, 598, 599 

Eu­charist, 600, 601 

Eu­doxia (em­press), 602 

Eu­se­bius of Cae­sarea, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608 

Eu­se­bius of Nico­me­dia, 609, 610 



fil­ioque, 611, see also schism 



Gala­tia, 613, 614, 615 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Gala­tians, epis­tle, 616 

Ga­lerius (em­peror), 617 

Galilee/Galileans, 618, 619, 620, 621, 622, 623, 624, 625, 626, 627 

Gamaliel (rab­ban), 628, 629 

Ger­manus I of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 630 

glos­so­lalia, 631 

Gospels, as Church’s writ­ings, 632 

Greek, lan­guage of the Ro­man Em­pire, 633 

Gre­gory II (pope), 634 

Gre­gory III (pope), 635, 636 

Gre­gory Nazianzen, see  Gre­gory the The­olo­gian 

Gre­gory of Nyssa, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642 

Gre­gory Thau­matur­gus, 643 

Gre­gory the Great (pope), 644, 645, 646, 647, 648 

Gre­gory the The­olo­gian, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653 

    con­tri­bu­tion to the­ol­ogy, 654 

    pa­tri­ar­chate of, 655 

Gre­gory VI (pope), 656 

Gre­gory VII (pope), 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663, 664 



Haburot, see  un­der com­mu­nity 

Ha­gia Sophia, cathe­dral, 666, 667, 668 

halukka, help for the poor, 669, 670 

Harun al-Rashid (caliph), 671 

He­ge­sip­pus, 672 

Hel­lenists, 673, 674, 675, 676, 677, 678, 679 

    “Lib­ertines”, 680 

    and He­brews, 681 

Henry III (em­peror), 682 

Henry IV (em­peror), 683 

Her­a­clius (em­peror), 684 

    Ec­the­sis, 685 

Hi­lar­ion of Kiev (met­ro­pol­i­tan), 686, 687, 688 

    Ser­mon on Law and Grace, 689 

Hilde­brand, see  Gre­gory VII (pope) 

Holy Spirit, 691, 692, 693 

    at Pen­te­cost, 694 

    bap­tism in, 695 

    Gen­tile Pen­te­cost, 696 

Ho­sius of Cor­duba, 697, 698 

Hum­bert (car­di­nal), 699, 700 



icon­o­clasm, 701, 702 

    alien­ation with Rome, as re­sult of, 703 

    con­demned as heresy, 704 

    de­feat of, Tri­umph of Or­tho­doxy, 705 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
    per­se­cu­tion, caused by, 706, 707, 708 

    sec­ond wave of, 709, 710 

Ig­natius of An­ti­och, 711 

    mar­tyr­dom of, 712 

Ig­natius of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 713, 714, 715 

Igor (prince), 716 

in­vesti­ture, 717 

Irene (em­press), 718, 719 

Isaac the Syr­ian, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724 

Is­lam, 725, 726, 727, 728, 729, 730 

    art of, in­flu­enced by Byzan­tium, 731 

    cul­ture of, 732 

Izyaslav (prince), 733 



Ja­cob of Nis­i­bis, 734 

James the Just (apos­tle), 735, 736, 737, 738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744 

    mar­tyr­dom of, 745 

James, Zebedee (apos­tle), 746 

Jerome of Stri­don, 747, 748, 749, 750, 751 

    crit­i­cism of so­ci­ety, by, 752 

    On Il­lus­tri­ous Men, 753 

Jerusalem, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767 

John (apos­tle), 768, 769, 770, 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780 

John Cas­sian, 781, 782 

    In­si­tutes, 783 

John Chrysos­tom, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788 

    On the Priest­hood, 789 

John Cli­ma­cus, 790 

    The Lad­der of Par­adise, 791, 792, 793 

John of An­ti­och, 794 

John of Dam­as­cus, 795, 796, 797, 798, 799, 800, 801 

    Con­cern­ing Here­sies, 802 

    con­tri­bu­tion to litur­gics, 803, 804 

    con­tri­bu­tion to the­ol­ogy, 805 

    The Foun­tain of Knowl­edge, 806 

John Sco­tus Eri­u­gena, 807, 808 

    cen­sor­ship of, 809 

    The Di­vi­sion of Na­ture, 810 

    On Di­vine Pre­des­ti­na­tion, 811 

John VIII (pope), 812 

John XII (pope), 813 

Jose­phus, Flav­ius, 814, 815, 816, 817 

Ju­daism, 818, 819 

Ju­das, death of, 820 

Judea, re­bel­lion against Rome, 821 

Ju­lian, the Apos­tate (em­peror), 822, 823 

Justin, Mar­tyr, 824, 825, 826 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Jus­tinian I (em­peror), 827, 828 

    claim over Eu­rope by, 829 

    The Codex of Jus­tinian, 830 

    per­se­cu­tion of other faiths by, 831 

    re­li­gious pol­icy of, 832 

    The Three Chap­ters, 833 



Khomyakov, Alek­sey, 834 

Kiev-Pech­ersk Lavra, 835, 836 

King­dom of God, 837, 838, 839, 840 



Law of Moses, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857 

    and Christ, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862 

    and con­tro­versy in Church, 863, 864 

    and Paul, 865, 866 

    Mac­cabeans, mar­tyrs for, 867 

    Nazarenes, as fol­low­ers of, 868 

    zealots of, 869, 870 

Lazarus Zo­graphos, 871 

Leo III (pope), 872 

Leo III the Isaurian (em­peror), 873, 874, 875, 876 

Leo IX (pope), 877, 878, 879 

Leo of Ohrid, 880 

Leo the Dea­con, 881 

    His­tory, 882 

Leo the Great (pope), 883 

Liba­n­ius, 884, 885 

Licinius (em­peror), 886 

lit­er­al­ism, 887, see also An­ti­och, school of 

liturgy, 889 

    akathists, 890 

    Mi­lanese, 891 

    of An­ti­och, 892 

    of Basil the Great, 893 

    of Jerusalem, 894 

    of John Chrysos­tom, 895 

    of the cat­e­chu­mens, 896 

    of the faith­ful, 897 

    Ro­man, 898 

    troparia, 899 

Louis the Pi­ous (co-em­peror), 900 

Luke, the Evan­ge­list, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920 

Lyon, mar­tyrs of, 921 

Lystra, 922, 923, 924, 925 



Macar­ius the Great, 926 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Mace­do­nia, 927, 928 

Malalas, John, 929 

Manichaeism, 930 

Mar­celli­nus, Am­mi­anus, 931 

Mar­cel­lus (pre­fect), 932 

Mar­cian (em­peror), 933 

Mark, the Evan­ge­list, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 941, 942, 943, 944, 945, 946, 947 

Mar­tel, Charles (ruler), 948 

Mar­tin I (pope), 949, 950 

Mar­tin of Tours, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955 

Mary or Miriam (Theotokos), 956 

    ven­er­ated by early Chris­tians, 957 

Mary, of Jerusalem, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963 

Matthew (apos­tle), 964 

Matthias (apos­tle), 965, 966 

Max­imus the Con­fes­sor, 967, 968, 969, 970 

Max­imus, Mag­nus, 971 

Method­ius I of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 972 

Michael Ceru­lar­ius (pa­tri­arch), 973, 974, 975, 976 

Michael III (em­peror), 977, 978 

Mid­dle Ages, Early, 979, 980 

mikveh, see  bap­tism 

Mi­lan, 982 

mir­a­cle, 983, 984, 985 

monaste­cism 

    in Syria, 986 

monas­ti­cism, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991 

    coeno­bitic, 992 

    con­tri­bu­tion to schol­ar­ship, 993 

    eremitic, 994 

    in Egypt, 995 

    in Pales­tine, 996 

    in Syria, 997 

    in the West, 998 

    skete, 999 

    spread of, 1000 

Mono­physites, 1001 

Mono­physitism, 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005 

Monothe­litism, 1006, 1007, 1008 

Moses the Black, 1009 

Muham­mad, 1010, 1011 

mu­sic, church 

    an­tiphonal singing, 1012 

    im­por­tance of pa­gan art to, 1013 

    in the East, 1014 

    in the West, 1015 

    psalmody, 1016 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
mys­ter­ies, see  sacra­ments 



Nazarenes, 1018, see also un­der com­mu­nity 

Neo­pla­ton­ism, 1020, 1021 

Nero (em­peror), 1022, 1023 

Nestor the Chron­i­cler 

    The Tale of By­gone Years, 1024, 1025, 1026 

Nesto­rius/Nesto­ri­an­ism, 1027, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1031 

Nicholas I (pope), 1032, 1033, 1034, 1035 

Nikephoros I of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1036 

Nikephoros II Phokas (em­peror), 1037 

Nike­tas Stethatos, 1038 

Nilus of Sinai, 1039 

Nis­i­bis, 1040 

Noah’s com­mand­ments, 1041 

No­va­tian/No­va­tian­ism, 1042 



Olga (princess), 1043 

or­deal, tri­als by, 1044 

Ori­gen, 1045, 1046, 1047 

    bib­li­cal stud­ies by, 1048 

Ori­genism, 1049 

Orontes, river, 1050, 1051 

Otto I (em­peror), 1052 



Pa­chomius the Great, 1053, 1054 

pa­gan­ism, 1055 

    cul­ture of, 1056 

    op­po­si­tion to Chris­tian­ity, 1057 

    out­lawed, 1058, 1059, 1060 

    tem­po­rary up­surge of, 1061 

Pam­philus of Cae­sarea, 1062 

Pan­gaion, Mount, 1063 

pa­pacy, 1064 

    claim to pri­macy, 1065 

    claim to pri­macy by, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069 

    cor­rup­tion, 1070 

    Do­na­tion of Con­stan­tine, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1075 

    in re­la­tion to sec­u­lar au­thor­i­ties, 1076 

    pa­pal state formed, 1077 

    Pseudo-Isidore, False Dec­re­tals of, 1078 

    rise to power by, 1079 

pa­poc­ae­sarism, 1080 

Pascha, see  Passover 

Passover, 1082, 1083, 1084 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
patarines (re­form group), 1085 

Pa­ter­cu­lus, Velleius, 1086 

Patrick of Ire­land, 1087 

pa­tris­tics, “golden age” of, 1088 

Paul (apos­tle), 1089, 1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 1103, 1104, 1105, 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 1118, 1119, 1120, 1121, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 1165 

    in Nabatea, 1166 

    apos­tle to the Gen­tiles, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1170 

    ap­pear­ance of, 1171, 1172 

    ar­rest in Jerusalem, 1173 

    char­ac­ter of, 1174, 1175 

    dis­ci­ple of Gamaliel, 1176 

    ill­ness of, 1177 

    in An­ti­och, 1178 

    in Athens, 1179, 1180 

    in Rome, 1181, 1182 

    in Tar­sus, 1183 

    mar­tyr­dom of, 1184 

    Ro­man cit­i­zen­ship of, 1185 

    Saul, con­ver­sion of, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 1190 

    Saul, the Phar­isee, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197 

Paul II of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1198 

Pela­gian­ism, 1199 

Pelag­ius II (pope), 1200 

Pen­te­cost, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204 

Pepin the Short (king), 1205 

Perga, 1206, 1207 

per­se­cu­tion 

    by Chris­tians, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211 

    of Chris­tians, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215 

    of Chris­tians, end of, 1216 

Pe­run (god), 1217 

Pe­ter (apos­tle), 1218, 1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238, 1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251, 1252, 1253, 1254, 1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1266, 1267 

    in An­ti­och, 1268, 1269 

    in Jaffa, 1270 

    in Rome, 1271 

    mar­tyr­dom of, 1272 

Petro­n­ius, Pub­lius (gov­er­nor), 1273 

Phar­isees, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277 

Philip, of the Seven, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283 

Philippi, 1284, 1285, 1286, 1287, 1288, 1289, 1290 

    Paul meet­ing Ly­dia in, 1291 

    slave­girl, in­ci­dent with, 1292 

Philo of Alexan­dria, 1293, 1294 

phi­los­o­phy, 1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1301 

Photius I of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1302, 1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307 

Pi­late, Pon­tius (gov­er­nor), 1308, 1309, 1310, 1311 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Plato, 1312, 1313 

Plutarch, 1314 

pon­tifex max­imus, ti­tle, 1315 

poor, of the Lord, 1316, see also Ebion­ites 

Priscil­lian (bishop), ex­e­cu­tion of, 1318, 1319 

pros­e­lytes, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324 

Pseudo-Isidore, False Dec­re­tals of, see  un­der pa­pacy 

Pul­cheria (em­press), 1326, 1327 



Remigius of Reims, 1328 

res­ur­rec­tion, 1329, 1330, 1331 

Ro­mans, epis­tle, 1332 

Rome, 1333, 1334, 1335, 1336, 1337, 1338 

    cit­i­zen­ship of, 1339 

    de­cline of, 1340 

    Em­pire of, 1341, 1342, 1343, 1344, 1345 

    fall of, 1346, 1347 

    mil­i­tary roads of, 1348 

Rus­sia 

    art, Chris­tian, 1349 

    bap­tism of, 1350 

    Boris and Gleb, first saints of, 1351 

    Chris­tian cul­ture, be­gin­ning of, 1352 

    Chris­tian­ity in, 1353, 1354, 1355 



sacra­ments, of Church 

    bap­tism, 1356, see also bap­tism 

    chris­ma­tion, 1358 

    Eu­charist, 1359, see also Eu­charist 

    mat­ri­mony, 1361 

    or­di­na­tion, 1362 

    re­pen­tance, 1363 

    unc­tion, 1364 

Sad­ducees, 1365, 1366, 1367, 1368, 1369 

Sal­vian of Mar­seille, 1370 

Samar­i­tans, 1371, 1372 

    Se­bas­tia, 1373 

San­hedrin, 1374, 1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380 

schism 

    Great, 1381, 1382, 1383 

    Great, rea­sons for, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388 

    Nesto­rian, 1389 

Se­leu­cia, 1390 

Sep­tu­agint, 1391, 1392 

Ser­apis, tem­ple of, 1393 

Sergius of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1394 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Sergius Paulus (states­man), 1395, 1396, 1397 

the Seven, 1398, 1399, 1400 

    dea­cons, later as­cribed as, 1401 

    par­nasim, 1402 

shaluah, 1403, see also Apos­tles 

Shavuot, 1405 

Silas (apos­tle), 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416 

Silpius, Mount, 1417 

Si­mon Ma­gus, see  Si­mon of Gitta 

Si­mon of Gitta, 1419, 1420, 1421 

    as here­siarch, 1422 

    si­mony, 1423 

Solovyov, Vladimir, 1424, 1425 

Sophro­nius of Jerusalem (pa­tri­arch), 1426 

Stephen II (pope), 1427, 1428, 1429 

Stephen, of the Seven, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1436 

    mar­tyr­dom of, 1437 

Sue­to­nius, 1438 

Svi­atoslav II (prince), 1439 

Sylvester I of Rome, 1440 

Sylvester II (pope), 1441 

Symeon the Metaphrast, 1442 

sym­pho­nia, of Church and state, 1443 



Tac­i­tus, Pub­lius, 1444 

Tara­sius of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1445, 1446 

the Tar­sian, see  Paul 

Tem­ple, in Jerusalem, 1448, 1449, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1462 

Ter­tul­lian, 1463 

Thad­deus (apos­tle), 1464 

Theodora (9th cen­tury em­press), 1465 

Theodore of Mop­sues­tia, 1466 

Theodore the Stu­dite, 1467, 1468, 1469 

Theodoret of Cyrus, 1470 

Theo­do­sius I (em­peror), 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 1476 

Theo­do­sius II (em­peror), 1477 

Theo­do­sius of Kiev, 1478, 1479, 1480 

Theodotus I of Con­stantino­ple (pa­tri­arch), 1481 

Theok­tis­tos (re­gent), 1482 

Theophilus (em­peror), 1483 

Theophilus of Alexan­dria, 1484, 1485, 1486 

theos­o­phy, 1487, 1488 

the Theotokos, 1489, see  Mary 

Thes­sa­loniki, 1491, 1492, 1493 

Thomas (apos­tle), 1494 

Thomas Aquinas, 1495, 1496, 1497 

Tiberius (em­peror), 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501 

                                                                                                
                                                                                                
Tim­o­thy (apos­tle), 1502, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 1508, 1509, 1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517 

Tiri­dates I (king), 1518 

Ti­tus (apos­tle), 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 1525 

Torah, see  Law of Moses 

Tra­jan (em­peror), 1527 

Treaty of Ver­dun, 1528 

tref , (for­bid­den) food, 1529 

the Twelve, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534 



Ul­fi­las, bishop of the Goths, 1535, 1536 

Ursi­nus (an­tipope), 1537 



Valens (em­peror), 1538 

Va­le­rian (em­peror), 1539 

Via Eg­na­tia, 1540, 1541 

Vitel­lius, Lu­cius (gov­er­nor), 1542 

Vladimir (prince), 1543, 1544 

    bap­tism of, 1545 

    Rus­sia, bap­tism of, by, 1546 

the Vul­gate, 1547 



Walid I (caliph), 1548 

Wich­ing of Ni­tra, 1549 

women, Christ’s dis­ci­ples, 1550, 1551 

Worms, Synod of, 1552 



Yaroslav the Wise (prince), 1553, 1554, 1555 

Yohanan ben Za­kkai (rab­ban), 1556 



Zachary I (pope), 1557, 1558 




    

       
          1The term “Nazarenes” should not be con­fused with the word “Nazirite” (He­brew nazir), which de­noted a
  mem­ber of the an­cient Old Tes­ta­ment com­mu­nity that kept the tra­di­tions of no­madic life (Num
  6:2).
 

 

       
          2We are re­fer­ring to the Apoc­rypha, which have been known since the 2nd cen­tury (Ref. 3,
  p.19), as well as the tes­ti­monies about the Vir­gin Mary, avail­able in early Chris­tian lit­er­a­ture (in St.
  Ig­natius of An­ti­och, St. Justin, etc.). The his­tor­i­cal sig­nif­i­cance of these Apoc­rypha is min­i­mal, but
  they are valu­able as ev­i­dence of the ven­er­a­tion of the Vir­gin Mary in the 1st cen­turies. An art­less
  in­scrip­tion in the 2nd-cen­tury Church of Nazareth (“XE MAPIA” or Hail Mary) is an­other tes­ti­mony to
  it.
 

 

       
          3Mt 27:3–10 and Acts 1:17–19 give two ver­sions of Ju­das’ death. The ver­sion of Acts seems more
  ten­ta­tive, so his­to­ri­ans con­sider the ac­count in Matthew’s Gospel to be more re­li­able. See Ref. 4, p.
  189.
 

 

       
          4Noth­ing is known about Matthias. Tra­di­tion (St. Clement of Alexan­dria, The Stro­mata, IV, 6, 35)
  iden­ti­fies him with Za­c­cha­eus the Pub­li­can, but this view is in­con­sis­tent with Acts, ac­cord­ing to
  which Matthias was with Je­sus from the very be­gin­ning of His preach­ing. The name of Matthias is
  some­times as­so­ci­ated with the Gnos­tic text “Pis­tis Sophia”, which, how­ever, ap­peared only in the 2nd
  cen­tury.
 

 

       
          5Pros­e­lytes are those who ac­cept a dif­fer­ent re­li­gion; in this case, they are for­eign na­tion­als who ac­cepted
  Ju­daism.
 

 

       
          6Re­fer­ring to the Acts of the Apos­tles writ­ten by St. Luke the Evan­ge­list.
 

 

       
          7Acts 3:11, 5:12; cf. Jn 10:23. Solomon’s porch or por­tico was lo­cated along the east­ern wall of the
  Tem­ple.
 

 

       
          8There are two trends in the anal­y­sis of “speak­ing in tongues”: 1) glos­so­lalia as a kind of
  supralan­guage or, per­haps, an in­ter­lan­guage; 2) the abil­ity granted by the Spirit to speak an un­fa­mil­iar
  lan­guage.
 

 

       
          9In the bib­li­cal lan­guage, an “an­gel of the Lord” can some­times mean a hu­man mes­sen­ger of God (Hag
  1:13; Mal 3:1).
 

 

         
          10This tra­di­tion was pre­served by St. Clement of Alexan­dria, The Stro­mata, VI, 5, 43.
 

 

         
          11Some fea­tures of the ac­count (the wife, who does not know that her hus­band is buried, and the very
    sud­den death of both) give rea­son to view its de­tails as con­di­tional, pre­cip­i­tated by the story’s ed­i­fy­ing
    na­ture.
 

 

         
          12The Eu­charist (Greek “thanks­giv­ing”) is one of the seven sacra­ments of the Church.
 

 

         
          13The mem­bers of such col­leges were called par­nasim—el­ders or heads.[13,14]
 

 

         
          14Tra­di­tion calls them dea­cons, but this word is not found in Acts.
 

 

         
          15m.San­hedrin 4:4; this sa­cred ges­ture goes back to an an­cient Old Tes­ta­ment tra­di­tion.
 

 

         
          16Pi­late left Ju­daea shortly be­fore the death of Em­peror Tiberius (16 March 37), and, con­se­quently, his
    re­moval from of­fice took place ei­ther at the end of 36 or at the very be­gin­ning of 37 AD.[16,17]
 

 

         
          17If Luke had com­posed the en­tire speech of the Pro­tomar­tyr, sim­ply want­ing to ex­press his ideas, he
    would hardly have al­lowed the de­vi­a­tions in the ci­ta­tion of the Bible (Sep­tu­agint) that ap­pear in
    the text. It seems that the Evan­ge­list had an early source avail­able to him from which he drew
    ma­te­rial while work­ing on Acts. The gap in the flow of the speech (to­wards the end), ap­par­ently,
    re­flects the preacher’s de­sire to hurry to the main point (he re­al­ized that he might not be al­lowed to
    fin­ish).
 

 

         
          18His name Saul (Shaul) was prob­a­bly given him in honor of King Saul who was es­pe­cially revered by the
    tribe of Ben­jamin, to which the apos­tle be­longed.
 

 

         
          19Are­tas IV was at en­mity with Tiberius, and the trans­fer of Dam­as­cus to his rule could have only taken
    place af­ter the death of the em­peror in 37 AD. Are­tas him­self died in 40 AD. His­to­ri­ans date the trans­fer
    of Dam­as­cus to Are­tas to 37 AD, when the new Cae­sar Caligula tried to es­tab­lish peace in the
    East.
 

 

         
          20Cephas is the other name of Si­mon who be­came Pe­ter.
 

 

         
          21The only rel­a­tives he men­tions, the Chris­tians An­dron­i­cus and Ju­nia, lived in Jerusalem and had
    con­verted be­fore Saul (Rom 16:7).
 

 

         
          22Theos­o­phy and oc­cultism are mys­ti­cal teach­ings es­pous­ing a mag­i­cal world­view in a re­fined
    philo­soph­i­cal form.
 

 

         
          23The sin of ac­quir­ing the right to priest­hood for money be­came known af­ter Si­mon as si­mony.
 

 

         
          24It should be noted that Chris­tian­ity did not take root among the Samar­i­tans. In­stead, the
    Samar­i­tan church as such con­tin­ued to be made up of peo­ple who held on to their pre­vi­ous be­liefs and
    tra­di­tions.[36]
 

 

         
          25Is 53:7–8; the text in Acts is given from the Sep­tu­agint.
 

 

         
          26Deut 23:1. This rule was sub­se­quently op­posed, see Is 56:3.
 

 

         
          27St. Ire­naeus of Lyons, Against Here­sies, III, 12, 8. How­ever, the first writ­ten ev­i­dence of Chris­tian­ity in
    Ethiopia dates back only to the 4th cen­tury.
 

 

         
          28The ac­count of the vi­sion is re­peated twice in Acts, as Luke has a habit of do­ing when he
    wants to em­pha­size the im­por­tance of an event. There are two no­table fea­tures in the sym­bol­ism of
    the vi­sion. The linen sheet is tied at four cor­ners (four is a sym­bol of uni­ver­sal­ity, a wind rose);
    Pe­ter is of­fered not just “tref” (for­bid­den) food, but “four-footed an­i­mals of the earth, wild beasts,
    creep­ing things, and birds of the air,” which, in the prophets, of­ten sig­ni­fied pa­gan coun­tries (cf. Dan
    7–8).
 

 

         
          29Cen­tu­rion (from Lat. cen­tum, a hun­dred) is an of­fi­cer in charge of about a hun­dred sol­diers.
 

 

         
          30Paul is the only apos­tle whose ap­pear­ance is re­mem­bered by tra­di­tion. The ear­li­est ev­i­dence is
    con­tained in a frag­ment of the Apoc­ryphal Acts of Paul, which is usu­ally called the Acts of Paul and
    The­cla.[40] This apoc­rypha was prob­a­bly writ­ten in the 2nd cen­tury and is based on his­tor­i­cal
    tra­di­tion (see note on p. §). There is a sub­stan­tial de­scrip­tion of Paul’s ap­pear­ance in the an­nals of
    the Byzan­tine his­to­rian John Malalas (the end of the 6th cen­tury).[41] Given that leg­ends tend to
    em­bel­lish the ap­pear­ance of prom­i­nent in­di­vid­u­als, this re­al­is­tic por­trait can hardly be con­sid­ered
    fic­tional.
 

 

         
          31Un­like the ac­tual pros­e­lytes (Heb. Gerim Tzadikim, ‘pros­e­lytes of right­eous­ness’), such un­cir­cum­cised
    con­verts were called ‘pros­e­lytes of the gate’.[42] Flav­ius Jose­phus tells how a cer­tain Ana­nias tried to per­suaded
    a neo­phyte that he “might wor­ship God with­out be­ing cir­cum­cised” and that such kind of wor­ship, in his
    opin­ion, “was of a su­pe­rior na­ture to cir­cum­ci­sion.“[43]
 

 

         
          32See the Baby­lo­nian Tal­mud, Nid­dah 61b, which says that in the Mes­sianic era (“in the age to come”), the
    old Mitzvot (or­di­nances, com­mand­ments) will be nul­li­fied.
 

 

         
          33The care for the poor was al­ready stip­u­lated by the Law of Moses (e.g., Deut 10:17–19). In the era of the
    Sec­ond Tem­ple, there arose a spe­cial in­sti­tu­tion of col­lec­tors and dis­trib­u­tors of halukka—help to the
    poor.
 

 

         
          34Sue­to­nius,[44] Tac­i­tus,[45] and Dio Cas­sius[46] re­port on the famine dur­ing the reign of Claudius (cf.
    Acts 11:27–28). Flav­ius Jose­phus[47] writes that the famine oc­curred in Judea un­der the procu­ra­tors Cus­pius
    Fadus (44–46) and Tiberius Alexan­der (46–48). There­fore, the visit to Jerusalem by the en­voys of the Church of
    An­ti­och can be dated to about the year 46.
 

 

         
          35Cf. Mk 10:35–40; Eu­se­bius re­ports that James was ex­e­cuted on a false de­nun­ci­a­tion and, dy­ing, for­gave
    the in­former, who chose to die with him.[48] Ac­cord­ing to Os­car Cull­mann, the method of ex­e­cu­tion may
    in­di­cate a po­lit­i­cal charge.[49]
 

 

         
          36Acts 12:19–23. The re­port of Luke is quite con­sis­tent with the de­tails on the death of Agrippa given by
    Flav­ius Jose­phus.[50]
 

 

         
          37Acts 11:27–30 im­plies that the do­na­tion trip was Paul’s sec­ond visit to Jerusalem af­ter his con­ver­sion at
    Dam­as­cus. Mean­while, in Gal 2:1, the apos­tle calls the sec­ond trip the one con­nected with the con­tro­versy
    over the prob­lem of the bap­tized Gen­tiles (“the Apos­tolic Coun­cil,” Acts 15). Many re­searchers
    equate these two vis­its, be­liev­ing that St. Paul in Gala­tians speaks of cer­tain events be­fore the
    “coun­cil.” How­ever, the apos­tle writes in Gala­tians that he ar­rived a sec­ond time in Jerusalem 14
    years af­ter his con­ver­sion. The start­ing point for the chronol­ogy is an in­scrip­tion found in Del­phi in
    1905. Ac­cord­ing to this in­scrip­tion, Gal­lio was the pro­con­sul of Achaia from 51 to 52 AD. And it is
    clear from Acts 18:11–12 that Paul ar­rived in Corinth a year and a half be­fore the ap­point­ment of
    Gal­lio, i.e., around the year 49. Given that he ar­rived there shortly af­ter the “coun­cil,” this is the
    year that the Jerusalem meet­ing de­scribed in Acts 15 should be dated to. If we sub­tract 14 years
    in­di­cated by the apos­tle in Gala­tians, we come to 35 AD as the year of his con­ver­sion. There may be
    in­ac­cu­ra­cies up to a year. It is doubt­ful that St. Stephen was killed dur­ing the reign of Pi­late (see note
    on p. §). Pi­late was re­called from Judea at the end of 36 or at the be­gin­ning of 37 AD. So, the
    event at Dam­as­cus should be dated to this time. The bi­og­ra­phers of Paul, who shift the date of his
    con­ver­sion to the year 32 (equat­ing the events of Acts 11:27 and Gal 2:1), do not take into ac­count
    that Dam­as­cus passed into the hands of King Are­tas (2 Cor 11:32) only af­ter the death of Tiberius
    (37 AD). Paul’s not men­tion­ing in Gala­tians his visit to Judea dur­ing the famine in 45 AD may be
    ex­plained by the fact that this trip had no con­nec­tion with the is­sues dis­cussed in the epis­tle. This
    time he may not have met with the apos­tles, since Pe­ter (and John?) had left Jerusalem in 44
    AD.[51]
 

 

         
          38Sergius Paulus is men­tioned in the an­cient in­scrip­tions, one found in Cyprus and the other in Rome.[53]
    The lat­ter speaks of him as a com­mis­sioner for re­in­force­ment of bridges and river­banks. Pliny, in his
    Nat­u­ral His­tory, names Sergius Paulus among the writ­ers whose works he used (in Book II and
    XVIII).
    The opin­ion that the apos­tle be­gan to call him­self Paul in honor of the pro­con­sul (in Acts, he be­gins to be called
    Paul af­ter meet­ing Sergius Paulus) is highly im­prob­a­ble. Most likely, as a Ro­man cit­i­zen, he had
    two names from the very be­gin­ning: He­brew and Latin (he pre­ferred to use the lat­ter in pa­gan
    coun­tries).
 

 

         
          39Re­gard­ing the Jew­ish ma­gi­cians of Cyprus, see ref­er­ences [54, 55].
 

 

         
          40Gala­tia proper, that is, the area oc­cu­pied in the 3rd cen­tury BC by the Gauls, or Gala­tians, is
    lo­cated in the north of mod­ern Tur­key, in Ankara’s vicin­ity. In 25 BC, the Ro­mans oc­cu­pied the
    south­ern part of the penin­sula, which in­cluded Pi­sidia and Ly­cao­nia, and an­nexed it to the prov­ince of
    Gala­tia.[56–58]
 

 

         
          41Some bi­og­ra­phers of the Apos­tle Paul be­lieve that Mark left his com­pan­ions be­cause he did
    not share the apos­tle’s con­vic­tion about the need to en­lighten the Gen­tiles. It is more nat­u­ral,
    how­ever, to as­sume that the young Jerusalemite sim­ply re­treated due to the dif­fi­cul­ties of the
    road.[59]
 

 

         
          42Aryan tribes is a broad con­cept de­not­ing cer­tain Indo-Eu­ro­pean peo­ples; this refers pri­mar­ily to the
    Hit­tite-Luwian (Ana­to­lian) tribes that have in­hab­ited Asia Mi­nor since an­cient times. Whether this was their
    an­ces­tral home re­mains un­known to sci­ence.
 

 

         
          43Tiberius had al­ready tried to ban East­ern re­li­gions,[61] and Claudius sought to limit “the growth of
    for­eign su­per­sti­tions.”[62]
 

 

         
          44Ac­cord­ing to myth, Zeus and Her­mes trav­eled around these very parts.[64]
 

 

         
          45The last de­tail of the leg­end is an ob­vi­ous fic­tion, but it is in­ter­est­ing in it­self as an in­di­ca­tor of the
    at­ti­tude to­wards the head of the Jerusalem Chris­tians. The de­tails on St. James are given by the Jew­ish
    Chris­tian He­ge­sip­pus, whose book’s quotes are pre­served in Eu­se­bius;[69] see also Clement[70] and
    Epipha­nius.[71]
 

 

         
          46St. Theo­phy­lact points this out in his com­men­taries on Acts 15.
 

 

         
          47See Ref. 74. This very com­mon hy­poth­e­sis is based on the fact that when meet­ing with
    the Apos­tle Paul, some 20 years later, James the Just speaks of the Coun­cil’s epis­tle as if it were
    un­known to Paul (Acts 21:25). But this is not the only in­ter­pre­ta­tion of James’ words. He could
    have sim­ply re­minded Paul of what hap­pened in 49 AD. See Ref. 51 for an over­view of the main
    hy­pothe­ses.
 

 

         
          48The first “Noah’s” com­mand­ment (Gen 9:4) pro­hibits the use of blood for food (and there­fore stran­gled
    meat, i.e., the meat of an an­i­mal in which blood re­mains af­ter its death). In full, the so-called Noah’s
    com­mand­ments in­cluded seven pro­hi­bi­tions: 1) idol­a­try, 2) blas­phemy, 3) vil­i­fi­ca­tion of the law­ful
    au­thor­ity in the com­mu­nity, 4) mur­der, 5) in­cest and for­ni­ca­tion, 6) rob­bery, 7) eat­ing blood.[75,76]
    St. James lim­ited him­self to only three, since the re­main­ing ones fol­lowed from bib­li­cal ethics in
    gen­eral.
 

 

         
          49In the West­ern ver­sion of Acts, Silas is said to have re­mained in An­ti­och (see Acts 15:34, KJV). How­ever,
    the more an­cient East­ern ver­sion im­plies that Silas first went back to Jerusalem. His sec­ond ar­rival in
    An­ti­och should prob­a­bly be con­nected with the visit of the Apos­tle Pe­ter and Mark, who ac­com­pa­nied
    them.
 

 

         
          50The ear­li­est of these apoc­ryphal Acts were writ­ten at the end of the 2nd cen­tury; see their
    trans­la­tion.[79] The Church his­to­rian Gol­u­bin­sky be­lieved that the leg­end of St. An­drew’s stay on the banks of
    the Bo­rys­thenes (Dnieper) was only a sym­bol of the apos­tolic prove­nance of Chris­tian­ity in Rus­sia.[80] How­ever,
    there is noth­ing im­prob­a­ble in the fact that the apos­tle may have vis­ited those places, be­cause Greek
    set­tle­ments al­ready ex­isted there at the time.
 

 

         
          51The ac­count of Paul’s preach­ing in Mace­do­nia is found in Acts 16:10–17,14 with ad­di­tional in­for­ma­tion
    in Philip­pi­ans and Thes­sa­lo­ni­ans.
 

 

         
          52The river men­tioned in Acts 16:13 is be­lieved by most com­men­ta­tors to be the Gan­gites. But there is a
    well-founded opin­ion that it is lo­cated fur­ther away than the Sab­bath day’s jour­ney al­lowed by the Law, and,
    there­fore, some other nearby stream was im­plied.
 

 

         
          53His full name was Epa­phrodi­tus.
 

 

         
          54The episode with the earth­quake raises some ques­tions. For ex­am­ple, how could Paul see in the dark
    that the watch­man was about to take his own life? On this ba­sis, there was a view, shared by many church
    ex­egetes, that this is a folk­lore story de­signed to show God’s pro­tec­tion of the mis­sion­ar­ies. The fol­low­ing
    ob­jec­tions can be made to this: 1) if the sec­tion was writ­ten by Luke, then it got to us first-hand; 2) The Balkans,
    Mace­do­nia in par­tic­u­lar, are among the ar­eas sub­ject to in­tense earth­quakes; 3) the mis­sion­ar­ies could not be
    set free by the open prison doors as their feet had been shack­led in heavy stocks so they could not take a sin­gle
    step.
 

 

         
          55It is un­known how the au­then­tic­ity of Ro­man cit­i­zen­ship was ver­i­fied, but we know that any­one who
    falsely posed as a Ro­man cit­i­zen was sub­ject to the death penalty.[84] A pun­ish­ment be­fore the trial was in
    vi­o­la­tion of the strictly pre­scribed pro­ce­dure. In the case of Paul, only one rule was ob­served: the plain­tiff could
    him­self bring the de­fen­dant be­fore the judges, even by force.
 

 

         
          56Acts 17. A mon­u­ment with a lit­eral in­scrip­tion “to an un­known god” has not been found, but the
    ex­is­tence of al­tars ded­i­cated to “un­known gods” has been con­firmed.[85,86] The speech of the Apos­tle Paul in
    the Are­opa­gus is not a ver­ba­tim tran­script, but a free adap­ta­tion, which is why it bears the marks of Luke’s
    style. The apos­tle un­doubt­edly re­lated its con­tents to his as­sis­tant. It con­tains a num­ber of di­rect over­laps with
    Paul’s own thought, for ex­am­ple, in Rom 1:19–20.
 

 

         
          571 Thess 2:18, 3:1. Sa­tan here can mean both the ill­ness (cf. 2 Cor 12:7) and the machi­na­tions of the
    ad­ver­saries of the faith.
 

 

         
          58The word tra­di­tion, Heb. qa­balah (from qa­bal—to re­ceive), was used in Rab­binic lit­er­a­ture to re­fer to
    books of the oral tra­di­tion.
 

 

         
          59In this re­spect, Ci­cero ex­pressed the preva­lent view of his time when he wrote: “The trades
    prac­ticed by all ar­ti­sans are also vul­gar, for there can be noth­ing in a work­shop which be­fits a
    gen­tle­man.”[88]
 

 

         
          60The slan­der lev­eled against St. Paul can be im­plic­itly in­ferred from the words of his own de­fense, as well
    as from the as­sess­ment of his per­son made by the Ebion­ites, who later broke away from the Jerusalem
    church.
 

 

         
          61It has been sug­gested that Paul did not go to Egypt be­cause other apos­tles had al­ready preached there.
    How­ever, not even a vague tra­di­tion about this has been pre­served. The founder of the church of Alexan­dria
    is con­sid­ered to be Mark, who in­stalled Bishop Ani­anus there in 63 AD.[91] Thus, the Apos­tle
    Paul did not need to fear that he would be preach­ing in Egypt “on some­one else’s foun­da­tion.”
    One can con­jec­ture that he rel­e­gated Africa to the last place for ge­o­graph­i­cal rea­sons. He could
    have trav­eled there from Spain. How­ever, a church al­ready ex­isted in that area by the end of the
    60s.
 

 

         
          62Ac­cord­ing to an­cient views, ec­umene or oik­ouménē (Greek), is the in­hab­ited parts of the cir­cle of the
    earth.
 

 

         
          63In 2 Cor 11:25, writ­ten in the sum­mer of 57, the apos­tle speaks of three ship­wrecks that he had
    pre­vi­ously been in­volved in. Yet Acts de­scribes only a sin­gle one that would oc­cur later, on Paul’s way
    to Rome. There­fore, it can be as­sumed that he was caught in a dan­ger­ous gale not long be­fore
    that.
 

 

         
          642 Cor 2:1–8. Some com­men­ta­tors be­lieve that by “the per­son who caused grief” the apos­tle meant the
    man from the in­ces­tu­ous mar­riage (1 Cor 5:1). Yet from the mean­ing of these words, it is more likely that Paul
    was re­fer­ring to an­other man who per­son­ally in­sulted him.
 

 

         
          65See 2 Cor 2:3–9 about this miss­ing let­ter and his brief, un­suc­cess­ful visit to Corinth. In 2 Cor 13:1, he
    says that he plans to come to the Corinthi­ans for the third time. The first visit took place in 50 AD, when he
    founded the church there; the sec­ond, a brief one, was un­planned; and the third, the one he writes about, dates
    back to the win­ter of 57–58.
 

 

         
          66Ac­cord­ing to tra­di­tion, St. Ig­natius was among the chil­dren who sur­rounded Christ, who blessed him by
    tak­ing him in His arms.
 

 

         
          67Or­tho­doxy (from Greek: or­tho­doxía) is the cor­rect teach­ing of the Church; heresy is a par­tic­u­lar creed
    that de­vi­ates from the cor­rect teach­ing of the Church. Since each heresy above all claims to be
    the true faith, the ques­tion of here­sies in the his­tory of the Church has al­ways been de­cided by
    Coun­cils rather than in­di­vid­ual the­olo­gians. It should be borne in mind that Or­tho­doxy in this con­text
    does not merely equate to the present con­fes­sion of the East­ern Church, which dif­fers from the
    Ro­man Catholic Church, but to the com­mon con­fes­sion of the Church of the age of the Ec­u­meni­cal
    Coun­cils. In this sense, the con­fes­sion of faith of the an­cient West­ern Church may well be re­garded as
    Or­tho­dox.
 

 

         
          68Chris­to­log­i­cal ques­tions re­late to the Per­son of Je­sus Christ and the re­la­tion­ship be­tween His Di­vine and
    Hu­man na­tures.
 

 

         
          69Bib­li­cal crit­i­cism (bib­li­cal stud­ies) deals with his­tor­i­cal and philo­log­i­cal stud­ies of bib­li­cal texts, in
    par­tic­u­lar, the prob­lems of the ori­gin of the books of the Bible, their au­thor­ship and dat­ing.
 

 

         
          70Trans­la­tor’s note: St. Telemachus (d.404).
 

 

         
          71Trans­la­tor’s note: Here, it is used diminu­tively.
 

 

         
          72Trans­la­tor’s note: Church Coun­cils gen­er­ally fall into two cat­e­gories: lo­cal and ec­u­meni­cal, de­pend­ing on
    the na­ture of is­sues be­ing ad­dressed, the rep­re­sen­ta­tion by bish­ops, and the sub­se­quent re­cep­tion by the
    Church. The Or­tho­dox Church rec­og­nizes the Seven Ec­u­meni­cal Coun­cils of the first mil­len­nium. They are also
    ac­cepted by the Ro­man Catholic Church, which ad­di­tion­ally as­cribes the ec­u­meni­cal sta­tus to a num­ber of later
    Coun­cils.
 

 

         
          73Trans­la­tor’s note: The so-called Schism of the Three Chap­ters.
 

 

         
          74Trans­la­tor’s note: The Tris­a­gion or the “Thrice-holy” is a stan­dard hymn in the Or­tho­dox
    Church.
 

 

         
          75Trans­la­tor’s note: Also, com­monly re­ferred to as theo­sis.
 

 

         
          76Monothe­litism is a hereti­cal doc­trine, whose fol­low­ers pro­fessed the ex­is­tence of only one will in the
    God-Man.
 

 

         
          77Trans­la­tor’s note: Or, ac­cord­ing to other sources, in the re­gion of Qatar.
 

 

         
          78Trans­la­tor’s note: a sup­porter of icons.
 

 

         
          79Trans­la­tor’s note: Pe­run is the high­est de­ity in the Slavic pan­theon, the god of thun­der and
    light­ning.
 

 

         
          80Trans­la­tor’s note: lit. Mis­cel­lany
 

 

         
          81Trans­la­tor’s note: Skete is a monas­tic set­tle­ment, an in­ter­me­di­ate be­tween the eremitic and coeno­bitic
    types of monas­ti­cism.
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