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ABSTRACT: DIVINE PRESENCE IN THE EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY OF
NICHOLAS CABASILAS

This study focuses on the Eucharistic theology of the Byzantine theologian Nicholas
Cabasilas (d. c. 1390). It examines the presence of the divine and its transmission in the
Divine Liturgy. The results of the study indicate that, according to Cabasilas, man is able
to partake in God in the liturgy, and thus to subjectively receive and participate in his
presence to the world. In Cabasilas’ thought the presence of God is manifested in the
liturgy on two major levels. There is, firstly, the level of divine presence which permeates
the entire liturgy. It is based on the omnipresence of God, which is pre-eminently
manifested in the incarnation of Jesus Christ. Great events of the divine economy are to
be contemplated and participated in throughout the Eucharistic liturgy in the outward
forms and symbols of the rite. Secondly, the presence of God is given a concrete
manifestation in the presence of Christ in the Eucharistic elements, caused by the action
of the Triune God, especially due to the Holy Spirit's descent on the bread and wine
during the epiclesis and Christ's consecratory priestly power. What is ecumenically
significant is Cabasilas’ conclusion that the Greek and the Latin doctrines on the
conversion of the Eucharistic elements are identical. He claims that in the Latin Mass
there is also a strong epicletic element, proven by the part of the Roman Canon known by
its incipit, Supplices te rogamus. According to Cabasilas, divine presence should ultimately
become a reality within man, e.g. in his heart, soul and body. Deep subjective human
reception of God’s presence to the world takes place through receiving the body and
blood of Christ. Cabasilas avoids accurate definitions in his statements of Eucharistic
communion (koinonia) and union (henosis) with God. Speaking in accordance with the
mystical tradition he emphasises the transforming effect of the Eucharist on man. In the
end, union with God is manifested as life in Christ, perfected in Christian love towards
neighbours.



ABSTRAKTI: JUMALALLISEN LASNAOLO NIKOLAOS KABASILAKSEN
EHTOOLLISTEOLOGIASSA

Tutkimus kasittelee bysanttilaisen teologin Nikolaos Kabasilaksen (k. n. 1390) ehtoollis-
teologiaa: miten han ymmartaa jumalallisen lasndolon todentuvan ja valittyvan jumalal-
lisessa liturgiassa. Tutkimus osoittaa, ettd Kabasilaksen mukaan ihmisen on liturgiassa
mahdollista subjektiivisesti osallistua Jumalasta ja hdnen ldsndolostaan maailmalle.
Kabasilaksella Jumalan ldsndolo todellistuu liturgiassa kahdella keskeiselld tavalla.
Yhtaalta koko liturgia on jumalallisen ldsndolon lapdisemdd. Ennen kaikkea Jeesuksen
Kristuksen inkarnaatiossa ilmentyva Jumalan omnipresenttinen ldsnéolo on koettavissa
ja osallistuttavissa liturgiassa toimituksen ulkoisten ilmausten ja symbolien kautta.
Toisaalta ehtoollisaineissa lasndoleva Kristus antaa jumalallisen lasndololle konkreettisen
muodon. Tdimé on seurausta kolminaisen Jumalan toiminnasta, jossa painottuu erityisesti
epikleesissa ilmaistu Hengen laskeutuminen leivén ja viinin péaille sekd Kristuksen
pyhittava papillinen voima. Ekumeenisesti merkittdvana voidaan pitdd Kabasilaksen
johtopéatosta kreikkalaisen ja latinalaisen perinteen yhtenevédisyydesta opetuksessa
ehtoollisaineiden muuttumisesta. Hanen mukaansa myos latinalaisessa messussa on
voimakas epikleettinen elementti, joka ilmenee messun Supplices te rogamus -rukouksessa.
Jumalallisen lasnélon tulisi Kabasilaksen mukaan viime k&adessd todellistua ihmisessa
itsessadn; sydamessd, sielullisesti ja ruumiillisesti. Syvéllinen subjektiivinen Jumalan
maailmalle lasndolemisen vastaanottaminen tapahtuu Kristuksen ruumiin ja veren naut-
timisen kautta. Eukaristisesta yhteydesta (koinonia) ja yhtymisesta (henosis) puhuessaan
Kabasilas valttaa tarkkoja maaritelmia. Mystiikan perinteeseen nojautuen han painottaa
eukaristian ihmistd muuttavaa vaikutusta. Viime kéddessd yhtyminen Jumalan kanssa
ilmenee eldmand Kristuksessa, jonka tadydellistdd kristillinen rakkaus lahimmaista
kohtaan.



Preface

It was in the summer of 1994 when St. Nicholas Cabasilas first came to my notice. I was
browsing books in the library of New Valamo monastery when by accident I caught his
commentary on the Divine Liturgy. I still remember the ardour. At the time I would not
have guessed how significant a role Cabasilas’ works and thoughts would play in my life
— personally and professionally.

At this point I find it very easy to symphatise with St. Theodore the Studite’s (d. 826)
description of the nature and task of research. There are two things a scholar, according
to the Studite, might accomplish:

He might reinforce his own understanding, by sorting out the component arguments
concerning the matter at issue and putting them in order; and he might share his findings
with others, if anyone were willing to listen. Therefore, inadequate as I am to both tasks,
[ -- 11 will try to show as well as possible how I understand the problem. “It is better”,
says the theologian, “to contribute what one can than to leave the whole task undone.”
(Antirrheticus primus adversus iconomachos. PG 99, col. 329A)

Now that the task is completed, it is my hope that, firstly, my thinking has improved at
least a bit and, secondly, the study will be received with good will by those who are
interested in the subject.

I am fully aware that it would not have been possible to accomplish this study
without the professional help, advice and criticism from the following persons: Pauli
Annala, Paul Hesse, Gunnar af Hallstrom, Heikki Kotila, Antoine Levy, Serafim Seppals,
Ilja Sidoroff, Ville Vuolanto and Grant White. I alone, however, bear responsibility for
any defects and ambiguities the study may contain.

My family and a great number of dear friends have contributed to the process in
countless ways over the years. I am deeply thankful to you all. In addition, I wish to
emphasise the personal resonance of the church of St. Nicholas and the church of St. John
the Theologian in Joensuu, Finland. I have been fortunate to explore Eucharistic theology
as a member of these two communities.

I also thank Paula Nieminen who in the final phase took care of the language. For the
financial support I am grateful for the Finnish Orthodox Church, the Alfred Kordelin
Foundation, the Brothers Kudrjavzew Fund and the Finnish Cultural Foundation, North
Karelia Regional Fund.

I dedicate this study to the memory of Katariina Lampi (t), who surely had all the
talent but never a chance to pursue an academic career.

Joensuu, on the Bright Wednesday in April 2010

Pekka Metso
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1 Introduction

In Christianity theology and economy, God in himself and God in his outreach to the
world, are in necessary unison. From the human perspective the latter forms the basis of
experience of God. In the concepts of classical Christian understanding of God, it is
through his self-revelation that the unknowable Godhead makes himself known and
accessible to man. Dialectics between unknowable, God in himself, and knowable, God
manifested, can be expressed through the distinction between essence and energy. It was
already in the fourth century, namely in the thought of the Cappadocian fathers, that
such ontological distinction was shaped in Christian theology.! As an outcome of the
Palamistic dispute in the fourteenth century, the distinction was conceptualized for good
in the Eastern Christian theology.? According to Christos Yannaras, the essence-energy
distinction means that “what God is” is unknowable to man, but his “mode of being”,
however, is accessible to man in experience. Furthermore, basing his views on Eastern
Christian apophatic tradition, Yannaras argues that divine energies enable an experience
of participation with imparticipable God. Finally, the participable divine mode of being
is personal: God acts personally, as Trinity of persons.? To put it briefly, in order to be
participated with, God becomes present to his creation as the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit.

The theme of God’s manifestation ad extra and participation in him is addressed in
the present study. More precisely, the topic is examined in connection with the
Eucharistic teaching of Nicholas Cabasilas, the fourteenth century Byzantine theologian.
Situating the question of God’s presence in the context of the Eucharistic liturgy in the
Greek Byzantine tradition — that to which Cabasilas belongs — particularises the
distinction between God in himself and God manifested as trinitarian, christocentric and
sacramental. According to the Eastern Christian deductions of the doctrine of God as
Trinity, the incarnation of the Logos is seen as the perfect manifestation of Triune God’s
energy or outreach to the creation. In addition, an emphatically sacramental
understanding of participation in the divine life, namely in the Eucharistic liturgy,
prevails. These elements quite unsurprisingly form the bases of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic
thought as well.

A trinitarian approach to the Eucharistic liturgy is apparent in the Byzantine
emphasis on the culmination of the history of salvation in Christ. The way the energy of
the Trinity was manifested in the course of history becomes real and actual in the
Eucharistic liturgy. The liturgy is an expression of the trinitarian economy.* This is the

1 See e.g. Behr 2004; Pelikan 1971, 211-225.

2 The role of the Cappadocian fathers as predecessors of Gregory Palamas’ essence-energy theology
has recently been explored by Torrance 2009.

3 Yannaras 2005, 83-87.

4 The vast number of Eucharistic prayers or anaphorae follows the pattern of addressing the prayers
to the Father — through the Son and in the Holy Spirit. This is a remarkably dominant tradition,



tradition of liturgical thought that Cabasilas is set on: the liturgy is seen as theophany of
Triune God, a reality permeated with his operation.> Such a setting gives grounds to
view the experience of the divine presence in the liturgy in broad terms, although the
christocentric view dominates the understanding of approaching God and experiencing
his presence in the liturgy.® The bases of Christ-centred emphasis are on the New
Testament’s revelation which focuses on Jesus Christ as the incarnate Logos. During the
first five Christian centuries it was debated in what manner “a special presence of God”
recognised in Christ should be understood and expressed. The history of doctrine clearly
witnesses that since the very beginning there has been a consensus on the special
presence of God in Christ — no matter how orthodox or unorthodox the given
explanations of that presence were. For example, there is no difference between
orthodox and monophysite christologies in their basic conviction that the Godhead is
present in Christ. The difference lies in explaining how that presence is to be understood.
Consequently, in Christian theology the question of presence of God is christocentric at
its core.” It is on this christocentric tradition that Cabasilas’ thought is established.

Awareness of the christological locus of the theme of presence serves as a starting
point for sacramental aspect of the Eucharist. The concept of Christ’s special presence is
traditionally linked with the sacrament of the Eucharist.? Basically, the conviction of the
Saviour’s real presence in the Eucharist was well established by the beginning of the
fourth century.® Eucharistic realism was further fed with a mysterium tremendum —piety,
which emphasised not only the holiness of the sacrifice but also its frightfulness.!’ Taken
together, the Eucharist was during the patristic era generally linked with a distinct idea
of Christ’s unique presence. Nevertheless, there were differences in explaining the exact
manner of his Eucharistic presence, that is, the realism of his sacrificed and risen body in
the bread and wine. Consequently, it is quite natural to pose a question of divine
presence to Cabasilas, whose interest is in explaining that God becomes present and is
participable in the Eucharistic gathering.

since there are but few known early anaphoras that address prayers to Christ. See Gerhards 1983. Cf.
Varghese 2004, 61-62.

5 In the form of the 14t century Byzantine liturgy, the one commented on by Cabasilas, there are a
number of elements that refer to the Trinitarian operation. Starting with the opening doxology there
are recurrent references to the divine economy, with a special emphasis on the economy of the Son.
Yet another and very substantial perspective of the liturgy is the pneumatological; the
transformative power of the Holy Spirit (in the consecration of the elements) and the communion of
the Spirit (with ecclesiological derivatives) play a central role in investigating the manifestation of
God as Trinity.

6 Kilmartin 1988, 329-335, 338-341.

7 The unity between the Father and the Son, expressed in biblical expressions (e.g. Matt. 11:27; Luke
10:22; John 1:18; 5:19-23; 8:19; 10:15, 38), was conceptualised in the council of Nicea (325) by the term
homoousios. On New Testament Christology see Burridge 2005; Brown 1994. On the christological
debate see Pelikan 1971, 226-277; Pihkala 1997; Simonetti 1992.

8 Cooke & Macy 2005, 39; Riley 1974, 40. See also Wright 2005.

9 Congar 1983, 229; Evdokimov 2001, 254; Kelly 1958, 211-213, 452; Pelikan 1971, 167-170. Early
patristic Eucharistic realism is illustrated in Chrysostom’s description of one of the faithful who
sinks his teeth into Christ’s flesh and drinks from the chalice the blood which bled from the
Saviour’s side. Homiliae in Joannem, Hom. 46, 3. PG 59, col. 260.; In Epistolam primam ad Corinthios,
Hom. 24, 2. PG 61, col. 199-200.

10 Jungmann 1976, 51; Kelly 1958, 451.
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As stated above, the theme of the divine presence or the presence of God" is set on
the suspense between the essence and the energy of God. The underlying
epistemological starting point for approaching divine presence is a distinction between
the objective presence of God (in his essence) and the subjective experience of his
presence to the creation. From the human perspective, the objective omnipresence of
God cannot be directly grasped. The dramatic ontological gap between God and man,
the creator and creation, the essence of God and his experienced operation, thus forms
the basic dynamics of the divine presence. Consequently, God can be participated in and
his presence experienced only if he mediates his otherwise unattainable presence to his
creation. However, the elements that mediate divine presence to his creation cannot be
identified with God.'? For example, the great entrance of the Byzantine Eucharistic
liturgy is a liturgical mediator of Triune redemptive operation, as Cabasilas could
describe it, yet distinct from God himself in his essence. At the same time, the mediators
(types, symbols etc.) are truly the main means for experiencing God’s presence.

Since this study focuses on the manner in which Cabasilas understands divine
presence to be manifested, communed with and experienced in the liturgy, the presence
of God as an experienced reality is taken as a starting point in this study and therefore
the psychological qualifications are not discussed. Besides, the problem of the existence
of God outside of the experience of his presence is not seen as a valid topic of
consideration within the scope of this study.'

In the context of the Eucharistic liturgy noetic awareness of God’s omnipresence — his
being present to all things — is realised on a specific foundation. The divine presence
becomes participable in specific symbols and tangible signs, made accessible to men
even corporeally. The focus will therefore be on Cabasilas’ concepts of those signs and
signals in the liturgy which, according to him, reveal and make God's presence manifest,
and allow that presence to be participated in. In the liturgy the presence of God,
therefore, becomes manifested within the ontological scope of created order. This means
that God is not only present to the world but is also participable. Such dialectical
connection, posed by the possibility of partaking in the God whose essence is beyond
human grasp, is where the focus will be when Cabasilas’ explications of the divine
presence are examined. How does he manage to balance his thought between
theocentrism and anthropocentrism, between the objective manifestation of history of
salvation and its subjective reception?

1 “Divine presence” and “presence of God” are used as synonyms in the present study.

Furthermore, when divinity or divine is referred to in this study, it is the Trinitarian God - the

Father, the Son and the Spirit — who is intended. This postulate is conceivable because, firstly,

Cabeasilas explicates his views within the conventional milieu of classical Christian doctrine on God.

Secondly, the focus of the study is not on the conception of God in the work of Nicholas Cabasilas

but on his propositions concerning how God or the divine is manifested in the Eucharistic synaxis.

Thus, in this study there is no need to speculate on hypotheses concerning Cabasilas’ concept of

God or divinity as such.

12 Dalferth 2001, 237-240, 244.

13 In principle, the presence of God is naturally separable from the psychological level of human
experience of the divine presence. Philosophically put, the presence of God is not dependent on
human experience of his presence.



The concept of presence is in this work used as the framework of interpretation in
assessing Cabasilas’ thought. It needs to be clarified that “divine presence” is not
derived from Cabasilas as a technical term, as if it were a construct he uses in his major
works. Instead, it is a concept I have introduced for the purpose of approaching the
question of God’s operation and manifestation in the Eucharist according to Cabasilas.
The mode of God’s presence enables us to perceive his Eucharistic doctrine in the broad
perspective of liturgical and sacramental theology.!* Therefore, using the concept of
divine presence in studying Cabasilas” doctrine enables us to enhance our understanding
of his way of thought.

1.1. RELEVANCE OF THE PRESENT STUDY

In modern theology, Cabasilas appears to be a subject of a broad interest transcending
the boundaries of theological currents within Eastern Orthodoxy. The relevance of a
study of his Eucharistic thought is immediately apparent. Two major contemporary
developments render an investigation of his views particular valuable. First, the
achievements of the modern ecumenical movement point to the necessity of
investigating Eucharistic theology in the Christian tradition. Liturgical theology and
sacramental theology are major trends in the sphere of ecumenical theology. Current
issues in the ecumenical movement, such as the question of Eucharistic hospitality and a
general convergence in Eucharistic doctrine, point to the relevance of the present work.
The results achieved by the ecumenical movement are reflected and are partly a
consequence of the second circumstance which points to the importance of research on
Cabasilas’ liturgically-oriented thought. That circumstance is the Liturgical Movement of
the 20 century which marked the historically momentous reform of the Christian
liturgy and Eucharistic rites especially. The reform of Eucharistic rites engendered not
only renewed practices in many churches, but also intensified research in the fields of
liturgical and sacramental theology. Traditionally, the idea of re-enactment of the
redemptive deeds of God in the liturgy, “the mystical representation and the re-
enactment of [Christ’s] death and resurrection”, occupies a central place in Orthodox
liturgical experience.'> However, the nature and function of liturgical symbolism'®, the
dominating feature of Cabasilas” approach, has been debated and causes dissent.

14 T have explored the focality of the concept of the presence of God in theology more thoroughly
elsewhere. See Metso 2010.

15 Arseniev 1979, 120. The following characterisation by Boris Bobrinskoy serves as an example of
the Orthodox approach to the liturgy: “The liturgy is filled with theology; not only do the liturgical
texts [ - - ] reflect a rich theological doctrine and express the faith of the Church, but the liturgical
action itself, the ritual and symbolic celebration express a theological reality, through the
sacramental gestures and the action of the assembly. They manifest, on the one hand, the presence
of God, the ecclesial foretaste of the Trinitarian kingdom [ - - ] and they signify, on the other hand,
the doxological attitude, that of praise, of the Church before the presence of God.” Bobrinskoy 1999,
147.

16 In the context of this study the term liturgical symbolism signifies a special approach to the
totality of liturgy (hymns, prayers, entrances etc.) that aims to point out the connection of worship
with the great events of the history of salvation, culminating in Jesus Christ. Furthermore, these
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The first aspect, the ecumenical relevance of Cabasilas, is attested by the latter-day
attention he has attracted especially among Roman Catholic theologians. Two decades
ago Hans-Joachim Schulz, a Roman Catholic liturgical scholar and ecumenist, suggested
that explicitly due to Nicholas Cabasilas” approach to the Eucharist he could lead the
way to a new kind of reflection in contemporary ecumenical dialogue. According to
Schulz, Cabasilas’ thought is especially adaptable to “juncture points for the
contemporary ecumenical encounter of the Orthodox, Catholic, and Evangelical
churches”, namely Eucharistic ecclesiology and a pneumatological approach to the
Eucharistic action.!” Positive estimation of Cabasilas’ ecumenical potency has more
recently been endorsed by the Jesuit liturgical scholar Robert Taft who made reference to

rou

Cabasilas” “universal ecumenical appeal”.'s In 2006 the 14" International Ecumenical
Conference held in Bose, Italy, concentrated on Cabasilas’ Eucharistic and liturgical
thought, and hence gave a strong witness to the presently felt “ecumenical appeal” of his
visions."” It also seems that it is especially to the hierarchs responsible for the official
teaching of the Roman Church that Cabasilas appeals.?0

The linkage between Cabasilas and the Roman Church is not a new one. Its roots go
far back to the times of the Catholic Reformation, particularly to the Council of Trent
(1545-1563). It was in 1548 when the legate Cervini produced a Latin translation of
Cabasilas” commentary on the Divine Liturgy for the needs of the council in proving the
universality of the Catholic position against the Reformed and Lutheran views.2! A
translation into Latin of De vita in Christo, another of Cabasilas’ main works, appeared
some sixty years later in 1604.22 Cabasilas’ commentary on the Liturgy became one of the
most circulated works of Byzantine theology in the West.?

It was in the early 20" century that Cabasilas reappeared on the stage of modern
Roman Catholic theological discussion. Evidently his status in Trent had had an
influence on H. Bouéssé and M. de la Taille. Comparing Cabasilas’ teaching to the
decisions of the Council of Trent, Bouéssé concludes with a remarkably sympathetic
approach to Cabasilas, whom he considered to be fully consistent with Roman Catholic
doctrine on the Eucharist. The Jesuit scholar de la Taille had some years earlier defined
the mystery of Eucharistic sacrifice in a manner consonant with that of Cabasilas.?*

What makes Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thinking ecumenically interesting is not only the
apparent Roman Catholic interest showed towards him. It is, in particular, his own

great events of the past are believed to be accessible through various liturgical symbols, which
therefore establish a connection between God and man in the Eucharistic liturgy.

17 Schulz 1986, 196.

18 Taft 1999, 253.

19 For the published papers of the conference see Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia 2007.

20 John Paul II 2003; Ratzinger 2002.

21 Schulz 1964, 202. See also Bobrinskoy 1968, 484. In the minutes of the council Cabasilas is referred
to more than twenty times, his name appearing several times with an epithet “interpres missae
Gracorum”. Concilium Tridentinum 1974, 447, 527-528. It is not clear whether the designation
“interpres missae Graecorum” was just a clarification for those who did not know him or whether
the fathers of Trent considered him to be the highest authority in interpreting ”the Greek mass”,
Cabasilas being the interpreter.

22 Getcha 2007a, 48.

23 Conticello 2006, 16.

24 Mazza 1989, 4. Cf. Bouéssé 1938; de la Taille 1921.



interest in the Latin liturgical practices and Eucharistic doctrine that accentuates the
ecumenical relevance of his thought. Cabasilas dedicates one of the chapters of his Sacrae
liturgiae interpretatatione to the Latin conception of the epiclesis and the words of
institution. Furthermore he compares these to the views and liturgy of the Greek
tradition, naturally better known by him than the Latin one. Cabasilas comes to the
remarkable conclusion that even though there are in the Latin liturgical usage practices
that appear to him as erroneous, he nonetheless maintains that the theology of the Latin
(Roman Catholic) Mass is uniform with the Greek (Orthodox) doctrine of the Eucharist.?>

Cabasilas’ desire to understand Latin Eucharistic doctrine draws attention to modern
dialogue between the Orthodox Churches and the Roman Catholic Church. The
Eucharist has been one of the issues considered to be among the uniting rather than
dividing issues between the two traditions.? The way in which the doctrine of the
Eucharist was presented — notably the emphasis on epiclesis — in the 1992 Catechism of the
Catholic Church gives a strong witness to the convergence between the Church of Rome
and the Orthodox Church in this issue.?” Cabasilas’ conclusions on the comparison
between the Greek and Latin views of consecration of the Eucharist anticipate the
modern ecumenical achievements. But it is not just the themes and achievements of the
Catholic-Orthodox dialogue to which Cabasilas’ Eucharistic interest is confined. This
dialogue is but an example of a larger frame of an ecumenical Eucharistic trend in the
20" century.?® During the first years of the third millennium the Eucharist has remained
one of the major theological issues in the agenda of the ecumenical movement.?

A second aspect of the relevance of the present research is connected with the
ecumenical Eucharistic interest. The 20t century Liturgical Movement not only meant a
significant concentration on Eucharistic thought, but a tremendous impetus toward
liturgical research and renewal of both liturgical theology and liturgical practices within
many Christian traditions. The liturgical relevance of Cabasilas is evident here. It is not
only his interest towards liturgy in itself, but more especially his unique place at the very
end of the evolution of the Eucharistic liturgy of the Byzantine tradition that makes him
a notable object of study.?® Furthermore, his work has been repeatedly referred to in the
liturgical renewal of the Orthodox Church.

25 70t kal ™ ExkAncio Aotivov 1 Tedetr) kotd Tov adtov MUy teAelton tpomov.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXX.

26 A common Eucharist was set as the goal of the dialogue already in its planning phase. JIC 1980,
47. Especially in the documents Mystery of the Church and of the Eucharist (JIC 1982) and Faith,
Sacraments and Unity of the Church (JIC 1987) the centrality of Eucharistic unity is verified. See also
Fahey 1996.

77 See e.g. CCC 1992, § 1353, § 1375.

28 This is witnessed by one of the major ecumenical embodiments, the Faith and Order convergence
text Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (1982), which alongside baptism and ministry largely focuses on
the Eucharist.

2 In the recent Faith and Order documents The Nature and Mission of the Church (2005, 46-49) and
Christian  Perspectives on Theological Anthropology (2005, 45-46) the problems caused by the
disagreements over Eucharistic doctrine and over the question of Eucharistic hospitality are
mentioned as future challenges. See also Briggs 2004, 670.

30 In this study the question of the text(s) of the liturgy known and used by Cabasilas as sources is
not dealt with. The focus is on Cabasilas’ theology of the liturgy, not on the text of the liturgy
known by him. Naturally, the text of the liturgy is entailed in his theology, thus significantly
orientating his insights on the Eucharist. Whenever significant echoes of liturgical material, direct
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The basic principle in the Orthodox liturgical movement is to revitalise the
Eucharistic experience of the liturgy.?! The reform is not so concerned with liturgical
structures; rather, it aims to adjust the way how liturgy is approached and understood.
In other words, it is the change of understanding, not alterations in the shape of liturgy
that is sought in the first place — a change in liturgical thought, not of liturgical form.3?
This kind of mentality could be described as a renewal through tradition. Alexander
Schmemann, one of the leading spokesmen of the liturgical movement, has crystallised
the mindset of the movement as follows: “It is a return through worship to the Church
and through the Church to worship.”? The reason for the need for a readjusted
perspective lies in the argument of reformists that the liturgy has during the course of
history developed into a polymorphic entity that offers a possibility of multiple
interpretations of its very purpose and nature.’* To begin with, Schmemann’s
characterization points to the theological foundations of the renewal, namely, to
ecclesiology and to worship as the central act in and of the life of the church. Thus, the
renewal aims to establish an orientation towards liturgy that supports sound
ecclesiological understanding, an idea palpable widely in the Russian émigré theology of
the 20t century. In addition, the very idea of return also necessitates a critical dissection
of the historical layers of the liturgical tradition. After all, the return and fresh
orientation has to be based on some concrete forms of and approaches to liturgy that are
considered to be ideal. Therefore, the argument based on how the history of
development of the form has influenced the theology of liturgy — and vice versa — has
become crucial when the need for reforms in the spirit of the tradition is discussed.?

It has proved not to be an easy task for Orthodox liturgists to assess the value of
various expressions and lines of thought in the tradition of interpretation of the liturgy.
This is evident when it comes to Nicholas Cabasilas’ paradoxical role in the modern
discussion about the liturgical renewal. There are scholars who look upon Cabasilas
critically in arguing their views on the true interpretation of the liturgy. The critics of
Cabasilas base their negative attitude toward him on his symbolical interpretation of
liturgy, Cabasilas’” predominant approach. Schmemann even goes so far as to make him
an example of decadence of Eucharistic thought, so evident in Cabasilas’ liturgical

and indirect, are detected, references to it are made in the text or in the footnotes. The aim is thus to
demonstrate how deeply rooted Cabasilas is in the liturgy, not to speculate on the manuscript
variants of the liturgy and different liturgical practices of the time, serving as the background to his
Eucharistic thought. When there is a need to refer to the text of the liturgy, a Greek text in
Brightman's Liturgies Eastern and Western, Volume 1 (1896) is used. As is well known, the text of the
Byzantine liturgy is not one, but there are various manuscript traditions with considerable
authority. Up to the present, there is no critical edition of the entire Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom.
31 On the history and principles of the Orthodox liturgical movement see Felmy 1984. On the Roman
Catholic liturgical movement and its influence on the Orthodox Church see Chandlee 1986; Jounel
1987, 71-84; Legrand 2007; Wainwright 1993, 341-344, 406-409.

32 Paavali 1981, 187; Purmonen 1971, 10; Sidoroff 1979, 243; Woolfenden 2000, 45, 49.

3 Schmemann 1966, 12. On the influence of Catholic liturgical renewal on Schmemann see Nguyen
2005.

34 Cf. Schmemann 1966, 12; Ware 1963, 279.

%5 Wainwright (1993, 342-343) remarks that there is not much to say about actual liturgical
readjustments made in the Eastern Churches. Wainwright’s insight proves that the primary reforms
in Orthodoxy tend to be aimed toward the attitude towards the liturgy, not the liturgy itself.



symbolism.* However, Cabasilas is at the same time considered by others, e.g. Georges
Florovsky®” and John Meyendorff’, to be a representative of genuine liturgical and
Eucharistic tradition.*

There are others who have not gone along with Schmemann’s view of a decline in the
development of the liturgy. Some have openly criticised “the negative scholarly
tradition” of Schmemann and questioned his fundamental claim regarding the breakage
in Byzantine liturgical tradition.*’ Justifications of the criticism of liturgical symbolism
within the renewal movement are then impugned. Harakas fears that dereliction of
symbolism leads to neglecting genuine Orthodox tradition and narrowing the ways of
participation in the liturgy.#' The ascetic-subjective dimension of liturgical symbolism,
which contributes to contemplation of divine mysteries, is also acknowledged by
Ryksert. As a spokesman for liturgical renewal, he still is cautious with regard to
symbolism and maintains that due to the mystagogical tradition the historical and
practical character of the rite has been neglected.*> Not all liturgical scholars are as
critical of the mystagogical tradition. When discussing the hermeneutical value of the
traditional liturgical commentaries, Paul Meyendorff contents himself to regret that
Schmemann sees the commentaries in such a fault-finding light.*3

Nevertheless, as Schmemann puts it, symbolism has almost become a byword for the
Byzantine liturgy.** This observation carries a nuance of criticism. The tradition of
symbolical interpretation is often reproached for bypassing the Eucharistic nucleus of
liturgy; in this tradition the presence of Christ in the Eucharistic elements is not
emphasised and the very act of communion is neglected. According to Schmemann,
many interpreters of the liturgy, Cabasilas included, due to their symbolism actually
alienate people from the true contents of the liturgy. Liturgy then becomes merely a
depiction of Christ’s life and contemplation of various symbols, rather than an authentic

3 Schmemann 1990a, 81-82. Purmonen duplicates Schmemann views by professing to view
Cabasilas’ symbolism as a witness of orthodox liturgical decline. Purmonen 1971, 11.

37 Florovsky 1978, 176-177.

3 Meyendorff defines Cabasilas as a theologian who marked a return to sacramental realism of
early Christianity from pseudo-Dionysian symbolism as a counter reaction against overpronounced
symbolism. J. Meyendorff 1974a, 108. Wybrew and Solovey also emphasize Cabasilas’ role in
balancing out liturgical theology by focusing on Eucharist-centeredness of the liturgy. Wybrew
1990, 158; Solovey 1970, 73-74. Of Catholic scholars, Bouyer rates Cabasilas” interpretation of the
liturgy exceptionally high. Bouyer 1955, 279. See also Mazza 1989, 3.

3 As an illustration of Cabasilas’ extensive status, The New Westminster Dictionary of Liturgy and
Worship, under the entry on ”Orthodox worship”, lists only two titles by orthodox scholars: one of
them is Cabasilas’ commentary on the Divine Liturgy, and the other one — perhaps wryly — a book
by Alexander Schmemann. Hackel 1986, 423. Cabasilas’ appreciation is further seen in the status
given to him in the Patriarchate of Constantinople's response to Baptism. Eucharist, and Ministry. He
is anonymously referred to as a voice representing “the Orthodox tradition”. Ecumenical Patriarchate
of Constantinople 1987, 4. The weight of reference to Cabasilas is even more momentous since it is the
only reference to any individual theologian in the entire statement.

40 Auxentios & Thorton 1987, 288.

41 Harakas 1974, 58-59.

42 Ryksert 1966, 10-11.

4 P. Meyendorff 1984, 39. See also Taft 1980-1981, 45. Ion Bria has recently drawn upon Cabasilas in
his presentation of “the essentials of the liturgy” which contains half a dozen large citations from
Cabasilas. Bria 1996, 5-16.

44 Schmemann 1981, 91.



self-expression of the Church and true participation in the life of the Church.*> The
liturgical symbols should therefore not be seen as a simple means of 'representation’” and
’symbolizing’, derived from liturgical action, but they should originate from theology.
Schmemann concludes that the interpretation of the liturgy should be understood as
“the elucidation of its theological meaning.”4

Based on Schmemann’s arguments, one is tempted to ask, is a symbolic
interpretation of the liturgy necessarily disconnected from theology? Or could
symbolism rather be seen as a way of clarifying the lex credendi of the lex orandi? The
question of the theological weight of the commentaries has huge significance, since
liturgical commentaries typify per se Orthodox liturgical understanding; how the liturgy
is viewed by the Church as the expression of her faith.#’ It is evident that, alongside some
other modern and more recent scholars, Schmemann represents a phase of critical
assessment of an earlier tier of tradition of liturgical interpretation. Orthodox liturgical
reform as renewal through tradition makes the discussion about the abandonment of
liturgical symbolism problematic. Symbolical interpretation is a traditional approach to
liturgy, its roots extending back for centuries. How could tradition-appreciating
Orthodoxy cast aside such an ancient hermeneutical tradition? It is not, of course, only
the antiquity of the symbolism that makes the issue complicated, but the general
Orthodox approach to liturgy that gives symbols such an important place in expressing
the presence of the divine in the liturgical setting. This arrangement has recently given
rise to a debate on the importance and the role of symbol in the Eucharistic liturgy.*8 It is
evident that in modern-day Orthodox theology both the liturgical expressions — the
present ordo of the liturgy — and their interpretations are in part found problematic. In
1998, a pan-Orthodox consultation on liturgical renewal made an effort to clarify the
nature and significance of the liturgy, and released a list of principles defining the
characteristics of Orthodox worship. According to the consultation’s statement, the
formulation of these principles emerges from the need to specify criteria for both judging
reforms of the Orthodox liturgy and Orthodox participation in ecumenical worship.* In

45 Schmemann 1966, 24-25, 99-100. Grgurevich (1993, 87) considers Schmemann’s resistance to
symbolism surprising. For him especially Eucharistic symbolism represents a specific identity for
Orthodox theology.

46 Schmemann 1966, 14.

47 Cf. Varghese (2004, 16), who sees commentaries as representing how the Church viewed liturgy
as the expression of her lex credendi.

4 John Zizioulas has observed that the Orthodox liturgy is centred on the Eucharist and at the same
time is symbolical to the core. What Zizioulas finds problematic is not symbolism itself but the
blurred theological foundations of the symbol, not to speak of magical connotations so easily
merged with symbolism. Zizioulas 2000, 3-4, 14-17. The problem of proper understanding of
symbolism has among others also been detected by Koumarianos (2000, 21), Vassiliadis (1997, 5-7)
and Woolfenden (2000, 41-43).

49 The bases for worship are determined by the consultation to simultaneously be (1) theocentric and
dialogical; in and through worship God manifests himself and communicates with his people, who
for their part turn towards God in prayer and praise. As an expression of man’s relation to God, the
liturgy is (2) formative to the church. It is the primary way of forming faith and identity. The
dialogical aspect of the liturgy also indicates that worship is dynamic in its essence. This dynamism
can be clearly seen in various points highlighted by the statement. Worship is a (3) holistic event that
enables a (4) transformative personal connection between man and God. Additionally, worship is not
objective in itself, being therefore (5) instrumental in its nature. Worship aims to transfigure man’s
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light of the consultation’s views it is obvious that in the foreground of the Orthodox
liturgical movement is the attainment of the essence of divine worship which, above all
else, is expressed in the Eucharistic liturgy.>

1.2. PURPOSE, METHOD AND SOURCES OF THE STUDY

On the basis of former considerations on the tension between objective and subjective
and topical discussion about symbolic interpretation of the Eucharistic liturgy, the
purpose of the present study can now be specified. The aim is to answer the following
questions: what is the nature of the divine presence, according to Nicholas Cabeasilas, in
the Eucharistic assembly? How does he understand that presence to be manifested and
confessed in and through the liturgy?

In answering these questions a special focus is put on the relation or even interplay
between symbolism and realism in Cabasilas’ interpretation of the Eucharistic liturgy as
manifestation of the divine presence. The recent debate on the nature of symbolism in
the Orthodox liturgy of the Eucharist indicates that liturgical symbolism is seen by some
as a threat to the real nature of the Eucharist. To put it otherwise, does cultivation of
symbolism threaten the objective reality of God to be subjectively participated? Is there a
danger of losing the special presence of Christ in the bread and wine underneath a layer
of symbolism? Thus particular interest is directed in this study towards Cabasilas’
position within the tradition of sacramental realism. Does he perceive Christ’s presence
in the Eucharistic bread and wine in an exceptional manner, distinctively different from
Christ's presence manifested in other symbols of the liturgy? How are these modes of
divine presence placed on the objective-subjective span? Answering these questions
necessitates an examination of the alleged tension between liturgical symbolism and real
Eucharistic presence of Christ in Cabasilas’ thought.

From Cabasilas’ own intentions arises a need to define also the interconnection of
Greek and Latin traditions on the Eucharist in his thought. Cabasilas explicitly relates
not only to the Eastern Greek tradition but also to that of Western Latin scholasticism.5!
Modern ecumenical and Eucharistic tendencies further justify the resonance of
explicating Cabasilas’ junctures with the Latin tradition of his age. Cabasilas confines the
discussion to his own discovery of the common understanding of the elements of the
liturgy that are believed to effect the transformation of the Eucharistic gifts.
Interconnections between the two traditions in Cabasilas’ thought are examined by

intellect, purify his heart and liberate him from desire. In addition, the consultation states that
worship is formative to the Christian faith and it is the primary way of expressing that faith.
Therefore, it is not only individual identity the worship defines, but correspondingly the communal
identity: the statement stresses the (6) ecclesial, (7) inclusive and (8) cosmic aspects of worship. As an
allusion to liturgical symbolism the (9) evangelical aspect is defined as expression of the history of
salvation culminated in Christ. As stated by the document, the liturgy “tells the story of Jesus
Christ.” Lastly, the document emphasises the (10) eschatological orientation of worship. Consultation
1998, 388-389.

50 Cf. Vassiliadis 1997, 10-11.

511t is exactly due to his Eucharistic doctrine that Gouillard for his part characterises Cabasilas as
the Byzantine scholastic. Gouillard 1967, 26.
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proportioning the views of Cabasilas with a selection of mediaeval Latin sources on the
Eucharist. This task is carried out in Chapter four, which focuses on questions on
Eucharistic sacrifice and change of the elements of the Eucharist.

Methodologically, my approach is systematic analysis. Through systematic analysis I
aim to reveal the central aspects and supporting structure of Cabasilas” theology of the
Eucharist. This also necessitates assessing the logical grounds of Cabasilas’ presentation
of his own thoughts and interpretations of the liturgy. This assessment is done in order
to clarify the essential characteristics in Cabasilas’ thought. In this process the theme of
the presence of God serves as the hermeneutical key.

The order of the chapters is like a methodological framework in itself. From the
perspective of the divine presence, the third chapter firstly concentrates on the presence
of God and his action in the world as expressed through the Eucharistic liturgy. How
does Cabasilas understand the liturgy to be a manifestation of imparticipable God
becoming participable? Secondly, the symbolic meaning of the altar as a sign of the
special and permanent presence of God is studied. Absoluteness of the gap between
objective and subjective is then challenged. Lastly, the liturgical symbolism of the
Eucharistic rite as an anamnetic element in making the presence of God is addressed.

The fourth chapter concentrates on the real presence of Christ in the sacrament of the
Eucharist as a special case of making divine presence a reality within the realm of
created order. The role of the priest as a sign of the presence of God and as an
instrument to make the divine present is also investigated in this chapter. The fifth
chapter focuses on the presence of God in man as a result of Eucharistic communion.
The effects of the actualisation of the Eucharistic mystery within the soul of the
communicant are closely studied. Consequently, the perspective on participation
becomes utmostly subjective, even existential®?. Taken as a whole, this work begins with
the liturgical setting of Eucharistic assembly and ends with the mystical Eucharistic
experience.

The main sources of this study consist of Cabasilas’ principal works on sacramental
and mystical theology; De vita in Christo and Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione.’ In the former
work Cabasilas presents an overall picture of communion with Jesus Christ enabled by
the mysteries of baptism, chrismation and Eucharist. In De vita in Christo sacramental
communion with life-giving Christ culminates in mystical union. The three mysteries of

52 In this study “existential” is used in no reference to existentialism as a philosophical tendency or
school. “Existential” points to such subjective experience of an individual which transforms the
objective-subjective tension into himself as his personally experienced inner reality. Thus,
“existential” is something that takes place in the personal or subjective inner life of an individual.
As a result, the objective reality of the Eucharistic liturgy becomes subjectively grasped. This does
not mean, however, that the unreachable objectiveness of God (essence) is challenged. Rather,
despite his absolute objectiveness, God becomes into close contact with the subjective human mode
of being.

5 The authenticity of the two main sources is unquestionable. I have used the editions published in
the series Sources chrétiennes (SC). De vita is in two volumes, published in 1989 and 1990 as numbers
SC 355 and SC 361 respectively. The content and relationships of the known manuscripts of the
work are explained in detail by Congourdeau (1989, 48-62), the editor of the edition. The alternative
readings in the SC edition are shown in the apparatus of the critical text. Regarding Sacrae liturgiae 1
have likewise used the SC edition (1967, number 4). The manuscript tradition basis of the edition of
Sacrae liturgiae is presented in Périchon 1967.
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initiation, as presented by Cabasilas, form a hierarchical system in which the Eucharist
embodies the highest and most desirable form of sacramental-mystical unity. As the title
of the latter work suggests, it is an explanation of the Byzantine liturgy of the Eucharist.
Cabasilas approaches the liturgy from the perspective provided by the tradition of
symbolic interpretation. He describes the outward form of the rite, the prayers and
liturgical action, and presents his interpretations of their spiritual meaning. The guiding
principle in his interpretation is to reconstruct the central events of the history of
salvation from the ordo of the liturgy, the very ordo being, according to Cabasilas, formed
by the influence of divine economy. In Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione there are two
sections that are dedicated to special questions on the doctrine of the Eucharist. In these
parts Cabasilas discusses the manner of the change of the Eucharistic elements, the
communion of the deceased, and the Latin views on the relation of the epiclesis to the
words of institution.

The complementary sources consist, on the one hand, of a number of minor works of
Cabasilas that are used to support and broaden the views he presents in his main works.
On the other hand, I have used a collection of Latin sources as a point of comparison.
Unfortunately there are no references in Cabasilas” works revealing what is his source of
information on Latin views of the Eucharist. I have, therefore, chosen a selection of four
basic works on Latin scholastic doctrine of the Eucharist. All of them have significantly
contributed to the formation and interpretation of mediaeval Latin Eucharistic doctrine,
thus forming the received Latin view. The authors and the works are: Hugh of St.
Victor’s (ca. 1090-1141) De sacramentis, Peter Lombard's (ca. 1095-1160) Sententiae in IV
libris distinctae (Sententiae), and Thomas Aquinas’ (ca. 1225-1274) Summa theologiae (STh)
and Summa contra gentiles (Contra gentiles).5* In each of these works I have mainly
focused on the chapters dedicated to the fundamentals of the theology of the sacraments
and to the doctrine of the Eucharist particularly.>

5 Hugh of St. Victor is one of the main developers of theology of the sacraments in the West since
Augustine, to such an extent that he is known as Alter Augustinus. De sacramentis is his main work,
not only on sacramental theology but also on other major topics of Christian theology. It is one of
the first mediaeval general presentations of theology, marking also the beginning of standardization
of the Catholic doctrine of the sacraments. Peter Lombard, for his part, gave a definite input in
finishing the process to which Hugh contributed in its beginning. Lombard made his lasting
contribution to the doctrine of the sacraments in his highly acclaimed Sententiae. It is a systematic
presentation of Christian theology that not only set down the basis for sacramental theology for
centuries to come, but practically defined the content of theological education in the age of high and
late scholasticism, maintaining its nearly normative status up till the mid-16t century. Thomas
Aquinas took his degree by lecturing on Lombard's sentences, and Martin Luther is also known to
have read the book. The thought of Thomas Aquinas has had a dominant role in the Catholic
Church up to the present. Aquinas represents the pinnacle of the scholasticism of the high Middle
Ages, his authority unsurpassed when Latin mediaeval theology is studied (Eucharistic theology
included). His monumental main work, Summa theologiae, is one of the largest presentations of
Christian theology ever written. Summa contra gentiles also bears evidence of Aquinas’ inclination
towards comprehensiveness in theological treatise. Chatillon 1986; Deferrari 1951, ix; Hauschild
1995, 571-575, 601; Hodl 1996, 296-296, 301-302; Kopperi 1994, 18-19, 101-102; Rosemann 2004, 25-33,
54-70; Schmidt 1982, 583-587, 651-652; Wawrykow 1999a & 1999b.

55 Of the work by Hugh of St. Victor, I have unfortunately had no access to a better edition than that
appearing in volume 176 of Patrologia Migne (1880). It is well-known that Migne’s editions are in
most cases far from reliable. Of Peter Lombard's Sententiae, I have used the 1981 edition in the series
Spicilegium Bonaventurianum. In this study the main interest focuses on the fourth book of the
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My intention is not to claim that Nicholas Cabasilas was actually familiar with these
Latin sources. Yet, it is a known fact that the Summa contra gentiles was translated into
Greek by Demetrios Cydones already in 1355, and portions of the Summa theologiae some
years later.® In the fourth book of the Summa contra gentiles Aquinas presents both the
Latin doctrine on the Eucharist (IV, 61-69) and the Latin belief in the procession of the
Spirit from the Son (IV, 24-25). The Greek translation of the Summa theologiae covered the
monumental work only partially, thus leaving some of the controversial contemporary
themes in sacramental theology outside its scope.” However, through these translations
and his interaction with the translators, with whom he was acquainted, Cabasilas
potentially had access to Aquinas” works and consequently to the theological premises of
Latin Christian thought. Hugh’s and Peter Lombard's works probably were not known
to Cabasilas. In any case, the Latin material in question reveals basic beliefs of the
scholastic doctrine of the Eucharist, and it is for this reason that I found them fruitful
sources in assessing Cabasilas’ presentation of the Latin view, regardless of how much
his unknown source of information was actually depending on them.5

1.3. PREVIOUS STUDIES ON NICHOLAS CABASILAS

The previous works focusing on Cabasilas can be classified into two groups. The first
group consists of studies dedicated to his sacramental and mystical theology, the other
comprises studies on various other aspects of his thought.

The forerunner of the entirety of modern research into Cabasilas is the German
scholar W. Gass. As the title of his book Die Mystik des Nikolaus Cabasilas vom Leben in
Christo (1849) suggests, he primarily focused on De vita in Christo. In his book Gass
depicts Cabasilas as a faithful representative of Eastern Christian tradition, embracing
both the heritage of great spiritual authors (e.g. Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite,
Macarius of Egypt and Maximus the Confessor) and the basic views of Eastern Christian
soteriology. In connection with the subject of soteriology, Gass found that Cabasilas’
doctrine of the Incarnation is largely consistent with that of Anselm of Canterbury’s
satisfactio theory. Gass’ distinctive tendentiousness (e.g. anti-Roman Catholic polemics)
whittles away the resonance of his work.

sentences, which is included in the second part of the aforementioned edition. Of Thomas Aquinas’
STh, I have relied on the standard text edition provided by the Dominicans. It is based on the late
14th/early 15t century manuscript ms. 15801 that is kept in the French National Library in Paris. The
reliability of the edition is not totally sound, but the rather early date of the main manuscript does
not give grounds to question its usability. Of Contra gentiles, I have used the standard edition of the
Leonine text reprinted in Paris 1951-1964.

56 Kianka 1982; Tyn 1974.

57 Rackl 1924. For partial edition of the translation see Cydones 1976-1982.

5 It should be noted that this selection of works of Latin mediaeval scholars is used as a
methodological application to clarify Cabasilas” thought in more detail. Since my aim is to present
as systematic a picture as possible of his thought, the application of Latin sources is done in the
framework of the systematic analysis. In other words, attention is paid only to those connections
and differences between Cabasilas and the scholastic theology that are logical derivations of the
analysis of Cabasilas” thought.
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More than a century was to elapse before the appearance of the studies by M. Lot-
Borodine (Nicolas Cabasilas. Un maitre de la spiritualité byzantine au XIVe siecle, 1958), C.
Tsirpanlis (The Liturgical and the Mystical Theology of Nicolas Cabasilas, s.a.) and W. Volker
(Die Sakramentsmystik des Nikolaus Kabasilas, 1977) on Cabasilas’ thought. They all
revolved around the question of the relation between sacramental and mystical
theology, their focus being especially on the spiritual dimension of Cabasilas” doctrine of
the sacraments. Like Gass, Lot-Borodine and Volker use De vita in Christo as their main
source, thus leaving the liturgically-oriented Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione and its
Eucharistic speculations aside. Unlike the other two, Tsirpanlis showed some interest
towards the sacramental theology of Cabasilas as such, but his relatively modest work
does not treat the issue in depth. Further, all three scholars are concerned with the
connection of the sacraments with the history of salvation. Both Lot-Borodine and Volker
explore Cabasilas with a specific reference to the concepts of pracvdpwnio and otxovopic,
thus describing the Eucharist (and other sacraments) in a broad framework of
soteriology and spirituality.”” Respectively, Tsirpanlis extensively explored the
connection between the sacraments and the salvation brought by Jesus Christ, with a
special emphasis on kenosis.®

To my knowledge, there is only one scholarly attempt to treat Cabasilas’ Eucharistic
doctrine in detail. Knowing the interest and alleged importance of his Eucharistic
thought, this seems surprising. In his doctoral dissertation, The Eucharistic Theology of
Nicholas Cabasilas (1984), Paul Mantovanis aims, firstly, to consider theologically the
liturgy of St. John Chrysostom and, secondly, to discuss in detail Cabasilas’ Eucharistic
theology. The title of the work is, nonetheless, somewhat misleading. The focus in
Mantovanis” work is more on the liturgical theology and historical development of the
Byzantine liturgy than on theology of the Eucharist per se. For another, special
consideration — almost equal to that on Cabasilas — is given to the fifteenth century
Symeon of Thessalonica, whom Mantovanis compares with Cabasilas in order to make
clear their distinctive approaches to the liturgy.®! The comparison with Symeon of
Thessalonica (and earlier Byzantine interpreters as well) serves Mantovanis’ historical
approach: Cabasilas” works are related to those of other Byzantine interpreters to
indicate his own characteristic contribution to the development of liturgical theology.®?

Mantovanis’ study is divided into two sections. The first begins with a biographical
and historical research with a special aim of overcoming gaps and confusion in previous
research concerning the obscure points of the last days of Cabasilas. The majority of part
one, and nearly one-third of the entire manuscript, consists of a detailed description of
the works of Cabasilas (codices, editions, published works and translations).®® In the
second part Mantovanis aims to give a systematic explanation of the Eucharistic doctrine
of Cabasilas. He begins with a presentation of Cabasilas’ contribution to the history of

5 Lot-Borodine 1958, 121-175; Volker 1977, 23-68

60 Tsirpanlis s.a., 63-77

61 This emphasis is exemplified in a thirty page appendix in the middle of his work (pages 132-162)
under the title “A Note on the Life and the Writings of Symeon of Thessalonica”. Mantovanis also
uses Symeon as the main point of comparison with Cabasilas throughout his work.

62 Mantovanis 1984, 9.

63 Mantovanis 1984, 51-131.
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development of the Byzantine Liturgy.®* He then proceeds to doctrinal issues, focusing
on three major points: real presence, Eucharistic sacrifice and epiclesis.®> Although
Mantovanis considers many aspects of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic teaching, in effect he
contents himself with illustrating the basic aspects on Cabasilas’ thought without
elaboration, merely quoting short extracts from his texts. Mantovanis’ style is more
declaratory than analytical. His contribution could therefore be designated as a
presentation of central themes of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic theology. From the perspective
of the present study, Mantovanis” work serves more as an assistant than an interlocutor.

However, Mantovanis’ special merit in relation to the present study must be
highlighted. In his introduction Mantovanis claims that Cabasilas was not familiar with
the scholastic doctrines of real presence and Eucharistic sacrifice. He then leaves the
issue outside of his own field of research but states the potential of closer comparison of
Cabasilas with scholastic theology.® In the present study it is exactly this comparison
with scholasticism that is to be carried out in Chapter four.

Apart from works on Cabasilas’ sacramental and Eucharistic framework, there are a
number of studies investigating some other aspects of his thought. Panagiotes Nellas
(1975) addressed Cabasilas’ doctrine of justification and Rubini (1976) studied his
anthropology. Seraphim Storheim (1982) has written a modest treatise on Cabasilas’
commentary on the liturgy. Before Storheim, Cabasilas’ symbolic interpretation of the
Eucharistic rite was taken up much more thoroughly by René Bornert, whose Les
commentaries byzantins de la divine liturgie (1966) provided a sound picture of the
principles of liturgical hermeneutics of Cabasilas and his position in the history of the
interpretation of the liturgy.®”

Cabasilas: teologo e mistico bizantino (1996) by Yannis Spiteris, is chiefly a presentation
of Cabasilas’ mariology, soteriology and sacramental system, yet in a rather general
frame of reference. The Eucharistic doctrine of Cabasilas is also touched upon by
Spiteris, and is treated fairly briefly using the following themes: the Eucharist as
culmination of all the sacraments, the transformative effect of the Eucharist on man,
human collaboration with God, the Eucharistic sacrifice, the epiclesis, and the Eucharist
as a grace-filled event of justification, transfiguration and resurrection.® Spiteris” book is
not scholarly research in a strict sense. It is a popularizing, yet profound, introduction
that gives a general view of Cabasilas’ thinking. As such, it does not substantially benefit
the present study. Rather, it typifies the present interest in Cabasilas.

Marie-Hélene Congourdeau has only recently touched upon the alleged Palamism of
Cabasilas in her illuminating article Nicolas Cabasilas et le Palamisme (2004). She notes that
earlier scholars (e.g. Tatakis, Lot-Borodine and John Meyendorff) have taken Cabasilas’
Palamism as given, even underlining his pro-Palamism (e.g. Nicol and Dennis).® This is

64 Mantovanis 1984, 163-190.

65 Mantovanis 1984, 191-287.

66 Mantovanis 1984, 9-10.

67 Before Bornert, the history of interpretation of liturgy has been presented by Hans-Joachim Schulz
(1964), and after them by Hugh Wybrew (1990). Both Schulz and Wybrew, however, concentrate on
Cabasilas with much less accuracy than Bornert.

68 Spiteris 1996, 127-140.

6 Congourdeau 2004, 192-193. According to McGrath, Cabasilas acquired Palamas’ central thoughts
and elaborated them. McGrath 2001, 55-56. Bobrinskoy agrees with Lot-Borodine's viewpoint on
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not, however, the case in more recent characterisations of Cabasilas’ connection to
Palamas. While the nature of Palamite influence is now contested, Congourdeau makes
it clear that there is a prevailing hesychastic tendency in Cabasilas’ thought that remains
unchallenged. She thus suggests that based on new insights it would be more
appropriate to categorise Cabasilas as a hesychast rather than a Palamite in a strict
sense.”® Evidently, Congourdeau has found the blind spot of previous studies, in which
Cabasilas” dependency on Palamas is usually simply asserted without any precise
evidence based on research.” For Congourdeau, the incoherence among scholars on the
nature of Palamas’ influence on Cabasilas points to a need for clarifying both the points
of interconnection and discrepancy between Cabasilas and Palamas.”

The most recent work on Cabasilas, entitled Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia (2007),
is a collection of articles based on the papers presented at the fourteenth International
Ecumenical Conference in Bose, Italy, in 2006. As the title suggests, the majority of
articles focus on Cabasilas” liturgical commentary and its theological significance.
Chrysostomos Savvatos presents the sacramental bases, formed by the mysteries of
baptism, chrismation and Eucharist, of Cabasilas’ understanding of spiritual life. More
specifically, the God-man relationship in Cabasilas’ commentary is discussed by Rosario
Scognamiglio. In his article, Chrysostomos Papathanasiou spells out Cabasilas’
contribution to the question of frequency of Eucharistic communion.

Cabasilas’ congruence with Palamas. Bobrinskoy 1968, 491; Lot-Borodine 1958, 180. Similarly,
Nellas emphasises Cabasilas’ significance by arguing that the general view of the 14t century is
defective if Palamas is read without paying attention to Cabasilas. He compares the link between
Cabasilas and Palamas with the influence of Athanasios the Great on the Cappadocian fathers.
Nellas 1996, 14.

70 This broader concept of hesychast emphasizes the element of distinct humanism in Cabasilas’
thought, strongly accentuated by Beck, Klimenko and Demetrakopoulos in their criticism of
“palamite Cabasilas’. Congourdeau 2004, 194-195.

71 There are no evident connections to Palamas’ central theological views in Cabasilas” main works.
Lot-Borodine and Bobrinskoy have surmised that Palamas’ controversial reception led Cabasilas
consciously to avoid pointing out parallels to Palamite theology in his own thinking. Lot-Borodine
1958, 180; Bobrinskoy 1968, 491. John Meyendorff is consistent with them in proposing that
Cabasilas’ attitude towards Palamas was not reserved even though there are no references to
Palamas in his writings. Meyendorff, J., 1964, 140. Hero (in Gregory Akindynos 1983, 336) remarks:
”Although he later became a defender of Palamism, Cabasilas retained a neutral attitude at the
start.” She bases her opinion on David Dishypatos’ attempt to entice Cabasilas to the Palamite party
during the early phase of the dispute. Cf. David Dishypatos’ Adyos xatal BapAaou xai Axivdvvov
npog Nixddaov KapoiorAar. Tsirpanlis (1979, 416) suggests that Cabasilas has occasionally even been
considered an anti-Palamite before joining the Palamite party. This view is, however, based on
confusing Nicholas Cabasilas with another Cabasilas who is referred to in Nicephoros Gregoras’
Byzantine history as an opponent of Palamas.

72 The main points of convergence between the two theologians are mostly in the sphere of mystical
and sacramental theology, not to speak of their common hesychastic mindset. Congourdeau also
lists Eucharistic realism among the most important connective elements. There are also significant
points of divergence. Firstly, Cabasilas, unlike Palamas, is cautious in accepting spiritual experience
as sound criteria for theological statements. Secondly, the essence-energy distinction in not found in
Palamite form in Cabasilas’ works, thus he cannot be taken as a definite Palamite. Finally,
Cabasilas’ openness towards influences of both Latin Christian authors and Hellenistic
philosophical tradition forms another notable divergence. Cabasilas is sympathetic to humanistic
trends of his era, unlike Palamas, who is much more cautious and critical towards any ‘non-
Orthodox influences’ in theology. Congourdeau 2004, 199-207.
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The hermeneutical principles of Cabasilas’ liturgical interpretation are discussed in
three articles: Stavros Yangazoglou and Hugh Wybrew respectively approach Cabasilas’
commentary from the perspective of the divine economy manifested through the
Eucharistic rite, while the connection between liturgical symbolism and biblical
hermeneutics is discussed by Assaad Kattan. On the other hand, Marie-Hélene
Congourdeau and Job Getcha concentrate on the person, life and works of Cabasilas,
thus providing mostly general information on him and his times. Finally, the collection
also includes a few articles that do not deal directly with Cabasilas’ thought, but which
discuss actual liturgical and Eucharistic themes more or less indirectly motivated by
Cabasilas’ spirit.

As such, Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia provides some significant information,
primarily on the principles of Cabasilas’ liturgical and sacramental thought, thus
strengthening the picture of Cabasilas as a noteworthy theologian of the late Byzantine
era.

Finally we may note that there is also a study by A. Angelopoulos (1970) which,
unlike all the previously mentioned works, does not focus on Cabasilas” thought but on
the problems concerning the data on the person and works of Cabasilas. The main
contribution of Angelopoulos” work is therefore in providing background information
on Cabasilas.

To sum up, one could say that in the nineteenth century Gass paved the way for the
subsequent scholars who have mainly dealt with Cabasilas’ mystical theology. A
majority of studies on Cabasilas either aim to present a general view of his mystical-
sacramental thought or focus on some other aspects of his theology. Even though
previous scholars have been interested in Cabasilas’ sacramental theology, little
attention has been given to his Eucharistic doctrine in its own right. The above brief
review of previous research gives the distinct impression that Cabasilas’ Eucharistic
theology has not received the attention that it deserves. It is my hope that this study will
contribute to the reawakened ecumenical interest in Cabasilas’ thinking, and his
Eucharistic theology in particular.

1.4. LIFE AND CONTEXT OF NICHOLAS CABASILAS

Nicholas Cabasilas has been described as a person who could serve as a model of the
characteristics of fourteenth century Byzantine Empire; its humanistic renaissance,
political history, religious themes and debates, current social and economical issues as
well as aspects of Byzantine law.” Based on the known facts of his life, he evidently was
a talented man with multiple interests. Cabasilas was born as Nicholas Chamaetos
around 1310-13207* into an aristocratic family in Thessaloniki. He gained an extensive
education before being appointed as a high-ranking officer in Constantinople. In his

73 Congourdeau 2007, 25-26.

74 In his letter to Cabasilas, Gregory Akindynos praises Cabasilas’ erudition and elegant style of
writing. The letter dates from 1341/2. This suggests that in order to have gained such education by
that time, Cabasilas was likely to have been born no later than 1320. Cf. Gregory Akindynos 1983,
60-63, 336.
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youth Nicholas had adopted his mother’s maiden name Cabasilas instead of his
patronymic. His uncle, Nilus Cabasilas (d. 1361/3) was the Archbishop of Thessaloniki.
At times these two men have been and still are mistaken for each other, and Nicholas has
occasionally been referred to as an Archbishop of Thessaloniki.”> There is, however, no
certain proof that he ever became a clergyman. What we know of him for certain, is that
he was a public servant and took part in state politics during the reign of Emperor John
Cantacuzenos (1347-1354). Nicholas Cabasilas belonged, together with Gregorios
Palamas, to the circle of acquaintances of Cantacuzenos even before the latter became the
Emperor. Due to this friendship with the future Emperor, Cabasilas was nearly killed in
the turmoil of civil war that preceded Cantacuzenos’ rise to power in 1347. Mention of
Cabasilas declines when Cantacuzenos was deposed in 1354 even though he managed to
maintain good rapport with the new Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus’. It has been
suggested that Cabasilas might have followed the example set by the resigned
Cantacuzenos and taken monastic vows. There is, however, no exact knowledge of the
later period of his life. Even the date of Cabasilas’ death remains uncertain, but most
likely he died sometime in the late 1390s. The Church of Greece canonised him in 1983.
His memory is celebrated on the 20t of June.””

The times of Cabasilas marked a critical period preceding the final devastation of the
Byzantine Empire. The death struggle had already begun with the fourth crusade (1204)
which resulted in Latin oppression of the Byzantines for nearly 60 years. After the death
of Emperor Andronicos III in 1341 the Empire almost fell into anarchy. The Empire was
torn apart from within due to civil war and struggle for power. From outside the
imminence of destruction was caused by eastbound-extending Ottomans and

75 The confusion of Nicholas Cabasilas’ status may originate from the elections of the successor to
the toppled Patriarch Kallistos of Constantinople in 1352. According to Dennis (1977, xxx),
Cabasilas” uncle Nilus was one of the nominees. Dennis claims that Nilus was then still a layman,
known by his presumed baptismal name Nicholas. He later became a monk under the name Nilus,
and was then elevated to the episcopate. Tsirpanlis relates the story somewhat differently
maintaining that Nicholas Cabasilas actually was among the three candidates but did not become
appointed. Further, Tsirpanlis refers to another known Cabasilas of the time, Michael Cabasilas the
Sacellion, with whom Nicholas Cabasilas may have been confused. Tsirpanlis 1979, 416, 418-419.
See also Mantovanis 1984, 13-18, 38-42.

76 Judging from their correspondence, the relationship between Manuel II and Cabasilas was warm,
if not cordial. Manuel II identifies Cabasilas as a good friend of many years and refers to the
greatness of Cabasilas’ friendship. See letters 6, 7, 15 and 67 in Manuel II Palaeologus 1977.

77 Angelopoulos 1970, 18-74; Bobrinskoy 1968, 483-488; Congourdeau 1989, 11-16; 2007; Dennis 1977,
xxx-xxiv; Geanakoplos 1984, 186; Hussey 1986, 360; Klimenko 1996, 17-19; Koutroubis 1984, 17;
Loenertz 1955, 205-216; Lot-Borodine 1958, 1-4; Mantovanis 1984, 21-50; Nellas 1987, 107-108;
Spiteris & Conticello 2002; Tsirpanlis 1979, 415-421; Volker 1977, 1-5; Ware 1963, 79. Angelopoulos
and Geanakoplos assume Cabasilas took a monastic habit. Additionally Angelopoulos, together
with Lot-Borodine, identify him as an Archbishop of Thessaloniki. Similarly, in his synaxarion
Cabasilas is commemorated as a hierarch. Yet, a majority of researchers (e.g. Bobrinskoy,
Congourdiau, Hussey, Klimenko, Koutroubis, Tsirpanlis and Ware) assume instead that he
remained layman to the very end of his life. Based on forceful evidence Dennis (1977, xxxi)
concludes: “There are no indications that he ever became a monk, for the letters of Manuel II in 1387
and in 1391 and those of Joseph Bryennios in 1390-96 are clearly addressed to Nicholas as a
layman.” Getcha — in keeping with Congourdeau — asserts that for the last years of his life Cabasilas
was affiliated with Xanthopouloi monastery in Constantinople, where he wrote his two main
works. However, whether he became a monk or not, is not certain. Getcha 2007b, 1; Congourdeau
1989, 15-16.
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restlessness in many regions along the northern border of the shrunken Empire. In 1453,
only half a century after Cabasilas” death, the Ottoman army conquered Constantinople
and the Byzantine Empire fell.”

Despite certain degradation, the fourteenth century was also a time of cultural
recovery. The breath of the European Renaissance vivified the intellectual endeavours of
Byzantine secular humanism. The Academy of Constantinople had been reopened in the
late thirteenth century. Byzantine scholars drew fresh innovation from the Hellenistic
tradition. Many of them were also leaning towards the West, especially towards Italy.
This tendency influenced Byzantine theology as well. Scholars such as Maximos
Planudes (d. c. 1305), Prochoros Cydones (d. c. 1369) and his brother Demetrios (d. 1398)
were all inspired by Latin theology. In the early 1280s Planudes produced a Greek
translation of Augustine’s De Trinitate. Being an expert on Latin theology, he was
strongly dedicated to endorsing the policy of reunion with the Latins. Brothers Cydones
also evinced Latinophile attitudes and engaged in translating works of Latin theology
into Greek; Prochoros focusing mainly on Augustine and Demetrios on Thomas
Aquinas. Demetrios Cydones belonged to the same intellectual circles as Cabasilas,
together with Nicephoros Gregoras (d. 1360), probably the greatest scholar of his time.
Unlike Cabasilas, Nicephoros Gregoras and Demetrios Cydones ended up as adversaries
of Gregorios Palamas and the Palamite hesychasm. Demetrios Cydones eventually
became reconciled to the Roman Church, while Gregoras wound up in jail, condemned
as a heretic due to his disagreement with Palamas.”

Uncle Nilus openly criticized Aquinas and especially the Latin filiogue clause.
Nicholas Cabasilas even took part in completing Nilus” polemical work on the
procession of the Holy Spirit.®% Palamas, as is well known, is seen as an unfailing
opponent of what he considered to be speculative Latin thought.®! The approach of
Palamas and Nilus Cabasilas thus marked a significant counterforce to both Latin and
anti-Palamite influences in Nicholas Cabasilas” environment.

78 Bréhier 1977, 299-314; Hussey 1986, 260-267; Klimenko 1996, 17-19; Nicol 1972, 78-94, 159-330;
1992, 59-82; Runciman 1965, 3-21, 133-144; Ware 1963, 70-71.

79 Bradshaw 2004, 263; Dejaifve 1963, 52-53; Klimenko 1996, 17; Lossl 2000; 273-295; Meyendorff, J.
1964, 188; 1974a, 107; 1975b, 95-96, 100; Nellas 1996, 12-13; Runciman 1965, 5-9; 1970, 1-23; Ware
1963, 70-71. The Palamite or hesychastic controversy is personified, along with Palamas, by the
Greek monk Barlaam who in the 1330s came to Constantinople from Italy. The focus of their dispute
was on the question of knowing God. According to Palamas, God is experientially encountered and
known for real in his energies even though he remains unknown in his essence. Barlaam, for his
part, claimed that God cannot be known by man and can, therefore, be approached only
intellectually. A concise, yet deep presentation of the Palamite controversy is given in Bradshaw
2004, 229-242. For a more thorough account see J. Meyendorff 1964.

80 Erickson (1991, 165) points out that Nilus originally admired Aquinas’ way of thinking, but later
on turned against it. Nilus became acquainted with Aquinas through the translation made by
Cydones. Nilus” work De Spiritu sancto argumenta Latinorum, quibus se demostrare putant, Spiritum
sanctum ex Filio quoque procedure rests a great deal on Aquinas’ STh. Section by section Nilus
overrules Aquinas’ arguments on support of the filioque. Nicholas Cabasilas wrote an introduction
for his uncle’s work. See Protheoria (PG 149, col. 677-680). In the following century the Greek
theologians in the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-9) leant on Nilus” work in opposing the Latin
doctrine on the procession of the Holy Spirit. Erickson 1991, 165.

81 Yannaras’ strict view on Palamas’ stand against “the Western understanding” characterizes the
generally accepted view among modern Orthodox theologians of Palamas’ basic convictions.
Yannaras 2006, 23.
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In present-day Orthodox theology the fourteenth century is first and foremost
viewed as the century that accomplished a fresh synthesis of the central elements of
patristic tradition that shines forth par excellence in Palamas’ teachings. The orthodoxy of
the teaching of Palamas was confirmed as early as 1351 and 1368 in councils held in
Constantinople. At the heart of Palamas’ thought is the distinction between the essence
(odoia) of God and its manifestations (évépyeiar). The distinction is generally acclaimed
as being authentically orthodox, even though the modern proponents of Palamite
theology find different accents in Palamas’ conceptualisations. The neo-Palamite
theology of the twentieth century has been criticised, mainly by Protestant and Roman
Catholic theologians.®? Regardless of the difficulties of his times, Cabasilas managed to
generate theological definitions of lasting value, especially in his interpretation of the
Divine Liturgy. It is explicitly his merits in the fields of theology of liturgy and
sacraments that explain why he is cherished notably in modern-day Orthodoxy.8® His
commentary has been described as the crystallization of the Byzantine liturgical
tradition, combining the centuries old tradition of hermeneutics of the liturgy with the
topical trends in spirituality, namely hesychasm.?* Due to Cabasilas and Palamas, the
fourteenth century has been characterised as the last Golden Age in the history of the
Byzantine Church.®

82 John Meyendorff, Basil Krivocheine, Georges Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky, Alexander Schmemann
and Dumitru Staniloae are regarded as the main representatives of the neo-Palamite school.
Williams, R. 1993, 123-124. It is first and foremost Florovsky, whom many scholars consider to be
the generator of the neo-patristic school. A concise introduction to Florovsky’s neo-patristic thought
is given in Khoruzhii 2004. The history of reception and interpretation of Palamas’ thought is
presented by A. Williams 1999, 3-17.

83 Topicality of Cabasilas’ theological competence was just recently exemplified during the 5t
International Theological Conference of the Russian Orthodox Church in November 2007, where
several papers examined Cabasilas’ contribution to liturgical theology and theology of the
sacraments. See e.g. Getcha 2007b, Koumarianos 2007 and Scouteris 2007.

84 Cabié (1983, 164) and Rorem (1986, 30) characterise Cabasilas as a great liturgical scholar before
anything else. J. Meyendorff (1974a, 109, 118) and Solovey (1970, 73) likewise commend his merits
on the theology of the Eucharist and liturgy. According to Geanakoplos (1984, 186), Cabasilas was
the last of the great Byzantine mystics, whose influence in the Christian East is comparable to that of
Thomas a Kempis’ De imitatione Christi in the West. Hussey (1986, 360) writes that Cabasilas, being a
faithful heir to the tradition of the Byzantine liturgical commentaries, focused on topical issues such
as Byzantine hesychasm and certain aspects of Latin theology.

85 Bobrinskoy 1968, 483.

20



2 Concept of Symbol and
Interpretation of the Liturqy

This chapter has two aims. Firstly, it serves the clarification of the concept of symbol.
This is done in order to give means for assessing the symbolic approach to liturgy, the
prevailing method of interpretation of Cabasilas and other Byzantine commentators
before him. Secondly, as necessary background information, a summary of history of the
symbolic interpretation of the Byzantine liturgy of the Eucharist up to Cabasilas is given.

2.1. DEFINITION OF SYMBOL

On account of the diverse opinions about Cabasilas’ significance for modern liturgical
theology, it is evident that it is explicitly his approach to the Eucharist that causes
dissenting voices. The difference of opinions clearly attests to the fact that the origins of
controversy are not so much in Cabasilas” thought as in different opinions about the
concept of symbol in general. The dispute ultimately points to the importance of
interpretation, which has a pivotal role in understanding symbolic discourse. I maintain
that it is not symbolism as such but a tradition of its misinterpretation that actually is the
reason behind dissent.

In modern linguistic, psychological and religious studies it is generally agreed that
symbols and symbolism have a central place in human comprehension and thought.
Man deals with things and reality by using symbols. Consequently, the context in which
symbols are interpreted has a tremendous impact: meaning is dependent on the context.
Thus, the interpreter's familiarity with the context becomes crucial, since symbols are
incongruous when interpreted out of their context.!

Paul Tillich’s definition of a symbol proves to be enlightening especially with regard
to liturgical symbolism. He maintains that the intention of a symbol is to open up
realities that would otherwise be closed. Without these symbols those levels could not be
opened in the first place.? Consequently, a symbol aims to reveal and open up realities,
based on the connection between the form of a symbol and its content. A symbol
functions on the basis of the adequacy of its reference to its object. At the same time,
however, a symbol hides a direct vision of its contents. In other words, a symbol both
obscures and reveals its reference. If the point of reference of a symbol could be detected
without a symbol, a symbol would turn out to be useless and an obscuring factor.

1 For further reading on the importance of context in understanding symbols see Stensland, 1986;
Symbol as Sense 1980; Todorov 1983.
2Tillich 1958, 42.
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However, if the realities covered and opened up by symbols are understood to be
accessible explicitly only through symbols, getting rid of symbolism would mean that
the realities unveiled by them would remain unexposed (unless some other means of
reaching them are offered).

In the framework of Orthodox thought and, especially, of liturgical theology,
symbolism is generally linked with the rite. The liturgy as ritual can be characterised as
action that in its very essence, at least partially, takes place symbolically. Accordingly, in
sacred rites and rituals men become partakers of the reality signified by the symbols.?
Objective reality of God’s being is made subjectively approachable by symbols. The
modern discussion on the symbolism of Orthodox liturgy implies that it is not taken for
granted that symbols automatically make present what they symbolise.* The present-day
subtext of criticism towards symbolical interpretation and the increasing interest in, and
significance of, Eucharistic theology, makes the question of the nature of symbolism
pertinent. To quote John Zizioulas, “a return to the Fathers without recovering the
meaning of liturgical symbolism will get us nowhere; for in the Orthodox Church, the lex
credendi has no meaning without the lex orandi.”> This kind of opinion forms the basis for
insistence on rethinking the meaning of liturgy in the life of the church and, especially,
the grounds on which the liturgy is interpreted.

The discussion on symbol seems to beg the basic question: how is “symbol” defined?
Whether the symbolic approach used by the Byzantine liturgical commentators is
objected or approved, an appropriate understanding of “symbol” is the criterion. It is
obvious that there are differences in the symbolic discourse between the two contexts —
modern and the Byzantine. The meanings attached to a symbol — and ways of attaching
them — in an earlier age may not be so evident in another age. Besides, the usage and
function of different symbols and meanings attached to them can vary in theological
discourse. Therefore, hermeneutics has a significant role in the understanding of a
symbol. In the words of Tzvetan Todorov, symbolism and interpretation are inseparable,
and projection and reception of a symbol make a single phenomenon.®

3Bernard Cooke and Gary Macy define Christian rituals, specially the Eucharist, as recollections of
Jesus that “make present what they symbolize — namely, the presence of Christ as risen.” Cooke &
Macy 2005, 44. On the axiomatic importance of symbolism in Christian liturgy and rituals, see also
Grainger 1988; Watts 1968.

4 The traditional understanding of the symbol in a liturgical context opens to a vision of divine
reality made present and accessible in and through the symbol. Schmemann criticizes a rational
approach to sacramental theology which leads to the isolation of the sacraments from their liturgical
context. Schmemann 1973, 150-151. The function of a symbol as a signifier of the divine is so
significant for Schmemann, that he argues that without symbols there would not be sacraments at
all. Schmemann 1973, 141. Nonetheless, in the Byzantine commentaries on the liturgy (such as the
commentary by Cabasilas) the genuineness of interpretation of liturgical symbols in connection
with the rite was lost, Schmemann claims. His opinion is that in the “exegesis of the liturgy” there is
a conflict between the liturgy itself and how liturgical symbols are interpreted. Even though the
structure of the liturgy was kept consistent for centuries, this is not the case with liturgical
understanding and experience. Schmemann 1981, 96.

5 Zizioulas 2000, 16-17.

¢ Todorov 1983, 19. For more on the significance of interpretation see Hirsch 1967. According to
Tillich, symbols grow from certain situations, and they also die when the situation changes. Tillich
1958, 43. Tillich’s observation can be taken as a comment on the importance of contextuality. One of
the reasons behind the death of a symbol may well be the fact that in a changed situation the
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In order to clarify the discourse, at least within the boundaries of this study, I present
a classification of different levels of representation in a symbol.” As Tillich maintains, it is
essential to a symbol that it participates in that to which it points.® The idea of
participation makes a symbol different from a mere sign which is not based on a
fundamental interconnectedness between the content and the form. The dynamics and
reference between the content and the form may, however, vary. Schmemann’s
observation of the symbol as ‘real” forms only the basis for a substantial concept of the
symbol.” Based on the idea of a symbol’s ‘realism” and its relational representation with
its content, symbols can therefore be seen to manifest their point of reference to a greater
or lesser degree. It is precisely this intensity and dynamics in the connection between the
symbol's content and form that establishes the basis of my classification of a symbol. We
may differentiate the following four levels of representation in a symbol:

1. Arbitrary conventional symbol. The linkage of the form with the thing
symbolized is based on convention. There is no direct or immanent connective factor in
the form that explains its interconnectedness with the content. Despite common
agreement, the identity of a symbol with the symbolised object is somewhat arbitrary.
For an arbitrary conventional symbol to be understood correctly, knowledge of the
context of the symbol is required. As an example, in politics, the term left is generally
associated with the colour red, and right with the colour blue. Red is also a symbol of hot
water, while cold is associated with the colour blue. There are, however, no rational or
physical bases in the colours themselves that suggest that these symbols should be
formed exactly on such interconnections.

2. Sensual symbol. Alliance of a symbol with its content is based on an obvious
connection of the outward form with the point of reference. The connective element is
thus based on imitation or an otherwise palpable accordance with a formal alliance
between the form and the content of a symbol. For an example, a statue of a ruler
represents its reference based on a sensual likeness. In the case of a statue, the symbol
may function as a means of showing appreciation or dislike of the ruler depicted. In a
liturgical setting the spear-shaped knife used in the proskomide to cut the Eucharistic
bread belongs to this category, the knife being a symbol of the spear that pierced the side
of Jesus Christ. The symbolic function is thus based on an alliance that engenders a
sensation that provides an awareness or contemplation of the content (reality, object,
truth etc.) symbolised by the form.

meaning of a certain symbol is no longer understood. The meanings attached to a symbol - and
ways of attaching them — in an earlier age may not be so evident in another age. The indirect
content of a symbol (its internal meaning intended by its creator) may differ from the significance
given to it when the symbol is included in another context. Thus, a symbol bears also an
unconscious indirect meaning, not known or intended by the author of the symbol, but perceived
by the interpreter. The significance given to a symbol by the latter may therefore be different from
the original intended or even the indirect meaning.

7 There is a vast number of theories and models of symbol. For further reading on different symbol
theories and symbolism in general see Elias 1991; Jaspers 1959; Ogden & Richards 1972; Religious
Symbols 1979; Skorupski 1983; Stensland 1986; Stiver 1996.

8 Tillich 1958, 42.

9 At the same time Schmemann challenges the conception of symbol as something opposed to a ‘real
presence’ (situated on the distinction between ‘real’ and ‘not-real’) and criticises the usage of
liturgical symbolism as the hermeneutic approach to liturgy. Schmemann 1973, 150-151.
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3. Connotative symbol. The connection of the form with the content is based on
connotation, derived from the linkage between characteristics or qualities that are
somehow seen to be shared by the both elements of a symbol. The form, then,
participates in the content by a commonly held function, role, effect etc. For example, the
crown of the monarch of Britain symbolises the status and sovereign power of the
monarch to rule the subjects belonging under the dominion of the crown. Similarly, the
Book of Gospel is a symbol of Christ, the Logos of God. Nonetheless, the form of
connotative symbol is separated from the content in a manner that the power of the
monarch cannot be identified with the crown as an object, nor is Christ identical in
person with the Book of Gospel.

4. Ontologically identical symbol. When the relational representative nature of a
symbol is understood in a totally realistic manner, the separation of a symbol from its
content loses its meaning. A symbol is then perceived as a concrete embodiment of the
thing symbolised. Yet, the symbol does not cease to exist, but it is approached as if it
were the very thing signified by it. An ontologically identical symbol is in a sense one
with the thing symbolised. The form is a concrete manifestation of the content, which is
through the form given to men to partake in. In other words, the one is represented in
the other and the other in the one. There is thus an essential ontological unity within a
symbol between its form and its content. The connection is exemplified in the way a
world champion athlete is treated like an embodiment of an entire nation. His or her
victory is considered a common victory of all the people. Furthermore, the champion is
considered a personification of the national spirit and ideology. In a liturgical setting, a
typical such ontologically identical symbol is the Eucharistic bread and wine, which are
seen to truly embody the body and blood of Christ.

Identity between the form and content, as well as their separation from each other, is
crucial in understanding a symbol. When a symbol is created and interpreted, it is
located somewhere between identity and separation. Based on identity-separation
dynamics, the symbols differ to the extent they embody their point of reference.

separation » identity
| [ | [
arbitrary-  sensual connotative ontologically

conventional identical

FIGURE 1: Symbol arrangement in the identity separation continuum

24



For example, statue as a sensual symbol of a ruler cannot be said to share in the
identity aspect in essence, although there may be a remarkable formal identity between
the statue and the person signified by it. However, an ontologically identical symbol,
such as Eucharistic bread, does not share very much — if at all — in the formal identity
with the thing signified (the body of Christ). Nonetheless, it is seen to have a direct
relationship to it in its very own content. In order for a symbol to preserve its symbolic
function, it cannot obtain complete identity or complete separation with the content. In
the former case, the basic condition of participation in the point of reference disappears.
In the latter, the symbol ceases to exist since its object becomes identical with the symbol.

In his analysis Paul Mantovanis distinguishes between the reality and the symbolic
in the liturgical symbolism of Cabasilas. The realistic in Cabasilas’ symbolism is
concentrated at the true presence of Christ in the bread and wine of the Eucharist while
the merely symbolic is discerned throughout the forms of the rite. In the symbolic he
further distinguishes between week symbols and strong symbols.!® Thus, in Mantovanis’
interpretation of Cabasilas” symbolism both the idea of intensity of different symbols in
their identity with the content and the tension implicated by the identity separation
continuum is explicated. Furthermore, the concept of divine presence seems to correlate
with the identity separation continuum. Cabasilas’ symbolic approach to the Eucharistic
therefore enables us to investigate how his symbolism contributes to the vision of the
Eucharistic liturgy as a means of realization of the divine presence.!!

2.2. OUTLINE OF INTERPRETATION OF THE BYZANTINE LITURGY UP
TO CABASILAS

The age of Nicholas Cabasilas marked for the Byzantine liturgy the final phase of
thirteen hundred years of evolution. The liturgy commented on by him has in its
outward form little in common with the New Testament descriptions of breaking the
bread in the early Christian communities. Originally the Christian liturgy was formed
around Jewish traditions and practices of common prayer.'? Even though the Christians

10 Mantovanis 1984, 295. As an illustration of a symbol in the strong sense Mantovanis refers to the
Book of the Gospels as a symbol of Christ. Unfortunately, Mantovanis does not go deeper in his
categorization of Cabasilas’ symbolism.

1 This is a crucial question, and hence it is exactly the Eucharist that can be seen as both the starting
point and the goal of liturgical movement. According to Petros Vassiliadis, it is of necessity that the
Eucharist is the point where the Orthodox liturgical renewal begins, since the Eucharist is “the only
expression of the being of the Church.” Any other methods of reforming the mind of the Church
Vassiliadis considers insufficient. Furthermore, he claims that only through radical liturgical reform
the Eucharistic identity of the church can be reinforced. This radical liturgical renewal truly
provides a way to bear witness to the unity and catholicity of Orthodoxy. Vassiliadis 1997, 10-12.

12 The earliest witness of the celebration and meaning of the Eucharist in apostolic community is
given by Apostle Paul in his first letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 11:23-26), where he refers to the
tradition of the Last Supper that was handed over to him. It is not only the tradition on Eucharist
that Paul refers to but also the fixed formulation of the Eucharistic narrative he uses in the
paragraph that suggests that from the very early days on the Eucharist had had a definite core, a
structure and a form, according to which it was officiated. On the Eucharist in the New Testament
writings see Jones 1978; Kodell 1988; LaVerdiere 1998, 1994; Léon-Dufour 1982. The tradition of
celebrating the Eucharist in connection with the Jewish meal ceased to exist by the 2nd century. In
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soon started to distance themselves from their Jewish roots, it took centuries before the
Eucharistic liturgy developed into the spectacular and multiform worship known to
Cabasilas.

The earliest post-New Testamental sources, such as the Apostolic Fathers, give
evidence of the further entrenchment of the Eucharist in the life of Christian
communities. Sources from the later patristic period amplify even more the strategic
position the Eucharist has in the life, thought and practices of Church.!® Early tradition of
the institution narrative maintained its place in the heart of the Eucharistic celebration,
becoming a central element in the Eucharistic prayer of the liturgy structured during the
first four Christian centuries.'* One of the earliest detailed descriptions of the celebration
of the Eucharist comes from Justin the Martyr (d. 165) from the middle of the second
century. The worship described by Justin is characterised by division into two parts. The
first part was comprised of reading the Bible, teaching and prayer. This part of the
service was open to the cathecumens. It was only the baptised who participated in the
second part which included the actual celebration of the Eucharist.’> These two parts
were originally celebrated distinctly. By the end of the second century they were unified
and have since that time formed the body of the Eucharistic liturgy.'¢

The main liturgies of the Byzantine rite, connected to the names of St. John
Chrysostom (d. 407) and St. Basil the Great (d. 371), formed for Cabasilas both the basis
and substance for his commentary on the rite and the doctrine of the Eucharist. The two
liturgies are very similar, the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom deviating from the one of St.
Basil’s in the brevity of its anaphora and some other prayers.”” The earliest known
manuscripts of the anaphoras of these liturgies are from the eighth century (Codex
Barberini and Porphyrian manuscripts).'8

During the time of Cabasilas, an athonite hesychastic Philotheos Kokkinos, twice
Patriarch of Constantinople (1353-1354, 1364-1376), strove to harmonize liturgical
practises. While still an abbot of the Great Lavra on Mt. Athos (1342-1345), he composed
a soon-to-be standard diataxis (instructions of celebrating) of the liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom, which by that time had already attained the status of the primary
Eucharistic liturgy of the Byzantine tradition. Kokkinos” work was widely circulated,

the 4t century it was already disputed whether the Eucharist was originally celebrated before or
after the meal. See e.g. John Chrysostom’s arguments on the issue. Oportet haereses. PG 51, 257. For
the Jewish roots of Christian liturgy of the Eucharist, see Bouyer 1968, 15-28; Kotila 1994, 51-58.

13 See e.g. Hamman 1992; Kelly 1958, 440-449; LaVerdiere 1996; Mazza 1999, 75-159.

14 For a well-balanced summary of the institution narrative’s incorporation into the Eucharistic
prayer see White 2003.

15 Apologia prima 65-67. PG 6, 428 A-429C.

16 Dix 1945, 436-437; Kotila 1994, 73; Solovey 1970, 34-35.

17 The traditional conception of the origin of the two liturgies is presented in the spurious Tractatus
de traditione divinae missae (PG 65, 849-852), associated with the name of Proclos of Constantinople
(d. 446). In the work it is told that John Chrysostom abbreviated the Eucharistic prayer written by
Basil. The reason for this was the diminished enthusiasm among the Christians to attend long
services. Andrew Louth has recently claimed that the anaphora of the liturgy of St. Basil is most
likely to a great extent from Basil himself. Louth 2004a, 294-295. It is as late as the 9t century that
the manuscripts for the first time credit John Chrysostom as the author of prayers of the liturgy.
Schulz 1964, 24-25; Solovey 1970, 47-52, 255.

18 Dix 1945, 515-516; Solovey 1970, 54.

26



and proved to be a success. His presentation of the ordo of the liturgy was rapidly
adopted in various local churches following the Byzantine rite to the extent that it forms
one of the most important bases of the current Greek text of the liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom.”” Cabasilas is, nonetheless, familiar with both of the main liturgies of the
Byzantine rite, as is indicated by his comparison of the differences of style and
composition of the liturgies of St. John Chrysostom and St. Basil.? Patriarch Kokkinos’
efforts exemplify the more generally felt concern for standardization of the ordo of the
Eucharistic rite, which might well have motivated also Cabasilas to present his own
insights into the meaning and nature of liturgical rites.?!

The literary genre of liturgical commentaries emerged soon after the standing
structures of the ordo became well established. Even though the actual commentaries on
liturgy appear at the turn of the sixth century, it is yet already from the late fourth
century that a group of mystagogical catecheses is known.

2.2.1 Mystagogical Tradition and Symbolic Interpretation of Liturgy

The aim of catechetical mystagogy was to teach newly baptised Christians about the
meaning of the central Christian beliefs and mysteries of baptism, chrismation and
Eucharist. “Mystagogy” can therefore be defined as an instruction of faith and initiation
into the mysteries.”? Before these mystagogical catecheses, there were no written
systematic presentations concerning the sacraments. Preservation of the kerygma
presumed that a veil was drawn over the sacred mysteries, and the teaching was thus
transmitted orally.?® Public — oral and literal — presentation of the mysteries of the faith
became possible at the latest in the Roman Empire when Christianity was declared as
state religion during the reign of Emperor Theodosios I (379-395). The change of status of
Christianity meant that the catechumenate system withered away, and no actual
mystagogies in the traditional sense were written after the early fifth century.?

Mazza refers to canon 46 of the local council of Laodicea (ca. 343) in Asia Minor as an
explanation of the emergence of the mystagogies. This canon dictates that the person
willing to be baptised must know the central Christian doctrines. Bishops complied with
the rule and either began to compile literal descriptions of the mysteries or let their
homilies to be documented as a certain kind of standard of the articles of faith.?> The

19 Bornert 1966, 227-229; Rentel 2005, 368-370; Solovey 1970, 57-58.

20 Sacrae liturgine XXXIIL, 9.

21 Beside Kokkinos, there were in 14t century Byzantium others who also significantly influenced
the codification of liturgical practices. One of them is Dimitrios Gemistos (d. ca. 1397), whose
patriarchal diataxis is examined in detail by Rentel (2005). On the history of the Byzantine rite
liturgy see Kucharek s.a., Solovey 1970 and Wybrew 1990.

2 Mazza 1989, x; Schmemann 1981, 94. Mazza (1989, 1) defines mystagogy as follows: “Nowadays,
the term 'mystagogy' signifies catechetical instruction on the sacraments, with special reference to
the sacraments of Christian initiation and to the deeper spiritual meaning of the liturgical rites. The
broader sense of mystagogy as meaning simply 'explanation of liturgical rites' dates from the
beginning of the Byzantine period.” According to Ouspensky (1978, 21), the symbols that are
interpreted in mystagogy become understandable only through the very process of initiation.

2 Daniélou 1956, 9; Ouspensky 1978, 24.

2 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 23.

25 “They who are to be baptized must learn the faith [creed] by heart, and recite it to the bishop, or
to the presbyters, on the fifth day of the week.” The Seven Ecumenical Councils (1900), 154. Cf. Mazza
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theory of the effect of the council of Laodicea gains further support from the fact that
many of the authors of the mystagogies are from Asia Minor, namely Cyril of Jerusalem
(d. ca. 387), John Chrysostom (d. 407) and Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. ca. 428).26
Noteworthy Latin writers of mystagogical literary genre are Ambrose of Milan (d. 397)
and Augustine (d. 430).%

The interest of the present study towards the mystagogies is not sparked solely by
their subject matter, but also by their method used in explaining the reality of the
mysteries and their celebration. Jean Daniélou has showed that the liturgical symbolism
of the mystagogies is clearly biblical, dating back to the apostolic era. Therefore the
mystagogies cannot be properly understood without knowledge of the principles of
biblical symbolism.?® The Bible naturally plays a central role in Christian theologys; it is
the ground upon which the church has been living and operating from the very
beginning. Receiving the Old Testament material as part of the Scripture of the church
necessitated that the New Testamental reality was recognized also in the Old Testament.
This gave way to typology, the hermeneutic method already found in the New Testament
itself, mainly in Paul and John.

Typology (derived from Greek words tvnow, 1onoc) offered a perspective on the Old
Testament in the light of New Testamental comprehension. A typological approach to
the Scripture maintains that there is a linkage between the events described in the two
Testaments: the Old Testament is depiction of both Jesus Christ and the eschatological
reality of the church of the New Testament.?” In the mystagogies, this kind of approach
to the Scripture was adapted to the sacramental mysteries. Like the Bible, the liturgy was
also perceived by the authors of the mystagogies as a mediator of the presence of God
and a means of expressing divine life in the present. It was therefore natural for them to
interpret liturgy in a similar manner as they did with the sacred texts.® In characterising
the biblical nature of the essence of early Christian lex orandi, Varghese boldly claims that
“the ultimate end of biblical exegesis — at least in the East — was the exposition of the
hidden meaning of the Word of God and the “building up of the Body of Christ’. The
Word was ‘mystically broken’ in order that the faithful should share in the divine life it
reveals.” Varghese further states, that “biblical exegesis [ - - ] served as a model for
liturgical exposition [ - - ].”3!

The two main centres of early Christian biblical hermeneutics were Alexandria and
Antioch. By the fourth century they had developed hermeneutical traditions with
different emphases. Allegory was the dominant method in the school of Alexandria,

1989, xi. P. Meyendorff (1984, 24) argues that 4th-century radical social change explains the
emergence of mystagogies, which proved to be useful in post-initiation education.

20 Cyril and Theodore are discussed in some detail later. On Chrysostom as a mystagogue see
Mazza (1989, 105-149) and Riley (1974).

27 On Ambrose’s mystagogy see Mazza (1989, 14-44) and on Augustine’s mystagogical writings see
Harmless (1995).

28 Daniélou 1956, 4. See also P. Meyendorff 1984, 24-25.

29 On the influence of Paul’s typological hermeneutics see Breck 1986, 56; Daniélou 1956, 4-5; Mazza
1989, 7-10; Simonetti 1994, 8-12. See Dimitrov (2004) for general principles of approaching Old
Testament with christocentric perspective.

30 Mazza 1989, 9; Meyendorff, P. 1984, 25; Schmemann 1981, 94-95.

31 Varghese 2004, 14.
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while in Antioch typology held the strongest position.®? Relying on Bornert’s definition,
Mazza identifies the difference between the two approaches by stating that typology
relies on objective historical grounds, while allegory aims to perceive things and events
spiritually in a timeless dimension. In other words, typology is connected with the
renewal or fulfilment of a historical event, and allegory to the meaning and subject
matter with a loose connection to an objective reality. The different approaches of the
two schools become evident in the history of interpreting the liturgy.*

The author of one of the major mystagogies, Cyril of Jerusalem, approaches in his
mystagogical catecheses the Eucharistic liturgy using biblical typology: liturgical symbol
is interpreted through Old Testament images.?* In his mystagogical catechesis on the
Eucharist, Cyril calls the events of the Old Testament tdmoi, which in the liturgical
context of the church are renewed and become actual (dAndewa).®> The boundary
between the Old and New Testament is still so clear that the meaning of the old
covenant events as such cannot be sought from the New Testament. Evidently Cyril
detects a shift of paradigm from one reality to another since the bases for the two
covenant realities are not the same.’ Regarding the doctrine on the Eucharist, Cyril
maintains that Jesus Christ is truly present in the Eucharistic bread and wine. He calls
them depictions (tomot) of Christ's body and blood. Since God’s table is mystical
(wootikn) and intellectual (vomtr), envisaging the body and blood of Christ requires
“unveiled conscience”.?” On the very moment of communing, Cyril further encourages
his hearers not to trust their senses of sight and taste but faith; it is under the visible
signs of bread and wine that the divine body and blood are received.3

Cyril does not imply that in the Eucharistic liturgy itself there simply would be some
signs or symbols referring to the life and passion of Christ. For him the new reality of the
liturgy does not lead to a dramatisation of past events but rather to the realisation of the
spiritual fullness of the Eucharistic event.® This is illustrated by the notion, inspired by

32 Mazza (1989, 9, 12) claims that typology still formed a common ground for mystagogies for the
schools of Alexandria and Antioch. Scholars tend to disagree on the proper definitions in this field.
For example, P. Meyendorff (1984, 25) states, contrary to Mazza, that the prevailing method of the
Alexandrian school was in fact anagogy, and Antiochians principally practiced historical allegory.
On the overlapping of different terms and methods see Young 1997.

33 Mazza 1989, 11-12. Cf. Bornert 1966, 44-45.

34 Daniélou 1956, 10. The scholars disagree whether it is Cyril himself who composed the
mystagogy. In some of the manuscripts they are ascribed to his successor John (387-417). Louth
2004b, 284-285. The catecheses open with the washing of hands and the kiss of peace (Catecheses
mystagogicae V, 2-3.). This points to familiarity with the first part of the Eucharistic synaxis among
the catechumens; there was no need to give an explanation of it.

¥ “MetdBndi pou AOWOV Amo TOV ToAo®V Emt ol véd, GmO 100 TVmov &ml Ty dANdeiow.”
Catecheses mystagogicae I, 3.

36 This is evident in Cyril's comparison between the shewbread of the Old Testament and the
heavenly bread of the New Testament. He does not consider the shewbread to be an analogy or
typos of the heavenly bread, but simply states that the actuality of the Old Testament met its end
when the new reality came along with the New Testament. Catecheses mystagogicae IV, 5. See also
Mazza 1989, 161-164.

37 Catecheses mystagogicae IV, 9.

38 Catecheses mystagogicae IV, 3, 9.

3 Wybrew (1990, 34-35) indicates that Cyril represents a breakthrough of a new kind of Eucharistic
interpretation. Prior to him the presence of Christ in the Eucharist had been understood merely in a
spiritual manner. Cyril, in contrast, emphasises a more tangible presence, actualised through the
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sanctus, Cyril makes on the co-celebration of the angels.®0 The presence of the angelic
hosts and Christ himself in the sacrament explain why for Cyril the Eucharist is an awe-
inspiring mystery that can only be approached after “sanctifying ourselves by spiritual
hymns.” The notion of the sanctifying effect of the hymns gives evidence of Cyril’s view
of the importance of the elements of the ordo in preparing the way for receiving Christ in
the sacrament. Wybrew suggests that Cyril represents a shift in how the Eucharistic
mystery is approached. Wybrew points out that in Cyril’s thought the Apostle Paul’s
stress on proper preparation and self-contemplation prior to communion has given way
to awe and reverence towards Christ’s presence in the Eucharistic bread and wine.*' In
Cyril’s depiction of receiving of the body and blood of Christ, the idea of physical
sanctity transmitted by the elements of the Eucharist is accentuated.*

The interconnectedness between liturgical action and the historical events of Jesus’
life as well as the importance of the components of the structure of the liturgy in
approaching the sacramental mystery is underlined in the catechetical orations of
Theodore of Mopsuestia. His emphasis on the fulfilment of past events in the liturgy is
grounded in the Antiochian approach to the Bible.#* Unlike Cyril, Theodore
unexpectedly almost completely gives up biblical typology. Instead of referring to the
historical events of the old covenant, he grounds his arguments on the meaning of the
liturgy in the very structure of the service itself. It is therefore from the form of the
liturgy that he draws his imagery of the invisible, heavenly liturgy figured by the liturgy
on earth — an aspect that Cyril only incidentally refers to. For Theodore the reality
represented by the liturgical symbol is grasped by contemplating the elements of the
structure of the liturgy. His interpretation is therefore based on vertical symbolism
between the visible and invisible, not on the horizontal linkage between events in
different points on a continuum of time.**

Despite this vertical orientation, the historical element is still strongly present.
Theodore grounds certain parts of the liturgy in the life of Christ, which through
liturgical symbols become participable.> However, the main point of reference of the
liturgy is still the heavenly reality. Mazza characterises Theodore’s hermeneutical
principle: “[ - - ] every function that is part of a sacrament derives from the nature of the

epiclesis. This, according to Wybrew demonstrates that the Eucharistic “real presence” became a
dominant view in the East centuries before it received its normative status in the West. Contrary to
Wybrew, Mazza (1989, 153) implies that it is namely this strict Eucharistic representation of Christ
that Cyril avoids in his mystagogy.

40 Hoaiog mopestnrdte KSKA® 100 9pérov 100 De0D, Kol Tolg HEV SUoT TTEPLEL KOTOKAAVTTOVTO
10 mpdowrmov, Tolg 88 duol tovg modag kol Tolg dvol metdueva, kol Afyovto dytog diyrog diylog
KUplog copoddd. didl TovTo Yop TV Tapadodeicoy MUY £k TV oepodipt Veohoyiow Todtny ALYouEV,
dnwg kowwvol Thg dpvwdiog talg brepkoopiolg yevodueda otpationg.” Catecheses mystagogicae V, 6.

4 Wybrew 1990, 36-37.

42 Catecheses mystagogicae V, 4,7, 21-22.

4 Meyendorff, J. 1975a, 15-16; Wybrew 1990, 64. The genuineness of Theodore's orations is not in
doubt. They were most likely composed sometime between 392 and 428. See P. Meyendorff 1984,
29.

4 Daniélou 1956, 13-14. Mazza (1989, 46-47) observes that Theodore does not even apply the
typological pairings 'figure — reality” or 'typos' — 'antitypos'.

45 Schulz 1964, 40-41; Mazza 1989, 152-153.
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sacrament, which must, therefore, have the same characteristics as the function.”46 This
means that the liturgy on earth is the image of the heavenly liturgy only to the extent it
participates in it.*” At the same time the prime archetype of the earthly liturgy is neither
the heavenly liturgy nor the Last Supper (which would reduce the cosmic potential of
liturgy) but the kenosis of Christ. It is the salvation brought by Christ’s condescension
that is the originating power and substance of the heavenly liturgy. This leads to the
observation that Theodore’s strong liturgical eschatology flows from soteriology. In
instituting the Eucharist, Christ gave the liturgy to the church in order to transmit
salvation brought about in the present by the eschatological fullness sealed in the
sacrament of the Eucharist.*

In short, the liturgy is for Theodore already in this time a participation in the fullness
of salvation. The symbols of passion, resurrection and parousia are thus necessary to
make a representation of the history of salvation complete. Because salvation in its
utmost totality becomes real only in heaven, the liturgy on earth must participate in the
heavenly realm in order to transmit and be connected with eternal salvation.

Besides the influence of Antiochian hermeneutics, there were other factors
underlying Theodore’s interpretation. During the reign of Emperor Constantine the
Great, churches and monuments were erected on the holy sites, chiefly in Palestine. The
discovery of the Cross of Christ in 326 gave extra impetus for pilgrimages to the Holy
Land’s historical places familiar from the Gospels. Interpretation of the liturgy was
influenced by this historical enthusiasm, and more consideration was given to the
outward form of the liturgy as symbolical reference to the life of Christ.* The fourth
century also marked a change in the understanding of the function of the Eucharistic
liturgy due to the decline of the number of communicants. Growing indifference
towards spirituality among Christians, banning from receiving communion as a
disciplinary penalty and the custom of postponing baptism (and therefore Eucharistic
communion) to the end of life all contributed to the process of finding new ways to
interpret the meaning of the Eucharistic assembly. The liturgy was no longer by
definition centred around the Eucharistic communion. The tendency to stress worship
itself as a means to the re-enactment of the history of salvation gave meaning to the
attendance in the assembly for those who for one reason or another were not able to
receive the Eucharist.®® Storheim characterises this as a ”shift from catechetical
mystagogy to a new kind of mystagogy — mystagogy for the faithful themselves.”5!

Due to the perspective of eternity broached by Theodore's interpretation, his
approach to liturgy could be described as eschatological typology. Its biblical roots are in
the Pauline way of approaching past events from the eschatological perspective given by
the present age and seeing them as tvnoi of the age to come (e.g. 1 Cor. 10:6, 11). Jean

46 Mazza 1989, 85.

47 Mazza 1989, 62.

48 Mazza 1989, 72-76, 82, 84.

4 Cross 1951, xiv-xviii; Meyendorff, P. 1984, 33; Wybrew 1990, 65-66. E.g. the diary of Egeria reveals
that in the 4t century Jerusalem there was an established practice of celebrating services on the very
sites of Christ’s tribulations. See Wilkinson 1971, 81.

50 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 40. This development also affected the development of church art.
Ouspensky 1978, 25.

51 Storheim 1982, 14.
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Daniélou has observed that this eschatological dimension of typology leads in the New
Testament to sacramental typology. It is evident, for example, in Paul’s interpretation of
heavenly manna as a tonég of Eucharist and crossing the Red See as a tondg of baptism.
(1 Cor. 10:1-3). Through the mysteries of the church, the great events in the course of the
history of salvation are highlighted and they are given an eschatological significance.
This eschatological approach makes it possible to participate in the past events and re-
enact them in the liturgy until the end of time. Even though sacramental typology is only
one way of interpreting the history of salvation, its sacramental character makes it a
unique one. First, it offers a possibility of participating in the reality that has already
been fulfilled; therefore the participant himself or herself becomes a part and
continuation of divine economy. Second, sacramental typology is always interpreted
through a visible sign which is perceived as an instrument of God’s action. The
sacramental element is a sign, a symbol, through which the sacrament in question is
interpreted.®? Like Daniélou, Schmemann also emphasises the role of eschatology as the
key to liturgical understanding. In an eschatological perspective on symbolism, liturgical
signs and their reading become one and the same thing. This enables participation in the
deep meaning of the liturgy, liturgy therefore becoming a true event, an entrance into
the kingdom of God — not just into a contemplative frame of mind.5

In keeping with both Daniélou and Schmemann, Riley observes that, manifestly,
typology ought to be the hermeneutical approach used to explain the Christian rites of
the sacraments. Liturgy and the sacraments are therefore perceived by the fathers as
embodiments of the atonement of Christ — foretold in the Old Testament, fulfilled on the
cross and anticipated in full in the parousia. In consequence, the mystagogies present the
rites of initiation as a ritual drama of salvation history.* The dramatic aspect of
interpreting liturgical symbols thus originates from mystagogical catecheses. In order to
keep the interpretation of the symbol from separating from the reality of the mystery, the
interpretation must be one with the rite, the liturgical celebration of the mystery.
Accordingly “[ - - ] the explanation being, in fact, an exegesis of the liturgy itself in all its
ritual complexity and concreteness.”5 This leads one to realize that interpretation of the
mystery cannot be separated from the context and the reality the very mystery stands
for. Now that we turn to examining the Byzantine commentators on the liturgy, the
significance of the liturgical shape of the rite becomes even more significant for the
interpretation.

52 Daniélou argues that during the patristic era Christian sacraments were situated and interpreted
on the foundation of biblical symbolism. First, this means that the authority of the sacraments
introduced by Christ was largely based on their biblicity, i.e. they participated in the recognised
forms of divine action. Secondly, the salvation-historical point of reference innately anchors the
sacraments in symbolism. Daniélou 1956, 5-7. Riley (1974, 38-39) is in line with Daniélou: “[ - - ]
typology will show us that we are quite justified in seeing the sacraments as prefigures in the Old
Testament, since it is for this reason that these particular signs were chosen by Christ.” On Jewish
tradition of biblical exegesis see Breck 1986, 51-52; Simonetti 1994, 2, 4-8; Wolfson 1956, 30-31.

53 Schmemann 1981, 100.

54 Riley 1974, 36, 39-40.

5% Schmemann 1973, 137. Ouspensky (1978, 21) sees the symbolism in a like manner: “The
symbolism of the Church cannot be effectively studied outside of the liturgy because it is a liturgical
symbolism and it is through the liturgy that the Fathers explained it. Separated from the divine
services, symbolism loses its meaning and becomes a series of sterile abstractions.”
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2.2.2. Main Representatives of the Byzantine Liturgical Tradition

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite
The contemplative symbolical orientation, criticised by Schmemann, has a long history
of its own in interpretation of the Eucharistic liturgy. Such a reading of the rite broke
through in the sixth century, due to the influence of mystical writings of an unknown
author under the name of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite.® His commentary on the
liturgy in De ecclesiastica hierarchia is dominated by the symbolism of the divine realm,
the trend represented to a lesser degree already by Theodore of Mopsuestia. For the
Areopagite, the liturgy stands manifestly for a reality permeated by mystical symbols
and allegory with little room for the biblical typology of earlier mystagogies. For him the
sensory diverseness of the liturgy is a figure of cohesive intelligible reality, grasped by
mental contemplation of liturgical symbols.”” On the other hand, Pseudo-Dionysius
repeatedly refers to participating in the “perfecting gifts of communion”, thus anchoring
his explanation of the liturgy in the concrete act of receiving communion.>

Pseudo-Dionysius’ commentary differs from the earlier mystagogies in its starting
point: it aims not to edify the neophytes but to spiritually lift Christians who already
have entered deeply into the spiritual life. In De ecclesiastica hierarchia the faithful are
instructed to contemplate symbols of the liturgy as a means of being elevated from
“effects to causes”. In his presentation of the soul’s mystical ascent in the liturgy, the
Areopagite mirrors classical terminology of spiritual growth: the liturgy is a way of
man’s deification (dewdoig) and even a point of union (évwoig) with God. Purification,
however, is for Pseudo-Dionysios a prerequisite for attaining this Eucharistic union. In
the event that a person was not spiritually purified, the outward structure of the
Eucharistic liturgy can give primarily ethical edification, and the Eucharist as a symbol
of unity will also strengthen the sense of belonging among the faithful. Union with God
in the liturgy can only be reached by the pure ones.* The attendees are therefore divided
into two groups: those who can grasp — due to their purity — the deep spiritual meaning
of the liturgy, and on the other had those who (whom the Areopagite calls “the general
crowd”®) can but partake in moral and communal aspect of the worship, therefore
remaining outside of the true spiritual reality manifested in the liturgy.¢!

It remains somewhat unclear what Pseudo-Dionysius thinks the unpurified benefit
from communing in the divine gifts, or even if they are expected to commune at all. He

56 On discussion on the identity of Pseudo-Dionysios see Annala 1993, 168-169; Campbell 1981, 8-11;
Louth 1981, 160-161.

57 Daniélou 1956, 15; Taft 1980-1981, 61-62. Pseudo-Dionysios’ standpoint becomes evident in the
following: “’AAL’ & Oewototn kol ilepd TEAETH, T TMEPIKEIHEVO. GO GUUBOAIKDG GUMECHOTO TV
QVIYHOTOY GIOKOAVYOUEDT), TNAQLYDG AUV Gvoadeiydmrl Kol Tog Vogpog MUV Owelg éviaiov Kot
AmeptkaAVmToL dwtog dmonAnipwoov.” De ecclesiastica 1II. Heil & Rittel 82, 9-12 (PG 3, 428C).
Auxentios & Thornton (1987, 294) note that the footing of liturgical allegory of Pseudo-Dionysios is
not independent of corporeal reality since it is namely through it that the divine reality in the
liturgy is symbolised by and participated in.

5 De ecclesiastica III. Heil & Rittel 79, 15-17 (PG 3, 424D); 81, 8-9 (PG 3, 425D-428A), 21-24 (PG 3,
428B).

5 De ecclesiastica IT1. Heil & Rittel 79, 7-12 (PG 3, 424C); 81,15 - 82, 12 (PG 3, 428A-C).

60 De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel 81, 10 (PG 3, 428A).

61 On the efficacy of sacraments in the Dionysian system see Wear & Dillon 2007, 108-110.
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writes several times about how the bishop first partakes in the sacrament and then
distributes it either “to others” or to those of the “sacred rank”.¢? Since there is no direct
reference to communion of the “general crowd”, the inclusiveness of the Eucharistic
culmination of the rite remains unclear. Are the faithful expected to be satisfied only
with looking at the divine symbols, or is it possible for them also, as for the presiding
hierarch, to be uplifted by the rite into contemplation of God in purity?% Despite his lack
of clarity on this point, the Areopagite still holds the act of communing in high regard.

The principles for Pseudo-Dionysius’ interpretation of the liturgy derive from the
bases of his whole theological system. The Eucharistic liturgy signifies for him the
highest plane of the highest ecclesial triad (the mysteries).** The ecclesial hierarchies of
mysteries and ministry for their part transmit an illumination of the Trinity, the highest
triad of the celestial hierarchy. Therefore partaking of the mysteries is truly participation
in the celestial, divine realm. In explaining the Christian liturgy, Pseudo-Dionysius
echoes principles of lambilechian theourgia — yet differing from it mainly in his emphasis
on the communal character of the rite.®> He also relies heavily on the hierarchical
worldview of Proclus and typical neo-platonic cosmology, as can be seen in his
description of participation in the mysteries as an expression of will of returning to the
source of everything, to God.®® According to Pseudo-Dionysius, God makes himself
known in the liturgy through symbols. Derived from the idea of return to God, Pseudo-
Dionysius defines symbols as representations of God’s emanation in the world of
diversity. It is through the contemplation of these liturgical symbols of God’s presence in
the world that the soul can ascend to illumination.#” In Dionysian theoria the
transcendent divine could not be conveyed at all without symbols. However, borrowing
especially from Proclus, he understands the degree of unfolding symbols to be
dependent on the rank and spiritual ability of the participant.t

Since Pseudo-Dionysius’ emphasis is admittedly on present spiritual potential, it is
not surprising that in his commentary no notice is taken of the great events of salvation
history, except for a concise reference to incarnation.®® Based on the Areopagite’s

62 De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel 81, 9-10 (PG 3, 428A); 93, 23 - 94,3 (PG 3, 444D-445C).

63 See eg. De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel 81, 9-13 (PG 3, 428A).

64 Pseudo-Dionysius designates the Eucharist as synaxis. According to him it is “teletov tedety”,
the perfection of all the other mysteries and the whole Christian life. De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel
79, 3 (PG 3, 424C). The hierarchical order of the Pseudo-Dionysian universe is based on the
philosophy of Proclus, who himself was heavily influenced by Plotinus’ hierarchy of three
principles. Annala 1993, 173-175; Louth 1981, 37, 162.

65 For an excellent presentation of Hellenic and Platonic alliances in the Dionysian presentation of
the Eucharistic liturgy see Wear & Dillon 2007, 99-115.

6 Louth 1981, 27-28, 167; Meyendorff, P. 1984, 27-28; Wear & Dillon 2007, 117-129.

7 The purpose of the liturgy as unifying action is plainly seen in the way Pseudo-Dionysius
explains the entrance at the very beginning of the service. The bishop’s coming out of the altar and
entering into it again during the little entrance demonstrates God’s active reaching out towards
people and his offering to people of the possibility of establishing communion with him. Despite
this divine “movement”, God remains changeless in his essence. De ecclesiastica. Heil & Rittel 82, 13
- 83,10 (PG 3, 428D-429B).

6 On the interdependence of Pseudo-Dionysius’ symbolism with that of Proclus’ see Wear & Dillon
2007, 85-97.

¢ Pseudo-Dionysius examines the interconnectedness between the incarnation and the Eucharist in
De ecclesiastica 11I. Heil & Rittel 92, 18 - 93, 22 (PG 3, 444A-D).
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orientation towards the spiritual realm rather than historical events, Schulz notes that in
his thought allegory does not refer to "other’ so much as to something "higher’.”° This is
demonstrated in Pseudo-Dionysius’ contemplation of the sacred hymns. He claims that
they attune the souls of the faithful to the divine harmony — a view similar to that of
Cyril of Jerusalem — and bring them into accord with divine reality in a bond of
communion.” The liturgy thus offers a harmonious image of spiritual reality, a picture
of the soul’s return from the corporeal and diverse world to a unified spiritual vision of
God.” It is worth noting that, despite his contemplative approach, Pseudo-Dionysius
concludes his commentary with the notion that it is only through the reception of the
Eucharist that the infinite breadth of brilliance of the divine gifts can be discerned.”

To summarise, in Pseudo-Dionysius the earthly and celestial realities do not
necessarily become as one in the liturgy. In addition, the souls of the attendees either
participate in the mystical and unifying experience of God or remain devoid of it. In
other words, the church is not “taken up” in its entirety, but only through some of its
members. The Eucharist, consequently, at the same time is and is not the main point of
reference for those attending the liturgy. Pseudo-Dionysius, in some respects, actually
seems to encourage taking the role of observer rather than participant with regard to the
deep meaning of the liturgy. The standpoint to Eucharist is then not given by
sacramental communion but rather by observing the enigmas revealed in the structure
of the liturgy.

Maximus the Confessor

Maximus the Confessor (d. 662) entitled his interpretation of the liturgy Mystagogia. The
title already suggests that he considers himself to be in line with previous commentators
on the divine liturgy. It is, however, the influence of Pseudo-Dionysius that is more
dominant in his work than that of the fourth century mystagogies.” First, just as in
Pseudo-Dionysius, Maximus also directs his words of instruction to those already
initiated into Christianity and who lead an ascetic life. Second, for him the liturgical

70 Schulz 1964, 53. Louth (1981, 26) observes that the way Pseudo-Dionysius speaks of
contemplation is very close to Philo of Alexandria’s presentation of contemplation as an inward-
going movement.

71 De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel 84, 7-14 (PG 3, 432A-B).

72 For Pseudo-Dionysius God is the One (£v). See e.g. De ecclesiastica II1. Heil & Rittel 79, 9-12 (PG 3,
424C-D). Wybrew (1990, 91) characterises Pseudo-Dionysius’ approach to liturgy as follows: “The
divine mystery, which is one and spiritual, is revealed to us through what is multiple and material.
So in the celebration of the sacraments the visible and tangible rites are the image of spiritual
realities. From the multiplicity of the sign the human spirit can rise to the unifying vision of the
One.”

73 De ecclesiastica I11. Heil & Rittel 94, 18-22 (PG 3, 445C).

74 Since, according to Maximus, Pseudo-Dionysius has already given a thorough explanation of the
liturgy, he is not going to repeat what has been said in his predecessor’'s commentary but
concentrates instead on themes not taken up by the Areopagite. Mystagogia. PG 91, 660D-661A. Von
Balthasar (2003, 316) assumes that Maximus’ conscious avoidance of aspects already handled by
Pseudo-Dionysius explains “the curious fact that precisely the heart of the Church’s liturgy, the
Eucharistic consecration, is passed in his work without explanation.”
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symbols are parallel to divine revelation, which make the hidden God revealed in the
liturgy. Symbols are a way of entering into the presence of God.”>

The Eucharist is for Maximus the most central of liturgical symbols, all of which have
a highly concrete function in realistically transmitting the divine mysteries. Maximus
understands symbol as truly representing the reality it makes present.”® His emphasis is
then on eschatological spirituality. Even though there are some historical elements from
the life of Jesus in Maximus’ commentary, the salvation-historical perspective remains
rather minimal, focusing mainly on the incarnation.”” Thus, the majority of liturgical
symbols — hymns, entrances etc. — reveal the transcendent and communicate it.

Schulz has observed that Maximus elucidates the presence of two dimensions,
heavenly and earthly, by dividing the liturgy into two parts: the heavenly reality is
symbolised by the parts of the liturgy celebrated at the altar, and the earthly reality by
parts that are conducted in the nave.”” Maximus’ interpretation begins with an
explanation of the symbolism of the church building. Consequently, it is the physical
setting of the church building and its influence on celebrating the liturgy that gives
significant impetus for his understanding of the symbols. His interest in the physical
structure of the liturgy does not, however, lead to stagnation but, in the words of von
Balthasar, Maximus moves beyond his emphasis on duality to a dynamic vision of
earthly and heavenly liturgy in “the unconfused unity of two in one in the visible,
hierarchical Church [ - - ].”7?

Paul Meyendorff sees another kind of classification in Maximus’ interpretation:
general (yevikwg) and specific (i8itkag) interpretation. The former links Maximus to the
earlier tradition of eschatological-historical symbolism. The latter is the more original
way of interpreting the liturgy as a depiction of the soul’s ascent to God.# The difference

7540 - -] ped My 6 g yvwotikng dewplog domep "Apylepevg 0Opavddey EmdnueY avtolg Adyos, Thg
COpPKOG AVTOLG WOTEP TLYO. KOCKOV 0lGOTTOV CVCTEAAEL TO GPGUMUOL - TOVG £TL TPOG YTV KOTOWEVOVTOLG
AOYLOHOVG GTwBOVUEVOG, KAl TPOG THY TOV Voo Enoyioy £vteddey Sid tng Ty Supdv KAelcew,
Kot TG €16080v TV dyiwy puotnpiov, adtovg ayoywy, Adymy e Kol mpoypdtwy, pocovtog 1idn tog
aicdMoelg - Mystagogia. PG 91, 692B.

76 Wybrew 1990, 95. See also Schmemann 1981, 97.

77 Mystagogia. PG 91, 688B-D. Auxentius & Thornton (1987, 296, 299) surmise that the lack of
reference to salvation history in the commentaries of Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus originates
from the tradition of emphasising important matters by being silent about them. In my opinion, this
claim fails to substantiate the meaning of historical events in the Eucharistic assembly since it is
precisely in these two commentaries that not mentioning salvation-historical linkages actually fails
to emphasize the importance of historical events.

78 Schulz 1964, 85-86.

79 Von Balthasar 2003, 316-317. Maximus’ stress on the spiritual meaning of the physical church
building is remarkable. According to him, angels point out to God every person who visits the
church and especially those who attend the liturgy. The grace of the Holy Spirit also affects every
person entering the building and thus leads them to “more divine way of life.” Mystagogia. PG 91,
701D-704A.

80 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 36, 38. The difference between these two levels of interpretation becomes
clear in Maximus’ own words: “Agvpo 81 o0v, 81d Twv avtwv 68® kol ToEel Boivovteg, mOAW Tol
oOTol Kol TEpl WuxNG YYWOTLKNG DEWPTOWUEY - Kol CLVOVOBTVOL LIKPOY Kartal S¥valpy @ AGY® WET
eblaBeiag mpoc VymAotépar Vewpiow, okomnoodl Te kol Kotovonool mOg oL Velol THE dyiog
‘ExkAnoiag deopol Ty woxny énl iy €ovtng Tedeldtnio 8t GANDoVG Kol EvePYODg YVWOEWS
dyovot, modovVTOL TOV VOOV Koi PovAGuEvor, @eol yepaywyovvtog ‘€l Sokel U KOAVoWWEV.”
Mystagogia. PG 91, 697B.
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between Pseudo-Dionysius’ and Maximus’ way of presenting the liturgy as mystical
ascent can be described in this way: for Pseudo-Dionysius the Eucharistic liturgy is more
an act of inspiration for the soul’s journey to God, but for Maximus the liturgy is part of
the reality of that journey, an event of the church’s ascent to the divine realm, “an
effective guarantee of the transformation of the whole universe.”5!

Schmemann considers Maximus’ Mystagogia to be a good example of Byzantine
liturgical symbolism where liturgy is not so much a dramatisation of Jesus’ life as an act
of entry into divine reality. Schmemann further sees that Maximus’ eschatological
orientation underlines participation in the kingdom of God as the main objective of the
liturgy.®2 Schmemann’s appraisal of Maximus becomes understandable when it is
juxtaposed with his own view of movement and ascent to kingdom of God as the
essence of the liturgy.?? This does not mean that Schmemann’s observations on Maximus
would be on tenuous ground. Obviously the liturgical experience is for Maximus
essentially real and communal. Liturgy is not a stimulant to contemplation based on a
detached symbolical construction. This can be seen further in the way he promotes
Eucharistic communion. The potential of Eucharistic communion is based on how
Maximus views the relationship between God and man: macro- and microcosmos. In
this he relies on Chalcedonian christology, notably upon the communicatio idiomatum of
christological perichoresis, as the basis for the idea of reaching deification through
Eucharistic communion.?* Some scholars have suggested that there are strains here of
Origenistic mysticism, modified by Evagrius of Pontus. In his stress on Eucharistic
communion and positive materialism due to the incarnation, Maximus is, however,
combating a messalian approach to sacraments and spirituality.5

Germanus of Constantinople

The influence of the interpretations of Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus the Confessor
resulted in the situation that from the mid-sixth until the late eighth century, liturgical
hermeneutics was dominated by an “Alexandrian strain”, a mystical stress on liturgy as
the depiction of the soul’s spiritual ascent in a process of knowing God. This strain
began to fade during the first part of the eighth century due to the remarkable
commentary on the liturgy under the name of Germanus the Patriarch of Constantinople

81 von Balthasar 2003, 321-322. In Schulz’ (1964, 89-90) opinion Maximus marked a new way of
interpretation where the liturgy is seen as a depiction of soul’s ascent instead of being a
representation of the historical event of salvation. Through its ascent the soul really participates in
divine reality and attains the glory of the angels by becoming God (Gott zu werden). P. Meyendorff
(1984, 38) identifies this shift of interpretation as history of salvation becoming mystical history.

82 Schmemann 1981, 98-100.

83 Schmemann 1988, 27.

8¢ Meyendorff, J. 1975a, 139-140. J. Meyendorff (1974a, 72) considers Maximus to be “first of all a
consistent Chalcedonian, and thus he approached the problem with a fundamental conviction that
each nature of Christ keeps, as nature, its characteristics and activity. 'Deification' does not suppress
humanity, but makes it more authentically human.” Without denying the significance of the
influence of Chalcedonian Christology on Maximus’ thought, Toronen has recently contested the
idea of it as the sole fountainhead of his theology. Toronen designates the prevailing tendency in
modern scholarly research on Maximus as “pan-Chalcedonianism”. Térénen 2007, 1-6.

85 von Balthasar 2003, 317-321; Meyendorff, J. 1974a, 67, 69-72.
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(d. 733).86 In this work an emphasis on the life of the historical Jesus was connected to the
prevailing metahistorical stress in interpreting the liturgy. As Paul Meyendorff has
observed, this change in hermeneutics is already seen in the appearance of the word
history in the title of Germanus’ commentary Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio.
The author was willing to detach himself from the earlier contemplative tradition and
took again the Antiochian liturgical exegesis of the early authors of mystagogies as a
central approach in commenting on the liturgy. The Historia by Germanus thus marked a
return to biblical typology in liturgical hermeneutics.” In Pseudo-Dionysius’
interpretation there were only sporadic flashes of historicity, and Maximus for his part
virtually ignores the historical perspective after a compact presentation of historical
symbols in contact with his explanation of the little entrance. Germanus has a very
different standpoint: he is positioned principally at the level of salvation-history, focusing
on re-enactment of past events.

With its ceremonial and ritual richness, the eighth century Divine Liturgy made it
possible for Germanus to comment on a much more abundant liturgical structure than
his predecessors. He dedicates himself to examining all aspects of the liturgy as well as
the church building and attaches historical-symbolical significance to each part and
detail of them. Yet, in doing this Germanus does not only look back (into history) but
beyond (to present and the eschaton) and up (to heaven), thus combining his
interpretation utilizing an Antiochian background with an Alexandrian tendency to
grasp transcendent reality. Contemplating the events of salvation-history makes it
possible to take part in the eternal divine realm, made accessible by the historical events
now present in their eschatological fullness in the symbols of the Eucharistic liturgy.

Explanation of the altar exemplifies Germanus’ synthetic multi-level symbolism in
presenting the complete life of Christ from nativity to ascension. To begin with, he gives
the liturgy an Old Testament basis in presenting the miracle of the manna in the
wilderness (Exod. 16:13-35) as a type of the Eucharist, the heavenly food that is laid upon
the altar. Secondly, the altar table has a threefold meaning in connection with the life of
Jesus: it is a symbol of incarnation, institution of the Lord’s Supper and sacrifice on the
cross. Finally, the altar stands also as an eschatological sign of God’s heavenly throne.*
The liturgy is thus filled with signs and symbols pointing to the past and to the
eschatological present. The running order of liturgical representation of the events of
salvation-history does not follow the historical chronology of those events. Obviously
Germanus does not think this to be inconsistent. Liturgy is, after all, also a manifestation

86 Jt has been suggested that Germanus the Patriarch is not the real composer of the work. Since
Theodosius the Studite already cites the commentary and the Latin translation of it is known as
early as from the 860s, it is assumed that the work originates from the early 8t century, possibly
even from the age of Germanus. Meyendorff, P. 1984, 13; Schulz 1964, 118-119; Taft 1978, xxxviii.

87 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 42, 48; Wybrew 1990, 123. Despite Germanus’ salvation-historical emphasis
Auxentius & Thornton (1987, 286) do not consider, for example, Theodore of Mopsuestia to be an
influence on Germanus.

88 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 45-46; Schulz 1964, 130.

8 Auxentius & Thornton 1987, 300; Meyendorff, P. 1984, 46-47; Wybrew 1990, 124-125. The Historia
by Germanus is an excellent illustration of Byzantine ‘liturgical drama’ which was born out of close
interaction between the development of the liturgical ordo and Byzantine court ritual. It resulted in
envisioning the solemnity of liturgy as an allegory of the life of Jesus Christ. Tajakka 1967, 43.

90 Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio 4-5.
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of the eschatological fullness that makes chronology a relative issue. In addition, since
Germanus supposes that each part of the building, liturgical function and item has a
unique symbolical fastener, the chronology seems to be a secondary criterion for
pointing out suitable historical symbols that are naturally derived from the action or an
item in case.”!

After explaining the Great Entrance, the course of Germanus’ interpretation alters
significantly. From then on he takes the way paved by Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus
the Confessor. A historical-symbolic perspective is abandoned in the latter part of the
Historia; the focus turns to the spiritual and eschatological symbols of the heavenly
realm. For example, the priest at the altar stands now face-to-face with the Holy Trinity,
no longer on earth but in the heavenly heights. The being and actions of the priest thus
represent the contemplation of ineffable divine mysteries, the contemplation that the
assembled people should also seek.”

Germanus’ symbolism has been criticised for showing a lack of interest in the
natural, functional dimension of the liturgy.”® Despite the strong element of non-
historical interpretation in the latter half of the Historia, the general concern of the work
with the historical Jesus is noteworthy. The iconoclastic controversy of the eighth
century at least in part explains Germanus’ keen emphasis on historicism. According to
Neoplatonicly slated iconoclastic theology, it was not possible to depict Jesus Christ in
the icon. Even though Germanus’ commentary is not explicitly aimed against the
iconoclasts, it can in any event be read as a comment upon the major theological dispute
of the day. The battle against iconoclasm not only made the place of the icon more
central in Byzantine Christianity, but it also affected the historical-symbolic
interpretation of liturgy and the church building — as can be seen in the Historia.** Schulz
even argues that the guidelines of interpretation given by Germanus will eventuate in
stagnation: the liturgy is perceived as a static event, an unveiled and sensory ‘icon’ of the
life of Jesus Christ with no point of reference to this world.”> Paul Meyendorff sees

9 Schulz 1964, 121. Koumarianos (2000, 20) criticises the lack of chronology in Germanus’
symbolical interpretation of the liturgy and finds it unauthentic: ”[ - - ] this form of symbolism is
something that has been imposed to the Liturgy after the event, and that when the Early church
originally established the order of the Liturgy, it had no intention of providing a dramatic
representation of the life of Christ.”

92 Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio 41. Cf. e.g. Maximus’ Mystagogia. PG 91, 700C-701C.

9 See e.g. Schulz 1964, 121.

94 Solovey 1970, 70-71. The commentary of Germanus reflects well the principle of the 82nd canon of
the Quinisext council (691) that instructs the church to depict Jesus in his human shape in order to
manifest his life in the flesh, suffering and death as well as salvation brought through them. The
Seven Ecumenical Councils 1900, 401.

9 Schulz 1964, 121. Schulz’ interpretation is open to criticism. His view of the liturgy as a depiction
of Christ is based on the hypothesis that, due to the interconnection between liturgy and theology of
icons, the liturgy is a receding and static event. The Orthodox stand on the nature of icons,
however, accentuates dynamism. It is namely in a liturgical context that an icon prepares the way
for a living encounter with spiritual reality. See e.g. Quenot 1997, 46, Ouspensky 1978, 11. If it
would be maintained that according to Germanus the liturgy is but an iconographic presentation,
i.e. Christ is not truly present in the Eucharist, it would not contradict the principle of iconic
dynamism of liturgical symbols, strongly supported by the principles of the theology of the icon.
Yet, this would of course lead to a conflict with Eucharistic realism, but Schulz’s opinion on the
nature of icons still remains open to challenge.
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Germanus in a more dynamic and positive light. He pays attention to the many levels of
interpretation in the Historia in which notable aspects of Eucharistic theology and
tradition of liturgical interpretation are represented.*

Germanus’ work proved to be very influential in the Christian east. On the one hand,
it regularised symbolism as a certain basic hermeneutical method and, on the other, it
contributed to the liturgical symbolism of subsequent Latin, Syriac, Armenian and
Ethiopian commentaries on the liturgy. It was only Nicholas Cabasilas who is regarded
as superseding Germanus as the author of a standard interpretation of the Byzantine
liturgy.*”

Pseudo-Sophronius of Jerusalem and Nicholas of Andida

There were yet two more noteworthy commentaries of the liturgy written before
Cabasilas. The two works are the eleventh century Brevis commentatio de divinae liturgiae
symbolis ac mysteriis® written by Nicholas of Andyda and the twelfth century
Commentarius liturgicus®® by Pseudo-Sophronius of Jerusalem. The influence of
Germanus is evident in both commentaries, especially in Commentarius liturgicus, which
in many parts is a duplication of Germanus’ Historia.

The two commentaries present the liturgy solely as a historical-symbolic
dramatisation in an extreme manner. This is especially the case with Nicholas of
Andyda’s work. He not only presents the symbols of the liturgy as referring to the
events mentioned in the Gospel, but as referring also to extra-biblical episodes of Christ’s
life.'® His aim is evidently to show how thoroughly and accurately the entire life of
Christ is represented in the course of the liturgy.'! The tendency of Germanus of
Constantinople to add more than one meaning to a single symbol also prevails in
Nicholas’" Brevis commentatio; nearly all the symbols in the liturgy signify several
different things or events. Therefore, the symbolical construction of the Brevis
commentatio has been labelled as artificial and contrived.'%? Storheim flatly labels it as “an
utopia of allegorists, since everything means something else, either heavenly or in the
Life of Christ.”1% Here again the criticism towards symbolic representation is duplicated.
Based on the fact that one symbol is given various meanings, the connection between the
symbol and its content is considered loose.

In my view, the logic of a symbol does not necessarily disintegrate if one symbol is
said to have various meanings. The multidimensionality of a symbol is accepted without
effort in the earlier commentaries as well (e.g. Pseudo-Dionysius and Maximus the

9 Meyendorff, P. 1984, 51-52.

97 Salaville 1942, 135-148; Solovey 1970, 73; Taft 1980-1981, 74. Germanus’ commentary was included
in the very first printed edition of the liturgy. This gives witness to the high admiration for his
work. Auxentios & Thornton 1987, 300

9 PG 140, 417-468.

9% PG 87, 3981B-4001B. The known manuscripts of the work are not complete; the commentary
concludes with the great entrance.

100 According to Nicholas, there are symbols that refer to Christ in the womb of Mary and his life
before his first public appearance (PG 140, 429C-D), as well as the pouring of water over his head
during the crucifixion (PG 140, 464A-B).

101 Brevis commentatio. PG 140, 417A-B, 421A-B, 424 A-B.

102 Solovey 1970, 72-73; Wybrew 1990, 139-144.

103 Storheim 1982, 32.
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Confessor). Even though Nicholas of Andyda and Pseudo-Sophronius present the
liturgy as encumbered with a vast number of salvation-historical references, the basic
purpose of a symbol to reveal hidden realities should not be predicated on the basis of
an abundance of meanings. However, since there are no direct references to the
Eucharistic fulcrum of the liturgy, it is understandable that their interpretations can be
criticised especially due to their looseness with respect to the Eucharistic content of the
rite.

Ever since the time of Byzantine liturgical commentaries, the Orthodox liturgy has been
primarily understood as a depiction of Jesus Christ’s life on earth. Accordingly, Evelyn
Underhill describes in her Worship from 1937 the very content of Orthodox liturgy in a
customary manner:

So, in the Orthodox Liturgy of the Orthodox Church, the whole movement of the service is
correlated with the successive phases of the life of Jesus. The solemn preparation of the
elements behind the closed doors of the sanctuary commemorates His humble birth and
hidden childhood; the Liturgy of the Catechumens, centred on the ceremonial proclamation
of the Gospel, His public ministry. The Liturgy of the Faithful, with its “great entrance” of
the Offering and acts of oblation, consecration, and communion shadows forth the awful
mysteries of the Passion and Risen life.104

Underhill’s standpoint in explaining the nature and meaning of Orthodox Eucharistic
liturgy is compatible with the findings of the above summary of the evolution of
interpreting of the Eucharistic liturgy. On the one hand, her description is in line with
the fundamental christocentric orientation of the liturgy, dating from the early
mystagogies. On the other hand, Underhill bears witness to later layers of liturgical
hermeneutics: the manner of representing the life of Christ in the liturgy so much
discussed by modern liturgical theologians. As this survey of liturgical commentaries
has showed, understanding the liturgy as a communion- or contact-generating act
between the faithful and Christ is derived from the basic christocentric stance of the
liturgy.

The tradition of symbolic interpretation is nowadays both appreciated and criticised.
Provided that the relatively early date of origin of liturgical symbolism is constantly kept
in mind, the dangers of anachronism and theological short-sightedness raised by
modern critics are avoided in the ongoing discussion. It is at the latest with the fifth
century Theodore of Mopsuestia that the symbolical interpretation emerges, if not
earlier.!% Regardless of what kind of stand is taken towards symbolism, it cannot be
criticised as a late phenomenon in the history of liturgical hermeneutics and Eucharistic
theology.

104 Underhill 1937, 74.

105 Patrinacos (1976, 273) connects appearance of symbolism to Theodore while Harakas (1974, 54)
ascribes the origin of symbolism to the thoughts of Cyprian. There are, however, some, like
Purmonen (1971, 11), who on rather vague grounds claim symbolism to be a relatively new strain,
even originating from the 14th century Cabasilas.
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One also needs to notice that the evolution of interpretation of the liturgy coincides
with the development of the Eucharistic rite itself. As a result of the ideological and
social emancipation of the church in the fourth century, the form of liturgy expanded
dramatically — together with other spheres of Christian life. A growth in symbolical
explanations of the rites is but one result of this change. In all events, the emphasis must
be on the word development when it comes to assessing liturgical symbolism. As this
historical overview has shown, the tradition of symbolic interpretation is not by any
means a cohesive phenomenon, but a transient one.
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3 Divine Presence and
the Liturgical Setting

With this chapter a thorough investigation of Nicholas Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought
begins. The central theme of divine presence is in this chapter examined from the
perspective of the liturgy as an expression of God-man dialogue. In Cabasilas” words, in
the liturgy “the whole design of the work of redemption is signified.”! The concrete and
symbolical elements that, according to Cabasilas, contribute to making God’s presence
manifest in the Eucharistic synaxis are also determined. There are three fundamental
perspectives into Cabasilas’ understanding that are introduced. The first perspective, which
deals with the trinitarian bases of the liturgy, aims to reveal Cabasilas’ theological
underpinnings of the liturgy as a manifestation of God to the world. Thus, a look at the
trinitarian element of the liturgy — as Cabasilas understands it — gives a distinct
theocentric perspective for investigation of the theme of the presence of God. The second
perspective clarifies the anthropocentric or subjective grounding of the Eucharistic liturgy,
exemplified in Cabasilas’ discussion on the holy table or altar table. In his interpretation
of the table, Cabasilas makes explicit the potential of subjectively experienced presence of
the divine. Within the church building, the altar is a permanent physical reminder and
example of the culmination of the God-man relationship and of the doxological
orientation of the liturgy. As the third perspective, the theme of presence of God is
examined from the viewpoint of the Eucharistic rite. The focus then turns to Cabasilas’
symbolical interpretation of the liturgy. While the altar table manifests the possibility of
participation in God’s presence, the Eucharistic rite embraces the variety of liturgical
expressions and operations as a means of meeting God.

3.1. MANIFESTATION OF THE TRINITY

The Byzantine liturgy opens with the great Trinitarian doxology and ends with the final
benediction which also has a Trinitarian form. Within these markers the Eucharistic
celebration takes place, giving the liturgy its traditionally distinctly Trinitarian
orientation. The trinitarian shape and content of the Eucharistic celebration originates
from the foundation of Christian faith, conventionally established upon the central
dogma of the Trinity. Thus, on the one hand, the Eucharistic liturgy has to be situated
within the broader framework of Christian theology, impregnated with Trinitarian faith.
On the other hand, it is exactly the liturgy that gives one of the most well-balanced
manifestations of the very Trinitarian faith. The Eucharistic liturgy is both an expression
and source of Christian faith.

1 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 6.
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Cabasilas’ trinitarian vision of the Eucharistic liturgy is demonstrated on various
levels. First, he reads certain elements in the rite as straightforward revelations of divine
operation as the Triune God. Second, there are also references to special operations of
each person of the Trinity. The distinction between God in himself and God manifested is
therefore explicitly witnessed in Cabasilas’ phrasings. Due to the christocentric
fundamental orientation of Christian liturgy, there is a manifest christocentric emphasis
on the divine operation. In actual fact, the operation of Christ runs through Cabasilas’
entire explanation of the liturgy and the Eucharist. Christocentric reading of the
mysteries is based on trinitarian economy, which in Cabasilas” understanding culminates
in the redemption attained by Jesus Christ. In spite of the fact that God effects salvation
through one divine act of love, each of the three persons of the Godhead still contributes
something unique to that operation. When it comes to the culmination of the divine
economy, Cabasilas consequently maintains that although God as Trinity jointly willed
man’s salvation, it was the incarnate Word — not the Father, nor the Spirit — who achieved
it through his incarnation, passion, death and resurrection. Cabasilas calls this a novelty
in God’s manner of operation, which up until then was characterized by God's acting as
one power and providence.?

For example, when one examines Cabasilas’ presentation of the three main mysteries
of the church in De vita in Christo, one discovers that he explains all divine operation for
man’s salvation from a christocentric perspective. The result is that the operation of the
second person of the Godhead has a dominant role when it comes to Cabasilas’
understanding of the divine economy, spiritual life and divine presence in the sacraments
as well. This is exemplified in his recapitulation of the history of salvation in Chapters 43
to 53 of the first book of De vita in Christo. The divine operation aimed at man’s salvation
begins with the gates of Paradise being closed behind the fallen Adam. God’s battle
against sin and his efforts to reconcile man are presented by Cabasilas from an
incarnational standpoint as if the history of salvation started only with the radical change
brought about in the incarnation of the Logos. Further, in his illustration of the divine
economy Cabasilas speaks of God the Master (Agonéing) and the Saviour (Swrtnpog) — the
word Trinity is not used, nor any of the names of the two other divine persons. The
names used (God, Master and Saviour), seem to refer to one and the same agent. The
result is that, when speaking of the Saviour’s achievements for salvation of mankind,
Cabasilas proceeds to state: “It is God who died; God’s blood was shed upon the cross.”?
Besides, he concludes his narration with a definition of the death of God as repayment of
man’s debt to God; God being the one who is reconciled with man as a result of sacrifice
offered by God the Master in whom humanity and divinity coincide.* In sum, operation
of the one divine essence ad extra has a christocentric form in the culmination of the
history of salvation.

2 De vita 11, 33. Cabasilas further specifies that it is Christ alone who reconciles men with God and
makes peace between them (Sacrae liturgine XLIV, 2); of the divine hypostases he is the one who
works the salvation of man and is justly called the Saviour (Sacrae liturgiae XIX, 3).

3 De vita 1, 51.

4 De vita 1, 52-53. Cf. Cabasilas’ recounting of Christ’s kenosis in Sacrae liturgiae I, 12 in a similar
manner.
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Due to such dominance of one particular emphasis on the divine operation, Christ’s
specific operation cannot be discussed in detail here or separately in any other part of the
study. Christ’s role is rather a pervasive theme in Cabasilas” entire theological vision, a
directive perspective and a predominant feature of his thought.> The divine essence, the
objective reality of Godhead, is received subjectively through Christ-centred energy.

3.1.1. One Triune Operation Revealed

In the words of Cabasilas, the church is an assembly of those who believe in the trinity
and unity of God.® In the liturgy this faith is proclaimed in the opening doxology,
towards which Cabasilas shows notable interest. The priest’s exclamation “EvAoynuévn 1
BaotAgior Tov IHotpdg kol 100 Yo kot 1ov dyiov IMvevdpotos” marks the beginning of
the publicly celebrated stage of the Eucharistic liturgy.” For Cabasilas the opening
doxology is first and foremost an expression of God’s glory. As such, it makes the initial
setting of the Eucharistic gathering openly clear: it falls to man to marvel at God’s
incomprehensibility and turn towards him with petitions.® It seems, however, that it is
not just the revelation of the divine being itself that causes Cabasilas to stress human awe
as a natural reaction to the opening doxology. It is particularly the Trinitarian
formulation of doxology that interests him. Following the Eastern Christian connotation
of the dogma of the Trinity, Cabasilas points out that it is not the one and united divine
nature that is being praised (10 Tpiocov émipnuiler 100 Oeov kal od 10 Eviaitov) but the
three prosopa of God.? Through Christ’s incarnation the divine essence is personally
manifested and God became known as the Trinity. For Cabasilas this incarnational
perspective explains why the celebration of the economy of the Son begins with the

5 As Mantovanis straightforwardly states, “Christ is at the centre of the thought of Cabasilas.”
Mantovanis 1984, 236.

6 Sacrae liturgiae XX, 3.

7 The doxology is announced at the beginning of the liturgy of the catechumens. It is preceded by
proskomide, which is performed behind the iconostasis out of sight of the congregation. Orientation
towards the Kingdom is repeated in Cabasilas’ description of the first parts of the service, especially
in his commentary on the litanies. The repetitive supplications of peace and salvation are equated by
Cabasilas to seeking the heavenly kingdom (cf. Matt. 6:33). KUpie eAéncov, repeated after every
supplication, is just another form of the fundamental plea for the inheritance of the Kingdom. As
Cabeasilas puts it, admittance into the Kingdom is a sign of the final fulfillment of divine grace. Sacrae
liturgiae XIII, 2-9.

8 “EbOU¢ yop t@ O£® TpooepyOuevol, TO0 dmpdoitov thg S6Eng odrtod kol Ty Sdvopuy kol o
UEYOAELOV KOTAVOODUEY, ) VoD, Kol EKTANELS Kol 1O To1o0Tel AKOAOVOEL: Tovtw 88 SoEoAoyio £E
avolykng éneton.” Sacrae liturgine XI B, 5. The trinitarian nature of Eucharistic liturgy as the orthodox
conviction was secured in the local Council of Constantinople in 1157. The synod declared that the
one sacrifice of the cross and of the Eucharist is offered to the Holy Trinity. More on the synod see
Tcheremoukhine 1969; Mantovanis 1984, 263-265.

9“[--] 8w g Evavdponticewg to0 Kupiov mputng épadov dvdpwrol wg €in tpia mpdowno 6 Ogdc.
Towvtng 8¢ Thg &vovdpwtricewg To0 Kuplov pvotoywyio £otl 1o tedovueva - 60ev £v tolg mpooluiolg
avtwy €8l mpohdpumew kol kmpvttesdor Ty Tpodo.” Sacrae liturgiae XI B, 10. Cf. De vita 1I, 33
where Cabasilas maintains that invocation of each divine Person has a theological basis; each of the
Persons contributes to the one divine action. In Eastern Christian theology it is traditionally
emphasised that the knowledge of God as Trinity, the essential unity of the divine persons, is the
primary experience of God’s true being. The essence of God remains unknown to man. In the Latin
West the prevailing theological view has instead stressed the ontological importance of God’s
oneness, his essence. Meyendorff, J. 1974a 181, 184.
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praise of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.’ The idea of the Trinitarian dedication
of the opening doxology is duplicated in Cabasilas’ comment that thanksgiving,
eucharistia, is not attributed to the Father alone, but to the Son and the Spirit also.!!

The emphasis on the economic Trinity is again evident in Cabasilas' comments on
the final benediction of the liturgy, the last subject he mentions in the final chapter of
Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione. Consequently, his commentary concludes with a salvation-
historical standpoint. The emphasis is on the culmination of divine economy in the Son,
whom Cabasilas in accordance with the text of the prayer designates as “our true God” (6
aandwog Vedg Muwv). In Christ the full revelation of the Trinity became public and the
worship of false gods came to an end. This was due to Christ's opening up to a trinitarian
vision of God. The final words of Cabasilas’ commentary on the divine liturgy are in the
form of trinitarian exaltation: “[ - - ] we owe all glory, honour and veneration to him
[Christ] alone, as to God, together with his eternal Father and his most holy and good
and life-giving Spirit, now and always and for ever. Amen.”'? In sum, both the beginning
and the end of the liturgy have a distinct trinitarian significance, albeit with a strong
emphasis on the revelation of the Trinity through the economy of the Son. The novelty of
God’s operation in and through Jesus Christ, as Cabasilas puts it, makes evident the
Triune nature of Godhead. Thus, the “whole race of man” gives thanks to the fullness of
the triune God who was revealed as such through the incarnation.

Besides these doxological remarks, there are other trinitarian observations in
Cabasilas” comments on the liturgy. One of these focal trinitarian motives is the blessing
pronounced by the priest after the Creed. According to Cabasilas, the priest’s words —H
xopig tov Kupiov fuwv 'Incov Xpiotov kai M dydnn tov @eov kal IMotpog kol 1
Kowwvio, 100 dyiov Ivedpotog ein petol movtwv dpwv — express the most perfect and
divine good.!® Hypostatic charasteristics of the Triune God find their expression in the
divine operation, as expressed in the blessing: the Son gives his life for the salvation of
mankind, the Father reconciles with men through his Son, and the Spirit consummates
Father’s love towards mankind by begetting a bond of friendship.!4

10 Sacrae liturgine XI B, 10. In Orthodox theology it is primarily soteriology that is the constituting
principle of the doctrine of Trinity. See e.g. Meyendorff, J. 1974a 180 and Staniloae 1994, 248.
According to Kotiranta (1993, 210), Orthodox liturgy emanates from trinitarian faith and
contemplation of God as Trinity. The times of Cabasilas marked a final phase of formulation of
classical trinitarian doctrine in the East. Gregory Palamas’ distinction between divine substance,
hypostasis, and energy exemplifies the culmination of eastern Christian theology of the Trinity. The
difference between essence and energy makes sense only when categorized in connection with an
understanding of hypostasis in Trinity. The key to understanding the doctrine of the Trinity is,
according to Palamas, incarnation. This soteriological premise enables men to be in personal
communion with Jesus Christ (i.e. with his hypostatic energy) even though they cannot participate in
his divine essence. Meyendorff, J. 1977, 33-34.

11 Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 17.

12 Sacrae liturgiae LIII, 6-8.

13 Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 3.

147H 8 ebyn ot eidnmron uev amd tov EMoToAdy Tod pokopiov Maviov. TMpokevel 8¢ fuv ta
amo Thg dylog Tpuodog dyado, mav Swpnuo. TéAewov, kol TOOTA GO EKAOTNG TOV Mokapiwv
‘Yrootdoewy i8iw twi ovéportt dvopdlel- dmo pev o0 Yiov xopw, dno 8¢ tov IMatpdg dydmny, ano 8
100 dyiov Iveduatog kowwviow. ‘OTL UEV yop 0 Yidg undev eiceveykovow GAAS kol opeilovow £ti
Sixag Twrnpo mapéoyey MU Eowtéy- Kol yop doepav Gutwv €11, onoiv, Uneép fumv dnédave - 1 mepl
UGG adTod mpovola, xoiplg £otiv. ‘Ot 8¢ O TMotrp did TV 100 Yiov modwv SiAAdyn T® YEVEL TOV
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Special attention has to be paid to the place in the liturgy of this particular blessing
and its explanation. The blessing is said just before the anaphora, the culminating prayer
which in both main Byzantine liturgies (that of St. John Chrysostom and St. Basil the
Great) includes a compact presentation of the wonders performed by the Trinity for the
salvation of man. Although the exact place of the blessing is of course independent of
Cabasilas, it is nevertheless significant that it is just before the anaphora he once again
reminds his readers of the point of departure of the liturgy. In other words, he restates
the stance suggested by his interpretation of the opening doxology. Further, the
salvation-historical notion is in harmony with Cabasilas” way of treating the anaphora
mainly from the perspective of thanksgiving.'®

Another noteworthy element with a trinitarian point of view is provided by
Cabasilas in the little entrance. At this point in the liturgy the Gospel book is solemnly
brought out and placed onto the altar table. In this action Cabasilas sees a trinitarian
manifestation. A symbolical reading of the little entrance thus gives him a liturgical
revelation of Christ’s appearance to unveil himself and introduce mankind to a full
knowledge of God as Trinity. According to Cabasilas, the effect of the incarnation of the
Son (from the perspective of the economy of salvation) is witnessed to in the liturgy by
the Trishagion, the hymn composed to praise the Holy Trinity which is sung just after the
little entrance.'®

To sum up, Cabasilas’ presentation of the one trinitarian operation revealed in the
course of the Eucharistic rite has a distinct economical feature. For him the triune
operation of God culminates in the economy of the incarnate Son. It is namely through
the incarnation of Jesus Christ that God reveals himself as Trinity.

3.1.2. Descent of the Spirit
In addition to general trinitarian references, there are two explications in Cabasilas’
commentary that reveal his understanding of the special role of the Spirit in manifesting
the divine energy. One of them is the epiclesis or the prayer of invocation of the Spirit.
Cabasilas maintains that true communion with Christ calls for the operation of the Spirit:
communion with Christ would not be possible unless Christ according to his promise (cf.
Luke 24:49; John 14:17) sends the Spirit to link men with God. Thus, the Spirit is sent by
the Son to carry out the Eucharistic mystery “through the hand and the tongue of the
priest.”1”

From the perspective of traditional Eastern Christian liturgical understanding it is
not surprising that Cabasilas deals with the pneumatology of the liturgy particularly in
connection with the epiclesis. The epiclesis is the central prayer and the place where the

AvdpdTwy kol fydnnoe tovg £x9povg, S Tovto Tol £Keivov TPOg MUAC dydmn kodoitol. Emel 8¢
101G OAMWOEIoW &Y 9polg £del Kowwrnool TV 18iwy dyodwy Tov TA0UcLoV &V EAEEL, TOVTO TOLEL TO
TMvevpa 10 dylov 101G GMOoTOAOLG EMENUNoY. Al TOVTO T £KEIVOL TPOg ToVg AVIPWROVG YANCTITNG
kowwvio Aéyetan.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 4.

15 Cf. Sacrae liturgiae XXVIL

16 ”*Enerto. Kol avtov o¢ Tpiddo, t0v ©£0v dvOIvoDUEY, 0lov odTov MUOG elvol £8i8aker 1 Emipolveial
100 Zwtnpog.” Sacrae liturgiae XX, 3. The hymn consists of a threefold repretition of the word “holy”,
which recalls the hymn sung by the seraphim (Isa. 6:3), and by the four apocalyptic beasts (Rev. 4:8).
17 “Tovto 810 NG XEWPOG Kol TNG YAWOONG TAV lepEwy To. HVoTHPLO. TEAECLOVPYEL.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXVIII, 2.
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operation of the second person of the Trinity is manifested. Cabasilas’ understanding of
Christ’s becoming truly present in the Eucharist will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.
Here it is sufficient to simply note three things. Firstly, Cabasilas maintains that the Spirit
begets Eucharistic communion with Christ. The epiclesis can therefore be seen as both
consecrative and communion-engendering in its nature. Secondly, he also apparently
considers the Son as the originator of the Spirit’s descent down in the liturgy. Christ’s
promise of the Comforter thus has a liturgical connotation. This latter notion further
shows that the epiclesis has also a christocentric nature. Finally, it is worth noting that the
Spirit is said to work through the priest in order to accomplish the Eucharistic mystery.
The connection of ordained ministry to the Eucharist is then openly expressed.

Cabasilas” reading of the epiclesis opens up a broad pneumatological vision. This is
also the case with his second pneumatological highlight in the liturgy, namely the zeon or
the warm water. According to the Byzantine rite, after the anaphora warm water is
poured upon the portions of the bread inside the chalice and mixed with the wine.
Cabasilas’ explanation of the meaning of this action in Chapter 37 of Sacrae liturgiae
interpretatione opens up into a three-tiered symbolism:

1) Pouring of water reminds of Spirit's descent upon the apostles on Pentecost.
Warmth symbolises the fiery tongues of the Spirit.

2) The zeon reveals how the economy of the Son vivifies the faithful in the liturgy.
Transformation of the bread and wine is the culmination of Christ’s sacrifice, but
it is the Spirit who sanctifies the people, hence transmitting the benefits of
Christ’s sacrifice to them.'® This interpretation is based on the liturgy itself,
where at the moment of pouring the water into the cup the priest refers to the
warmth of the Holy Spirit."”

3) The zeon typifies the church. Following the Apostle Paul’s imagery, Cabasilas
designates the portion of the Eucharistic bread in the chalice as Church-Body
upon which the Spirit is poured.

18 “T{ ydp 10 €pyov kol AMOTEAECHO, TV TV XPLotod madwy kol épywv kol Adywv; Ei tig mpog Hudg
adra dewpel, 008EY £tepov 1§ N 10V diyiov Ivedpotog eig v’ ExkAnoiov émdnuio. Ovkovv €81 pet
gxelvoe onuowdnron kot avtriy. Kol 81 onuaiveton 100 {ovtog V8atog £yx€opuévov Tolg puotnpiolg.
To pev yop dwp, T00t0 adtd Te Vdwp 6V Kol Tupdg MeTEY 0V, T0 Tlvevpo omuoiver 10 dytov, § kol
V8wp Adyeton kol wg mOp £dovm TdTE T0l1g 10V XPLoTOL padnTolg Eumecty. O 8 koupdg 0VTOC TOV
Kopov EKeWoV onuaivel. Tote Py yop kathAde petd 10 TAMPoOoL T Koto XpLotov dravto, vov
3¢ teretwdEvTr oV dudpov 10 Vdwp €mercoyeton tovto.” Sacrae liturgine XXXVII, 3-5. In late 14th
century — during the final years of Cabasilas’ life — a custom was adopted in Constantinople to add at
the time of distributing the eucharist the words “receive the Holy Spirit” to the ones normally said in
reference to Christ’s body and blood. This new phrase accentuated the pneumatological aspect of the
mystery of Christ’s body. Cabasilas’ interpretation of the zeon makes this aspect very clear. Ware
notes that Mark of Ephesus (ca. 1394 - 1445) considered the interpolation to be theologically
defensible since alongside the body and blood of Christ the Spirit is also received in the Eucharist.
Ware 1979b, 148. According to Evdokimov, the zeon refers to the Spirit. The focus is therefore in the
connection between the Eucharist and Pentecost. Evdokimov 2001, 258.

19 Brightman 1896, 394. The physical warmth of the Eucharist — caused by the zeon — is considered to
be a symbol of unsubstantial fire of the Spirit. Ware 1979b, 147.
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The pouring of the zeon therefore refers to the historical-pneumatological
characteristic of the church: being filled with the Spirit ever since Pentecost.?® Linking the
liturgy this way with historical events indicates that Cabasilas aims to point out that as
the church received the Spirit after Christ’s ascension the same happens and becomes real
in the liturgy.

Cabasilas’ explanation of the zeon as a symbol of the Holy Spirit combines salvation-
historical, pneumatological and ecclesiological meanings of the Eucharist. Pentecost is
marked as the starting point of the pneumatological fullness of the church. In the
Eucharist the Spirit-filled reality constitutes, on the one hand, the mystical Church-Body
of Christ and, on the other hand, effects sanctification in each communing member of the
church. Implications of the importance of both the epiclesis and the zeon are attested by
Cabasilas” explanation of the origin and importance of the communion (xowwvia) with
the Spirit. He sees it as one of the main results of Christ’s atonement: men are no longer
separated from God, but filled with the grace of God since the descent of the Holy Spirit
on the Pentecost. Communion with the Spirit clearly is for Cabasilas a prerequisite for
commending oneself to God.?! In the liturgy it is namely the Spirit, the begetter of
koinonia, who grants forgiveness of sins for those who worthily partake of the Eucharistic
offering.?? The vision based on Cabasilas’ comments on both the epiclesis and the zeon
concretely give witness to his basic conviction of the nature of Holy Spirit’s role both in
the divine plan of man’s salvation and its being made present in the Eucharistic
assembly.

Cabasilas’ interpretation of the zeon reveals different aspects of a symbol. The
warmth of the water links the zeon with the fiery tongues of the Spirit. This association
exemplifies the symbol as sensually connected with its referent; historically, to Pentecost
and spiritually to enlivening of man through sanctification. In understanding the portion

20 “Aw. 8¢ 1ov puotnpiov kol N EkkAncio onuoivetol, «ocopo 0o Xpiotod kKol HEAN €K UEPOVG» -
Mg kol tote £86Eato to TTvevpo 10 dylov, ueta To dvaAnddnrot Tov Xplotov elg Tovg 0vpovods - Kot
vov BExetor Tty dwpeov oV dylov Ivevpotog, mpoodexVEvtwy Ty dwpwy €lg T0 VIEPOLPAVIOV
BVOLAOTHPLOY, GVTIKOTOTEUTOVTOS OOTIHY MUY T0O TPocdEEAUEVOL TavTO. BE0D, KOTO, TA, TPOELPTUEVCL,
ot pecitng 6 obtdg kol t0te Kol vov kol 10 odto IMvevpa.” Sacrae liturgine XXXVII, 6. At the
Council of Trent, Luther’s resistance to adding water to the chalice was discussed. Luther based his
arguments on symbolism (Quia Christi sanguis non fuit cum nostro unitus nec fusus, ac per hoc nec
miscendum vinum aqua) and on the alleged practice of the Greek church (Quia ecclesia Graeca hoc
non recipit). Referring to Cabasilas, the fathers of Trent proved that Luther’s claim of Eastern
practice was false. Cabasilas provides evidence for adding water to the chalice not once but twice
during the service: “Graeci enim adeo aliensi sunt ab hoc errore, ut bis misceant, semel frigida ante
consecrationem et semel calida sub communionem, ut supra ex interprete liturgiae Grecorum
Cabasilla ostensum est.” Concilium Tridentinum 1974, 528. Thus, based on Cabasilas’ authority the
liturgies of St. Chrysostom and St. Basil are judged by the Council to be acceptable. Concilium
Tridentinum 1974, 523.

21 “Agl tolvov xal miotewg PePoiog kol Thg mopo 1oV IMvevportog Pomdeiog Tov WUEALOVTO, KOAMDG
govtdy  mopotidecdon @ Oed.” Sacrae liturgine XIV, 6 (cf. also XIV, 5). Cabasilas states that
historically the Spirit’s descent took place at the completion of the plan of salvation. In the Liturgy
the Spirit descends at the consummation of the sacrifice in order to complete the offering in the
communicants. Furthermore, he identifies the descent of the Spirit upon the church as the result of
the entire scheme of the economy of salvation. Sacrae liturgiae XXXVII 1, 3. Craig (1957, 23) states that
Pentecost is for Cabasilas the fulfillment of Golgotha. It is through the activity of the Spirit that the
church enters into full participation in the divine economy.

22 Sacrae liturgiae XXXIV, 4, 11.
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of the bread in the chalice as a typification of the Church-Body of Christ, Cabasilas links
the symbolic act and its reference in a connotative manner. Based on the customary
biblical phrasing (cf. 1 Cor. 12; Eph. 5:23, 30), the bread as the body of Christ is identified
by Cabasilas as the symbol of the church, which, furthermore, is vivified by the Spirit
(symbolised in the zeon). Thus, the spiritual and theological foundations of ecclesiology
are explicated through the symbolism of the zeon. Furthermore, Cabasilas’
pneumatological accent indicates that he understands the eucharistic synaxis as an
actualization of God’s redemptive operation in the world.

3.1.3. Silence on the Father’s role

The prayers of the anaphora of the Byzantine liturgy are expressly addressed to the
Father while the litanies are addressed to the Lord (Kvptog) with a concluding Trinitarian
doxology. The epithet Kuptog is repeatedly used by Cabasilas to identify both Jesus Christ
and God the Father. For example, when commenting on the exhortation ‘Let us give
thanks to the Lord’, he addresses both Father and Jesus Christ as Lord.?* It may at first
seem a bit surprising that there are in Cabasilas” main works scarcely any direct
references to Father’s active role in the Eucharistic liturgy. Apart from a few exceptions?,
for the most part Cabasilas in his explanations of the prayers speaks of God or Lord
rather than explicitly of the Father. Whether he then actually means to refer to God the
Father alone, to Jesus Christ or to the tri-hypostatic trinitarian God as one, is not
altogether clear.

A good case in point is Chapter XIII of Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione. When
explaining the content of litanies Cabasilas repeatedly speaks of God (©gdg) — not the
Father or Christ — whose mercy is sought (XIII, 9). At the same time he clearly attests that
mercy is brought by Christ, especially due to his promise of the Kingdom. It thus remains
a bit unclear whether ‘God’ refers here to Christ, the Father or the entire Trinity. There is,
on the other hand, a sharp change of attribution (e.g. in XIII, 8) to be detected between
Christ and God, the latter being one that makes men as co-heirs and sons of God. This
would indicate that ‘God” could be read as referring to the Father. This is exemplified by
Cabasilas” rather extensive section on the prayer accompanying the antiphons (the entire
Chapter XV of Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione) which explicate the God-man dialogue. Only
the word ©edg is applied to the divine party of the interaction throughout the entire
discussion, with the exception of a couple of appearances of Kvpiog when he quotes the
LXX.

In most of the cases when Cabasilas is speaking of God he is not much interested in
the divine hypostatic qualities but in man’s relation to God in general. For example, in De
vita in Christo II, 31 Cabasilas explicitly states that it is customary to speak of the Trinity

2 “[ - -] edyoaplotiow Todtny moleltal mpog Tov Oedv kol TMotépo t0v Kupiov Muwv’ Incov
Xpiotov- ‘Evyxapiotiowpey ww Kopiw’” Sacrae liturgiae XXVIL

24 For example, in Sacrae liturgiae II Cabasilas states that Christ was sacrificed for the glory of the
Father, and that the Eucharistic offering was dedicated by Christ to the Father. Similarly, the work of
the Son as glorification of the Father is pointed out in Sacrae liturgine XVII, 1 where Cabasilas
interprets “Yyiote in Ps 91:1 (LXX) as a reference to the Father, and Kvpiog in the same verse as
equivalent to Christ. When referring to the institution of the Eucharist in Sacrae liturgine XXVII,
Cabasilas designates Christ as the High Priest who gave thanks to “1¢ ©e@® xai Hotpl”. This is the
reason why God (the Father) is addressed in the prayers of the Liturgy.

50



as God without reference to the distinct persons of the Trinity. He specifies, however, that
if one wants to theologize clearly it is necessary to speak of the proper qualities of each of
the hypostases of the Godhead. Yet, in most cases when Cabasilas refers to God as the
sole actor, he is not himself very accurate in his theological phrazings, thus leaving
considerable room for interpretation as to whether it is God as Trinity or one of the
divine hypostases that is actually meant by him.

Cabasilas’ focus seems to be mainly on the relationship of a redeemed creature with
his Creator and God. This perspective goes well together with the economic perspective,
witnessed in his manner of explicating the distribution of the work for salvation of man
between the Father and the Son. In his comments on the prayers following the Lord’s
Prayer, Cabasilas states that the Father has authorized men to call him Ruler (Aecmdtng)
and Creator (Anuovpydc) by the right bought with the price of his only Son’s blood.
Furthermore, he observes that the prayers to God the Father are ensured by the name of
his only-begotten Son.?> Consequently, the objective reality of God is manifested through
the trinitarian mode of being, with a distinct christocentric expression. As a result, the
name “Father” is mentioned by Cabasilas either in clearly trinitarian connections, such as
in the aforementioned examples of trinitarian clauses of the liturgy, or in relation to
acceptance of the reconciliation brought about by his Son. On those occasions, however,
no special emphasis is put on the Father’s uniqueness of operation but on the full
revelation of God as Trinity due to the Son’s incarnation.

The grounds for understanding Cabasilas’ ideas on the Father’s role become clearer
in Chapter 31 of Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione, where he discusses the question of
addressing the Father rather than the Son in the anaphora. Cabasilas maintains that
turning towards the Father confirms the divinity of Jesus Christ. This manner of
assurance was witnessed by Christ himself when he gave thanks to God during the
institution of the Eucharist and when he performed miracles. Besides, he appealed to the
Father’s will on the cross. Consequently, addressing the consecrative prayer to the Father
shows that Christ does not perform great things based on his human nature but on his
divine nature. The prayer of consecration then teaches “that the power of sanctification is
not possessed by the Saviour as a man, but because he is God, and because of the divine
power which he shares with the Father.”?® Cabasilas’ explanation of the Father-
orientation of the prayer therefore indicates that the main reason for the structure of the
prayers is to confirm right belief in Christ as true God, homoousios with the Father. Yet the
focus is still on Christ, not on the Father. Clearly Cabasilas sees Christ as the sanctifier,
who as such shares the Father’s divinity, the very source of sanctification. This
perspective is supported by Cabasilas’ symbolic reading of the little entrance. The Gospel
book carried by the priest during the entrance is a symbol of Christ. When the entrance
reaches the Royal Gates of the iconostasis, the book is lifted high for the people to see.
Cabasilas finds it significant that the book is not open at that moment: it is a symbol of

2 Sacrae liturgine XXXV, 2-3. In Sacrae liturgine XL, 3-7 Cabasilas narrates the economy of Christ,
referring to it as redeeming the creation and making men inheritors of God. This operation is
described as if achieved partly by one agent (Christ), and partly due to the interplay between the
Only-begotten and the Father. Cf. also Sacrae liturgiae XLIV, 4-5 and XLVII, 6 where reconciliation
with God the Father through the economy of the Son is given a sacramental interpretation.

26 Sacrae liturgiae XXXI, 2.
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Christ’s baptism, Christ himself being silent but the Father giving an audible witness of
his origin.?”

In addition to these scenes, there is a lack of substantial references to the Father’s role
in Cabasilas’ liturgical reading. However, is the silence around Father as unbreakable as
it seems? Does a balanced theological presentation require as much talk about the Father
as about the Son? Instead of being troubled by Cabasilas” silence about the Father’s
operation, one could rather focus on thinking about the Father’s fundamental role in
accomplishing the redemption. When the Gospel narratives of the life of Jesus are
considered, their evident stress on the Son and the lack of emphasis on the Father are not
considered problematic. There is a similar economical orientation or tendency in
Cabasilas’ description of the divine operation in the liturgy. Since the liturgy is a
celebration of the economy of the Son, as Cabasilas’ calls it, it is only natural that Jesus
Christ is the centre of attraction.

Based on New Testament perspective, similar to that of Cabasilas’ liturgical
perspective, one can easily argue that the redemptive work of the Son is already quite a
strong statement about the Father as well. Considering Cabasilas’ reading of the rite in
terms of the economy of salvation, the main role of the Father seems to be that of the
receiver of offerings. The Father is the one who favourably receives the Eucharistic
offering as he once was satisfied with the sacrifice made on the cross by his Son.
Consequently, the silence of one of the persons would then indicate that there is a clear
distribution of work between the three divine persons. The ‘silent’ Father would then be
passive in relation to performance of the consecration (performed by the Spirit and his
Son) but active in receiving the offering. This might explain why Cabasilas’ focus is still
on the divine origin and character of Christ’s ministry when reference is made to the
Father. Thus, the Father’s role is sharply explicated when viewed against the background
of the operation of Son. Focusing on the Son is then a form of accentuating the important
role of the Father as validator and acceptor of the operation of the Only-begotten. This
manner of presenting the connection between the Father and his incarnate Son coheres
with Cabasilas’ distinct emphasis on Christ as the central mediator of holiness and
salvation to mankind.?® Despite Cabasilas” lack of explicitness in referring to the role of
the Father, the transformative presence of God makes apparent the fullness of the
trinitarian dynamics at the high point of the Eucharistic liturgy.

Finally, it should also be remembered that Cabasilas discusses the trinitarian
operation from a Eucharistic and sacramental point of view. His texts should not be read
as distinct presentations of trinitarian faith and dogma. Ultimately, it can be said that
Cabasilas has a strong emphasis on Christ’s person and role when it comes to his
understanding of the revelation of the trinitarian action in the liturgy.

27 "TIp@rtov Mev yop 10 EvoyyéAov dvadeixvutal cvventuyuévor, Ty éntdovelor 100 Kvpiov onuaivov,
ka® fiv crwnmvto avtov 6 Hotip dvedeikvo [ - - 1. Sacrae liturgiae XXII, 4. Ware (1979a, 45) observes
that the Baptism of Christ is in the Orthodox tradition seen as revelation of the Trinity.

28 When interpreting the exclamation “Elg dytog, €ig Kvptog' Incovg, €ig 86€av ©eod Iotpds” (Sacrae
liturgiae XXXVI, 5) Cabasilas refers to the equality of holiness and splendor of the Son and the Father.
The Father is designated by him as God the Father of the Holy One (i.e. the Son), and the dignity of
the God made man (i.e. the Son) expresses the glory of the Creator.
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3.2. THE HOLY TABLE - SACRAMENTAL AND ANTHROPOLOGICAL
FOUNDATION OF THE EUCHARIST

Now that the trinitarian character of divine outreach, revealed in the liturgy, is spelled
out, attention can be turned towards the antropocentic viewpoint, the human response to
the divine operation. This is done by investigating Cabasilas’ interpretation of the
meaning of the altar table. The celebration of the Byzantine liturgy is centred on the holy
table or altar table, located behind the iconostasis at the eastern end of a church building.
The focus on the table in the liturgy results from the liturgical action which is very much
centred around it; the priest stands and intones prayers in front of the holy table for the
most of the service, the entrances have it as their endpoint, and the bread and wine are
placed on it for the mystical transformation. In his inspired and deep symbolism of the
holy table, the idea of divine presence is associated by Cabasilas with the table.

3.2.1. Presence of Christ in the Holy Table
In instituting the sacrament of the Eucharist Christ gave an example of how to celebrate
the mystery of his body and blood. In the model bestowed upon the apostles he
combined action and word: Jesus Christ broke the bread and uttered words
accompanying this act (1 Cor. 11:23-24). In the liturgy this pattern of action and word is
kept ('Emet ydp toig dvoi tovtolg abtiv £tédecey 0 Zwrrip £€ dpxng- Aapmv, ¢noi, tov
dptov kol gvhoyfoag, Ty xelpo {nrovuey fxetmy katl Ty ¢wviiy). Cabasilas explains
that the operation and the words of the priest have the same effect as if Christ himself
would be celebrating the service. The importance of this historical origin is seen in
Cabasilas” claim that the efficacy of Christ's words of institution has perdured in the
church ever since and there has been no need for any kind of restorative ceremony to
secure their effectivity.?® Yet, it is not only the words of Christ and actions performed by
him that were passed down from the Last Supper, but also the tradition of celebrating the
Eucharist upon an altar prepared specifically for that purpose. Consequently, Cabasilas
argues that an altar table anointed with holy myron has the significance of the hand of
Christ. The Eucharist is therefore received from the altar as if from Christ’s own hands.*
The basis for identifying the hand of Christ with a holy table is found in Cabasilas’
explanation of the holy myron as a source of God’s grace. Jesus Christ himself, as “the
treasury of all spiritual energy”, is the personification of chrismation. He is not only the
anointed one (Xpiotég) but the very chrism (xpiopa) or myron (wopov) itself. Thus, Christ
is identified by Cabasilas with the anointing.3! Furthermore, the sanctifying grace of
myron derived from Christ is linked by Cabasilas especially with his sacrifice and the

2 De vita V, 22. The idea that the priest represents Christ in himself is discussed more closely in
Chapter 4.3.3.

30 De vita III, 21. In Sacrae liturgize XXXV, 4 Cabasilas states that in the liturgy Christ himself
distributes the Eucharistic bread to his servants.

317 "Bmi 8¢ kol Xpiotog adtog 6 Aeombtng od xedev TN kedadn Sefdpevog wvpov, dArd Sl 10
IMvevpo, 10 “Aylov, §TL Thg mVevpOTIKNG &vepyeiag dmolomng, TNg copkog £veko thg dvoAnddeiong,
éyéveto Omooupdc. Kat o Xptotdg povog, Ao kol xpiopa-” De vita III, 3. Cabasilas specifies that
Jesus is the Anointed One (Christ) from the very beginning but became chrism through his
incarnation. In his becoming man, Christ became sanctifying chrism that was poured over all of
humanity.
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event of institution of the Eucharist. Cabasilas relies on Pseudo-Dionysius in stating that
the myron stands for Christ and in particular his sacrament-instituting hand. The apostles,
called to the priesthood and ordained by Christ, celebrated the Eucharist upon the altar
of their own hands (9vcwactriplov fioow at xelpeg). After the apostles, however, a special
service of anointing an altar table became necessary in order to execute the power of
Christ’s hand.?? Cabasilas also identifies the ordination of priests with anointing, directly
linking ministry with the grace transmitted through chrism.%

It is evident that Cabasilas does not claim that the altar table has any direct historical
link to the events that took place in the Upper Room in Jerusalem. Originally there was
no other altar than “the hand of Christ”. In any case, the holy table at the heart of the
church building appears to be for Cabasilas a sacramental foundation, if not a
precondition for celebration of the Eucharist in the first place. The power of God is
transmitted through the holy table and is represented by it. Accordingly, Cabasilas
designates the holy table as the starting point of holy services (16 Yvciactiplov nolong
gotiv dpxn teretnc) as well as the ground and root of life transmitted in the mysteries (1)
pilo xal 10 xpnmig twv pvotnpiwv). Further, consecration of the table contributes to
“culmination of all goodness” (0 kedolAotog oV Syodwr).3

How should Cabasilas’ characterisations of the altar table as a sacramental source of
all the mysteries be interpreted? Of all the mysteries it is only the Eucharist and
ordination that are directly connected with the table, the first being celebrated upon it
and the latter in close proximity to it. In other sacraments there are no allusions to the
sanctifying power of the altar table or any actual usage of it. Despite a lack of firm
evidence, Cabasilas’ way of thinking implies that the table can be seen as a concrete
symbol and reminder of the sacramental reality which all the mysteries are believed to
make present in the church. Further, Cabasilas’ descriptions of the table lend support to
viewing the table as a concrete topos, being both a source of sacramental grace and a
guarantee of the efficacy of the mysteries. It is an embodiment of Christ's power,
representing his grace-filled hand and making its sanctifying power pervasive in the
church.

32 “[ - - 110 wdépov, 6 mAloov TN Teretn THY dVvapw Exov & adtiv Ty dvoiow dvtikpug ¢€pel.’ Enel
yap tolg duot tovtolg adtiy £tédecey 0 Totnp €€ apxmng- «AaBwv, onoi, T0v pTov Kot €OA0YTICOC»,
my x€po {nrovpey €kelvmy Kol Ty dwvijy. [ - - ] kol yap «odtdy, ¢noiv 0 9elog Atovvoiog, 0 Wipov
glooyer 1oV’ Incovv.»” De vita V, 22. See also Sacrae liturgine XXX, 11 and De vita III, 8-13. Cabasilas
refers to Pseudo-Dionysius’” De ecclesiastica IV. Heil & Rittel 102, 1-103, 18 (PG 3, col. 484A-485A), in
which Christ is identified with both the myron and the altar table. According to Pseudo-Dionysius,
Christ is the only true sacrificial altar. Since Christ’s power is also in the myron, Pseudo-Dionysius
understands the anointing of the altar table as a mystical event of Christ’s anointing of himself with
himself. Further, the bringing in of the Eucharistic sacrifice by the church is made possible by the
fact that Christ has made himself the sacrificial table upon which he is carried as a sacrifice in the
Eucharist. Further, in De vita III, 1 Cabasilas explicates his views on the mystery of the anointing. He
states that originally the gift of the Spirit was given by the apostles through the laying on of hands,
but since then the Spirit comes upon the initiated through holy chrism. This is clearly analogous to
his understanding of the consecration of the altar table.

33 De vita 111, 2.

34 De vita V, 1; V, 14. Undeniably Cabasilas connects all the blessings and salvation with the table: “[ -
-] MUy ot mdloon TG cwtnpiag eiciv dpopuadi.” De vita V, 16.
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The theocentric base of the entire liturgy is given a powerful and physical Christ-
centred expression in the holy table. The sanctifying power of Christ is identified by
Cabasilas with the holy table and the table’s function with the sacramentality of the
Eucharist. This recognition is patent in his description of Christ as both priest and altar:
“The Saviour is altar and offerer through the chrism.”% The chrism has the power of
Christ, who is identified with the holy table through the rite of consecration. In other
words, the holy table is a tangible sign of Christ, his presence and power in the church.3¢

When explaining the function of the holy table as revealer of sacramental reality,
Cabasilas resorts to symbolism. This he does by commenting on the rite of the
consecration of a church, thus giving a spiritual meaning to its outward form. The special
emphasis Cabasilas puts on the importance of the altar table is seen in the fact that in his
explanation of the rite he deals only with elements that are involved in one way or
another with the physical table: preparation of the table, its consecration and placing of a
relic into it. The parts that do not directly relate to the table he ignores with no
reference.?”

According to Cabasilas, the actual consecration of the holy table takes place by
anointing the table with myron. He points out that it takes place in silence, with only the
bishop singing a song of praise.’® The silence demonstrates that the reality signified by
the service has become truly present: Christ’s presence is real in the church.® It is the
myron which enforces Christ’s presence. The bases of such a claim are directly stated by
Cabasilas: the myron is equal in sanctity with the eucharist, the mystery which culminates
in the true presence of Christ.%’ Cabasilas’ interpretation of the rite of consecration gives
grounds for the claim that for him the altar table is a sign of the special and permanent
presence of Christ in the church. When observed through the identity-separation

35 “Koi yap duotootiplov pév €0t 0 Twtnp kol dvwv da 10 xplope.” De vita 11, 22.

36 Furthermore, the very fact of celebrating the Eucharist and designation of Christ as the priest, refer
to the offerer of the Eucharistic sacrifice. Both Christ and the priest can be designated as the offerer,
bound to the mystery of the Eucharist through chrism. If Christ is personally identified with chrism,
the priest is connected to it (and Christ and the table) through ordination as equivalent to anointing.
In the Eucharistic liturgy, Christ, the holy table and the offerer are bound to each other by the
chrism, the Eucharist then being a chrismatic event in its essence.

37 Cabasilas depicts the consecration service in De vita V, 3-7, 14-22. Apart from parts of the service
relating to the altar table, Cabasilas makes only two minor references to the broader context of the
consecration of the church: the bishop approaches in a procession the to-be-consecrated building
(olkog ayabpevog, De vita V, 5), which after the service has become a house of prayer (mpocevyng
oikog, De vita V, 7, 18). All the same, there is no mention of such central elements of the Byzantine
rite of consecration of a “house of prayer” as circumambulating it and anointing its walls with
myron.

38 Cabasilas is speaking of the hymn “hallelujah”, even though he does not explicitly say so. He only
speaks of a hymn of praise that consists of “Hebrew syllables”. De vita V, 23; Sacrae liturgiae XXII, 2.
Here Cabasilas faithfully follows Pseudo-Dionysius. See De ecclesiastica IV. Heil & Rittel 103, 19-104,
2 (PG 3, col. 485B).

3 Cabasilas refers to Matt. 11:12-13 where advancing the Kingdom of Heaven and ending of
prophecy is mentioned. Evidently, for Cabasilas, it is Christ who brings the fulfillment of prophesies
and the final manifestation of the Kingdom. Since Christ’s grace and power are with the myron
Cabasilas sees no reason for further prayers which for him bear a distinct anamnetic implication De
vita V, 23. For further reasoning on Christ’s identification with chrism see De vita III, 22-23.

40 Cabasilas’ identification of the myron with the Eucharistic elements in Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 11
comes from Pseudo-Dionysius. Cf. De ecclesiastica IV. Heil & Rittel 97, 19-28 (PG 3, col. 476C-D).
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dynamics of symbol, the concreteness of connection with the symbol (altar) and the thing
it signifies (Christ), gives grounds to claim that on an ontological level the altar table has
a remarkable identity with Christ. The table thus provides a concrete means of entering
into communion with God and of experiencing his presence.

3.2.2. The Human Heart and the Holy Table as One

Through objective identification of Christ with the holy table Cabasilas gives a concrete
expression of the theocentric foundation of the Eucharistic liturgy. The altar table is not,
however, only a tangible symbol of divine presence. It also demonstrates subjective
human reception of divine outreach to the world. This latter meaning focuses on the God-
man relationship revealed in the rite of consecration.

Even though the consecration of an altar table is a strong manifestation of divine
power, preparation of the table also necessitates human action. The officiating bishop
symbolizes the activity of humanity in reaching for God. Cabasilas lays down a strict
precondition for this human pursuit: in order to participate in God, man’s heart must be
made a sacrificial altar. The officiating bishop, accordingly, before approaching the table
strives with all his capacity to live out its model in his soul and heart. The bishop’s white
linen serves as a sensual symbol, symbolizing this inner spiritual preparation. According
to Cabasilas, the bishop stands for all humanity, and it is man who actually is the model
for the physical altar table in the church (tov katd v dvdpwnov dvsiactpiov ypodetl
T0v TOmov) — not the other way around. It is, therefore, man’s heart which in the first place
is made by God into his altar (@edv fvowkifer kadopwg T woxn, kal dvoiactriplov
gpyoilletonr v kopdiaw). God accomplishes this by deifying the human capacities
symbolised by the bishop.*! As personification of the whole human race, the bishop is in
his operation ontologically identified with the spiritual contents of the very rite.

Evidently, Cabasilas shows a great interest towards man’s heart as a dwelling place
of God. In the spiritual traditions of the Christian East the heart is traditionally perceived
as the psycho-somatic center of man.#? The heart is simultaneously a source of physical
life as well as a nucleus of mental and spiritual functions. Hence, it is the heart that
precisely constitutes within man the meeting place of God and man. From this notion
originates the rich symbolism of the heart in Christian traditions. One of the currents of
mysticism of the heart, consistent with Cabasilas’ interpretation, is a description of the
heart as a church or an altar, upon which man secretly worships God and may even reach
a mystical union with him.# It was precisely "the mysticism of the heart’ that, due to the
Hesychastic controversy, was a matter of dispute in the fourteenth century.

41 De vita V, 9-10. Tsirpanlis (s.a., 15) understands Cabasilas’ interpretation more in a Christ-centred
manner: “Also, all the actions of the officiating bishop ritually identified with Christ Himself, the
hierarchic representative of the whole humanity, have no other purpose than to establish the house
of prayer, [ - - ] and to transform the stone into an altar.”

42 The writings of Pseudo-Macarius had a major influence on the change in Eastern monastic
spirituality on the 5% century. The earlier tradition, represented by Origen and Evagrios, was based
on the platonic view of man with an emphasis on mind and intellect. It gave way to Pseudo-
Macarius’ “spirituality of the heart”, in which the heart was seen as the centre of human life and
existence, as biblical anthropology suggests. Behr-Sigel 1992, 63-73; Meyendorff, ]. 1974a 68.

4 The heart, according to Nellas (1987, 179), is for the Fathers the deepest point of human
consciousness. It is the place where meeting with God takes place. Vlachos shares this opinion in his
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In presenting his view of man’s heart as the archetype of the altar table Cabasilas
depends first on the New Testament writings. He gives evidence of the connection of
God’s dwelling place with the inner man by referring to Stephen’s presentation of the
proper dwelling place of God in Acts 7:49. The theme of man’s dedication to God as a
temple is further witnessed by Paul (2 Cor. 6:16), whom Cabasilas uses to support his
view. Basing himself on Paul’s teaching in 1 Tim. 3:2-5, Cabasilas states that just as a
spiritual leader of others must first cleanse his own heart, the transmission of sanctifying
grace from man (symbolized by bishop) to inanimate material (altar table) necessitates
that there already exists a state of sanctification within the consecrating man. Cabasilas
aims to propose that the inner state of man is the prerequisite for the dedication of the
physical altar to God as an instrument of his grace.*®

Alongside biblical arguments, Cabasilas relies on rational bases of everyday life in
explaining his opinion on the human heart as the primary altar of God. Both a
construction worker and an artist reach a final phase of their work through thorough
preliminary work, planning and drafting.* Cabasilas considers this to be parallel to the
construction of an altar. Just as a building is erected according to the plans of
construction, the human heart serves as a model (t¥nog) and an image (eixav) for the holy
table. Of all creation, only human nature can become a temple of God and thus only man
can prepare a physical altar for transmitting sanctification and salvation.*”

The way Cabasilas perceives the importance of placing the relic makes equally
evident his understanding of the rite of dedication of the church as an image of mystical
union between Christ and man. Clearly, anointing the relic with myron and placing it in
the table represents for Cabasilas one of the culminating points of the entire rite. He
phrases his thoughts as follows: “There is nothing more akin to Christ’s mysteries as the
martyrs, who have body, spirit, way of dying and everything else in common with
Christ.”48 A firm identification of the relic with Christ is attested in Cabasilas’ notion that,

characterization of the place of the heart in patristic spirituality. His findings on the patristic
mysticism of the heart have notable common features with Cabasilas’ thought. According to
Vlachos, the Fathers compare the heart with the altar and the church building. Vlachos 1994, 157,
159, 170.

4 Even though Palamas is known as a defender of the prayer of the heart and hesychastic
spirituality, he did not have a negative stance towards intellectual mysticism. Yannaras observes that
for Palamas intellectual strivings and rational analysis also opened out to understanding of the
Gospel. Thus, when defending the priority of experience in knowing God he did not limit himself to
irrational mysticism but took advantage of Aristotelian logic. Yannaras 2006, 49. See also
Meyendorff, J. 1964, 147.

4 De vita V, 13-14. In his line of argumentation Cabasilas differs from traditional typology where
prefiguration precedes actualisation of the prefigured event. In stressing the inner spiritual condition
of man as both requirement and archetype of consecration of the holy table, Cabasilas instead
suggests that the actualization of an event may be partaken of before it is openly revealed in the
course of time. Washing of the table thus signifies the same thing as baptism: Satan’s dominion is
trampled underfoot, and man deliberately rebuilds the connection between God and his creation. Cf.
De vita V, 19.

46 De vita V, 12.

47 “ Brerto. mopdSELyor T Yuotaotnpiov ToV Lepdpxmy 00 TOVTO TOLEL KGOV Tl TV TOLOVT®Y adTog
texvitg, AL 6t vaog €lvail O@eod Kol BVoLACTIPLOV BANBOG LoV TV OPOUEVOY T TOV AVdpWTRy
dvvaton $volg, g 10 YE XEPSLV QVIPWTWY TOYEV €1KGVR ToVvtov cwdlel kol tmov.” De vita V, 13.

48 “MopTtopwy yap TOlg T00 XPlLoTod UVoTnpiolg 008EY cuyYEVESTEPOY, 01¢ TPOC QOTOV TOV XploTov Kol
owpo kol Tvevpo kol dowdtov oxnuo kol movto kowd - “ De vita V, 25.
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for the reason of the relic’s likeness to Christ, the bishop venerates it as if it were Christ
himself. The relic is handled as as if it were a portion of consecrated Eucharistic bread.
Moreover, the identification of the relic with Christ gives further witness to Cabasilas’
understanding of the human heart as the primary altar of God: the bones of the martyr
are a more genuine temple and altar of God than the holy table, which is but a mimesis of
the anthropological accommodation to the divine. ("AAAwg te Ogod WEV VEWg dANDTG
kol duclaotriplov o 60TA TavTe, 0 8 xewpomnointog 00tog TaANY0vg piunue). Thus, the
ultimate seal of consecration of the altar table is set with unification of Christ — made
present in the myron — and a man — brought to Christ in the relic of a martyr.* The myron
and the relic, i.e. Christ and man, are thus made as one, one perfecting the other.>

Some conclusions may be drawn from the preceding analysis. To begin with,
Cabasilas” thoughts on the interconnectedness of the human heart with the altar table can
be understood as an effort to prove that it is the inner state of man that counts the most.
In order to consecrate the table, man has to consecrate himself. The human heart is
analogous to the altar table, and their connection is ontologically established. On the
other hand, the rite of consecration of the holy table is not only a symbol of man’s inner
relation with God but an event which truly makes the presence of Christ concrete. The
mystical, yet concrete, dimension of Christ’s presence in the altar table is witnessed by
the relic, which is considered by Cabasilas to be identical with Christ: the saint shares the
divine properties of Christ due to his closeness to God. The relic, then, is a forceful
evidence of union with God; a factuality. The relic does not refer to anything outside itself,
but makes its ontological essence — intimacy of divine-humane communion — tangibly
apparent.

The altar table can be called a sacramental-anthropological symbol. It is for Cabasilas
a concrete expression of the mystical aspect of Christian life, which is attested to and
sought after in the mysteries, especially in the Eucharist. As an inseparable premise of the
Eucharist, the table betokens the Eucharistic mystery: deifying communion between God

49 De vita V, 24-26.

50 The high esteem given to relics by Cabasilas is based on his appreciation of the saints in general.
He maintains that the saints already possess the Kingdom of God. As citizens of the heavenly
Kingdom, the saints have attained the ultimate destiny of man and fulfilled the purpose of life. In
Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 24 Cabasilas designates the liturgy as edxapiotioc due to the fact that in giving
thanks the church is especially grateful for the saints. See also Sacrae liturgiae LII, 9. Retelling the
anaphora of St. Basil (in Sacrae liturgine XLIX, 21), Cabasilas states that God created the universe,
gave Paradise to men, sent prophets and finally became man only to enable men to become citizens
of his Kingdom. The object of both creation and redemption becomes materialised in the saints.
Consequently, Cabasilas designates the saints as the most perfect gift of all God’s gifts to men. Since
it is proper to thank God for every good thing he bestows on man, it is for the saints that men should
give thanks the most. There is a similar recapitulation of the economy of salvation in the
commentary by Pseudo-Dionysius. The Eucharist is described by him as the culmination of the
history of salvation. See De ecclesiastica 1II. Heil & Rittel 90, 11-92, 1 (PG 3, 440C-441C). For the
narrative portion in the anaphora of St. Basil, see Brightman 1896, 324-328. Cabasilas’ teaching on the
saints was recognised by the Council of Trent, which instructed to interpret the liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom along the lines of Cabasilas: “Et ad hunc sensum trahendus est Chrysostomus, qui in
liturgia ait offere pro iustis, id est apostolis, martyribus etc., et pro beata Virgine, quod intelligendum est
ad gratiarum actionem, ut interpretatur Cabasilla c. 10 et 49, et mox subdit orationem, in qua
defunctis petit requiem.” Furthermore, the fathers of Trent encouraged to approach the saints with
the motivation suggested by Cabasilas: to think of them as the precious gift from God. Concilium
Tridentinum 1974, 512.
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and man.”® This mystery is typified by the bishop in his person when he performs the
consecration of the table. Perichoretic communion with God, implicated by the relic and
pledged by the holy table, becomes attainable to the faithful in the sacrament of the
Eucharist. The relic indicates that it is possible for man to attain spiritual perfection, to
become a citizen of God’s Kingdom.5? Additionally, Cabasilas’ view of human capacity is
stamped with optimism, typical of classical Eastern Orthodox theological anthropology.
Based on the fact of being a creation of God there is within man a calling and potential to
act in accordance with God’s will. The heart as the sacramental and spiritual nucleus
within man is realized in communion with God. Positiveness of Cabasilas” anthropology
is exemplified by his understanding of the relic: man can truly be of equal honour with
his Creator.>

Although Cabasilas directly speaks in favour of man’s capability in spiritual life, he
does not fall into 'anthropological maximalism'**. On the contrary, he maintains that
human effort cannot be accomplished without help from God. In everything connected
with the mysteries man’s role is simply to give thanks to God and honour him. Cabasilas
frankly states that the mysteries, evidently including the consecration of the holy table as
well, belong to God'’s sphere of operation.* In the rite of consecration this is symbolized
by the attar and wine used in anointing the table top. These materials typify all the
necessities of life as abundant gifts bestowed by Christ. The bishop as a spokesman for all
humanity offers them to God as a sacrifice of thanksgiving.5

3.3. RITE AS REPRESENTATION OF THE DIVINE ECONOMY

Based on the above observations on Cabasilas’ theological thought, the Eucharistic
liturgy could be described as an awe-inspiring and God-orientated action around the

51 According to Nikolaou, the altar is for Cabasilas the centre from which the ecclesial-sacramental
life of a Christian (das kirchlich-sakramentale Leben des Christen) originates. Nikolaou 1995, 177.

52 On the spiritual examplariness of the saint see Vasileios 1994, 19-20. According to Yannaras (1984,
107), the presence of the saints may also be personally experienced in the liturgy. The liturgical
atmosphere of the church is marked by a “festive ethos”, in which commeration of the saints makes
present the operation of God in history.

53 The Christian doctrine of man is based on the image of God in him. As a result of the Fall, the
image is fractured. The Orthodox Christian reading of the Fall underlines that the image of God in
man did not, however, perish entirely. As a God-given capacity it cannot be annuled. The
incarnation of the Son of God opened up new prospects for man to achieve the likeness of God, his
original state and vocation. The process of reaching and attaining the goal is generally called
deification or theosis. See Russell, N. 2004 for an extensive presentation of patristic notions of
deification. Also cf. Mantzaridis 1984; Nellas 1987; Ware 1979a, 64-68.

5¢ The term 'anthropological maximalism' was used by Georges Florovsky (1981, 122) to express the
soteriological results of Pelagianism and Nestorianism, both of which accentuated the potential of
human nature at the expense of grace. 'Anthropological minimalism', the opposite of
'anthropological maximalism', again denies entirely or to a large decree the possibility of human
activity in respect to relations with God.

55 7[ - -] kol yolp dvvool pev dvvont’ dv ovdelg urj o0 Ogod TUX WV, 008E TV dAAWY 0V8EY, pdAioTo
8¢ 1oV puotnpiomv &v olg 10 T Ekeivov kodapwg €pyov.” De vita V, 15; “Tlovta ydp Séov eig 86w
©£0D TOLELY, TO. MLOTHPLY, HAALGTO TOVTOY, 60w Kol TovTwy Avclteléotepa Kol @0 wévov.” De vita
Vv, 20.

56 De vita V, 21.
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altar table, the real symbol of communion with Christ. How Cabasilas interprets this kind
of action, expressed in and through the rite of the liturgy, will now be discussed.
The spiritual or symbolical meaning of the liturgy is summarized by him as follows:

[in the ceremonies of the liturgy] we see Christ and the deeds he completed and the
sufferings he endured for us typified. Certainly, it is in the psalms and readings and in all the
actions of the priest all through the liturgy that the whole design of the work of redemption
is signified. The first part [of the liturgy] represent the beginnings of it; the next, the
continuation; and the last its results. Thus, those who are present [in the liturgy] have before
their eyes all of these.5”

Cabasilas argues that it is the liturgy of the catechumens which symbolises (onuaivw) and
reveals (¢avepdw) the events that took place before sacrifice on the cross: incarnation and
public appearance of Christ among the people —in a word, the first phase of the economy
of Christ (tov mpodToV Kapov THG Tov XpLoTov otkovopiog onuaivovst).’® Even though the
symbolical content of the latter part of public celebration, known as liturgy of the faithful,
is not as directly stated by Cabasilas, he nevertheless focuses on historical events of life of
Christ in the parts to follow the liturgy of the catechumens.

Evidently Cabasilas believes that the prayers of the liturgy and the actions of the
priest contribute to the fact that the worship is an introduction to and demonstration of
the life of Christ, which through the rite is portrayed before the eyes of participants.
Presence of the divine is especially attached to sacramental bread and wine due to
Cabasilas” definition of the essential object of the liturgy. In the very first lines of his
Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione he states:

The main act of the celebration of the holy mysteries is the transformation of the gifts into the
divine body and blood; so the aim is the sanctification of the faithful, who obtain forgiveness
of their sins and the inheritance of the heavenly kingdom through these mysteries.>

The miraculous transformation of the elements into the body and blood of Christ and
partaking of them for salvation of man is, for Cabasilas, the most important part of the
Eucharistic liturgy. Fundamentally, the holy table is erected to give witness to the very
same goal: inheritance of the heavenly Kingdom. Since it is through Eucharistic
communion that sanctification of the faithful culminates, one can see in Cabasilas’

574 - - ] ko OV &V adTolg OPOUEY TOV XPLOTOV TUTOVUEVOY Kol Tl DIEP NUOV adTov €pyo Kot Tdon-
Kol yap &V 1ol WOAMOLG Kol Talg GvoyvoeSt Kol TAoL Tolg DO 1oV 1EpEwe d10 malong TN TEAETNG
TPOTTOUEVOLS, T| OLKOVOUIOL TOV TwTNpog oMUaiveTol, Tol UEV TPMTo OOTNC, TV TPWTOV THG LEPOLPYiag
dnrovvtwy, twv 8¢ devtépwv, T dedtepa, Tty 88 tedsvtoiwy, o et €kewo. Kol £Egoti Tolg TovTol
0pdol TOVTaL EKEWA PO TRV O0PVoAU®Y Exew - Sacrae liturgine 1, 6. Here Cabasilas’ thinking speaks
to the mystery aspect of the liturgy. Bouyer (1955, 18) characterizes this aspect as follows: “[the
Mystery] is the re-enactment in, by and for the Church of the Act of Our Lord which accomplished
our salvation, that is, His Passion and Death in the fullness of their final effects, — the Resurrection,
the communication of saving grace to mankind and the final consummation of all things.”

58 Sacrae liturgiae XVI, 1-5. Cabasilas refers to the wholeness of Christ’s work with an extensive term
’salvation’ (cwtnpia). Tsirpanlis (1991, 61) remarks that in the vocabulary of Orthodox theology
Catholic and Protestant terms such as atonement, redemption and justification are shunned.

59 “Trg dylog TEAETNG TV 1EpOV HVOTNPiwy €pyov WEV 1) TOv dwdpwv €i¢ T0 VE0V COUO. KoL Oipo
uetoBor- TéAog 8¢, 10 TOVg ToTovg dylocdmyal, S adtev Gpoptiov ddecwy, kol Poctieiog
ovpavmy kAnpovopiow, kol o towvter AaBovtag.” Sacrae liturgiae I, 1.
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approach to Eucharistic liturgy a tendency to make clear that the liturgy aims to obtain
the very same reality that the holy table is built to signify.

How, then, does the celebration of the Eucharist enable man to reach sanctification?
The celebration of the holy mysteries is constructed of liturgical actions — gestures,
prayers, psalms, readings and so forth. According to Cabasilas, these acts in part prepare
(rapackevry) the faithful for receiving the spiritual benefits of the Eucharist, provided by
the main liturgical act of transformation of the elements. Actually, it is the entire liturgy
that can be said to prepare man to attain such a spiritual state which Cabasilas considers
to be a requirement for both communing with Christ and also maintaining the blessings
derived from it (¢mtidelor ywdpedo mpog trjv Vrodoxriv twv iepwv dwpov).s The function
of the prayers and readings is to generate fear and love of God, which further leads one
to strive for fulfillment of God’s commandments. As a result, God looks favorably upon
the people and makes them capable of receiving the blessings of Eucharistic
communion.®! Associated with this kind of view of the general meaning of the rite, the
symbolism can be identified as a tool or an instrument supporting the process of
preparation for communion. The elements of the rite are not an end in themselves, but
the focus is on the Eucharistic participation from the beginning.®>

This way of understanding of Cabasilas’ symbolism gets further support from his
insights into the inner stand of the priest during the celebration: throughout the liturgy
he must aspire to purity of heart, deeds and speech.®® Besides, at the same time Cabasilas
demands similar alertness from the faithful, whom he warns not to distract themselves
from prayer and contemplation due to laziness or inattentiveness.** Evidently, for
Cabasilas a suitable attendance in the liturgy requires that mind and heart are set
according to the worth of the divine celebration.

In addition, the liturgical operation also contributes to consummation (cuvtéieia) of
sanctification and the process of obtaining citizenship in God’s kingdom, as Cabasilas
designates it. He is in agreement with Theodoret of Mopsuestia and Germanus of
Constantinople in maintaining that liturgical operation does not only depict the divine
economy of Christ, starting from incarnation and culminating in ascension, but also
makes it participable. Since the Bible readings and various hymns are divinely inspired,

60 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 11; VI, 3-5.

61 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 5; De vita VII, 10. The idea of soul’s connection with God generated through
liturgical operation becomes evident in the following: “Eil ydp kol dAAN Tig eipnran €lvan xpeio TV
Qvayvdoeny Kol tov Yoluwdimv, tapelAnddor yop avto ive dniovdtt mpog dpetiy dAelywoly HUAC,
{vo. 10V @edv Iledowrtor, GAL O0DSEV KWAVEL kol TOVTO KAKEWO dvvacdol, Kol To avto T0V¢ T
moTovg €lg dpeTiy Evolyew, kol Ty T00 Xplotov oikovopiow onuoivew.” Sacrae liturgiae 1, 9. Of the
early church regulations the 2nd rule of the local Synod of Antioch (341) passes judgment to those
who come to church only to hear reading of the holy script and exiting too early show contempt for
the Eucharist. The Seven Ecumenical Councils 1900, 108-109.

62 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 2. The 1998 Pan-Orthodox liturgical consultation defined worship as
‘instrumental’. The Eucharistic liturgy therefore is not an aim in and of of itself, but rather fulfills the
purpose of bringing men into communion with each other and with the Triune God. Consultation
1998, 388.

63 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 5. In the tradition of the Orthodox Church, the priest’s proper preparation for
celebration of the Eucharist is accentuated. This includes fasting and abstaining from conjugal
relations the night before. There is also a certain rule of prayer for preparation.

64 Sacrae liturgiae XXI, 1-6.
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they enhance the affective nature of the rite. Thus, Cabasilas concludes that in the divine
liturgy all operation is solely connected with salvation.s> The liturgy could therefore be
characterized as an event through which salvation is mediated to those who take part in it.

In expressing his symbolic construction Cabasilas uses the familiar terminology of
his predecessors. The basic terms for expressing the re-enactment of past events, the
presence of the historical-eschatological reality in the present, adopted by Cabasilas are
gikov and tonog.®® He also uses the verb onuoivew in explaining what is signified by
different liturgical elements. In Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione alone onpoive occurs more
than 30 times.®” The verb pwéopan®® further serves the same purpose. He occasionally
makes use of the words onpeiov® and cdpporov”®, which appear to be synonymous for
him. Finally, Cabasilas’ usage of the term pvotaywyia, however, differs from its original
meaning. For him it is exclusively a synonym for the term ‘liturgy” or ‘holy rite’.”" In
Cabasilas” theology of the Eucharist the mystagogy does not therefore refer to the aim of
liturgical interpretation (i.e. initiation into the mysteries) but rather to its subject (i.e.
celebration of the mystery itself).

3.3.1. Transition from the Old to the New Covenant

The classical outlook towards liturgy, witnessed by the early mystagogies, is adopted by
Cabasilas: the liturgy is for him an expression of the interconnectedness between the Old
and New covenant. The fulfilment of Old testamental prophesies in Jesus Christ,
culminated in the sacrifice on the cross, is evoked in the liturgy and realized in its
sacramental context.

Cabasilas states that the Eucharist instituted in the upper room in Jerusalem marked
the culmination and final realisation of the redemptive events of the Old Covenant.
Nevertheless, he explicitly names only one of the significant events of the economy of
salvation that became an actual fact in the eucharist, namely “the Passover, sacrifice of
the lamb, anamnesis of the slaughtering of the sheep whose blood preserved the first-born
of the Hebrews in Egypt.”72 The events prior to Christ were only portrayals (twv t6mwy

6“0t pév ydp Vet Tpadal kol dedmvevoto pripator Kol VHvovg 100 Oe0d TEPLEXOVOL KOl €l
GPETIY TPOTPETOVTOL, TOVG GVAYVWOKOVTAG Kot ddovtag dyloilovow.” Sacrae liturgiae 1, 9. “TIpo 3¢
Tty kKol &V mdow Ty ol meong THG TEAETNG GoVOpEVTY ToO ZwTnpog otkovopiaw - Sacrae liturgiae
I, 15. Mantovanis classifies the symbolism of Cabasilas into four categories: 1) typological, 2) moral,
3) mystical, and 4) christological. The last-mentioned has a commanding role in Cabasilas’
symbolism as a whole. Mantovanis 1984, 289.

¢ E.g. De vita 1, 36; Sacrae liturgiae 1X, 3; XVI, 8; XVIL

7 Inuaivw appears six times in the first chapter alone of Sacrae liturgiae (I, 6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 15). The
word is used by Cabasilas regularly throughout the text. For other occurrences of onuaivw see the
index on page 392 of the SC edition of Cabasilas’ Explication de la divine liturgie.

68 E.g. De vita 1, 18; 11, 34.

9 E.g. Sacrae liturgine XXI, 5.

70 E.g. De vita 1, 83, 99; Sacrae liturgiae XXXVIIL, 1.

71 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 5, 7, XVI, 5; XLIX, 15, 17.

72 “Tovto yap fv t0 Idoxo kol 1 coayn To0 Auvod, dvdumolg Tng odayng tov mpoPotov Ekeivov
kal 1ob afpotog 100 Sacecwkdtog tolg Eppaioig év Alyvmiw ol mpwtdtoka.” Sacrae liturgiae IX, 3.
The connection of the Jewish paschal meal and the Last Supper is characterized by Solovey (1970,
28): “The Divine Liturgy is the New Testament sacrifice which was prefigured by the Old testament
Paschal offering [ - - ]. The Divine Liturgy likewise is a commemoration of the work of redemption
which was accomplished by the “Lamb of God”, Jesus Christ Himself.” According to Young (1979,
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notew) which were consummated in him and in his actions (6 vov énl tng aAndeiag kot
oV mpoypoitoy ekélevoe).” If the passover lamb of the Old Covenant had been a
complete sacrifice, what was the need for the sacrifice of Christ, Cabasilas asks. Thus, the
prefigurations and images (tonog, €ixwv) of the Old Covenant were nothing but
foreshadowings of the reality and truth (mpoyuata, dAndeia) to come through the later
sacrifice.”*

Celebration of the Eucharist is based on Christ’s command during the Last Supper.
When distributing his body and blood he said to the apostles: “Do this in remembrance
of me” (Luke 22:19). Cabasilas compares Christ’s will with gratitude shown by founding
monuments and statues in honour and memory of preeminent persons.” Just as in these
temporal monuments, the memory of Christ’s sufferings, death and victory is carved on
the Eucharist. Cabasilas specifies that the difference between a monument and the
Eucharist is that the Eucharistic celebration does not consist only in recalling Lord’s
image (tdmog) but it consists in the presence of his body.” Thus, Cabasilas makes here a
clear distinction between iconic representation and true presence, or between separation
from and identification with the point of reference of a symbol. In this context the word
Tomog is used to express the opposite to the truly present body of Christ. It is noteworthy
that tdmog is here used synonymously with eixev which also appears in same passage.””
This gives grounds to claim that referring to Christ as fypos is different from his true
presence in a similar manner to a statue which only superficially resembles the object of
depiction without making it ontologically present. When it comes to the Eucharist, it is
not an act of superficial reminiscence, bur rather an event of attaining the reality of the
Last Supper.

Cabasilas further explicates that the liturgical elements around the mysteries are
meant to convey authentically (dAnodeio) what was depicted in ancient events and
representations (ot mpolyportor tomol kol ypagal). Symbolical actions are designated by
Cabasilas as prophesying about mystery-conveying actions. This kind of liturgical
prophesying is an expression of God’s will in a manner that has been passed down from

271), the Eucharistic liturgy is a realization of these analogical pairs: “Christ's death fulfilled the
Passover, and the Eucharist was the Christian Paschal feast; Christ's death instituted the New
Covenant, and the Eucharist was the sacrifice of the New Covenant.” A similar line of though is
manifested in Cabasilas’” theology.

73 Sacrae liturgiae IX, 3.

74 De vita 1, 36.

75 Sacrae liturgiae 11, 6; IX, 1.

76 “[ - -] oVtw T0lg dcipoig TovTolg HUELG Taparypoldopey Tov Bovartov To0 Kupiov, &v § mdoo yéyove 1
Kool 10D movnpod vikn“; “Kol S1d pev t@v elkérov ol MOAELS TOV TOmOV U6vov T0D GWUTog £XOVGL
TV €VEPYETOV, MUELG BE ANO TNG TPOCOYWYTG TAVTNG 00 TOV TUTOV TOV CWHATOG EXOUEV, CGAL odTO
10 CWHO TOV AploTéwg.” Sacrae liturgiae IX, 2.

77 On the meaning of the terms see PGL 1961, 410, 1418. In his definition of representation and true
presence, Cabasilas comes close to John of Damascus (d. ca. 749) in his Expositio fidei 86, 114-117.
Bouyer (1968, 104-105), among others, underlines that anamnesis is an objective reality that comes
true due to the Institution Narrative. The body and blood of Christ are the elements of remembrance,
left to his followers as a constant gift from God and a token of his love. An Eucharistic feast is
already the fulfillment, since in it Christians are made into the Body of Christ and are nourished by
his body and blood.
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the prophets to the apostles and further to the fathers of the church.”® Here Cabasilas is
clearly in accordance with sacramental typology based on early Christian exegesis. The
events of the Old Testament have a typological relation to the events in the New
Testament, and further — following the same logic — the biblical events typify Christian
mysteries. Cabasilas is in keeping with the catechetical tradition of Cyril of Jerusalem,
who highlighted the importance of seeing the New Testament elements of the Eucharist
in connection with their Old Testament typoi.

Cabasilas’” claim that liturgical symbolism is in line with the Old Testament
prophecies opens up an interesting standpoint into the Eucharist. Unlike the prophecies
of the Old Covenant, prophesying in the liturgy (through various symbols) makes
present the reality which is symbolised. Cabasilas’ reading of the Old Covenant typoi in a
Eucharistic context then opens up to a new kind of perspective: fulfillment of the history
of salvation in the present liturgical gathering.

Even though Cabasilas ascribes enormous importance to the Last Supper as the
culminating point of the Old Covenant, he yet highlights the crucifixion of Christ as
another focal event which concretely spoke of the radical change in the course of the
history of salvation. In the liturgy it is the proskomide or prothesis which stands for the
liturgical re-enactment of Christ’s sacrifice on the cross.” Cabasilas claims that since the
sufferings and death of Christ were foretold in the Old Testament, the typoi of them are
engraved on the Lamb, the separated portion of the bread which is to be consecrated as
the Body of Christ. Identity between the historic reality and its present re-enactment is
made evident by symbolic actions when the bread and wine are prepared. In his
description of the priest’s actions Cabasilas follows the ordo of the proskomide. Adapting
his gestures to the words of Isaiah (53: 7, 8), the priest pierces and cuts the Lamb with a
spear-shaped knife, and places it on the diskos. He also recites a narration of appearing of
a star upon the manger (Matt. 2:9) and places the star, a special cross standing on its
edges, above the Lamb. Finally the priest covers the diskos and the chalice, and then
censes them. According to Cabasilas, these acts symbolically represent the mystery of
Christ’s incarnation and his way to his Father through suffering and death. In his words,
Christ was a dedicated sacrifice or gift (dwpov) to God already at the moment of his
nativity. At the same time the prothesis has a purely practical function: the Lamb has to
be cut into pieces in order to be distributed in communion. 8

78 Sacrae liturgiae VI, 3-6. Mihoc takes Cabasilas as an example of patristic Messianic reading of the
Old Testament. A christological interpretation is supported by him not only in exegesis of the texts,
but also in the actions of the rite. Mihoc 2004, 127.

7 The proskomide is the part of the service when the priest prepares the bread and wine to be
brought later to the holy table in the great entrance. On the celebration of the proskomide see
Grisbrooke 1986b; Mantovanis 1984, 163-167.

80 Sacrae liturgiae VI, 2; VIII, 1; XI, 1-3. The meaning of the proskomide as representation of the Passion
of the Christ is openly maintained also in IZepi év ] deiex Acrzovpyior tedovuevwr 1. Germanus of
Constantinople is already familiar with piercing of the Lamb, its placing on the diskos, covering it
with veils and censing the gifts. For him, however, the proskomide is a depictment of events on
Calvary, not a representation of incarnation. Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio 20-22, 36.
Tsirpanlis (s.a., 21) claims that Cabasilas sees the star as a symbol of the magi. There is, however, no
reference to the magi in Cabasilas’ text. Cf. Sacrae liturgiae XI A, 1. The star in the proskomide is
mentioned for the first time in Andida’s Brevis commentatio (PG 140, col. 429C). Schulz (1964, 164)
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Cabasilas finds it revealing that the proskomide takes place on the side table and that
the bread and wine are not placed on the altar at the beginning of the service. This
practice illustrates the differences between the sacrifice of Christ and the sacrifices of the
Old Covenant. Christ’s sacrifice was unique and perfect. Further, his sacrifice included
aspects of Jewish sacrifices: Christ is in the proskomide ceremonially brought forward
like a gift of gold, and at the end of the service he is offered to the Father like a sacrificial
animal.®! It is noteworthy that Cabasilas remarks that during the proskomide, and other
parts of the liturgy before the anaphora as well, the Lamb remains bread even though it
has been dedicated to God and thus has a special character.®? The Lamb thus only
symbolises Christ in a connotative manner until it becomes the true body of Christ. Here
Cabasilas clearly makes a distinction on a symbol’s level of identity.

The little entrance contributes to the theme of transition as a symbol of manifestation
and reception of the New Covenant. In Cabasilas’ historical symbolism of the life of
Christ, the entrance stands for the beginning of his public ministry. Cabasilas portrays
this in an atmosphere of fulfillment of prophesies concerning the Messiah. It is the
antiphon psalms®, two of them sung prior and one during the little entrance, which form
the bases for his reading of the procession. The first of the three psalms (Ps. 91:2,3,16
LXX) reveals the kenosis of Son of God, his poverty and sufferings in flesh. Christ’s
operation shows the greatness of God’s love towards men, which dispels the shadows
(ox1d) of the Old Covenant and turns figures (t¥nog) into truth (dAndeia). The benefits of
Son’s incarnation are now in full view of everyone: justice and condemnation, repealing
of sin and suppression of dark powers.?* The kenotic perspective also dominates
Cabasilas” interpretation of the second antiphon (Ps. 92:1,5 LXX), which in the first place
signifies the phase in Christ’s life preceding the prophetic mission of John the Baptist. In

observes that the star hardly had had any practical function. Supposedly it is a product of a 11t
century historical-symbolic interpretation of the liturgy.

81 Sacrae liturgiae II, 1-5. The consecration takes place on the holy table, to which the Lamb is brought
in the great entrance. One of Cabasilas’ symbolical readings of the entrance involves the Old
Testament sacrificial procession. Thus, the priest carrying the Lamb typifies the Israelite king who
carried the sacrifice to the temple with his own hands. Sacrae liturgiae XXIV, 2-4. Cabasilas thus
assumes that the bread used at the Eucharist symbolises the sacrifice from the very beginning of the
service. In the minutes of the Council of Trent, it is exactly this point which is referred to in the
defense against Zwingli’s accusations against the Catholic stance. Zwingli maintained that there is
no real presence of Christ in the Eucharist. Consequently, the Eucharistic elements do not need to be
and are not allowed to be venerated. Basing their argument on Cabasilas, the fathers of Trent
maintained that due veneration is to be shown towards the bread and wine even then when they
have not yet been transformed into the body and blood of Christ: “Cabasilla [ - - ] reddens rationem,
cur non ab inicio ponuntur dona praeciosa ad altare et sacrificantur, sed primum tanquam dona Dei
dedicantur [ - - |.” Concilum Tridentinum 1974, 509.

8270 pev odv dmotundelg dptoc, Ewg £v 1N TPOVECEL KELTAL, APTOg £0TL WIAGG: TOVTO HOVOV AcBwv
10 dvotednual Bs®, kol yevésdor Swpov, dte kol onuaivel Tov Xpiotov kot Ty HAlkiow kelvny €€
Mg &yéveto dwpov.” Sacrae liturgine VI, 1. See also Sacrae liturgiae XXIV, 5. Wybrew (1990, 161) states:
“Cabasilas stresses that the bread remains bread so long as it is in the prothesis: he was concerned to
discourage the popular view that the gifts were already objects of veneration.”

8 The psalms commented by Cabasilas are the antiphons of weekday liturgy. Different antiphons are
used for Sundays or feast days. Kucharek s.a., 365.

84 Sacrae liturgine XVII, 1-8. Cabasilas’ commentary of the first antiphon is like a synopsis of the
incarnation and kenosis theme in Pseudo-Dionysios’ presentation of the liturgy. De ecclesiastica III.
Heil & Rittel 91, 8-92,1 (PG 3, col. 441A-C).
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addition, the verses foretell the fruits of Christ passion and death.®> According to
Cabasilas, the second antiphon proclaims ”the dominion, glory and power of the Son of
God, attained by him through kenosis and poverty.”

During the last antiphon (Ps. 94:1-5 LXX) the book of Gospel is brought out from the
altar through the north door of the iconostasis, and then through the Holy Doors brought
back on the holy table. Cabasilas characterises the entrance as an encounter with Lord
who draws near.®” Appearance of the Lord is symbolically presented in the carrying of
the book of Gospel, which in Cabasilas’ reading typifies self-revealing Christ (5io 100
Evayyeliov 0 Xpiotog dnrovtar). Placing the Gospel book on the holy table marks the
turning point of the two Covenants, transition from the Old into the New. Cabasilas
points out that the ordo of the rite confirms this changeover since chanting the prophetic
texts of the Old Testament comes to an end with the entrance.®

It is noteworthy that Cabasilas’ symbolism is here based on interpretation of a
biblical text. Although the liturgical context accentuates his reading of biblical text,
Cabasilas focuses more on the text than on the liturgical action accompanying it. In
stating his aim of explaining the meaning of prophetic hymns, Cabasilas uses the word
&€nynoig.®® Would there be an alteration of his interpretation if procession was
accompanied with another text? It would seem justifiable to assume that some alterations
would occur since Cabasilas bases his insights substantially on the text. Instead of the
psalm 94, it is the Beatitudes (Matt. 5:2-12) that are sung when the book of Gospel is
carried in the entrance in the Sunday liturgy. In the sixth chapter of his De vita in Christo
Cabasilas examines this focal biblical pericope. Thus, Matt. 5:2-12 serves as a parallel text
for giving more evidence of Cabasilas” interpretation of the little entrance.

Cabasilas does not, however, explicitly justify his going to town on the text with
liturgical alliance of the little entrance. Nevertheless, his meditation of the Beatitudes is
explicitly Eucharist-orientated with liturgical connotations. This is witnessed in several
ways. Firstly, the entire sixth chapter of De vita in Christo focuses on the philanthropy of
Christ and the mystical communion with him enabled by the Eucharist. In the preceding

85 Sacrae liturgiae XVIIL, 3, 5.

86 “'H 8¢ devtépar Woluwdio adtiy dvopvel Tty Boocideiow kol «thy edmpéneiay Kol Ty Svvapiv»
700 Y100 100 O£0v, Ty And TNG KEVWoewg kot mrwyeiag adtw mepiyevousmy.” Sacrae liturgiae XVIII,
1. Concurrence of Christ’s kenosis and glory is a typical trend in Orthodox spirituality. See e.g. A
Monk of the Eastern Church 1980, 62.

87 “[ - - ] dndvtnolg €lwo Sokel g 1dN Tov Kupiov mopoyevop€vov kot povouévov-” Sacrae liturgiae
XIX, 1. At the latest from the 14th century onwards the little entrance had but a symbolical function.
The book of Gospel was kept on the holy table. As a result the entrance ended up where it started.
During the earlier centuries, the holy book was kept elsewhere, even outside of the church, and the
little entrance truly was an entrance of the Gospel into the church and on the table. Schmemann
1988, 58-59; Wybrew 1990, 155.

88 Sacrae liturgiae XX, 1-2.

8 In Sacrae liturgiae the second antiphon is discussed in Chapter 18 under the title T{ onuaivovow év
oG apyalg g iepovpyiog &dbpeva ol mpogmrika. The title of the 19t Chapter is 'E&rynoig 100
tpitov dvtipwvov. Rorem characterizes Cabasilas’ hermeneutics as “devotional ‘exegesis’, to use his
own words, and detailed doctrinal exegesis at that.” Rorem 1986, 5. Even though his definition of
£€fynoig cannot be taken as an equivalent of modern connotation of the term, one cannot neglect the
fact that in patristic usage the term exegesis was used in connection with biblical interpretation. It is
the term é&&ny€opon which is since Justin the Martyr used in connection with biblical interpretation.
PGL 1961, 496.
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two chapters of De vita in Christo Cabasilas had discussed the spiritual depth, nature and
premises of the Eucharistic mystery. Thus, the meditation of the Beatitudes is given a
firm Eucharistic subtext. Secondly, Cabasilas repeatedly refers in his commentary of the
Beatitudes to the mystical Eucharistic communion between Christ and the faithful.
Finally, exegesis of the Beatitudes is the only extensive meditation on any biblical text in
the main works of Cabasilas. The centrality of this very pericope in liturgical tradition
gives good grounds for understanding Cabasilas’ interest towards this particular text.
Otherwise why would he discuss it with such rich Eucharistic allusions? In conclusion,
the Eucharistic context of the Beatitudes is so strongly explicated by Cabasilas that it
justifies reading his commentary on the text in connection with the little entrance, the
very liturgical context of the Beatitudes in the Byzantine liturgical tradition.

As an introduction to his meditation of the Beatitudes, Cabasilas states that the life of
a Christian should be orientated towards Christ and he ought to strive to become a
partaker of salvation. Atonement and philantropia of Christ constitute the foundation of
man’s holiness. Therefore truly blessed are the ones who live up to the ideals put forward
by Christ in the Beatitudes.”® The actual interpretation of the text arrives at the same
conclusion as the reading of the antiphon psalms: the focus is on the manifestation of the
incarnated Son. With most of the Beatitudes Cabasilas shows how Christ was the perfect
executor of the virtue in case. As an example, he notes that the passion of Christ indicated
divine grief’! (Matt. 5:4), his death the greatness of thirst for righteousness®? (Matt. 5:6),
and taking on the human nature the impenetrable depth of his spiritual poverty* (Matt.
5:3). In sum, Cabasilas indicates that in the kenosis of Christ each of the Beatitudes was
manifested in perfection.” Thus, Christ is set by Cabasilas as a perfect example of
spiritual ambitions for Christians to imitate.

Taken as a whole, Cabasilas’ presentation of the little entrance introduces the first
portion of the liturgy of the faithful as kenotic theophany of Christ. The theme of
incarnation proves to be focal in Cabasilas” interpretation of the texts accompanying the
entrance. Yet, his meditation on the Beatitudes broadens the incarnational motive with a
mystical connotation. The elevation of the book as a particular symbolic act situates the
general incarnational frame into a specific historical theophany; Christ’s baptism. The
signifigance of liturgical operation is thus witnessed by lifting of the book of Gospel in
front of the Holy Doors. Cabasilas understands this exact moment to symbolize the
beginning of public ministry of Christ in his baptism in the waters of Jordan.*

9 De vita V1, 46-50.

91 De vita VI, 59.

92 De vita VI, 74.

9 De vita VI, 51.

94 Prevalence of kenotic reading of the Beatitudes is further witnessed in Cabasilas’ meditation. For
instance, he repeatedly points out that the salvation was brought into the world through kenosis of
Christ. E.g. De vita VI, 52-53, 57, 61, 65-66. In addition, he recurrently reminds of human weakness,
which is used by him as an antithesis of salvation accomplished in Christ. In other words, compared
with human inadequacy, the salvation in Christ manifested in his kenotic ministry is shown to be
something indispensable and marvelous. E.g. De vita VI, 54, 59, 62-63.

9 "TIp@tov Mev yop 10 EvayyéAov dvadeikvutal cuventuyuévor, Ty éntdoveior 100 Kvpiov onuaivov,
ka® fiv crwnwvto adtov 6 Hotrp dvedeixvv [ - - 1. Sacrae liturgiae XXII, 4.
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Disclosure of Christ leads to “an unceasing feast of the church”, as Cabasilas
designates the part of the service following the little entrance. Instead of prophesies of
Christ, Mother of God and all the saints as well as Christ’s saving operation are praised.’
Evidently Cabasilas refers to troparions and kontakions whose theme in the Orthodox
hymnography consists of the memory of the day; saint, event or feast. In addition, praise
of the Trinity is imbued with the revelation of Christ. This is done by singing the
Trishagion. Instead of underlining the New Covenant as counterpoint to the Old,
Cabasilas aims to give a connective and harmonizing vision:

She [the Church] wished to show, on the one hand, the harmony of the Old and New
Testaments, and on the other hand, that angels and men form one Church, a single choir,
because of the coming of Christ who was both of heaven and earth. 9

The people of the Old Covenant then join in the church’s adoration of the Trinity,
inspired by unveiling of the Son of God. Since Trishagion was originally adopted from the
angels under the Old Covenant (Isa. 6:3, cf. Rev. 4:8), it is natural that the church, living in
the continuum of the two covenants, approaches God with that hymn together with the
people of the Old. In other words, Cabasilas” interpretation of the little entrance shows
that the culmination of the Old Covenant is seen as both a change and continuation.
Further, here again it can be noticed that Cabasilas bases his interpretation of the liturgy
on the text, this time on the Trishagion hymn, rather than on liturgical action.

To conclude, Cabasilas derives the historical and theological point of departure of
the liturgy from the radical change between the Old and New Covenants. Operation of
God in the past becomes present actuality in the Eucharistic gathering. Christ integrated
the Eucharist with the paschal supper, and thus gave witness of a totally different and
new reality which is re-enacted in the liturgy.*® Evidently the institution of the Eucharist
in the Upper Room was not a separate incident, but a concrete sign of a new phase fixed
firmly into the chain of events of divine economy. This turning point is well expressed in
Cabasilas” reading of the proskomide and the little entrance. The former focuses on the
incarnation and sacrifice, the focal manifestations of breaking through of the new reality
in Christ. Explanation of the latter, for one thing, introduces the theme of continuation
between the two Covenants; despite the radical change divine economy is yet coherent.
From the little entrance onwards the Christ-centred content of the liturgy is no longer
discussed in comparison with the Old covenant. For Cabasilas the dialectics between the
two Covenants do not therefore carry too far from the issues of historical instantiation of
the New Covenant as the origin of the Eucharistic liturgy.

9 Sacrae liturgiae XX, 1-2.

97 7 "Brerta, kol avtov g Tproldo 10V @0V GvOpVoDUEY, 010V odTov MUAg glval £8idakey 1 emidoiveia
100 ZwTnpog. [ --]To déEacdar 8 kal cvvdelal Tovta Ekeivolg, Kol mpocdeal Ty ikesiow, ALyw
81 10 « EAéncov Mudc», e’ ExkAnoiog tov Tpidda tov £va Osov kol £186twy kol knputtoviwy, ivo
BelyOM, ToUT0 MEV M TPOG THY Koy SlodnKmny TNg TOANLAG Gvpdwvia, Tovto 8€ T0 Kol dyyEAoLG
Kol dvdpdmovg piow 'ExkAnoiov yevéodor, kal xopov £va, Sd Ty To0 XploTod EMOAVELRY, TOD
Onepovpaviov kol émvyeiov.” Sacrae liturgiae XX, 3.

9% Mantovanis has also observed Cabasilas’ tendency of bringing together past, present and future in
“a continuos presence”. Mantovanis 1984, x.
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3.3.2. Encounter with the Lord

Even though Cabasilas understands the Eucharistic rite as a symbolic representation of
the economy of Christ, the rite seems not to be just a kind of holy play. Instead, it is a
spiritual event transmitting divine presence and enabling participation in it. Cabasilas
clearly maintains that the faithful should not just confine themselves to a role of
spectators when attending the liturgy. Rather, they are called to be co-actors in the
Eucharistic drama of re-enactment of salvation in the liturgy.

How, then, is an active participation into the divine economy achieved? The answer
is Christ becoming present in the actions and operations of the Eucharistic rite. Self-
revelation of Jesus Christ as the incarnated Logos and the Son of God enhances the
importance of economical allusions in the liturgy. Cabasilas rhetorically asks, “How
could men be saved in the first place if Christ would have concealed himself?” Thus, the
economy of Christ had to be proclaimed and to become an object of faith and
contemplation (9€wpra).”

According to Cabasilas, the historical manifestation of Christ is directly connected
with the liturgy which re-enacts the historical Christ event. Eucharistic celebration hence
embodies operations that beget religious feelings in order to make “freshness of
salvation” (kowomto. tng owrtepiag) visible in the present moment of the Eucharistic
assembly. Cabasilas further specifies that receiving the proclamation of salvation in the
liturgy generates a respect towards Christ’s kenosis similar to the reactions during the
time when the good news was proclaimed for the first time. Thus, the soul is willing to
give itself up to Christ and the heart is burst into flames with love for God. It is
specifically the partaking of that original faith, love and respect of God that salvation is,
in Cabasilas’ understanding, all about. Besides, Cabasilas claims that they are
uncompromising prerequisites for participation into the liturgy. On the other hand, the
liturgy is both the source of faith and love, and their consolidation.'® With these
phrasings Cabasilas verifiable characterises the liturgy as an event that makes present the
very economy of Christ and enables to participate in the fruits of salvation. The

99 "Kodomep yop YEVOUEVT TOTE THY OLKOVUEVTY CVECTNOEV, 0UTwG Gel DEMPOLUEVT KOAM® Tolg
Vewpovow adtriy Kol delwtépoy £pyoletot iy woxnyv- paiiov 8¢ 008E 1ot AV WPEANCEY 0VBEV un
dewpndeion, un miotevdelon. Kol tovtov yopw £knpdydn kal mpog T0 miotevdnrotl popio 6 Ogog
Eunyaviooto- wg 0V SVVaUEVMY Ta E0VTNG TOLELY Kol c@lew avdpwnove, £l yevopdvn 10V¢ cwlesdat
uéArovtog O adtig Edcvdavev.” Sacrae liturgiae I, 11.

100 ”A1ol 10010 EXpHy THY Tovto. MU £vdewol dvvopdvmy dewpiav €V 1N cuvtoéel tng iepovpyiog
onuaivesdal, tva un 1@ v Aoyi{wpeda pévov, dAAd kol PAENWUEY TO1g 0OVAAUOLG TPGTOV 81) TLvol
™y TOAATY 1OV TAovoiov meviaw, Ty Emdnuioy 1oV molvtol TOTOV KOTEXO0VTog, T Oveidn Ttov
OAOYNUEVODL, Tol AN 100 dmadovg, doov uiomdeic, doov fydmnoev- HAikog &v, doov Etameivocey
gautov- kol 1l modwv kol Tl Spdoag, Tavtny Mroipacey gvdniov Huov Ty mpdrelov: kol oVtw
Vovpdoavteg THY KowdtnTo, TNg cwinpiog, EXTANYEVTEG T0 TANDOC TOV OLKTIPU®V, CiSECVMUEY TOV
ovtwg EAENOOVTOL, TOV 0VTW CWOOVTO KOl TIOTEVOWUEY oDT® Tolg Wuxde, kol mopadaueda iy Loy,
kol OAEEwpey tog Kapdlog T mupl TAG GYOmNg adToL: Kol TOLOVTOL YEVOMEVOL, T® Tvpl TMOV
pootnpiov dAiowpey dodardg kol otkeiwe.” Sacrae liturgiae I, 12. “Ritual symbolism is more than a
representation addressed to the senses in order to remind us of spiritual realities. The word
dvoprneoig does not mean only commemoration; rather it denotes an initiation into a mystery, the
revelation of a reality which is always present in the Church. It is in this sense that Nicolas Cabasilas
speaks of liturgical symbols.” Tsirpanlis s.a., 20. Craig points out that Cabasilas calls for those
participating into the worship much more than a role of a passive attendant: “[ - - ] we must share in
the Eucharistic sacrifice both actually and morally.” Craig 1957, 21.

69



theocentric foundation of the Eucharistic synaxis gives onto subjective human reception
Such intention was already detected in Cabasilas’ interpretations of several parts of the
celebration. Since the very pronouncement of the opening doxology, man is put into the
position of celebrant of a mystery; he is standing in front of God. Additionally, the
interpretation of the priest’s exhortations, “Let us attend” (Ilpécywuev) and “This is
Wisdom” (Zo¢ia) attest that Cabasilas sees no room for any human weakness in the due
celebration of the Eucharist. The mind is set towards God in prayer, and indolence or
inattention should not distract it from contemplation of the outward form of the rite.!!

The idea of setting one’s mind and heart in accordance with the mystery is further
witnessed in the interpretation of the sequel of interplay between the priest and the
faithful at the beginning of anaphora. Cabasilas sees it as a sort of spiritual illumination
culminating with the exhortation to lift up the hearts ("Avo oxouer g kapdiac). He
understands it as an actual spiritual elevation of the soul into celestial reality. The
maximalist tone of his description gives grounds to assume that Cabasilas rather portrays
an ideal form of attending liturgy than what he posits to be an average. Yet, the following
portions of his commentary reveal that spiritual ascension still does not mean that the
terrestrial Eucharistic liturgy would be somehow altered.!0?

Cabasilas” emphasis is on the inner man'’s spiritual experience of meeting the Christ.
The fundamental function of the symbolism clearly is to unite these two visions: re-
enactment of economy and due preparation of receiving its fruits. This tendency is
fortified in Cabasilas” reading of the parts of the liturgy which follow the great entrance.
The entrance ends when the bread and wine are placed on the holy table, which then is
made ready for the preparation of the offering. As Cabasilas states, the entrance signifies
that what was began by the proskomide is soon fulfilled (ivo. dyloc9wot td dwpa Kol
elg téhog Nuw 7 & dpyng mpddectg éAOm). The priest prepares for the offering by
praying. He also exhorts the faithful to turn towards God and show love and compassion
towards each other.'% In other words, the symbolic representation of past events aims for
real participation in the present. Historical narration through liturgical symbols leads to
the point where man faces the truly present Lord himself.

The way for communion with Christ in the actualized divine presence opens up with
the creed, which has a special place as a structural turning point in Cabasilas’ general
construction of the liturgy. From that point onwards, Cabasilas is no longer interested in
the outward symbolic form of the rite but in the inner state of man and the way the
liturgy affects it. Such a change in interpretation can, on the one hand, be taken as a
natural result from the fact that the functional dimension of the liturgy decreases towards
the end. There are no more impressive elements like entrances in the latter part of the rite.
Thus, it is the very ordo of the liturgy itself that directs the emphasis on preparation to

101 Sacrae liturgiae XXI, 1-6.

102 “Towdtng 8 avtovg dEldong edyNg Kol 0Utw TOg Woyog GVocThoog Gmd Tng yne, aiper 1o
dpovijuarta kol ¢noiv-"Ave oxopev Tdg kopdiog, to dvw ¢povepey, urj to &ml yng- kol avtol 8€
cuvtidevtal kol docly £kel Tag kapdiog Exew, dmov O dnoavpog HUWY £oTw, 00 O XpLoTég Eotw &v
de&1a 100 IMotpog koduevog - Exopev mpog tov Kvprov.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 6.

103 Sacrae liturgiae XXV, 1-3.
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meet the Lord in the sacrament.’®* On the other hand, the change of perspective can be
taken as Cabasilas’ own conscious theological statement. The emergent tendency in the
genre of liturgical commentaries has been that of ‘ultra-symbolism’. Germanus of
Constantinople and Nicholas of Andida focused almost solely on the outwards of the
liturgy. Their commentaries illustrate a massive interest in the expressions of the form of
the rite, not in its Eucharistic content. The case is very different with Cabasilas who
intentionally impresses on the Eucharistic and spiritual dimension alongside salvation-
historical symbolism. In his commentary the creed is a dividing element between
historical symbolism and eucharist-inspired spirituality — culminating in the true
presence of Christ.

When compared with his predecessors, the most striking difference between him
and his more recent precursors is Cabasilas’ almost total lack of interest towards the
symbolism of the church building, the physical place of realization of Eucharistic
mystery.!®> This may seem a bit strange as Cabasilas lived in times when the development
of the Eastern Orthodox Church building had reached the fullness of its rich interior. Yet,
Cabasilas never refers to the symbolism of different parts of the building or the
iconostasis, one of the most definable characteristics of the Orthodox church building.
Even his dedication to the consecration of the holy table, the only sign of his interest
towards the physical element of the very building, is dictated by the same concern.!%
Taking the progression of earlier commentaries’ adaptation to development of church
building into account, Cabasilas’ radical withdrawal from the prevailing vision of the
components of Eucharistic synaxis of his time seems even more significant.'?”

There are no direct references in Cabasilas” writings which would explain his refrain
from discussing the symbolism of church building. Yet, it is well suited to his general
approach to the liturgy as the manifestation of an event of meeting, rather than a series of
disclosures meant for contemplation. His preoccupation with textual and operatorial
levels thus suggests that the event itself is more important for Cabasilas than the physical
surroundings in which it takes place, despite his great appreciation of the altar table.
Comparing Cabasilas with “building-orientated” commentators, one notices that their
symbolism is much more stagnant, confined in great deal to the static physical
suppositions of the liturgy. This may create a feeling of detachment rather than of

104 In this shift of focus the basic character of the liturgy as a change-generating event is manifested.
"It [the worship] invites us to discover, experience and realize our true and eternal mode of being
through the illumination of the intellect, the transformation of the passions and the purification of
the heart.” Consultation 1998, 388.

105 Compared with Nicholas of Andida, Pseudo-Sofronios and Germanus, for example, one directly
notices the remarkable difference of concern. The three interpreters deal in their commentaries to a
great extent with the physical construction of the church. The church building itself is for them a
strongly stimulating sign which challenges them to uncover its mysteries. Cabasilas, on the other
hand, does not really pay attention to the architecture and interior of sanctuary at all. Here he clearly
differs from the later tradition of liturgical symbolism.

106 He does not really give any symbolic interpretation of the table, unlike e.g. Germanus. Quite the
contrary, the table is for Cabasilas a symbol of Christ’s true presence.

107 This charactetistic tendency of Cabasilas links him with the early mystagogical tradition. The 4t
century catecheses dealt first and foremost with the content of the liturgy, expressed in the words
and operation. It was only later that the interest was directed towards the symbolism of the building
as well.
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integration. Cabasilas, so it seems, is clearly more interested in man as a living church
than the physical building.

Cabasilas’ interior standpoint is manifested in his usage of the phrase “in this
wisdom” (¢v todtn T codia) to describe in what kind of state the creed is proclaimed. In
making this specification he implies that the liturgy actually is the realization of the state
of wisdom which is crystallised in the creed. The liturgy is an initiation into experiencing
the essentials of Christian faith; into the reality which finds its expression in being and
living in accordance with the divine wisdom.!%® Against this, it becomes understandable
why Cabasilas does not comment on the content of the creed and does not link it with his
symbolic construction. The creed is not a symbolic act. Rather, it is in itself a direct
reference to the very reality which has become real through celebration of the Eucharistic
liturgy. Encouragement to enter into that reality is captured by Cabasilas in the priest’s
behest “The doors! The doors!” just before the creed. When the exhortation originally
indicated that the doors of a church are closed — and the anaphora actually celebrated
behind the closed doors — the cry now stands for Cabasilas as an exhortation to open up
human doors, mouth and ears, for the divine wisdom expressed in the creed ("Ev tadtn
M codig kelevel moloag dvametdoatl Tolg dVpag, Tol oToLOTe HU®Y, To dTo fHumy).109

It is presumable that Cabasilas purposely interprets the announcement of closing as
an exhortation to open up. There is a connection in his interpretation with the New
testamental tradition of prayer, which focuses on Christ’s teaching in Matt. 6:6. Linkage
with the concept of ‘secret inner room” makes understandable why Cabasilas presents
shutting away and isolating oneself as a condition for spiritual unfurl. The priest’s
reference to the doors is an indication of turning towards God; the mouth opens to
confess the faith and the ear to hear that confession. This interpretation coincides with the
above remark on Cabasilas” lack of interest towards the outward and physical setting of
the liturgy.

Cabasilas designates the creed as the wisdom hidden from the world but belonging
to the mature (cf. 1 Cor. 2:6-7). The symbol of the faith (10 o¥pBorov Mg micteEwg) can
therefore be characterised as a synopsis of the dogmatic content of preceding parts of the
liturgy. This description is attested in Cabasilas’ statement that just before proclamation
of the faith ”the priest exhorts everybody to confess what they have learned of God and
believe in.”"10 In addition to more general confession of Christian beliefs, this clause could

108 7’ By 1ot TN codio keAgvel mooog dvametdool tog BUpag, To. OTOUOTO HU®Y, o dto Huwy. Ev
Totn, onotv, dwoifote 1N codiq, Towtal Sinvek®dg kol A€yovteg kol dKkoVoVTEG, kKol TOLTO 0V
podvume, GALOG omovdaiwg TOELTE Kol TPOCEXOVTEG VMLV avtolg. Kal awtol macov dvoaBodot thy
opoAoyiaw 10 Tng mictewg cVuPorov.” Sacrae liturgine XXVI, 1-2. Interpretation of the creed as a
gateway leading to the focal Christian mystery can be understood as Cabasilas’ doctrinal liturgical
emphasis, pointing out the realistic nature of the sacrament.

109 Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 1. The exclamation originates from the early Christian centuries when
church doors were indeed shut, and only baptised and communing Christians were allowed to stay
for the Eucharistic celebration. Nowadays the interjection is merely a liturgical remnant, which is
often omitted. Even though Cabasilas does not indicate that he is aware of the original meaning of
the reference to the doors in the rite, he nevertheless points out in another passage that the
uninitiated are dismissed before the sacrifice is offered. Sacrae liturgiae XXIII, 3.

110 “Filto, 0 lepevg £11 keEAEVEL TOVTOL GVEWmElY O Tepi B0V UaBOVTEG TLGTEVOLSL, THY ATV
codlow mepl Mg ¢noiv 0 Andotodog: «Zodiaw € Aalovuey £V Toig Teleiolg», v codiow O kdouog 0vK
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be taken as a reference to the symbolism of the liturgy. Until the point of confessing the
faith, the symbols have passed on the economy of God manifested through kenosis of
Christ. The creed is then literally a cdupolov (from the verb cvupoilw, to combine),
which serves as a compact recapitulation of fundamental Christian truths already
portrayed in the preceding parts of the liturgy.!!" Cabasilas must have also been thinking
about church teachings outside the liturgical setting. The context of his description of the
meaning of the creed nevertheless lends support to the interpretation of it as reference to
the liturgical experience as the source of doctrinal knowledge.''? Such reading is
supported by Cabasilas’ reference to the mutual confession of faith in the Holy Trinity as
the perfect expression of fraternal love of the Christians.!'® Clearly, the creed is not for
him solely a synopsis of the faith but also an expression and experience of what it means
to be a Christian.

A special importance has to be put on the fact that the creed is proclaimed
immediately before the celebration of the Eucharist comes to its completion. Thus, it is
the creed that somehow one sensitizes for the Eucharistic mystery. In Cabasilas’
interpretation the creed is like a step leading from meditation of historical events, re-
enacted by symbolic representation, to the holy mystery: to become a real partaker of
what up to the moment has been more an object of anamnesis and contemplation. The
symbolical presentation of Christ’s life in the liturgy comes more or less to its end by the
creed and anaphora that follows. Thus, when the symbolical “‘movement’ comes to a halt,
Cabasilas turns from contemplation of outward forms more into inspection of inner state
and experience of man. He is now less concerned with the outward rite than with the
participant faithful. This shift of perspective indicates that there is a connection between
Cabasilas and early Christian catechesis. The early mystagogical tradition clearly shows
that the liturgy in itself was understood to be a form of tuition. Thus, the dogmatic
content of the liturgy was and is in a way summarised in the creed. As a result, members
of the church are enlightened by divine wisdom and brought near God in the Eucharistic
celebration.

Eyvo dnAovdtL ol Ao oV KGoROL codol Kol TG Gmo TV oicONTor yvwoewe Hetlov kot dynidtepov
ovte e1ddteg, 0vte GAwg elva miotevovieg.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 1.

111 Baggley defines the o¥pBolov in a manner which excellently points out an idea of union between
different levels of being or reality: “The word 'symbol’ derives from Greek words meaning 'to draw
together’” [ - - ]. Symbols allow us to draw together different perceptions, different levels of
understanding and meaning, different dimensions to human experience; symbols become the focal
point at which the material and spiritual, the ordinary and the extra-ordinary, the human and the
divine converge in human perception.” Baggley 1988, 33. The real-symbolic character of the concept
ovpuporov is also evident in Evdokimov’s (2001, 186) definition. He understands the word as denoting
two halves joined together; the one being the symbol and the other the thing symbolised. Cf. also
Zizioulas (2000, 5), who compares the symbol to a bridge which unites two realities — God and man -
and simultanously partakes of both realities.

112 In the French translation of the critical edition edited by Salaville, the Greek word dveunew is
translated into the verb redire, repeat (Salaville 1967, 169). Salaville’s translation clearly indicates that
there is a connection between reciting of the creed and ’liturgical tuition’ preceding it. Thus, the
French translation supports my idea of the creed as a repetition of the content of the liturgy.

113 7’ Eqel 8¢ 1 mpog GAAMAOVG M@V dydmn Kot T mpog Oeov dydmn GkoAovdel, Tf &€ mpog Ogov
dydmn kol N mpog adtov tedeion kol {woo miotig €netan, S0 TOVTO TNV QydmNY EINWY Kol Cyoay
GANAOVG Tapaivécog eVOVG TV Oporoyiow émolyer thg miotewg” Sacrae liturgiae XXV, 2.
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Figure 2 illustrates the connection of the creed as c¥pBoiov or recapitulation of the
contents of the liturgy with the spiritual awakening of man expressed in the exclamation
“The doors!”.

opening up of a soul

ovuBoiov/creed as
recapitulation

@ <:”The doors! The doors!”

FIGURE 2: The creed and inner opening up of man

The idea of the creed as a stimulus for spiritual elevation, a transition towards the

;o

Eucharistic centre of the synaxis, is illustrated in Cabasilas’ “road” metaphor. He
characterizes the creed as a road leading up to Paradise. The road thus opens up the very
same route for climbing up to heaven that Christ used when he came down to earth.!#
Such imagery evidently refers to the close interrelationship between the mysteries and
salvation-historical content of the creed. On the one hand, it is specifically through the
mysteries that salvation in Christ is participated in. On the other hand, the creed is a
compact expression of the redemptive faith, a sign or symbol of Christian orientation
towards the Kingdom of Heaven. The idea of ascension through the road leading up to
heaven is in line with Cabasilas” explanation of the sequel of exchanged greetings and
blessings starting from the creed and ending to the priest’s call for lifting up the heart. As
was stated before, Cabasilas describes this portion as enlightenment of the faithful by the
priest. As a result of this action, the souls of the faithful are elevated and their thoughts
directed from the earth towards Christ, the true treasure of hearts (cf. Matt. 6:21).115 After

114 De vita 11, 24-25.

115 “Towodtng 8 avtovg dEidoog edyNg Kol oUtw Tolg Wouyog GuocThoog &md Thg yne, aiper 1o
dpovijuarta kol ¢noiv-"Ave oxopev Tdg kopdiog, to. dvw ¢povepey, urj to &ml yng- kol avtol 86
cuvtidevtal kal docly £xel tag kapdiog Exew, dmov O dnoavpog HUWY £oTw, 00 O XpLotig EoTw &v
de&la 100 IMotpog kodpevog-"Exopey mpog tov Kvplov.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 6.
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reaching this blessed state the souls can but express their commendation to God.!** The
creed thus opens up to sacrifice of praise or thanksgiving, an aspect closely connected to
the Eucharistic sacrifice already by definition of the word eucharistia.

Although symbolism is by the creed left in the background in Cabasilas’
commentary, he does not completely desert it. What is significant in his post-creedal
symbolism is that it does not compete with Eucharistic realism of the liturgy — brought to
the fore in anaphora. Instead, it aims to promote the centrality of transformation of the
elements into the body and blood of Christ as the focal aspect of the entire service.
Cabasilas states that at the end of the anaphora the Eucharistic elements are transformed
into the body and blood of Christ.!’” This transformation symbolizes death, resurrection,
and ascension of Christ (t@v dwpwv dylaoudg, vty M Yvoio, v Jovator avToL
KotoryYEAAEL Kol Ty dvdotaoy kol iy dvaAnyw). Such a phrase can be taken as an
expression of Cabasilas’ commitment to the realistic understanding of Christ’s presence
in the sacrament. Since the consecrated Eucharistic gifts are now truly the body and
blood of Christ, economical events in which Christ’s corporality has a central role are
highlighted. (61t td tipo tovta ddpo €lg adtd 10 Kvplokov HETHBOAAEL COUOL, TO
Tovtor Tolvte, SeEaiplevor, 10 oTOPWIEY, T0 GVOeTOV, TO €1G TOV 0VPOVOY AVeANAVLYGG).118
The description of transformation as a symbol of culmination of economy of Christ
probably is, at least in part, based on the recapitulation of the great economic events of
Christ’s life in the anaphora of St. Basil.

A realistic understanding of Christ’s presence in the bread and wine becomes
evident in Cabasilas’ description of a prayer following the consecration. He sketches out
how the priest turns to the Lamb of God, visibly seen in the Eucharistic elements, and
prays with and through him the Father to grant his blessing and mercy upon each
communing faithful.!"® This depiction give grounds to hypotize that Cabasilas actually
attests that the priest, while turning towards the bread and wine, in truth communes with
Christ, now truly present on the holy table. This reading indicates that Cabasilas’

116 "Obtw 8 kdAAiota Kol iepditata, Satedévtag, Ti Aowmov 1| mpog €VXOPLOTIOY TPOTMVOL TOV
X0PTYOD TV Ayodwv dmovtwy ©cov;” Sacrae lituriae XXVII.

117 “Koi adtog mpo THG TEAECTIKNG €VvxNG, kKod Ty iepovpyel Ta Oy, THy evyoplotiov Todtny
motertal pog Tov Oedv kol TMotépo 10 Kupiov Hudv’ Incod Xpiotov: [ - - | kol tedevtoiov avtng g
dppritov kol Omep Adyov Mu@v €veko 1OV ZwINPog oikovopiog uvnodeic, €lto iepovpyel Tl Tipa
dopo katl | Yuoio telelton ndow.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVIL

118 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 6; XVI, 4. Zizioulas (2000, 13-14) detects traits of scholastic thought in the way
Cabasilas perceives anaphora as an image of Christ’s sacrifice. According to Zizioulas, it was the
proskomide which in the earlier commentaries was considered to be the depictment of the sacrifice.
Since the times of Maximus the Confessor, the emphasis of symbolism had moved from
eschatological symbolism to iconic symbolism. As a result, representation of past events became
more central than that of connection between earthly and heavenly liturgies.

119 “'0 8¢ iepevg, g Vvoiog tedecdeiong, Kot T0 £véxvpov NG 100 B0V PLAAVIpORicG TPOKEILEVOY
Oopov TOV " Apvor avtov, og 1idn Tov pecitov AaBiuevog kol ped £0vTod TOV TOPAKATTOV EXWV,
yvopiler Td €owtob aitrpoto mpog Tov Oedy, £kxel TV SEmow petol xpnotng 1dn kol Pepoicg
EATidog, kol v mpotidelg Tov dptov Euvnodn, Kol UnEp v Tog Tpotedeiong evyxolg Emotoarto kal Tol
dwpo.  TPooTVEYKE, KO TPOSSEXONVOL adTA  IKETEVE, TOOTOL TPOCOEYVEVTO, eVyetOl €lg Epyov
exprva.” Sacrae liturgine XXXIIL, 1.
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understanding of the Eucharist has a strongly realistic nature.’? The Eucharistic bread
and wine are identified with Christ.

The salience of Cabasilas’ sacramental realism transpires in his interpretation of
elevation of the Lamb after the anaphora. When elevating and breaking the Lamb, the
priest exclaims: “The holies for the holy ones” (Td dyw toig &yioig). These words
Cabasilas understands as an expression which, firstly, confirms the true presence of
Christ in the sacrament and, secondly, refers to the sanctifying power of his body and
blood transmitted in communion. Consequently, by communing with the body and
blood of Christ, one becomes a partaker of his holiness — and thus is justly called holy.!?!
Characterizations of Eucharistic communion additionally contribute to sacramental
realism. As was seen before, Cabasilas believes the Eucharistic communion to be a source
of man’s deification. When partaking in the divine body and blood in the sacrament, man
receives Christ into himself. Notability of spiritual outcome of Eucharistic communion
with Christ tryly present is revealed in Cabasilas” description of Christ as the “other me”
once his body and blood have been communed.'?? In other words, the anamnetic
representation of the vicissitudes of Christ climaxes at the time of Eucharistic communion
when Christ becomes one with the faithful.

It is precisely in the Eucharistic setting, according to Cabasilas, that man can truly
achieve union with Christ. The liturgy, therefore, is orientated towards mystical meeting
of man with his God. Cabasilas’ description indicates that in the liturgy the sanctifying
effects of Christ’s kenosis become spiritually adoptable. In other words, divine presence
becomes subjectively experienced reality for man. The extraordinary exchange of
properties that follows from Eucharistic communion with Christ fulfils the function of the
liturgy: sanctification through participation. This would not be possible unless Christ,
according to his promise (Luke 24:49; John 14:17), sends the Spirit:” Through the hand
and tongue of priests [the Holy Spirit] officiates the mysteries.”'? Thus, becoming present
of the divine economy presumes operation of the Spirit, which is transmitted through the
sacramental hierarchy.'?*

120 The realism of the somatic presence of Christ in the bread and wine even generates physical
effects in the officiating priest: “[ - - ] kol katodrrovot v Se&idv, wg dv TPOSHATOE CoUEVTY TOD
Tovoyiov 1oV T®TNPOg CWHOTOG Kol TOv £keldev dylaonov kol Sefopdvmy, kol petadidovar Toig
yoadovot motevopgvny.” Sacrae liturgiae LI, 4. The realistic understanding of Christ’s presence in the
liturgy is therefore made evident in the human celebrant of the mystery. Touching the truly present
body of the Saviour transforms the priest into a physical representative of divine grace.

121 “* Ayioug 8¢ 10vg TeEAEiovg TrY Apetiv £vtavda, dnow, dAAS kol 6ool Tpog THY TeAEldTTe. EKelvny
gmelyovton pgv, Asimovton 8€ £t Kal 1tovtovg yop 008V kwAVel Tov dyiwv puotnpiov év uedéEet
ywopgvovg dydlecdot kol 10010 10 HEpog dylovg elval, omep kol N’ ExkAnoia naco dyio A€ystol
kol 0 pokdplog 'AmGoToAog Tpog SNpov OAGKAMpov ypddwv: « S AdeAdol dyior, onoi, kANcewg
gmovpoviov HEToy oL ‘Aylol yap kohovvtor St Tov dylov 0D peTéyovot kol @ cwpatog Kol ofpatog
Kkowwvovot.” Sacrae liturgine XXXVI, 1.

122 De vita VI, 58. The idea of inner relationship with Christ is also explicated in De vita VI, 54 where
Cabasilas states that unless one adheres to constant communion with the holy table and the
cleansing blood, there is nothing to prevent him from falling.

123 “Tovto o TG XEWPOG Kol TG YAWOONG TV EPEWY TO. LUCTIPLX TEAECLOVPYEL.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXVIIL, 2.

124 The operation of the Holy Spirit and the significance of the ministry in the Eucharistic celebration
are studied more closely in Chapter 4.3.
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Since the historical sequence of Christ’s full revelation of himself preceded the
sending of the Spirit, the same seems to occur in the liturgy. Cabasilas considers it to be
reasonable that the effects of Christ’s atonement are also typified in the liturgy. Thus, the
miracle of the Pentecost, together with ascension and the Spirit-filled life of the church,
are depicted in the liturgy once Christ’s presence is made apparent. All this is symbolized
in the act of pouring the zeon into the cup at the end of anaphora.'?> The pneumatological
reading of the zeon puts emphasis on the Spirit’s transformative and communion
generating operation in the liturgy.

Interestingly, the commentary on the zeon marks the end of Cabasilas” symbolical
reading of the rite. Just before the adding of the zeon into the chalice “the main object of
the liturgy”, as Cabasilas calls it, has been reached and performed during the anaphora.
The bread and the wine have consequently turned into the body and blood of Christ.
Cabasilas’ interpretation of the zeon implies that a shift away from historical
representation promotes the significance of sacramental and mystical understanding of
the rite. The symbolized events have become an actuality. What is left in the liturgy after
pouring of the zeon is communing with the body and blood of Christ and concluding the
rite. There are no special symbolic meanings Cabasilas attaches with the rest of the
celebration. He is mostly satisfied just to describe how the liturgy is finished off.12¢

Based on what has been indicated so far it can be stated that the actual function of
the entire construction of liturgical symbolism is expressed in connection with the focal
point of the Eucharistic celebration: the transformation of the elements and communing
with them. Cabasilas maintains that all the afore-described symbols or liturgical
depictions (t¥nog) have been generated in order to keep the economy of Christ not only
verbally but markedly on view (BAénw) through the entire liturgy.'”” The aim of this
visual sensation is not to create transitory feelings but to press deep down in the soul
awareness and sense of magnitude of the economy accomplished by Christ:

125 Sacrae liturgiae XXXVII, 3-5. Yarnold (1971, 49) thinks that the emphasis on the Spirit in the zeon is
a result of the epicletic nature of Byzantine liturgy. The same is further manifested by the fact that
when the Lamb, i.e. the body of Christ, is shed into the chalice there is a reference made to the Spirit,
not to Christ.

126 Sacrae liturgiae LIII. Mantovanis thinks that Cabasilas’ disinterest towards the symbolism of the
rite after partaking in the eucharist is a proof of his dedication to the inner meaning of the liturgy.
Mantovanis 1984, 190. Schulz (1964, 210) comments the change in Cabasilas reading: “In der Zeon-
Symbolik vollendet sich die Symbolisierung des geschichtlichen Heilswerkes. Nach der Intensitit
dieser Symbolisierung unterscheidet Nikolaos eindeutig die vor- und nachanaphorische Symbolik,
die zu vergleichen ist mit der Darstellung auf einer Tafel, und die eigentliche sakramentale
Vergegenwirtigung des Kreuzestodes durch die Realprdsenz des Leibes Christi, von der es
ausdriicklich heifit, sie sei nicht mehr Bild und Aufzeichnung wie auf einer Tafel, sondern reine
Wirklichkeit.”

127 “Ta, 8¢ &€v TN TeAeTn TV dWpwvy YWOUeve €1¢ THY 100 TmTNPOg Olkovouiow dvopépetal mavto, ivo
MUy 1 adtng dewplo TPpo TV OHBOAUDY 0Doo Tolg Wuxdg oyloln kol odtwg émitidelor ywoueda
npog Ty drodox My oV tepmv dwpwv.” Sacrae liturgiae I, 11; “Awd. todto £xpriv Ty a0t UV EVOEVOL
Suvapévny dewpiov £v 1N ocvvtdEel Thg iepovpylag onuoivecdal, vo pn 1@ vo Aoy{dueda povov,
GALA kol PAETWUEY 101G OOBOALOLE TPOTOV &Y Twal THY TOAANY 100 TAOLGiov Teviaw, Ty £mdnuiov
700 TOlVToL TOMOV KOTEY0VTOG, TO. OVELdn ToV £dA0YNUEVOD, Tol T ON oV dnodovg, doov piondelg, Goov
fydnnoev “ Sacrae liturgiae 1, 12.
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It is not enough to be educated of things which are Christ’s and to have knowledge of them,
but we must at this moment contemplate these things with the eyes of our understanding
and behold them; striving to banish all useless thoughts. That is, if we wish to attain
condition of soul, of which I have spoken, which makes worthy of sanctification. If we,
however, look reverently [to the holy liturgy] only in order to be able to given an answer
when we are asked about it, and at the time of the celebration we do not concentrate upon
these things and our minds are unfocused, such knowledge does not benefit us at all.128

Thus, the reason of continuous representation of divine economy throughout the liturgy
is to keep the mind from distracting. In other words, the liturgical symbolism contributes
to achieving a suitable state of mind for communing with Christ in the Eucharist. It could
even be said that when Christ is received in the sacrament, the contemplative mind is
face to face with the object of its contemplation. Cabasilas calls this meeting point ”“grace
upon grace”, a transition from what is minor to something much greater (cf. 2 Cor.
3:18).12 This alteration can be characterized as a movement from the level of
contemplation of sensual and conventional symbols to experiencing the mystery. The
latter is characterized by communion, a real participation with what has been depicted by
symbols in the first place.!3

If such a transition is interpreted in connection with the dynamics of identity-
separation, a shift towards a more intensive identity between a symbol and its reference
is detected. When confronting the truly present Christ in the symbol of his presence (the
bread and the wine), communion with the content (Christ himself) is not based on
sensual or other connective factor in the symbol, but on the fact that the very point of
reference has become truly present in the symbol. This shift of emphasis to really
experienced presence explains why Cabasilas leaves symbolic interpretation aside when
the fulfillment of Eucharistic mystery becomes topical in the liturgy. One could say that
Cabasilas maintains that in the Eucharist one can participate in the ontologically present
content revealed by the Eucharistic symbols.

128 “O0 yop GPKEL TPOG T0 TOLOVTOVG YeEVESDOL TOTE T0 HOBELY TOTE TO. XPLoTod Koi €180t €lvait-
GAN dwolykn kol Tnikodto Tov 0doApnov Thng Stowolog €xew kel kol Vewpew avtd, Evepyeiq
mavto. Aoylopov £tepov ExPaidvtog, €1 ye HEAAOWEV TPOG TOV CylaoHOV €Kelvov £mitndeiov Hymep
gomy épydoacdot Ty woxrv. EL ydp tov pev Adyov €xopev tng evoeBeiog, dot EpwIndEvtEg adTOV
Vytog dv dmokpidnvot, émeidov 8¢ pvelodorl 8Em, U VEWPOUEY ORMAVTO KOA®DG, GAAC TOV VOOV
dAAOLG TpocEYwHEY, 0VBEY UV GoeA0g TN Yvwdoedws eotw £xeivng - Sacrae liturgiae 1, 13.

129 “gxeive 8¢ un 8 TN ANOM yodpaw, und &dom mpog AALO TL TPEWaL TOV AOYLoMGY, £0¢ £ aOTHY
dyoyor iy Tpoimelaw, kol oVtw YEUOVTEC TOV €Vvvolmy Tovtwy, kol Ty uviuny dxupofovooy £xovieg,
TOV 1lepwy UETAACBOUEY HVOTNPLWY, CYLUOUOV ERMEICOYOVTEG OYIOOU®, T® TOV VEWpLdV ToVv TNG
TEAETNG, KOl «UETOUOPGOVUEVOL G0 SOEMC €ig 80Eaw» Ty Amacwv ueyiotny amo Tng £AdtTovog.”
Sacrae liturgiae 1, 14. Wybrew comments on Cabasilas’ emphasis on the Eucharistic nucleus: “The
Liturgy is meant to affect us not only at the level of conscious thought: it is meant to appeal also to
our emotions, so that we can respond to God's love with our whole being. The worshipper is invited
to see, as well as to think about, the love of God revealed in Jesus Christ, and through contemplation
of it to be sanctified. But contemplation as a means of sanctification is subordinate to the reception of
the mysteries [ - - |.“ Wybrew 1990, 160-161.

130 According to Woolfenden (2000, 41), the liturgical symbols do not only generate prayerful and
pious atmosphere, but direct the attention of both the worshipping community and each of its
individual members to the Eucharistic mystery.
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3.4. CONCLUSION: PARTAKING IN THE DIVINE ECONOMY

There are six groups that exhibit the nature and nuances in the divine presence detected
in Cabasilas” thought so far. To begin with, the entire liturgy aims to intensify a sense of
presence of the majesty of God, his power and grace. The prevailing atmosphere of
Eucharistic synaxis, as presented by Cabasilas, is that of (1) general manifestation of
presence of the divine. Divine presence is also manifested by Cabasilas as (2) anamnetic
presence of God. Starting form the proskomide, the great redemptive works of God are
kept in mind. The anamnetic mode of presence points out that recalling the past shows
what is made present. It also is a certain manner of making something present. (3)
Symbolic presentation of presence of God, however, falls to the category of method; how
the presence is conveyed.

The transforming grace of Christ and the divine power can be labelled as (4)
sacramental presence of Christ. It is made evident through the holy table as ‘real
symbol’. The sacramental presence of Christ is transmitted in the myron used in
consecration of the altar table. Further, the table externalizes his enduring presence in a
church. Thus, there is a significant aspect of identity in the symbolism of the table.
Reading of the holy table already sets the (5) real presence of Christ as the reality made
evident in transformation of the Eucharistic gifts into true body and blood of Christ, the
high point of the liturgy. The radical difference between symbolic and real presence is
evident in the manner Cabasilas discusses the Lamb. Initially it is just a symbol of
Christ’s dedication to God but is later consecrated into the body of Christ. The change
takes place through the influence of the Spirit, who could be described as the agent of
presence of God’s consecrative power.

Finally, the true presence of God is perceived as (6) mystical presence within man.
Through participation in Christ’'s body and blood, man experiences the sanctifying
presence of Christ within himself. The emphasis is then on subjective adaption to the
presence of the divine. The goal and fruits of profound experience of Eucharistic
communion is laid bare already in the relic within the altar table. Thus, the goal of the
Eucharistic communion is already manifested in the establishing of the sacred space. All
the previous classes of presence find their consummation in the inner spiritual experience
of God’s presence in man. Symbolic representation of Christ’s life builds up a certain
spiritual tone within man, which enables him to enter in communion with God,
sacramentally and really present in the liturgy. The really present Christ in the sacrament
becomes one with the faithful, “his second self”, as Cabasilas describes the effects of
mystical union.

Cabasilas’ theological vision of the Eucharist is marked by liturgical symbolism. The
orientation towards text links his symbolic interpretations of the rite especially closely to
the spiritual content of the liturgy, manifested first and foremost by the wordings of the
prayers, hymns and readings. Liturgical illustration of historical substances is for
Cabasilas a method of actualizing the past in the liturgy. Consequently, his symbolism
rather points to and prepares for revealing of the realistic and sacramental crux of the
Eucharistic than blurs it. Thus, the a-historical dimension of “presence of God” prevails
over the historical aspect of “life of Christ”. The ultimate aim of Cabasilas’ symbolism is
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not to provide knowledge of historical events but to enable participation and communion
with God, whose presence is actualised in the liturgy. The idea of meeting and
participation evinces that for Cabasilas the essential importance of symbols lies in their
capability to reveal ontologically true realities.

To sum up, the celebration of the Eucharist takes place in an atmosphere that is
entirely permeated by manifestations of God’s operation. The faithful are in the liturgy
invited to contemplate and adore divine economy, accomplished in the mystery of Jesus
Christ, the incarnated Logos. Manifestation of divine operation and presence of triune
God in the Eucharistic liturgy invites man to enter into a deep communion with God; in
Christ through the Spirit. The promise of the communion is ever witnessed in the holy
table, which is a permanent, physical manifestation of both the union with God and his
presence among the faithful. There is a distinct emphasis on how the prosopa of triune
God are manifested in the synaxis. The presence of Jesus Christ outruns that of Spirit and
Father. The Eucharistic liturgy is pronouncedly a celebration of the mystery of economy
of Jesus Christ, Cabasilas’ focus being on making present the incarnated Son of God. The
Spirit has yet a well explicated role in the process (symbolized by the zeon and made
vividly evident in the epiclesis), but the Father’s role remains undefined at first glance.
Nonetheless, it is quite evident that Cabasilas sees the Father as guarantor of authenticity
of the operation of Son, thus making him the validator of divine presence in the liturgy.
This kind of distribution of roles and difference in emphasis results from Cabasilas’
christocentric general adjustment towards eucharistic liturgy.

Concerning Cabasilas’ connection to the Byzantine tradition on liturgical symbolism,
he seems at the first glance to be in line with the symbolical tradition of Germanus of
Constantinople and Pseudo-Sophronius of Jerusalem. They all see liturgy as
dramatization of salvation history. Nonetheless, Cabasilas clearly evades the ultra-
symbolism of Nicholas of Andida. In addition, unlike most of his more recent
predecessors, he shows no interest towards symbolism of a church building. It is Pseudo-
Dionysius that Cabasilas himself seems to think as his most influential precursor. Still,
Cabasilas clearly is not wedded to Pseudo-Dionysius’ construction but instead
significantly differs from him in his openly realistic view of explaining the presence of
Christ in bread and wine. Of the early authors, it is particularly the sacramental realism
of Cyril of Jerusalem that comes through in Cabasilas” thinking.
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4 Divine Presence in the
Eucharistic Sacrifice

Cabasilas’ commentary on the rite of consecration of the holy table opens up a vision that
union with Christ can be witnessed to through tangible objects. The holy table, with the
relic placed into it, stands as a physical and real symbol authenticating the possibility of
reaching an extensive mystical union with Christ. That very union is aspired to in the
divine liturgy, partially promoted by liturgical symbolic representations. Realization of
union with Christ requires yet another kind of corporeal medium, the Eucharistic bread
and wine. From the perspective of theocentricm and anthropocentrism, in the Eucharistic
elements there is a concrete meeting point of the divine and the humane agents of the
Eucharistic synaxis.

This chapter explores in depth the means of actualization of the body and blood of
Christ in the Eucharistic liturgy. Answers will be sought in three ways. First, the
connection between Christ’s sacrifice on Golgotha and the Eucharistic mystery is spelled
out. The manner of Cabasilas’ understanding of the change in the Eucharistic gifts will
then be discussed in relation to the liturgical actualization of the sacrifice. Secondly, a
deeper reflection will be made on the idea of divine action in making the Eucharistic
mystery. What kind of mode of Trinitarian being does Cabasilas perceive in the divine
operation ad extra which enforces the transformation of the elements? Discussion
concentrates on the Spirit's active role in accomplishing the actualization of Christ’s
sacrifice. This is done in comparison with the efficacy of Christ’s words of institution.
Finally, the human element in making Christ present in the sacrament will be
investigated. How the presence of God is conveyed by the celebrant of the Eucharistic
mystery?

In an earlier part of this study it was stated that Cabasilas perceives Greek
(Orthodox) and Latin (Roman Catholic) doctrine on the Eucharist as being alike. Thus,
explaining Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought requires assessment of his thought in
comparison to the emphases of the mediaeval Latin Eucharistic tradition. For this reason,
considerations of the three Latin authors — Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Lombard and
Thomas Aquinas — will occupy a central role in this chapter.
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4.1. UNITY OF THE SACRIFICE ON THE CROSS AND THE EUCHARISTIC
SACRIFICE

For Cabasilas the sacrifice is the objective of the liturgical action since it was the
culmination of the economy of Christ.! Investigation of the proskomide has already
revealed that he sees the Lamb as a symbol of the incarnated Son, dedicated to the Father
as sacrifice since the very beginning. In Cabasilas” symbolic construction the theme of
sacrifice recurs in later parts of the rite as well. During the Eucharistic prayer Christ’s
sacrifice becomes actualised reality in the liturgy. After commemoration of and
thanksgiving for the great events of the past, the priest pronounces the institution
narrative and pleads for the Spirit’s descent. This is the high point of the consecration and
transformation of the Eucharist bread and wine. Cabasilas designates this moment as the
completion of the sacrifice. The fulfilment transpires when the bread and wine have been
transformed into the body and blood of Christ.?

Cabasilas maintains that the liturgy originates in the Last Supper when Christ “had
accomplished the entire mystery” (ueto 10 teA€oor 10 pvotiprov dmaw).® What is this
mystery Cabasilas refers to? Apparently it is the totality of redemptive acts of Christ.
According to Cabasilas, the commandment of remembrance referred not only to the
breaking of the bread but to Christ’s entire ministry. Therefore the consummation of
divine economy on the cross, the sacrifice, gives a deeper meaning to Christ's words
during the Last Supper and the entire liturgy as well.# Christ's command necessitates that
his weakness is remembered in the Eucharistic celebration. Basing his reasoning on
apostle Paul’s teaching in 1 Cor. 11:26, Cabasilas interprets Christ’s words of institution
primarily as referring to his sufferings and death.5 He writes, “In the holy mysteries,

1 Sacrae liturgiae I, 15. When using the word 1| tehet (e.g. Sacrae liturgiae LII, 2) Cabasilas stresses the
importance of Christ’s sacrifice as the culmination of history of salvation. Mantovanis has observed
that Cabasilas’ concept of sacrifice has not been properly investigated in previous studies. Tsirpanlis
is the only one, Mantovanis maintains, who has touched the issue — yet deficiently and peripherally.
Mantovanis 1984, 237. See Tsirpanlis s.a., 53, 70-77.

2”Kal o0t0g PO THG TEAECTIKNG €VXMG, KoY Ty 1€povpyel Tol diylal, THY £VYOPLOTIOY TOUTIY TOLELTOL
npog tov Oeov kol IMotépo 100 Kvpiov fuav’ Incov Xpiotov- [ - - | kal doEoAoyrioog oty kol petol
Syyéhwy dvoprricog Kol xopitog OHOAOYHoOG Ty dyodwy dmdvtoy Ty €& aldvog NUW map’ adtod
YEVOUEV®OY KOL TEAEVLTONOV QOTHG TNG GPPTTOL KOl VIEP AGYOV MUV £VEKO TOV ZWTNPOC OLKOVOUIOG
wnodeic, elta tepovpyel o tipo, dwpo kol N dvoia tedeltonl mdoo. Kot tive tpémov; TO OpikTov
£kelvo Sunynoduevog deinvor kol Grwg oo TopEdwKe TPO ToV TOBOVE Tl Aryiolg adToD HaBTTOLG
Kot g €86Eoto motrplov Kol g EAaBev dptov kol edxoplotrioog fylocev- kol wg €ime U dv
£81Awoe 10 puotriplov, kol ovTol Tol PULOTO GVELRWY 1T TPOCTINTEL, Kol eVXeTAl Kol 1KETEVEL TOIG
Oelog exelvag dwvalg ToO HoVoYEVOLE odhTod Y100 TV TmTNPog £dapocot kol £l TOV TPOKEWLEVOY
Sudpov kol dekoipevor 10 mowdylor adTov kot Towtoduvopevoy TTvetpo petaBANdval, Tov Pev dptov
gig adto 10 Tl adtov Kol diylov cwpo, Tov 8 olwov €ig odT0 10 dypovtov adtov Kol dylov
odpo.” Sacrae liturgine XXVIL.

3 “Koi 00 mepl 100 dptov £Keivov To0T0 A€yel uévov, GAAO Kol mepl molomg Thg TEAETNG, g GV &v
televTn) TG epovpyiog dpydpevoc. Emel kol 6 KUplog peto 10 TeAéool 10 LVoTHplov dmow, ToUTtov
gnnyorye ov Adyov- «Tovto TOLELTE €1g TV &ury dvduvnow.»” Sacrae liturgiae VII, 2.

4 Cabasilas’ comprehension of Christ’s commandment’s reference to the entire liturgy becomes clear
when he, leaning on to Pseudo-Dionysius, claims that breaking the bread outside the eucharistic
liturgy would not have a sanctifying effect. De vita IV, 22.

5“0 - -] dArd paAiov Tol dokoOvtal onpoivelw dod€velaw, TOv oTowpdy, 10 moldog, TOv Vdolvotov, £V
T0UT0Lg TUAG TNy Gvduymow adtod motelodat ékérevoe.” Sacrae liturgiae VIL, 3; “Tovto [tov ddvatov
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then, we depict his entombment and proclaim his death. By them we are begotten and
shaped and miraculously united to the Saviour.”¢

The actualisation of Christ’s sacrifice in the liturgy highlights the connection between
God’s redemptive operation and the Eucharist. This becomes evident in Cabasilas’
statement that the Eucharist embodies the entirety of redemption.” Therefore, the
Eucharist becomes integrated with the divine plan for salvation, fulfilled in the
crucifixion at Calvary.? To put it another way, the divine economy sets the foundation for
sacramental and liturgical action. This is well expressed in the adaptation of the anaphora
of St. Basil by Cabasilas in his account of the kenosis of Christ. The anaphora itself is a
recapitulation of the history of salvation, naturally coming to a head with Christ’s work.
In addition to liturgical material, Cabasilas hews to Paul’s presentation of Jesus” kenosis
(Phil. 2:5-11). He is also in line with the mediator theme in the letter to the Hebrews:
Christ is the only mediator between God and mankind (Heb. 8:6; 9:15). Here the heart of
Cabasilas” christocentric understanding of the redemptive operation of God is expressed:
the abased Christ has reconciled men with God, and it is only through and in him that
God'’s grace is within reach of mankind. Without Christ man would still be an enemy of
God.?

The Eucharist, due to its close integration with the redemption in Christ, can be
designated as a sacrifice of atonement. This becomes evident in Cabasilas” delineation of
how the offence against God, caused by the fall of man, was overruled by Christ’s
passion. Along with his atonement Christ got mankind out of debt, on the one hand, by
restoring the relationship with God, and on the other hand, by providing compensation
for the wrongdoings of men (to pev dmodidévta, o & €& dvtippdmov mept v Mdiknoe
npoctidévia). Further, Cabasilas considers Christ’s sacrifice an inevitability since it was
not possible for fallen man to reconcile himself with God (obx fv 0v8évo. GvdpdsTwy
£0VTY TOV Bedv KatadAdEot Ty £0wtod Sikatoovvny elogveykiovia). 10

avTov KotaryyEALETE] Kol adtdg 0 Kuplog Evédmuer év tn mapadioel tod pwootnpiov.” Sacrae liturgiae
VI 4.

6 “Eni ydp TOv pootpiov 1oV iepov Ty Tadry odtod ypodovieg kol Tov ddvotor  odhtov
KOTayYEALOVTEG, 81 adtv Yevwdpedo kol TAaTTOpedo kol Lrepdvdg cvvomTipedo T TwThpt.” De
vita I, 18.

7 "Exkewo &€ mpdtepov elmdviog 9Tl 10 puotiplov TG 1oV Xplotov otkovopiog omupaivetan pev did tng
Yvoiag adtg [ --1.” Sacrae liturgiae XVI, 2.

8 “Mecitng yop ot 8U 00 mdvta yEyove Ta Topd ToV @0V SovEvTa. MUY dyodd - pdlAdov S Sidoton
del.” Sacrae liturgiae XLIV, 1.; “Ti yop 10 katadAdEar 11 ¢voeL 1oV Svdpamwy t0v Oedy; Movtwg o1t
dvdpwnov €18e Tov Y10 adtod TV dyonmntéy- 00tw kol £Kootw omévdeton TV dvdpwnwy, £l Tig THY
popdry kopiler tov Movoyevodg kol 10 £Keivov Oopel cOpo, kol £v mvevpo et odtov doivetor.
Tovtwy 8¢ ywpig £xactog adtog £ £0vtod O dvdpwmdg £0Tw 6 TAALOG 0 T Oew ANy ONUEVOG, O
TPOg abTOV 0V3EV Kowov Eywv.” Sacrae liturgiae XLIV, 4. See also De vita IV, 42.

9 De vita IV, 96; Sacrae liturgine XXVI, 4; XL, 3-4; XLIII, 7; XLIV, 2; XLIV, 4; XLIX, 14. On the
connection with the anaphora of St. Basil, see Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 21.

10 De vita IV, 12-14. See also De vita 1, 43-53; IV, 15-16. Gass and Riviere propose that similarities
between Cabasilas’ description of atonement and Anselm of Canterbury’s theology of incarnation
suggest that Cabasilas has been influenced by Anselm’s satisfactio theory of atonement. See
especially Cur Deus homo 1, 11, 22; 11, 6. Riviére 1931, 301; Gass 1849, 78. Salaville (Salaville 1943b, 52-
55) does not agree with Gass and Riviére, but considers the general view of Cabasilas’ theology
incompatible with Anselm’s views. In addition, there are no sources of information that lend
support to the claim of an association of Cabasilas with Anselm. Salaville nevertheless agrees with
Gass’ idea (1849, 79) of Thomas Aquinas as a possible middleman for Latin conceptions of the
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When speaking of Christ’s sacrifice Cabasilas does not restrict himself only to the
God-man relationship. There is a larger cosmic setting for the sacrifice on the cross,
namely the battle between God and Satan over man. This is demonstrated by Cabasilas’
idea of the sacrifice as ransom (Avtpov) paid for prisoners. Equally, he describes the
reconciliation as overthrowing Satan’s tyranny in the souls of men. One of the results of
the fall was, after all, man’s subordination to Satan. With his blood Christ has purchased
men from Satan’s ownership. As a result, mankind now belongs to Christ alone, for his
possession.!!

From the standpoint of the actual celebration of the Eucharist, Cabasilas concentrates
on three points of view on the sacrifice of Christ. First, he maintains that the offering of
the Lamb of God was a unique, unrepeatable act. Second, the Eucharistic offering of
Christ is not a symbolic act but takes place in reality. Third, in the Eucharist it is the body
of Christ which is sacrificed, not the Eucharistic bread.!?

incarnation. Even though Anselm’s Cur Deus homo was translated into Greek after Cabasilas’ death,
Demetrios Cydones’ translation of Aquinas’ Summa contra gentiles from the mid-1350s contains a
modified version of Anselm’s satisfactio theory. Salaville puts forward the supposition that Cabasilas
might have been familiar with Cydones’ translation. Tsirpanlis (s.a., 77) is very doubtful when it
comes to Cabasilas’ dependence on Anselm. He observers that, firstly, Cabasilas does not use in his
works the Greek equivalents ikavonoinoig and ikowvomoew for the Latin satisfactio. Secondly, the
two authors’ points of departure are very different from each other. In addition, Cabasilas received
his influences rather from the incarnational motifs of the Greek authors. Actually, the Greek patristic
tradition had, according to Tsirpanlis, a significant effect on Anselm. Tsirpanlis’ argument
exemplifies the fact that Anselm’s reception has not been very enthusiastic among Eastern Orthodox
theologians. Lossky and Nellas argue that Orthodox theologians have always been opposed to what
they see as the narrow-minded theological vision and juridical connotation offered by the satisfactio
theory. They maintain that atonement and reconciliation should not be limited to the fall-atonement
axis, but discussed as part of the entirety beginning from creation and ending with deification.
Lossky 1974, 99-103; Nellas 1996, 10-12, 15-23.

1100 ydp fproce T0Vg oy uoAdTovg, dAAN «Avtpov £8wke» [ --] Kol «ERacilevcey £mt Tov Olkov
TokadBr, £V TOLG WYUXOLE TOV AVSp@Roy THY Tupovvida Avoog, ovy 0TL £8vvato Avoat, [ - - |. Emel 8
« dAdell €k TNG YNG GVETELAE» «TOIG €V T® OKOTEL TOL WeVdovg Kol Tn okid KadmuEvoLg»,
TYIKODTO, KOL «T] S1KollooUvm €K 1oV 00pavoy SLEKVYEY», dptl TpWtwg AANO®G Kol Tteleiwg Tolg
Svdpwdmolg dovelco - Kol ESIKOLBONUEY, TPMTOV UEV TOV Sdecumv kol Tng aloyvng dmalAoyEVTes,
100 uNndev MBIKNKOTOG VIEP MU®Y GmOAOYNOOUEVOD, T Sl oTovpod Vowdty kod Ov Edwke dikny
OmEp OV MUELG E£tohuricopev- €merto Kol Gidor ®eod kol dikotor kotéotnuev Sdl tov Vdvortov
gxelvov. OO ydp Elvoe povov kol 1@ Ioatpl katiAloaéey dmodovwy 0 Twthp, GAAD Kol «E8wkey MU
g€ovoiow tékvor Oeov yevéodans [ - - 1. De vita I, 30, 32; “ "Eti 1oivuv tovg €v Adov deopwtog £8et
AvdTvat, kol T0 pyov ovK EMETpEWEV GyYEAOLG 1) TOlg dpxXovoL TV yyEAwy, dAL adtig KOThADEY
€ic 10 deocpwtrprov. Tovg alypodwtovg Ty EAevdepiay £ikog Ay 00 Tpoika, AABEWY, AAN Ewvnuévoug -
Kol Avel 10 oo kotoBodsy. Tovtov Tov tpémov €€ ekeivov kol €ig Ty £oydtny NUEPOY CLUOPTIOV
dmaddditter kol evOVIMG adinot kol pumov oG Wuxog omokAVvier” De vita IV, 92. The Bible
describes the effect of Christ’s redemptive work as liberation from enslavement. Christ gave his life
as a ransom (Matt. 20:28, Mark 10:45). With his own blood he redeemed men (Heb. 9:12, 1 Cor. 6:20,
Rom. 3:25) from subordination of sin (Eph. 1:7, Col. 1:14). Along with these Biblical themes, two
different lines of patristic theology of sacrifice converge in Cabasilas’ thinking. On the one hand, he
identifies with e.g. Basil the Great’s conception of Christ’s sacrifice as a ransom paid to Satan for the
liberation of mankind. On the other hand, the sacrifice is also compensation to God the Father: a
reconciliation of man with God, not God’s reckoning with Satan. This line of thought is represented
by Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus. Kelly 1958, 380-385; Russell, J.
1981, 192-193. See also Greenfield 1988, 61-64.

12 7T iy Bvotav todtny un eikdvo kol tomov elvatl dvoiag, AL dvcioy ANy, 10 un dptov
glot 10 TedVUEVOY, AL oo 1oV XpLoTov 10 CWMA - Kol TPOg ToVTolg 10 picy €lvot Ty 100’ Auvov
100 Oeov Bvoiow kol dnag yeyevnuévmy.” Sacrae liturgiae XXXII, 10.
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To begin with the uniqueness of the sacrifice, the Eucharistic actualisation of the
sacrifice does not mean that the resurrected body of Christ is sacrificed anew. Quite the
contrary, Cabasilas finds it impossible to accept the idea of the Son of God’s suffering
again.’® He thus refutes the idea of repetition of the sacrifice. It is one and unique. This
conviction is actually stated in the text of the Byzantine liturgy of St. John of Chrysostom
by a description of Christ in the Eucharist as “broken and distributed; broken but not
divided. He is forever eaten yet is never consumed [ - - ].”14

In the midst of his explanation of the Eucharistic mystery Cabasilas bursts into
prayer which expresses his fundamental beliefs: the Eucharist is grounded on Christ’s
redemptive work and his command — there is nothing man can add to it.

We offer to you the same offering which your Only-begotten himself offered to you, God and
Father; and we give thanks to you in offering it since he also gave thanks to you. To this
offering of gifts we bring nothing of ours; for they are not of our work but yours, you creator
of all. The form of worship is not either our own invention; we had not even conceived it, nor
brought to it by ourselves, but you yourself taught us, you advised us through your Only-
begotten. For this reason, our offering to you of the things you have given us, is yours in all
things and through all things.15

The very last words in this paragraph adapt the liturgical proclamation concerning the
inclusiveness of the sacrifice: “Tol cd £k TV oWV G0l TPOCHEPOUEY Kartol moivto kol Siol
novta.”16 Since the theme of unrepeatability of the sacrifice is also witnessed to by
liturgical phrasing, Cabasilas evidently intends to affirm his insights by referring to the
very wordings and themes of the prayers of the liturgy itself. This kind of grounding of
argumentation is well suited to the previous establishment of Cabasilas’ method of
interpretation as an exegesis of the text of the rite.

How, then, does Christ's one and unrepeated sacrifice become present in the
Eucharistic synaxis? Cabasilas contemplates the becoming-present of the sacrifice on two
levels. He firstly speaks of a transition of the non-sacrificed becoming sacrifice through
an act of offering. Non-sacrificed bread “transforms into something which is sacrificed”
(uetoporrer tote eig 10 tedvpévov). He compares this transition with a sheep becoming

13 Sacrae liturgiae XXXII, 4. Cabasilas identifies with the Eastern Christian position of the uniqueness
of Christ’s sacrifice. Cabasilas still speculates, probably in a sarcastic tone, with the thought of the re-
crucifixion of Christ. He points out that even if Christ could suffer again, it would be hard to find
volunteers who would crucify him. Besides, it would be very difficult to perform everything in an
exact similitude with the Gospel descriptions of Christ’s passion.

14 “MeliCeton xol Swopepiletar 0 auvog o0 Oeov 0 peAlduevog kol un Siapovpevog, 6 TovToTE
£0010pEVOG KOl UNOETOTE SUMAVAWHUEVOG CAAC TOVG HETEY0VTaG Aylci{wv.” Brightman 1896, 393.

15 “Adtijv £kelvny Ty Tpochopoly Tpoodyouey, iy avtog 6 Movoyevrc dvédelEg cot, 1@ Os® xal IMotpl
Kol e0XOPLOTOVHEY TTPOCTyoVTeg, GTL Kol adtig Gvadetkvig vty ndyopiotel. Aol o0t 0VSEV
oikodev eicdyouey gig tovtny Ty dwpodopiow: oBte yop Epyo MUV Ta Swpa GAAC GOV TOV VIOV
dnuiovpyod, ovte Muetépa Emivolo TG Aotpeiag 0Vtog O TVMOG, GAA’ 008E mpoedupndnuey 0dd
olkoder kol mop Eovtov eig avTY EKwnOnuer- dAN adtog €8idaag, adtog TPoeTpéyw St TOV
Movoyevodg. Tovtov yopw d TPoSHEPOUEY GOl EK TOV oWV dv NV EdwKag, oo £0TL Kartal molvto Kol
S oo Sacrae liturgine XLIX, 27.

16 Brightman 1896, 329, 386.
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similarly a sacrifice through an act of offering.!” This kind of transformation can be
designated as change in function. It indicates that an act of offering creates a transition
from one category of meaning or significance to another. Simply put, something which is
not sacrificed becomes a sacrifice. Yet, even though it is bread that is in the Eucharist
brought for offering, it is not ordinary bread that is actually offered. If that were the case,
Cabasilas rationalizes, the bread would still be bread after the act of offering (just as the
offered sheep remains sheep).'® This would contradict Cabasilas’ definition of the central
act of the liturgy: transformation of the gifts into Christ’s true body and blood.

Recognition of change in function is not for Cabasilas a sufficient enough proof to
explain the similitude of the Eucharistic offering of the bread to Christ’s unique sacrifice
on the cross. For them to be as one, he provides another kind of change on the level
which unites Christ’s sacrifice with its Eucharistic analogue. As a result, at the moment of
offering the Eucharistic elements really change (uetaBoAiw) into the sacrificed body and
blood of Christ.!” This second level of change can be defined as concrete change. When it
takes place, the offered bread and wine no longer remain mere bread and wine but have
truly become the sacrificed Lamb of God.

The concept of the presence of God is at the cutting edge when one begins to discuss
Cabasilas” account of the transformation of the bread and wine. He openly attests that
unlike the other liturgical elements, the Eucharistic sacrifice is not a figurative or
symbolic act. On the contrary, the Eucharistic sacrifice is truly what it stands for ([ - - ] un
Tomog dAro. mpdypa dvsiag).20 It consists of sacrificing Christ’s body, immolation of the
Lamb of God.?! Consequently, the Eucharistic miracle is a real event, not a portrayal of
the historical sacrifice.??

17 ”Tig ydp T TOL mpoRotov Yucic, N AW 10V U EcPayHEVOV TOVTWG EIG TO ECHOYMEVOV UETOLROAT,
T00t0 kol Evtovdo yivetor 'O yop dptog ddvtog v petafoidiel tote €lg T0 teGVpEvoY. [ - -] “Odev
Koddnep €mi 100 TPoPditov T HEToROAT Vvoiaw SANBWg épydletar, ovtw Kol €vtovdo dd Ty
uetaBorny oty Yucio 10 tedovpevov AANVEC.” Sacrae liturgiae XXXII, 12.

187 AMA €l pév dptog pEvey £YEveto TeBVUEVOg, 0 dptog dv fv 0 deopevog v opoyny kol fiv dv 1
ooy téte dptov Buoia.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 13.

197H dvoio 0¥te Tpo 10V dyloacdnuot Tov dptov 0VTe HETO T0 Oylaodmual TEAELTOL, GAN €V ot
w0 aywlecvar.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 8; [ - - ] petapoidler yop odk €lg TUmov, AL €lg TPAyHO
ooayng, g oo 10 cwua Kupiov 10 tedvpgvov.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 12. In the anaphora of St.
Basil, the bread and wine are referred to as memorials of the redemptive passion of Christ:
“KOTEMTEY 88 TULY DIOUVIUOTO TV owTNpiov abtod TolBovg ToDTe, 6 TPOTEVEIKOUEY KOTATOG 00TOD
£vtoholc” Brightman 1896, 327. Mantovanis states that the sacrificial language reveals Cabasilas’
conviction of real presence of Christ. Mantovanis 1984, 199.

20 Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 11. 7 Emnel yop od tomog dvoiag 008E aipatog eikawv, dAld aAndmg odoyn
kot dvoio [ - -1 Sacrae liturgiae XXXII, 2. Wybrew points out that unlike many of his predecessors
Cabasilas pays special attention to the anaphora and the consecration. According to Wybrew, the
earlier commentators either tended to pass over these parts or reduced them to the symbolic level
with the rest of the service. Wybrew 1990, 160.

21 7 "Exerta. 00 T00T0 MUY £0TL 10 poothplov dptov 18e1v odattouevor, dAAS Tov’ Auvov 100 @D Tov
aipovta, T odoyn Ty cpoptiow 100 kdopov.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 3. Mantovanis designates
Cabasilas’ understanding of the consecration of the gifts as “real representation of the Divine
Dispensation”, different from symbolic representations. Mantovanis 1984, x.

22 Even though Cabasilas does not refer to the Palamite controversy, he is close to Palamas in his
understanding of the relation between symbol and the reality typified by it. At the same time he is
far from Byzantine humanism, represented by Nicephoros Gregoras and other anti-Palamites who
conceived the Eucharist as a symbol. In keeping with the heritage of classical philosophy, they
interpreted a symbol in connection with a closed or static cosmos. Consequently, the Eucharist as a
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Conviction of Christ’s somatic real presence in the sacrament is explicit in Cabasilas’
manner of explaining the change. His insistence on realism emphasizes that it is Christ’s
body, not the bread, which is sacrificed. Cabasilas still specifies that the Eucharistic
offering is not constituted of a blood-streaked slaughtering of Christ, but of bread
changing into the once-offered Lamb. The unique sacrifice on the cross is then both a
foundation for the Eucharistic offering of the bread, and the contents of it. In other words,
even though the one sacrifice on the cross is in the liturgy offered again and again, the
actuality of the Eucharistic sacrifice is always identical with the sacrifice on Golgotha.??
Cabasilas states: " Therefore, this sacrifice is not that of the bread, but of the substance of
body of Christ under the appearance of bread; not the sacrifice of the bread but the Lamb
of God, as it is called ([ - - ] &wd tovto N opoyr ékeivn odk &v 1@ dptw, dAL g &v
VIOKEUEV® BEMPOLUEIN T® CWUATL TOL XPLoTov, 00 ToV dpPTov GAAN TOL AUVOL 10V
B®e0v Bucia kai ot kai Aéyetar).”?* To sum up, the unique sacrifice of Christ becomes
present in the Eucharist and its fruits participable through the change of the bread into
the Lamb of God.»

symbol was not capable of being a mediator or link with concrete historical events and realities. It
remained as a symbol which nevertheless could benefit intellectual striving from the created order
towards noetic reality. Palamas, however, committed himself to a different approach. He maintained
that historical theophanies such as the incarnation form the bases of symbols, thus they are realistic
in nature. Just like Cabasilas he situates symbols within a christocentric economical reality. The thing
typified in and through the symbol is then truly present with the symbol in question. This is the only
way for symbols to exist: by being connected with the reality manifested in them. Meyendorff, J.
1964, 185-187; 196-197.

2 7 'Emel yop M dvoio avty yivetar, 00 oOOTTOHEVOL TNVIKOWDTO T00  AUvov, GAAO TOV dpTov
UETOBOAAOUEVOV €L TOV OOaYEVTO. AUvov, mpodniov og T HEV petaBoAn yivetatr, T 8 oooyn ov
yiveton tote, kol oUtw 10 pHETOPAAAGUEVOV TOAAO Kol 1) HEToBOAT] TMOAACKIG- TO OE €ig O
petaBoilAetar, 003y KwAvEL £v kol 10 avTo lvat, Koddmep odpa £V o0Tw Kol ohoyny 100 GWHTOG
uiow.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 15; “MeTaBoAlel yop Amd ToO diptov Ut EcPoyuévov [sic!] €ig odto 10
odpo 10 Kupiov 10 cpoyev aAndwe.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 12. Here Cabasilas seemingly follows
John Chrysostom. See In Epistolam ad Hebraeos XXVIIL, 5. PG 63, 189-192. The interconnectedness
between Golgotha and Eucharist is summed up by Grgurevich: "The sacrifice of the Lord Jesus
Christ has two aspects: first, that of Golgotha and second, the eucharistic. Both aspects, that of
Golgotha, the cross, and the Eucharistic, the bloodless, viewed in their essence, are actually one and
the same.” Grgurevich 1993, 63. According to Craig’s (1957, 21) observation, the Eucharist is not for
Cabasilas a repetition of Golgotha, but representation of and participation in the sacrifice. This is
made possible by the standing, everlasting status of Christ’s sacrifice.

24 Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 14. See also ITept év w1 Peiqx Astrovpyio teAovusvawr9.

25 On the sacrificial motif in Eastern Christian doctrine of the Eucharist see Gouillard 1967, 26.
Cabasilas” views on the sacrifice were accepted in the Council of Trent, which discovered that the
Eucharistic celebration is both a commemoration and representation of Christ’s sacrifice
(eucharistiam in missa esse similitudinem, exemplar, imaginem, repraesentationem et
commemorationem mortis Christi). Yet, the Eucharistic sacrifice is not the same as the historical
offering of Christ (Repraesentatio sacrificii non tollit veritatem sacrificii, sicut commemoratio coenae
dominicae non tollit veritatem coanae nostrae ex Christi praecepto; alias enim non veram, sed
imaginariam coenam faceremus). Still, as Cabasilas (in line with the Fathers) shows, the Eucharist
nevertheless is true sacrificing of Christ: “Idipsum patres admonent; nam Cabasila, intrepres
liturgiae Graecorum, c. 32 ita ait: 'Quod est de sacrificio, his verbis necesse est omnia, quae de eo
creduntur et figuram sacrificii, sed verum sacrificium; non edde panem id, quod sacrificatur, sed
ipsum corpus Christi.' Haec ille.” Concilium Tridentinum 1974, 447. The citation is taken from Sacrae
liturgiae XXXII, 10.
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The transformation of a non-sacrificed bread, firstly, into one that is sacrificed, and,
secondly, into the sacrificed body of the Lamb of God, occurs as one coherent event. This
can be concluded from Cabasilas’ designation of the transformative event taking place in
a dual manner.?¢ There are thus two distinct implications attached to the sacrifice in this
model of change. Change in the function — from non-sacrificed bread to sacrificed bread —
could be designated as mpocdopd., bringing forth of the offering. As npocdopa the bread
does not become something else in its substance, yet there is a specific meaning of
sacrifice attached to it. The bread is then dedicated to God but remains bread
substantially. Based on Cabasilas’ reading of the bread’s symbolic function at the
proskomide, it can be concluded that the Lamb becomes to some extent npécdopo. already
in the preparatory phase of the Eucharistic liturgy.

Christ’s immolation and sacrifice on the cross, for its part, was and is dvocia, a real
sacrifice. When the aspects of mpocpopo. and dvcio. merge during the Eucharistic liturgy,
the sacrifice on Golgotha is actualised and the Eucharistic elements are transformed
(netaBorn) into the body and blood of Christ. Change in meaning is then accompanied
with concrete change. Bread becomes body, wine becomes blood. This dual or double
change of unsacrificed elements into the body and blood of Christ can be illustrated as
follows:

sacrificed on Golgotha
Jesus Christ —» as dvoio
, body and blood
HeToBoAn > of Christ
bread and offered in the liturgy
wine > as Tpochopol

FIGURE 3: Cabasilas” model of dual change

26 ""Emel 08 auootepo HETERANON KAl dBvTov Kol 0 GpTog KOl YEYOVEV Avtl PEV AdUTOL TEVUVUEVOG,
avtl 8¢ dptov owpo Xptotov [ - - 1.7 Sacrae liturgiae XXXII, 14. What is called in this study a dual
change is a feature also emphasized by Mantovanis, who maintains that Cabasilas’ conceptualization
of the change “safeguards the sacrificial character of the Eucharist as well as the uniqueness of the
sacrifice of Christ.” Mantovanis 1984, 258.
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As a consequence of this dual change the bread and the wine turn into the body and
blood of Christ. Thus, the highpoint of the liturgy is attained. In Cabasilas’ interpretation
of the rite the transition of the focus from description of liturgical action to conceptual
analysis of the sacrifice speaks to the effects of the dual change. The previous chapter
demonstrated how liturgical symbolism moves to the side when sacramental realism in
the heart of the liturgy is approached. In other words, liturgical actions — gestures,
motion, hymns and proclamations — are an anamnesis of the reality which becomes truly
present through actualisation of Christ’s sacrifice. This kind of alteration can be described
as a transition from an image into the reality of the archetype. Hence, there is a clear
distinction to be seen between Cabasilas’ understanding of Christ’s presence through
liturgical representation and his real somatic presence in the sacrament.?”

Cabasilas” conception of Christ becoming really present in the sacrament through
conversion of the elements lends support to interpretation of the creed as the divider
between a symbolic and a realistic reading. Prior to the consecration the symbols depict
events that call to mind Christ’s life on earth. All of this aims to pave the way for meeting
him and truly receiving him in the sacrament. After the change of the elements into the
body and blood of Christ, the previously-symbolised reality is really present. Even
though Cabasilas describes the consecration as a depiction of the Saviour’s passion and
resurrection, it is obvious that the consecration as a symbol does not refer to anything
outside of itself or to something in the future. Rather, the symbolic connotation of the
consecration — which for Cabasilas seems to be a truly miraculous conversion of bread
into the body of Christ — strongly indicates that the symbolised reality is then perceived
truly to be one with the symbol. The conversion of the elements is thus a real symbol
which points out and refers to itself, that is, to the real and true presence of the suffering
and resurrected body of Christ. Through the dual change the body and blood of Christ
are on the altar table. This kind of realistic reading of the change is a clarifying factor in
Cabasilas” theology of the Eucharist. It shows that sacramental realism permeates the
layer of liturgical symbolism. Proclaiming the creed marks the point when symbolism
becomes thinner and sacramental realism comes forward.?® The interdependence between

27 The margin between liturgical symbolism and the realistic presence of Christ is contemplated by
Wybrew, who points out that Cabasilas’ interpretation of the anaphora is theological and non-
symbolic. Wybrew 1990, 163. Schulz crystallizes the difference between symbolic and real presence
in Cabasilas’ thought as follows: “Die Leben-Jesu-Symbolik der Liturgie gipfelt also bei Nikolaos
eindeutig in der sakramentalen Anamnesis des Todes Christi bei der Konsekration. Die
Sonderstellung des eigentlichen Opfers, die Nikolaos schon im ersten Staz seines Kommentars
betonte, wird keinen Augenblick aufier acht gelassen. Eben diese eindeutige theologische
Akzentuierung lieflen die {ibrigen Liturgiekommentare seit Germanos vermissen.” Schulz 1964, 205.

28 Schmemann’s demand for liturgical renewal is partially directed precisely at the turning point
between symbolism and realism — so evident in Cabasilas’ construction. Due to this transition, the
symbolic prologue turns into an illustration of Christ’ presence. This is seen by Schmemann (1990b,
103-104) as a thread for a true Eucharistic vision. It may lead to an overly exact definition of the
moment of the change and the manner of it as well. According to him, the liturgical act should
instead to be understood as a whole, the fundamental thing being the ecclesial dimension of it. Even
though it is precisely Cabasilas that Schmemann takes as an example of a thinker who promotes the
transition from symbolism to realism, Cabasilas restrains him from speculative analysis of the
moment and manner of the change. When he deals with these issues, he mostly is satisfied with the
answers provided by the tradition. Besides, Schmemann’s claim of a sudden appearance of realism
seems not very convincing when it comes to Cabasilas. For example, the realistic approach was set
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sacrifice and consecration, as spelled out by Cabasilas in his theory of dual or double
change, has been considered by some to be no less than his most remarkable contribution
to Byzantine theology.?

Now that it has been seen that Cabasilas keeps to a realistic understanding of the
conversion of the Eucharistic elements, it can still be asked: how does the Eucharistic
sacrifice, made really present in the consecration, eventually differ from its symbolic
depictions? Cabasilas’ insistence on the realism of the Eucharistic sacrifice is seen when
his understanding of the sacrificial symbolism (in the proskomide) is compared with the
true Eucharistic offering of Christ (during the anaphora). His reading of the liturgy
indicates that the Eucharistic elements are offered twice, in a manner of speaking, during
the liturgy. The first offering takes place at the proskomide as an “anticipated sacrifice”.3
At that point the bread and wine are, nevertheless, mere symbols. Their function is to be
symbolic references to the body and blood of Christ, whose presence is actualised when
the sacrifice becomes a manifested reality through the consecration. Cabasilas suggests
that at the proskomide the bread and wine are used to demonstrate what the sacrifice is
and will be about. The second and actual offering takes place when Christ, not the bread
and wine, is immolated as the true sacrifice ("Enel yop Sittr 1 mpocoywyr, N UEV ®G
dudpwv kal dvadnuotoy ATA®G, [ - -] N 8€ wg dvoiog ).’

A comparison of symbolic and true sacrifice in relation to the proskomide
demonstrates that sacrifice is established by Cabasilas as the dominant theme for an
overall understanding of the Eucharistic rite from its very beginning. Despite the
difference in the nature of sacrificial realism between the offerings at the proskomide and
the anaphora, there still is an element that provides interconnectedness. At the

forth already by Cabasilas in his analysis of the function of the holy table. Cabasilas’ construction,
therefore, rather suggests that realism is both the starting point and the aim for liturgical action. As a
result, symbolism and realism are within each other. Cabasilas’ thought should therefore rather be
approached from the perspective of reciprocity than that of transition. The function of the
symbolism is then to make references to and lead towards a growing awareness of realism,
manifested in different levels of presence. Consequently, realism is not opposed to symbolism but
overlaps with it.

2 Such praise is by Kallistos Ware, who finds it extremely significant that the act of transformation is
placed by Cabasilas into the very core of Eucharistic sacrifice. Thus, Ware concludes, at the moment
of consecration the bread is not sacrificed but rather transformed into the body of Christ. Ware finds
this essential to Eucharistic sacrifice, which he designates by interpreting Cabasilas’ idea of
transformation a “rite of passage”. Ware 2005, 149. Signifigance of Cabasilas’ teaching on the
sacrifice is also emphasised by Mantovanis. He maintains that Cabasilas expanded the patristic
concept of the sacrifice and developed the subject significantly. There are three focal aspects,
according to Mantovanis, in Cabasilas’ theology of sacrifice: 1) the Eucharist is not just a reminder or
an image of the sacrifice on the cross, 2) Eucharistic sacrifice is not a new sacrifice, 3) Eucharistic
sacrifice consists of the consecration which truly transforms the bread and wine into the truly
crucified body and blood of Christ. Mantovanis 1984, 239.

30 Mantovanis 1984, 241.

31 Sacrae liturgiae L, 3. As Mantovanis puts it, the proskomide is not a sacrifice itself but an
anticipation of it. Mantovanis 1984, vii. The margin made by Cabasilas’ is in line with John of
Damascus’ remark that even though the bread and wine occasionally are designated as the antitypa
of Lord’s body and blood (dvtituna 100 owuatog kal tov aipotog tod kvpiov), this can be done only
before the consecration (mpiv dylacdnvat). Expositio fidei 86, 163-166. Thus, there is a difference in the
manner of how the symbols of Christ's body and blood - the bread and the wine — are to be
understood in connection with the reality of his being and presence in them. On the patristic use of
avtitunov in Eucharistic context see Getcha 2007b, 5-6.
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proskomide the priest, so to speak, “acts out” the sacrifice. By the time of the anaphora
the play is over and the sacrifice becomes present in reality through influence of the
invisible divine grace.?? Thus, the above distinction between a sacrifice as mpocgopd and a
sacrifice as dvcio. becomes clear here. The former involves a transition of category, the
latter a change as an actual fact. Since Christ’s sacrifice is a unique one, it is actualised
invisibly without any assistance from man. Adapting one of the prayers of the rite,
Cabasilas therefore characterises the Eucharist as a worship of the intellect (Aoyixn
Aatpeia).® Reference to intellectual worship indicates that even thought God’s outreach
is revealed within the creation ontologically (in the bread and wine of the Eucharist),
Cabasilas yet maintains that unnattainability of the divine essence remains out of reach.
Man can approach it only through Aoyikn Aotpetor.

Now that Cabasilas” basic beliefs about the actualisation of Christ’s sacrifice have
become evident, we can take a look at the three Latin scholars. The actualisation of the
sacrifice and understanding of its uniqueness are themes that Hugh of St. Victor, Peter
Lombard and Thomas Aquinas deal with as well.

Hugh's statement on Christ’s sacrifice as the primary substance of the Eucharist and
other sacraments alone indicates that the Eucharist is identified with the sacrifice on
Golgotha in the Latin tradition as well as the Greek.>* Hugh specifies that Christ’ body
and blood, eaten under the form of bread and wine, are called a true sacrifice (Eucharistia
hostis sacra divinissima vocatur). The true sacrifice and victim, which affects the grace of the
sacrament, is hidden under the outward form of the Eucharist.3®

32 Koumarianos has also detected the close connection between the proskomide and anaphora in
Cabasilas’ interpretation of the sacrifice. Koumarianos (2000, 22) understands the proskomide as a
synonym for the offering (prosfora). In patristic writings the proskomide is nevertheless also used as
a byword for the anaphora. Koumarianos writes: ”Proskomide refers to the Anaphora, and has
nothing to do with the preparation of the Precious Gifts before the Liturgy.” Thus, he suggests that
instead of the proskomide, the term “preparation” should rather be used to designate the first phase
of the liturgy. He argues that the proskomide refers to already offered elements, not to their
preparation for that offering.

33 Emi 8¢ 1ng devtépag TPocaywyng 0VdEY daivetal molwy - dAA yivetal PEV | Tpoohopd, yiveton &
dopdtwg. Triv ydp Svoiow ddaveg N xopig epydletar ol 1OV TEAECTIK®Y €VXMV T0V 1EPES. OVKOVY
£8el AGyov TV KNpuTIGVTwY THY U1 dovopgvmy mpocaywyhv.” Sacrae liturgine L, 8; [ - - ]ty &€
devtépay, Ty €l 10 VEWV owHo Kol olpo UETOROATY TV ddpwv, ftg €otlv 1) Yvoia, VmEp
Avdpdmov Svvopy odoow £pydletan HEV N xdpig- edyetal 8 wovov O 1epevc. Odev £l kal €pyov £otl
Kol mpayua dANdwg N duoia, AL adtog 008EY gig adtniy £pyalouerog, GALD A€ywy Hévov, elkdTme
00 TpoYMoTIKTY dAAA Aoyikny Aatpelow mpoodyew ynol.” Sacrae liturgiae LI, 2-3. In one of the
prayers of the liturgy of St. Basil it is petitioned: ”[ - - ] iva. yevauedo Aol 100 TPOSHEPELY GOL THY
Aoyikiy tovtny kol dvadpoktov dvsiow [ - - 1.7 Brightman 1896, 319. There is in the prayer an
allusion to Paul's Aoywkn Aatpeior in Rom. 12:1, where the apostle designates the concept as
deliberate consecration and dedication of one’s life to God.

34 ”Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis Christi unum est ex his in quibus principaliter salus constat,
et inter omnia singulare; quia ex ipso omnis sanctificatio est. Haec enim hostia semel pro mundi
salute oblata, omnibus praecedentibus et subsequentibus sacramentis virtutem dedit, ut ex illa
sanctificarent per illam liberandos omnes.” De sacramentis 11, 8, i. PL 176, col. 461D.

3% ”Ipsa autem Eucharistia, id est bona gratia; ipsa scilicet hostis sacra divinissima vocatur; quoniam
divinos facit, et participes divinitatis eos qui se digne participant. Et quia ipsa signum est et veritas,
in qua vera caro Christi sub specie panis sumitur; et in carne eius digne sumpta, ipsius etiam
divinitatis susceptio et participatio et consortium econdonatur; propterea divinissima et sactissima et
sanctificans sanctificantia omnia et sancta.” De sacramentis II, 8, viii. PL 176, col. 467D-468A. The
Roman catholic sacrifice motif is summarised by Hardon (1981, 465-466): “The sacrifice on the altar,

91



Peter Lombard addresses the issue by distinguishing the sacramental offering of
Christ in the Mass from the sacrifice in the person of Christ on Golgotha. Yet, he stresses
that they are closely interrelated. The commemoration of Christ’s unique offering on the
cross is for him the justification for designating the consecration in the Mass as a sacrifice
(sacrificium et oblationem). Along with commemoration, the sacrifice in the Mass can be
understood as a becoming-present of the represented sacrifice of Christ on “the altar of
the cross”, as Lombard calls it. Therefore, what happens on the altar is justly called
sacrifice. “Christ has been sacrificed once, and is sacrificed daily; then in one way, now in
another”, Lombard states.3¢ Even though he shows that the sacrifice on the cross and the
Eucharist are actually one thing, his understanding of the representation of Christ’s
sacrifice calls for some attention. Apparently Lombard thinks that despite their essential
unity the sacramental offering of Christ is somewhat different from the sacrifice on the
cross. If this is the case, representation stands for the anamnetic aspect of the Mass,
crystallised in the commandment of Christ at the institution of the sacrament.
Representation would then reveal the historical and essential uniqueness of Christ’s
sacrifice: the present moment and the process of making present the sacrifice derive their
meaning and content from the reality of a past event.?” In any event, it appears unlikely
that Peter Lombard would see the representative nature of the Mass in terms akin to
Cabasilas” symbolical construction.

Thomas Aquinas situates the Eucharist at the intersection of past, present and future.
The Eucharistic event and reality thus constitute the centre of time and eternity. It
becomes nunc in which the qualities of different dimensions of time are confronted. The
past is present in the Eucharist explicitly as the sacrifice (sacrificium), the present as

then, is no mere empty commemoration of Calvary, but a true and proper act of sacrifice, whereby
Christ the high priest by an unbloody immolation offers himself a most acceptable victim to the
eternal father, as he did on the cross.” He further (1981, 466-468) specifies that there are three main
points of contact between the Mass and the cross. Firstly, the connection is manifested through
representation of the sacrifice. This is the grounds for offering Christ to his Father in the Mass. The
essence of the sacrifice in the Mass is one with the sacrifice on the cross. Secondly, there is an
element of commemoration or anamnesis, which makes the sacrificed and resurrected Christ present
in the Mass. Finally, Hardon argues that in the Mass the blessings of the one sacrifice on Golgotha
are truly partaken of.

3 7 Ad hoc breviter dici potest illud quod offertur et consecratur a sacerdote vocari sacrificium et
oblationem, quia memoria est et repraesentatio sacrificii veri et sanctae immolationis factae in ara
crucis. Et semel Christus mortuus est, in cruce scilicet, ibique immolatus est in semetipso; quotidie
autem immolatur in sacramento, quia in sacramento recordatio fit illius quod factum est semel. [ - - ]
Ex his colligtur sacrificium esse et dici, quod agitur in altari; et Christum semel oblatum, et quotidie
offerri; sed aliter tunc, aliter nunc.” Peter thus intends to clarify by what means the Eucharistic
sacrifice can be considered true sacrifice (sacrificio vel immolatio). Sententiae, Liber 1V, 12, V, i, iv.
Smolarski (1982, 72) points out that whatever is offered to the Father, it has to be in contact with
Christ’s sacrifice. When talking about the ”altar of the cross”, Smolarski connects the sacrifice on the
cross and in the Mass terminologically in a similar manner to Peter Lombard. Yet, Smolarski
deviates from Lombard in his stress that, alongside Christ’s sacrifice, it is important that the faithful
give themselves to God as sacrifice as well.

37 The difference between the historical and sacramental sacrifice is well articulated by Macquarrie
(1966, 476). He maintains that the thought of a literal repetition of the sacrifice makes no sense at all.
The Eucharist rather consists of a making-present of the sacrifice on Golgotha in a manner which in
an actual historicity differs form the original sacrifice but, nevertheless, brings forth the sacrifice as a
saving act.
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ecclesial communion and gathering (communio, synaxis), and the future as making for the
eternal joy and fulfilment (viaticum).®® In addition, Aquinas draws a sharp conceptual
distinction between the concepts of sacrificium and hostia. The former refers to the
anamnesis, representation of the sacrifice in the mass. Thus, the sacrificium dimension
fastens the Eucharist onto the historical uniqueness of Christ’s sacrifice. Hostia, for its
part, expresses the real nature of the Eucharist, the presence of Christ in the bread and
wine.* Hence, the Eucharist seen as hostia highlights the reality of the sacrificial aspect of
the Mass, and the reality of Christ’s presence in the sacrament as well. Aquinas expands
on his understanding of Eucharistic realism by stating that, compared with other physical
sacraments, the sanctity of the Eucharist is absolute since Christ is concretely present in
it.40 This realistic physicality is further accentuated in Aquinas’ description of Christ’s
bodily presence in the sacraments extending to bones, nerves and all. Thus, for Aquinas
the concept of “body” (corpus) stands in the Eucharistic context for the full physical
existence of Christ.*!

3 “Dicendum quod hoc sacramentum habet triplicem significationem. Unam quidem respectu
praeteriti: inquantum scilicet est commemorativum Dominicae passionis [ - - ]. Aliam autem
significationem habet respectu rei praesentis, scilicet ecclesiasticae unitatis, cui homines
congregantur per hoc sacramentum. Et secundum hoc nominatur ‘communio’ vel 'synaxis’ [ - - ].
Tertiam significationem habet respectu futuri: iniquantum scilicet hoc sacramentum est
praefigurativum fruitionis Dei, quae erit in patria. Et secundum hoc dicitur ’viaticum’, quia hoc
praebet nobis viam illuc perveniendi.” STh 3a. 74, 1, res. Aquinas sees the passion of Christ as the
ultimate point of reference for the past, present and future fulfillment alike. STh 3a. 60, 3, res.

39 [ - - ] hoc sacramentum dicitur ’sacrificium’, inquantum repraesentat ipsam passionem Christi.
Dicitur autem ’hostia’, inquantum continet ipsum Christum, qui est Hostia suavitatis, ut dicitur
Ephes.” STh 3a. 73, 4, ad. 3. Cf. Eph. 5:2, where Paul characterises Christ as “fragrant offering and
sacrifice.” Buxton (1976, 42) asserts that in Aquinas’ thought the uniqueness of the sacrifice on the
cross cannot be questioned. Buxton points to a speculation of Aquinas on the question whether
Christ would have died in the first place if some of the apostles had kept a portion of his body from
the Last Supper, or if the Eucharist would have been celebrated at the exact hour of his death on the
cross (cf. STh 3a. 81, 4). Aquinas’ answer, that Christ would have died in the sacrament as well,
indicates, according to Buxton, that the Eucharist and the sacrifice on the cross are inseparable. Even
though Aquinas does not directly say so, Buxton surmises that Aquinas considers actual and factual
immolation and slaying of Christ in the sacrament as impossible.

40 "Haec est autem differentia inter Eucharistiam et alia sacramenta habentia materiam sensibilem:
quod Eucharistia continet aliquid sacrum absolute, scilicet ipsum Christum; aqua vero baptismi
continet aliquid sacrum in ordine ad aliud, scilicet virtutem ad sanctificandum; et eadem ratio est de
chrismate et similibus.” STh 3a. 73, 1, ad. 3. Aquinas passes judgement on those — calling them
heretics — who deny the reality of Christ’s presence in the Eucharist and maintain that the Eucharist
is but a sign of his presence. Contra gentiles 62, 1. See also STh 3a. 75, 3, ad 2.

417[ - - ] ex vi sacramenti sub hoc sacramento continetur, quantum ad species panis, non solum caro,
sed totum corpus Christi, id est ossa et nervi et alia huiusmodi. Et hoc apparet ex forma huius
sacramenti, in qua non dicitur, "Haec est caro mea’, sed "Hoc est corpus meum’.” STh 3a. 76, 1, ad. 2.
Aquinas specifies that the word flesh (caro) is in the New Testament used as a replacement for
‘body’. When eating Christ’s flesh is mentioned, even then it is his body that is intended. It simply is
more natural for men to speak of eating flesh than body (e.g. John 6:54-56). He also observes that it is
not only the corporeality of the body of Christ which is present in the sacrament in its entirety, but
his soul is there as well. Contra gentiles 64, 2. In addition, Aquinas discusses the concrete presence of
Christ’s body in connection with the question of Christ’s coexistent multipresence on various altars.
According to Aquinas, the sacramental presence in the Eucharist is not locally restricted, despite its
concreteness. Christ is really present in a special manner, worthy of the holiness of the sacrament.
Aquinas refers to Aristotle’s definition of the requirements of space equaling the size of an object, if
the object is at a certain location (Physics 1V, 4. 210b35-211c3). Since Aristotle’s implication suggests
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Hugh, Lombard and Aquinas all commit themselves to a realistic understanding of
Christ’s presence in the Eucharist. Lombard and Aquinas explicitly spell out the
Eucharist as an event of interrelation between the past sacrificial offering of Christ on the
cross and the present actualisation of that very sacrifice. This makes the Latin authors
equivalent to Cabasilas when it comes to explanation of the unique sacrifice’s re-
enactment in the liturgy. Yet, the Latin authors are interested in a more accurate
definition of the manner of presence than Cabasilas, who rather restricts himself to a
liturgical approach.

4.2. TRANSFORMATION OF THE EUCHARISTIC ELEMENTS

The next question that requires further examination is, how does Cabasilas understand
Christ to be really and actually in the sacrament if only bread and wine are perceived in
it? To put it in other words, there is a need to ascertain how he explains the presence of
Christ becoming an objective actuality in the subjective human reality. Since Cabasilas
does not explicitly set forth any accurate theory for or justification of his understanding
of how the object of symbolic depictions and references of the liturgy becomes truly
present on the altar table, an analysis of his understanding of transformation must be
made by reconstruction of somewhat disconnected references to the theme.

To begin with, an analysis of Cabasilas’ terminology provides some initial
information. As a rule, Cabasilas adheres to the verb petapdidlw, to change, and its
derivative substantive petopoln|, a change, throughout his main works when designating
the transformation of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ.#? Usage of
the verb uetaBdiim can be considered natural for Cabasilas as a Byzantine theologian
since it is the term used also in the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom when the
transformation of the gifts is begged of the Father. Besides, it is this precise terminology
that is customarily used within the Eastern Orthodox tradition. Since these words are

that location can be (at least conceptually) differentiated from a thing or an object, and since Christ is
substantially present in the Eucharist, his body must become localized in the dimensions of the
bread. Further, the dimensions of his own body are also present in the sacrament to the extent of its
substance. This is, however, no longer in line with Aristotle’s definition of becoming localized.
Therefore, Christ’'s presence on the altar does not fall into the category of local presence.
Additionally, there is nothing to prevent the simultaneity of his continuous presence on the right
hand of the Father and upon multiple altars. Contra gentiles 64, 5, STh 3a. 76, 5; STh 3a. 75, 1. Cf.
Barden 1965c, 212-213. Evdokimov (2001, 255) distinguishes two manners of presence of Christ:
historical and liturgical. Christ’s historical, earthly presence came to an end at the ascension of
Christ. After that, only liturgical presence in the sacrament is possible. Evdokimov specifies: “Thus
the eucharistic gifts are not the localizing of an extra-eucharistic presence. Their full reality is exactly
limited to the eucharistic consumption in which Christ offers himself mysteriously but also most
really [ --].”

£ In addition to petaporn and petoporiw, Cabasilas also frequently makes use of the forms
petapAndfron and petapindwot (the one who changes), and petapaiddpevov (the changed). See
also Mantovanis 1984, 197-198. The index of Greek terms of SC edition of Sacrae liturgiae (1967, 391)
lists 15 paragraphs in which petaBoiiw appears. MetaBoAr appears in 9 paragraphs. In De vita such
terminology is not used. This may result from the fact that in De vita Cabasilas Cabasilas deals with
the reality of Eucharistic life as spiritual experience, not with sacramental actualisation of the body
and blood of Christ in the liturgy.
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mainly expressions of the event itself, descriptions of something taking place, Cabasilas’
deeper understanding of the nature or manner of the transformation is not revealed by
these words themselves. Rather, they simply establish his grounding in traditional
Eastern terminology.#

In order to understand his thinking more accurately, another concept may prove to
be more useful. The participle Onokeipevov is adapted by Cabasilas in delineating the
presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Eucharist, as an expression of the location of
that presence in the elements. Cabasilas attests that the bmoxeiuevov of Christ’s body can
be detected beneath the appearance of the bread (¢v Vmokeylévey YeWPOLUEVN TGO CWUATL
700 Xp1oTtov, od Tov dptov).* In patristic literature the word bmokeipevoy appears as a
synonym for bméctacig, the point of reference then being “the principle of being’, ‘the
truly existent’.> If Cabasilas is to be linked with this conceptual tradition, the body of
Christ could then be described as the essence or substance of the Eucharist, the
constitutive component of the sacrament. As a consequence, it is the substance, instead of
the bread, which constitutes the truly present matter in the Eucharist. Yet, Cabasilas
himself does not in any way specify the detailed meaning of the word he uses. There is
only this single phrase with no further interpretation. Since the word appears in the
sources only in this one instance, it cannot carry enough weight to serve as a guiding
principle in drawing conclusions about Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought. In any event, it
gives evidence of his tendency towards rational distinction in expressing the substantial
presence of Christ’s body in the corporeal element of the bread. Even though using
onokeinevor could be taken as evidence in favour of reading Cabasilas from the
perspective of substantial change, it needs to be remembered that in classical philosophy
there is remarkable conceptual looseness attached to vmokeipevov. For example, both Plato
and Aristotle use it in a metaphysical context to express the cohesive factor of qualities,
the substrate.#¢ Against this background it is, firstly, quite evident that in using the
concept vmokeipevoy Cabasilas commits himself to a realistic understanding of Christ’s

4 J. Meyendorff (1974a, 203) and Ware (1963, 290) mention precisely uetapdAlw as the most
traditional term in expressing the transformation in Orthodox theology. Justin Martyr is one of the
first to adopt uetaforr} when expressing the change. Cf. Pelikan 1971, 169. There are, however, a
number of other Greek terms that have been used in the same intention, such as petomoieiv,
pediotoval, petockevdtely, copotonotely and petaotolyelovv. Gass 1849, 140. It is common to all of
these terms that none of them intends to lay bare the nature of the change. In this respect they can be
regarded as equal to petapodrw. Cf. Gavin 1923, 329. According to Evdokimov (2001, 246), there has
been no significant interest among Orthodox theologians in expounding on the manner of change of
the Eucharistic elements. It was one of the consequences of the Western Eucharistic disputes that
questions of “why” and “how” were asked in relation to the Eucharistic mystery.

4 Cf. page 87 above.

45 PGL 1961, 1449-1450.

46 Liddell & Scott 1889, 843. In the Latin translation of Cabasilas’ text used at the Council of Trent, the
word subiectum is used as equivalent to Onoxeipevov. The chosen Latin term points out the realism
and concreteness of being. However, the translation does not suggest that the change would take
place as change of a substance: “Quoniam autem utraque mutata sunt, et insacrificatum et panis, et
factum est pro insacrificato quidem sacrificatus, pro pane autem corpus Christi, propterea mactatio
illa non in pane, sed tanquam in subiecto quidem considerata corpore Christi, non panis, sed agnus
sacrificatus est et dicitur.” Concilium Tridentinum 1974, 459 [italics mine]. The forms of the verb used
by Cabasilas (petafoidimw and petePAndm) in expressing the change have been faithfully translated
as mutatio, which also does not reveal anything of the believed nature of the change.
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presence. Secondly, even though the exact manner of that realism is not clear, there is still
some evidence to support a claim of ontological transformation or change of substance.
Ultimately, Cabasilas” usage of Umokeipevov cannot give definite certitude but it still
confirms his realistic approach to the change of elements and presence of Christ in the
sacrament as well. A single appearance of ®¥mokeiuevov, being but an allusion,
nevertheless does not contradict any of the previous findings.

Besides the scarce terminological evidence, there are a few passages which shed
more light on Cabasilas” thought about the nature of the transformation. In the first of
these he explicitly notes that the bread changes into the body of Christ and sacrificed
Lamb of God.# In saying this he does not, however, place much emphasis on the
substantiality of the change, but his focus is rather on the reality of the becoming-present
of Christ: bread becomes the sacrificed body. His attention is thus on the meaning and
content of the Eucharist, not on the manner of Christ becoming present.

There is yet a sharp distinction between the content and sensible outward
appearance of the Eucharistic elements, seen in two other passages. In these, Cabasilas
discusses the theme of presence from a slightly different perspective. First, as a refereance
to the consecration of the bread, he emphasizes that even ”after the prayer” the elements
or gifts (ta dwpa) are still on view upon the altar table. At first glance this seems to give
evidence for the existence of a distinction between essence and form in Cabasilas’
understanding of the sacrament. However, he is apparently not aiming simply to point
out that the outward form of the bread remains after the presence of the body becomes
manifested. Instead, his focus is actually on the fact of the concreteness of Christ’s
sacrifice and his presence, manifested in reality in the gifts. Therefore Cabasilas is not so
much referring to the outward appearance or the form of the sacrament as to the simple
fact that after the mystical transformation there still is something on the altar that can be
seen.*® In another passage elsewhere Cabasilas warns the faithful away from contempt for
the Eucharistic mystery due to its realization in the humble material form of bread and
wine.** Here the motive for distinguishing the contents of the Eucharist from its outward
form clearly does not seem to be dogmatic or speculative aspiration, but pastoral and
spiritual concerns. The distinction is thus based on an affirmation of the holiness of the
sacrament.

Can Cabasilas’ musings on form and content be interpreted according to the
scholastic paradigm of substance and accident? Probably not. He is not extremely
analytical when arguing in favour of a realistic understanding of Christ’s presence. Since

47 7 ’Emel ydp M OSvoio vty yivetar, 00 GOATTOUEVOL TNYIKODTOL TOO  AMVoV, dAAD 1OV dpTov
HETOROAAOHEVOV ELG TOV GhayEVTa Apvéy, [ - -1.” Sacrae liturgine XXXII, 15; “MetoBdALel yop Gmd 100
dptov un écdopypévov [sic!] eig oo 10 odpo 100 Kupiov 10 cdoyev dAnd®c.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXX1I, 12.

48[ - -] énel opopey avtd [to dwpa] mop’ MU Gvio €11, Kol petol Ty gvxny ovdev frttov.” Sacrae
liturgiae XXX, 12. The object of the verb opciw is rather simply the thing, i.e. the gifts, on the altar, not
specifically their form or sensible appearance.

497°0 8¢ 1epevg [ - - | KOAEL TOVG UETOCXELY BOVAOUEVOVG, KO TPOCIEVAL KEAEVEL «UeTd dOBOv B0
kol Tiotewe», wite Katadpovovvtog did 10 Govopevov, uijte €vdoldi{ovtag S0 t0 Vnep Adyov €lvail TO
TOTEVOUEVOY, GAA Emywdokovtag Ty aflov oadtov kol og¢ ein {ong aitia oiwviov 1oig
petodapBolvovot ToTevovtag TPOSIEvaL. Sacrae liturgine XXXIX, 1; “Tadto yop 6 peottng, [--] 0
Hovog TV Yuywv fAL0g vov HEV 00Tw dovipevog Kal peteyopevog [ - - 1.7 Sacrae liturgiae XLIIL, 7.
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there is remarkable looseness in his conceptualisations, it might be too strong an
interpretation to maintain that he has as sharp a conceptual paradigm as the conventional
scholastic opinion conveys.> Cabasilas’ cautiousness in conceptualisation is illustrated by
his denial of the local transformation of the gifts due to the consecration. He states that
the Eucharistic elements remain on the altar even after they are consecrated. In other
words, the change is not expressed as a local transformation or as elevation of the bread
into heaven.>! This kind of reductio ad absurdum suggests that Cabasilas is not very much
interested in speculating on either the nature of the change or the presence of Christ. On
the contrary, he seems to be satisfied with securing an understanding of the concrete and
even physical presence of Christ in the elements through their change into his body and
blood.

In addition, the above warning of despise finds links to the Eastern Christian
patristic tradition. Cyril of Jerusalem and Symeon the New Theologian (d. 1022), among
others, refer to the mystical aspect of the Eucharist when stressing that God is received
under the common appearance of bread and wine. Thus, in their thinking the separation
of the outward appearance from the actual essence of the sacrament does not rise from an
intellectual need for explaining the precise qualities of form and substance. The motive
underlying this distinction is to point out the reality of the mystery, not to account for it.*2
Cabasilas may well be linked with a similar point of view.

The eagerness to protect a realistic understanding of Christ’s presence, not an
analytical explanation of it, is demonstrated by Cabasilas’ treatment of the great entrance.
He draws a sharp distinction between the great entrance in the liturgies of St. John
Chrysostom and St. Basil, and that of the liturgy of the presanctified gifts, celebrated in
the Byzantine tradition during the weekdays of Great Lent. The special characteristic of
the liturgy of presanctified gifts is that the Eucharistic elements carried in the great
entrance have already been consecrated into the body and blood of Christ.>® This is not
the case with an ordinary liturgy, when the great entrance introduces the to-be-
consecrated elements. Thus, in the entrance of the liturgy of the presanctified gifts it is

50 According to Latin Eucharistic doctrine in the High Middle Ages, the outward manifestation of the
sacrament, i.e. the form, was designated by concepts of sacramentum and sacramentum tantum. The
invisible effect and presence of grace in the sacrament, i.e. the content, was referred to as res
sacramenti. The combination of these two levels was known as res et sacramentum. The latter term
refers to a sacramental entirety in which the spiritual and material dimensions are one. In a
Eucharistic context, res et sacramentum refers to the body and blood of Christ which are truly present
in the eucharistic bread and wine. Nocke 1992, 198-199, 203; Ott 1952, 394. Barden (1965a, 197) gives
a three-piece definition of a sacrament: 1) sacramentum tantum, i.e. sensible operation or visible
element, 2) res et sacramentum, i.e. hidden reality referred by sensible outward form, and 3) res
tantum, i.e. the ultimate reality of a sacrament, referred and signified by res et sacramentum. On
Aristotle’s impact on Mediaeval and Byzantine theology see Bradshaw 2004; Hauschild 1995, 590-
596.

51 Sacrae liturgize XXX, 3-5. Cabasilas criticizes the idea of local elevation when seeking to present the
proper understanding of the prayer Supplices te rogamus of the Latin mass. See Chapter 4.3.2 for a
detailed examination of this theme.

52 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses mystagogica IV, 9; Symeon the New Theologian, Discours Ethique
111, 456-524. Traités théologiques et éthiques 1. 1966, 422-426.

5 The consecration of the elements has taken place during the liturgy of the previous Sunday. Thus,
the entrance is made with presanctified gifts, as the name of the celebration openly indicates. On the
liturgy of the presanctified gifts see Grisbrooke 1986¢; Schmemann 1969, 55-62.
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not bread and wine that are carried but the very body and blood of Christ. Cabasilas
specifies that in the ordinary liturgy the bread and wine have not yet been transformed
into the Eucharist at the time of the entrance. As a consequence, Christ is not then truly
present in the elements (AVtn pev ydp &v todtn T €lo6dw ddvto €xel 1o dopo Kol
oOtw tetedecpdva, txeivn 88 tédewn, kol Tyloopéva, kol cmpo kol alpgo Xpiotov).
Cabasilas concludes by stating that the faithful err if they receive and greet the elements
in the ordinary great entrance as if Christ himself were present in them.5

The distinction between the great entrances in two different liturgical circumstances
exemplifies the divergence between the manner of God’s presence, on the one hand,
demonstrated through liturgical symbolism and, on the other hand, through
actualization of Christ’s sacrifice. In addition, the interconnectedness between the two
aspects of the sacrifice, npocdopcol and Yvcia, is again established. The ordinary great
entrance is performed with the elements as mpoc¢opc, as Cabasilas’ imagery of the
entrance as sacrificial procession revealed. When it is Christ’ body and blood that are
solemnly carried in the entrance instead, the Yvcia-aspect is manifested. If observed
through the dynamics of identity and separation, the WYvcia-aspect has a strong
connotation of identity with Christ, whereas the entrance in the Sunday liturgy with
npdodopa. bears no such significance. The latter thus rather speaks for a separation
between the symbol and its referent than for their substantial identity. Apart from these,
Cabasilas’ observation of differences in due reverence towards the materials carried in
the entrances deserves to be noted. The realistic nature of his understanding of the main
act of the liturgy is highlighted in his remark against veneration of the non-consecrated
bread as the body of Christ.

Interestingly, Cabasilas does not pay considerable attention to the so-called Cherubic
hymn, which in the ordinary liturgy is sung during the great entrance. Yet, he knows the
hymn, as a couple of short allusions reveal.®®> One can assume that the rich textual
contents of the hymn would accord well with Cabasilas” symbolism. He does not,
however, comment on the text. His reserve towards the Cherubic hymn seems strange
since the great entrance is one of the most festive and ceremonious parts of the liturgy.
When the entirety of his interpretation is considered, there is no other such central hymn
in the rite that Cabasilas leaves with such scant attention.

Why is it not mentioned? One explanation could be that since the text of the Cherubic
hymn already manifests what is going on with the entrance — reception of the Lord — there
is no need to spell it out again. Yet, it is precisely on the textual element that Cabasilas

5¢ Sacrae liturgine XXIV, 5; Hept év 1] Vel Aertovpyiar tedovuevar 4. According to Cabasilas, the
ordinary great entrance is an illustration of Christ’s entry into Jerusalem on Palm Sunday. He
maintains that the faithful can venerate the memory of that great event, but they must not adore the
bread and wine as Christ’s body and blood. Schulz also maintains that Cabasilas’ reticence results
from his fear of symbolism smothering the Eucharistic centre of the liturgy. As a result, Cabasilas’
interpretation of the entrance is even more serene than provided in the actual text of the Cherubic
hymn. Schulz 1964, 212.

55 The text of the hymn reads as follows:” We who mystically represent the Cherubim sing the thrice
holy hymn to the life giving Trinity. Let us set aside all the cares of life that we may receive the King
of all invisibly escorted by the angelic hosts. Alleluia. Alleluia. Alleluia.” In Sacrae liturgiae XXIV, 1
Cabasilas simply remarks that during the entrance a hymn is sung. On another occasion, he cites the
very hymn: “Ildiocav Buwtiktiy ydp, ¢noi, dnodwduedo pépyuvor.” Sacrae liturgine XXI, 4.
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most often bases his interpretation. Another reason for his reticence is a theological
intention. Criticism of a wrong kind of piety (adoration of non-consecrated bread)
suggests that his silence aims to correct a spiritual or theological distortion which he sees
as supporting the wrong kind of understanding of the nature of the Eucharistic gifts at
that point of the celebration. By the sixth century the great entrance had become one of
the focal acts of the liturgy. It was not only the most solemn part of the worship, but it
also overshadowed the spiritual centre of the liturgy, the Eucharistic communion. It has
been claimed that accentuation of the great entrance resulted from liturgical symbolism.
Especially due to the influence of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Christ's presence was
considered to be real in the elements even at that point of the celebration. This tradition
was to some extent sustained in the commentaries of Germanus, Pseudo-Sofronius and
Simeon of Thessalonica.®® By ignoring the Cherubic hymn Cabasilas almost certainly
intends to direct the interpretation away from the prevailing reading. There is no similar
conflict between his own insight and the dominant interpretation to be detected
anywhere else in his main writings.5”

Alongside liturgical motives, Cabasilas reassures his readers of the true presence of
Christ’s body through evocation of the realistic dimension of the liturgy, provided by
actualisation of the sacrifice of the Lamb of God. Above, Thomas Aquinas was seen to
maintain that the full physical reality of Christ’s body becomes present in the Eucharist.
The same seems to be true for Cabasilas, who claims that after the transformation there
are no longer typifications of Christ’s passion and sacrifice on the altar but “the true
victim, the most holy body of the Lord, which truly suffered derogations, insults, blows,
crucifixion, slaying [ - - ].” Cabasilas continues by stating that the now-present body is the
same which was conceived by the Holy Spirit and was born of the Mother of God, rose
from the dead and ascended to heaven on the right side of the Father.’® The

56 Patrinacos 1976, 273-277. See also Dix 1945, 282. A declaration of the year 535 by Emperor Justinian
illustrates well the pompousness of the entrance: the number of the priests was limited to 60, the
deacons to 100 and the lower clergy (readers, altar servants etc.) to 150.

57 Wybrew points out that Cabasilas’ view is based on a more clearly outlined Eucharistic thinking
than for example Symeon of Thessalonica’s arguments in the 15t century. Unlike Cabasilas, Symeon
supports the veneration of bread and wine during the great entrance. He compares them with an
icon, and identifies with iconoclasts who want to restrain from reverence at that point. Wybrew
1990, 169.

5 7O ydp diptog To0 Kvplokod oWuatog 0dK £€TL TUmog, 00SE Swpov, £ikGvo, 0gpwy Tov AANVYOD
Sudpov, 00SE ypadry Twa kopilwy &v Eovty Tov cwtnpiwv madov domep £V mivaki, AL odTo 1O
SANOWOV dwpov: adT0 100 AECTOTOVL T0 TOWOYLOV CMU TO Tovto AANOmg £kelwo deEduevor ol
Oveidn, tag URPeELg, TOVG HWAMTOG, T0 OTOLPWEY, 10 odoryév [ - - 1. [ - -] T0VT0 10 CWUC, TOVTO TO
oo 10 ovotdy €k IMvevpotog dyiov, 10 yewndey and tng pokapiog IMopdEvov, 10 Todgy, 10
dvaotdy T Tpitn NUEPQ, 10 GveAdov €ig ovpovovg kol kodelduevov €k de&iwv 100 Iatpde.” Sacrae
liturgine XXVIL; "Kol yop T00T0 10 COUO «TOD TATPOUOTOS TNHG VEOTNTOG» EYEVETO DNOOWPOG: Kot
maong UEv v dyevotov duoptiog, EmArpwos 8¢ macav Sikotoovvmy, €krjpuEe 8¢ Tolg OpHOYEVEGL
dryvoovpevor tov IMotépa, kol oig #Aeye kol olg £medeikvuto. Tovtd £0TL T0 COAYEV €Ml TOV GTOLPOV
Kot 6 TN cdoyn mpoodyov, £delhiar kol fywvio kol 18pdTt TEpLEppeLto Kol TPovdddn Kol cuveATHON
Kol KpLtwv MUECYETO TOPaViUwy - Kol «Epoptipnoe pev énl Iovtiov TTAdtov Ty KaAry Opoloyiow»,
7 ¢onot IMavhrog, £dwke 8¢ dikny tng Opoloylog Sdvatov, Kol ToUTOV €Nl GTOVPOV: Kol HAloTLYog MEV
¢l TV peTadpEVOY, EML 8E TOV XEWPOV KoL TOV ToddV HA0vG, TN TAEvpd 8 Triv Adyxmyv £86Eoto-
kol fAynoe pootryoluevor Kol oddvvridn mpoonAovuevov. Tovto 10 alpd, TV TANY®V £kAndnoov, Tov
fiMov éoBece xal Ty ynv £osloe xal TV dépo Tylooe kol mavto TOV KOOUOV GTEKAVCE ToV PUmoV
e apaptiog.” De vita IV, 20. Transformation of the Eucharistic gifts is also paralleled with
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transformation of the gifts is not therefore for Cabasilas only connected with the events
related to sacrifice (referred to at the events of institution and crucifixion) but to the
incarnation as well. Christ’s body is thus present as it was at the moment of his birth.*
Such a claim gives strong evidence on Cabasilas” view of transformation as Christ truly
becoming flesh and blood on the holy table.

His thought also includes a christological standpoint which engages with the aspect
of communion or participation — one of the main aims of the liturgy. Out of love towards
mankind, the Logos assumed in his incarnation humanity fully and categorically, thus
uniting mankind with divinity in himself. This happened for the salvation and deification
of man.®® According to his Eucharistic presentation of communicatio idiomatum or the
christological perichoresis, the human and divine natures come together and are united
in a similar manner as they did in the incarnation of the Logos. Partaking of the bread
and the wine is a means of entering into communion with the deified humanity of Christ.
What Christ has assumed from humanity he gives to the communicant: his body and
blood. Here Cabasilas makes a notable specification: since Christ’s body and blood are of
deified humanity it is God'’s body and blood (couo. ©eov kal oipo) which is communed in
the Eucharist.®! The transformation of the elements therefore opens up to a concrete
communication of and participation with the body and blood of the incarnate God.

incarnation by John of Damascus. He maintains that the body born of the Virgin is one and the same
with Eucharistic bread, since both incarnation and Eucharistic transformation occur by the power of
the Spirit. Exposito fidei 86, 60-107. Congar also detects an analogy or continuity existing between the
Eucharist and the incarnation. Congar 1983, 229-230. Use of “explicit and vivid” language serves,
according to Mantovanis, Cabasilas’ aim to fix the essence of the sacrifice. Mantovanis 1984, 252.

5 Similarly, Mantovanis states that incarnation or Christology forms the bases for Cabasilas’
theology of the Eucharist. Mantovanis 1984, 193.

¢ Holding to the christological formulation compiled at the Council of Chalcedon (451), Cabasilas
stresses that the incarnation did not lead to mixing (un ocvykeyvodot) of the two natures, but
preserving of properties of both natures in the person of Christ: “’AALol Tovtw HOVe mEPLBOAT TO
KOt TOV COTNPOL TPOLYHO TPOCTIKE, TW W1 cVyKexVodol mpog GAANAGG TAg OVOELS, QAN dpiyn
UEVEW EKOTEPOY TOV E£KOTEPOG Ldlmpoltwy, wg td ye dAla, TocoLTov UmepRoivel triv eikdva, tavTn
gxewo, Goov 10 AmA®g Tvwodal, 10 Towtelwg dipprnodot. Ty ydp ocvvddelor Tavtny, 0UTe
nopddetypa €0t GAAOLG YEVESDAL, 0VTE QDTIY €1G TAPOSELYUO GVEVEYKOL, GAAC Hovadikn Tig €01,
mpwtn Kol povn doveloa.” Homélies Mariales 111, 7. 503, 16-25. Cabasilas’ conception is derived from
the definition of the Council of Chalcedon: “[ - - ] évo. kail T0v oOTOV XPLoTOV VIOV KVPLOV MOVOYEVT], £V
Y0 PVoESY ACVIYXVTWG ATPENTMOG AILAIPETOG Axwpiotwg yvwpiiduevor | --1.”

61 “’Bmel yop 00K &VIy MUAG GVEADOVTAG TOV ODTOD UETOCXEW, OOTOG KOTEADWV €i¢ TMUAG, TOV
NUeTépwy HeTaAQUBOVEL: Kol 00Twg dkplpog ol EAaBe cuvvedvn, dote &' dv MUy, d wap MUOV
EhaBev, Amodidwoty, owtod petadidwol, Kol copkig Kol aipotog Letéxovieg dvdpwneiov tov Ogov
aOTOY TG Wouxolg dexlueda, Kol oope. ®gob Kol alpo Kol woxhy ©eob Kol vovv kal 9EAmo
000V €hattov 1 wvdpudmva.” De vita IV, 26. Cf. also Epistula XVII. PG 77, 113C-D. Volker describes
Cabasilas presentation of the eucharist through the principles of communicatio idiomatum as follows:
“[ - - ] die hypostatische Union [ist] die notwendige dogmatische Voraussetzung. Sie wird
gelegentlich einmal erwihnt, wobei aber jede spekulative Begriindung fehlt. Er begniigt sich mit der
Festsellung, daff eine communicatio idiomatum stattgefunden habe, ohne daff die Naturen
miteinander verschmolzen wéren [ - - |. Das Dogma von der hypostatischen Union dient also dazu,
das Geheimnis des Altarsaktaments verstandlich zu machen.” Vélker 1977, 32. ]. Meyendorff stresses
that the Byzantine theologians saw the bread as a sign of the incarnation, i.e. Christ’s humanity.
Thus, the bread was not so much thought to change into some other substance as it was understood
to be changed into the typos of humanity transfigured by Christ. It is namely Cabasilas who,
according to J. Meyendorff, stands for this kind of thinking: “The great Nicholas Cabasilas, though
still bound to the old Dionysian symbolism, overcomes the dangers of Nominalism; clearly, for him
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Evidently, the classical christological doctrine formulated by the Church Fathers of
the ancient councils is transparent in Cabasilas’ presentation of the Eucharistic mystery
and communion with Christ. The basis of the doctrine is a belief in Jesus Christ as one
hypostasis or person in two natures. Cabasilas relies on this tradition. For him the
humanity of Jesus Christ is enhypostazed in the Logos, made perfect and transfigured by
interaction with his divine nature.®> Adapting classical patristic phraseology, Cabasilas
declares that God came into the world in order to enable man to get into heaven — God
became man so that man could attain deification (To pév ydp fv t0v Ogov €ig v ynv
KateAOEW, 10 8 UG EvOEVde dvoyayely: kol 10 HEV odTOV E€vovdpwnnoot, T 8 Tov
dvdpwtov Yewdnvot).® Thus, the transformation of humanity into the likeness of divinity
takes place in the Eucharist in a twofold manner: in the Eucharistic elements and in the
being of the communing faithful. Subjective existence of man embodies actualisation of
the divine presence, made concretely participable through truly present Christ in the
sacrament.

A method used by Cabasilas to explicate the manner of actualisation of the sacrifice
on the cross is that of liturgical exegesis. Even though his theological discussion involves a
remarkable analytical contemplation, he nevertheless typically grounds his
argumentation on liturgical evidence — the terminology of the liturgy and examples
drawn from it (e.g. the comparison of different entrances). Thus, his thoughts are
illustrated through his use of liturgical examples. Consequently, the Eucharistic mystery
is presented and explained as it becomes manifested in the liturgy itself. Depiction of the
fullness of the two natures of Christ in the incarnational realism of the Eucharistic
mystery is well suited to this tendency, thus enhancing the realism in his understanding
of the proper nature of Eucharistic sacrifice.

as also for Gregory Palamas, the Eucharist is the mystery which not only 'represents’ the life of
Christ and offers to our 'contemplation’; it is the moment and the place, in which Christ's deified
humanity becomes ours.” J. Meyendorff, J. 1974a, 205. Of the earlier patristic authors, Cyril of
Alexandria has also adapted christology into Eucharistic theology. Cyril stresses that it is the real
and life-giving body of Christ which is partaken in the Eucharist: “ 'Ecdiopev 8¢ mueig, od v
vedtra.  domovwvieg, dmoye NG SvoPovAiag, dAAd Ty 18law to0 Adyov odpka  {womoidv
yeyevnuévny, [ - -1.” Adversus Nestorii blasphemias. PG 76, col. 192D-193A.

62 Cf. De vita III, 5 where Cabasilas designates the hypostatic union as the basis of the deification of
Christ’'s human nature; consequently, the separation between God and man was removed in Christ.
The concept 'enhypostized' or 'enhypostatic’ (évondctatog) comes from the 6t century theologian
Leontios of Byzantium. He used the concept to express the dependence of human nature on the
person or hypostasis of the Logos. Human nature can be said to be enhypostatized in the hypostasis
of the Logos, and then being truly existent. Cf. Meyendorff, J. 1975a, 66-68; Pihkala 1997, 299-303.
Nellas characterises Cabasilas’ christological dimension of the Eucharist by saying that created
humanity and human person are enhypostatized in Christ. When enhypostatized, both nature and
person experience being as integrated and authentic. This leads to a ”Christian mode of being”.
Nellas 1987, 124.

6 De vita IV, 26. Irenaeus of Lyon (Adversus haereses V, 1,1) Athanasius the Great (Oratio de
Incarnatione Verbi, 54. PG 25, col. 192B) and Gregory Nazianzus (Poema Dogmatica, 10. PG 37, col. 465)
all understand man’s deification on the basis of the Incarnation. Their view is condensed in the
catchphrase “God became man so that man could become god” which expresses the incarnational
foundation of soteriology. Atonement and redemption are in the Eastern Christian tradition
therefore seen as recapitulation of humanity in the incarnate Logos. This further enables personal
participation in salvation. See e.g. Lossky 1974, 108-110.
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Although Cabasilas deals with the question of form and substance within the
postulates of the Eastern Christian tradition, he was to a certain extent familiar with the
phrasing of the question in Latin Scholastic thought. Basing an assertion solely on the
knowledge of his having been aware of some of Thomas Aquinas” works would make it
far too hasty to claim that he concur with, for example, the conceptual footing of the
doctrine of transsubstantiation or the distinctions in the category of being, found in
general scholastic Eucharistic theology. Keeping to traditional Eastern terminology and
its lack of rational justification, however, favours another kind of interpretation.®* Still,
there is no evidence in Cabasilas’ writings of any direct criticism of scholastic tradition
either. He may have intended to reach Latin readers as well. For this reason it is not
completely groundless to assume that he might have intentionally adopted Latin
expressions. This is well suited to the generally irenic tendency of his treatment of Latin
Eucharistic doctrine.®> The most important thing for Cabasilas, so it seems, is to stress that
the change is real. Explicating how it takes place is secondary.

64 Getcha argues that, in the view of Cabasilas, Christ is not truly present on the altar due to
“transformation of the substance of bread into a substance of body, neither of a transformation of the
substance of wine into a substance of blood”, but as a result of a “change of state”: the bread is
offered and transformed into the immolated body of Christ. To make his point clear, Getcha refutes
any relation between Cabasilas and the Latin doctrine of transubstantiation. Referring to Cabasilas
as an example of Byzantine tradition, Getcha concludes that, unlike in the Latin cataphatic doctrine
of transubstantiation, the Byzantine Eucharistic doctrine of petaBoAir remains silent in explaining the
Euhcaristic mystery. Getcha 2007b, 6-7.

6 When comparing Greek and Latin practices Cabasilas refers to the Roman Mass with the phrase
“your priests pray” (ov mop’ buwv iepeig edyoviar). Cf. Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 16. Evidently in this
instance he is directing his work to those from a Latin background as well. Mantovanis nevertheless
labels Cabasilas as an anti-Latinist, yet more moderate in his expressions than Symeon of
Thessalonika. Mantovanis 1984, 142. Forceful scholastic influences in Orthodox Eucharistic doctrine
first appear in the 15t century. A local council of Jerusalem in 1672 approved the dogma of
transsubstantiation, and the distinction into substance and accidence that follows, as an adequate
concept for describing the Eucharistic mystery. Ware (1963, 290-291), however, asserts that this did
not mean that traditional views were then abandoned. The council declared that acceptance of the
doctrine of transsubstantiation did not mean that the Eucharist would not still be considered a
mystery. Gass (1872, 259) holds a similar view in surmising that for the Greek theologians
transsubstantiation merely meant subscribing to the realism of Christ’s presence in the sacrament.
The council thus aimed to fight off the 17t century suppositions of Christ's formal or nonreal
Eucharistic presence. Yet, Uspensky (1985, 223) maintains that, for example, the prominent 17th
century scholar Peter Moghila fully committed himself to the Latin interpretation of
transsubstantiation: the transformation is substantial and occurs immediately after the words of
institution. In modern times, according to J. Meyendorff (1974a, 203), it is not customary among
Orthodox theologians to talk about categories of existence and change of substance when Eucharistic
doctrine is articulated. Personally he rejects the concept of transsubstantiation (in Greek
uetovsiwoig) as totally useless in Orthodox Eucharistic theology. On the other hand, the Serbian
orthodox scholar Grgurevich (1993, 71-73) exclusively adheres to transsubstantiation when
describing the transformation. Nevertheless, he does not specify the accurate meaning of the term.
Besides, he seems to diverge from strict Roman Catholic interpretation of the transformation in his
emphasis on anamnesis and epiclesis as activating components of the Eucharistic mystery. He also
leaves the function of the words of institution untouched when explaining the change. Thus it seems
that despite his adaptation of a central Roman Catholic concept Grgurevich’s theological thought is
Eastern in its spirit. Similarly Ware (1963, 291) approves transsubstantiation as a term, but expects
that Aristotelian categories are then not emphasized. He points out that transsubstantiation is not
able to explicate the underlying nature of the mysterious transformation of the Eucharistic elements.
In his criticism of transsubstantiation Yannaras (1991, 130) ends up with a very interesting
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It is time to turn to the views of the three Latin theologians. In order to understand
Hugh of St. Victor’s, Peter Lombard's, and Thomas Aquinas’ theology of the Eucharist, it
is necessary to point out the segmentation of a sacrament into its outward form and
invisible content. On the plane of physical reality, a distinction can be made between
continuation and change within an object. The concepts of form and matter are closely
linked with this metaphysical construction. Hence, in conventional scholastic Eucharistic
theology the words of institution comprise the form of the sacrament (forma sacramenti),
and bread and wine the matter of the sacrament (materia sacramenti).®® This essential
distinction is evident, for example, in Hugh’s description, which is based on Augustine’s
brief definition:

[ - -] a sacrament is a corporeal or material element set before the senses without,
representing by similitude and signifying by institution and by sanctification containing
some invisible and spiritual grace.¢”

The three Latin authors all adhere to an idea of substantial change in their explication of
Eucharistic transformation: the substances of bread and wine are transformed into the
substances of Christ’s body and blood, contrary to the outward forms of bread and wine,
the accidents, which remain as they were. In the High Middle Ages the Eucharistic
change of substance came to be expressed by the term transsubstantiation.®®

conclusion. He argues that two different essences or natures can share a common mode of existence.
Thus in the context of the Eucharist there occurs an existential, not substantial change. If Cabasilas’
thought were to be presented by means of Yannaras’ concept of existential change, the focus would
then be on the common human nature shared by Christ and men alike. Thus, the Eucharistic
mystery would be centred on the presence of Christ’s deified body and blood in the Eucharistic
elements. Man comes into the communion with Christ through interconnection of his nature with
Christ’s deified humanity.

66 Wenz 1998, 667-668.

67 ”[ - - ] sacramentum est corporale vel materiale elementum foris sensibiliter propositum ex
similitudine repraesentans, et ex institutione significans, et ex sanctificatione continens aliquam
invisibilem et spiritualem gratiam. ” De sacramentis 1, 9, ii. PL 176, col. 317 C-D. According to Hugh, a
sacrament has four essential aspects that in connection with the Eucharist are as follows. Bread and
wine constitute the material aspect, and they also have the similitude of Christ’s body and blood.
Further, the institution serves as a mandate given by Christ to church to celebrate the Eucharist,
which contains divine grace for forgiveness of sins. Although Peter Lombard does not in his
definition of a sacrament mention the material aspect, he is otherwise consistent with Hugh’s way of
thought. Lombard states that a sacrament is such a sign and form of God's invisible grace, which is
installed as a consequence of God-given grace and bears its figure. Accordingly similitude, example
and grace are for him the constitutive elements of sacraments. Thomas Aquinas, unlike Hugh and
Peter Lombard, does not hold to one exact definition of sacrament. He relies on the classical
definition by Augustine, but instead of giving precise explications he determines what a sacrament
is, from a soteriological point of view. For him the content of sacraments is salvation. They are
concrete signs of Christ's passion and resurrection, thus transmitting salvation to all those who
partake of them. STh 3a. 60-62.

68 The term appeared for the first time in the middle of the 12t century in the works of Pope
Alexander III and Petrus Comestor. On account of strong support by Pope Innocentius III, the
Fourth Lateran Council (1215) acknowledged transsubstantiation as the official doctrine of the
Catholic Church. Buxton 1976, 49; Hauschild 1995, 579-580; Ott 1952, 454; Pelikan 1978, 195-198, 202-
204. Besides philosophical and theological consequences, Eucharistic disputes also affected liturgical
life. In the mass Christ’s true presence was impressed by adoration shown towards the consecrated
elements. Adoration of Christ’s Eucharistic body gradually extended beyond the mass as a certain
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For Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Lombard, and Thomas Aquinas, the realism of the
Eucharist correlates with right belief. Hugh passes judgment on the opinion that the
bread and wine are mere figurations of the body and blood of Christ.® Lombard finds
madness in those who deny that the Eucharistic transformation is real and that Christ is
truly present in the sacrament. Similarly, Aquinas denounces adherence to a symbolic
reading of Christ’s presence as heresy. Like Hugh, he points out that the faith has weight
as evidence since Christ’s presence cannot be detected with the senses.”

The question of true belief in the real and true presence is approached by the Latin
authors with a distinction between the coexistence, on the one hand, of the bread and
wine, and on the other hand, of the presence of Christ. The spiritual essence of the
Eucharist is hidden beyond the outward form of the elements of the Eucharist. Since the
senses detect something else than what truly is the real substance of the sacrament, they
aim to clarify their concepts of the manner of presence. This is done by differentiating in
the sacrament the form from the content. This kind of analysis is illustrated in the Latin
theologians’ reasoning regarding the necessity of sacraments. With one accord, the Latin
authors maintain that the soul is humiliated by the material element of the sacraments.
Consequently, men are inspired to engage with spiritual discipline in order to see the
divine grace hidden in the concrete materials of the sacraments.” The sacraments obligate
the soul to seek contemplation of the spiritual essence of the sacrament. As a conclusion,
the distinction between the form and the content of the sacrament seems to be in the
scholastic Eucharistic tradition a question that needs to be answered a priori.

Hugh approaches the distinction by making an observation about the incapacity of
the senses to grasp the essence of the Eucharist. Human vision can only grasp the visible
form of the sacrament but faith reaches the reality beneath the elements (sub specie): the
presence of the body and blood of Christ. Hugh deduces that the body and the blood are
not the point of reference of the elements, since the bread and the wine are not depictions
of the body and blood but their true embodiments. Consequently, the bread and the wine

kind of worship of its own. Adoration was further promoted by Corpus Christi mysticism, which
felicitously endorsed the conception of substantial presence of Christ in the sacrament. Cf. Hardon
1981, 455; Pelikan 1978, 201.

8 De sacramentis 11, 8, vii. PL 176, col. 466C-467A. On the power of faith in perceiving the real
presence of Christ see also De sacramentis 11, 8, vi. PL 176, col. 465C-466B; 11, 8, xii. PL 176, col. 470A-
B.

70 Cf. Peter Lombard’s Sententine Liber IV, 10, I, i. and Thomas Aquinas’ STh 3a. 75, 1, res. On
Lombard’s conception of conversion of the elements see Rosemann 2004, 157-159. Thomas explicitly
names Berengar as the first heretical representative of a symbolical interpretation of the Eucharist.
Hugh, Peter Lombard and Aquinas can be taken as embodying the general mediaeval view of
Eucharistic doctrine as the expression of true faith. See Pelikan 1978, 184-185.

71 Hugh maintains that the materiality of the sacraments engenders humility, directs man in search
of spiritual life and keeps his soul active. De sacramentis 1, 9, iii. PL 176, col. 319A-320D. Peter
Lombard has a similar view on the meaning of the material form. Sententiae Liber IV, 1, V. Ott (1952,
394) points out that in doing so, Hugh relates the sensible and concrete form of the sacrament to
man’s psycho-physical structure. Aquinas, for his part, maintains that the chain of deduction leading
from material substance to its Creator holds the primary place when it comes to significance of the
sacramental form. Yet, man’s essence and his post-lapsarian attachment to materiality also argue for
the necessity of the sacrament’s material form. Thus, the material element in the sacrament brings
man to consciousness of his very being. This, finally, leads to a humiliation in face of materiality, and
to spiritual endeavours inspired by it. STh 3a. 61, 1, res.

104



are truly the body and blood of Christ. Hugh clarifies his thought by stressing that Christ
is substantially present in the Eucharistic elements even though they are seen as bread
and wine. Thus, the outward appearance of the bread and wine is perceived even though
their substance is not there. Likewise, the substance of the body and the blood is truly
there, even though its outward form cannot be detected.”?

The ontological distinction between the sacrament and its content is also made by
Peter Lombard. According to him, the bread and the wine constitute the sacrament, i.e.
the outward appearance of the Eucharist. The body and the blood of Christ make up the
real spiritual content of the sacrament. The latter Lombard calls res, the very essence of
the sacrament.”” He elaborates a threefold classification of the construction of the
sacrament of the Eucharist. First, there is a mere sacrament (tantum sacramentum), which
is constituted of the outward appearance of bread and wine. The second level connects
the outward sacrament with its content (sacramentum et res), the latter, of course, being
the true body and blood of Christ. Finally, there is also the sole content of the sacrament
without an outward form (res et non sacramentum). This Lombard equates with the
church, the mystical body of Christ. He continues with a clarification of the distinction he
has drawn. The first level of the sacrament actually refers to two other aspects. On the
one hand, tantum sacramentum signifies the lifegiving grace of the body and the blood of
the Saviour. On the other hand, the unity and communion of the mystical church-body is
also signified by it.”* Thus, the material form makes the res of the sacrament attainable.
Yet, there is in the sacrament a dimension that through communion with sacramentum et
res opens up to a non-material spiritual reality: communion with Christ through the
mystical church-body. Lombard’s conceptualisation is grounded on the heritage of
Augustine. His influence is on display in Lombard’s definition of a sacrament as the
visible sign of an invisible grace, referring to a reality beyond sense perception.”> In like
manner, Aquinas understands a sacrament primarily as a sign of sacred reality.” The
figure below illustrates the Latin concepts:

72 De sacramentis 11, 8, vii. PL 176, col. 466C-467A.

73 Peter Lombard states that the Eucharist or the sacrament of the altar (de sacramento altaris) consists
of four elements: 1) the institution (insitutio); 2) Christ’s words, i.e. the form (forma), 3) the sacrament
(sacramentum), thus the bread and the wine, 4) and the contents (res), i.e. the body of Christ.
Sententiae Liber 1V, 8, I, III-IV, VI. See also Sententiae Liber 1V, 9, III, ii, where the interconnectedness
of the inner and outward dimensions of the Eucharist is specified. The key to understanding is that a
symbol can be called with the name of the thing signified (res significantes rerum sortiri vocabula
quas significant). Thus, the bread can be named as the body of Christ.

74 Sententiae Liber IV, 8, VII, ii. See also Rosemann 2004, 152-154.

75 ”“Nunc quid ibi sacramentum sit et quid res, videamus. ‘Sacramentum est invisibilis gratiae
visibilis form’; forma ergo panis vel vini, quae ibi videtur, sacramentum est, id est signum sacrae rei,
quia "praeter speciem quam ingerit sensibus, aliud facit in cogitationem venire’.” Sententiae Liber IV,
8, VI. Here Peter Lombard can be seen to concur with Roman Catholic doctrine of consecration as the
actualisation of the presence of Christ’s body and blood under the visible form of the Eucharistic
elements. Hardon (1981, 458) states that this basic conviction is based on the evidence of the Bible
and holy tradition.

76 In his definition of a sacrament Aquinas refers directly to Augustine: “Sed quidam definiunt
sacramentum per hoc quod est sacrae rei signum: et hoc etiam videtur ex auctoritate Augustini
supra inducta. Ergo videtur quod omne signum rei sacrae sit sacramentum.” STh 3a. 60, 2. Cf.
Hugh's (De sacramentis 1, 9, ii. PL 176, col 317C-D) and Petrus’ (Sententiae Liber 1V, 1, II-IV)
definitions which are also based on Augustine’s classical definition cited by Aquinas: ” Augustinus
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FIGURE 4: Latin composition of the sacrament of Eucharist

In the sacrament of the Eucharist, the bread and wine (signum) are equated with the
sacrament. The concrete element points out the actual immaterial and spiritual content
comprised by the body and blood of Christ (res). Thus, bread and wine are the figure and
promise of reality and grace made present and partakable in the body and blood of
Christ. This concept can at least partially be seen as parallel with Cabasilas” model of the
change, which also aims to explain the mystery of becoming present of the spiritual
contents of the Eucharist in bread and wine. Further, understanding of the sacrifice on
the cross and in the Eucharist as having the same content seems to make for a common
basis for the Greek and Latin doctrines of the Eucharist, represented by Cabasilas and the
three Latin theologians respectively.

What seems to be common to all three Latin scholars is an emphasis on substantial
change. Hugh deals with the paradox between the outward form and the actual content
by stressing the transitional nature of the change (transitio). He is not willing to describe
the change as union (unio), but as transition. What exactly is meant by transition becomes
clearer in his conceptualization of the change. Hugh begins by stating that the change
occurs when the bread transforms into the essence of Christ’s body. There is no union of
two essences, nor does one grow from the other. Hugh thus denies that the origin of the
body lies in the bread. He further specifies that the substance of the bread and wine does
not cease to exist at the moment of the change, but turns into something else. There is not,
according to Hugh, a continuous existence but a change in the subject of the existent one.
Due to the change, the original matter no longer exists but another matter begins to exist
instead of it. This replacement matter does not, however, originate from the original nor
is dependent on it in any way. This is possible since there is a change of one substance
into another. Hugh simply states that by the power of the words of institution the

dicit, Sacrificium visibile invisibilis sacrificii sacramentum, idest sacrum signum, est.” STh 3a. 60, 1.
Cf. Augustine’s De Civitate Dei 10, v. PL 41, col. 282. More on Augustine’s sacramental theology see
Cutrone 1999; Wenz 1998, 664-666.
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substance of the bread and wine converts into the substance of Christ’s body and blood.
Regardless of the change in the bread and wine’s substance, their outward appearance
remains.””

Peter Lombard argues his views beginning with biblical evidence. Using the parable
of the living bread (John 6:61, 67) as a proof, he maintains that the sacramental or
symbolic character of the Eucharist is concomitant with its realism. This is exemplified by
Christ’s exhortation in the Gospel to eat his life-giving flesh. According to Lombard,
these words must be taken spiritually. Their actual point of reference is the sacrament of
Eucharist. The coexistence of the two aspects — symbolic and real — of Christ’s presence
are manifested when Christ is distributed in the Eucharist, hidden under the form of
bread and wine. Lombard stresses that Christ’s body is really present in the sacrament.
Its invisibility simply indicates that it cannot be seen in accordance with its own shape.
Instead, it is perceived as bread and wine.”® Thus, the invisibility of Christ's body and
blood does not annul the reality or concreteness of their presence. The absence of the
characteristics of Christ’s body is a consequence of the distinction between the content
and the form of the sacrament. This is manifested in Lombard’s usage of categories of
substance and accidence in proving that due to the consecration the bread turns into the
body of Christ and wine into his blood.” After the change, it is only the substance of the
body and blood that remains. The substance of the bread and wine no longer exists but
their accidents (taste, weight etc.) remain. Underneath them the shape and nature of
Christ’s body is hidden. Lombard concludes that the accidents of bread and wine exist
without their own substance in the substance of the body and blood.® By means of this
substance-accidence distinction Lombard attains a more accurate analysis of the change
than Hugh. In addition, he provides a deep perception of how the bread and wine are
related to the outward form of the sacrament after their transformation into the body and
blood of Christ.

77 “Per verba sanctificationis vera panis et vera vini substantia, in verum corpus et sanguinem Christi
convertitur, sola specie panis et vini remanente, substantia in et substantiam transeunte.” De
sacramentis 11, 8, ix. PL 176, col. 468A-C. Irrespective of breaking of Christ’s body into several pieces,
Hugh maintains that Christ still is one and undivided. In the reality of the sacrament, Christ
maintains his integrity, which is fully present in each portion of the bread. Cf. De sacramentis 11, 8, xi.
PL 176, col. 469B-D.

78 ”Non enim his negatur verum corpus Christi a fidelibus sumi vel in altari esse, sed his Veritas
Apostolos et in eis nos intruxit, quod ipsius corpus non per partes discerptum, ut putaverunt illi
discipuli qui retro ierunt, sed integrum; nec visibiliter in forma humana, sed invibiliter, sub forma
panis et vini, corpus et sanguinem nobis traderet. [ - - ] Similiter "per id quod homo est, in caelo est’:
visibiliter scilicet; invisibiliter autem est in altari, quia non in forma humana apparet, sed forma
panis et vini operitur. Unde et invisibilis caro eius dicitur: quae vere est in altari, sed quia non in sua
specie apparet, invisibilis dicitur.” Sententiae Liber 1V, 10, I, iv-v. See also Sententiae Liber 1V, 10, I, ii,
where Lombard cites Augustine in order to necessitate a spiritual reading of Christ’s words. Aquinas
in turn understands Augustine’s phrase “spiritual consumption” as an expression of the invisible
presence of the Spirit in the Eucharist. STh 3a. 75, 1, ad 1.

79 " Satis responsum est haereticis obiectionibus eorum qui negant verum corpus Christi in altari esse,
et panem in corpus vel vinum in sanguinem mystica consecratione converti [ - - ].” Sententiae Liber
IV, 10, I, x; ”[ - - ] verum corpus Christi et sanguinem in altari esse, immo integrum Christum sub
utraque specie, et substantiam panis in corpus, vinique substantiam in sanguinem converti.”
Sententiae Liber IV, 10, II, viii.

80 “ [ - - accidentibus] existere sine subiecto, quam esse in subiecto; quia ibi non est substantia nisi
corporis et sanguinis dominici.” Sententiae Liber IV, 12, 1.
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Conforming to Hugh’s and Lombard’s reasoning, Aquinas denies that the substance
of the bread and wine continues to exist after consecration. He connects the realism of the
sacrament with the substantial presence of Christ ([ - - ] salva veritate huius sacramenti,
substantia panis post consecrationem remamare non possit). Since Christ’s body is not present
before consecration, Aquinas finds two possible ways to explain its becoming present.
Either there is a local change or a substantial one. Since he finds the former (Christ
changing places with bread) impossible, he adopts the latter. Consequently, Aquinas
interprets the words of Christ preserved in the institution narrative as supporting the
idea of the change of substance. According to his exegesis, the words are attached to the
substance of Christ’s body. When instituting the Eucharist, Christ did not say "here is my
body’ but “this is my body’. Aquinas argues that he could not have said so if he was not
referring to the substance of his body.5!

Aquinas is in line with Hugh's view in maintaining that after the change the one
substance that was there before the transformation is there no longer. Aquinas reduces
but one explanation of the change: quite strongly he maintains that the only way to
understand it is the change of substance. Thus it cannot be understood, for example, as a
reduction of the elements of bread and wine or their total annihilation.®? This emphasis
on substantial change is required by the concept of transsubstantiation, used by Aquinas
to express the manner of the change. As the term suggests, the change occurs explicitly as
conversion of substance (conversio substantialis):

The total substance of the bread is converted into the total substance of Christ’'s body, and
the total substance of the wine into the total substance of Christ’s blood. Hence this change is

81 ”Manifestum est autem quod corpus Christi non incipit esse in hoc sacramento per motum
localem. [ - - ] Et propter hoc relinquitur quod non possit aliter corpus Christi incipere esse de novo
in hoc sacramento nisi per conversionem substantiae panis in ipsum. [ - - ] Quod non esset verum
[so. Hoc est corpus meum] si substantia panis ibi remaneret: numquam enim substantia est corpus
Christi. Sed potius esset dicendum, "Hic est corpus meum’.” STh 3a. 75, 3, res; Contra gentiles 63, 5.
The unthinkability of local change is proved by its hypothetical results: in order to become present
Christ should leave his existing place [by the right hand side of the Father?]. Further, he could not be
simultaneously present on many altars. Besides, Aquinas finds the idea of intermediate stations of
local passage also impossible to accept. The substantial change, however, is supported by the
practice of adoration (latria) of the Eucharistic elements. This would be blasphemy if the substance
of the bread and wine was considered still to be with the elements. See also Contra gentiles 62, 4 -15.

82 ”Quia non erit dare aliquem modum quo corpus Christi verum incipiat esse in hoc sacramento nisi
per conversionem substantiae panis in ipsum: quae quidem conversio tollitur, posita vel
annihilatione panis vel resolutione in preiacentem materiam.” STh 3a. 75, 3, res. On Aquinas’ denial
of annihilation of substance of bread see Contra gentiles 63, 5. Aquinas also specifies that actualisation
of Eucharistic mystery is not altogether parallel with God’s act of creation. Cf. STh 3a. 75, 8. Ott
(1952, 455) seems to follow Aquinas’ arguments in his analysis of transsubstantiation. He defines the
change (Verwandlung) as a transition from a point of where existence comes to an end (terminus a
quo) to a point where existence begins (terminus ad quem). Since transsubstantiation does not have
a negative starting point (terminus a quo) it differs from the act of creation. Due to its positive
outcome (terminus ad quem), it also differs from annihilation. Evdokimov criticises Aquinas’
conception of the change as an overly rational and material explanation. He sees it as alien to
Orthodox tradition to borrow explanations from physics in presenting the Eucharistic mystery.
Evdokimov 2001, 249, 251.
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not formal, but a substantial one. It does not belong to the natural kinds of change, and it can
be called by a name proper to itself: ‘transsubstantiation’.83

Further, Aquinas maintains that the change is supernaturally generated. As the
maintainer of everything that exists, God enforces the change since only he can transform
one existing entity (entis) into something other.3* Even though the manner of the change
is known, neither imagination nor sight can detect Christ’s body, the substance of the
Eucharist. Yet, the spiritual eye (oculus spiritualis) of the intellect can perceive it.8> In order
to clarify his argument, Aquinas draws an analogy between the Eucharist and the
incarnation. Christ’s becoming present in the sacrament corresponds to his conception in
the Virgin's womb without seed from a man. When Christ was conceived, God as the first
causal agent worked out something regardless of any secondary agents. Similarly, God
maintains in the Eucharist the accidents of the bread and the wine, although it is Christ
who is then substantially present in the elements.

8 ”“Nam tota substantia panis convertitur in totam substantiam corporis Christi, et tota substantia
vini in totam substantiam sanguinis Christi. Unde haec conversio non est formalis, sed substantialis.
Nec continetur inter species motus naturalis, sed proprio nomine potest dici ‘transsubstantiatio’.”
STh 3a. 75, 4, res. A parallel definition is given in Contra gentiles 63, 4, yet without the term
transsubstantiatio. Cf. also STh 3a. 75, 4, ad. 1. On the difference between natural and substantial
change see Ott 1952, 455. In the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church there has been a
tendency towards implementation of a new kind of terminology in explaining the change. In his
encyclical Humani generis (1950) Pope Pius XII stated that excessive speculation ought to be avoided
in explaining the Eucharist. He also recommended that traditional expressions should be revered.
Transsubstantiation was, however, again emphasised by Pope Paul VI in 1965 in his encyclical
Muysterium fidei. Even though the Pope considered it an adequate term in explaining the Eucharistic
mystery, in Mysterium fidei the change was characterised as ontological. As a consequence, the bread
and the wine gain a new kind of meaning. This interpretation of Paul VI is called transsignification.
It clearly marks a divergence from Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition and an emphasis on
substantiality. Cf. Evdokimov 2001, 246-247; Smolarski 1982, 45. Macquarrie (1966, 473) evaluates
Muysteriun fidei as a positive countermove against the danger of losing some traditional Eucharistic
readings and practices caused by renewals made in accordance with the liturgical movement. In
CCC the Tridentine definition of transubstantiation is said to summarize the Catholic faith. In
addition to references to “substantial presence” the unique presence of Christ under the Eucharistic
species is designated by CCC as “real” and as “presence in the fullest sense”. CCC 1995, 1373-1376.

84 Contra gentiles 63, 6-7; STh 3a. 75, 4, ad. 3.

85 STh 3a. 76, 7, res. Since man cannot fully share in the brightness of the divine intellect, he cannot
perceive the divine nature (visionem divinae essentiae). Therefore, Aquinas reasons, contemplation
of the supernatural reality requires faith. In Contra gentiles 61, 3 Aquinas notes that Christ is present
in the Eucharist in his substance, unlike in the sacrament of baptism which only contains his power.
86 ”Cum enim effectus magis dependeat a causa prima quam a causa secunda, potest Deus, qui est
prima causa substantiae et accidentis, per suam infinitam virtutem conservare in esse accidens
substracta substantia, per quam conservabatur in esse sicut per propriam causam [ - - ], sicut corpus
humanum formavit in utero Virginis sine virili semine.” STh 3a. 77, 1, res. For a specific explanation
of the relation between the accidents of the bread and the body of Christ after transsubstantiation see
Contra gentiles 63, 8-12; 65. Consistent with Aquinas, Macquarrie (1966, 477-479) sets the Eucharist
against the Incarnation, calling it an “extension of the incarnation”. Since he does not share Aquinas’
idea of the change as transsubstantiation he has a different stand as to how ’the Eucharistic
incarnation’ is to be understood. Macquarrie acknowledges that Aquinas’ doctrine of
transsubstantiation refutes magical interpretations. Yet, he finds it difficult to agree that there is a
metaphysical change that takes place in the Eucharist. Clearly, the Aristotelian-Thomistic categories
affiliated with the concept of transsubstantiation embody a philosophical approach which cannot be
reconciled with Macquarrie’s existential-ontological viewpoint. Macquarrie still approves an
interpretation of transsubstantiation, made by some modern Roman Catholic theologians, as a
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Compared with the Latin authors, Cabasilas’ reasoning about the change is less exact
and less analytical. It is true that in his model of the change he discusses the convergence
of the two aspects of the sacrifice, thus explicating the Eucharistic mystery. In addition,
there is that one reference to the body as bmoxeiuevov of the sacrament. Yet, his approach
is more declaratory, less deep in analysis. He seems to be content simply to notice what
the Eucharistic event means and how he believes it to come into existence. The Eucharist
consists, on the one hand, of the offering of the bread and wine, and on the other hand,
actualisation of Christ’s sacrifice on the cross. The corollary of this event is the becoming
present of one Christ-reality.s”

Despite his lack of interest in speculation, Cabasilas still aims to reconstruct a unified
picture of the transformation which he believes to exist beneath the Greek and Latin
Eucharistic traditions. In so doing, he discusses topics similar to those treated by Hugh of
St. Victor, Peter Lombard and Thomas Aquinas in their treatises. As was seen, the Latin
approach to the question of Christ’s presence is more conceptual and more intellectual
while Cabasilas remains faithful to his event-centred manner of representation and is not
driven to highly analytical reflection. He seems simply to be satisfied with description of
the liturgical context of the transformation of the gifts. By contrast, the Latins do not
approach the Mass as a Eucharistic event. Instead, their analysis of the Eucharist
proceeds along the lines set by the scholastic definition of a sacrament, which sets aside
the liturgical dimension of the Eucharist. Consequently, their analyses are based on the
precise articulation of the components that make up the sacrament of Eucharist. There is
no such abstraction in Cabasilas’ thinking, even though he can be seen to implicitly
conform to the Latin theological construction of sign and content or sacramentum and res.

The characteristic differences between Cabasilas and the Latin authors is seen in the
tendency of Cabasilas to move around the questions and propose answers as truths of
faith, whereas the Latin theologians aim to reach as accurate and exact logical definitions
as possible. As a simple example, when Cabasilas speaks of transformation of the bread
into the body of Christ, Hugh, Lombard and Aquinas speak of transformation of the
substance of the bread. Despite the different approaches, it is evident that it is the realism of
the Eucharist that is most central to Cabasilas and the Latin theologians alike. They share
a common conception of the body and blood of Christ as the proper substance of the
Eucharist.

Of the three Latin scholars, only Thomas Aquinas appeals to the hypostatic union
when explaining the manner of Christ’s presence in the Eucharist. He concentrates on
two expressions of Christ’s presence. Firstly, the presence is manifested through the sign
in the sacrament. The body and blood of Christ then are present under the form of the
sacrament. Secondly, the presence of Christ’s body and blood results from the principle
of natural simultaneity. This means, according to Aquinas, that the divinity of Christ
cannot be said to be present due to the sacramental sign — the body and blood of Christ.

simple expression of the realism of the change, provided that the classic reading of the term is
disclaimed.

87 Mantovanis characterizes Cabasilas’ approach as follows: “Cabasias nowhere uses the term
transubstantiation (uetovciwoig) or the Scholastic distinction between substance and accidents, nor
does he attempt to offer any explanation concerning the manner of the change. He wants to
emphasize the reality of the change, not the manner.” Mantovanis 1984, 198.
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Instead, the grounds of the presence of Christ’ divinity depend on the consistency
between his human and divine natures. The unity of natures is so imminent that they can
be divided only in theory. Consequently, hypostatic union results in the state in which it
can be said that where there is the body of Christ, his divinity is manifested as well.
Interestingly enough, Aquinas bases his observations partially on sources from the
Eastern Christian tradition.?# To conclude, it seems that both Cabasilas and Aquinas
understand the unity between humanity and divinity in Christ's divine-human
composition in such an intense manner that in the Eucharist it is explicitly God’s body
and blood that are believed to be communed in.

4.3. SANCTIFYING PRESENCE OF JESUS CHRIST AND THE HOLY
SPIRIT

The change of the Eucharistic elements is for Cabasilas an event of utmost realism: past
events become present reality, and Christ’s presence in the elements is that of corporeal
actuality. However, the factors contributing to actualisation of the presence of Christ are
not yet clear. Through liturgical symbolism Cabasilas aims to prove that the entire liturgy
is permeated by divine grace and manifestation of God’s grandeur. Yet, transition from a
noetic experience or spiritual vision of God’s presence, provided by symbolism, into a
remarkably concrete presence of Christ in the Eucharistic gifts on account of consecration
calls for further interpretation. What makes the body and blood of Christ become
present? Is the presence of Christ in the elements based on noetic and anthropocentric
affirmation of God’s presence in them or is his presence based on the divine activity?
Answering these questions enable us to reach a more particular insight into Cabasilas’
understanding of the divine presence.

The dynamics between anthropocentrism and theocentrism — noetic affirmation and
real actualisation — is evident in Cabasilas’ contradictory statements about the fulfilment
of the sacrifice, the climax of the celebration. He maintains that it is accomplished, on the
one hand, after the Eucharistic prayer®, and, on the other hand, when the Eucharist is
communed in®. Further, he suggests that the culmination of the sacrifice does not take
place until the final doxology.”” What do these three contradictory statements reveal?
Unfortunately Cabasilas does not specify any of these three competing characterisations.
Consequently, Cabasilas gives an impression of being paradoxical. Yet, these three points
of culmination of the sacrifice may conflict only superficially. In order to make sense of
Cabasilas’ statements one has to assume that he aspires to an extensive vision of
Eucharistic liturgy.

88 STh 3a. 76, 1, res., ad. 1. Designated by Aquinas as the creed of the Council in Ephesus (431), is in
reality an excerpt from Cyril of Alexandria’s letter to Nestorius (Epistula XVIIL. PG 77, col. 113C-D).
Citing Cyril and referring also to John of Damascus exemplifies Aquinas’ appreciation of Eastern
Fathers.

8 Sacrae liturgine XXVII; XXXIII, 1.

9 Sacrae liturgiae XLI, 1.

9 Sacrae liturgiae LIII, 3.
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Hence, the reference to the Eucharistic prayer gives evidence of his agreement with a
realistic reading of the transformation: the sacrifice becomes then truly present and is
accomplished. The other two phrases give evidence of a different kind of approach to the
Eucharist. Mentioning the moment of receiving the sacrament is a reminder of partaking
of the body and blood as subjective and mystical anthropological fulfilment of the
Eucharistic sacrifice. Further, highlighting the importance of the concluding rites of the
liturgy complements his Eucharistic vision: the synaxis is an authentic expression of the
Eucharistic event as a whole, even though centralised in the sacrifice. The three references
could then be seen as typifications of Cabasilas’ liturgical and non-analytical approach to
the Eucharist, irrespective of the indisputable incoherence they manifest on first
impression. In addition, the conflict between the statements is mitigated even further
when cognisance is taken of the apophatic tradition of Eastern Christian Eucharistic
theology where the mystery aspect of neither the sacrament nor the actual manner of the
change is profoundly explicated.”? Three points of consummation could then be seen as
expressions based, firstly, on the doxological and anthropological footing of the rite and,
secondly, on the theocentric divine operation of the Triune God made evident
throughout the synaxis.

With regard to the question of the cause of transformation, it seems that it is yet the
consecratory prayer which can provide most accurate information about the divine
operation — and consequently, about God’s presence. The mystical and spiritual
dimension, suggested by Cabasilas’ reference to the communion as the culmination of the
liturgy, will be addressed in Chapter 5.

The consecratory effect of the Eucharistic prayer culminates in Cabasilas” statement
that when the priest “sanctifies the precious gifts, the sacrifice is accomplished.”** He also
notes that “the grace carries out the sacrifice invisibly through the consummating prayers
of the priest.””* There are thus two factors that contribute to the completion of the
sacrifice. Firstly, it is the priest who intones the prayer. Secondly, the divine grace effects
the sanctification invisibly — through the very prayer pronounced by the priest.

Since Cabasilas is referring to the prayer of consecration as a whole he provides no
initial distinctions for naming the operation of the different persons of the Trinity in the
consecratory act. In Chapter 3 Cabasilas’ observation of the function of addressing the
consecratory prayer to the Father was discussed. The results were not very illuminating

92 Reluctance to make sharp definitions together with the unquestionable conviction of true presence
of Christ in the Eucharist is in proportion to Eastern Orthodox emphasis on Eucharistic fullness and
the liturgy as a whole. Zizioulas (2000, 12) takes Cabasilas as an example of the patristic
commentaries’ approach towards the Eucharist primarily as liturgy, action. The Eucharist thus
comprises a synaxis, and its meaning derives from the liturgical entirety. Koumarianos (2000, 15)
also finds action as the principal meaning of the liturgy. He, however, critically observes that after
the iconoclastic period the influence of dramatic symbolism had grown. He maintains that this has
led to a stagnation of the faithful in the liturgy. Koumarinos’ stand can therefore be taken as critical
towards later liturgical symbolism and to that extent towards Cabasilas as well.

9B “[ - -] adrog £ £avtod THY edyoploTior TPOcOEpEL T Oew- kol S0EoAoyricog avTov Kol petdl
Syyéhwv dvoprricog Kol xopltog OHOAOYHooG Ty dyodwy dmdvtoy Tov €& aldvog HUWw map’ adtod
YEVOUEV®Y KOl TEAEVTALOV QTG TNE APpHtov Kol VIEp AdYov MUV dVeEKO ToV ZWTNPOG O0LKOVOULOG
pwmoveic, elto lepovpyel tol Tiwo ddpo ko | Buoio telelton maow.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVIL

% “Triy ydp dvolow dpovmog T yoplg épydletar Sl TOV TEAECTIKOV £dX®V TOL iepéwg.” Sacrae
liturgiae L, 8.
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when it comes to discerning the respective roles of the Father or the Son in the act of
consecration. Cabasilas was shown to be interested in pointing out the divine origin and
power of the Son rather than spelling out the manner of his active participation in the
consecration. Neither does he explicate if the Father’s response to the priest’s plea
constitutes the consecratory act. There have been, nevertheless, already a number of
allusions suggesting that the Spirit has a significant role in the consummation of the
Eucharistic mystery. Further, Cabasilas’ grounding of the Eucharist on the historical
event of the institution of the Eucharist gives weight to the importance of the institution
narrative in the Eucharistic prayer. This puts the words of institution, attached to Christ,
also at the centre of attention.

4.3.1. The Words of Institution and the Epiclesis

There are particularly two elements in the anaphora with which the consecratory effect is
traditionally associated: the words of institution and the epiclesis. The latter directly links
the operation of the Spirit with transformation of the gifts which appears to be a
consequence of both uttering of the words of institution by the priest and the descent of
the Spirit. Besides, the mutual relationship of these consecratory elements and their
chronology in the course of the rite appear to be obvious for Cabasilas. In his description
of the Eucharistic prayer Cabasilas delineates how the priest, after commemorating both
the institution of the sacrament and the words of Christ, bows in front of the holy table.
The priest then addresses the words to the Eucharistic elements so that they would
transform (puetopAndivon) into the body and blood of Christ after the coming of the Holy
Spirit.”> Cabasilas” phrases draw attention to his understanding of the significance of the
words of institution. He refers to those words twice. On the one hand, the words belong
to a narrative recapitulation of past events before the realization of the sacrifice due to the
descent of the Spirit upon the elements. On the other hand, the words of the institution
are given a resonance as mighty words directly addressed to the bread and wine. As a
result, this duplication of the reference creates an impression of the importance of the
words of institution, yet in a somewhat incoherent manner.

More light is shed on the status of the words of institution in another passage where
Cabasilas further highlights the significance of the words. He states that they have effect
as if Christ himself would pronounce them.% This implies that Cabasilas attaches a
significant consecratory power to these words. Their notability is additionally supported
in a description of the effect of a prayer in connection with the actualisation of the
sacrifice. Cabasilas states, in reference to the priest, that “after prayed and intoned like
this” the entire celebration is consummated, the elements consecrated and the sacrifice

9 “To ¢piktov €Kewo dunymoduevog deimvov kol Omwg adto TopEdwke TPO TOL MABovg Tolg dryiolg
o0To0 podTtals kol g £8€Eato motrplov kol g EAaBEV pTov Kol £VXOPLOTHOOG MYIOGEY - KOl g
gine 8’ v £dMfAwoe T pvoTrplov, kol adto, Tol PHUOTO GVELTWY E1T0L TPOCTIMTEL, Kol edyeTOl KoL
1ketevel tag Velog éxelvog dwrolg ToL HOVOYEVODE adTod Y100 100 TwTnpog £dapudcor kol £ni Tov
mpokelévwy dwpwy kal deEoueva 10 mavdylov adtod Kol movtoduvdpevor IMvedua, petoBAndnvot, tov
uév dptov glg odto 0 Tipor odtod Kol dylov owuo, Tov 8€ olvov gig odTo TO Sy povTor odTov Kol
dytov otpon.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVII

9% ”Try uev oV dwuny oL lepelg ddiaol, kai £otw £vepydg og dv éxeivov kehevoavtog: «Tovto yop,
¢moti, motelte eig Ty Euny dvduvnows.” De vita V, 22.

113



brought into effect.”” This delineation, along with other references to 'prayers of the
priest’, could easily be taken as a proof of commitment to the full consecratory effect of
the words of institution.

Nonetheless, our earlier investigation has pointed to the fundamental role of the
Spirit in the actualization of the sacrifice. Cabasilas associates the operation of the priest
firmly with the sanctifying power of the Spirit by surmising that Christ’s request or order
of Eucharistic remembrance of him actually contains an allusion to the Holy Spirit.
According to Cabasilas, Christ could not have advised the apostles to celebrate the
Eucharist, had he at the same time not given them the Spirit as the power to fulfil his
commandment. As a consequence, the Spirit has ever since Pentecost been in the church
to “accomplish the mysteries through the hand and tongue of the priests.”* Certainly, the
Spirit is not only for Cabasilas some kind of divine guarantor of the consecratory power
that would already be fully contained in and working through the words of institution. In
maintaining the importance of the Spirit’s operation in accomplishing the mysteries,
Cabasilas affiliates himself with the prevailing Eastern Christian conception of the Spirit
as the sanctifier of the Eucharistic gifts. Traditionally it is the epiclesis that has been
understood as the main activator of the Spirit’s operation.”® Yet, in Cabasilas’ references
the connection with the actual prayer of epiclesis has not, at least so far, been especially
direct.

Despite the firmness of the pneumatological dimension in his presentation of the
effective elements of the transformation, the manner of Cabasilas’ illustration of the
words of institution establishes a clear connection with the presence of Christ’s
sanctifying power at the very heart of the celebration of the mystery. Thus, Cabasilas’
christocentricism dovetails with his views of Christ as the begetter of the Spirit and the
original declaimer of the institutive words at the moment of the consecration. The
interrelationship between the constitutive elements of the transformation is in some
respects unclear. This has puzzled scholars to some degree: is it a sign of Cabasilas’
inconsistency. Or should it be read as an attempt to break away from attributing the
change just to one or the other of the divine persons, Son or the Spirit, alone?1%

97 “Tovtwy 86 Ndyuévar kol elpnuévov, 10 Tav TN tepovpyiag fruotal kol tetéhectotl Kol tol dwpo
Mywlodn kol N ducio dmrnpticdn kot T0 péyo DO Kol LEPELOV 10 DIEP TOV KOGUOL COOYEV £mL TNG
1epag mponelng opaton keipevov - Sacrae liturgine XXVIIL.

98 “Adtog Kol Tolg Gmootérolg Ekédhevoe kol 8u° éxeivwv dmdon T  ExkAncio tovto moiew. "Tovto
yolp, ¢noi, molelte gig Ty Euny dvduvnow’, ook dv KeAevoog TOLTO TOLEW, €1 un Svvopw €vdnoew
guedde, dote SVvacdal tovto molev. Kol tig i Vvapug; To ITvevpa 10 dytov, 1| €€ dyovg T0vg
dnootéhovg dmAlooo Svvapig, katd 10 elpuévov mpog odrtovg Vmo tov Kvupiov: [ - - ]. OV yop
KoteA oV dmaf €ltol GmoAELOTEY MU, GALO He®’ Tuwv ot Ko £oton pexpl mowtdc. Al TOVTO
yap Emepyey avto 6 Totip, tvor puévn ped’ Muov elg tov olwva [ - - . Tovro [t Tvedpa] i g
XEWOS Kai T yAdoons twy iepwy o pvorip teAectovyet.” Sacrae liturgiae XXVIII, 2. [italics
mine]

9% Although the special role of Spirit-epiclesis in consecration is undeniably emphasised in the
Eastern Orthodox Church, the words of institution and importance of parts of Eucharistic canon is
not undermined. It follows that the change of Eucharistic elements ensues from the whole
Eucharistic prayer, which ends and culminates with the epiclesis. The epiclesis in itself, separated
from the totality of the Eucharistic prayer, would not have a consecratory effect.

100 Dix seems to be to some degree perplexed by Cabasilas” way of thinking: “I confess I do not fully
understand this very embarrassed passage.” He finds incoherence in Cabasilas’ designation of the
transformation of the gifts both to the Spirit and Christ. At the same time Dix acknowledges
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The question is clarified by justifications Cabasilas presents when he attempts to
resolve the differences between Greek and Latin understanding of the change of
Eucharistic elements. He grounds his reasoning on certain aspects proposed in John
Chrysostom’s writings. The reason for commenting on exactly these elements of
Chrysostom’s ideas results from the fact that certain Latin or Latin-minded theologians
used Chrysostom corroborate their criticism of the epiclesis. Cabasilas stands against
their views. Who exactly the critics are cannot be detected from Cabasilas” writings.
Previous research has not been able to determine with whom Cabasilas had a dispute on
the epiclesis’ status in the actualisation of the transformation of the gifts.’! In other
words, what is known of his opponents is based on what Cabasilas himself tells of their
arguments.

Chrysostom’s statement on the creative power of God’s word (cf. Gen. 1:22; 8:17, 9:7)
provides the basis for the criticism of the Latin-minded theologians. After comparing the
words of institution to God’s fiat of creation, Chrysostom states that Christ himself,
through his words repeated by the priest, transforms the Eucharistic gifts into his own
body and blood. Thus it is God alone who is the source of transformative power (Zynuo
TANPOV EoTNKeY O lepevg, Ta priuata dBeyyouevog kelva - f| 88 Svvapig kol N xolplg 100
©®e0v £07TL. TovTd pHov €oti 10 cwua, ¢noi. Tovto 0 prua petoppudpilel to mpokeineval).
Just as God’s once spoken commandment to “be fruitful and increase in number” (Gen.
1:28) takes effect in men forever, every Eucharistic sacrifice is accomplished through the
power of Christ’s once spoken words of institution until his second coming ( [ - -] 1 ¢wvr
odtn droag Aeyxdeico kod Ekdotny tpomelov €v talg ExkAnoioig € ékeivov péxpt
onuepor Kol pgypt Tng ovtod mopovoiag, Ty duciaw dnnptiopévny épydleton). Hence,
based on Chrysostom’s conviction, God’s mighty word is sufficient to enforce the
transformation.'®? Accordingly, those who in addition call for an epiclesis do not have

Cabasilas” attempt as probably the most successful harmonisation of two differently-oriented views
of consecration. Dix 1945, 282, 293. Craig finds no problems in consolidating Cabasilas’ insights with
Western tradition. He points out that Cabasilas does not separate Pentecost from Golgotha, but
interprets the Eucharist from the perspective of trinitarian operation. Dix’s suggestion of
inconsistency is thus incorrect. Craig concludes that Cabasilas plainly explicates Eastern Christian
experience in which no distinction is made to discern the difference of Son’s operation from the
Spirit's work. Craig 1957, 26-27. Tsirpanlis and Mantovanis also find fault in Dix’s attitude.
Tsirpanlis interprets Dix’s difficulty in comprehending Cabasilas as resulting from a Western
captivity of mind. According to Tsirpanlis, Cabasilas” way of thinking is alien to Western tradition,
and Dix cannot understand Cabasilas’ trinitarian approach to the Eucharistic event. Tsirpanlis s.a.,
58-59. Mantovanis claims that Dix has underestimated the status given by Cabasilas to the words of
institution. Mantovanis 1984, 279.

101 Salaville (1967, 312, 317) observes that the dispute originates from the 13t century. As a
consequence of the Fourth Crusade, the Latin theologians confronted Greek liturgical tradition and
customs. They were baffled by an emphasis on the epiclesis, characteristic to Eastern Christian
tradition, with which they were not familiar. This led to a dispute on the authenticity of certain
Eucharistic practices. Salaville assumes that the Greeks opposed Latin conceptualisations, seen, for
example, in Thomas Aquinas’ writings. The concept of the form and an emphasis on the words of
consecration as a central element of sacramental validity may have caused distrust among the
Greeks. Salaville presupposes that Cabasilas’ presentation follows the lines adopted by the Greeks
and Latins respectively in their opposition of the other party.

102 In proditionem judae. PG 49, col. 380. Interestingly, the very same paragraph by Chrysostom is cited
in CCC when conversion of the bread and wine is explained. Even though Chrysostom’s own words
clearly emphasize the power of Christ’s words, the citation is introduced with a reference to patristic
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faith in the power of God’s word but put their trust on themselves instead. Since the
epiclesis can be considered equal to faltering human prayer, God does not necessary
accept it.108

After presenting such logic of the would-be abolitionists of the epiclesis, Cabasilas
aims to overturn it. First of all, he does not accept that God’s word automatically leads to
its consummation. Human actualization is required as well. Therefore, Cabasilas argues,
the command to be fruitful and multiply enables marriage, without which God’s
commandment would not be implemented. When drawing a parallel between God’s
commandment and the words of institution, he nevertheless assures his reader of his
faith in the consummating nature of the words of Christ. Yet, he specifies that the words
come into effect only through the prayers and pleas made by the priest (miotedopey avtov
elvol Tov €vepyodvto. 10 puothplov Tov Tov Kuvpiov Adyov- GAL oVtw diol iepéwg, &
gvtevEewg avtov kal eoyng). Thus, the words of institution as such are not effective in
themselves if uttered whenever. In order to prove his point Cabasilas makes a
comparison to Christian life. Even though the sacrifice of Christ brought about
redemption for the entire world, being saved necessitates prayer and repentance from
individual Christians. Delighting in the fruits of atonement is thus enabled by human
activity that yearns for communion with God.'*

Cabasilas also contests the idea that praying to God is as a sign of placing reliance on
human power. Quite the contrary, says Cabasilas, confidence in a prayer is a sign of faith
in God, not in man’s power. Unlike the critics maintain, it is precisely the prayer that
gives evidence for trusting God rather than man.'% Cabasilas specifies that men would
not even dare to address God unless he had expressed it as his particular wish. In
addition, when praying, man confesses his own helplessness to attain temporal things on
his own, not to speak of supernatural ones. Hence, justification of the epiclesis is
anchored by Cabasilas in man’s dependency on God. Believing in ”sanctification by

affirmation “in the efficacy of the Word of Christ and of the action of the Holy Spirit to bring about
this conversion.” CCC 1995, 1375. Taft refers to the very passage by Chrysostom when proving that
Roman and Byzantine liturgical expressions are reconcilable in their eucharistic doctrine. Taft 1996,
227.

103 Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 1.

104 Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 4. Craig states that in Cabasilas’ interpretation the words of institution are
“the basic instrument of consecration”. They, however, call for the epiclesis “to be 'Applied' or
'Adapted'.” To quote Craig’s analysis on Cabasilas’ view, “the Words of institution are the words of
predisposing consecration of eucharistic elements in general, and the words of the Invocation are the
particular consecration of the elements on the altar.” Consummation of the consecration only after
the invocation underscores the pneumatological aspect of Cabasilas’ eucharistic thinking. Further,
Craig maintains that a pneumatological emphasis does not render Christ a passive victim, unlike the
manner in which Dix interprets Cabasilas. Craig 1957, 24-26. Taft finds Cabasilas” view to be similar
to that of modern (Roman Catholic) understanding of the anaphora: the epiclesis and institution
narrative are interdependent in the anaphora. Taft 1996, 230

105 “Tovt0 Yolp £0TL TO TOLOVY THY VXTIV TOlG EVXOUEVOLG TO UT| DAPPELV EQVTOLG TEPL TV {NTOVUEV®Y,
GALD Topol TP Oe® MGV ToTEVEW gvpricew adtal. Kol tovto Bod 0 edyGpevog, 8t @v £awtov ddelg,
€l 10V @edv katadevyel, g TN £avtov Katéyvw duvdpewg Kol S1d ToUTo T OL® TV ERLTPENEL.
OvK &6y, ¢notl, Tovto 0VSE NG &ung ioxvog, dAAO coV Seltol kol ool 10 mov Svotivnul. Kol
HoALo® Otow ta VmEp dVow Kol TOvTo VIK@VTo Adyov edyxduedo, olo Td Ty pootnpimv.” Sacrae
liturgiae XXIX, 5-6.
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prayer” does not mean that the Saviour’s words are despised.! Cabasilas concludes with
the statement that the sanctifying power of “prayer of a priest” (edxn T00 iepéwg) consists
in God’s authority, not that of man.'”” God will send, according to his promise, the Spirit
to all of those who ask him for it (cf. John 14:26).19% Cabasilas’ conclusion on the
transformative power of the epiclesis epitomises his faith in the divine operation ad extra
as the constituting factor for subjective reception of the grace-filled effects of his presence
to the world. Man is not capable of attaining God without God’s help.

To continue, the prayer by the priest and the words of Christ represent different
modes of verbal communication: prayer and narration. Identification of the latter with
the words of insititution becomes evident in Cabasilas’ specification that Christ
pronounced them in a narrative sense. Authenticity of this manner of exegesis is,
according to Cabasilas, illustrated by the fact that none of the apostles or doctors of the
church have considered these words a sufficient condition for consecration of the
Eucharist.'” Hence, the status of the prayer (the epiclesis) is emphasised in the tradition
over the words of institution (Kol 10 pév eoxn 1o puotikd tedew ol Iotépeg
nopgdocay, A TOV ATocTOAWY Kol Tty £keivovg £kdefapévor mapoiaBoveg [ - - ).
Cabasilas rather strongly concludes that the mindset of critics of the epiclesis is opposed
to right belief, and that maintaining such a view consequently leads to the destruction of
Christianity (Koi 0038y 8Awg dAAo Aowmov 1] moivio T0v XploTviouov £k HEGOV
motnoal, Talg Kovotopioig dkolovdovviog avtmy). 110

Having presented such an extreme opinion, Cabasilas is not denouncing Latin
Christendom as a whole. He still keeps to his steadfast appreciation of an epiclesis-
orientated Eucharistic practice, even regarding it as the factual principle of interpretation
in Latin tradition as well. Cabasilas thus ends up arguing that one would err in
maintaining that the Latin Church disapproves the practice of praying on behalf of the
Eucharistic gifts after the words of institution. A negative stand towards the epiclesis is

106 7OHTwG 0L TOV GYLOLOUOV TV dWpwy TN €VXT TLOTEVOVTEG OVTE TOV TMTNPOG TG GwValg TEPLOPOCLY
[--1." Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 10.

107 “Tote yop 10 Oe® MOV BOPPELY TOVG EVYXOVUEVOVG TAoo dvolykn. Todto yolp ovte Evdupndijvon
Suvatov Ay dvdpwmov ur tov Oeov SiddEovtog, ovte emduunoar un ékeivov mopovécavtog: 0UTe
TPOcdoKNooL ACBEWY Un mopd 1oV GWeLdovg Tovto EAmicartog [ - - . Ald TOUT0 TOV LVoTnpimy Tov
dylolopoy T eOXT TOV lepémg TOTEVOMEV, 0VY ¢ Avdpwmivy Twl GAN @¢ ©Oeod duvdipel
Boppovvteg.” Sacrae liturgine XXIX, 6-7. Even though Cabasilas unquestionably aims here to justify
usage of the epiclesis, he nevertheless does not use the word epiclesis itself in his argument. Instead
he speaks somewhat vaguely of “prayer of a priest”. Designating the epiclesis as ”prayer of a priest”
can be understood as an attempt to indicate the centrality of the epiclesis in the eucharistic prayer.
See Congar (1983, 233-234), who also interprets the phrase "edyn 100 iepéwg” as a reference to the
epiclesis. In Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 11-14 Cabasilas argues that prayer said by the priest constitutes an
essential sanctifying element in the other mysteries as well: chrismation, repentance, anointing of the
sick and priesthood.

108 Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 20.

109 "Toy 8¢ 100 Kupiov mepl 10V pootnpiov Adyov, &v eidel Simyricewe AeyOuevov, TPOg AylaGHOV TV
dwpwy Gpkelw ovdelg 0VTE TV AmooTOAwY ovte Twv Sdaokdiwv eimwy aivetar” Sacrae liturgiae
XXIX, 22.

110 Sacrae liturgiae XXIX 19-21. It is especially on the authority of Basil the Great and John Chrysostom
that Cabasilas’” relies in arguing for the epiclesis. This is most probably due to the undisputable
status in Eastern Christianity of the anaphoras attached to their names. There are no direct references
by Cabasilas to any other specified works of the two fathers.
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but a product of individual opinions of harmful innovators, not a genuine representation
of the stance of the Latin Church.'!

To summarize, Cabasilas maintains that the power of the words of institution
becomes actualised only after the priest’s prayer, just like salvation can be attained by
those who aspire to it. In addition, even though Cabasilas demonstrates that the words of
institution are not effective by definition, he does not oppose Chrysostom’s view —
promoted by the Latin-minded opponents — of the creative power of God’s
commandment. Further, he seems to bind himself strongly to the epiclesis as a central
consecratory element in the Eucharistic canon. In maintaining this view he does not,
however, completely contest the efficacy of the words of institution, even though he links
their validity to the epiclesis. This perception undoubtedly derives from the liturgical and
Eucharistic traditions of Eastern Christianity, the very foundation for Cabasilas’
conceptualisations. This also explains the manner of his interpretation of the passages in
Chrysostom centred on the words of institution. The anaphora of St. John Chrysostom as
liturgical witness clearly is for Cabasilas a weightier criterion of epicletic interpretation of
the change than selected passages in favour of the words of institution from
Chrysostom’s writings.

At this point we turn to Cabasilas’ statements regarding Latin understanding of the
change. In order to evaluate the validity of his interpretation, we will undertake an
examination of Hugh of St. Victor’s, Peter Lombard’s and Thomas Aquinas’ conceptions
of the relation between the words of institution and the invocation of the Spirit. This will
provide some basis for estimating how Cabasilas coheres with the emphases of Scholastic
Eucharistic theology of the Late Middle Ages. To start with, there is an uncontested
emphasis on the consecratory function of the words of institution in the Scholastic Latin
tradition. This is clear already in the three Latin theologians’ definitions of sacrament.

117 Powepov toivor g 10 dTnolew iy dnep TV dwpwy edyny petd Tov o0 Kvpiov Adyov ovde tng
"ExkAnoiog tov Aativov €otiv amAmg, dAA’ Eviov OAlyov kol vewtépwv, olot kol TAAAQ avTHY
Elvurvavto” Sacrae liturgine XXX, 17. Based on his analysis on Cabasilas’ and his opponents’
argumentation Congar (1983, 234) concludes that the opinions of the two sides do not necessary
overrule the other. Taken together, they rather give a cohesive expression of what the Eucharistic
mystery means. To quote Congar, “the consecration of the sacred gifts is the act of Christ, sovereign
high priest who is active through his minister and through the Holy Spirit.” Hardin (1981, 460-462)
claims that the Eastern Church explains the change by a term petovsiwoilg. He maintains that
uetovsiwotg is used to express the transformation of the elements that takes place after the priest
pronounces the words of institution. Further, long before a concept of substantial change or
transsubstantiation became adopted as an expression of the change, it had become customary in the
East to explain the change as change of substance. The term ousia was already at an early stage used
in referring to the essence of the bread and wine. The ousia of Christ was respectively understood to
take its place after consecration. Hardin thus claims that the roots of the Scholastic doctrine of
transsubstantiation are not in Aristotelian philosophy but in the Easter Christian Eucharistic
tradition. Hardin rightly highlights that the Eastern Christian tradition is committed to Eucharistic
realism. Yet, not every proposition of his is easily associated with the commonly-held reading of the
basic convictions of Eastern Christian Eucharistic doctrine. Both the allegation of the consecratory
power of the words of institution and the claim of understanding the change as substantial have a
relatively remote point of contact with the doctrine that Orthodox Christians stand for. This is seen
e.g. in Ott’s (1952, 454-455) delineation of modern Orthodox theology in which exact definitions are
refrained from. As an example Ott mentions petovciwolg, the Greek equivalent for
transsubstantiation. Unlike Hardin, Ott maintains that it is not used by the Orthodox themselves in
describing the manner of transformation.
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According to Hugh, a sacrament consists of three factors. Alongside the similitude
between the Eucharistic elements and spiritual contents of the sacrament there is the
institution and sanctification that make the Eucharist a sacrament. Adapting Augustine’
definition of sacrament, Hugh defines sanctification as a consequence of the word’s
merging with matter. Even though Hugh does not list which elements of the rite are the
exact equivalent to the factors constituting the sacrament, there is but little doubt that
merging word with matter would not be a result of pronouncing the very words of
institution."'? This reading is supported by Hugh’s other threefold presentation of the
composition of the sacrament: contents (rebus), action (factis) and words (verba). Although
the liturgical pairs of these elements are not specified here either, it is obvious that the
word (of institution) has a central place in Hugh’s understanding of the sacrament of
Eucharist and its consecration.!'® Such conviction is explicitly stated by Lombard, who
proposes that Christ himself gave in the words of institution the form of the sacrament.
Pronouncing these words transforms bread and wine into his body and blood.!*

The consecratory nature and function of the words of institution are likewise
emphasised by Aquinas. He shares Hugh’'s Augustinian definition of sacrament as a
derivative of word conjoining matter. The words of institution are for Aquinas the
exclusive constitutive factor in making the Eucharist. This opinion is illustrated in his
explanation of how the Eucharist differs from other sacraments. Unlike the rest of the
sacraments, the Eucharist is actualised as sacrament at the exact moment of its

112 The exact definition of a sacrament, according to Hugh, is: ”[ - - ] sacramentum est corporale vel
materiale elementum foris sensibiliter propositum ex similitudine repraesentans, et ex institutione
significans, et ex sanctificatione continens aliquam invisibilem et spiritalem gratiam. [ - - ] Hoc autem
interesse videtur, quod habet ex prima eruditione, institutionem ex superaddita dispensatione,
sanctificationem ex apposita verbi, vel signi benedictione.” As an example he mentions baptism, in
which water as the material element has a similitude with both creation and operation of the Holy
Spirit. Institution originates from Christ’s operation and sanctification from the word’s merging with
the matter of a sacrament. De sacramentis 1, 9, ii. PL 176, col. 317D-318D. Even though Hugh does not
specify the exact sacramental components of the Eucharist, it can be presumed that the bread and
wine have a similitude of spiritual nourishment. When it comes to institution, there is nothing
unclear. Besides, pronouncing the words of institution most probably fulfills the requirement of the
word’s conjoining matter.

113 The body and blood of Christ constitute the res of the sacrament of the Eucharist. There is no
direct reference to practical and verbal dimensions in Hugh’s explication of the Eucharist. Yet, he
alludes to the words of institution in a statement concerning the utterance of words exposing the
sacrament and sanctity. De sacramentis 1, 9, vi. PL 176, col. 326B-D. Here Hugh connects with the
Roman Catholic tradition, derived form Augustine, of highlighting the significance of the word’s
conjoining with action. Cf. Ott 1952, 393.

114 ”Forma vero est, quam ipse ibidem edidit dicens: Hoc est corpus meum; et post: Hic est sanguis
meus. Cum enim haec verba proferuntur, conversio fit panis et vini in substantiam corporis et
sanguinis Christi [ - - ].” Sententiae Liber IV, 8, IV. Lombard builds on Ambrose and Augustine in his
presentation of transformation due to the power of the words of institution. Sententiae Liber 1V, 10,
II, i-vi. He designates the words as the form of the sacrament (forma). In addition, there are elements
of institution (institutio), sacrament, i.e. the elements (sacramentum) and content (res). Congar (1983,
238) questions the absoluteness of the consecratory function of the words of institution in Lombard’s
thought. According to Congar, Lombard stresses the importance of both the communality of the
church and the descent of an angel on account of the epicletic Supplices te rogamus plea in making the
Eucharist. Congar grounds his argument regarding Lombard’s statement on an excommunicated
priest’s incompetence in celebrating a valid Eucharist due to lack of communality and presence of
the heavenly host. Thus, the words of institution are not consecratory in isolation from the
Eucharistic synaxis.

119



consecration. A prerequisite for the other sacraments to be accomplished is the use of the
physical element typical of them. Hence, they are actualised only when partaken of. What
makes the Eucharist so special is that res and sacramentum are conjoined in its material
element. Res tantum, the effective grace, lies with the recipient of the sacrament.
Consequently, the Eucharist is not an instrumental sacrament. In contrast to other
sacraments, it is fully accomplished even if not used or communed in.!"> Thus, Aquinas’
opinion is very clear: the Eucharist is accomplished when the consecratory words are
pronounced. The Eucharist embodies sacramental fullness whether it is distributed to the
faithful or not.

Already at this point it can be observed that the three Latin theologians’ arguments
do not support Cabasilas’ claim of existence (and acknowledging) of some other
consummating element besides the consecratory words within the Latin tradition. Rather,
the Latins strongly emphasize the importance of the words of institution. Pronouncing of
the words is seen by them as an exact moment of conversion of the bread into the body,
and the wine into the blood. Of the three Latin theologians it is especially Aquinas who
carefully takes notice of that litugical moment. He begins by stating that by the power of
words spoken by the priest transsubstantiation takes place. Until that point, the substance
of the bread (and allegedly wine as well) exists in the elements. The very last moment of
sounding of the words of institution is the first instant of existence of the body (and
blood) and non-existence of the substance of the bread (and the wine). Relying on
Aristotle’s conceptions of time, Aquinas points out that the very last moment of the
presence of the bread cannot be strictly demarcated. Time does not consist of separate
units of moments that follow one another. However, the last moment of uttering of the
words of institution marks the beginning of existence of the substance of Christ’s body in
the Eucharist. At that point becoming something has turned into having become into
something.!® In a word, when the last sound of the words of institution is resounding,

115 ”Et ideo sacramentum Eucharistiae perficitur in ipsa consecratione materiae: alia vero sacramenta
perficiuntur in applicatione materiae ad hominem sanctificandum. [ - - ] Nam in sacramento
Eucharistiae id quod est res et sacramentum est in ipsa materia; id autem quod est res tantum est in
suscipiente, scilicet gratia quae confertur.” STh 3a. 73, 1, ad. 3; ”[ - - ] sed forma huius sacramenti
importat solam consecratione materiae, quae in transsubstantiatione consistit; puta cum dicitur, "Hoc
est corpus meum’, vel 'Hic est calix sanguinis mei’.” STh 3a. 78, 1, res. The mediaeval incident-
centred perception of the Eucharist is well expressed in Aquinas’ thinking. The focus is thus on
celebration or performing of the sacrament or sacrifice. Actual reception of the sacrament is of a
subsidiary nature. Pelikan 1978, 79-80.

116 ”[ - - ] conversio [ - - ] perficitur per verba Christi, quae sacerdote proferuntur, ita quod ultimum
instans prolationis verborum est primum instans in quo est in sacramento corpus Christi, in toto
autem tempore praecedente est ibi substantia panis. [ - - ] tempus non componitur ex instantibus
consequenter se habentibus ut probatur in Physic. Et ideo est quidem dare instans in quo est corpus
Christi, non est autem dare ultimum instans in quo sit substantia panis, sed est dare ultimum
tempus. [ - - ] in mutationibus instantaneis simul est fieri et factum esse [ - - ].” STh 3a. 75, 7, ad. 1-2;
”[ - - ] substantia panis vel vini manet usque ad ultimum instans consecrationis. In ultimo autem
instanti consecrationis iam est ibi substantia vel corporis vel sanguinis Christi [ - - ].” STh 3a. 75, 3,
res. In Contra gentiles 63, 3 Aquinas states — in opposing the idea of local change — that consecration
does not require time: it takes place at the very instant the words of consecration are uttered. Cf. also
STh 3a. 78, 2, res. and STh 3a. 78, 4, ad. 3. See also Aristotle’s Physics VI, 1. 231b; VIII, 8. 263b.
Aquinas notes that some believe that Christ consecrated the Eucharist without a distinct form, i.e.
the words of institution. Others assume that the exact words used by Christ are unknown or that
apostles used different variations in celebrating the Eucharist. Aquinas rebuts these opinions and
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the substance of the bread has turned into the substance of Christ’s body. This event is
designated by Aquinas as transsubstantiation. Utterance of the words of institution thus
marks the exact moment of consummation of the sacrament, despite the fact that the
exact instant of conversion of one substance into another cannot be pinpointed.'”

Besides, the words of institution do not only signify for Aquinas the moment of the
change, but they also are the most fundamental element of the celebration of the
Eucharist. Christ’s exhortation to “take and eat” is, according to Aquinas, directed to
already-consecrated elements. Consequently, these words are not necessary for the
formula of the Eucharist.!'® The Eucharist is accomplished by the words of institution
alone. No matter when or where the priest utters them, they have the power to transform
bread and wine into Christ's body and blood. Aquinas boldly concludes that no other
part of the canon of the mass constitutes a requirement for celebration of the sacrament of
the Eucharist — even though he does not approve of celebration of the Eucharist in such a
reduced manner. It is not only the liturgy that Aquinas sees as subsidiary but the
distribution of the Eucharist as well (hoc sacramentum perficitur in consecratione materiae:
usus autem fidelium non est de necessitate sacramenti).'’® In a word, the words of institution
comprise both the minimum requirement and absolute fullness of the Eucharist.

points out that from the Gospel an exact and valid form of celebration can be reconstructed. STh 3a.
78, 1, ad. 1. The views presented — and condemned - by Aquinas are not unfamiliar to modern
Eucharistic theology. For example, the linkage between the established liturgical form of the words
of institution with the historical reality of the institution narrative has been questioned. More on this
see Smolarski 1982, 25-27.

117 Aquinas points out that the body becomes present when the words focused on the bread are said.
Correspondingly, the blood becomes present when the words referring to the wine are spoken.
Despite the difference in "timing’, i.e. designating the body before the blood, the two substances
become present at the same time. Due to natural interconnectedness, the blood can be said already to
be present when the body appears. Equally the presence of the body is with the blood. As a result,
the fullness of Christ is totally present in both. STh 3a. 78, 6, ad. 1. In Contra gentiles 63, 9 it is only the
effective nature of the words of consecration on the bread that is discussed and the “problem”
caused by the words over the wine is not covered. Buxton (1976, 42-43) proposes that in disavowing
consecrating bread and wine separately, Aquinas aims to protect the principle of natural
interconnectedness. Ott (1952, 393-394) observes that when Aristotelian terminology is adapted to
sacramental theology, conjoining of the word with the matter is seen as moral. Therefore the
merging cannot be seen as happening at an exact moment of time.

18 STh 3a.78, 1, ad. 2.

119 STh 3a. 74, 7, res. Aquinas’ opinion about the consecratory nature of the words of institution is
shown well in the following: “Unde dicendum est quod, si sacerdos sola verba praedicta proferret
cum intentione conficiendi hoc sacramentum, perficeretur hoc sacramentum: quia intentio faceret ut
haec verba intelligerentur quasi ex persona Christi prolata, etiam si verbis praecedentibus hoc non
recitaretur.” STh 3a. 78, 1, ad. 4. Buxton (1976, 42) observes that Aquinas’ understanding of the
consecration is unequivocal: the words of institution are the only indispensable element. The
inflexibility of this opinion is, according to Buxton, enhanced by the fact that Aquinas set apart the
biblical words from the other words attached to the canon and to the words of institution in
particular. He sees them dispensable when it comes to the requirements for consecration. Yet, as
opposed to ecclesial practice, an extra-liturgical consecration of the elements is according to Aquinas
a sin. There is thus a distinction between the closely connected substance and inalienable liturgical
form (i.e. the words of institution) and that of accidental liturgical forms. Thus, the content and the
form of the sacrament are unambiguous and stable, but the rite may vary and has diversity. On
independence of the content of the sacrament from liturgical forms see Ott 1952, 404-405. On the
relation between consummation of the sacrament and the words of institution see STh 3a. 75, 7, ad. 3.
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The rite or use of the sacrament is for Aquinas separate from the sacramental
completeness of the Eucharist. Here we see an evident difference between him and
Cabasilas, who is far more liturgically oriented than Aquinas. Cabasilas also highlights
the duration of Christ’s multi-level presence, which can be detected also elsewhere in the
liturgy notwithstanding the centrality of the somatic realism of his presence in the
Eucharistic elements. Cabasilas hence emphasizes the overall meaning of the Eucharistic
synaxis, while Aquinas scours the least sine qua non. In addition, Cabasilas admittedly
maintains that the pneumatological aspect has a significant impact on consecration. The
Latin scholars, however, strongly hold to an interpretation centred on the words of
institution. On these grounds it is not surprising that the Latin authors do not seem to
have as strong an interest in the Spirit’s role. Yet, this does not mean that they do not link
the operation of the Spirit with the Eucharist. Their pneumatological insights into the
Eucharistic mystery are therefore now discussed in order to find some balancing views to
their word-orientation.

In Lombard’s Sententiae there are a couple of citations — attributed by him to
Augustine and Gregory the Great respectively — in which the active role of the Spirit in
the Mass, even a consecratory operation, is referred to. However, these quotations are
problematic in two ways. Firstly, Lombard simply presents the citations without any
analysis of his own. The other problem is that he does not elucidate the issue of change
with the citations at issue. Instead, the context of the quotations is his critique of the
validity of a Eucharist celebrated by heretics.'?* Apparently Lombard is not opposing the
views manifested in the citations used by him. Even though he agrees with the views,
there are yet very little grounds for making any far-reaching conclusions on his
understanding of the Spirit’s role in the transformation of the Eucharistic elements.

Aquinas, in turn, opens up a more fruitful discussion. When presenting the
foundations of transsubstantiation he cites John of Damascus’ pneumatologically-centred
description of the change: ”Dicit enim Damascenus, Sola virtute Spiritus Sancti fit
conversio panis in corpus Christi.”’?! Hence, Aquinas is well informed of the traditional
epicletic stress in the Eastern Christian explanation of the transformation. Uniting the
operation of the Spirit with the event of change does not abolish, according to him, the
instrumental power contained in the form of the sacrament. In the Eucharist it is
specifically the words of institution that embody virtus instrumentalis. The originator of
that power is Jesus Christ, to whom the Spirit’s operation in the Eucharist is
subordinated. In order to make this point clear Aquinas compares Spirit’s role to a
craftsman who is making a knife. He cannot, however, attain his goal without using a
hammer, an instrument.'?? The lesson of the allegory obviously is that the Spirit is like a

120 Sententiae Liber IV, 13, I, i-iii. The citation of Augustine actually comes from Paschasius
Radbertus. Lombard quotes his passage on the change occurring irrespective of the celebrant. Thus,
the change is a corollary of the effect of God’s word and operation of the Holy Spirit. The Eucharist
is celebrated with Christ’'s words. Besides, Christ himself, with the Spirit’s power, transforms the
elements into his body and blood. Cf. Paschasius Radbertus, Liber de corpore et sanguine Domini 12, 1.
PL 120, col. 1310B-C. In another passage Lombard builds upon Isidorus of Sevilla’s idea of the Spirit
as an invisible celebrant and consecrator of the sacraments. This thought Lombard attributes to
Gregory the Great. Cf. Isidorus of Sevilla, Etymologiarum VI, xviii, 38-42. PL 82, col. 255B-256D.

121 STh 3a. 78, 4. Cf. Exposito fidei 86, 76-83.

122 STh 3a.78, 4, ad. 1.
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craftsman who needs an instrument — consecrative words of Christ — to reach his goal:
consummation of the sacrament.

In order to explicate more clearly the instrumental nature of sacraments, Aquinas
starts with a definition of a sacrament as being simultaneously an effecting cause and a
sign or symbol (sacramenta simul sunt causae et signa). Consequently, sacraments effect
what they signify (efficiunt quod figurant). The presence of divine grace in the sacraments
is enacted in a similar manner as a tool or a vessel can be said to be an instrument of a
certain operation or work. Aquinas states that defining a sacrament as an instrumental
cause of grace necessitates the presence of effect-activating virtus instrumentalis in the
sacrament. However, an instrument cannot produce its characteristic effect unless it is
moved by a prime “agent’. The efficacy of a sacrament is thus dependent on the power of
Christ, the prime agent, and the actualising operation by the priest.'?> Aquinas apparently
regards the sacraments as instruments of Christ's grace. The sacrament is actualised
when the priest pronounces in persona Christi the consecratory words. No other plea for
God’s intervention or effect of his grace is needed. In sum, the Eucharist as a sacrament is
for Aquinas a God-given sign, effecting its object of signifying through expression of its
unique form (i.e. uttering the words of consecration) without any additional ‘activities’
such as the consecrating operation of the Spirit.

Nevertheless, in discussing the aspect of ministry in the consecration Aquinas makes
a further reference to Spirit’s role as well. He begins by stating that since the priest
pronounces the words of institution in persona Christi, a sinful and worthless priest can
also sanctify the gifts. Aquinas then proceeds actually to connect the Spirit's operation
with that of Christ. In line with Pope Gelasius, he maintains that it is by Christ’s power,
not that of the priest, that the Spirit descends at the moment of the consecration.'?* What
does this mean? Upon what does the Spirit descend? Unfortunately Aquinas leaves these
questions unanswered. There are no further specifications as to what he actually means
by the Spirit's descent at the moment of consecration. It can, however, be concluded that
the Spirit’s action is somehow connected to the consecration. Since the words of
institution incontrovertibly are for Aquinas the centre of Eucharistic activity and

123 “[ - - ] sicut virtus instrumentalis acquiritur instrumento ex hoc ipso quod movetur ab agente
principali, ita et sacramentum consequitur spiritualem virtutem ex benedictione Christi et
applicatione ministri ad usum sacramenti.” STh 3a. 62, 1, ad. 1. See also STh 62, 3, ad. 1; 62, 4, res.; 62,
4, ad. 3. The instrumental model of explanation is one of the main elements in Aquinas’ theology of
the sacraments. Nocke (1992, 201) defines “die Idee der Instrumentalkausalitdt” as follows: “Die
Sakramente sind Werkzeuge (causa instrumentalis = Instrumentalursache) in der Hand Gottes. Gott
selbst bleibt das eigentliche Subjekt des Gnadenhandels; aber die Sakramente sind nicht nur
aufgrund einer gottliche Anordnung (die auch ebensogut hitte unterbleiben kénnen), sondern von
der Sache selbs her notwendig.” Similarly, Barden (1965c, 207) stresses the importance of
instrumental causality in Aquinas’ thought: “The philosophical idea of physical instrumental cause
plays a commanding role.” God is the real causa, while man as a part of a creation belongs to the
category of secondary cause. With regard to the Eucharist, the priest’s operation can be seen as an
instrumental, physical cause of divine grace, the primary cause of sacramentality.

124 The conception of consecration of the gifts done in persona Christi is exemplified in the following:
”Sacerdos consecrat hoc sacramentum non virtute propria, sed sicut minister Christi, in cuius
persona consecrat hoc sacramentum.” STh 3a. 82, 5, res. According to Aquinas’ reading, Pope
Gelasius aims to point out with his reference to the descent of the Spirit that it takes place not due to
the priest’s merits but by the power of Christ’s words (non advenit ex merito sacerdotis, sed ex
virtute Christi, cuius verba profert sacerdos). STh 3a. 82, 5, ad. 3.
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sacramental effectivity, the descent of the Spirit allegedly occurs due to their power. The
Spirit is not directly invoked. Given that the words of Christ are pronounced in persona
Christi, they have a divine efficacy. Christ becomes truly present in the sacrament and the
Spirit descends upon the church, filling it with his power. In another passage Aquinas
observes that it is the Spirit who begets membership in the Church-Body.'?> It is
noteworthy that despite his emphasis on the consecratory words, Aquinas does not seem
to consider the Eastern Christian epicletic tradition as an altogether incorrect
interpretation. And yet, in spite of his knowledge of the Eastern tradition, Aquinas’
commitment to the consecratory nature of the words of institution is in all respects so
clear that there is no room for other kinds of readings of his concept of how the
transformation of the Eucharistic gifts takes place.

Now that Lombard’s and Aquinas’ views regarding the Spirit’s rather passive role in
the consecration of the Eucharist have been examined, we may reconsider Cabasilas’
accusation that it is an actual heresy not to recognise the consecratory function of the
epiclesis.’?* Cabasilas’ opinion must, firstly, be viewed against the background of his
presuppositions. His thought is patently influenced by a firm tradition in which the role
of the epiclesis is emphasised. Therefore, consecration resulting solely from the words of
institution may, in effect, seem to him an inadequate explanation. Secondly, despite the
force of Cabasilas” declaration, the resonance of pure rhetoric cannot be entirely ignored.
By making his allegation he voices his own opinion efficiently and emphatically. Yet, the
ultimate concern of Cabasilas seems not to be to point a finger at “infidels” but to
demonstrate that certain assertions about the Eucharist do not cohere with either Greek
or Latin traditions. In addition, he concludes that the issue of the change is irrefutably
connected with theology of ministry:

Our commentators would hardly claim that the Lord’s word would be effective if spoken by
just anyone, and maybe even without an altar. And the altar, upon which the bread is placed,
is also sanctified by myrrh, which is in turn consecrated by prayers. So, who can forgive us
our sins with certainty if priests and their supplications are to be suspected?12”

125 According to Aquinas, it is the Spirit who joins the members of Christ’s Body to each other with
bonds of love. STh 3a. 82, 6, ad. 3. As Congar (1983, 261-262) observes, Aquinas follows the general
scholastic view when attributing the efficacy of the sacraments to the general operation of the Spirit.
Love and faith, engendered by the Spirit, are in the church the means of being in communion with
Christ and the other faithful.

126 Cf. page 117.

127 “Ovte yop mopo 1816tov Aeyopevov tov Tob Kvpiov Adyov tedectovpyov givat dailey dv ovd odrtol,
ovte ywplg Bvotootnpiov. Kol yop kol 10 dvcioothipov &V ¢ Sel Tdévol Tov dptov @ HOpw
aywdletan, 6 & wdpov S TV vV TeEAectovpyeltol. ‘BTl 88 duaptiov dosow tig v Swoet
BeBaiwg, TV tepéwr kal g abtwv dericews dpdtpairouévwy;” Sacrae liturgiae XXIX, 16-18. John
Chrysostom presents the priest’s role in the consecration in a similar manner: “Et ydp ov §dvatai g
eloelOe eig Ty Booiigiow TtV ovpovwy, gov un & B8otog kol muevuotog dvaryevndT, kol 0 ui
Tpdywy Ty odpka tov Kupiov, kal 10 aipo odtod wivov, £xBERANToL g ailwviov {whg, movta &€
Tovtor 8t £Tépov Hev 008evOg, Hovov 8E didl TV Aylwv Ekelvoy EMTEAELTOL YEPWDY, TWV TOV 1EPEMG
Aéyw - De sacerdotio III, 5. PG 48, col 643. Cabasilas’ denial of the absolute consecratory nature of
words of consecration authenticates the dispute between Latin and Greek scholars of the day. To
quote Salaville, “Cette phrase atteste clairment les outrances de la polémique. Il ne saurait venir a
I'idée de personne que I'efficacité de la parole du Sauveur ‘Ceci esti mon corps’ soit telle, en soi, qu’il
suffise au de cadre rituel établi par 'Eglise, pour assurer la consécration.” Salaville then cites
Aquinas’ characterisation of the Eucharist as accomplished by consecration of the matter, brought
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Assurance of the importance of ministry in the actualisation of Christ’s body and blood in
the sacrament indicates that in Cabasilas’ understanding it is not only the
pneumatological aspect of the Eucharistic miracle that is at stake but, at least to some
extent, the authenticity of the ministry as well. The Latin emphasis on the words of
institution spoken in persona Christi challenges Cabasilas’ vision of the sacramental
fullness of the Eucharistic event. Yet, he seemingly tries to present his conviction in a
positive manner. This is seen in his doubt of the pervasiveness of the word-centred view
among the Latins. Besides, he claims that in the Latin Mass there is also a prayer in which
the transformation of the gifts is asked of God after the words of institution are
pronounced. This leads us to examine Cabasilas’ reading of this “Latin epiclesis’.

4.3.2. Byzantine and Latin Invocation of the Spirit
Cabasilas intends to find a solution to the dispute over the manner and moment of the
conversion of the gifts into Christ's body and blood. Congar connects him with the
recurrence of the dispute over the epiclesis over 600 years after John of Damascus. Thus,
according to Congar, Cabasilas belongs to the first phase of the fourteenth century
controversy between the Greek and Latin theologians on the exact moment and causes of
change. As Cabasilas’ writings indicate, the Latins criticised the Greeks for adding a
consecratory prayer into the Eucharistic canon following the narrative of the institution.
Focusing on a precise moment unavoidably led to a contention which receded only after
the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-39).8 Even though adhering to the traditional
explanations of the factors effecting the conversion prepared the way for collision and
deadlock, Cabasilas’ thinking contains the possibility of taking a more irenic stand in
solving the question. He maintains that in the Latin Mass there is a prayer of consecration
in addition to the words of institution. Cabasilas’ survey on the ‘Latin epiclesis’ is
scarcely referred to in previous research. It is mostly Mantovanis, who acknowledges the
importance of the theme, nevertheless without himself engaging in full analysis.!?
Cabasilas bases this claim of a “Latin epiclesis” on the prayer Supplices te rogamus in
the Missale Romanum. According to him, the idea of the change and sanctification of the
elements of the Eucharist is expressed in that prayer. Hence, it is parallel in meaning to
the invocation of the Spirit in the epiclesis of the Byzantine liturgy: both prayers are
consecratory in nature.'® The prayer in case reads as follows:

about by power of God. This makes the Eucharist distinct from other sacraments, which are
consummated, firstly, by priest’s blessing and, secondly, when the sacramental matter in case is
used. (cf. STh 3a, 78, 1, res). After this quotation Salaville attests, that “Cabasilas accepterait
certainement cette lucide distinction, qui n'est pas sans apporter des nuances importantes aux
analogies euchologiques indiquées par lui pour les divers rites sacramentels.” Salaville 1967, 188-189.
128 Congar 1983, 228. Cf. also Cabié 1983, 164; Dix 1945, 293; Meyendorff, ]. 1974a, 206. Mantovanis
states that Cabasilas was “the first Byzantine author to show clear awareness of the Western
Standpoint, and to provide arguments against it.” Mantovanis 1984, viii.

129 Mantovanis simply summarizes Cabasilas’ view without problematizing its inner tensions and
considering the Latin point of view. Mantovanis 1984, 285-287.

130 “°Q 8¢ mavtelwg adtovg EmioTopilet, 6Tt kal 1 tov Aativov’ ExkkAnoia, €i¢ 1jv dvodépew Sokovot,
petd tov 100 Kupiov Adyov ebyecdar Omep tov dwpwv o moportovvtor [ - - | Tig 8 N eoxm;
«Kélevoov dueveydmyatl to. dwpo TodTor £V XEPL GYYEAOV €1 TO VIEPOVPOVIGY GOV BVCLOCTHPLOV.»
Sacrae liturgine XXX, 1-2.
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Most humbly we implore you, almighty God, bid these offerings to be brought by the hands
of your holy Angel to your altar on high, before the face of your divine majesty; that as many
of us as shall receive the most sacred Body and Blood of your Son by partaking thereof from
this altar, may be filled with every heavenly blessing and grace. Through the same Christ our
Lord.131

It can be detected at first glance that in Supplices te rogamus there is no direct reference to
transformation of the gifts whatsoever. Instead, the essential idea of the prayer is a
request to be counted worthy of receiving blessings of the sacrament.!3> The focus is thus
on the communion and its effects, in other words, the post-consecratory part of the rite.
The epicletic or consecratory nature of the prayer seems very shallow. On what basis
does Cabasilas consider this prayer an equivalent to the epiclesis?

The key phrase in Cabasilas’ interpretation of Supplices te rogamus is the reference to
the angel bearing the sacrifice. Carrying the offerings and placing them on the heavenly
altar can mean but one thing: the offered elements are turned into the body and blood of
Christ (A0t 1) vy} ovdeV £teply £ott dvvopdvn Tolg dwpoig 1 Trv €ig 10 Kuplakov
ompa Kol odpo petoBoAnv).13 Thus, the right interpretation, as Cabasilas sees it, is based
on a somewhat free adaptation of the text. While adhering to his own interpretation,
Cabasilas opposes his critics by accusing them of misreading the prayer. On the one
hand, they are deceived by the indirect formulation of the prayer: although it is the
essential intention, the change of the elements is not explicitly asked for. On the other
hand, the true significance of Supplices te rogamus may be missed, says Cabasilas, due to
the fact that it is not said immediately after the words of institution — unlike the epiclesis
in the Byzantine liturgy.'** The logic of Cabasilas’ reasoning is based on the intention he
sees in the background of the prayer, rather than on its literal formulation. Since he
proposes additional justifications to support the equation of angel’s operation with
transformation of the Eucharistic elements, he seems to recognise — at least implicitly —
the frailty of resorting to such an “allegory” in his reading of the prayer.

Firstly, Cabasilas observes that reference to bearing or ascending cannot be
understood locally. It simply is not reasonable to ask for the offerings to be physically
elevated into heaven. Moreover, he asks, if the elements had already been transformed
into the body and blood of Christ by the power of the words of consecration, why are
they then asked to be transformed into something more precious than what they are?
One certainly cannot imagine anything more valuable than Christ’s body and blood.!%
Thus, Cabasilas perceives the plea of carrying the offerings onto the heavenly altar as a
request that is directly connected with completion of the Eucharistic sacrifice. If this
request were to be addressed to an already present body and blood of Christ, the
absolute fullness of the sacrament would be challenged. Since the Eucharist cannot

131 For an ancient canon of Missale Romanum and the place of Supplices te rogamus in it see Jasper
and Cuming 1975, 162-166.

132 E.g. Buxton (1976, 21) understands that in the prayer it is assumed that the Eucharist has been
partaken of in order to receive the blessings that then are asked for.

133 Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 8.

134 Sacrae liturgine XXX, 1.

135 Sacrae liturgine XXX, 4-6.
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become something more than it already is, Cabasilas consequently maintains that the
Latins — if they are in keeping with their own liturgical tradition — in actual fact think that
the bread and wine are not transformed into the body and blood of Christ before
Supplices te rogamus is said.'?® There is, however, a lack of logic in Cabasilas’ train of
thought. A literal reading of the Supplices te rogamus does not necessarily imply that the
offerings are asked to become something more precious. The request for both bringing
the offering before the face of God and receiving the blessing from the offering can surely
be understood without any further change taking place in the offering.

Why does Cabasilas still maintain that Supplices te rogamus is actually an epicletic and
consecratory prayer? A possible explanation is that his interpretation is directed by his
familiarity with the Byzantine rite. Identifying consecration with bringing the offering
onto the heavenly altar is a theme manifested in the prayers of the Byzantine liturgy. As a
matter of fact, elevating the gifts onto the altar on high is used in some prayers of the
liturgy as an expression of consecration of the offerings. In the liturgies of St. Basil the
Great and St. John Chrysostom the priest asks before the anaphora that the soon-
accomplished offering would be received on the heavenly altar. It is particularly in the
wording of St. Basil's liturgy that the emphasis is on the elevation of the offered
sacrifice.’” Further, after the Eucharistic prayer — and consecration of the elements — the
priest refers in the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom to “the precious gifts offered and
consecrated” and urges the faithful to pray that “our loving God who has received them
at His holy, heavenly, and spiritual altar (eig 10 dyiov xoai brepovpoviov Kot VoePOV
Yvcraotiplov) as an offering of spiritual fragrance, may in return send upon us divine
grace and the gift of the Holy Spirit.”'3 Clearly, bringing the offering onto the heavenly
altar has in the phraseology of the Byzantine liturgy an undeniable consecratory
connotation. Taking note of these prayers makes Cabasilas’ reading of Supplices te roga-
mus more intelligible. Actually, he comments on the latter prayer of the Byzantine liturgy
and states that the change of the elements is worded as elevation of Eucharistic sacrifice
before the face of God. Yet, the primary essence of that prayer is not, according to
Cabasilas, to ask for lifting up of the offering but to plead for the grace of the Spirit.!®

136 “*Odev dNAol Tovtwg eicty dptov Tt kol olvov ufnw dekopeva, OV dylocuov £i8dteg odrd - kol
Sl TovT0 eVxovToL HEV DREP adTdY MG €Tl Seopévay edyNg, eVyovtal 8 dveveydnrot mg £t Kelpevo
Kdtw, kal €ig 10 Yvolootriplov kg prinw tedeyéva, (vo Ekel tevévta todwot.” Sacrae liturgiae XXX,
7.

137 The idea of elevating the sacrifice is expressed in the liturgy of St. Basil the Great: ”[ - - ] npdcde&ai
NMudlg mpooeyyilovtag @ Aylw cov Buclootnpi koto T0 TANY0g 10D £AE0VG GOV ival YEVWueDd
GELoL TOV TPOSHEPEY GOl TV AOYLKTY Tadtny kol dwolipaktor Svoiow [ - - |- fiv npocdekduevog €ig 10
dylov kol VmEPovPOVIOY KOl VOEPOV GOV BVCLLGTIPLOY €1¢ OouTy evwdiag [ - - ].” In the liturgy of St.
John Chrysostom the same idea is mentioned in connection to the sacrifice of praise or thanksgiving
instead of the sacrifice of Christ: ”[ - - | npdcde&otl Kol MUOV TOV CUOPTOADY Ty Sénow Koi
TPOCOYOYE T® Aylw coV BVoIACTNPi®w Kol 1KOVWooV NUAG TPoceveyKeEl oot dwpd 1€ kol Bvoiog
TVEVUOTLKOG [ - - |.” Brightman 1896, 319, 380-381.

138 Brightman 1896, 390.

139 Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 16. Smolarski (1982, 79) points out that the Eucharistic prayer, the epiclesis
included, is future-oriented. The central intention in the epicletic prayers is thus, firstly, to plead for
approval for the offering and, secondly, to ask for the blessings that follow from communing.
Cabasilas clearly interprets Supplices te rogamus within these boundaries of intention.
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This pneumatological feature may have further enhanced Cabasilas’ urge to read
Supplices te rogamus from an epicletic point of view.

In any case, Cabasilas manifestly understands the terminology of the heavenly altar
in Byzantine liturgy in an epicletic and consecratory manner. Relying on this
interpretation enables him to draw an analogy between Supplices te rogamus and
Byzantine prayers: bringing the offerings on the heavenly altar is in both cases a petition
for change. Thus, the Latin Mass receives in Cabasilas’ thinking its true and right
interpretation when viewed through the Greek liturgical tradition. Without this medium,
his reading of Supplices te rogamus would be radically disconnected from the actual text of
the prayer. Now that grounds for Cabasilas’ interpretation may have become clearer and
his reading seen to be more sensible, his conclusions regarding Supplices te rogamus still
remain unfounded if it is read in the context of Latin theological and liturgical tradition.
Consequently, Cabasilas’ claim of the true manner of Latin self-understanding of the
change is not plausible.

Even though the validity of Cabasilas’ interpretation of the ‘Latin epiclesis’ may
fairly be questioned, his theological arguments that follow are still worth further
examination. Along with the liturgical phrasings there is another presupposition that
directs his thinking and motivates his inference that the altar on high is the image of
consecration. It is the christocentric connotation of his understanding of the significance
of the altar table, the emphasis that has already been seen when consecration of the holy
table was discussed above. Thus, mention of the heavenly altar in Supplices te rogamus
gives Cabasilas a reason for revealing the consecratory function of the altar. First of all, he
identifies Christ with the altar, the priest and the sacrifice. Since Christ is the only
mediator between God and man, he is the embodiment of the power of sanctification and
intercession. The altar, the priest and the sacrifice are thus real symbols of Christ’s power,
and are identified with him (uévog avtdg €otwv 0 aywlwy, udvog cv e€in ilepevg, kol
tepelov, kal Yuotootripov).40 Alluding to the prayer at the great entrance of the liturgy of
St. John Chrysostom!#!, Cabasilas specifies that “the same One is priest and altar, sacrifice
and offerer, the one through whom he offers and that which he offers.” It is, thus, the
chrism (used in consecration of the altar table) that makes Christ the Altar. In addition, as
High Priest he also is the Offerer. Finally, the sacrifice on the cross makes Christ the

140 “* AQA’ émet, kotd TV pokoplov Iodlov, «€lg Oede, €1 kol pecitng Oeov kal dvdpwnwy’ Incovg
Xpiotog», mdvto, ol peotteiow duvdpevo Tov Gyloopov MUy €xoviol n6rog £otiv ovtog 6 Twtrp. Tive
8¢ 1o peotteiov dvvoueva kol dydlovto; ‘Iepeve, iepelov, Vvolaothplor. Kot ydp kol 1o
Yoclaothplov dyollel, katd tov 100 Kupiov Adyov, 10 Bvsiocdnvat: «To dvsiactriplov yop, ¢noi, to
aytdlov 10 dwpov». OVKOVY &mel povog adrdg £otw O dytdlwv, pévog dv £in iepeve, xal iepelov, kol
Yvclactriplov.” Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 8-9.

141 Christ is in the prayer identified with the offering: “[ - - ] You became man without alteration or
change. You have served as our High Priest, and as Lord of all, and have entrusted to us the
celebration of this liturgical sacrifice without the shedding of blood. [ - - ] For You, Christ our God,
are the offerer and the offered, the One who receives and is distributed (cv yop €1 6 TpocPEpwr Kol
TPocHEPOUEVOS Kol TPocdeyGpevos kol Sodidopevog Xpiote 6 Veog Huwv) [ - - ].“ Brightman 1896, 378.
This prayer may well have directed Cabasilas’ thought regarding Christ’s simultaneous role as the
offerer and the offering. Cf. Brightman 1896, 318 for alternative phrasing in the 9t century liturgy of
St. Basil.
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Offering brought on the altar.!*? It follows that Christ himself is the one who sanctifies.
He is the priest who brings the offering (i.e. himself) on the altar (i.e. himself) upon which
the offering becomes consecrated.

On account of this identification of offerer, offering and sanctifier with Christ,
Cabasilas draws a conclusion that connects Supplices te rogamus to the epiclesis: since the
altar embodies a consecratory power to sanctify the offering, asking the offering to be
placed on it equates to asking for its consecration. In justifying his opinion Cabasilas on
the one hand appeals to Christ’s teaching of the altar in Matt. 23:19: “[ - - ] the altar is
spoken as sanctifying, for He [Christ] says, ‘the altar makes the gift sacred’.” Further, he
recalls Christ’s words in the Gospel of John: “For them I sanctify myself, that they too
may be truly sanctified” (John 17:19). Thus, Cabasilas” identification of Christ with the
altar is the key for understanding the relevance of this verse’s value as evidence. In his
words, the altars imitate the Saviour’s hand (1o dvciaotiplo 8 v 100 ZTNPOG
pperton xetpa). On the other hand, Cabasilas relies on Pseudo-Dionysius’ view of Jesus
Christ as the true altar possessing the power of sanctification. Owing to these references,
Cabasilas maintains that the three things — priest’s sanctifying operation, transformation
of mpocpopa into Bvoia, and asking the offering to be placed on the heavenly altar —
actually are expressions of one and the same thing ("Enei ydp 10 dvoiactiplov dyralet
o TEVEVTO avT® dwpo, TOVTOV Eotv evEacdal Tolg dwpolg dylocdnrol Kol &V TQ
Yvcwootnpiey tednvan).!43 Christ is not only the offering, but also the offerer and the
consecrator. The request for an angel to bring the offering upon the altar before the face
of God has the same effect and outcome as the epiclesis in which transformation of the
elements is expressed directly. Christ as the true altar sanctifies the offering placed on it.

Despite the inner logic of Cabasilas’ argument, there are points that make his
reasoning problematic. Firstly, a lack of any reference to a change in Supplices te rogamus
contradicts both Cabasilas” point of departure and his conclusions. His arguments are to
a great extent based on a ‘right’ interpretation of the prayer which in reality conflicts with
the literal form of the prayer. The latter view is maintained only by “Latin innovators”, as
Cabasilas calls them. Still, denial of the local change as a false interpretation does not
necessarily imply that a plea for the change is the primary intention of the prayer. The
Latin opponents of Cabasilas themselves hardly perceived Supplices te rogamus as a
request of transference, not to speak of the true magnitude of the number of adherents of
the “innovator’s interpretation” among the Latins. There is practically no endorsement
for Cabasilas’ claim from an examination of Hugh of St. Victor’s, Peter Lombard’s and
Thomas Aquinas’ thought on the factors affecting consecration.

Secondly, one can question Cabasilas’ interpretation’s allegiance to the traditional
understanding of the epiclesis in the Eastern Christian tradition. He understands the true
meaning of Supplices te rogamus in connection with his christocentric thinking.
Accordingly, identification of Christ with the altar as the actual consecrator virtually

142 De vita 3, 22. Cabasilas further states (De vita 3, 23) that as God Christ cannot undergo any
sanctification since sanctification belongs to something lesser. His humanity, assumed in the
Incarnation, serves as the offering to be sanctified in the Eucharist. Cabasilas concludes that, in order
for men to receive the deified flesh of Christ, he is offered as bread.

143 Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 10-13; De vita III, 21. Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius. De ecclesiastica IV. Heil & Rittel
103, 4-18 (PG 3, col. 484D-485A).
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supersedes the pneumatological dimension in the change of the elements, so dominant in
the conventional Eastern Christian explanation of the epiclesis. In Cabasilas” explanation
of the significance of Supplices te rogamus no attention is paid precisely to the Spirit’s
operation as the force in executing the transformation. Instead of holding to the
pneumatological foundation, Cabasilas diverts from the very idea of the change in his
discussion of Supplices te rogamus’ connection with consecration. He then formulates the
idea of change in connection with his christocentric reading of the holy table: Christ is the
altar, the offering and the offerer. Owing to this identification, Cabasilas concludes that
Supplices te rogamus functions as a Latin equivalent of the epiclesis of the Greek liturgy.

Justification for this conclusion is first and foremost clearly founded on the idea of
the change. Thus, since there is a prayer, there is a change as well. In other words, it is the
change due a prayer that proves to be most relevant to Cabasilas, whereas the generator
of the change seems to have a somewhat subsidiary role. As a result, Cabasilas stresses
Christ’s role as the sanctifier. Conventionally it is the Spirit who, due to his connection
with the epiclesis in the Eastern Christian tradition, has been seen as the active agent in
accomplishing the consecration. To summarize, Cabasilas’ epiclesis-based motive for
finding an equivalent to a consecratory prayer in the Latin Mass leads him to a
conclusion which ostensibly is in contradiction with the traditional explanation of the
change, originating from the epiclesis-based point of departure. Instead of adhering to
the pneumatocentric explanation he ends up with a christocentric explanation.

Disregarding the pneumatological agent indicates that there is an internal tension in
Cabasilas” understanding of the change. On the one hand, he sees the epiclesis as a
manifestation of the Spirit as the begetter of the transformation of the elements into
Christ’s body and blood. In his equation of the epiclesis with Supplices te rogamus, on the
other hand, he attributes the change to Christ’s high priestly operation alone. It is then
Christ, who is the sanctifier and consecrator. Can this latter view be considered genuinely
Eastern Orthodox? And further, does Cabasilas’ argument lose its foundation if he is
unable or unwilling to demonstrate how Supplices te rogamus is a Latin equivalent to the
pneumatologically-oriented Eastern Christian liturgical expression of the change?

It seems to me that Cabasilas’ arguments do not, firstly, diverge from the Eastern
tradition, nor, secondly, is his argumentation unsupported. There is enough evidence to
claim that, according to his interpretation, Supplices te rogamus is a certain kind of Logos-
epiclesis. It is Christ, who receives the offering, and as a consecrating altar also
transforms it into his body and blood. In the Christian East such a conception of the
Eucharistic miracle prevailed during the first Christian centuries. In the early anaphoras
the consecrative activity of the Logos was expressed either in connection with the
narration of the Last Supper included in the Eucharistic prayer or by the epiclesis, a
specific prayer of supplication. The anaphora of Serapion from the latter part of the
fourth century is probably the most renowned example of the Logos-epicletic Eucharistic
tradition. By the middle of the fourth century more emphasis was, however, put on the
operation of the Holy Spirit. As a consequence, the Spirit-epiclesis appeared permanently
in the Eucharistic canon.'#

144 One of the early Christian Eucharistic traditions explains the consecration from an incarnational
perspective. The Eucharist was then perceived as a continuation of active operation of the Logos.
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Even though the Eastern development of liturgical practices and theology of
consecration from a Logos-orientated epiclesis to a Spirit-orientated one did permanently
affect the interpretation of the transformation of the Eucharistic elements, it was not a
case of sudden change. It could rather be described as a process of theological reflection
which gradually became established in the liturgy.'*5 Although the special role of Spirit-
epiclesis in consecration is undeniably emphasised in the Eastern Orthodox Church, the
words of institution and the importance of parts of Eucharistic canon are not
undermined. It follows that the change of Eucharistic elements ensues from the whole

The stress in the liturgical explication of this view was then put on Christ’s words in the institution
narrative or on the Logos-centred epiclesis. The homilies of Athanasius and the anaphora of
Serapion provide proof of this tradition. The christocentrism of the anaphora of Serapion cannot,
nevertheless, be taken as an example of a prevailing trait of early Egyptian liturgical tradition. There
are known anaphoras from an earlier date that include a Spirit-epiclesis. By the beginning of the 4t
century the trend towards a Spirit-orientated epiclesis gained more stable ground in the Eastern
liturgies, and soon became the norm. The process was motivated by contemporary dispute over the
doctrine of the Trinity, accelerated by the Arian controversy which then was concentrated on the
origin and status of the Spirit in the Godhead. In the classical form of Spirit-epiclesis (as witnessed
by Gregory of Nyssa and Peter of Alexandria), the Holy Spirit is asked to come and sanctify the
elements. Some of the early Spirit-emphasised presentations of the liturgy ignore Christ’s role. This
is the case with e.g. Cyril of Jerusalem and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Betz 1955, 93-99; 1979, 55, 64-67;
Dix 1945, 275-276; Gebremedhin 1977, 62-63; Jungmann 1976, 134; Taft 1992. For more on the
anaphora of Serapion see Botte (1964), who puts forward a supposition that the known text is
actually an Arian variant of the genuine anaphora. Grisbrooke (1986a, 19) specifies the common
elements found in the 4th century epiclesis: 1) supplicating the Spirit to act, 2) describing the function
of the prayer as transforming the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ; 3) referring to
partaking in the blessings of the Eucharist. The same elements are pointed out by Smolarski (1982,
80).

145 John Chrysostom serves as a case in point of this gradual change. In his writings the two practices
exist side by side. Without deserting a traditional Logos-emphasis connected to the words of
institution, Chrysostom adopted the current and theologically-reasoned Spirit-epiclesis.
Accordingly, he commits himself to both practices without aiming to harmonize them. On the one
hand, Christ stands passively aside at the moment of the descent of the Spirit to consecrate the bread
and wine. But on the other hand, Chrysostom asserts that Christ himself through the spoken words
of institution changes the bread and wine into his own body and blood. On Chrysostom’s Spirit-
epiclesis see In coemeterii apellationem. PG 49, col. 397-398. On the consecrative power of Christ’s
words see In proditionem judae, Hom. 1, 5. PG 49, col. 380. Chrysostom has been recognized as the
most significant patristic example of full commitment to interpretation of the change effected by
concomitant operation of Jesus Christ and Holy Spirit. Congar 1983, 234. By the 5t century it was
evident that the Spirit-epiclesis had assumed the status of the basic model of understanding Christ’s
becoming-present in the Eucharist. Thus, John of Damascus formulates the Eucharistic mystery
according to the fixed patristic understanding: “God said, “This is My body’, and “This is My blood,
and do this in remembrance of Me’. And so it is at His omnipotent command ‘until He come’, for it
was in this sense that He said ‘until He come’. And the overshadowing power of the Holy Spirit
becomes through the invocation the rain to this new tillage. [ - - ] And now you ask, how the bread
became Christ’s body and the wine and water Christ’s blood. And I say unto thee, “The Holy Spirit is
present and does those things which surpass reason and thought.” [ - - ]. [ - - ] the bread of the table
and the wine and water are supernaturally changed by the invocation and presence of the Holy
Spirit into the body and blood of Christ [ - - ].” Expositio fidei 86, 71-83. This description shows that
even if the change is based on God’s fiat and Christ’s words of institution, the main stress is still on
the invocation and descent of the Spirit. The two different approaches are thus brought into
harmony, yet special emphasis is laid on the Spirit-epiclesis. Of the earlier patristic definitions Cyril
of Jerusalem’s compact explication of consecrative nature of Spirit-epiclesis is a good example: [ - - ]
TOPOKAAODEY TOV GLAcvdpwnov Beov 10 dylov mvedpa €Eomootellan &nl tal mpokeipeva, tvo motion
0V €V dptov cwpo XptoTod, Tov 8 owov alpa Xpiotod” Catecheses mystagogicae V, 7.
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Eucharistic prayer, which ends and culminates with the epiclesis. The epiclesis in itself,
separated from the totality of the Eucharistic prayer, would not have a consecratory
effect.14

In any event, Cabasilas does not declare being aware of early formulations of the
Eucharistic prayer. Even in the likely event of him being totally ignorant of the existence
of such an ancient tradition, his synthesis of the Greek and Latin liturgical components
still pertains to early Christian Eucharistic tradition. Provided that this early tradition can
be taken as authentically Orthodox, Cabasilas can be said to be firmly rooted in the
Eastern Christian tradition. He may not yet be situated within the main current of his
own age. Nevertheless, his synthesis is in keeping with a traditional approach to the
Eucharistic miracle despite the minor historical influence of the Logos-epiclesis when
compared to the main current of liturgical and theological thought in Eastern
Christianity.1#”

The parallel with the early tradition of Logos-epiclesis may make Cabasilas’
interpretation of the ‘Latin epiclesis” more understandable. Disharmony still prevails: in
defending the epicletic tradition he ends up stressing Christ’s consecratory role. Since
Cabasilas himself is not necessarily even aware of a Logos-centred epicletic tradition, the
incongruity of his final conclusions is even more significant. What, then, can be said
about the plausibility of his argument? First of all, the foundation of his understanding of
the change of the elements is based on the Eastern Christian tradition of the Spirit-
epiclesis. This is the basis for his claim that there exists a consecratory prayer in the Latin
Mass as well. Thus, the christocentric outcome of his interpretation of Supplices te rogamus
cannot be seen as the key to his understanding of the change. Even though he ends up
with a christocentric presentation of the consecratory agent in the context of the Latin
Mass, in the sphere of the Byzantine liturgy he nonetheless stands for the Spirit-epiclesis.

Furthermore, even if Cabasilas’ suggestion — whether conscious or unintentional — of
two agents effecting the transformation seems problematic, it can also be taken as an
expression of perceiving the divine operation in a Eucharistic context as trinitarian.
Consequently, cooperation between the divine persons is expressed rather than
demarcated. In the Byzantine tradition it is emphasised that conversion of the elements is
not attributed solely to the Spirit’s descent (due to the epiclesis) but to the Holy Trinity as
a whole. The Father sends the Spirit, who is asked in the Son’s name to make the Son
present in the sacrament. Such a trinitarian approach has inspired in modern theology

146 ”[ - - ] the classical Eastern position is that the epiclesis is necessary to the consecration, and
therefore, that its conclusion is the moment when the latter is complete, but this insistence on the
necessity of the epiclesis is not exclusive — the narrative of the institution and the anamnesis are
equally so.” Grisbrooke 1986a, 20. The Orthodox stand is characterised in a similar manner by
Congar (1983, 238): “The Orthodox rightly tell us [Roman Catholics] that the anaphora forms a
whole, from which one element, the account of the institution, for example, or the epiclesis, cannot
be isolated and treated separately. No Orthodox would think of the consecration as taking place
simply through the epiclesis. ” See also Evdokimov 2001, 262.

147 The theological principles behind the transition in the understanding of the change (from Logos-
epiclesis to Spirit-epiclesis) are well illustrated in Cabasilas’ thinking. Even though the process that
began in the 4th century permanently influenced Eastern Christian Eucharistic thought and practice,
Cabasilas yet demonstrates the capacity to acknowledge different approaches. In this he comes close
to John Chrysostom, who — to a large degree due to the situation of his age — absorbed two different
interpretations without aiming to harmonize them.
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some criticism of Roman Catholic Eucharistic theology whose trinitarian dimension has
been asserted to be unbalanced due to a lack of the pneumatological element provided by
the epiclesis.!*® In spite of Cabasilas’ refraining from making precise theological remarks
regarding defects in Latin theology, he nevertheless perceives the Latin liturgical practice
through a Byzantine lens. This is seen in his accusation that keeping to the words of
institution is untraditional.

Interestingly enough, Cabasilas somehow also seems to conform to the Latin
approach. His Christ-centred explanation of the Supplices te rogamus can be taken as a
point of contact with the christocentric word-orientation of the Latin tradition. One is
impelled to ask, is Cabasilas consciously influenced by Latin christocentrism so that his
conclusion might be more easily accepted by his critics? Although Cabasilas” writings do
not reveal any precise answer to this question, the christocentric point of view
nevertheless makes his thoughts regarding the consecration quite genuine. This also
gives grounds for comparing his train of thought with the Latin scholars. Is Cabasilas’
presentation of the ‘true and right” Latin doctrine of the epicletic consecration supported
by the Latin theologians themselves?

Supplices te rogamus has its own history of interpretastion in the tradition of scholastic
theology. In the twelfth century Ivo of Chartes had a tremendous impact on the
interpretation of Supplices te rogamus when he associated the Great Angel of Counselling
of Isaiah (Isa. 9:6) with the angel mentioned in the prayer. The angel was then taken as
the typification of Christ: the Son of God brings the offering on the heavenly altar. Thus,

148 A trinitarian reading is maintained e.g. by J. Meyendorff (1974a, 207), who designates the epiclesis
as a prayer addressed to the Father in Christ, and which comes to its fruition in descent of the Spirit.
According to Evdokimov (2001, 258-259), the anaphora of the Orthodox Church “is striking in its
Trinitarian structure.” The same is observed by Congar (1983, 240-241), who has compared Orthodox
and Roman Catholic liturgical traditions. As distinctive characteristics of the two traditions he
mentions the trinitarianism of the East and the christocentrism of the West. In addition, he pays
attention to the dynamism of the Eastern rite and its eschatological emphasis, which do not emerge
very much in the Latin rite. Concerning the differences between Orthodox liturgy and the Roman
Catholic Mass before the liturgical renewal of Vatican II, the trinitarian character of the Eucharistic
canon is emphasized by J. Meyendorff (1962, 64) and Ware (1979b, 145), with the latter claiming that
the pneumatological aspect of Eucharistic consecration and communion have been unduly neglected
in the West. The dominant Roman Catholic stand is exemplified in Bouyer’s statement that even
though the Spirit is actively involved with the Eucharistic act, it is Christ who is the sole sanctifier
and generator of consecration. Eucharistic christocentrism illustrates the church’ ambition to be
directed in everything towards Christ. Bouyer 1968, 467. It needs to be stated that at least in CCC the
trinitarian emphasis has been brought to the fore. Schénborn (Ratzinger & Schonborn 1994, 81-84)
demonstrates how in CCC a special attention is placed on the role of the anamnesis, the epiclesis and
Word of God in the consecration. In these elements the trinitarian foundation of Eucharistic worship
is manifested. Schonborn maintains that the Father as the source and goal of the liturgy is thanked
and praised in the anamnesis. Further, the Son (i.e. the Word of God) celebrates the mystery and
accomplishes the Eucharist. This is, however, made through the Spirit (epiclesis). Taking cognizance
of the epiclesis exhibits, according to Schonbornin, great reverence towards the liturgical tradition of
the Eastern Church. A motive for this comes from Pope John Paul II's metaphor of the church’s
breathing with two lungs. The attempt to establish shared elements for both Eastern and Western
traditions of the Eucharistic is manifested in CCC’s stress on “sacramental economy” (Oeconomiam
sacramentalem): “He [Christ] acts through the sacraments in what the common Tradition of the East
and the West calls ‘the sacramental economy’; this is the communication (or ‘dispensation’) of the
fruits of Christ’s Paschal mystery in the celebration of the Church’s ‘sacramental’ liturgy.” CCC 1995,
1076.
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the prayer is given a certain status of Logos-epiclesis. Some mediaeval Latin theologians,
such as the twelfth century Remigius of Auxerre and Isaac of Stella, understood Supplices
te rogamus as the consummative prayer of the sacrifice. Nevertheless, it cannot be seen as
parallel in nature to the Eastern Christian epiclesis. In sum, in the mediaeval sources the
plea to bring the gifts to the heavenly altar is understood as an expression of the
communion aspect (God receiving the offering of men) of the offering rather than as the
completion of the actual consecration.!4’

Of the three mediaeval Latin scholars of this study, it is Peter Lombard and Thomas
Aquinas who pay attention to the meaning of Supplices te rogamus. Lombard states that
when the Eucharistic sacrifice is offered, the angels come down to earth.’® It seems that
Lombard does not see Supplices te rogamus in either a consecratory or an epicletic manner.
Although Supplices te rogamus cannot then be made parallel with the words of institution
or even thought of as being an element of consecratory significance, Lombard yet
connects it with the idea of safeguarding the validity of the sacrament. It is a remainder
of the presence of heavenly powers as the ultimate guarantee of efficacy.

149 On Supplices te rogamus’ connection to the consecratory epiclesis Jungmann says: “Schlieflich ist
unter dem Gesichtspunkt einer Wandlungsepiklese, als welche das Supplices bei auflerlicher
Parallelisierung mit orientalischen und gallischen Mefformularen erscheinen kann, in dem
emportragenden Engel auch der heilige Geist erblickt worden.” Jungmann 1949, 282-283. Cf. also
Pihkala (1997, 19-20), who points out that angel-christology appeared in Christian theology by the
2nd century. It has its roots in the Jewish Wisdom tradition. According to Jungmann (1949, 281-282,
285), reference to the Holy Spirit was not considered important in the mediaeval interpretations
since Supplices te rogamus was not understood to be connected to the consecration. Stressing the
aspect of communion was seen as the essence of the prayer. Hence, the most substantial content of
the prayer is to convince the faithful that God receives men’s offering on the heavenly altar and
brings them to communion with him. In contrast to Jugmnann, Congar and Deiss understand
Supplices te rogamus as consecratory in its nature. Yet, they deny its outright epicletic meaning. See
Congar 1983, 250-251; Deiss 1992, 76. Kotila (1994, 199) conversely maintains that Supplices te rogamus
can also seen as an epiclesis. Inconsistency of interpretations of Supplices te rogamus results,
according to McKenna (1975, 39-41, 92-102), from the invocation aspect of the epiclesis: should there
be an explicit mentioning of the Spirit or is it sufficient just to request sanctification of the elements?
Grisbrooke (1986a, 19) is associated with the latter view in his argument that an epiclesis does not
necessarily have to have a direct reference to the Spirit. Consequently, he reads Supplices te rogamus
as the epiclesis of Roman Eucharistic canon.

150 Sententine Liber IV, 11, II, viii. Cf. Gregorius the Great, Dialogorum VI, lvii-lviii. PL 77, col. 425D-
428A. Also Danielou links the presence of the angels in the Mass with Supplices te rogamus. Danielou
1957, 65. Lombard does not actually focus on the prayer itself, but refers to it when presenting
evidence for the validity of the sacrifice conducted by an unworthy priest. The unfitness of the priest
cannot nullify the presence of heavenly powers, which are present in the Mass regardless of the
priest. As a testimony Lombardus refers to Supplices te rogamus. In his interpretation of the prayer he
relies on an unknown source which he believes to be Augustine. The source maintains that the
angels give heavenly authorization for the Mass and therefore guarantee its validity. In the source
cited by Lombard “the heavenly messenger”, i.e. an angel, is perceived as the agent of consecration.
Sententige Liber IV, 13, I, iv. As the critical edition observes (on page 312), the origin of the citation is
unknown. Basing his argument on the citation, Lombard proceeds to claim that no celebration
outside of ecclesial communion is valid since angels are not assisting in it. Sententiae Liber 1V, 13, 1,
vi. Taft interprets Lombard in favour of Cabasilas’ interpretation of Supplices te rogamus as equal to
the Byzantine epiclesis. Taft 1996, 232. Aquinas denies that angels are able to conduct the
sacraments. Christ’s passion as the basis for the sacraments was closely related to his human nature.
Men, thus, are of the same nature with him, and therefore only they are enabled to celebrate the
mysteries. STh 3a. 64, 7, res.
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By contrast, Aquinas’ references to Supplices te rogamus are more clearly connected to
the actual consecration. First of all, he pays attention to the idea of local ascent. Just as
Cabasilas, he opposes the idea that the priest would ask for the elements or the body of
Christ to be taken into heaven. On the contrary, it is the mystical body of Christ the priest
prays for. It is, then, the prayers of the church as an offering that is petitioned to be
carried by an angel to God. Here Aquinas refers to the Book of Revelation’s (Rev. 8:4)
description of the heavenly liturgy, during which an angel bears prayers of the saints
before God. Moreover, the altar mentioned in Supplices te rogamus is for Aquinas a
metaphor of both the church triumphant and of God. The angel stands for Christ, the
mediator between man and God. Hence, Aquinas evidently is in keeping with Ivo of
Chartes’ Christ-symbolism: the ascending angel is Christ, the Angel of Great Council,
who unites the church militant with the church triumphant and brings her to the Father.
Lastly, Aquinas specifies his two readings of Supplices te rogamus with an analysis of the
word missa. He maintains that, on the one hand, the verb indicates that the prayers are
conveyed. Thus, the operation of the angel as a mediator between priest and God is
signified by the prayer. On the other hand, the verb missa points to Christ. He was sent to
the world by the Father, and in the Eucharist he is sent back to his Father as the sacrificed
offering.1%!

Based on the arguments presented by Lombard and Aquinas, it can be stated that
there is not one but several readings of the meaning of Supplices te rogamus. Focusing on
angelic operation, as Lombard does, highlights the supernatural character of the Mass.
Aquinas’ two different readings provide grounds to argue that a diversity of
interpretations is not seen as a problem. Besides, the foundation of Latin conception of
the change, based on the words of institution, cannot be challenged on the basis of
Lombard’s and Aquinas’ readings. Especially Aquinas’ focus on the idea of a mediator —
either an angel or Christ — suggests that the main essence of the prayer is for him to
signify that the church militant is in the Mass connected with divine and heavenly reality.
Essential for this study — and for evaluation of Cabasilas” claims — is not whether the
connection is established and manifested through operation of Christ or an angel, but to
pint out that the motion in Aquinas’ interpretations is one of ascent to heaven and not

151 ”Et proper hoc etiam missa nominatur, quia per angelum sacerdos preces ad Deum mittit, sicut
populus per sacerdotem, vel quia Christus est hostia nobis missa a Deo: unde et in fine missae
diaconus in festivis diebus populum licentiat, dicens, Ite missa est, scilicet hostia ad Deum per
angelum, ut scilicet sit Deo accepta.” STh 3a, 83, 4, ad. 9. Bouyer’s (1956, 139-140) view of Supplices te
rogamus as an expression of a two-way movement between men and God is highly similar to
Aquinas’ reading of the prayer: men’s offering is brought on high to the celestial altar, and divine
grace descends upon men. In parallel with this view, Buxton (1976, 21) points out that Supplices te
rogamus stresses the unity of the heavenly and earthly liturgy. In addition, the prayer suggests that
celebration around the heavenly altar is unceasing. Hugh of St. Victor is also interested in the
etymology of the word missa. He thinks that the word refers firstly to Christ, who is sent by the
Father as a mediator between man and God. Hugh specifies that Christ mediates in both directions:
from the Father to men, and from men to the Father. Secondly, he deduces that missa derives from
the verb emittendo, signifying sending away, thus originating from the practice of excluding
catechumens from the liturgy of the faithful. De sacramentis 1, 8, xiv. PL 176, col. 472A-C. By the end
of the 5t century the phrase ife missa est appears at the end of the Mass. The words originate in a
profane Roman context. They were used to announce the conclusion of imperial or other official
gatherings. Cf. Jungmann 1959, 129.
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descent, as is the case in the epiclesis of the Eastern Christian rite and Cabasilas’ reading
of Supplices te rogamus. To summarize, the Latin authors’ interpretations give no support
for Cabasilas’ assertion.

In Latin Scholastic theology, especially because of the establishment of the doctrine
of transsubstantiation, it became customary to point out the exact moment of the change
of the elements immediately after the words of institution were pronounced — unlike
Cabasilas assumes the Latins to think. Cabasilas patently has a strong need to find a
nexus of the doctrine of transformation of the two liturgical traditions, the Greek and the
Latin. Nevertheless, arguing for the identical meaning of the Eastern epiclesis and the
Missale Romanum’s Supplices te rogamus does not automatically mean that the position
would be seen in a similar manner by Roman Catholic Eucharistic theology.!>? Yet, in
modern times adherence to the efficacy of the words of institution does have such a
commanding status in Roman Catholic teaching. Since Vatican II, the status of the
epiclesis has been significantly improved. In the liturgical renewal inspired by the
council, the epiclesis was adopted into the Roman Eucharistic canon. Irrespective of the
liturgical reforms, the Roman Catholic conception of the consecration is still undeniably
centred on the words of institution. What is significant with regard to Cabasilas” insights
into these reforms is that the modern Roman Catholic epiclesis is a bipartite prayer
inserted into the Eucharistic canon partially both before and after the words of
institution. Especially the latter part of the epiclesis can be taken as a point of contact
with Cabasilas’ comparison between Supplices te rogamus and the epiclesis. All the same,
it needs to be recognised that the latter part of the epiclesis in the Roman Mass has no
consecratory significance. It is a request to receive the Spirit’s blessings of fellowship and
grace, transmitted through communion.'

152 Modern Roman Catholic interpretation of Supplices te rogamus is exemplified by Bouyer’s
discussion. He explicates various aspects of Supplices te rogamus in his note on the connection
between epiclesis and Verba consecrationis, yet without direct references to parallels with the epiclesis:
1) Christian sacrifice is the perfection of all the ancient sacrifices, 2) Christian sacrifice is perfected
when man joins the heavenly Eucharistic offering of the angels, 3) Eucharistic sacrifice of man is
accepted on high, 4) as a sign of acceptance of the sacrifice of man, the grace of God descents.
According to Bouyer, in the benediction of the Per quem haec the descending and ascending aspects
are also referred to. Bouyer 1955, 139-140.

183 In Sacrosanctum Concilium, the liturgical constitution of Vatican II, the epiclesis was adopted into
Roman Catholic rite of the Eucharist. Jungmann (1976, 137-138) points out that the Orthodox practice
of the consecratory epiclesis after the words of institution is fully approvable from the Roman
Catholic point of view. This is, on the one hand, testified to by the full Eucharistic communion
existing between Rome and the Eastern Rite churches. On the other hand, it was precisely Vatican II
which fully recognised the value of Orthodox tradition. Due to the Council, the Spirit-epiclesis was
in 1968 incorporated into Eucharistic prayers of the Roman Mass. In spite of recognition of the
Eastern epicletic tradition Jungmann, nonetheless, reveals his true conviction regarding the effecting
liturgical component of the change: “A prayer for the operation of the Holy Spirit even after the actual
moment of transubstantiation is no more extraordinary than [ - - ] at ordination in the Roman liturgy,
of ritually conferring the priestly power upon each individual priest only after the sacramental act.”
[italics mine]. Provided that there is a Spirit-epiclesis in the Mass, the words of institution still
constitute the actual consecratory element. Similarly Deiss (1992, 76-82) speaks of the absoluteness of
the words of institution when speaking of the epiclesis’ importance in pointing out the trinitarian
operation in the Eucharist yet maintains that through the words the Word transforms the bread and
wine into the Eucharist. Congar (Congar 1983, 241, 250-257) maintains that in the Roman Catholic
tradition references to operation of the Holy Spirit and epicletic nature are associated with the
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To conclude, one has to be aware of the fact that the epiclesis of the Byzantine liturgy
and Supplices te rogamus of Missale Romanum are in Cabasilas’ thinking two distinct
prayers with different contexts. Nonetheless, he regards their function and effect in the
Eucharistic synaxis as identical. In other words, they lead to the same conclusion via
different routes; the epiclesis accomplishes the sacrifice through operation of the Spirit,
Supplices te rogamus through Christ. What is significant in his distinction between the two
agents of divine operation is that the categorizatoin itself already indicates that Cabasilas
is capable of perceiving the change of the Eucharistic gifts from two different points of
view. Even if Cabasilas’ harmonization of the two liturgical traditions cannot be seen as
totally successful — when compared with each tradition’s self-understanding — there is no
considerable reason to underestimate his capability to understand and explicate the
idiosyncrasies of both the Greek and the Latin teaching of the effective elements of the
Eucharistic miracle.

Even though the synthesis by Cabasilas of the two traditions thus does not in all
respects represent the Latin tradition of doctrine of the transformation, his thinking has
yet been valued among Roman Catholic theologians. Already in the earliest references, in
the minutes of the Council of Trent, Cabasilas is characterised as an authorised
representative of sound Christian teaching, not as a controversial figure. This is the case
even when the passages containing his interpretation of Supplices te rogamus are cited. In
that event it needs to be remembered that the Council of Trent was not primarily
focusing on Cabasilas” synthesis but on his stress on a realistic understanding of Christ’s
presence in the sacrament (attached to the theme of ‘Latin epiclesis’) as opposed to the
Reformed stance.!>*

Eucharistic celebration as a whole, not to one prayer as a limited aspect. He, however, emphasizes
that the spirit of Orthodox liturgy has been approached since Vatican II. A case in point is the
inclusion of the epiclesis in the Mass. Locating the epiclesis in the canon as (partially) preceding the
words of consecration has been taken by many Roman Catholic theologians as an emphasis on the
consecratory nature of the words. As a result, the epiclesis is abstracted from actual consecration.
This effect is also touched on by Grisbrooke (1986a, 19-20), who claims that the new formulas of
consecratory prayers with the double epiclesis, i.e. both before and after the words of institution, do
not remove the problem of determining the exact moment of the change. Bouyer calls into question
the entire problem of the exact moment of consecration. He maintains that the consecration “is the
effect of the thanksgiving seen as a single whole.” Furthermore, the Eucharist is consecrative due to
God’s final word (“Take and eat”) and a prayer of thanksgiving. Bouyer thus demands a holistic
approach where the consecrative action is not reduced to a central prayer or few words, but is seen
to result from the entirety of the Eucharistic liturgy. Concerning the epiclesis, Bouyer acknowledges
its pivotal place in the Eastern liturgies, yet characterises it as “a later addition which more or less
disfigures the primitive shape of the Eucharist.” Bouyer 1955, 138. Similarly, Taft questiones whether
there should be any dispute at all on the place and value of the epiclesis. In his words, the
consecration theologies of the Latin and Byzantine traditions “are two distinct but complementary
and equally ancient liturgical expressions of what the Church does in the eucharist.” There is
agreement in the doctrine or teaching on the Eucharist, despite differences in the liturgical
expressions of the two traditions. Taft 1996, 224, 234-235.

154 See e.g. Concilium Tridentinum 1974, 516. Of course, the mere existence of citations of Cabasilas in
the minutes of the Council does not reveal the attitude of the delegates of Trent towards Cabasilas’
interpretation of Supplices te rogamus. In modern times the “Roman catholicism” of Cabasilas’
Eucharistic thought was stressed in the early 20t century mostly by de la Taille, Boiisse and
Salaville. It was precisely the appreciation of Cabasilas at Trent that caused these authors’ interest
towards him. Cf. Botiessé 1938, 125-126, 145-146; de la Taille 1921, 273, 276; Salaville 1943a.
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4.3.3. Christ-representation and Theology of Ministry

According to Cabasilas, Christ is the priest, who makes the Eucharistic offering of bread
and wine. The Eucharistic liturgy is then an operational continuation of Christ’s high
priestly ministry of self-sacrifice for the salvation of men. When emphasising the
comprehensiveness of Christ’s work, Cabasilas makes a clear theological specification
regarding the significance of priesthood by stating that there is no doubt about the
realism of the Eucharistic sacrifice as long as the liturgy is conducted properly by the
priest.’® Thus, even though it is Christ himself who is the actual minister of the offering
of the Eucharistic sacrifice, the sacramental priesthood of the church yet has an important
effect on the validity of the sacrifice. It is therefore necessary to investigate the relation
between sacramental priesthood and Christ’s high priestly action in accomplishing the
sacrifice. This opens up a new perspective on Cabasilas’ understanding of the divine
presence, or more accurately presence of Christ, in the Eucharistic liturgy.

In the first place, Cabasilas grounds sacramental priesthood on the divine
cooperation between the Holy Spirit and Christ. This is explicitly illustrated in his
statement that celebrating the Eucharist would not be possible if Christ did not send the
Spirit according to his promise (Luke 24:49; John 14:17): "Through hand and tongue of
the priests he [Holy Spirit] celebrates the mysteries.”!% With this sentence Cabasilas
probably refers, on the one hand, to the mystery of sacramental priesthood in general
and, on the other hand, to the pneumatological — ultimately Trinitarian — aspect of the
Eucharist. The Paraclete acts in the Eucharist invisibly through the priest, using his hand
and tongue as his instruments. The Spirit thus manifests his operative presence through
the sacramental operation of the priest. The priest is an agent of synergy between
theocentric and anthropocentric operations in the Eucharistic synaxis.

Concerning Christ’s presence, it has been noted that Cabasilas believes him to be
ontologically present in the Eucharistic elements. The same holds true with the holy table
as well. Relating the power of the altar to the priesthood Cabasilas states:

We receive the bread from the anointed table as from the immaculate hand, receiving the
body of Christ and drinking his blood like those whom the Lord first made partakers of the
sacred table giving them the august cup of friendship to drink.15”

Does this analogy of the altar with the hand of Christ mean that the priest is seen by
Cabasilas as a concrete sign of Christ’s presence? To begin with, the emphasis is here on
the altar as the manifestation of the presence of Christ’s power. The Eucharist is received

155 “Koi od 10 dytov Ivevpa povov €repyer 0 Kuplog Uy, dote pévew ped Huov, dAld kol odtog
tmnyyeiloto pévew ped Huov, g Tng cuvvteleiog 100 olwvog: GAN O pev TMopdkAntog copdtme
mpooeoty, §TL odpa avtog odK Ehdpecer. ‘O &€ Kuplog kol Opatol Kol Gdng dvexetor dol Twv
dpLkT@Y Kol lepwy pvotnpiwv, o¢ dv Ty Muetépav dvow kol defduevog kal d€pwv eig Tov almvo.”
Sacrae liturgine XXVIIL, 3; “At0l 10010 008eial TOIG TLOTOLG TEPL TOV GYLACHOD TOV dwdpwy GudLBoA{c,
008 mepl 1OV ALY TEAETOV, €1 Kotd THY Tpddecw kol Tag €vX0C TV lepéwv AmoteEAOLYTOL”
Sacrae liturgiae XXVIII, 5. Cf. also Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 8.

156 “Tovto o TG XEWOG Kol TNG YAWoong Ty epéwy 1o HuoThpla TELECLOVPYEL” Sacrae liturgiae
XXVIII, 2.

157 “ioil TOV dPTOV QMO THG GAMALUUEVNG TPOTELNG WOmep AmO TNG AKNPATov XEWPOG EKelvng XpLoTov
Kou{uedo, cmua, kol mivopey 1oV aipatog odtov, koddmep 0lg mMPWTolg O AsomOTNG THG EPAC
Exowavnoe Tponeélng, g dpikng yéuovoav driotnoiow mpomivev.” De vita 111, 21.
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as if from the hand of Christ not because it is distributed by the priest but since it is taken
from the consecrated table which embodies the sanctifying power of Christ. The
argument is based on the chrismatic unity between Christ and the consecrated altar.
Consequently, the priest could then be said merely to “serve” the Eucharist from the altar
or the hand of Christ, rather than being a physical representative of Christ. Elsewhere
Cabasilas further says that Christ does not content himself only with sending the Spirit
(an allusion to the epiclesis and pneumatological agent of the change), but is in the
Eucharistic liturgy visibly present in two ways: in the holy table and corporeally in the
Eucharistic elements. As a sign of continuation of his high priestly ministry (cf. Heb. 7:17)
Christ distributes his own body and blood to the faithful.!®® Cabasilas concludes that
Christ conducts the liturgy as God, and as God he receives his humanity as the offering
of the sacrifice.’™ Consequently, there seems to be a direct linkage between the high
priestly ministry of Christ and the sacramental priesthood of man. Since Cabasilas
evidently sees Christ as the actual celebrant and distributor of the sacrament, there is a
good reason to ask when and how do the function of the High Priest and the role of the
priest overlap?

There is certain identification between the human celebrant of the liturgy (the priest),
and Christ, the High Priest. This can already be stated based on Cabasilas” recognition of
Christ as the offerer of the Eucharistic sacrifice. In celebrating the Eucharistic mystery the
priest officiates within the ministry of Christ the High Priest. The high priestly operation
of Christ is the ultimate guarantee that the Eucharistic offering is always pleasing to God.
Man is not, therefore, capable of depriving the Eucharist of the efficacy of divine grace.
For this reason Cabasilas designates the Eucharist as Aoyikr Aatpeia: it is beyond human
ability to affect the change of the elements in any way. Consequently, despite the fact that
the Eucharistic sacrifice is a true deed and event, it is not accomplished by the priest but

158 0 8¢ Kuplog Kol 0patol Kol GOng Gvéxetol S0 TV GPLKT®Y KOl LEPMY HVOTNPLOY, WG dv THY
nuetépoy Vo kot dekolpevog kol Ogpwv eig Tov aimva. [ - -] OV yop drno& £0vtov mpocayoywy Kol
VYo0g EMadoNTo TNG LEPWOVING, AAO SUrekn ToTY AELTOVPYEL THY Agrtovpyiow MUy, kad My Kot
TOPAKANTGG E0TWY VIEP NUAOV TPOG TOV oV U almvog, 00 xopw eipntot Tpog adTdy- «ZU 1epevs €l
oV ailwva.” Sacrae liturgine XXVIIL, 3-4. “Ti ydp dv yévorto peiov xpiotdtnrog kol (praovdponiog
onuetoy, | [ --] éondv 8€ 10 cwpa 10 £0vToL Kol 10 aipo mopatidévto;” De vita 1, 26. Cf. also De
vita I, 13. Jungmann observes that there can be seen in Cabasilas’ presentation of Christ as High
Priest a transition from a New Testament emphasis on Christ’s humanity to a one-sided stress of his
divinity. Due to this, according to Jungmann, Cabasilas cites Paul (1 Tim. 2:5) intentionally
erroneously, leaving out the word dvopwmog: ”’ AAL’ €mel, katol T0v pokoplov Tlavrov, «€lg Oedbg, €lg
kail peoitng ®eod kol dvdpdnwy [dvdpwrog]’ Incove Xprotdcy [ - - 1 Sacrae liturgiae XXX, 8. Omitting
avdponog comports with Cabasilas’ idea of Christ as the self-sacrificing God (i.e. offerer and
consecrator of the offering), who as God receives his own offered humanity. The ministry of the
divine High Priest extends from heaven to earth where he offers the Eucharist as an eternal
celebrant. Thus, Jungmann maintains that for Cabasilas Christ is not only the founder of the
Eucharist but also always the celebrating priest. Jungmann 1925, 214. Grgurevich, for his part, views
the sacrifice on the cross as the foundation of Christ’s high priestly ministry: in both instances the
same High Priest is offered in sacrifice. Grgurevich 1993, 72.

159 ““Ot1 yop £avtov TPOcHEPEL, d1al ToUTO Aéyetal €lval O adTog Kol «TPOCHEPWY KOl TPOSHEPGEVOC,
Kol Tpocdey Oueovg» wg Vedg - mpochepluevog 8 g dvdpwmnog- dptov 8¢ kol olwov &ti dvtal Tl Swpo
TpochEpel UEV O 1epevs, mpocdéyetal O 0 Kuprog.” Sacrae liturgine XLIX, 15. To cite Gouillard, “La
consécration enferme toute l'activité sacerdotale du Christ, en méme temps qu'elle rend compte de
l'acceptation et de la validité du sacrifice. C'est le Christ qui officie et consacre.” Gouillard 1967, 27.
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by God. According to Cabasilas’ specification, the priest is involved with it only through
prayer, thus performing the Aoyikn Aotpeio.16?

Therefore, the role of Christ is in the foreground when it comes to conducting the
Eucharistic liturgy. Cabasilas appears to attest that it is Christ himself who celebrates the
holy liturgy in the Spirit and through the priest.!®* However, not every operation in the
liturgy falls to Christ. It is only the sacrificial component that is conducted by Christ: he
performs the consecration and, through communion, the sanctification of the faithful. The
rest falls to the priest.'? To prove his point, Cabasilas refers to prayers of the liturgy that
are addressed to the Father. It would lead to heresy if Christ was considered to be the
reciter of these prayers. Prayers and supplications, therefore, are the work of servants,
whereas God performs the sanctification.!®® In addition, Cabasilas examines the
respective roles of Christ and the priest with regard to the Eucharistic offering. In the
following passage he explicates the roles of the priestly agents in the liturgy regarding
the offering:

The Saviour gives and the priest gives thanks for what has been given; the priest offers, and
the Lord accepts the offerings. The Lord offers too, but he offers himself to the Father, and
also the gifts, when they have become his body and blood. It is because he offers himself that
he is described both as offering and as God the offerer and the receiver of the offering; he is
the offering as man. The priest offers the bread and wine when they are still bare gifts, and
the Lord is the one to receive them. What does he do in receiving them? He sanctifies them,
and turns them into his own body and blood. To receive is to appropriate a thing to oneself,
as it has been said before. That is how Christ celebrates this sacrifice; in this his priesthood
consists.164

This paragraph is a key text in understanding Cabasilas’ thought on the representative
nature of sacramental ministry and role of Christ as the truly present High Priest. First of
all, here Cabasilas explicates his understanding of the roles and responsibilities of Christ

160 “Tovtov xdpw Kol «Aoyikniy Actpeiow» odtiy KoAel, 0t o08EV €pyov €icolyel, povolg € tolg
TELECTLKOLG PHUALOL YPWOUEVOG THY TPOSHOpAlY TodTNY TPOcOEpEL [ - - ]. “Odev €l kol €pyov £otl kol
TPAYUO GANB®OG T duoic, GAL avtog 008V elg adtry &pyaldpevog, dAAO Adywv pévov, ikétmg o
TPOYUOLTIKTY GAAQ AoYiKTY Aovtpeiow mpoodlyew ¢not.” Sacrae liturgiae LI, 1,3.

161 In commenting on the principles of theology of ministry, Behr-Sigel refers to Cabasilas’ ideas as a
correct interpretation of the priest’s role as Christ’s representative. In Behr-Sigel’s words, the priest is
for Cabasilas above all else “spokesman for the Eternal Word.” Thus, he gives himself for the use of
Christ, and the priest’s gender loses its significance. Behr-Sigel 1991, 177-178.

162 “To pev yop €pyov Tng Hvotoywylag kol 10 TeAdg, Tfjtor 10 dylocdnval T dwpa, Kol dytdoot
T0U¢ MoTOVg, oTdg £0TL MOvog 0 TeA®v. Al 8¢ mepl tovtwy evyol kol defosig kol ikeoiot 10V
1EpmG - EKEVL UEV Yaip deombrov, Tovta 8 ovdov - Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 15.

163 Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 17-18.

164 "ol 0 PEV Totnp didwow, 6 8 iepevg Lnep Ty S0VEVTOY eVXOPLOTEL: Kol O UEV 1epeve TPOCAYEL,
0 8 Kuplog Séyetar 1o dwpo - mpoohépel eV yop kol 0 Kvplog, GAL T Eowtov 1@ TMatépt kol Tol
dwpa. TovTaL, Gt adTOg YEVWITOL, §TOY £1¢ TO CLDTOD OO Kol alpo. HeTaBANBOoty. 0Tl yop E0VTov
TPocdEPeEL, Slol ToVTO AEYETOL vl O avTOG Kol TPOcPEPwY Kol TPOCOEPOUEVOS, Kol TPOsde) OLEVOg’
wg Vel mpocdepopevog 8 g dvdpwrnoc- dptov 88 kol olvov £tt Gvto T Swpo TPOSHEPEL HEV O
1epeve, mpocdexetol 8€ 0 Kuplog. Kol ti mowwv 1o dopo mpoodéyetot;  Ayidlwy abdrd, €l 10 £0vtov
oopo Kol oiper petoBoAAwy. Tovto yolp 10 S€xecDTOL, T0 0IKEWDODOL, KOTO TO. TPOEIPTUEVD - 0VTOG
0 tpomog ko’ Ov O Xplotog THy lepovpylow TOTNY 1EPOLPYEL- TavTO £oTy d lepwodimy aT®
noel.” Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 15-16. On Cabasilas’ reference to the earlier discussion see Sacrae liturgiae
XLVI, 4.
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and the priest. The priest’s duty is to bring forward the bread and wine, designated by
Cabasilas as “empty gifts”, while Christ, for his part, transforms the offering into his
body and blood, hence bringing them as a true sacrifice to God. As God, Christ is not
only the offerer but also the receiver of the offering he makes. Cabasilas specifies that
when Christ receives the offering he does it completely by assuming the offering into
himself.165

Cabasilas” description patently suggests that at some point during the Eucharistic
canon an interchange between the priest and Christ takes place. The priest’s operation as
the offerer of bread is transformed into Christ’s consecratory act. The above definition of
the dual change coincides with the imagery of the priest bringing forth “empty gifts”
which Christ makes “full”: in the hands of Christ the mpoc¢opdi, offered by the priest,
turns into actual dvcio. Moreover, the idea of priest as representative of the High Priest
at the culmination of the rite sharply illustrates the radical difference between
theocentrism and anthropocentrism in Cabasilas” thought. In the midst of the subjective
human turning to God, forcefulness of the divine power is manifested. The power of God
— through the sanctifying presence and operation of Christ the High Priest — changes the
human offering (mpocdopa.) into divinely accomplished and received sacrifice (9voia). It
is within the scope of human action to approach God, but there are no other means than
those prepared by God in overcoming the gap between the objective realm of God’s
being and that of his creation.

To put it another way, the presence of God is manifested in his actions.
Transformation of the elements (and the real presence of Christ in them as a result) is
brought about by a dynamic divine act, which in itself is also a form of the presence of
God. Based on Cabasilas’ interpretation, it is the Spirit and the Son who can be said to be
present in this dynamic manner. However, rather confusingly Cabasilas states elsewhere
that it is the priest who commemorates the institution of the sacrament, prays and utters
the words of institution. !¢ Taking into consideration Cabasilas” understanding of Christ’s
high priestly operation’s linkage with the words of institution, it seems that even though
he here attributes the words to the sacramental ministry, there still is a distinct operative
ground reserved only for the High Priest.'®” Definition of the distinct roles of Christ and

165 Mantovanis detects two levels of liturgical celebration in connection with Cabasilas” idea of High
Priestly ministry. Firstly, the liturgy is celebrated in time and place in words and gestures by the
priest who brigns forth the bread and the wine as an offering. Secondly, the liturgy is celebrated
eternally by Christ who sacrifices his body and blood. Further, Mantovanis specifies that Christ as
the High Priest celebrates the Eucharist “through what he is, not what He does and says. Throughout
the consecration these two levels are identified: such, precisely, is the significance of the doctrine of
the Real Presence.” Furthermore, he concludes that it is clear that for Cabasilas the role of the priest
is that of servant. Mantovanis 1984, 204-205.

166 Sacrae liturgiae XXVIIL.

167 The Eucharistic prayer exemplifies, according to J. Meyendorff (1974a, 206-207), the Orthodox
doctrine of synergy: the epiclesis results from a prayer, an expression of human operation.
Meyendorff, however, denies that the Eucharistic miracle occurs ex opere operantis, and that the priest
operates in persona Christi. Instead, divine grace entirely permeates the ecclesial communal reality
where synergy is manifested in prayer addressed to the Father through the Son and accomplished
by descent of the Spirit. Thus, the Holy Spirit respects human will in making Christ present. Cf.
Gavin 1923, 305.
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of the priest impels one to ask, how are these roles are revealed, if they are, in the
liturgical texture?

On condition that Christ cannot approach the Father as a servant — Cabasilas is very
strict on this matter — his operation surely cannot be manifested by supplicatory prayers.
Since most of the Eucharistic canon consists of this kind of material, a fact noticed by
Cabasilas also, the liturgical expression of Christ’s operation must therefore be limited to
non-petitionary expressions. This puts the words of institution at the centre of concern,
even though Cabasilas himself does not specify that they manifest the role of Christ as
High Priest.!®® No other element could clearly express Christ’s consecratory operation at
the textual level of the rite. Should our earlier remarks on Cabasilas’ understanding of the
change-effecting factors be revaluated based on this observation?

Before jumping to hasty conclusions, association of the consecratory power of Christ
with the words of institution has to be measured against both the pneumatological
material connected to Cabasilas’ explication of the change and the sacrificial theme
prevailing in his reading of the liturgy. Firstly, Cabasilas maintains that it is the Spirit
who performs the mysteries through Christ. This traditional Eastern stance forms the
basis of his explanation of the change and classification of the operative roles of the
divine persons as well. Secondly, Christ himself actively takes part in the celebration of
the Eucharist, as Cabasilas’ explanation of Supplices te rogamus indicates. Thirdly,
Cabasilas” emphasis on the becoming-present of the sacrifice binds the actualization of
Christ to the liturgy in a profound manner, deeper than simply the level of verbal
expressions. It has been seen how Cabasilas relates to the sacrifice from the very
beginning of the Eucharistic liturgy. The sacrificial theme of the liturgy — re-enactment of
the one and unrepeatable sacrifice — binds the entire celebration to Christ in a more
profound manner than any itemized analysis of certain precise liturgical verbal
expressions can reveal. The entire liturgy is permeated by the sacrificial mystery of the
High Priest, made present not only by the utterance of the words of institution. They are
the culmination, the last word but not a complete expression and manifestation of
Christ’s ministry of being the Offering and the Offerer.

In addition, Cabasilas’ attachment to liturgical symbolism proves that for him the
liturgy does not consist merely of the text, but the event in its entirety (including action,
movement and the basic fact of the presence of God) makes it a divine celebration. It is
not therefore unlikely to think that Cabasilas sees Christ’s presence manifested in the
priest and through his operation otherwise than through simply the utterance of certain
words. The interfaces between the roles of the priest and Christ would, therefore, be

168 Interplay between the High Priest and the human minister is presented sharply by Aquinas. He
maintains that even though the priest is authorized to pronounce the words of institutuion, at the
moment of their utterance he is only an instrument of Christ by whose power the Eucharistic miracle
takes place. Christ is the consecrator, Aquinas states. Acting in and through the priest he transforms
the bread and wine into his body and blood. STh 3a, 82, 1, res. Following Aquinas, Barden (1965b,
204-205) characterizes the priest’s relation to Christ as instrumental: ”Christ uses his subordinate
ordained priests and them alone as his instruments in the working of this miracle
[trassubstantiation].” In CCC Christ’s presence in the liturgy on earth is explained by referring to the
Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy (Sacrosanctum concilium) of Vatican II, where Christ is said to be
present both in ministri persona (in the person of the minister) and especially sub speciebus eucharisticis
(in the Eucharistic species). CCC 1995, 1088.
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flexible. At least, our definitions should not be too radical since Cabasilas, faithful to his
style, does not analyze the meaning and conditions for the priest’s role as Christ’s
representative in any clear manner. What can be concluded is that the priest can be said
to be a representative of Christ. Through the priest Christ offers himself as the sacrifice to
his own Father and distributes himself to the faithful in the communion. %

Although the priest has a role as the representative of Christ, that function does not
include everything done by the priest during the liturgy. As a matter of fact, Cabasilas
points out that the majority of the priest’s actions consist of being an authorized
representative of the people in front of God.'”® The priest intercedes for the faithful: he is
turned to God, talks to him and delivers requests in the name of the congregation.!”!
Cabasilas specifies that the priest enlightens the souls of the faithful and takes them from

169 The Eucharistic footing of the Eastern Christian perception of the ministry is observed by
Jungmann who claims that the identification of the priest with Christ results from the Eastern
Christian’s refusal to give an autonomous consecratory efficacy to the words of institution. If the
words of institution were to be taken as the legitimate authorization for the entire celebration, the
focus would then be on the divine power. As a result, the priest fuses, as it were, with the truly
present Christ, the latter being the personification of the Eucharistic operation (ex opere operato).
Inevitably this also means that both the priesthood in general and Christ’s humanity are put in the
background when it comes to celebration of the Eucharist. Jungmann refers to Chrysostom’s view of
Christ as the true celebrant of the offering as the originator of this tendency. In addition, opposition
to the Arian idea of the Son’s subordination to the Father has led to accentuation of Christ’s divine
operation in the Eucharistic act. Jungmann 1925, 214-217. The Eastern Orthodox stress on the divine
supplement to the words of institution is well presented in Tsirpanlis’ specification that the words
have no creative magical power. They are once-spoken basic elements of the consecration (cf.
Jungmann'’s characterization of the legitimacy of the words), which need to be actualized through
invocation of the Spirit. Tsirpanlis s.a., 55-56.

170 The same idea is voiced by Aquinas, who establishes the priestly ministry from two perspectives:
the priest celebrates the Eucharist both in persona totius Ecclesine and in persona Christi. These
characteristics determine the priest’s role in relation to God and the church. When the priest
addresses God in prayer he operates as spokesman of the community (in persona Ecclesiae) based on
the mandate given to him by the church. STh 3a. 64, 1, ad. 2. Thus, in the priest’s prayers the
intention of the church finds expression. Nevertheless, at the moment of the consecration of the
Eucharistic elements the priest acts in persona Christi. This is the case when he pronounces the words
of institution. STh 3a. 82, 7, ad. 3. In the Mass the most important duty of the priest is to utter the
words of institution, acting in persona Christi and pronouncing the words ex persona ipsius Christi
loquentis. Aquinas specifies that the priest and the sacrifice are one in the Eucharist (idem est
sacerdos et hostia). For this reason the priest truly represents Christ and pronounces the words in his
person and by his power. STh 3a. 78, 1;. 83, 1, ad.2-3. Consequently, even though the priest is
authorised to pronounce the words of institution, at the moment of their utterance he is only an
instrument of Christ by whose power the Eucharistic miracle takes place. STh 3a. 82, 1, res. Christ’s
presence in the liturgy on earth is in CCC explained by referring to the Sacrosanctum concilium of
Vatican II, where Christ is said to be present both in ministri persona and especially sub speciebus
eucharisticis. CCC 1995, 1088.

171 Sacrae liturgiage XXXV, 1-3. This function is exemplified in the so-called secret prayers of the
liturgy. Cf. e.g. Sacrae liturgiae XV, 1, 7. The idea of priest’s role as mediatorship for the people is
clearly presented by Hugh of St. Victor in an illuminating allegory of God as a physician who
prepares a medicine. It is the priest’s duty to be an assistant for the physician. The assistant
distributes medicine for the sick from a container. The vessel is the sacrament and the medicine the
divine grace — the actual content of the sacrament. De sacramentis 1, 9, iv. PL 176, col. 323B-C. This
metaphor, on the one hand, demonstrates the difference between sacramentum tantum and res tantum.
On the other hand, it also explicates the nature of priestly cooperation with God.
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the earth to heavenly heights.1”> These views indicate, firstly, that there is a distinct area
of priestly operation apart from the role of being a representative of Christ. Secondly,
alongside this, the role of the priest in the liturgy consists mostly of being a mediator
between men and God; he prepares the faithful to meet Christ in the sacrament.!”> The
priest can be said to operate in Christ's name — in nomine Christi — as the above theme of
mediator suggests.'”* Understanding of the priest as authorized representative of the
worshipping community is clearly presented in his statement that the liturgy is the
voicing of the entire people of God, not that of the priest alone. Thus, even though the
priest is the spokesman of the people before God, Cabasilas presupposes active
involvement of the people in the celebration of the liturgy. It is the people who with their
‘amen’ confirm the prayers and pleas said by the priest. In other words, through the
‘amen’ the prayers said by the representative become the property of all the faithful.'”

Consequently, Cabasilas designates the liturgy as common work accomplished by
the people, £€pyov 100 Acov. It is an action in which the people address God in one voice,
intoned out loud by the priest. The idea of the priest acting in persona Ecclesiae reflects the
anthropocentric stance of the Eucharistic liturgy. In his operation the priest represents
collective human subjectivity in its outreach towards the divine. Cabasilas’ idea of the
bishop as typification of the entire humanity — witnessed through the rite of consecration
of the altar table — is here reflected in his presentation of the priest as a mediator between
men and God.

172 “Towodtng 8 avtovg déldoog edyNg Kol 0Utw TOlg Woyog GVocThoos 6md TNg Yne, aipel 1ol
dpovriuarto. Kot ¢notv [ - - 1. Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 6.

173 In Cabasilas’ reasoning about the duties of the priest there is a resemblance to John Chrysostom’s
characterization of the priest begging the Father to send his Spirit not only upon the Eucharistic gifts
but to the souls of the faithful, so that their souls would shine brighter than silver burnished in fire.
De sacerdotio 111, 4. PG 48, col. 642.

174 The anamnesis of the Eucharistic canon concludes with words of institution, and is followed by
the epiclesis. This provides a reason to interpret the words of institution as anamnetic components:
on the eve of the descent of the Spirit at the present moment they are pronounced as the culmination
of the remembrance of the past events of salvation history. Thus, the structure of the anaphora itself
gives a basis for understanding the words of institution as said rather in nomine Christi than in
persona Christi — if the latter involves an interpretation of Christ as the pronouncer of the words
instead of the priest. Evdokimov (2001, 257-258) seems to come to this kind of conclusion in
maintaining that the priest does not say the words in persona Christi but in nomine Christi, since he is
Christ’s typos. The efficacy of the words necessitates the Spirit’s participation, which transforms
anamnetic remembrance into theophany. Similar opinion can also be found in Congar 1983, 235-236.
Taft (1984, 93) confidently states that emphasis on in persona Christi has no connection with the
liturgical thought of the Eastern Church.

175 “At0 T00T0 THY €VXTV TEAECOG, THY alTtohoyiow Tavtny, §tl kol dkpotedevtiog odoa Kol doEoroyio
EoTw, €1 EMNK0oV TAVTOY GVayVWoKEL, val To0 VUvov Kowwvovg dmavtog AdBn, kol Omod molong Tng
"ExxAnciog 6 ©eog dpuvndn. Kod toivor dkovovteg kowwvodow adt® Tod Suvov. Eimdvtog yop £keivov
kol SoEoloyricowtog, oL TioTol TWOVTEG 10 « AUNY» EmMLA€yovot, Kol TOUTO TO Pruc Porjcavieg
olKkeL0VVTOL TIAoOG TG EKETVOL dwvdic.” Sacrae liturgine XV, 2.
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4.4. CONCLUSION: DIVINE PRESENCE AS CHRISTOCENTRIC REALITY

Transformation of the Eucharistic elements into the body and blood of Christ is for
Cabasilas the central act of the entire liturgy. In his conceptualisation of the sacrifice of
Christ the objective-subjective suspense in perceiving divine operation is made concrete:
in re-enactment of the sacrifice of Christ the divine becomes truly present within the
realm of human actuality.

Cabasilas believes Christ to be present in the Eucharist as truly and really as he was
on the cross when he sacrificed himself. The unity of these two occasions is expressed by
him with the idea of double or dual change: through Eucharistic offering of the bread and
wine the elements not only become an offering to God, but they are miraculously
transformed into the once-sacrificed Lamb of God. When presenting his insights into the
Eucharistic transformation, Cabasilas avoids analytical musing. Instead of rationally
describing of the presence of Christ, he tends to prefer descriptive presentation of his
beliefs. Due to his conceptually tenuous logical input, Cabasilas can be said to believe in a
realistic and true presence of Christ in the Eucharist while an exact reconstruction of his
understanding of its nature cannot be attained.

Invocation of the Spirit (the epiclesis) and words of institution are a means of
actualizing the sacrifice on the cross and making Christ present in the Eucharist.
Consecratory divine operation is channeled through the priest as a human mediator of
divine operation. The priest is an embodiment of divine presence, a sacramental
representative of both the Spirit and Christ. Cabasilas also portrays the priest as the
representative of humanity in front of God, putting the anthropocentric impetus of the
Eucharistic synaxis in specific terms. However, at the moment of consecration it is Christ
rather than the priest who performs the offering.

Regardless of his commitment to the traditional Eastern Christian emphasis on the
epicletic element of the anaphora, there is a distinct christocentric character in his
understanding of the transformation. The significance of the words of institution becomes
apparent in Cabasilas” description of the consecration as if Christ himself would perform
the consecration during the non-petitionary portions of the anaphora (words of
institution) by making full the “empty gifts” offered by the priest. As a slightly
problematic result, Cabasilas puts emphasis on both the Spirit’s (epiclesis) and Christ’s
(Logos-epicletic outcome of his interpretation of Supplices te rogamus) significance in
accomplishing the sacrifice. Even though the very idea of co-operation is not
emphatically present in Cabasilas’ thinking, his understanding of the dual operation of
the Spirit and the Son cannot be taken as totally contrary to it either. To summarize, the
importance of the two active persons of the Trinity becomes apparent, despite Cabasilas’
rather inaccurate presentation of the exact relation of these two operators to each other.

Yet, Cabasilas” prevailing christocentrism is strengthened by his interpretation of
Supplices te rogamus. Cabasilas perceives this prayer of the Missale Romanum as a certain
kind of "Latin epiclesis’. When explicating his conviction that the prayer is an equivalent
to the epiclesis of the Byzantine liturgy, he surprisingly shrinks from the
pneumatocentrism traditionally attached to the epiclesis in the Christian East. Instead, he
complements Christ (also) as the consecrator of the Eucharistic bread and wine.
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Despite its controversial point of departure there is an irenic overtone in Cabasilas’
stance. It is extremely remarkable that he clearly aims to reach a harmonized synthesis of
the Eastern and Western doctrines of transformation. By capitalizing on christocentrism
as an overarching perspective, Cabasilas presents his synthesis of the Greek (Orthodox)
and Latin (Roman Catholic) doctrines of transformation of the Eucharistic elements.
Although he then crosses the boundaries of the Orthodox teaching of his own era, he
nevertheless does not in the end articulate an untraditional solution. He conforms to the
early Eastern Christian Logos-epiclesis tradition, drawing at the same time close to the
early scholastic reading of Supplices te rogamus with its angel-Christ analogy. As a result,
in his interpretation of Supplices te rogamus as an epicletic prayer, he does not adhere to
the pneumatological reading prevailing in the Eastern Christian tradition, but extends his
though into the sphere of the christocentric approach.

However, the final result of his attempt to harmonize the two Eucharistic traditions
cannot be considered to be entirely successful. The Eucharistic doctrine formulated by the
three Latin theologians, Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Lombard and Thomas Aquinas,
accentuates the centrality of the words of institution at the expense of the epiclesis.
Further, no proof was found in support of Cabasilas’ interpretation of the prayer
Supplices te rogamus as an epicletic element of the Latin Mass and Scholastic Eucharistic
doctrine as well.
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5 Presence of the Divine in
Man

A balanced picture of Cabasilas’ comprehension of the theme of the presence of God in
the Eucharistic assembly necessitates an investigation of his understanding of the
consequences of Eucharistic communion. So far in this study the focus has been on the
ordo of the liturgy and on the Eucharistic miracle: how Cabasilas understands God’s
presence to be revealed and manifested throughout the liturgy itself and especially in the
Eucharistic elements. This kind of approach could be described as an objective inspection
of the Eucharistic assembly; its realization through action and physical expressions. There
is, however, a fundamentally different approach as well, that of subjective contemplation
of God’s presence within the communicant. As Cabasilas himself determines, Eucharistic
participation is one of the culminating points of the liturgy.! From the perspective of
dialectics between theocentrism and anthropocentrism this chapter introduces the
theocentric aspect of the liturgy in relation with the inner experience of man. Thus, the
effect of participating in God’s presence in man, enabled by Eucharistic communion, is
now observed.

This being the case, by what means and manner does Cabasilas explain the
realization of God’s presence in the communing faithful? Giving an answer to this
question demands that we diverge from the liturgical context of the Eucharist. What
becomes essential instead is the personal experience of the human-God relationship of
the communicant. Consequently, the perspective of this chapter is fundamentally
subjective and existential.

God’s presence in relation to Cabasilas’ understanding of Eucharistic communion
will be discussed from three perspectives. Firstly, an investigation of the sacramental and
ascetical premises for Eucharistic communion will be made. Secondly, the perspective of
communion (koinonia) as communal and the personal participation in God, enabled by
the partaking of the sacrament, is discussed. Finally, Cabasilas’ understanding of
mystical union (henosis) attained in Eucharistic communion is examined.

5.1. PREMISES OF PARTICIPATION

Briefly, Cabasilas sets a twofold requirement for Eucharistic participation: existence of
sacramental ecclesial fellowship through the mysteries of baptism and chrismation?, and

1 Cf. pages 111-112.

2 Within the limits of this study it is not possible to give a full presentation of Cabasilas’
understanding of baptism and chrismation. For a profound discussion of this topic, cf. Lot-Borodine
1958, 70-101; Spiteris 1996, 113-127; Volker 1977, 51-67.
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a active pursuit of the purification of one’s soul. These requirements constitute the
premises of anthropological condition for receiving the body and blood of Christ.

Cabasilas’ idea of the aim of the Eucharist can be designated as the explicator of the
meaning or direction of life. He maintains that life on earth is directed toward its
consummation in the world to come, thus forming only a part of the process which
continues as an everlasting life in Christ. Engaging in this process already here on earth
constitutes a requirement for entering the Kingdom of God in the age to come. The
mysteries of the church constitute an inalienably important element in reaching the goal
in the hereafter. Cabasilas calls the sacramental mysteries the workshop (épyactripiov) of
life to come.? Baptism marks the death of the old man and the birth of the new, sinless
man. For man it is an event of reconciliation with God and union with him.* In the
mystery of chrismation Christ supplies the newly baptised with communion in the Holy
Spirit and his blessings.> In order to, firstly, preserve the grace of these two mysteries of
initiation and, secondly, be worthy of receiving the Eucharist, man must firmly seek the
purification of his soul and stay in close contact with God.®

Cabasilas expounds the mysteries through the theme of Christ’'s condescension. His
passion, death and resurrection ushered in a new life which in the present is participable
and lived out in the mysteries. In the mysteries Christ's kenosis is, nevertheless,
participated in an atmosphere of brightness and perfection of the new life. Passion is set
in the background:

Accordingly, through these sacred mysteries, as through windows, the sun of righteousness
enters this dark world [ - - |. When the sunlight enters a house the lamp no longer attracts the
sight of the onlookers, but the brightness of it is overcome by the sunlight. In the same way,
when in this life through the mysteries the brightness of the life to come enters our souls and
dwells in them; it conquers life in the flesh and the beauty of the world, concealing its
brightness.”

3“°H é&v Xprot® Lon ¢veton pev év tode 1o Biw kol tog dpyog vievder AouPover- telelovton S
&Ml 100 péANOVTOg, £meldav eig £kelvmy doikduedo Ty Muépav. Kail ovte 0 Blog odrog tereiwg
Svvorto TovTny EVEVaL TAlg TV CVOpdRmY Wuxoig, ovte O LEAAWY un Tog dpxag €vteddey AoBdv.
"Eni pev yolp 100 Topdvtoc, T0 copkiov EMICKOTEL, Kol 1) EKEIVEY VEOEAN Kol ddopd, «ur Svvougvn Ty
Sodapoioy KANPovouew». [ - - ] Kol tov pev pootnpiov €€eott kowwvnoal 1@ Yi® 100 @eob Tovg
«pirovg» Katal THY MUEpay ekeivmy, kal «& Tfikovoe mapo. tov Totpog» €KEWog map’ £keivov Hodely
a0Tovg, dvolykn &€ ¢idovg Grtog adTod Kol «dto Exovtogy adtkéodol. OO yop otw Evtavda Gtiiow
cvothval kol odg dvorynual koi iudtiov voudikov kartockevocdmnrol Kol TAAC EToLHOCOTVAL OV
txelvw Sel T voudOvL, AALD TOVTWY ATdyTov Epyoctriplov 00tog 0 Plog: Kol olg 0Ok £YEVETO TADTO
mpiv dned e, Kowov ovdeV £i¢ eketvny ottty wnv.” De vita I, 1-2.

4“To yop Bdwp Tovto Lwrv Ty Mev dmdAlvot, Ty 8¢ dvadeikvuot- Kol Tov HEV TOACLOY Cvdpwmov
dmonviyel, v 8 véov dwictnor” De vita II, 30; “Tovto 100 PBantiopotog T0 £pyov: GUAPTIOV
dmorvoait, Svdpudnw Oeov KotoAldEol, e tov dvdpwnov eloronoot [ - - 1. De vita I1, 101.

5 “To pev odv TNg TeAETng £pyov Tav LVEpYEldV 1oL dyodov ITvevpotog petadovver: 10 popov 8¢
abtov glodyel 10V Kvplov' Incovv, &v ¢ nmdco HEV dvdpwnolg 1) cwnpia, maca 8¢ EATic dyodwv, Kol
6dev pev fHuv N tov  Aylov Tvedpartog petovoio [ - - 1. De vita 1T, 8; ““A 8¢ yplotiowolg £koioToTe
TPOUVATAL TO WUpoV, Kol dv kapdg dmog O xpovog, xdpiopo edoeBeiag kal edymg kol dydmng kol
cwPPOVIOHOD Kol TV dAAWY, & Tolg SeXOUEVOLG aDTolg £0Tly €v Koup®.” De vita 111, 10.

6 Sacrae liturgiae 1, 13, XXI, 3; De vita IV, 60; VI, 26-31.

7 “Kal totvov 8o to@v puotnpiov tovtwy tov epov, donep didl Yvpidwv, £i¢ TOV CKOTEWOV TOVTOV
KGopov, O MAlog eloépyetal thg dikatoovvng. [ - - | Kaddnep yop &v oikig, Tng dktivog eloeddovomng,
0 AMOyvog 0oOKETL T0g OWeElg TV Opdviwy €l £0VTOV EMICTPEDEL, GAN’ | TNG GKTVOG AQUTPITNG
VEPUIKDOO, KATEYEL, TOV 1o0v Tpémov Kol &v Tde T Piw did twv pvotnpiowv N g pearovong Lwng
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When speaking of the Eucharist, Cabasilas — in line with e.g. Symeon the New
Theologian and more generally with the hesychastic tradition — repeatedly refers to the
themes of light and brightness. However, it is not the Eucharist alone but the sacramental
reality of the mysteries in general that transfigures the soul and transforms man.® This
occurs when man in the mysteries partakes of the blessings derived from the work of
salvation accomplished by Christ. Cabasilas points out that initiation into these events is
in the mysteries done in the reverse order from their actual occurrence in history. Thus,
man ascends to communion with God by starting with the last events of Christ’s kenosis
and proceeds towards the first ones.” The mysteries are designated by Cabasilas as a
ladder through which man climbs spiritually. In baptism he begins with the final works
of Christ (death and resurrection), and ascends in the Eucharist to the orbit of deification
(blessings of the incarnation).!? In other words, in the mysteries the descent or katabasis
(xatoBaocic) of Christ enables the ascent or anabasis (dvdpaocic) of man: deification. This
perspective seems to be fundamental in Cabasilas” sacramental theology. Consequently,
he is seen to represent conventional Christian teaching regarding both the soteriological
nature of the mysteries and the communicative nature of the liturgy. The ascent to God
can be taken as a response to Christ’s katabatic descent. This takes place in the liturgy
and through the mysteries — and more broadly in the entirety of ecclesial forms of
Christian life. A symbolic reading of the liturgy is thus one form of spiritual ascent,
which takes place through participatory contemplation of the episodes of Christ’s life

AQUTPOTNG ELCEPYOUEVT) KOl TOLG WVXOLG EVOLKOVOQ, VKA TNy £€v copki {ony kol 10 KAAAOG TOv
Kéopov Tovtov kol Ty Aaumpdtnio dnokpvnter.” De vita I, 21-22.

8 E.g. De vita I, 3: “[ - -] kol 0 HAtog €keog kol MUy dvéTEIle MACVOPONWG, KAl T0 DIEPOVPOVLOV
wipov €v 1olg duowdeot ywplolg eEekevdddn, Kol «O TOV dyyélwy dptog Kol Toig dvdpwnolg £869M».”
Ks. my0s Sacrae liturgiae XXXVI, 5; XLIII, 7. The hesychastic notion, seemingly found in Cabasilas’
reasoning, is characterized by Bobrinskoy: “The fundamental belief of Palamas and the hesychasts
that the Saints might after the manner of the Apostles contemplate the Light of Tabor with the eyes
of their transfigured bodies, permits them to safeguard the reality of the divine life which is given us
by the Church through its mysteries.” Bobrinskoy 1968, 501. The theme of light, so focal in Symeon
the New Theologian’s theology, is in this short citation well expressed in the Eucharistic context: “[ -
-1 6 Xprotdg 0'Inoovg, 6 cwtrip kol BactAevg o0 Towtdg, ¢ O ApTog TNG dxPOVTOL CAPKOG CVTOV
d®g, TO0 TOTHPLOY TV TLiov adToV aipatog dwe, N GVacTdolg adTod dOg, T0 TPGoWRoY 0oV OWE.”
Discours Théologique III, 150-153. Traités théologiques et éthiques 1. 1966, 164. Cf. Krivocheine 1986,
215-238.

9 “A€l toivur Kol TN copkog oDt HETAANBELY Kol TNE VEWCEWG UETAOYEW Kol TOV TOdov Kol TNg
dvactdoewg Kowwvnoal Tov cuvvaddnrol {nrovvto. Kol 8n Pomtifopedo pév, ivor tov dovartov
Smoddvopey Ekelor Kol THY dudoToow dvooTOUEY - XpLopeda 8¢, (v 1oV xpiopatog T00 BOCIALKOD
Mg Vedoemg avT® YEVOHEDD KOWwwvoi- oltovuevol 8 1oV lepdtotov Gptov Kol ToV BE10TOTOL
wivovteg motnplov, OVING UETEXOUEV 1TNG OOPKGE, OVTOL  TOV  ailotog, TOV 1@ Z®Thpl
npoceAnuuévar.” De vita II, 2-3. In addition to baptism, chrismation and Eucharist, Cabasilas also
refers to other mysteries but does not reveal anything of their soteriological function. Presumably he
does not believe them to be as central when it comes to the salvation of man.

10 “T{ odv un ol v odtriy ékelvw ocwlouey Td&w, AN 69ev EAnEev dpxOuevor €v olg £KEWOg
fipEato tedevtopey; ‘Ot karthAdey 1V MUELS GVEABWUEY, KOl THG QTG VROKEWEVNG 080D, TO WEV
gxeivov mpaypor kdvodog My, MuElG 8€ Cvepydpedo - odkovy domep £mt KAidokog, dmep €oyortov M
gxelve KoTepyopEv®, T00To UV dviovot yivetar mpwtov.” De vita 11, 4; “To pév yop fv tov Oeov €lg
TV YNV KoTeEAOEW, 10 8¢ Mudg £vdévde dvayoayely: kol 10 HEV aOTOV €vovdpwnnodl, 10 88 Tov
dvdpwnov dewdnvor - De vita IV, 26.
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through the rite.'" When taken together, these two modes of ascent (symbolically through
the rite and sacramentally through the mysteries), the Eucharistic synaxis can be seen as a
spiritual event which involves a transition or an ascent from the level of symbolic
participation in the life of Christ to the level of truly spiritually-transforming
participation in it. This latter is concretely manifested in sacramental communion in the
body and blood of Christ.

Cabasilas” soteriological perspective on the theology of the sacraments culminates in
the statement that salvation can be more certainly attained through the mysteries than
was provided to the first-created man in paradise. This view is based on the biblical
account of paradise as a place with the possibility of exit as the story of the expulsion
from paradise indicates. Compared with the sacramental mysteries, the situation is
different. Once the mysteries are partaken of, participation in salvation is irreversibly
transmitted to man in reality. Cabasilas bases this argument on Christ: the barrier
between God and man was demolished once and for all in him, and God does not deny
his act of salvation to men. It follows then that the new life in Christ, present in the
mysteries, is transmitted to those who sacramentally partake in his passion and death (to
S Ty puotnpioy ToVToy EATOVTOC, LETACYEL oDT® To0 YovdTov Kol KOW®mYnool Tov
nadovg). The importance of the role of the mysteries for the salvation of man is
exemplified in Cabasilas” statement that unless man enters the new life through baptism
and chrismation, and nourishes himself with the body and blood of the Son of God, there
is no true life in him."? It is specifically the Eucharist that stands for Cabasilas as the
primary mystery of bringing people to everlasting life: life in the age to come could not
be attained in the first place without the Eucharistic participation in the body and blood
of Christ. If the Eucharist was for Pseudo-Dionysius a completion of the other mysteries,
the sacrament of the sacraments, it is of even greater importance to Cabasilas: it is the
culmination of the Christian faith.'?

11 Cf. Lossky 1974, 97-98. According to Kilmartin, it is characteristic of Christian liturgy to contain
both the anabatic and katabatic elements. He defines the katabatic self-communication of God as
“movement ‘from above’” and respectively the anabatic self-offering of the worshipping community
as “movement ‘from below’”. Significant form the perspective of Cabasilas’ liturgical symbolism is
Kilmartin’s observation that the anabatic is “externalized in the liturgical rite.” Thus, the movement
from above is manifested visibly in the rite while the human response from below cannot be directly
externalized. Kilmartin 1988, 335.

12 “Odte ydp un Poamticdévta €v Vdott kol IMvedvuatt dvvatov eig Ty Lwny elceldelv: ovte «ol Un
dorydvteg Ty odpko o0 Y100 100 dvdpudmov kol TovTEG adTov 1O olpa, ddvavton {wny v Eavtolg
€xyew.n»" De vita I, 40-42.

13 Of the completive nature of the Eucharist Cabasilas writes: “OV%tw téleléy £€otL 10 pvotriplov,
teletng omdomng Sadepdvtg, kol TV dyodmv &n odtiy dyet Ty kopudry, €mel xal mdong
dvdpwneiog omovdng Evtovdo 81 0 €oyotov T€Aog [ - -]. Ao tavto kol Tolg dAAOLG puotnpiolg T0
teleiolg elvon mopéxetor povn tedetwv N Boyopiotio. Kol Bondel pev ovtolg mop odto o
teleiodat, TEAEcoL 1y Suvopévolg xwplg odtng, Bondel 8¢ petd Ty TteAeiwow €v 1ol TeAEcVELOW,
£meldoly GUOPTIOV OKOTEL THY A0 TOV LVoTNpimy dKTive, ovyxedeiloay dvakoAelodal derjon.” De vita
IV, 10-11. The Eucharist is not only the mystery above other mysteries but an expression of the core
of Christian faith: “[ - - ] 10 koOdmo§ einely, TeAelovg TOEL TOV GANDT XPLOTIOVIOUOY TEAETNG
andong dwpepévtwe.” De vita IV, 52. Cabasilas’ view of the Eucharist’s relation to the other
mysteries, and through them to the world in general, reflects the Orthodox teaching of
transfiguration of the creation in the sacraments.
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On what bases is such a strong opinion justified? To begin with, the Eucharist is for
Cabasilas a mystery which enables man to truly meet God in an ineffable manner. It is a
mystery where a creature enters into an intimate connection with his creator. Thus, the
Eucharist makes concrete God’s great love towards his beloved creation. Cabasilas
suggests that the whole act of creation was made in order that man could come across
divine love and, in response to it, turn to his creator. Alongside the theology of creation,
the Eucharist derives its meaning from the incarnation, the special expression of divine
love. Cabasilas specifies that the incarnation revealed the greatness of God’s love. God
was not satisfied with leading men into communion with him only through
manifestation of the divine nature, but also by assuming humanity.!4

Taking account of the aforementioned characterizations, the Eucharist could be
defined as participation in the goal of creation. It may not, therefore, be too much of an
exaggeration to say that in Cabasilas’ thought the entire creation casts about for its
fulfillment in the Eucharist. A case in point is his statement that the ones who depart
from this life without Eucharistic communion with Christ cannot expect life everlasting.!®
Consequently, life is set towards its fulfillment in the Eucharist, which is the only way to
salvation and eternal life.'® Designating the sacramental body of Christ in the Eucharist as
the treasure chest of God’s perfection exemplifies Cabasilas’ assurance of the spiritual
and soteriological importance of the Eucharist. Furthermore, Cabasilas spells out that the
act of creation and Christ’'s atonement both were accomplished for the sake of
glorification of the Father and generating communion between God and men.!” This
communion is now maintained by the Eucharist. It is, therefore, quite natural that such a
large-scale vision of the Eucharist causes Cabasilas to be solemnly reverent when he
discusses partaking in Christ’s body and blood. The Eucharist clearly is for him a sacred
and awe-inspiring mystery, mysterium tremendum'$, which would be fatal to approach
without due preparation.

14 De vita 1, 27-28; VI, 41; VII, 6. According to Cabasilas, the connection of incarnation with creation
proves the essential goodness of creation. As a consequence, exploring the creation enables man to
understand God’s love. De vita VI, 41. In his characterization of Cabasilas’ thought Nellas (1987, 141-
143) points out, that the world is created for the incarnation and it is the Eucharist that enables men
to be partakers of the blessings of it. In the incarnation, the Logos adopted as his body what earlier
was created by him. This results in a radical change in the nature of the universe — the Creator and
the created become one. Nellas thus describes Cabasilas’ worldview as a christocentric cosmology, in
which the new dynamics caused by the incarnation emanate into the world pre-eminently through
the Eucharist.

15 ““Odev 1tolg U1 pHetd Tovtwy aneAniuddct tov Swpwv ntpog Ty (v, £otal mAfov ovdEv. Olg &8¢
OnnpEe kol AaBELY Ty xopw Kol cwoot, Kol «gig Ty xapov elonidor 100 Kupiov adrtovs [ - - 1.
De vita IV, 109.

16 “Tovtw 100G U1} CUVWWMUEVOVG, domep 01de cvvdmtew 1 tpamela, dvomovcemg Tuyxdvew 1 Tt
AaBely dyadov, 1| wikpov 1 pellov éxel, mavtedwe advvatov.” Sacrae liturgiae XLIIL, 7.

17 “Koil yop kol 8ol tovto cuvvéotn trv dpxny, tvar tov Totépo SoEdomn, kol 7 ¢noiv avtog, 6 Twrp,
«€lg TOUTO yeyEvvmtal Kol €lg Tovto EANAVOEY €lg TOv KGopov» - kol Tov €ENG dmowto ypovov, Hovov
UEV TO TPOC TOVTO GEPOV dimow «ETEAECEV £pYov», UOVOV S TOV VREP TOVTOL SladePOVTWE DIOUEUEVTKE
movov. Kal yop 10010 10 COMO «TOD TAMPWHATOC THG BedTnTog» £yEveTo dmoavpdc: kol moong Lev fv
dysvotov auoptiog, EnAipwoe 8 macov SikonoocUvmy, £krpuEe 88 Tolg OMOYEVESL AYVOOVUEVOV TOV
Motépa, kol olg &leye kol olg &nedeixvuto.” De vita IV, 20.

18 The Eucharist is designated by Cabasilas, for example, as a frightful sacrifice and table (7| ¢pictn
Yvoia, tpomela), which should be approached in the fear of God and in faith (uetwd ¢6Bov Geov kol
nicteng). Sacrae liturgiae XXV, 1; 1, 2; XXXIX, 1. The latter is a direct quote form the liturgy, in which
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Cabasilas’ insistence on spiritual striving for the maintenance of baptismal grace
already indicates that he places a strong emphasis on human will and action when it
comes to protection of the new life in Christ. He clearly opts for the principle of synergy
in his sacramental theology: God and man collaborate in their mutual relation which
aims for the salvation of man. Nevertheless, it is the operation of God that forms the basis
of this synergy. God gives all the holy things to the people who are unable to add to them
anything of their own. This is especially the case with the mysteries of baptism and
chrismation, through which God makes an undeserved man a sharer of the divine
grace."” On the other hand, Cabasilas links human effort with salvation. Even though
baptism and chrismation consist of divine grace, recognition of their effect may be
significantly postponed to times after the actual event of initiation (8t tovtar KAy pun
o VTV TOV TNG TEAETNG XPOvov, Votepov 8 TOAA®D TVELUOTIKHY duvndn Tig
g¢mdetéocval dwpedv, ov Sel v aitiav kol §9ev 1 dvvoplg dyvoew?).? This delay is
due to the negative expression of the free will of man. It is, thus, to a great extent up to
man himself to protect his royal baptismal gown against any stains and keep it pure for
the Kingdom. Obedience to this kind of stewardship constitutes the life in Christ
transmitted in the mysteries, into which man, by his inclination, has to give his share.?!
The duty of man is to cultivate the gifts given to him and guard the grace provided by
them.

the faithful are exhorted to approach the sacrament in fear of God, in faith and in love. Brightman
1896, 341, 395. The idea of the Eucharist as a dreadful mystery appears in the 4th century. The flow of
converts into the church with social rather than religious motives at those times has been mentioned
as one of the main reasons for stressing the awe-inspiring nature of the Eucharist. Besides, struggle
against heresies, especially Arianism, contributed to stressing Christ’s presence in the Eucharist as a
frightening act of God himself performing the holy sacrifice. Jungmann 1925, 246-249; Quasten 1951,
66-75; Sove 1984, 60-61.

19 “E{ ydp kol mpoiko didwow Nulv 6 Oedg mavta to. dylo, Kol 0VSEV adTOV TPOELCHEPOUEY, GLAA
dtexveg elol xopiteg, dAAA 16 ye Emutndeiovg yevéodal mpog 10 Sé€acdor avtd kol GuAdEor €€
dvdykng dmottel mop MUov- kol ook dv petadoin 100 dyloopod i ovte Sotedeilcw. Ovtw
Bamtiler, ovtw xpiet, odtwg £omd, [ - - 1.“ Sacrae liturgiae 1, 2. The centrality of the concept of
communion in Greek thinking is underlined by Bradshaw, who maintains that if the difference
between the Eastern traditions — both pagan and Christian — and Western traditions were to be
summarized “in a single word, that word would be ‘synergy.” In the East the highest form of
communion with the divine is not primarily an intellectual act, but a sharing of life and activity.”
According to Bradshaw, the concept of communion as synergy led in a Christian theology “to a
tendency to think of earthly, bodily existence as capable of being taken up and subsumed within the
life of God. Emphasis was placed, not on any sudden transformation at death, but on the ongoing
and active appropriation of those aspects of the divine life that are open to participation.” Bradshaw
2004, 264-265.

20 De vita 111, 20. However, Cabasilas also admits that everything relating to the mysteries is founded
on the work of God. De vita V, 15. Although Cabasilas does not use the word synegy, I find it easy to
agree with Mantovanis, who maintains that Cabasilas’ emphasis on worthy preparation “is summed
up in the word of cooperation.” Mantovanis founds his argument on Cabasilas’ insistence on personal
spiritual struggle and obedience to the will of God. Mantovanis 1984, 218.

21“[ - -] énl 88 oV uéAAovtog Veol Tepl Oedy, kol TV oOT®Y odT® KATPOVGHOL, Kol THY adthiy odTtd
BactAevovteg Bootdeiov, £ov ye un £kdvieg MUAG adToVg GRMOTVOAWCWUEY £V Tmde T Blw Kol Tov
xrtovo. SappriEwper v Bootdikéy [ - - ]. Tovtd éotww f &v Xpiotw Lor, fv ovwwiotnot pev Td
poothpla - dokel 8¢ T SVvacdal mpog Tavtny kol Ty avdpwneiov orovdiv.” De vita I, 65-66. Thus,
the sinful do receive the body and blood of Christ, however without achieving union with Christ.
Mantovanis 1984, 227.

152



The dynamics derived from synergy are connected by Cabasilas especially with due
preparation for the Eucharistic communion. He strongly urges his readers to soul-
searching in order to become worthy enough to partake in such a noble sacrament.
Despite the fact that sanctifying grace is always present in the Eucharist, its influence in
man provides human co-operation (tpémov v xdpw evepyewv [--] tng fuetépag detton
onovdng). That is to say, sanctification happens to man only if he is worthy to receive the
grace communed. Cabasilas openly declares that indifference obstructs the effects of
Eucharistic communion. Man does not then only become devoid of the blessings but
faces a fatal loss: his sins are not forgiven. A liturgical justification is given by Cabasilas
for his view: in the liturgy the priest prays before the communion that the faithful would
be worthy to receive the sacrament.? The prayer suggests that there is a danger of
undeserving participation. Cabasilas points out that even though the priest may give the
sacrament to the unworthy also, Christ the High Priest does not make them sharers of
himself. Only the ones who have undergone proper preparation and are in a suitable
state, truly become partakers in Christ.® In an earlier part of this study it was discovered
that the liturgy in itself is for Cabasilas a means of preparation for meeting Christ in the
Eucharist. The divine rite embodies elements which purify and form the faithful not only
to receive sanctification but also to conserve it. Prayers and liturgical action thus guide
mind and heart so that man can attain a suitable inner state for receiving the sacrament.

What, then, is considered by Cabasilas to be a requirement for true Eucharistic
communion? In short, man has to show ”purity of heart, love of God, faith, yearn for
mystery and koinonia, burning striving and thirst.” In so far as the soul has reached this
kind of state, it can enter into full koinonia through Eucharistic participation.?* The ascetic
and penitential character of man’s relationship with God, as a prerequisite for attaining
purity of the heart, is witnessed by the altar table, the anthropological symbol of the God-

22 “Toy eV OOV TPWTOV TPGTOV £V Tolg dWpolg THY yopw €vepyely, 0VBEV SVroTall KOAVEW TV
Avdpwrivey Kokwov.  AALO Koddrep O Aylaonog odtdv oK £oTw dvdpwrivng dpetng &pyov, ovTmg
008V KwAveoDaL duvatov adtov VIO Kokiog dvdpdmwr. ‘O Sevtepog 8E kol tng Muetépog delton
omovdne. Ald T0UT0 Kol DIo Thg MUOY KwAvetor podvuicg.  Aywiler yap M xopig dd twv dwpwv
NUaG, €dv mpog Tov aytoopog Emtndeiog €xovtag AORN, d 8 dmopockevdotolg Eunéon, ovte Gherog
Tveykey 008EV Kkal popiow fuv evédnke PAOBNY. Tadtny Tty xdpw, eite ddecig GUOPTIOY E0TL HOVOV,
elte pet éxeivmg xal JdAAN Swpeo Sidopévn tolg petol Kodopod cuvelddtog TO  lEpOV  TOVTO
Seumvovvtwy Se1mvor, eVxetol O lepevg UN KOAVLBTVOL AR Tov Swpwy, d¢ Svvapusimy kwlvdnvor &t
avdponivny xokiow.” Sacrae liturgine XXXIV, 5-6. Correspondingly, Symeon the New Theologian
points out that an unprepared communicant may assume he has received the sacrament, but in
reality he did not partake in it nor receive its blessings. Discours Ethique XIV, 271-276. Traités
théologiques et éthiques 11. 1967, 440.

28 “Ob ydp TOvTeg 0l¢ didwo 0 lepevg GANVME UETOACUBOVOLCIY - AL £KELVOL LOVOL TOVTWOG 01¢
adrog 8idwoty 0 Xplotog. 'O eV yop lepelg MACWY ARA®G TOlG Tpoctovow:- O 88 Xpiotog toig dEloig
T00 petooyely. ‘Odev dnhov o¢ O TEADV TAlg Wuxdg T0 puotiplov Kol dytdfov kol {oviag kol
TedINKOTOG HOVOG TIG aOTog ot 0 Zwtnp.” Sacrae liturgiae XLIII, 4. In Jungmann’s opinion Cabasilas
explicates here his conception of Christ as both the High Priest and the Mediator. The Father took to
men when he saw in them the image of his Son (i.e. Christ the Mediator). In the liturgy the invisibly
present Christ the High Priest gives a share of himself in the Eucharist to the faithful who approach
him, thus connecting them with the Father. Jungmann 1925, 238.

24 [ - -] kol Tivo €otly d mop’ NUOV 0 XpLotog dmatel; Poxng kodapols, dyonn tpog by, mioTic,
tmdopio 100 puotnpiov, mpodvuion ©pog THY HETAANWY, Opun {fovoa, 10 Suywvtag dpapety. Tavto
ot & TOV GYloUOV EOEAKETOL TOVTOV: Kol WEY OV TOVG TPOCEPKOMEVOVS dvdykm To0 XpLoTtod
HETOOXEW Kol @V ywplg advvator.” Sacrae litrugiae XLII, 6.
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man relationship. Connotative and sensual symbols exposed in the rite of consecration of
the altar table explicate Cabasilas’ conception of man’s spiritual stand in his relation to
God. Repentance is the way of all creation to fellowship with God. Cabasilas indeed puts
metanoia into a cosmic perspective, emphasizing an idea of transfiguration of all the
creation. The material elements — wine, water, oil and myron — used in the mysteries have
a remarkable role in liberating creation from the dominion of evil. Taken together, these
elements depict the effect of God’s grace in restoring man into life with God.?> Growth in
the likeness of God and transfiguration of all creation become real through ascetic
striving and repentance. This kind of economical and ascetic perspective coheres well
with Cabasilas’ general christocentric emphasis on redemption. Besides, the archetypical
function of the altar table as a real symbol of the God-man relationship is once again
evident.

The emphasis of spiritual preparation for the Eucharist is in Cabasilas’ thought
linked with an idea that corporeality is of secondary importance when the effects of the
Eucharist are discussed. What is important is that man’s heart is pure and yearns for
God. Cabasilas’ conviction of the spiritual effect as the primary consequence of the
physically-received sacrament can be seen as an example of this line of thought. From the
immaterial soul the effects of the Eucharist spread into the body.? Cabasilas elaborates
this thought further, concluding somewhat surprisingly that the body impedes reception
of the Eucharist rather than contributes to it.?” He supplements the statement by adding
that in the present age the Eucharist must be received physically. Bodily flabbiness or

25 Despite being clothed in white, a symbol of purity of heart (cf. Ps. 50:9 LXX), the bishop bows
down in front of God thus showing his commitment to overcome himself (cf. 1 Tim. 3:2-5).
Commemoration of the kenosis of Christ and his divine diakonia is shown when the bishop lifts the
table top with his own hands and sets it. Anointing the table with holy water further refers to
baptismal grace which releases man from the tyranny of Satan. De vita V, 9-10, 14, 16, 19. The manner
of Cabasilas’ comparison of baptismal water with that used in dousing the table top indicates that he
understands the transfiguration of creation in its material-spiritual entirety. According to Nellas,
Cabasilas” interpretation of the rite of consecration exemplifies three organisational axes of the
church: altar, bishop, and saints. The altar is the permanent visible sign of God’s sacramental
presence. It is the hand of Christ upon which the mysteries are celebrated and which in turn hands
them to the church. The rite further shows that the bishop is the archetype of God’s living altar. It is
the bishop who imprints into the altar stone a signet of his inner man-God relation. Finally, holiness
as the third organisational dimension is concretely expressed in the relic. Nellas argues that each of
these factors requires the other two to be present. Together they both constitute premises for the
Eucharist and reach their ultimate fulfillment by it. Nellas 1987, 152-154.

26 “Ei toivuv ol HEV Wuxol TPOG TO HLCTIPLOV ETOLUMG £Y0VOL KAl TOPECKEVAUCUEVWS, 0 O ayloloog
kol teléoog Kuplog dywdleww del Bovdetar kol £owtov Ekdotote petadidoval €midvuet, T 1o
KoAvoov Ty petovoiow; Idviwg ovdev.” Sacrae liturgine XLIL, 8; “ Enel kail otolg tolg €T HETO
ocopotog {wot didotat pev 10 dwpov ol 1oV CWHOTOG, GAN €lg THY 0VCIaW TPATOV YWPEL TNG WVXTS
kal i tng yoxng ént 10 cwpa SwoPoiver Sacrae liturgine XLIIL, 1.

27 “"Byovol 8€ 1L TAE0V €lg Ayloopov TV €v odportt {Wrvtov ol yopval coudtov yoxol- [ - - ]
‘Apoptavovot 88 008Ev, 008E TPOCTIVENCY EYKATLOTO. VEOL TOLG TMOAQLOLG, WOTEP TO TAELSTOV £XEL
tov {dtwv, dAAd pévov 1§ movteA®e dodievtanl mdomg evVVVNG, T YOOV ddopoVot TV EYKAMUATOV
del- kol o¥tw mPOg THY METoLsiow TOL ZwTNPog E£Towldtepov €xovot kol KAAAOV 0O WévOV TV
mAEWOVOY &V cwpatt {Bvtov, dAAA Kol cOmV oo, €1 petd cwpotog foov. Kol avto 8 tovto
uévov 10 YUUVOG €Ol CWMOTOG EMLTNEloTépag Sidwow €lvail TOAA® TPOC THY HETOVCIOV TV
pootnpiev 1 dvvortov v 10 odpo nepikelpnévac.” Sacrae liturgiae XLV, 1.
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indifference, however, should not keep man from communing.?® The importance of
spiritual preparation is at the same time accentuated.® The supplemental nature of
physically consuming the body and blood of Christ is according to Cabasilas further
witnessed by the fact that while an unworthy participation in the Eucharist may lead to
ruination of the soul, bodily limitations do not endanger the depth of Eucharistic
communion of an enlightened soul.* He also warns of avoiding frequent communing
and points out the importance of proper preparation for communion. These views give
grounds for concluding that Cabasilas is more motivated by pastoral and spiritual
concerns than undervaluation of materiality as such. It is his concern for the due respect
towards the Eucharist that leads him to maintain that there exists an exceptional form of
spiritual communing in the Eucharist.?! This is well suited to Cabasilas’ definition of the
Eucharist as “the final mystery” (televioiov 10 pvotiplov), the most sacred thing, and
there should be no traces of impurity in those who are about to partake in it. In addition,
the communicants should not reflect badly when the Bread of Life is received.?

Are sinners then incapable of approaching the chalice? Cabasilas’ rather strict-
sounding opinion about worthy preparation is adjusted when he specifies that spiritual
perfection is not expected from all of those who yearn for Christ’s body and blood. The
words pronounced by the priest before the Lamb is broken into the chalice, “Ta dyio
t01g dyiolg”, indicate that it is not only the perfect who are called holy but also those who
yet aspire to attain holiness. There is nothing to prevent them from partaking in the
Bread of Life too and be sanctified by it. Alongside liturgical phrasing Cabasilas leans on
the letter to the Hebrews (Heb. 3:1) where the faithful are called holy due to their high
vocation. Cabasilas also reasons that the faithful can be considered holy by the virtue of
the holiness of the sacrament itself. The holiness of the body and blood of Christ falls to
them when the sacrament is distributed.®® This view is consolidated by the response of
the congregation to priest’s proclamation: “Eig dyiog, €lg Kdpiog Incovg Xpiotdc, €ig
86Eav ©eov IMotpde.” Cabasilas concludes that men can be holy only in and through
Christ. His holiness resides in man like a ray of sun in a mirror: Christ is the origin of the
brightness of both the ray and its reflection.?* Thus, approaching the sacrament with due

28 “Ey 8€ 115 duvoluevog 0d mpocEABoL T TPATELT, TOUTOV TOV Top’ oDTOLG CLYLLOUOD TUXELY TOVTEAMG
A8vvartov - 0y, 6TL 0V TPooTAYEY ATAME, AAN GTL Suvdpevog 0O mpooTAde- kol did TovTo dNAGE Eotw
ot OV 0dELAOUEV™Y AyaddV Tolg puotnpiolg Epnpov Exel Ty woxt.” Sacrae liturgiae XLII, 11.

29 “[ - -] kol Tiva €otw d mop’ MUV 6 Xplotog dmottel; Poxng kodopolg, dydnn tpog Oedv, mioTig,
tmdopio 100 puotnpiov, Tpodvuion wpog THY HeTAANWY, Opun {fovoa, 10 Suywvtoag dpapety. Tavto
ot d TOV GYloUOV EOEAKETOL TOVTOV: Kol WEY OV TOVG TPOCEPKOUEVOVS dvolykm 100 XpLoTtod
UETAOYEW Kol @V xoplg ddvvatov.” AAAA Tovto, molvto 00 CWUNTLKY, GAAC Tng wuxng £Erptnton
uévng.” Sacrae liturgiae XLII, 6-7.

30 Sacrae liturgiae XLII, 4-5.

31 As an example, Cabasilas mentions the anchorites, highly valued in Eastern Christianity, who led
cloistered life for years. Based on a conviction that spiritual life of a hermit cannot flourish without
Eucharistic communion, Cabasilas extrapolates that they must have been connected to Christ
through a non-physical, invisible Eucharistic communion. Sacrae liturgiae XLII, 9-10.

32 De vita IV, 3. See also De vita IV, 6.

3 De vita IV, 78; Sacrae liturgiae XXXVI, 1.

34 “Koi kodonep €1 moAlo kdtomtpo, tedein Vo Tov fAlov, mavio PEV ACUTEL Kol GKTLVOG Coinot,
kol 80Eeig moAlovg MAtovg Opdv, €i¢ 8 AANBWE 0 &V mAcWw doTpdmtwy HALG: 00Tw Kol O povog
dylog, €i¢ ToVG TOTOVG YEOUEVOG, £V TOAAOLG MEV doiveton wuyoig kol moAlovg delkvvow dyiovg,
gomt 8¢ €1g kol pévog diyog- 0vdEV Mttov €ig 80Eow Ogov Iortpde.” Sacrae liturgiae XXXVI, 5.
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reverence and correct understanding of its grandness seems to be one qualification of
worthiness.

For another thing, a look at a statement of the fulfilling effect of the Eucharist only in
those who approach it without any stain (xoil ovte deumvovvieq movnpov oVdEV €lyov)
sheds more light on Cabasilas’ understanding of worthiness.?> He apparently does not
intend to ban sinners from communion. In them the blessings of the Eucharist,
nevertheless, cannot fully flourish and be brought to completion. Yet, partaking in
Christ’s body and blood is of great help to them. This attests that Cabasilas does not
attach any magical connotations to the Eucharist. It is not an act that provides salvation
as an automaton. Cabasilas thus proceeds to specify that even though communion would
bring along sanctification, the communicant may soon end up acting against the will of
God. This shows that the recipient was not after all in a condition suitable for receiving
the completive blessings of the sacrament.* In consequence, the nature of the effect of
the Eucharist in man seems to be determined by the degree of spiritual purity of the
recipient. Cabasilas for instance describes the Eucharist as whiteness to those who are
pure, a means of purification for those who need to cleanse themselves, and a protection
for those who battle with their desires.’” Besides, Cabasilas refers to remission of sins by
the power of the Spirit for those who partake in Christ’s body and blood.3

To conclude, the Eucharist can be approached even by the sinful. Yet, Cabasilas
clearly assumes that they nevertheless actively try to suppress their iniquities. The
Eucharist is always a needful nourishment to all Christians despite their prevailing
situation. The extent of the effect of the Eucharist, however, depends on the recipient’s
spiritual state.* How else could one understand Cabasilas’ insistence of frequent
communion particularly for the reason that men so easily and frequently sin against God
and their neighbours? A tension caused, on the one hand, by a demand of purity of heart
from those who approach the Eucharist and, on the other hand, presumption of recurrent
communing of those Christians who strive with their sins, is settled by Cabasilas by
linking the problem of worthy preparation to confession of sins.

If man falls after communing or when preparing himself for it, Cabasilas posits that
he must go to confession, the mystery provided for liberation from guilt. The latter,
however, does not happen mechanically but through real repentance, pursuit of

35 De vita IV, 6.

36 De vita IV, 4-6; VII, 4.

37 “Todto 10 LVoTHPLOV OOG UEV £0TL T01g dN KEKODOPUEVOLS, KaBdpolov S Tolg &1L KaDOPOUEVOLS,
dAeimtng 8¢ kotd, tov Iovnpod kol Tov nadwv dywvilopugvolc. Tolg pev yop oddev dAlo Aowwov 4
Kodomep OGVOAU® THY AMUNY Gmodepévw «T0 Mg 100 KGoHov» déEocdat- tolg 88 Seouévolg €Tt 100
Kkodapot dvvopgvov, koddpotov, Tl yévort dv dAlo; «To yop oipc 100 Yiod 100 Oeob xodopilet
fnuag, ¢noiv, dmo moong duaptiog [ - - . De vita IV, 31.; “"Eott pev yop T0 pootiplov téAewor vekal
molvtwy, Kol 00K €0Tw @V Sel Tolg TEAOVMEVOLS, O WT TopExel Sodeplutwg.” De vita IV, 34. Cf. also
Sacrae liturgiae XXXVI, 3-4. In the liturgy it is prayed that the blessings of the Eucharist would meet
the cravings of the faithful. Brightman 1896, 340, 392.

38 “* Apeow dpoptiwv didwot 10 TIvedpa 10 dylov Tolg ToVTWY KOWwmrovot tov dwpwv.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXXIV, 4.

3 Repeatability is an aspect that Macquarrie (1966, 471) takes notice of when comparing the
Eucharist with other sacraments. He also points out that one of the characteristics of Christian life in
general is a repeated renewal of commitment to God. This aspect can be said to be present in
Cabasilas thought.
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regeneration and striving for overcoming sin. In order to be successful in these efforts,
man has to, according to Cabasilas, commune frequently.* Despite the seeming
incongruity of Cabasilas reasoning he evidently aims to propose that even though
confession prior to the liturgy cleanses man from sin (thus enabling him to receive the
sacrament), true repentance and penitence ultimately are conditional on active
Eucharistic life. Only an Eucharistic rhythm of life can provide spiritual strengthening
and purification. Hence, Cabasilas highlights — if only implicitly — sincere intention as one
of the requirements for Eucharistic communion. At the same time the status of the
Eucharist as the mystery of the mysteries is emphasized since it is not subordinated to
confession.

Observed from the perspective of the theocentrism-anthropocentrism dynamics, the
above discussion indicates that Cabasilas understands man to be in a state of spiritual
imperfection. It is difficult for man to establish his mode of being in accordance with the
will of God. However, human effort in attaining spiritual purity is still emphasized.
Repentance, confession and other expressions of willful turning to God highlight the
importance of human activity in manifesting man’s relation with God. Thus, emphasis on
anthropocentric approach gives grounds to claim that for Cabasilas God-man
relationship consists in a real interaction within the scope of human reality.

5.2. ECCLESIOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF KOINONIA - COMMUNION IN
CHRIST

For Cabasilas, the Eucharist is an act of concrete realization of and participation in the
incarnational reality. Just like the incarnation of the Son of God sanctified the entire
human race, Eucharistic communion with Christ also has a collective impact on man.
From the perspective of dynamics of theocentrism and anthropocentrism, in the
Eucharistic synaxis realization of objective divine operation can be said to come into
fruition in humanity as whole. Cabasilas maintais that it is the church as the body of

40 “T - -1 dAog e tov tepwy €y Kol ToUTo puotnpiov tovg mepl @v EENUaPTOV HEToyvovTog Kol
npocaryyeilavtag £avtovg Tolg 1epedol maong dmoAvecdor dikng mapo Oew dikootn. OVKOLV 00E
ToUTOL YEvOLT AV TUXEWY £vePYOV, W T0 1epov Seimvricovtag Seimvov. Al To0T0 Kol Aovpedo UEV
dnak, mpéoiuey 8¢ N mpoméln TOAAAKLG, 6Ti cLUBOIVEL HEV EKAGTOTE BE® MPOCKPOVELY AVBPWROVE
bvtag, AMdew 88 10 EykAnuo TEpwUEvolg petavoiog ypeion kol movwv kol Tov Uploppevcat Thy
auaptiov- tavte 8¢ Spooeiey dv kot NG dpaptiog, Hy 10 HOVoV TOV AvIpORivemY KoKOV GOPUOKOV
npootedn - De vita IV, 22-23. See also VI, 102-104. Here it is seen how Cabasilas maintains that other
mysteries find their completion in relation to the Eucharist. Cabasilas’ insights find an interesting
comparison in the practices of the Finnish Orthodox Church. As a consequence of the liturgical
renewal movement, the Finnish church has ceased to require mandatory confession before
communing. Yet, one needs to have permission from father confessor to do so. This alteration was
justified, on the one hand, by the loose interdependence of these two sacraments in the early
Christian era. On the other hand, the naturalness and necessity of frequent communion is said to
enable exemption from the strict rule of mandatory confession before receiving the Eucharist.
Piispojen paimenkirje ehtoolliskysymyksesti 1970, 262-263. Even though Cabasilas does not here speak
for the “ancient practice of the church”, as the Finnish Orthodox bishops designate it, his reasoning
nevertheless give support for the idea of frequent communion as a Christian ideal. Emphasis on the
importance of confession is not in conflict with the idea of recurrent communing. On confession in
the Orthodox Church see Chryssavgis 1990, 3-18.
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Christ which is in communion with Christ. Thus, through communion man is taken
within a broadened sphere of influence of the true presence of Christ — initially actualized
in the Eucharistic bread and wine.

Cabasilas purports that the body and blood of Christ bring the greatest blessing for
those who approach the sacrament cleansed and without iniquity. In his explication of its
utmost blessing, the completive effect of the final mystery, he begins with a communal
construction. Leaning on the Pauline imagery of nuptial union (Eph. 5:22-32) as a
portrayal of ideal state of communion with Christ, Cabasilas compares the Eucharist with
wedlock between the church-Bride and Christ. Compounded with the account of creation
of man (Gen. 2:23) he further explains the Eucharist as a mystical union in which the
Bride becomes one flesh with Christ the Groom.#' Cabasilas thus proposes that Christ
assumed into himself the collective human nature. This incarnation-based communicatio
idiomatum between the divine and human natures has an overarching, communal effect
on all humanity. It was precisely humanity as such, common to each individual human
being, that Christ renewed. By assuming human nature Christ liberated the entire human
race from the oppression of sin.*> As a result, the bases of personal relationship with God
for each individual are formed by human nature rehabilitated by Christ. Furthermore, it
is in the church that the renewed humanity is in constant communion with Christ.

The idea of ecclesial koinonia, derived from the Eucharistic communion, is
constructed by Cabasilas according to Pauline metaphor of the church: Christ is the head
of the church, the faithful being her members. This ecclesial dimension of Eucharistic
koinonia rests on the christological foundation laid in the incarnation. Consequently,
Cabasilas formulates the ecclesiological bases of the Eucharist as a sacramental re-
enactment of the collectiveness and integrity of humanity derived from the incarnation of
the Son of God. When celebrating the Eucharist the church enters into communion with
Christ on account of receiving his sacramental body and blood. The church then
manifests its divine essence as the body of Christ.*? It is primarily as this communal event

41 “Towdtny €xel dvvapy kol yopw 1ol TETEAECUEVOLS TO SELmVov, £y Y& Kadapol TPOCEADOVTEG
kokiog amdong, UNdEv Eémelcaydywpey EmELTa MOVNPOV- 0VTW Yop EY0VCL KOL TOPULCKEVOCUEVOLS,
00BEY KWAVoEL TOV XPLoTtov 0VTwg AKPLBOG MUty Evednual. «To Lvotriplov 1000 pEYo £oti», Ty
gvoow tavtny Eaipov 0 pakdplog £om IMovAiog. Tovto ydp £oTw 0 YOUOG 0 TOAVSUYNTOG, Ko Ov 0
mavaryvog vopdiog Ty ExkAnciov wg mapdévov dystor voudmy. Kod yop évtavdo pev 0 Xpiotog
«EKTPEDEL, TOV Tepl dTOV X0pOV, ToVT®w 8 WOVw TV HUoTNPiov «oopKEG E£CUEV €K TWV COPK®Y
b0V, Kol 0otd £k TOV 00TV odTov». Toavta, 8 £otw, 0l O Améotohog Oplluevog TOv yduov,
voudiov dnodeikvuot Tov XpLoTtov £lvot, Kol «Tiy vuony €xew» 0 vopodoywyde ¢now’ Iwdving.” De vita
IV, 29-30. According to Lot-Borodine, Cabasilas’ presentation of the nuptial mystery indicates that
Eucharistic koinonia with Christ leads to love-filled henosis between the Groom and the soul of the
faithful. This interaction takes place on the plane of divinity. She also reminds her reader that the
nuptial spirituality in the West originates from Eastern authors (e.g. Origen and Gregory of Nyssa).
Cabeasilas is then seen to represent this line of mystical tradition. In addition, Lot-Borodine sees in
Cabasilas an innovator who rewrote the preceding mystical tradition. What became central to him
was namely henosis as charismatic love continuing endlessly in eternity. Lot-Borodine 1958, 105-106.
42 Kenosis and atonement as communal recapitulation of humanity is a recurrent theme in De vita.
See e.g. 1, 30-31; 43-53; IV, 12-18.

43 “Kol ydp oopo kol alpo Xpiotod o pvothpia - GAAd Tn ExkAnoign Xpiotod tovta Bpooig £t
Kol Too1g AAND|- Kol TOUTwY UETEXOVCO 0O TPOG GvOp@mvor odtol METHRAAAEL cOua, Kodomep
drAo T ortiov, GAN oOT PETORAAAETOL TPOG EKELVOL TOV KPELTIOVWY VREpVIK@VTwy.” Sacrae liturgiae
XXXVIIL, 2.
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that Cabasilas seems to understand the nature of the Eucharistic koinonia. It is, therefore,
the church that communes with Christ, not individual Christians. He stresses this point
when comparing the church to Christ’s body, the idea expressed by the Apostle Paul (1
Cor. 12:27). Cabasilas sees no room for rhetorics in the apostle’s phrasings: the church
and the body of Christ are one and the same thing. “There is no mere sharing of a name
or resemblance by analogy, but an actual identity”, he attests. When Eucharistic koinonia
between the church and Christ is established, the human aspect of the church becomes
divine. The faithful, through the blood, live in Chirst truly dependent on their head and
clothed with his body. The church is Christ’s body for real.#* Cabasilas obviously
understands Paul’s words in their full concreteness and reality, thus identifying
sacramentally transmitted membership in the church with membership in Christ’s body.
In other words, actualisation of membership of the mystical Body of the Christ is
generated by partaking in the sacramental body and blood of Christ.

Since Cabasilas seemingly maintains that it is the church who is the actual celebrant
of the mystery, one may assume that a sacramental relation with Eucharistic body of
Christ is enabled only if one has a part in the mystical body. This reading is supported by
Cabasilas” understanding of the consequences of the incarnation as a collective event in
the first place. Communal realization of the Logos-reality forms the basis of personal
communion with Christ. Personal association with the Saviour takes place within the
larger alliance of entire humanity with God.*> To put it another way, Christ’s presence in
the church-body is materialized in a similar manner as he appeared in his human body at
the incarnation. Owing to the possibilities of communion opened up in renewal of
humanity in his incarnation, individual Christians may enter sacramentally into close
association with Christ.*¢ As a result, alliance with the mystical body of Christ (the
church) and partaking in his sacramental body (the Eucharist) are simultaneous events.

On the other hand, cognizance needs to be taken of the fact that from the beginning
Cabasilas does not conceive membership in the church as possible without proper
sacramental initiation thorough the mysteries of baptism and chrismation. The Eucharist
is for Cabasilas the highest and most perfect expression of the membership of the church.
This gives grounds to maintain that in Cabasilas” image of the highest union there is a

44 “Tnuoivetor 8 1’ Exxkinoio &v tolg pvotnpiolg ody wg €v cvuérolg [ - -] OV yop Ovépotog
gvtoodo Kowwvio, povov 1 dvodoyiog Opoldtng, dAAO Tpolypotog towtdtng [ - - ]. Al TovTOV TOV
Adyov- « YUelg €ote cwpo Xplotov» ypoder TIaviog, «koi HEAT £k HEPOLG». OV Yop THy 100 XpLoTov
mepl HUAG mpdvotay kol mondoywylay kol vovdesiov kol Ty MUOV VROTAYHY TPOC adtov SnA®ool
BOVAOUEVOG, TOV MEV KEGOATY, TIUAC 88 WU TPocELnEY, domep 0V¢ Kol HUEL TV cvyyevwy 1 dplAwy
WEAN KOAOOUEY VIEPBOAT] XPWHEVOL- GAN O0TO £KEWO onuoivwv Gmep Eleyev, §tL ToVg moTOVG 18N
Sid 10 alpa tovto Cwvtag v &y 1o Xpotw Cwny kol g KedaAng o¢ SANOWE EKeivng
EENPTNIEVOVG, Kol TOVTO TMEPLKEILEVOVG T0 opa.” Sacrae liturgiae XXXVIIL, 1-2.

45 “To pev yop MV 10v Oedv €ig Ty YNV KorteAdely, 10 8¢ Mudg EvOEvde dvayayely: Kol 10 UEV avTov
tvavdponnoat, 10 8¢ tov dvdpwnov dewdTvol- Kol 10 HEV THY VoW ANADG TV OVELSWY GRAUAANTIEL,
&0 &Vl odpoTt Kol Wi Wuxn Ty opoptior vikioooov, 10 8€ £KOOTOV TV GVIpWBRWY CLUOpTIOV
amoAver kol Oew ocvviotnot: tadto 88 éxeivov drhavdpwndtepa.” De vita IV, 26. Similarly in De vita
VI, 17: “Kai 0d v ¢vow pév tocovtov mElwoe, to0g¢ ko £vo 8¢ mepieidev, GALN €nl 10 droldnua
TOUTO TOvTalg KAAEL, Sovdeiog donkev, viovg Emoinoce.”

4 The collective reading of the Eucharist as the primary aspect of the Incarnation in Cabasilas’
thinking is also observed by Lot-Borodine, who states: “Incarnation seconde, I'Eucharistie signifie la
déification de ses participants singuliers, tout comme I'Incarnation premiere a été notre déification
générique.” Lot-Borodine 1958, 117.
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pronouncedly ecclesiological emphasis. Even though the process of becoming one flesh
with Christ comes true in the essence of individual members of the church, the
culmination of the Eucharistic union is communal. Consequently, the Eucharist is an
event of realization of collectively lived and shared communion with Christ, which opens
up through humanity renewed by him. In the Eucharist the renewed humanity is shared
by the communicants — the people — and the communed — Jesus Christ.

The two aspects of koinonia with Christ — based, firstly, on common humanity shared
by Christ and men and, secondly, on personal communion with him — stand out clearly
in two athlete metaphors used by Cabasilas. The first one features a victorious athlete.
Together with the cheerful crowd he is feted by his close friend. For the athlete the
victory itself is a sufficient reward. He does not need the garland but rather rejoices in his
friend, garlanding him with his trophy. For this reason the crowd celebrates the friend as
if he himself would be the victorious athlete. Cabasilas maintains that due to the affection
shown by the athlete, his friend then essentially becomes a triumphant winner as well.
The latter’s victory was nevertheless achieved without efforts.*” The idea of this parable is
to show that Christ is like a victorious athlete who through kenosis and passion has
reached the goal: reconciled men with God. The faithful are his friend whom Christ
garlands with the renewed humanity as his trophy, thus making men sharers of the
blessing of atonement. The victory of Christ is in the mysteries freely attainable for the
faithful, the friends of Christ.48

The other metaphor also includes two main characters: an athlete and his trainer.
The athlete accomplishes the concrete performance, when the trainer takes care of the
athlete’s bodybuilding and workout. Cabasilas points out that the trainer actually could
make a better performance than his trainee, but he is not willing to win the contest for the
other. The victory would then be based on somebody else’s power, courage and
excellency. Instead, the trainer then contends with the contestant as a co-rival, yet letting
his trainee make the necessary efforts to achieve the garland.* The trainer is Christ and
the actual athlete a Christian. Does this latter metaphor collide with the former one? Are
not the fruits of Christ’s victory then freely attainable for all without an effort?

This nominal conflict disappears when the principle of synergy is added to the
metaphors. The trainer-Christ of the latter account has equipped men for Christian life
through the mysteries of initiation, given freely to every one who wants them. The
garland and rewarding of the friend with an unmerited victory in the first metaphor
point out the magnitude of the flow of the mercy from Christ’s victory over death and
sin.® What a Christian still needs to do is to fight the good fight of faith (cf. 1 Tim. 6:12),

47 De vita 1, 57-58. Cabasilas establishes the athlete metaphor In De vita I, 55 where he designates the
mysteries as a praise and celebration of victory of Christ and veneration of his trophy.

48 De vita 1, 60.

49 De vita IV, 63-65.

50 “Adtog yap MUY 0 Xplotig Lvepydv £V £KOOT® TOV LLoTnpimy, Tovta yivetol, mAdotng, dAeining,
cuvaywuiotig, 0 HEv Aovwy, T0 8¢ ypiwv, 10 8¢ tpédwv. Exel yop £E dpyng Tol WEAN Snuiovpyet,
tvtovdo 8 1@ IMvedpott povvocwy, €nl 86 thg tpamélng ocvveotw GKpRMC Kol cLYSILOEPEL TOV
&dAov- [ - - ] TIpog Toivvv 10 Bapprootl tovg Vrep drhocodiog dywvag kol Seveykelw Svvmdnvad,
mAottov pEV kol GAeidpwy, mdvia Sidwol- cvvoywvi{opevog 8 oV mdvia, €ni 8 TOVL KALPOL TV
AdAwv 008€v.” De vita IV, 63, 64. “Ald. T Kol kotol Tiva 100 Ywougvov Adyov dmd AovTpod kol pipwv
Kol tpomélng vikn kol otédovog, d movwy kol i8pwtwv €0t Kopmdg; [ - - ] Tavto 8 kol fUv o
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which aims for eternal glory, koinonia with the saints and being garlanded by Christ.>!
Thus, Cabasilas strongly emphasizes the importance of human effort in leading a
Christian life which is fed by the Eucharist. The Eucharist could then be characterized as
synergic koinonia in which Christ becomes the co-contester with a Christian in his
struggle for spiritual victory. Koinonia with Christ in the Eucharist is then both a fortifier
and the goal of striving.

Furthermore, Cabasilas presents koinonia as a communion uniting the faithful with
each other. This can be taken as a natural reflection of his references to the communality
of koinonia and to the overarching results of Christ’s assumed humanity. The alliance of
the faithful is generated by the Holy Spirit whose hypostatic quality in the liturgy,
alongside his epicletic operation, is to be the generator of the bond of fellowship
(kowwvia) and unity of faith (évétng tng mictewg) among the believers. The Spirit thus
contributes to Eucharistic koinonia in the sacramental meal.>? United by the Spirit’s bond,
men are both one spirit with him and connected by faith to each other. Pentecost serves
for Cabasilas as the pneumatological (and historical) starting point for koinonia in the
Spirit. The Spirit has ever since operated in the church as a mediator between men and
God. On the other hand, the pneumatological dimension of koinonia is founded on the
atonement of Christ, which in the first place enabled the Spirit to build a bond of unity
among men.% Thus, in a manner similar to the question of consecration, Christ is here

Aovtpov ToLTo SYvatal Kol TO0 SELMvov Kol T owdpwy ToL pvpov Tpudr. Mvovuevor ydp, TOV HEV
Topovvoy  Kokiopey Kol  KOTAMTOOMEV Kol GMOCTPEOOHEDO, TOV OPLotén O  £MOVOVUEV KOl
Yavpolopey kol TpookvvoLpey kol GLAovpey OAT wuxh, dote T mepdvtt Tov GiATpov W dpTov
ortovpedo Kol g uipov xprépeda kot wg Vdwp meptBodidueda.” De vita I, 55, 59.

51 “Obte ydp t0v dAeintny kol mwAdotny €0AOYOV TOPOATELY TL TGOV Sdelval 10V Cy®vioTiy
Suvapévmy - 0¥TE 10V cUVAY®ILOTHY 0 10V KowwvoL didwol Adyog, €ig Eovtov T0 TOW dveAEodat, Kot
OV W€V EMUTPEREW TPLOAY, odTOV &€ WGvov dmodvecdar- kal pny ovde tov ddA0ETNY 1 TOV CTEDOVOV
aOt6y, dAeipew €lkog 1 mAATIEW T} T TOV 1O1TPOV TOLELY, 0VSE TL mpootidéval vikng, 1 dvdpeiog 1
POUNG N GpPETNE MOTWoo0oOV dAANG 101G GOANTOLG, GAAC Ty odoaw povov kol ¢oveicov eidévon
Koopew."Eott 88 101G GpLoTEVSLY GUEWOY UEV TO OTEGAVOVSDOL TOV VKOV dywvi{opuévovg, duewov 8
T0 VIKTTAG €lval 100 TAdTtecdoL: T0 HEV Yap VTEP TOV VKAV, N vikn 8¢ twv otepovov Eveka [ - - .
El ydp kol mopo 1tolg dAAOG pvotnpiolg £otw edpelv w0V Xplotdy, GAN dote 1@ AaBeEWw
TOPAoKEVAoONVAL TTPOG 10 duvndnuatl cuvvelvol- £vtaddo 88 dote THdn kodopdg AoBEly Kol
ocuvewval. TIov yop TV dAAwy 10 €V ompo kol v Tredpo, kol 10 UEvew UEV &V avt® Hévovto O
gxew adtdy; vmep 0 kol Sok® Kol Xplotog odTog TV pokoplotite tov Sikoiwv, Setmvov €lvon
¢motv, avtov Exov Srakovovvta.” De vita IV, 64, 68.
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Sacrae liturgiae XXVI, 4; XXXIV, 11-12.

5 “«'H 8 100 drylov TMvevpatog kowwvic Try £keivov onuoivel xopw. Adyeton 8¢ xowwviow §ti, T0O
Kvpiov 8id 100 oTowpod «T0 HEGHTOLXOV TOU GPayHov», T0 METaED @gob kol MUV KodeAdvtog, €mi
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mopd, 100 Ivedpatog Bondeiog oV péALovio. KOADG E0wtov mopotivesdal 10 Oe®.” Sacrae liturgiae
XIV, 5-6. “Ti ydp 0 €pyov Kol GnoTEAECHO TOV ToL XPlotod Todwv kol #pywv kol Adywv; Ei Tig
TPOG HUAG vt Vewpel, 003V Etepov §| 1 oV dyiov Ivedvuartog eig v’ ExkAnciow émdnuic.” Sacrae
liturgiae XXXVII, 3. The parallelism of Christology and pneumatology is seen by Lossky as an
expression of the fundamental essence of unity and communion in the church: “This is the
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seen to promote the process of Spirit-created koinonia. Since it is the Spirit who is the
actual begetter of koinonia, the pneumatocentrism of the Eucharistic synaxis is here given
a specific expression. In sum, the Spirit’s effect in the synaxis is not chiefly revealed only
at the time of transformation of the gifts, but is subjectively and personally experienced
as koinonia that manifests the unity of the church. Yet, the majority of liturgical action
serves for Cabasilas to promote Christ’s role as the Saviour and manifestor of the Father’s
love towards mankind.

Concerning the theme of the presence of God, the reasoning of Cabasilas gives
grounds to make the following conclusions. Firstly, communion or koinonia can clearly be
seen as a form of the presence of God. Koinonia is an expression of presence of Christ in
human reality through his relationship with men in general. The basis for such a koinonia
was established in the incarnation of Christ, which serves as the foundation of his
communion with men as collective humanity. This general association of Christ with
humanity is, however, personally established in the church as a communion between
Christ and all the individual faithful. There is then a personally experienced presence of
Christ due to his collective engagement with humanity. Secondly, Cabasilas refers to the
role of the Spirit as the generator of communion. This Spirit-engendered koinonia is
expressed as an ecclesial fellowship of faith between the faithful. The faithful are affected
through the Spirit — thus being under the influence of his transformative presence. Even
though Cabasilas does specify the manner of koinonia provided by the Spirit, it can,
however, still be seen as a specific expression of the presence of God. Thirdly, koinonia
between the faithful points to a slightly different approach to the presence of God. If the
faithful are said to form the human element in the mystical Church-Body of Christ,
founded in the Incarnation, they become co-participants of the God-man relationship in
their very essence. In other words, being a member of the Body of Christ necessitates that
the limbs of the body are at least to some degree participatory in the divine presence that
permeates the entire church by definition. In short, Cabasilas’ description of koinonia
suggests that if a true koinonia takes place, it includes genuine interaction between the
parties of communion (men, Christ, the Spirit). This involves true presence from the
active participants of koinonia. Consequently, true presence can be taken as a prerequisite
for authentic koinonia.

5.3. MYSTICAL DIMENSION OF KOINONIA - COMMUNION WITH
CHRIST

According to Cabasilas, “the true koinonia is this: that one owns the same as the other at
the same time.”>* In expressing this mutual sharing he uses words such as petdAnyic,
petoAoppovm and petéyw, which also lay bare the idea of being part of or becoming a
sharer of something. The idea is exemplified by applying a verse from the Genesis

unconferred mystery of the Church, the work of Christ and the Holy Spirit; one in Christ, multiple
through the Spirit, a single human nature in the hypostasis of Christ, many human hypostases in the
grace of the Holy Spirit.” Lossky 1976, 183.

54 “Tovto 8¢ £otw M AANdrig Kowwvic, 0Tow AUGOY T0 adTd KOto, TOV adtov ypdvov mopn [ - - 1”7 De
vita IV, 45.
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narrative of the creation of woman to the context of koinonia between the faithful and
Christ: the faithful become flesh of Christ’s flesh and bone of his bones (cf. Gen. 23).5
Koinonia is manifestly based on the very idea of coexistent mutual possession.> Cabasilas
specifies that if possession does not take place coexistently, the preconditions for koinonia
are not fulfilled even if both parties would still consider the one and the same thing as
their own. It is then rather sharing at issue than true koinonia.” What, then, forms the
bases for a true Eucharist-based koinonia?

First of all, christology serves as the foundation for understanding the koinonia-aspect
of the Eucharist. Once again Cabasilas is seen to ground his reasoning on the mutual
sharing of the two natures, communication idiomatum, in the one hypostasis of Jesus Christ.
Accordingly, the two natures of Christ reciprocally assume the properties of the other
nature, thus being in the state of true koinonia in the sense in which Cabasilas
understands the phenomenon: both natures coexistently own the properties of the other.
The divine nature of Christ transfigured the humanity assumed by him at the
incarnation, making it perfect through sharing of the divine nature (cf. 2 Pet. 1: 4). God
became man in order to feed man with divinity.>® The object of the incarnation
consequently forms the goal of Eucharistic koinonia: both prepare the way for deification
of man.

To continue, the christological perichoresis is manifested as a mutual sharing of the
properties of the two natures of Christ. In the Eucharistic setting the sharing of the
properties also takes place on the level of natures, but unlike at the event of incarnation, it
is now actualized in the meeting of two hypostases: divine Logos and human person.
Through this meeting man comes into the sphere of influence of the deified humanity of
Christ. In Cabasilas” presentation the promise of Christ that through eating his body and
drinking his blood the communicant “remains in me, and I in him” (cf. John 6:57)
expresses the culmination of Eucharistic koinonia.® In the Eucharistic bread and wine
Christ gives himself back to men in his corporeality, as something he once assumed (3t

55 De vita IV,

5% The principal idea is expressed in Sacrae liturgiae XLVII, 4. The focus is on the idea of full
appropriation, which is presented in the context of God’s acceptance of the Eucharistic offering. The
culmination of such reception is defined by Cabasilas as making the gift (i.e. the offering) as one’s
own through total acceptance. Once the offering is fully received by God, he gives back what he
received, thus making men to share divine properties.

5740 - -] w¢ enedov £xdtepog £xT, KO VOV PEV 00T0G, VOV BE E£KEWOG, 0 KOWWVEW dv €in HoAlov 7
dteotdvat.” De vita IV, 45.

58 Ayollwv adrd, €ig 10 £ovtod owpor kol oipe petaBdAiwv. Tovto yop 0 d€xecdot, TO
oikelovoVat [ - - 1. Sacrae liturgine XLIX, 16. Because the Eucharist links man with the centre of
human life Lot-Borodine claims that it transcends all other aspects of Cabasilas’ theology. In other
words, the Eucharist enables man to come into possession of Christ himself. This becomes apparent
in three ways: (1) in koinonia with Christ, human nature does not only receive the divine properties
but also makes them as its own, (2) koinonia with Christ is realized at a personal level — two beings
are in intimate contact with each other, and (3) koinonia gives rise to ascent to the highest form of
blessedness. Besides, Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thinking witnesses to the Eastern Christian theocentric
anthropological reading of the doctrine of the Incarnation. The basis of Eucharistic effectiveness for
man is set by the deification of Christ’s human nature through the hypostatic union with the Logos.
Lot-Borodine 1958, 108-110.

59 “*H ydp Mg tpomélng émoyyelio 1@ Xprot® uev Mudc, Huv 86 tov Xpiotov vorkilel. « Ev uol
yolp, ¢not, pével, KAy &v atw.»” De vita IV, 6.
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v Npw, d moap Muov Eloaper, Amodidwow, £avtov petadidwotl). However, in the
Eucharist the human body and blood of Christ are, due to communicatio idiomatum, God’s
body and God’s blood.®® When these are received the human properties of the
communicant undergo mystical transformation: deification of his human properties.
From the anthropological point of view, the fullness of humanity in Jesus Christ therefore
serves as bases of partaking into his divinity through Eucharistic communing,.

Cabasilas relies on the familiar patristic soteriological phase in maintaining that the
motive behind Christ’s assuming of human nature was to enable man to become god:
“Because he himself took human nature though he was God, we should become gods
instead of men.”¢! Here Cabasilas clearly echoes Eastern Christian doctrine of deification,
which is based on a soteriological rendering of the incarnation. As a correlative of the
incarnation, human nature was deified due to communion between divine and human
natures in Christ. Traditionally deification is explained as the sanctifying effect of divine
grace on humanity.®? Furthermore, the results of the incarnation become attainable in the
Eucharist as an actualisation of the reality of deification. The consubstantiality between
the human nature of a communicant and the actuality of Christ’s body and blood in the
transformed elements serve as the connecting element. Accordingly, the sanctifying grace
of Christ’s body and blood provides for deification to take place in the nature of the
communing faithful.®

Notably, Cabasilas designates the Eucharist as the actual realisation of this amazing
transaction of properties. What is noble and divine conquers meritless humanity. Christ
makes man his dwelling place dispelling all evil and filth from man, and furthermore,
prevents anything sinful from entering from the outside. What used to be human, weak
and corrupted is perfected by Christ.** Earthly is traded with heavenly, slavery with
domain, degradation with glory.®> Deification of man, his “becoming god” through
Eucharistic communion, is further confirmed by Cabasilas’ specification that Christ did
not become man just to assume human nature and make it divine, but also to give his
body and blood for nourishment to men.% Thus, re-enactment of Christ’s incarnation and
historical theophany in the liturgy aims at true spiritual transformation of man into

60 “[ - -] xor oUtwg GKPLROG 0lg EAaBE cvvedYM, dote dU' dv N, d map’ Nuwv EAaBev, dmodidwoty,
gowtov petodidwot, kal copkog Kol aipatog HETEYOVIEG GVIPORELOV TOV GO0y oOTOV TOlG WUXOLG
deyxouedo, kol owpo Ogob kol oipo kol yoxny Ogov kol vovv kol VEAMow ovdev EAottov M
avdpudmiva.” De vita IV, 26. See also Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 16.

61 “Gud’ @Y Avdpwmov Bedg Wv adtog £8EEoto dvowy, yevéodal deovg NUAG € dvdpwmwy [ - - |.” De
vita VI, 64.

62 See Russell, N. 2004 for a sound presentation on the doctrine of deification in the Greek tradition.
For the significance of deification in different Christian soteriologies see Partakers of the Divine Nature
2007.

63 Cf. Lossky 1976, 181.

64 “Nov 8€ 10 CUVOUOGTEPOV - OUTW MEV M OUOYEVESLY £VOVTOL KoL GUUGUETOL TOLG AVIPWRoLE, EKEIVmE
8¢ Ty dvow dpot Svvatar kol kwhnoor kKol 7Pog £qvtov petactnool. Tav ydp duvduewy Tog
ghdttoug ol peilovg enl tov obtov pévew, £mnelday Kol odTalg GUVEVEXDWOLY, 0V cUYYwpovoLl.” De
vita IV, 27. “To uev ydp €€wdev émidvio PEAN KWAUVEL wodew Mumv, mowtoy ey mpoReRATUEVOS -
oikior yop €otw. Bl 11 & £otlv dodlov, Stwdovuevog dmelodvel: £volkog yop £07TL, TACOY £0UTOD
TAnpoV TN oikiow.” De vita IV. 7.

65 De vita VI, 64.

6 “ [ - -] obk mydmnoey v duodvAog v T PUoEME METOANBELY THG QVTNG, GAAD KOL TODTOL
cwpotog kKol aipatog kol mvedpotog Huv kowwwijoog [ - - ].” De vita VI, 58.

164



likeness of God through Eucharistic communion. The idea of subjective participation
with God is strongly promoted by such a view.

While describing the effects of Eucharistic koinonia Cabasilas bursts into exaltation
which articulates his conception of the depth of Eucharist-engendered communicatio
idiomatum:

Oh, the grandness of the mysteries! How is it possible that the mind of Christ is mingled
with our minds, his will with our will, his body with our body and his blood with our blood?
What is our mind when the divine mind captivates it, what is our will when the blessed will
overcomes it, what is our dust when it is overpowered by his fire!67

Koinonia with Christ transforms man into the likeness of Christ. Reference to both
elementary spiritual organ (vovg) and natural human will (8éAnua) of man, together with
a holistic notion of the essence of man as body and soul, exemplifies the completeness of
Cabasilas” understanding of mystical change of humanity in the likeness of God. The
subjective existence of man in its spiritual and corporeal integrity is permeated by the
transformative presence of God. This is evident in Cabasilas’ description of such a union
as being filled up (yx€w) by Christ and mingled (cvouiyvout) with him. In an Eucharistic
communion with Christ, human nature is like a drop of water which turns into a fragrant
oil when dripped into the oil; the same happens when deified humanity of Christ comes
into communion with man in the Eucharist ([ - - 0 Xpiotoc] dpeipel 8¢ kol mpog €ovtov
petoBOALEL, koOdmep pavido pikpolv Bdotog Eyxedelcor ameipw pipov meAdyet.)s® As
another allegory, Cabasilas states that communion with Christ takes place as if the vessel
of alabaster would turn into the very chrism it contains. The chrism would then no longer
be separated form the vessel or remain aloof, but is imparted to all. Overriding the
physical boundary between the vessel and its content is an imagery of deification of
human nature in the body of the Saviour.%

6777Q 100 peyédovg Twv puotnpiov! Olov yop £0TL 10V 100 XpLotov vovv 1@ MUETépw ovppifor v,
kol deMjoet 9€ANoW €Kelvy kol COMO CWUOTL Kol oipo oiportt KepaoOmuoL: 010¢ MEV O vovg MUY
700 Velov KATOKPATHoOVTOG VOO, oial 8 T B€ANCIg TN Hokapiog BeAfoewe Tepryevouéng, olog 88 O
X0V¢ TOL TVPOg Lmepveviknkitog £keivov!” De vita IV, 9. I have translated vovg here as “mind”. The
word has various subtle meanings. Other potential translation equivalents would be “soul” or “eye
of the soul”. On the various meanings of vovdg see Vlachos 1994, 118-132.

8 De vita IV, 28. The concept of perichoresis, adopted by Cabasilas, is based on the effect of divine
influence on human nature. In the Eastern Christian interpretation perichoresis is seen to lead to a
reciprocal process. Wolfson accentuates the significance of reciprocity. Even though the process
begins with a divine impetus, it ends up in a mutual penetration of the divine and human natures
into each other. Wolfson 1956, 424-425. Perichoresis is understood similarly by Lossky (1976, 145).
Thunberg, in turn, has detected that in the Byzantine tradition alongside the concept of the
reciprocal penetration the divine can also be seen to unilaterally penetrate into the human or vice
versa. Thunberg 1965, 27-30.

6 "Koddmep toivov, € 10 dAOBOOTPOV WMXOUT TWL YEVOLTO WUpov Kol TPOg adTO  UETOTAM,
dxowavntor odkéTt Toig £Em 10 wdpov, 008’ Evdov 008’ £¢° Eavtov pévov- TOV icov TPOmoV TG
Nuetépag pvoewe €Nl 100 cwTINPlov cwuatog dewdeiong, 10 Sielpyov Ano 100 OL0D 10 TWV AVIPWTWY
YEvog 008EY, dVev Kol TOV odToD UETEXEW YOopitwy EUmodwy MUy 008V N TANY TN duaptiog.” De
vita III, 5. The context of this allegory is broader than that of the Eucharist. In De vita III, 6-7 Cabasilas
expounds his understanding of the deifying communion by referring to the incarnation and
resurrection as the prerequisities for mingling the ‘divine alabaster” with its "human vessel’.
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The above imageries indicate how intimate and strong Cabasilas understands the
Eucharistic communion between God and man to be. The two substances — divinity and
humanity — are fused. As a consequence, human nature is transformed into the likeness
of the divine nature. Cabasilas was earlier seen to adopt the christological definition of
the Council of Chalcedon in his explication of the mystery of the incarnation. When he is
now describing the high point of spiritual or mystical communion, it is essential to
perceive the mystical context of his phrasings. The confusion or mingling mentioned does
not take place between the two natures of Christ, but in a confluence of personal
communion between God and man, the Creator and the created one.” The concept of
perichoresis is emphasized by Cabasilas in order to establish that koinonia with Christ
surpasses in intimacy and closeness all other conceivable associations with anyone else.
In order to prove his point Cabasilas compares Eucharistic koinonia with birth and
adoption.”!

In birth the parents give life to their child. Nevertheless, there exists no true koinonia
(as Cabasilas defines it) in an alliance of life between them: the child has a separate life of
his own, independent of his parents’ life. This is not the case with the Eucharist, which is
an event of true koinonia. When partaking in the Eucharist man comes into communion
with Life himself, and is born again in him. This new birth rests on union and sharing,
not on dividing, as in bodily birth. Cabasilas claims that union and integration with the
parturient in ‘Eucharistic birth’ through Christ absolutely repeals human kinship
inherited at birth to flesh.”? It thus seems that Cabasilas does not only perceive it to be of
greater importance for man to be born spiritually anew in Christ than to have a biological
origin, but that the spiritual union with Christ is more intense than the biological
connection between a parent and a child.

Furthermore, basing his reasoning on the definition of true koinonia Cabasilas
supposes that man’s spiritual birth in the Eucharist must be identical with the nativity of
Christ. Both births are spiritual in their nature.” Unfortunately Cabasilas abstains from
any clarifications. The claim of Christ’s nativity as a spiritual birth leaves room for
speculation. There is at least a slight docetic overtone when Christ’s birth is labeled as
spiritual. When compared with Cabasilas’ otherwise traditionally phrased christology,
his utterance here sounds a bit strange. When the context of the statement is observed,
the characterization may not be that radical after all. Cabasilas is clearly speaking from a

70 Cabasilas’ commitment to a doctrinally orthodox christology becomes apparent when he defines
Christ as being one person in two natures (De vita 1V, 19; Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 14), and in his
condemnation of “Nestorian madness” (Sacrae liturgiae XLIX, 18) and Apollinarian docetism (De vita
IV, 26). Cabasilas also maintains that Christ has two wills, divine and human (Sacrae liturgiae XXXI,
3). Finally, when denying that divinity would have suffered, he nonetheless maintains that Christ
hypostatically tasted death as God (De vita VI, 13).

71 Eucharist-originated kinship with Christ is a theme appearing in other patristic authors. For
example, Symeon the New Theologian recounts how Christ became a relative to men in order for
them to become kinsfolk of God. Krivocheine 1986, 104.

72 De vita 1V, 46, 48.

73 “[ - -] yévvmow &€ tol MEAN yevwmOnval TN KeoAT Try odTry, dkdAovdov fv. «OVK €€ apdtovs f
capE exelvn «008E £k VeANuotog copkdg 008E £k VeANuatog Gvdpdg GAN €k BLov» 10V Ayiov
IMvevpartog- «To yop &v ovtn yevwndéy, ¢noly, €k Tvevpotog Eotw Ayiov». Eikog fv kol tol WéAN
T0UTOV YEVWWNOTVL TOV TP6mov, 8mov ye Kol avtr 1 YEwnolg Thg KePUANG TOV UEADV TOVTOV TOV
pokopiov yévwnoig fv- To0T0 yop v CVGTHVAL 10 MEAT, T0 yevwndnval v kedakriv.” De vita IV, 50.
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sacramental and mystical viewpoint, aiming to show identity between Christ and
communicant. Thus, his characterization is not that of christology as such. Probably
Cabasilas is primarily referring to the revelation of Christ’s having been conceived from
the Spirit rather than to the event of actual birth from the Virgin. His intention would
then be to show that since Christ is of spiritual origin, man spiritually born in him
becomes a creation with divine origin through work of the Spirit.”

The spiritual birth leads to a spiritual adoption (viodecia). The adoption takes place
when the image of the Son, imprinted on the man in the spiritual birth, is recognized by
the Father. Consistent with the spiritual birth, the spiritual adoption differs essentially
from its human model. When human adoption practically means unity in name, the
divine adoption leads to true koinonia and new birth of man. Christ truly shares his blood,
body, and life with the adopted man (évtavdoa 8¢ kal yévnoic €otw AANVGG Kol
Kowwvio. TPOg TOV LOVOYEVT, 00 TG EMWVVUIG MGvov, GAAC Kol Tpoyudtmy odTmy, 100
aiuotog, Tov odpatog, g Lwng). In terms of simultaneous possession of properties,
spiritual adoption leads man to the likeness of the Son of God (Rom. 8:29).”> Similarly to
the spiritual birth, Cabasilas maintains that spiritual adoption makes men closer to God
than they are to their human parents.

The Eucharistic body and blood are concurrently the property of Christ and the
communicants alike. This is not the case in human kinship. The child leads the life of an
individual, independent from the physical linkage of his parents — despite the fact that
his bodily origin lies with them.”® Similarly, the Eucharist as nourishment differs from
earthly food. When the latter is consumed it becomes one with man. The Eucharist,
however, changes man into the likeness of God, thus making man one with the
nourishment and not the other way around. Through the humanity of Christ, corporeally
present in the bread and wine, the Eucharist provides man a real communion with the
divinised humanity of Christ, making possible a real participation in Christ, the giver of
life.”” In other words, the principle of coexistent possession is well in view in Cabasilas’
discussion of the Eucharist as nourishment.

74 The divine Logos has existed from eternity. In the Incarnation he is born as Logos-Christ,
conceived by the Spirit in the Virgin. Consequently, Cabasilas clearly is not supporting an
adoptionist christology either, as his statement on the divine essence of Christ makes clear: “¢vcetr 3¢
v @edg avdrtog €€ dpyne.” De vita II, 2. Within the Eastern Christian Eucharistic tradition it is
emphasized that the Holy Spirit acts during the liturgy in a similar manner as in the incarnation.
Consequently, the transformation of the elements into the body and blood of Christ is attributed to
the Spirit. Besides, the spiritual inner birth of man through Eucharistic communion is also believed
to occur with the Spirit’s assistance. Brock 1987, xxvi-xxvii.

75 De vita IV, 42.

76 “"Eni PV yap TOV GUOIKOV TO VOV alpa TV Ttoidwv, 0OKETL Kol Tov YEYEWNKGTWY £0Tiy, GAL Ty
txelvoy mpiv 1 Tov naidwy €lvot, kol TovTo TToEL 10 YEvog, GtL & vov Tovtwy, Ekelvwy mpdtepov A - 1O
8¢ tng tedetng £pyov, 10 alpa o Cwuev, vov €0t alpa Xpiotod, kol f cdpE My miyvvow NUv 1o
UUCTHPLOY, CWUA £0TL ToV XPloTov, Kol kowd £t 1o uéAn kol kown 1 {wn.” De vita IV, 44.

77777 HEv yop Kol Stol Triv tpodriv- 1| teEAeTr 8¢ 00 Tovtov €xel Tov tpémov. H tpodr pev yop dite unde
ot {woa, {ony pev mop Eowtng ovk dv eloevéykol: T 8€ TN TPocovoT] T CWUATL BoTELY, altial
Cwne Tolg mpootepgvolg elvat dokel. O 8¢ 1tng {wng dptog adtdg ot Lwv, Kol 8’ Ekelov ¢ AANBOg
Cwow, oig Qv adtod petadoin. ‘Ovey 1) UEV TPOPT TPOG TOV OLTOVUEVOV HETOROAAEL, Kol ix9vg Kol
dptog kol 0TL00Y AL ortiov oipo dvdpwdnelov, vtavdo 88 Todvavtiov dmov. O yop g Lwng dptog
oTOG KLVEL TOV o1ToVHeVOY Kol nediotnol kol mpog £avtov petoBoAreL [ - - |.“ De vita IV, 37.
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The idea of exchange and mutual possession is dealt with by Cabasilas in connection
with the question of why it is precisely bread and wine, the natural elements of man’s
sustenance, that are used in the Eucharist. He begins by noting that even though food
sustains life, food actually is nothing but a symbol of life whereas the Eucharistic
communion with Christ provides true life. Thus, in the Eucharistic liturgy the bread and
wine, made of the first fruits of man’s toil, are offered to God as a gift. God, in turn, gives
them back to men, at the same time donating true life to men through the elements.” The
gift and reward are in Cabasilas’ interpretation closely connected to each other: since the
reward bestowed by God is life, the gift offered by men must also be life. Only then may
the offering and sacrificing of temporal life to the Giver of Life beget life everlasting. The
same principle of correspondence is witnessed in the transformations, on the one hand, of
the fishermen into fishers of men (Matt. 4:18-20; Luke 5:1-11) and, on the other hand, of
worldly poverty into heavenly treasures (Matt. 6:20; Luke 18:22). Cabasilas deduces that
God’s action makes grace to look as trade-off, and infinite mercy as justice.”” In sum,
transition through the symbol into the reality signified by it betokens that the Eucharistic
communion is an event of transformation of the life of the world into the everlasting true
life.

It is, then, considered notable by Cabasilas that it is especially such natural elements
as bread and wine that are used in the Eucharist. When transformed into the body and
blood of Christ these elements create a linkage with the Giver of Life, and supply the
faithful with eternal life. This function can be designated as the fulfilment of the
symbolism of the bread and wine. When this natural food is elevated and transformed
into mediators of eternal life, it also reflects fulfillment of human life.’° Seen in this way
the wine and the bread can be said to have a similar relation to the to-be-realized reality
of the mysteries as Cabasilas’ interpretation of the holy table was seen to have. The
process of establishing an altar as the holy table is based on the already existing God-man

78 Perceiving the Eucharist as the offering of first fruits to God is one of the most original theological
interpretations of the Eucharist where thanksgiving and offering are seen to constitute one
wholeness. Cf. Young 1979, 258. Cabasilas” reading evidently adopts the idea, expressed already in
the 2nd century Didache, of the bread as the symbol of communion: “As this piece was once scattered
over the mountains and then was brought together and made one, so let your Church be brought
together from the ends of the earth into your Kingdom.” Didache IX. The idea of bringing the
offerings of the earth to God is also found in Didache XIV and in a well-defined form in Irenaeus who
claims that Christ wished his disciples to bring first fruits forth in the liturgy as an expression of
gratitude of all the good things given by God. Adversus Haereses IV, 17.5.

7Sacrae liturgiae IV, 1-4; De vita 1, 19. Cabasilas’ stress on the significance of the bread and wine as
Eucharistic components has been seen as a sign of awareness of man’s role as the treasurer of God’s
creation: “Nicholas Cabasilas [ - - ] called attention to the '"human' character of the food consumed at
the Eucharist. Jesus Christ ordered His disciples to eat bread and drink wine, and by doing so He
sanctified the whole process of civilization, for these two products require long preparation and
much labor. They are result of careful study and observation of nature combined with technical
inventiveness. In Christian worship man comes to meet his Creator, not empty-handed. It is not
enough for him to praise his Maker; he is ordered to appear before Him with the fruits of the earth
transformed and uplifted by his work.” Zernov 1961, 245. Food as an instrument of connecting with
God is discussed by Schmemann (1973, 14), who highlights the idea of transmitting divine
providence through material nourishment.

80 The idea of offering the Eucharistic elements as the fruits of the earth, and perceiving them as
symbols of human life and work, is liturgically phrased from the end of the 3 century onwards, e.g.
in the offertorium hymn. Jungmann 1976, 117.
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relation. However, this relationship cannot be fulfilled unless the mystery of Christ’s
body and blood is celebrated on the altar. Similarly the ‘natural life’ sustained by the
bread and wine precedes spiritual nourishment and consummation in the Eucharistic
communion. Even unoffered bread is bread of life. As offered, consecrated and received it
becomes the bread of Life everlasting.

Accordingly, it is no wonder that Cabasilas urges his readers to commune
frequently. Refusal of koinonia with Christ, engendered by partaking in his body and
blood, indicates that man refuses to maintain an alliance with Life. In the event of turning
down the Eucharist, man chooses the state of non-life.8! Such a statement shows that the
Eucharist evidently is for Cabasilas a prerequisite for full human existence as a sovereign
being. This opinion is clearly manifest in his claim that through Eucharistic koinonia
Christ becomes the heart and the head of man, and men live their lives in him.82 The
Eucharist, therefore, marks a concrete union with Christ, a partaking in his renewed
humanity. Parallel to the effects of the incarnation — restoration and exaltation of
humanity to its original state — the Eucharist changes the communicant both in his
relation to his very own being and in relation to God. Cabasilas states that through
koinonia the properties of Christ are for man now more of his own than the qualities of his
original human nature had been.®® Such a forceful conception explains why Cabasilas
perceives the sacramentally engendered relation between man and Christ as deeper than
family ties.

Based on the above opinions of Cabasilas, the Eucharistic communion with Christ is,
firstly, seen hold fast to the soteriological function of the incarnation: the divine and
human natures entered in Christ into an interaction for the restoration and salvation of
mankind. The same takes place in the Eucharist, albeit now between the divine and
human hypostases. Secondly, alongside the christological bases of the concept of koinonia
there is a notable ecclesiological dimension in Cabasilas’ thought. The church as a
community is for him the reality which makes salvation in Christ partakable for
individuals through Eucharistic communion. Furthermore, in his descriptions of the
relationship between God and man Cabasilas makes use of tangible expressions such as
spiritual birth and spiritual adoption. These expressions create an impression of
corporeal koinonia which makes man a partaker in the divine nature of Christ. These and
other delineations lead the way towards the mystical centre of Cabasilas” Eucharistic

81 De vita IV, 38. Cabasilas’ thinking promotes the idea of consubstantiality of Christ and man: they
share nature, body and blood with each other. Based on connaturality, the Eucharist provides for
man communion with his own true blood. This is the reason Cabasilas exhorts his readers to
frequent communion with Christ. Lot-Borodine 1958, 112.

8270 yop Mg Long dpTog adTig KIEl TOV CLTOVMEVOY KO HEBioTNOL kol TPOg £0VTOV UETORAAMEL,
kol 0 tng kopdlog Emeik®dg £0Tt Kol TNG KEGAATC, KLwovpedo kol {OUEV TO YE €1 adTOV TKoV, MG
gxer Long éxewoe.” De vita IV, 37.

83 “Koddmep yop 00 twv $EmOEY Eopey EMWvupol Kol TV dAAoTpiwy, dnd 8¢ Tov oikelwv kol dmep
Muov €veott T dvoel kol dotidecdol kol koAeicVal cvppoiver, od yop M oikia kol 10 ipdtiov
mpog 00T N £kelvo 10 HABog mAdoeley dv, 008 dv movnpiag 1 Apetng OvéuaTog HeTadotey, 0VTw TOV
olkeiwy vty kel Stotidnot pdAlov kol Ty énwvopioy TolEltol Kowdy, & HAAAoV Tuétepa - Tol
8¢ 100 Xplotod TuEtepal UAAAOV Timep TO MUOV avt@v. Olkelo, pev ydp, 6Tt uéAn kol viol
Kodéotopey kal copkog kol aipotog kol TTveduotog odT® KOWWVOOUEY - £yylov 88 MUY 0V TOV AIto
Mg doknoewg pévov, GAN 1dn kol 1OV And NG (UCEWG WEPLYEVOUEV®Y, OTL GUYYEVECSTEPOG MUY
£8eiyOn kol TV yeyevwnkdétwy adtov.” De vita IV, 79.
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thought. The birth is but a beginning of life. The same holds true with Cabasilas’
reasoning with regard to the effects of Christ’s presence in the communicant, the
spiritually newborn man.

5.4. MYSTICAL UNION OF THE DIVINE AND THE HUMANE

Eucharistically engendered new life becomes evident as a dynamic union or henosis
(Bvworg) with Christ. Cabasilas” understanding of the fellowship of life as union with
Christ is built upon the above-noted effects of koinonia. With the concept of henosis
Cabasilas points out an even greater and intimate, if possible, realization of the God-man
relationship due to the presence of Christ in the communicant. The aim of the Eucharistic
liturgy can be said to have been reached when man comes into such an intimate relation
with God that he is totally united with him (©gov yolp odT00 TVYXVOUEY €V adT®, Kol
Oeog MU évovton Ty Eveow Ty tedewtotny.) This unification finds its highest
expression in Christ becoming one with his saint who, therefore, enters into a continuous,
unbroken Christ-relation.?* The presence of God is established as the presence of the
divine within man.

The decisive agent behind henosis is the philanthropy of Christ towards mankind. It
is his love that leads man to a union with him beyond all descriptions. Cabasilas
explicitly remarks that words cannot express the depth of such a connection.®> Divine
love (d€log €pwc) is so powerful that it totally transcends human comprehension.
Therefore, within the sphere of human experience there does not exist any point of
comparison whatsoever to henosis.? Cabasilas finds even the biblical metaphors wanting.
Such allegories as the inhabitant and the dwelling place, the tree and its branches, the
bride and the groom, the body and its head cannot adequately reveal what henosis
ultimately is all about (0% yop €ott Amé Tovtwy TG AANVEiag AKPLBOG EPptkécdat).
These portrayals simply just cannot capture the depth of henotic reality.’” Consequently,
there is an evident apophatic dimension in Cabasilas’ conception of henosis. If the words

84 “Ottw téAeldy £0TL T0 PVOTHPLOY, TEAETNG dmolong Sladepdvtog, Kol Tov dyadwv €n avtrhy dyel
my Kopuny, Enel kol mdong dvdpwneiog onovdng Evtadda 8N 10 Eoyotov TEAOG. G0V yop odTOD
TUYYOVOUEY £V oOT®, Kol @gdg MUY £vovtal Ty Evwoty THY TEAE®TATNY: T0V0 Yop £V TVeDUO UETO
700 @c0¥ yevéodal, tig dv dkpiBectépa. yévorto cvvadry;” De vita IV, 10.

85 “Kodomep yop 1| drthavdponion dppnrog, kot 1 mept 10 MUETEPOV YEVOG Cydimn ToV O£ob Tov Adyov
OV dvdpdmivor LmepPoivel kol th Vel dyoddtnTi pévm mpoomkev, adtn ydp £oTw «1) giprivn 100
©e0v M VREPEYOVOO TOAVTO. VOOV», TOV 100V TPOTOV GKOAOVBOV Kol THy PO TOVG OLAOVUEVOVS EVoLY
Unep nacoy Evwow gval Hy dv Tic dvvarto Aoylcoodot, kol mpog 008EY mapddetypo dpépew.” De vita
L7.

8 “Bi 8¢ 10 TtV QVdpwdnwv GiATpov Tocovtov, T0 Belov 008 £oTt Aoyicacdar. Ei ydp ol movnpol
tocavtny émedeiovto Ty edyvwposvvny, T xpn mepl tng dyodotnrog £keivmg eimely; Ovtw 8E
Orepduovg Ovtog TOL EpwTog, dVdyKn Kol THY ocuLvddelor TPOg Hy GUVHAGCE TOVG EPOVTOC, THY
Slowotow Ty dvdpwmivny kdtw Tdéval, dote UNndE TPOg TopoSElyol AvevexBTvoL Svvotiy €lvot.
Skonouey 8¢ kol tévde Tov tpdmov.” De vita I, 11; “Ti 100 ¢piktpov T0UVTOL YEVOLT GV icov; Tl Tos0vTOV
thidnoey dvdpwrnog; tic ovtw pitnpe drhdotopyog M mathp drAdtekVOg; T Tl TOV KAA®Y 0VTLVOGOVY
ovtwg EAafer Epwto powikdv [ - - |.“ De vita VI, 16.

87 De vita I, 8-9.
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cannot express the incomprehensible reality that they attempt to describe, in what
manner does Cabasilas himself speak of the unspeakable or depict the indescribable?
Despite the linguistic and notional limitations, he does not entirely abandon words
as a means of expression. The negative or apophatic stance simply betokens that it is not
possible to express the totality of henosis verbally. As an apophatic specification Cabasilas
points out that, for example, it cannot be attempted to convey henosis as a relationship
between two partners.®® Instead, he prefers to speak of one, not of two, when delineating
this union. If henosis were to be described as a form of interaction between two subjects,
something essential of the primal unificative nature of henosis would be totally
overlooked. Furthermore, when describing henosis, Cabasilas prefers to concentrate on
the inner experience of its subject(s). He claims that sanctified man experiences henosis as
a union which in its intimacy surpasses the experience of the entirety and oneness of his
very own human being.®” To sum up, even though verbal expressions of the union with
Christ are insufficient, they still can somehow indicate central aspects of henosis. Yet, the
limitations of language in describing such a union should constantly be borne in mind.
Cabasilas” understanding of the effects of henosis with Christ can be outlined as a
development in which man’s unification with God is realized as an ever deepening
process into the innermost of man. There are two central aspects which embody this
mystical process: conjoining of the human will and heart of man with Christ. To begin
with, Cabasilas understands the will of man as the prime mover of all human activity.
The will directs both physical and psychic functions. Consequently, the fall of man was
inflicted by the human will. Therefore it is specifically man’s will (0éAnua, yveun) that
was influenced by the renewal of humanity through Christ’s kenosis. Yet, Cabasilas
specifies that the entirety of human nature was commandeered by Christ (1 Cor. 6:19-20)
and not the will alone.”” When becoming a partaker in Christ’s body and blood in the

88 De vita I, 9-10.

89 “Koi odmw Aéyw 10 kowdtatov. Ti yop dv dAAo covomtolto paAiov 1 o0to £ovt®; AAAA kol
adtn N &vétng tng ovvodeiog exeivng larttor €xel. TV yolp TvEVUOTOY TV pokopiwy kaotov, £0TL
uév €v xal ot Eovtw, cvvmmtol 8€ T Twtnpt WaAlov 1 Eovt®.” De vita 1, 10-11. There is a
distinct christological footing in Cabasilas’ understanding of union as an experience of oneness.
Christ is for Cabasilas the point of contact between humanity and divinity which were set apart from
each other prior to the Incarnation. The incarnation did not only set the basis for mutual sharing of
the properties of the two natures (due to the hypostatic union) but also for intimacy or oneness
resulting from the appearance of a point of contact between the natures. Cabasilas states that if the
two natures were still separate in Christ there could not have been a point of contact for them to
meet. Accordingly, Eucharistic communion deifies humanity to the extent that nothing prevents
man from fully participating in divine grace. Cf. De vita III, 4-5.

% “Kai obtwg 6Aov 80Vg £avtov dAov wveltal T0v dvdpwrov, ovKoOy kol Ty OéAncow émpioto Kol
poAioto tovtny. To pev yop dAlo Seomdtng v xal Thg dvoewg MUy amdong £kpotel: @ 8 Thy
SovAeiaw €oedyouey 1| 9€ANoLg Ay, kol ivo tovtny €lol movto eipydoato. Atd ToUTo yap OTL Yvouny
£lnter Bloov 008E £moincey ov8 Tfprmawcey AL frydpacer. OVey TV TERPAUEVOY 0VSELG €1¢ EQVTOV
xpdUeVOg TN YeAnoel 1o Sikao, wOUoEL, AAAO TOV E@unuévoy ASIKNOEL, TOV KTNUOTOG CITOCTEPDY -
xp®T0 & AV TIg TPOg EovToV TN VEANCEL EovTor BEAWY Kol Tolg £0vTov Yoipwv.” De vita VII, 79; “Kod
molvtor A0y Bpoyel SmAwv 0 pakdplog Tlavrog, «OVk €ote, dnotv, Eovtmy, Nyopdodnte yap Tiung». O
8¢ mempopévog 00 TPog Eavtov AAAO TOV £wvnuévor 0pgl Kol Tpog Trv Ekelvov LN yvaumy. Koaitor toig
UEv dvdpanolg O SovAevwy 10 copo dédetol wévov mpog T0 T deomdtn dokovv, THY S yvoumy kol
0V Aoylopov EAevdeplg €0t § TL dv Bovrorto xpnodal."Ov 8 6 Xplotog NYOpacey ovK €0ty Omwg
totly Eovtov- €nel kol Tov dvdpwnov OAOKANPOV, dvdpwnwy UEV oVdelg dvicato ovd €otww 00
TWALOTog Yoy AaBe dvvatov dvdpwmiviy: 6dev oddelg éAvoev dvdpwmov 1 £80VABCNTO TOV
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Eucharist, man participates in the effects of kenosis. Purportedly the communion with
Christ also effects the bending of human will to Christ’s divine will.

In addition, the union of wills provides man with a life in continuous communion
with Christ. Cabasilas thus connects the will with soteriology and fulfillment of the
divine economy. This becomes especially evident in the life of Mary, the Mother of God.
The importance of human potential is highlighted by Cabasilas in his statement that the
divine economy would not been completed without Mary’s assent. Thus, the incarnation
of Christ was not only accomplished by the Father and the Holy Spirit, but “also by the
will and faith of the Virgin.”°! The soteriological implication of the free will of man —
exemplified by the Virgin Mary — is brightly expressed in the following: “Even before
coming of the day when God was to descend from the heavens on the earth, she [Mary]
collaborated with God for salvation.”? The concept of synergy is again restated here with
a notable soteriological corollary.

The potential of the human will, transpired through Mary the Mother of God at the
very beginning of the economy of Jesus Christ, is put into effect in humanity as a whole
through the consummation of the history of salvation: the incarnation, death and
resurrection of Christ. The possibility of submitting the human will to the will of God is
therefore one of the main consequences of the divine economy. In one of his delineations
of the kenosis of Christ, Cabasilas focuses specifically on its effect on the will. Through
the kenosis of Christ men became the inheritance (kAnpovopic) of the Lord. This surpasses
the relation between man and God set in creation. Through inheritance, the Son of God
gained dominion over man’s nature and possession of the human mind (Adyoc) and will
(0€Anua). Thus, due to the kenosis of Christ — especially through recognition of Christ as
true God crucified for the salvation of mankind — the will of man became subjected to
him: “[ - - ] we submitted our will in giving him our love, accepting his rule, and taking
with joy his yoke upon our shoulders.”* It is noteworthy that Christ’s dominion over the
human will results from voluntary submission to him. Adapting the human will to God
is an active expression of the human capacity to turn towards God.

After a conscious submission of will to Christ, he works for the sanctification of man.
For Cabasilas this is what henosis consists of: submission of the will is one of the
indicators of henosis, which can be described as life in Christ consisting in the imitation of
him (tov Xpiotov pipricacdor v Xpiotw {nv €ott). Cabasilas’ idea of submission of the
will (yvadun) parallels Maximus the Confessor’s distinction between the natural will and

cWUOTog TEPOLTEPW. O 8 Zwtrp dmavto. TOV GVOP®ROV TUYXOVEL TPLOUEVOG, 6Tl Kol CvdpmTol UEV
Onep AvdpomGdov Y PPt KOTABOALOVOL WGVoY, EKEWOG 8E £0lvTOV eloveyke Kol 10 oWUO TPOBSwKE
Kol Ty yoxnv Omep Thng Muetépoc éhevdepiac: kol 10 WEv Amodovew £moince, Ty O 10 OlkeElov
doeideto ocopa - De vita VII, 78. Cf. De vita IV, 97-98.

91 “Kal fiv &pyov ©| 100 Adyov cdpkwoig, od uévov IMotpog, kol TG €keivov dvvopewe, Kol Tod
IMvevuatog, To0 Wev £ddokovvtog, Tov & emdnuovvioc, £keivng 8¢ émiokialovong GAAS kol Thg
delfoeng kol TNg miotewe The mopdEvov.” Homélies Mariales 11, 4. 488, 13-17. Cf. also 11, 4. 487, 29-35.

92 “Kail mpiv puev €ig ekelvmy &A9eww Ty fuépow, &v 1| Tov Oedv Tovg odpavovg £8er KAivawto
KOTEABEW, TN KOwn cwtnpic Tovtov cuvetédel tov tpomov.” Homélies Mariales 11, 3. 487, 4-6. Based on
mariological homilies, Cabasilas is seen to give Mary an essential place in the salvation of man. More
on Cabasilas’ mariology see Jugie 1926, 456-465; Nellas 1974, 18-36; Veniamin 1995.

9 De vita XL, 4-6. Cf. also De vita VI, 95 where Cabasilas states that incorruptible life is the goal of life
set by God. Purification of free will from all sin — made possible by the achievements of Christ —is a
precondition for reaching the ultimate goal of human life.
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conscious will. The latter is a product of the Fall, thus having the potential of misdirection
as its essential quality.”* Cabasilas grounds the idea of submission on the conviction that
there cannot be two wills presiding in a faithful person’s heart.”> Authentic, transfigured
humanity expresses itself through a pure and good will that conforms to the will of
God.%®

The idea of the human heart’s close relation to Christ is even more salient in
Cabasilas’ teaching of henosis than the idea of submission of the will to God. As observed
above, Cabasilas sees koinonia as a physical and organic communion between Christ and
man. Communion is an event that shakes the entire existence of man; Christ is in contact
with the innermost man in an extremely intimate manner. It follows that koinonia can be
designated as taking place in the spiritual centre of man; in a place that establishes the
very being of man. This deep and innermost point within man is the heart. It is also the
primary ground of divine operation in man.

The centrality of the heart is illustrated in Cabasilas’ conception of reshaping of man
(cwdmhactc), which originates from the spiritual birth. He states that birth in the flesh is
totally subsidiary and irrelevant compared with the spiritual birth engendered in the
Eucharistic communion. According to Cabasilas, the spiritual birth occurs when the body

9 “Ei & xoi 10 tov Xpiotov ppricacdol kol (v kot éxevov v Xpotw® {Mv éott, kol To0to Thg
yvdung &pyov dtav Toig 00 O£0d BovAnuoct VmokoVvoT, KOOWTEP E£KELVOG TOV £0LTOD VeEANCEWY
Onétake 1t Vele Ty dwdpomivny- kal ivor tovto SddEn kol Tng 0pdNg Lwng mopdderypo MUy
KotaAiol, Tov DEp 100 Koopov Vdvatov §te PEV dmodovely £8énoey ob moprtiooto.” De vita VII, 99.
In his teaching on the will Maximus distinguishes natural will (9éAnuo. ¢¥oikov) from considerate
will or gnomic will (yvedun). The latter has its origin in the fall of man, when the free natural will
became distorted. After the fall the freedom of will is therefore manifested as conscious will to
imitate God. The problem of two wills is approached by Maximus through the agony of Christ in
Gethsemane. He interprets the words of Christ “not as I will, but as you will” (Matt 26:39) as a
prayer which unveils the human will of the Saviour. Alongside the human will, there is in Christ the
divine will, common to the Father and the Holy Spirit, which forms the operational basis for Christ.
There is thus a noteworthy christological importance in the difference and contrast between the two
wills of Christ: even though the wills are dissimilar, they are not opposed to each other. Nichols
1993, 95-100. It may not be just a coincidence that Cabasilas also refers to Christ’s agony in
Gethsemane when explicating the relation of the wills in Christ. Cf. De vita VII, 99. On Maximus’
treatment of the agony in Gethsemane see Opuscula theologica et polemica ad Marinum. PG 91, 65A-
68D.

9 “[ - -] tovt0 8 ovk £EOv Suvmdnron un o, 0T POVAOUEVOVG, GOlYKN TPOg THY TV XPLoTov
VEANOW Ty Yvduny koddcov olov Te AVdpwnolg GoKNoal Kol 1OV oToy EMIOVUELY Kol TOlG QOTOLG
gxeivy yoipew nopaockevoatl. Tag yap evovtiog mdvuiog piag dvicyxew kopdiog Tov unydvey - «b
Yop Tovnpog dvdpwrog £k TOL TOVNPovL ONoovpod T kapdiog 008EV dAlo, ¢not, mpoochépew o1dev 1
TovnpPdV, kol 0 dyadog ayaddév.»” De vita VI, 7.

% “Ei & gotw ¢ dANdmg dvdpwmog N yvadun kol 10 Aoyileodar, @v TV ALY 0VSEV adT®
KOWWVEL, TOVTO WUEV GPETIY Avdpwmov, TovTo 8¢ kakiow duvartar ¢gpew- kol 10 dvotuxew dv &in
Kota, To0ToL Kol 10 MPOTIEWY KOA®G Kol 10 VOoEW kol 10 Uytaiew kol 10 otévovta {ny kol To
TpVPAY, TA UEV TOPATPATEVTWY EKElVQY, T & £V 0lg £8e1 pevdvtov. Enel 8¢ mapotpormn UEV AOYLOHOD
10 wevdog, TNg 8 yvdung 10 movnpdy, {mrew UméAowmov Tivi TovTw COdEl TeKUnpiw EkoTEpag
gloduedo Ty mapotportiy. TIoAA®Y 8 yevoptvov, T0 TAVIwY 1Kow®Tatov, 1 Kpiolg adtod 100 Ogov-
Kol dyadov pev kol dAndeg Omep éxelvw Sokel, povAov 86 kol wevdog O pun TV EkelVeEv ETUXE
yfowv- Kol d ey £kelvog powdovew GEol TV dvdpwmov, Tavt SANOT- d 88 Bovdsodol KeAdevet,
oot xpnoto.” De vita VII, 20-21. The idea of conforming human will to the will of God is one of the
motives for Lot-Borodine’s characterisation of Cabasilas’ spirituality as existential mysticism. By
means of their renewed will, God’s creatures (i.e. men) are in connection with their Creator-
Archetype. Lot-Borodine 1958, 175-176.
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and blood of God, communed in the Eucharist, enter man’s heart. There they transform
humanity made of dust in accordance with divinity. Along with the effect caused by the
Eucharistic elements, the Holy Spirit also descends to the heart, accomplishing in co-
operation with Christ the birth of new humanity.”” Hence, the heart is the place of
accomplishment of Eucharistic koinonia. It is also the place of the spiritual birth of man. In
sum, the heart is the place from where the presence of Christ in man affects transfiguring
re-creation of the very nature of man.

It seems that Cabasilas considers man to be genuinely human only when he has
subjugated his will to Christ. This process of becoming authentically human when
attaining the likeness of God could be thus described as anthropopoiesis. Reading of
Cabasilas” description of henosis as anthropopoiesis is further witnessed by his
anthropological reflections of the effect of henosis on the heart. On the other hand, he
discusses the mysticism of the heart from a christological-ecclesiological standpoint.
Thus, the personal and communal are again linked to each other when the consequences
of Eucharistic communion are investigated.

Cabasilas compares the heart to a consecrated church and a communion cup, both of
which are embodiments of God. When Christ has settled into man’s heart, and man has
dedicated his soul to God, man is more holy than any other of God’s dwelling places.’
Furthermore, Cabasilas states that in the Eucharist man is united with Christ through his
body and blood, and further, sanctified by the power coming from the heart and the head
of Christ.”” Here Cabasilas appears to found his opinion on the Pauline reading of the

97 “O% yop 60ev EMAOCEY ATO TNG QOTNG AVERAACOMNUEY VANG- AL EKEWO PEV £MOINCE «y0VV AWV
amo TNg YNg», omEp 8€ 10V Sdevtépov 10 oikelov £8wke owpa. Kol Ty {ony dvokTtduevog, o THY
yoxnv Ent TG PUoemg £0T@oow moLEl KaAAl®, GARO TO Oipol £yXEwy TG Kopdlong Ty Heponuévmy
my £avtod {ony abdtolg dvatéAlel- Téte pEv yap «Evedvonce, omoi, mwory {wng», vov 8 1oV
IMvevpatog MUY odtod Kowwvel. Koi ydp.« EEanéoteide, ¢noiv, 6 ©eog 0 IMvedpo 100 Yiov odTov,
&V 1allg kapdiong Muov kpoov- ABBa 0 atrp.»“ De vita 1V, 89.

% «Al0, ToDTOL THY MEPLUVOY Ol Gmovdaiol puAdTTOVTOL Kol Tpog T pilav £& dpxfic iotavtan v
Kok®y Kol Ty kopdlov 1@ Osw Wéve Tnpovol koddmep dAA0 TL TEUEVOS, THY WVHUNY EEEAGVTEG
ovtw. Kot yop icoot twv pev epov oikwv Tolg TMOAAOLG 008 wovew €EEWOL Kol oKeEvwy Kol
TEMAWY TOlG 00TWC AdwpLopévolg mpog dAA0 TL yxpnodal twv ddepitov elvor- yoyng 86 O
Kodepwdeiong 008V icov €lvon TV iepov, 0Vev Kal xprvol WOVTOG WOAAOV ddVTOV Eal TOlg
TOAOVOL Kol dyopofovot kal tpomeldr Kol KoALBLoT@y kol Tolovtwy dmniAcy St mporypditov. Ei
Yap TOV TNG TPOCEVXTG 01KOV 0Vtwg €xewv £xpny, (mwg Sel vouilew obtov tov edyduevoy drep ov kol
10 ywplov gxewo kadopevew £8er VdopVPwv;” De vita VII, 30. For Cabasilas the foundation of
communion with Christ in the Eucharist is set on the fundamental relation of Christ and church.
Christ is present in the church until the end of time, thus giving the church an entitlement to divine
things. Sacrae liturgiae XVIIL, 7.

99 “’Avolykn Ydp KOWWYNoOL YUWHUNG @ KOLWVOOUEY OlUoTov, Kol rj To MEV CUVNMUMEVOVC, Ta. &8
Simpnuévovg, obtw HEV GLAElY, £kelvwg O TMOAEUELY, KoL TEKVOL UEV €lvail, HOUNTo 8¢, kol WEAN WEv,
dALA vekpd, olg Odedog 0VSEV TO ocvudvvol kol yevwndnvor, kaddmep 10 KANUO. THG AANBNG
dumérov Sropedeiot, o0 térog EEw PANOTVaL kol Enpovdnrol kol TpocpLdpmvail Tupl. Aol TaDTOL TOV
tv Xplot (v mpompnuévor dkddovdov eV thg Kapdiog kol Thg kedaAng éxeivng £Enddal, od ydp
£tépwdey Huw N {wn.” De vita VI, 6-7; “MEAN yop T00 cwportog Gvieg £keivov, cdpkeg £k TV COPKMDY
b0V kol 00TA &K TOV 00TOV oDTOV, £WC ECUEV CVT® GUVMUUEVOL Kol THy dppoviow GuACTIOUEY,
Copey v Lony kol TV dytoouov EAkovieg Sid Ty puotnpiov Amo NG KeOoAng £xkeivng xal Tng
kopdioc. 'Enetdov 8¢ dmotundmuey kol thg 0AGTNTOC EKTECWUEY TOV TOVOYiov CWHOTOC, UATNY TOV
{epav yevdpeda pootnpiov- o yop Sropricetar | {wn mpog to. vekpo. Kol dmokomévto, WEAN.” Sacrae
liturgiae XXXVI, 1.
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description of the early Christian community in the Acts where ecclesial life is
characterized as sharing one heart (Acts 4:32).

Before a more exact analysis of the human heart as the place of henosis is made, it
needs to be clarified what Cabasilas means by the concepts of "heart of Christ’ and “head
of Christ’.!® The two terms appear in parallel in several passages. Cabasilas discusses
these concepts more from the perspective of man’s experience of being in contact with the
heart and head of the Christ, rather than as isolated christological concepts. Thus, there is
a mystical, not a doctrinal approach to these terms prevailing in Cabasilas’ approach.
From an anthropological standpoint, the heart clearly signifies for Cabasilas the centre of
humanity: it is both the foundation of bodily existence and the constitutive principle of
human being. The body is represented in the heart as the root of a tree embodies the
branches.!?! Consequently, the heart shares with the head the function of being the
unifying element, for it maintains the unity of the body. The head, in turn, can be seen as
the origin of koinonia within human being. The head is a sort of coordinative and
constructive organ of the body. These anthropological investigations serve for Cabasilas
as a basis for understanding the nature of the corresponding christological terms. As the
Head of the Church Christ aggregates his members, who ultimately are dependent on his
heart, the sustainer of life. The heart of Christ, then, bears a deeper meaning for unity
than the head.'%? Cabasilas notes that in the Eucharist it is from the heart of Christ that life
emanates into the members of his body: “True life is engendered to us from the power of
the holy table by the blessed heart.”1% In other words, it is from the heart of Christ that
the transfiguring power of Eucharistic grace flows into a man’s heart.

Cabasilas evidently equates the spiritually and existentially emphasized concept of
"heart of Christ’ with the ecclesiologically adjusted Pauline term "head of Christ’. Taken
in their christological and ecclesiological meanings, the concepts suggest that the henosis
of man’s heart with the heart of Christ takes place within an ecclesial communion: the
Eucharistic mystery has a communal subtext. The union with the life-pulsating heart of
Christ unfolds in the church, and her members partake in the life of that heart.!%
Emphasis on the heart can also be seen to indicate that Cabasilas understands meeting

100 Bobrinskoy considers Cabasilas’ conception of the heart of Christ as one of the most original
features of his thought. Bobrinskoy 1968, 494-495.

101 “Fnuodveton [ - - ] GAN @ &v kopdio péAn xal og &v piln To0 ¢vtod kAol [ - - |.” Sacrae
liturgiae XXXVIIIL, 1.

102 “Koi odmw 10 peifov e€lmov- od yop HEXPL TOCOVTOL 1Tolg S0VAOlg ovveotw O Asomdtng kol
KOWWVEL TOV 0DToD 003E £lpa didwot p6vov, AL £ovtov MUY GAoV TOPECYEY, VIEP 00 «VEWG ECHEV
Oeov» {Wwrtog. XpLotov MEAN TavTal TAl HEAT): TOVTWY TV UEA®V THY KEGOATY TA YEPOLPILL TPOCKVVEL-
ol modeg ovrol, ol xEpeg adton Ekeivng ERpTvton g kapdiog.” De vita VI, 18; “Koaddmep yap «b
XploTog £yepOelg €K VEKPOY OVKETL AIoVVHOKEL, DBOvoTog adToD 0VKETL KVPLEVEL», 0UTw Td, XPLoTov
WEAT «Bovartov 00 ur dewprion €lg TOv olimvox - TMg yop Av kol yevoarto dovdtov Thg {wong det
kapdiog eEnptnuéva;” De vita IV, 100; “MéAn yop 100 cwuatog dvieg £xeivov, copkeg €K TOV COPKOY
adTo0 kol 00TA &K TV 00TOV oDTOV, £W¢ ECUEV QOT® GUYMUMEVOL Kol THY dppoviow GuACTIOUEY,
Copey v Cony kol Tov dyloouov EAKovieg Sid Ty puotnpiov Amo NG KeOoAng £keivng xal Tng
kopdiag.” Sacrae liturgine XXXV, 1. Bobrinskoy (1968, 495) observes: “It is from the heart of Jesus and
not from any natural cause that this vital principle of life is infused into the veins and blood of the
communicants.”

103 “Try 1e yop GAMdwIy {ory €lg HUAg N TN 1epdc Tpomeélne Svvapig Ao Thng pakopiog £keivng
Erkel kopdiog [ --1.” De vita IV, 36

104 Bobrinskoy 1968, 496; Salaville 1943a, 44-45, 59-60.
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with God to occur on the level of hearts, i.e. persons, not that much between the ‘head’
and a ‘limb’.1% It is the heart as the ontological centre of man that constitutes the surface
for contact with the life-giving heart of Christ.

Stress on personal communion as communal or ecclesial in its essence, also gives
evidence on Maximus the Confessor’s conceivable influence on Cabasilas. Dialectical
connection between individual and communal — both on the level of humanity and, more
importantly, in communion with God — resemble Maximus’idea of man as microcosm. It
is precisely in the Eucharistic liturgy that man, according to Maximus, manifests his
universal composition as microcosm within the creation: when man orientates his
devotion towards God and comes into communion with him, the elemental pairs of the
creation — joined in the composition of man — are manifested according to their right
order.'% Even though Cabasilas does not conceptualise his thoughts in an exactly like
manner, his emphasis on the personal-communal dynamics, as well as the evident
cosmological aspects of his thought throughout his reading of the rite (e.g. in connection
with the symbolism of the altar table), is quite similar to that of Maximus.

What, then, results from the life-giving communion with Christ, this henosis of the
human heart with the heart of Christ? In a word: a union of utmost intimacy. The
interplay with Christ gradually imprints his image onto the heart of man. Consequently,
the permanent presence of Christ in the heart eventually makes him closer to man than
man is to his own heart.!” This intimacy of Christ with man within the human heart
represents Cabasilas’ perception of a personally-experienced culmination of the plan of
salvation as a Eucharistic reality. The Eucharistic retelling of salvation in Christ is
illustrated in Cabasilas’ description of Christ becoming “the other self” (&ALog adtdc) for
man. This results, firstly, from Christ’s philanthropy towards mankind, established in the
history of salvation. Cabasilas maintains that since man loves himself more than his
neighbours, Christ reached the most suitable position for receiving the love of men:
becoming the other self for human beings. Christ’s kenosis is designated by Cabasilas as

105 Lot-Borodine stresses the importance of the concept of the heart of Christ in understanding
Cabasilas’ thinking. Lot-Borodine 1958, 115. Tsirpanlis argues that distinguishing the heart of Christ
as a distinct concept highlights the idea of Christ as the source of life for his mystical body.
Tsirpanlis specifies that the conceptual distinction of Cabasilas is not scholastic but comes from the
mystical tradition of the Eastern Church. Tsirpanlis s.a. 83-84. Along with Tsirpanlis Salaville (1936,
154-157) and Volker (1977, 74-75) also conclude that the heart of Christ conveys how he understands
life to be transmitted into the church-body.

106 The Eucharistic liturgy is for Maximus an event with cosmic magnitude: eternal resonances of
creation are pulled together in man when he exposes his microcosmic nature in the worship. See e.g.
chapters 4, 5 and 7 of his Mystagogia. PG 91, 672 A-684A; 684D-688B.

107 “O0 yap €otw 00 un mapeosty, 008’ EoTw Omwg Un cvvesTw MUY, O¢ YE Tolg {nrovot kol adtng
gyyiov éom g kopdiag.” De vita VI, 98. Preserving love towards Christ in the depths of the heart
through active contemplation is the way to maintain permanent contact with Christ: “’Enei &
EEfpTTO PEV TNG TEpl TV XpLotov dydmng M xopitov yéuovoo AVTM, dydnn 8 twv évworov oi Tov
Xpiotov €yovol kol Ty ékelvov draowdpomioy, tavtog dv ein mpovpyov TN Hvrun KOTEXEW Kol
otpédew £v N yuxn Kol tNg SatpiPng towtnol undémote oxoAny dyew:- GAN emitndeg ToUT0 MEV £
£0UTOV aOTOVg TouTl HEAETAY Kol Aoylecdar, to0to & €v tolg cvvovoiong yAwoong Tpudny kol
cVAAGYwy VAMY  Toelodol, kol peg  ye mepdodor pndevi  SloKomTOpEvovg  cuvvexn oIV
tmdeixvuodor Ty omovdny, €l pev olov te Sl Biov, €1 & odv ocuxvov Twa xpovov, dg AV EVTOLKTVOL
oo kol kotdoyn movtdnaot THY Kopdiow. Obte yop mop dpoloeiey dv ovdEV oig Av EméAdoL Ui
cuvey®g OMATIoOw, 00te AoYlopog Sadeinwy mpog dtiovw madog dv Siddorto Ty kopdiow, dAAd Sel
xpOvov cvyvov Twog £deEng.” De vita VI, 32.

176



“taking the place of our very selves.” Thus, what influenced humankind as a whole had
not only collective but also personal consequences. Secondly, the personal actualisation of
Christ as the second self becomes materialized when his body and blood are partaken of.
In other words, Eucharistic communion makes Christ concretely the other self for a man.
For another thing, Cabasilas couples pneumatological fulfillment with Eucharistic
realization of intimacy with Christ: in the Eucharist man receives the Spirit along with
Christ.108

If the Eucharistic communing enables man to receive the fruits of salvation in Christ,
thus becoming a participant in the reality of divine philanthropy, Cabasilas yet requires
an active cleaving to Christ in order to maintain such a union. There is, therefore, a
practical aspect of adoration that Cabasilas derives from the above rationalizations of
union between hearts. Basing his views on Paul’s call for unceasing prayer (1 Thess. 5:17)
Cabasilas introduces the idea of firm communion with Christ along the lines of
hesychastic spirituality. For Cabasilas unceasing prayer is constituted of a repeated
remembering of Christ and calling on him by his name. Ultimately, the prayer culminates
with a sigh “Lord have mercy!”, which is uninterruptedly repeated aloud, quietly and in
thoughts. Through a life-long incessant praying the above-mentioned imprinting of the
image of Christ in the heart becomes reality. There are two essential accentuations in
Cabasilas” delineation of an unceasing prayer. Firstly, he does not expect withdrawal
from the world as a requirement for achieving such prayer. On the contrary, he maintains
that it is possible for everyone to pray in that manner. A person can devote himself to
such an uninterrupted communion with Christ anywhere; in solitude, while performing
everyday tasks, or when being in the company of other people. Secondly, even if
Cabasilas clearly speaks of the prayer along the lines of hesychastic spirituality, there are
no signs of any specific psycho-physical method of prayer he adheres to, nor is he clearly
committed to the classical formulation of the Jesus prayer, “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of
God, have mercy on me.”'” Besides, Cabasilas stresses the importance of meditation,

108 De vita VI, 57-59. The dictum dAAog odtég is most probably a reference to Aristotle. In
Nicomachean Ethics (IX, 4, 1166a) Aristotle claims that a good man “is related to his friend as to
himself (for his friend is another self).” In addition, the qualities of a friend described in the first half
of Chapter IX, 4 of Nicomachean Ethics are depicted in a similar manner as Cabasilas characterises
Christ as a friend of men.

109 De wvita VI, 42, 98, 101. In his insistence on the possibility of full spiritual life regardless of
condition of life Cabasilas, perhaps unconventionally, denies the superiority of monastic life over
ordinary life in the world. He maintains that there is no need to cease from practising one’s
profession, move to a remote place or eat uncustomary food in order to live full spiritual life.
Furthermore, no special formulations or times of prayer are particularly important if attention is
always intensively on Christ. Evidently Cabasilas proposes that maintaining inner quietude and
peace do not require radical exterior solitude or radical asceticism. There is no difference for
Cabasilas in how Christianity obliges the faithful. Whether a man is young or old, monk or a
layman, rich or poor, he must aspire to fulfil the commandments of Christ in all things. Any cause
consequent on life circumstances should not affect the intensity of spiritual striving. De vita VI, 4-6.
The strength of monastism in the mainstream of Byzantine spirituality, in 14t century hesychasm as
well, does not mean that Cabasilas” opinion of comprehensive spiritual life in the world is extremely
radical. For example, John Chrysostom in his later works promoted an idea of non-monastic
spirituality as an exalted Christian vocation, equal to that of monastic life. He even recommended
that after some years of seclusion the monks should live among other Christians. Such tendencies are
plainly visible e.g. in De sacerdotio, Homiliae in Matthaeum, In epistulam i ad Corinthios and Adversus
oppugnatores vitae monasticae.
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which, however, is for him closely linked with prayer in the customary manner of the
hesychastic tradition.!?

The idea (and practice) of unceasing prayer points to the very centre, or rather to the
culminating point, of Cabasilas’ theological thinking.!'! Affiliation with the conventions
of the Eastern Christian tradition of prayer is manifested in Cabasilas’ observation that
unless man mourns for his sins and keeps his soul vigilant, he cannot progress in prayer.
He also points out that mere knowledge about Christ and the prayer of the heart is not
enough, but man must actively engage with praying and strive to keep hold of God.!'?
These latter remarks cohere with hesychastic emphases. Cabasilas clearly calls for nepsis,
an attentive observation of impulses of soul both from within and without. Along with
inner attentiveness repentance is strongly promoted in hesychastic spirituality. Cabasilas
evidently concurs with the customary conviction of repentance as a prerequisite for
achieving closeness to God in prayer.''?

110 E.g. De vita VI, 10, 36, 38, 79; VII, 6; Sacrae liturgiae XLI, 4. According to Lot-Borodine, Cabasilas
offers two methods for knowing God. On the one hand, there is prayer as an unceasing intoning of
the name of Jesus. On the other hand, Cabasilas quite exceptionally speaks for utilising imagination
in contemplation, a trait of mysticism that is rare in the Eastern Christian tradition. Lot-Borodine
defines Cabasilas’ contemplation as action inspired by will that has turned towards Christ and love
of Christ. In its ideal form, contemplation turns into imitation of Christ (mimesis Christi). Lot-
Borodine 1958, 129-132. Cf. also Bobrinskoy 1968, 498-499. In the archetypical presentation of the
hesychastic “method” of prayer the physical practice serves the spiritual aim: “Controlled breathing
and bodily posture consisting of a bowed head and eyes fixed on the heart of body’s center were
recommended to facilitate this constant prayer. Thereby the hesychasts strove to make the mind
(nous) descend into the heart in order to attain divinization (theosis).” Egan 1991, 311. There are three
main periods in the history of hesychasm: Sinaitic hesychasm, 11t century hesychasm and 14t
century Athonite hesychasm. A commanding feature of Athonite hesychasm, influential during
Cabasilas’ life, is restricting prayer to a fixed formula with a certain psycho-physiological technique
practised in solitude. See Meyendorff, J. 1974b; A Monk of the Eastern Church 1987, 53-54. J.
Meyendorff (1964, 140) observes that even Palamas does not focus on breathing and other methods
of prayer. Even though he discusses them it is done only in the works written against Barlaam. In his
spiritual teaching, however, no certain method or technique is emphasized.

1 “yorotiowovg &€ T To0  Oeob  cwovoig  TPooKEloVUL TOV  alel  xPovov,  «BSlaAeinTmg
TPOCEVY OUEVOVG» 0 TOV TTadAov kadever vépog.” De vita VII, 30.

112 “Eott toivov mpoéewg pev emdvpion moong dpx 1, entdvuiog 8 Aoyliopdg: 0dKovy melpatéov TPo
Ye mdvtOu, TOV pHotoiov mdysw Tov TNg WuxNg 00V0AMGY, £Vvoldv Cyodmy HESTHV £x0vTog
gxdotote Ty kopdiow, dote uUndapod Keviy ovoov xwpov €lvol Tolg movnpalc.” De vita VI, 9;
“TIp@tov WEV Yyolp TO Talg Ayodolg £vvolong Triy Wwoxmy Kotooyedmnvol cLUBoiveEl HEV T@V TOVNP®Y
o oA dyew, T00Tw 88 dkoAovBoV Kadopdy AppwoTiog THY N0 TOV MuoTnpiwy dEpew dktiva, 10 8
MUY TOV Ayadoy Gmavtoy €Xel 6OPOV UNSEV TPAYUOTEVCOUEVOLG - EMeLta, Kol adTovg dwdykn Tovg
AOYLOHOVE TOIG TOP EQVTOV GOPUOKOLE TO £0VTOV TOLEWY kol Tl kdAMotTa mavtwy épydlecdor iy
Kopdiov: kaddnep dnd TOV TovnpOV £Vvolwy Tol Tovnpo OO ¢pueTal, Tov yop icov Tpdmov kol THY
dpetiv twv dyadwy dvicoyew eikig £otw. Ohwg yop tovtny 1 ekelvmy Ty yvouny koi Tt Aéyew 1
mpotTEW T moloxovto, GEPEW 1 0TLOOV TV TtV oipelodol, Aoylopol kol Adyor 10 melddv eiot
mowtorxov. Kol tovtov tov tpémov ot Siddokadol TNG GPETNG €V Kap® Tolg cvvovoly GTi Tovg
dpictovg évtidevton Aoyiopovg, kol ad todovtiov ot movnpol Saiipoveg movmPovg €lcdyovieg TVROUGE,
WG Ol HEV TOUTN TOV GTOTWTOTWY TEXVITAG, 0L 88 TV dedvtwy Anepyocluevol mpokTikovg.” De vita
VI, 46-47. Cf. also De vita VI, 25-28; VII, 45.

113 On the role of repentance and vigilance in Eastern Christian spirituality see Hausherr 1982, 17-21;
Spidlik 1986 (esp. Chapters 7 and 9); Vlachos 1994, 138-139, 319. In his description of asceticism
Vlachos shares the spirit of Cabasilas: “It is not advice or medicines that heal the sick soul, that give
life to the dead nous, that purify the impure heart, but the ascetic method of the Church, self control,
love, prayer and guarding the nous [ - - ]. “Vlachos 1994, 118.
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Can Cabasilas’ description of the Eucharist, then, be designated as a stepping stone
to a lastingly felt presence of Christ in the heart, achieved through an unceasing prayer?
The answer is negative. Firstly, union with Christ through and in prayer does not
displace the sacraments. Cabasilas plainly understands the mysteries to be an
unseparable part of life in communion with God, manifested and sustained partially by
prayer. This conviction is expressed in his statement that partaking in the Eucharist
yields a soul with grace which cries out to the Father.!* Secondly, Cabasilas was seen to
presume that life as a Christian necessitates regular communing in the body and blood of
Christ. The Eucharist is a source of life-giving communion with God. In sum, in keeping
with hesychastic tradition, the Eucharist and prayer form for Cabasilas a bipolar unity in
which the soul is nourished both by prayer and contemplation and by Christ’s body and
blood.!> The true presence of Christ becomes in Cabasilas’ thought materialised both
through intoning the name of Jesus Christ and in Eucharistic communion.

The above characterizations suggest that through henosis man is exposed to a
revolutionary redefinition of his inner integrity, the oneness of human being, and a
realization of the possibilities of interaction between two self-governing subjects. The
heart, the spiritual centre of man, is the stage for this upheaval which results in the
human heart becoming one with the heart of Jesus Christ. Christ’s heart symbolizes for
Cabasilas the source of life of the church. The heart of Christ is both the ecclesiological
and existential principle of unity and communion between man and God. Respectively,
the human heart is the centre of life for each Christian. Heart is the place where union
with Christ, through Eucharistic participation, becomes subjectively real within a man. In
addition, henosis also transpires as unification of the will of man with divine will. Unity of
wills enables comprehensive life in Christ. Unceasing prayer of the heart both manifests
and maintains the mystical henosis experienced in the Eucharist. Alongside this inner
spiritual transformation, Eucharistic henosis becomes evident in practical expressions of
transfigured humanity. Thus, the consequences of the inner presence of Christ in man are
also manifested as something seen from the outside of man.

5.5. PRACTICAL UNION - LIFE IN LOVE

The presence of Christ felt within oneself forces man to come out from his inner chamber
of the heart and give outward operational expression to henosis. Actually, the union-

114 “Kodi yap kol odtol KoAovvtonl KANoW twa cuveyn kol Sinvekn did tng &vonuavdeiong 6mo tov
pootnpiov T wuxn xdprtog, 1t £oti, TMoDA0G €1me, «T0 To0 Y100 T00 Oeov ITvedpo €v Talg
kapdiotg avtov kpdlov-  ABRa 6 Mothp». Kal obtwg £kdotote movtwy Lnepopwow (v EkdoTote Tw
Xplot® Suvndwow Gkolovdely, dtt «0d kaAdy £oti, ynotv, ddéviag Tov Adyov ToO @0V SloKOVELY
tpamélang».” De vita VII, 33-34. Cf. also De vita VI, 102.

115 “TIoMAwv 8¢ Gvtwv o perétng YAny kol woxng €pyov kol vod tpudny kol Stotpipriv moleicdot
TpocTKe, 10 mavtwy 1Hdiotov kol Avoltedéotator kol d¥€yEacdor kol Aoyicacdal, T@v puotnpiov O
AGyog kol Ov €voEvdey €oyoper mAovtov: [ - - | Tovtwy yop Ty Sidvolow TPOKOTEANOOTwY Kol Ty
YoxnV KotooyGuter, o podlov & dAA0 BAEWon TOV Aoylopov kol Thy EmOvuiow HETEVEYKEW
£1épwoe, oUTw WUEV KaAmv Gvtwy, ovtw 8 Enaywyov- ol te ydp edepyecion TAOel kol peygder
VIK®Oo1, 16 e 0idtpov 6dev &ml todtag mpomydm, pellov 7§ Aoylopolg dwdpwmwv vmonesew.” De vita
VI, 10-11. Cf. also De vita VI, 48.
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inspired operation of man constitutes life in Christ par exellence. The most natural
manifestation of that life is love.!"® Being in God is defined by Cabasilas as the form of
perfect love (cf. 1 John 4:16). When man loves perfectly, his will is completely and solely
directed to God. Cabasilas states that works of love are conducted by the will (cf. John
15:10). Unless the will is motivated by love alone, the works of man cannot bear good
fruits. He cannot be united with God if his strivings are, for example, motivated by fear
or pursuit of reward.!” The only direct way towards God is love (Tovto ydp £€oTt mpog
oV @edv Opdwg Badilew, 10 ovv dydmn Badilew).118

With his emphasis on love, Cabasilas explicates the outward outgrowth of inner
spiritual experience. This love is not satisfied with dedication to God and experiencing
love’s torridness. The flame of love must be fuelled by works of love since “[ - - ] love
towards others and love of God go together, and love of God is not found without faith in
his vivacity and perfection [ - - ].”11® Cabasilas thus links henosis with charity and social
responsibility. Regardless of the emphasis on unceasing prayer, union with God is not for
him restricted to ecstatic contemplation. Even at the high point of experiencing nearness
of God man cannot lock himself up in the inner chamber of his heart, but is expected to
open up the chamber and act.'?

The idea of communal responsibility engendered by henosis is justified by Cabasilas
as follows. To begin with, love of one’s neighbour authenticates the union of human will
with that of God’s. This justification openly exemplifies Cabasilas’ understanding of
henosis as deification. Love — an active living out of it — makes man a sharer of the
properties of the divine nature, consequently transforming him into the likeness of
God."?! The bases of Cabasilas’ concept of henosis-derived deification, expressed in

116 “Tovto yap kol pootnpiov kol perétng €pyov Avdpwdmov, THY yrauny W6vov yevéodol o0 MG
BANBWG dyadov. Kol ydp thg 100 ©eov mepl 10 yévog émuereiag amdong, EKEWO u6vov té€Aog oty
W8ew. [--] Kol poptupovot Pev £vtodal TAoOL, HOPTUPOVOL BE MOPOLVESELS, KAl ATAWG A0Y0g Amog
dvdpdnolg Odehog Exwv elg tovto GEpwv. Kal yop mAeove&iow dvaipov kol cwpdtov Emiduvpio
KoAdCwy kol Bupov dyxwv kol uwnotkakiov £kBoiAiwy, 00dEV N yvdung xpnotétnta kol émeikeiow
dmottel. Kot addig 1 &v mvedpatt mtoyeion kol 10 Tevdely kol 10 EAEE Kol TO0 TPAOV €lvail Kol
Ty ALY £k0oToV O Tovg Kartopdovrtag 6 Xplotig exdAece pokapiovg, dtexvmg Epyo deAfoewe. [
- -] xal kodorov TG dydmng éveko molvta ¢noty 0 Oedg tedTVaL TOV vGpov, 1 &€ dydmn TNng yveung
¢otiv apet.” De vita VII, 6-8.

117 “Kadomep yop TOV KatopBovvtwy Tty dpiotny €xovotl toéw olg ovte (p6Bog Kakdv 0¥t piodwov
EATidec AAN O 1oL @eov Wovov £pwg TOVg TEPL APETNG £ipydloato TGYOVE, 0VTW TOV CUOPTOVOVTOY
Kol 810 10010 KOMTOUEV®Y, 01¢ 10 MEVDOG TO Tepl 10V Oedv £Eékavce Gpiltpov, ol PEATIOTOL TV AAAWY
eioiv.’ Ekelvol pev yolp odtol £orwtolg T0 madog épydlovton kol mop £avtdv énl 10 mevdely £pxovion
kol 0TL oddg avtovg dpriovot dakpvovot.” De vita VII, 44. See also De vita VII, 11, 94-95.

118 De vita VII, 46.

119 “[ - -] 8 1 mPOg GAANAOVG MOV Ayolmy Kot T mpog Oeov dyolmn GkoAovdel, TN 86 mpog Ogov
dydmn kol M wpdg avtov tereio kol {woo miotig €metan [ - - ]” Sacrae litugiae XXV, 2; “Tad 8 mop’
MUY 10 Stecwoat Ty ayonny. OV ydp dpkel T0 piAnootl pévov kol déEocdotl 10 modog, dALO Sel
Kol cuvtnpnoot Kol @ Tupl Tpocdelvot THY VAT wote kotooyew.” De vita VII, 93.

120 Together with issues relating to the content of faith, Cabasilas is interested in social and ethical
questions. Orientation towards social issues can be seen as an embodiment of his basic theological
convictions which culminate in love and care for one’s neighbour. Cabasilas’ social input is evident,
for example, in his works Sermo contra feneratores and Iepi 1wy moApwusvor.

121 “*Q toivoy omoLSNLOg PLIATTOV KGOV EMICTOUEVOG TAYOOOV U EKEWO HEV E0VT® XAipEL, 81 EKELWO
8¢ kol 10lg dAAOLG- TOVTO MEV €l ToVG TPOmOvG £0iKaol, TovTo S €l mpog Tdyodov Bomdovot [ - - .
"Ev 1ot yop Ty ¢vow O dvdpwmog vnepBaivel kol @e® fvoikev O¢ kowov £otww dyodov.” De vita
VII, 50-51; “tovto ydp £0Tt OOGvov uev Kol Bockoviag dmdong GnnAAayuévar dvdpav, dyonny &
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charitable and social activities, are laid by the exchange that takes place between Christ
and man: Christ totally gives himself to man, thus shifting divinity for humanity.
Consequently, Christ sets the essence of life in the soul; he is the breath for those who are
one with him, he is their nourishment, light and life. In a word, Christ is the be-all and
end-all. He rejoices of himself in men, and men rejoice of him (cf. John 15:11, Col. 3:3).122
Deification appears to be for Cabasilas a joyful christification, which highlights love and
compassion for one’s neighbours as the highest expression of joy.

Further, taking care of others is acting in accordance with divine love. Since God is
the Lord of all creation, the highest form of his veneration consists in taking care of his
other created beings. Thereby, looking after one’s neighbours actually enables man to
surpass himself and the limitations of human nature: it is an expression of being in the
likeness of God (trjv ¢pvow o dvdpwmog vrepPaivel kot O £oikev). In the background
there is a personally felt experience of being loved by God. This encounter gives birth in a
man to an urge to distribute to others and make them share of the goodness that has been
bestowed on him. Cabasilas points out that perfect love is characterized by a will to
share, not by a fear of loss.'?

Finally, love of one’s neighbour manifests life in Christ, which Cabasilas considers to
be the highest form of the life of a Christian. Emphasis on practical love as the most
pursuable thing is explicated in his view on pure prayer, the fulfillment of contemplative
life, which men are unable to attain here on earth. Thus, perfection of contemplative life
belongs to eternity whereas love, transpired by virtues, can be fully practised already
here and now.!?

mpog T OpddvAov eilikpwn kol TtEAeiow mopooyopfvev, Omep Eoti g Eoxdtng EmAoBEécdor
drhocodiag [ - - ]."AkGrlovdov yop ToD Gyodod HETOOYGVTOG THY TOU dyadod Seikvdvol dpvoty &v
yoxn- EKEWo 8 1oV Ayadol ¢volg, ekxelodor kol petodidocdor [ - - ]. “Odev Kol OV Gyordov
Avdpwnov, BOTEP EQVT® 0VTW Kol TOCL TOPEXEW E0VTOY, O TNG XPNOTITNTOG Amotel AGyog, Kol
dridodar kol 1decdot Kol OTlovV moloyEW THY Wuxny Tpog To. TV AWV 0bSEV TTttov 1 Tl odTov.
Kol dAAmg 8¢ 10 100 Ogob ¢pidtpov tadtny avtov £pydletat Ty xopov- 00 yop odT® @ GLAOVUEVE
wévov GAXO kol 0ilg oTog yoipel yoipew dvoyxn tov €pactiv.” De vita VII, 54.

122 De vita 1, 13; VII, 74-77.

123 “« " Ymép TG elpgvng ydp, onoil, 100 cUUmOwTog KGoUov.» MdAloto PV GTL Tov 0Tty AEoTGTny
icoot kowov Amdviwy Agométny  Ovta, Kol Gt pEAEL WAVIOV  aOT®  ®¢ SMULOVPY® TV
nuovpynudtwy - kdv TG abtov kndntot vepomeder avtov padlov § dowv.” Sacrae liturgiae XII, 11;
“Koi 81 xoipopey fHuv adrtolg koddoov orhovpey kol dAlolg HUwv avtov xopw. Eict 88 ol kol &
govtovg MdeElg eloly émelday odtol te dyodol dol Tovg TPOTOVE Kol EVYVOUGV®Y TYX®OL TOV
gmtndeiwv. O toivor 6moLdalog GLANTOV UGVOV EMLGTOUEVOG TAYaOO0Y, 8t €KELVO HEV Eavt® X oipet, &t
£kelvo 88 101g dALOLG: ToVTO WEV €1 ToVg TPémove £oikact, TovT0 88 el mpog Tdyadov Bondovot. Ko
dArwg 88 Tovtwy Ywpig Tolg dAA0TPiolg dyodolg 0 Gyadog dvopwmog XOipet, Kol TOv gdxmy avT®
kol g envdvpiog kol to0to népag el Tig €0 mpolttol. Koi 1001 €0t 0 gdevdepiddtatog THe Ndovhg
Tpémog - Groy Kowtny ot THY THG WwuxNg Ndovriy kal ody £owtov povor kol 1o £0vtov VAN 008E
PLAOTIURTOL TO1g QOTOD MGvov 008 dyond kepdaivwy, AL Myntal otedavovodal VK@vtov £tépwv.’ Ev
Tovtw Yydp Ty dvow 6 dvdpwmog LmepPoivel kol Oe® #oitkev O¢ kowov £otww dyaddv.” De vita VII,
50-51. See also De vita VII, 54.

124 “Avoy ydp Gvtow £&v olg O dvdpwmog, ToL VoL kol THG YVWuNG, Gvoykn HEV Kot Judw TovTo
cUVEMDElY T® Be@ kol cuvadONVal Tov £E OAOKATPOL HEAAOVTO. LOKAPLOV EWVOL TM HEV V@ KOBap®E
bt dewpovvta, TN yvodun 88 tedeiwg drhovvia. ZuvpPoiver 88 oddevi TV £V PVAPT® CWHOTL
vty 81 £KaTépY £VSALUOVELY. GAAO TOLOVTOVG AvdpwTovg Hovog O ¢pdopdg AmnAlayuévog dsEetan
Blog: &nl 8¢ 10V mopdvTog TN MEV VeAricEwg £veka TEAELOL TO. TPOC TOV G0V 0l MaKOPLOl, THE Kool
vovv évepysiog OVKETL Aydmmy pev ydp mop adtolg tedeiow edproelc, Osod 88 Vewpiaw kodopov
0vdapac.” De vita VII, 100-101. In his presentation of the essentials of Eastern Christian spirituality,
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In the conventional Eastern Christian presentation, the spiritual life is portrayed as a
three-pronged way. The first step consists of praksis, which means striving in the practice
of the virtues. Reflection and meditation upon natural phenomena (fysike) forms the
middle phase of the spiritual ascent. The third and the highest form of commitment to
God develops into theorin or an immediate beholding of God in transcendent
contemplation. The stages do not form a static model of progression, but the three levels
may be lived in a parallel fashion.!?> Cabasilas’ observations regarding the beholding of
God indicate that the last phase, theoria, is reserved by him for the afterlife only. On the
other hand, his emphasis is on praksis. Since the perfection of spiritual life (culminating in
unceasing prayer) is in its fullness unattainable in this life, love towards one’s neighbour
and works of love are the more substantial element of Cabasilas’ idea of the ideal
Christian way of life — even if he strongly encourages his reader to aspire to perfect
prayer. It is active love that makes life in Christ truly obvious. Furthermore, the love-
engendered connection with Christ equals life.!?¢ Cabasilas maintains that the one who
loves lives in God, and God is in him, since by love he has received life from God and
God has given life in him (Koi 0 pévwv év tq dydnn év 1w Oe pével kal 0 Oedg &v
oat®, @ Tovtéy otw &v 1N Lon pévew kol v {ony &v ovtw). Because life in Christ
means making one’s way truly in the footsteps of Christ, a Christian cannot remain deaf
and blind to the exigencies of horizontal love.!?” It is, however, love towards God that
grants man the highest and most pure joy. Cabasilas states that since the lover of God is
in a constant communion with him, he becomes a sharer of the properties of God, the
object of his love. It is therefore love of Christ that makes human love perfect.'?8

Spidlik attests that love is understood as the perfection of Christian life. On the basis of biblical,
Early Christian and later patristic sources love is given an overriding place as the culmination of
spiritual life. Furthermore, love of God as the highest expression of perfection cannot be separated
from love of one’s neighbours; the two overlap. Spidlik 1986, 295-300. Thomas Aquinas also connects
spiritual perfection and union with God with love. STh 2a. 184, 1, res.. Yet, none of the three Latin
scholars discusses love in direct connection with the mystical dimension opened up by Eucharistic
communion.

125 For further reading on the stages of spiritual progress see Louth 1981; Spidlik 1986.

126 De vita VII, 101-102.

127 “Towostn N €v Xplotw Cwn kol ovtw kpvmtetol kol ovtw ¢oivetol 1@ ¢wtl Tov Kodwv €pywv
Omep éotiv M| dydmn.’Ev tadtn ydp N Aopmpdtng dmdong €otly dpetng kol Ty v Xpiotw {ony dcov
elg Ty owdpwmivy ¢€pel omovdiy €xeivn ocuvvictnow. ‘O%ev odk OV Tig dpoptor {ony odThy
TPOCELNWY - Kol yalp Evwoic €0t TPog tov Ogdv, TovTo 8¢ Lwrj, kaddnep Sdvotov icuey TV Ano Oeov
XOPLOUOV. Aldl TOUTO YOp «N £VTOAT adTOv, dnot, {1 alwvidg £0T», Ty dydrmny Aéywv. Kol adtog O
Sotp- «Ta pripota & £y Aadw duiv Hvevud eiot kol (w1 elow», dv 10 kepodotov § dydnn. Kol
«b pEvwY &V TN dydnn £V T O UEVEL Kol 0 Oig &V adTws, @ TodToV £otw v T Lo uévew Kol
v {ony év ovt® « Eyw yop elut, ¢noiv M Cwr».” De vita VII, 107. Emphasis on ”works of faith”
finds expression e.g. in the manner Cabasilas discusses proper preparation for communion.
According to Cabasilas, the liturgy itself educates the faithful that the Eucharist is to be received in
faith that is manifested as good works and compassion towards one’s neighbour. Sacrae liturgiae
XXV, 1. cf. also Sacrae liturgiae XXV, 2.

128 ““Hyopey 8¢ &m0’ odthv iy tedlewtdtny kol kadopdyv ndoviy. Enel ydp 10v Oeov Mhel mpo molvtwy
0 Lov &v adtw, kal yoipel Ty dkdrovdor Toowde didtpw xopov [ - - 1. De vita VII, 55; “’ Enel 8¢ kol
ebyvapova adtov elkdg etvan kol dikotov kol coddv, dvdykn kol GLAely tov Oeov kol yoipew adt®
Tov dplotov Tpémov. "Emerta. cvvexn kot PeBaiow THY xopov, £t 88 kol VIEpHLA TWo DUVUOOTHY
Sk6rovdoY lvat. Zuvexn HEV GTL Tolg TOL TOVOVHEVOV GVVESTIY £KAOTOTE KOL 01¢ EVTUYXOVEL TOV GEl
xpovov kol & T® owpartt xprrot kol ¢ Aoyifeton kol 8t @v Vogotnke kol olg {n kol mepieott kol
tvepyel kol omwoovy €xel kal yivetor. IMovta pev oidev €pyo. Oegov, mdvto, 8 otw ocvvexn: 69ev
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As examples of henotic consummation with God, Cabasilas mentions the saints, who
are perfect embodiments of charity. Cabasilas describes their perfection in ecstatic tones:
in their love of God and neighbour the saints have, as it were, stepped out of themselves
and overpassed their own needs and desires up to the point of letting go of consciousness
of themselves (kaddnag Eavtmy eEeAnAvdoteg kol peteveykivteg £tépwdt Ty {ony kol
my émdvplar drnocav €avtovg Myvénoav). In a word, they have given themselves to
God entirely.'?* Despite this mystical notion of “transcending oneself”, Cabasilas seems to
promote the idea of intimacy of henosis rather than to highlight its profoundly ecstatic
character. His intention is, firstly, illustrated in a comparison of the saint’s soul with a
tool. By using the powers and faculties of his soul in an instrumental manner, man directs
himself to the goal of life: living in a loving relationship with God. Thus, it is active love
in itself that authenticates the process of becoming like God. Secondly, the non-ecstatic
character of holiness and perfection is suggested by Cabasilas when he proposes the
martyrs as the models of Christian ideal. Even in their sufferings they steadfastly
remained in Christ. In other words, their example gives evidence of the inmost nature of
Eucharistic henosis: man becoming more firmly attached to Christ than to himself.!3
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dyadd, odk GALO TL TwY GUCEL cuyyEVwY Kol oikelwv, §ti Tovtwy 003V odtolg gott S £0rwTo
PUATTOV GAL g dv koddmaf tovtor £EeANALO0Teg Kol peteveykovieg £tépwdt Ty {ony kol Ty
gmdopioy dnocay £owvtovg Myvénoav.” De vita VII, 63. Ks. my6s De vita VII, 41. The ethical and
spiritual perfection of a saint culminates in likeness to God and conforming to his will. This becomes
evident in the features Cabasilas stresses when describing the life of St. Theodora. Cf. Laudatio sanctae
myroblytidae Theodorae 16-19. PG 150, 768C-769C. Holiness of man is for Cabasilas the highest form of
the life of the entire creation, both visible and invisible. The angels are thus inferior to men since as
bodiless creatures they have no possibility to prove their moral perfection in the same way as men
who battle with their physicality. Epistula 8, 36, 1-20. Here Cabasilas differs from Pseudo-Dionysius,
who sees angelic purity as superior to that of men. Cabasilas can therefore be seen to be in line with
Palamas, whose understanding of the incarnation gives a positive emphasis on materiality in general
and points to its deification. Cf. ]. Meyendorff 1964, 191.
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Cabasilas’ understanding of mystical union with Christ is thus quite parallel with his
description of koinonia. Unlike koinonia, however, he characterizes henotic union with
Christ as more intense than man’s connection to his limbs or bones. Can it then be
deduced that henosis — or life in Christ — becomes ultimately true as an immaterial relation
where the bodily essence of man loses its significance?

There are several reasons supporting the fundamental concreteness of the physical
realism of Cabasilas” understanding of henosis. To begin with, one should not forget that
his discussion of henosis is firmly anchored in Eucharistic corporealism. Cabasilas
presumes that there is an act of physical consuming of the elements, which actually are
the true body and blood of Christ. The connection between Christ and the faithful is
grounded on the fact that the faithful Christian becomes a concrete vessel of the divine
body and blood. Furthermore, the significance of physical communion is accentuated by
Cabasilas’ rhetorical question: what could be more holy that the body of man physically
united with Christ?'3! In addition, a number of insights in the past chapters have given
evidence for the strong christological foundation of Cabasilas’ thinking. Consequently,
his understanding of henosis is grounded on the principle of communicatio idiomatum. This
gives yet another proof for the importance of the physical aspect of becoming united with
Christ. Deification is realized through participation in the divinized humanity of Christ.
As a result, man becomes personally the embodiment of Christ’s body and blood.!32

Briefly put, the Eucharistic meal provides man with the blessings of being in
communion with God, bestowing divine love and blessings of grace on man.'® This
process is characterized by Cabasilas in the concepts of koinonia and henosis. In addition,
Cabasilas” characterizations of koinonia and henosis are grounded on a Pauline heritage
(e.g. symbolism of the head and the body, corporeal understanding of the koinonia).
Interestingly, even though Cabasilas repeatedly relies on Pseudo-Dionysius in his
liturgical symbolism, the same is not the case with his mystical Eucharistic thought. This

£KOVTOG Elval TEPBVoOL TOVg OmaE £VSVCOUEVOVG, 0O TV GVIpWTOY, 00 TOV S0UGVWY, «0b Tol
gveotota, ¢not IModrog, 0d ta péAAovta, ovte Vyopo obte Bddog, oVt dAAN Ktiolg Etépo», Kdv
omwoovy duvoper kpoth. Tov yop 100 XpLotov poptipwy Ty Uy dopdv Gmocvpat Kol TEPLEAEW O
Tovnpog ioyvoe Tolg TV TUpdvvey XEPCT, KOl KOTOTEUELY TO. MEAN KOl 00Td cuvvtpiyor Kol tdvdov
gxyx€an Kol dvacndoot to oraldyyvo - 10 & MOTIOV ToVT0 CUATICNL KOl TV XPLoToD YOUVOGCOL TOVG
pokapiovg, Tocovtovr £8énce toig Emwoiolg, dote TOAV WAAAOV T Tpocdey S v dridn mepidvoot
neptBadwv Edade.” De vita VI, 20-21. Cf. De vita VI, 24. See also Chapter 3.2.2. where the henosis of the
martyr and Christ, made evident in the relic, is discussed. Along with the martyrs, Cabasilas singles
out the Apostle Paul and John the Baptist as exemplary people who fully carried out the will of God
in their lives. De vita VII, 87-91.
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132 “Agl toivov Kol THG COPKOG avT® UETOAORELY Kal TNG VEWoEMG HETACYEW [--] KOwwynoot Tov
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133 There are six focal points, according to Mantovanis, where Cabasilas’ realistic understanding of
the presence of Christ becomes evident, one of them being the corporealism of Christ in the
communicant. The other points are: denial of the symbolic nature of Eucharistic elements, emphasis
on the high-priestly ministry of Christ, emphasis on the importance of due preparation to
communion, reference to the immediate presence of Christ in the bread and wine after the
consecration, and an idea of physically transmitted sanctification from the priest’s right hand after it
has touched the consecrated elements. Mantovanis 1984, 191, 200.
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indicates that Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought, especially the idea of real communion with
Christ, is more influenced by biblical traditions and Early Christian sacramental realism
than by neo-platonic tradition represented by Pseudo-Dionysius.’** In addition,
Cabasilas’ descriptions of both henosis and its eschatological fullness evoke Gregory of
Palamas’ and Symeon the New Theologian’s language of light and brightness as the main
vision of union with God.!3%

To summarize, Cabasilas does not, firstly, present henosis nor koinonia so much as a
spiritual process — ascesis, purification and illumination — but instead he focuses on
describing the nature of communion with Christ. This he calls life in Christ, which is
expressed through the concepts of koinonia and henosis. Through these concepts Cabasilas
explicates what he understands the renewed Christ-reality to be all about. Secondly, it
can therefore be observed that Cabasilas” understanding of henosis and koinonia does not
form a systematic construction where components would be chronologically or causally
connected to each other. The constructive elements rather take effect simultaneously as a
whole. Cabasilas then delineates the highest plane of spiritual life which synthesizes the
various aspects of henotic koinonia with and in Christ. Due to this non-systematic

134 Nellas observes: “The doctrine of Deification subsequently saw a great and distinguished
development as a genuine expression of Orthodox Christianity, and St Gregory Palamas upheld it
most clearly and developed it admirably in confronting the Arianising heresy that man is united
with created grace. Kavasilas was in complete agreement with Palamas, but at the same time he
brought the Apostle Paul's terminology back to the forefront of theology and, taking it further,
interpreted deification as true and real Christification.” Nellas 1996, 13. Similarly, Lot-Borodine sees
that Cabasilas reconstructs the Pauline tenet of the mystical body, a teaching that had been in
oblivion for some time. In addition to his emphasis on communality, Cabasilas highlights the
importance for each Christian to personally experience union with Christ. Lot-Borodine 1958, 113.
Even though Cabasilas clearly is not closely connected with Pseudo-Dionysius’ neo-platonic
symbolism, he nonetheless repeatedly refers to his great predecessor. Relying on Pseudo-Dionysius
might, at least partly, result from a conviction that the author in case is the Dionysius mentioned in
the Acts. Consequently, together with the Pauline writings the Corpus Dionysiaca would then belong
to the most ancient — practically New Testamental — material on the liturgy known to Cabasilas.
Apart from Pseudo-Dionysius, there are very few patristic references in Cabasilas’ writings. He once
refers to Ignatius of Antioch (De vita I, 4) and a few times to John Chrysostom and Basil the Great.
References to the two last-mentioned fathers are in all likelihood explained by their traditional status
as the authors of the Divine Liturgy. Due to his connection to the apostolic age, Ignatius is for
Cabasilas an indisputable early Christian authority. The fact that Cabasilas builds upon the oldest
authorities known by him coheres with the supposition that he is intentionally cautious about
explicitly associating himself with the protagonists (e.g. Gregory Palamas) of the theological
disputes of his time.

135 The theme of light in hesychastic mysticism is connected by Palamas to eschatology by an analogy
of the light of Tabor with the inner illumination of man through prayer. Both of these are identified
with eschatological transfiguration. Therefore, the perfect eternal light is already partaken of in the
present age. The day of full revelation of the divine light and brightness is characterised by Palamas
in a similar manner to Cabasilas. According to Palamas, Christ descendts on earth brightly like a
shining sun. The righteous also shine like suns. Christ then deifies the children of the resurrection,
bringing them into eternal koinonia with him. J. Meyendorff observes that it is typical of Palamas’
eschatology that there is in this life a realized eschatology, which is transmitted through the
mysteries — and the Eucharist especially — as real, sanctifying grace which concretely changes man.
Thus, the Eucharist provides participation in the Kingdom of God, even though in a veiled
experience. ]. Meyendorff 1964, 194-195. Cf. also Lossky 1974, 45-69. Experience of uncreated divine
light forms the basis also for the 11t century Symeon the New Theologian’s entire spirituality. The
theme of light, which he connects with theology of the sacraments, prayer and eschatology alike, is
the dominant feature in his mystical writings. Hussey 1972, 135-136; Krivocheine 1986, 215-238.
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approach, Cabasilas does not analytically define and specify koinonia and henosis. Their
description consists in shifting from features belonging to one conceptual category to
features of the other category. In a word, his rationalizations are not very clear. Such
approach may well be a result of the Eastern Christian spiritual tradition in which aspects
of communion with Christ are not very much theoretically reconstructed but rather seen
as signs of the integral process of deification.!3

Even though concepts such as henosis and koinonia can be used to express essential
aspects of man’s spiritual progress and relation with God, they remain but partial and
imperfect expressions of the full scope of God-man relationship. The life in Christ —
experienced as communion and union with the divine — is defined by Cabasilas as a
temporal reality. What it longs for is the future perfection of heavenly banquet pictured
in Cabasilas’ eschatological vision.!¥” Nonetheless, communion with God through
Eucharistic participation in the present is a prerequisite for receiving an invitation to the
feast in God’s Kingdom in the future. The Eucharist then truly turns out to be the final
mystery, since its full effect takes place in the age to come when man is crowned as
Christ’s co-ruler of the Kingdom of God.!3#

136 Lot-Borodine has also observed that the overall picture of Cabasilas’ mystical thinking is blurred.
She argues that this results from the incoherence of Cabasilas’ mystical writings which aim to cover
a vast number of aspects at the same time. Lot-Borodine 1958, 108. Instead of considering the
blurriness of Cabasilas as a fault of logic, it can also be taken as a natural consequence of an Eastern
Christian non-conceptual approach to spirituality. For example, teaching on deification is generally
presented in a holistic manner. Consequently, even if theosis can be seen both as koinonia and henosis,
there is no sharp distinction between between these aspects. More than distinct categories of
spiritual stages, they rather are natural consequences of the effect of grace in man due to the process
of deification. Besides, henosis and koinonia are used as synonyms for theosis. A Monk of the Eastern
Church 1945, 22; ]. Meyendorff 1962, 71; Ware 1963, 236-237.

137 “Bacideiow 100 IMotpdg Ty GKTve KOADV £Keivmy, kod 1y doOn Hev avtog Adumwy Tolg
8mooTéAOLG, «THY Bacireiow 100 Ogovy, Kodomep avtdg dnol, «EANALOVLAY £V SuvdUel, VeoCaUEVOLg
[--]1"0 ydp dptog 00t0g, T0 cOU ToVTO GTep EvOEVSEY A0 TG TPomElNG Tavtng, £kel kouilovteg
féovol, t0vt0 EoTw Omep €ml TV vEPEA®V TOTE doveltol TOow OpBoApolg, Kol delEer Ty dpow
dvatodn kol Svoel Sixkmy dotpamnc &v g ypovov porn.” De wvita IV, 102; “Mia. uev ydp 1 tng
tpamélng dvvoptg, €lg 8 0 £0TIOV £V EKOTEPW TV KOCUWY- Kol T0VT0 UEV £0Tw O vopdwy, 100t 8E
N TPOG TOV VOUODVO TOPOCKELT, ToVTo 8 ovtog O vopdiog [ - - ]. Olg 8¢ vmmpée kol Aapew v
xopw Kal owoal, kol «Eig Ty xapov eionAdor 100 Kuplot adtwv» kol tm vopdiew cvvelohidov €ig
OV vOpdOVeL Kol NG dAATG SmrhAcvcay TNg v T Seimve Tpudng, 00 TNULKODTO TUXOVTES, FAL O
kopiovteg MABov, tovtov Sraderydévtog kadapatepoy aicdaviuevol. Kal obtog 6 Adyog, Kod v «f
Bootieiar Twy ovpavwy vtog NUAV £otws».” De vita IV, 109. See also Sacrae liturgiae XIII, 6. Orientation
towards the age to come is according to Lot-Borodine (1958, 116-117) characteristical to Cabasilas’
Eucharistic thought. The Eucharist is a foretaste of final consummation. Nellas describes Cabasilas’
thought in a similar manner: “The true axis on which all truths of faith, spiritual life and all ecclesial
realities are positioned by the Orthodox tradition is the axis of Creation-Deification (or 'Kingdom of
God), or 'fulfillment of the purpose of creation’, or whatever else we may call it).” Nellas 1996, 11. See
also Tsirpanlis s.a., 86.
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5.6. CONCLUSION: MAN BECOMES GOD

In Cabasilas, the spiritual zenith in the Eucharist is reached through personal
participation in the consequences of the mystery of the incarnation of Jesus Christ. Based
on a Eucharistic reading of christological perichoresis, Cabasilas maintains that Christ
bestows sanctifying divine grace on those who receive his sacramental body and blood.
The mutual interchange of properties that took place between the two natures in Christ is
in the Eucharist taken to the level of personal encounter between Christ and the faithful.
In other words, the effect of the redemptive theocentric operation on the whole human
race in the incarnation is laid bare in its full impact in the Eucharistic mystery.
Communing the true body and blood of Christ transforms the human nature of the
recipient into the likeness of the divine nature of Christ.

In actual fact, Cabasilas understands deification to equal christification. Becoming
Christ-like is depicted by him by means of two central concepts: communion (koinonia)
and union (henosis) with Christ. Furthermore, Cabasilas describes deification as
unification of will and heart of man with the divine will and heart of Christ. The result of
such unification is “life in Christ”, as Cabasilas calls it. Life in Christ as the most perfect
expression of life of a Christian reaches its climax in unqualified love of God and one’s
neighbours. In keeping with hesychastic spirituality, Cabasilas stresses that incessant
prayer is a salient maintainer and deepener of the communion with God established in
the Eucharist. The themes of preparation and spiritual growth enhance the realism of
Cabasilas” Eucharistic thought.

There are three focal perspectives in the above delineation of the spiritual
culmination of the Eucharist that illuminate the theme of the presence of God. Firstly,
sacramental and ascetic life is understood by Cabasilas as prerequisites for Eucharistic
communion with Christ, and for the spiritual perfection that may follow from it. The
realism of the transformative effect of the sacraments of initiation speaks to the
sacramental and practical Christian life as being permeated by the influence and,
consequently, presence of God. Except for the true participation in the divine grace of the
mysteries of baptism and chrismation as concrete grace-transmitting acts, the manner of
this form of presence is realised more on the noetic rather than on the concrete level.

Secondly, based on an incarnational reading of the effects of the Eucharist, Cabasilas
describes the divine presence in collective or ecclesial terms. He maintains that it is
humanity as a whole that was adopted by Christ in his nativity. Understanding of
collective assumption of humanity in Christ thus prevails in the Eucharistic liturgy. As
members of the Body of Christ, the faithful are impregnated by the presence of Christ, the
Head of his mystical Body who transmits life to the members of his body.

Thirdly, Cabasilas” description of koinonia between men and God inevitably points to
the divine presence, namely that of Christ, in man. This manner of presence is manifested
not only collectively, but also personally, each member of the faithful being introduced to
communion with Christ through Eucharistic participation in his body and blood.
Eucharistic communion takes place as a dynamic koinonia, in which properties of the
divine nature of Christ and the human nature of the faithful interchange. As a result, the
very being of the faithful is changed and transformed into the likeness of God. This
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clearly could not take place without Christ concretely working in man through his grace,
for example, by being vividly present in man through reception of his body and and
blood.

Through communion man becomes so closely united with Christ that Christ is
actually closer to man than man to his own heart. The intimacy of such a relationship is,
firstly, depicted by Cabasilas as an adoption and spiritual birth, through which Christ
makes men children of God the Father. Secondly, the presence of Christ in man leads to
unification of man’s heart and will to those of Christ. Consequently, divine life is
transmitted from the heart of Christ to the heart of man. This imagery of sharing of life
serves as a profound vision of the depth of presence of Christ in man. Furthermore, these
kinds of mystical — yet realistic — portrayals of the Eucharist-engendered relationship
between man and Christ show how concretely Cabasilas understands the effect of henosis,
union with Christ.

Cabasilas” explications of the mystical reality of the Eucharist, the inner personal
experience of joint synaxis, provide a foundation for our remarks concerning liturgical
symbolism. Symbolism provides for Cabasilas the means to re-enact the life of Christ
through liturgical representation. Based on the information gathered in Chapters 4 and 5
it can be concluded that representative symbolism does not necessarily blur the vision of
the Eucharistic nucleus of the liturgy, unlike the critics of liturgical symbolism claim. Like
meditation and prayer, as Cabasilas speaks of them in relation to Eucharistic mystical
experience, liturgical symbolism can be understood to function as a means of orienting
man towards God: to realisation of his presence in the first place and, finally, to
communion and union with Christ. In conjunction with symbolism, the mystical
depiction of the effects of Eucharistic communion leads to a deeply experienced
transformative meeting with God as the outcome of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought.

In addition, mystical delineations seem to strengthen, not diffuse, the current of
realism in Cabasilas” Eucharistic thought. Through partaking in the Eucharistic elements,
the divinised humanity of Christ is concretely participated in. As a consequence, man
becomes like Christ and is made into the likeness of God. Life in Christ as the spiritual
culmination of man is in this age most perfectly expressed as concretely serving and
loving other people. Determining that loving activity as the deepest form of mystical
christification epitomises the concreteness of Cabasilas’ perception of the Eucharist: if
man truly partakes of the body and blood of Christ and becomes like Christ, he surely
lives and acts like Christ. In other words, man as a concrete expression of the
anthropocentric element becomes wholly penetrated by the theocentric, thus manifesting
in himself presence of the divine objective of human existence. Consequently, the
Eucharistic experience of partaking in the divine is most fully lived in a true manner by
extending the experience beyond the boundaries of celebration of the holy rite.
Experiences of God’s presence and communion with him turn into concrete
manifestations of love. The Eucharistic liturgy paves the way for the “liturgy after
liturgy”, living the love-filled life in Christ.
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6 Conclusion

In this chapter, firstly, the general features of the Eucharistic teaching of Nicholas
Cabasilas are laid bare. Secondly, different aspects seen in his understanding of the
manifestations of the divine presence in the liturgy are summarised. Further, the
outcomes of the investigation of the interconnections between the Greek and Latin
Eucharistic doctrines and practices will be presented. Finally, Cabasilas’ contribution to
the modern discussion on Orthodox liturgical understanding will be evaluated.

6.1. GENERAL FEATURES OF THE EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY OF
NICHOLAS CABASILAS

Liturgical reading of the Eucharist

Cabasilas perceives the Eucharist primarily through its liturgical context. It is the
Eucharistic synaxis as an entirety that provides the framework for his Eucharistic
theology. Linkage with the synaxis is so crucial to Cabasilas that his Eucharistic theology
cannot be comprehended apart from the liturgical setting of the Eucharist. He presents
Eucharistic doctrine not by basing it on conceptualisations of sacramental theology but by
“reading” it from the bountiful fabric of the Byzantine liturgy — texts, hymns, operation,
gestures.

Such an orientation explains the importance of liturgical symbolism in Cabasilas’
thought. For him the representation of life of Christ through liturgical symbols provides
in the present a transition to the orbit of the great events of the history of salvation.
Furthermore, the re-enactment of the past culminates in actualisation of the unequalled
sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross.

Cabasilas affiliates with the mystagogical tradition of the Christian East. This alliance
becomes evident especially in his emphasis on the representative relation of the outward
form of the rite with the past events of the history of salvation.

Realism pointed out by symbolism

Symbolic interpretation of the liturgy is not for Cabasilas an element of divergence from
the realism of sacrifice as the Eucharistic nucleus of the liturgy. Quite the opposite, the
symbolism de facto points to the truly-present Christ as the heart of the Eucharist.
Transformation of the bread and the wine into the body and blood of Christ is identified
by Cabasilas as the main act of the liturgy. The transformation demonstrates that Christ is
present in reality; his precious body and blood are truly on the altar table. In experiencing
the presence of Christ, Cabasilas prioritises concrete participation in him: partaking of the
body and blood of Christ.
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It is only in connection with the actualisation of the sacrifice of Christ as the main act of
the Eucharistic synaxis that the liturgical symbolism of Cabasilas becomes
comprehensible. Therefore, symbolism functions as a stretching out towards the real
presence of Christ and, finally, participation in him. Figure 5 portrays the interconnection
of representation and participation in Cabasilas” Eucharistic thought.

. A .
kenosis theosis
katabasis anabasis

B
level of participation

A

level of

representation
the creed

FIGURE 5: Relation of representation and participation in the liturgy

Concretely, the true presence of Christ in the Eucharist actualises within the
representative overall construction of the liturgy, manifested by the prevailing liturgical
symbolism. The creed represents for Cabasilas the hermeneutical turning point from
which point forward the liturgical experience is no longer centred around representative
symbolism (level A), but attention is now directed towards actualisation of the true
presence of Christ and becoming a participant in it (level B). In short, what was
represented by symbolism becomes present; Jesus Christ is on the altar as sacrificed
Lamb of God, and as such is distributed to the faithful.

The two arrows piercing levels A and B in Figure 5 indicate, firstly, actualisation of
Christ’s presence in the Eucharist and, secondly, the effects of participating in him. The
actualisation of the consequences of Christ’s kenosis in the liturgy, his katabatic
Eucharistic descent, provides the basis of theosis and anabasis for man.

Incarnation as the model of the Eucharistic presence of Christ

In his explanation of the manner of transformation of the elements Cabasilas adumbrates
the soteriological implications of the kenosis of Christ. He adapts a christological
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standpoint in explicating the manner of the change: the Eucharistic miracle takes place in
a similar manner as the coalescence of the two natures of Christ in the incarnation, the
divine nature perfecting the human one. Likewise, when the bread and the wine (as
typifications of humanity) are consecrated, they turn into the body and blood of Christ.
Furthermore, partaking of the consecrated elements leads into the sanctifying and
mystical presence of Christ in man.

Consecrative words of institution and Epiclesis

When presenting his views on the presence of Christ in the Eucharistic bread and wine,
Cabasilas resorts to traditional conceptions and terminology of the Christian East. He
understands the sacrifice on Golgotha as a unique sacrifice which, however, is in the
Eucharistic liturgy made present. The becoming present of the sacrifice is bound by him
to the act of transformation, which he identifies as the work, in co-operation, of the Son
and the Holy Spirit. While he emphasises the centrality of the epiclesis, thus committing
to the pneumatocentric understanding of the consecration, he nevertheless stresses the
influence of the High Priestly ministry of Christ on the consecration as well. A
christocentric understanding of the change is most plainly articulated in connection with
his interpretation of the prayer Supplices te rogamus of Missale Romanum.

Cabasilas ends up claiming that in the liturgy Jesus Christ is the officiating minister,
the altar upon which the offering is made and the sacrifice itself. Thus, Christ offers
himself, receives the offering and distributes himself to the faithful. Consequently, both
Christ and the Spirit are actively involved in the transformation of the bread and wine
into the body and blood of Christ. However, from the perspective of distributing
assignments between the two divine agents, it remains somewhat unclear exactly how
they contribute to the change. Evidently Cabasilas keeps to the Eastern conviction of the
epiclesis as an essential element of consecration. At the same time his christocentric
statements suggest that there are significant points of convergence with both the Latin
understanding of the change (centred on the words of institution) and the Logos-epiclesis
tradition of the early Christian liturgical ethos.

Communion as christification

Eucharistic participation in Christ occurs by receiving the consecrated elements, and his
presence becomes manifested within man. In his descriptions of the inner presence of
Christ in man, Cabasilas relies on the doctrine of deification. He particularly takes
advantage of the concepts of koinonia and henosis. Koinonia is defined by him as “sharing
of the one and the same thing.” In the context of the Eucharist the one thing shared is, of
course, the divine nature of Christ. This is illustrated in Cabasilas’ clarification of koinonia
on the grounds of christological perichoresis: the idea of mutual interchange of properties
of the two natures. When it comes to henosis, Cabasilas perceives it as mystical union in
which man is united with Christ in such intimacy that Christ is more close to man than
man is to himself. In the depths of henosis the human will and heart unite with those of
Christ. Cabasilas’ understanding of henosis can be classified as christification: through
Eucharistic communion man becomes like Christ, sharing his life and operation.
Additionally, in his emphasis on the heart as the spiritual centre of man and the main
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point of contact with God, Cabasilas unites himself with the patristic tradition of
mysticism of the heart. It is possible to maintain the state of christification if one’s heart is
in constant communion with Christ through unceasing prayer.

In his descriptions of participation in Christ, Cabasilas stresses the idea of the
concreteness of corporeal communion. The Eucharist takes effect in man in a highly
realistic manner. The bases of sacramental and mystical realism are established by
Cabasilas, on the one hand, on his conviction regarding the holy table as the premise of
the sacramentality of the Eucharistic synaxis. The altar as an authentically existent
symbol is a physical reminder of the continuous presence of Christ in a church. The altar
embodies Christ’s sanctifying grace and power to make men divine. On the other hand,
the significance Cabasilas attaches to the relic within the holy altar truly enables us to
understand Cabasilas’ realistic implications of Eucharistic koinonia. The relic is a
corporeal sign and evidence of union between man and God, the very culmination
offered for man for partaking of the Eucharist. Furthermore, the status of the holy table as
topos of the permanent presence of Christ is emphasised by observation of Cabasilas’
thought on the thanksgiving on behalf of the saints. In the saints, deification has become
concrete. A relic of a saint witnesses to the ultimate perfection of man and makes it
concretely present in the church. In other words, men are in the Eucharistic synaxis
invited to partake in the reality which at the same time is constantly present in the church
due to the relic embedded in the altar.

Even though henosis clearly means for Cabasilas the culmination of man’s spiritual
life, he does not understand henosis to be so much an ecstatic and mystic state (despite the
fact that it evidently is experienced in that manner also), as an expression of active love
which is oriented outward toward the neighbour. Love towards one’s fellow men is a
sign and consequence of the most perfect union with Christ. Orthopraxis thus unites the
premises of spiritual culmination of Eucharistic communion with henosis. The practical
phase of spiritual life (praksis) is traditionally characterised by obligation and necessity.
Cabasilas, however, associates praksis with spiritual perfection, characterised by free acts
of perfect love. To put it in conventional terminology, praksis is for Cabasilas penetrated
by theoria.

Therefore, a spiritually and existentially experienced intimate relation with Christ
finds an expression in charitable activity, inspired by love of God. It could even be
claimed that Cabasilas suggests that Christ enters man and establishes a union with him
in order to make men more closely connected with each other. This idea is supported by
the ecclesiological implications of Cabasilas” understanding of the Eucharistic koinonia. In
addition to union with Christ, the Eucharistic banquet comes to fruition also as a
communion of the faithful of all times.

Eucharist as recapitulation of God’s outreach to man

The Eucharist proves to be for Cabasilas the heart of Christian spirituality and the centre
of the life of the church. Human life and fulfilment of human spiritual ambition are given
meaning by the Eucharist. Consequently, the liturgy could be characterised as an event of
the conclusive meeting point between man and God. Everyone is invited to be included
in the renewed humanity brought about by Jesus Christ through Eucharistic communion.
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The liturgy is not, based on Cabasilas’ thought, a springboard to mystical ecstasy
exclusively for the purified and enlightened, but an inclusive synaxis of the entire Body
of Christ, the holy and the sinful alike. Cabasilas is a spokesman for “lay mysticism”. In
the Eucharist Christ gives himself for those who come to meet him and unites men to
himself — if they only have earnestly pursued communion with him and want to be
saved.

Cabasilas anchors the Eucharist both in history and in eschatology. The incarnation of
the Logos, institution of the Eucharist, crucifixion of Jesus Christ and the morning of
resurrection are the central landmarks in history. The Eucharistic liturgy re-enacts the
historical realities of those events, thus enabling human beings to fully partake of their
spiritual, soteriological and cosmic resonance. Even though the Eucharistic synaxis takes
place in time, it surpasses it and provides participation in the great events of history of
salvation. It is not, therefore, an overstatement to say that the liturgy is for Cabasilas a
comprehensive Christ-Event which is filled to the core by his presence and operation.
This is exemplified in the following figure.

eschatological
fulfilment
kenosis 4 theosis
katabasis anabasis
identification
B
level of participation
(<l P
A
level of
representation ——
the holy %
table \
relic ¢—
sacramental and
mystical foundation

FIGURE 6: Liturgy as manifestation of deification
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The arrows in the figure depict the kenosis of Christ and the deification of man. The
representative (A) and participatory (B) levels of the liturgy are pierced by the arrows
which begin and end at the spiritual and sacramental foundations of the Eucharistic
synaxis. The relic in the altar table, on the one hand, forms a sacramental and mystical
foundation for the spiritual yearning of man for communion with God, participation in
him through the body and blood of Christ. On the other hand, the eschatological fullness
is the ultimate end of the anabasis of man, thus serving as an overriding principle for the
liturgy. As a matter of fact, the relic of a saint speaks to the eschatological reality, already
present in the community that celebrates the Eucharist. Therefore, the two ends of the
arrows actually are expressions of the one and the same reality, yet at different levels of
realisation.

The above summary of the findings of the present study can be considered from the
perspective of the dynamic interdependence between God’s manifestation and its human
reception. The dynamics of anthropocentric affirmation of theocentrism was taken as a
guiding perspective in structuring Cabasilas’ thought on the divine presence. From the
perspective of creation, the theocentric principle becomes expressed in God’s outreach
from his extra-temporal being to the temporal, from the sphere of uncreatedness to the
creation. Such movement is represented and actualised in the Eucharistic synaxis as
Cabasilas understands it. He clearly maintains that man is called to subjectively react to
the divine impetus. In other words, a complete manifestation of humanity necessitates
that the objective manifestation of God is subjectively received. Consequently, the energy
of God ad extra finds its ultimate purpose in human response which enables the
encountering of anthropocentrism with theocentrism. Cabasilas” mystical Eucharistic
depictions strongly speak for fundamentality of such an encounter: God approaches man
so that man can become god. The human mode of being is then accustomed to the divine
mode of being. The objective becomes subjectively assimilated when man configures his
being on the theocentric bases. A tendency towards personal and subjective
anthropocentric affirmation of theocentrism of reality is a prevailing underlying trend in
Cabasilas” explications on the theme of presence of God.

6.2. THE THEME OF DIVINE PRESENCE IN NICHOLAS CABASILAS

The theme of divine presence is manifested in the Eucharistic theology of Cabasilas in
different ways. Two central expressions of the divine presence are, firstly, the level of
representative presence of the life of Jesus Christ in liturgical symbolism and, secondly, a
belief in the true somatic presence of Christ in the Eucharistic elements. These levels
constitute in Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought the primary perspectives on the theme of the
divine presence. Yet, in liturgical symbolism there are several classes of manifestations of
the presence of God. These modes can be presented in the following eight classes:

1. Liturgy as general manifestation of presence of the divine

2. Anamnetic presence of God
3. Symbolic presence of God

194



4. Sacramental presence of Christ in the myron and in the holy table
5. Presence of Christ in the celebrant

6. Real presence of Christ in the elements of Eucharist

7. Operational presence of God

8. Presence of Christ within man

The classification is based on the specific descriptions in the concluding remarks of
chapters three, four and five. Instead of repeating here what has already been said, a
compact analysis of the essentials of each of the groups is given, with a special emphasis
on their relation to the other groups.

Classes 1, 2 and 3 reveal the nature and task of the liturgical symbolism of Cabasilas.
For him the liturgy as a whole aims to promote in man an awareness of God. This takes
place by a person’s awakening to the basic atmosphere of the Divine Liturgy: it is an
event permeated by divine presence. Becoming “liturgically” and “eucharistically”
conscious in this manner, however, needs to be supported by sacramental and practical
Christian life. Without this, man is not capable of either reaching full communion with
God or realising in full the manifested presence of God in the liturgy.

Classes 2, 3 and 4 of the divine presence (anamnetic, symbolic and sacramental) are
visible and in some cases even concretised forms of manifestations of the presence of the
divine in the Eucharistic synaxis. Cabasilas maintains that the great redemptive deeds of
God in history are re-enacted in the liturgy, which then becomes an anamnetic event of
commemoration and representation of the divine economy. The focus of the liturgy (with
regard to the economy of salvation) is on Jesus Christ. Despite his strong christocentric
stress, Cabasilas also pays attention to trinitarian and pneumatological symbolism (e.g.
doxologies and epiclesis).

The chants, liturgical actions (e.g. entrances) and concrete elements or objects (e.g.
zeon and the spear) serve to make the past present for the faithful gathered in the liturgy.
Cabasilas gives the textual element of the rite priority over other measures of symbolic
re-enactment. The majority of textual interpretations are supported by various
operational or other symbols. There are, however, occasional non-textual symbols as well
(e.g. zeon) which exist so that the fullness of the revelation of Christ can be manifested.
Regarding the divine presence, neither the text nor liturgical actions and gestures make
God present by definition. They serve to create an environment of closeness to God by
arousing the faithful to bring God and his operation to mind.

In addition to creating an atmosphere of the presence of the divine by
representational and anamnetic symbols, the liturgy embodies more concrete
manifestations of the presence of God as well. These manifestations reveal the
sacramental presence of Christ as an expression of the divine presence. Distinct from the
anamnetic and symbolic presence (classes 2 and 3), the sacramental presence of Christ
can be classified as an ontologically identical symbol. The myron used in consecration of
the altar table is a symbol belonging to this category. Further, the presence of Christ is
ontologically identified and concretely manifested through the consecrated altar table.

Class 5 introduces man, represented by the priest, as an agent of manifestation of the
divine presence. Consecration of the Eucharistic elements is, according to Cabasilas,
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accomplished by the Spirit through the hand and tongue of the priest. For the most part,
the divine operation funnelled by the priest is explained by Cabasilas as taking place due
to the identification of the priest with Jesus Christ. Consequently, it is not the priest but
Christ himself who actually performs the consecration of the gifts. Due to a double
linkage of the priestly ministry with divine operation, the priest can be said to be a
sacramental representative of both the Spirit and Christ whose transformative presence is
expressed through him.

In the latter part of Cabasilas” interpretation of the rite of the liturgy, symbolism
fades and the realism of the presence of Christ in the Eucharistic elements receives more
attention. It can be stated in conclusion, without exaggeration, that divine presence is
tangibly expressed as the complete presence of Christ. The rite culminates with the
transformation of the Eucharistic gifts into the true body and blood of Christ. There is a
radical difference between symbolic representation of the life of Christ and the
ontological presence of Christ in the Eucharistic elements. It can be clearly seen that
Cabasilas understands the Eucharistic miracle as a factual event, unlike the various
liturgical symbolic representations included in the rite.

This aspect of the concrete, if not corporeal, the presence of Christ allows for a
clarifying distinction in the category of “true presence of God” in Cabasilas’
understanding of the Eucharist. There can be seen, on the one hand, an aspect of non-
ontological, yet true, presence attached to his interpretation (exemplified mainly by the
categories of anamnetic and symbolic presence of God, and to some extent by
sacramental presence as well). True presence is manifested by Cabasilas mainly through
his liturgical symbolism, which makes God an object of commemoration, prayers and
inner spiritual striving of man. Through the symbols, the presence of the divine is
circumscribed and communed for man to partake. Despite the actuality of the presence of
God in and through those expressions and other non-ontological but true manifestations,
the divine presence is then true rather in the inner experience of the faithful. That is, the
presence of God is felt and experienced but is not objectively demarcated. The other kind
of presence becomes manifest through transformation of the gifts into the body and
blood of Christ. This change alters the nature of the entire synaxis: Christ’s presence is
revealed in a realistic manner. Immaterial layers of anamnesis and symbolism are then
permeated with the real presence of Christ in the concrete elements of bread and wine. In
other words, Christ becoming present through the transformation of the gifts is not a
portrayal of his historical sacrifice. It is a repetition of the very sacrifice on the cross itself.
If this were not the case, the liturgy would be nothing but a religious play.

The substantiality of the manner of presence in class 7, divine operation in the
liturgy, is evident in relation to results in classes 4, 5 and 6. After all, it is the grace of
Christ in the chrism that enables man to consecrate the altar; the Spirit generates the
ecclesial fellowship between the members of the Body of Christ; the Spirit and Christ
fulfil the Eucharistic offering; and it is Christ himself who expresses his presence through
identification with the bread and the wine on the altar. Thus, the presence of God is
manifested in the thought of Cabasilas as operational divine presence. Consequently, the
transformation of the elements (and the real presence of Christ in them as a result) is
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brought about by a dynamic divine act. In no uncertain terms Cabasilas claims that there
is nothing that man can contribute to this and other divine acts.

So far the classes of the divine presence have made the theme evident mainly as an
objective reality for man. God’s presence is manifested and detected in the Eucharistic
synaxis as something that man can relate with outside himself. Perception of the priest as
embodiment of divine presence, however, gives another perspective on the central
theme: man being the container of the divine presence. The same is true with class 8, that
of the presence of Christ within man. As a consequence of Eucharistic communion with
Christ, man becomes in himself a form of manifestation of divinity. The relic within the
altar table already witnesses to that reality even before the opening doxology of the
liturgy is proclaimed. One could even say that Cabasilas bases the entire Eucharistic
liturgy on the mystical union between man and Christ. The presence of Christ in man as
“his second self”, as Cabasilas puts it, is described as dynamic koinonia: the properties of
the divine nature of Christ and the human nature of the communicant interchange. As a
result, the faithful communicant is transformed into the likeness of God.

Cabasilas understands the presence of Christ in man to take place so intimately that
Christ can be said to be closer to man than man is to his own heart. This union is depicted
by Cabasilas, firstly, as an adoption and spiritual birth, and, secondly, as unification of
the heart and the will of man with the heart and the will of Christ. In other words,
through partaking of the body and blood of Christ man is led into incorporation with
Christ. The mystical culmination of the Eucharistic rite thus ends with christification.

In the following figure the different classes of the divine presence are situated
according to intensity of presence they manifest and in relation to the dynamics of
separation-identification.

intensity of
the divine presence

A
(7) operational (8) XC
(1) general presence in man
manifestation of of God
the divinity
separation % T I I T » identification

CLASSES 2 3 4 5 6

FIGURE 7: Intensity of manifestation of the divine presence
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The point of Figure 7 is to put in graphic terms the point that the stronger the
identification with the divine is, the more intense is the capability to manifest the
presence of the divine. Presence manifested by sensual and connotative symbols that fall
into the categories of anamnetic (2) and symbolic (3) presence are situated close to the
separation end of the separation-identification span. The sacramental presence of Christ
(4) and the divine presence embodied in the priest (5) are more intense expressions of the
presence of God, located closer to the identification end of the spectrum. The Eucharistic
elements as the embodiment of presence of Christ (6) are the most intense symbol from
the aspect of ontological identification with its reference. Consequently, divine presence
is emphatically manifested through the Eucharistic bread and wine.

The two ovals explicate the noetic and mystical aspects of presence of the divine in
the Eucharistic liturgy. Together with the general manifestation of divinity (1), the
operational presence of God (7) can be said to permeate the entire synaxis. The liturgy is
an event of divine presence and makes the divine operation evident for the participants.
These two classes of the divine presence cannot be assigned to specific symbols or parts
of the rite. Conversely, they are the necessity that fundamentally constitutes the liturgy as
an event of divine-human dynamics. Despite their character as noetic foundations,
certain symbols or other manifestations of the presence of the divine may well highlight
these aspects of presence during the liturgy. For instance, the presence of Christ and the
Spirit in the priest manifests the divine operation.

The mystical aspect of the experienced presence of God is typified by the other oval,
which situates the presence of Christ in man (8). Man becomes personally an ontological
base for experiencing the presence of the divine. The dynamics of the separation and
identification spectrum can be taken as analogous to the tension between koinonia and
henosis. In the mystical union man can be said to be assimilated into God (henosis). Yet,
Cabasilas does not suggest that the deified human characteristics would abolish the
ontological boundary between God and man. Consequently, the mystical presence of
Christ in man ultimately takes place as true koinonia, sharing of one and the same thing
by two subjects.

When the findings on the theme of the divine presence are viewed against the
background of the general view of the Eucharistic theology of Cabasilas, his thought can
be characterised as symbolic and realistic. Such definition, firstly, expresses his
predilection for symbolic interpretation of the liturgy and its prevalence. Secondly, the
description conveys his realistic approach to the sacramental nucleus of the Eucharist:
Christ being present in reality in the Eucharistic bread and wine. Finally, the definition
reveals the inner dynamics of the thought of Cabasilas on the Eucharist. In spiritual and
liturgical terms there prevails in his thought the inner tendency from symbolic towards
the content, from the objective representation towards subjective participation in God.
This spiritual journey comes to its conclusion in a transformation of perspective. Man no
longer is an observer, but lives God’s presence personally through in his very being.
Setting symbolism in such a context enables to understand the symbolism of Cabasilas
not as antagonistic to real presence but in connection with it. Consequently, symbols with
different level of intensity enable man to experience God, thus fashioning him for its
culmination in koinonia and henosis.

198



Further, differences in the mode of presence — non-realistic as opposed to realistic —
are reminiscent of the tension between “already’ and 'not yet’, expressed in experiencing
the fullness of the expected Kingdom in the liturgical setting. In the liturgy the church
reaches out to the Kingdom of God. It is revealed and expressed in the Eucharistic
mystery, which provides deifying communion with the resurrected Christ. Liturgical
symbolism seems to be for Cabasilas a means to represent the meaning of the Eucharistic
mystery to some extent even before it becomes actually accomplished in the liturgy. Yet,
Cabasilas clearly distinguishes the actual and complete presence of Christ's body and
blood in the Eucharist from the symbolism preceding it. The realisation of the Eucharistic
mystery is like a fulfilment of the anticipation of the former parts of the liturgy. What is
sought after and portrayed through symbolism becomes really present and partakable.
As has been seen, Cabasilas understands the Kingdom of God as the ultimate goal for
men. Even though full citizenship in God’s Kingdom can only be realized in the age to
come, communion with Christ in the Eucharist enables us to attain it even at this time.
The liturgy is an entirety in which symbolism functions as preparation and inspiration
for directing attention towards the central act: meeting with Christ in the Eucharist.

6.3. ECUMENICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF NICHOLAS CABASILAS

In the present study the ecumenical value of Cabasilas’ thought was explored by
investigating his connection with the principles of Eucharistic doctrine of Hugh of St.
Victor, Peter Lombard and Thomas Aquinas.

Probably the most essential feature in the thought of the Latin theologians is the
conceptual distinction in the sacrament between the outward sacramentum and the inner
content res. The distinction enables them to define and differentiate the constitutive
elements of the sacrament of the Eucharist: the bread and the wine as sacramentum and
the body and blood of Christ as res. Even though there is no analogous philosophical
template to be found in Cabasilas’ thought, he yet makes a fundamental distinction
between the outward appearance of the sacrament and its inner contents as a spiritual
inevitability. Thus, although the Greek and Latin traditions have explicated Eucharistic
theology using different conceptual means and rational emphases, one should not too
rigidly separate philosophy and spirituality in the theological traditions of the West and
the East respectively. The methodological and conceptual differences revealed by this
study should not therefore be dogmatised. However, it must be pointed out that the
findings of this study still establish the characteristics of two different theological
traditions. Although significant parallels can be found between the thought of the Greek
Cabasilas and the three Latins on the Eucharist, differences in perspectives of dissection
are evident. Even though there is also some difference in views among the three Latin
theologians, these differences are fairly insignificant in relation to this study as a whole.

This study produced evidence of Cabasilas” intention to harmonise Greek and Latin
doctrines of transformation of the Eucharistic elements. He sees an identity of content
and effect between the epiclesis of the Byzantine rite and Supplices te rogamus of the
Missale Romanum. In his defence of Supplices te rogamus as an epicletic prayer of the
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Mass, Cabasilas associates himself with the christocentrism of the Latin doctrine of
Eucharistic change. Instead of attributing the change to operation of the Spirit, he
connects Supplices te rogamus with the consecratory power of Christ. When the outcome of
Cabasilas” reading is juxtaposed with his pneumatocentric presentation of epiclesis of the
Byzantine liturgy, the seemingly contradictory results could be taken as a sign of his
capability, on the one hand, to identify specific traits of the Greek and Latin traditions
and, on the other hand, to evaluate them quite fairly. Such a view is prone to criticism
since there is no exact evidence to be found in favour of Cabasilas’ interpretation of the
“Latin epiclesis” from the texts of Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Lombard and Thomas
Aquinas. Nevertheless, Cabasilas” “ecumenical intention” in his (mis)interpretation of the
Latin view of the Eucharistic transformation bears ecumenical significance. Yet, the
common elements of the Greek Cabasilas and the Latin scholars witness to general
Christian Eucharistic doctrine, not to conformity with Greek and Latin traditions as such.
However, the breadth of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic thought reveals another kind of
ecumenical status to his thinking. The sacrament of the body and blood of Christ is at the
heart of his theology. For Cabasilas, the Eucharist clearly is at the same time the starting
point for and the aim of Christianity. Especially the diaconic implications of his
understanding of participation in God could be of broad ecumenical interest, not to
mention his significance for a communal, liturgical and mystical vision of the Eucharist.

6.4. EVALUATION OF THE EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY OF NICHOLAS
CABASILAS

To assess the place of Nicholas Cabasilas in the context of modern Orthodox theology, 1
will briefly highlight two perspectives: his role in the tradition of symbolic interpretation
of the liturgy, and his contribution to the modern Eucharistic theology.

In relation to the rather heterogeneous tradition of symbolic interpretation of the
liturgy, Cabasilas further promotes the already existing diversity. He does not appear to
think that his exact construction of the symbolic meaning of the rite of the Eucharistic
liturgy would be the most authentic and comprehensive interpretation of the forma of the
rite. His objective is to give a harmonious and comprehensive construction of the rite
which stands alone as a whole. Thus, the symbolic construction of Cabasilas should not
be so much set against the background of the preceding tradition of interpretation, as it
should be evaluated on its own right. The unique value of his construction, therefore, is
based on his hermeneutical foundations: Eucharistic realism and the centrality of
Eucharistic communion in Christian faith and spirituality.

Naturally, Cabasilas can and should also be placed on the continuum of the literary
genre of liturgical interpretation. He definitely is a representative of liturgical symbolism
in its fully developed form, even though he is not fettered by the idiosyncrasies of that
tradition. When the different interpretations are compared, one notices that while certain
elements have been transmitted through the centuries, there is an abundance of
interpretations within the one tradition. Such proliferation leads to inconsistency when
different interpreters give different meanings to one and the same symbols.
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Consequently, there is not one established version of the meaning of the liturgy but a
variety of interpretations is conveyed by the symbolic tradition.

Cabasilas’ contribution to Eucharistic theology is closely connected to the manner in
which the symbolic tradition is appreciated. Orthodox representatives of the liturgical
renewal movement have begun to find criteria for evaluating the various expressions of
the liturgical commentaries. The discussion about Cabasilas’ role within the liturgical
tradition is but one example of the prevailing ad fontes atmosphere of modern Orthodox
theology since the 1930s. A return to the patristic sources, practices and mentality has
proved to be a challenge, as is shown by the dispute on the value of the liturgical
symbolism of Cabasilas and his predecessors. The needs of modern theology of liturgical
hermeneutics are not necessarily easily satisfied by the Byzantine representatives of the
liturgical tradition. What can be said about Cabasilas’ linkage with modern liturgical
theology and its questions? Is there anything valuable in his symbolic reading of the rite,
or should he be ignored as a representative of a school of unoriginal liturgical
understanding of the Middle Ages?

Even if the interest shown by this work in Cabasilas’ thought were only a result of
the growing interest towards liturgical commentaries, my analysis provides grounds for
commenting on Cabasilas’ relation to the topical themes of the modern discussion.
Despite criticism, some scholars view Cabasilas in a favourable light when it comes to his
Eucharistic thought. I cannot but agree with them, when Cabasilas’ clarity regarding the
essence of the liturgy is evaluated. Regardless of the use of symbolism in his theology,
Eucharistic realism is still solidly grounded. Besides, his focus on the participant or the
communicant is an important contribution to modern theology. The perspective is on
man, his soul and spiritual pursuits that are expressed and nourished in the liturgy. The
entire rite is harnessed to drive man to meet his God and Lord. Even though the
Eucharistic mystery is at the centre, Cabasilas nevertheless highlights the sense of the
entirety of the rite. This kind of attention to the whole does not threaten the Eucharistic
centrality of the liturgy, but rather enhances the Eucharistic significance of each part of
liturgical entirety.

As an observation based on this research, Cabasilas’ interest in liturgical symbolism
cannot be said to conflict with the demand of the liturgical renewal movement in its aim
to perceive more clearly the Eucharist as the heart of the liturgy and spiritual life. The
focal points that define Orthodox worship, determined by the pan-Orthodox liturgical
commission!, are strikingly identical with the central elements of Cabasilas’ Eucharistic
reasoning. Theocentrism and a dialogical perspective form an axiomatic foundation for
Cabasilas” understanding of the liturgy: it is an event of manifestation of God to men and
an expression of reciprocal communion. Moreover, based on the observations of
Cabasilas’” view on the effects of Eucharistic communion, the liturgy is for him an
existentially shaking and comprehensive event in which man enters into a transformative
contact with God. Besides, the communal and cosmic dimensions of the liturgy are
explicitly mentioned by Cabasilas. For him, the divine liturgy clearly is not an end in
itself, but he perceives it explicitly as instrumental: it is a gateway rather than an end

Ler. page 9, n. 49.
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point. Illumination of the intellect and purification of the heart, set by the Liturgical
Commission as the goal of the liturgy, are parallel with Cabasilas’ idea of sanctification as
the highest expression of Eucharistic participation. The liturgy is for Cabasilas a formative
expression and event in experiencing Christian faith. Consistent with the principles of the
Commission’s declaration, Cabasilas also has a clear eschatological emphasis. In
conclusion, the substantial interconnections between Cabasilas and the liturgical
principles set forth by the pan-Orthodox consultation establish the fact that in the
modern Orthodox liturgical theology there are tendencies that advocate such an ideal of
the Eucharistic liturgy which in its essentials is found in Cabasilas.

202



Sources and Literature

SOURCES
Main sources

Nicholas Cabasilas

De vita
De vita in Christo. Nicolas Cabasilas, La vie en Christ I. Livres I-IV. SC, No. 355.
Paris, 1989.

De vita in Christo. Nicolas Cabasilas, La vie en Christ II. Livres V-VII. SC, No.
361. Paris, 1990.

Sacrae liturgiae
Sacrae liturgiae interpretatione. Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la divine
liturgie. SC, No 4. 2€ édition. Paris, 1967.

Other works by Cabasilas

" Admpoioig mept Tov v adtolg EAE0L BwoD
" Adnvaiolg mepl 100 £V adtolg EAE0V Bwuov. — A. AvyelomovAdos. NikoAoog
KoBdothag Xauoetoe. H Lon koi &pyov adrov. Thessaloniki, 1970. 116-118.

Epistula
P. Enepekides. Briefwechsel des Mystikers Nikolaos Kabasilas. Kommentierte
Textausgabe. — Byzantinische Zeitschrift, N:o 46. 18-46. (When the letters are
referred to, their numerical order and page and line numbering of Enepekides’
edition are used)

Laudatio sanctae myroblytidae Theodorae
Laudatio sanctae myroblytidae Theodorae. — PG 150. Paris, 1865. 753A-772B.

Adyor tederwdnvon
‘Ot advvortov v AGYolg vOUBETOVUEVOV UGVOV TOV dvdpwrov TEAELOONVOL, TICTEWG
un mpocovong. — A. Angelopoulos. Nikdiaog Kapooiiag Xoudetog. 'H Lon kol
£pyov avtov. Thessaloniki, 1970. 114-115.

203



Homélies Mariales
M. Jugie. Homélies Mariales byzantines. Textes grecs édités et traduits en latin,
XII: Nicolas Cabasilas. Homélies sur la Nativité, I'Annociation et la Dormition de
la Sainte Vierge. — Patrologia Orientalis XIX. Paris, 1926. 465-510. (When the
homilies are referred to, their numerical order and page and line numbering of
Jugie’s edition is used)

TMepi &v tn deig Aettovpyia TEAOLUEVWY
Iept év TN el Aertovpyio tedovuévwv. — Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la
divine liturgie. SC, No 4. 2e édition. Paris, 1967. 368-380.

Iepi Tov Aoyov potoilov
AdyoL TV BovAougvey dmodetkview Gt 1 mepl Tov Adyov coodio potaiov kol o0
Kapooiho Avoelg tawv towovtwy émuxelppotwr. — A. Angelopoulos. NikoAioog
KaBdowhag Xoapdetog.'H Lo kol €pyov adTov. Thessaloniki, 1970. 111-113.

TMepi TV TOAUWOUEV®DY
Adyog mepl T@V TOAMWUEVWY Tolg dpyovoww £mi Tolg 1epolg ToApmuévov. I
Sevcenko. Nicolas Cabasilas' "Anti-Zealot" Discourse: A Reinterpration. —
Dumbarton Oaks Papers, N:o 11. 91-125.

Protheoria
Protheoria. — PG 149, 677-680. Turnholti, 1978.

Sermo contra feneratores
Sermo contra feneratores. — PG 150. Paris, 1865. 728 A-749B.

Works by Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Lombard and Thomas Aquinas

Hugh of St. Victor
De sacramentis De sacramentis fidei Christianae. — PL 176, tomus secundus. Col.183-
617. Paris, 1880.

Peter Lombard

Sententiae Magistri Petri Lombardi, Parisiensis Episcopi. Sententize in IV libris
distinctee. Tomus II, liber III et IV. Editio tertia. Spicilegium
Bonaventurianum, No. 5. Roma, 1981.

Thomas Aquinas

STh Summa Theologiae. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae. Latin text
and English translation. Vols. 56, 58 & 59. London - New York
1965-1975.

204



Contra Gentiles Summa contra Gentiles. Saint Thomas d’Aquin, Contra gentiles.
Texte de I'édition Léonine. Introd. d” A. Gauthier. Trad. de R.
Bernier et al. Paris, 1957-1961.

LITERATURE
Patristic, other early, and medieval works

Anselm of Canterbury
Cur Deus homo - Warum Gott Mensch geworden. Lateinisch und deutsch. Dritte
auflage. Miinchen, 1956.

Athanasius the Great
Oratio de Incarnatione Verbi. — PG 25, col. 95D-198. Turnholti, 1979.

Aristotle
Nicomachean Ethics. Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy. Cambridge
2002.
Physics. Aristotle in twenty-three volumes, Vols. 4 & 5. The Loeb classical library
228 & 255. London.

Augustinus
De Civitate Dei. — PL 41, col. 13-804. Paris, 1864.

Cyril of Alexandria
Adversus Nestorii blasphemias, Tomus quartus. — PG 76, col. 167B-208A. Paris,
1859.
Epistola XVIL. Cyrilli ad Nestorium de excommunicatione. — PG 77, col. 105C-
121D. Athenai, 1994.

Cyril of Jerusalem
Catecheses mystagogica. St. Cyril of Jerusalem’s Lectures on the Christian
Sacraments. Greek text with translation. Crestwood, 1951.

David Dishypatos
Adyog kool BopAodp kot TAkwddvov mpog Nikoiaov Koapdoiiov. Bulavtivo
Keipevo kol MeAr€tar 10. Ed. D. Tsames. Thessalonica, 1973.

Didache

Didakhe. — Die apostolischen Viter. Neuarbeitung der funkschen Ausgabe von K.
Bihlmeyer. Zweite Aufl. Erster Teil. Tiibingen 1956. 1-9.

205



Dimitrios Cydones
AHMHTPIOY KYAONH: OQMA AKYINATOY, XZOYMMA OEOAOIIKH,
EZEAAHNIZOEIZA. Corpus philosophorum graecorum recentiorum II 15, II 16, I
17A & II 17B. Textes etudes, amontés et présentes par G. Leotsinis, A
Glycorydou-Leontsini, E. Moutsopoulos et al. AOHNAI 1976-1982

Germanos of Constantinople
Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio. St. Germanos of Constantinople.
On the Divine Liturgy. The Greek Text with Translation, Introduction and
Commentary by P. Meyendorff. Crestwood, 1984.

Gregory Akindynos
Letters of Gregory Akindynos. Greek Text and English Translation by A. Hero.
Dumbarton Oaks Texts VII. Washington, 1983.

Gregory Nazianzus
Poema dogmatica, 10. De Incarnatione, adversus Apollinarium. - PG 37, col. 464-
470. Turnholti, 1979.

Gregory the Great
Dialogorum libri quatuor. — PL 77, col. 149B-430A. Paris, 1896.

Irenenaeus of Lyon
Adversus haereses. Irénée de Lyon. Contre les hérésies. Livre IV & V. SC, No. 100
& 153. Paris, 1965 & 1969.

Isidorus of Sevilla
Etymologiarum. — PL 82, col. 73A-1060. Parisiis, 1878.

John Chrysostom
De sacerdotio. — PG 48, col. 623-692. Turnholti, 1979
In coemeterii apellationem. — PG 49, col. 393-398. Turnholti, s.a.
In Epistolam ad Ephesios, homilia III. - PG 62, col. 23-30.Turnholti, 1980.
In Epistolam ad Hebraeos. — PG 63, col. 9-236. Turholti, 1979.
In Epistolam primam ad Corinthios. — PG 61, col. 9-382. Athenai, 1997.
In proditionem judae, Homilia I. - PG 49, col. 373-382. Turnholti, s.a.
Homiliae in Joannem. PG 59. Athenai, 1996.
Oportet haereses. — PG 51, col. 251-260. Turnholti, 1979.

John of Damascus
Expositio fidei. Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos II. Besorgt von P.
Kotter. Patristische Texte und Studien, Band 12. Berlin — New York, 1973.

Justin the Martyr
Apologia prima. — PG 6, col. 328 A-440D. Turnholti, 1978.

206



Dialogus cum Tryphone judaeo. — PG 6, col 472A-800D. Turnholti, 1978.

Manuel II Palaelogus
The Letters of Manuel II Palaelogus. Text, Translation, and Notes by Geroge
Dennis. Dumbarton Oaks Texts IV. Washington, 1977.

Maximus the Confessor
Mystagogia. — PG 91, col. 657C-717D. Turnholti, 1981.
Opuscula theologica et polemica ad Marinum. — PG 91, col. 9-285. Turnholti, 1981.

Nicholas of Andyda
Brevis commentatio de divinae liturgiae symbolis ac mysteriis. — PG 140, col. 417-
468. Turnholti, 1982.

Paschasius Radbertus
Liber de corpore et sanguine Domini. — PL 120, col. 1267C-1350D. Parisiis, 1879.

Proclos of Constantinople
Tractatus de traditione divinae missae. — PG 65, col. 849B-852B. Turnholti, 1979.

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite
De ecclesiastica hierarchia. — Corpus Dionysiacum II. Hrsg. G. Heil & A. Rittel.
Patristische Texte und Studien, Bd. 36. Berlin. 1991.

Symeon the New Theologian
Syméon le Nouveau Théologien. Traités théologiques et éthiques I & II. Sources
Chrétiennes, No. 122 & 129. Paris 1966, 1967.

Sofronius of Jerusalem
Commentarius liturgicus. — PG 87, col. 3981B-4001B. Turnholti, 1982.

Liturgical texts

Brightman, F. E.
1896 Liturgies Eastern and Western. Being the Texts Original or Translated of the
Principal Liturgies of the Church. Vol. I, Eastern Liturgies. Oxford.

Jasper, R.C.D. & Cuming, G.].

1975 Prayers of the Eucharist. Early and Reformed. Revised and enlarged 3t edition.
New York.

207



Canons and ecclesial decrees

Concilium Tridentinum

1974 Concilium Tridentinum. Diarorum, actorum, epistolarum tractatuum. Tomus
sextus, actorum pars tertia, volumen tertium. Summaria sententiarium
theologorum super articulis lutheranorum de sacramentis purgatorio indulgentiis
sacrificio missae in concilio bononiensi disputatis. Ed. T. Freudenberger. Freiburg
im Breisgau.

The Seven Ecumenical Councils

1900 The Seven Ecumenical Councils of the Undivided Church. Their Canons and
Dogmatic Decrees, Together with the Canons of All the Local Synods which Have
Received Ecumenical Acceptance. Ed. H. Percival. Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, Second Series, Vol. 14. 1994 reprint. Peabody.

Secondary works on Nicholas Cabasilas

Angelopoulos, A.
1970 Nikoroog Kopooidog Xapoetog.'H {wn kol 0 €pyov adtov. Analekta Blatadon,
N:o 5. Tessaloniki.

Bobrinskoy, B.
1968 Nicholas Cabasilas and Hesychast Spirituality. — Sobornost. Series 5, N:o 7. 483-
510.

Bornert, R.
1966 Les commentaires byzantins de la divine liturgie du VIIe au XVe siecle. Archives
de I'Orient Chrétien 9. Paris.

Congourdeau, M.-H.

1989 Introduction. — Nicolas Cabasilas. La vie en Christ I. Livres I-IV. SC, No. 355.
Paris, 1989. 11-67.

2004 Nicolas Cabasilas et le Palamisme. — Gregorio Palamas e oltre. Studi e documenti
sulle contorversie teologiche del XIV secolo Bizantino. Orientalia Venetiana 16.
Firenze. 191-210.

2007 Nicola Cabasila e il suo tempo. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del
XIV Convegno ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione
bizantine. Bose, 14-16 settembre 2006. Magnano. 25-45.

Conticello, C.

2006 L’influsso di Cabasilas in Oriente e in Occidente. Paper given in the 14th
International Ecumenical Conference in Bose, Italy, September 14t-16% 2006.
Unprinted.

208



Craig, R.

1957 Nicolas Cabasilas: An Exposition of the Divine Liturgy. — Studia Patristica, vol. IL
Papers presented to the Second International conference on Patristic Studies held
at Christ Church, Oxford 1955. Part II. Ed. K. Aland & F. Cross. Berlin. 21-28.

Gass, W.
1849 Die Mystik des Nikolaus Cabasilas vom Leben in Christo. Greiswald.

Getcha, J.

2007a Nicola Cabasila e i suoi scritti: Un laico che scrive per de laici? — Nicola Cabasilas
e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno ecumenico internazionale di
spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16 settembre 2006. Magnano.
47-65.

2007b The Eucharistic Theology of Stt. Nicolas Cabasilas and Symeon of Thessalonica.
Paper given in the 5% International Theological Conference of the Russian
Orthodox Church, “Orthodox Teaching on the Sacraments of the Church”,
Moscow, 13-16 November 2007. Unprinted.
[http://theolcom.ru/doc/sacradoc/2_17_Job_Gecha_en.pdf]

Gouillard, J.
1967 Introduction. — Sacrae liturgiae interpretatio Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la
divine liturgie. Sources Chrétiennes, No 4. 2e édition. Paris. 9-46.

Hussey, J.

1972 Symeon the New Theologian and Nicolas Cabasilas: Similarities and Contrasts in
Orthodox Spirituality. — Eastern Church Rewiev. Vol. IV, No. 2/Autumn 1972.
131-140.

Jugie, M.

1926 Introduction. - Homélies Mariales byzantines. Textes grecs édités et traduits en
latin, XII: Nicolas Cabasilas. Homélies sur la Nativité, 1'Annociation et la
Dormition de la Sainte Vierge. Patrologia Orientalis XIX. Paris. 456-465.

Kattan, A.

2007 Scrittura e simbolismo liturgico: L'uso dei testi biblici nel “Comento della divina
liturgia”. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno
ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16
settembre 2006. Magnano. 139-151.

Klimenko, M.
1996 On the Divine Liturgy, Nicholas Cabasilas, and his Commentary. — Diakonia, Vol.
29, No. 3. [www.http://academic.uofs.edu/organization/ecsc/diakonia.html]

Koutroubis, D.
1984 Nicholas Cabasilas. A Lay Teacher of the Spiritual Life. — Sourozh, N:o 18. 17-19.

209



Loenertz, R.
1955 Chronologie de Nicolas Cabasilas 1345-1354. — Orientalia Christiana Periodica,
Vol. 21. 205-231.

Lot-Borodine, M.
1958 Nicolas Cabasilas. Un maitre de la spiritualité byzantine au X1V siecle. Paris.

Mantovanis, P.
1984 The Eucharistic Theology of Nicholas Cabasilas. Keble College, Oxford.
Unpublished.

Nellas, P.

1974 ’Ewcaywyn. - Nikodoog Kopooido. H Oeountwp. Tpelg UEOUNTOPLKEG OULALEG. A
£xdoon.” Adnrat. 9-38.

1975 "H mept dikanwoewg ddookaiio Nikodoov Kofootdo. ZopBoin eig try opv6do&ov
wtnplodoyiay. Pireus.

1987 Deification in Christ. Orthodox Perspectives on the Nature of the Human Person.
Contemporary Greek Theologians, No. 5. Crestwood.

1996 Redemption or Deification? Nicholas Kavasilas and Anselm's Question 'Why
did God Become Man?' - Sourozh, No. 66. December 1996. 10-30.

Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia

2007 Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno ecumenico
internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16 settembre
2006. Magnano.

Papathanasiou, C.

2007 La prassi della communione frequente secondo l'insegnamento di Nicola
Cabasila. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno
ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16
settembre 2006. Magnano. 67-81. 127-138.

Périchon, P.
1967 Le texte. — Introduction, IV. Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la divine liturgie.
SC, No 4. 2€ édition. Paris, 47-53.

Rubini, M.
1976 1'Antropologia christologica di Nicolas Cabasilas. Molfetta.

Salaville, S.

1936 Le christocentrisme de Nicolas Cabasilas. - Echos d'Orient, No. 39. 129-167.

1943a Introduction. — Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la divine liturgie. SC, No 4.
Paris. 1-64.

1943b Vues sotérilogiques chez Nicolas Cabasilas (XIV® siecle). — Etudes Byzantines.
Tome I. Bucarest. 5-57.

210



1967 Traduction et notes. — Nicolas Cabasilas. Explication de la divine liturgie. SC, No
4. 2€ édition. Paris.

Savvatos, C.

2007 I sacramenti della chiesa come fondamento della vita spirituale in Christo
secondo Nicola Cabasila. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV
Convegno ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine.
Bose, 14-16 settembre 2006. Magnano. 67-81.

Schulz, H.-J.

1986 The Byzantine Liturgy. Symbolic Structure and Faith Expression. New York. [The
English translation of the revised edition of Die byzantinische Liturgie (1964)
includes an important addition lacking from the original German edition:
Prospect. Nicholas Cabasilas as Witness to the Ecumenical Faith, pages 193-196.]

Scognamiglio, R.

2007 La parte di Dio e la parte dell'uomo nel “Comento della divina liturgia”. — Nicola
Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno ecumenico internazionale di
spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16 settembre 2006. Magnano.
111-126.

Spiteris, Y.
1996 Cabasilas: teologo e mistico bizantino. Nicola Cabasilas Chamaetos: e la suo
sintesi teologica. Roma.

Spiteris, Y. & Conticello, C.
2002 Nicola Cabasilas Chamaetos. — La théologie byzantine et sa tradition, II. Ed. C.
Conticello & V. Conticello. Turnhout. 315-322.

Storheim, S.

1982 Nicholas Cabasilas’” Commentary on the Divine Liturgy. Questions on
Assumptions with Historical Data. Master of Theology thesis, St. Vladimir
Orthodox Theological Seminary. Unprinted.

Taft, R.
1999 Nicolau Cabasilas, La Vida en Crist. — Orientalis Christiana Periodica, Vol. 65. 253-
254,

Tsirpanlis, C.

s.a.  The Liturgical and Mystical Theology of Nicolas Cabasilas. 24 printing, 1986.
New York.

1979 The Career and Writings of Nicolas Cabasilas. — Byzantion, Tome XLIX. 414-427.

211



Veniamin, C.
1995 The Sinlessness of the Mother of God according to Saint Nicholas Cabasilas. —
Alive in Christ, 1995 No. 3. [http://www.stots.edu/cabas.html]

Volker, W.
1977 Die Sakramentsmystik des Nikolaus Kabasilas. Wiesbaden.

Ware, K.

2005 Not an Image or a Figure. Cabasilas on the Eucharistic Sacrifice. — Le feu sur la
terre. Mélanges offerts au Pere Boris Bobrinskoy a 1'occasion de son 80¢ anniver-
saire. Ed. J. Getcha & M. Stavrou. Analecta Sergiana, No. 3 Paris. 143-149.

Yangazoglou, S.

2007 Eucharisti, divina economia e chiesa: I principi ermeneutici nel “Comento della
divina liturgia”. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV Convegno
ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine. Bose, 14-16
settembre 2006. Magnano. 83-110.

Other secondary works

Annala, P.
1993 Antiikin teologinen perintd. Helsinki.

Arseniev, N.
1979 Mysticism and the Eastern Church. Transl. by A. Chambers. London - Oxford.
(1926)

Auxentios, hieromonk & Thornton, J.
1987 Three Byzantine Commentaries on the Divine Liturgy: A Comparative Treatment.
— Greek Orthodox Theological Review. Vol. 32, No. 3/1987. 285-308.

Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry
1982 Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry. Faith and Order Paper No. 111. Geneva.

Baggley, J.
1988 Doors of Perception. Icons and their Spiritual Significance. Crestwood.

von Balthasar, H.

2003 Cosmic Liturgy. The Universe According to Maximus the Confessor. Transl. by
Brian Daley. San Francisco.

212



Barden, W.

1965a The Sacramentality of the Eucharist. — Summa Theologiae. Vol. 58, The
Eucharistic presence. Latin text and English translation. London - New York. 197-
200.

1965b The Presences of Christ in the Eucharist. — Summa Theologiae. Vol. 58, The
Eucharistic presence. Latin text and English translation. London - New York. 201-
206.

1965c The Metaphysics of the Eucharist. — Summa Theologiae. Vol. 58, The Eucharistic
presence. Latin text and English translation. London - New York. 207-214.

Behr, J.
2004 The Nicene Faith, Part 2. One of the Holy Trinity. Formation of Christian
Theology, Vol. 2. Crestwood.

Behr-Sigel, E.
1991 The Ministry of Women in the Church. Redondo Beach.
1992  The Place of Heart. An Introduction to Orthodox Spirituality. Wheathamstead.

Betz, J.

1955 Die Eucharistie in der Zeit der griechischen Vater. Freiburg.

1979 Eucharistie. In der Schrift und Patristik. Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte Band
IV, Faszikel 4a. Freiburg — Basel — Wien.

Bobrinskoy, B.
1999 The Mystery of the Trinity. Trinitarian Experience and Vision in the Biblical and
Patristic Tradition. Transl. by A. Gythiel. Crestwood.

Botte, B.
1964 L’Euchologe de Serapion est-il authentique? — Oriens Christianus 48. 50-56.

Bouyer, L.

1955 Liturgical Piety. 8 printing. Notre Dame.

1956 Life and Liturgy. 4" impression. London.

1968 Eucharist. Theology and Spirituality of the Eucharist Prayer. Notre Dame -
London.

Botiessé, H.
1938 Thélogie et sacerdoce. Chambéry.

Bradshaw, D.
2004 Aristotle East and West. Metaphysics and the Division of Christendom.
Cambridge.

Breck, J.
1986 The Power of the Word in the Worshipping Church. Crestwood.

213



Bréhier, L.
1977 The Life and Death of Byzantium. Europe in the Middle Ages Selected Studies,
Vol. 5. Amsterdam — New York — Oxford.

Bria, 1.
1996 The Liturgy after the Liturgy. Mission and Witness from an Orthodox
Perspective. Geneva.

Briggs, J.

2004 The Changing Shape of the Ecumenical Movement. — A History of the Ecumenical
Movement. Vol. 3: 1968-2000. Ed. J. Briggs, M. Oduyoye & G. Tsetsis. Geneva.
659-674.

Brock, S.
1987 General Introduction. — The Syriac Fathers on Prayer and the Spiritual Life.
Kalamazoo. x-xli.

Brown, R.
1994 Introduction to New Testament Christology. London — New York.

Burridge, R.

2005 From Titles to Stories: A Narrative Approach to the Dynamic Christologies of the
New Testament. — The Person of Christ. Ed. S. Holmes & M. Rae. London — New
York. 37-61.

Buxton, R.

1976 Eucharist and Institution Narrative. A Study in the Roman and Anglican
traditions of the Consecration of the Eucharist from the Eight to the Twentieth
Centuries. Alcuin Club Collections No. 58. Great Wakering,.

CccC
1995 Catechism of the Catholic Church. With Modifications from the Editio Typica.
New York — London - Toronto — Sydney — Auckland.

Cabié, R.
1983 L'Eglise en priére. Introduction a la Liturgie, Vol. Il. Ed. A. Martimont.  Paris.

Campbell, T.
1981 Introduction. — Dionysios the Pseudo-Areopagita. The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy.
Lanham - New York - London. 1-16.

Chandlee, H.

1986 Liturgical Movement. — The New Westminster Dictionary of Liturgy and
Worship. Ed. ]J.G. Davies. Philadelphia. 307-314.

214



Chatillon, J.
1986 Hugo von St. Viktor. — Theologische Realenzyklopadie, Band XV. 629-653.

Christian Perspectives on Theological Anthropology
2005 Christian Perspectives on Theological Anthropology. A Faith and Order Study
Document. Faith and Order Paper No. 194. Geneva.

Chryssavgis, J.
1990 Repentance and Confession in the Orthodox Church. Brookline.

Congar, Y.
1983 I Believe in the Holy Spirit. Vol. III. London.

Consultation

1998 Consultation on Orthodox Liturgical Renewal and Visible Unity. New Skete
Monastery, Cambridge, New York May 26-June 1, 1998. — St. Vladimir’s
Theological Quarterly. Vol. 42, N:o 3-4. 385-395.

Cooke, B. & Macy, G.
2005 Christian symbol and ritual. An Introduction. Oxford.

Cross, F.
1951 Introduction. - St. Cyril of Jerusalem’s Lectures on the Christian Sacraments. 2nd
printing. Crestwood. ix-xxxix.

Cutrone, E.
1999 Sacraments. — Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia. Ed. A. Fitzgerald, J.
Cavadini et al. Grand Rapids — Cambridge. 741-747

Dalferth, Ingolf
2001 Representing God’s Presence. — International Journal of Systematic Theology, Vol.
3, No. 3/2001. 237-256.

Daniélou, J.

1956 The Bible and the Liturgy.University of Notre Dame Liturgical Studies, ~ Vol. III.
4th printing. Notre Dame.

1957 The Angels and Their Mission. According to the Fathers of the Church.  Allen.

Deferrari, R.

1951 Introduction. — Hugh of Saint Victor. On the Sacraments of the Christian Faith.
Cambridge. ix-xx.

Deiss, L.

1992 The Mass. Collegeville.

215



Dejaifve, G.

1963 East and West: Two Theologies, One Faith. — Rediscovering Eastern Christendom.
Essays in memory of Dom Bede Winslow. Ed. E. Fry & A. Armstrong. London.
51-62.

Dennis, G.

1977 Prosopography. The Correspondents of Manuel II Palaelogus and Persons
Mentioned in His Letters. — The Letters of Manuel II Palaelogus. Text,
Translation, and Notes by Geroge Dennis. Dumbarton Oaks Texts IV.
Washington. xxvii-Ix.

Dimitrov, I.

2004 The Relationship Between the Old and the New Testament. — Das Alte Testament
als christliche Bibel in orthodoxer und westlicher Sicht. Herausg. I Dimitrov, J.
Dunn, U. Luz & K.-W. Niebuhr. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zun Neuen
Testament 174. Tiibingen. 145-153.

Dix, G.
1945 The Shape of the Liturgy. 34 impression. Westminster.

Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople

1987 Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. — Churches respond to BEM Official
Responses to the "Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry” Text, Vol. 4. Ed. Max
Thurian. Faith and Order paper No: 137. Geneva. 1-6.

Egan, H.
1991 An Anthology of Christian Mysticism. Collegeville.

Elias, N.
1991 The Symbol Theory. London.

Erickson, J.
1991 The Challenge of Our Past. Studies in Orthodox Canon Law and Church History.
Crestwood.

Evdokimov, P.
2001 In the World, of the Chruch. A Paul Evdokimov Reader. Ed. M. Plekon & A.
Vinogradov. Crestwood.

Fahey, M.

1996 The Orthodox-Catholic Consultation in the United States. — The Quest for Unity.
Orthodox and Catholics in Dialogue. Ed. J. Borelli & J. Erickson. Crestwood -
Washington. 25-34.

216



Felmy, K

1984 Die Deutung der Gottlichen Liturgie in der russischen Theologie. Wege und
Wandlungen russischer Liturgie-Auslegung. Arbeiten zur kirchengeschichte, Bd.
54. Berlin.

Florovsky, G.

1978 The elements of Liturgy. — The Orthodox Church in the Ecumenical Movement.
Documents and Statements 1902-1975. Ed. C. Patelos. Geneva. 172-182. (1952)

1979 The Ways of Russian theology. Belmont.

1981 The Christological Dogma and its Terminology. — Does Chalcedon Divide or
Unite? Towards Convergence in Orthodox Christology. Ed. P. Gregorios, W.
Lazareth & N. Nissiotis. Genava. 121-126.

Gass, W.
1872  Symbolik der griechischen Kirche. Berlin.

Gavin, F.
1923 Some Aspects of Contemporary Greek Orthodox Thought. New York.

Geanakoplos, D.
1984 Byzantium. Chruch, Society, and Civilization Seen Through Contemporary Eyes.
Chicago — London.

Gebremedhin, E.

1977 Life-Giving Blessing. An Inquiry into the Eucharistic Doctrine of Cyril of
Alexandria. Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis. Studia Doctrinae Christianae
Upsaliensia, N:o 17. Uppsala.

Gerhards, A.

1983 Priere addressee a Dieu ou au Christ? Relecture d’une these importante de J.A.
Jungmann a la lumiére de recherché actuelle. — Liturgie, Spiritualité, Cultres.
Conférences Saint Serge. Ed. par A.M.Triacca & A. Tistoia. Rome. 101-114.

Grainger, R.
1988 The Message of the Rite. The Significance of Christian Rites of Passage.
Cambridge.

Greenfield, R.
1988 Traditions of Belief in Late Byzantine Demonology. Amsterdam.

Grgurevich, N.
1993 The Eucharist as Sacrifice. Edgeworth.

217



Grisbrooke, W.

1986a Anaphora. — A New Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship. Ed. J.G. Davies.
London. 13-21.

1986b Prothesis. — A New Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship. Ed. J.G. Davies. London.
449 - 450.

1986¢ Presanctified Mass. — A New Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship. Ed. ]J.G. Davies.
London. 444-451.

Hackel, S.
1986 Orthodox Worship. — The New Westminster Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship.
Ed. ].G. Davies. Philadelphia. 421-423.

Hamman, A.
1992  Eucharist. — Encyclopedia of the Early Church, Vol I. Ed. A. Di Berardinon.
Cambridge. 292-293.

Harakas, S.
1974 Living the Liturgy. A practical guide for participating in the Divine Liturgy of the
Eastern Orthodox Church. Minneapolis.

Hardon, J.
1981 The Catholic Catechism. A Contemporary Catechism of the Teachings of the
Catholic Church. New York — London — Toronto.

Harmless, W.
1995 Augustine and the Catechumenate. Minnesota. Hauschild, W.-D.

Hauschild, W.-D.
1995 Lehrbuch der Kirchen- und Dogmengeshichte. Band 1, Alte Kirche und
Mittelalter. Giitersloh.

Hausherr, 1.
1982 Penthos. The Doctrine of Compunction in the Christian East. Cistercian Studies

Series, No. 53. Kalamazoo.

Hirsch, E. D.
1967 Validity in Interpretation. New Haven.

Hussey, J.
1986 The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire. Oxford.

Hodl, L.
1996 Petrus Lombardus. — Theologische Realenzyklopédie, Band XXVI. 296-303.

218



Jaspers, K.
1959 Truth and Symbol. New Haven.

JIC

1980 Plan to Set Underway the Theological Dialogue Between the Roman Catholic
Church and the Orthodox Church. First Plenary Meeting, Patmos/Rhodes
1.6.1980. — The Quest for Unity. Orthodox and Catholics in Dialogue. Ed. J. Borelli
& J. Erickson. Crestwood — Washington. 47-52.

1982 The Mystery of the Church and of the Eucharist in the Light of the Mystery of the
Holy Trinity. Second Plenary Meeting, Munich 6.7.1982. — The Quest for Unity.
Orthodox and Catholics in Dialogue. Ed. ]. Borelli & ]. Erickson. Crestwood —
Washington. 53-64.

1987 Faith, Sacraments and the Unity of the Church. Fourth Plenary Meeting. Bari,
10.6.1987. — The Quest for Unity. Orthodox and Catholics in Dialogue. Ed. J.
Borelli & J. Erickson. Crestwood — Washington. 93-104.

John Paul II
2003 Ecclesia de Eucharistia. [http://www.vatican.va/edocs/ENG0821/_INDEX.HTM]

Jones, C.
1978 The Eucharist: The New Testament. — The Study of Liturgy. Ed. C. Jones, G.
Wainwright et al. New York. 148-169.

Jounel, P.

1987 From the Council of Trent to Vatican Council II. — Principles of the Liturgy. The
Church at Prayer. An Introduction to the Liturgy, Vol. I. Ed. A. Martimont, R
Cabié, I. Dalmais et al. Transl. by M. O’Connell. London. 63-84.

Jungmann, J.

1925 Die Stellung Christi im liturgischen Gebet. Liturgiewissenschaftliche Quellen und
Forschungen, Heft 19/20. 2. Auflage. Miinster.

1949 Missarum sollemnia. Eine genetische erklarung der rémischen Messe, II Band. 2.
durchgesehene Auflage. Wien.

1959 The Early Liturgy. To the Time of Gregory the Great. University of Notre Dame
Liturgical Studies, Vol. VI. 6% printing. Notre Dame.

1976 The Mass. An Historical, Theological and Pastoral Survey. Collegeville.

Kelly, J.
1958 Early Christian Doctrines. 4t edition. London.

Khoruzhii, S.

2004 Neo-Patristic Synthesis and Russian Philosophy. — The Russian Idea. In Search of
aNew Identity. Ed. W. Helleman. Bloomington. 165-183.

219



Kianka, F.
1982  Demetrius Cydones and Thomas Aquinas. — Byzantion 52. 264-286.

Kilmartin, E.
1988 Christian Liturgy: Theology and Practice. I. Systematic Theology of Liturgy.
Kansas City.

Kodell, J.
1988 The Eucharist in the New Testament. Collegeville.

Kopperi, K.
1994 Renessanssin Luther. Johdatus reformaation aatehistoriaan. Helsinki.

Kotila, H.
1994 Liturgian ldhteilld. Johdatus jumalanpalveluksen historiaan ja teologiaan.
Helsinki.

Kotiranta, M.

1993 Jumalanpalvelus taivaallisen lasndolona - trinitaarinen dogma kirkkojen liturgista
perintéa yhdistavana tekijand. — Ekumenia ja teologia. STKS:n vuosikirja 1993.
Toim. A. Saarelma. STKS:n julkaisuja. No 188. Helsinki.193-238.

Koumarianos, P.

2000 Symbol and Reality in the Divine Liturgy. — Sourozh, No. 80. May 2000. 13-35.

2007 Historical-liturgical Aspects of the Byzantine Eucharist. Paper given in the 5%
International Theological Conference of the Russian Orthodox Church, “Orthodox
Teaching on the Sacraments of the Church”, Moscow, 13-16 November 2007.
Unprinted. [http://theolcom.ru/doc/sacradoc/2_13_Koumarianos_en.pdf]

Krivocheine, B.
1986 In the Light of Christ. St Symeon the New Theologian (949-1022). Life,
Spirituality, Doctrine. Crestwood.

Kucharek, C.
s.a.  The Byzantine-Slav Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. Combermere.

LaVerdiere, E.

1996 The Eucharist in the New Testament & Early Church. Collegeville.

1998 The Breaking of the Bread. The Development of the Eucharist according to Acts.
Chicago.

Legrand, H.

2007 La ffecondita dell’ecclesiologia eucharistica nel dialogo attuale fra la chiesa
cattolica el chiesa ortodossa. — Nicola Cabasilas e la divina liturgia. Atti del XIV

220



Convegno ecumenico internazionale di spiritualita ortodossa sezione bizantine.
Bose, 14-16 settembre 2006. Magnano. 223-251.

Léon-Dufour, X.
1982  Sharing the Eucharistic Bread. The Witness of the New Testament. New York.

Liddell - Scott
1889 An Intermediate Greek — English Lexicon. 7th edition. Oxford.

Lossky, V.
1974 In the Image and Likeness of God. Crestwood.
1976 The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church. 3t printing. Crestwood.

Louth, A.

1981 The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition from Plato to Denys. Oxford.

2004a The Cappadocians. — The Cambridge History of Early Christian Literature. Ed. F.
Young, L. Ayres & A. Louth. Cambridge. 289-301.

2004b Palestine: Cyril of Jerusalem and Epiphanius. — The Cambridge History of Early
Christian Literature. Ed. F. Young, L. Ayres & A. Louth. Cambridge. 283-288.

Lossl, J.
2000 Augustine in Byzantium. — Journal of Ecclesiastical History, Vol. 51, No. 2. 267-
295.

Macquarrie, J.
1966 Principles of Christian Theology. 319, revised edition. London.

Mantzaridis, G.
1984 The Deification of Man. St Gregory Palamas and the Orthodox
Tradition.Contemporary Greek Theologians, No. 2. Crestwood.

Mazza, E.

1989 Mystagogy. A Theology of Liturgy in the Patristic Age. New York.

1999 The Celebration of the Eucharist. The Origin of the Rite and the Development of
Its Interpretation. Collegeville.

McGrath, A.
2001 Christian Theology. An Introduction. 3¢ edition. Oxford.

McKenna, J.

1975 Eucharist and Holy Spirit. The Eucharist Epiclesis in the 20% Century Theology.
Alcuin Club Collections, No. 57. Essex.

221



Metso, Pekka

2010 How to Approach the Incomprehensible? Fundaments of God’s Presence in
Theology. — Flumen saxosum sonans. Studia in honorem Gunnar af Hallstrom.
Ed. M. Ahlqvist, A. M. Laato & M. Lindfelt. Abo Akademi. [Forthcoming]

Meyendorff, J.

1962 The Orthodox Church. Its Past and Its Role in the World Today. 4 revised and
expanded edition. Ed. N. Lossky. Crestwood.

1964 A Study of Gregory Palamas. Orthodox Theological Library, No. 3. London.

1974a Byzantine Theology. Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes. 27 revisioned
printing. New York.

1974b Byzantine Hesychasm. Historical, Theological and Social Problems. London

1975a Christ in Eastern Chrtistian Thought. 274 printing. Crestwood.

1975b Spiritual Trends in Byzantium in the Late Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth
Centuries. — The Kariye Djami. Studies in the Art of the Kariye Djami and Its
Intellectual Backround, Vol. 4. London. 94-106.

1977 The Holy Trinity in Palamite Theology. — Trinitarian Theology. East and West. 3
printing. Brookline. 25-43.

Meyendorff, P.
1984 Introduction. — St Germanus of Constantinople on the Divine Liturgy.
Crestwood. 9-54.

Mihoc, V.

2004 The Messianic Prophecies of the Old Testament. An Orthodox Perspective. — Das
Alte Testament als christliche Bibel in orthodoxer und westlicher Sicht. Herausg. I
Dimitrov, J. Dunn, U. Luz & K.-W. Niebuhr. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen
zum Neuen Testament 174. Tiibingen. 119-136.

A Monk of the Eastern Church (L. Gillet)

1945 Orthodox Spirituality. An Outline of the Orthodox Ascetical and Mystical
Tradition. 204 edition. Crestwood.

1980 The Year of Grace of the Lord. A Scriptural and Liturgical Commentary on the
Calendar of the Orthodox Church. 2"¢ printing. Crestwood.

1987 The Jesus Prayer. Revised edition. Crestwood.

The Nature and Mission of the Church
2005 The Nature and Mission of the Church. A Stage on the Way to a Common
Statement. Faith and Order Paper No. 198. Geneva.

Nguyen, R.

2005 Liturgical Renewal in the 20t Century. Alexander Schmemann’s Views on
Liturgical Reform in the Context of Roman Catholic Liturgical Reform in the 20t
Century: Differences and Continuities. — Ortodoksia 50, 176-192.

222



Nichols, A.
1993 Byzantine Gospel. Maximus the Confessor in Modern Scholarship. Edinburgh.

Nicol, D.
1972 The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453. London.
1992 The Byzantine Lady. Ten Portraits, 1250-1500. Cambridge.

Nikolaou, T.
1995 Askese, Monctum und Mystik in der Orthodoxen Kirche. Miinchen.

Nocke, F.-].
1992 Allgemeine Sakramentenlehre. - Handbuch der Dogmatik. Band 2.
Herausgegeben von T. Schneider. Diisseldorff. 188-225.

Ogden & Richards
1972 The Meaning of Meaning. 10t edition. London.

Ott, L.
1952 Grundriss der Katholischen Dogmatik. Achte, verbesserte Auflage. Freiburg —
Basel — Wien.

Ouspensky, L.
1978 Theology of the Icon. Crestwood.

Paavali, arkkipiispa
1981 Kuopion seurakunta koekenttdna. - Aamun Koitto 10/1981. 187-189.

Partakers of the Divine Nature
2007 Partakers of the Divine Nature. The History and Development of Deification in
the Christian Traditions. Ed. M. Christensen & J. Wittung. Grand Rapids.

Patrinacos, N.

1976 A Study of the Development of the Orthodox Liturgy from the 2nd Century to this
Day. — The Orthodox Liturgy. The Greek Text of the Ecumenical Patriarchate with
a translation into English. Part Two, Our Liturgy. s.l. 189-335.

Pelikan, J.

1971 The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600).The Christian Traditon. A
History of the Development of Doctrine 1. Chicago - London.

1978 The Growth of Medieval Theology (600-1300). The Christian Traditon. A History
of the Development of Doctrine 3. Chicago - London.

PGL
1961 A Patristic Greek Lexicon. Ed. G.W.H. Lampe. 9" impression. Oxford.

223



Pihkala, J.
1997 Yksi kahdessa. Kristus-uskon historia varhaisen kristikunnan aikana.
Helsinki.

Piispojen paimenkirje ehtoolliskysymyksesta
1970 Piispojen paimenkirje ehtoolliskysymyksestd. — Aamun Koitto, N:o 19/1970. 262-
263.

Purmonen, V.
1971 Liturginen uudistus ja ortodoksisuus. Alustus opettajien pdivilld Valamossa
29.11.1970. — Aamun Koitto, N:o 1/1971. 10-11.

Quasten, J.
1951 Mysteriun tremendum. Vom christlichen Mysterium. Diisseldorf.

Quenot, M.
1997 The Resurrection and the Icon. Crestwood.

Rackl, M.
1924 Die griechische Ubersetzung der Summa Theologiae des hl. Thomas von Aquin. —
Byzantinische Zeitschrift Vol. 24, No. 1. 48-60.

Ratzinger, J.
2002 The Beauty and the Truth of Christ. — L’Osservatore Romano. Weekly Edition in
English, November 6t 2002, 6.

Ratzinger, J. & Schoénborn, C.
1994 Introduction to the Catechism of the Catholic Church. San Francisco.

Reid, D.
1997 Energies of the Spirit. Trinitarian Models in Eastern Orthodox and Western
Theology. Atlanta.

Religious Symbols

1979 Religious Symbols and Their Functions. Based on Papers Read at Symposium on
Religious Symbols and Their Functions Held at Abo on the 28t-30t of August
1978. Ed. H. Biezais. Stockholm.

Rentel, A.
2005 The Origins of the 14 Century Patriarchal Liturgical Diataxis of Dimitrios
Gemistos. — Orientalia Christiana Periodica. Vol. 71, 2/2005. 363-385.

Riley, H.
1974 Christian Initiation. A Comparative Study of the Interpretation of the Baptismal
Liturgy in the Mystagogical Writings of Cyril of Jerusalem, John Chrysostom,

224



Theodore of Mopsuestia and Ambrose of Milan. The Catholic University of
America Studies in Christian Antiquity, Vol. 17. Washington.

Riviere, J.
1931 Le dogme de la redemption. Louvain.

Rorem, P.
1986 The Medieval Development of Liturgical Symbolism. Grove Liturgical Study No.
47. Bramcote — Nottingham.

Rosemann, P.
2004 Peter Lombard. Oxford.

Runciman, S.
1965 The Fall of Constantinople 1453. Reprint. Cambridge.
1970 The Last Byzantine Renaissance. Cambridge.

Russel], J.
1981 Satan. The Early Christian Tradition. 24 printing. Ithaca - London.

Russell, N.
2004 The doctrine of deification in the Greek patristic tradition. Oxford

Ryksert, J.
1966 Church Building. New York.

Salaville, S.
1942 Explications de la messe orientale anciennes et modernes. — Liturgies orientales
II. La Messe. Paris.

Schmemann, A.
1966 Introduction to Liturgical Theology. Library of Orthodox Theology, No. 4.
London.

1969 Great Lent. Journey to Pascha. Revised edition. Crestwood.

1973  For the Life of the World. Sacraments and Orthodoxy. Crestwood.

1981 Symbols and Symbolism in the Orthodox Liturgy. - Orthodox Theology and
Diakonia. Trends and Prospects. Essays in Honor of His Eminence Archbishop
Iakovos on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday. Ed. D. Constantelos.
Brookline. 91-102.

1988 The Eucharist. Sacrament of the Kingdom. Crestwood.

1990a Theology and Eucharist - Liturgy and Tradition. Theological Reflections of
Alexander Schmemann. Crestwood. 69-88.

1990b The Liturgical Revival and the Orthodox Church. — Liturgy and Tradition.
Theological Reflections of Alexander Schmemann. Crestwood. 101-114.

225



Schmidt, M.

1982 Dogma und Lehre in Abendland: Die Zeit der Scholastik. — Handbuch der
dogmen- und Theologiegeschichte. Band 1, Die Lehrentwicklung im Rahmen der
Katholitat. Herausgegeben von C. Andersen und A. Ritter. 2. {iberarbeitete und
erganzte Auflage. Gottingen. 567-780.

Schulz, H.-J.
1964 Die byzantinische Liturgie. Vom Werden ihrer Symbolgestalt. Freiburg.
1976 ~ Okumenische Glaubenseinheit aus eucharistischer Uberlieferung. Paderborn.

Scouteris, K.

2007 Baptism and Original Sin. Paper given in the 5% International Theological
Conference of the Russian Orthodox Church, “Orthodox Teaching on the
Sacraments of the Church”, Moscow, 13-16 November 2007. Unprinted.
[http://theolcom.ru/doc/sacradoc/1_10_Skouteris_en.pdf]

Sidoroff, M.

1979 Liturginen uudistus Suomen ortodoksisessa kirkossa. — Isd Kristuksessa.
Arkkipiispa Paavalin juhlakirja 28.8.1979. Toim. piispa Leo, isda Ambrosius ja V.
Purmonen. Kuopio. 242-250.

Simonetti, M.

1992  Christology. — Encyclopedia of the Early Church, Vol 1. Ed. A. Di Berardinon.
Cambridge. 163-165.

1994 Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church. An Historical Introduction to Patristic
Exegesis. Edinburgh.

Skorupski, J.
1983 Symbol and Theory. A Philosophical Study of Theories of Religion in Social
Anthropology. Cambridge.

Smolarski, D.
1982 Eucharistia. A Study of the Eucharistic Prayer. New York — Ramsey.

Solovey, M.
1970 The Byzantine Divine Liturgy. History and Commentary. Washington.

Sove, B.
1984 Eukaristia alkukirkossa ja nykykadytannossa. — Ortodoksia 34. 47-80.

Spidlik, T.

1986 The Spirituality of the Christian East. Cictersian Studies Series 79. Transl. by A.
Gythiel. Kalamazoo.

226



Staniloae, D.
1994 The Experience of God. Brookline.

Stensland, S.
1986 Ritus, Mythos, and Symbol in Religion. A Study in the Philosophy of Ernst
Cassier. Uppsala.

Stiver, D.
1986 The Philosophy of Religious Language. Sign, Symbol & Story. Oxford.

Symbol as Sense
1980 Symbol as Sense. New Approaches to the Analysis of Meaning. Ed. M. LeCron
Foster & S. Brandes. New York.

Taft, R.

1978 The Great Entrance. A History of the Transfer of Gifts and other Pre-anaphoral
Rites of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. 27 printing. Orientalia Christiana
Analecta, No 200. Roma.

1980-81 The Liturgy of the Great Church. An Initial Synthesis of Structure and
Interpretation on the Eve of Iconoclasm. Dumparton Oaks Papers 34-35.

1984 Beyond East & West. Problems in Liturgical Understanding. Washington.

1992 From Logos to Spirit. On the Early History of the Epiclesis. — Gratias agamus.
Studien zum eucharistischen Hochgebet. Fiir Balthasar Fischer. Ed. A Heitz & H.
Rennings. Freiburg — Basel — Vienna. 489-501.

1996 The Epiclesis Question in the Light of the Orthodox and Catholic Lex Orandi
Traditions. — New Perspectives on Historical Theology. Essays in Memory of
John Meyendorff. Ed. B.Nassif. Grand Rapids — Cambridge. 210-237.

de la Taille, M.
1921 Mysterium Fidei. De augustissimo corporis et sanguinis Christi sacrificio atque
sacramento. 3ae ed. Parisiis.

Tajakka, V.
1967 Piirteita liturgisen kehityksen bysanttilaisesta synteesistd. — Ortodoksia 17. 38-49.

Tcheremoukhine, Paul
1969 Le Concile de 1157 a Constantinople et Nicolas, évégue de Méthone. —
Messagerde 1'Exarchat du Patriarche Russe. Europe Occidentale 17. 137-173.

Thunberg, L.
1965 Microcosm and Mediator. The Theologival Antropology of Maximus the
Confessor. Lund.

Tillich, P.
1958 Dynamics of Faith. World Perspectives Series, Vol. 10. New York.

227



Todorov, T.
1983 Symbolism and Interpretation. Transl. by C. Porter. London — Melbourne —
Henley.

Torrance, A.
2009 Precedents for Palamas’ Essence-Energies Theology in the Cappadocian Fathers.
- Vigilia Christianae, Vol. 63, 1/2009. 47-70.

Tsirpanlis, C.
1991 Introduction to Eastern Patristic Thought and Orthodox Theology. Collegeville.

Tyn, T.
1974 Prochoros und Demetrios Kydones. — Thomas von Aquino. Interpretation und
Rezeption. Ed. W. P. Echert. Mainz. 837-912.

Toronen, M.
2007 Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor. Oxford.

Underhill, E.
1937 Worship. New York.

Uspensky, N.
1985 Evening Worship in the Orthodox Church. Crestwood.

Varghese, B.
2004 West Syrian Liturgical Theology. Burlington.

Vasileios, Archimandrite
1994 The Archetype of Orthodoxy in Practice: The Saint. — Epiphany Journal, Annual
vol. 14:4. 14-28.

Vassiliadis, P.

1997 The Eucharistic Perspective of the Liturgical Renewal. Paper given at the
Department of Orthodox and Western Theology, Joensuu University, Finland.
April 29t 1997. Unprinted.

Vlachos, H. (Metropolitan Hierotheos)
1994 Orthodox Psychotherapy. The Science of the Fathers. Levadia.

Wainwright, G.
1993 Liturgy and Doctrine. — The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Modern Christian
Thought. Ed. A. McGrath et al. Oxford.. 339-344.

Ware, K./ T.
1963  The Orthodox Church. 8t revisioned reprint. Harmondsworth.

228



1979a The Orthodox Way. Crestwood.

1979b The Holy Spirit in the Personal Life of the Christian. — Unity in the Spirit -
Diversity in the Churches. The Report of the Conference of European Churches'
Assembly VIIL 18t - 25" October 1979, Crete. Geneva. 139-170.

Watts, A.
1968 Myth and Ritual in Christianity. Boston.

Wawrykow, J.

1999a Peter Lombard. — Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia. Ed. A.
Fitzgerald, J. Cavadini et al. Grand Rapids — Cambridge. 650-651.

1999b Thomas Aquinas. — Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia. Ed. A.
Fitzgerald, J. Cavadini et al. Grand Rapids — Cambridge. 829-932.

Wear, S. & Dillon, J.
2007 Dionysius the Areopagite and the Neoplatonist Tradition. Hampshire.

Wengz, G.
1998 Sakramente. — Theologische Realenzyklopédie, Band 29. 663-695.

White, G.

2003 “On the Night he was Betrayed”. Origins of the Institution Narrative in the
Anaphora. — Veisuin ylistdkdd. Juhlakirja Hilkka Seppalédn tayttdessa 60 vuotta.
Toim. ]. Hakkarainen, P. Metso & V. Kiiveri. Ortodoksisen teologian julkaisuja
N:o 32. Joensuu. 339-370.

Wilkinson, J.
1971 Introduction. — Egeria's Travels. London. 1-87.

Williams, A.
1999 The Ground of Union. Deification in Aquinas and Palamas. New York — Oxford.

Williams, R.
1993 Eastern Orthodox Theology. — The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Modern Christian
Thought. Ed. A. McGrath et al. Oxford. 120-127.

Wolfson, H.
1956 The Philosophy of the Church Fathers. Vol. I. Faith, Trinity, Incarnation. Harvard.

Woolfenden, G.

2000 Symbolizing the Holy: The Divine Liturgy as it is Today. — Sourozh, No. 82.
November 2000. 40-49.

229



Wright, Terry
2005 How is Christ Present to the World? - International Journal of Systematic
Theology, Vol. 7, No.3/2005. 300-315.

Wybrew, H.
1990 The Orthodox Liturgy. The Development of the Eucharistic Liturgy in the
Byzantine Rite. Crestwood.

Yannaras, C.

1984 The Freedom of Morality. Contemporary Greek Theologians, No 3. 2nd printing.
Crestwood.

1991  Elements of Faith. An Introduction to Orthodox Theology. Edinburgh.

2005 On the Absence and Unknowability of God. Heidegger and the Areopagite.
Transl. by H. Ventis. London — New York.

2006 Orthodoxy and the West. Hellenic Self-Identity in the Modern Age. Transl. by P.
Chamberas & N. Russell. Brookline

Yarnold, E.
1971 The Awe-inspiring Rites of Initiation. The Origins of the R.C.LA. 2nd edition.
Collegeville.

Young, F.

1979 The Use of Sacrificial Ideas in Greek Christian Writers from the New Testament
to John Chrysostom. Patristic Monograph Series, No. 5. Philadelphia.

1997 Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture. New York.

Zernov, N.
1961 Eastern Christendom. A study on the Origin and Developement of the Eastern
Orthodox Church. London.

Zizioulas, J.
2000 Symbolism and Realism in Orthodox Worship. — Sourozh, No. 79. February 2000.
3-17.

230



PUBLICATIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF EASTERN FINLAND
DISSERTATIONS IN EDUCATION, HUMANITIES, AND
THEOLOGY

1. Taru Viinikainen. Taipuuko “akrobaatti Aleksandra”? Nimikekonstruktio
ja nimikkeen taipuminen lehtikielessid 1900-luvulta 2000-luvulle. 2010.

2. Pekka Metso. Divine Presence in the Eucharistic Theology of Nicholas
Cabasilas. 2010.

3. Pekka Kilpeldinen. In Search of a Postcategorical Utopia. James Baldwin
and the Politics of ‘Race’ and Sexuality. 2010.

4. Leena Vartiainen. Yhteisollinen kisityd. Verkostoja, taitoja ja yhteisii
eldmyksid. 2010.

231



PEKKA METSO

Divine Presence in the
Eucharistic Theology of
Nicholas Cabasilas

N

This work focuses on the Eucharistic
theology of the 14th century
Byzantine theologian Nicholas
Cabasilas and his understanding

of the presence of the divine in

the Eucharistic Liturgy. According

to Cabasilas’ symbolic reading

of the liturgy, the presence of

God permeates the entire rite.
Encountering divine presence in the
liturgy, especially in the Eucharistic
bread and wine, ultimately leads
man to a transformative and mystical

communion and union with God.

p

UNIVERSITY OF
EASTERN FINLAND

PuBLICcATIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF EASTERN FINLAND

Dissertations in Education, Humanities, and Theology

ISSN (PDF) 1798-5633
ISBN (PDF) 978-952-61-0080-7




