Dankesgabe fiir Jurgen Horn, XXX-XXX

Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax:
€wXxe€ and APA — Suspension of Disagreement, Irony

and reductio ad absurdum

Ariel Shisha-Halevy, Jerusalem

Fir Jurgen, meinen gottingischen Mentor,
Inbegriff des gottingischen Gelehrten

The following are notes taken in the course of an ongoing long-term study on
“Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax”, mapping the grammatical (mainly syntactic) poetics
of Shenoute’s published and unpublished work, with a focus on rhetorical value
and effect of forms and constructions. I wish to present here textual and
descriptive materials on some not unimportant rhetorical devices which, beyond
having rhetorical functions (such as /uszs), also signal tonal and emotional nuances,
in particular bearing on Shenoute’s often underplayed sardonic sense of humour,
irony and sarcasm. Note that this is a mere outline: the observations basic, brief
and often laconic, discursive and occasionally repetitive, the theses tentative and
often, I fear, half-baked, the bibliographical referencing minimal, the illustration no

more than representative.

1.eqxe

These formal/functional impressions — a tentative descriptive, formal and func-
tional, account of what is probably the most striking rhetorical device in Shenoute’s
work — are based on hundreds of occurrences in texts edited by Leipoldt (most exx.
presented here), Chassinat, Behlmer (De iudicio), Young, Pleyte-Boeser, Orlandi,
Shisha-Halevy, with additional ones in most other editions (excluding Amélineau
and most unpublished fragments), as well as the unedited White Monastery Codex
XO (= Cairo IFAO Copt. Cod. II)'; I suppose this would add up to between 500

and 550 occurrences of the construction, all told (276 occurrences are listed in

1 My warm thanks to Dr. Anne Boud’hors, the editor of this exquisite codex, for permission to
quote from it.
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Wolf-Peter Funk’s electronic concordance of Shenoute’s Canons). On the average,
we find €@)xe€- nearly once on every page: you couldn’t say that of any other form
or rhetorical device in Shenoute.

Broadly speaking, we have here a binary correlative rhetorical configuration,
one of many — in fact, binary correlative structures are the most prominent in
Shenoute’s formal system of rhetoric, note the following configurations of distinc-
tion and comparison OYET- ... OYET- ..., AAXO- ... AAAO- ..., €IC-... EIC-..., TO
E€ETW N- .. MN- .., NOGE N- ... TAl T€E ©€ N-.. and so on. I shall present here
the main logical constellations for e@xe- and its Nachsaty, with their formal
characteristics and specific semantics. Note that I treat here initial €@xe- only, not
adjunctal or appositive-constituental e@Xxe-,” nor 2WC €WXe€- and KAN €EWXE —
in fact, one of my points is that these last two are distinct elements, and egxe
alone never expresses in Shenoute “as if” or “although”.

Attributing “condition” semantics to €@)XE€ is rash, and seems due to an imme-
diate, simplistic, erroneous association of €@X€- , primarily induced by
“translation interpretation”, the rendering by “if”. Real condition with protatic
€WXE, if at all attested, is extremely rare — in fact, €e@xe€- is the least conditional
of all protatic forms.” In having this clear-cut formal differentiation of protatic
types (in contradistinction to Indo-European and Semitic), Coptic is typologically
remarkable. I use “apodosis” in the rhetorical technical sense of “sequelling clause”

ensuing from the protasis and “releasing” it: Nachsatz.

Schematically, €e@x€ constructions may be represented in information-structure
terms as:
[premiss protatic text, thematic-topical]
(objectively or subjectively) implies

[implication apodotic text, rbematic-focal].

The most schematic or emic semantic template may be stated as:

2 E.g (“if indeed/in fact” ) MH OYWITIE NAN AN TIE E€WXE-TNNAQYI-TYOPTT AN AY®
TME2CNTE NTNOEB@YN ON eqiTMe2@oMTeE (Leipoldt 111, 27).

3 Which must account for its compatibility with the Conditional, as in: H €@)XENTAYXO0OC,
XE-EYNAKANENNOEE NAN EBOA, €YQANGOYOY H E€YWYANTMGOROY, ANEOROY
Rakwc (Leipoldt IV, 158:12), consider also zbzd. pp. 19, 31,153 etc., and note ex. (43) below.
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(i) (Protasis) universally accepted-as-obtaining state of things, fact or
claim (typically, by an ad-hoc or provisional waiving of objection or
denial — conceded for argument’s sake); an unquestionable or

uncontested state of things, fact or claim.

(if) (Apodosis) (1) inevitable, natural or assured consequence or implica-
tion of (i); (2) absolute impossibility or non-existence for a state of things,
tfact or claim; (3) absolute or enhanced possibility of existence for the
same state of things: (“certainly, indeed”, “how much more, all the

more...”).

It is of the essence that the implication is presented as ineluctable — a veritable
equation — and the conclusion often as impossible or absurd, or unacceptable, cre-
ating an impasse, thus rendering the premiss as logically flawed and unacceptable —
this is often (not invariably) the rhetorical point. It is remarkable that, at least in
Shenoute’s rhetorical poetics, the e@xe- complex is so often, indeed typically,
ironic or sardonic.

Used typically (at least patterns II and III) in /usis, the dismantling of the oppo-
nent’s case, by showing it to be absurd, illogical, unacceptable even to him: in that
sense, while the premiss is (as said) typically a case of provisional suspension of dis-
agreement, the conclusion/implication is uncontestable, forcing agreement on both
parties. The powerful rhetorical leverage of the construction results from this triple

merging of uncontestedness with ineluctability and unacceptability.

General Characteristics

The e@xe construction provides a metaphrastic topicalization of text, followed by
a focalized textual segment of text. The crucial points to note here are:

(1) considering the pattern, not the element €@Xxe€ and its scioe — textual segment
—alone, not only in structuralist principle (“environment determines/defines func-
tion”) but for its rhetorical status as figure or constellation: the packaging of fore-
going text or issue as topic and as universally accepted or unquestionable;

(2) observing the signals of internal linkage between the two flanks of the implica-
ture, most strikingly homolexemicity (which is often a real pattern constituent)
and/or ON, and/or the augens 2ww~ in the apodosis; this linkage is very different
from that, say, of the irrealis EN€- + N€- or the generic €q@AN- + @AY-;
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(3) observing superordination and/or focalization signals in the apodosis, like initial
€1€-, ONTWC, AXHOWC, and most notably rhetorical questions (which are really
non-interrogative, but rhetorically focal assertions “packaged” as questions; see be-
low, my suggestion regarding APA), expressing unacceptability (“how can it be pos-
sible that...?”) — €TRE-OY ... AN and NA@ N2€ ... AN and €EROXx TWN .. AN
neutralized — or an a fortiori claim (“How much more...?”), or non-existence
(“who/what...?”). The RQ apodosis, often negative, is especially typical of the
e@xe complex, esp. Pattern III below. This is instructive and provides an insight
into the RQ function as an assertive, focal utterance in interrogative (dis)guise.

(4) Like xe-, and €l€-, €@xe€- has in Sahidic the juncturally remarkable state of
close-juncture prefixed linkage to — and marking of — a_stretch of text, even above a

clause, and not a delimited segment like a “word” (a problematic concept anyway)
or clause. It is this property that correlates with the absence of restricted
constituence of the protasis and apodosis — unlike all other “conditionals”, even
€WWITE, and with a looser complex juncture.

(5) The uncontroversial nature of both the protasis, the premiss — either by general
consensus, by a formal provisional suspension of disagreement (“let’s suppose”,
“granted”), or by absolute authority (esp. Scripture) — and the implication. In fact, it
is this suspension of disagreement that gives the construction its considerable rhe-
torical leverage; in /usis, where this consensus is used to demolish the rhetorical
opponent’s case, the whole configuration is zronic.

The implication, on the other hand, is uncontroversial not by any temporary
arrangement, but because it is unavoidable, even inexorable, which gives the whole
configuration its rhetorical powerful thrust.

Note also that it is the apodosis that contains the signalling for determining the
precise meaning of e@xe€ and of the whole complex; also, that €1€- may indicate
equivalence to an €@)xe€-apodose, even with no protasis:
€lE€E €EWANTAAC NAY E€TIEIPAZE MMOK E€TITIEOO0O0Y AN AXlA
2N2ENTTIEIPACMOC NEKNAPOY TI€ (Chassinat, 13).

* kX%

Here are the main configurations I find, with minimal representative documenta-

tion:
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(I) SIMPLE IMPLICATION (RARE):

“IFTIT 1S (REALLY TRUE/CONCEDED/GIVEN) THAT...,

* THENTT INEVITABLY/ANYWAY FOLLOWS (ALSO)/NO DOUBT/LET ME
ASSURE YOU/YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT...”

Note here: ON, 2w~ optional 7z apodosi. ONTW®C replaces €1€-. Homolexemicity.

O

)

€)

)

®)

©)

)

®)

©)

E€EWXE-OYN2OEINE €YMOK2 N2HT X€-ANEYWHPE H NEYCNHY PNORE,
ONTWC CEMIMYA NTAEIO NIM (Leipoldt 11, 67,20)
EWXE-ATETNTNTNNEYMA €TOYAABR €ENMA NOOINE NNAHCTHC,
NAXNOYTN TIANT®C (Leipoldt 111, 24,13)

€WXE-KO NNOEIK EOYNTKC2IME AYW E€WXE-TETTOPNHYE
E€OYNTETIOY2A1 ONTWC TETNWORE AN ENEOHPION (BL Or 8664 p. 32, ed.
Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia)

€@ XE-OYN-KEKOCMOC MIT2PE MIIAl €1€ O NRAKRE (Orlandi, Shenoute contra
Origenistas, 305)

EWXE-ETETNO AN NOE N2EN@GMMO NNA2PAl 2MIMTAZ2HT AY®
2ENPWME EICOOYN AN MMOOY EIE-TIETNPKIMA 2IX®] AY®
2IXNTCOOY2€ AN NTETNATIE (Codex XO, 292)

(IA) “IF 1T 1S TRUE/(I/YOU/WE KNOW/ADMIT)/GIVEN THAT X,
* THENTT IS (ALSO) (NECESSARILY) TRUE THAT X+...”
An obvious focalization construction — an #nd zwar-type device. Homo-

lexemicity is a pattern constituent.

E€WXE-OYNTYOYGOM NP ON €OYNTAYC 2NNETKAMA NA{ N2HTOY
(Leipoldt 111, 85,13)

E€EWXE-4WOOTT ON €4WOOTT 2ZMIMEYAAC MMATE AYW®W 2MITEY2HT AN
(Leipoldt IV, 24,6)

E€WYXE-AIXE-OYWYAXE NTAILXE-TIETCOOYN MMOY (K 9285 verso ed. Wessely,
Texte IX 51)

EWXE-TIPIIMEEYE TAP MIMNOYTE NAAMA2TE AN MITPWME E€TMPNORE
MMNANA® ON NAAMA2TE MMOY (Leipoldt 111, 16,25)

(10) E®XE-MITECOYWNT MYATIOOY, AICOYWNE ANOK. NTAICOYWNE TaAp

AN NEPP€’ axxa TCcooyN MMO XINN@OPTT (Leipoldt IT1, 21,9) — Not con-

cessivel!
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(IB) DEONTIC IMPLICATION:

“IFTT IS (INDEED) TRUE/A FACT/ CONCEDED THAT. .., SEEING THAT...
* THEN (THERE IS NO OTHER WAY BUT THAT WE/YOU/THEY MUST)
[IMPERATIVE/INJUNCTIVE/JUSSIVE/1°" SGL. FUTURE]”

(11) E®XE-TNOYW®WW E€PBOA €NAl THPOY NTNEWK €20YN ETIWN2
MAPENKTON NTN2APE2 €NENTOAH MIXOEIC (Behlmer, De indicio,

f. LXXVI vo)

(12)axxa €1xX® Mrial X€EWXE-NTNNAGPTIAPOENOC AN MAPNPO€EIC
E€TIMFAMOC NTATINOYTE TA€IOY AY® AYTBROY (Leipoldt 111, 27,24)

(13) E®XE-NANOYEI KOINWNEI NMMAI EQXE-NANOYI AN MITPROINWNEI]
(Leipoldt 111, 30,19-20)

(14 €YX®w MMOC NAl XETTENCON AY® TTENMEPIT, EQXE-KOYWU) €EWN2
AY®W €NAY ENEPHT MITNOYTE AYW® E€AAE €2PAl 2NOYMNTTEAIOC (I
MMAY NNAPIKE MITEKZHT (Leipoldt 111, 98,28)

(15) €®X€-MNGOM 6E€ MMOK EPTTAPOENOC ® TIPWME NOE€
MITETEOYNTAY MMAY MITIAWPON AY® NTO 200WTE TECIME EWXE
MNGOM MMO E€T1Al NOE€ NTETP20YO N2HTY EIE-KAN 21 €POK
E€TEKC2IME KAN 2 €PO E€TOY2Al
(BL Or 8664, p. 42, ed. Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia) — KAN “at least”.

(II) IF (AS WILL BE CONCEDED/AS WE KNOW IT TO BE TRUE/AS NO ONE
WILL DENY) THAT. ..,
* THEN (HOW MUCH EASIER IT IS TO CONCEDE/ONE CANNOT BUT
CONCEDE) THAT...,

(OR) * THEN (THERE IS EVEN THE MORE EXTREME CASE) THAT...

THE CLASSIC LOCUS ARGUMENTORUM OF A FORTIORI IMPLICATION: less fre-
quently a maiore ad minus, typically a minore ad mains. The most prominent and prev-

alent pattern.

mMoCc®w MAXAON and Rhetorical-Question “packaging” are optional iz apodosi,
typically homolexemic.

€le- does not occur before TTOC®W MAAXAON.

(16) E®XE-AYXIGOX ETINOY[T|E€ KATANEINPAPH XE-ANXIXEEY MITXOEIC
XI6OX €EPOY EIE-NCENAXIGOA AN NCENAZIAA AN ENET2EATNZ[€]
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€poq (Leipoldt ITI, 24,17)

(17 H egxe-Mreqtco €Taaq MMIN MMOY 2aPON TIOCO MAAAON
NEYATAOON (Leipoldt 111, 29,22)

(18) E®XE-TIPOME NAKAP®WY AN €YWANOGMOOM ETWWRE MIMETO NNOEIK
E€TEYC2IME TIOCO MAAAON €YNATCO NOIMTENTAYIAACCE MMOOY
(Leipoldt 111, 97,23)

(19) X€-€@®XE-NI'ME AN MITEKCON ETKNAY €POY NAQ® N2€ NTOY
EKNAMEPETINOYTE MITKNAY E€POY ENE€2 (Leipoldt 111, 153,9)

20)H EWXE-MIMOYKATINOYTE NAY MITEYMTO €EROA H €YNAKAPOME
(Leipoldt 111, 88,9)

(21) E®XE-TEKTHCIC A€ COOYN MMOC AN MMIN MMOC, NAW®) N2€
ECNAX® N2EN2EBHYE €YXOCE TAPATECPYCIC (Leipoldt 111, 224,17)

(I1T) IRONIC/INVALIDATING IMPLICATION:

“[FIT IS TRUE/SUPPOSING/GRANTED (FOR A MOMENT, FOR THE SAKE OF
THE ARGUMENT) THAT...,

* THEN WE MUST ARRIVE AT THE ([EVEN TO YOU]
UNACCEPTABLE/LOGICALLY UNTENABLE/PARADOXAL /ABSURD OR
UNEXPECTED) IMPLICATION/THE UNANSWERABLE QUESTION, THAT...”

* THEN THE PARADOX ARISES, THAT...”

* THEN HOW CAN IT BE POSSIBLE, THAT...?”

Note ON, 2w~; homolexemicity.
Sarcasm, irony, reductio ad absurdum, also pointing to a paradox prove here the pre-

miss wrong and invalidate it.

(22) E®XE-MITECW MMOY EIE-MITOYXTTOY EWXE-MITOYXTTOY EIE-
MIMTEYPPOME EQYXE-MTTEYPPOME EIE-MITOYCTAYPOY MMOY
(Otlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas, 347) — An ironic syllogistic chain, reducing the main
premiss to absurdity and dismantling the entire claim.

(23) ANOK MEN TAP €WXE-TAMNTEAAXICTOC MNNAZ2BHYE NEAXAXICTON
OYON2 €PWWTN NA®@) N2€ E€INA2WIT ETIENTAYTAMIOl H €EITMAIHY
2NOY NNA2PMITEYXPICTOC (Codex XO, 289)

(24)TIAHN €@)XE-NTAYBWK €ROA 2ITOOTN NOINAI €ETMMAY XE€-MITIRAAY
EWYMEYE MIMXOEIC KATAOE ENTAYXOOC XENTOY TIETEMITYKAAN €T
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NNENEPHT MITNOYTE, €I€-OYNCGOM MMOOY TENOY 2MITMA
E€ETOYNZHTY €EXWK €BOX NNEYEPHT (Leipoldt 111, 133,11)

(25) X€-€WXE-ANOK TIETNAMECTENAI ETMMAY ETIXINXH ENTAYBWOK
€BOA 2ITOOTN H NETNABWK €BOX 2ITOOTN €lE-NIM
TIETNAMEPITOY ... EMXE-ANOK TIETNAPXAXE E€POOY €TIXINXH €€lE-
NIM TIETNAPEIPHNH NMMAY
(Leipoldt 111, 122,20)

(26)H EMYXE-NI'NAOYW(® AN ETPETETETWK POWYE EPOK NA®) N2€E
EKNAPWWE ETETETWK TE H ECNA2W EPOC EPOK (BL Or 8664, p. 33, ed.
Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia)

(27) E®XE-WAPETIZAIPETIKOC GE MNIT2AAHN TIWPY E€ROA NNEYOIX H
NCEYITOY €2PAl 2NOYTTOKPICIC XE-EYWAHA, EIC-N2ANATE 20Y
€IPE MITAl N2A2 NCOTT €YTIWPY EROA NNEYTN2. (Leipoldt 111, 45,3)

(28) EWXE-NTWTN A€ NTETNAOYW®W?2 AN 2N2ENMA EYQYPWWP AY® E€YKH
E€ROA EPENEOHPION N2HTOY AYW EPENRAWOP MOCE N2HTOY
MNN20Y MNNNOYOOZ2€ AY® E€PENPIP MOONE 2PAl N2HTOY €l€-NAQ)
NTOY N2€ EPETIETINA MITEXC NAOYW2 2PAl 2NNETMPYXH
ETYPOY®WP MNNETNHT €TTAKHYT MNNETNCOMA €TO MMA NOYW®2
NNETINA NAKAGAPTON H NA®) N2€ €PENETINA NNNAIKAIOC
MNNETOYAAR THPOY NAl ETN®® NNEYWAXE NAMTON MMOOY
2ATETHTN EPENAAIMON MOCE N2PAl N2ZHTTHYTN AY® €YMTON
MMOOY 2PAl 2NNETNMEEYE N2HT €TCOOY AYW €YCAANQ
NNEYKAKIA 2PAl 2NNETNWGOXNE MNITETNZHT €TXA2M

E€WXE-NTETNAMEPE-WTIT AN €20YN ETIKAKE EIE-NAW) N2€E
EPETIETINA MITXOEIC NAMEPESW 2PAl 2NNETNZHT €TETNO NKAKE
EWXE-NTETNAMAKAPIZE AN ENE2 N2ENEIAWAON E€YTAZHY
EPATOY 2N2ENPITHYE 2EN®E MN2ENWMNE... €IE-NIM NTOY
NATTEAOC €BOA 2ITMITNOYTE TIETNAMAKRAPIZE MMWOITN
(BM 175, ed. Kuhn, Besa, 119-120, v. S. Emmel, Shenoute’s Literary Corpus 11, Leuven 2004, p.
938) — A striking case of extended ironical address, even satire. As I see it, the text is

incomprehensible unless as a sardonic diatribe: Kuhn seems to have missed this point.
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(IV) CORRELATIVITY IMPLICATION:

“JUST AS (WE KNOW /SEE/AGREE), GRANTED/SUPPOSING THAT...,
WHILE (IT IS OR MAY BE TRUE) THAT...,

* SO, BY THE SAME TOKEN (LET ME ASSURE YOU) THAT...”

e STILL, (IT IS ALSO TRUE) THAT...”;

“JUST AS... [METAPHORIC VEHICLE],

SO ...[METAPHORIC TENOR]”

Typically used also for highlighting contrast (cf. AXXO... AAXO..., €IC... €IC...,
OYET-...,OYET-... TW ETW N-... MN- as well as pungent comparison.
Note ON, 20®”, N2OYO, AAHOWC, ONTWC 777 apodosi — homolexemicity is

here pattern constituent.

29)AYW EWXE-TNETIEIOYMEI ETRRO ONTWC {OYW® N20YO E€TRRON
(Leipoldt 111, 37,2)

(30) EWXE-TIACERHC TIET60M MITAAIMIN €2PAl EXWY ONTW®C
OYMAKRAPIOC TIE TIEYCERHC XE-YROHOElI EPOY NOITTAITEAOC
MTTIEXC (Chassinat, 79)

(31)TNAXOOC ON XE-€@)XE-ANMOY MNITEXC ANTW®WOYN MNITEXC
(Chassinat, 160)

(32) E®X€E-OYNTAK-2ENCHYE NOYOYOEIW AX A TENOY MNTAK

(Chassinat, 31) — Not concessive! a nice instance of distorting biassed reading. Note the

chiasmus, stressing the correlation.

(33) E®XE-TINOYTE AP XI-EOOY 2NNEYCEBHC Xl ON 2NNACERBHC
(Chassinat, 113)

(34) E®XE-2NTGOM A€ MIMWHPE NTANOMIA EYTPENPOME EIPE
NMITAPAQYCIC ETREOY NTOY 2NTGOM MITEXC NTNEIPE AN
NNATENQPYCIC (Chassinat, 64)

(35) €AlIXOO0C X€E-EQ)XE-0OY2AT €YCOTII TIE TIAAC NNAIKAIOC, €IEOYAAC
€¢XA2M N20YO TIE TIAAC NNACERHC (Leipoldt 111, 113,18)

(36) E®XE-OYTAXAINTOPOC AAHOOC TIE TIETCWOY2 €20YN €Nt aN
MITETPOPW2 OYMAKAPIOC ON AAHOWC N20YO TIE€ TIETCWOY?2
€20YN E€TBENA (Leipoldt 111, 115,20)

(37) E®XE-AYTIOT NCWElI CENATIOT NCATHYTN (Leipoldt IV, 35,14)

(V) e@x€e + ANAPHOR OR PRO-TEXT: “THIS BEING SO/ THE CASE, ...”
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This sophisticated device has two main roles. The first, formal, is to extend and
complicate the premiss constituent, and thereby the whole configuration. The
second is functional: the resumption serves as a thematizing springboard and fo-

calizes (on a textual scope and plane) the apodosis even further.

(38)H CZMITETNZHT €ENAY EPON KATAOE E€TNOYEW-NAY EPWTN EWXE-
2€ E€IE-ETREOY MIMETNT2THTN EMa@AXE...

H MMON NTOY EC2MITETNZ2HT €TPETOYI TOYl MMOTN 6OQYT €20YN
E€ZPMIT20 NTET2ITOYWC 2MITMA ETNNABWK €MAY EDXE-CE €lE-
E€TREOY EPETOYI TOYl MMOTN MOOWE 2NOYKPOY (Kuhn, Besa, fragment
37, 6 and 9 [Shenoute])

(39) E®XE-NTEIZE TE E€IE-XOOC NTOOYN XE-...

(Orlandi, Shenonte contra Origenistas, 343) — The apodosis here matches closely the Talmudic
rhetorical-hermeneutical signal-phrase ‘emzor me-‘atah “say, henceforth” to introduce a forced
or guided conclusion; consider also (Chassinat, 182) XOOC 2N XE€-. Indeed, there are
numerous parallels between Shenoute’s hermeneutical and argumentative formalities and
Talmudic ones, most strikingly turns of phrases involving X®@, C®TM, NAY; and, no less
strikingly, hermeneutical principles recalling the Talmudic mzddot (“measures”), of which our
a fortiori EWXE€- configuration II is clearly one. Since it is hard to envisage a direct Shenoute-
Rabbinical association, two possibilities, by no means mutually exclusive, present themselves:
first, a common — probably Greek — source (that was S. Lieberman’s suggestion. Both for the
Talmud and for Shenoute, we’re talking of the sixth century AD); second, a common areal
tradition, extending from India-Persia to Egypt.

(40) E®X€E-O€ TE TAl KAAT TATPENECNHY POYANAQ® Nal (Leipoldt I1T, 16,12)

(41) APAGE €YNTAN-NEIZNAAY THPOY €YKH NAN €2PAl EQXE-E2€ ElE-
ANON 2ENPWME E€YXIGOA XEANYl MITENCTAYPOC ANOYA2N
NCATIXO€IC (Leipoldt I11, 71-2)

(42) E®XE-EYWANRWK EROA 2ITOOTN NCETM2E ENEYOYW® H NTOY
NCECEI NNEYTIAOOC AYW NCEKTOOY €PON NKECOIT NCERWTE
NCAGE NOY®W2 NMMAN AY® 20TAN EN@GANTMKAAY WAYXOOC ON
HTTIA@Al MITAIRE NTEYMNTATCRO X€... AYD €QXE-OYNZ2OINE
NA@AXE 2INAl, 2ENKOOYE A€ ON E€ETPEYMOKMEK NTEIKEQE,

OYKOYN OYO€l MIMAl ETMMAY NNA2PNNP®ME NTEIMINE...
(Leipoldt III, 121,8) the last AY is here resumptive: a well established feature of Shenoute’s

syn tax.



Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax 11

(43) E®)XE€-0€ NNETEPETOPIH NAEl EXWOY ... TE O€ ON ETOYNAXWMAX
NZHTC NOI-NETW®W(Q) AY® ON ETCWTM AY®W NETENOYOY NE NIQAXE,
AY® NTAYC2AICOY €TBHHTOY XE€-€YNAOYXAl NCETMOYXAI, ..
€QYXE-CE 6WWT E€XN-NEKCAPZ NI'NAY X€-OY TTE€ TTIKMOM N®WR2
2ITNT2MME NMITAPAYCIC
€WYXE-2€ ETREOY MIMTYKBO NOI-TTEKZHT... (Chassinat, 185)

(44)NYNATCTOI €EROX AN OYTE NYNAKAAT AN NCWY Xe-T€lpe aN
NTETN2€ NTTTON AN H KW2 H MOCTE...
€WPYXE-2€ MAPENETONZ2 NMMAl XOOC X€E-XINTAIT-TIEICXHMA 210®T
XENTAIKPMPM €ETBEOY €NE2 H NTAIOGNAPIKE €NIM €NEQ2 (Codex XO,
266bis)

2. APAGE, ApAa

Another, formally very different device for the reductio ad absurdum of the implica-
tions a rhetorical opponent’s claim or argument, and thereby his whole case, is
more direct — but no less focalizing. Among the exponents of so-called Rhetorical
Questions in Shenoute’s rhetorical idiom — not really questions, but focal assertions
packaged as questions — Apa(6€)* stands out “what a ridiculous/absurd/incon-

ceivable idea it is, that....” | in /usis, as a rule ironic or sarcastic, in /usis, unless merely

4 Like many Greek loans into Coptic, the precise etymological details for Apa6e) are not all
clear, in particular the functional route. It is very probable that &pa, dpoye and &p’odv are the
sources of Coptic ApA and ApAG€E (ApaGe seems, by the functional bi- or tri-furcation of
6€, to cotrespond, at least nominally, to both dpaye and dp’ovv). 1 could not detect in the
Greek Koine the roots of the specialized role discussed here. The entire issue of the
rhetorical questions in Coptic requires special study, as do the relations between specific
differences within various Greek systems — at the very least, classical Attic and Koine ones —
and within the Coptic ones. It is evident, at any rate, that “expecting/presupposing a negative
answer” (which, I believe, is anyway a wrong approach to the function of a RQ, which does
not expect any answer) and a highlighted reductio ad absurdum are not the same thing: there are
in Coptic several signals for the former, and only apa for the latter. Moreover, the
compatibility, in Coptic (exx. 50-51) as in Greek (Denniston, p. 47f.), of apa and MH, may
point to a basically non-interrogative nature of the former. See A. Shisha-Halevy, Topics in
Coptic Syntax: Structural Studies in the Bobairic Dialect, Otientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 160,
Leuven: Peeters 2007, Chapter One, 138ff. See also C.M.]. Sicking, “Particles in Questions in
Plato”, in: A. Rijksbaron (ed.), New Approaches to Greek Particles, Proceedings of the Colloquinm held
in Amsterdam, January 4-6, 1996 to Hononr C.J. Ruzjigh on the Occasion of his Retirement, Amsterdam
Studies in Classical Philology 7, Amsterdam: Gieben 1997, 157-174.
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emphatic. ApPA(6€) precedes immediately a Focalizing Conversion (“Second

Tense”) form, which uses actually a pattern component (unless a Nominal Sentence

follows), in “envelope focalization” in rhetorical terms, this is a “focalization of

inconceivability”, comparable to the Shenoutean “EN@WNE” or “ENQITIE”

(quoted by Shenoute, attributed to his flock) where we see “focalization of quoted-

ness”, effectting (as in the paraphrastic “soi-disant”, “self-styled”, “yox say”)

“focalization of disbelief”. In this role, APA(G€) is paragraph-initial.

(45) APAGE EPETIXOEIC TINOYTE NAKA-TTAAIMONION €TMMAY NTCEI2€ XE€-
AY2PO®) €YKTO MMOY E€ROA... APAGE NETEIPE NNEIKPOY
ZNNEITOTTOC EPETIXOCIC TINOYTE NNITOITOC NAKAAY NTEIRRZE XE-
4WE® MMOY TENOY (Codex XO, 298)

(46) APAGE E€KTMAIHY XE-ATINORE PPO 2MITERCWMA (Lcipoldt IV, 193, 8)

(47)COTM ETTIAPPHCIA NNETOYAAR TTEXAY X€-TNAX® ANOK NNA2BHYE
MTIpPPO
NTOK A€ 2WWK EKNAXE-OY ETIPPO TIEXC

APA EKNAX® €POY ENNEKYITIE ...
TIEXAY ON XE-2APE2 €POI TMXOEIC XE-TOYAAR
€KNAXOOC 2K X€E-0OY
APA €EKNAXOOC X€-2AP€2 €POI X€-Txa2M
TTEXAY ON XE-E@MXE-AINAY EXINGONC 2MIMAZHT AY® ON 2NNAGIX
MITPTPETIXOEIC COTM EPOI
E€EKNAXOOC 2WWK XE-OY
APA EKNAXOOC XE-TIAZHT ME2 NXINOGONC AY® ON NAKEOCIX
(BL 3581A (57) £. 126 p. 147 [ed. Shisha-Halevy, Enchoria, 92]) — A complex, almost poetical
rhetorical array, rhythmically structured, with APA responding to an interrogative refrain.

(48)APA €OYN2ENTN2 MITNOYTE TIMANTOKPATOP H NTAYITAPAI€ MMON
(Chassinat, 180)

(49) APAGE NNA@XOOY THPOY (Chassinat, 111)

(50)MH APAGE EPETIPOME OYWM AYW €YCW® NTEXPIA MIICOMA €YO
N2M2aAXA NT2H MH FENOITO
(Chassinat, 110) — the Focalizing Present following the topicalizing Circumstantial; ™MH

TENOITO underlines the enormity of the idea.

5 Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy, Structural Studies in Modern Welsh Syntax: Aspects of the Grammar of Kate
Roberts, Studien und Texte zur Keltologie 2, Munster: Nodus 1998, 28ff.
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(51)MH APA €IOYH2 ON 2IXNTMHTE NXWK X€-KX® MMOC XE€-WANTEOY
WWTTE MIMYCOHP ## €4X® MMOC X€-TNARWK ## €NEX200Y
NCA200Y E€TREOY €10 MIMNOG NBAPOC €2PAl €XWK (Chassinat, 41).

(52) COTM: APA NNOYN NAOYWN 2NOYAICOHCIC €TENENZHT NE
NTEOY20TE NAEl €2PAl EX®ON
(Chassinat, 11) — Note C®TM here, recalling the Talmudic #z-shma “come (and) hear”
initiating an argumentative unit (see note to ex. 40 above).

E€EMNTAY-IC FAP MMAY OY TTETNATAXPOOY APA TIE MNTIWNE TIE
AY® TIRECEETIE APA TIPH MNITOO2 TIE€ MNITKOCMOC THPY NTTIE TIE€
(Chassinat, 119-120)

(53)APA E€PETIXOEIC PYAXE ETNIOYA MAYATY NTANEYATAOON a@al NA(
X€E TIAGHT, MH OYTIAPAROAH AN T€ €{TCB® NAN €TMPAOHT
(Chassinat, 194) — A nice opposition of APA with the discontinuous MH ..AN: the former
focalizing an untenable idea, the latter non-focal.

(54) APAGE EPETIENZ2HT NA®GMGOM NW@WIT €POY NTATMATIH €20YN
ETTET2ITOY®ON MIMNEOYWY NGOPIT €BOA 2NMMNTMAIZOMT AY®
NTNEIAAY EROA 2MITECAWW®ME THPY NTN2WKE MITWHRE THPY
MIMTME €TMMAY NAOIMOC EROA 2MMENZHT (Chassinat, 195)

(55)MH APA €{M)AXE EYXWPA NAME XN-MMON Er)AXE EYAAOC
(Leipoldt 11, 58-59) — Clearly, APA is here non-interrogative.

(56)APA €YME MITNOYTE NOI-NETMMAY XE-NCENAY AN €POY N20O 2120
ETPEYRWAYE MMOOY €ROA 2MITMOCTE E€T2MITEY2HT

(Leipoldt 111, 153, 11) — a nice instance for an aburd suggestion.

Apa with negative clauses, while still ironic or sarcastic, is semantically distinct:
“you don’t imagine that... (not)...””, “you don’t mean to say that... (not)..” (or:

“what, do you mean to say that... (not)...?”):

(57) APA MTTIENE200Y THPOY NTEPOMITE POWE EPWTN
ETPETNPNETIIAOOC €TCHW N2HTOY (Leipoldt, 96,5)

(58)APA N@WAXE MIMXOEIC AN NE NAl XE-NA TAPOYNA NHTN T Tapoyt
NHTN
(Chassinat, 199) — Note the rhetorical Nominal Sentence pattern with the deictic antitopic,

typically Shenoutean.’

6  Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy. “On Some Coptic Nominal Sentence Patterns”, in: Studien u Sprache
und Religion Agyptens zu Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorf 1 , Gottingen 1984, 175-189.
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(59)APA €EPETINOYTE NAKAPWY €TMKPINE H ETMWINE NCANAI (Leipoldt I1T,
91, 12)

(60) (of the sheep and the goats) APAGE TIEIFENOC CNAY E€T2NTEIQYAIPE NOYDT
AY® E€TMONE 2NNEINTH6 NOYWT €YC® 2NNIGOT NOY®T MITOYTOIT
ENEYEPHY 2MITEYOYOEIW THPY (Leipoldt 111, 219,25)

(61) (of the sheep and the goats) APA €YWANTTIOPXOY €BOX NNEYEPHY NECOOY
MEN NCEMTON MMOOY 2NNEYMA MMOONE MNNEYMA NXIZ2AIREC
AY®W NEYMA NCO® MBAAMITE A€ NCEZ2PA NCWOY €2ENMA NXAIE
AY® NQ@QAPBA 2MIMXONT MIMEWEC pointing to a paradox — APAGE
MNNCATITIWOPX €ROA TTOYA TTIOYA NA(I2PA{ AN €ROA €YPIME
EMNTIETNACWTM €POY (Leipoldt 111, 220) — APAGE resumes the first APA.

Following x€- or X€Kaac. In a direct or indirect quotation, or final clause, Apa
seems to introduce a hopeful expected consequence, a surprised realization of a

‘)7

consequence (“...then...!”), a final or consecutive sequel. This evidently is a different

entity:’

(62) EIYANTNTN-TITWR2 MNTICOTICIT NNETNAEI €2PAl ENKOAACIC
€ETTI2AE NKOAPANTHC X€-APA MNNCATIPIME MNNCATINE2IIE €TCAWME
CENAON-OYNA (Chassinat, 198)

(63)AIP2NAI 2 ETIENTAKXOOY XE-APA TIEIWOXNE T-OYMTON NaN
THPN (Leipoldt 111, 16,15)

(64) TEYNOY €TKNAXOOC NZHTC X€-APA TMNTACERHC CAWME NTEIZE
MITIEIME
(Chassinat, 163-164) — It is a moot question whether X€-APA- is here an object actant of
€IME, postposed to its object rhetorically (as often in Shenoute), or whether it is actantial to
XO0O0C, MITIEIME following object-less.

(65)cOTT MEN qTCRW NOYXWPA COTT A€ (ITAIAEYE NOYTIOAIC XE-
APANKOOYE€ NAMETANOI (Leipoldt IV, 2,1)

(66) XEKAC E€NNATIOT €BOA NKPOY NIM .. APA TNNAWAZ2EPATN 20A®C
APA TENNANOY2M (Leipoldt IV, 2,25f.)

(67) ETRETIAI TIKAIPOC TIE ETPEOYEIWT H OYMAAY WWTTE NOE

7 Cf. J. Blomqvist, Greek Particles in Hellenistic Prose, Lund: Gleerup 1969, 128f. C.M.J. Sicking,
and J.M. Van Ophuisen, Two Studies in Attic Particle Usage: Lysias and Plato, Mnemosune suppl.
129, Leiden-New York-Koln: Brill 1993, 82, 85£., 109.
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NOYBAPRAPOC €20YN ENEYWHPE AY® NEYWEEPE ... NTEI2ZE ON TIE
OYCON NOYCON AY®W OYCWNE NOYCWNE APA NTE-OYOYXAl QOTTE
N2A2 EROX XE-NAQENETMOY E€ETRE/YEOATIAQTH NTOT NZHT
NNOYX

(Leipoldt III, 74,18) — Here Leipoldt’s idiosyncratic punctuation is very much in evidence,
and his interrogation marks especially misleading; he interprets the ara clause as a question,

which makes here little sense.

3. Miscellanea ironica

The following passages have been selected from dozens illustrating Shenoute’s of-
ten subtle use of irony, sarcasm and sense of the comical (see also many of the in-

stances for e@xe€ above). A formal analysis and typology are obviously needed.

(a) In a comic vein

(68) Satan and his band of demons spreading “The End is Nigh!” panic:
..€EKPTTIREX] MIT2PBE N2ENMHHOE NPOME MNNEKAAIMWN EKITHT
EKAQOATT XE-OAH TE€ EKRYTPTWP E€K2E EKTWOYN EKPW2T ETTIKA2
(Chassinat, 22)

(69) Shenoute persecuted by an over-affectionate brother in his mountain retreat — Shenoute does
not spare himself as well:
E€ROA TWN XE-OYNPWME ON 2PAl N2HTN NA€l NAl €TTMA €TN2HT(
MNTEYETTI® NAOIMOC .. EMOYTE €2PAl E€POI .. MAAICTA TIEXE-
TTETMMAY 2NTATIATH NTEYPYXH NYCOOYN AN XE-AYXEPE-OYK
2MIMMAZHT XE-"AMOY €2PAl TAACTIAZE MMOK’ WANTETA(PYXH CcOd)q
20WY X€- “TAElI NAK €2PAI’ €YWINE NCAOYTI TIAPATIECOYOEIY ...
(Codex XO, 669-670) — the second X€- cither disjunctive (FXN-) or adding appositively to
the first. The second TA- introduces a deliberative question: “shall I come up to you?” The

underlined text seems to be an ironic parenthesis.

(b) In an ironic mode

Shenoute dissembling, speaking tongue-in-cheek (see also above, under e@xe-, e.g.
exx. 24, 26, 27, 28 etc.):
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(70)ANOK MEN F'AP €EQXE-TAMNTEAAXICTOC MNNA2BHYE NEAXAXICTON
OYON2 EPOTN NAW® N2€E EINA2OTT ETMENTAYTAMIOl H €ITMAIHY
2NOY NNA2PMITEYXPICTOC (Codex XO, 289)

(7)H E€IYANYI-NEIA®AON E€T2MITEKHI EINAQ2WOTT ON MITPH 2NTTIE
MNITOO2 MNNCIOY NAl ETKOMEYE NAY H EINAKOT N2ENCORTE
ENMANZWTIT ETMTPEKGYAHA ENGAMITEMNT H E€INAPOEIC

21XMTTEIEPO AY® 2IXNNEKEYPITIOC ETMTPEKOYWTN E€ROA NKPONOC

€2PAl ENMOYNEIOOYE (Chassinat, 43-44)

(72) Ironic parenthesis or aside (underlined. See also ex. 69): TIAHN €@)X€E-MAAR
AN 2PAl N2HTTHYTN NETOYNATEKOY EROA €TRE-OYA
KATANETNGAXE — 2ENAIABOANOC NETOYH2 MN2ENAITEAOC — ANOK
KAN TOY NENTAIXOOC E€TRHHTOY H COOY Xe€-... (Codex XO, 305) —

... KAN “at Jeast”.

The same opening, MAHN €@XE-, in the next example:

(73) TIAHN €@)XE-NTAYBWK €BOA 2ITOOTN NOINAI €ETMMAY XEMITIKAAY
EWMEYE MIXOEIC KATAOE ENTAYXOOC XENTOY TIETEMITYKAAN €T
NNENEPHT MITNOYTE, €1€-OYNOCOM MMOOY TENOY 2MITMA
E€TOYNZ2HTY EXWK EROA NNEYEPHT
(Leipoldt I1I, 133,11) — The ironic point is made in the apodosis.

(74)a@ TAP MITEOOOY NETEPETINOYTE NAKAAY NAN E€ROA
NATENMTGOWHPE WHM NE H NATENMNT2AAO NE H
NATENMNTATCOOYN NE H NENTANAAY NE 2MITCOOYN H
NENTANAAY NE 2A0OH MITATENXITIBATITICMA €TOYAARB H
NENTANAAY NE MNNCATPENXITY H NATENAPXH NE€I €20YN N€
ETIEITO2M MMAKAPION H NATEN2AH N€

(BL 3581A (57) f. 127 p. 158, ed. Shisha-Halevy, Enchoria) — The ironic point, whether

asseruve or rhetorical-interrogative, is in the response to a “real” (non-rhetorical) question.
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Text editions cited

Behlmer, De iudicio = Heike Behlmer, Schenute von Atripe: De indicio (Torino, Museo Egizio, Cat.
63000, cod. 117), Catalogo del Museo Egiziop di Torino, Serie Prima — Monumenti e Testi
VIII, Torino: Soprintendenza alle Antichita Egizie 1996.

Chassinat = Emile Chassinat, Le guatrieme livre des entretiens et epitres de Schenontz, Mémoires de
I'Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale 23, Le Caire: I'Institut Francais d’Archéologie
Orientale 1911.

Kuhn, Besa = Karl Heinz Kuhn, Letters and Sermons of Besa, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium 157-158, Scriptores Coptici 21-22, Leuven 1956.

Leipoldt III = Johannes Leipoldt, Sinuthii archimandritae vita et opera omnia 111, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orientalium 42, Scriptores Coptici 2, Leipzig 1908.

Leipoldt IV = Johannes Leipoldt, Sinuthii archimandritae vita et opera omnia IV, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianoum Orientalium 73, Scriptores Coptici 5, Leipzig 1913.

Otlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas = Tito Orlandi, Shenute, Contra Origenistas, Roma: CIM 1985.

Shisha-Halevy, Enchoria = Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “Unpublished Shenoutiana in the British Library”,
in: Enchoria 5 (1975), 53-108.

Shisha-Halevy, Orentalia = Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “Two Shenoute-Texts from the British Library”,
in: Orientalia 44 (1975), 149-185.
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