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Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax:  
esje and ara – Suspension of Disagreement, Irony  

and reductio ad absurdum 

Ariel Shisha-Halevy, Jerusalem 

Für Jürgen, meinen göttingischen Mentor,  
Inbegriff des göttingischen 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of Shenoute’s published and unpublished work, with a focus on rhetorical value 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 lusis), 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. esje 

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and most unpublished fragments), as well as the unedited White Monastery Codex 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)1; 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 esje- 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- …, allo- … allo- …, eic-… eic-…, tw 

etw n- ... mn- ..., n$e n- … tai te $e n-... and so on. I shall present here 
the main logical constellations for esje- and its Nachsatz, with their formal 
characteristics and specific semantics. Note that I treat here initial esje- only, not 
adjunctal or appositive-constituental esje-,2 nor Hwc esje- and kan esje – 
in fact, one of my points is that these last two are distinct elements, and esje 
alone never expresses in Shenoute “as if” or “although”. 

Attributing “condition” semantics to esje is rash, and seems due to an imme-
diate, simplistic, erroneous association of esje- , primarily induced by 
“translation interpretation”, the rendering by “if”. Real condition with protatic 
esje, if at all attested, is extremely rare – in fact, esje- is the least conditional 
of all protatic forms.3 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, esje constructions may be represented in information-structure 
terms as: 

[premiss protatic text, thematic-topical]  
(objectively or subjectively) implies 

[implication apodotic text, rhematic-focal]. 

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

                                        
2  E.g. (“if indeed/in fact” ) mh oysipe nan an pe esje-tnnasfi-tsorp an ayw 

tmeHcnte ntnobsn on efitmeHsomte (Leipoldt III, 27). 
3  Which must account for its compatibility with the Conditional, as in: h esjentayjooc, 

je-eynakanennobe nan ebol, eysansofoy h eysantmsoboy, ansoboy 
kakwc (Leipoldt IV, 158:12), consider also ibid. 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. 

(ii) (Apodosis) (1) inevitable, natural or assured consequence or implica-
tion of (i); (2) absolute impossibility or non-existence for a state of things, 
fact 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 esje- complex is so often, indeed typically, 
ironic or sardonic. 

Used typically (at least patterns II and III) in lusis, 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 esje 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 esje 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 Hww= in the apodosis; this linkage is very different 
from that, say, of the irrealis ene- + ne- or the generic efsan- + saf- ;  
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(3) observing superordination and/or focalization signals in the apodosis, like initial 
eie-, ontwc, alh$wc, and most notably rhetorical questions (which are really 
non-interrogative, but rhetorically focal assertions “packaged” as questions; see be-
low, my suggestion regarding ara), expressing unacceptability (“how can it be pos-
sible that…?”) – etbe-oy … an and nas nHe … an and ebol 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 
esje 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 je-, and eie-, esje- 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 
eswpe, 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 lusis, where this consensus is used to demolish the rhetorical 
opponent’s case, the whole configuration is ironic. 

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 esje and of the whole complex; also, that eie- may indicate 
equivalence to an esje-apodose, even with no protasis: 
eie efsantaac naf epeiraze mmok eppe$ooy an alla 

HnHenpeiracmoc neknaroy pe (Chassinat, 13). 

*   *   * 

Here are the main configurations I find, with minimal representative documenta-
tion: 
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(I) SIMPLE IMPLICATION (RARE): 
“IF IT IS (REALLY TRUE/CONCEDED/GIVEN) THAT…, 
• THEN IT INEVITABLY/ANYWAY FOLLOWS (ALSO)/NO DOUBT/LET ME 

ASSURE YOU/YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT…” 

Note here: on, Hww= optional in apodosi. ontwc replaces eie-. Homolexemicity. 

(1) esje-oynHoeine eymokH nHht je-aneyshre h neycnhy rnobe, 

ontwc cempsa ntaeio nim (Leipoldt III, 67,20)  

(2) esje-atetntntnnefma etoyaab enma nçoile nnlhcthc, 

fnajnoytn pantwc (Leipoldt III, 24,13) 

(3) esje-ko nnoeik eoyntkcHime ayw esje-tepornhye 

eoyntepoyHai ontwc tetnsobe an ene$hrion (BL Or 8664 p. 32, ed. 

Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia) 

(4) esje-oyn-kekocmoc mpHre mpai eie fo nkake (Orlandi, Shenoute contra 

Origenistas, 305) 

(5) esje-etetno an n$e nHensmmo nnaHrai HmpaHht ayw 

Henrwme eicooyn an mmooy eie-petnrkima Hijwi ayw 

HijntcooyHe an ntetnape (Codex XO, 292) 

(IA) “IF IT IS TRUE/(I/YOU/WE KNOW/ADMIT)/GIVEN THAT X,  
• THEN IT IS (ALSO) (NECESSARILY) TRUE THAT X+…” 

An obvious focalization construction – an und zwar-type device. Homo-
lexemicity is a pattern constituent. 

(6)  esje-oyntfoyçom gar on eoyntafc Hnnetkama naf nHhtoy 

(Leipoldt III, 85,13) 

(7)  esje-fsoop on efsoop Hmpeylac mmate ayw HmpeyHht an 

(Leipoldt IV, 24,6) 

(8)  esje-aije-oysaje ntaije-peTcooyn mmof (K 9285 verso ed. Wessely, 

Texte IX 51) 

(9) esje-prpmeeye gar mpnoyte naamaHte an mprwme etmrnobe 

mmnanas on naamaHte mmof (Leipoldt III, 16,25)  

(10) esje-mpecoywnt sapooy, aicoywne anok| ntaicoywne gar 

an nbrre. alla Tcooyn mmo jinnsorp (Leipoldt III, 21,9) – Not con-

cessive! 
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(IB) DEONTIC IMPLICATION: 
“IF IT IS (INDEED) TRUE/A FACT/ CONCEDED THAT…, SEEING THAT… 
• THEN (THERE IS NO OTHER WAY BUT THAT WE/YOU/THEY MUST) 
[IMPERATIVE/INJUNCTIVE/JUSSIVE/1ST SGL. FUTURE]” 

(11) esje-tnoyws erbol enai throy ntnbwk eHoyn epwnH 

marenkton ntnHareH enentolh mpjoeic (Behlmer, De iudicio, 

f. LXXVI vo) 

(12) alla eijw mpai jeesje-ntnnasrpar$enoc an marnroeic 

epgamoc ntapnoyte taeiof ayw aftbbof (Leipoldt III, 27,24) 

(13) esje-nanoyei koinwnei nmmai esje-nanoyi an mprkoinwnei 

(Leipoldt III, 30,19-20) 

(14) eyjw mmoc nai jepencon ayw penmerit, esje-koyws ewnH 

ayw enay enerht mpnoyte ayw eale eHrai Hnoymnttelioc fi 

mmay nnarike mpekHht (Leipoldt III, 98,28) 

(15) esje-mnçom çe mmok erpar$enoc w prwme n$e 

mpeteoyntaf mmay mpidwron ayw nto Hwwte tecHime esje 

mnçom mmo epai n$e ntetrHoyo nHhtf eie-kan Hw erok 

etekcHime kan Hw ero epoyHai  

(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 maius. The most prominent and prev-
alent pattern. 

pocw mallon and Rhetorical-Question “packaging” are optional in apodosi; 
typically homolexemic. 
eie- does not occur before pocw mallon. 

(16) esje-ayjiçol epnoy[t]e katanegraFh je-anjijeey mpjoeic 

jiçol erof eie-ncenajiçol an ncenaHila an enetHelpiz[e] 
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erof (Leipoldt III, 24,17)  

(17) h esje-mpefTco etaaf mmin mmof Haron poco mallon 

nefaga$on (Leipoldt III, 29,22)  
(18) esje-prwme nakarwf an efsançmçom etwwbe mpeto nnoeik 

etefcHime poco mallon efnaTco nçipentafplacce mmooy 

(Leipoldt III, 97,23) 

(19) je-esje-ngme an mpekcon etknay erof nas nHe ntof 

eknamerepnoyte mpknay erof eneH (Leipoldt III, 153,9) 

(20) h esje-mpoykapnoyte nay mpeymto ebol h eynakarwme 

(Leipoldt III, 88,9) 

(21) esje-tekthcic de cooyn mmoc an mmin mmoc, nas nHe 

ecnajw nHenHbhye eyjoce paratecvycic (Leipoldt III, 224,17) 

(III) IRONIC/INVALIDATING IMPLICATION: 
“IF IT 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, Hw=; homolexemicity. 
Sarcasm, irony, reductio ad absurdum, also pointing to a paradox prove here the pre-
miss wrong and invalidate it. 

(22) esje-mpecw mmof eie-mpoyjpof esje-mpoyjpof eie-

mpefrrwme esje-mpefrrwme eie-mpoyctayroy mmof  

 (Orlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas, 347) – An ironic syllogistic chain, reducing the main 

premiss to absurdity and dismantling the entire claim. 

(23) anok men gar esje-tamntelaxictoc mnnaHbhye nelaxicton 

oyonH erwtn nas nHe einaHwp epentaftamioi h eitmaihy 

Hnoy nnaHrmpefxrictoc (Codex XO, 289) 

(24) plhn esje-ntaybwk ebol Hitootn nçinai etmmay je-mpikaay 

esmse mpjoeic kata$e entayjooc jentof petempfkaan eT 
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nnenerht mpnoyte, eie-oynçom mmooy tenoy Hmpma 

etoynHhtf ejwk ebol nneyerht (Leipoldt III, 133,11) 

(25) je-esje-anok petnamectenai etmmay epjinjh entaybwk 

ebol Hitootn h netnabwk ebol Hitootn eie-nim 

petnameritoy … esje-anok petnarjaje erooy epjinjh eeie-

nim petnareirhnh nmmay 

 (Leipoldt III, 122,20) 

(26) h esje-ngnaoyws an etretetetwk rwse erok nas nHe 

eknarwse etetetwk te h ecnaHw eroc erok (BL Or 8664, p. 33, ed. 

Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia) 

(27) esje-sarepHairetikoc çe mnpHllhn pwrs ebol nneyçij h 

ncefitoy eHrai Hn$ypokricic je-eyslhl, eic-nHalate Hwoy 

eire mpai nHaH ncop eypwrs ebol nneytnH| (Leipoldt III, 45,3) 

(28) esje-ntwtn de ntetnaoywH an HnHenma eysrswr ayw eykh 

ebol erene$hrion nHhtoy ayw erenbasor moce nHhtoy 

mnnHof mnnnoyooHe ayw erenrir moone Hrai nHhtoy eie-nas 

ntof nHe erepepna mpexc naoywH Hrai HnnetmPyxh 

etsrswr mnnetnHht ettakhyt mnnetncwma eto mma noywH 

nnepna naka$arton h nas nHe erenepna nnndikaioc 

mnnetoyaab throy nai etnws nneysaje namton mmooy 

Hatethtn erendaimwn moce nHrai nHhtthytn ayw eymton 

mmooy Hrai Hnnetnmeeye nHht etcoof ayw eycaans 

nneykakia Hrai Hnnetnsojne mnpetnHht etjaHm 

esje-ntetnamere-wtp an eHoyn epkake eie-nas nHe 

erepepna mpjoeic namereçw Hrai HnnetnHht etetno nkake 

esje-ntetnamakarize an eneH nHeneidwlon eytaHhy 

eratoy HnHenrphye Hense mnHenwne… eie-nim ntof 

naggeloc ebol Hitmpnoyte petnamakarize mmwtn  

(BM 175, ed. Kuhn, Besa, 119-120, v. S. Emmel, Shenoute’s Literary Corpus II, 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…” 
• STILL, (IT IS ALSO TRUE) THAT…”;  
“JUST AS… [METAPHORIC VEHICLE],  
SO …[METAPHORIC TENOR]” 

Typically used also for highlighting contrast (cf. allo… allo…, eic… eic…, 
oyet-…, oyet-… tw etw n-… mn- as well as pungent comparison. 

Note on, Hww=, nHoyo, alh$wc, ontwc in apodosi – homolexemicity is 
here pattern constituent. 

(29) ayw esje-tnepei$ymei etbbo ontwc foyws nHoyo etbbon 

(Leipoldt III, 37,2) 

(30) esje-pacebhc peTçom mpdaimwn eHrai ejwf ontwc 

oymakarioc pe peycebhc je-fboh$ei erof nçipaggeloc 

mpexc (Chassinat, 79) 

(31) Tnajooc on je-esje-anmoy mnpexc antwoyn mnpexc 

(Chassinat, 166) 

(32) esje-oyntak-Henchfe noyoyoeis alla tenoy mntak  

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

chiasmus, stressing the correlation. 

(33) esje-pnoyte gar ji-eooy Hnneycebhc fji on Hnnacebhc 

(Chassinat, 113) 

(34) esje-Hntçom de mpshre ntanomia eftrenrwme eire 

nmparaFycic etbeoy ntof Hntçom mpexc ntneire an 

nnatenFycic (Chassinat, 64) 

(35) eaijooc je-esje-oyHat efcotp pe plac nndikaioc, eieoylac 

efjaHm nHoyo pe plac nnacebhc (Leipoldt III, 113,18) 

(36) esje-oytalaiporoc alh$oc pe petcwoyH eHoyn enfT an 

mpetrçrwH oymakarioc on alh$wc nHoyo pe petcwoyH 

eHoyn etbena (Leipoldt III, 115,26) 

(37) esje-aypwt ncwei cenapwt ncathytn (Leipoldt IV, 35,14) 

(V) esje + 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 cHmpetnHht enay eron kata$e etnoyes-nay erwtn esje-

He eie-etbeoy mpetnTHthtn epasaje…  

 h mmon ntof ecHmpetnHht etretoyi toyi mmwtn çwst eHoyn 

eHrmpHo ntetHitoywc Hmpma etnnabwk emay esje-ce eie-

etbeoy eretoyi toyi mmwtn moose Hnoykrof (Kuhn, Besa, fragment 

37, 6 and 9 [Shenoute]) 

(39) esje-nteiHe te eie-jooc ntooyn je-…  

 (Orlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas, 343) – The apodosis here matches closely the Talmudic 

rhetorical-hermeneutical signal-phrase ’emor me-‘atah “say, henceforth” to introduce a forced 

or guided conclusion; consider also (Chassinat, 182) jooc Hwwn je-. Indeed, there are 

numerous parallels between Shenoute’s hermeneutical and argumentative formalities and 

Talmudic ones, most strikingly turns of phrases involving jw, cwtm, nay; and, no less 

strikingly, hermeneutical principles recalling the Talmudic middot (“measures”), of which our 

a fortiori esje- 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) esje-$e te tai kaat tatrenecnhy royanas nai (Leipoldt III, 16,12) 

(41) araçe eyntan-neiHnaay throy eykh nan eHrai esje-eHe eie-

anon Henrwme eyjiçol jeanfi mpenctayroc anoyaHn 

ncapjoeic (Leipoldt III, 71-2)  

(42) esje-eysanbwk ebol Hitootn ncetmHe eneyoyws h ntof 

ncecei nneypa$oc ayw ncektooy eron nkecop ncekwte 

nca$e noywH nmman ayw Hotan ensantmkaay sayjooc on 

Hmpasai mplibe nteymntatcbw je… ayw esje-oynHoine 

nasaje Hinai, Henkooye de on etreymokmek nteikeHe, 

oykoyn oyoei mpai etmmay nnaHrnnrwme nteimine…  

 (Leipoldt III, 121,8) the last ayw is here resumptive: a well established feature of Shenoute’s 

syntax. 
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(43) esje-$e nneteretorgh naei ejwoy … te $e on etoynajwlj 

nHhtc nçi-netws ayw on etcwtm ayw netenoyoy ne nisaje, 

ayw ntaycHaicoy etbhhtoy je-eynaoyjai ncetmoyjai, ... 

 esje-ce çwst ejn-nekcarX ngnay je-oy pe pikmom nswbH 

HitntHmme nmparaFycic 

 esje-He etbeoy mpfkbo nçi-pekHht… (Chassinat, 185) 

(44) nfnatctoi ebol an oyte nfnakaat an ncwf je-Teire an 

ntetnHe nTTtwn an h kwH h mocte…  

 esje-He marenetonH nmmai jooc je-jintaiT-peicxhma Hiwwt 

jentaikrmrm etbeoy eneH h ntaiçnarike enim eneH (Codex XO, 

266bis) 

*   *   * 

2. araçe, ara 

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 – ara(çe)4 stands out “what a ridiculous/absurd/incon-
ceivable idea it is, that....” , in lusis, as a rule ironic or sarcastic, in lusis, unless merely 
                                        
4  Like many Greek loans into Coptic, the precise etymological details for ara(çe) are not all 

clear, in particular the functional route. It is very probable that ἆρα, ἆραγε and ἆρ’οὖν are the 
sources of Coptic ara and araçe (araçe seems, by the functional bi- or tri-furcation of 
çe, to correspond, at least nominally, to both ἆραγε and ἆρ’οὖν). I 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 ara for the latter. Moreover, the 
compatibility, in Coptic (exx. 50-51) as in Greek (Denniston, p. 47f.), of ara 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 Bohairic Dialect, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 160, 
Leuven: Peeters 2007, Chapter One, 138ff. See also C.M.J. Sicking, “Particles in Questions in 
Plato”, in: A. Rijksbaron (ed.), New Approaches to Greek Particles, Proceedings of the Colloquium held 
in Amsterdam, January 4-6, 1996 to Honour C.J. Ruijigh on the Occasion of his Retirement, Amsterdam 
Studies in Classical Philology 7, Amsterdam: Gieben 1997, 157-174. 
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emphatic. ara(çe) precedes immediately a Focalizing Conversion (“Second 
Tense”) form, which uses actually a pattern component (unless a Nominal Sentence 
follows), in “envelope focalization”:5 in rhetorical terms, this is a “focalization of 
inconceivability”, comparable to the Shenoutean “enswne” or “ensipe” 
(quoted by Shenoute, attributed to his flock) where we see “focalization of quoted-
ness”, effectting (as in the paraphrastic “soi-disant”, “self-styled”, “you say”) 
“focalization of disbelief”. In this role, ara(çe) is paragraph-initial. 
(45) araçe erepjoeic pnoyte naka-pdaimonion etmmay nteiHe je-

afHros efkto mmof ebol… araçe neteire nneikrof 

Hnneitopoc erepjoeic pnoyte nnitopoc nakaay nteiHe je-

fwbs mmof tenoy (Codex XO, 298) 

(46) araçe ektmaihy je-apnobe rro Hmpekcwma (Leipoldt IV, 193, 8) 

(47) cwtm etparrhcia nnetoyaab pejay je-Tnajw anok nnaHbhye 

mprro 

 ntok de Hwwk eknaje-oy eprro pexc 

ara eknajw erof enneksipe ... 

 pejay on je-HareH eroi pjoeic je-Toyaab 

 eknajooc Hwwk je-oy 

ara eknajooc je-HareH eroi je-TjaHm 

 pejay on je-esje-ainay ejinçonc HmpaHht ayw on Hnnaçij 

mprtrepjoeic cwtm eroi 

 eknajooc Hwwk je-oy 

ara eknajooc je-paHht meH njinçonc ayw on nakeçij  

(BL 3581A (57) f. 126 p. 147 [ed. Shisha-Halevy, Enchoria, 92]) – A complex, almost poetical 

rhetorical array, rhythmically structured, with ara responding to an interrogative refrain.  

(48) ara eoynHentnH mpnoyte ppantokratwr h ntafparage mmon 

(Chassinat, 186) 

(49) araçe nnasjooy throy (Chassinat, 111) 

(50) Mh araçe ereprwme oywm ayw efcw ntexria mpcwma efo 

nHmHal ntHh mh genoito  

 (Chassinat, 110) – the Focalizing Present following the topicalizing Circumstantial; mh 

genoito 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, Münster: Nodus 1998, 28ff. 
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(51) mh ara eioyhH on Hijntmhte njwk je-kjw mmoc je-santeoy 

swpe mpfcçhr ## efjw mmoc je-Tnabwk ## efnejHooy 

ncaHooy etbeoy eio mpinoç nbaroc eHrai ejwk (Chassinat, 41). 

(52) cwtm: ara nnoyn naoywn Hnoyaic$hcic etenenHht ne 

nteoyHote naei eHrai ejwn  

 (Chassinat, 11) – Note cwtm here, recalling the Talmudic ta-shma “come (and) hear” 

initiating an argumentative unit (see note to ex. 40 above). 

 emntay-I gar mmay oy petnatajrooy ara pse mnpwne pe 

ayw pkeceepe ara prh mnpooH pe mnpkocmoc thrf ntpe pe 

(Chassinat, 119-120) 

(53) ara erepjoeic saje epioya mayatf ntanefaga$on asai naf 

je pa$ht, mh oyparabolh an te efTcbw nan etmra$ht  

 (Chassinat, 194) – A nice opposition of ara with the discontinuous mh ...an: the former 

focalizing an untenable idea, the latter non-focal.  

(54) araçe erepenHht nasçmçom nswp erof ntagaph eHoyn 

epetHitoywn mpnsoywf nsorp ebol HnmmntmaiHomt ayw 

ntneiaaf ebol Hmpeclwwme thrf ntnHwke mpshbe thrf 

mpme etmmay nloimoc ebol HmpenHht (Chassinat, 195) 

(55) mh ara efsaje eyxwra name jn-mmon egsaje eylaoc  

 (Leipoldt III, 58-59) – Clearly, ara is here non-interrogative. 

(56) ara eyme mpnoyte nçi-netmmay je-ncenay an erof nHo HiHo 

etrefkwlye mmooy ebol Hmpmocte etHmpeyHht  

 (Leipoldt III, 153, 11) – a nice instance for an aburd suggestion. 

ara 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) ara mpeneHooy throy nterompe rwse erwtn 

etretnrnetpa$oc etchs nHhtoy (Leipoldt, 96,5) 

(58) ara nsaje mpjoeic an ne nai je-na taroyna nhtn T taroyT 

nhtn  

 (Chassinat, 199) – Note the rhetorical Nominal Sentence pattern with the deictic antitopic, 

typically Shenoutean.6 

                                        
6  Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy. “On Some Coptic Nominal Sentence Patterns”, in: Studien zu Sprache 

und Religion Ägyptens zu Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorf I , Göttingen 1984, 175-189. 
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(59) ara erepnoyte nakarwf etmkrine h etmsine ncanai (Leipoldt III, 

91, 12)  

(60) (of the sheep and the goats) araçe peigenoc cnay etHnteisaire noywt 

ayw etmone Hnneinthç noywt eycw Hnniçwt noywt mpoytwp 

eneyerhy Hmpeyoyoeis thrf (Leipoldt III, 219,25) 

(61) (of the sheep and the goats) ara eysanporjoy ebol nneyerhy necooy 

men ncemton mmooy Hnneyma mmoone mnneyma njiHaibec 

ayw neyma ncw mbaampe de nceHra ncwoy eHenma njaie 

ayw nsarba Hmpjwnt mpswc pointing to a paradox – araçe 
mnncappwrj ebol poya poya nafiHraf an ebol efrime 

emnpetnacwtm erof (Leipoldt III, 220) – araçe resumes the first ara. 

Following je- or jekaac. In a direct or indirect quotation, or final clause, ara 
seems to introduce a hopeful expected consequence, a surprised realization of a 
consequence (“...then...!”), a final or consecutive sequel. This evidently is a different 
entity:7 

(62) eisantntn-ptwbH mnpcopcp nnetnaei eHrai enkolacic 

epHae nkodranthc je-ara mnncaprime mnncapneHpe etcase 

cenaçn-oyna (Chassinat, 198)  

(63) airHnai Hw epentakjoof je-ara peisojne T-oymton nan 

thrn (Leipoldt III, 16,15)  

(64) teynoy etknajooc nHhtc je-ara tmntacebhc case nteiHe 

mpieime  

 (Chassinat, 163-164) – It is a moot question whether je-ara- is here an object actant of 

eime, postposed to its object rhetorically (as often in Shenoute), or whether it is actantial to 

jooc, mpieime following object-less. 

(65) cop men fTcbw noyxwra cop de fpaideye noypolic je-

arankooye nametanoi (Leipoldt IV, 2,1) 

(66) jekac ennapwt ebol nkrof nim ... ara tnnasaHeratn Holwc 

ara tennanoyHm (Leipoldt IV, 2,25f.) 

(67) etbepai pkairoc pe etreoyeiwt h oymaay swpe n$e 

                                        
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-Köln: Brill 1993, 82, 85f., 109. 
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noybarbaroc eHoyn eneyshre ayw neyseere ... nteiHe on pe 

oycon noycon ayw oycwne noycwne ara nte-oyoyjai swpe 

nHaH ebol je-nasenetmoy etbe=yeoapasth ntwt nHht 

nnoyj  

 (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 esje 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: 

 ...ekrpkeji mpHrb nHenmhhse nrwme mnnekdaimwn ekpht 

ekasçap je-$ah te ekstrtwr ekHe ektwoyn ekrwHt epkaH 

(Chassinat, 22) 
(69) Shenoute persecuted by an over-affectionate brother in his mountain retreat – Shenoute does 

not spare himself as well: 

 ebol twn je-oynrwme on Hrai nHhtn naei nai epma eTnHhtf 

mntefetpw nloimoc ... efmoyte eHrai eroi ... malicta peje-

petmmay Hntapath ntefPyxh nfcooyn an je-afjere-oykwHt 

HmpaHht je-”amoy eHrai taacpaze mmok” santetaPyxh cosf 

Hwwf je- “taei nak eHrai” efsine ncaoypi parapecoyoeis....  

 (Codex XO, 669-670) – the second je- either disjunctive (=jn-) 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 esje-, e.g. 
exx. 24, 26, 27, 28 etc.): 
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(70) anok men gar esje-tamntelaxictoc mnnaHbhye nelaxicton 

oyonH erwtn nas nHe einaHwp epentaftamioi h eitmaihy 

Hnoy nnaHrmpefxrictoc (Codex XO, 289) 

(71) h eisanfi-neidwlon etHmpekhi einasHwp on mprh Hntpe 

mnpooH mnncioy nai etksmse nay h einakwt nHencobte 

enmanHwtp etmtrekslhl ensampemnt h einaroeic 

Hijmpeiero ayw Hijnnekeyripoc etmtrekoywtn ebol nkronoc 

eHrai enmoyneiooye (Chassinat, 43-44) 

(72) Ironic parenthesis or aside (underlined. See also ex. 69): plhn esje-maab 

an Hrai nHhtthytn netoynatekoy ebol etbe-oya 

katanetnsaje – Hendiaboloc netoyhH mnHenaggeloc – anok 

kan Toy nentaijooc etbhhtoy h cooy je-... (Codex XO, 305) –  

… kan “at least”.  
The same opening, plhn esje-, in the next example:  
(73) plhn esje-ntaybwk ebol Hitootn nçinai etmmay jempikaay 

esmse mpjoeic kata$e entayjooc jentof petempfkaan eT 

nnenerht mpnoyte, eie-oynçom mmooy tenoy Hmpma 

etoynHhtf ejwk ebol nneyerht  

 (Leipoldt III, 133,11) – The ironic point is made in the apodosis. 

(74) as gar mpe$ooy neterepnoyte nakaay nan ebol 

natenmt(sic)shre shm ne h natenmntHllo ne h 

natenmntatcooyn ne h nentanaay ne Hmpcooyn h 

nentanaay ne Ha$h mpatenjipbapticma etoyaab h 

nentanaay ne mnncatrenjitf h natenarxh nei eHoyn ne 

epeitwHm mmakarion h natenHah ne  

 (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. 



Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax 17

Text editions cited 
Behlmer, De iudicio = Heike Behlmer, Schenute von Atripe: De iudicio (Torino, Museo Egizio, Cat. 

63000, cod. IV), Catalogo del Museo Egiziop di Torino, Serie Prima – Monumenti e Testi 
VIII, Torino: Soprintendenza alle Antichità Egizie 1996. 

Chassinat = Emile Chassinat, Le quatrieme livre des entretiens et epitres de Schenouti, Mémoires de 
l’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale 23, Le Caire: l’Institut Français 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 III, 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. 

Orlandi, 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, Orientalia = Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “Two Shenoute-Texts from the British Library”, 

in: Orientalia 44 (1975), 149-185. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages true
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /DEU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2540 2540]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


