2 Images and Words for the Bishop

The first problem in analysing poetry about bishops is to assess whether it is about
bishops at all, and if so, in which terms it identifies its subject. For our poems to be about
bishops, they must come from a time when the notion of bishop was sufficiently devel-
oped to be at the centre of such a treatment, a question that may not have a straight-
forward answer, for although the notion of episcopate may well be already developed,
the difference between it and other notions (patronage, priesthood) might still not be as
clear as that difference is to our modern eyes. And even if a developed and specialised
notion of bishop is already in use, nothing assures us that it will be reflected in the lan-
guage of the poems. As regards contemporary notions of the episcopate, I will pass on
taking for granted the results of historians, and I will concentrate on the way and why
this concrete reality is reflected in the language of our poets.

As far as we know, both Ephrem and Gregory were moving in uncharted terri-
tory when they composed poems on bishops. Furthermore, prose language for bishops,
though much more developed, was still fluid enough to allow variations and further
change. Therefore, the first theme treated in this section will be the poets’ relationship
with contemporary language on the episcopate, beginning with the more specialised
terms and moving towards the generic: first, I will trace the terms that later became
customary for referring to a bishop in our authors (¢éniokonog and similar at §2.1.1);
then, I will examine other names and titles, divided according to the functions of the
episcopate that they denote—namely, leadership or guidance (§2.1.2) and priesthood
(§2.1.3).

Moreover, when new words are needed (and the early church surely needed many
new words and expressions), one useful resource is metaphor. In the realm of ecclesi-
astical hierarchy, some metaphors had developed to such an extent that in the fourth
century they were almost institutionalised as titles: the best example is perhaps the
word that may be translated “shepherd” or “pastor” (§2.2.1). The second part of this
section will treat the metaphors employed by Ephrem and Gregory, beginning with the
more fixed ones, which they inherited from contemporary church life, and then ana-
lysing the more occasional and fluctuating ones. In general, both titles and metaphors
are strongly Bible-driven, in that they can be traced back to Bible passages or interpre-
tations thereof. One important metaphor is exceptional in this regard, and it is worth
anticipating it here: the bishop is often compared to a work of art or a mirror—in any
case, an image. This metaphor will be analysed in its diversified development and aims
(§2.2.3).
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2.1 Names

In the Syriac tradition, as well as in the Greek and the Latin ones, the names of min-
istries in the church became, with time, titles and thus standardised®. In all these tra-
ditions, the clergy is divided in three hierarchical classes: the bishop, the priests, and
the deacons. From the third century, documents witness to a further development of
hierarchy among bishops, giving rise later to the titles of chorepiscopus, archbishop,
metropolitan and patriarch. These finer distinctions among bishops gain force of law
by the time of Justinian, as the Codex Iustinianeus testifies?2. However, at the time of
Ephrem and Gregory the lower echelon of ecclesiastical hierarchy (deacons, priests,
monarchical bishop) is already a reality, and canonical documents present distinctions
between bishops®. Before taking on the individual usage of Ephrem and Gregory, it is
sensible to present here the titles of deacon, priest, and bishop in the three languages
(Latin, Greek, and Syriac) as they were established in the traditions of the churches:

English Latin Greek Syriac

Bishop  episcopus £TILoKOTIOG ’episqopalhasya (“saint”)
Priest presbyterus  TpeoPUtepog  qassisa (“elder”)

Deacon  diaconus SLaKovog msammsana (“servant”)

As is clear from the table, Latin borrowed its terminology from Greek. A similar feature
of the two languages is that the term sacerdos/iepevg is used in ancient texts without dis-
tinction for priests and bishops, but later it becomes a specialised term referring only to
a priest, as modern Greek tepéag and Italian sacerdote demonstrate®. The situation is no
different in the Syriac world: the three ranks of priesthood are named with two calques
from the Greek titles and a loanword, and the word for sacerdos (kahna) is employed
indifferently for priests and bishops in earlier times®. An interesting feature of Syriac

1 Guerra y Gomez 1962, 323, 334-337; Lizzi 1998, 87-88; Rapp 2000, 381; Rapp 2005, 25-26, 42.

2 Rapp 2005, 276-279; Di Berardino 1998, 40; Barone Adesi 1998, 54-55; Jerg 1970, 86-89, 103-104. In
inscriptions, they are received only late: Feissel 1989, 803—812 (archbishop, metropolitan, patriarch); the
chorepiskopoi as well as the periodeutes, subordinates of the urban bishop, are attested already from
the third and fourth century respectively (Feissel 1989, 814-819).

3 See the Canons of Nicaea 4, 6, 7 for “metropolitan”; 8 for “chorepiscopus”; canon 18 for the distinction
and hierarchy of bishop, presbyter and deacon, which is for the first time found in Ignatius of Antioch
(Ign. Trall. 2, 3; 7, 2; Magn. 6, 1; Smyrn. 8, 1; 12, 2).

4 Jerg 1970, 103; Lampe 1961, 670, s.v. iepelg; AeEkd NG KOWNG VEOEAANVIKIG, S.V. iepeag (https:/
www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/search.htm-
1?start=140&lq=%CE%99*&dq=, accessed 21.12.20, 12:06); Vocabolario Treccani, s.v. sacerdote (https://
www.treccani.it/vocabolario/sacerdote, accessed 21.12.20, 12:22).

5 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 1683, s.v. =ama; Bou Mansour 2019, 23-32. It is however possible that the
term qassisa had already a religious sense for pagan Syrians, if it must be interpreted so in the inscrip-
tion of Serrin; see Drijvers/Healey 1999, 195.


https://www.treccani.it/vocabolario/sacerdote
https://www.treccani.it/vocabolario/sacerdote
https://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/search.html?start=140&lq=%CE%99*&dq=
https://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/search.html?start=140&lq=%CE%99*&dq=
https://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/search.html?start=140&lq=%CE%99*&dq=
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is that it preserves alternative names for the bishop. The later one is hasya, literally
meaning “pure”, “saint”, but it is used as a perfect equivalent of “bishop”—for example,
in the Chronicle of Bar Hebraeus®. Another similar word is mdabbrana, “leader”, an
equivalent of such Greek terms as TpoGTATNG, TPOLGTAUEVOG, ITyOVUEVOG Or (pywv and
of the Latin word antistes, all terms that are used interchangeably with éniokomnog and
npeaBuTepog in the New Testament but that did not become fixed titles’. Therefore, it is
difficult to understand whether the writers employing such titles are using them in their
generic sense of “leader” or “guide”, only occasionally applied to clergymen, or if they
employ them as titles equivalent to the word éniokomnog/’episqopalepiscopus. For even
though these writers may know of a generic use of these words in other contexts, this
does not exclude the possibility that they intend a more specific sense when using these
words to refer to a bishop. This is a problem in the case of Ephrem and Gregory, too.

2.1.1 éniokomog/’episqopa

How much does the usage of Gregory and Ephrem reflect this situation? Ephrem knows
the threefold structure of ecclesiastical authority and calls priests and deacons by their
name: in more than one instance, Ephrem mentions gassise and sammase (which is
an alternative form of msammsane). As regards bishops, though the situation is much
more confusing, one thing is certain: Ephrem never uses the loanword ’episqopa, except
in the title of CN 178 Such an instance, however, is to be discarded, since titles can
be the result of later editorial work. The reasons for such an exclusion can be many:
either Ephrem did not know the term, or it was not used in that sense, or he did not
deem it proper to poetic language and we have lost prosaic instances of the term, or we
have lost these instances altogether, both in prose and in poetry. However, it must be
admitted that the avoidance of the term ’episqopa is entirely in keeping with Ephrem’s
broader linguistic habits: Even if Aramaic in general, and Syriac in particular, had been
in close contact with Greek for centuries at the time of Ephrem, and even if Syriac bor-
rowed many words from Greek, Ephrem seems less fond of such borrowings: not only
does he employ fewer Greek loanwords than later poets, as is to be expected given the
growing contacts between Greek and Syriac; he also employs fewer loanwords than
earlier texts’.

6 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 1326, s.v. <facas. Note however that this seems a very late (medieval) devel-
opment: before being a title, the word was used as an honorific.

7 Guerray Gomez 1992, 323-337; mdabbrana: Murray 2006, 192-193; Bou Mansour 2019, 446-455.

8 Bou Mansour 2019, 24-26; Beck 1984, 95-96; for the three ranks of holy orders see, e.g., CN 21, 5.

9 For Greek-Aramaic contacts: Butts 2016, 201-202. For the growth of Greek influence and loanwords in
Syriac: Brock 1999-2000; Butts 2016, 205. For the number of Greek loanwords in Ephrem and in earlier
texts: Butts 2016, 203.
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It is worth noting that a Syriac author roughly contemporary to Ephrem, Aphrahat,
employs ’episqopa twice; however, the instances are in the same page of a work whose
authenticity was doubted on other grounds and in its letterhead: like any other kind of
paratext, a letterhead is prone to editorial reworkings or to being treated separately
from the rest of the text. Moreover, the two instances appear as part of an identical
fixed expression, “bishops, priests, deacons [and the whole church of God] with her
children” (dem. 14, 1). Furthermore, the Peshitta uses ’episqopa to translate only one of
the five occurrences of the word éniokomnog in the New Testament. The three parallel
texts of Phil. 1:1, 1Tim. 3:2 and Tit. 1:7, referring to the head of the community, are ren-
dered with qassisa, the same word that translates mpeofutepog (see Tit. 1:5). The only
occurrence of ’episqopa in the Syriac NT (here in the form ’episqopa) is at Act. 20:28,
and here too the word, referring to the heads of the community in Ephesus, is equiva-
lent to qassisa/npeofutepog (see Act. 20:17). This hints that in earlier times the Syriac
church did not know of any distinction between bishop and priest. The assumption is
reinforced by the fact that at 1Petr. 2:25 the Greek éniokomnog, in reference to Jesus, is
rendered with the calque sa‘ora, meaning “inspector”. For, since the Syriac language
had a calque for the Greek énioxonog, as it had it for mpespvtepog and Sidkovog, and
the translators chose not to use it in the case of the title ¢éniokomnog (as opposed to the
generic sense of the word employed by 1Petr. 2:25), this could hint that the difference
between mpeoputepog and £miokomog was not felt by the translators'™. Again, ‘episqopa
never appears in the Peshitta of the Old Testament, and the éniokomot in the Greek
translation are rendered variously in Syriac as pagoda (Num. 31:14; Iudc. 9:28; 2Reg.
11:18; 1Macc. 1:51), sa‘ora (Sap. 1:6, referring to God’s wisdom), rabba (2Reg. 11:15),
qayoma (2Chron. 34:17), and so on, but never as ’episqopa or qassisa. Therefore, the
Greek loanword ’eptsqopa was still fairly rare in Ephrem’s time, and the poet might well
have ignored its usage as a title. Even though he knows the distinction between priest
and bishop, Ephrem has not developed a specific title for the monarchical function and
still relies on a wide variety of terms.

As one would expect, Gregory’s usage is much more similar to what would then
become the standard use of titles in the church. In his prose works, especially in the
ep., Gregory frequently employs the word ¢miokomog as an ecclesiastical title'’. Not
only does he know the difference between npesfutepog and éniokomnog, but he also

10 The term sa‘ora, however, resurfaced later among the Syriac ecclesiastical titles, as an equivalent of
the Greek meplo§evng: Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2688, s.v. iassw.

11 Greg. Naz. or. 5, 29; 18, 33; 21, 14.21.33; 25, 9; 33, 4; 42, 23; 43, 48.50.58.59; ep. 7, 3-4; 19, 2; 40, 2.4;
41, 4; 42, 2; 50, 2-3; 87, 3; 120, 4; 125, 5; etc. A similar situation in Gregory of Nyssa: he distinguish-
es mpeoPutepog from éniokomog, especially in the paratext of the letters (Mann 2001, 443-444, s.v.
¢éniokomog; Mann 2009, 654, s.v. npeofutepog; cf. Greg. Naz. ep. 43; 202.249 and ep. 101-102). However,
as is the case for the Nazianzen’s prose, Nyssa prefers in general the word iepetg (Mann 2002, 448, s.v.
tepevg; for Greg. Naz. iepevg 108x and émiokomog 65x in prose).
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distinguishes between a simple bishop and a puntpomnoAitng'? The situation is some-
what different in his poetic works. Here, he uses émniokonog more rarely and with a
clear distinction between iambs and hexameters. The word lends itself to both metres,
though it is arguably more easily employed in iambs, because if the last syllable of a
line is long, it contains a cretic, which is not permitted in hexameters. In the iambs, the
word is used as a title in some instances, especially in the autobiographical poems®, I
found one instance of generic usage in the sense of “protector”', This meaning is the
only one attested in hexameters: there, the word énioxonog is never used for the heads
of the church®. This is due to Homeric usage, where clearly the word ériokonog was
not used for the head of the church, but neither was it used as a title or to mean a posi-
tion of authority, as in prosaic Greek. In fact, the éniokomnog for excellence in Homeric
poetry is the god or the Saiuwv that protects the hero, and Gregory employs the word
precisely in this sense, thus demonstrating his adherence to correct Homeric usage and
his command of matSeia®.

As regards specifically our texts, the word éniokomog is found only in three places
of the same poem, II, 1, 12, if we do not count the occurrences in the titles. This makes
sense if we remember that II, 1, 10 and 17 are in elegiac verse and II, 1, 13 is hexam-
etric. At II, 1, 12, 35 Gregory exhorts the reader to avoid “bad bishops” (tolg kakoUg
£TLOKOTTOVG), asserting that they are worse than lions, leopards, and vipers'’. At 11, 1, 12,
503 and 508, the word is employed in connection with the consecration of a new bishop:
at line 503 it refers to the imposition of hands (¢mioxonwv xépeg), while at 508 it refers
to the “judgement” (kpioLg) of bishops'®. However, Gregory employs other, more generic
terms for the majority of this poem. It is difficult to determine what moves Gregory to
choose or reject the word énioxonog on each occasion. As regards II, 1, 12, 35, the word
may be used almost as a naturalistic label, as éniokomnol are compared with the Aéwv
(lion), the mapdaAig (leopard), and the domig (viper). Lines 503 and 508 allude to the role
of bishops in consecrating a new bishop, a role that was their strict prerogative. Only
bishops could impose hands; therefore, their very hands are used as a metonymy for
the rite of ordination, and their judgement is called upon in the matter of the effects
of this rite. Hence, Gregory seems to employ the word with a certain emphasis on its
nature as a title, as an accurate label for the role. This is suggested also by his use of the

12 IpeoPitepog/éniokonog: Greg. Naz. or. 2, 69; 37, 21; 43, 27; MntpomnoAitng: 40, 26. This distinction
seems to be absent from Gregory of Nyssa, for example.

13 11, 1, 11, 538; 610; 1633; 1712; 1913; 11, 1, 30, 116; II, 1, 41, 6.

14 1, 2, 8, 146.

15 1, 1,27,73;1, 2, 2, 39; 11, 1, 45, 89.

16 Guerray Gomez 1962, 377.

17 ©dppet Aéovtar IIApSaALS TRV REépwy* [ AoTiig TdY v o€ kal eUyol SeSowkota /“Ev EKTpEMoU pot, ToUg
xaxovg émtokomoug (11, 1, 12, 33-35).

18 EimoL tay’ dv TIg, g EMoKOnwY X€peg/ TO T €v péow Kpuypa Aovtpod Tig xapLs /Ag T EkPodey, wg
avagiol, péoag / dwvag §186vteg Ty kdbapaowy i) kAioet / Kal @) tupavvioavtt 8ijbev Ivevpatt — / Kpioet
Swaiwv xat coe®v émoxdnwy (11, 1, 12, 503-508).
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word éntokon (IL, 1, 12, 176 and 180) in the sense of “episcopate”, which is its sense in
1Tim. 3:1 but is not the most widespread meaning of the word in the Greek Bible (Sep-
tuaginta and New Testament), where ¢ntokomni usually refers to God and corresponds
to the Latin visitatio®.

Interestingly, Gregory employs the word natplapyia at I1, 1, 12, 799%. The vocabu-
lary by Lampe gives the generic sense of “position of authority” to this occurrence, thus
finding it to align, for example, with Basil’s ep. 169, 1?!. Basil, however, is referring to a
deacon who claims an illegitimate authority over a group of virgins, whereas Gregory
employs the word for the positions of authority that were specifically available to the
bishops and that they contended with each other for. It seems like Gregory intends
natplapyia as a terminus technicus, meaning the most important episcopal seats, the
patriarchates; yet the first known examples of this use of matpiapyng/matplapyia come
from the fifth century. The context suggests this might be the earliest attestation of the
word used in this sense. Gregory reproaches the bishops at the Council of Constantinople
for their ambition to “inherit patriarchates”, and canons 2 and 3 of the same council are
concerned precisely with the establishment and confirmation of the privileges of what
would be later known as “patriarchal sees”—Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, and
Antioch. The problem of the succession in Antioch was the cause of Gregory’s resigning,
and the election of a new bishop for Constantinople was its effect, so that Gregory might
well have been, and in fact was, disconcerted by this jostling with the major episcopal
seats, the same that would be later called patriarchates. Moreover, in his report of the
decisions of the council, Socrates refers to the establishment of bishoprics with regional
jurisdiction by stating that matpidpyag katéotnoav, “they established patriarchs”?
Describing the appointments emerging from the synod, Socrates employs the expres-
sion matplapyiav kAnpodadal, the same that employed Gregory at 11, 1, 12, 799%. Among
the names mentioned by Socrates, only Nectarius as bishop of Constantinople would be
a patriarch in the later sense of the term, but these names correspond to some of those
in a law by Theodosius dated July 30, 381 (Cod. Theod. 16, 1, 3), that establishes which
bishops are to be considered bulwarks of the Nicene faith. This places them in a position

19 Guerra y Gomez 1962, 178-181; AAN’' o0 KaKloTa TadTA, 008’ £MOKOTAG, / Q AQOTE; Wi T000TTOV
apyaiwg epovely, / Q¢ tAtkolTo mpdyua Tiudcdal kak®g, / Mnd’ et Alav 10 xBauarov omovdddetar / 00
yap kaxiotov 1j émokony. (Greg. Naz. I, 1, 12, 176-180); Liddle-Scott-Jones 2011, 657 s.v. €miokomi.

20 Xaipotte, UBpilorte, matplapyiag / KAnpoBaobe, Kdouog vply eikétw péyag (11, 1, 12, 799-800).

21 See Lampe 1961, 1052, s.v. tatplapyla. Gregory of Nyssa employs natplapyia and matpiapyng the ma-
jority of times in reference to biblical patriarchs and his only occurrence in reference to bishops makes
explicit reference to biblical patriarchs (see Mann 2009, 261-262, s.v. TatpLdpync).

22 'EBePaiwodv te avbig Ty v Nikaig miotv' kal atpidpyag katéotnoav Stavelpduevol tag émapyiag,
(oTe TOLG LTTEP Sloiknaoy Emtokdmoug Talg Umepopiolg ExkAnaialg un émPaivewv (Socr. h. e. 5, 8, 37-40).
23 Kai kAnpodtat Nektdplog pév v HeyaAdmoAY Kal Ty Opdknv: ti¢ 8¢ Iovtikiig Slotkoewg EAAGS10G
0 petd BaoiAelov Katoapetag tii¢ Kannadok@®v éntokomnog, Ipnyoplog 6 Nvoong 6 Baoideiov adeA@og,
(Kanmadokiag 8¢ kal {8 mOALS,) kal OTpriog 6 Tig &v Apuevig Meltnviig Ty matplapyiav EKAnpwoato
(Socr. h. e. 5, 8, 41-45).
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of special authority over any other bishop. Comparing Socrates and Gregory, we see
a complex picture emerge: the concept of patriarchate as found in the fifth century is
not clearly affirmed in the Council of Constantinople; however, a regional jurisdiction
is already introduced, and particular honour is ascribed to Rome and Constantinople.
It is possible that the council fathers used the term matpiépyng as an honorific title for
bishops of special authority, whether for their confession of faith or for the importance
of their seat, rather than as a specific term defining a jurisdiction, and that, though
in use, the term did not find its way into the canons. According to this sense, Gregory
laments the bishops’ ambition, because they try to obtain the most prestigious seats.

2.1.2 Terms of primacy

Both Gregory and Ephrem seem not exceedingly fond of the simple title éniokonog,
while making ample use of words expressing primacy, leading role, and authority. In
this semantic field, too, Gregory shows different levels of style and a more special-
ised language. The word mpoaotdatng is used only in iambs and is the most commonly
employed word for “bishop” in II, 1, 12%*; the word npoé§pog is employed both in iambs
and in hexameters (though more rarely).” In hexameters no single word imposes itself;
rather, we find a wealth of different expressions, sometimes metaphorical, that identify
the bishop as head or main administrator of the community.

2.1.2.1 In Gregory

Of the five words that the New Testament uses to identify the heads of a church,
Gregory employs éniokonog and mowujv (on which §2.2.1); tpeopitepog has a differ-
ent meaning in his times; mpoiotapevog and ryovuevog apparently are not found in
our poems?, However, the word nmpootdtng, used by Gregory in both prose and iambic
poetry, is clearly an equivalent of mpoiotduevog, as a passage of or: 4 demonstrates?’.
[Ipoiotduevog in fact is never attested in Greek poetry, and Gregory conforms to this
rule”®, On the other hand, tpootdtngis regularly found in iambic poetry, even in tragedy,
but is avoided in hexametric poetry, because it is cretic: here, too, Gregory abides by
traditional usage. Therefore, the mpoiotduevog of the New Testament becomes, in Greg-
ory’s poetry, a TpooTaTNG.

24 11, 1, 12, 357; 376; 540; 629; 646; 710; 734; 749.

25 11,1, 12, 393; 567; 721; 11, 1, 13, 58; 11, 1, 17, 75.

26 Guerray Gomez 1962, 323, 347, with a useful summary table at p. 333.

27 tovtoug Tig Gv meloelev Nuépoug gival kai kabekTolg, Beols xpwuivoy O8Nyols TV TaddV Kal
npootatalg vha o kakov elval kal tiulov, g Bedv Tva TpoioTduevov, 00 o Tabog £ati BwioTg Te Kal
Buoialg Tuwpevoy, kat tappnaiav eiineog Evvopov (or: 4, 120).

28 Except for Eupolis frg. 301 K..
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This word choice is also semantically significant because the word had political
connotations. Ilpootdtng and the abstract noun npootacia are regularly employed to
describe the role of a patronus®. The core meaning of thia word-family unites authority
over someone and guidance on one side and protection and providing for the subject on
the other: the relationship is both mutual and asymmetrical. This double significance,
of guidance and protection, is like that of énioxomnog in its literal sense, so much so that
Gregory the Thaumaturge rewrites 1Petr. 2:25 (t0v moluéva kal éniokomov t@v Puymdv
VUDV) as T TPOOTATN TV NUETEPWY Y&V Kai owTipt®™. As noted by Brown, the rela-
tionship of patronage was one of the building blocks of late antique society: everyone
was patron of many people or had many patrons, and even the relationship with the
divine sphere could be thought of as a patronage®’. Similar social institutions had
existed in the Greek world—though not on the same terms as those of Roman patron-
age—well before the imperial age. This explains the wide variety of contexts in which
the word mpoaotdatng is employed from classical times onward. Just to limit the examples
to poetic usages, the word mpootdTng can mean a democratic magistrate (Aristoph. pax
684), a generic “ruler” on a land (Eur. Herc. 964; Iph. Aul. 373), one who is charged with
supervision of something and is therefore its protector (Aeschyl. sept. 408.797-798), the
protector of a suppliant in the context of a sacred social bond like patronage and hospi-
tality (Aeschyl. supplic. 963-964; Sophocl. Oed. rex 302-304), and finally a god—a patron,
protector, and ruler par excellence (Sophocl. Oed. rex 882; Trach. 210)*. In Christian
literature, apart from God and Christ, saints and martyrs can be patrons and, hence,
npootdrar®, The Cappadocians and John Chrysostom employ the term abundantly in
relation to the bishop, with Basil highlighting the social and economic protection the
bishop can offer to the disenfranchised, whereas Gregory of Nazianzus and John priv-
ilege the spiritual and political guidance of the community*. Therefore, on Gregory’s

29 oi & amo Tiig matpwvelag: olTw yap ¢kdAovv v mpootaciav (Plut. vit. Rom. 13, 2); T0UG TATPWVAG
oUTtwg yap ol Pwpaiol Tovg mpootdrag karolol (vit. Mar: 5, 4); See Gautier 2002, 122 for bibliography.

30 Gregorius Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 4. The same attributes are given to Tiresias in Sophocl.
Oed. rex 303. Earlier in the sentence, Gregory defines God as BactAéa kal knSepdva, with the same du-
plicity of authority and providing which defines the institution of patronage, in particular as described
by Plutarch: ToUg mpwTovg Kal SuvatwTdToug TATPIKi KNdepovia kat povTisL mpoorkew émtpereliodal
0V tamewvotépwv (Plut. vit. Rom. 13, 3).

31 Brown 1981, 64—66; Brown 1982, 115-120.

32 amootpépetal Tov Sijpov dyBecbelo’ dTL/ abT@® movnpov mpoatatny éneypdyaro. (Aristoph. pax 683
684); 101G Tiode YWpag mpoatdtaloy ov Sokel. (Eur. Herc. 964); undév’ avSpelag ékatt mpootdtny Belpnv
xBovog (Iph. Aul. 373); TOVE’ AVTITAEW TTPOCTATY TVAWUATWY (Aeschyl. sept. 408); Kal TUAAG PEPEYYVOLG
/ éppa&dueaBa povoudyolat mpootdralg (797-798); mpoatdtng 8 £yw/ dotol te mavTeg (supplic. 963-964);
TOAW ... i 6& TPOOTATNV oWTAPA T, MGVaE, podvov é€eupickopev (Sophocl. Oed. rex 302-304); Bgdv 00
MEw mote mpootdrav oywv (882); AndAw mpoatdtav (Trach. 210). The idea of mpootdtng as the protec-
tor of a suppliant is present in Greg. Naz. or: 43, 56, where the protector is God.

33 Lampe 1961, 1182, s.v. IIpoatdtng, 1.e.

34 Lizzi 1998, 95n35, with abundant references to sources. See also the more restricted use of npoatdatng by
Gregory of Nyssa, which seems to prefer the abstract mpootasia (Mann 2009, 787, s.vv. Tpoatacic, TpOoTATNG).
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general use of mpootdtng instead of émiokonog it can be said that the word correctly
maintains in its meaning the two key-features of the word éniokomnog, guidance and
protection; that it is a faithful rewriting of New Testament terminology (poiotapevog)
in a more dignified form; that it is used in accordance with the distinction of styles of
classical Greek poetry (i.e., in iambs but not in hexameters); that it inherits a long tra-
dition of poetic mpoaotdral, but also represents the contemporary reality of patronage.
It is hence presumable that the word expressed but also prescribed a certain social role
for the bishop.

In particular instances in II, 1, 12, mpootdtng oscillates between a more general
sense of “leader” (even if ostensibly applied to bishops) and a more specific one of
“bishop”: the specific sense is clearly visible at 747-749, where npootdtng is perfectly
paralleled by mowiv (and at 751 by iepetg) and the choice of a mpootdtng is com-
pared to that of “an accountant” (Aoylotrig)®; the general sense is seen at 709-711,
where Gregory speaks of a bad candidate bishop as “a perfect leader/patron” (¢vteAng
npootatnc)®. Between these two passages, Gregory develops a polemic on the nature of
episcopal patronage, and thus the word mpootdtng is in some way the bone of conten-
tion here, as shown by 732-735, where the question is “Who is the best and right leader
[mpooTdTng dplotog kai 8e€16¢]?”*”. What he is refusing is precisely the idea that civic
patronage and episcopal patronage should be similar, so that the successful civic patron
would be a viable or favourite candidate to the episcopate. Against a patronage under-
stood as political leadership, manoeuvring, and economic administration, Gregory
intends mpootacia as a moral primacy and a responsibility towards Christian souls.
This emerges clearly from other passages, such as when the poet notes that Christian
doctrine prescribes moral perfection for the leader, in order that he may be an example
to the congregation®; similarly, but on the negative side, Satan gives an immoral leader
to a society as “a summary law of wickedness”, meaning that the wickedness of the
leader will be imitated by the community. Notably, in this case no reference is made to
church leaders; Gregory refers to leaders of people or cities®. This means that the idea

35 ToUT 00V OpQV EKapVES EVPETV TTOLEVA. | ‘G KOV £0TT0VSACES EyKaAUTITOUAL [ “QOTIEP AOYLOTIV
£€0KOTELG TOV TIpoaTATNY. [ KOTpwv péAEL ool, Hel(ovwy & €pol A6yog. / “Ev €pyov €0Tw ToD iepéwg, kal
uovov. ... (I, 1, 12, 747-751). This could be an indirect reference to the accusations of financial malprac-
tice raised against Gregory at Constantinople (see II, 1, 11, 1475-1495; Gautier 2002, 124-125).

36 AAX £00Tpo@OG TIG 00TOG &V TOTG TIpdypacty, / “0v oUK émawelg, évtelr|g Te mpootdtng / Tpifwv
ToAAL®V Kal véwv kwnudtwv (11, 1, 12, 709-711).

37 TI&g oUv dypnotov, einé pot, Todtov KaAelg, / pog dv PAémovteg BeAtiovg yevoiue® &v; [ "H midg
{pLatov mpoaTdTny Kal §eLov, / IIpog 6v PAEmwY aU, Tovg éuovg Stamtvelg (11, 1, 12, 732-735).

38 Ileplppovely yap o08E To0T Eudv vopuwy, / Ot mdvtobev €ovaty, kG dyarpd T, / TOV mpooTtdtny, g un
7L 700 Aaod BAapii (11, 1, 12, 538-540).

39 0UTw 000ileT eboToYOIG TTOVNPlaLg, / OTav Sijudv Twv’, i TOAW TAREaL BéAn / IIpog olg éxdoTov
nelpdtal, kat cvvtopov / Nopov 8idwat movnpiag tov mpoatatnyv (11, 1, 12, 643-646).
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of the leader as an example-setter could be employed for any type of leadership, and
Gregory employs it a fortiori for the bishop?.

The word npdéedpog, which Gregory employs in prose, iambic poetry, and hex-
ameters, is never attested in poetry before him, even though the abstract mpoeSpia is
attested in some passages of Aristophanes: stylistically, both words are prosaic and day-
to-day*!. The abstract is more generic, in that it points to any primacy in a gathering,
even the front seats at games or at a theatre. In case of civic assemblies with political
power, the term has a political meaning, because the purely exterior honour of having
front seats becomes in these instances a primacy of authority and often even a leading
role. Therefore, the word mpoedpog is frequently employed by Athenian authors, espe-
cially orators and historians, to describe political institutions of their democracy (in
particulay, the prytaneis) and of other cities. The fundamental meaning of the word is
“one who presides, leads an assembly,” and it is not rare to find the term linked with
ékkAnolia, the ancient Athenian assembly. This may have suggested the Christian use
of mpdeSpog to mean “bishop”, since no trace of this use can be detected in the New
Testament. Moreover, the Christian use of the term begins in the fourth century, with
Eusebius of Caesarea as the first author to use it consistently*: since Eusebius was well
read, it is perfectly conceivable that the word comes completely from classical tradition.

Gregory is a great user of the word, as many occurrences listed in Lampe’s diction-
ary demonstrate. One of these occurrences is particularly interesting because it refers
not, as is mostly the case, to bishops, but to Rome, the tpéedpog among the cities (II, 1,
11, 571). In general, the word mpoedpocg fluctuates, like mpootdtng, between a generic
sense of “leader” and a more specific usage as a substitute for ¢niokomnog*®. The usage in
our poems is no exception: A general sense can be detected even atIl, 1, 12, 721, where
the theme is obviously the choice of the bishop, but the requirements listed can easily fit
other kinds of leader*. In other words, it is always the context, not the word per se, that
makes mpoedpoc and éniokomog equivalent, either as the same title or as meaning the
same person. The two hexametric occurrences deserve a mention. At1II, 1, 13, 58 Gregory

40 The occurrences of II, 1, 12, 357 and 376 are both referred to the bishop, but the word is employed as
a general “leader”. In fact, 376 has Aao0 mpoatdrag, where Aadg is almost a technical term for the Chris-
tian community. Line 629 has npootdtay, referred to bishops, determined by tékwv dodpxwv, a periph-
rasis for “Christians” or “ascetics” (on the bishop as leader of the ascetics in his community, see §3.2).
41 Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 1476 s.vv. mp6eSpog, mpoedpia; note however that the word mpoeSpin can be
found in Xenophanes of Colophon’s frg. 2, 7 D.-K. (Athen. dipnos. 10, 6, 9).

42 Lampe 1961, 11441145 s.vv. [Ipoedpevw, mpoedpia, Tpoedpog. Gregory of Nyssa, on the other hand,
uses it more rarely (Mann 2009, 684, s.v. Tpoe&pog).

43 For example, at II, 1, 11, 1586 the term clearly substitutes é¢miokomnog, in much the same way as the
first occurrence of mpoeSpia at or: 26, 15 refers to Gregory’s episcopal charge, whereas a few lines later,
in a very general remark on the misery of institutional hierarchy, the very same npoedpia has a much
more general bearing.

44 Ei & o0tog (uiv kal mpdedpog v tUyoL, / El pév kakiotog kal movnpiag miéwe, / ToOT £0T°4KEVO
pauvov Gpyewv Tdv E0Awv (1, 1, 12, 721-723).
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writes Aaolo mpdedpol, an expression similar to Aaod npootdral, found at 11, 1, 12, 376,
because in both cases the genitive Aaod (epic form Aaoio) represents the church, so that
the general sense of the words mpootdtng and mpdedpog is specified and the reference
is clearly to bishops®. At II, 1, 17, 75, Gregory employs mp6eSpog in its concrete sense
of “seating in the front row”, and he specifically applies it to a public event: mpoedpog
€WV lepolc évi ywpolgc—that is, “being seated in the front row and presiding in the holy
places”®. The reference is clearly to his role, as a bishop, of president of the liturgical
assembly, but the expression has a strong concrete and spatial connotation, highlighted
by the complement of state iepoig évi ywpolg. Naturally, Gregory’s role in this situation
does not end at his privileged physical position, but entails a task of presiding over the
liturgy, as the following lines show, when they refer to his duty of preaching. The verb
npoedpevw is used with a similar connotation, as referring to bad bishops at or: 43, 26,
where the prelates are identified as “those occupying the first places in the tribune”
(mpoedpevdvtwv £v Priuacwv)?’. The equivalence is clear, if one recalls that the Biua is
the part of a church from which the preacher would speak.

Finally, the last two occurrences of mpoedpog in II, 1, 12 should be mentioned,
because of their link with or. 43, 26:

Enaw® tov vnitny vopov, 6¢ Thv KOmmv mpdtepov Eyyetpioag @ viv kuBepvity KAKEBeY ént T
TPWPAV Ayaywv Kal matevoag T Eunpoabev, oOTwG £l TOV 0idkwv kaBilel, UETA TV TOAANV
TVPBeloav BdAacoav Kal TNy TV avEUwY SLaoKePy Bg 8¢ KAV TOTG TOAEUIKOTS EXEL OTPATIATNG,
ta&lapyog, otpatnyds. Abtn 1 td€lg dpiotn xal Avoltedeotdtn Tolg dpyopuévols. To & nfuétepov
TOAOD &v v dELov, el 00TWG elye.

0V yap €€ apetiic udAlov ij kakovpylag i} mpoedpia, 008E TV AELWTEPWY CANA TRV SUVATWTEPWV
ot BpovoL. ZapovnA v TpoeRTalg, 6 T Eurtpoadey PAETWY: GAAA Kail ZaovA, 6 arr6pAnTog®. Popody
¢V BactAedol, 0 ZoAop®vtog aAAd kal TepoBody, 6 So0Aog kal amootdtng. Kai iatpog uév ovdeig
008¢ Cwypapog, 66T 00 YUOELG APPWOTNUATWY E0KEYATO TTPATEPOV, | TOAAL XpwuaTd
ouveképaoey ij EUOpewaoev: 6 8¢ mpodedpog evpioketat padiwg pn movnbeig, kal TpdoYaTog THV
a&lav, opol Te omapeig kal avadobeig, g 6 utbog molel Tovg Tiyavtag. IIAGTTOUEV AOONUEPOV
ToUg @yiovg, kal 6oQoLG elval keAevouev, TOUG 0VSEV GoQLEBLvTag, ovse Tod Paduod
TPOELCEVEYKOVTAC TL, TARV T0U BovAeaOal. (or. 43, 26)*

45 Huetépnv kaxiny, 6moool Aaolo npdedpol. (11, 1, 13, 58); Huelg 6¢ mavtag padiwg kabiopev, / Eav
uovov BéAwat, Aaol npootdrag (I, 1, 12, 375-376).

46 OVGE pev ov8e TPdedpog Ewv iepolg évi xwpolg, /"H poévog, i TAedvwy eig &v dyelpopévwy, / POEyEopat
obaot Tepmva, ta Mvevpatog £xtodL pivag. . . . (11, 1, 17, 75-77).

47 00K Emawd yap &yw Ty ap’ v ata&iav kal akoouiav, 0Ty 6Te Kal £Q° OV TPOESPEVOVTWY £V
Bruaow (or: 43, 26).

48 For the almost proverbial reference to Saul prophesising, seeIl, 1, 12, 401 and Meier 1989, 116, ad loc.
49 “For I do not praise the disorder and irregularity which sometimes exist among us, even in those
who preside over the sanctuary. I do not venture, nor is it just, to accuse them all. I approve the nautical
custom, which first gives the oar to the future steersman, and afterward leads him to the stern, and
entrusts him with the command, and seats him at the helm, only after a long course of striking the sea
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Kat el Too0070 TNV €UV €pyov povnv (385)
Puynv kuBepviv v Bilov Tpkupialg,

16 Tavti Swaoelg avyévag Aaod Tdoov,

ANV el katadboat 0 oKAPOG 6ToVSNV E€XOLG;

1160ev AiBol puév vomoploToL TRV KAAGV

Kat yfi¢ apwuat ov Témov mavtog gépewy, (390)
“Inmog 8 6 UEV KAKLOTOG €V UEGW TTOAUG,

Tov & e0yevi] Tpéeouaty olkol TAVGIwY,

‘0 8¢ mpoedpog padiwg evplokeTal

Mn&ev movnbeig Tpooeatog TV dgiav;

(I, 1, 12, 385-394)%°

TIUKTNG UV 0VSELS, 6aTLS 0V TO TIPLV Yépa (555)
IIpoUpaAiev 008 eokéPaT eDKALPOV OTAGLY,

008¢ otadLevg un e T68E TPOYLUVATOS.

AVAOVG 8¢ Tig ToT €0 PpovdY avBnuepov

Tétunkey, £€qoknaoey, Nywvicato;

Tpagevg 8¢ Ti¢ moT (kpog HKovaON TToTé (560)
M1 TOAA UIEAG XPWUATWY HOPOOUATA

"Eppntopevaoev & i) vodooug tig fAacev

IIp0 MAELOVWY AGYwV TE Kal VOO HATWV;

MuwkpoD y’ &v foav ai Téyvat TIH{paTog,

EL 70 BéAew Vmijpyxe TO KTdcBaL povov. (565)
Tov 8¢ Tpdedpov Sel keAevadijval uovov

Elvat kaAdv e kayadov mapavtixa.

Kat to07 eketvo’ IIpagic éotv i) eAots.

XpLoTog keAevel, kat ktiolg mapiotarat.

(1L, 1, 12, 555-569)°"

and observing the winds. As is the case again in military affairs: private, captain, general. This order is
the best and most advantageous for their subordinates. And if it were so in our case, it would be of great
service. But, as it is, there is a danger of the holiest of all offices being the most ridiculous among us. For
promotion depends not upon virtue, but upon villainy; and the sacred thrones fall not to the worthiest,
but to the most powerful. Samuel, the seer into futurity, is among the prophets: but Saul, the rejected
one, is also there. Rehoboam, the son of Solomon, is among the kings, but so also is Jeroboam, the slave
and apostate. And there is not a physician or a painter who has not first studied the nature of diseases or
mixed many colours or practised drawing: but a prelate is easily found, without laborious training, with
a reputation of recent date, being sown and springing up in a moment, as the legend of the giants goes.
We manufacture those who are holy in a day, and we bid those to be wise who have had no instruction
and have contributed nothing before to their dignity, except the will” (Browne/Swallow 1894, 404).

50 “And if ’tis such a big deal to steer / only my own soul through the mighty swells of life, / how dare
you give the reins of such a community to anyone, / except if you truly want to drown the ship? / How
come when precious stones are difficult to find, / and spices are not grown on any place of earth, / many
are the cheap nags on the market, / while the high bred are nurtured in the houses of the rich, / that the
leader is easily found, / without training, ready and fresh for the office? / What quick reversal of ways
and habits!”.

51 “There is no boxer who hasn’t begun by holding forth / his hand or by looking for the favourable
position; / nor a runner not training his feet in advance; / which sane human, in just one day, / has ever
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The three passages share the same theme—Gregory’s criticism of hasty or improper ordi-
nations—and the same use of TpdeSpog and mpoedpia to speak of the bishop. However,
there are macroscopic differences of context. The prose passage, which unites all con-
tents present in the other two passages, is part of a longer disclaimer on Basil’s career in
his posthumous eloge, highlighting the orderly course of Basil through the grades of the
ecclesiastical hierarchy. Basil’s respectful and gradual ascent from baptism to episcopate
is favourably contrasted with a contemporary reality of ambition and hasty elections:
Gregory’s favourite method of appointment is that exemplified by Basil, which rewards
preparation and moral virtue. In the poem, Basil’s positive experience disappears to
make room only for a bitter criticism of those who elect unworthy or unprepared people
to the episcopate. Here, however, the argumentation is split into two different parts:
lines 385-394 are part of a polemic analysis of the status quo, whereby the failures of
bishops are explained by failures in their election process, in particular by the disregard
for the personal qualities of the candidate and the haste of the choice; lines 555-569
actually argue in the reverse order that, if someone unqualified becomes bishop, he will
end up being unworthy or incapable of leading his more advanced faithful.

Coming to the texts proper, the main difference is that the prose passage relates gen-
erally to church hierarchy, whereas the poem is clearly concerned with bishops. This is
a clue of Gregory’s tendency to conflate his considerations of the clergy without much
regard to the difference between priest and bishop. The prose passage presents Gregory’s
model first—that is, the gradual ascent through the hierarchy—then describes through
biblical examples the current situation, and closes by presenting the paradox of this situ-
ation, where people think through the election of clergymen less than they think through
their choice of painters and physicians, as if they believed that simply telling someone
unworthy to behave worthily made them worthy. Gregory employs both biblical and
pagan examples®?. The poetic passages, perhaps surprisingly, don’t retain these exam-
ples. The prose passage and II, 1, 12, 385-394 share the same reference to navigation,
even though in prose the simile is much more developed, whereas in the iambs it is a
metaphor to express the bad consequences of a bad leader. Instead of the painter and the
physician, the rarities that lines 385-394 contrast with the bishop are precious stones,
spices, and thoroughbred stallions: here, the point of view is not that of the candidate,
who has to hone his craft before he is admitted to office, but of the bishops who have to

cut, wrought, and played a flute in a contest? / Of which consummate painter has it ever been heard /
that he did not mix many different qualities of colours? / Who harangued or healed a disease / before
many pleas and many diseases? / Small indeed would be the renown of art / if the bare will sufficed to its
acquisition. / Yet the prelate is required, and he alone, / to be admirable and excellent straightway. / But,
as the saying goes, “No sooner said than done”: / Christ orders, and a creature forms.”.

52 The biblical examples come from 1Reg. and 2Reg., and they are a good and a bad prophet, a good and
a bad king. However, there is no reference to good and bad Ancient Testament priests: this hints at Greg-
ory’s mainly doctrinal and political concerns, and his relative lack of interest to the liturgical function
of bishops. See §2.1.3.1 and §3.1.2.
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choose someone; hence, the candidate is compared to rare luxuries, which one has to
search for. The concluding sentence, “The leader is easily found, without training, ready
and fresh for the office”, is identical in the two passages, except for minor changes due
to the metric. All in all, 385-394 is linguistically prosaic. In the second poetic passage,
as well as in the prose speech, the point is not so much the rarity of good leaders, as at
385-394, but the hard work necessarily required to become one. The paradox of believ-
ing that the election is per se a title of merit is expressed in prose with the comparison to
the Giants, who, being born already armed, resemble the newly baptised who are imme-
diately made bishop®. By contrast, II, 1, 12, 555-569 compares the election to Christ’s cre-
ative act, in which speaking and being coincide; perhaps the word choice of the prosaic
passage echoes this when Gregory says that the electing bishops “form” (mAdttopev) the
good bishops who are elected, because the verb mAdtTw has been associated, since the
Greek version of Gen. 2:7, with God’s creative activity**. Moreover, Gregory’s formula-
tion of the similes of the physician and the painter adapts to the genre: the prosaic verb
uopedéw/uopedw (in verse only once, Arat. 1, 375) corresponds to the poetic popowuara,
as the {wypdeoc is replaced by the ypagevc, found at Eur. Hec. 807; the utterly pedestrian,
almost technical, appwotnua becomes a tragic voonua; furthermore, the simple tatpog is
paraphrased as voooug fjAace, a phrase coined by Gregory. In general, both of the verse
renditions of the theme are less plain and explicit in their construction, but also richer
in images and similes. Their lists are digressive, but also carefully constructed to create a
climax and to refer back to classical models, as Meier rightly notes in his commentary®s.

Other terms signifying primacy are employed only rarely. Among these, qyntip
appears twice in the same sentence atIl, 1, 13, 164-165: “Such are the leaders [yntfpeg].
Then follows closely the people [Aadg], / prone to wickedness, even without a leader
[Myntipog]”®t. The choice of words is very interesting: fnyntp is employed only in hex-
ameters and is a very rare word. Most occurrences before Gregory are found in Oppi-
an’s Halieutica, to signify the pilot-fish, although two classical examples are known, one
in Sophocles’s Oedipus at Colonus (1521) and one in Pindar’s first Pythian (69). Sophocles
employs the word in the iambs for the guide of a blind man, while Pindar uses it in
dactylo-epitrites in relation to Hiero of Syracuse. This word is a rarer and more pre-
cious variant of the word fyfjtwp, which is widely attested; as is often the case, later
poets prefer the rarities of classical language to the standard forms. Gregory, however,
employs both qyntip and yftwp (and both only in hexameters), introducing a dis-

53 On the giants: Hesiod. theog. 185-186; see also Thebes’ amaptot in Apollod. bibl 3, 4, 1. The recipient
of these criticisms is clearly Nectarius, who was chosen as bishop of Constantinople instead of Gregory
even though at the time he was not even baptised. For a discussion of the relationship between compe-
tence, charisma and sacraments, see §3.3.2.1.

54 Lampe 1961, 1089, s.v. TAdoow.

55 Meier 1989, 115, ad 389-394 and 133, ad 555-639.

56 Tola uév Ryntipeg 6 & Eometal £yyvoL Aaog, / TIpo@poveg ¢ kakiny, kal yntijpog dvevdev (11, 1, 13,
164-165).
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tinction, for he uses yqtwp only for the Godhead, and fiyntip for human leaders®’.
His usage of fyntip is very stereotyped, so much so that there are only two contexts in
which the word appears®. The first is the quasi-proverbial idea that most people tend
towards evil, even without evil leaders, an idea employed in a fortiori reasonings to
condemn bad leadership: it is found in much the same terms as in II, 1, 13, 164-165 and
atll, 2, 5, 153-155, with the difference that in II, 1, 13, a focus of the present study, the
bad leadership is that of bishops, whereas at IL, 2, 5 the pagan gods are bad leaders and
example-setters®. Notably, while at II, 2, 5, 154 fjyntrp is used in relation to pagan gods,
ten lines after, at 164, God is called fjyftwp. The other stereotypical usage of yntip is
the military metaphor, whereby the devil is accused of trying to throw the church into
confusion by eliminating or corrupting her leaders, hoping that, like an army without
officials, she will be destroyed. One such usage appears in the same II, 1, 13, at 43-58.
The passage is worthy of comparison with the other occurrence at1, 1,9, 9-12:

Avoac1eLg, Kakoepyog, Enel, uepdmeaat ueyaipwy,

E&étL 100 Ote mpdTov ASap BaAev €x mapadeioov,

Zwig T aBavdtov, KAEYag SnAnuovt Kapmd, (45)
Kai oAA0T kpaTePoig T€ TVAYHAGLY aigy ATalwv,

0V aBévev, G ToBéeakey, GAov y£vog, olot SijAotat

TVUE Badéewv (omvbnp 8¢ Adyov, kal Tupoog depbelg,

Mdoav enédpape yalav doidiuog, ot 8¢ Sikrat

Kal mAéov éatiipléav aeBropopotat mayévag), (50)
Aevtepov ebpato uijyog EnikAomov. Q¢ aTpatodv yve
KapTtepov, yntijpowv doiiov Euaiev £xHog.

Kal yap, @yod mintovtog, 6A0g aTpatog ¢ xova veveL.
Iovtomopov 8¢ Te vija Kakog TpRvIEey afTng,

"H okomnélotaty €a&e, kuPepvnTtijpog drepbev. (55)
Q¢ 8¢ 80povg Te, MOAELG TE, XOpOULE, Boag, ppata, TED

BAdyev didpein onpdvtopog, Eisdat udbog

‘Huetépny kakinv, 6mécot Aaoto mpoedpoL.

(11, 1, 13, 43-58)%

57 For qyQtwp, see Il 2, 5, 256; 6, 164.

58 Except for the occurrence at II, 2, 5, 238, where poBwv fyntijpeg are the professors of rhetoric.

59 ®pdled potkaitodtov Emippova udibov dplotov: /Ol mAéoveg kakioug, kal nyntijpog cvevbev /TIpo@poveg
ei¢ xaxinv. (1L, 2, 5, 153-155). Gregory then continues: Ei 8¢ 6eovg otioelag atacbaiing yedéovrag, / Ipiv
uvbouv voepoto Aboat {pov Epgpovt b, / MuBoAatpy Siénepoag Entomopevov gageaoty (157-159).
60 “Rabid, malevolent, grudging mankind / ever since he first cast Adam out of paradise / and immortal
life, deceiving with the baneful fruit, / and always striking us with many and powerful disruptions, / be-
cause he managed not, even as he desired, to cast down / our whole race with his cunnings (the spark of
Word and lifted torch / spread all over the earth with fame, while the persecutors / confirmed even more
those convinced by the martyrs), / he found another wily means. Recognising the power / of the army,
he threw a deadly enmity between its leaders. / Thus, once the chief is fallen, the whole army declines,
/ a bad gale can capsize a seafaring ship, / or break it on the cliffs when it is without helmsman. / Thus
households, cities, choruses, cattle, chariots, flocks / destroyed the ignorance of their guide. I speak to
those who know / the vice of all of us, guiding the people.”
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Avaoaonelg 6te mphTov ASay Balev ¢k mapadeicov,

KAéyag avépo@dvoto gutold SnAfpovL Kapmd, (10)
Q¢ oTPaATOV NYNTAHPOG OAWAGTOG EYXEl TUNTWV,

AtleTo Kai TekEEGTL KaKOV Kal Kijpa putedoat

1, 1,9,9-12)%

The idea of defeating an army by eliminating its commanders is found also elsewhere
in Gregory’s production, expressed with the same words®?. For example, the expres-
sion nyntiipog 0AwAdToG, found at I, 1, 9, 11 is divided and doubled in II, 1, 13 between
nyntipowv 0Aotiov (52) and ayod mintovtog (53). The first preserves the lexical mate-
rial (Ayntrip and the root 0A- of the verb 6AAvut and the adjective 6Ao1d¢g), while the
second preserves the syntactic form (absolute genitive) and the general meaning of
“once the general has fallen”®, Apart from identical expressions highlighted in the
text, there are also meaningful differences: the wg in w¢g otpatov (11, 1, 13, 51; L, 1, 9,
11) has a temporal value in the poem against bishops and a comparative one in the
theological poem, thus making the same image of the army a metaphor in II, 1, 13
and a simile in I, 1, 9; moreover, the situation described by the image is very different,
and accordingly the tenors of the metaphor are different. In the theological poem, the
general is Adam, and the army is mankind, whereas in II, 1, 13, the generals are the
bishops and the army the church, so that qyntp is plural at II, 1, 13 and singular at I,
1, 9. Thus, the same metaphor can be employed to conceptualise the doctrine of orig-
inal sin and the current status of church politics. Anyway, it is clear that here fyntip
means “general”, “military commander” and is applied to the bishops only through
metaphor: the correlation with otpatdg, which cannot be construed to mean “church”
(as, for example, Aaog at II, 1, 13, 58 might be), as well as the parallel metaphor of
the ship and the helmsman (53-54), demonstrates it. Given these examples, the word
fyntp cannot be considered a poetic transcription of jyovuevog, a standard term in
prose texts to signify Christian leaders, and especially bishops. When nyntip does not

61 “When his madly raging enemy first drove Adam from Paradise, cheating him by the destructive
fruit of the tree which brought death to the human race, he acted as one who attempts to strike an army
when its general has been killed by a spear, seeking to plant in Adam’s descendants also evil and death”
(from Sykes’s translation, Moreschini/Sykes 1997, 43).

62 For example, II, 1, 34, 135-137.

63 Aydc is a poetic word for a commander in military contexts (for example, in many of the 22 occur-
rences in the Iliad) and for nobles or powerful people in a civic context (as the moAewg dyol of Aeschyl.
supplic. 248.905, one in iambs the other in lyric metre), though the civic and military are often difficult
to distinguish (see Pind. Nem. 1, 51). Among late poets, Eudocia seems particularly fond of it (four oc-
currences, only Homer has more). A Hesiodic fragment is particularly interesting: §[ta 8’1 ‘Ynepuotpn
Aa@v ayov Apguapnov / yeltlvar OtkAfjog Barepov Aéxog eicavaBdoa / Alplyet év innopdtwt moAéwv
nyntopa Aa@v (Hes. catalog. frg. 25, 34-36). Here, aydc and jyntip are employed as synonyms for the
same person and with the same genitive specification (Aa@v).
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refer very generally to a leader; its proper use entails a military metaphor, even when
it is applied to bishops.

On the basis of II, 1, 13, 57, it is possible to analyse another leadership term,
onuavtwp. In the quoted text, onuavtwp, without any qualification, is put in relation
with the household (8§6poc), the city (moAwg), the chorus (x6pog), the cattle (Boeg), the
flock (n@v), and the chariot-horses (&ppa). A more generic term would be hard to find:
the word means here only “guide”, “leader,” with hardly any connotation. Its applica-
tion to the bishops can be explained either as a metaphor, implying that the church is
a family, a city, a chorus, a flock, a herd, and a chariot, which is possible, or as a proof
by induction, whereby the bishop and the church are not mentioned but implied as
just another case of the general rule exposed by the other examples. Yet at II, 1, 13,
100-102 Gregory employs the word onuavtwp more specifically for the bishop, when
he says: “Therefore, let no ploughman, no carpenter, no tanner, / no hunter of prey, no
one running the blacksmith’s business / remain afar, nor let him have someone else as
guide to God [onudvtopa Oiov]”®. In later poetry (mainly Nonnus and his imitators),
the word is used as an adjective, with the meaning of “signalling”, “which signals”, but
Gregory sticks to classical usage, employing the word as a noun meaning “leader”. He
shuns also previous Christian authors’ habit of employing the term in prose with the
meaning of “signal”, “sentry,” or “messenger,” especially for the prophets®. Gregory’s
usage mirrors perfectly the classical one: the word is employed only in hexameters,
never in iambs, and it is a very generic term of leadership. It is equally well suited for
the shepherd’s conduct towards his flock and the Godhead dominating over the uni-
verse and human life®. In two similar passages, Gregory employs the term for human
authorities: he prescribes that a newly married woman ought to honour her husband
right after God, and to virgins he says they must honour the priest (probably the bishop)
right after God®. After all, Gregory himself, in the same way, obeyed his father and the
mysterious person who ordered him to preach in Constantinople®. In sum, the term

64 M1 7€ LG 00V ApoTHp, W TEKTWV, Ui} OKLTOEPYOG, / MN) Bfpnv nebénwv, Uit Eumupov £pyov EAavev,
[ TRAE pévol, piy 8 dAAov €xol anudvtopa Belov.

65 Clem. Alex. strom. 6, 18, 166, 5; [Athanasius] haer. PG 28, 513, 45; 520, 29; occurs. PG 28, 993, 25. But
see also [Aristotle] mund. 399B, 9. A prose occurrence in the sense of leader is Herodt. 7, 81, 6.

66 Cf. ol & ¢ T & Podv ayéAnv fj D péy’ ol®v / Bijpe 0w KAOVEWGL UEATIVING VUKTOG AUOAY® /
ENBOVT €Eamivng onuavTopog o TaPEGVTOG, / WG £OPnBev Axatol avdkiSeg (Hom. 1L 15, 323-326) with
our onudvtwp in relation to the Boag, dppata, @ of II, 1, 13, 56-57; the formulaic Kpoviwva Oedv
onudvtopa mavtwv /At Kpoviwvy, 8edv anuavtopt ndvtwv (Hymn. Hom. 4, 367; Hesiod. scut. 56; frg. 5,
3) with OUT GALov TV’ €01KOG ExELY onuavTopa TTavTog, /'He Tov 6¢ v €tevgev (referred to divine Prov-
idence, at1I, 1, 5, 14-15).

67 Aleo pév mpwTioTa Oeov, petémelta & axottny, / 0@BaAuov Blotolo, Tefg onuavtopa BovAiig (II, 2,
6, 12-13); Aled pol mpwtiota Oedv, ueténel® iepija Xplotov EmyBovioy, {wijg onuavtopa ogto (1, 2, 2,
346-347).

68 AvTap émel {wig onuavtopt Kal 108’ éadev [ Huetépng, GAAolg pe Adyov kai Ivedyw avagivay, /
Belvolg, Tpnyaiéotaty, akavbopopototv apovpalg (11, 1, 19, 57-59). The editor in the Patrologia Graeca
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onuavtwp is a very generic term of leadership, which can be employed in almost any
context but has the advantage of being consecrated by Greek poetic tradition.

Since the frequent use of terms of primacy betrays that Gregory conceives of the
episcopate as first of all an authority, it is only logical that bad bishops should be marked
with the title of the bad leader—that is, TOpavvog. The word appears three times in I, 1,
12: at line 439, it refers to the bishop’s handling of sacraments and liturgy, at 481 to his
moral conduct, and at 797 to the power and authority bishops contend for®. In the first
two instances (439 and 481), the word connotes the usurpation of liturgical authority (of
the Eucharist and of the baptism) caused by a morally unworthy bishop. Line 797 seems
more generic, but given the context of denouncing of the episcopal “spoil system”, a
negative connotation for the term in the sense of “usurped authority” is appropriate
(see §5.2.2).

2.1.2.2 In Ephrem

Coming to the Syriac side of the question, the Syriac New Testament offers little choice
of primacy terms: apart from the already studied ’episqopa and qassisa, the only noun
employed is mdabbrana, translating the Greek rjyovuevot at Hebr. 13:7.17.24, whereas
npoiotduevol is rendered as a verb with gaymin (“standing”, “supervising”) at 1Thess.
5:12. Even though mdabbrana is a perfectly legitimate word for the bishop and can be
found in this sense in many passages of texts contemporary to Ephrem, the poet not

only avoided it but outright rejected it”. Mdabbrana is a nomen agentis formed from

the active participle of the verb and the suffix -ana’; in this case, the verb is the second,

intensive form of dbar (i.e., dabbar), meaning “to govern”, “to command”, “to lead,”
and “to administer”. In his polemic against rigorism, Ephrem explicitly rejects a model
of leadership—one that he expresses with the verb dabbar—based on coercion, fear,

assumes it was Basil who advised Gregory to go to Constantinople. This mysterious character appears
elsewhere in Gregory’s poems, notably at I, 1, 11, 595-596.607-608 and I, 1, 12, 77-82; 90-92 (see also:
or. 25, 19; 26, 15.17; 33, 13; 36, 3.6; 42, 19; 43, 2). The onudvtwp uetépng (wijg may be Basil as well as
Meletius, or the Holy Spirit, whom Gregory evokes in many of these passages. For a terminological anal-
ysis of different passages on this call to Constantinople, see §2.2.1.2; for an analysis of content in view of
autobiographical elements in Gregory’s poetry, see §5.1.2.1; for an evaluation of the episode in terms of
the role of charisma in the selection of bishops, see §3.3.2.1; finally, for scholarly opinions on who called
Gregory in the end, §5.1.2 n. 25.

69 MetijABeg €ig TO BRpa, Kal kpatelg Bpovov, /"Enetta mévta cuAAawv Exels Bla, / TE oG Tupavv@y kal
0200 puothpla, / Ol 008E Bappelv PooPAénew éxpiv (owg / Tovg un Alav Toppwdey NUTPENTLoUEVOUG;
(I1, 1, 12, 437-441); ZavTov kabaipolg, GAAX Vuvi un YeAd, / AAovg kabaipwv avtog Eomlwuévog” [ Ei pn
u6vw oot 10070 ¢k B0l yépag / (G & ypdeel xelp BactAéws mpog xapwv) / To kal mpocenavelodal [sic] oe
Tiig Tupavvidog: (11, 1, 12, 477-481); ®povoug pév odv Exolte, kai Tupavvidag (11, 1, 12, 797).

70 Murray 2006, 187-193.

71 Noldeke 1880, 73, §130; Duval 1881, 234, §250.c. The abstract feminine derived from this name, mdab-
braniita, corresponds to Gr. oikovopia (e.g., at Eph. 1:10; 3:2.9; Col. 1:25), an important concept for the
episcopal office.
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and punishment: “And if one should say that people / are driven [mdabber] only with
force and the stick, // well, even fear drives the thief, / and threat the plunderer, // and
shame the fool” (CN 15, 18); “Never did a mirror compel [dabbrat] / with violence its
observer” (CN 16, 6, 1-2)"%. For this reason, he will not call his bishops mdabbrana. This
negative connotation of the word could come from its usage by some gnostics. For, in
the Book of the laws of the countries, a product of the school of Bardaisan, we can read a
refutation of astrologic fatalism, where some mdabbrane are mentioned: “And the fate
of the mdabbrané does not force them [i.e., Christians] to conform to what is unclean
for them””. In the context of this refutation, where the customs of different nations
are compared unfavourably to Christian morality, it is probable that the mdabbrané
here corresponds to the éipyovteg, the angels in charge of every nation, who, for some
gnostic thinkers, could determine the fate of the people they controlled’. The evalua-
tion of these épyovteg oscillates in different sources between the role of mediators of
providence and that of evil spirits alienating nations from God. Here, there seems to be
anegative view of the mdabbrane, and if Ephrem, being very well read in contemporary
heretics, knew of this usage of the word, it is clearly understandable why he would have
outright rejected it in talking of his bishops.

The lexical poverty of the Syriac New Testament notwithstanding, nearly half the
words used for the bishops by Ephrem are terms of primacy and authority, and they all
stem from two roots: one is rabba, the root of “great” but also of “much”, and resa, ety-
mologically meaning “head”, but similar in its many meanings to the Greek apy1, joining
the ideas of “first”, “most important”, “most high,” and “that which begins and causes
something”. Both words are mostly employed in their primitive form, but Ephrem uses
also derivatives, such as mrabbyana from rabba and réesaya or resana from resa. Rabba,
when used as a noun and not as a modifier, has a wide spectrum of meanings: apart
from its meaning of “firstborn” (which, notably, even the Greek npeafitepog has), the
word can identify any type of leadership, be it religious, military or political, or even
eschatological, as in the Gospel sayings at Mt. 18:1 and 23:11. Among these meanings,
a remarkable and specific one is that of “teacher” or “master”, clearly showcased in
another Gospel saying, Mt. 10:24: “The disciple [talmida] is not above his master [rabb-
eh]”™. The contrast of rabba with talmida reveals the “didactic” connotation built into

72 On the role of coercion in Ephrem’s characterisation of the bishops, see §3.1.4.3; §4.2.

73 Drijvers 1964, 60.

74 Lampe 1961, 241, s.v. tipywv; Dibelius 1950.

75 The reading is identical in the Peshitta and in the Vetus syra on the Sinaitic Palimpsest. Other notable
Gospel passages are Joh. 1:38, where the Greek gloss interpreting pappi as §t8dokaie is not translated
in any ancient version and paffi is simply rendered as rabb-an (“our teacher” instead of “my teacher”,
because the speaker is intended as a first-person plural); at Mt. 23:8 in Greek, Jesus says to the apostles
not to let themselves be called pappi, because only one is 6 Si8dokarog, “the teacher”, while in Syriac,
both papBiand §i8dokarog are rendered as rabba. Interestingly, at Joh. 20:16, the Peshitta renders Greek
pappouvt as rabbuli, an affectionate diminutive, and translates Si8doka)e in the gloss as mallpana,
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the term. In our poems, Ephrem uses the term with four different meanings’: the main
meaning, that of authority and command, is used of the bishop relative to the com-
munity and can be very generic (CN 13, 10, 6; CN 17, 2, 9; CN 19, 14, 1-2)"”’; the most
employed sense is that of “teacher”, either as teaching the community (CN 13, 12, 4;
CN 14,17, 3; CN 17,1, 9; CN 21, 5, 5)7® or as teaching Ephrem himself (CN 14, 26, 3)”°
or, in reference to the predecessor of the bishop, as his “master” (CN 17, 2, 5; CN 19, 8,
6)%; the use of rabba to mean the deceased bishop in relationship with his successor is
widespread, and sometimes it seems that rabbd, more than teacher, means “senior”,
“older brother,” or “elder”, and not only in relation to the chronological succession of
the bishop but also for the authoritative role of the predecessor towards his successor
(CN 17, 5, 5; 18, 1, 1.5)%; finally, there is an instance of rabba employed as attribute of

which means “teacher” more literally. However, the Old Syriac version in the Sinaitic Palimpsest omits
the gloss, showing that rabbuli was perfectly understandable in its “didactic” overtones.

76 If one does not count CN 19, 10, 1, where rabba refers to the prominent laymen in the community.
77 Both CN 13, 10, 6 and 19, 14, 1-2 associate rabba with the community as “triumphing” or “trium-
phant” (nsah(w) and nasstha, cf. Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2437-2438, s.vV. ~Zss o -3 ). The context
remains quite ambiguous and the meaning of rabba could be very generic; however, the triumphal asso-
ciations suggest that here the term should be interpreted as a military command. CN 17, 2, 9, on the other
hand, parallels rabba with resa, suggesting that the two must be taken as generic names of authority:
“and he was confirmed and made head (résa), / and he was lifted and made chief (rabba) (CN 17, 2, 8-9).
78 At CN 13, 12, the three bishops Jacob, Babu and Valgash are given different titles corresponding to
the different needs of the community: “to her need [sungan-ah] came fulfilment [mullay]”. The need
associated with the title of rabbane at line 4 is pursane, the plural of pursana, “understanding”. Here, the
plural means the different stages of development of the understanding and intellect of the community
and the different bishops correspond to these stages of cognitive development. Given this intellectual
background, rabbaneé can easily be interpreted as “teachers”. The same idea of a progressive develop-
ment is found at CN 14, 17, where Ephrem personifies the community as a growing girl (barta d-tarbita,
1) or as a child (Sabra, 4). In this context the bishops appear as rabban-éh w-’abah-éh: the second word
means “her fathers”, so that, considering the community as a child, the first word can be interpreted as
“teachers”. The same nexus of childhood (Sabruta) and teaching (rabba) appears at CN 21, 5, 5. At CN 17,
1, 9, the new hishop is the fourth rabba, having been “disciple” (talmida) of the three predecessors. It is
not clear whether his teaching office is aimed here at the community or at a hypothetical successor, and
probably Ephrem intended here the title of “master” or “teacher” in the absolute sense of one who has
reached an excellent understanding and mastery, rather than as related to the pupils.

79 The three bishops as “three teachers” (tlata rabbanin) and the poet as their “disciple” (talmida), with
the same lexical contrast of Mt. 10:24.

80 At CN 17, 2, 5 the predecessor and successor are, respectively, rabba and talmid-eh, “the teacher
and his disciple”. At 19, 8 the relationship between the bishop and his successor is modelled after that
of Elijah and Elisha. The new bishop has inherited his predecessor’s poverty—that is, he has learnt his
ascetic practices, so that now he can teach as his “master” (rabba) did. Admittedly, this occurrence is not
too clear; it could well be that rabba here has purely a meaning of primacy, authority and precedence.
81 At CN 17, 5, 5, the poet exhorts the new bishop to (lit.) “occupy the place of his master” (tmalle
dukkat rabb-ak). Following Bou Mansour 2019, 444n204 against Beck 1961, 55n9, I take this expression
as idiomatic for “represent”, “fill in for” and not literally, with dukkat meaning “bishop’s throne” (see
Payne Smith 1879-1901, 835-836, s.v. =¥aaa for numerous examples of the idiom). This interpretation
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resa (CN 19, 12, 5)%. From this overview of the usage of rabba in our poems emerges a
strong emphasis on the bishop’s task of teaching and an attention to the relationship
between a new bishop and his predecessor.

The didactic emphasis emerges in another passage, CN 16, 14, where Ephrem men-
tions the bishops in Nisibis as shepherds (ra‘awata), fathers (Cabahé), and teachers, this
time using the term mallpana, which has an unmistakably didactic meaning. When
this didactic meaning of rabba is referred to the community, and similarly for this one
occurrence of mallpana, the word is connected with the notion of a progressive growth
of the community, made explicit by references to childhood (as at CN 14, 17 and CN 21,
5) or to the parental role of the bishop (at CN 13, 12, 3; 14, 7; and 16, 4). Hence, Ephrem
ties the traditional idea of a munus docendi for the bishop to his personal argument
for the orderly succession of bishops, an argument he advances by personifying the
community, which progresses and develops (more on this at §2.2.4.1 and 4; §3.1.4.3;
§4.1.2; §4.2).

The word resa largely corresponds in its semantic values to the Greek root of apyn
and Gpyw, meaning the beginning, the first part, the extremity (xpov), but also the
cause and the commander of someone. In the New Testament, résa consistently trans-
lates Greek words from the roots of apyn, dyw and mp&dTog, most of all the different
names of civil and social authorities. In later ecclesiastical language the term is used
especially for the heads of monasteries®. In Ephrem, the word is reserved to the bishop
among ecclesiastical authorities, as demonstrated by his rendition of the stereotypical
formula “bishops, priests, and deacons” as rése, qassise w-Sammase at hymn. haer 22, 21,
1-2. He employs it accordingly in our poems®. On other occasions, however, he uses the
word in a literal sense, meaning “head”, and sometimes it is difficult to discern clearly
if the metaphor is dead or alive. One such example appears at CN 18, 10, 3: the phrase
tulsa l-resa la yaye can be understood as a metaphor, “filth is not fitting for the head”
or, as a dead metaphor, “impurity is not fitting for the bishop”. The end meaning is the

is confirmed by the analogy with the expression natar dukkta employed by Ephrem for worldly kings
as vicarious of Christ’s kingship (see Papoutsakis 2017, 73-78). Therefore, I find that the emphasis here
is not on the previous bishop as teacher of homiletics for the following, but simply as predecessor. Sim-
ilarly, at CN 18, 1, 1 and 5, there is no hint of a teacher-pupil relationship, but of a mere succession: the
new hishop is “priest after his master” (kahen batar rabb-eh) and his master doesn’t leave him alone
(rabb-ak menn-ak la sanni). These instances demonstrate that the relationship between a bishop and his
predecessor expressed through the word rabba need not entail a didactic connotation.

82 “May you be a great leader” (tehwe ’a(n)t résa rabba).

83 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3900, s.v. <=1

84 CN15,7,4;12,1;CN 19, 2, 5. The usage is apparent at CN 17,1, 7.9 and 2, 7-8, where résa is paralleled
by rabba. At CN 17, 1, 7 résa is related to the word marTta, which originally means “flock”, but in Syriac
isused also as “diocese”. The fact that here there is no hint of pastoral imagery suggests that here marita
has already its later sense. See §2.2.1.1 and 3.
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same, but stylistically the two interpretations would be different; now, considering that
the two preceding lines and the following contain living metaphors, it is likely that here
too the expression is metaphorical. This passage stands out because Ephrem uses here
a metaphor involving the head, which does not describe the relationship between the
bishop (as head) and his community (as members). All other metaphorical instances of
resa fall into the latter category.

These metaphorical usages of résa are found mostly in CN 15 and 18. In these
instances, the bishop is spoken of as the “head” of the body of the church, whereas
the faithful are the limbs. This metaphor, as Murray demonstrated, is widespread in
Ephrem’s writings, with the place of the head occupied in turn by Christ, St. Peter, or
the bishop®. The history of such a metaphor in the ancient world is remarkable in the
variety of its witnesses: the most famous occurrence in classical literature is Menenius
Agrippa’s speech to the Roman plebs as related by Livy (2, 32, 9-12), but similar fables
can be found in Xenophon’s Memorabilia (2, 3, 18), in Cicero’s De officiis (3, 22), and in
various Aesopic collections (Perry 130). Most relevant, Paul applied the simile to the
church (1Cor. 12:13-31), no doubt reaching back to the pagan tradition of the fable, but
also developing clues on the corporate personality of the religious community available
in biblical language and biblical exegesis. The function of this metaphor is particularly
clear at CN 18, 3—4, two stanzas devoted to the circumstances of the election of the new
bishop Abraham:

)masm i) rai Kagma Sl i ks 3
DA v K A ~hoiaas lary iasy
e\ ,;man mo c\.\)vn «OInK e rﬁ\.ﬁv:w ~\a
iR > Koo yara 1a ~r.am werd dlar oaus
THaads LA 1 am reio mhaa u\,.ud KO el
r.an o ~Pam s \'C,\-\anmm 4
el i o Eassin @xahr=s ;o\ oasson
irds oo @ .l;&-\ i) i am oo
~hohhs aoal 1 s Leama oo Bl
866. AN Koaw am .,\_,-1: [ FEX I TL TR
(CN 18, 3-4)

85 Murray 2006, 89-93.

86 “The last musterer, who was lifted / and became head of his limbs [résa l-haddam-aw(hi)] // the little
who took primogeniture, / not at a price like Jacob, // nor through jealousy like Aaron, / envied by his
brothers, the Levites, // but through love [b-hubba] took it, like Moses, / because he was older than Aaron:
/| your brothers rejoiced in you as Moses. / Blessed is he who chose you through concord! /// 4. There
isn’t jealousy nor envy / among the limbs in the body [bét-haddame da-b-gusmal, // for they obey it for
love [b-hubbal, | they are ordered by it for affection [b-rahmel: // the head is the limbs’ watchman [dawqa-

(Ww resa l-haddamel], | for he can see all parts; // though exalted, he is humble for love [ba- hnanal, / he
stoops even to the feet, // to take away their pain. / Blessed is he who joined your love with us!”.
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The two stanzas are cleverly constructed as a unity, because the image of the head
and the limbs introduced at the beginning of stanza 3 is not developed until stanza 4;
instead, stanza 3 plays out a series of Old Testament types of accession to primacy. The
theme is how the “last musterer”, the youngest brother, could become the chief of all:
this probably ties into a real situation, whereby Abraham became hishop in spite of his
young age. Ephrem justifies this unusual election by highlighting the concord surround-
ing it*¥”. The metaphor of the head and the limbs is instrumentally right in this respect,
because it presents the bishop as organic to the community because of the universal
acclaim he received, and it frames resistance to his election as absurd, like a cancer.
As he often does, Ephrem refrains from explicitly stating this negative consequence of
the metaphor, though the consequence is implied by the first four lines of stanza 4. As
regards the sources of this treatment of the metaphor, the idea of love (hubba, rahme,
or hnana) as the force which unites the limbs stands out. It may be a Christian interpre-
tation of some philosophical or physiological concept of €pwg or @Aia as ordering prin-
ciple of the animal body. Something of this kind is present in Eryximachus’s speech in
Plato’s Symposium (Plat. conv. 186D, 5-187C, 5). However, I could not find other traces of
this conception in Greek medical writings. Paul, on the other hand, describes marriage,
and consequently the relationship between the community and its head (here, Christ),
as the love between different parts of the same body®,

The same metaphor, however, has another implication, which is developed at lines
5-9: the bishop, as head of the limbs, must have a loving and humble attitude and
perform a series of tasks for the benefit of the limbs. It is always difficult to evaluate
passages of this kind, because they are ostensibly descriptive, in that they simply state
what the bishop does, and yet one feels that they could be also intended in a paraenetic
way, suggesting what the bishop should do, or even polemically, denouncing what a
bishop should do and the bishop is not doing. Here, our almost complete loss of the
context in which the poems were delivered weighs strongly against the possibility of
comprehending the tone of these lines. Among the tasks of the bishop, there is that
of the “watchman”, expressed by the word dawgqa. Payne Smith discusses in the cor-
responding entry on his lexicon whether the word dawqa may be translated also as
éniowonog (“supervisor” or “bishop”) and not only as okonég (“watchman”), as most
occurrences suggest®. The word is closely associated with bishops, as its metaphorical
use in Aphrahat suggests, and in fact texts like the “Doctrine of the Apostles”, appended
to the Doctrine of Addai and edited in two different versions by Lagarde and Cureton

87 On the likely critics of Abraham: §3.1.1.1; §3.1.4.4.

88 The husband is the resa of the wife in the same way as Christ is the résa of the church (1Cor. 11:3; Eph.
5:23) and, since she is his own body (pagra), in the same way as the Christians are haddame of Christ, the
man must love her (verb habb) (Eph. 5:28-30).

89 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 849, s.v. Zaax.
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and Wright, seem to use it as a title for the bishop®. Moreover, the term translates Greek
¢miokonog in two verses of the Syro-Hexaplaric version of the Bible (Tudc. 9:28; Symma-
chus’s version of Jer. 29:26). However, the term did not take root so as to become a title,
though it preserved its association with the figure of the bishop. Ephrem uses it only
here, and though it admittedly shows a close link to the bishop and his essential tasks,
he probably is not implying a relationship with Greek éniokomnog, a word he never uses
(see §2.1.1). Moreover, the meaning of “watchman” in this case is perfectly apt to the
metaphor; since the bishop is the head in the body and the head is spatially the highest
organ of the body, the one endowed with the organs of vision and hearing, making it a
very sensible candidate for the role of “watchman” of the whole body. Height, implies
Ephrem, is functional to the whole and not to the part, and entails a task.

When it appears at CN 15, the metaphor of the head and the limbs is much more
extended:
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90 “5. Moreover, the apostles established that there should be priests [gassise] and deacons [mSam-
msane] as the Levites, and subdeacons [hupdyaqaneé] as those who bore the vessels of the atrium of the
temple of the Lord, and a watchman (dawqa) that he may be a leader [mdabbranal] for all the people, as
Aaron, head [resa] and chief [rabba] of all the priests [kahne] and Levites of the whole city.” (Cureton/

Wright 1864, as). “Moreover, the apostles established that there should be priests [qassisé] as the priests
[kahne] sons of Aaron, and deacons [msammsane] as the Levites, and subdeacons [hupdyaqane] as those
who bore the vessels of the atrium of the shrine of the Lord, and a watchman [dawqa] that he may be
a leader [mdabbrana] for all the people, as Aaron, the High Priest [rés-kahnal, chief [resa] and leader
[mdabbranal of all priests [kahné], Levites, and of the whole encampment.” (De Lagarde 1856, \).

91 “If had not been the head straight, / perhaps would have murmured the limbs, // for from a crooked
head / the course of limbs is disturbed, // and they’d find the cause in the head. /// If now, that he is totally
righteous, / we ascribe him our vices, // how much more if he was vicious! / Even with God, though sweet,
// the embittered found fault. /// O limbs, imitate the head: / acquire stillness in his serenity, // and kindli-
ness in his meekness, / in his holiness splendour, // and in his wisdom instruction.”.
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Its extension notwithstanding, the metaphor here is employed with much less precision
and development. Ephrem does not employ the hiological function and anatomical
position of the head as a metaphor for the bishop’s tasks; nor does he define the rela-
tionship between head and limbs precisely. The situation portrayed in these stanzas is
much more one-sided, because the poet mentions only the duties of the limbs towards
the head, and not vice versa. In fact, all the imperatives address the limbs, which are
also rebuked at the end for their rebelliousness. In this frame, the head projects its
leadership, for bad or for good, onto the limbs, which should simply accept the lead-
ership of the head. Certainly, there is the risk of a “crooked head”, whose leadership
may misguide the members, but Ephrem rejects this scenario in the second stanza, a
scenario he evoked only to make the limbs’ rebellion even worse, since they rebelled
against a perfect head. The metaphor is so simplified here that its rationale seems to
fail, as Ephrem exhorts the limbs to “imitate” (dammaw) their head, thus downplaying
the idea of unity in difference of tasks expressed by the body metaphor. On the contrary,
assimilation and unity among the members are greatly enhanced in this particular use
of the metaphor. Even in the last two stanzas, where the difference in rank among the
members is more obvious, Ephrem reaffirms that the proper aim of the limbs is to “run
with” (rhat ‘am) the head, so that “the body as a whole” (kull-eh gusma) may move. The
stress placed on unity, even to the point of uniformity, should be seen as a conscious
rhetorical strategy on the part of Ephrem: the poem addresses a breach in Bishop Val-
gash’s authority, likely caused by his soft approach to leadership (§4.2). Through this
interpretation of the metaphor, Ephrem plays down division in the community, totally
exonerates the bishop, and lays guilt at the foot of the community, while at the same
time inviting them to see themselves as less different from the bishop—and therefore
freer—than they currently do. Ephrem employs the same traditional and well-known
metaphor in two considerably different ways at CN 15 and 18, according to the prag-
matic of his discourse®.

92 “If with the head as first / the limbs had run as second, // they would have lesd the third, / and all
the whole body would have // followed them. /// But the second neglected the first, / and the third the
second, // the rank were despised one by the other. / It’s because the citizens neglected each other, // that
the strangers too trod them down.”.

93 A similar, though not wholly the same, metaphor is found at CN 17, 3, 5-8: “He lifted and fixed him as
the mind (re‘'yana) / inside the large body [gusma rabba] of the church, // and his limbs [haddam-aw(hi)]
surrounded him, / to be supplied from him with life”. Here, though the role of the faithful as limbs and
of the church as body is the same, the bishop is not the résa “head” but the re‘yana “mind”. As résa may
be taken both as a metaphorical body part and a title of authority, so re‘yana has a root similar to ra‘ya,
a typical title for the bishop. The value of the metaphor is roughly the same as CN 18, 3-4, because it
expresses a reciprocal relationship between the mind, which leads the limbs, and the limbs, which in
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Of the two derivatives of resa used in our poems, resaya and resand, the first, an
adjective meaning “best”, “chief”, “finest”, is ascribed to the bishop at CN 17, 2, 10, cor-
responding to the résa of line 8. The latter, resand, is more complicated. Normally, the
word identifies the magnates of the community, or secular officers; only rarely is it
used as an ecclesiastical title®, However, Beck gives a very idiosyncratic translation of
the lines where the word appears (CN 19, 3, 7-9); the new bishop should be exhorted
to “watch over [‘agim] the priests [kahne] in purity, / in humility over the suffragan

bishops [résane] / in righteousness over the people”®. The verb in the causative form
’aqim is rendered in a meaning rarely attested®®. It is true that the most natural meaning
of the word—*“to appoint”, “to consecrate’—cannot be adopted here, because, while
it fits perfectly for the priests and the résane, it doesn’t make sense in the case of the
people. However, one can also avoid the rare meaning chosen by Beck and adopt a
common one, “establish”, “make steadfast”—and all the more so, considering that the
verb is accompanied by three adverbs, which can easily be translated as predicative of

the object: “establish the priests in (their) purity, / in (their) humility the résane, / in (its)
righteousness the people”. Another strange translation by Beck is “suffragan bishop” for
resané. To be more precise, Beck translates the word as “leaders”, and it is only in the
note that he identifies these leaders with the suffragan bishops, since the term résaniita
unambiguously means “episcopate” in other passages; but the bishop of Nisibis can
be only one, so these leaders must be bishops of other cities; and since the line gives
the bishop of Nisibis oversight over these bishops, they must be the suffragan bishops
in relation to the metropolitan of Nisibis. The idea may well be historically accurate:

turn benefit of the life the mind supplies them. This is due to the fact that CN 17 and 18 are addressed to
the same bishop in much the same situation (his accession), whereas CN 15 has a totally different aim
and context. The “life” supplied by the bishop is clarified by 9-10 of the same stanza, as Ephrem shifts
metaphor and represents the bishop’s teaching as “a new bread” and the bishop as its “barn” Cawsra).
Teaching and obedience are thus represented as complementary and reciprocal benefits in the context
of a natural and necessary relationship. A dubious instance is CN 19, 12, 5-6, where the bishop is resa
and the people the jewels of his crown. Beck’s translation preserves the ambiguity, giving “das hohe
Haupt” for resa rabba. However, rabba does not mean “high” (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3783-3784, s.v.
o) and, since “big head” in a literal sense cannot be the right translation, here résa must be taken in
its sense of “leader”, even though the metaphor of the crown and the jewels may remind the reader of
the anatomical sense of the word résa. And yet a “leader” may well be wearing a crown, so the meaning
“head” here is by no means necessary.

94 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3909, s.v. =ax.i.

95 Beck 1961, 61.

96 Beck 1961, 61 (the rarity of the meaning prompts the translator to justify his choice by appending a
note referring to Payne Smith); Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3528, s.v. aw. Beck copies the example wrong-
ly: it is not mqim l-ak (“may God watch over you”) but mqim l-eh (“may God watch over him”). The trans-
lation given by Assemani/Assemani 1758, 4, custodiat eum Dominus Noster, and accepted by Payne Smith
and Beck, is not necessarily true, given the context: it is a colophon with dedication, and the phrase is
the wishing well for the dedicatee. Here, too, as in the other occurrences listed by Payne Smith, nothing
prevents us to take the verb pace Assemani as “may God comfort/establish firmly/confirm him”.
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the concept of a metropolitan bishop with overview on the hishops of his region was
affirmed in the Council of Nicaea, well before CN 19 was written. According to canoni-
cal sources and medieval chronicles, the first metropolitan of Nisibis had been Jacob”.
Even in our poems, there is a passage which might hint at these suffragan bishops®.
And yet this translation can be called into question. First of all, in a secular context

the most frequently employed sense of resana is “leader” or “chief”, and its applications
to church hierarchy are not at all prominent: at the very least, it must be admitted that

resana is a very generic term of leadership®. The abstract resanuta shares this wide
spectrum, of meanings. Unambiguous mentions of the suffragan bishops are lacking
in these poems, and the one possible allusion is in a completely different context: else-
where, Ephrem never exhorts the bishop Abraham, or any other bishop, to care for suf-
fragan bishops. This might be due to the fact that the kahné at line 7 probably already
comprises bishops. Finally, if résane were intended to refer to bishops, the climax of the
passage (7-9) would be lost, because bishops are higher in rank than priests; but Ephrem
orders other, similar exhortations carefully in descending or ascending order'®. For
these reasons, I propose taking résané as a generic term for all secular authorities of
the city, be it curiales, civil servants, or military. This way, not only would the climax be
preserved (from the church hierarchy to powerful laymen, to the people at large), but
the line would agree with a similar exhortation in this poem to promote humility for the
elite and collaboration between the powerful and the weak in society (at CN 19, 10)*°%,

97 Fiey 1977, 23n46.

98 CN 14, 1, 1-4, more on the ‘allaneé of this passage at §2.2.1.4.

99 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3909, s.v. =Aax.i.

100 At CN 19, 4, 1-4 (the stanza immediately following ours) Ephrem orders the kind of sheep the bish-
op has to tend according to the severity of their situation, in ascending severity: the healthy, the sick,
the wounded and the one utterly lost. At CN 21, 5, Ephrem exhorts the bishop to: honour the charge
of bishop and the liturgy; be a brother for the priests; a chief for the deacons (1-4). Then, he passes to
laypeople in rising order of importance: the young, then the old, the continent and the virgin, finally the
church as a whole (5-9).

101 “Do not overlook the great [rabbal, / do not despair of the weak, // soften and intstruct [ragge w-al-
lep] the rich [‘attiral, / entice and win the poor, // with the harsh couple the patient, / and the long-suffer-
ing to the wrathful, // chase the bad with the good, / and the greedy // with the giving, / and the impure by
hand of the holy” (CN 19, 10, 1-9). The verb rendered as “soften” (ragg?) means literally “to make wet”.
The connotation of softness, meekness, and kindness that this word conjures up are easily relatable to
the humbleness (makkika’it) in the relationship between resané and bishop at CN 19, 3, 8. Another par-
allel text is Resurr. 2, 9: “Let the chief pastor [ra‘ya rabba] weave together / his homilies like flowers // let
the priests [gassise] make a garland of their ministry / the deacons of their reading // strong young men
of their jubilant shouts, / children of their psalms, // chaste women [nakpata] of their songs [madrasay-
hen] / chief citizens [resane] of their benefactions [su‘ranay-hon], // ordinary folk [Shimé] of their manner
of life [dubbaray-hon]” (transl. Brock/Kiraz 2006, 177). The word su‘rana is ambiguous, in that it signifies
“action”, “cure”, “visitation” but it also translates the gr. émiokonn (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2687, s.v.
s aw; Sokoloff 2009, 986-987, s.v. =hisaw). However, résana cannot mean “suffragan bishop” nor

su‘rana can mean €ntokom, because the resané come after bishop, priests, deacons, young ascetics, and
virgins and right before “poor men” ($himé), and this collocation would hardly be appropriate for the
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Only once does Ephrem employ the term paqgoda. At CN 21, 5, Ephrem instructs and at
the same time wishes his bishop to be apt to his different tasks in the community. Among
these tasks, the bishop is asked “to be a brother ['aha] for the priests [gassisé] / and a chief
[paqoda] for the deacons [Sammase]” (3—4). The relationship of priests and bishop is more
equal than that with deacons. In respect to the deacons, the bishop must be a paqoda. The
word is a nomen agentis built from a verb'®®, Given that the verb pgad means “to give
orders”, “to command”, the noun is a perfect equivalent of fyntip/qyftwp and onudvtwp
and a synonym of mdabbrana, meaning “commander”. Biblical occurrences are particu-
larly interesting, because paqoda appears as the standard Peshitta word corresponding to
the Septuagint ¢niokomnog in the Old Testament'®, This relationship between paqoda and
¢niokomog s continued in later documents, as testified by Payne Smith’s occurrences'®. Here
too, however, as in the case of dawqa, Ephrem does not seem to know of the institutional
development of the term and of its link with the Greek title. The poet employs it to describe
the bishop in relation to his deacons, implying an asymmetrical relationship, wherehy the
bishop is in a position of power and command, while the deacons are subservient to him.

The title Ephrem employs to address directly, in the second person, a bishop, is
mar(y), literally “my lord”. Beck’s notes to his translation identify this usage both at CN 21,
7,9 and at 21, 9, 9'®, Beck’s interpretation is correct regarding 21, 7, 9, as is proved by the
imperative of the verb “to be”, which requires a subject in the second person, who must
be the bishop, since all other second persons in the stanza, from its first to the last line,
refer to the bishop!®. At 21, 9, 9, however, where the form is mar-an, “our lord”, the verh
is in the third-person singular (neskur), not in the second person (if the meaning were
as Beck translates—“verschliess, 0 Herr’—the form required would have been skur or
teskur). Therefore, mar-an is not a vocative and does not refer to the bishop, but to Christ.

bishops. Therefore, the résané must be secular leaders (so also Rouwhorst 1989, 92: “les nobles leurs ac-
tions// les simples (fidéles) leurs vies”). In this context, the word su‘rana might be taken in its specialised
meaning of “office”, “public charge”, attested at least from the fifth century (Payne Smith 1879-1901,
2687, s.v. =his_awo; Sokoloff 2009, 987, s.v. =is aw).

102 Of the type described at Noldeke 1880, 64, §107; Duval 1881, 217, §232.

103 Num. 31:14; 2Reg. 11:18; 1Macc. 1:51. At Jes 60:17, the Greek has toUg pyovtag ... kai Tolg
émiokomoug, which the Peshitta renders as pagode w-sallite, so that paqoda doesn’t exactly count as
the translation of éniokomnog, though the similarity of concept between dpywv and éniokomnog, as well
as between pagoda and Sallita blurs the distinctions and makes this an interesting passage. At Jer 20:1,
paqoda translates iyovpevog, which is another word later used of Christian leaders.

104 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3216, s.v. aqaa.

105 Beck 1961, 69n18.

106 “In your tenure may Mammon be ashamed, / who was master of our freedom, // may fade from
us the illness, / to which we were accustomed and consenting: // destroy the causes that preserve / our
customs full of detriment! // wickedness acquired us by habit, / may goodness acquire us by habit: // be,
Excellence, the cause of our relief! / Blessed is he who chose you for our salvation!” (CN 21, 7). The
only two characters Ephrem can address in the second person are God and the bishop. But God does
not have a “tenure” (as in the first line) nor he is chosen for salvation; on the contrary, the bishop has a
tenure and God has chosen him to save the Nisibenes.
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After all, this interpretation agrees with the lexica, where mar-an is reserved exclusively
for addressing Christ, whereas mar(y) is used as an honorific, especially for the clergy'”’.
Hence, Ephrem is consistent with later usage as regards the vocatives for the bishops.
When we consider the terms signifying primacy or authority, the main difference
between Ephrem and Gregory is that Gregory’s usage is two-tiered, entailing one set of
words employed in prose and iambs and another for hexameters and elegiacs. There
are of course overlapping (mp6edpog) and further differentiations (npoiotduevog never
used in poetry), but in general Gregory carefully abides by the conventions of genre. In
Ephrem, on the other hand, we have no linguistic convention banning some words from
a metrical form. This difference, however, points to a deeper similarity: both Gregory and
Ephrem have a very generic language, when it comes to terms of primacy, so that Gregory
can easily employ different terms for the bishop according to genre; if they did not
operate with the same flexibility, we would not observe this difference between the two.
In fact, they both know a term more specialised than others for the bishop, éniokomog in
the case of Gregory and resa for Ephrem, but they also both retain the original meaning
of the term when it is suited and employ generic terms of leadership (npootdtng, rabba)
equally or even more often. Ephrem’s refusal to employ mdabbrana together with the
specialised meaning he gives qassisa and Gregory’s limited use of éniokomog in favour
of terms with a classical pedigree show the independence of both poets from New Testa-
ment usage. I do not think this points to an acknowledgement on their part of the differ-
ences between the situation implied by the New Testament and the reality they lived in.
These choices are fundamentally literary: for Gregory it is classicism and the hot topic
of patronage (in the word npootdtnc); for Ephrem the avoidance of a word with unde-
sirable connotations in favour of a more conciliatory framing of the role of the bishop,
whether as organic part of the community (résa) or as teacher (rabba). It is also inter-
esting that Ephrem employs two terms used to translate Greek éniokomog in contempo-
rary or slightly later Christian texts—namely, dawqa and pagoda—but he uses them in
their generic sense and not as terminus technici. This fact, together with the absence of
’episqopa and of its calque sa‘ora, manifests Ephrem’s distance from Greek conventions.
In any case, the two words that stand most apart are rabba in Ephrem and npootdtng in
Gregory. The first has a strong didactic connotation, which Ephrem assumes and employs,
in agreement with a broader early Syriac tendency to consider the clergymen, as well as
other authoritative figures in the life of the church, primarily as teachers. IIpootdtng has a
decidedly political character in Greek, and in imperial times it pointed at a particular politi-
cal institution, the patronage, yet Gregory consciously plays down its political value, discuss-
ing whether a good bishop should be also a good patron and concluding that the true leader
should be above all an example-setter. However, this choice of words testifies to Gregory’s
acute awareness of the political role the bishop was expected to play, so much so that he
appropriates a powerful tag of ancient political language, Tupavvog, to speak of bad bishops.

107 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2205, 2207, s.vv. ~Zsisn . i>; Sokoloff 2009, 824 s.v. i;
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2.1.3 Liturgical priesthood

Liturgical priesthood is problematic, because the tasks described in the New Testament
inside the community don’t comprise it, so that the text does not offer terms to express
it'%. "Eniokomnog, npeoButepog, and other terms of primacy do not seem to be associated
with liturgical tasks, nor does the term Stdxovog have this meaning'®. Priesthood in the
New Testament entails sacrifice and is dependent on Old Testament conceptions and
the temple (as demonstrated by the relationship between the community of the apostles
and the temple), and when it is not used for a traditional priest (be it Jew or pagan),
the term iepevg is applied to Jesus (notably in Hebrews) or to the church as a whole!°,
The problems did not end when the word began to be used for Christian hierarches:
as we have seen, “priest” could mean the bishop or the npeafutepog or both, and this
ambiguity remained at least until the Middle Ages'''. According to Lizzi, the ambiguity
is conscious in works treating the moral requirements and duties of the priest, because
npecPutepol were called to the same high standard of the bishops, and the priestly
order was seen as a single reality, different only in degree and not in quality*'2.

Syriac Christianity has one more problem, since Syriac has two words for the priest,
kahna and kumra', The usage of these words has been extensively studied in early
Syriac': in general, there are not many differences, except that kahna may have a wider
spread than kumra. In the Hebrew of the Old Testament, while kohén (the form analogous
to Syriac kahna) can refer to any type of priest, whether pagan or Jew, and also to the
priesthood of Melchizedek, komer (Syr. kumra) is rarely used, and only for pagan priests*’®.,

108 The lists of charisms in Paul (Rom. 12:6-8; 1Cor. 12:28-30; Eph. 4:11) never comprise iepevg or
similar words. On the other hand it is illuminating that at Rom. 12, just before the list of charisms,
Paul exhorts the community as a whole to “present your bodies a living sacrifice [Buciav/debhtal, holy,
acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service [Tiv Aoywknv Aatpeiav/teSmesta mliltal” (Rom.
12:1), thereby implying that every single member of the community, independently of his particular
charism, has a priestly office.

109 Guerray Gomez 1962, 333. Stdxovog is associated with liturgy at Hebr. 1:14 (the angels) and at 2Cor.
9:12 (the offering), and in both cases it is a service or help offered to someone else, and not directly a
liturgical service.

110 Apostles and Temple: Act. 2:46; 3:1. iepevg for the church: Act. 6:7; Apc. 1:6; 20:6. A pagan priest at
Act. 14:13. See Von Campenhausen 1960, 276-280.

111 Rapp 2005, 25-26, 42; Di Berardino 1998, 43-44; Jerg 1970, 156-157 (imperial letters to bishops).
112 Lizzi 1998, 87.

113 Something similar happens with Latin sacerdos and pontifex (Di Berardino 1998, 45-46), though in
much fewer texts and with much less regularity.

114 Murray 2006, 178-181; Bou Mansour 2019, 9-15.

115 Brown/Driver/Briggs 1906, 463, 485, s.vv. 703 ,i12. Interestingly, of the three occurrences of the term
in the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint has no correspondence: the term is either left untranslated (Zeph.
1:4, Jerome translates aeditui), or it is transliterated (ywpapty, 2Reg. 23:5, Jerome: aruspices), or is mis-
translated as mapamikpaivw, “to irritate” (Hos. 10:5, Jerome: aeditui), which is not Hebrew but from an
Aramaic root k-m-r of the same meaning.
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The Peshitta version preserves all three Hebrew occurrences of komér as kumra but also
expands the usage of this word, substituting it many times for kohén/kahna, without appar-
ent distinctions of meaning!®, The situation is slightly clearer in the New Testament, where
the only pagan priest (Act. 14:13) is rightly a kumra, whereas the apytepeic of Mt 2:4 and the
iepevg of the healed leper (Mt. 8:4; Mc. 1:44; Lc. 5:14) are Jewish kahneé. Interestingly, the
discussion of Christ’s priesthood in Hebrews always features the term kumra, even though
Christ’s priesthood there clearly replaces the Levitical priesthood. However, the model is
that of Melchizedek, whose priesthood is always signified by kumra (Gen. 14:18; Ps. 110:4).

2.1.3.1 In Gregory
In our texts, Gregory uses the word iepevg rarely, only four times, twice in the same line
in two different poems (11, 1, 10, 1 and I, 1, 13, 1). Ephrem, on the other hand, employs
priesthood language much more, so that it constitutes almost the other half of terms for
bishops, the first half being the terms of primacy and authority. The indiscriminate use
of kahna and kumra in Syriac notwithstanding, Ephrem’s usage is more similar to that
of Gregory than one would expect: he ends up using kahna in all occasions, save one.
Another interesting feature of both poets is that they employ the language of religious
service, which is institutionally linked to the order of deacon, in relation to the bishop.
Tepevg shows a clear distribution in Gregory’s poetry: it is amply attested, but found
only twice in iambs, whereas all other occurrences are hexametric. Of these two iambic
occurrences, one is I, 1, 12, 751, where the choice of the word is perhaps very significant,
since it introduces a definition of the tasks of the bishop, expressed with liturgical language:

“Ev €0Tw 1008’ €pyov iepéwg Kal uovov,

Poyag kabaipew €v Biw e kal Adyw,

Avw pépovTa £vBEoLg Kviuaat,

— FaAnvov, tbivouv te Tag Belag uovag

AKNABWTOVG EUPATEL TUTIOVUEVOV, (755)
‘Qomep KATOTTPOV EVE0DHEV HOPPOVUEVOV —

AyVAG T TEUTELY TPOGPOPAS VTIEP TEKVWY,

“Ewg (v adTovg Tpospopav xataption.

(11, 1, 12, 751-758).

Leave to the priest one task and one only,

to purify souls through life and words,

bringing them upwards with inspired impulses,

being gentle and high minded, only by the divine,

spotless reflections moulded, (755)
as a mirror reflecting from within,

and to send pure offerings on behalf of his children,

until he has restored them as an offering.

116 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 1757, 5.v. <i=aa.
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Liturgical language has multiple applications here: the bishop should first purify
(kaBaipew), and then offer (Gvw @épewv, mpoo@opd) his community; but in order to
obtain purification, he should first offer the Eucharist (the “pure offerings”) on behalf of
the community, and to do so, he must be pure in the first place (dknAtSwtoug éupdoelg
Tumovpevov). This is in accordance with Old Testament precepts: Ex. 30:19 shows Aaron
and his sons washing hands and feet before the sacrifice, just as Lev. 21:17 and 22:7 pre-
scribe that the priest be without blemish (u®dpog) and pure (kaBapdc); Lev. 22:21, on the
other hand, prescribes the same absence of blemishes for the sacrificial victim, which
should be kosher too (Gen. 7:23; Lev. 9:47; 14:4; 20:25; Dtn. 14:11.20). The relevance of this
Old Testament context is demonstrated by Gregory’s word choice: avagépw, which he
renders as dvw PEpw, is used together with its derivative name avagopd as a term for the
sacrifice in the OT; the same can be said of mpoo@opd and mpocpopéw'”’. Even though
axnAidwrog has no direct correspondence in the context of OT sacrifices, it can easily
be seen as a moralising paraphrase of the word éuwpog, which is widely attested in that
context. Therefore, this passage, thanks to its allusions to OT sacrifices, is to be read as a
typological interpretation of those sacrifices''®. The Eucharist and the moral progress of
the community (its going “upwards”, évw) are the fulfilment of the old sacrifices, and the
bishop is the true heir of the Hebrew priest. Probably, it is not a coincidence that in such
a context Gregory chose to name the bishop iepeic—all the more so, since a few lines
earlier, when the context was still a generic one of guidance, he used the word motunyv.

The other two occurrences of the word iepevg are just as context specific as this. In
fact, II, 1, 10, 1 and 11, 1, 13, 1, the same line, sound: “O priests [iepfieg], you who offer
[méumovteg] bloodless sacrifices [Buoiag avaipdktoug]”. The sacrificial context is clear:
the verb méunw is the same asin I1, 1, 12, 757, and also the expression found there, ayvag
Tpoo@opdg, is the equivalent of Buaciag avaiudktoug, both denoting the Eucharist, a
bloodless sacrifice, and therefore “pure”, since blood was a miasmatical substance in
many streams of late antique religious thought. The equivalence of this expression with
those at II, 1, 12 is even clearer when we read the following lines of II, 1, 13:

"Q Buoiag mépmovTeg AvalpdkToug, iepheg!

Q Yuy®v Tapiot peyakvdeeg! 'Q ueydroto

I\dopa ©eod Yelpeaaty €v LUETEPNOL YEPOVTEG!

Q B0V avBpnmotat péy’ E€oyov eig Ev dyovreg!

"Q koopoto Béuedia, Blov edog, Epua Adyoto, 5)
MvuaoTonoAol {wijg ATEAELTHTOLO YUELVG,

XpLato@opol, BwKoLoy éveSplowvTeg apioTolg

(11, 1, 13,1-7)

117 Muraoka 2009, 47, 600, s.vv. avagopd, Tpocpopd, TPOcEOpPEW.
118 Something similar but based on passages of Malachi, at or: 2, 61; but see also or: 2, 94, 1-9 (Gautier
2002, 117).
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Oh priests, you who offer bloodless sacrifices!

Oh most glorious ministers of souls, bearing

in your hands the image of the great God!

Oh, you who the Supreme God with men together bring!

Oh, world’s pillars, life’s light, foundation of the doctrine, (5)
initiators to the shining mysteries of life immortal
Christ-bearers, sitting on the topmost thrones

Here the context blurs the lines between liturgical offering and spiritual leadership of
the community, which should be the true offering: not only iepfieg at line 1 but also the
term puotomoAot (6) alludes to the ministration of sacraments; however, the images of
the administrator (tapiay, 2), of the light (Biov @dog, 5), and of the thrones (Bwkotauy,
7) allude to the bishops’ role of leaders in the community (see §2.2.4.6). This same role
is expressed by the metaphor of “bearing in the hands the creation of God [i.e., man]”
(3) and by the title of €ppa Adyolo: the first phrase highlights the bishop’s responsibility
over the salvation of others, while the second reminds the audience of the bishop’s duty
to defend orthodoxy. Sacramental and leadership roles are synthesised in the line Q
Oeov avBpwmolat péy’ €¢oyov eig &v dyovteg (4), which, through a metaphor of move-
ment which recalls the liturgical movement of offering, expresses the hishop’s goal to
mediate between God and men, leading the community to spiritual advancement®,
Another parallel of these expressions is found atII, 1, 17:

Totog kal XpLoTolo peyakAgog apntipot

Oupdg. 0 pev Bpotéou AdTpLg delabevéog,

KAwopevog katpolol, §6vag ToAUKapunTog arTalg,

[avtoing kaking ovk ékog, GAAd TUTIOG (20)
AVTAp 6 ye TpoUEPTIOL Kal EVAYESLY TAAAUNOL

A®pov dyel, Xplotod capkl xapLiopevog,

Kal peydrolg mabéeaaty, tmep O0g evOAES’ aveéTan,

‘PUCLOV APYEYOVWV NUETEPWY TTABEWV*

QU lwet povvy Kal TépTeTar @ pa kealel (25)
Ouuov anod xboviwv évbev aviotduevog.

AAG VOOV KaBapolol VORUaoLy aigv ag€wv, (35)
"Hén kai Tplddog amretal ovpaving,

"Hg tumov €otripiéev évi paniSeoowv éfjol,

K806 &v v TpLoooig KaAAeat SepkOUEVOG,

Kal Aaov Buéeaaty ayvolg Beoeldéa tevywy,

‘Yotatiov Yuyiig B0pat avatpa eépeL. (40)
(1, 1, 17, 17-26; 35-40)

119 On the term Xploto@opot (7), see Rapp 2005, 56-60.
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Such is the heart even of glorious Christ’s priests.

The one is slave to the ever-shifting strength of mortals,

bowing to opportunity, a cane oftentimes bent by winds,

of all kind of vices not remedy, but model, (20)
whereas the other with trembling and cleansed palms

offers the Gift, reconciled by the flesh of Christ

and by the great sufferings that God bore down here,

ransom of our ancestral passions.

For him alone he lives and rejoices, for him he rips (25)
his heart apart from earthly things, turned away from here.

Rather, nourishing his mind with pure thoughts, (35)
he already grasps the heavenly Trinity,

Whose image he fixed in his own senses,

beholding one glory in triple beauties;

then, making the people Godlike with holy sacrifices,

he will finally bring the bloodless offerings of soul. (40)

In these lines is represented the same priestly dynamic of offering the sacrifice of the
Eucharist to make of the community a sacrifice to God. The two equivalent sacrifices,
the 80o¢ of Eucharist (39) and the 80pa of the people (40), are here respectively ayvov
and dvawpov, demonstrating the equivalence of the two terms'®. The priest’s require-
ments of moral purity and assimilation to God, found also at I, 1, 12, 754-755 (ttg Belag
uovag / axnAtdwtoug eugdoelg Tumovpevov), are here brought up (11, 1, 17, 35-38) in
the context of a comparison between the good and evil priest. The term Gregory uses
for “priest” in this instance is apntnp (17), a rare and precious word, attested thrice in
Homer (I1. 1, 11.94; 5, 78) and employed as a poetic substitute of iepetg, as Aristotle had
already recognised'?!. Gregory and Nonnus employ the word twice each. The whole
passage is clearly a paraphrase of I, 1, 12, 751-758, as shown by poetic substitutions,
such as apntnp for iepevg, or the expression Oeoetdéa tevywv (11, 1, 17, 39), with the very
epic verb tevyw, for mpocpopav kataptifw at I1, 1, 12, 758. :

All these passages (II, 1, 10, 1; IL, 1, 12, 751-758; 11, 1, 13, 1; I, 1, 17, 39-40) sum up
a doctrine expressed by Gregory extensively in his speeches, and especially in or. 2'%,

120 Itis worth noting again Gregory’s tuning of the words to the stylistic context: the offerings are called
npoc@opal in the iambic poem, and Bucia, 600g or 65pa in hexameters, since mpoo@opat is a prosaic
word, used of sacrifices beginning with the Septuagint (see Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 1530 s.v. tpoc@opd,
2), whereas Buota (in the plural according to poetic usage) and 80ua are found in poetry, although not in
Homer (Buaia twice in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 312 and 368, more widespread in later literature
and the Orphic Hymns; 80ua used in tragedy, rarer in hexameters, notably in Lycophron’s Alexandra and
many times in Gregory’s poetry), and 60og at the plural is Homeric. Similarly, the word for “restore” at
11, 1, 12, 758, xataptilw, is prosaic and a favourite NT word (Meier 1989, 158), whereas II, 1, 17, 39 has
Beoetéa Tevywv, with the verb tevyw, which is almost exclusively poetic.

121 Aristot. poet. 1457b 35.

122 The corresponding, though longer, passage, is or 2, 94-95: Oi8a & £ywye und¢ Tovg &v Tolg
OWUACL UOUOVG TOV iEpEwV, | TOV BUPATWY AVEEETAGTOUS LEVOVTAG, GAAA TEAEOVG TEAELX TTIPOTEYELY
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The priest should have purified himself through philosophy before serving, and his aim
should be to draw closer to God his community'?, As correctly pointed out by Elm, these
precepts were intended for priests as well as bishops, as demonstrated by the fact that
their most organic presentation is given in or: 2, which was delivered when Gregory was
ordained priest, not bishop!**. Accordingly, the terms iepevg and apntiip do not refer
specifically to a bishop or a priest. From the context of II, 1, 17, it is clear that Gregory
is speaking of bishops, and the same can be said of II, 1, 12 and of II, 1, 13, whereas II,
1, 10, 1 could also be addressing the priests in Constantinople'?, Now, the majority of
occurrences of iepevg in or: 2 are found in OT quotations or allusions, which confirms
the close link of the term with OT typology. Elsewhere in the same speech, however, the
term seems to be employed indifferently to mean bishops and priests'?. This is true also

vevoulopévov, cuuBolov, olual, tolto Tiig Katd Yuxnv apTidTnTog ... undeig d€log ol peydiov kal
B¢eoD, kal Bupatog, kat apylepéws, 60TLg Ui TPdTEPOV EALTOV apéaTnae T¢ BOed Buaiav (Haoav, aylav,
und¢ v Aoywknyv Aatpeiav evdpeotov énedei€ato, unde £Bvoe @ Be® Buoiav aivécewg kal mvedua
GUVTETPLUUEVOV, iV povov 0 TtdvTa 800G ArmauTel Tap’ Nu&v Buciav, g EueArov Bappijoat TpocYépewv
avTd TV €EwBev, TNV TAOV HEYAAWY PLOTNPlwV avTiTuTov: || TRG iepéwg oxfjua kal dvopa Hrodveahal,
TIpLv OotoLg Epyolg TeAeldoat Tag xelpag; See also: Talta obv ei8wg &y, kal dTL undelg 6ELog Tod ueydiov
0e00, kal BupaTog, kal apylepéwg, ¢ Uiy TPOTEPOV EAUTOV Tapéatnoe T@ Oed Bualav (Boav, udAiov 8¢,
vaog dylog éyéveto B0l {vtog kal {Hv ... Kal Sti Todto kaBaptéov eautdv mpiTov, elta 1@ kabapd
npocouintéov (or. 20, 4).

123 See the contributions of Elm, such as EIm 2000a; Elm 2012, 156, 171; also Louth 1997, 284. One of the
most quoted passages for this conception is or: 2, 22.

124 Elm 2012, 156.

125 This ambiguity is reflected in the titles the manuscript tradition gives to the poems. II, 1, 12 is con-
sistently titled “against the bishops” (¢niokomnot, Meier 1989, 33, apparatus criticus), as is II, 1, 13 (at
least according to the Maurine edition in the Patrologia Graeca 37, 1227). 11, 1, 17 is a more moralising
and general poem, and it never explicitly mentions bishops, though knowing Gregory’s story it is not
difficult to understand the references to the bishops of the Constantinopolitan Council. Accordingly,
traditional titles oscillate between katd Pevdiepéwv and eig émiokonovg (PG 37, 1262), a more general
and a more particular option. For II, 1, 10, PG 37, 1027 gives only pd¢ To0¢ KwvoTtavTivounoews iepéag,
which — given that a city cannot have more than one bishop — would suggest the poem to be addressed
to the priests. On the contrary, Tuilier/Bady/Bernardi 2004, 54, apparatus criticus, report unanimity of
the manuscripts on the title €ig émiok6movg. Moreover, even the expression KwvotavtivounoAews tepéag
must not mean “priests of Constantinople”, if we think that II, 1, 10 is clearly written as if the Council
were still going on, meaning that the iepeig of the city could just as rightly be the bishops there gathered:
in fact, line 27 lists also the iepfjag among the things Gregory wilfully leaves behind in Constantino-
ple — which, given his fondness for the Constantinopolitan community and his bitterness towards his
colleagues, must mean “bishops”.

126 fvika TOAEUET pev aAARAOLG Th AN, ofyxetat 82 Tig aydrng, i kai Tt fv Aeipavov, Gvoua 8¢ kevov
WG 0 tepele, exyvbelong émdpyovtag £€ovdevioews, womep eipntat (or 2, 78); Ipiv 8¢ tavTnv
Umepayelv 6on Svvaplg kal avakabipatl ikaveg Ty Stavotav, LTEP Te TOLG HAAOLG Hakp® yevéaBal Ti
TPOg Bedv EyyvutnTy, ij Yux®v mpoaotaciav 6¢Eacbat, fj peatteiav Oeol kal avBpwmwy (todto yap iowg 6
{epeng), o0k AopaAeg elval ywhokw (91, a passage very similar to II, 1, 12, 751-758); GvSpeg opob kai
yuvaikeg, veaviokol kai mapBévol, mpeafitat HeTd VEWTEPWY, lepels kal Aaog, ot povasikol Kai pLydseg,
ol Tfig ATAGTNTOG Kal Tii§ axpLBeiag, bool Tii¢ Bewpiag, kat 6oot Tiig mTpdgews (10).
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of other poetic occurrences'”. In sum, the word iepeig is employed only rarely as spe-
cific of bishops, and almost always in their sacrificing and offering capacity, with clear
links to Old Testament priesthood, even when it is interpreted spiritually. The term does
not exclude priests (mpeaPutepot), though in our poems it is used only of bishops'?,

2.1.3.2 In Ephrem

Compared to other early Syriac authors, like Jacob of Serugh or Aphrahat, Ephrem’s
usage of kahna and kumra is more consistent with New Testament usage. His tendency
is to employ kahna for Jewish priests and for the Christian hierarchy (bishops/priests),
reserving kumra for pagan priests, for Melchizedek, and for Christ: although Ephrem
expresses clearly and in full form the story of the rightful passage of Jewish priesthood
from John the Baptist or Simeon (Lc. 2:25) to Jesus, and from him to the apostles and the
bishops, his use of language highlights the peculiarity of Christ’s priesthood in respect
to the traditional succession of Jewish priesthood, in that he refers to Christ mainly as
kumra, the term he and the Syriac Bible reserve to Melchizedek'?. Another characteris-
tic of Ephrem’s usage is that he rarely distinguishes between priests and bishops when

127 ©edv @oPov mpwTioTa, Kal Yovels tiua, / Tepelg énatvel, npeopotag oentdg £xe (I, 2, 32, 15-16),
which is the iambic paraphrasis of Aled pot mpwtiota Ogov, peténel® iepfia / XpLotov Enyboviov, (wijg
onudvtopa oglo (1, 2, 2, 346-347). In the hexametric text, iepevg is probably the bishop, whereas the plu-
ral form of the iambic occurrence could suggest that there it means “priests”. Moreover, the difference
between iepelg and mpeoPuTag is no indication that the first means “bishops”, since the second can’t
mean “priest”. However, the plural could be due to metrical grounds (avoiding hiatus and resolution of
the second ictus, after the resolution of the first one). The name remains generic. Two occurrences in
the epigrams confirm this picture. At Anth. Gr. 8, 165, 1, Gregory defines himself as iepevg péyag, which
could mean “bishop”, but the presence of the adjective péyag hinders any conclusion on the value of the
word iepevg as such. Finally, Nicomedes is said to have been a iepevg at Anth. Gr: 8, 140, 5. It is almost
certain that Nicomedes was no bishop, though he may have been a priest (McLynn 2006, 230n59). Here,
however, the choice of terms is prompted by the language of sacrifice and offering of the text: Sdkev
ayviv Buaoinv napBeviny tekéwv (4, but see also tig §& O méupel epiv TeAénv Buainv at Anth. Gr. 8,139,
4 on the same person).

128 It is worth mentioning here briefly the word 6unmoAog, rare and poetic (2x in Eur. Iph. Aul., once re-
spectively in Aristophanes and Aeschylus), meaning “diviner” or “performing sacrifice”, which Gregory
employs often as a synonym of iepevc in connection with Old Testament sacrifice: IILotog €vi TpoTépolat
Bunmoérog Eokev Aapwv (Greg. Naz. I, 2, 1, 316); Kal nlp Eetvov 6Aeaae Bunmorov év mpotépolat / Ilaidag,
u kaBapdg amtopévoug Buaing (again Aaron, 11, 1, 34, 99-100); "Hv 6Vo¢, apxlepeds 8¢ Bunmorog, AL
0edg mep (1, 1, 2, 75, this line sums up the priestly typology of Hebr.). In some cases, the word appears
to be more generic (I, 2, 22, 5; II, 2, 7, 21), but still referring to the priestly office in the church. In our
poems, it appears at II, 1, 13, 111, in the portrait of the perfect candidate for priesthood: since at line 107
it is explicitly stated that the perfect candidate is hindered from priesthood, the word 6unméAog must
be interpreted here not as a synonym of iepevg, but as one who offers a more spiritual sacrifice, in the
context of its ascetic portrait (see §3.2.2).

129 Bou Mansour 2019, 10-12, 270-288; Murray 2006, 178-181; on the passage of priesthood from
Moses to Jesus, the locus classicus is hymn. haer: 22, 19. The only exception to the use of kahna for Old
Testament priesthood is Epiph. 3, 12, 1, from a probably inauthentic poem.
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using the term kahna, which he applies to both ranks of the holy orders indifferently.
Moreover, he seems to avoid compounds such as rab-kahne for the bhishop, thereby
eschewing the parallel between Christian and Jewish priests or between a Christian
bishop and a Jewish high priest'*’. This overview of Ephrem’s usage shows that it agrees
with Gregory’s: Christian liturgical priesthood is linked but not identical with its Jewish
forebears, Christ and Melchizedek enjoy a certain separateness (though they share
some traits with the Christian hierarchy), and, as regards liturgical priesthood, bishop
and priest differ more in degree than in nature, so that liturgical priesthood is con-
ceived as a unity, in which bishops and priests partake.

As regards the distribution of kumra and kahnd, our poems agree with the general
overview: only once is kumra is attributed to the bishop. The passage is worth quoting:

~hraeh Lounh woa ~haimaa\ s Famh
Blzemni\ raae o’ ~ra¥a\ o Kamh
(CN 21,5, 1-4)

Ephrem is expressing wishes and at the same time giving advice to Abraham, the new
bishop, and the stanza continues with similar sentences referring to laymen. Lines 3—4
are clear: the bishop is thought of, or should behave, as a primus inter pares with the
priests and as an authority with the deacons: with these lines, Ephrem expresses the
different relationships the office of bishop should entertain with the other two ranks
of church hierarchy (see §2.1.2.2). The sense of the first two lines is much more ambig-
uous. If we take them as parallel to 3-4, kumriita refers to the college of presbyters,
and tesmesta (literally, “the service”) to the deacons (sammasé). In this sense, the lines
express in abstract and metaphorical terms what the following lines express con-
cretely—namely, that the bishop should be the highest and most honoured priest (the
“crown”) and should lead the deacons to do their job in the best way possible. Yet we can
also take the lines as parallel to each other: “be crown” (tehwé klila) may be taken as a
synonym for “be glorified by you” (b-ak tezdahhe). In this case, kumriita would be also
a synonym for te§mesta. In such a context, teSmesta could mean only one of two things:
either the office of bishop, or the divine service—that is, liturgy'*2. Thus, kumrita in
these lines has three possible meanings: it can mean priesthood in general, compris-
ing bishop and preshyters but excluding deacons; it can mean episcopate, the office of
bishop; it can mean priesthood in its most narrow liturgical and sacrificial sense, the
role of the one celebrating the liturgy. I would exclude that here teSmesta means either
diaconate or episcopate, because in the examples given in Payne Smith’s Thesaurus the
word in this sense is always accompanied by an attribute or a specification, clarify-
ing the nature of the office. The easiest sense for the word taken by itself is “liturgy”.

130 Bou Mansour 2019, 26-29.
131 “Be thou a crown for priesthood [kumrita] / and through you be glorified the worship [tesmestal //

be thou a brother for the priests [gassise], / a chief for the deacons [Sammase], too.”.
132 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 4228-4229, S.V. =fe=ne.X.
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However, the Thesaurus does not give instances where kumrita identifies the sacrificial
liturgy or identifies the priest narrowly understood as the celebrant of such liturgy.
Therefore, the synonymous parallelism between lines 1 and 2 should be abandoned,
as should the parallelism between 1-2 and 3-4. It remains true that tesmesta refers to
liturgy and kumriita to the office of the episcopate. In this way, the stanza expresses all
aspects of the bishop’s tasks: not only must he work with the priests and lead deacons
and the community, but he also has liturgical duties and the obligation to discharge
his office with dignity. To express it in Weberian terms, the bishop has to add his per-
sonal charisma to the charisma of the office and avoid detracting from the charisma
of the office by misdemeanours'®. It remains to explain why Ephrem used kumriita
here instead of kahnuta. The choice of words may not be absolutely determinative of
meaning, given that the distinction between kahna and kumra is far from being neat
and consequent. However, a similar passage may hint at a meaningful usage by Ephrem
in these poems:

k\.-:x)vjr( “we Khauiman ~haaan e ia
A darma hahi in M 19 e ,maBr ias
(CN 19, 2, 1-4)

Here, line 2 is a clear parallel to CN 21, 5, 1: the adornment the incumbent brings to
the office corresponds to the “crown” of the previous poem. Yet CN 21 has kumriita
and CN 19 kahniita. The context helps distinguishing the different meanings: at CN 21,
Ephrem was giving advice and wishes for the future of the elected bishop; hence the
imperfect aspect of the verb tehwé. Here at CN 19, on the other hand, Ephrem uses the
past credentials of the elected person to celebrate the goodness of his election. These
lines remind the audience that the new bishop has been a good priest previously and
that, though he might seem younger than other priests, he is fit for the task. Therefore,
while at CN 21 Abraham is called to bring honour to the episcopate, at CN 19 he is said to
have brought honour to the presbyterate or the priesthood in general. Hence, Ephrem
employs kumrtita to mean “episcopate” and kahniita for “priesthood”. This is confirmed
by the fact that, a few lines after CN 19, 2, 1-4, and precisely at CN 19, 3, 7, the hishop
is exhorted to establish kahne “in splendour”'®. From the parallel objects of the same
verb (for example, the qutrana at 9), it is clear that the verb presumes a superiority
of the bishop over the objects of the verb, including these kahné, who, consequently,
should be interpreted as the presbyters of the community.

133 Weber 1922, 144.

134 “O fitting fruit of modesty, / by which was priesthood (kahniita) adorned, // youngest of his brothers
as Jesse’s son! / The horn, fervent, anointed you. . .”

135 “Establish [‘aqim] the priests [kahne] in splendour, / the powerful in humility, // and the people
[qutrana] in righteousness.” (CN 19, 3, 7-9). On the meaning of ‘aqim, see §2.1.2.2 n. 96.
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Anyway, in the great majority of cases Ephrem employs the term kahna to mean the
bishop in a very generic fashion: even though single aspects of his idea of the episcopate
may be associated with these occurrences, there seems to be no necessary association
between the word kahna and one or more of these aspects. For example, in more than
one case the word kahna is associated with the idea of tradition and succession (yub-
bala)**. However, at CN 16, 14-21 the same idea is associated with family images, with
the name “shepherd” (ra‘ya) or “teacher” (mallpana). Furthermore, there are occur-
rences of kahna associated with the task of leadership at CN 19:

~inl Q< ordas .12
(CN19,12,8-9) "o & Macnaa s

e s has . 14
ohdm Krnl am (o il aa cia wea
Brdusin o o veda miuies ar als vars
(CN 19, 14,4-8)

Here, Ephrem expresses the theme of leadership by example in a way similar to how
Gregory’s metaphor at II, 1, 13, 43-58 does: all collectives, and armies in particular,
tend to conform to their leaders, so that if the leader is a bad example or incompetent,
the collective as a whole will be incapable of doing its task. Interestingly, in the first
passage “priest” is correlated to “people”, whereas in the second instance kahna cor-
responds to marta, which is an ambiguous word, because literally it means “flock”,
but in the majority of later occurrences, it means “diocese”, “Christian community
under a bishop”'®. This ambiguity will be explored later, but the fact that here the
word corresponds to kahna and not to “shepherd” (ra‘ya) suggests that both kahna
and marTta here have an institutional meaning (“bishop” and “diocese”) and not the
literal one.

Even if the usage of kahna is not restricted to the priestly function, the priestly
function is almost always defined through this term. The best example of this usage of
kahna in a liturgical context is at the end of CN 18:

136 CN13,1,1;3,1;17,2.4;CN 14,4,1.3; 21,1.3.5; CN 18,1, 1, 15, 2.

137 “that we may fit, one with another, // people [‘ammal and priest [kahnal, in harmony.”

138 “The church is like a mirror, // which, like the countenance of its beholder, / accordingly, wears his
shapes, // for, like the king such his host, / like the priest [kahna], such his flock [mar it-eh].”

139 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3948, s.V. <Has i=n.

140 “Appoint for you scribes and lawyers, / gatherers and givers, too, // and patrons and supporters, / all
giving their service to each other, // lest may be sullied by care, / or defiled by anxiety, // the mind and the
tongue / by which you offer the intercession [ba‘@tal // propitiating [l-hussaya] for the whole community.
/ Blessed is he who cleanses your worship [tesmest-ak)]! /// How much the mind may be purged, / and
may the tongue too be purified, / how much the hands may be scoured, / and may the whole body be
cleansed, // is not enough for the title of priest [l-kahna w-kunnay-éhl, / since he, offering [mqarreb] the
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(CN18,11-12)

The ritual context is very clear from words like “intercession” (bata), “propitia-
tion” (hussaya), “worship” (tesmesta) and “offering” (mqarreb). As in the passage
from Gregory (11, 1, 12, 751-758), the priest is a mediator between the people and the
Godhead, and, as such, he must be pure. This common Old Testament image, however,
is employed in considerably different ways. While Gregory spiritualises the offering as
a moral progression, Ephrem clearly refers to the Eucharist (the “living body”, pagra
hayya), thus superimposing Christian cult on Old Testament sacrifices. While Gregory
insists on the purity of the offering as well as the priest, Ephrem mentions only the
purity of the priest. Moreover, Gregory employs terms of purity found also in the Greek
version of the Old Testament. Ephrem, on the other hand, employs nonbiblical terms
of purity and impurity'*!. These nonbiblical terms highlight that the purity of which
Ephrem is talking, much like the purity of Gregory’s iepetg, is not a ritual but a moral
one. Another similarity with Gregory is that both strongly emphasise the link between
this ritual image and the priest (iepevg, kahna): as at I1, 1, 12, 751, the ritual is the one
and only task of the iepevg, so here the very title of priest (kunnaya) is associated with
the “offering of the living body”. This association is corroborated by other passages,
where the name kahna occurs in the context of a liturgical function, and in particular
with the intercessory function'*2, Even more important, at CN 14, 5-6 Valgash’s preach-
ing is contrasted with Aaron’s behaviour in the episode of the golden calf, and, in con-
trasting the bishop with the Old Testament figure, Ephrem calls the bishop kahna'®.

living body, // should purify all himself all time, / to stand as a mediator [mes‘ayal // between God and
humanity. / Blessed is he who purified his servants!”

141 Moreover, many of these terms are also metaphorical. Terms of impurity: shet (“to rust”, CN 18, 11,
5); sa’a (“to be filthy”, 6). Purity: zha (“to be splendent”, 11, 10; 12, 4); $pa (“to be plain”, 12, 1); sallel (“to
filter”, 12, 2; 7; 10). The only biblical term is mragq, “to polish”, “purify”, which is found at Lev. 6:28 for a
bronze vessel after the sacrifice.

142 CN13,17;CN 14, 4.

143 “Aaron had stripped the ears / of earrings, to make a calf, // [. . .] Yet our third priest [kahn-an den
tlitayal / pierced the heart’s ears. .. .” (CN 14, 5, 1-2; 6, 1-2). The opposition is clear from the content and
is signalled grammatically from the particle den (“yet”). The suffix-pronoun of the first-person plural
(-an) clarifies that the kahna Ephrem is talking of is not Aaron (as would be expected) but the bishop.
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Given that Aaron was considered as the paradigm of Jewish priesthood and the first
priest of Israel, the link between the word kahna and the liturgical function, as mod-
elled on its Old Testament forerunners, should be clear. Naturally, there are still excep-
tions to this privileged link between kahna and the liturgical functions of the bishops.
At CN 17, for example, attributes and actions typical of the priest are found side by side
with the shepherd imagery'*.

The occurrences of kahna in the last part of CN 21 belong to a category of their
own'®: here, kahna and kahniita are compared and contrasted with malka and
malkata. This comparison has both an abstract and a concrete side: on the con-
crete side (CN 21, 21, 1-6) real bishops and Roman emperors are compared; on the
abstract side (CN 21, 21, 7-23, 10), the new emperor and the new bishop receive
wishes and exhortations on how king and priests should behave. If then the concrete
part of the passage suggests that kahna should be translated as “bishop” and malka
as “emperor”, since those mentioned were indeed bishops and emperors, neverthe-
less the abstract comparison of the ideal malka and kahna seems to hint at the more
general and biblically attested functions of “king” and “priest”. On one side, this
means that the biblical function of priesthood has been concretely transferred, in
Ephrem’s thought, to the bishop. However, since the presbyters shared in the name
(see CN 19, 3, 7), we cannot say that the priestly function, the rank of bishop, and the
title kahna are coextensive. At the very least, admitting that the priestly function is
attached to the term kahna, we must also rule out that this function is exclusive of
the bishop.

In the semantic field of liturgy there is another group of names used for the bishops:
in the same manner as iepevg/kahna is shared by both bishops and priests, so the bishop
is sometimes referred to with terms that commonly refer to a deacon. Twice Ephrem
uses his word for “deacon”, Sammasa, to identify the lesser rank of priesthood (CN 21,
5, 4; 19, 7). He identifies the bishops with this same term three times, but with three
different connotations. At CN 18, 12, 10, the bishops are the “purified servants of God”
(sallel Sammas-aw(hy)): this is a line that comes after a stanza crowded with references
to ritual purity and the Eucharist as sacrifice. The refrain of the previous stanza men-
tioned the “liturgy” (teSmesta) of the hishop (CN 18, 12, 9). In this context, the liturgical
connotation of the bishop’s “service” is unambiguous. The same word, with the same

144 “He chose him in the multitude of musterers [‘allanél, / because he gave proof of his faith; // Time
examined him in the flock [‘anal, / [. . .] may your fasting [sawm-ak] be an armour to our land, / your
prayer [salliit-ak] a shield for our city, // your thurible [pirm-ak] may obtain reconciliation [l-tarta]. /
Blessed is he who sanctified your sacrifices [debhat-ak]! /// The shepherd [ra‘yal, appointed from his
flock [‘an-eh], / fed it on spiritual meadows, // and with his victorious staff / from invisible wolves guard-
ed it; //come on, fill the office of your teacher [rabb-ak], / because there’s thirst of the sound of his voice:
// he put you as a pillar / in the citadel of a quivering people, // that relies on your prayers [ba-slwat-ak]”
(CN 17, 4,1-3.7-10; 5).

145 CN 21, 14, 8; 21-23.
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specification, “Your [Christ’s] servants” (Sammasay-k), has a completely different sense
at CN 14, 14, 6, because there the theme is the good deeds of Christ and “his servants”*;
and indeed, in the following stanzas the “service” is one of education and guidance,
not of liturgy. As a consequence, in this instance sammasa expresses the submission
of the bishops to Christ, in a temporal, causal, ontological, and functional way. In this
respect a possible pun could be playing a role: Ephrem is saying that the deeds of the
“servants” can be narrated only because of the previous and more ancient deeds of
Christ himself; and this primacy through antiquity is expressed a reference to Christ’s
deeds as qassisin, “older” (CN 14, 14, 4). Now, the word qassisa is used overwhelmingly
for humans, not for objects. Here, therefore, deeds are being personified. However, the

vovo v -

choice of the term gassisa for “ancient” might be intended to signal the hierarchical
difference between deeds of Christ, those of the “priests” (qassisé), and those of the
bishops, who are only “deacons” (Sammase) in comparison to Christ’s. Finally, the
bishops are called Sammase in relation to the church at CN 13, 11, 6, here again in the
sense of educating and leading it'¥".

Even Gregory employs the vocabulary of service and servitude for the bishops at
I1, 1, 10. At line 2, for example, he refers to the bishops, who in line 1 were represented
as offering the Eucharist, as God’s servants, employing a word, AdtpLeg, of great poetic
value: not only a Euripidean favourite (18x), but also a term never attested in Homer
and employed by elegiac poets, such as Theognis (302; 486) and Gregory’s model, Calli-
machus (aet. frg. 80, 7; Hec. frg. 344, 1). Gregory employs it more than any other poet,
except perhaps Nonnus. The word is mostly used in hexameters, but there are three
iambic occurrences (II, 1, 11, 199; 11, 1, 20, 1; IL, 1, 30, 47). It is not used only of bishops,
but in general of any kind of devotion and worship, even nonliturgical ones. Such is the
occurrence of the term at II, 1, 17, 97, where it refers to ambition towards a prestigious
episcopal seat!*®, Therefore, the term is quite generic and certainly not a terminus tech-
nicus for the deacon or any role in the liturgy, even though at II, 1, 17, 18, where good
and evil priests are compared and the good priest is shown offering the Eucharist, the
word Adtptg may well be used to scorn the evil bishops’ worshipful attitude towards
powerful men', At I, 1, 10, 2, it is likely that the expression peyding uovadog Aatpieg
¢v Tpladt has the function of binding the addressees (the bishops at the Council of

146 “For if he who has no beginning / is the Firstborn of all creations, // then his deeds too are the
firstborns, / being older [qassisin] than the creations. // Your deeds, O Lord, permit / to narrate of your
servants [Sammasay-k].” (CN 14, 14).

147 “For her ornament corresponds to her beauty [Supr-ahl, // because her help is like her time, / and
her servant is like her help. /// As much as she lacked in her need, / to her need came fulfilment: // her
parents apt to her birth / and her teachers apt to her notions, // her nourishment apt to her growth / and
her clothing apt to her stature” (CN 13, 11, 4-12).

148 00 yap £pfig MoALig mailew, kal AdTpv Aek®dg / "Eupevat avtl Opovewy, (v mépL papvapevot /
Zyifovtay, xai k6opov 8Aov Tépvovoty abéopws. (I1, 1, 17, 97-99).

149 Tolog xal XpLoTolo peyakAéog apntijpot / Ouuog. O pév Bpotéov AdTpig delabevéog / ... AbTap 6 ye
TpopepiioL kai evayéatv maddunaot / Abpov yet, Xplotod capki yapgouevog (11, 1, 17, 17-18; 21-22).
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Constantinople) to their Nicene faith, so that the following point raised by the poet—
that is, his personal merits in establishing a firm Nicene community in the capital—
will be more effective. Two more words are used at II, 1, 10, 15 and 16: respectively,
0e00 Bepdmovteg and Oe0d Bépamec. Semantically, the words are equivalents, and they
belong more or less to the same linguistic register: they are both poetic words, though
Bépay is rarer and more sophisticated'*’. The words mean “servant”, though not in a
derogatory way, since they are used by Homer to mean “squire” of a champion, and
more often and in all kinds of poetry to identify the attendant of a god. Therefore, they
could be used to express a personal devotion to a divinity: it is so that Archilochus is
“attendant of Ares”—namely, a soldier and a war-poet—and the poet of Aristophanes’s
Birds is a “servant of the Muses”'*., In a sense more similar to the liturgical role of a
Christian deacon, the word Bepdanwv is used of the attendants at the Temple of Apollo
at Delphi by Euripides'* However, Gregory seems to employ the word in the sense of
devotion towards God, rather than as an allusion to the liturgical service: the “good
servants of God” (II, 1, 10, 15) are the bishops who appointed Gregory preacher in Con-
stantinople, and the “servants of God” of the following line are the bishops who at the
time were arguing in Constantinople!*®. The context bears no reference to the liturgy;
therefore, the terms should be interpreted as highlighting one facet of the bishops’
role—that is, their dependence to God—in order to cast doubts on their adequacy to
the task, juxtaposing their inadequacy with their failure to retain the good Gregory in
his place. It is not a coincidence that the sentence itself is not directed to the bishops,
but to Christ, who is addressed in the vocative as Xptoté dvag, underlining his lordship
and the dependence of his servants. The concentration of the vocabulary of service
and servitude for the bishops in the first part of I, 1, 10 corresponds to a unitary rhe-
torical strategy: the bishops are called to answer for their behaviour towards Gregory
in light of their role as servants of God. They should be devoted to the Trinity (i.e., the
Nicene faith)—line 2 implies—and therefore uphold Gregory’s Nicene preaching in
Constantinople (9-13); they had been “good servants” of Christ the Lord when they
had put Gregory in charge of the capital (15); but now, though still in the service of
Christ (16), they are shamefully arguing among themselves to choose a substitute for
Gregory (17).

Wrapping up this section, we can highlight one major similarity between Ephrem
and Gregory, and many differences. Both poets represent the bishop in terms resem-
bling Old Testament priests, and both poets associate this representation with the title

150 Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 793, s.vv. Bepanwv, Bépay.

151 eipl & €yw Bepdmwv pev EvuaAiolo dvakrtog, / kat Movoéwy épatov 8dpov éntatduevog (Archil. frg.
1); Movadwv Bepdnwv 6Tpnpog (Aristoph. av. 909).

152 W, ® ®o{Bov AeApol Bépareg (Eur. Ion 94).

153 ANV ... ApBévT £€amivng KoV 1 AAAGTPLOVY, /0D pe Bedg T éméPnoe, @0l T yabol Bepamnovteg; /
Tabta vooog atuyepr), Tadta Oeol Bépareg, / Ot SfjpLv aTovdeaoav £ AAAAoLaLY £XOVTEG, / XpLoTe GvaE,
00 pot Tadta voolot gida. (11, 1, 10, 14-18).
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of “priest” (iepevg/kahna). However, the memory of the Old Testament liturgy plays a
different role in the two poets: if both of them tend to interpret Old Testament ritual
purity in a moralising or spiritualising way, the proper “offering” of the new priest-
hood is intended differently, in that Ephrem interprets it as the Eucharist, whereas
Gregory, though recognising the role of the Eucharist, asserts salvation of the souls
as the ultimate offering of the bishop. Another difference is that Gregory employs the
word iepevg only rarely, and always in association to this Old Testament imagery, while
Ephrem employs kahna much more: he surely recognises its liturgical sense but does
not limit the word to this function. “Priesthood” is more than sacrificial offering, and,
as for Gregory, the bishop is not the only priest, since the inferior orders also partici-
pate in priesthood. However—and here lies another difference between Ephrem and
Gregory—Ephrem seems to have employed a word to distinguish bishops from the
more generic “priests”—that is, kumra. Even if this is not attested elsewhere, neverthe-
less it seems to be the case here at CN 21, 5, 1. A final difference between the two writers
is that Ephrem employs the word for “deacon” (Sammasa) for the bishop, not only in a
liturgical sense—which clearly points to the ecclesiastical title of deacon—but also as a
more generic term of servitude or service; Gregory does not employ the word “deacon”
in our poems, and the terms of servitude referring to the bishop are not linked to the
liturgical service. This and the different interpretation of Old Testament sacrifice by
the poets demonstrates that liturgy is much more present in Ephrem’s idea of bishop
than in Gregory’s. Probably, the liturgical context of performance (§1.2.1) influenced
Ephrem’s language in this direction, whereas Gregory’s learned recitations lacked this
powerful contextual pressure.

2.2 Metaphors

In the previous section, I analysed the simple nouns used to designate the bishop, begin-
ning with the words that later become standard terms and moving towards more generic
ones. In all these cases, save for the Syriac term resa (“head”), words were used in their
proper sense. The question was how precisely they designated the episcopal office as
opposed to other tasks or titles. For example, the Syriac rabba originally meant “teacher”,
“master”, and the Greek mpootdtng means “patron”. Since the majority of these words
had not acquired a specialised meaning of “bishop”, the usage of the one or the other hy
the poet highlighted a particular function or character of the episcopal office.

Yet the vocabulary to speak of bishops is much more varied than the simple terms
examined, because the two poets enrich it with metaphors. Here, the main question
becomes the vitality of such metaphors: which of these have retained their original
meaning, and thus entail an authentic translation of meaning from one semantic field
to the other, and which have become dead metaphors, and therefore specialised terms
to talk about ecclesiastical roles. Two dead metaphors for the bishop (and the clergyman
in general) are familiar even today—namely, that of shepherd (or pastor) and that of
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father. Furthermore, the Bible provided the poets with a wealth of images to define the
Christian leader: sometimes they have employed them; sometimes—and this is perhaps
more significant—they have avoided them. However, the poets did not limit themselves
to biblical images, but in various cases have drawn from contemporary culture and life
to further enrich their language.

In the following sections I will analyse three important metaphors from the poems:
shepherd imagery (§2.2.1), agricultural language (§2.2.2) and what I have called the
“iconography of the bishop” (§2.2.3)—namely, all metaphors treating the bishop as a
visual image of some sort. Finally, the fourth section (§2.2.4) will examine metaphors
from both poets that do not occur so often as to require a separate treatment. The anal-
ysis was guided by two fundamental questions: first, whether the metaphor is already
in the Bible in some form and how the poets have adapted (or ignored) the biblical use
of the metaphor in their works; second, what the metaphor means—that is, whether
the metaphor is still alive or dead, which traits of the various bishops it highlights and
what purpose it serves in the wider economy of the poems. In every section I begin with
the first question and move on to the second, treating Gregory and Ephrem separately
or together depending on whether the points of contact between the two are sparser
or more frequent. In the fourth section, I begin with biblically attested metaphors and
treat the independent ones thereafter.

2.2.1 Shepherd

In the following section I will analyse the most important metaphor for the bishop,
namely the “shepherd”/“pastor” imagery. First, I will present the biblical usage that
serves as a model for both poets (§2.2.1.1). In this context, it is necessary to treat also the
fisherman imagery, because the latter is associated with the apostles, and the bishops
claimed to be the apostles’ heirs and descendants, whereas leaders in the Old Testament
are normally allegorised through shepherd imagery. Then, I will define the semantic
field of this image in Greek and Syriac, so that my criteria for categorising the texts as
I did may be clearer. After this, the main part of the section is an analysis of the occur-
rences of this metaphor in our poems, first in Gregory’s (§2.2.1.2) and then in Ephrem’s
(§2.2.1.3). In this analysis, I strove to answer two questions: First, were the words of this
semantic field used in their proper sense by way of a living metaphor, or, instead, was
the metaphor already dead, with the result that the words had come to properly mean
“bishop”? Second, if and when this metaphor was still alive, what was its informative
content, or, in other words, which traits of the bishop and his role is the metaphor sup-
posed to express and visualise? In my discussion of Ephrem, the question arises about
the meaning of the word ‘allana, which I answer in the last part of this section (§2.2.1.4).
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2.2.1.1 The Bible: Shepherds and fishermen

The title “shepherd” and pastoral imagery are a commonplace for prelates, and since
ancient times they they had been employed for civil leaders. This is true for both of the
foundational texts of Gregory’s and Ephrem’s literary universe: the Bible and Homer.
The expression ol v Aa®v, for example, is regularly employed by Homer for Agamem-
non, the chief of the Achaean army, and other heroes™*, Other similar usages of wowurjv
with the objective genitive are attested in tragedy'. Murray has noted that pastoral
imagery is used of civic and political leaders also in ancient Mesopotamian literature!®,
a background which could play a part in Ephrem’s imagery.

In this respect, the heritage of the Bible is more ambiguous. The Old Testament is
quite straightforward: the shepherd metaphor is a favourite for religious as well as civic
leaders, so that both priests and kings can be signified by the term. Single instances
of pastoral imagery are countless, but the fundamental text is no doubt Hes. 34, God’s
invective against Israel’s shepherds'’. The New Testament’s heritage is more complex:
on one side, it continues the shepherd metaphor; on the other, for the apostles it prom-
inently introduces the metaphor of fishing. The shepherd metaphor is conspicuously
employed for Christ, most of all in the parable of the lost sheep and in the allegory of the
good shepherd, which, referring back to Ezekiel’s prophecy, is tantamount to a self-dec-
laration of the role of Messiah'®®, It is perhaps of special importance for the bishop’s
titles that 1Petr. 2:25 calls Jesus 6 ol kal éniokonog T@v Yuy®v uev. Sometimes the
term is used also of the leaders of the community, less in a messianic sense, as was the
case for Jesus, and more in line with OT usage'*®. The remarkably new metaphor of the
“fishers of men” goes back to Jesus’ calling of his first disciples as narrated in the Synop-
tic Gospels (Mt. 4:19; Mc. 1:17; Lc. 5:10) and is expanded by the parable of the fish-net at
Mt. 13:47-50. These two metaphors are facing each other in the epilogue of the Gospel
of John, chapter 21. The chapter combines a miraculous draught of fish with a dialogue
between Christ and Peter, in which Jesus gives Peter three similar commands requiring
him to shepherd Jesus’s followers: “Feed my lambs. . . . Tend my sheep. . . . Feed my
sheep” (Joh. 21:2-8 and 15-17). Raymond Brown is aware of this double symbolism in
the chapter, which is justified—in his mind—by a difference of substance: while the

154 For all Homeric occurrences, see Cunliffe/Dee 2012, 334, s.v. mowwjv. For a comparison of Homer’s
usage with Mesopotamian usage see West 1999, 226-227; at 533, West discusses occurrences of the
image referred to gods.

155 Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 1430, s.v. TOLuAV.

156 Murray 2006, 187.

157 Cf. Jer. 23:1-6; Zach. 11:4-17; some single occurrences: 1Reg. 22:17; Jer. 2:8; 3:15; 10:21; 31:10; re-
ferred to God: Gen. 48:15; 49:24; Jes. 40:11; Ps. 23; 80:2; 95:7. Ezekiel’s text served as the Vorlage for
Augustine’s homily On Pastors (Aug. serm. 46).

158 The lost sheep: Mt. 18:12-14; Lc. 15:4-7; the good shepherd: Joh. 10:1-18. Passing references at Mt.
9:36; 10:6; 15:24; Mc. 14:27.

159 Act. 20:28-29; Eph. 4:11; 1Petr. 5:1-4.
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draught of fish in the first half symbolises the mission of the apostles, Jesus’s reference
to the sheep implies a role of care and guidance entrusted to Peter!®,

This contrast between fisherman and shepherd imagery is already clear to
Maruthas of Maypherkat, writing between the end of the fourth century and the first
decade of the fifth. In his homily for the Octave of Easter, the preacher asks why during
the old dispensation God appointed shepherds as leaders of the people—the preacher
brings the examples of Moses guarding Jethro’s sheep, David, Jacob’s sons, and the
prophet Amos—whereas Jesus in the New Testament chose fishermen as apostles. The
difference, which Marutha finds at first only in the profession of prophets and apos-
tles, reflects a different task, connected with fundamental differences in the Old and
New Alliance. The shepherd is entrusted with a closed group of animals, which are also
marked, and he works in a fixed location: his profession reflects the close and defined
group of Israel, the target of the prophets’ ministry. The fisherman, on the other hand,
has no fixed target, because he does not know what he is going to catch as he throws
the net. Any kind of fish can enter his net, and indeed Peter’s net contained all kinds of
fish. Similarly, the apostles venture into the unknown, and their target is not fixed and
marked beforehand?®!.

It is interesting to see how this ambivalent biblical heritage is reflected in our texts,
even when there are not any signs that the poet is conscious of such an ambivalence.
Since the bishops are the successors of the apostles—a belief displayed by both Gregory
and Ephrem—it would make sense to apply to them the same imagery as that which
is applied to the apostles. Furthermore, authors (such as Ephrem and Gregory) who
emphasise the novelty brought about by Christianity in respect to Judaism and who
have found in the New Testament Jesus’s solemn self-styling as the messianic shepherd
might have wanted to avoid the shepherd imagery for the church’s clergy. Yet what is
found in the texts is the exact opposite: Gregory and Ephrem employ often shepherd
imagery, and rarely that of the fishermen. And even when they employ this imagery, it
seems to have a different function than it has in the New Testament.

Gregory never refers to a bishop as a fisher in our poems. The only time he dis-
cusses the apostles as fishers, at II, 1, 12, 192-224, he does so by taking “fishermen”
in a very concrete sense. He is anticipating an objection that may be raised to his idea
that bishops should be chosen based on their theological proficiency (more on this at
§3.1.3.3); an opponent of the idea might well say that the apostles, the models of the
bishops, demonstrate just the opposite of such proficiency, because they were chosen
among “publicans and fishermen” (teA&vat X’ aALelg) and yet managed to evangelise the
whole world. Gregory’s answer may be resumed through the closing lines (222-223):
“Peter was the chief of the disciples, but he was Peter / not as fisherman but because full

160 Brown 1999, 1369 (double symbolism); 1386—1387 (on the fishing symbolising the mission).
161 Kmosko 1903, 412—414; Murray 2006, 177-178.
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of zeal”'®, In this passage, Peter’s job is mentioned as just a job, because its demeaning
nature presupposes that Peter was not theologically proficient: the following line men-
tions the fishing net (16 8ixtuov) only as a metonymy of the job and of its humility!®3,
Nevertheless, Gregory knows the symbolic meaning of the apostles’ profession, because
in the same passage, at lines 194-195, he refers to it'*%. He just avoids applying it to the
bishops. Here there is something deeper to unpack: it is true that Gregory’s retort against
the example of the apostles as ignorant forerunners of bishops is based on the delinea-
tion of a kind of knowledge different from the one commonly intended by the educated
classes of the time. However, his description of the deeds of the apostles (IL, 1, 12, 194—
195 and 238-244) and of those of the bishops (for example, II, 1, 12, 184-188) are also
remarkably different from each other: he praises the apostles for evangelising outside
the Christian community, while he calls the bishops to preserve existing communities in
a time of doctrinal confusion'®. In other words, Gregory attributes to the apostles their
traditional task of propagating the faith, and to the bishops their equally traditional task
of governing and transmitting the faith. In Maruthas’s words, the apostles’ mission was
addressed to everyone and no one in particular, whereas the bishops’ ministry, like that
of the prophets, targets the religious community. As we will see, Gregory does not lack
a concept of the bishop’s role in converting pagans, but this concept does not entail a
specific or planned action in this direction: Gregory’s church is much less preoccupied
with proselytising than it is with preserving existing communities.

Ephrem employs the term “fisherman” (sayyada) only once for the bishops, at CN
19, 10, 10, where God is acclaimed during the inauguration of bishop Abraham: “Blessed
is he who chose you as our fisherman!” The image caps a stanza with two important
references to fishing: at CN 19, 10, 4, the bishop is exhorted to “entice” (garreg) the
poor, but with a verb used also for the baiting of fish, and whose active participle in the
first form, garga, is employed as a substantive meaning “bait”'%; lines 7-9 are three
couples of objects and instrumental complements, all governed by the verb sawwed,
meaning “to chase” or “to fish”. Here, the bishop should “fish” sinners (“the bad”, bise;
“the rapacious”, bazoze; “the impure”, tamma’e), thanks to good Christians (“the good”,

162 IIETpog uadnTdv dxpog, AAAA TETpog AV / OU)Y (G oaynvels, AN 6Tt {iAov TAéwg (11, 1, 12, 222-223).
The word caynvevg is very rare and, even though it is used in poetry (Anth. Gr. 7, 276, 1 and 295, 3), it is
not exclusively or prevalently poetic (Plut. vit. Pomp. 73, 3; Diod. Sic. 9, 3, 2; 13, 2).

163 IleiBel pe Tipdv kat T0 dixtvov 6 tpdmog. (1L, 1, 12, 224). Gregory employs the metonymy of the in-
strument of a profession instead of the profession in order to increase the demeaning connotation of
said profession: see §5.2.1.

164 Koopov oaynvevoavteg eVTEAET A0yw / Kal Tovg 6o@olg AaBovTeg eiow Siktowy (11, 1, 12, 194-195).
165 Kai viv pddiota év an ylwooadyiag / Kai tov peyiotwv aotéwv kai cuAAdywy, / Qv kal pevovtwy
AoaA®dS képSog mAEoV, / Kal iy uevovtwy iy BAGBN minpeotépa (11, 1, 12, 184-188); [160ev BactAels te Kal
TOAELG Kal oLAAGYOUG, / Katnyopolvtag, eDBUVovTag €v Adyolg, / IIpo Bnudtwv te kal Bedtpolg év péoolg,
/ Zo@oUg, voutkovg, ‘EAAvag w@puwpévoug, / Anunyopodvteg, ebotopobvtes kaipia /"Enelbov, E€Aeyyov
¢v tappnotq, / EL p Adyou peteiyov, o0 ob pi 8i8wg; (238-244).

166 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 773-774, S0V =\ _IA_ - AL
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tabe; “the giving”, yahobe; “the chaste”, gaddise)'®’. Ephrem certainly knew the symbol-
ogy behind the apostles’ fishing trade, as he demonstrates in hymn. virg. 32, 8, a stanza
completely built on this idea. However, the sense of the metaphor here is different,
because the action of the bishop is not explicitly addressed to outsiders or pagans and
does not entail a missionary movement. Moreover, Ephrem develops the imagery quite
differently than the Gospels, because he is underlining a different trait of the image of
fishing, which must correspond to a different trait of the bishop: the fishing nets and
the variety (in Luke’s version) or quantity (in John) of fish symbolise the universality
and unity of the apostolic mission; the boats moving in these passages symbolise the
roaming of the apostles. Ephrem, on the contrary, does not mention boats nor nets,
but only the bait as instrumental to the fishing. This detail, together with the list of
different kinds of people and sinners, invites us to read the metaphor as describing two
requirements of the bishop’s style in approaching different types of sinners—namely,
an individualised approach, giving to each what might benefit them, and, consequently,
an attracting approach, designed to entice the person, not to scare her off. This piece of
advice is repeated in the following stanza, there with a medical metaphor (on which,
see §2.2.4.7)'%, For these reasons, even though an allusion to the Gospels cannot be
excluded from the passage, one must admit that in CN 19, 10 it is very faint and fun-
damentally changed in its symbolic meaning: even when the bishop is called “fisher”,
he is so in a sense that is specific to his role, as the skilful “physician of souls” (to quote
Gregory), knowing the right bait for each sinner; therefore, he is still firmly bound to his
community and to a role of guidance, not of mission'®.

Once the preeminence of shepherd imagery over fisherman metaphors inspired
by the Gospels has been assessed, the next question is: How much of this metaphoric
field is still alive, and how much of it is stereotyped and frozen? In this case, the object
of inquiry is not just a word, “shepherd” (mowunfjv/ra‘ya), but a whole semantic field,
which is allegorically transferred to the language of church and community. This is

167 “Do not overlook the great, /do not despair of the weak, // soften and instruct the rich, / bait [garreg]
and win the poor, // with the harsh couple the patient, / and the long suffering to the wrathful, // draw
[sawwed] the bad with the good, / and the greedy with the giving, // and the impure by hand of the holy. /
Blessed is he who chose you as our fisherman [sayyada]!” (CN 19, 10). The same imagery, in a negative
sense, in a line by Gregory: Kat yaAkog Aoxdwv mikpnyv vemodeaotv ESwdnv (II, 1, 13, 163). Bad bishops are
as baits, concealing death in the appearance of food.

168 “Take with you myriads of drugs, / rise and go among the sick, // to the weak offer a drug, / and to the
one who’s healthy preservation; // do not give any drug / that may not suit the illness, // but apply abun-
dantly any help, / that may bring the illness to recovery, // even you must learn experience. / Blessed is
he who toiled on our wounds!” (CN 19, 11).

169 That the imagery of fishing would not appear in these fourth-century authors for the bishops
should not surprise us, when we think how much the Council of Nicaea (see canons 15 and 16) and later
of Constantinople (canon 2) emphasised the link between bishop and city, in keeping with a tendency of
the church hierarchy to define itself more and more around the city and its relationship with the Empire
and its environs (see Barone-Adesi 1998).
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very clear in Syriac, where, besides the term for “shepherd”, there is a synonym that
may also identify “musterers”, or subordinate shepherds under the authority of a head
shepherd (‘allana), a verb for “feed”, another for “tend” (r‘a, whence the name for shep-
herd, ra‘a), and a whole wealth of words to mean “sheep” (differentiating sex and age)
and “flock”*™. Moreover, different words identify the shepherd’s crook and the pasture-
land'”’, Over time, many words of this semantic field took on a technical meaning in
Christian language, without ever losing their literal sense: ra‘ya was hoth “shepherd”
and “pastor”, being applied to bishops and patriarchs, and ‘allana became much more
associated with church hierarchy than sheep tending’%; marta is equally the flock,
the pasture, and the ecclesiastic diocese; hutra, Sabbuqta, and moranita were used for
the shepherd’s crook but were also synonymous with taqda, the bishop’s “crosier”; the
words for “sheepfold” and “pen”, gezra, dayra, and tyara, became also terms for “mon-
astery” and “cloister”.

Greek has a great lexical variety, too: besides mowunv, the shepherd may be called
vouevg”®, the words for “sheep” move from generic mpdBatov or ktijvog (which can
also identify other cattle), to pfjAov or Opépua (for sheep and goats alike), to 61g and
apnv (the latter meaning also “lamb”), to terms specific for the age and sex of the
animal'™, Naturally, all these words form derivatives and composites with preposi-
tions or other semantic roots. There are also many synonyms for the flock, the shep-
herd’s staff, and the sheepfold'”>. Among these many words, some have entered church
language through metaphor, apart from the frequently employed mowurv: the bishop
might be called vopevg or kptog (“ram”, as most prominent in the flock), the faithful are
sometimes popata, sometimes a moipvn or a moipviov (“flock”), more often Opéppara,
and the church is called figuratively a0Aq or ofjxog (“sheepfold”), whereas the bishop’s
crosier and the shepherd’s crook share the name papdog; sometimes the church or a

170 Sheep: ‘erba, neqya (sheep, but also ewe), genyana (corresponding to Gr. ktrjvn, generic word for cat-
tle),’emra (lamb), pa’ra/para (lamb and ewe in the feminine), barha and dekra (ram); flock: ‘ana, martta,
rita (both also “pasture”); sheepfold: dayra, dara/darta, gezra, tyara (generic word for any delimited
space, as a court, an atrium, a hall), marbo‘ita, rba‘a. This does not take into account terms specific to
cattle, goats and horses.

171 For pasture, besides the already mentioned marfta and rita, and the Greek loanword nome, we
have the rare nawita (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2319, s.v. <¥ucu, but not with this meaning, which is
given in Sokoloff 2009, 898, s.v. <¥ucu), bét-re’ya and marga, a Persian loanword meaning also “mead-
ow”. For the shepherd’s crook: magq‘ala, sebta, hutra, Sabbuqta, moranita.

172 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2879, 3945, S.0v. ~Zasi.<als,

173 Other synonyms: dpnvoBookag, unAdtng, unrofotip and unAoBotng, uniovoung and pnAovoevg.
There are also composites with preposition, such as apyuroipny or mutotunyv.

174 Lamb: auvog (ewe: auvi, auvic, or auvac), apryv, @aywiog (when it can be eaten); ram: kapvog, kpLog.
175 Flock: m@v, moiuvn/moiuviov, vouevpa, ktivn (pl, as Syr. genyana “possession” becomes its me-
tonymy, cattle; Latin shows the opposite process in the word pecunia). Shepherd’s crook: kaAatpoy,
AaywBorov, pdpsog, xatog/yatov. Sheepfold: avAr (generic as Syr. tyara), pdvSpa, 6atpLuov, onkdg. There
are also many synonyms for “meadow”, “pasture”: Botavn, elapevn, AEUwY, VEUOG, oG, YOPTOG. As
before, the terms related to ox cattle and horses are omitted.
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monastery is compared to a Aelpwv, a meadow, and pdvdpa, “sheepfold”, is used of the
church, the Jewish temple, a heretic sect, and a monastery'’,

2.2.1.2 In Gregory
In our texts, Gregory shows a great flexibility in employing the shepherd metaphor,
since sometimes the metaphor is clearly alive and developed, but other times the term
noluv seems almost like a synonym for éniokomog. A case of developed metaphor
occurs in the hexameters of II, 1, 13, 141-142: “I am wearied by the wolves [AUkoLc]
hurting the flock [moipvng], / with the shepherds [rowéot] I strove long”'”’. Here, the
word mowrjv is used to signify the bishops, but in the same context the community is
referred to as a “flock” (moiuvn) rather than as a “church”, and the external enemies
are called wolves (AUkou), so that, even if moiyvn could have been intended as a termi-
nus technicus for the Christian congregation, the presence of “wolves” makes clear that
the words mowrjv and noipuvn preserve their literal sense and are employed by way of
metaphor. The idea of a flock endangered from without by wolves and from within by
bad shepherds has deep biblical roots: Hes. 34 and Joh. 10 are the Vorlage against which
Gregory presents his efforts in church politics. This is part of his broader strategy of rep-
resenting himself as alter Christus'’®, On the other hand, atII, 1, 12, 136 and 747 Gregory
employs mowpurjv without referencing other terms of the semantic field of sheep herding,
so that these usages may be safely interpreted as frozen metaphors, not dissimilar from
the title ériokomog in their connotation!”.

The passage at II, 1, 12, 694 is less clear: here the term mowur|v is an antonomasia for
the patriarch Jacob. However, the example of Jacob is inserted in the broader context

176 The list of Syriac synonyms have been retrieved querying with key-words “shepherd”; “sheep”;
“lamb”; “ewe”; “ram”; “flock”; “sheepfold”; “fold”; “pasture”; “meadow”; “crook”; “staff” Beth Mar-
dutho’s Sedra (https://sedra.bethmardutho.org/lexeme/get/bygloss, accessed: 09.12.20, 16:49), then con-
fronting the results with Payne Smith 1879-1901. The same keywords have been queried into the “Eng-
lish-to-Greek” search engine of Perseus (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/search, accessed: 09.12.20,
16:51). The results have been compared to Lampe 1961 to find ecclesiastical usages of the terms.

177 Kéxunxa AVkolg SnAqjuoaot moiuvng, / owwéat papvapevog 8npov xpovov (I, 1, 13, 141-142).

178 See §1.3.2; §5.1.2 and Hofer 2013, 178.

179 AXX ot kahAoi te kayaBol cuumoipeveg / POOVw payévtes (lote ToLg Opacwvidag / OV yap @épet
naidevow 1 aypouxia) / Kal v €uiv AaBovteg Ekyovov movwv [ Appwotiav cuvepyov . ... (11, 1, 12, 136—
140); “TabT 00V Op@V EKaUVEG EVPETY TOWEVQ; / QG UKPOV £oT008ales Eykarvntopal. /“QoTep AOyLoTiV
£0KOTELG TOV TIPOOTATNV. / KOTpwv HEAEL 0oL, UEL(OVWY & €uol Adyog. / Ev €aTw T008 épyov iepéwg, kal
uévov .. .. (747-751). Note in the first quotation the use of cuprmoiueveg, a term which stresses the parity
and collegiality of the bishops: the “horizontal” relationship between bishops is the fundamental theme
of Gregory’s poems, whereas Ephrem is more concerned about the relationship between bishop and
community or to the “vertical” relationship of the bishop with his predecessors and successor. In the
second quotation, it is clear that towurv is just another synonym for éniokomog because in a few lines,
Gregory employs motpny, tpootatng and iepevg as variations of the same subject.


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/search
https://sedra.bethmardutho.org/lexeme/get/bygloss
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of an invective against (probably) Maximus, Gregory’s archenemy. Here, Gregory refer-
ences Jacob’s and Laban’s pact to share the newly born sheep of Laban’s flocks:

POV TLKAL GV TGV EPV, &v TOL AABN (690)
T®V HoABaKwTEPWY TE Kal voBwv Epol.

Tovtwv Tt &v yévolto £vikwTepov;

"Eotw AdBav Ta Agvkd: Tamionua 8¢

To® ToAAG poxOoavTog £0TL TOLUEVOG,

Nuélv mayévtog, HAlw Kekavpévou. (695)
(I1, 1, 12, 690-695)

But rip you too something mine, if you can find something (690)
too feeble or fake in me.

What would be more right than this?

Let Laban keep the white flocks, but the spotted ones

are of the shepherd who has long laboured,

frozen by nights and baked by the sun. (695)

According to Meier, the example of Jacob and Laban is a reference to the true and the
false bishops, and the “spotted sheep”, who belong to the true bishop, would be the
baptised. This interpretation can be supported by two clues: first, the ring-composition
of section 658-695, whereby the idea presented at the beginning—that the unworthy
should not administer what is not his (baptised people)—comes to fruition here at the
end through the biblical allusion; second, the traditional interpretation of the “spotted
sheep” of Gen. 30'®. However, Meier’s reading deviates too much from the line of Greg-
ory’s argument. First of all, if there is a ring-composition between 658 and 695, then
it does not suggest that the biblical example should be interpreted in relation to the
bishop and his community. To the contrary, the theme of the first lines of this passage is
hypocrisy: “maintain either the luxury or the mop! / Why do you strive to possess both
what’s yours and what’s not?”'¥! Gregory laments Maximus’s hypocrisy, since the man
presents himself as an ascetic and a cynic and yet does not avoid mundane pleasures.
Maximus feigns primacy in the fields Gregory sees as his own, most of all asceticism.
Gregory, on the contrary, would be happy if only Maximus would strip him of his short-
comings and weaknesses. Therefore, Gregory is confronting Maximus on a personal
level, raising doubts about the ascetic and moral credentials of his rival. He does not
mention the office of bishop or baptism, making the reference to the traditional exegesis
of Gen. 30 irrelevant to the passage. Moreover, such a reference would not make sense
with the example: If the point of the argument were leadership over baptised people,
why mention Laban’s white sheep? Following Meier’s reading, white sheep would be
unbaptised people, implying that Maximus should become bishop of the unbaptised or
perhaps evangelise them. On the contrary, the point of this comparison is to establish

180 Meier 1989, 151-152.
181 ‘Emioyeg fj Tpuenv ij Tag Tpixag. / Ti xal Ta ui ot Kal Ta od {ntelg éxewv; (11, 1, 12, 660-661).
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a distinction between two sets of behaviours—Gregory’s virtuous one and Maximus’s
wicked one—and to argue that all virtuous behaviours should belong to the virtuous,
and all wicked to the wicked®2.

Finally, a good example of Gregory’s ambivalent use of the word “shepherd” to
mean the bishops is found at II, 1, 12, 81, where the poet narrates how he was chosen to
preach in Constantinople:

11, 1, 12, 79-82

E{r’ 00v 10 Oglov Mvedua, €10’ uaptasdeg,

Qg G Sikag Tloawt TG Endpoews

To & o0y TpoSnAov cOAAOYOL T TOLUEVWY (80)
Kal Aadg 6pB680E0g, aAN oUW mAATUG,

Maybe the Holy Spirit, maybe my sins,

that I may atone for my conceit.

This, however, was clear: that the assemblies of shepherds (80)
and the orthodox people, not yet so widespread

11, 1, 11, 595-596
gnepev UEG 1y xdptg ol mvevuatog (595)
TOAAGDV KOAOOVTWV TOLUEVWY Kal BpePUATwv

at the instance of many pastors and their flocks, (595)
the grace of the Spirit sent me
(transl. Meehan 1987, 94)

11, 1, 10, 14-15
BKoV €T’ AANOTPLOV,
00 pe Bedg T éméPnoe, Oeod T hyabol OepdmovTeg; 15)

a throne not his own,
upon which God had brought me, and God’s good worshippers (15)

The agency is divided between three subjects: God, the bishops, and the Nicene com-
munity in Constantinople. The agency of the people is underplayed in II, 1, 10, where
the point is less the reconstruction of Gregory’s call to Constantinople and more the
defence of his election to the episcopate (B@kov) in the city. At1I, 1, 12, 81, the bishops are
called mowpéveg, “shepherds”, but the community is identified with the ordinary Aadg
(“people”). In this instance, molwjv seems not to be used as a metaphor, but as a simple

182 This might seem paradoxical, and it is so, but it is better understood if we compare this passage
with I1, 1, 11, 791-798: Kawvév Twv’ eineiv £v kakoig Adyov 8éAw: / &xpiiv TOV avtov tdoty etvat 81 tpdmov,
/ | TOV Kak@V dmewpov i ToOv TowkiAov. / fTTov yap EPAAITTOVT &v EK TIVGOV TWVES / QvTI{uYoUVTWY §
GUVESTWTWY TPOTIWV" / VOV & elol Brjpa T®V kak®Vv ot PeAtious. / Tig ) TooavTn oOyyvalg Tol mAdouarog; /
wg 0QOSP” aviowg £COynuev €k Beod. Gregory is conscious of the paradoxicality of his assertions (Kawvov
Twa Adyov), but still affirms that bad people should appear bad too, and should be bad in everything, for
the sake of good people. The idea is motivated by Maximus’ affair (see §5.2.4).
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title. This is confirmed by II, 1, 10, 15, where the same motpéveg become Bepdmovreg,
demonstrating that names can vary even when the poet is describing similar things.
One could object that the difference between mowévegIL, 1, 12 and Bepdamovteg at 1T, 1,
10 is due to the different metres and genres of the poems, but mowpjv recurs also at II,
1,13, 142, that is in the same metre as II, 1, 10. On the other hand, I, 1, 11, 596, describ-
ing the same event as II, 1, 12, 79-82, has péupata instead of Aadg; now, Opéupata is
used sometimes for Christians, but its literal and more widespread meaning is “cattle”.
In this case, the shepherd metaphor has been revived. This suggests that mowurjv was
employed as a normal title for the bishop, but it was still possible to revitalise the
metaphor.

Even though it is impossible to draw a perfect line, a research of all occurrences of
mowunv in Gregory’s poetry reveals the following tendency: while in iambs the word is
employed indifferently alone as a title equivalent to émioxonog or is coupled with Aadg
or 8fjnog and thus highlights the leadership of the bishop or is used as a living metaphor
with words like moipvn or Avxol, in hexameters and elegiacs there is a stronger ten-
dency to employ mowpv in its original sense and only by means of a metaphor applying
it to the bishop'®3. This might account for the use of 8go0 Oepdmovteg at II, 1, 10, 15,
where, since the reference to the community was absent, the poet could not employ
the shepherd metaphor. As a general tendency, valid for both iambs and hexameters,
nowunjv identifies the bishop in his relationship with the community; it does not identify
the bishop taken by himself or the position of the bishop®,

183 Iambic usages of mowunv as title: I, 1, 11, 56; 858; 11, 1, 12, 136; 747; I1, 1, 68, 47; with Aadg or &fjuog: II,
1,11, 661;1070; 11, 1, 12, 81; I1, 1, 23, 23; 11, 1, 68, 59; as a metaphor: II, 1, 11, 596; II, 1, 30, 186; 11, 1, 68, 101.
The occurrences at II, 1, 11, 847.912; 924 are metaphorical, but there the invective against the “cynic”
(i.e., “dog”), Maximus, prompts a contrast between dog and shepherd, cynic and bishop: it is a different
metaphor, with a different meaning. In hexametric poetry, the majority of occurrences is metaphorical:
1, 1, 13, 142; 11, 1, 16, 64; 11, 1, 19, 102; 11, 1, 45, 218; Anth. Gr: 8, 17-18. Exceptions: Anth. Gr. 8, 15 (with
Aa66); 11, 1, 102, 9 (used as title). Interestingly, both exceptions are elegiacs and from epitaphs.

184 Sometimes the metaphor is alluded to, without actually employing the word mowiv. At 11, 1, 12, 38
for example, Gregory speaks of evil bishops alluding to Jesus’ saying at Mt. 7:15 on false prophets, that
they are wolf in sheep’s clothings: 70 x)810v TdpeABde, TOV AVkov BAéne. A similar image at I, 1, 13, 162:
AutAdog €0Tiv €kaoTog, 8l AVKoV ap@kaAvTTwy. At 1T, 1, 12, 115-116, Gregory describes his own exploit
in Constantinople and, though he does not use the word mowuy, it is clear that he presents himself as a
shepherd in the best biblical tradition, defending his flock against wolves and giving it water: KékAny’,
Emn&a Aaov év péaw AOKwv, / olpvny dvudpov Toig Adyolg émyaca. In this case, the metaphor is wholly
meant in a doctrinal sense, i.e., Gregory reinforced the faith (énn&a) of the Nicene community (Aadv)
living in an Arian city (¢v péow A0kwv) and educated through preaching (toig Adyolg émrjyaca) a commu-
nity (mo{uvnyv) in need of better instructions on dogmatic matters. It is curious that Gregory employs the
verb mjyvout inside a flock-metaphor, because this reminds us of the relative stability conjured up by
the shepherd metaphor compared to the fisherman metaphor. Finally, at II, 1, 12, 574, there is a cowherd
metaphor, expressing how difficult would be for an unworthy bishop to lead a saintly faithful: M BoTg
éhavvng kpetooovag BonAdtov (on this line see Meier 1989, 135).
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2.2.1.3 In Ephrem
Asin Gregory, also in Ephrem the name “shepherd” (ra‘a) is found as a frozen metaphor.

In these instances, ra‘a is a mere substitute of resa or rabba. Two examples of this usage
are found in our poems:

Adas Kol e @), o Lo das 14
2\ ooy alsina 2\ comy hasis
BN\ 1oy K ndoa

. 19
hamls o haal\ EANGIRC IR TR TN
i san ias a0 iia ins
(CN 16, 14;19) B tonims e i\ oo

The two stanzas are concerned with the succession of bishops in Nisibis (Jacob, Babu,
and Valgash). In stanza 14, the bishops are called “shepherds”, “teachers,” and “fathers”
in lines 3-6. These three lines are clearly built in a synonymic parallelism; therefore, in
this instance the three names ra‘awata, mallpané, and ’abaheé are to be intended as syn-
onyms, stripped of their original meaning and employed as variations of the word résa,
for “bishop”, highlighting its leadership function (see §3.1.3-4). In stanza 19, Nisibis
speaks in the first person of her development, presenting herself as a growing child. In
the previous stanza (18), the bishop was called “aba, “father”, in keeping with this per-
sonification. Here, however, the same bishop is called “shepherd” (ra‘ya), and, since the
words talytita (“infancy”) and laymuiita (“youth”), referring to Nisibis, are used only for
human beings, it would be absurd to retain the name “shepherd” in its literal sense: con-
sequently, it must be used as a generic term for “bishop”. A similar semantic shift hap-
pened to the word marta, which is ordinarily employed to mean “diocese”. However,
all usages of the word in this sense given by Payne Smith are later than Ephrem’®’. And
yet Ephrem seems to know this derived meaning for marta:

mharaks moas o)) s iz alea oo

il » caai o WRa cid s ca s o

Binhamala\ ans o a0 oia fan. ainrd
(CN 14, 20)

185 “Look then how God /framed my generations // through the pastors [b-ra‘awatal I had, / and through
the teachers [b-mallpané] he gave me, // and through the fathers [b-’abahé] he numbered for me.”

186 “When I was lifted from the ages / of infancy and youth [talyiita wa-laymital, // the former terror
passed, / passed the following fear, // and he gave me a mild pastor [ra‘ya bassimal.”

187 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3948, s.v. <¥as i,

188 “Of the first [bishop], who begot the diocese [d-iled martal, / his bosom kept her infancy [yalladit-
ahl, // the middle with his glad countenance / praised and gladdened her childhood [talyut-ahl, // the last
with his solemn countenance / inspires awe to her youth [la-laymiit-ah].”
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i) s has
PNA Cran\ om o o r<305'\2; “ner

Dius iz A s werda D¥uirn A Kals ks
(CN19,14,4-9) s hs oo Lomhas

In the first example (CN 14, 20) Ephrem personifies again the community of Nisibis:
again we find terms like Taymiuta or talyita, suggesting a human metaphor, and this
time the phrase “the first [bishop] who begot the marta” excludes the literal meaning
of the word marta as “flock”, for the image of a bishop begetting a whole flock of
sheep would be absurd. At CN 19, 14, Ephrem argues that collectives are shaped by the
example of their leaders. An obvious example is the king with his army (7), and the
same mechanism plays a role in church life. If in Ephrem’s example masrita (“army”)
is paired with malka (“king”), then the name of a religious group should be paired with
kahna. This means that, in this context, marta cannot have preserved its literal sense,
and must mean “congregation”, “parish,” or “diocese”. These are not the only places
where Ephrem employs the word marta with this meaning'. To understand the
semantic values of marita in Ephrem’s language, as opposed to other terms with the
same original meaning, such as ‘ana, we may compare it to English “flock” as opposed
to, for example, “herd”: both terms retain the original meaning of “group of sheep
or goats controlled by humans”, but “flock” is also habitually employed to identify a

189 “The church is like a mirror, // which, like the countenance of its beholder, / accordingly, wears his
shapes, // for, like the king such his host, / and like the priest, such his parish [w-a(y)k kahna ’ap mart-
ehl, // each is shaped by them after themselves.”

190 See: “Three priests dazzling / in likeness of the two luminaries, // In shifting transmitted one to
the next / throne, orders and diocese [kursya w-"ida w-marital.” (CN 13, 1, 1-4, here marta is grouped
among typical attributes of the bishop); “yet, since you had no spouse [ba(r)t-zawga] | like was Sarah
for Abraham, // here, your spouse is your diocese [ha martt-ak ba(r)t-zawg-ak]! | Rear her children with
your fidelity;” (CN 19, 1, 3-6, here marta is again used inside a longer family metaphor; therefore, it is
highly unlikely that the image is that of the flock of sheep). Other instances are more dubious, because,
though the sentence in which they appear seems to require the derived sense, in the same stanza a ref-
erence to shepherding may activate the metaphor: “like that merchant [taggara] of our flock [mar‘it-an],
/ who multiplied the talent of your doctrine, // then parted and went to your haven: / I will speak of his
musterer [‘allan-eh], // who became head of the flock [marita]” (CN 17, 1, 3-7, here the name recurs two
times but, while at 7 it is clearly intended as a metaphor, as demonstrated by ‘allana at 6, the occurrence
at 3, with the bishop called “merchant”, seems to require the derived sense; unless Ephrem is introduc-
ing the metaphor already there); “Me too, the dregs of the flock [Sehla d-mar‘ita], / I did not skimp on
what was due, // I painted an image of both, / with the dyes of both, // that the herd [‘ana] may see their
ornaments, / and the flock [marta] their beauties; // and since I am a speaking lamb [’emra] / for You,
God of Abraham, // in Abram’s tenure I praise You” (CN 17, 12; when marTta appears at line 1, nothing
suggests it should be taken literally, for the name Sehla has no relation to the semantic field of shepherd-
ing; later at 6 the term is repeated in parallelism with ‘@na at 5, which can only mean “flock” or “herd”
in the literal sense, and with Ephrem’s self-definition as “lamb” at 7, so that in this case mardta should
retain its original meaning, and maybe even the word at 1 should be taken in this sense).
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“religious community”, such as a parish or a diocese, while “herd” does not have this
established meaning, though it can still be used metaphorically for a group of people.

In most cases, however, terms from the semantic field of shepherding remain in
that semantic field and are employed metaphorically for the bishop, with a strong link
to scriptural precedents. There is a wealth of parallel texts throughout the poems on
Abraham (CN 17-21) that show these characteristics:
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191 See the entries on Merriam-Webster online: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/flock
and https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/herd (last accessed: 17.07.2024, 16:34).

192 “The shepherd, appointed from his herd [ra‘ya da-pras men ‘an-eh] , / fed it [ra“-ah] on spiritual
meadows [marge], // and with his victorious staff [hutr-eh] / from invisible wolves [debe] guarded it.”
193 "Here is your flock [marit- akl, o blessed, / rise and tend it [s‘@r-ehl, o diligent! // Jacob ordered the
sheepfolds [gezre], / you order these speaking sheep [‘erbe]. . .”

194 “The healthy sheep keep safe, / and heal [s‘@r] the one who’s sick, // and bind up the one who’s bro-
ken, / and seek the one who’s lost; // feed it on the meadow of Scriptures [ra“-éh b-marge] / and quench it
with the fountain of doctrine; // May firmness be a bulwark for you, / may the cross be a crook [hutra] for
you, // and may be justice peace for you! / Blessed is he who increased your victories!”

195 “May be with you among your sheepfold [b-gezr-ak] / the strength that was with David, // for if he
a transient sheep [’emral / from the mouth of the lion delivered, // how becoming of you, o winner, / to
jealously wrest from the Enemy // the soul, which is above all, / since nothing can ransom it, // but Christ’s
blood. / Blessed is who, sold, bought back everything!”


https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/herd
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/flock
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This chain of texts comes from different contexts. The four lines of CN 17 are part of a
longer celebration of the newly elected Abraham, CN 19 extensively employs biblical
examples to exhort the new bishop, and finally CN 20 is concerned with the preserva-
tion of orthodoxy and the avoiding of schisms in the community. The passages from CN
19 showcase many of the biblical models of the shepherd metaphor. At CN 19, 3, 3-4,
Ephrem mentions Jacob’s ordering of the flocks of Laban (Gen. 30), a passage already
encountered in Gregory’s II, 1, 12, 690-695, though in a completely different context.
What the two poems have in common their references to Jacob is his role as the para-
digmatic shepherd among the patriarchs: Gregory does not even mention him by name,
but only as 6 mowrjv. In the stanza that follows the passage from Ephrem quoted above
(stanza 4), Ephrem reworks the prophecy of salvation in Hes. 34, following closely the
wording in the Peshitta'®. Ezekiel’s prophecy has God tending the sheep, but Ephrem
applies it to the bishop: this might be explained by the reference later in Hes. 34 to a

196 “[...] Moses committed to Joshua // a sheepfold [gezra] whose half was wolves [débeé], / whereas to
you a flock [marita] was entrusted // whose third and fourth part is consecrated. / Blessed is he who
adorned your flock [mart-ak]!”

197 “It is meet for a new shepherd [ra‘ya] / to inspect the herd [nesar ‘ana] anew, // to know how great
is its number [minyan-ah] / and to see which is its need. // This is the herd [‘ana] redeemed by the blood /
of him, who is Master of the shepherds [rabba d-ra‘awatal. // Call the sheep [‘erba] by its name and let it
pass, / for the flock’s [d-marita] name and census [husbhan-ah] // are written in the Book of Life. / Blessed
is he who claims its number [minyan-ah]!”

198 Cf.: “the healthy sheep keep safe” (neqyé da-hlimeé nattar) (1) with “I will guard the fat and strong”
(d-Sammina wa-d-‘assina “attar, Hes. 34:16) and the word neqyé employed at Hes. 34:17 and 20; “and heal
the one who’s sick” (wa-s‘ar l-’ayda da-krtha) (2) with “[I] will strengthen that which was sick” (da-krtha
’ahil) (Hes. 34:16); “and bind up the one who’s broken” (wa-‘sub l-’ayda da-tbir) (3) with “[I] will bind up
that which was broken” (w-da-tbira ’e‘asseb) (Hes. 34:16); “and seek the one who’s lost” (wa-pqud l-’ayda
d-’abida) (4) with “I will seek that which was lost” (d-’abida ’eb‘é) (Hes. 34:16). Ephrem quotes Hes. 34:16
backwards, starting with the last item of the list (guarding the strong sheep) and following faithfully the
sequence until the first (seeking the lost). Note that the verb at line 2, s‘ar is often employed by Ephrem
(CN19,3,2;4,2;CN 20, 3, 2) for the shepherd’s review of his flock. In Hes. 34:11-12, the same verb is used
of God’s review of the flock of Israel, and the Greek version has the verb éntoxéntopat. Similarly, the
word émiokomnog used for Christ at 1Petr. 2:25 together with mownjv is translated in the Peshitta as sa‘ora,
“reviewer”, from the same root (see §2.1.1).
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messianic shepherd, a “David”, enacting God’s plan for the people, so that this David
may be interpreted as the mediator of God’s promise in the preceding verses'®. That
Ephrem interpreted Hes. 34 in this way is shown by the comparison of the bishop with
David in the stanza immediately following (stanza 5). Here, with a reference to 1Sam.
17:34-36, David is presented as another paradigmatic shepherd in the Bible, this time
among the kings, as Jacob was among the patriarchs*®, This is due to David’s having
been a literal shepherd before he became king, just as Jacob, before becoming a patri-
arch, had been a shepherd for Laban. Stanza 6 completes the cycle, comparing episcopal
succession to prophetic succession, in this case the succession of Moses and Joshua. Like
David for kings and Jacob for patriarchs, Moses is the paradigmatic shepherd for proph-
ets, because he served in that role for his father-in-law, according to biblical narrative?”,
Moreover, already in the Bible itself, the succession of Joshua to Moses’s position is rep-
resented through pastoral imagery®% Therefore, CN 19 presents a complete summary of
Old Testament shepherd metaphors, transferring them from the patriarchs, kings, and
prophets to the bishop and employing them to frame the tasks and powers of the bishop.

At CN 20, 3 the situation is different, since here the theme is orthodoxy and its
defence against heresy; thus, Ephrem refers much more to the New Testament, because
it contains more material on this topic. On one side, the bishop has some traits of Christ
as “the good shepherd”, calling the sheep by name and leading them out of the fold*®,
On the other, Ephrem echoes John the Evangelist when he says that Jesus redeemed the
flock by giving his blood, thus making the Saviour the true “good shepherd”?®*. The rela-

199 Asregards CN 19, 4, 9 “may be justice [qusta] peace [slama] for you!”, I could not find parallels for the
couple qusta/ slama except for Isaiah’s prophecy on Hezekiah’s reign at 2Reg. 20:3.19 and Jes. 38:3; 39:8.
Even though the words are different, line 9 echoes Old Testament messianic prophecies such as Ps. 85:11-12.
200 “And David said unto Saul, Thy servant kept his father’s sheep, and there came a lion, and a bear,
and took a lamb out of the flock: and I went out after him, and smote him, and delivered it out of his
mouth: and when he arose against me, I caught him by his beard, and smote him, and slew him. Thy
servant slew both the lion and the bear: and this uncircumcised Philistine shall be as one of them, seeing
he hath defied the armies of the living God.” (1Sam. 17:34-36). Ephrem mentions only the lion and not
the bear, because he wants to give a spiritual interpretation of the passage and the “Enemy” (CN 19, 5, 6),
the devil, is famously compared to a lion at 1Petr. 5:8.

201 Ex. 3:1. Both Moses and Jacob were shepherd under their father-in-law, David under his father.
202 “And Moses spake unto the Lord, saying, Let the Lord, the God of the spirits of all flesh, set a man
over the congregation, which may go out before them, and which may go in before them, and which may
lead them out, and which may bring them in; that the congregation of the Lord be not as sheep which
have no shepherd (a(y)k ‘ana d-layt l-ah ra‘ya). And the Lord said unto Moses, Take thee Joshua the son
of Nun, a man in whom is the spirit, and lay thine hand upon him; And set him before Eleazar the priest,
and before all the congregation; and give him a charge in their sight.” (Num. 27:15-19).

203 Cf.: “Call the sheep by its name and let it pass” (qray w-"a‘bar ‘erba ba-sm-eh) (CN 20, 3, 7) with “he
calleth his own sheep by name, and leadeth them out.” (ht gare ‘erba ba-Sm-eh w-hit mappeq l-eh), in
the Old Syriac (from the Sinaitic Palimpsest) of Joh. 10:3. In the Peshitta, “sheep” is at the plural (‘erbe):
Ephrem’s formulation suggests an Old Syriac reading.

204 Cf.: “This is the herd [‘ana] redeemed by the blood / of him [da-zbina ba-dm-eh]” (CN 20, 3, 5-6) with
“I am the good shepherd: the good shepherd giveth his life for the sheep. [...] and I lay down my life for
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tionship between Christ and bishop envisaged in this stanza is one of proxy, as demon-
strated by Christ’s attribute of rabba d-ra‘awata, “head” or “master of the shepherds”
(6). The source of this divine delegation to the bishops, the idea of a flock purchased
by Christ’s blood, and the danger that heresies pose—as wolves endanger a herd—to
this order of things are the substance of Paul’s last speech to the Ephesian bishops in

Acts 20, a passage containing the word éniokomnog/ episqupa*®. However, the expression

“master of the shepherds” is found at 1 Petr. 5:4, a similar passage in which an apostle
gives final advice to the bishops/presbyters of a community, reminding them of their
dependence upon Christ’s leadership?®. This hierarchical dependence also entails a
chronological limitation of the bishop’s mandate, which 1Petr. 5 stresses by evoking the
“glory that shall be revealed”, the future reappearance of the “master shepherd” and
the crown of undying glory that awaits the bishops as a reward for their service. This
eschatological perspective is alluded to also by Ephrem, as he mentions the biblical tra-
dition of the heavenly “book of life” (spar hayya, 9). This literary motif is found already
in the Old Testament, though its interpretation is not always eschatological, whereas
in the New Testament it is decidedly so?”’. Indeed, the majority of biblical occurrences
are in Revelation. There the idea of the number of the saved is prominent: the biblical
model is clearly the Old Testament censuses, projected onto the eschatological level*%,
Another apocalyptic book in which these literary elements are prominent is the book of

the sheep.” (Joh. 10:11.15). Ephrem paraphrases the “giving of his own life” by Jesus with the theme of
redemption through blood (see Mt. 26:28; Rom. 3:25; Eph. 1:7; Hebr. 9:14; 1Petr. 1:19) thanks to the OT
tradition that blood is life (Lev. 17:11.14; Dtn. 12:23).

205 mpootyete £autolg Kal mavtl ¢ mowuviey (mardta), &v @ Vpdg o Tvedua o ylov E0£T0 EMEKOTOUG
(episqope) mowaivew (d-ter'on) v ékkAnotav tol Beod, fjv meptemoujoato 8w tod aiparog Tod idiov
(da-qna-h ba-dm-eh). £yo oida 81t eioerevoovtal petd TV AQLEV pov AvKol (debe) Bapeig eig LUEG un
eeldopevol T mowuviov (marta), kal €€ VUGV aLTOV avaostioovTatl Gvpeg AarobvTeg SleaTpaupéva
700 armoondv Tovg pabntag omicw avt®v. (Act. 20:28-30; Peshitta readings in parentheses). The con-
notation of “delegate” or “proxy” for someone else’s authority in the word éniokonog is pointed out by
Guerra y Gomez 1962, 181, 377.

206 IIpeofutépoug (qassise) Tovg v VUV mapakodd 6 cuunpeoPfiTepog Kat pdptug Tdv 00 XpLotod
TABNUATWY, 0 Kal Tiig HeEAAOVONG ATOKAAVTTITEGOAL §GENG KOWWVOG TToLudvate (r‘aw) To €v LUV TolUvIoV
(marta) To0 8eod €MOKOTOTVTES (S Tr(w)) W) avayKaoTt®s AN €kovaoiwg Katd Bedv, unde aioypokepdig
A TPOBVUWG, UNS” WG KATAKVPLEVOVTEG TMV KANPWV (Mmarta [sic!]) aAla tomol ywouevol ol mouviov:
Kal @avepwBévTog o0 apyutoiuevog (rab-ra‘awata) koptelobe Tov auapavtvov tiig 86&ng otépavov
(1Petr. 5:1-5; Peshitta readings in parentheses).

207 Old Testament occurrences: Ex. 33:32-33; Ps. 68:28; Jes. 4:3; Hes. 13:9; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 3:16, but
only those in Daniel are decidedly eschatological. In the New Testament: Lc. 10:20; Phil. 4:3; Hebr. 12:23.
In Revelation: Apc. 3:5; 13:8; 17:8; 20:12.15; 21:27. Other occurrences in Ephrem: Epiph. 6, 13; 10, 18;
hymn. eccl. 8, 6; 11, refrain; 8-9.

208 Apc 7:4, where the Syriac version has minyana for the Greek épt6pog but note that at 7:9 the multi-
tude before the throne and the Lamb has a number (minyana) that no one can count. The topic of census
surfaces at: Ex. 30:12; Num. 1:2.49; 4:2; 14:29; 26:2; 2Sam. 24:2.9=1Chron. 21:2.5 (minyana w-husbana).
The word husbana is employed also at Mt. 19:23, in the parable of the unforgiving servant, which has a
clearly eschatological meaning.
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Enoch®®. However, we need not posit that Ephrem knew Revelation or Enoch directly;
he could be subscribing to a literary tradition in common with these books, whose ele-
ments were all already in the Old Testament: the census of the people, the book of life,
God the Shepherd holding the shepherds of the people to account.

From the point of view of content, the shepherd metaphor serves to define the tasks
of the bishop and moral expectations placed upon him, a function that goes back to the
figure’s use in the Bible. As I already mentioned regarding the metaphor of the head and
the body, it is far from clear whether these definitions of the bishop’s activity served to
praise the individual bishop, to bind him to model behaviours, or to denounce his failure
to conform to these behaviours. In general, the shepherd metaphor stresses the leader-
ship role of the bishop, but a leadership conceived as care and providing. This care goes
in two directions: inwardly, the bishop is called to take care of the sheep in their individ-
ual needs (hence the imagery taken from Hes. 34:16) and, collectively, to educate them on
Scripture, identified through the image of the pasture or meadow (marga); outwardly, the
bishop should defend the congregation from wolves (debé), a common biblical image to
identify heretics and heretical teachings. This model of the bishop agrees with Gregory’s
self-presentation in Constantinople (11, 1, 10, 15-16; see note 31): sound doctrine feeds the
flock; heretical teaching is like the wolves lying in ambush around the sheepfold. On the
other hand, Ephrem’s stress on right biblical teaching can be linked to the Syriac view of
Christianity as a “school”, and of the prelates as primarily teachers (see §2.1.2.2).

2.2.1.4 The term ‘alldna

Finally, there is one lexical item worth discussing on its own, the noun ‘allana. The word
is found only once in the Bible: “Awake, O sword, against my shepherd, and against
the man that is my fellow, saith the LORD of hosts: smite the shepherd, and the sheep
shall be scattered: and I will turn mine hand upon the little ones” (Zach. 13:7). The King
James Version here follows the Masoretic Text, which at the end of the verse has ‘al-ha-
sso‘drtm, meaning “the little ones”. However, the Septuagint has éni To0g moluévag, and
the Peshitta has ‘al-‘allane. This rendering suggests that the term means “musterer”,
someone who leads a flock but is lesser in rank than a “shepherd”. However, the term is
overwhelmingly attested as a title for bishops and prelates and, in a few early sources
(among which Ephrem and Aphrahat), with the meaning “disciple”*’. Ephrem’s use of
the term appears contradictory, and since we do not know much about the organisation

209 Hen. aeth. 47, 47 (theme of the book and of the number of the saved); 89, 68—77 and 90, 20 (the shep-
herds, the books and the Master of the shepherds); 103, 103 (the Book of Life).

210 Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2879, s.v. =als. On Ephrem’s usage for Old Testament leaders and the
apostles see Bou Mansour 2019, 32-35.
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of the community in Nisibis, it is difficult to reconcile these contradictions within a com-
prehensive, concrete scenario. Here are the occurrences of the term:
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(CN 33,6,1-2)

211 “Three shepherds [ra‘awatal / had many musterers (‘allané), // one mother in the citadel / had many
daughters in every region: // since wrath ruined her folds [dayratal, / may peace restore her churches!”
212 “[...]Iwill speak of his musterer [‘allanal, // who became head of the flock [résa I-marTtal: / disciple
was of three, // he was the fourth chief. /// [. . .] rejoiced the fold of the musterers [dayra d-‘allané], | seeing
the succession of their orders. // [...] he chose him in the multitude of musterers [‘allane], / because he
gave proof of his faith; // Time examined him in the herd [‘Gnal, / and long wait proved him as a crucible.”
213 “The last musterer [‘allana (a)hrayal, / who was lifted and became head of his limbs, // the little who
took primogeniture. ..”

214 “The new shepherd [ra‘ya] set out, / but at first met him // Downpour and fog, / that tormented the
musterers [‘allané], // and loved the wolves, hoping / that the shepherd [ra‘ya] was a wolf. /// Since the eye
of musterers [‘allané] / is dulled by the darkness, // may their sight and their mind / be restored by your
light, // and may they convert to the shepherd [ra‘ya] / and may they tend his lambs.”



Blessed is he who gives life to the body at one time
And life to souls at another!
Through a clear shepherd, give me to drink
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Among these passages, the word ‘allana is sometimes employed for bishops: at CN 33,
6, 1, where it refers to the bishop of Harran; at hymn. fid. 36, 4, where it is employed
for heretical bishops at line 1 and for bishops in general at 4; at Homilies on Faith 6,
14, where it stands in synonymous parallelism with ra‘ya, again for heretical bishops;
at hymn. fid. 59, 11 it again refers to the leaders of the church quarrelling over the
Trinity, and therefore probably to bishops. These cases are sometimes doubtful, as the
parallelism of ra‘ya and ‘allana at hymn. fid. 36, 4, 4 and Homilies on Faith 6, 13-14 may
well include bishops and priests. The occurrence at hymn. fid. 35, 10, 11 is highly uncer-
tain, because the context is not clear and seems to point to a divine figure behind the
‘allana, Christ or the Spirit, but it could also be a reference to the bishop as teacher of
Scripture. Anyway, the passage is probably spurious, so its authority is not equal to the

215 “Your musterer [‘allan-ak] imitated / You, o Lord of All.”

216 Translations of the hymn. fid. from Wickes 2015, 207, 209.

217 The shepherd (ra‘ya) fights with his peer / and the musterer (‘allana) with his companion: // in the
strife of the shepherds (ra‘awata)/ perished the herd and the flock (‘ana w-martta).”

218 “Let not, o Lord, without reward / the works of your musterer [d-‘allan-ak], // for I have not per-
turbed your herd [‘an-ak].”
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others®”®. In the other occurrences, the term identifies a subordinate of the bishop. This
is clear for hymn. haer. 56, 10, 1-3, CN 31, 30-31, and CN 14, 1: in the first case, Ephrem
is referring to himself, and since there is no indication that he was ever a bishop, the
noun must be referring to another role in the church, a subordinate role; at CN 31,
30-31, the ‘allané in the plural are opposed to the ra‘ya, in the singular, but Ephrem
hopes that they will turn back and follow him in providing for the lambs; at CN 14, 1,
the ‘allané are related to the shepherds (ra‘awata)—that is, the first three bishops of
Nisibis, as the many villages in the countryside are related to the fortified (karka, 4)
city of Nisibis, which points to a subordinate relationship. The occurrence at CN 18, 3 is
interpreted by Beck as referring to the bishop Abraham as bishop®%. This is probably
due to the attribute (a)hraya, which is attached to the noun, because in many cases this
attribute is ascribed to the latest elected bishop?*!. However, the noun ‘allana should be
interpreted also here as referring to a subordinate to the bishop, because CN 18, 3 is a
text parallel to CN 17, 1, 6-9; 3, 3—4; 4, 1-4, where Ephrem expresses in different ways
the same fact: Abraham was chosen from among the “musterers” before becoming “the
head”—that is, the bishop—of the flock. The attribute (‘a)hraya is explained by line 3
of the same CN 18, 3: Abraham was not only a musterer but also the youngest among
the musterers, the “last” in this sense. Therefore, ‘allana can identify a bishop as well as
some subordinate of the bishop; the term preserves always a connotation of “subordi-
nate”, “delegate,” and it can be adapted to the bishop on the basis of the dependence of
that bishop’s authority on the authority of Christ, which Ephrem hinted at in CN 20, 322,

It remains to see what kind of subordinates of the bishop the term ‘allana means.
Beck interprets the term flexibly, sometimes as “suffragan bishop” (notably at CN 14, 1)
or as priest (the occurrences at CN 17) or as deacon, a translation suggested by Ephrem’s
self-styling as ‘allana (hymn. haer. 56, 10) and the ancient biographical tradition iden-
tifying him as a deacon??, Indeed, the case of Ephrem is the only one in which we can
compare his use of the word to external sources employing more traditional terms, such
as “deacon”?**, Bou Mansour has recently criticised Beck’s interpretations of the term?®?,
On the idea of ‘allana as “suffragan bishop” at CN 14, 1, Bou Mansour denies that such a
title is attested in early Syriac times. On the possibility that the term means both priest
and deacon at CN 17, he is sceptical, because Ephrem says that Abraham was chosen
as bishop from among the ‘allané, and there is no trace of evidence that a deacon was

219 Wickes 2015, 203n1.

220 Beck 1961b, 43n1.

221 Eg,CN13,1,6;2,6;4,5;6,5;7,6; 14, 5; 15, 5; 16, 6; 17, 5; CN 14, 3, 5; 4, 5; 15, 5; 18, 5; 20, 5; 24, 6;
CN21,21,6.

222 This is clear at CN 33, 6, where the bishop is ‘allana of Christ and at hymn. fid. 36, 4 where the bish-
ops wrongly define Christ as just the res-‘allane, the head of the musterers. Murray 2006, 168n4.

223 Beck 1961b, 43n1, 54n2.

224 Apart from the unreliable Vita tradition, Ephrem is called deacon by Jerome (vir: ill. 115)

225 Bou Mansour 2019, 32-35.
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ever elected to the episcopate in Syriac antiquity. Therefore, the “fold of musterers” at
CN 17, 3, 3 (dayra d-‘allané), rejoicing for the continuity of its succession, should indicate
bishops rejoicing in the election of a new bishop.

Bou Mansour’s arguments are not conclusive: three points can be raised against
them. First, the exclusion of deacons from the ‘allané of CN 17 is not really warranted:
from the earliest time of the church until at least the end of the fourth century, deacons
were very important, and it was not impossible that a deacon would become bishop (see
§1.2.1). It is true that no such cases are documented in Syria, but neither are there clues
that exclude this possibility, and a comparison with the rest of the church suggests that
a deacon could indeed become bishop.

Second, the “fold of musterers” at CN 17, 3, 3 (dayra d-‘allané) may well be com-
posed of priests and deacons of the city, as Beck interprets it, as well as of bishops con-
vened to elect Abraham, as per Bou Mansour®?, Admittedly, the expression “succession
of their orders” (yubbal-dargay-hon) suggests primarily bishops, since the term yubbala
is frequently used by Ephrem for the episcopal succession. However, as Beck rightly
notes, in all other instances in CN 17 the word ‘allana means deacon or priest, and it is
used to highlight the fact that Abraham was priest or deacon before he became bishop. It
would be very awkward if the word would mean “bishop” only here and ex abrupto. But
if the musterers here are not the bishops, what is the “succession of their orders”? If we
consider that only the local bishop could order priests and deacons, then it is possible to
see the election of a new bishop as the continuation of the other holy orders. Moreover,
Abraham was elected bishop when he was a priest or a deacon, a ‘alland, so that his
election can be seen as a succession in the holy orders, from priest or deacon to bishop,
and therefore as a pledge of continuity and unity between them. There is more than one
way to make sense of the expression yubbal-dargay-hon even without admitting that
dayra d-‘allaneé refers to bishops instead of priests and deacons.

Third, there is no reason to rule out the existence of suffragan bishops at Ephrem’s
time, for, as has already been said, the organisation of ecclesiastical regions around the
metropolis, and of synods of bishops around the metropolitan, reaches back to the third
century and is sanctioned by the Council of Nicaea. The various chronicles covering the
fourth century confirm that the Nicene canons on metropolitans were indeed enforced
in Nisibis and surroundings?”’. In this context, it is easy to see why Beck would have

226 Dayra appears also at CN 21, 12: “may the discerning [parose] pray with you, / and proclaim a fast
for the educated [yaddii‘e], // and may your pen [dayr-ak] be in sorrow, / for the one that is lost [‘ebad]
to sin, // that he may turn to repentance. / Blessed is he who found the lost sheep!”. The context is still
a shepherd metaphor, though not a very developed one. The word dayra is not employed for the flock
at large, but for the clergy (as at CN 17, 3) and for the “discerning” and “educated”, maybe meaning the
ascetics. The application of the metaphor anticipates the later, figurative meaning of the word, “monas-
tery”. This meaning could not have been present at the time of Ephrem, lacking the underlying reality
of coenobitic monasticism.

227 §2.1.2.2n92.
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seen the ‘allané of CN 14, 1, 2 as suffragan bishops: lines 1-4 establish a parallel between
the three bishops of Nisibis and the fortified city (karka) on one side and the many
“musterers” and daughters of the city all around on the other; if the bishops take care of
the church in the metropolis, then the “musterers” must be those who take care of the
churches all around, in the “daughters” of the city (that is, its villages). This is confirmed
by the fact that the same mother-daughter relationship is envisaged by Ephrem at CN
34, 3 for Edessa and Harran, and Edessa is the metropolis of Harran®?, Naturally, there
is no need to envisage the relationships between episcopal seats hinted at in these texts
as organised with the same precision as in the Latin and Greek world. Such precision
is not to be totally excluded, since the vagueness of titles may be due to the medium of
poetry more than to a lack of canonical precision on the ground, and yet, in the absence
of direct testimony on Ephrem’s times, a certain vagueness must remain in our recon-
struction: it is safe to say that some seats (like Edessa and Nisibis) enjoyed a privileged
status and that other seats (like Harran) depended on them; there must have been some
kind of enforcement of the canons of Nicaea in the Roman East, and there must have
been a kind of metropolitan structure. It remains unclear whether villages and cities
had their own bishops, whether these were “suffragan bishops” or “chorepiscopi” or
simply priests, and, in general, how the hierarchy of the clergy was configured under
the metropolitan?,

In all this vagueness, it is clear that ‘allana, a word used both for the bishop and
for his subordinates, expresses a role of guidance while at the same time limiting it?%;
the “musterer” has the task of guiding the flock, but he acts under the orders of the true
shepherd, or the “master of the shepherds”, Christ. The metaphorical language of shep-
herding allows Ephrem to represent with adequate flexibility the complex relationships
of hierarchy and community, to present them in a biblical framework, and to make
them poetically lively and evident.

To wrap up this survey, we should highlight how Gregory’s and Ephrem’s treat-
ments of the shepherd metaphor are similar. Both refuse to connect the bishop to the
apostles by way of the fisherman metaphor, preferring to look at the OT rhetoric of lead-
ership developed through the shepherd imagery. Both already know of a use employ
of the metaphor for the bishop but can also still revitalise it when the context requires
it. As regards the requirements of context, both poets tend to employ the living meta-

228 “But you, o Harran, my treasure is in your neighbourhood, / the glorious Edessa, the beautiful! /
Daughter, imitate your mother, who is salt in the world, / and season with her doctrine your mind!”
(CN 34, 3, 3-6).

229 Murray 2006, 22 quotes and discusses fifth-century documents from the church of the East on the
titles and hierarchy.

230 Therefore, my interpretation is in agreement with Sokoloff’s analysis of the term: at Sokoloff 2009,
1105, s.v. als, he defines it at the same time as “servant of a shepherd”, “leader” and “clerics aside
from bishop, clergy”. Note the ambivalence between leadership and submission and the purely negative
definition of the canonical status of the ‘allané as something other than the bishop.
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phor when they want to describe (or prescribe) a model of leadership for the bishop
in relation to his community. The main element of difference between the two is the
genuinely poetic one: while Gregory’s poetry follows clear standards of style imposed
by paideia, so that his metaphorical use of mowijv is concentrated in hexametric poems,
Ephrem’s poetry finds its artistry in the creative relationship with the biblical text, so
that Ephrem evokes, among the categories of patriarchs, prophets, and kings, those
who had been shepherds, or he recovers the word ‘allana from Zach. 13:7 to express
the ambiguous position of the bishop and his clergy between a higher authority and
responsibility towards their subjects.

2.2.2 Farmer/vintner

Agricultural metaphors have been employed ever since Old Testament times for the
people and its relationship with God. Among these metaphors, the comparison of Israel
to a vine having God as a vintner is probably the most important?*!. The metaphor
becomes parable in the New Testament, in the tale of the wicked husbandmen and in
that of the workers in the vineyard, and it becomes an allegory when Jesus speaks of the
“true vineyard”?*2. Other parables are concerned with the cultivation of cereals, such
as the parable of the sower and that of the tares®®. However, agricultural metaphors
are less important in defining the relationship between God or leader and people in
the Bible than the shepherd imagery, and, as a consequence, they had less impact on
ecclesiastical titles.

In Gregory’s poems, the metaphor is scarcely present. AtIl, 1, 13, 41, it has a clearly
biblical tone. The line is in fact a paraphrase of Ps. 79:14 (in the Septuagint; Ps. 80:13 in
the KJV):

11,1, 13, 41
1&g 8¢ Te a¢ povopopPog Euny SnAoad’ cwiny;
How come a lone-grazing boar spoils my vineyard?

Ps. 80:13 (79:14 Septuagint)
Auunvato avtny odg £k Spupod, kat povidg [v.L: dvog] dyplog kateveunoato adTiv.
The boar out of the wood doth waste it, and the wild beast of the field doth devour it.

The vineyard is clearly the church, and the boar, as the following lines (43-45) clarify,
is Satan, spoiling the church through bad leaders. A comparison of the two lines makes
clear how much Gregory is indebted to the school exercise of paraphrasis and how well

231 Gen. 49:22; Hos. 10:1; Jes. 5:1-7; 27:2-5; Jer. 2:21; 5:10; 6:9; 12:10; Hes. 15:1-8; 17:3-10; 19:10-14; Ps.
80:9-19; Cant. 2:15; 8:11-12.

232 Mt. 20:1-16; 21:33-46; Mc. 12:1-12; Lc. 20:9-19; Joh. 15:1-2. See also Mc. 4:26-29; Jac. 5:7.

233 Mt 13:1-43; Mc. 4:1-20; Lc. 8:4-15.
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he commands it. The éumnedog of Ps. 80:9 becomes a much more poetic dAwy|, uniquely
written (if the edition in the Patrologia Graeca is right) with rough breathing like the
Attic form Awg, dAw®*. Instead of the verbs Avpaivopat and katavépouat, never used in
hexameters, Gregory writes the very epic SnAéopat. The o0¢ remains a o0¢, because the
noun is employed by Homer and preferred to the form 0g: indeed, the term appears in
I1. 9, 539 for the Calydonian boar, which wreaks havoc on Oeneus’s vineyard (GAwi})*.
Movégoppog is a Gregorian creation and means literally “which grazes [poppr] by
himself [udvog]”. It is employed only in one other passage, another paraphrase of Ps. 80,
this time referring to himself:

"H peydany, paypoio Stappatobévtog, aAwniv
NnAelhg TpUyOwaol Tapatpoydovteg o8ital,
Kat §puuobev povogopfos £6 SnAoat 686vTL
AUTap €pol TOvog €0TlV AyAaTovog

(I, 1, 1, 189-192)

Since in this passage §pupo6ev is the Homeric paraphrase of ¢k §pupod in the psalm,
uovoeoppog should paraphrase poviog éyptog. The expression is highly problematic:
the Masoretic text has ziz-saday, “the ziz of the field”, with the rare word ziz, attested
only here, at Ps. 50:11, and at Jes. 66:11, and variously interpreted®®. The Greek trans-
lators chose the word d&ypuog to translate “of the field”, which seems correct, and to
translate ziz they used povidg, which, however, is an adjective, so that the sentence
lacks a noun, and poviog is also redundant in respect to éyplog, meaning “savage”,
“lonely”. Indeed, the Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts of the Septuaginta have 6vog
instead of povidg at Ps. 79:14, which would make much more sense, but Gregory’s choice
of the prefix povo- shows that he read povidg there*”. Gregory then interprets poviog
Gyplog as referring to the boar, and synthesises an epic-sounding epithet, combining
the meaning of xatavépopat and of dyptog/povidg. Here we see how, thanks to the con-
straints of Homeric language, the paraphrastic exercise becomes both a form of biblical
exegesis and an artistic creation.

At1l, 1, 12, 117, the metaphor of the sower follows that of the shepherd to express
Gregory’s work in Constantinople: “[I] sowed the faith that struck root thanks to God”*%,

234 Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 75, s.v. GAwnq

235 1§ 82 yoAwoapévn 8tov yévog toyéatpa / Gpoev EmL xAovvny 6OV Gyplov apyLodovTa, / 6G Kakd TOAN
gpSeoakev €Bwv Otvijog dAwnv (Hom. I 9, 539).

236 For an overview of the interpretations of the word ziz, see Wazana 2008, who traces its interpre-
tation as a mythological giant bird in Jewish sources but has also a good note on the different biblical
versions and translation at 118n32.

237 See Thomas 1965, who, however, is not entirely clear in his formulation. The Vaticanus and Sinaiti-
cus both offer the reading 6vog and in both this reading has been corrected in povidg. The Alexandrinus,
on the other side, has only poviog. Thus, Greg. Naz. II, 1, 1, 191 and I, 1, 13, 41 may be added to the
testimonia in favour of povidg.

238 "Eometpa oty T¢) Oe® ptiovpévny (11, 1, 12, 117).
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As noted by Meier, the idea is found in the parable of the growing seed (Mc. 4:26-29), but
also in 1Cor. 3:6-9%%, The link to these passages of Scripture reminds the audience that
Gregory, as bishop, did not have an absolute power over the community, whose growth
is always God’s work; and on the other side, his success proves that God approved of
the mission, since only God could have granted it. Finally, the image of the single ripe
grape in an unripe cluster, employed in Jes. 65:8, is adapted by Gregory at II, 1, 12, 89:
there, it was the good among the people that God would spare from his judgement; here,
Gregory portrays the Nicene community of Constantinople, surrounded by heretics and
in a hostile environment?¥,

Agricultural metaphors are much more developed in Ephrem, both for their quan-
tity and for their nature as quasi-titles for the bishop. The scope and meaning of the
vine and vintner metaphor of CN 13 will be treated at §4.3. Here, the farmer metaphors
will be analysed. The majority appear in the poems on Abraham:

inns & i dusala o i s Lilon
Ll iy i g slaanm

o s ohlho s

Mg dnn 1 AL AM Koo
(CN17,7)

o i ;mha
oo 1s his L io

nlms Haa Kam it
almw\ hama oy o
s s als
,mc\.&‘a.‘.\_v_-w ad y;mainis

Qoo cupy Kiaa
A Fia oo Y
10 s Kom >
dus ik ulahs Koa

A Lo (3 om nrein \m exl&k\.\ “wo
[ T e.itd rasala Jasa u\.-.\:m'\ oam (~a
~ios o an o ~oi salaa Ao
é.\:ncx:ﬁan;:.mn(:n r('hzur.r-(mom.:ﬁv
eRerds 1 Kariala Ko A KRR L i

239 Meier 1989, 88. ¢éyw £@UTevoa, ATOAAGDG EMOTIOEV, GAN 6 B0 NUEavey- (oTe 0UTE O PUTEVWY EOTLV
TLoUTE 6 TOTICWV AN 6 aVEGvwY Bedg. O PuTELWY 8¢ Kal 6 ToTilwV &v eiowy, Ekaatog 8¢ Tov iSlov Habov
AupeTat kat@ Tov 8lov komov- Beol ydp éopev ouvepyol, Beod yewpylov, Beol oikoSoun éate (1Cor
3:6-9). The metaphor is an extension of the reasoning of Ps. 126:1-2.

240 0UTwg Aéyel KUPLOG "Ov TpoToV eVpednoeTal O pwE év Td PoTpuL Kal €poloy M Avpivy avtov dtt
evA0Yla Kupiov €0TLv &V aVT®, 00TWE oL oW EveKeEV TOD SOLVAEVOVTOG [OL, TOUTOL EVEKEV OV I) AITOAEGW
navtag (Jes. 65:8); "H Tig pédawva pag év awpw Botpui (1, 1, 12, 89).

241 “May your doctrine [mallpanit-ak] grow / through works more than words: // when you few words
sow [zaraf, / then farm [plah] our land [ara] through works, // that through much farming [pulhanal
| the scarce seed [zar‘a] may grow rich. // The ancient seed spontaneously [kata] / ripened thirtyfold
among us, // but your new seed sixtyfold. / Blessed is he who multiplies a hundredfold!”
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ZQV\X\.\..\L O am neio r.k\ﬂé\:w I ha ad
(CN 18, 8-9)
A fus annwa aas ims Lo Kia )

mXasam ;o Kuams C3) ~ios\ s oo saava

a\ At @ e iy dor (¢ iww Ll

A gad Khlhs mas it ik Kiac

243»\}\.“& ey am neis <2 ehva T.A\Xk\:
(CN 20, 2)

The farmer imagery combines different recurring themes with a great lexical variety.
On a very basic level, the bishop is addressed as “farmer” (‘akkara), and his work is
“sowing” (zra‘) and “cultivating” (plah) the “earth” (Car‘@)—namely, the community. The
image can be turned negative, with Julian the emperor as farmer, and with “thorn”,
“tares,” or “briar” (ya‘ra, zizane, kuba) instead of the normal “seed” or “wheat” (zara,
hette). Moreover, Ephrem can expand on details, mentioning parts of the plant such
as the stalk or the root (qanya, ‘eqra) and natural processes such as the spreading of
tares (sar‘ep) and their climbing on other plants (shak). Besides sowing (zra‘a), he men-
tions the second sowing (lqisaya) and spontaneous growth on the fallow (kata). The
literary sources and themes of these four stanzas are very clear: CN 17, 7 and 18, 9 are
inspired by the parable of the sower and exhort the new bishop to lead by example
more than by word. CN 18, 8 and 20, 2, inspired by the parable of the tares, are a call
to beware of heresy in the community, with CN 20, 2 combining both parables. Stanzas
17, 7 and 18, 9 are very similar, even in the details of formulation, with CN 17, 7, 3-6
and CN 18, 9, 1-4 being almost identical, while CN 17, 7, 1-2 and CN 18, 9, 5-6 on one
side and CN 17, 7, 7-10 and 18, 9, 7-10 on the other agree in their content®*, In these

242 “As the apostate farmer [‘akkara d-’ahnep] began / to sow thorns [zra® hwa kubba] with his left
hand, // the righteous farmer [‘akkara kéna] was upset / and cut and mowed [gdam psaq] his left hand,;
// his right hand was full and sowed [zra ]/ in the heart living words, // and, lo!, our sense was cultivated
[metpalhal / by prophets and by apostles: // by you were our souls cultivated (netpalhan). / Blessed is he
who chose you as our farmer [‘akkar-an]! /// And if your words are scarce, / farm our land with works,
// for with labour much / the stalk and the root [ganya w-‘eqra] will get stronger: // better is one fair deed
/ than listening to ten thousand words. // May your first seed [zra“ak] bring the hundredfold, / and the
second sowing [lgisaya] sixtyfold, // and even the fallow [kata] thirtyfold. / Blessed is he who multiplied
your harvest [‘allat-ak]!”

243 “O farmer [‘akkaral, burn against the tares [b-zizane] / that spread [sar‘ep(w)] and cling upon the
wheat [hette], // may the briar [ya‘ra] be wholly uprooted, / that grew out of negligence: // if a quick
air raises it, / it boldly overwhelms the seed. / What the three farmers [‘akkare] sowed, / may it return
three times, // thirtyfold, sixtyfold and hundredfold. / Blessed is he who made your harvest [ ‘allat-ak]
abundant!”

244 Cf.: d-qallil melle zara*-’a(n)t / pluh-eh l-’ar-an ba-‘bade // da-b-pulhana saggra / ne‘tar zara zallila
(CN 17, 17, 3-6) with w-"en-(Wu d-mellay-k z‘oran / plih-éh I-’ar-an ba-‘bada // da-b-gaw pulhana rabba
/ ne‘san qanya w-‘eqra (CN 18, 9, 1-4). The syntactic structure and meaning of these lines is the same.
However, Ephrem is careful not to repeat himself and even the most similar lines are slightly varied (7,
4 and 9, 2 have plural and singular of ‘bada, at 7, 5 da-b contrasts with da-b-gaw at 9, 3 and saggt’a with
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stanzas, the link to the parable of the sower, apart from obvious lexical elements such
as “seed” and “sowing” (zar‘a and zra"), is given by the reference to the thirtyfold, six-
tyfold, and hundredfold yield of the seeds®’. Ephrem deviates from the imagery of
the parable, in that he highlights the role of farming (plah) on the part of the farmer:
this different perspective explains why he does not use the word zaro‘a (“sower”) and
prefers ‘akkara, originally meaning “ploughman”, but, differently from zaro‘a, having
also a more general meaning of “farmer”. A synonym could be pallaha, but Ephrem
reserves it for the vintner and uses ’akkara for the farmer growing cereals. The differ-
ence of imagery points to a difference of meaning: the sower of the Gospel parable is
an image of the apostle, spreading the word everywhere and devoting a limited time
to each region of his ministry, with little care for its concrete results, because these are
left to the goodwill of those who receive the message; the farmer carefully cultivating
his plants, on the other side, is an image of the bishop, who is bound to a geographic
space and a concrete community and responsible—this is the message Ephrem wants to
convey—for the spiritual results of his congregation. The link to the parable of the tares
is less explicit: at CN 20, 2, 1 it is conveyed mainly through the word “tares” (zizane),
identical to that in the Gospels; at CN 18, 8, the link is the general image of an enemy
sowing bad seeds in the field of the good farmer, although there are no clear lexical
links?*, The most notable difference from the parable in the Gospels is that Ephrem
straightforwardly contradicts the Gospel parable’s message, as he exhorts the bishop
to cut, mow, or uproot the foreign weed in his field. This is due to a difference in inter-
pretation: when Jesus explains the parable at Mt. 13:36—43, he refers to the “children of

rabba, etc...). This is a significant difference with Gregory, who is not afraid to repeat in different poems
identical lines. Also cf.: mallpanut-ak tetyattar / ba-‘bada tab men mellé (CN 17, 7, 1-2) with tab-(h)u ‘bada
sappira/ men Sem‘a d-rebbit mellin (CN 18, 9, 5-6); kat-eh d-zar‘a ‘attiqa / had ba-tlatin tété b-an // w-zar*
ak ha(d)ta had ba-stin / brik-(h)u d-msaggé had b-ma’a (CN 17, 7, 7-10) with zra“ak nété had b-ma’a/wa-
lqisaya had b-’estin // “ap kata had ba-tlatin/ brik-(h)u d-’asgt ‘allat-ak (CN 18, 9, 7-10) and d-’akkare tlata
zar‘u(h)y / ba-tlata ’a‘pin nete // ba-tlatin we-stin w-ma’a / brik-(h)u d-ma‘tar ‘allat-ak (CN 20, 2, 7-10).
245 Cf.CN 17,7, 7-10; CN 18, 9, 7-10 and CN 20, 2, 7-10 with: w-y(h)ab peére ‘it d-ma’a w-"it de-$tin w-"it
da-tlatin (Mt. 13:8, Peshitta and Old Syriac Sinaitic); w-ya(h)bat pére w-rabb(w) w-y(h)ab(w) ’it d-ma’a
w-Tt de-stin w-it da-tlatin (Mt. 13:8, Old Syriac Curetonian); w-yaheb péré w-‘abed ‘it d-ma’a w-"it de-
stin w-"it da-tlatin (Mt. 13:23, Peshitta and Old Syriac Sinaitic); w-yaheb pére ’it d-ma’a w-"it de-stin w-"it
da-tlatin (Mt. 13:23, Old Syriac Curetonian); w-y(h)ab pere it da-tlatin w-"it de-stin w-"it d-ma’a (Mc. 4:8,
Peshitta); w-y(h)ab péré wa-rba w-y(h)ab ba-tlatin wa-stin w-ma’a (Mc. 4:8, Old Syriac Sinaitic); w-ya(h)
bin pere ba-tlatin w-ba-Stin wa-b-ma’a (Mc. 4:20); wa-bad peéré had b-ma’a (Lc. 8:8, Peshitta); w-y(h)ab
pere had b-ma’a (Lc. 8:8, Old Syriac). Ephrem does not conform perfectly to any formulation known: as a
verb, he uses ’etd instead of y(h)ab and bad of the Gospels; he differentiates the thirtyfold, sixtyfold and
hundredfold yield as Mark and Matthew, but employs the expression had b- as in Luke, except at CN 20,
2, where he employs the same formulation as Mc. 4:8 in the Old Syriac version; at CN 17, 7, 7-10 and CN
20, 2, 7-10 he uses the ascending order (30, 60, 100) of Mark, and at CN 18, 9, 7-10 the descending order
(100, 60, 30) of Matthew.

246 On the contrary, the enemy at CN 18, 8, 2 does not saw tares (zizané) but thorns (kubbé), which are
present in the parable of the Sower (Mt. 13:7.22; Mc. 4:7.18; Lc. 8:7.14).



174 —— 2 Images and Words for the Bishop

the kingdom” as the wheat and to the “children of the evil one” as the tares, and in this
sense, the parable discourages the apostles from dividing between good and bad people
in the here and now; but Ephrem subscribes to an interpretation common in the early
church, to the effect that the good and bad seed are not individuals, but doctrines, or
virtues and vices. If this is true, it makes perfect sense that the bishop would eradicate
wrong ideas and evil behaviours from his congregation.

The function of the metaphor at CN 17, 7 is to introduce a new theme: CN 17,
1-6 focused on Abraham’s election, his worthiness for the charge, and the continuity
between him and his predecessor, whereas beginning at CN 17, 7 Ephrem sketches the
future of Abraham as bishop. He does so sometimes through explicit exhortations in
the imperfect tense, as in stanza 7 and 9-10, and sometimes through a description in
the perfect tense (stanza 8). Stanza 7 seems to refer to the bishop’s munus docendi (here
mallpanita, 1), but Ephrem avoids a direct reference to teaching, arguing that deeds
are actually the most effective way of teaching. This corresponds to his broader theo-
logical stance in the Trinitarian disputes, whereby, rather than arguing for or against a
dogmatic formula, he prefers to define the limits of enquiry and defend the authority
of revelation and ecclesiastical tradition?”’. Therefore, Ephrem advises Abraham not
only to adopt the most effective pedagogical method but also to be very prudent in
matters of teaching, to avoid stirring up controversy and division in favour of a prag-
matic approach. Moreover, Ephrem employs the original idea of a thirtyfold, sixtyfold,
and hundredfold yield to sketch the ideal progress of the community, attributing the
thirtyfold to the community in its spontaneous betterment, coming as per inertia from
the “ancient seed” of previous bishops, the sixtyfold to the action of the bishop, and the
hundredfold to God’s grace. The different revenues are not intended, as was the case in
the parable, to signify different and legitimate results of different people, but different
potential results of the same community on the basis of its situation. This builds a hier-
archy of efficiency having the people at its lowest level, the bishop in the middle, and
God at the top.

CN 20 is concerned with the problem of schismatic and heretical groups. Ephrem
exhorts the newly elected bishop to prevent doctrinal division from entering the com-
munity. In this context he employs the metaphor of the tares, modifying the parable. As
an argument for unity, the poet reminds the new bishop (and the audience) that his task
is to preserve what the three preceding bishops have already grown, thereby stressing
the continued episcopal succession and the legitimacy of Abraham. Here the triple yield
of the parable is associated with the three previous bishops, suggesting a historical pro-
gress of the community (see §4.1).

The two themes of CN 17, 7 and 20, 2 are combined at CN 18, 8-9. Structurally,
these two stanzas are a hinge between the second and third parts of CN 18: having

247 See the long discussion of Ephrem in the context of the Arian controversies in Wickes 2015, 19-52.
The attitude transpires from our poems, too: see §3.1.3.2.
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shown Abraham’s worthiness to succeed Valgash in stanzas 1-4, Ephrem develops as
an example thereof the new bishop’s fight against Julian, which covers stanzas 5-8,
so that with stanza 9 begins the last part of the poem, in which Ephrem exhorts and
advises the bishop. Therefore, stanza 8 is more concerned with doctrinal problems, as
connected to Julian, whereas stanza 9 has a more moral bent. The passage is rendered
less abrupt by the continued agricultural metaphor, but the change of topic is clearly
shown by the changed tenor of the “seeds” and “farming”, for, while at stanza 8 these
were clearly words and in particular interpretations of Scripture, at stanza 9 they are
deeds and moral teaching by example. That the “apostate farmer” alluded to at stanza
8 (and since stanza 5) is really Julian the emperor can be confirmed comparing this
stanza to Ephrem’s Poems against Julian, because a group of themes and images are
clearly shared between these texts, and the choice of this common rhetoric must be
purposeful and significant*®®, In stanza 9, apart from the idea of actions over words,
the theological significance whereof has already been mentioned, Ephrem underlines
the necessity of reinforcing the fundamental elements of the community, symbolised
by the “root” and the “stalk” at line 4. Finally, the theme of the triple yield from the
parable is employed here as a hyperbole to express the abundance of the new hishop’s
harvest: the hundredfold, sixtyfold, and thirtyfold are the produce of the main sowing,
the second sowing, and the spontaneous growth on the unused field. The idea here is
not of a difference of productivity, as in the Gospels, but rather of a total exploitation of
the field, reaching the best productivity possible.

It is interesting to consider the only appearance of the farmer metaphor outside of
the poems on Abraham, because it holds a different meaning:

5080 i gum day. sas i sla s
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(CN14,3)

248 First of all, the verb ‘ahnep “to apostasise”, “to become pagan” is used for Julian in the very first
stanza of the poems (hymn. c. Iulian. 1, 1, 6), and the theme of paganism is repeated over and over in the
poems (1,17,1;2,2,12; 3,5;16,4; 19, 9; 3,4, 6; 8, 6; 11, 3.8; 12, 9; 4, 16, 7). Julian’s association with the left,
at CN 18, 8 expressed through the idea of sowing with the left hand, is prominent in all Poems against
Julian (hymn. c. Iulian. 1, 2,12; 7,12; 8, 4; 12, 3—4; 2,9, 9; 4, 6, 10). Furthermore, heathenism, heresy and
Judaism are represented as tares (zizané) and thorns (kubbe) in the first two poems, with whole stanzas
resembling CN 18, 9, and the reprise of the expression ‘akkara kéna (hymn. c. Iulian. 2, 10; cf. hymn. c.
Iulian. 1, 4, 8-9; 10, 6.9; 11; 12, 5-8; hymn. c. Iulian. 2, 11). The paradox of an enemy (Julian or Satan),
who, trying to win over Christians, ends up defeated and glorifying them, is present at hymn. c. Iulian.
1,13 as well as CN 18, 7. On the stanzas about Julian, see §4.1.2; Griffith 1987; Papoutsakis 2017, 124-131.
249 “The first tilled the earth [plah ar‘a] with toil, / uprooting thence briar and thorns [ya‘ra w-kubbe],
// the middle enclosed her all around, / making her a hedge [syagal of redeemed, // the last opened the
barn ["awsar] of his Master and sowed [zra] in her the words of her Master.”
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Here, the metaphor is used to outline the succession of the first three bishops of Nisibis
accompanying the growth of the community. The role each bishop had for the com-
munity is represented as a different task in beginning a cultivation, each in its order:
the first ploughing and freeing the soil, the second enclosing it, and the third sowing.
The process represented here is similar to the one described in Ps. 80:8-9, where God
transplants a vine from Egypt in the promised land, a symbol of Israel’s liberation. Since
in Ps. 80:8 (verse 9 in the Peshitta) God has “cast away the pagans” Cawbedt ‘amme),
it is probable that the “briar and thorns” the first bishop Jacob has uprooted in CN
14, 3, 2, are in fact pagan cults. Not that Jacob had literally uprooted every pagan cult
from Nisibis; rather, the mere introduction of Christianity to a city is represented as the
vanquishing of heathenism. Another interesting parallel is the word syaga, meaning
“hedge”, “enclosure”, and present both in CN 14, 3, 4 and in Ps. 80:12. This idea of the
church as an enclosure, inspired by Old Testament symbology of Israel such as that in
Ps. 80, is found also by Gregory, as he laments the moral unworthiness of church hier-
arches: “But now ’tis one the place known for wickedness and doom / by everyone, the
strangers as well as our fellow believers [¢€pkeog fuetépolo], / the former august seat of
the wise, hedge [¢pkoc] of the best”*. Gregory does not use the same word as Ps. 80:12
(ppayudg, in the Septuaginta Ps. 79:13), because it is too prosaic, and employs an epic
term, €pxog, instead. However, the fundamental idea of this metaphor is the same for
Ephrem, Gregory, and the Bible—namely, that the community is composed of carefully
elected people, taken apart from the rest of the world and in a hostile relationship with
the rest of the world. The fence or hedge serves to establish this difference, or sanctity,
and to preserve the people from the forces of the world. Finally, note how in CN 14, 3,
1-4 Ephrem hints at the image of the vine, with his reference to Ps. 80 and the verb
plah used for “till”, but also meaning “cultivate” a vine. However, lines 5-6, with their
reference to sowing and the barn (Cawsra), break the implicit metaphor of the foregoing
lines and settle for a corn metaphor.

To sum up, Gregory and Ephrem treat the agricultural metaphor, coming from the
Bible, in completely different ways. First of all, Gregory scarcely employs it, whereas
Ephrem uses it often, with particular reference to the parables of the sower and of the
tares. Second, when he compares the bishop to a sower, Gregory wants to highlight the
divine action that gave him success in Constantinople: if the bishop is but a sower and
God is the one who makes grow, then the successful bishop may claim divine legitimacy.
In Ephrem the use of the metaphor is the opposite, because it expresses the work and
effort poured by the bishops into educating the community. This basic meaning can be
applied to such diverse situations as the problem of the correct way of teaching, heresy
and unity, Julian’s reign, and so on. The bottom line of these uses, however, is that
Ephrem tends to reinterpret the imagery, often to the apparent opposite of its original

250 NOv & éva yOpov ioaov atacbaling te popov te / Ilavteg, oot E€tvol T kal £pkeog NUeTépoLo, / TO
0eMTOV ToMdpoLbe cop®v £80¢, Epkog dpiatwv (11, 1, 13, 66—68).
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meaning. Besides these differences, Ps. 80 (79) seems a favourite of both poets: Gregory
paraphrases it, Ephrem alludes to it. This psalm gives them a way to envisage their com-
munity and a way to trace its movement through history. Both see the community as an
enclosed space (£pxog/syaga), but Gregory employs the image to denounce a moment of
decadence, whereas Ephrem in the planting, enclosing and cultivating of the psalm sees
the progress of his community through time.

2.2.3 Iconography of the bishop

There is a group of related metaphors that is very productive in both Ephrem’s and
Gregory’s poetry. These are “iconographic” metaphors—namely, comparisons of the
bishop to a figurative work of art or to something or someone capable of reproducing
the hue and shape of things, such as a mirror. This kind of metaphor lends itself to dif-
ferent treatments, but it is also a strikingly shared theme between the two poets. In a
sense, each of these metaphors is a mise en abime of the poems as a whole, as literary
representations of the perfect bishop.

2.2.3.1 Sources of the metaphor
Metaphors of this kind are much more remarkable because their biblical precedence is,
to say the least, scanty. In general, there are three different kinds of biblical utterance on
images. The first kind represents the relationship between God and man as that of an
artist or a model to his work, a case most prominently represented by the creation of man
“according to the image and resemblance” (eikwv, opoiwaoig/salma, dmiita) of God in Gen.
1:26-27%1, A good number of narrative passages detail works of arts, figurative and not,
linked with the temple and the ark of the covenant, and there are passages in Exodus that
attribute artistic ability to God’s inspiration?. However, commandment passages reveal
hostility towards figurative arts, a hostility paired by the prophetic visions of Ezekiel and
Daniel, involving a painting and a statue, respectively, and in no friendly terms?, In the
New Testament, Paul’s writings compare earthly knowledge about God to an image in a
mirror®?; in this case, as well as at Gen. 1:26-27, iconographic language aims at limiting
human pretensions to divine reality, even as it affirms the link between God and man.
Even though the Bible does not offer any iconographic metaphor for the formation
of the religious leader, Gregory seems to imply this at II, 1, 12, 539-540:

251 See also Jes. 29:16; 45:9; 64:8; Jer. 18:1-11.

252 Ex. 31:3-6; 35:31-35; 36:1.

253 ExX. 20:4.23; 34:17; Lev. 19:4; 26:1; Dtn. 4:16-23; 5:8; Hos. 13:2-3; Ezekiel’s vision: Hes. 23:14-16; Dan-
iel’s vision: Dan. 2:31-35.

254 1Cor. 13:12 (¢sontpov/mahzita); 2Cor. 3:18 (xatontpliduevoymahzita); see also Jac. 1:23 (Econtpov/
mahzita). Similar imagery, though with a different meaning, in the Wisdom of Solomon, where the wis-
dom is “mirror of God’s action” (Econtpov/mahzita) and “image of his goodness” (eixwv/surta) (Sap. 7:26).
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‘0 & £kT0G 008EV 018g, TANV eVSOEIAG
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116)g ToTtov, eing, neloopev S6¢av Aapelv (535)
ANy, Ttap’ fjv Sedwkapev @ mplv Blw;
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TIepLppovely yap o08E ToTT EURY VOUWY,

Ot mévtoBev E€ovaLy, WG AyaApd TL,

Tov mpootdtny, WG pi Tt T8 Aaod BAABi. (540)
(11, 1, 12, 531-540)

But the pagan has, apart from our reputation,

no other standard for the goodness of the faith:

he, who doesn’t care for his vices,

becomes a grudging prosecutor of yours.

How are we, tell me, to persuade him to change (535)
his mind, from the one we gave him formerly?

How are we to put to rest his tongue, with which words?

Indeed, ’tis not in our laws to despise what

in any respect polishes, as a kind of statue,

the leader, lest the people suffer any damage. (540)

The comparison to a sculpture concludes one of Gregory’s arguments for the necessity of
morally superior leaders—namely, that they should dispose pagans favourably towards
the church. A good bishop may confute and (rarely) convert pagans, whereas a hishop who
lived a wayward life will probably enhance criticism towards the church, perhaps even
persecution. That the focus here is not conversion of pagans but protecting the church
from persecution is demonstrated by the word “people” (Aa6g, 540), the usual term for
the Christian insiders, and by the characterisation of the pagan outsider as an “accuser”
(mkp0g katryopog, 534): the aim is to defend the existing community, not to convert.
Probably the reason Gregory compares the Christian leader to a statue is to allude
to the many biblical and canonical exhortations aimed at community leaders, whereby
leaders are urged to amend their ways and be beacons of virtue; or he may be alluding
to texts prescribing the choice of virtuous men as leaders in the congregation. Here the
good reputation of the bishop and his previous experience in the community are strongly
emphasised (i.e., he should not be a neophyte)®*. Indeed, the Gregorian passage seems

255 The prime example are the parallel passages of 1Tim. 3:1-7 and Tit. 1:5-9: motog 6 Adyog El Tig
£TIOKOTIG Opéyetal, KaAoT Epyou £mibupel. 8T oDy TOV émiokomov avemilnumTov etvay, ... 8¢l 8¢ kal
uaptupiav kaAny éyewv ano v Ewbev, tva un eig oveldlopov éunéon kal mayida tod Staforov. (1Tim.
3:1-2; 7); 81 yap Tov €niokomov avéykAntov elvat 03¢ B0l oikovopov (Tit. 1:7). These doctrines are de-
veloped in the Const. apost. 2, 6, in particular paragraph 7 where the bishop is said to be a okondg (“aim”,
“target”, but in the Didasc. apost. 4 we have dmita, “model”, “exemplar”) for his community (the mean-
ing of the word is shifted later to “sentry”, “scout” through the quotation of Hes. 33; correspondently, the
Syriac translation of okomndg in the quotation is dawqa).
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almost a paraphrasis of 1Tim. 3:7: “those outside” (t®v €w0Oev) becomes in Gregory
a generic singular “outsider” (6 §¢ktdg, 531; term attested in Homer, unlike €€wBev);
instead of the koine Greek expression paptupia koA in Paul, Gregory adopts the term
£080&ia, perfectly acclimatised to high poetry?S; the strongly connoted §tdBoAog becomes
amore “Athenian” katjyopog. However, no text, in the Bible or in canon laws, compares
theleader’s moral amendment to the sculpting of a statue: indeed, this comparison stems
from pagan philosophy. Epictetus is the first to compare moral philosophy to sculpting,
and a famous passage in Plotinus’s On Beauty develops this theme®’. Gregory may well
have known Plotinus’s passage. II, 1, 12, 539-540 demonstrates that the source of this
kind of imagery is often found outside the Bible or Christian literature?,

2.2.3.2 Shape-shifting politician or holy icon (II, 1, 12, 709-760)?

The passage in which Gregory discusses the iconography of the bishop in the most
organic way is II, 1, 12, 709-760. Since most other occurrences of this theme can be
brought into relation with this treatment, I will analyse this text extensively:

AN €00TPOPES TIG 0UTOG £V TOTG TPAYUAGLY,

0V 0UK €nawvels, EVTEANG T€ TPOCTATNG (710)
TpiBwv moda®v Kal vEwv Kvnpdtwy

‘0 & evoefng pev, xproog 8 adtd povw.

Tig Tadtd enowv; K¢ Alav KakdTpomog.

008elg yap €oTv 60TLG aOT® Cfj povw,

00T 00V KaA®V TI§ 00TE PRV TMV XEPOVKV. (715)
AN GoTep 000G 00 TUYOL 6TTAsag Arjp

Evwéiag petéoyev ij Suowdiag,

256 On the use of paptupia as an honorific term instead of its judicial meaning, see Liddell/Scott/Jones
2011, 1082, s.v. paptupia (only inscriptions and papyri are brought as examples for this meaning of the
word); Kokkinia 2017. At Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 710, s.v. e080&ia, examples from Simonides, Pindar
and Euripides (together with classic prose writers as Plato and Demosthenes) are given.

257 ovk emayyéMetal, €gn, euLhocogia TdV EKTAC TL TepuTOL|oewY TG GvBpww: el 8¢ un, E&w TL Tig 18lag
VAN avadégetal. g yap téktovog VAN Ta E0AQ, av8plavtomolod O xaAkdg, obTwE Tiig mept Blov Téyvng
AN 0 Blog avtol éxdotov (Epict. diss. 1, 15, 2); Avaye €nl cautov Kal (8e" kav pimw cautov i8ng KaAdv,
ola o TG AyaAaTog, & SeT KaAOV yevéaBal, O uév aeaipel, T0 8¢ anéteat, TO 8¢ Aglov, TO 8¢ Kabapov
énoinoev, £wg €8elge KaAov €ml @ dydApatt tpdowmnov, o0Tw Kat oL dgaipel doa mepLTTa Kal dmevbuve
doa okoALd, doa okoTeEWd KaBaipwv ¢pyadov elvat Aapmpd Kal pn avon <TtekTaivev> 10 6oV <Gyaipa>,
£wGg av EkAGUeLE ool Tiig apeTiig 1 Beoeldng dyAata, Ewg v 8ng <cw@poavvny év ayve Bepdoav Babpw>
(Plot. enn. 1, 6, 9, 7-15). On the relationship of the bishop/ascetic’s demeanour to the conventions of
paideia and their iconic value, see Gautier 2002, 190-191.

258 Another source may be epigraphic practice: if I am reading correctly the dedicatory epigram of a
bishop Constantine in Baeotic Thebes, he defines himself as an iyéva [sic] in the first line (Daux 1968,
863 fig. 10). Moreover. Gregory (and maybe Ephrem too) could see a link between the paptupia kain
prescribed by the apostle and statues, since it was customary that successful officials and provincial
notables, enjoying good fame, had statues of themselves with dedicatory epigrams in public places of
their city. I would not push the link too much, however.
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(11, 1, 12, 709-760)

“Still he knows his way around in business,

this one you blame, and is a perfect leader, (710)
practised in old and new movements,

whereas that pious one is useful only to himself.”



Who says such things? Someone too malignant.

For no one exists to live for himself only,

neither among the good nor among the evil.

Rather, as this air, depending on who draws it,
acquires a pleasant or a bad odour,

so we are made like our neighbours most quickly,
less, however, from the good, but too much from the evil.
Wickedness in fact is easier to imitate.

But if such a man should become also our leader—
that is, if he is mean and full of wickedness—

then this is the proverbial bramble ruling the trees,
whereas if he’s excellent, by the pillar of fire

once more led, the Great Israel will proceed

to that land of hope we all earnestly pursue,

even if its leader is not always around in the marketplace,
nor a Proteus skilful in stealing appearances,

nor a Melampus nor another restless man

easily adapting himself in everything to everyone else,
based on everyone’s continuous changing.

So why do you call useless—tell me—the one

whose imitation can make us better?

Or why is the best leader and right the one

whose imitation makes you despise ours?

Excess is unsuitable for the sage,

while generosity is most trustworthy.

You can be that one, if you desire, but I'm this.

Do you hold as the best of painters

not the one painting lively forms with simple colours,
a Zeuxis or Polyclitus or a Euphranor,

but anyone who with bright and shadowless

dyes contrives misshapen bodies,

like Callimachus and Calais did, in my opinion

barely representing the copies of the copies?

Such is every manifold man.

Is it with this in mind, then, that you were striving to find a shepherd?

How small an effort! 'm ashamed for you.

You look for a bishop as for a city curator.

You care for dung, but my concerns are wider.
Leave to the priest one task and one only,

to purify souls through life and words,

bringing them upwards with inspired impulses,
being gentle and high-minded, only by the divine,
spotless reflections moulded

as a mirror reflecting from within

and to send pure offerings on behalf of his children,
until he has restored them as an offering.

Let other tasks be left for the ones in them more accomplished.

This way, we can have a secure life.

2.2 Metaphors

(715)

(720)
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(760)

— 181



182 —— 2 Images and Words for the Bishop

This discussion is a part of the longer polemic against morally unworthy bishops and
the hasty ordination of morally unfit candidates. It follows the tirade against falsehood,
implicitly aimed at Maximus: everyone should be true to himself and not feign to be
someone he is not (see §5.2.4). At this point, Gregory, with a well-known rhetorical tech-
nique, introduces a fictive speaker objecting to his ideas (709-712): the speaker considers
the moral requirement for the office of bishop to be of secondary importance in respect
to more mundane gifts; a bishop who is also a good politician could secure advantages
for the church. This objection is no rhetorical fiction: historical research demonstrates
that the ability to be a good patron for the church was a paramount requirement in the
choice of a bishop®°. This means Gregory is reacting to a widespread (and, with some
limitations, accepted) habit of his times, and he must defend an unpopular position.

The core of Gregory’s counterargument is that the bishop has an exemplary role
before his community, and his morality can influence the morality of every faithful
person. Since morality is a requirement for salvation, any earthly advantage secured
by a wire-pulling bishop pales before the good example offered by the good bishop.
The first bit of argument (713-720) aims at demonstrating that everyone is an example
setter. Gregory does this in two ways: by comparing good and bad persons with good
and bad smells (716-717) and by appealing to common sense (718-720)**°. The com-
parison between the renown, fame, and influence of one’s moral character on one side
and good or bad smell spreading in the air on the other has New Testament and Chris-
tian antecedents, but occurs also in rabbinic and Roman literature®’. In Christian and
Jewish literature, the origin of the theme can be found in the good scent of sacrifices
(Gen. 8:21; Ex. 29:18; Lev. 17:4; Num. 28:2), a theme shared with Greek literature, where
good scent is a token of divine presence®®. This may anticipate the sacrificial imagery
of the final passage (751-760; see §2.1.3.1). The idea that the people we associate with
influence our moral character is first attested in Theognis (27-38), an author Gregory
often employed, but also in biblical wisdom (Prov. 13:20; 14:7; Sir. 6:33-37). Then, with
an a fortiori argument (721-726), Gregory applies this principle to the bishop, illus-
trating its consequences with two biblical references: a bad leader is like the bramble
ruling the trees (Iudc. 9:7-15); a good leader, like the pillar of fire guiding Israel towards
the promised land (Ex. 13:21-22).

At this point it is clear that Gregory’s argument revolves around imitation of the
bishop and its consequences. Therefore, Gregory plays out the implications of a lobby-

259 Cracco Ruggini 1998, 8; Lepelley 1998, 19-20, 24-25; Martin 1998, 61; Rapp 2005, 183, 199-201, 274. A
discussion of this theme in Gregory’s works in Gautier 2002, 122-125, where the author limits the scope of
Gregory’s rejections of patronage, an expectation of Christian communities from their bishops, because
they are usually inserted in the polemic against Nectarius and in the defence of his works in Constantinople.
260 Useful parallels for the theme of “living for oneself” are given by Meier 1989, 153-154.

261 2Cor. 2:14-16; Lampe 1961, 394, s.v. Sucwdia; 585, s.v. ebwdia; Harvey 2006; Toner 2015; Green 2015;
Bradley 2015; Stevens 2015-2016.

262 Clements 2015.
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ist-bishop for the example he sets, and, resorting to classical literature, he compares
the bishop with Proteus and Melampus. These characters are presented as famous
shape-shifters, tapping into one of Gregory’s Leitmotiven, contemporary bishops’
cynical facility for changing their positions in order to gain material advantages?®,
First, it is interesting to note that Gregory chooses pagan exempla for the behaviour
of bad bishops, whereas normally he would use biblical examples in our poems.
Second, Gregory’s language is noteworthy here, as he speaks of “forms” (uopowpazta,
728) and “self-shaping” (tumovuevog, 730): the language here introduced will be devel-
oped later on. Third, it is remarkable that Gregory here criticises the shape-shifting
bishop, “easily adapting himself in everything to everyone else, / based on everyone’s
continuous changing” (IIdow ta Tdvta padiwg Tumovpevog / IIpog TV andvtwv adpdav
kataotpopny, 730-731). The behaviour here criticised bears striking resemblances
with Paul’s method of preaching: ¢éyevéunv tolg dofevéov dabevng, tva tolg dobevelg
kepSnow: Tolg miowv yéyova mavta, va mvtwg Tvag cwow (1Cor. 9:22). The two pas-
sages have the same threefold polyptotus (rnéiow, Tavta, andvtwy or mdvtwg). However,
the result is very different, because Paul aims at salvation (cwow), while the bad bishop
blindly follows the whims of the moment, whims which Gregory expresses with the
word kataoTtpo, rich in negative connotations: kataotpoen is a “change”, but also
“subjugation” and “ruin”, the exact opposite of “salvation”.

The same varied and shifting approach adopted by Paul is suggested by Ephrem to
the bishop Abraham:

e.\:.\rdn e iba t{oonmu\ii:.ln

\g\ﬁanl;v\sosisl;.a t;\nll;c{}mmnrmls

a1 Kas REVTESAN rav10 s K iaan

~hon\\ ,om 1 hu s gan as as\

Meam da da v a1 am wein i hanla
(CN 21,11)

263 Proteus was the proverbial shape-shifter (Jungk 1974, 186; Ambiihl 2006; Brown 2016). Melampus
never appears as a shape-shifter outside Gregory, a problem studied by Lefherz 1958, 4044 (see also Meier
1989, 155). Melampus occurs only here and in the parallel text of Greg. Naz. or: 4, 82, coupled with Proteus.
Since the shape-shifting ability is otherwise unattested, the coupling with Proteus may be either due to
the shared prophetic ability of the two, or to their Egyptian origin (for Melampus see Herodt. 2, 49). It is
possible either that Gregory found the coupling already in compilations on mythology for the rhetorician,
or that he himself combined the two characters. In the first case, he may have found the two together as
proverbial prophets, and mistakenly attributed Proteus’ shape-shifting ability also to Melampus. In the
second case, he may be led to couple the two atII, 1, 12, based on their common Egyptian provenance, since
his polemic against incoherent bishops has much to do with Gregory’s conflict with Egyptian clergy (cf. also
the use of Proteus against Maximus at II, 1, 11, 808). In this case, however, the passage at or: 4, 82, referred
to Julian, remains unexplained. On the incoherence of bishops see II, 1, 12, 336.648 and more at §5.2.2.1.
264 “Let one be the voice of your faith, / and the voices you borrow [$°7lé] countless; // let the image
[salmal] of truth be on your heart, / while every countenance [kul-demwan] is on your face: // sad, rejoic-
ing or feeble: / to the erring show that you are wrathful, // to the modest show that you are joyful. / Be one
for Divinity, // and for humanity be many. / Blessed is he who with all men was all things!”
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Ephrem elaborates on Paul’s model, neatly dividing the roles of unity and multiplicity.
The “faith” or “truth” (Sarrara, qusta), the content of the bishop’s preaching, should
remain the same, while the approaches to different people should change according to
the needs of those people. The similarities in language are striking because both poets
employ the same iconographic metaphors: the “image” of truth (salma, 3) corresponds
to the word tUnog implied in Gregory’s verb tumovuevog (11, 1, 12, 730), whereas the
phrase “thefts of appearances” (kAomal popowpdtwv, 728) contains the same ideas
as the words “countenance” (dmiita, 4) and “borrowed” ($’tla, 2): both phrases refer
to outward appearance and to something feigned or inauthentic. Both Gregory and
Ephrem employ iconographic imagery to describe and evaluate behaviour. Moreo-
ver, their respective organisations of the polarity of “one” and “many” in this case are
very similar: Ephrem distinguishes the one and authentic “voice” or “image”, which
is inner (“in the heart”) and visible to God, from the various countenances which are
only “borrowed” and instrumental at winning other people, so that they are exterior
and visible to people. The similarity with Gregory will be apparent when the positive
side of Gregory’s argument is examined later. For now, it is enough to note the common
idea of “borrowed” or “stolen” appearances, with Gregory emphasising the negative
connotation through the choice of the word “theft” (xkAomn). Yet Gregory, like Paul and
Ephrem, favourably evaluates the shape-shifting behaviour of the bishop elsewhere?%,
It is for contextual reasons that he here gives a negative turn to the theme. In the case
at hand, multiplicity is examined from the point of view of the example it gives to the
community and not from the point of view of guidance for every single individual, as
in the cases of Paul and Ephrem. This perspective is chosen purposefully to give a neg-
ative view of this otherwise praiseworthy ability, because in the wider context of the
poem and of Gregory’s defence after the 381 council this ability could be more credibly
claimed by Gregory’s opponents, Maximus and Nectarius. In fact, the other bishops,
from Rome to Antioch (and probably even in Cappadocia), did not impute to Gregory
a bad conscience in regard to the proceedings of the council, but incompetence and a

certain lack of flexibility?®,

265 See Beeley 2008, 244247 for a discussion of Gregory’s prose passages on the multiplicity required
of the priest. An example from or: 2: 00TwG €k TOAAGDV Kal Sla@opwv Kal OOV kal Adywv, kabdamep £vog
{wov auvBéTou kal &vopoiov, ToD kowvod ToUToL Ti¢ EXKANGiag GUYKELWEVOL GWUATOG, TG AVAYKN Kal
TOV TPOOTATNV AMAODY T€ elvatl TOV avTOV KaTd TV &V Ttiowv 6pOdTnTa Kal 6Tl pAALoTa TavToSaItov Kal
nokiAov katd TV Tpog EkaaTov oikeiwaty, kat To Tiig OuAlag Tpog mavTtag Emttdeldv Te Kal mpocspopov
(or: 2,44). The multiplicity is linked, both in Gregory’s orations (Elm 2000a) and in Ephrem’s poems, with
the image of the priest as physician (see below, §2.2.4.7; Gautier 2002, 118). Ephrem expresses variety of
treatments also through the image of the shepherd and of the fisherman (see §2.2.1.1).

266 McGuckin 2001a, 384-385; Simonetti 1975, 534-535. This relates to the criticisms that Gregory re-
ceived for his handling of the council (and of the schism in Antioch in particular), but it is important to
distinguish these criticisms, which Gregory appropriated and morphed into a title of merit, from the re-
ality of a skilled curialis who, after he succeeded in a number of political situations, failed in an incredi-
bly complex and fraught political moment as was the Council in 381. Recent hibliography is conscious of
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Lines 733-738 insist on the bishop’s function as an example setter. The comparison
between the good and bad example-setting bishop introduced by these lines is devel-
oped in the following passage (739-746) through an analogy with painters. Gregory asks
the fictive speaker which painter does a better job, associating two styles of painting
with the two types of bishops. This analogy belongs clearly to a larger group of stock
arguments for cultural polemics in Greek culture. Rhetors would gladly describe or
comment upon paintings (e.g., the Imagines by Philostratus or the Zeuxis by Lucian).
Moreover, the comparison of painting with rhetoric or poetry was a commonplace of
ancient aesthetics. Examples of such proceedings are to be found in Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus’s opuscula. It is likely that Gregory had in mind something like these passages
as he wrote II, 1, 12, 739-746: he contrasts simple colours and accurate shapes with
the mixing of many colours, and he evaluates this latter style negatively, as a kind of
delusion, as does Dionysius in Isae. 4. From Isoc. 3, he seems to take some items for
his lists of names, which is baffling, since Isoc. 3 is concerned with sculptors, whereas
Gregory is talking about painters, so that Polyclitus, Calamis (written “Kalais” because
of an ancient error),?®® and Callimachus are out of place here*®. Zeuxis, mentioned
among the “simple” painters, was in fact a pioneer of mixing colours and chiaroscuro;
in ancient sources, he is frequently compared to Parrhasius, who was instead famous
for the accurate design of shapes®. Another difficulty is presented by the adjective
TavTdokLlog, because it is a hapax of Gregory, occurring only here and in Hesychius,
who explains it as “completely without shadows”. In Dionysius’s description at Isae.
4, but also in the other sources, there is a stable relation between quantity of colours,
prominence of shades and shadows, skill, and realism, all elements which—since the
works of Xenocrates of Sicyon—had been seen as progressively growing throughout
the fifth and fourth century BC, until they reached perfection in Lysippus?’’. Gregory’s
utterances cannot be interpreted in this traditional framework: he extols simplicity of
colour but criticises absence of shades; he enrols Zeuxis among the masters of outline

this difference between rhetoric and reality: McGuckin 2001a, 110-112, 131-133, 140-143, 145-146; Elm
2000a; EIm 2000b; EIm 2001, 69-71; Storin 2017, 278-280. More on this at §5.1.2.1.

267 va 8¢ pdidov N Sla@opa TV av8pdv yEvnTal Kata@avig, eikovL xprioopal Tdv 0pat®v Twi. lot 81
TWveG apyaial ypagal, xpopaot pev eipyacpéval anidg kal ovdepiav €v 1ol plypacty éxovaal TokAiav,
axpLBelg 8¢ Talg ypauuals Kol oAb To yapiev v Tavtalg £xovoat. ai 82 pet’ éxetvag ebypappot pév RTTov,
£Celpyaopéval 8¢ pudirov, okt te Kal Tl moKAduevat Kat év T@ TARBeL TV HyUdTwv TAV oyuv
gyovoat. ToUTwV Pév 81 Talg apyatotépalg éotkev 6 Avalag katd TV QTAGTNTA Kal TV XapLy, Talg 8¢
EKTTETOVNUEVALS TE Kal TEXVIKWTEPQLS O ToaTog. AV 8¢ mepl avtol 86&a apd ToTg ToTe yonteiag kal andTng,
Mg 8eWwog avnp TexvITEDOL AGYOUE ETTL TA TOVNPOTEPQ, Kal eig ToDTo StefdAAeto (Dion. Hal. Isae. 4).

268 Meier 1989, 156.

269 Sokel 81 pot pn dmo okomoD Tig &v eikdoat Thv uév Tookpdrtoug pntopkiyv i [oAvkAeitov Te Kal
deldiov Téyvn KAt TO oeUvOV Kal peYaAdTEXVOV Kal GELwpaTikoy, Ty 8¢ Avciov Tf KaAdpidog kal
KaAAwdyov Tiig AemtotnTog £vexa Kal i xaptrog (Dion. Hal. Isoc. 3).

270 Childs 2018, 139-140.

271 Lapatin 2012, 279-280.
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over colour and seems to prefer the more ancient style of painting (against the progres-
sive paradigm introduced by Xenocrates), while at the same time insisting on realism.
Anyway, the polemic against virtuosic, overspectacular, and more modern art forms is a
trope equally applied to music (in the polemic against New Music), tragedy (discussions
surrounding Euripides and Agathon), and rhetoric (Plato’s polemic against the Soph-
ists). Gregory exploits these well-known cultural disputes to frame Christian strife®’.

Interestingly, line 739 establishes the comparison with a focus on the painter, but
in fact the significant attributes are attached to the paintings. After all, at 733-738 the
bishop was the one “to whom to look” (mpdg 6v BAémovteg, 734). Elsewhere, Gregory
compares the bishop directly to a painting for his exemplary value, even if in a negative
sense?”. To understand Gregory’s analogy better, it is worthwhile to compare it with
another passage from our poems, in which its significance is clearer:

Zwypaog €0Tiv ApLaTog, 8¢ €V TIVAKETTL XAPACTEL

Mopoag dtpekéac, Eumvoa Sepkouévag

0Vy 66 ypwuata ToAAL Kat e0xpoa pay empigag,

Agpdva ypantov Seikvuoty €k TVAKwY.

Nfja 8¢ movtondpelav €mveaa, oL TapaciUoLg 5)
KdAAeowv, o0 mpopvng éveeat Adapmopévny

AN {jv vauTiyolo xépeg youpoloty dplota

Adkav Téauevat kopact Bapoarénv.

Kal otpatdg oty dplatog, apriiog avti kaAolo,

Kat 86pog aiyAnelg sevtepog evmay£og. (10)
Q¢ 6¢ Blwv BpoTtéwv. 'O pev auppotog, dv Tva XpLotd

TapPog tyet, TAeKTIG AAAITPLOV KaKING,

"Eume8ov, aoTu@EAKTOV, arevBéa. "0g 8¢ kdKLaTog,

"Ev800ev adpavéwy, £kTobe KAPTOG EXwV,

‘QKOpOpPOV, PPEVOTAREWY Ouoiiov, olow dmavta (15)
Awnievta méet aotatéovot voov.

(I, 1, 17, 1-16)

A painter is excellent when he draws on his canvas

the exact shapes, looking as if they were alive,

not when, mixing many colours and bright aimlessly,

he makes a meadow of painting of the canvas.

I praise the seafaring ship, not the one counterfeited (5)
in her beauty or splendid with garlands on the stern,

rather the one the hands of the shipwright had fastened in the best way

272 MacDougall 2017.

273 Eiko pév Tig Eypaev Qi eikOvog apyeTumolo, / ZTnodpevos mpomdpolfe, mivag & tmedégato popenv: /
'Yuéig & eloopowv Tig, évavtiov olpov 68evot. / Kal t68e potvov vetap ag’ vuetépng kakotnrog (11, 1,13, 112—-
115). Here, the analogy is not explicitly linked to the discussion of bad bishops, however it is clear that the
bad bishop is compared and contrasted with an “archetype”, a previous painting (&’ eikévog apyetimoLo)
that the painter should reproduce. The contrast lies in the fact that a bad bishop should not be imitated,
whereas, when one paints from a model, one wants to reproduce and learn from an excellent archetype.
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with bolts and, confident, given to the swells.

Even a host is excellent if braver, not if fair-looking,

and the dazzling house is second to the sound and solid one. (10)
Such are even the lives of mortals. The one is immortal whom awe

brings to Christ, an alien unto twisted vice,

steadfast, unshaken, imperturbable. The other most wretched,

inside being feeble, outside feigning force,

short-lived, the like of the idiots, to whom everything (15)
whirls as their mind is unstable.

At the beginning of II, 1, 17, Gregory contrasts different specimens of the same things,
distinguishing the praiseworthy from the useless. This serves as an analogy to introduce
two different kinds of “life” (Biog)—namely, two different kinds of bishop. The description
of the Biot at lines 11-16 shows us the distinctions we should find also in the analogies:
stability, coherence (between appearance and essence) and the actualisation of its natural
aim are the signs of the good life, and the contrary applies to the evil life. The first analogy
employed by Gregory is an elegiac rewriting of the painting analogy atII, 1, 12, 739-7467%,

Good painting, according to Gregory, reproduces above all the shape (uoper]) of
things, in an accurate manner (atpekr)). The result must seem “alive” (¢umvoog). On the
contrary, a bad painter will focus on colour (yp®dpa), looking for its variety and individ-
ual excellence (moAAd kal eUypoa), so that the result looks like a “meadow” (Aewuwv),
likely meaning a chaotic and self-referential big picture. Clearly, Gregory sees shape as
the content of painting, and colour as its appearance. Therefore, colour should not be
pursued for colour’s sake, but only according to the coherence and stability of the repre-
sented subject. The same ideas are present at II, 1, 12, 739-746: here, Gregory downplays
the role of colour in good painting (&Aolg xpwpaoty, 740) and underlines the exigency of
realism, as he says the “bodies” depicted should be “moving” (kvoUpeva, 740); bad paint-
ers, instead, neglect form (duop@a cwyara), giving undue prominence to colour, using it
without shades (mavtaokiolg agaic) and thus producing tones that are too bright and
“flowery” (avOnpaic). Here, Gregory stresses not only the need for coherence and stability
of form but also realism as basic requirement, when he says that bad painters “barely
represent the copies of the copies” (745). If coherence and stability are clearly linked to the
theme at hand—that is, bishops who are too “political” (avr)p moAvTponog)—it is less clear
how comparing bishops to painters (instead of paintings) and pointing out their failure to
reproduce their models (instead of their being bad models) would serve Gregory’s argu-
ment against political bishops—namely, that they give a bad example to the people.

This is clarified by what follows. Having scoffed at his imaginary opponent for his
earthly preoccupations (747-750), Gregory explains what the function of the bishop is.
The passage has already been examined (§2.1.3.1); therefore, I will only bring attention

274 Among the other three analogies, the army (9) bears a resemblance to Archilochus’ frg. 114 W. (the
poet does not want a beautiful general, but a brave one). The coupling of ships and armies reminds of
Sappho’s frg. 16 V.
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to a detail: Gregory compares the ideal bishop to a mirror (kdtontpov) shaped inside
(uopovuevov, 756), because he should receive the impressions (tumovuevov, 755) pro-
duced by the Godhead on him (Beiag . . . épedoetg, 754-755). The parallel passage at II,
1,17, 37, examined at §2.1.3.1, employs the same language of divine “image” (t0mog)?.
This language comes ultimately from Gen. 1:26-27, through Paul (1Cor. 13:12; 2Cor.
3:18) and Origen’s theology. It is a cornerstone in Gregory’s conception of ecclesiastical
authority. Since the aim of the church is the salvation of mankind, the leaders of the
church are responsible for the salvation of the people. In Gregory’s theology, salvation
is construed as theosis, becoming similar to God. Therefore, chief task of the bishop is
making the faithful similar to God*®. As for Origen, for Gregory assimilation to God
is achieved chiefly through contemplation?”’. However, contemplation requires leisure
and talent, two resources not everyone can spend freely; here the role of the bishop is
paramount: he is the mediator between God and the people, to the effect that he con-
templates God, becomes assimilated to God, and offers his own example to the people,
who, assimilating themselves to the bishop, are truly assimilating themselves to God.
This theological device makes Gregory’s emphasis on the example set by the bishop
and the use of iconographic metaphors to express it understandable. For this reason,
Gregory compares the bishop to a mirror reflecting God and to a painter who should be
very faithful to his subject (i.e., God). Clarity of lines, stability of shapes, and realism are
admired in the painting metaphor because they secure an effective, faithful, and ortho-
dox or true reproduction of God’s image in the bishop, and then in turn a reproduction
of the bishop’s image in the people. The prominence of colour and the instability of
shapes, on the other hand, signify the attractiveness without substance of a political
bishop and his facility in deviating in matters of morality or doctrine according to polit-
ical convenience, thereby jumbling the image of God in himself.

These iconographic metaphors, as well as the concept of the bishop as an example
setter justifying them, contain a good deal of simple moralism. And yetinII, 1, 12, 709-760
Gregory approaches this traditional Christian moralism critically. This piece of advice may
be much more than moralism and rhetoric: electing as bishop someone who was too impli-
cated in politics could have caused the church substantial harm. An ex-official too prone
to anger, someone who upset the tight network of provincial elites or who might provoke
critics just as well as attract supporters, might not only fail to represent the church among
other members of the elite but also—considering that Gregory writes in a period of high-
rank conversions (from paganism as well as from Christian confessions that had fallen out

275 "H8n kai TpLadog dmretat ovpaving, / He tomov éotrpi&ev évi mpamideoow &fjot (11, 1, 17, 36-37).
276 The concept of oikelwaotg mpog Tov Bedv, with particular emphasis on its Stoic and Platonic origin,
has been deeply investigated and put to fruit in interpreting Gregory’s orations by Elm 2012.

277 On the coincidence of love, contemplation and assimilation in Origen’s theology: Orig. in Joh. comm.
frg.13; in Joh. comm. 1, 16, 92-93; 2, 2, 18; 19, 4, 22-25; in 1 Cor. comm. frg. 72; Crouzel 1956, 232-236;
Crouzel 1961, 518-523.
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of grace) and that elite citizens must have wanted to avoid losing face when converting—
disgrace himself and thus really hinder important converts from joining.

Through his apparently disjointed (in reality, very compressed) way of arguing,
Gregory plays out a contrast between two equally traditional Christian ideas of the
bishop: the bishop as example setter on one side and the bishop as patron on the other?’®,
The contrast brings Gregory to an almost complete formulation of his ideal for church
leadership (751-760). In this formulation, not only deep theological arguments play a
role, but also his personal experience in Constantinople and the need for a defence
before the people who preferred the meddlesome Maximus and the politician Nectarius
to Gregory as bishop of Constantinople. Real-life discussions, the theological heritage
of Origen, and Christian tradition are brought together in a creative synthesis, skilfully

expressed through language and symbols from the Bible and from classical tradition?”.

2.2.3.3 Mirrors and paintings in Ephrem

The metaphors of mirror and painting appear also in Ephrem’s poems. Interestingly,
sculpture (Gregory’s dyaiua) is totally absent. Like Gregory, Ephrem employs icono-
graphic imagery to define the role of the bishop as example setter, although his reasons
in doing so and the significance of this role for his community are quite different. One of
the most organic treatments of the theme, through the image of the mirror, opens CN 16:

mhauar. Ao (& o i a1
dalsa h ol oo maias Kihsihas hada
a1 A0 Il
refrain il il wein

o iadn am Aa o o, o Fisar A1 2
woosiaae ei\k\k\m ~<\a ~iar\ fla ;o0 aah

~ihas V\.N’ r(k\a:_éz)\

o @A® ho o < a 5 eias ko o A 3
am =Aivas r(éf\:;j ~aom <\a am Zaaokh wer? a0l Eaas
~ivass &;ohml.gé

278 On the hishop as patron see above and n. 259. The need for a credible leader is emphasised already
by Paul at 1Tim. 3:1-7, and the exemplary character of the episcopate becomes a trope at least from the
fourth century: Rapp 2005, 51-52, 170-171; Sterk 2004, 52n92, 53-64, 123.

279 Iconographic metaphors appear in other passages regarding bishops. At II, 1, 12, 225-229, the
theme is the correct imitation of the apostles, and how to interpret their example. At I, 1, 12, 455-456
the moral character of the bishop is compared to a wax tablet, which might be blank, or well or badly
written. The word TUmnog is employed at 586 for the marks ascesis leaves on the body, and at 369-370 and
11, 1, 17, 20 for the bad example set by the bishop.
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(CN 16, 1-6)

This preamble, which appears rather generic, refers to Bishop Valgash, as demonstrated
by the rest of the poem, discussing the bishop’s merits. Moreover, similar passages,
though shorter, occur at CN 18, 10, 3—-4 and CN 19, 13-14 for Abraham: in these passages,
the mirror describes the exemplary function of the bishop for his community.
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(CN 18,10, 1-4)
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280 “In this is a mirror [mahzita] culpable, / if its clarity is clouded // because of its own spots, / because
the filth on it became // a veil [tahpita] before the beholder [hazzayal]. /// Blessed is he who polished our
mirror [mahzit-an]! /// Since beauty is not adorned by it, / nor is stain despised by it, // it is a real damage
to the beautiful , / because their beauty cannot gain // its profit of adornment. /// Stains are not uprooted
by it, / as ornaments are not increased by it; // the abiding stain is like a damage, / the lack of ornament is
aloss, // so thatin it loss and damage convene. /// Our mirror, if it’s dark, / is a real joy for the foul, // whose
stains remain unreproached, / yet if polished and shining, // then ’tis our freedom that adorns itself. ///
By it, damage doubled through loss / for the foul and for the fair, // since the fair are not crowned / nor
are the foul adorned: // the mirror shares only damage. /// Never did a mirror compel / with violence its
observer, // nor is the mercy that came / upon the justice of the law // compulsory as the law.”

281 “Light that is damped is unseemly, / salt that loses its flavour is unfit, // stain is not fit for the chief,
/ as dirt is not for the mirror.”

282 “As her leaders were her customs, / as with a loose leader she was loose, // and with a shining one
she was splendid. / The church is like a mirror [mahzital, // which, like the countenance [parsopa] of its
beholder [hayar b-ah], | accordingly, wears his shapes [demwat-ehl, // for, like the king such his host, / like
the priest, such his parish, // each is shaped [mettabb‘a] by them after themselves. / Blessed is he who
shaped her after himself [tabb“ah ba-dmiit-eh]!”
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CN 19, 14 is clear: here the church is the mirror, reflecting the image of the bishop, meaning
that the moral character of the bishop, by virtue of his exemplary role, will influence the
moral character of the community. The bishop can “shape” his community, and note that
Ephrem employs here the verb tba whose original meaning is “to press”, “to imprint”,
so that this verb can be considered synonymous of the Greek root Tomoc. In CN 18, 10, the
mirror serves as an analogy for the bishop, after two Gospel images (salt and the lamp;
see Mt. 5:13-16; Mc. 4:21-22; 9:50; Lc. 8:16-18). The idea is that, as the mirror must be pol-
ished and without stains to perform its function, so the bishop should be morally pure to
perform his task. The image, however, says something about the nature of this task, too.
Salt, light, and mirror all express an outward action of the bishop, who should influence his
environment in a positive way: as salt gives taste and light expands and illuminates, so the
mirror makes us see things we could not see by ourselves. Therefore, the same task of moral
improvement of the community is here expressed with a simile opposite to that of CN 19, 14.

CN 16, 1-6 has the same aim, though in a different context. For CN 18 and 19 have a
conative function on the bishop and the community, instructing the bishop on his tasks
and prompting the community’s consensus in favour of the new prelate. CN 16, on the
other hand, is apologetic for Valgash, who suffered a breach of leadership (see §4.2).
The apology is already implied in the first stanza: here, Ephrem limits the culpability of
a mirror to its being dirty (1, 1-3), but has the people or the choir singing that God has
polished their mirror in the following refrain. Since the mirror is a symbol for the bishop,
the voice of the people is induced to let go its grievances against Valgash already in the
first stanza. Stanzas 2 to 5 expound the analogy: the mirror’s function is only to reveal to
the viewer his own condition, not to change it; therefore, the mirror’s only requirement
is to be clean enough to let the viewer see himself. If we take the language of beauty and
ugliness and of clarity and filth as metaphors for moral values, then Ephrem’s thought is
clear and agrees with the rest of the poem?®; the bishop is required only to be morally
exemplary, especially as an ascetic, in order to implicitly blame the immoral and praise
the moral. The beautiful reflecting himself in the polished mirror means that the good
find legitimation in the fact that the bishop is similar to them and that they may eventu-
ally better themselves. The bad, shamed by the fact that their leader is so different from
them, may find motivation for betterment. Conversely, an immoral bishop will enable
immorality and undermine morality. This conceptualisation of the bishop’s role is chosen

283 The moral meaning is attested as a derivative meaning for many words of these semantic field
Ephrem employs: Sapyita (CN 16, 1, 2) can mean “clarity” or “transparency” as well as “sincerity”, “sim-
plicity” or “purity” in a moral sense (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 4261-4262, s.v. ®dcuav); sata (CN 16, 1,
4) is equally a physical, ritual and moral contamination (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 3351, s.v. &h < &);
a muma (CN 16, 2, 2; 3, 1; 3, 3; 4, 3) can be a physical as well as a moral flaw (Payne Smith 1879-1901,
2037-2038, s.v. &na=); the words for “fair” (Sappira) and “foul” (sanya) have both moral and aesthetic
application (Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2669, 4275-4276, s.vv. isax. .~o); the “crown” (CN 16, 5, 3) is
a Pauline metaphor for the reward for a Christian life (and eventually of martyrium). Finally, Ephrem’s
emphasis on the concepts of “adornment” and “brightness”, expressed respectively with the roots s-b-t
and n-h-r; imply an ascetic behaviour (see §3.2.1).
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because it does not require any compulsion on his part towards the behaviour of the
faithful. That this is the aim of the argument is made clear at stanza 6, where Ephrem
introduces another important theme for this poem, namely supersessionism. The mirror
is compared to the grace (taybuta) “coming in place of” (d-’etat ‘al-) the justice of the law
(kéniit-eh d-namosa). The tertium comparationis, which unites the bishop, the mirror, and
the grace, is the absence of compulsion and violence (la dabbrat . . . ba-qtira, 1-2; qtir-eh
d-namosa, 6). Therefore, the iconographic metaphor of the mirror is employed, as was
the case for Gregory, to express the bishop’s role of example setter, but the significance
of this role is played out differently by Ephrem, who emphasises more the freedom left
to the people to follow the example than the priest’s role of mediation between God and
human beings. Like Gregory, Ephrem interprets the theme of the bishop as example
setter in light of his main theological concerns: as the basis of Gregory’s treatment was
the doctrine of theosis, Ephrem links the theme to substitution theology and his defence
of free will against gnostic and astrological fatalism (see CN 16, 7). Finally, linking the
mirror metaphor with the two dispensations, Ephrem introduces a historical develop-
ment in the metaphor that will be prominent in the next group of iconographic images.

Arecurring metaphor in the texts dedicated to Abraham (CN 17-21) is that of paint-
ing. This metaphor has a considerably different meaning than in Gregory. The meaning
is the same in all occurrences, which will be quoted here in full:
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(CN17,11-12)

284 “Painted [sir] is your master in your person, / behold his features [demwat-eh] all over you! //
He parted from us, while he’s with us: / in you we see all three of them // glorious who parted from us; /
be for us a wall as was Jacob, // and full of mercy as Babu, / and an eloquent treasure as Valgash, // [lacu-
na] / Blessed is he who in one painted [sar] them! /// Me too, the dregs of the flock, / I did not skimp on
what was due, // I painted an image [saret salma] of both, / with the dyes [sammaneé] of both, // that the
herd may see their ornaments, / and the flock their beauties; / and since I am a speaking lamb / for You,
God of Abraham, // in Abram’s tenure I praise You. / Blessed is he who made me his harp!”

285 “Lo! As you are priest after your master, / shining after the splendid, / modest after the sober, / vigi-
lant after the fasting, // your master didn’t leave you, / in the living we see the departed, // for, lo!, in you
are painted his features [siran demwat-eh], / his marks [‘eqbat-eh] in you are engraved [rstmanl, // and
from all of you all of him shines forth. / Blessed is he who in his stead gave us thee!”
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(CN 19, 15, 1-6)

The first problem posed by these metaphors is that of sources, because, as I already said,
the Bible afforded little material for this kind of imagery, and in the case of Gregory, these
metaphors come mostly from the Greek rhetoric tradition of ekphrasis and discussion on
works of art and artists. Ephrem does not seem to know this tradition; for example, he does
not mention either individual painters or technical details like the use of colours. His met-
aphors should then be explained differently. The influence of the Bible and the Christian
tradition of typology can account for CN 19, 1, 10, where “painting” (sar) is employed to
express the typological relationship between the Old Testament Abraham and the bishop
Abraham. A similar case is CN 19, 15, 1-6, where the three previous bishops left to the com-
munity a “model” (fupsa) of evangelical poverty. Here, the word tupsa, a loanword from
Greek TOTOG, expresses the example set by the departed bishops. However, both the use of
this particular word and the fact that the example left by the bishops constitutes their “tes-
tament” (diateke, another loanword, from Greek Staf81kn) and is gained by meditation on
the two Testaments suggest that the use of tupsa is prompted by the practice of biblical exe-
gesis?®: Ephrem compares the example of the bishops, fruit of their sound biblical faith, to
an “Old Testament” that the behaviour of the community, as a “New Testament”, will fulfil.

286 “Blessed is he who painted you [sar-ak] in Abraham!”

287 “Without testament departed those / three priests dazzling, // but since they meditated / those two
testaments of God, // a big inheritance [yurtanal they left us, / namely the model [tupsa] of poverty”.
The text at line 5 reads yutrana, “gain”, “profit”, “possession”. It is easy to surmise an error for yurtana,
“inheritance” “inherited possession”. The conjecture is satisfying both because of the context (the meta-
phor of the last will and testament of the former bishops in this stanza), and because yutrana would be
lectio facilior (a generic “profit” instead of the specific “inherited good”) and a common error. In fact, in
at least two places of the Syriac text of Genesis in the Peshitta version (Gen. 23:9 and 49:30), yurtana is
given for Greek xtfjolg and Hebrew ‘ahuza, both meaning “profit”, “utility”. This translation is a clear
corruption of an original yutrana, testifying for the easy confusion between these two words.

288 The Peshitta version of 1Cor. 10:6 and 1Petr. 3:21 has tupsa for Greek tonog/avtitunov and the two
passages are a prime example of typological interpretation of Old Testament narrations. In other such
passages (e.g., Rom. 5:14), Syriac translates Greek tomog with dmuta.
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The metaphor of a legacy, implying legitimate succession, links CN 19, 15, 1-6 to the
other passages containing the metaphor of painting—namely, CN 17, 11-12 and CN 18, 1.
The principle uniting all these instances of the metaphor is that of historical continuity,
be it from Old to New Testament, from Bible to church, or from deceased bishops to the
future of the community and their successor. However, the metaphor is here developed
differently: at CN 18, 1, 10 biblical Abraham was the image painted, and the bishop the true
image, and at CN 19, 15 the image left by previous bishops is aimed at the whole commu-
nity; here, instead, the living bishop is the painted copy, and the deceased predecessor is
the original, and the example left by the predecessor is meant to be picked up by the new
bishop only. The detail of the personal traits (demwata, CN 17, 11, 2 and CN 18, 1, 7) of the
previous bishop and the repetitions of the verb sar, “to paint,” suggest the painted portrait
as the tenor of the metaphor. A biblical precedent for this metaphor may be found in Gen.
5:3, where Adam’s generation of Seth is ba-dmit-eh a(y)k salm-eh, “in his likeness accord-
ing to his image”, as was God’s creation of Adam (Gen. 1:26-27; 5:1). However, in the idea
of generation, contrary to that of creation, the notion of succession is implied, which the
biblical text of Gen. 5 makes very clear in presenting a succession of patriarchs, each giving
birth to his successor and then dying. Ephrem employs the same words, dmiita (mostly in
the plural demwata) and salma, as Gen. 5. Yet another influence might be at play here. A
significant clue is in CN 17, 11, 3-5 and 18, 1, 5-6, where Ephrem stresses the presence of
the portrayed predecessor in his living portrait. If Abraham’s being a portrait of his prede-
cessor is reason enough to affirm the presence of the predecessor, then Ephrem betrays
here a belief in the strong presence of the model in the image. Such expressions may he
influenced by the Greek literary trope of the work of art so perfect it lacks only the word or
breath to be alive®®, But if we look in the Syriac context, the concept resonates with contem-
porary cultural phenomena. The association of a sacred portrait, the Edessan Mandylion,
with the Abgar legend developed probably in the second half of the fourth century: in its
first witness, the Doctrine of Addai, the Mandylion works as an Ersatz of Jesus’s presence in
Edessa®’. Another important element in the culture of the image that may have influenced
Ephrem is Manichaeism, which gave great prominence to painting, so much that one of its
sacred books was an illustrated treatise that the Coptic sources title eixwv®. Obviously, the
Edessan legend and Manichaeism cannot be classified as “sources” of Ephrem’s metaphor;

289 A classic example are the epigrams on Myron’s Cow (Anth. Gr. 9, 713-742; 793-798; Posidippus 66
A.-B.; Auson. epigr. 63-71); see also Steiner 2012, 29-31.

290 First witness to the Abgar legend is Eusebius of Caesarea (h. e. 1, 13, 5-22), in the first half of the
fourth century; Egeria in the second half of the same century still does not mentions the image in Edessa
(peregr: 17, 1; 19, 3-19), but only the letter from Jesus to the king (note, however, that at 19, 6 Egeria is
shown by the bishop of Edessa the archiotypae of Abgar and his son Magnus, i.e., probably sculpted im-
ages of their face). The Doctrine of Addai (beginning of the fifth century) bears a remarkable similarity
to Ephrem’s formulation at CN 17, 12: “because he [Hannana] was the painter [sayyara] of the king, he
painted [sar] the portrait [salm-eh] of Jesus with choice dyes [b-sammané gbayyal” (Phillips 1876,.).
291 Pers. Arzhang; see Asmussen’s article in the Encyclopedia Iranica (Asmussen 1987) and Guldcsi
2015. Ephrem knew of Mani’s link with writing, calligraphy and even art: V6ébus 1958, 129-130.
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rather, they should be seen as signs of a cultural context that, the apparent iconoclasm of the
Bible notwithstanding, was keenly aware of the power of painted images; in such a context,
Ephrem’s metaphor makes more sense, because it presupposes from its audience not only
acquaintance with painted portraits but also ideological grappling with this form of art.

As regards the meaning and function of this metaphor; it expresses, like the other
metaphors of painting, the exemplary value of the bishop. Differently from the meta-
phor of the mirror and from Gregory, this example is not aimed at the community, but
is the example every bishop sets for his successor. Therefore, the function of this meta-
phor is to underline the similarity between a bishop and his predecessor, so that it is not
at random that every instance of the metaphor is found in CN 17-21, poems dedicated
to a newly elected bishop. The metaphor legitimises the new bishop and the transfer of
power, without thereby binding his hands: Ephrem explicitly names the traits of the old
bishop inherited by the new one, his demwata, and they are all very generic moral and
ascetic virtues, like modesty, sobriety, fasting, wakefulness (CN 18, 1, 1-4). Even when
the poet details characteristics specific to each of the predecessors (CN 17, 11, 6-8),
urging Abraham to imitate them, the content of the exhortation is rather generic and
does not involve the new bishop in specific choices or policies. In this way, the bishop is
requested only to adopt a morally decent behaviour and engage in ascetic practices to
secure his legitimation via the similarity with his predecessor, without being bound to
any political continuity with them.

At CN 17, 12, Ephrem employs the metaphor of painting in yet a different way:
this time the poet himself is the painter, and both bishops, the old and the new, are the
subject of his portrait. As was said above, these iconographic metaphors are a mise en
abime of the whole poems, and this is demonstrated by Ephrem’s use of the painting
metaphor in a metapoetic sense. The poems are a painting of the bishops, revealing to
the senses of the audience the inner characters of the prelates; at the same time, they
are “due”, a thanksgiving prompted and compelled by the excellency of the bishops.
These declarations on the part of Ephrem make explicit the double direction of these
poems: on one side, they are addressed to the community and aim at legitimising their
new leader, showing his virtues; on the other, they are meant to be known by the bishop,
as a sign of loyalty and a captatio benevolentiae from the poet. In this context, Ephrem’s
self-definition as “Harp of God” (kennar-eh, CN 17, 12, 10) stands out in all its impor-
tance, because, sealing the praise of the new bishop, it reminds the prelate of the power
of public poetry that Ephrem is putting at his disposal.

In conclusion, iconographic metaphors, though relatively unimportant in the Bible,
have a very important function in both Ephrem’s and Gregory’s poetry: they serve to
express a widespread notion in the contemporary church—namely, that the bishop
should be a paragon of morality for the community. However, this exemplary function
of the bishop is inserted by both poets in the framework of their theology. To put it in a
general way, Gregory conceives of the exemplarity of the bishop according to a vertical
model, whereas Ephrem has more of a horizontal model: in Gregory’s thought there
is a hierarchy going from God to the people in the church, with the priest (or bishop)
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as the link between the human and the divine plane of existence; in Ephrem, the his-
torical development of the church prevails, a path leading from Old Testament figures
to Jesus and the apostles and to the apostolic tradition within the church. Therefore,
exemplarity runs for Gregory from God above to the church down here: the bishop
models himself like a mirror towards God, and the people are taught by the bhishop’s
example. For Ephrem, instead, exemplarity is a mode of typology, with Old Testament
characters setting the example for bishops; but the same mechanism functions for the
apostolic succession, with each bishop having his predecessor as an example. In this
case the scholarly stereotypes on Gregory and Ephrem are (at least partially) true:
Gregory’s vertical model denounces his debt to Greek philosophy—Neoplatonism in
particular—and, in its stillness and abstraction, it contrasts with Ephrem’s horizontal
model, which is dynamic, historical, and concrete, a product of Semitic culture and
biblical thinking.

2.2.4 Other metaphors

In this section I review other metaphors, in a cursory way, either because they have
been already sufficiently studied or because the material is not as abundant or as inter-
esting as what has been analysed until now.

2.2.4.1 Family

There is a group of metaphors that has unique characteristics: family metaphors. First,
they are articulated, developed, and widespread in Ephrem’s poetry and almost absent
from Gregory’s poems. Second, their articulation leads often to ambiguities in the rela-
tionship of the bishop to his community, which are worth considering. Third, the met-
aphor of the father became fixed with time, until the word was employed as a title
for prelates and monastics®2. This group of metaphors has already been studied for
Ephrem, whereas in Gregory, being less important, it has not captured scholars’ atten-
tion®®, In many passages of Ephrem’s poems, the bishops are called “father”, or they
have a parental role towards the community, which is represented as a child or a young
girl®*, There is more than one tertium comparationis in this metaphor. First, the role
of the bishop towards the community is very similar to that of a father towards his off-
spring, because the bishop should educate and guide the community. Furthermore, the

292 Lampe 1961, 1050, s.v. matrjp; Payne Smith 1879-1901, 5, s.v. ==« See Jerg 1970, 103-104 for the
evolution of the terms natpidpyng and ndnag in the official documents.

293 Murray 2006, 150-162; Bou Mansour 2019, 102-108.

294 The bishop(s) as “father” (Caba): CN 13,12, 3; CN 14, 13,4; 17, 3; 22, 1; CN 16, 14, 5; 18, 1; 21, 2; CN 19,
1, 2. Two long passages presuppose the metaphor of the community as a young girl and the bishops as
parents: CN 14, 16-22; CN 16, 17-21. At CN 19, 1, the bishop is the father of the single faithful.
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bishop through his administering of baptism effectively brings forth the single Chris-
tians, so that his role can really be considered that of a father on the spiritual level.
Moreover, the father-daughter relationship presupposes a growth and a progression in
the daughter. Second, the relationship between bishop and community is fundamen-
tally asymmetrical, the bishop being endowed with all authority and the community
being bound to absolute obedience. This reflects father-children relationships in late
antiquity. Third—and this is perhaps the most neglected and most important point—
this metaphor naturalises the relationship between bishop and community as described
here: insisting on the paternity of the bishop, Ephrem (as well as other ecclesiastical
writers) sought to express the unavoidable necessity of the relationship, removing it
from the domain of man-made, socially constructed relationships and projecting it into
the natural order. In other words, fatherhood language for the episcopate amounts to a
defence of its theological necessity and divine, not human, institution.

There might be an analogous use of the metaphor in Gregory, though a less devel-
oped one: atII, 1, 10, 8, he laments his exile from Constantinople as a removal from his
“holy offspring” (iep®v tekéwv), a theme repeated in the iambic miniatures linked to
our longest poems®®, Here, naming the community in Constantinople as “offspring”
implies that Gregory’s exile is not only very cruel but also an act against nature. In II,
1, 12 the community is twice termed “offspring” (tékea), yet in one case the bishop is
not dtnp, but TpootdTng, because paternity is reserved to the Spirit**. Finally, on one
occasion it is Gregory who compares himself to a father, but this time the metaphor
has nothing to do with the bishop’s role in relation to the community, because here the
poet is addressing the other bishops®”. In this case, the image in the last words, that of
a dying father, aims to produce that very sense of asymmetry that the father metaphor
enshrines, while at the same time it binds the addressees through pity for an old man
and through the shame of not fulfilling the last words of a dying man: the metaphor
of the dying father is a clever construction because of the inherent contrast between
the hierarchical superiority of the father figure and the fragility of the old, dying, and
failing man; therefore, it commands compliance through pity.

2.2.4.2 Marriage and wedding
A metaphor that apparently contradicts the language of fatherhood is that of wedding
and marriage: the bishop is sometimes compared to a husband, and the community

295 old W’ £opyev /'0 9B6voG; g iepav ThAe BdAev Texéwv (11, 1, 10, 7-8); TTo0G AGywv yEvvnua Thv Eudv
ékwv (11, 1, 5, 2); TGV 8 U@y TEKVWV TUXOV [ AAAoL kataokpT@daot (11, 1, 6, 8-10); 'Q pot éuiig TpLadog! ¢
pot £udv tekéwv! [ Q eB6ve, tinte W Eopyag; (11, 1, 16, 52-53).

296 "Emelt’ dodpkwv eiol Tékvwy mpootdral, /A mvedua tiktel oapkog egevopévov (I1, 1, 12, 629-630);
AyVag te méumey mpooopas vmeEp Tékvwy (I, 1, 12, 757).

297 TIAV €ELTpLov Tvv’, el Sokel, Adyov, / BpaxLy uév, aAAd xpriotuov, 8¢Eaabé pov / 'Qg ol matpwag
AapBavovteg v Tédel | PwVag EmokPeL Te uviung aiag / Me®’ &g Adyog Tig oUKET £€akoveTal, / Qukal
TAE0V pévouaLy év Bddel ppevag (11, 1, 12, 811-817).
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to his wife?%®, This metaphor is only apparently contradictory, because, exactly as the
father metaphor, it expresses an asymmetrical relationship, since the wife was not on
par with the hushand?®. The sense of this metaphor is to express the exclusivity of the
relationship between bishop and community, binding the bishop to the community to
which he was ordered and restating the office as a function of the community and not
as an attribute owned by the office’s recipient®®.

Both the images of fatherhood and of marriage are developed in another direction
by Ephrem: the true Father is God, the true Groom is Christ; therefore, the bishop acts
only as a mediator between the Godhead and the community. In one case, Ephrem very
explicitly says that the bishop, in his capacity of sacrificial priest, “stands as a media-
tor between God and mankind”, a sentence strikingly similar to 1Tim. 2:5, referring to
Jesus®®%. So it is that in CN 16, 17, 2 the first bishop, Jacob, is called mrabbyana, meaning
“foster father”, because he was tasked with making Nisibis’s community grow in her
first years, whereas her true Father waiting for her is God. The same concept of hierar-
chy as mediation is applied to marriage imagery. In this respect, it is interesting to note
that whereas the hishop is called “groom” (hatna) or “father” (Caba), the community is
never called “bride” (kallta) or “betrothed” (mkirta), but always “spouse” (ba(r)t-zawga)
or “wife” Ca(n)tta): this means that Ephrem actually distinguishes two different meta-
phors, marriage and wedding. In the metaphor of marriage, the bishop is the husband,
and the community is the wife, and the metaphor expresses their union as an accom-
plished fact to stress its binding value and its permanence through time. The metaphor
of betrothal and wedding has a different meaning: here, the betrothed and bride is still
the church, but the groom is Christ, whereas the bishop has the role of a paranymph,
betrother or go-between for the true groom—Christ—and the church®? In this case,

298 “Aptly your name is Abraham, / for you are father of many; // yet, since you had no spouse / like was
Sarah for Abraham, // here, your spouse [ba(r)t-zawg-ak] is your diocese! / Rear her children with your
fidelity; // may you have spiritual offspring, / and children born of the promise, / who may in Eden in-
herit. / Blessed is he who painted you in Abraham!” (CN 19, 1); “O virgin that was bridegroom [hatnal,
/ stir up a bit your understanding // towards the wife of your youth ['a(n)tat talyut-ak]” (CN 20, 1, 1-3).
299 As shown by Harvey 1993, even though the influence of Marcionism favoured egalitarian experi-
ences in Syriac culture, the responses were ambiguous, oscillating between acceptance and even more
misogyny than in Greek culture. Furthermore, Paul’s heritage, which Harvey stresses as fundamentally
egalitarian (see Gal. 3:28), was ambiguous too (see 1Cor. 11:3; Eph. 5:22-24).

300 Bishops were officially bound to their seat at least since the Council of Nicaea (canons 15 and 16).
The canon was seldom respected in the fourth century, but with time the jurisdiction of the bishop
became more and more linked with the city where he resided, both officially and in reality; see Barone
Adesi 1998.

301 D-hu qayem ’a(y)k mes‘aya / bet-"allaha la-’nasuta (CN 18, 12, 8-9); w-had-u mes‘aya d-’allaha
w-da-bnaynasa barnasa t$u‘ msiha (“and one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus”,
1Tim. 2:5).

302 This theme is elaborated in three stanzas: “Listen to the Apostle, as he speaks / to that virgin [btultal
whom he had betrothed [mkar]: // “I burn for you, but with the ardour, / with the ardour of God, // not
that of the flesh, but of the spirit.”/ You too for her burn purely, // that she may know who is and whence,
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the imagery preserves the primacy of Christ in relationship to the church and frames
the bishop as instrumental to this relationship, while at the same time stressing that
his authority depends on that of the Bridegroom, Christ. If marriage implies duration
in time, betrothal is destined to end at the moment of wedding; this image is not static,
like that of marriage, but points to the eschatological theme of Christ’s wedding with the
church. Within the framework of this theme, the bishop’s role as paranymph implies a
future review of his work by the Groom, who will hold the bishop accountable, both for
the doctrinal (CN 20, 4-5) and for the moral (CN 19, 13) shortcomings of his community,
so that, in a nuanced way, the use of the imagery of mediation is also a strong cona-
tive reminder to the bishop of his responsibilities. As demonstrated by this metaphor
group’s occurrence in CN 20, the antiheretical poem, both metaphors (marriage and
betrothal) are instrumental in preserving unity under the bishop while at the same time
delegitimising doctrinal dissent: a breach in communion from the bishop is presented
in Old Testament fashion as an act of adultery by the community and heretical leaders.

2.2.4.3 Stewardship

Another typically Ephremian image of episcopal mediation is that of the steward,
administrator, or treasurer®®. This image has obvious biblical precedents, most of all
in the Gospels, where many parables and sayings involve administrators and stewards
and problems of delegation and administration. Ephrem employs this metaphor, going
so far as to call the bishops “treasurers” (gezabre)®™. Usually, the figure refers to their
task of teaching doctrine, because the Word of God is seen as a depository, whence
the prelate should choose the right teaching at the right time. Gregory, too, employs
this imagery once in our poems. At the beginning of II, 1, 13 (line 2), in his address to
the bishops, he calls them Ypuy@®v tapiay, “ministers of souls”, using the word tapiag,
attested since Homer and with a wide range of meanings: from referring to the person
tasked with making the parts of a meal and distributing them to Zeus as dispenser of
all things to referring, in prose, to the financial administrator of a temple, a king, or a

/ and through you may long for, through you may love // Jesus, her Faithful Bridegroom [hatn-ah da-
sraral. | Blessed is he whose zeal is holy!” (CN 19, 13); “Here with you is the betrothed of your Lord
[mkirat mar-ak], / keep her from all harms, // and from any man violating her, calling / the churches
by their own names. // The name of her Betrothed [mkir-ah] she’s given, / she should not whore with
another name: // since she wasn’t baptised in a name of man, / the names in which she’s baptised she
should profess // of the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost. / Blessed is he in whose name she’s called!
/I The Apostle, her matchmaker [makor-ah], had zeal / that she may not be violated by names, // not only
by fake names, / but not even by the trustworthy ones, // nor Peter’s nor even his own name; / those that
were trustworthy matchmakers [makore Sarrire] // gave her the name of her Betrothed [mkir-ah]; / the
fake ones as adulterers // put their own names on the flock. / Glory to your name, Our Creator!” (CN
20, 4-5). Behind these passages lies 2Cor. 11:2.

303 This has been studied by Murray 2006, 193-195.

304 The bishops are called gezabre at CN 13, 3 and CN 19, 8, 10; other occurrences: CN 14, 3, 5; CN 21, 2,
9-10. At CN 17, 3, 10, the bishop himself is the repository containing teaching.
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city®®. This imagery extols the bishops as leaders of the community, at the same time

reminding them that they are responsible to God and that their power springs from a
delegation.

In general, the metaphors expressing delegation are more common in Ephrem than
in Gregory. As a result, the triangular relationship of God/Christ, bishop, and community
is more visible in Ephrem: the single links (God-bishop, bishop-community, God-com-
munity) are described by Gregory, too, but Ephrem gives a more consequent image of
how all three should relate to one another. He does this partly by subtly introducing
the eschatological redde rationem of bishops through the metaphor of the wedding.
This way, his representation of this relationship is inscribed in a historical framework:
as evidenced by Papoutsakis in the case of the relationship between God and Israelite
kings, the insistence on vicariousness is linked in Ephrem to the orderly succession
in office through time; and this, in turn, is precisely the most important theme of the
poems on the bishops®®,

2.2.4.4 Teaching

It is a common conception among the scholars that the monarchic episcopate emerged
also from the necessity to counter doctrinal divisions in the communities, to reduce
teaching under a single authority, at least at the local level. Since doctrinal distress did
not end in the third century—much to the contrary, the fourth century witnessed the
virulent Arian controversy—it is only normal that the munus docendi, the bishop’s task
of teaching, should be an important element of his role. This is also demonstrated by the
Greek inscriptions on bishops, which frequently mention §i8dokaiog as an attribute of
the bishop, characterising him essentially as the people’s teacher®”’.

Indeed, both Ephrem and Gregory present bishops as teachers and use teaching
imagery for their aims. Ephrem employs mostly the world rabba, and sometimes the
more specific mallpand, often tying them to the personification of the community as a
little girl growing and learning®®. In other instances, the relationship between master
and pupil describes the relationship between a bishop and his successor, implying a
continuity in their magisterium and making the transfer of powers less traumatic®®”. In
one case, Ephrem describes himself as the disciple of the three bishops, at the same time
boasting of his intimacy with these prestigious figures and giving a concrete example
of their fulfilling their task in his person®". Finally, a notable metaphor in these poems,

305 Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 1754, s.v. Tapiag.

306 Papoutsakis 2017, 85-87: to the vicarious kings of the House of David and their antitypes of the
House of Constantine, one must therefore add the bishops as vicars of Christ as enjoying this unique
complementarity of orderly succession and vicariousness. On the theme of episcopal succession: §4.1.
307 Feissel 1989, 802n8.

308 CN 13,12, 4; CN 14, 15-16; see also §2.1.2.2.

309 CN17,1,8-9; 2,5. See §4.1.1.

310 CN 14, 26, 3-4.
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a figure with a clear biblical ancestry, is that of teaching as a food and learning as
eating®'": in CN 14, 16, the evolution of the community and the teaching of the bishop
are described as a weaning, in terms similar to those used by Paul at 1Cor. 3:1-2%'% in
CN 17, 2, 8-9, the bishop’s teaching (yullpana) is called “new bread” (lahma ha(d)ta),
probably a reference to Gospel passages in which Christ describes himself as bread®!.

Even though it is generally known that Syriac culture tends to see the bishop as a
teacher and Christianity as a school, while Greek culture has a more political approach
to the bishop’s role, Gregory calls the bishops §t8dokalot in a number of instances in II,
1,121, This usage has two main functions. The first is to underline the moral decadence
of the church caused by the moral decadence of bishops, because they are appointed to
teach morality to the people, so that their failures reflect poorly on the community®':
teaching expresses a causative link between the moral character of leaders and the
moral character of the people led. More importantly, the use of §t8dokaiog and the
representation of the bishop’s work as teaching are part of the wider strategy of “ration-
alisation” of the bishop’s office enacted by Gregory, whereby teaching presupposes com-
petence and knowledge, which must be acquired through training, learning, and exer-
cise (see §3.1.3.3; §3.3.2.1). Therefore, Gregory not only stresses twice the paradox of a
teacher knowing less than his pupil as a symbol of the neophyte-turned-bishop being
less Christian than many of his faithful®!®, but he also mocks and unmasks these bishops
through the fable of “Venus and the Cat” (Perry 50):

311 See Jer. 15:16; Jes. 55:1-2, similar to wisdom’s feast at Prov. 9:1-6; see the vision of prophets eating
a book: Hes. 3:3; Apc. 10:9-10.

312 “The first with all simplicity / gave milk [halba] to his infancy [l-yalladit-eh], /| the middle with all
readiness / gave a taste [t‘@mal] to his childhood [I-Sabrit-eh], // the third with all perfection / gave food
['ukla] to his maturity [la-gmirut-eh].” (CN 14, 16); “And 1, brethren, could not speak unto you as unto
spiritual, but as unto carnal, even as unto babes [l-yalliide] in Christ. I have fed you with milk [halbal],
and not with meat [mekultal: for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able.” (1Cor.
3:1-2). See also: “For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that one teach you again
which be the first principles of the oracles of God; and are become such as have need of milk [halbal,
and not of strong meat [mekulta sarrirtal. For every one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of right-
eousness: for he is a babe [sabral]. But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age [gmire], even
those who by reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both good and evil.” (Hebr. 5:12-14);
“As newborn babes [yallide sabre], desire the sincere milk [halba] of the word, that ye may grow there-
by” (1Petr. 2:2).

313 “To be supplied from him with life, / the new bread of doctrine.” (CN 17, 3, 8-9); see in particular Joh.
6 with its long discussion on Jesus as bread.

314 On Syriac emphasis on learning and doctrine: Becker 2004, 179-182; Becker 2006, 22—-40; on the
bishop as a political leader in Greek culture: Rapp 2005, 131-132.

315 ToyBévteg elvat To0 kool Si8dokadol / Kak@v andvtwy 0pév épyactiptov / Liyf] BodvTes, kv
Sok®uev N Aéyew:/ Tipdedpog i kakia: moveitw undé el / Kakol yiveode, toito cuvropwtatov / Kai
A@ov. 1) 8¢ pdgLg loTtatatl vopog. / MOALS yap v Tig ék Biag StackdAwy / Nevaelev eig 10 kpelooov: el &
&yoL tomov / MoyBnpov, iAw, Podg kata npavolc tpéxwy (11, 1, 12, 362-370).

316 AMN 0UYL T00TO" GAN’ €KETVo MG eUYNG/ Opod padntng kai Si8dokarog Sokely / Ofyovta Bywv (wg
0806vTEG TRV oLMV), [ Aéov SL8dokey EkpabovTa Tovg vopoug; / Tig i TooavTn cUyxvoLg To0 TPayuatog;
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Aloxp@®v pév odv aioylatov 1} TpoToL TAAGLG,

‘Opwg UAaooe Kal W EMALVETNV EYELG.

Nov & 0l6v o7t T00T0 Kal T) TPooPEPEC;

Ap’ éoTL Kal Tatai Tt TepmVE TAGoUaATL

Emoudijg petafd’ kal yéAwg €v Sakpootg: (700)
TaAijv kabilet pdbog elow maoTadoc

NOuEnv yap glye VopQIKGG £0TaAuévn’

“E8va, KPOTOL, YEAWTEG RV AAUIIpOg YOG,

H & w¢ (8ev piv SLatpéyovt €v ¢ uéow,

NOUOn pév v, yod 8¢ @ eavévtt yap (705)
Er8papoton Seinvov elyev, 00 yapov.

ToloGt66 €0l MdG voBog S18AoKaAOG.

TO yap meQUKOG 00 Tayéwg uedioTatal.

(I1, 1, 12, 696-708)

Therefore, feigning one’s character is the worst of shames;

however, if you hold fast, I will praise you.

But how is it this, and to what is it similar?

Can I play a bit with a pleasant fable

while being serious? There is laughter even in tears. (700)
The tale places a kitten in a bridal chamber,

because it depicts her as a bride in bridal garments;

Gifts, applauses, laughter: ‘twas really a brilliant wedding.

Then, she saw a mouse running through the middle of the room.

She was a bride, yea, but still a cat: at that sight (705)
she ran upon it and had dinner, not wedding.

Such is every false teacher:

Nature is not easily changed.

2.2.4.5 Light

A metaphor related to the representation of bishops as teachers and common to Ephrem
and Gregory is that of the doctrine or learning as light. Gregory employs this image
in particular for his preaching of Trinitarian dogma in Constantinople,!” and in this
sense the expression “life’s light” (Biov @dog, II, 1, 13, 5) must be understood as being

(1L, 1, 12, 549-553); 0 & €ykpatig £0TnKev NTIUWUEVOG, [ KATw VEVELKWS, TTPOG BdV Uovov BAETWY, /
LTépywv pabntod xopav, o0 und’ G€og / Towg uadntig obtog 6 viv Sisdokalog, / Einep t0 kpatelv ov
T0mR yvwpiletal (1L, 1, 12, 637-641). See also the usage of the verb 8§i8dokw as Gregory presents the
doctrinal curriculum of a good bishop: AtSa&ov nuég, wg BéAeLg, SiSaoke 8¢/ Tig 1 TpLdg pot. . .. / M pe
otepriong et 8& mavtn TeAdS el / Tl xepaywyels un PAETwV; "Q 0T ok6Toug / TQ Wi PAETOVTL XpWUEVWY
S18aokaw, / Qg eig BOBpov méowat dyvoiag apa (11, 1, 12, 309-310; 326-329).

317 Anpov debAevoavta, Yaespopov ovpaviolal / Adypact, kal mETpng ékmpoyéovta poov. (11, 1, 10,
9-10); Tp&& Erapa ol mplv éokotiopévols. (IL, 1, 12, 118). Naturally, the adjective paéogopov is
the poetic equivalent of the more ordinary éAauya. The image has biblical roots: the prophecy at Jes.
9:1 is fulfilled in Christ’s preaching at Mt. 4:16; this means that Gregory presents his own preaching
as analogous to that of Christ, an usual proceeding in his autobiographical writings (see Hofer 2013,
175-181; §1.3.2).
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applied to the bishops, because they are tasked with repeating in space (through colle-
giality) and in time (through succession) the one teaching (hence the singular ¢doc) of
the church. Ephrem’s usage of this image clearly depends on biblical sources: in CN 21,
1, he compares the bishop to John the Baptist, whom Jesus described as a lamp (whereas
Jesus is the Light itself)*!; in CN 18, 10, the reference to a light not to be concealed is
taken from a saying of Christ*"®. In both of these cases, the imagery of light implies the
presence of a darkness to be overcome. This is the case also for Gregory’s use of the
image in relation to his ministry. Hence, the imagery of light, which also, because of
its biblical antecedents, implies the presence of darkness, is employed by both poets
when the munus docendi implies concurrent teachings or the chasing away of igno-
rance. Concretely speaking, both Gregory and Ephrem seem very concerned with the
bishops’ task of dispelling heresies in the community. A more developed example of
this imagery occurs in CN 13 with a different meaning. Here, the bishops of Nisibis are
called “luminaries” (nahhire) already in the first stanza (CN 13, 1, 2), anticipating the
deeper development of the image in the second, where it is clear that Ephrem is allud-
ing to the creation of the sun and the moon in Gen. 1:14-19%%, Here, the focus is not so
much teaching as guidance, because the “three darknesses” to which the poet refers
clearly represent the three Persian sieges, and the biblical passage that is the source
of the text speaks of the luminaries (nahhire) as “governing” (slat): the bishops were
leaders in the hard times of the community. The image is reprised at stanzas 7-9, where
the bishops are compared to different phases of the sun during a single day, because

318 “John was a lamp [Sragal / that exposed and rebuked the perverse, // they hurried and quenched
the lamp / that the whim of their appetites refused. // Be a torch [lampeéda] resplendent / and silence the
servants of darkness [hessokal, // for your doctrine shines [nhar] so much / that no one in its splendour
[b-denh-eh] dares // to serve the whims of darkness. / Blessed is he who made you our lamp [lampéda]!”
(CN 21, 1); cf. “He was a burning and a shining [manhar] light [§raga]: and ye were willing for a season to
rejoice in his light [b-nuhr-eh].” (Joh. 5:35); “He was not that Light [nuhral, but was sent to bear witness
of that Light.” (Joh. 1:8); “We have also a more sure word of prophecy; whereunto ye do well that ye take
heed, as unto a light [sragal that shineth [manhar] in a dark place, until the day dawn, and the day star
arise in your hearts” (2Petr. 1:19, relevant because Christians considered John the last Old Testament
prophet: Lc. 16:16).

319 “Light [nuhra] that is damped is unseemly, [...] and if perchance is light [§raga]l damped, / the
stumbling is increased: // may your light [nuhr-ak] chase our darkness [hessok-an]! / Blessed is he who
made you our lamp [lampeéd-an]!” (CN 18, 10, 1; 7-10). Cf. Mt. 5:14-16; Mc. 4:21-22; 9:50; Lc. 8:16-18.
320 “Three priests dazzling [nassthe] / in likeness of the two luminaries [nahhire]” (CN 13, 1, 2); “He,
who created the two luminaries [nahhire], / chose for himself this three luminaries [nahhire] // and fixed
them in the threefold / dusk [hessoke] of the past sieges. // As was quenched that couple of luminaries/
truly the last blazed.” (CN 13, 2). Cf. “And God said, Let there be lights [nahhire] in the firmament of the
heaven to divide the day from the night; and let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days, and
years: And let them be for lights [manhrin] in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth:
and it was so. And God made two great lights; the greater light to rule [l-Sultana] the day, and the lesser

light to rule [l-sultana] the night: he made the stars also.” (Gen. 1:14-16).
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each in his way made the community grow in different stages, this time likely with
reference to their magisterium?®.,

2.2.4.6 Metonymies

One tool of figurative language that both poets employ frequently to talk about the
bishop or the episcopate is metonymy. It is very common that “bishop” or “episcopal
office” are substituted by concrete objects associated with the bishop. For example,
Ephrem uses the word “key” (‘aqlida, from Greek kAeig) to talk about the power of the
bishop, an image already current in the Bible and studied and widely used by writers
of early Syriac literature®?, In the Bible, the keys and the power to “bind” and “loose”
are very generic attributes of people in power, always reminding them of their divine
mandate. In the subsequent Jewish tradition, “bind” and “loose” refer to halachic allow-
ances and prohibitions established by Jewish authorities. When referring to the Chris-
tian priesthood, the image can assume different meanings, the most common being
the discipline of penance, and more generally, the bishop’s spiritual guidance of the
community and its individual members.

Another frequent metonymy is the hands, because the most important part of the
consecration of a bishop was the imposition of hands by other bishops. It was under-
stood that every bishop received the imposition of the hands from a previous bishop,
in an uninterrupted chain that went back to the apostles®”, In the Syriac tradition, as
attested by Ephrem at hymn. haer. 22, 19, the priestly tradition went back even further,
from the apostles to Christ, and from Christ to John the Baptist or Simeon as last repre-
sentative of the Aaronic priesthood of Israel, reaching back to Moses and the Sinai®?,

321 “Behold! In three generations, / as in symbol or mystery, // wrath has become like the sun: / it has
dawned from the first, // grew by the middle, / set and disappeared by the last. /// Even the sun shows /
three forms in quarter three: // dazzling and bright his beginning, / strong and harsh his middle, // and
like a candle perfected / soft and mild his end. // Swift and bright his beginning, / which came to the
sleepers to wake them, // hot and harsh his middle / coming to ripen the fruits, // gentle and mild his end
/ because it has reached his perfection.” (CN 13, 7-9).

322 See: CN 13, 3,3-6; CN 17, 6, 3; the basis of this use is Mt. 16:19 (see also Jes. 22:22), referenced at CN
21, 3, 7-10. The underlying image is that of the treasurer or administrator (see above). A thorough study
of the theme is given by: Murray 2006, 182-187 and Papoutsakis 2017.

323 New Testament occurrences: Act. 6:6; 13:3; 14:23; 1Tim. 4:14; 2Tim. 1:6 (maybe also 1Tim. 5:22). The
Greek word for “ordination” is xetpotovia (Lampe 1961, 1522-1523, s.vv. XelpoTovéw, xelpotovia), Syr.
sam-"ida (but see Bou Mansour 2019, 367n60 for a bibliography on the different terms employed). Book 8
of the Apostolic Constitutions discusses ordinations, and in Syriac the Testamentum domini.

324 On this theme: Murray 2006, 55; Bou Mansour 2019, 246; 365-369. Old Testament occurrences are
limited to Moses’ passing of his charisma to Joshua: Num. 27:18; 23; Dtn. 34:9. For Ephrem: “The Highest
inclined towards Mount Sinai / and laid his hand on Moses // Moses laid it on Aaron / and it reached till
John. // For this reason, Our Lord said / “it is justice to be baptised by you”, // lest that order may be lost:
/ Our Lord gave it to the Apostles, // so that now it is transmitted inside our church / Blessed is he who
delivered us his order!” (hymn. haer. 22, 19). See also: hymn. haer. 24, 22; Nat. 4, 21. Ephrem clearly knew
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For Ephrem, the imposition of hands is very important, because it guarantees the apos-
tolic genealogy of a bishop, differentiating the true church from heretical sects®”. For
this reason, Ephrem mentions the imposition of hands mostly against heretics and Jews,
as an argument for the legitimacy of the church. It is so important that, according to
Bou Mansour, it becomes a substitute for the word “priesthood” itself*?. Against this
interpretation are two passages from our poems, where the “hands” are mentioned in
parallel with other facets of the bishop’s role:

hon eiha Kmaal o s @ g hlh
Thusima Fua dawiaa s aslea ala,
(CN13,1,1-4)

) Kara L) awiaa pus\n oue xle
» o e i cueohw e s
~awas waniaala ~anai Lnird
(CN17,6,1-7) 38 daan v\_\_v_\lo

Bou Mansour explains that in these passages, even though the “hand” is linguistically
on the same level as the other attributes of the episcopate, since the others (the throne,
the key, the diocese) express a function, the hand, expressing the source of the bish-
op’s power, is still the most important. Another argument in favour of Bou Mansour’s
interpretation is that “hand” is here governed by verbs, such as ’aslem and yabbel,
meaning “to deliver”, “to hand out”, “to transmit”, whereas if it meant only “consecra-
tion,” it should have been governed by sam, “to put”, as in Num. 27:18.23 and Dtn. 34:9.
One could even interpret this unusual construction as a zeugma in CN 13, 1, 3-4, but
CN 17, 6, 1 leaves no doubt that here ’ida, “hand”, is objectified and does not refer to
the imposition of hands proper. This is all the truer since, at least in theory, no bishop
could consecrate his successor, so that the imposition of hands was always performed
by bishops from other dioceses. The term kursya, equivalent of Greek ka8¢8pa/6pdvog
and meaning “throne”, “seat”, may symbolise the bishop’s munus docendi or his judicial
function inside the community*?, The terms marta and gezra point to the leadership

that the main OT model for the imposition of hands was Moses’ election of Joshua as his successor, as he
delves on this episode at CN 19, 6.

325 See Griffith 1999.

326 Bou Mansour 2019, 366. See also the passage by Jacob of Serugh quoted in Papoutsakis 2017, 83,
with explanation.

327 “Three priests dazzling / in likeness of the two luminaries, // In shifting transmitted [yabbel(w)
w-"aslem(w)] one to the next / throne, hand and diocese [kursya w-"ida w-marital.”

328 “He delivered his hand [‘aslem ’id-eh] to his own disciple, / the seat [kursya] to the one who was
worthy of it, // the key [glida] to the one who was faithful, / the pen [gezra] to the one who was excellent;
// meet for your hand is the consecration [l-id-ak ruhhapal, / for your offering [l-qurban-ak] the atone-
ment, // and for your tongue [l-li$$ana] the comfort.”

329 See Payne Smith 1879-1901, 1837, s.v. =awiaa; Lampe 1961, 687. For the judicial function, the locus
classicus is Mt 19:28, which has kaBilewv éni Opdvou/Bpovoug (for both the Son of Man and the apostles)
in Greek, but in Syriac (Peshitta and Curetonian) tronés for the Son of Man and kursya for the apostles
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over the diocese, while the keys, as already noted, indicate the disciplinary authority
of the bishop. If this symbolism is correct, then “hand” should mean something less
general than “priesthood”, pace Bou Mansour, and it should rather indicate a particular
task of the bishop, passed on by the predecessors to their successors: I suggest “hand”
here means the power to consecrate bishops, priests, and deacons. This seems to be
confirmed by CN 17, 6, 5, where Ephrem says to the living bishop: “It is meet for your
hand [I-'id-ak] the consecration®?, a sentence which cannot be interpreted as referring
to the consecration of the same bishop but must refer to his worthiness to consecrate
others. Moreover, the same wording is employed in another passage to express kingly
succession, and there the objects mentioned are the throne and the crown, which must
be intended on the same level, facilitating this reading in our case too*!. Gregory refers
to the hands too, but his usage of the term is linked much more strongly to the con-
crete ritual of consecration than Ephrem’s: in II, 1, 12, 503, he discusses the idea that
gmokdnwv xépeg, the imposition of hands, may forgive all sins as a second baptism; in
I1, 1, 13, 89-91, the throne and the imposition of hands are used as metonymies for the
episcopate, which is given away to anyone>®,

Indeed, the throne (8p6voc) is the preferred episcopal attribute for Gregory: when
he wants to express the office of bishop with a concrete term through a metonymy, he
chooses Bpdvog. Ephrem, on the other side, employs kursya (the equivalent of Greek
Bpdvog or kabedpa) only twice in the already mentioned CN 13, 1, 4 and CN 17, 6, 2. In
many occurrences, a 6povog is a substitute for the charge of a bishop and shares in its
authority®®: the throne has an intrinsic charismatic authority (6€{a), and its recipient
should contribute to the charisma of the charge by being himself charismatic (4€16¢)*,
A particular use of this metonymy is in the many passages criticising the bishops’ ambi-
tions: the throne objectifies the episcopate and expresses its link with a particular
place, the bishopric, which is not neutral because there are more and less important

(the Sinaitic version has kursya for both). On the original judiciary function of bishops: Rapp 2000, 381;
Rapp 2005, 242-252.

330 For the many meanings of the term ruhhapa in Syriac, see Bou Mansour 2019, 367n60.

331 yabbel(w) w-aslem(w) kursya w-taga (Nat. 24, 2); see Papoutsakis 2017, 81-82.

332 Einot Ty’ &v T1g, 0¢ Emokdmwy xépeg/ To T v péow Kipuyua Aovtpod Tig xapig (1L, 1, 12, 502-503);
Aep’ ite Bapoaréol. miéiaL Opdvog evpUG EToLuog, / Aedp’ ite, Se€Ltepiiol véoug kAivolte Tévovtag / IIdat
TPOPPOVEWG, Kal un moBéovat téravral (1T, 1, 13, 89-91).

333 11, 1, 12, 142; 437; 474; 572-573; 635; 11, 1, 13, 68; 89; 11, 1, 17, 29.

334 Gregory recognises the dignity of the throne, but this dignity does not cover for the indignity of the
recipient: “Ev éKTpEnov Hot, TOUG KaKoLg EMokdmoug, / Mndév gofnbeig tod Bpovou v aéiav (11, 1, 12,
35-36); unworthy recipients may appear worthy on the spot, but they must by proved so in long time:
‘Hpelg 8¢ mdvtag padiwg kabifopey, /'Edv uovov BéAwat, Aaod npootdatag/ 008ev okomobvteg TdV VEWV i
TGV TTéAaL, / 00 TpEELY, 00 AGyov TV, 00 sLvovaiay, / OVS’ boov fyov yvwpioal vopiouatog, / 008 xpdvou
TOpwWaoLy éviedetypévoug, / AAN avtéBev gavévtag dgiovg Bpdvwv (11, 1, 12, 375-381). On the “charisma
of office” (especially in the church) and on the testing of charisma, see Weber 1922, 144-145 and below,
§3.3 (especially §3.3.2.3 for the charisma of office).
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dioceses. Therefore, the image helps to visualise the shameful strife and commerce
around episcopal seats, thereby eliciting outrage in the reader®*. Anyway, the term
employed by Gregory is not always 8pdvog. In hexametric poetry, for example, in addi-
tion to Opdvog he uses O®kog, an Ionic term current in epic and rare in prose (there
used in the form 8&kog)**. This usage of 6Gkog is found also in celebrative epigrams for
bishops as benefactors, a usage derived from celebrative epigrams for secular officials
in the same quality®”. In one instance, Gregory plays with the word £8pa: ‘Qg 6pelov
TetBaiav avamAfoatev aviny, / "Ev8ikov é8prieacay, €9’ €6pn tiow €yovteg (1L, 1, 13,
149-150). Having described the ambition of the bishops, Gregory wishes they could be
punished (tiow &yovteg) with the “pain of Gath”—that is, haemorrhoids (1 Sam. 5). This
punishment would be very appropriate (év8wkov), not only because the Gittites were
punished for possessing the ark of the covenant without being worthy, as the bishops
would occupy their seat without being worthy, but also because the bishops’ object of
desire is a “seat” (5pa), and the haemorrhoids strike precisely the body part that would
most enjoy the undeserved prize, a body part that in Greek can be called €5pa, so that
Gregory calls the malady ¢8pénooa, “of the seat”**8, Finally, in one case Gregory employs
Opdvog in a name, to designate the other hishops: 6p66povog, a word which resembles
the already mentioned cupmowury, in that it stresses the collegiality of the episcopate,
but it is built upon a different metaphor®®.

2.2.4.7 Medicine

A much-studied metaphor for the bishop is that of the physician. Healing, medicine,
and the profession of physician are widespread metaphors for Christ and salvation in
all Christian literature. Both Gregory and Ephrem use this metaphor with a variety of
aims: Gregory employs it in his speeches on priesthood, as part of his wider strategy of

335 @povoug piv odv Eyotte, kal Tupavvidag / Yuelg, émel kal mpdTa Tad® vuiv Sokel / Xaipotte,
UBpilorte, matprapyiag / KAnpolBobe, Koopog Uty eikétw péyag / tomoug dueifolt’ ek tomwv, Tovg uév
Katw / BdAoute, Tovg & vbobte: Talh’ v oida (1L, 1, 12, 797-802); Qv, ot pév Bokwv iepav mépt Sipw
£Y0VTEG, / AVTiQ KUUAIVOVTEC, £EMAcELTEPOLTL Kakolal / BaAldpevol, BdArovTeg, atelpéeg eiot payntai (11, 1,
13, 145-148); 00 yap &uig TOALG TTailew, Kal AATpv Aetk®s /" Euuevatl avti 0povwy, @v TépL uapvapevot /
ExiCovtay, xal k6apov HAov Téuvovaty abéopwg (1, 1, 17, 97-99).

336 11,1, 10, 14; 11, 1, 13, 7; 98; 145.

337 Robert 1948, 41-43.

338 katAéyouvatv oi TebBalot MeteAB€Tw KIPwTog 10T B0l MPOG UAS Kal ueTiAbev KIBwTog ToD Beod eig
TeBBa. Kal €yeviOn petd t0 HeTeABETY adTV Kal yivetal Xelp Kupiov €v Tij TOAEL, TAPAXOG LEYAS GPOSPa,
Kal ématagev Toug av8pag TG TOAEWS Ao ikpod £wg ueyarov Kal Ematagev avtolg eig Tag £8pag avT®v,
kal émoinoav éavtol oi I'eBOatot €6pag. (1Sam. 5:8-9). The Hebrew text is even more explicit, employ-
ing the word ‘dpalim, glossed with the Aramaic fahorim, both meaning “haemorrhoids”. The adjective
£6pneLg is glossed by Hesychius as £é8paiog. ESpaiog means generally “steadfast” or “sedentary”, not
“relative to sitting” nor “on which one sits” (except at Eur. Rhes. 783). Therefore, Gregory here probably
creates an adjective in analogy to such epic attributes as otyaioelg or aiyAieLs.

339 11, 1, 13, 203; 11, 1, 17, 91.
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“rationalising” the category of bishops®*. Surprisingly, the metaphor is not so important
in our poems, and it never appears in Gregory’s II, 1, 12, which also advocates for a sort
of professionalisation of the bishops*!. Ephrem’s poems have two references to med-
icine. At CN 16, 21, 4, the three first bishops are compared to medications (sammane)
apt to the diseases (kébe) of the community. The more sizeable reference is CN 19, 11, a
whole stanza addressing the bishop as a physician:

f{;ﬁmk\.\mu\émpc\nc\ (._\my.\ma:n‘,\l.nm
iy mbsi ula ¢l sioe am ouiaa
o A aly oral @ »ioh w1 al

~las ~iny ordan o oin A
W Masimn ;i om wpin um aledh du e
(CN 19,11)

Ephrem’s recommendations are rather general and have the effect of using the physi-
cian metaphor to prescribe a differentiated approach to each member of the commu-
nity. It is probably in this respect that we should understand Ephrem’s insistence on
pharmacological treatment, as the variety of medications and their necessary adaptation
to the disease are a good symbol of the different strategies the bishop should adopt to
spiritually guide his community, whereas the traditional Syriac idea of the “medicine of
life” (samma d-hayya)—namely, Christ—is not relevant here, since Ephrem’s point is pre-
cisely that the bishop should not use only one medicine, but a multitude®®. The adapta-
tion of the medicine to the malady may just be commonsensical, but a similar idea can be
found in the Corpus Hippocraticum (de locis in homine 45)***. The only line that may point
to a specific acquaintance with medical knowledge on the part of Ephrem is 9: “Even you
must learn [telap] experience [nesyanal”. The word nesyana is used, for example, in the
Syriac translation of the first aphorism of Hippocrates, to translate Greek meipa, “expe-

340 On Ephrem’s use of the metaphor: Shemunkasho 2005 (with only 424-425 devoted to the bishops of
Nisibis); Murray 2006, 199-203; on Gregory’s use in the or: Elm 2012, 171; Gautier 2002, 118; EIm 2000a.
More on the rationalisation of the bishop’s office: §3.3.2.1.

341 The only occurrence at II, 1, 17, 96 serves to differentiate Gregory’s lifestyle from that of other bish-
ops, underlining his moral aptitude and his being beneficial to his community: Tdv8e yap eivex’ Eywye
uéoog xOaparoiot kaOnpat / Intpog mabéwv, adtog dvovoog éwv. (11, 1, 17, 95-96).

342 “Take with you myriads of drugs [sammaneé], / rise and go among the sick [mare], // to the weak
[l-da-krih] offer a drug [sammal, / and to the one who’s healthy [da-hlim] preservation [nuttaral; // do
not give any drug [samma] / that may not suit the illness [l-kébal, // but apply abundantly any help, /
that may bring the illness to recovery, // even you must learn experience [nesyanal. / Blessed is he who
toiled on our wounds!”

343 On the “medicine of life” theme, see: Murray 2006, 320; Shemunkasho 2002, 141, 147-151; Brock
1992, 19-20, 99-106, 175n4; Payne Smith 1879-1901, 2652, S.v. Ziss 3aso.

344 ddpuaka ov xpn T oyupd ooeL ént TV Aobevéwy voonudtwy St8oval, 6AydTnTL T00 YapUdKov
aobevegmoleBvtar aAA ToToL pev ioyupolol poeL appaxols ioxupolot xpfiobal, Tolg 8’ dabevéat apudrolg
un toxvpolal, unde petamoledvta T QPApUAKOV, GAAA KATA QUOLY £KAGTOLOLY" TOTOL UEV (obevéat Aabeviy
@apuaxa eUoEL ToloL 8¢ ioyupolat voaracty ioyupd UoEL Ta Pdpuaka. (Hippocr. De locis in homine 45).
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rience”**, However, contrary to the aphorism, Ephrem seems to see experience as the
physician’s source of knowledge, a position corresponding to a long tradition in Greek
medicine. This position is reflected in the Syriac language by the Syriac Book of Medi-
cines, edited by Budger: not only does the author advocate for dissection, vivisection, and
an empiric approach throughout the text, but at the beginning it says explicitly, “Are not
all physicians as those who learn (yalpin) from experience (nesyana)?”*%. It is possible
that Ephrem had at least a superficial knowledge of contemporary medicine and used
this model of empirical activity to characterise the bishop in CN 19, 11, in much the same
way as Gregory did in his homilies, though not with the same depth and profusion.

2.2.4.8 Merchant

Some metaphors bear the marks of the two different cultural traditions to which
Gregory and Ephrem belong. For example, Ephrem twice employs the metaphor of the
merchant for the bishop, whereas Gregory does not employ it*”’. Even though this meta-
phor has a common model in the parables from the Gospels treating commercial affairs,
in particular the parable of the pearl of great price (Mt. 13:45-46 and Ev. Thom. 76), the
parable itself, the image of the pearl, and that of the merchant have had a far greater
impact on Syriac-speaking Christianity than in the West**, In Ephrem, the metaphor is
not linked—as is usual—to the concept of mission and evangelisation, but to the parable
of the talents, expressing the bishop’s success in disseminating the Christian doctrine in
the community®®. As in the case of the contradictory metaphors of the bishop as shep-
herd or as fisherman, even when using the missionary and apostolic metaphor, Ephrem
bends it to the necessity of a city bishop and his urban community.

345 0 Biog Bpaxvg, N 8& TévN Lakpn, 6 8 kapog 6V, i) 8¢ TETpa oPaepn), | 8¢ Kpialg yalemn. Al 8¢ ov
UGVOV EWUTOV TIapEXELY T S€ovTa ToledvTa, AAAA Kal TOV VOo£ovTa, Kal ToVG TapedvTag, Kal T £Ewbev
(Hippocr. aph. 1). For the Syriac translation see Pognon 1903, 3.

346 Budge 1913, 10 (for the quote) and CLXV (for the cultural outlook of the author). For more recent
takes on this text: Bhayro 2015; Bhayro/Rudolf 2018.

347 CN 17,1, 3-7; CN 19, 16, 10.

348 The paramount text in this case is the Acts of Thomas, where the apostle reaches India in his mis-
sion thanks to a merchant and in which the so-called “Hymn of the Pear]” or “Hymn of the Soul” was
inserted, one of the first poetic texts of the Syriac tradition. On merchants in the Syriac tradition, see:
Teixidor 1987; Drijvers 1989; Harrak 2002; Borbone 2015. The bishop as merchant: Murray 2006, 171—
176; Ephrem wrote also a cycle of poems on the pearl, hymn. fid. 81-85.

349 “like that merchant of our diocese [taggara d-mar‘it-an], /| who multiplied the talent [kakkar] of
your doctrine, // then parted and went to your haven:” (CN 17, 1, 3-5). The expression “merchant of our
flock”, taken by itself, seems to obliterate the literal meaning of the word “merchant” (as it surely does
with “flock” and as it seems to do at CN 19, 16, 10), except the following lines clearly presuppose a living
metaphor. The two main features of the merchant, the search for profit and his mobility, are interpreted
outside the traditional schemes of gaining of souls and mobility in space, but as a gain in doctrine (deep-
ening, preventing of error, education of the already converted) and a temporal mobility, the succession
of different “merchants” who come and go (i.e., are elected and die).
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2.2.4.9 Performing arts

On the other hand, Gregory demonstrates a wide range of metaphors taken from the
Greek culture of performing arts and sports. Apart from conventional uses of the word
x6pog and its derivatives, Gregory employs such metaphors in a positive way only
once, as he evokes the boxer, the runner, and the flute-player—all both showmen and
contenders for prizes—as a fortiori examples of the preparation needed to be a good
bishop®°. Normally, however, the metaphors referring to Greek show culture have a
negative connotation, because that culture is seen negatively, as demonstrated by the
disapproval for bishops who were involved with the world of sports and performing
arts before their election. Gregory expresses this disapproval in an invective at II, 1,
12, 402-410 (see §5.2.2). There, however, references to theatre and other spectacles are
not metaphorical; they claim that those bishops really were performers or spectators
before. More interesting for our purpose are passages where Gregory employs these
occupations as metaphors for the behaviour of reigning bishops. Gregory’s favourite
image in this sense is that of theatre: Gregory employs a number of features of theatri-
cal performance—in particular, masks—to denounce the hypocrisy of prelates, with the
additional connotation of moral defect inherent in the profession of actor®% It is worth
quoting in full one such passage because of its structure:

Q Buoiag mépTovTeg AvalpdkToug, iepieg! @]
Q Yuy®v Tapion peyakvdeeg! 'Q ueydroto

II\dopua ©eod yelpeaoty €v LUETEPNOL PEPOVTEG!

Q B0V avBpnmotat péy’ E€oyov eig Ev dyovreg!

'Q koopoto Béuedia, Blov edog, Epua Adyoto, (5)
MuaTomoAoL {wij¢ ATEAELTHTOLO YUEWVITG,

Xplato@opol, Bwkoloy EveSplowvTeg dpiaTtolg,

‘YynAol, 6edtpotat yeynBdteg evmpenéeaat,

ZxnvoPdrat, kWAoo ¢peotadtes EVAIvoLaLy,

A8pavéwg xdokovTeg ¢v AAAOTPIOLOL TPOGKTIOLS, (10)
Evoeping doa 8 évtog, opolia ndow égovteg

Yuelc uév maifoute, Ta mep Kal mailer dekie,

Kat coBapov 9beyyolade, Ta & €pdete wg UAN EAagpd.

(I, 1,13,1-13)

350 Conventional uses of the word y6pog: II, 1, 13, 15; 69; another conventional metaphor is that of the
leader (in this case the bishop) as charioteer: II, 1, 17, 103-106 (for this metaphorical usage in classical
authors, see Liddell/Scott/Jones 2011, 775, s.v. jvia (B), 2). Performers as positive examples of prepara-
tion: II, 1, 12, 555-559 (on which see §2.1.2.1; §3.3.2.1).

351 Some examples: before his tirade against the low morality of bishop, Gregory says he will present a
“scene” (oknvn) more beautiful than reality, judging the “masks” (the types) and leaving the true faces
for “later” (meaning the Final Judgement): II, 1, 12, 359-360; religious piety is a comic mask, which can
be worn all of a sudden even when one is utterly unworthy: I, 1, 12, 397-399. As long as the church will
keep electing clowns — says Gregory — it will resemble a circus. On the comic elements in these invec-
tives: §5.2.1; on the deceit of bishops: §5.2.4.
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O priests, you who offer bloodless sacrifices! 1)
0 very glorious ministers of souls, bearing

in your hands the image of the great God!

0 you who the Supreme God with human beings together bring!

O world’s pillars, life’s light, foundation of doctrine, (5)
initiators to the shining mysteries of life immortal

Christ-bearers, sitting on the topmost thrones,

most high, rejoicing in good-looking theatres,

stage treaders, standing on wooden stilts,

feebly yawning through alien masks, (10)
for what pertains to religion, the very same as everyone else.

Yea, you may play, although you play shamefully,

and your speech may be haughty, yet what you do is really shallow.

The poem begins like II, 1, 10, and the first lines (1-7) extol the role and importance of
bishops along the lines of Gregory’s conception of theosis already described in respect to II,
1, 12,709-760 (see §2.2.3.2 and §2.1.3.1). Yet lines 9-13 overturn the praise and attack the
bishops as hypocritical: they wear a mask (mpoowrotg, 10) to go “on stage” (Zxnvofdray,
9), which is alien (& Aotpioial, 10) to their true self, and feign a devotion they do not have
(11). Moreover, they are bad actors, because their actions are opposed to their speech. The
“wooden stilts” (kOAa EOAwa, 9) contrast with the “topmost thrones” (Bdkot dplatol, 7)
on which they think they are sitting: even their elevation is fake. The hinge line between
praise and invective is 8, which can be read in two completely different senses: the attrib-
ute “most high” (0YnAdc) can reference back to the importance of the bishop’s office, but
also forward to the haughtiness of bishops; the “good-looking shows” (Béatpa evmpémnea)
can be interpreted as the audience of the bhishop, being beautiful because it is Christian,
and as the audience of a public spectacle, with beautiful appearances (e0npenég) but
ultimately meaningless, specious. This antithetical structure is meant to highlight the
awesome dignity of the episcopate, while at the same time making painfully visible how
short real-life bishops fall of the inherent charisma of their office.

Gregory again compares the public appearance of a hishop, himself, with that of
performers in II, 1, 17, 75-82:

008¢ uév o8 mPoeSPog Ewv Lepolg Evi xwpoLg, (75)
"H u6vog, fj TAeOVWV €1¢ &V AyELPOPEVWY,

DBEéyEopal ovaat Tepmva, Ta Ivevpatog éktodL pivag,

Qg kev EoluL TPOPPWV, QIATPOV EXWV TAEGVWY,

Tepmopevag e KpoTOLaL, Kal £€v BedTpolal xopeLwy,

KpnuvoBatng Enéwv avTikopuoeopévmY, (80)
ABrogopototy opola, ToAvyvApTnToLst Te Awpalg,

"H xail pavopévolg avtimal’ qvidyoLs:

(11, 1, 17, 75-82)

Nor, presiding in the holy places, (75)
be I alone or with many gathered as one,
Shall I utter something pleasant to hear, excluding the Spirit,
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that I may be prudent and loved by the majority,

enjoying the applause and dance in the theatres,

a tightrope walker of fighting speeches, (80)
the like of winning athletes and much-modulating disgraces,

or even the mad antagonist charioteers:

Here, the preaching of the bishop in the church (iepoig évi ywpotg, 75), either alone or
in the framework of the council, where many other bishops may have been present
(mAedvwy eig &v ayelpopévwy, 76), runs the risk of becoming a spectacle. The risk pecu-
liar to Gregory is omitting the divinity of the Spirit for the sake of political expediency,
and therefore with a gain in prestige and popular acclaim. For our purposes, this par-
ticular theological problem is less important than the more general situation it is coated
in: the bishop abuses his liturgical position (mp6edpog ewv iepoig évi xwpolg) to give and
receive pleasure from his audience (®0¢ygopat odaot Tepnva; Tepmduevog e KPOTOLaL,
77; 79) so as to become a favourite (mpé@pwv, eiitpov €xwv, 78). The whole situation
already has theatrical elements, such as the applause (kpdtoial, 79), the pleasure of
the performance, and the affection between crowd and performer®s Gregory gives
it away in the following lines (79-82), comparing the abuse of power by the bhishop
to the behaviour of different ancient performers: the mime, uniting acting and dance
(&v Bedtpolat xopevwv), the acrobats but also the extravagant rhetors (Kpnuvopatng
¢méwv avtikopvooopévwy), the athletes (ABAo@opolatv), the charioteers (pawvopévolg
avtima}’ qvidyotg), and, maybe, the musicians (roAvyvaumntoloi te AwBaig)®s, All these
performers contribute a vice to the image of the bishop, with the mime exemplifying
the shameful movements required to appease the masses, the acrobat facing the danger
of falling into heresy when discussing doctrines, the rhetor displaying a misplaced fas-
tidiousness in discussing anything—danger strongly related to that of the acrobat—the
winning athlete pandering to the mob, musicians signifying inconsistency through their
modulations, and, finally, the charioteer being marked by his aggression®*. It is more

352 On the pleasure conveyed by spectacles (which are themselves called “pleasures” in late antiquity,
lat. voluptates, gr. dmoAavaoelg): Webb 2008, 169, 186. On the consideration enjoyed by actors: Leppin
1992, 160-168; Webb 2008, 139-196.

353 The éméwv avtikopuooopévwy seem an epic rewriting of the rhetorical exercise of the Sicoot Adyol.
In the expression moAvyvapntotot Awpatg, the word Awfn does not say anything on who is meant. The
word moAvyvduntolol seems to have been used only of objects in classical poetry (see Liddell/Scott/
Johnson 2011, 1437, s.v. moAUyvauntog). Considering that yvauntw is the Homeric form of xduntw, the
latter verb could be taken to mean two things: either to guide the chariot around the turning-post in the
hippodrome, or to turn and twist a melody (with a negative connotation linked to the New Music; see
Liddell/Scott/Johnson 2011, 873, s.v. kGumtw, IT and I1I). Therefore, moAvyvauntolg Awpaig are either “the
many-races pests” or “the many-modulations pests”. Since the expression is connected to the following
fvidyotg by fj xai, I am inclined to take it as something different to the charioteers and, consequently, to
refer it to musicians.

354 Same characterisations of charioteer and mime at I, 1, 12, 395-433, with the barrister taking on the
characters of the musician and the rhetor and dance treated separately from theatre; see §5.2.3.
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difficult to assess the real import of these performance metaphors. One can go from a
minimum of significance—namely, that they were chosen for their expressive force
and nothing else by the poet—to a maximum of significance, claiming that Gregory
had observed in his time a transformation of the liturgy into a sort of show, perhaps
with bishops consciously modelling themselves on the contemporary spectacle-ethos
to compete with public shows. I find it difficult to exclude the possibility that these
metaphors imply a similarity between the bishop’s role in liturgy and that of public
performers. Given the mocking intention of these metaphors, which define a negative
model for the bishop, Gregory clearly felt that this association must be avoided. If we
observe this phenomenon in the wider context of his poems on bishops, such a risk of
spectacularising the bishop’s role appears even more concrete: Gregory pushes for a
rationalisation of the bishop, and he even does so by comparing him with performers,
as already said (and see also §3.3.2.1). The stakes of this game are very clear to our poet:
the element of shame in these metaphors highlights the subordinate position the bishop
falls into when he wants to appease his audience. His formal position of npdeSpog (75),
so highly extolled at II, 1, 13, 1-8, would be substantially eroded. Short-term political
gain leads to long-term, strategic defeats (see §5.2.5).

Another metaphor typical of Gregory is that of the bishop as helmsman®%. Its
importance is accounted for by the link with the metaphor of the sea storm—so impor-
tant in the construction of Gregory’s literary character—and with the metaphor of the
community as seafaring ship, a staple of Greek literary imagery**®. Among the occur-
rences of the metaphor, the one in Plato’s Republic (488) is particularly relevant for
Gregory, because Plato employs it to argue for a rationalisation of leadership: in arguing
that philosophers must be kings, Plato equates philosophy with a téxvn, an art useful
for government and to be learnt slowly before one applies it to oneself to govern others.
This attitude towards leadership is accepted also by Gregory (see §3.3.2.1).

2.3 Conclusion

It is worthwhile to briefly review the general results of this linguistic analysis before
tackling the next chapter, because some points discovered here will prove helpful in the
following inquiry. The most prominent characteristic of both Ephrem’s and Gregory’s
language on bhishops is their shunning of specialised titles (¢miokomog, TpeaBuTepog)
in favour of more generic words or of metaphors (§2.1). The consequence is that the
distinction between bishops and priests is blurred and much of what is said of bishops

355 11, 1, 12, 385-388; 11, 1, 13, 29-30; 154-155; 204; I1, 1, 17, 5-8.
356 On the storm at sea: Lorenz 1979; on the ship of state: Brock 2013, 53-68 (for classical Greek writ-
ers); Rahner 1971, 239-564, Peterson 1950 and Goldammer 1950 (for Christian writers).
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may be applied to priests, t00*. In the case of Ephrem, this lack of precision prevents
us from understanding how the hierarchy was articulated below the bishop of Nisibis:
the relationship of Nisibis with countryside and village churches, the rank of the clergy
ministering in those churches, and their relationship with the bishop of the city are
all subject of speculation and not of knowledge, as demonstrated by the controversial
interpretation of the word ‘allana (§2.2.1.4). The main difference between Gregory and
Ephrem as regards the choice of words is that Gregory has different specialised lan-
guages for different genres and metres, from prose to epic poetry, whereas Ephrem
employs the same register and the same words regardless of metre. The fact that in
Greek poetry genres prescribe not only a form but also a language and vocabulary,
together with contemporary school practices, explains the phenomenon of passages in
Gregory with the same or very similar content in different works and with different
terms but similar structure: a passage in iambs might have been rewritten following
the conventions of hexametric poetry and included in a poem in hexameters, or a prose
passage might have been adapted to the iambic rhythm with minimal changes. In such
cases, the words for “bishop” may have a prose or iambic form and a hexametric one.
As regards the sources, the place of honour is given to the Bible, not so much
because the poets employ the same terminology as the New Testament, but because the
imagery of the bishop comes almost entirely from Old Testament metaphors and Jesus’s
parables. Though the doctrine of apostolic succession was well known to both poets, the
apostles play only a minor role in the characterisation of bishops. Furthermore, Christ’s
priesthood “after the order of Melchizedek” remains exclusive of the Messiah. The
model of Old Testament, Aaronic priesthood is much more consequential for the con-
struction of the image of the bishop (§2.1.3). The differences in use and interpretation
notwithstanding, both Gregory and Ephrem conceive the liturgical role of the hishop
primarily based on Old Testament temple worship, with its sacrifices and purity laws.
Nevertheless, liturgical priesthood is a minor component in the bishop’s image. Most
titles and metaphors emphasise the bishop’s role of leadership in the community, be it
through teaching, through the example, or through the imposition of discipline (§2.1.2).
In this context, the term mpootdtng and the abstract mpootacia are particularly inter-
esting (§2.1.2.1), because they could be construed as a metaphrase for NT npoiotdpevoc,
while at the same time being a term widely attested in tragedy for traditional roles of
protection and commonly used to translate Latin patronus. Because of these multiple
associations, the term lent itself to a discussion of the bishop’s role in society, differen-
tiating it from or associating it with traditional figures, such as the Roman patronus.
The fact that leadership was the distinguishing feature of the bishop for the poets is
demonstrated also by the great prominence of the metaphor of the shepherd, in its
many elaborations (§2.2.1). Much more than OT priesthood or the apostles-fishermen of

357 This will still be the case for John Chrysostom’s On Priesthood (Malingrey 1980, 72n1; Lochbrunner
1993, 184-190) and for Gregory the Great’s Pastoral Care (Floryszczak 2005, 188-193).
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the NT, it is OT leadership, without institutional precision (as in Ezekiel’s speech to the
shepherds), that influences the discourse on bishops for both poets. In most cases, the
bishop is seen in the context of his relationship to the community. Another important
metaphor linked to this role is that of the bishop as a teacher as a light who dispels
darkness through his teaching (§2.2.4.4-5).

“Image is everything”, proclaimed a famous tennis player in a notorious commer-
cial®®, When it comes to bishops, Ephrem and Gregory would certainly concur, though
perhaps not in the same sense as the aforementioned commercial. Both poets attach so
much importance to the personal example set by the bishop with his behaviour that
his leadership—his main function—is almost totally occupied by this modality of guid-
ance. At the basis of this attitude is the same desire for a morally consequential episco-
pacy, a desire to be guided by an elite of devotion and morality. Moreover, both poets
present and justify this idea through the same group of metaphors, which I have called
“iconographic”: mirrors, sculptures, and, above all, paintings serve to articulate how
the personal behaviour of the prelate relates to the community, to God, to predecessors,
and to outsiders (§2.2.3). This is all the more notable since the Bible scarcely uses such
metaphors and has on the whole a hostile view of figurative culture. This means that
Gregory and Ephrem must have drawn them from contemporary reality and non-Chris-
tian culture. Each poet, however, employs the metaphors in the framework of his own
theology. Gregory uses the metaphor of painting in a vertical scheme, going from God to
the community, with the bishop as mediating ring of the chain, absorbing the images of
God in himself and showing them outside so that the community may imitate them and
thereby imitate God. Ephrem links the succession of bishops to the relationship between
Old and New Testament, with one being the “type” or “figure” of the other, thereby
endorsing development without denying the validity of past experiences. For him, the
bishop’s teaching by example is very important because it preserves the freedom of the
community to follow the teaching or not.

Finally, Ephrem employs several metaphors absent or scarcely represented in
Gregory—namely, agriculture, family (the bishop as father and hushand), administra-
tion, medicine, and commerce. Gregory, on the other side, engages contemporary per-
forming arts in a dialogue with the figure of the bishop, on one side rejecting them,
while on the other he adopts their imagery to talk about the public role of the bishop.
Finally, both Ephrem and Gregory employ metonymies to indicate the office of bishop,
but while Ephrem tends to list the different attributes of the office (keys, throne, hands,
and so on), Gregory employs often the simple “throne” to mean not only the office of
bishop as such but also its territorial limitation. Thus, he shows himself to have a more
objectified view of the office as a definable unity.
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