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The Transfiguration of Moses
UrVeYy an Analysıs of St Ephrem’s Interpretation

of Fxodus 34,29

Ex 34,2 7—35 describes Moses’ appCAarance after recelving the law S1nal. We
read there that hıs face shone wıth brightness after havıng been In the LOrdS

The PasSsSagc have held specılal fascınatıon for Ephrem the

Syrıan (ca 306—-373), A interest whose analysıs 1S the subject of the present
The followıng translatıon of the PDASSaLC ollows the Peshıtta vers10n, the form In
IC Ephrem WOU have known it

And the Lord saıd MOoOses: Wrıte OWnN ese statemen(ts, for because f ese statementSs, ave
established COovenan ıth YOU and ıth al of Israel” And |Moses| Was present ıth the Lord for

forty days and Orty nıghts. He dıd NOLT eat read, NOT dıd he Al wafler. And he wrTrTOTte ablets of
sStone the words of the COvenant, the ten decrees. I hus [WO ablets of testimonYy WCIC In the hand of
Moses Al he descended from the mountaın of Sinal. As he descended from the mountaın, Moses Was

also UNAaWaIC that the Skın of hıs face had become adıant (maır) He (GG0d WAasSs speakıng ıth
hım Then Aaron and al of Israel SA  S that the skın of Moses’ face had become radıant ()tfl1\r<) As

result. they WEIC afraıd approach hım Moses called them, and Aaron and al the eaders of the

assembly Cal hım, and Moses spoke them er that, all the Israelıtes approached hım. Ihen
he commanded them CVE:  ıng hat the Lord had spoken ıth hım the mountaın of S1nal. (Once
Moses had finıshed speakıng ıth them, he placed e1l VCI h1s face. Ihus, whenever Moses WOU.
enter In before the ord spea. ıth hım., he WOU ake Oft the eıl untıl he Al Out. Upon COM-

ıng Out he WOU tell the members f the communıty of Israel that 1C) had een commanded.
And the Israelıtes WOU observe Moses’ ace—tha; the skın Of Moses’ Tface W3 adıant (omaır)
And Moses would TEIMMNOVC the e1l from hI1s face whenever he went In spea. ıth him

On ıts face, the PASSasc descrıibes the lumınous effect of Moses’ enCounter wıth
God, seemiıngly ep1sodic but lingering effect assoclated wıth oracular DIO-
NOU  NT: hrough Moses Clearly for the people of Israel, accordıng the
LEXT, ıf lost 1NOMNC of Its Strangeness.

TIhe Septuagınt, rather than emphasızıng Moses’ radıant face, desecribed hım 4S

ÖEÖOEMGTAL, word that contaıns obvıious reference 18 A h1s rendering of
the DASSaLC INaYy ACCOUNT for the relatıvely SPaIrsc treatment of the episode In the

wrıtings of TeC athers In the Alexandrıan tradıtion, such ASs Orıgen, yrıl, and

Gregory of yssa 110 LOO0O 5Say>S lıttle about It When Orıgen and Cyrıl, for 1N-

(Grenesis-Exodus (Leıiden, 201202
oth Gregory and 110 authore philosophical biographies of Moses, accordıng the CONVECIN-

t107NSs f elr day. Neıther addressed the radıance Moses’ face. TOC nOoteEes thıs fact ıth Just1-



68 ayes

STancCe do the text they SCCIM tO rely (Dr 18 1Cc ocused
Moses veıl ASs metaphor allegory for alleged Jewısh incomprehension of the
Scrıptures

TIhe Syrian tradıtıon and Ephrem partıcular oun HOTG appreclate
Unlike the Alexandrians Ephrem OCUSES Moses briıghtness A WaY that 15

frequent often extensIıIve and central He treats Moses transfiguration ASs INaYy
convenlently call ı total of thırteen 1m of IC about three u  T: Span
INOTEC than ONC sStanza hıs In OT everal lınes of AS the CAasSc INaYy be
Liıkewise MOST Oof those Ephrem u  n depends substantıially
the epısode Neıther 15 hıs the DASSaLCc 1mıted partıcular phase of
hıs Gr Rather 1l aAaDPCAaIs both hıs early and HIS ate and hıs reat-
ment of the ep1sode aAapPCars develop OVCT the COUTSEC of hıs CaICClI, aASs he DUTtS 17

dıfferent SCS In short, the ı of Moses transfigured often caught Ephrem’
CYC It ıIS the x0al of thıs Study AN1SWET the question whether Aanıy consıstent pat-
tern ADPCAaIS Ephrem’ HSC of the text Does ıt SCCIN play important role 1
hIs overall VISION of the spırıtuale

Thus OUT task 15 analyze all thırteen of the S Ephrem treats
Moses transfiguration Ephrem IL Out offers fıve INaln interpretations of
the STOTY, sıngly combınatıon ıe them 15 VICW the glory 1g

Moses ASs kınd of spırıtual nourıshment often presented of
metaphors for Calıng, rınkıng, smellıng, ei6 Contextual clues Ssuggest that the
Eucharist such 15 far from Ephrem mınd second COINIMON

terpretatiıon 15 take the transfıguration ASs divinızation that 15 SOMEC kınd Of
transformatıve sharıng (30d that nevertheless iNTAaCı the dıstıncetion
between and creator In addıtion these MOStT fundamental themes
three others AaDDCAaL derıvatıve That Ephrem treafits the transfiguration of
Moses A A antıcıpatıon of the olOor10Us VISION en]joyed Dy the Saılnts Paradıse AS

mode!l for a  € theologıca contemplatıon and 4S paradıgm IC
should ASPIIC ese fıve interconnected interpretations 1 wıll

number \{ respectively, ShOw first that Ephrem takes the transfiguration of

MableS 111 hıs Tanslatıon AaCO.: O,  arug's 'Omly the 'eıl OM Moses Face (Piscataway,
New Jersey, TIhe assertion of ınk between Gregory and Ephrem hıs 15 IL
taken PACC een c  ey (trans Ephrem the SVYTIaNn Hymns (Mahwah New Jersey,

TOC O€es oTte Iso hat aCo of derugh’s Homiuly depends ırectly
Ephrem eıghth DOCIM the collection Hymını de ıde
Cyrıl f Alexandrıa Letter 41 devoted explaiınıng the SCAapeg0OalLl and partıcularly the SCCI1-

INng1y scandalous reference sacrıfıcıng a7e In seCti10OnN 1 refers x 29 order
Justify spırıtual interpretatiıon of the PaAssagc See for the TrTee Schwartz Wa

For translatıon MS John McEnerney (trans SE CYril of Alexandrıa Letters 50 Wash-
INngLON 172 Urigen eIfth homily Exodus es sımılar perspeclve (For the
TeE SCc 3—3 For translatıon SCC Konald Heıne (trans Origen Homuilies

eNESIS and '"XOdUS (Washington 367 374.) On IS Principles
‚l 1272 sımılar
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Moses A paradıgm for hıs hought the spırıtual lıfe AS the pursult of wisdom,
and second, In WaY that accords the Eucharıist central role In spirıtual NSs-

formatıon, contemplation, and theu for that wisdom.
TIo sShow thıs wofold thesı1s, ll first In section 1 all the instances

where Ephrem discusses | D 34,29. In order ıdentify, In section Z hıs mMOSst
ensIive consıderations. hıs characterIistic vocabulary, and HIS favorıte metaphors.
eiaNe 1terary analysıs of each PaSSagc ollows In secti1on 3, In plausıble
chronologica order“. Section summarızes Ephrem’s interpretations in synoptic
WdYy

Ephrem’s interest In Moses’ transfiguration 15 doubtless another example of hıs
pecı1al tamılıarıty wıth Jewısh tradıti1ons. In particular, the tradıtıon that dam
and Eive WCIC lothed wıth robes of glory-hght In Paradıse ObvIous
paralle the STOTY of Moses’ transfiguration Dy glory-light, for IC Ephrem
does indeed employ the clothıng metaphor. Yet investigatıng thıs paralle and
others 1ıke them and poss1ible interdependencıles WOU take us OO far Iirom ()UT

present DUTIDOSC, 16 1S sımply analyze Ephrem’s uUuSsSec of Moses’ transfigura-
tion”. In alıy CasSC, Ephrem’s interest In tradıtions about the of lıght 1S
hardly un1ıque hım Syriac authors. ere 1S wealth of scholarshıp
elated themes In the spırıtual wrıtings of both inter-testamental udaısm and
early Syriac Christianıity. Nevertheless, scholarshıp date such tradıtions In
Chrıistian QUISE, In IC Moses does figure prominently, has tended overlook
the extfent and ep of Ephrem’s interest In Moses’ transfigurationö.

PINS eC classıfıcatıons of works As Nısıbene Edessene. See FEdward a  EWS, “(jen-
ral Introduction  02 In een CVeY,; (ed.) SE Ephrem the VIIAN. eijlecte| Prose OrKSs
(Washington, See Iso Edmund Beck (ed. trans.), Lobgesang aus der USTE
(Freiburg 1m Breisgau, LA Beyond hat classıfıcatıon, the order offered 1S only
conjecture.
In future artıcle, hope investigate the Ephrem’s 1n and simılarıties ıth er Syrian
authors, In partıcular, pseudo-Macarıus. proved iImpossıble LO do the question Justice In thıs
rticle
Much of the research Moses’ transfiguration In patrıstic lıterature has een pursued Dy Alex-
ander olıtzın, especlally ıth reference the work of pseudo-Macarıus. Hıs works nclude
“ Temple and TIThrone of the Dıvıne Glory “Pseudo-Macarıus’ and urı of eart, Together Wıth
Oome Remarks ON the Limitations and Usefulness of Scholarshıp”, In urıly of Heart INn arly
Ascetic and Monastıc Literature (Collegeville, Miınnesota: 107-129; ““Earthly Angels
and eavenly Men The (JId Testament Pseudepigrapha, Nıketas Stethatos. and the TIradıtion of
"Interiorızed pocalyptic In FEastern Christian Ascetical and Mystica Literature ‘; Dumbarton
aks Papers (2001) 125—-153; “Recovering the Glory of dam ° Divine Light' Tradıtions In
the ead Sea Scrolls and the Christian Ascetical Lıterature of Fourth Century Syro esopota-
2  m1a In Ihe Dead Sea Scrolls Background Postbiblical Judaısm and arly Christiamıty:
Papers from d International Conftference al S# Andrews In 20 (Leıden;: 275—308;

image and glory f (30d In aCo of Serug’s homily, ‘On hat harıot that Ezekıie] the prophet
SaW  092 SE VJladımıir T’heologıca. QuarterIy (2003) 323-—364; Vısıon of (0d and the
Form of Glory More Reflections the Anthropomorphıiıte ONntroversy f In bba
(Crestwood, 273—-297; and “Heavenly Mysterıes: IThemes from pocalyptic Kif-
erature In the Macarıan Homuilhes and electe: er Fourth-century Ascetical Wrıters”,
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TIhe method of lterary analysıs employe here, In addıtiıon relyıng the
relatıve predomıinance of and imagery wıthın each immediate CONtText, also
classıfıes polarıties, approac that has PITOVCN TU1LIU. In the works of the ou
Afrıcan scholar, Phıiıl Botha’. Such polarıties AIiIC palrs of ()1: palrs of ıdeas In
SOIINC kınd of opposing balance They SC Varlous rhetorical functions, typıcally
ONEC INOTC of the followıng: (1) nra [WO STOUDS, realıties, ideas; (2)
aSsoclate SIOUDS, realites, 0)8 ideas; (3) LO designate otalıty by reference
to eNCOMPassınNgz palr of STIOUDS, realıties, ideas. Despite the structuralıst
pedigree of Botha’s method, polarıties ALC analyze here purely as lterary
devıce that Ephrem ave Oun useTful, rather than ASs SOC1al anthro-
pological CONSTIruCcCTt

The References Ex 34,29 In the authentic Wgrk3 of St Ephrem
Ephrem’s authentic wrıtings fall into SIOUDS the works of hI1ıs time In Nısı-

bıs (ca 306—363) and the works of hıs exıle In Edessa (ca 363-373). The
reader INaYy refer the Tollowıng tables, 16 present the thirteen instances In
Ephrem’s works where Ex 34,29 aAaPDPCAaIS. E I0W Ssummarızes the four
TIEe iIreatmentS catalogues the nıne lengthier tireatments TIe discus-
SION of the shorter treatments described In the tırst ıll SCTVEG as sultable
introduction.

Ephrem’s references Ex.34,29 treatments of only sıngle STtanza
Tew Iınes

passSagc an SUMMATY
Hyınni de Nısıbene treats radıance d evidence of god-lıke VEeT both Pharacoh
18 and nature, 1Cc he sC6S AS grounde: In (hrıst
SCemones de Nısıbene According E, unbearable brıghtness IS pale reflection of Christ’s
1de 1.855 (ca 350) dıvinıty. It ıllustrates the incomprehensıbılıty of the dıyıne nature

(vmmmnı de Ekdessene According B desire for salvatıon Jothed In brıghtness. IS OMNC

Eecelesıia 11.8 several examples of hıs personifie: desıre.
Hyınnı de E:dessene According Eı quası divine brightness antıcıpates TISLU'S work of
afıyıka dıvinızıng mortals V1a the incarnatıon.
126

Apocalyptic ‘hought In early Christriam (Grand Rapıds; 1A2 Also sıgnıfıcan' 1S
Andreı TIOV, ested ıth am’s Glory: Moses ASs the Luminous Counterpart of dam In the
ead Sea Scrolls and In the Macarıan Homiuilies”, AXrıistranskıp Vostok 1() (2002) 498—513, and
the Jomm 9101  1cat 10I1 Andre1ı TIOV Alexander olıtzın, “‘Many ‚amps Are Lightened From
the One Paradıgms of the Iransformatıonal Vısıon In Macarıan Homiuilies”, Vigiliae Chrıistianae

(2001) 1 DUR (Golıtzın tudent WwWent study elated themes In phraha especılally:
Stephanıe Skoyles Jarkıns, Aphraha the )ersian Dage and Fhe Temple of (G70d. UudYV of
arlySVITAC I heological Anthropology (Ph d1ss., Marquette Universıity,

complete bıbliıography WOU be Ouft of place here, but the work of hıs tudent contaıns A C6 X-
ellent Orlıentatıion: Kees Den Bıesen, Sımple and Old: Ephrem’s Kr Oof vm boliıc T hougcht,
(Piıscataway, New Jersey, 4790 follow Botha’s approac only In 1ts general outlınes,
NOT In CVCIY partıcular.
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In the Edessene works mentioned above, the reference Moses aPPCAaIs AS

ONC In INa y In lıst of seemıngly tradıtional testimonı14. For instance, Moses
1S remembered for hIs transfiguration, Just A Elyah 1S remembered for hIs W
QV the raın Kgs 17,1) FEzekiel for hıs VISION of charıot (Ez ‚4—-2
In al four instances, 1ıke other rıghteous forefathers and prophets, Moses 1S In
SOMIMNC Lype of Chrıst In HdAzyın S, Ephrem identifies the W 1cC
OSES had ()VGI Pharach and the natural elements In the COM of the Exodus
SLOTY, dASs ultımately rooted In (C:hrist

Moses, who became adıant (maır) Was magnıfied 65 by of the (070] |of the Egyptians”]
and he who became A god’ (mAr) 1tO Pharach| prospered Dy IMCAans of hıs rod

Ephrem aArguCS In the NexTt Stanza that “ Moses, prıde of the SOIS of the Jewish|
People Was trıumphant Dy of the ‚ymbols of the Son [of God|” For
Ephrem, Moses’ “bl  d” and “r0d” WEIC (mır5) of the 00 and of
C’hrıst

The TIE reference 1ın SdaF 1:85 takes Moses’ transfiguration In dıfferent C(N-
recti1on: the incomprehensıbilıty of Christ’s iIrue divine natiure IThus,
INay infer that Moses’ brıghtness, In thıs CONTLeXT, 1S implıcıtly pale reflection of
(’Ährıst’s dıviıne character.

The atchers CannoOoTt O0k Hım Moses who became adıant (tfi!1\w() ll persuade YOu
If the people COU NOT O0k Moses though he Was human.,
Who Cal o0k Hıs Essence?” Only ()ne Who fHım Call lo0k Hım

In thıs CadC, Ephrem emphasızes the unbearable character of Moses’ transfigura-
tion In order ShOow fortiori the unbearable brightness of the Son of God The
Og1C of the explanatıon depends the analogy between Moses and Chrıst

In HdN 1:28; Moses 1S OMNC mM INanYy types that antıcıpate C.’Hhrıst's natıvıty.
In partıcular, Moses’ transfiguration pomnts C(hrıst's work of dıvinızıng mortals:

Moses that he alone received the brightness of (30d (ra |\’C\.u\).AIld he looked forward
the One who Was COMIC who WOU make Many MOTC godlıkeZnDy h1Is eachıing.

Ephrem takes agalın the notion that Moses’ chare In the divıine brıghtness
CADICSSCS the MYSTLETY of partakıng divinıty sımılar expression albeıt wıthout
the explıcıt comparıson God) (OICCUTIS In HdE IT1 where Moses 1S identified AS

the ONC whom ongıng for salvatıon “clothed wıth splendor (cn&u;flr( r<(.\.»\)  22 The
COMMON thread In these interpretations 1S theır Christological character. Moses’
brıghtness antıcıpates the brightness W of Christ’s dıvyıne nature, C
Moses chares In SOTINC On the whole, these TIe ireatments ıllustrate
Ephrem’s second maJor interpretatıion: Moses’ transfiguration AS dıyıinızatlion.

In CONTEXT, the MOSstT lıkely referent f the 00 1S that of the Egyptians slaın In the Red Sea, SINCE
hat 18 the immediate pPassdasc of FExodus under discussıon. (One should nOL, however, rule Out the
possıbılıty that Ephrem has Iso In mınd the 00O0! of the amb

Sa the Father’s ECSSCHNCEC (rxdhadı) ASs the subsequent half-lıne makes clear.
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SIince the remamnıng works ıll be discussed In detaıl In theır OW. subsections. ıt
1S sımplest tO er the OVETVIEW In the form of the tollowıng chart  10 NnCcCIude 1S
the ICa detaıl of the episode of the transfiguration that inspıre
Ephrem’s overall approac In each CASe

Ephrem’s Longer References kx.34,29—Nısıbene and Edessene

DNO.| Passagc ance biblical detail(s) ocused

Hyınnı de Teiunio OE e DASSUM Nısıbene the fastıng of Moses Sınal, compared the
(In partıcular, the refraın refers fastıng of Danıel In Babylon
the transfiguration.)
subsequent abbreviation: HdJ|
Hyını de Terumio 1013 Nısıbene iıdem

NısıbeneHyını de ParadısoFL the fastıng of Moses Sınal; the fear of the IS-
subsequent abbrevıiation: HdP} raeltes

Hyınnı de Paradıso Nısıbene the fastıng f Moses

Hyınni de Eeclesia 36.6—9 Edessene ‘he 1g of Moses and ıts character,
|subsequent abbrevılatıion: HdE| compared the 1g al Christ’s baptısm In the

Jordan

Hyınni de 1de S.1—  Cn Edessene the Overpowering character of the transfigura-
|subsequent abbrevılatıon: HdF| t10n: the e1l WOTN Dy Moses

Hyınnı de 1de 32 FEdessene the Overpowering brightness; the ımpossıbılıty of
representing ıt human S12

Sermo de Domino 'OStTO, Edessene the eıl and the aSsOcC1ated theologıca: problem
of hOWw mortal Cal SCC (30d|subsequent abbreviation: SdDN|

Hyımnen auf Abraham Kıdunaya Edessene the fastıng f Moses: the derıvatıve character f
S DOS' 367) h1s glory-light
|subsequent abbrevılatıon, Dy anal-
OSVY the rest

Ephrem’s COomMMEeENTaTrY Exodus 1S absent Irom the tables above. Thıs 1S
because the Commentary omıts the PDASSasc entirely. Thıs fact INaYy be accounted
for by the TIEe and CUISOTLY NnNature of the Exodus COMMENTATY ıtself,C indeed
Skıps OVCI the ole secti1on of Exodus In1 the STOTY of Moses’ transfigura-
tion (ECUIS etr than possıble faınt allusıon the SLOTY In Ephrem’s first CI1S-

References LO Ephrem’s works pDOo1n' the followıng ecrıtical edıitions: Edmund Beck, Des eıligen
Ephraem des SYrerSs [vmnen de ıde 154 and 13% Louvaın, Des eıiligen Ephraem
des SVrers Ivmnen de Paradıso ınd Contra Julianum 174 and 143 Louvaın, Des
eilıgen Ephraem des SYrers Hyınnen de Natıyıtate (Epıiphania 156 and 187; Louvaın,

Des heimligen Ephraem des SVYrers Hymnen de Beelesia 198 and 199; Louvaın,
DEes eiligen Ephraem des SYrers SEermones de ıde AL and 213: Louvaın,

Des eiligen Ephraem des SVrEeTS Paschahymnen (De AZYymıs, De CruciıfiXione, DEe Resurrec-
f10NeE) 245 and 249; Louvaın, Des eıligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen de Teiunio

246 and 24 7; Louvaın, Des eiligen Ephraem des SVrers SEermo de Domiino Nostro
D and Z Louvaın, Des eiligen Ephraem des SVYrers Hymnen auf Abraham

Kıdunaya UM  ULanos Saba 37° and 523 Louvaın,
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COUTSC Hypatius””, he nNnOoTt the topı1c anywhere else. Contrary
expectation, Ephrem 1gNOres Moses’ transfiguration iın hıs Diatessaron COTINTINECN-

LarYy when he discusses the transfiguration of Jesus‘®*. Instead, the fOCus there 1S
Jesus’ transfiguration AS s1gn of hıs dıvinıty and refuting the Marcıonıiıte read-
ing of the PASSaALC (as 1S also the G2Ase In the Prose Refutations). But thıs absence
only confirms that CVEN though the transfiguration of Moses INaYy have been
tradıtıional Chrıstological type In the S5yriac tradıtıon, Ephrem WAas interested In ıt
for hıs OW interrelated » 1C “A1.© nNnOoTt primarıly about defending
Christ's dıvinıty TIThe image of Moses transfigured draw Ephrem’s mınd
In other dırect10ons, 16 Cal 10  S investigate DYy ookıng at hıs vocabulary and
imagery

Ephrem’s vocabulary and imagery

Ephrem’s lengthier treatments of Moses’ transfıiguration dısplay sophısticated
UuUsSsc of imagery and rely subtle iın between words ideas In the 1DI1Ca FEXT
For thıs I1CasSON, it 1S helpful er roug classıfıcatıon of Ephrem’s vocabulary
and imagery Images Of 18 and radıance predominate, of COUTSC, In of both
per10ds par from 1g imagery, four maın categorlies apPPCal WaYy> of inter-
preting the meanıng of the 1g ese nclude and images (A) for 11OUI1-

ishment, (B) for physıca cau and ®  NT, (C) for perception, and
(D) for exteri10r adornment.

As for the 1g language ıtself, Ephrem prefers the nomınal form r(€\..\, INCanN-

ing “brightness” GiE “splendor” WI A OCCUurrenCes) when describing Moses’
transfiguration, fact that Ca for SOTINC consıderation, inasmuch A4Ss neıther the
lexeme < O1, NOT Its roo(, AaDPCAaISs In the Peshıtta of | D 34,29 Why then, 15 it
promiınent In Ephrem’s descr1ptions of the, such that ıtu all other
key words for 1g splendor, (1 briıghtness? In Dart, 1t INaYy be because the term
often AaPDPCAaIs wıth other for olOry and splendor In the Peshiıtta, especlally In
the psalms, describe the splendor In 1 the almıghty (30d 1S arrayed (T

lothed For example, Ps ‚1—2 exclaıms: “My soul, ess the OT The Lord,
INY God, has been magnıfıed exceedingly: splendor and adornment he has put

m<ı O f<€\;\). He 1S hıdden In ig as In CIO0a ,.maß-u-( r< ımal

< \a ı=) Perhaps because he Was already pre-disposed VICEW Moses’ NS-

M1guration In of clothing metaphor””, the language of thıs PASSasc INaYy

17 1 verbec €d:) s;phraem[ SVIT, Rabulae EDISCODI edessenı, Balaeı alıorumque
selecta (Oxford, ET 1S, however, LIOTIC lıkely, that Ephrem 1S alludıng Ex.19,
10—-15, 1C| describes hOow the Israelıtes WEIC prevented from g0O1INg Cal S1nal.
Lou1l1s OIr ed;) Commentaire de l’evangile concordant (Dublın, FG
Such metaphors Arc, er all, OMNEC of hıs favorıte 1MCAanNs Tf theologıcal eXpress1i0n. See Sebastıan
TOC “Clothing Metaphors ASs Means of Theologica Expression In Syriac Iradıtion”,
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have been the tırst hım XEr SINCE thıs 1S NnOT the only Peshıtta term
that WOU naturally ave place ın thıs CONTEXT, the question remaıns: why has
Ephrem singled Out thıs term in preierence other glory words used In the
Peshiıtta?

IThe term’s etymologyu clue. The word m<“ O1 entered nto Aramaıc
irom adıan ZIMU whose prımary referent have been the ADPCAL-
ANCEC of the Face, partıcularly the face of the gods Yet of other NUAaNCcECeSs for
'"MUu IS possıble. It COU alsO refer AaDPPCATANCE assumed Dy SOTINC PCISON,
and ıt CINS thıs NUAaNCE has carrıed OVCTLT nto Ephrem’s Syriac: the r<“ O1 of (30d 1S
somethıng that Moses, a  oug mortal, Cal nevertheless take hımselr. The
term’s tymology alsouthe kınd f bloom f the COU  CcE that derıves
from eıng well-fed, ell aAS, derıvatıvely, the splendı aAaPPCATANCE of roya Sal-

Thus, the word, already irequently used Dy phraha In descr1iptions of Chi-
vine throne visions , becomes flexıble pomt of departure TOor Ephrem. He de-
velops the imagery of the dıvine brightness In the direction of InCompre-
hensıbilıty, spırıtual nourıshment, and clothıng imagery In other words, the
etymology ShOows Organıc connection between the term and the four meta-

phorıc categorIies previ1ously identified (A) 1g ASs nourıshment. (B) 1g AS

physıca ecau and SIıgn of Conten  CHL: (C) 1g ASs azzlıng, and (D) 1g AS

clothıng.
(jeneral vocabulary for 1g and briıghtness 1S. oTf COUTSC, ubiquitous. More SPC-

cCıfıcally, MOST prominent ATIC “becomiıng radıant (‚mn\c<)” and “briıghtness (r(t'.\.n\)”‚
nearly CVCLIY time Ephrem discusses the epısode. Yet these AIC NOT the only
er promıinent language In the Samıec semantıc 16 often aAaPPCAaISs, includıng the
word 1g ıtself: m’ ymA, and ıts cognate verbal LOrmMS, 4S ell AS the word olory

conceıved IHNOIC ASs radıance than AS fame. ese four words and theır
constitute the bulk of Ephrem’s vocabulary for 1g and brightness”®.

xamples of the MOST promıinent words and iImages In each CalegOTrY 111 apPCal
In the appropriate places E I0W Nevertheless, the crıter1a for inclusıon in each
CategOrY WeEeTIC AS ollows Category A, for nourıshment, includes that pertaın

LOOd, rın fragrance, (91%: theır an  Y Category B, for physıca cau and
Con  NT, includes for words ıke cau iıtself (root 12d.) and those that
uggest Joyful diısposition OT healthy physıca apPCATANCC, such aASs N
Category includes rOo of words that pertaın perception, both OT the mınd

argot Schmidt arl Friedrich eyer: [ VpDus, SymbDol, 'egOorie heı den Östlıchen
Vätern und ıhren Parallelen IM Mittelalter (Regensburg; 1130
Chicagzo Assyrıan Dictionary 22.1 9b—-17272b See Iso Ol0: SVTIAC LexXIicon, 3//b
Skoyles Jarkıns, Aphraha and Fhe Temple of God, 185—190

16 er FrOOTS In hıs semantıc 161 AaDPDCaL In varyıng frequencI1es, include 31335 (tO shıne),
r<“ AD (breath, emanatıng brilliance), Znı ray X! DL 1071 (splendor), sun
(daylıght), » —. (to T1ump.  5 A ray Aır (to illuminate), _ (to be resplendent),
Eamp, candelabra).
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and of the SCMNSCS Category includes of words that pertaın CIO  1ng,
such ASs y\, adornment, such AS &D should be ObvIous that these divisiıons
AL hardly mean be ironclad. Rather, they aAaDPCAaTr here AS working categories
that SG have heurIistic value.

etaıle of Ephrem’s extended ireatments

31 xiende iTeaAMMENTS of the Nısıbene per10d
OUr extensive treatments AaDPDCal In Ephrem’s Nisibene‘ works: mM and
from the cycle de Teiunmio, and M and irom the cycle de Paradıso. In these
INS, Ephrem’s HN of Moses’ transfiguration follow irom partıcular
1DI1Ca detaıl namely, that OSES NOT eal rca 1OT dıd he T1n
ter ()A'\I.I'( Na !)77 Ephrem’s i1ne of ınkıng aAaPPCaIs above
al In the WAaY the metaphor of spiırıtual nouriıshment tends color hIs interpreta-
t1on Oof Moses’ transfıguration: Moses In tTeeds’ OTL derıives nourıshment
In connection wıth the olory that he beheld Thus, language and imagery from
categorIies (nouriıshment) and (contentment and beauty) predominate.

Text DEe Teirunio spirıtualnourıshment andCcau rewards of fastınz
Ephrem introduces and concludes HdadJ wıth references Moses, whom he
appeals as ascetıical paradıgm. Accordıing Ephrem, Moses’ fastıng and Tans-

i1guration inspıred Danıel and hıs three you  u Companı1ons exıled In Babylon
The youths In theır fastıng became cn INOTEC siee and beautıiful (arara D
They contemplated Moses, because of whose fastıng,
h1is brightness descended and illumınated the greedy (mZIs r< acn Aır CT CU1

I1wo aSpeCIS of the POCIN AS ole ıllustrate how Ephrem takes Moses’ NS-

{1guration ASs paradıgm. The first pomnt noTte 1S the ascetıical exhortatıon 1mMm-
plıe In the DASSarc above. BYy presenting Moses As example for the youths
contemplate, he Invıtes hIs audience fo do the Samlle, and follow theır ead by
fastıng Moses’ eavenly briıghtness, IC Ephrem takes be the reward of hıs
Lastıng, both motivates the practice of fastıng and CXPICSSCS Its value. He N that
brightness reflected In the healthy, lowıng COU  ce Of the youths (Dn L15)
The contrastıve polarıty between Moses and the greedy Israelites 238 the foot of the
mountaın reinforces the pomnt Dy eNCOUragıng dissoci1atiıon from stTeEC and dark-
NCessSs In the NEexT four Tanzas Ephrem begıins ımply that Lastıng ıtself paradoxI1-

per10d, it chould be pomnted Out, durıng 1C he ave served A the lıturgical pOoeL,
cho1ır director, and pastora advISOT TOor hıs SUCCESSIVE bıshops See Sıdney TE Al; AdOT-
InZ the Mystery. Readıng Fhe ıEn SE Ephraem Fhe SYrIan (The Pere Marquette | ecture In
Theology, S During hıs exıle In Edessa, hıs works become LNOIC polemical.
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cally SCIVCS In place of nouriıshment and spırıtual health “In hıs fastıng”,
5SayS Ephrem, “ Danıel atfe luxuriantly  „18 Thıs reversal of expectation only height-
N the exhortatıion’s 119

Ihe second pomnt note 1S that Ephrem alsSO SITUCLUTES hıs DOCHI around the
paradıgm of Moses fastıng and transfigured. As ıt had egun wıth reference
Moses’ fastıng, it ends wıth subtle references the SaIlle In wrıting thıs WdY,
Ephrem provıdes another clue hOw he understood the mplıed CONfEXT for
Moses’ transfiguration, IC 1S the pursult of divine wısdom. As the DOCHI draws

close, first implıcıt reference Moses AaDPCAaIS, then explıcıt ON  @ The
implıcıt reference aAaPDPCAaLS when Ephrem treats Danıiel’s fastıng ase Moses’
example ASs the KeV the eavenly LTCAaSUTY of wısdom:

Let f1x (JUT DaAZC theır fastıng, 1C became ıke Keys for hem cmuu>Äm< aQamı)
ıth whiıich theyv opened he AWESOINC TCAaSUTrYy f the Holy Spirıt (rzı00 AT r<’“591
One opened and receıved VISION (ZAN
who then DaVC A interpretation concerning the dream and 1ts meaning“”.
I he dream un Ephrem refers 1S the VISION of ebuchadnezzar, In IC

he Sa  S statue composed of gold, sılver, bronze, IrON, and clay The VISION 1S that
4C Danıel received (Dn 2,19—49) by 1C he Was able interpret the ing’s
troublıng dream.

Ephrem Oomıts Moses’ Namme al thıs Juncture, but the image of the “treasury”
and ıts “keys” that Ephrem st1ill has hIs example In mınd. Why? Because
In HdJ 101 Ephrem SCS the Sa’mMle imagery for Moses. ere In fact; Moses
aAaDPCAaIs ASs pre-eminent example of SapCc who the dıvine LTCASUTY of WIS-
dom Moses, the ..  man of diıscernment” perceived (A1c-() and longed for the
“treasure that enriches all TA'\.>JJ '<\Ä)”21— Indeed, Moses’ 1Cc2 role ASs the
recıplent of the Ora divine wısdom PDAT EXCEHENEE. makes thıs characterızatiıon
of Moses ASs perceptive 5SapC plausıble. Yet: In HaT , Ephrem does nOotTt explıcıtly
mentıion wısdom ıtself LLOT the ora The theme of the LTCASUTY of
wısdom and Ifs KEeys emaıns perıpheral, and the tfull plcture 11l NOT CHMCISC untiıl

Can examıne the remalnıng Nısıbene COomposIit1ons referring the STOTY, In
partıcular the mplıed ınk Danıiel’s PTIayCI for wısdom (Dn

(learer 1S the reference al the end of HdJY where he regards Moses’ fast-
ng ASs SOTT of for spırıtual wartare. (Ince agaln, Ephrem SCS the four

18
ater, In HdadJ 012 Ephrem iıdentifies Danıel and the youths AS the “mourners of 10N (r<\.n:r(
0 MaT)', phrase hat echoes Ephrem’s UsSC of the term “mourners” for early ascetIics. In
Ephrem’s works, As Beck N!  9 aucht zugle1c: uch für dıe Cuc Erscheinung des Fınsıiedilers
In der uste eın Termmus auf, nämlıch 2bile der Irauernde, der Büsser”. See Edmund
Beck, Hın Beıtrag ZUrTr Terminologıie des altesten syrıschen Mönchtums”, Studıa AnselmjLana
(1956) 262
adr9.10
d/710.1 and 10.  U
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youths modelıng theır actı1ons those of Moses As the ..  sheep of the ng hand,
ey] hastened que the wrath In fear, they quıickly lothed themselves ıIn
fastıng, 1ke the of the VICtOTIOUS hOouses of Moses and Elijah”““. Moses’
example AS faster ]JOo1ns that of Elyah ASs the underlyıng L1LCASOT why the fastıng of
Danıel and hıs Companı1ons succeeded In procurıng dıvine wısdom and defeatıng
spırıtual fOoes. More the poımnt, Ephrem describes both Moses and Elyah 4S ONCS

who “opened (andıa—nOte the plural) the heavens”. In the Casec of Elyah, of
COUISC, thıs opening refers HIS W end drought and obtaın dıvine
Dy hıs DIaAyCI (see Kgs 1A1), But, g1iven the “treasure” and 7 language In
CONLEXT,; hOow else does Moses OPCH the heavens but Dy openıing heaven’s LFCAaSUTY
of dıivine wısdom. Out of IC he received the Torah?“

Throughout, Ephrem’s goal 1S commend the spırıtual cau w1Isdom, and
rıumph that result from fastıng Ephrem aSsSOCIates tastıng wıth cau and wıth

elect, whereas he aSsocC1lates gluttony wıth the Babylonı1ans and Egyptlans.
In thıs WaY he polarızes the 1SSuUe of the cho1l1ce between fastıng and indulgence ds

OMNC between spırıtual growth and spiırıtual destruction.
Overall, nourishment metaphors dominate, al 70% of the imagerYy, the iImme-

dıate CONTexT of hıs appeal Moses’ transfiguration. The NnexT argest semantıc
CONsIsStsS of language for cau CO  NT, al about 20% Ephrem’s

language fOor spırıtual nourishment TanscCS ()VEGTL. wıde terrıtory. SI from ub1g-
ultous references fastıng (the rOooTt DU In both nomınal and verbal {Orms),
Ephrem pıcally speaks of hungering (a  z eing fattened and

Most noteworthy In thıs POCH), however, 1S hıs uUusSCc OT the rOOT d
(a total of e1g times) emphasıze the desirabilıty of tastıng and the desıirabilı
of those wh practice ıt. Af thıs pomnt, Ephrem employs such language chiefly
ENCOUTALC fastıng

In thıs PDOCIN, Moses’ transfiguration, and the lowıng COU  Gce of the
youths, results from fastıng, 4S reward for theır self-denıial Here, Ephrem does
NOL, d he later will, the 1g of God ASs kınd of nouriıshment In Its OW.

rg but AdSs evıdence of aSsOcC1latıon wıth thıngs eavenly, arısıng al least In part
because of ascetıical eifort In the end, ın De Teiunio 9, Moses’ transfiguration

moral example (1 paradıgm motivate ascetic practice In the pursult
of wısdom. Ephrem’s other readıngs of the episode eIve IMNOTEC deeply

Text De Teiunio the dıivinePASLUTALZE Of. wısdom
In hIis tenth hymn DEe Teiunmio, Ephrem ırectly wıth Moses’ fastıng and
transfiguration. Our poet addresses INOTEC ırectly the narratıve of Fxodus tself,

adriy9.13
23 reference the plague of haıl (Ex 922180 possıible, but thınk ıt unlıkely DeCause, In CONTEXT,

the openıng of the heavens 1$ mean ıllustrate dıyıne rather han dıyıne punıshment.
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rather than the STOTY of the youths In Babylon Moses’ S1ina1l asSscCentTt and transfigu-
ratıon Sei the for Ephrem’s readıng of the ole narratıve. Thıs 1S because
he percelves pervasıve contrastıve polarıty between Moses and the Egyptians.
Moses”, he writes, the “greatest of the asters (rC7.1.._‚;1 —°\“'-‘-"-")  27 rejected “the full

of the aughter of pharach78  Hayes  rather than the story of the youths in Babylon. Moses’ Sinai ascent and transfigu-  ration set the stage for Ephrem’s reading of the whole narrative. This is because  he perceives a pervasive contrastive polarity between Moses and the Eeyptians.  “Moses”, he writes, the “greatest of the fasters (x=5.x am i)” rejected “the full  table of the daughter of pharaoh ... / and longed ardently (xam 5<dı=) for the  fast of the mountain”. Thus, he “fasted and became radiant (‚mx7); he prayed  and was victorious”“*, Because Moses’ heavenly radiance represents the heavenly  realm, this polarity between Moses and the Egyptians also becomes a contrast be-  tween earthly and heavenly.  He ascended with an earthly countenance (ras_ ir <ax)  but then put on (ya\) and descended with that heavenly brightness” (ır <ası)?.  Moses’ association with things heavenly via transfiguration empowers him to per-  form the god-like, function of revealing “mysteries (mxduima)””, Moses, the  heavenly figure, contrasts with the Egyptians, and implicitly also the idolatrous  Israelites, who preferred revelry and Pharaoh’s ‘“full table (x.i\> <rada)” (cf.  Nm. 11,1-10)® to fasting.  Yet Ephrem goes further, interpreting Moses’ vision as a kind of divine pastur-  age. In stanza 3, brightness is not merely the token of divinization as a reward of  fasting, it seems to become the very nourishment of the divine life:  Moses, who ascended, grazed and grew fat (a ara am a3):  his fasting became for him like a banquet (a Da HN m\ <am)  and his prayer was a spring of living water (xis ir <ln mdal.).  He was a man of discernment (r<1x.jass), and his fasting was for expiation.  Ephrem proceeds to characterize Moses as the “hard-working bull” in contrast to  the “worthless and sinful calf” set up by the Israelites. Continuing to draw his  metaphors from the sphere of animal husbandry, our poet describes spiritual  nourishment as grazing, or more literally “being pastured”. Yet Ephrem plays on  another meaning of the root for pasturing (‚s.5), which also appears in the words  for mind (<dus.i&) and thought (< us.1). The root used in this sense conveys  mental activity. The double reference to pasturing and mental process leads  Ephrem to describe Moses as a discerning man (<xarijaar <ian) or sage. At the  same time, it also suggests to him a comparison with Daniel, whom the Peshitta  24  HdJ10.2.  25  In context, the translation ‘appearance’ for < ası would also make excellent sense.  26  HaAyi02.  28  HAT 105:  28  Ephrem’s seeming allusion to this passage about the mannah constitutes another eucharistic ref-  erence, since the mannah was traditionally viewed as a type of the Eucharist. Indeed, its sparkling  appearance, described as being like “crystal (rx&\ar5)”, may have evoked, Ephrem’s mind, the  brilliance of Moses’ face, but one can only speculate.  29  Metrically, the passive vocalization is to be preferred, but this does not particularly impact the  sense of the metaphor.and longed ardently (r<om .:v<.A'\J‘J) for the
fast of the mountaın”. Thus, he “fasted and became radıant (‚cn:m—(); he prayed
and Was victorious  „24‘ Because Moses’ eavenly radıance represents the eavenly
realm, thıs polarıty between Moses and the Egyptians also becomes Niras be-

earthiy and eavenly.
He ascended WI Al carthly Countenance (l'(\L‘lr'(
but hen put (z\) and descended ıth that heavenly brightness” (1r r‘(C\..\)  Z6

Moses aSsoclatıon wıth things eavenly VIa transfiguration hım DCI-
form the od-lıke, function Of revealıng “mysterl1es ('<a )n27 Moses., the
ecavenly f1gure, CONTtrasts wıth the EKegyptlans, and implıcıtly also the idolatrous
Israelıtes, who preferred revelry and arach  S “full AT < radha)” (CT.
Nm 11.1-10)° fastıng

Yet Ephrem SOCS further, interpreting Moses’ VISION AS kınd of dıivıine pastur-
dDBC In sStanza D brıghtness 1S NOT merely the token of diıvyinızatıon reward of
Lastıng, it become the VC nourıshment Oof the dıvine ıfe

Moses. who ascended, grazed and SICW fat ("aadhrQa r<“ acn 1'&1)
hIs fastıng became for hım ıke banquet (K—oan) n n’um)
and hıs PTIayCI W spring of lıyıng water n < era | c&
He W ds INan of discernment (rır zagn), and hıs fastıng W dsS> for explatıon.

Ephrem proceeds characterıze Moses AS the “hard-working bull” na
the “worthless and sınful Ca seit by the Israelıtes. Continuimng draw hıs
metaphors from the sphere of anımal usbandry, OUr poet descrıibes spırıtual
nouriıshment AS grazıng, ()JI HOFE lıterally “being pastured”. Yet Ephrem pIlays
another meanıng of the FrOOT for pasturıng ()| IC also ADPDCAaISs INn the words
for mınd (r<é'u;1&\) and hought (r(\.lä."l) The FrOOT used In thıs CONVCYVS
mental actıvıty. TIThe double reference pasturıng and mental DIOCCSS ea!
Ephrem describe Moses as discernıng INa (rırn zjasr m< IaN) OT Sapc the
Samıe tiıme, It alsO hım COomparıson wıth Danıel, whom the Peshıtta

Q 10:2
7 In CONTLEXT, the translatıon ' appearance’ for r<“OQs1 WOU also make excellent\

ar102
arı
Ephrem’s seemıing allusıon thıs passagc OUu the mannah Constıtutes nother eucharıstıic ref-
CICNCEC, SINCE the mannah Was tradıtıonally viewed Lype of the Eucharıst Indeed, Ifs sparklıng
d  CaranCce, described eing ıke “crystal (Ksdar5)” INaYy ave evoked, Ephrem’s mınd, the
brilllance of Moses’ face, but( Can only speculate.
Metrıically, the passıve vocalızatıon 1S be preferred, but thıs [01N NOT partıcularly impact the

of the metaphor.
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describes In sımılar In Daniel’s the Ing’s fury OVCT the Incapac-
ILy of hıs interpret hıis dream (Dn 2,14), the Hebrew you “1O0K®K hought
and counse]l (ra S ıdr)” and fasted for the sake of explation. The ımplıcıt
imagerYy of the eavenly LTCAaSUTY begıins become lıttle clearer. That 1S, Ephrem

both Moses and Danıel AS openıing the eavenly LTCAaSUTY Of WIS-
dom In HdJ 9.10 Danıel, the „great LTCAaSUTY of the Holy Spirıt” wıth-
draw, ASs ıt WEIC, the understandıng f dreams, and In arıg Moses strıppe off
the “riıches of Pharaoh, because he perceived the Ireasure that enriches a  22

W.  IC the CONTEXT9he received In the theophany S1nal. In thıs
WAdY, Ephrem closely 1n theır practice of tastıng wıth theır ACCCcSS eavenly
knowledge, IC Ephrem ımplıes, 1S 1ıke diıvıne pasturage, (T food for the
OE who makes the ascent eavenly STAatus Dy scornıng earthly nouriıshment. InN-
deed, the remaınder of the POCIM Moses, 1O nourıshed Dy God,
ıvinely WISE teacher wh Can “ demonstrate hıdden things Dy manıfest (QI4G6S

(‚C\.D r-(&ukäe f'(! “ )7130. Ihıs IS perspective that informs Ephrem’s ymns De
Paradıso generally, where Moses 1S described ASs the “*master” “teacher of the
Hebrews (r<-1=>.1 I<J1)  27 V1a the “treasury of revelatıons (a B )3731

Yet why has Ephrem Iınked Danıel and Moses, spiırıtual VISION and spiırıtual
nourıshment In the WaY Just desceribed? The AaNSWeT depend another
1DI1Ca detaıl, In the texTi of Dn tself, where, In thanksgıvıng for hıs enlıghten-
ment, Danıel ASs ollows

od| o1veESs wısdom the WISsSe (nı <ma and intellıgence the sensıible. 1S he who
reveals the depths and theır secCrets He kNOws hat 18 In the darkness (a02D7 S.), and
the Iight ıs In h1s (am m< pmda)

Ephrem the heht” In the divıne mentioned In IDn
the 1g that cshines AS reflection In Moses’ face (Ex Thus, Ephrem’s
Comparıson amounts thıs the intiımacy wıth God, VISION, and knowledge Of hıd-
den myster1es that Danıel enjoyed d result of prayer and fastıng, COMPDATC the
1g that Moses experienced result of Dprayer and Lastıng. TIThıs mplıed ınk
also for why Ephrem, In the PTreVvIOUS hymn irom the SAa4MMIC Cyele; treated
Moses AS the mMO 1C Danıel and hIs COmpanıons 4ase theır ascetıical
2  practice”  « In both C  E theır efusal of food naturallyu Ephrem that
the dıvine VISION each receiıved took ıts place IIn „20-2 and ExX 4,2/—-29, wıth
1n the problem Oof obtamıng wısdom Iirom God, SGGT COIMNC together In
Ephrem’s thought, ASs twın OQHLEGES for hıs ever-deepening reflection the INYS-
LeTrYy of human ascent to kınd of divinızed STatus, 1C tastıng facılıtates. Hıs
ymns de Paradıso develop thıs perspective Dy explıcıtly treatıng the divine 1g
AS the tood of the WISE.

3() aı
31
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Text De Paradıso TF Fhe nourıshing breath and the of lieht
In HEPT: Ephrem pPurports take hıs audıence eavenly Oourney Paradıse,
and as m1g CXpEeCL Irom text that leans heavıly Moses’ transfiguration,
Ephrem begıns wıth the 10  S famıhar image of openıng the eavenly LTCASUTY:

|The Father| has entrusted hıs Son usn that mM1g ave ASSUTAaNCcE In hım.
Hıs body MIA) 1S ıth US, h1s ASSUTAalNCcE M1 lıkewIise, ıth
He SavC h1ıs keys (‚mcrul.n) for h1ıs LTeASUTES (‚cn0\\) Ad1iC stored for HSS

Thıs tıme, however, the KEYSs belong Chriıst. the SAadMle tıme, Ephrem also
hınts that the Eucharıst constitutes the “keys” eavenly wısdom. peakıng of
( hrıst’s body AS “wıth us  27 only makes ıf the intended reference be ad-

mental. Moreover, sStanza the image wısdom explıcıtly, SINCE ara-
dıse offers eavenly TIn that renders Its drinkers wisg: (l )-.m.»:o)  2 After
thıs introductlion, Ephrem proceeds LO, ASs 1t WEIC, wıthdraw and appraıse the Varı-
OUS ‘treasures’ In the eavenly LTCASUTY, ıstıng them accordıng the In ıfe

ascetıical practice ı® they belong. Since the refraın makes reference the
“keys” of Chrıist, the emphasıs always etfurns iımplıcıtly the Eucharıstıc O_

atlıons oTf the Tirst STanZa (Over the GOHTS6 of tanzas hrough 19, Ephrem eals
wıth the ‘treasures’ belongıng POVETTY, the marrıed lıtfe, you virginıty, eicCc In
sSTtanza 10, Moses’ transfıguration becomes the PIODCI the StTatus of
revered er (rt:.:b)

Bınd together YOUT |wandering] oughts, old ASC (xhanıo), In Paradıse,
for 1ts iragrance Wa toward YOU, and it rejuvenates YOU ıth Ifs breath
XYOur old stalns ATC swallowed In the cau ıth IC it Jothes YOU
In Moses. he draws yOUu pıcture example (xdhral Iie)
for hıs cheeks, IC had become ashen ıth ADC
by of it (LE:. the fragrance) became radıantly beautıiful ((\.ntr:ll“r((\ Q
en of old ABC, that IMNOTEC < \ d=—) In den

Ephrem takes Moses’ transfiguration AS ıllustration, indeed. paradıgm
of the ‘ garments of lıght’ imagery appearıng Just be{fore, In tanzas and

6, and IC he ll continue develop In TANZAS 1219 Although food and
TIN AdIc NOT mentioned, ıt 1S the fragrance r€u..'l) of Paradıse that reireshes and
glorıfıes Moses, iragrance 1cC Ephrem elsewhere explıcıtly tTreafts d nourısh-
ng (HdP10.4-12; S also below). Moreover, the image of spırıtual nourishment
1S promınent throughout the section—25% of Its metaphors relate fo nourısh-
ment One m1g be bold 4S SC6 the “heavenly dunk” of Stanza ASs paralle

the “Iragrance r<u.n'l) that makes Moses
Uniıque thıs DOCH 1S the pecıal prominence OTf language of physıca Ccau

purı and CO  ent Ccategory In the surroundıng CONTEeXT Indeed, ASs

33
Ihe femmiıine PIONOUN}N refers back < han, whiıich IS grammatıcally femminıne.
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Ephrem SCS 1t, the gıift of 1g indıcates the restoration of the beauty of you In
usıng thıs imagery, Ephrem rely another aspect of the SLOTY of Moses’
transfiguration: namely, the between hIs calm tamılıarıty wıth (30d and
the distress of the Israelıtes, wh: “"“were afraıd (aAxa) approach” Moses. As In
the Hyıni de Teiumio, Ephrem discerns contrastıve polarıty between Moses and
the Israelıtes, but hıs pomt here 1S posıtıve OI  @ that Moses’ tamılıarıty In the
dıvine Q1veSs others hope fOo eN]OY the Sdallle Moreover, the Eucharıistıic
allusıons wıth1 Ephrem egan hymn uggest that In hıs mınd, the WAaY to

paradıse’s CO  NT, and rejuvenatıon 1S hrough the Eucharistic lıturgy.
But why 15 Moses’ transfiguration especılally sıgnıfıcant In thıs PASSasl, SINCE ıt

have only OMNC explıicıt mentıion? On the ONC hand, Moses example 1S ONC

IManY others (e:O. Joseph the patrıarch In stanza (J)7 the mMartyr brothers
from Maccabees In STanza 19) On the other hand, ıt 1S Moses who plays cardınal
role In the DOCIN 4S ole Ephrem usecs hIis transfiguration between N
SIVEe descr1ıptions of hOow the denızens of Paradıse AdIiIC lothed In IS and glory In
the tanzas followıng the AaCCOUNT of Moses, all the denizens of paradıse ehold
themselves in glory  27 and marvel al hOow “the louded and turbulent NnNatiure of theır
bodies (r<uqÄm eag OM3 \AT r€\.nA) has become clear, SüL and resplendent

535wıth JOY ( E 0 HAa —ar) (Given that ıt introduces engthy presentatıon
of thenof 1S ONC INAaYy conclude that Ephrem viewed Moses’ transfigu-
ratıon A key scriptural basıs for the theme er examples In the surroundıng
CONTEexT ıllustrate other features of the paradısıacala but (T poet evelops
feature extensively aAs the robe Öf glory Indeed, ıt that Ephrem’s conf1-
dence that the rıghteous 111 eNn]OYy of glory derıves precısely from
Moses’ example.

Text De Para11SO PTZfaffemmg VecSs Of 2l0ry
The nınth hymn De Paradıso demonstrates best of al Ephrem’s proclhivity for
nourıshment imagery AS interpretation of Moses’ transfiguration. Here,
Ephrem draws together the themes of fastıng AS of ıllumınatıon and Oof
nouriıshment. The poem’s rhetorical PUTrDPOSC 1S draw others partıcıpate In the
heavenly eucharıstıic feast Although the eucharıstıic meanıng of the DOCIN does
NOT COME full VIEW until ıts conclusıon, nevertheless, the poem’'s maın theme.
the spırıtual nourıshment of paradıse, aAaPPCAaIs al OcE Pıckıng theme first
introduced In OF T.10, the POCIM treais the breezes breath Of paradıse AS 1OUT-

ishing Its inhabıtants. In typıcal couplet, for instance, Ephrem wrıtes c  ıTnterent
breezes nurture the discerning e1ır] breath attens VOU, captıvates, and elıghts
you  7736. diverse panoply of nourıshment language aAapPCAars In the POCHN. for

35 dr
36 Thıs partıcular Iıne IS tılled ıth word-play.
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example, language of hungering (e9s) and rOoWw1Ing plump (—z) eiıng fattened
$ eatıng (dare) rınkıng nursıng al the breast, (roots )1ä'\ a3)
pasturıng (root ‚;1)‚ and (roots 327 Mothers.

In the of such images, Moses’ transfiguration allows Ephrem paınt
LHNOTC prec1Ise pıcture of what SOTT of “nourıshment’ the spırıtual denızens of

Paradıse LECEIVE, beginnıng In STanza 2237
If YOU A1C STI UngTYy for INOIC, Moses ıll satısfy you
For he took 10 DrOVIS1IONS (c<1m) when he ascended the mountaın’s summlıt:

yel he UngrTY OMNC Wdas attene: abundantly (L N DOr’); the thırsty 11C SICW abundantly
beautıiful N Dr)
Who has SCCI] INan, In hıs hunger,
e asS! VISION and SIOW lovely, T1IN! In VOlICe and SIOW fat? L -AnQa tarQ Ma r<“ Q1»

E—LO)
He enriched 1mMSse ON the vVeC. glory, increased, and became radıant! (a acdırr (r<x'’ 31 90779

Yarhilng®! C .))  39
Ephrem here t1es together the hreads of spırıtual VISION and spırıtual nourısh-
men(T, 16 had been TOWINg GVT LNOTEC intertwıined: the 1g of glory becomes
the vVC nourıshment 1C Moses feasts, the dıvyıne VvOlce the Ve TIn 1C

hım In hıs fast In Ephrem’s subsequent VEISCS, Moses’ transfiguration
inıtl1ates substantıal meditation: the next tanzas discuss the dıvine glory aASs

food
One WaY Ephrem does thıs, SINCEe he déscribed Moses A the representatıve of

eavenly Status, 1S Nal Moses’ glory-Ioo In polar opposıtıon earthly food He
CONTITTAaSTSsS (J)UT usual experience of tfood that “turas in the end excrement“” and
whose dreSs CIOU the vesse] ‚ of OUT body|” wıth the WaY that In Paradıse “the
Ssoul W: plump of JOV (r(é\t\n.u.1 ASs ıts faculties (mÄ.O\)
from the breast of wısdom ıtself (r<ä'\.‘7.\A.u'l <r —)„40.

The food and TIN of paradıse ıtself 1S, A it WETIC, draught of OW WIS-
dom Ephrem elaborates Dy describing the “brightness of the Father” pourıng
down the who eN]OYy pasture of VISIONS (r€\Ö\.u:\ m1)  27 and become
“intoxicated of glory (r<ö'\€\;u.&\.\ Thıs glory Ephrem also
represents ASs the riches OTf the eavenly LTCASUTY, and he describes the Father. d It
WCIC, openıng the door of the LTCASUTY crack let the 1g DOUTC Or upON each

Beck describes thıs ole sect10n, quıte accurately, ONC In 1C “Ephräm thematiısch VON der
VIS1IO beatıfica spricht”. He also Observes equivalence between the r<“ 1 of (G0d and hıs 6ESSCIICE

( Wesen ), neıther f1C 1S uly accessible cCreatfures Ephräms des SVrers Psychologie Un
BErkenntnisliehre Subsıdıa, 419), (Louvaın, 1524
Beck prefers O follow dıfferent readıng: In place of the DA 3171)7, which makes the Iıne
easler read and changes the somethıng ıke a yOUu A gluttonOus, Moses 11l ICDTOVC
DD  you
dPY9)7)
'dP9.23 Ihe word-choice ecalls the \des Of Solomoan O A In Ephrem’s exTt the quoted DaS-
Sdapc IS actually rhetorıical question, but ıt has een adapted the SyntaxX f thıs presentatıon.
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accordıng hıs capacıty: “TO each ONC, accordıng hıs strength, he cracks OPDCI
the door and sShows (‚C\.u.7.) A \) the Ccau of hıs hıddenness, and the radıance
of hIs majJesty (cné\(.\:»"lfl m110 MNAaLDMAT m< iaaL)  27 HdPT (see PaALC S() above)
confirms that thıs eCASUTY. language LOO0 1S eucharıstic In connotatıon, for It
descrıbes the WdY the Father has given hıs Son’s ‘body miNA) us A the “keys
(‚mazılo) hıs eavenly “treasures”. 1S lıkely that, CVCIM back In the Hymnıi de
Teiumio, Ephrem wanted us connect the eavenly t{reasures of wısdom wıth the
Euchariıst. The Eucharıst ıtsel£; that 1S. be the treasury’s KeYy.

Up thıs point In HdP 9, the lıturgical CONTEXT of thıs nourıshment language
has remaıned obscure, but al the end varıety of eucharıstic descr1ptions AaDPCAIS,
10O  < that the LTCAaSUTY door has been racked OPCH Dıt,. spea Ephrem
speaks of the Father’s gıft (mdsmax) teemmıng wıth blessings”, includıng taste

“Iragrance (r<.n.fl) °“ color (anN) and “transformatıve W
(ré.l.u:) Xan )” Indeed. “assemblıes” whose “nourıshment 1S glory
|<n:;t\.!.) whose “£faCe 1S brightness (r<(\.-\)The Transfiguration of Moses — St. Ephrem’s Interpretation of Exodus 34,29  83  according to his capacity: “To each one, according to his strength, he cracks open  the door and shows (‚a»= .a\.=) /the beauty of his hiddenness, and the radiance  of his majesty (mdanıs <ima mdasmar <iaar)”. HAP7.1 (see page 80 above)  confirms that this “treasury” language too is eucharistic in connotation, for it  describes the way the Father has given his Son’s “body (mix.a)” to us as the “keys  (‚mas\o)” to his heavenly “treasures”. It is likely that, even back in the Hymnz de  JTeiunio, Ephrem wanted us to connect the heavenly treasures of wisdom with the  Eucharist. The Eucharist itself, that is, seems to be the treasury’s key.  Up to this point in HdP9, the liturgical context of this nourishment language  has remained obscure, but at the end a variety of eucharistic descriptions appears,  now that the treasury door has been cracked open a bit, so to speak. Ephrem  speaks of the Father’s “gift (m&ma=), teeming with blessings”, including “taste  (< \)”, “fragrance (<Z5)”, “color (ax)”, and “transformative power  (Assas <aamdm*')”. Indeed, “assemblies” whose “nourishment is glory  (xsnar)”, whose “face is brightness (xası) ... Chew on and recall the satisfaction  of his gift (amNa irax\du=)”. HdF 10, Ephrem’s signature poem on the  Eucharist, confirms that such ‘gift’ language can be eucharistic, for it describes the  sacrament precisely in the same terms, as the ‘gift’ of the Father“. Moreover, in  the last stanza of HdP9, the poet.pleads to partake of the “crusts’ (<idhad”) of  the divine gift, borrowing the phrase “crusts” or “leftovers” from Mark 8,8, the  miracle of the feeding of the four-thousand, itself a foreshadowing of the  Eucharist. The language of eating the ‘gift’, together with the communal character  of the meal enjoyed by the seers, illustrates that, like pseudo-Macarius“*, Ephrem  applies the story of Moses’ transfiguration to a liturgical and ecclesial context.  That is to say, he associates the /ifurgy of the eucharistic mystery with the  revelation of the mysteries of divine wisdom.  Operative throughout the passages we have considered is the assumption, typi-  cal of Ephrem, that physical and exterior realities manifest divine and hidden  ones. For instance, the heavenly countenance of Moses betokens his interior dis-  position. Thus also, physical food and drink represent, in his sacramental vision,  the heavenly wisdom which refreshes Moses. The physical senses, such as taste  41  Literally, the “gift” is described as “transformed by power”, which I take, admittedly somewhat  speculatively, to be a reference to the sanctification of the eucharistic elements.  42  Har L0.22.  43  Literally, “that which remains in excess” or “left-overs”. The word is that of the Peshitta of Mk.  8,8 for the remainder of the food from the miracle of feeding the 4000. It is also the same root  (though not the identical lexeme) used in the story in Jn. 6,12-13, whose Eucharistic overtones are  even more explicit.  44  For example, see Golitzin, “Recovering the Glory of Adam,” p. 294. Much of what Golitzin  describes in regard to pseudo-Macarius appears to hold true for the Ephremian texts we are con-  sidering. Golitzin acknowledges this parallel, though without further investigation, on pp. 304-  305. His assertion on p. 303 that Ephrem has little to say on this topic is, as the present essay  shows, mistaken.chew and recall the satısfactıon
otf hIs oift ( 3Q e11€\ÄA\M Z HdF 10, Ephrem’s sıgnature POCM the
Eucharıst, confırms that such it language Can be eucharıstic, for it descr1ibes the
SsSacrament precisely In the SAamne « 4S the 11 of the Father”“. Moreover, In
the last STanza of HdP 9, the DOeL pleads partake of the °crusts’ (xidad”) of
the dıivine gıft, borrowıng the phrase “crusts” °“Jeftovers” from Mark 877 the
miıracle of the feeding öf the four-thousand. ıtself foreshadowıng of the
Euchariıst. The language of eatıng the gıift together wıth the communal character
of the meal enjoyed by the ıllustrates that, ıke pseudo-Macarius””, Ephrem
apphlıes the STOTY of Moses’ transfiguration lıturgical and eccles1ial Context.
[ hat 1S SaY, he aSsSOcCI1ates the Iiturgy of the eucharıistıic MYSTETIY wıth the
revelatıon of the mysterI1es of dıvyıne wısdom.

Operatıve throughout the have consıdered 1S the assumptıion, typı
cal of Ephrem, that physıca and exterio0r realıtiıes manıfest dıvyıne and hıdden
(QH6Ss For instance, the eavenly COU. of Moses betokens hıs inter10r CIS-
posıtıon. Ihus also, physıca f0o0d and TIN represent, In HIS sacramental VISION,
the eavenly wısdom 1C refreshes Moses. The physıca SCNSCS, such AS

41 Literally, the ut” 1S described “transtormed Dy power”, whıich take, admıttedly somewhat
speculatıvely, be reference the sanctıfıcatıon Of the eucharıst1ic elements.
ga 10.272

43 Literally, “that IC remaıns In excess” “Jeft-overs”. The word IS hat of the eshiıtta of
S,8 for the remaınder of the food irom the miracle of feedıing the 4000 Iso the Samllec FrOOLT

(though NnOTL the iıdentical exeme) sed In the STOTY In JIn „12-13, whose Eucharıistıc Overtones Aüne-

VeCn INOTE explıcıt.
For example, SC olıtzın, “Recovering the Glory of Adam,” 294 Much f hat Golıtzın
describes In regard pseudo-Macarıus AappPCAars hold iTrue for the Ephremian AIC COIMN-

sıdering. :Olıtzın acknowledges hıs parallel, though wıthout urther investigation, 3()4—
305 Hıs assertion 3003 hat Ephrem has lıttle SaVy hı1s OpIC 1S. ASs the present
ShOwSs, miıstaken.
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and hearıng, represent the DOWCIS OT vital MOvements (< ä1) of the soul. ere 1S
body/soul ualısm In Ephrem’s VISION.
Yel: neıther the SCNSCS, 1OT CVECMN the hıghest DOWCIS of the soul dIiIc uNYy

adequate for the divine MYSTETY. Thus., Ephrem delıberately JOo1ns dıfferent SCIISCS

together In contradıctory and confusıng WaYy>S The CIas of sensatıons the
mental confusıon aCce! by the soul In 1ts mystıcal aSCenNt from the human realm O
the dıvıne. For instance, In SsSTtanza 22 Ephrem first aSsOcCI1ates VISION wıth eatıng
and hearınz wıth rnkıng. In Ephrem’s metaphor, ONEC eat VISION and
drınk" SOund. In the SAaıMıe veın, he assocılates hunger wıth fatness and thırst wıth
ecautYy, In the that fatness arıses from the satısfactıon of hunger and (one
Supposes) cau ar1ses irom the satısfactıon of thırst. Subsequently, however, he
inverts the imagerYy Just desceribed Dy assoclatıng thırst wıth fatness— as ıf ONEC
COU. STOW fat l1ıquıd diet In STtanza 24, he 1n “devouring” and “vis1ıon”
(1 Ba eatıng and SCEIM) the (M16 hand. and “fattening” and the “Wwaves of
glory  27 the other Thıs amounts eıng fattened, NOLT SOI LOOd, AS ONEC

m1g CXDECL, but TIn 1S almost as IT Ephrem CannoTt decıde hOw
describe the indescribable nouriıshment of Paradıse: does ONC eat drink) the
VISION of glory Is ıt best described ASs SOIl food 0)8 AS drınk? (Of COUTSC, ASs

Ephrem makes clear elsewhere, descr1iptions of Paradıse dIiIC adequate“”.
Ephrem’s efusal settle consıstent set of for such descr1ptions hıgh-
lıghts hIs implicıt COHGCETN CoOounteract crassiy ıteral readıng of the scriptures.

The CIas of sensatıon images hıghlights the incomprehens!I1bility of the d7
Of paradıse and mplıes that all the DOWCIS actıvıtlıes (HQO\) of the soul mMust be
marshaled attaın the dıyıne glory. Thus. In STtanza Z6; Ephrem describes the PCI-
SON d — ..  eye (mZus) AdS ..  ear (v<.!.1n’)”‚ and aSs .6,  womb” perhaps “stomach
(rü  )7746 for the dıvıne olOrYy, wisdom, and treasures In STtanza Al he empha-
SIZEeS adaptabiılıty Varlous human faculties: the CYC, the hearıng
(Kdsmrım) and the LONZUE (< ır)l) that 1S, see1Ng, hearıng, and speakıng.
Fınally, In sTtanza 29, Ephrem OIVvES SOTINEC of what all these images that he
CCr mplıed In Moses’ transfiguration ultımately INCan for hım they ıdentify the
everal faculties of the soul and theır properties In the dıivinızed PCISON. The COIMN-

templatıves “seers” manıfest +pPeace in theır oughts (n oamdıärum), truth In
theır knowledge (—c‘\‘"a‘Ä"‘)’ fear In theır INQqUITY (_O\CDAB.;))‚ and love In theır
praise ( amdun3adı)”. ese four faculties of thought, knowledge, investigation,
and pralise SC ıdentify IOI precıisely what the denizens of Paradıse actually
do For them, the dıvine VISION 1S both peacefu and dynamıc Ephrem GVGNn eNVI-
SIONS the reverently INQUWUITINZ INtO divine MYSTETY, wıth the SaJme verb used
Dy the Peshıiıtta of (OrT. 2.10 describe hOw the Spırıt plumbs (< 5) the ecreis

45 ”dP10.1 ILD
TIThe LNOTEC normal word for “stomach” In S5yriac 1S <mı The word r< 905 DOSSCSSCS INOTEC

general that includes an Y SOTT of body CaVvIlty, includıng the womb, DOsom.
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of (0d the Father Ephrem hımself has investigated thıs MYSTEIY the extent of
hIis capacıty Dy usıng Moses’ ascen(tT, transfıguration, and VISION AS the startıng
poımnt. Moses’ example g1ves Ephrem hope that (as he DUuts It In the ına words of

554 7/hıs poem): Everyone who uUuDON yYOUu fattens YOUTI cau

E xtende: Ireatments of the Edessene Peri0d

The intertwıned imagery of wıisdom, Eucharıiıst, and sacramental contemplatıon
that Sa  S Ephrem connecting IO Moses’ transfiguration In the works Of hıs NıIsı-
bene per10d o1VvES WaY INOTEC epıstemologıcal and polemical themes In hıs later
works, wıth (IE exception. 1ve Edessene works deal extensively wıth the NSs-

I1guration of Moses. Of these, the selections Iirom the Hyınni de Fide, and ONEC

Irom the SCIMO de Domino /NVOSTTO, AL MOST alı The other [WOD(FE In
(VImnuS de Eeclesia 36 and OIIC from the Hyımnen uf Abraham Kıdunaya, AIC

LNOTEC un1que. Nevertheless, it 1S clear that the interest In wısdom and contempla-
t10n In the earlhıer mM has been ocused EHOTG narrowly the problems aSSOCI-
ated wıth anıy human claım Sl glory (T BSNSCEHCE

Text HdE Moses’ transtiguration, PICCULSOT of( Arıst's baptısın
The ıfteen tTanzas of the thırty-sıxth [VINNUS de Eeelesia amount ONEC of the
MOST remarkable and ocused KSEs of 1g imagerYy In all of Ephrem’s COI DUS. As

descr1ıption of human partıcıpatiıon In divine 1g It IMMS, WOU be complete
wıthout Moses’ transfiguration, the STOTY features quıte prominently In thıs POCH),
C 1S alsSO replete wıth the language of clothing and exterio0r adornment 1Ca
of the °robe of glory theme

The POCIN focuses the ffects of Christ, AS 1g of the WOT. In hıs Church
DULSUCS thıs iıdea bDy comparıng (hrist’s natıvıty In Mary wıth hIs baptısm In the

Jordan rıver, W.  IC accordıng tradıtıon wıdespread In the Syriıan Ornient. Was

transformed Dy dıyıne 1g and fıre al the Oment of Jesus’ baptism“”. Moses’
transfiguration A ( Jlestament Lype of the ıllumıinatiıon of Mary, and
of the iıllumination of the rver.

Most of Ephrem’s metaphors In thıs DOCHI ırectly ınvolve 1g 1C- he
prefers fo d clothing exteri1o0r adornment: thus, 'lıght language asıde,
adornment imagery COmPpTrISes OVCT 40% of hıs vocabulary. Nourishment lan-
uaLC, promınent In DreVIOUS interpretations, yıelds words for adornment
(category and for cau (cCategory B— about 30% of the remaınder).

'dP9.29
Petersen, “afı1an’s Diatessaron: Its C reation, Dissemmation, Siemficance, and Hıistory IN

Scholarship (Suppl Vıgılıae Chrıistianae, 25} (Leıden, 142720



SG ayes

Iwo thıngs deserve partıcular notice In thıs POCIMM Lırst, that Ephrem appeals to
the conception of Christ and hıs baptısm for A ebb and flow In the WdYy
Chriıst, ASs 12 relates humanıty The pattern aPDPCaIs al first ack scrıptural
tfoundatıon. VElr and thıs 1S the second pomnt, Ephrem appeals Moses’ example

upport the pattern he aAargucCS for In Mary and the Jordan Let us first turn
the pattern.

An CYVC 1S purıfie by Ifs aSsSOC1atıon ıth the SUOUTITCEC of 1g
It becomes resplendent DYy its Ou furnıshing m.\.u) and lımp1d (uadır—) by ıfs LAY,
PDUIC, by Its brightness, and adorned Dy Its cau (mıia arı r<&x:.x\‚_f::)“
In Ephrem’s example of the CVC, there 1S inner/outer polarıty, ebb and

Tlow outward inward and hback agaln. ere 1S first un10n, AS the 1g Jo1ns the
CYC, then 1g hınıng hrough the CVYC rendered transparent. Fınally, havıng pur1-
Hed the CVC, the 19 chınes Ouft of the CVC, makıng Ifs CcCau outwardly.
ÖT, In other words, 1g cshınes In, purıfles, and thus chines Ouft Ihe CVC, havıng
been rendered (ransparent, takes the characterIistics of the 1g

In Mary, the S”a”’dMle pattern of indwellıng, purıfication, and shinıng 1S posıited:
Mary 1S ıke AN CYC the 19! WE In her
it polıshe: her mınd (D mu Id) and rendered her hought L  1 m&\=!.uä.\)

purıfie: her (3 mdu)1—), and tiltered’ her virginıty (3a maaladh)”.
In the Case of Mary, un1o0n takes place wıth Chriıst, the 1g and the aSpeCIS of
her interi10r ıfe AIC first “polıshed” and “cleared 22  üp’, inter10r 1C then
becomes manıfest In her demeanor and her body (1.6., her virginıty). The outward
adornment Dy brightness 1S the inıshıng touch of the interplay of and ascet1-
cal practice (which, In thıs CasSC, 1S Mary’s virginıty). Some of Ephrem’s language,
playıng the word c  227  VE 1C also “Spring”, evokes the image of clear
TIN and ıltere WwINne.

Ephrem irom the womb of Mary the ‘“womb” of the Jordan rver,
where he perceives the S\a’dIle pattern:

Ihe rıver In 1C he WAdsSs aptızed, symbolıcally re-cConceived hım
Ihe mo1st s  womb’ of the waters conceıved hım In purı(ra
DaVC 1r hım In splendı InNnOcence (rhoamı n. and brought hım In glory (masor
< hsanıd)”

In Ephrem’s alance: rhymes, Jesus, the 1g 1S taken nto the rver, manıfested
wıthın It, and brought Or Wıth thıs COmparıson, the Iıturgical CONTLEXT of the
inner/outer polarıty iıdentitied above CINCISCS. Ihe Chrıstıan, conformed
Chriıst, enters nto the of baptısm, 1S transformed, and CINCISCS. Mary her-

dE36.1
dEk 362

5 ] dE 363
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self, the Jordan rver, and ımplıcıtly the indıvidual Christıan, AIC contormed the
un1ıque COrSt; Just ASs the CYVC 1S transformed Dy and conformed LO the 1g

41:O upport hıs readıng, Ephrem Moses’ transfiguration In tanzas 6—9
ASs KeYy text

Moses donned brightness ( osı) arrayed from wıthout ( &)
the rver, In IC Chrıst W aptızed, donned 1g ( imay) Irom wıthın e—>)
And Mary’s| DOody, In IC he WwWe W ds made adıant (maır) from wıthın e)
Just Moses became adıant ıth glory yD3ır)
Decause he SA  S briefly glımmer < 4> rü<:\m)‚ how much 1NOTE

0€Ss the body In 1C| Chriıst WE become adıant (maır) ell ASs the rver In 1C| he
baptızed”?
The brightness (r‘((\.u\) 1C the sılent Moses donned In the wılderness
dıd NnOoTt permıit darkness darken hıs fold
For the 1g hat shed from HIS face, served gulde hıs feet

Like the celestial beings who ave eed f nother 1g
for eır CYCS, because 1g already STITEAMS ((.nm) from eır pupıls,
and they dIC arrayed In flashes of glory (Kdhnaacda ‘)€2

In imagınıng Moses’ experlenCce, Ephrem Observes contrastıve polarıty between
Mary and the rıver Jordan the OM6 hand, and Moses the other Both cshared
In the 1g of Chrıst, but the latter In WaY far ess perfect than the former. 1Io
explaın the dıfference, Ephrem employs inner/outer polarıty In Tanzas and
wıth CONTrasts between “TrOm wıthın“ and “TOm wıthout” and between ındwellıng
and Drief glimpse. The pattern of 1g entering In, purıfyıng, and shinıng Or 1S
the SAaInNe for Moses AS 1t 1S for Mary and for the Jordan rver. Indeed, AS have
SC In PreviIOus interpretations, Ephrem clearly aSsSOCI1ates Moses wıth the “celes-
t1al beings” who nhabıt the eavenly realm. The dıfference les INn the nature and
duratıon of the aSsOcC1latiıon of carthly eing wıth eavenly 1g In the CasSc of
MoOSes, the aSsOoclatıon 1S TIeE and exterIoOrT. He ascends the 1g of dıvinıty In
Mary and the Jordan, the aSSOCI1atıon 1S extended and inter10r. The 1g of dıvinıty
descends them

Thus, In thıs readıng of Moses’ transfiguration, Ephrem, seemımngly inspıred Dy
the lıturgy of baptısm, emphasızes clothing wıt 1g 1g A nourıshment 1N:

partıcular place In thıs readıng. Nevertheless, the pattern of assoclatıng Moses
wıth the eavenly realm and of usıng Moses’ transfiguration Con of
dıyınızed ıfe continues. Theologically, what dıstiınguıishes thıs itreatment from the
rest 1S Ephrem’s emphasıs Moses’ receptivıty the 1g of Chrst. rather than

ascetıical practices. (One m1g SCC also In hıs presentatıon pecıal interest INn
the inter10r dısposıtion of those aptızed. Ephrem CNCOUTASCS Christlans to SUT-

HdE 36.6—-9
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DAaSs GVENn the radıant Moses Dy imıtatıng Mary’s receptive dısposiıtion toward
Chrıst Overall, the image 1S passıve ON  @ Ephrem’s insıstence the superlor1ty
of Christ, hıs defense of Mary's purı and the reference Moses’ stammerı1ng,
seeks exalt Chrıstianı In the face of Jewısh (Or perhaps Judalzıng) pOoINts of
VIEW.

Texts HdE ındescribable 2lory,
Doth hıdden anmanıftest

BYy Ta  ‘9 dıfferent interest anımates Ephrem’s interpretations of Moses’
transfiguration In the [yımmnı de ıde. Many of these COomposIıtions defend OT

commend the rg attıtude toward theologıca ınvestigatıon. 1le such GCOMNGGEN

Was NOT entirely absent before (see Har 9.28); 10 ıf becomes central. In CONtem-

theologıcal controvers1es, Ephrem Ooun it insist the 1N-
comprehensıbılı of the dıivine nature, and thus he focuses the OVEIDOWETINZ
character of Moses’ transfiguration. Hıs intense brıghtness admoniıshes those who
WOU investigate the divine brıghtness of1C It 1S merely reflection.

The epıstemologiıcal interest that language of spırıtual perception (cate-
SOLYy naturally dominates these mM In dF 8.1—6, for instance, ıt amMoOunts

nearly 70% of Ephrem’s language for interpreting the 1g imagery In
IC dISscCusses the indescrıibable character of the Word of God, 1t COmMPpTrIses
INOTC than half of hIs metaphorıc vocabulary. Of these, the MOST irequent In HdE
S, Dy far, AIC the words ( <“4.> ““ tO see  27 and (root 1C\.u) “t0 SaAZC upon”. Imagery of
clothing and exter10r adornment (other than Moses’ veıl ıtself) 1S almost COM-

pletely absent. In the vocabulary 1S much INOTC varıed, and includes words
1ıke A'\.\A..‘&\ (mınd) (<‘ Lan 3 (thought), and (intelligence).

In the eıghth hymn DEe Fige, Moses’ transfiguration 1S the foremost 1DI1Ca
ample wıth iC Ephrem introduces Ser1es of admonıt1ons agalnst attempting

“stare al the briıghtness” of (30d hımselft. In thıs PASSaLC, unıque hıis 1InN-
terpretations, the veıl Moses face becomes KeYy element for hIıs
Ephrem makes hIs pomnt clear wıthout elay

Behold the brıghtness o>1 of Moses
1C COU NOL be beheld (‚mf.\.n.uj —< \r)
Dy Ose who '  S hım
They WCIC incapable of gazıng (a 07020)) UDO mortal
who WOU. are SAZC (30x)
UDON the eITr1  ©: all-woundıng God|?
Itf the brightness (< ası) of SEIVAantl

had such intensıty 105
who Cal Stan: ıth uplıfte: CYCS before hıs aster939
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Ephrem’s contrastıve polarıties between SCIVanflt and INaAaster, mortal and God.
establısh hıs theme wıth crystal-clarıty. Ihe subsequent MLAn Zas hıghlight Varı0ous
aSPECIS of the STOTYy Ephrem Moses’ ve1] (xarar) the ve1] of the
“briıghtness of lıvıng fıre (v(&u.u r<“ ı1043 r("lcm)” that es ESSCHE&EG” from the
erubım (Given thıs Comparıson, It 1S almost as ıf the 1g ıtself 1S veıl. Ephrem
ENCOUTALCS hıs audıence adop 7pedce and sılence (v<nc\u.a ! )” as ““SanC-
L(Uary ve1] (r(;13'\ ‚arzX)  »94 In thıs WAdY, Ephrem Moses AS example for
CONLTEMPOTFATY Chrıstlans, example of the DIODCI approac diıvine MYSTETY,
modeled the eavenly realm ıtself. The overall Strategy 1S assoclatıve—lınkıng
Moses, the erubım, and the Church Ephrem ENCOUTALCS hıs flock Jomm theır
COMPAaNY.

The Iincomprehensıbility of the divine 11Ce6e 1S commonplace of Ephrem’s
hought indeed commonplace of Lourth-century pro-Nıcene thınkers In SCH-
eral)”. Of INOTEC interest 1S what exactly Moses’ veıl veıls. The STOTY of Moses ıtself
1S ıke veıl hıdıng another MYSLEIY ° HOW terrıfying”, 5SaVS Ephrem, ..  18 the ep
In 1C YOUI SLOTY V\D'll-) 1S concealed!”® ese words reveal that ıt 1S the SLOIV

Aaccounft of the Son of (30d that 15 veıled Irom human INQqUIrY Just ASs the divine
brightness 1S veıled from the Israelıtes. Indeed, SaVys Ephrem,

ıthın Moses’ eıl lay hıdden
YOUTI adıant TU (3
ıthın hıs sSlow speech lay hıdden
yOUL mellhıtluous explanatıon(l VW _ Tadı)
Beneath ese Lypes of coverıing 1S hıdden
YOUTI TU and YOUI proclamatıon (u\lm:.)c\ rEL).
You rolled back the COvering;
YOU clarıfıed the stammeriıng.
Now YOUTI TU ro. Off the LONZUE WLAn
and YOUTF realıty IS ObvIOuUS the CYC (a \ U'\11-‘l-
Ihe e1l hıs face,
and the stammerıng In hıs MOU
WEIC Lypes of Cover1ıng.
You WeEeTC hıdden Irom the blınded People,
and before the righteous.
For they earnestly desiıred YOUI day.
kven NO the NTIıdels of ()UT OW time
ATIC blınded Dy eıl.

LewIı1s NTEeS, Nıcaea and Its LEe2aCY: An APPTOACı Fourth-Century Trmitarıan COLI02Y,
(Oxford, A
HdE (Ine COU. Iso translate V\:"X- In INOTC technıcal ASs "yOour generatıon” (1n
reference the ON’'S eing begotten Dy the Father). lıkely hat Ephrem ntends
allude both the ord 17 and narratıve In time dA| ell As whatever the ternal
Counterpart of that empora. path m1g be
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They dIC both 1N! and stammerı1ng:
blınded YOUI cau (V\i&<.\:d &L05)
and tongue-tied for yYyOUI explanatıon (I<JJ.A:I v€7.\\13'\3)  57
According Ephrem, the beautıiful and inexplicable MYSLETY of Chrıst hımself

1S the object the MC STOTY veıls. O CXPICSS thıs MYSTETY, Ephrem evelops
polarıty between S18 16 IS receptive, and speech,C 1S exXpressive. ILinked
together, S1g and speech form merısm expressing Just how myster10us the IMNYS-
LerYy of Chriıst 1S dıfficult both recelve In the understandıng and CXÄPDICSS wıth
the LONZUE. They also CONVCY the ınabılı of certaın CONLEMPOTFATY Chrıstians, 1ıke
those of the Jews who had dısbelieved In the time of Christ, approac the real
meanıng of (Christ Yet ıle he emphasızes the real meanıng of Chrıist's dıvıine
ıdentity, Ephrem somethıng HAI By treatıng the brigehtness ASs veıl, he
acknowledges that the revealed truth en]joyed by the Church 1S manıfest and radı-
ant, yetl ultımately incomprehensıble. In thıs WdyY, Ephrem’s interpretation here
resembles the image of “brıight darkness” that St GTregory OTf yssa loves tO
ploy  58 the end of the DOCHI (stanzas 15 and 16), Ephrem efurns the tfamılh1ar
SLOTY Oof Danıiel’s VISION.

HdF 373 takes sımılar approach, but fOCUSES OUrTr attention the openıng
words of the Gospel of John, usıng the transfiguration of Moses interpret them
John, ıke the VisiOonarlies Moses and Danıel before hım, perceived the Trln (mi
» 07)  97 and In “gazing” uDON (ChrTISE. “depicte (him| aASs both Word and (30d
(lra Aur < —3 )„59 Indeed, employıng dıstınction between what a
ıng 1S and how ıt exists””, Ephrem refines the posıtion adopted In HadF'®& about
the truth manıfest In the church, yel ultımately Incomprehensıtble:
ıle he IS completely hıdden, hıs Nature (mlıs 18 both known and unknown.
(In the ONEC hand, ıt 1S clear hat he eXIStS (smadurs 9 CL the other, °‘how'’ he 1S,
hıdden (am (A_‚r<1 m<ma)
Let LOreZO that 106 SOCS beyond us but let entrust others hat he has entrusted us  ö1

In other words., should be Content wıth what the scrıptures CONVCYV the
“facts’ of revelatıon regardıng the Son We Cannot hope understand the mode of
the SONn’s existence. In thıs WAaY, what 1S radıantly manıfest known) 1S also hıdden
(not UuNYy comprehended).

To ıllustrate thıs point, the DOCHI deploys sıngle extended image: that of
paıntıng and iconography62‚ Ephrem ArQuUuCS that John, In callıng hım “WOI'CI” has

a 45
55

'dF33.1
For example, In Herbert Musuriıllo (ed trans.), DEe 'ıta MOYSIS (Leiden, 2163

{’hıs Samle dıstiıncetion AaDDCAaIS earher In hıis COTIDUS InS
61 dFr333

Thıs 1S A image much-beloved of Ephrem. has een tudıed DYy Sıdney T1
mage f the Image er In the oetry of S: Ephraem the Syrian”, Studıa Patrıstica 25 (1993)

258269
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pıctured the Son In the best WaYy possı1ble, and that other representations tall short
Hıs argument’s appeal 16S$ In leveragıng COINMON experieNCe. The Firstborn’s
appellatıon of “Word” indıcates the ınabılı visualıze him, Just ASs spoken word
and Vvolce do NOLT admıt of physıca representatıion: st A pıgments CannoTt depıct

5563the VOICEe also oughts AdIC NOT adequate for the Son Followıng these 11L1US-
trations from the natural WOr Ephrem Moses’ transfiguration AS hıs
1DI1Ca evidence:

What Iconographer (D m< r<) Can {1X hıs DaAZC UDONN that brightness (I<C\.n\)
ıthTMoses W dsS arrayed”? For MS COU adequately represent hım
neıther the paınters of murals OIl Wa 1L1OT the yers of garments (D& —z \oa r<r )'L!3
'<a O6

Ihe 1DI1Ca texTi does NOT clearly teach that the .  true colors’ of Moses’ transfigura-
t10n Cannot be portrayed, but Ephrem does SCCIH focus the pOT. char-

of the transfiguration, mplıed In the text The pomt Ephrem makes here
1S much the SAaMlEC AS ın HadEFS the analogy between Moses and Chrıst should WAalll

ANVONC agaınst the attempt pıcture Christ’s Irue dentity and nature COMPIC-
hensıvely. (OQver the ına tanzas of HIS POCH), Ephrem continues develop the
analogy and polarıty between Chriıst and Moses. Moses’ transfıguration CIOWINS

and completes Ephrem’su that “the VC nature of the Exısting One
(<dhadug cn.\u) CannoOot be comprehensıvely SCCIH(Xi rd)”65 Why 1S
Moses’ example instructive? Because of hIs intimacy wıth God° If Moses, who
..  spoke (30d face face  27 (SEE IM’ does NOT eN]OYy comprehensıve NOwI-
edge of hım, then who does‘® Moreover, Moses’ 1mıted and exterio0r CONTAGCtH wıth
the divine brıghtness the superlor1ty of Christ’s eavenly STatus Ephrem
describes Moses ASs “ mınımally (or Drielly) anomlınted wıth eavenly color (ır

a ! ! )„67 The image of anomting ıtself a ISO emphasızes exterl1o0r
partıcıpatıon.

An ımportant COMLHNCETN AaDPCAaIs for the first time  68 In thıs POCIM the of
anthropomorphism”. Ephrem’s precI1se and explıcıt protestations about the InCa-
paCcı of human hought and artıstry LO depıct the divine form, together wıth hıs
epıstemologically efined distincetion between ESSCNCEC and existence, indıcate
polemi1c dırected agaınst those who woul take the apocalyptiıc VISIONS described
In scrıpture tOO literally”®. Hısu be that the tradıtion of eavenly

63 HadF33.9
HadaF33.10

65 'dF33.13
66 xodA

HaF 33172 The image of eıng anoınted ıth eavenly color ecalls NOC 16
C TIOV olıtzın, “Paradıgms of TIransformational Vısıon, ” EL LD
That 1S, In Ephrem’s lreatmentT of Moses’ transfiguration.
See olıtzın, Vısıon of (30d and the Form of Glory,  79 DF DON
Ibıd., A Z
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VISIONS In the O4 partıcularly those fepresented Dy Moses and Danıel, reveals
human capacıty overpowered Dy the transcendent divine MYSTETY, and therefore
allrepresentations of the diıvine nature do NOTL CXPDICSS the divine CSSCNCC, but only

„/1“the form In IC he arrayed hımself (aX\scr3z |<.>Of<.’;.ü)n’) Ephrem’s
choice of the word ecalls the condescension language of Z
u that each VISION of G0d In the (Ild Testament thus prefigures the CON-
descension of the incarnate Chriıst, who humbled hımselt put form
Za that Was NOT hıs OW. In order OW us LO DutL COUuNtenance
(f'(€\.n\) that 1S NOT UT IW At stake here 1S DIODCI understandıng of dıvinızatiıon:
the boundary between the Creator and 1S crossed only Dy the Creator Man
does nNnOoTt SE (30d In properly divine form. Ephrem’s insıstence thıs doectrinal
pomt 15 ds trenchant aASs that of hıs CONteMPOTaAarY Athanasius’®.

Text SdDN 29 O:(70d, Ooft Moses
The capacıty SS (30d becomes the explıicıt focus of the twenty-nınth section
of Ephrem’s SECerMO de Domino Nostro'” . the only work (to the present
author’s knowledge) In1 he treats the transfiguration of Moses. Despite 1ts
dıfferent LOTrM, ıts thematıc CONTLENT 1S entirely famıhar. Nearly all of Ephrem’s lan-

In thıs section focuses eıther SOTINC WAaY of characterizıng the divine
brıghtness (most often described AS OT R<C\.;\) SOTINEC WAY of speakıng
about the perception OT (30d (typıcally the FrOOT 3 D for VISION). Ephrem’s g0oal 1S
tOo explaın why ıt 1S that (G0d saı1d Moses, Man CannotTt SCS mM and lıve  27 (Ex
’ Ephrem asks: IS It because of the Lury of hıs (m3\:.1.»1 '<‘\‘“)
that the ( who SCECS hım dıes, 1S it because of the brıghtness of hıs ESSCNCEC

(mdadus r((\.y\)”? robably Ephrem wıshes xclude Marcıonıiıte readıng of the
PASSaLC, 1C woul inchne the former interpretation, thus makıng the (30d of
the Pentateuch vengefu and eviıl.

Instead, Ephrem AaIQUCS for the latter interpretation, takıng Moses’ transfigura-
t1on ASs evidence. In fact, he Moses d the fırst VIS1IONaTY realıze that the
divine KASGHGE IS tundamentally incomprehensible. The imagery of SCa LL00d,
first introduced In the vmnı de Paradıso describe glory aASs INeX-
haustıble IIN ADPCAaIs (GE agaıln:

For hıs ICAaASO), the SAdadmllle (10d who, In hıs love, wıshed that Moses’ S12 should be SET In pleasan
and beneficıal LAY f hI1s glory (a DaLı r<“ a 3C X D 101), DYy the Samnme oken, dıd NOL wısh that

JA HadF33.13
MYy primary DO1N; f reference for Athanasıus 1S the fıne study ale\ Anatolıos, Athanasıus. The
Coherence ot Hıs T’hought (Oxford Studies In Hıstorical eology), (Oxford, In particular,
hıs second chapter.

/3 Beck’s edıtiıon, Des eılıgen Ephraem des SVrers Sermo de Domino 'OsStro Z} and Z
Louvaın, O€Ss NOT sub-divıde the chapters into sect10ns. All quotations irom the 29th chap-
er of the work Can be OUunNn: 2627 of hıs dıtıon
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Moses’ S12 should be drowned In the M' of powerfu flashes of hIis adıant glory
(mAsaardaı ( <yx>43s. <a M4)

granting Moses SOINEC SOTT of VISION of hIs glory Ephrem takes dAS evidence
for love. Liıkewise, affordıng Moses SOMINEC SOTT of protection (Ex
y Irom the “vıolent of hıs glory (m3\.u€\:u.&\\ s ach 99 manı-
fests the Samıec love.

Moses’ dec1s10n, In turn, fo veıl] hıs face from the people of Israel ollows the
example of thısV love. MoOSses, Ephrem AarguCSs,

dıiscovered from (0d hımself. who covered hım VCT ıth hıs handThe Transfiguration of Moses — St. Ephrem’s Interpretation of Exodus 34,29  93  Moses’ sight should be drowned (aisd&) in the midst of powerful flashes of his radiant glory  (mö'\.»(\a.‘l.ä'\:l \“ pxxs>s r<DA\)  God’s granting Moses some sort of vision of his glory Ephrem takes as evidence  for God’s love. Likewise, God’s affording Moses some sort of protection (Ex.  33,22) from the “violent waves of his glory (m&sanzda <niadhı <Arnx)” mani-  fests the same love.  Moses’ decision, in turn, to veil his face from the people of Israel follows the  example of this very love. Moses, Ephrem argues,  discovered from God himself, who covered him over with his hand ... lest he be harmed, that he  also should spread a veil over himself and protect the weaklings from the vehement splendor, lest it  injure them”.  The incapacity of the people of Israel to bear the “reflected brightness ( x>ar  <Asrx.)” on Moses’ face persuades Moses of the boldness required “to gaze upon  the glory of the divine essence (xhadeıs <nnarn wl\)”. The glory on Moses’  face is, as we have seen in previous interpretations, an earthly icon of what it is  like in the heavenly realm: “The fact is”’, Ephrem says; “that in.the waves of the  divine essence (ma\asa=) both celestial and terrestrial creatures are submerged  and then emerge (p\ja pa=4), and that they cannot ‘touch bottom’ nor reach  7775'  its shores, nor find its end or limit  Ephrem turns his customary interpretation that bz7ghfness is a mark of the  heavenly realm, a badge of membership among the denizens of Paradise, into a  reminder that God’s essence is incomprehensible. What associates Moses with the  angels also dissociates him from God. The veil on Moses’ face becomes the key  element that Ephrem employs throughout these interpretations in the Hymns on  Faith and the Sermo de Domino Nostro to emphasize the transcendence of God  in himself, a concern that seems not to have informed his earlier treatments.  Text 9: The Hymns on Abraham Qidunaya—Ephrem’s Farewell Compositions  For our last example, we turn to one of the last works of Ephrem’s life: the final  section of the fifth Hyn on Abraham Qidunaya. Abraham was one of the first  Christian ascetics of fourth-century Mesopotamia to attract considerable fame.  One might call him the Anthony of the Syrian Orient’®. The treatment of Moses’  74 SdDN29.  D  Ibid.  76 Many scholars, following Beck’s doubts on the matter, reject the authenticity of these poems, so  the inclusion of this passage in our survey calls for some explanation. A distinction must be made  between the first five poems of the cycle and the latter ten. Theological anachronisms, similarities  to a known pseudo-Ephremian account of Abraham Qidunaya, and garishly inexpert use of  Ephrem’s typical metaphors make it certain that Ephrem did not author the final ten poems  of the cycle. On the other hand, the absence of such anachronisms, the impressive rhetorical  sophistication, and the marked rhetorical and thematic similarity to the authentic Hyıns on Para-est he be harmed, hat he
Iso cshould spread A e1] VCT hımself and protect the weaklings Irom the vehement splendor, est ıt
injure them  M4

The Incapacıty of the people of Israel bear the “reflected brıghtness (|<u:»€\.!.
Asr<x.)” Moses’ face persuades Moses of the OldnNnEeSsSSs requıred “t0 DaZC upON
the glory of the divine GSSCIICE (<dhadua *” 331.7930.7.79 Ihe glory Moses’
face 1S, have SGCEH ın DPrevIOUS interpretations, earthly Con of what ıt 1S
1ıke In the eavenly realm: fact on  1S Ephrem 5SaYy>, “thaft In the of the
dıivine ESSCNCEC (ma\asa) both celestial and terrestrial creatures AdIC submerged
and then CINCISC ( ja (-I1JJL)‚ and that they CannOtTt c  touch bottom’ 1NOT reach

„75'1ts shores, 1L1LOT fınd 1ts end lımıt
Ephrem hıs interpretatiıon that Drightness 1S mark of the

ecavenly realm, adge of membershıp the denızens of Paradıse, into
remıminder that PESSCICE 1S incomprehensıIble. What aSsoc1lates Moses wıth the
angels a1sSO dissocılates hım Irom (30d The veıl] Moses’ face becomes the KEeYy
element that Ephrem employs throughout these interpretations In the Hymns
f and the SCerIMNO de Domino Nostro emphasıze the transcendence of (30d
In himself, COM N that nNnOoTt have informed hI1s earlher treatments

Text The [VIOS ADbraham Qidunaya—kphrem Fareel Compositions
For UT last example, turn OIlC of the ast works of Ephrem’s 1fe the 1Ina
sect10on of the Hyınn ADbraham udunaya. Abraham Was OE of the fırst
Chrıstian ascetIiCcs of fourth-century Mesopotamıa fo attract consıderable fame.
One m1g call hım the Anthony of the Syrıan Orient/®. TIThe treatment of Moses’

SdDN 29
7 Ibıd
76 Many scholars, followıng Beck’s doubts the matter, reject the authenticıty of ese5

the inclusıon of thıs DAdSapc In UT ca for SOITNC explanatıon. dıstınction must be made
between the 1Irs f1ve of the cycle and the latter ten Theologıca: anachronısms, simılarıties

D known pseudo-Ephremian ACCOUNLT f Abraham Qıdunaya, and garıshly inexpert UsSCcC of
Ephrem’s typıcal metaphors make it certaın that Ephrem dıd NOT author the 1na ten
of the cycle (In the other hand. the absence of such anachron1ısms, the Impressive rhetorical
sophiıstication, and the marked rhetorical and ematıc sımılarıty the authenti1ic [vmns ON Para-



Yd ayes

transfiguration In fits the pattern have already SCCMHN In Ephrem’s other
works. combınes SOTINC of the classıc clothıng language of HdE 36 (p 8 above)
wıth A CONCETN for authentically motivated asceticısm ıke that of the HdadJ and
HdP. together wıth the SaMMe emphasıs the borrowed, derivatıive character of
Moses’ glory noticeable In the SAdDN. Ephrem alsSO describes the angels 11U111-

35 / /bering Abraham IN the “WwISsSe In keeping wıth the wısdom motifs
have SC throughout.
In thıs Casc, Ephrem employs Moses ASs paradigm of ascetically cultivated

vittue; A he had In the ymns de Terunmnio and de Paradıso, sShow that authen-
t1C ascet1ic depends upON Christ In order be conformed hım In the end,
Ephrem’s pomnt 1S sımple: that Just aAs ( Arıst “Jlent hıs brıghtness tO Moses (w%78Z xa \ A\Or*(l) LOO the ascet1ic DOrTOWS hIs glory from ( hrastı
that Ephrem Lreats the ascetıcal practice ıtself ASs form of adornment”?.

ouriıshment metaphors” recede into the background of Ephrem’s ta-
t10n of the transfıguration. One elated example, however, deserves pecıal note
when Christ “recejves” UT adornments, he “graits them nto hIs truth aa<
MNO Ur) In order that they m1g have the W adorn us  „81. As wıth
Moses’ “borrowed glory  27 whatever adornment have derıves Its W only
from Chrıst hence thıs horticultural image of 'grafting”? Perhaps Irom the
image of Chrıst ASs the vine (Jn 15:5); together wıth the tree of ıfe tradıtions
beloved of early Syriac authors® Yeft the word grait also derıves Irom the SAa’dINe
FrOOT aAs “taste and in thıs CONntext ‘partakıng of” ‘'havıng

O1“ that IC ultımately supplıes the SOUTCEC of ıfe and strength. Our ascetI1-
cal practices, Ephrem implies, such ASs PTIaYVCrI, fastıng, and V1g1l, have strength and
value only insofar ASs they AIC nourıshed by Chriıst the vine, Just AS branches draw

dıse make it all but certaın that the first fıve In the cyle AIC indeed Ephrem’s. Tew SCHOl-
Al (Sebastıan rock, “Saınts In dyr1aC: Little- Fapped Resource”, Journal of Early Chrıstian
Studıes 16 (2008) 187, followıing Sıdney Grıffith, “Abraham Qıidünaya, Ephraem the SYyTr-
l1an, and Early Monastıcısm In the Syriac-speaking Orld”, In Danıel Hombergen aCcl1e] Bıe-
Jawskı, ome; 239-264) ave recently inchlined aCCCDL them works of
Ephrem. If theır authenticıty be accepted, he datıng of the 1IrS fıve hymns 1S relatıvely certaln,
because they PTESUDPDOSC the ea fAbraham The YCar of hıs ca 367, thus provıdes Fermı1-
DIUS DOSI GUCHN. SInce Ephrem hımself dıed In June of 373: hıs COmMpoSsıIıt1ons Abraham COu
only ave een wrıtten In the ast fıve of hIis ıfe
dAO5.16

78 dAOS23
79 The imagery of the ascetical practices themselves d adornment AaDPDCAaI>s In HdP, DASSIM, and

MOST clearly INn HdAO35:16=-17
As asıde, it 1S interesting f 1S WOT|! noting hat In HdAO 13 and 1.16, Ephrem loves empha-
SI7E the NIras between Taham s old ADC and youthfulness. Perhaps Ephrem SCS the image of
Moses transfigured because, In HdPJ: he wıishes SE( that ascetıcal eXerCIsSESs ult1-
mately rejuvenate eır practitioner.

x 1 HdA0O5.24
Robert urray, Symbols Of Church and Kıngdom: Study INn arly SYTIaC I radıtion, revised ed:.
(Piscataway, New Jersey, E
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theır strength irom the root-stock. SIince the ina PTayCI of the DOCIN evelops
SOTNC of the SAa’dINe eucharıstıic imagery have already SsSCCT In the HdP for
instance, the image Of nursiıng f the breast”. It lıkely that Ephrem has de-
lıberately, though allusıvely, Iınked Taham s ascetıical SUCCESSES theır SOUTCE
In the Eucharist. No ou thıs ınk reflects the eccles1al and sacramental of
his hought, but ıt INaYy also be because Abraham, unlıke INanYy of the famous
Egyptian ascetIics of the fourth CENTLUTY, Was also priest”“. In AILYy CasSC, Abraham
eNJOYS SUCCESS, accordıng Ephrem, because he imıtated Moses’ example Dy
“graft{1ng| all of |hıs| adornments nto |Chrıst’s] truth, Just ASs Moses rafted hıs
adornments nto that brıghtness IC briıghtened HIS face (a
;m&3rd 3C ( <“Q1 a .59 aCYJ! \ )„85.

ynoptic Vıew Oof Ephrem’s 1ve Uses OT Moses’ Iransfiguration
(Jur has shown that indeed certaın pattern AaDPCAaIs In Ephrem’s uUsSsCcCs of
Moses’ transfiguration, described In ExX 3429 Ephrem employs the STOTY of
Moses’ transfiguration d paradıgm, pomnt of appeal for five maJor themes,
each pıcally asSsoclated wıth partıcular GT images. In SUMMAaTY, these five
themes interpretations AT the Lollowing:

Moses’ transfiguration sShows us nourishment by divine glory and wısdom,
sometıimes a 1S, In 1 especılally texTi ASs Loreshadowing of the
Eucharist. Metaphors for nourishment and CO  ment (categorIies
tend LO predominate In such
Moses’ transfiguration also portends the od-lıke STatus Chrıstians INaYy hope

eN]OYy (cClearest In the briefer treatments).
Such od-lıke STAatus AaDPCAaISs 18 make possıble and perhaps result from
the actıon of eavenly contemplatıon (especılally In eXTISs 4
ıt offers paradıgm for theologıca INQUITY and pursult of WIS-
dom (particularly In and

ıt also furnıshes the paradıgzm for the practice of ascet1cısm, by revealıng
ıts spiırıt and 0al (as In 1} Z 9

HdAO5.27
The best SOUTCECS OTtfe hıs aSpecCtL of HIS Cateer TIhe mMoOst recent introduction Taham’s ıfe
Can be OUuUnNn: In the present author’s dıssertation, I he Rhetoric and Themes of the Madraäasä
cle In Praıse of Abraham Qıidunaya attrıbuted Ephrem the Syrian’ (The Catholıic Universıity of
Amerıiıca, FOor MOST readers, however, the MOST accessıble recent introduction 1S XL
“Abraham Qıdünaya, ” 2391264 Griffith’s rticle iıdentifies all the known SOUTCES for Dra-
am’s ıfe

S HdA0O05.26.
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Summatıon

As observed in the beginnıng, Ephrem cshows specıal interest In the 1g that
chıines Moses’ face in Hx 34,29 Focusıng al dıfferent times In HIS CL

dıfferent aSpEeCIS of the epısode, Ephrem ponders the s1gnıfıcance of that 1g
Despıite dıfferences between the fıve interpretations Ifered above, they neverthe-
ess tend follow consıstent pattern, namely, that Moses apPCAaIs ASs the Dara-
dıgm OT the ascet1ic wisdom-seeker. and the 1g that he recel1ved Was eıther

mark of hıs eavenly wısdom the d’ of wısdom ıtself. In partıcular, the
imagery and vocabulary uggest that Ephrem SCCS the pattern of Moses’ aSCeNT

eavenly wiısdom revisıted In the Eucharıistic lıturgy of the Church 1S for thıs
1C4SOIMN that Moses served Ephrem ASs ICON of spırıtual transformatıon hrough
approprıiate ascet1ic1ısm, eavenly contemplatıon, and the appropriately moderated
u for wısdom (sub-themes 1—3) What makes asceticısm and the search for
wiısdom approprIiate, Ephrem ımplıes, 1S that it be motivated Dy the desıre
for eavenly x00d thıngs rather than an Y dualıstic rejection Of the body (as 1S
especılally clear In HdP9 and that 1t rely, In al] humıilıty, the sacramental
velatıon of the Church Ephrem focuses what he takes be the ascetıical and
sacramental dimens1ions of the episode.

In the short references, Ephrem treats the transfiguration of Moses ASs YT1S-
tologıcal testimon1ı1um PASSaALC, though thıs 1S a(011 hıs prımary interest. In the
longer aSS  ° tınd Ephrem’s wısdom-oriented readıng of the DPaASSaALC COM-

Ing the fore. Throughout, especılally In the longer9 Ephrem’s 1g
vocabulary hinges keyword, m< O1 a IC h1is predecessor Aphraha had al-
ready used for throne-vVvIS1OnNs and whose etymology Was fexıible enough uggest
the of metaphors and vocabulary that Ephrem chose uUusScC interpret the
1g ese of imagery WCIC (A) the 12 A spirıtual nourıshment: (B)
the 1g A mark of spiırıtual health, cau and o  N (€) the 1g AS

enabling spiırıtual perception; and (D) the 1g AdsSs exterio0r adornment.
Imagery of categorIies and predomiınated In ext OIVES uSs

interpretations of the cau of Moses: that ıt Was reward of tastıng and that ıt
also mplıes earthly fo0d WAas TeDIACE wıth SOTINEC SOTE of eavenly nourıshment.
TIhe image of WwISdom’s LTCAaSUTY 1S introduced obscurely, but NOT developed. ext
offers HOI direct fOocus Moses’ transfiguration ASs S11gn Oof eavenly Status,
but also d nourıshment Dy diıvine wıisdom. Comparıson the detaıls Of Dn
elps clarıfy thıs poımnt. In thıs WAaY, both present the paradıgzm of the ascet1ICc
wiısdom-seeker. ext interprets Moses’ transfiguration AS paradıgm for the
protologica robe of SlOry restored and implıicıtly the Eucharıst AS paralle
to Moses’ eXpeTMENCE. Fınally, texti draws together all these hreads Ephrem
interprets the epısode ASs CASC of spırıtual nourıshment by the 1g of diıvine WIS-
dom Moses ee the glory-lıght ıtself. The Ole CONTEXT 1S Eucharıistic and
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sacramental, N In {urn that Ephrem also VIEWS the sacramental a_
cent AS the PTITODCI WdYy ACCCcSssS divine wiısdom. Moses’ transfiguration also led
Ephrem LO speculate the transformation of human ınkıng, understandıng,
INqUITY, and pralise In Paradıse.

In S 1 Ephrem’s 0al 1S often assoclate Moses wıth the Chrıstian DUT-
sult of wiısdom V1a asceticısm and the Sacraments In 5—8, Ephrem sounds
116  S note the between Christ’s dıyvıne STAHIS and Moses’ humanıty 1TAhus
texT D a  0Ug In SOMMEC WAaYS outler In the because of ıtfs baptısmal
themes, focuses divinızation and assoc1latıon wıth eavenly STatus, but also COMN-
sıders the character of Moses’ ıllumınation and the between
Moses and Chriıst The CONTEXxT remaıns sacramental and still offers pattern of
divine ıllumınatıon that depends divine inıtlatiıve. Texts focus the veıl
of Moses and the overwhelmiıng character of the VISION make dıfferent sei
of pomnts. (One the ONC hand, the veılıng of Moses’ transfiguration 1S warnıng. On
the other hand, Ephrem alsoO takes ıt dAS A image of the Daradox of Chrıst He
consıders Moses’ experlence ASs VISION of (hrist’s generatıon, and he adds Moses’
stammerıng the pıcture cShOw us the paradox Of the MYSTErY of Chrıst that 1S
dıfficult both comprehen and CADICSS. Despite the mystery’s hıddenness, It
emaıns evıdent. ext sharpens the pomnt Dy LOCUSINZ ONCEC agaın the brevıty
of Moses’ transfiguration 4S ell ASs the veıl, In order refute anthropomorphism.
Fınally, text evelops the pomnt about divine VISION In Dy LOCUSINg the
1DHCa characterızation of Moses’ intımacy wıth (GG0d and yel hıs ınabılı bear
the tull divine brıghtness. In thıs WaY he SCS the transfıiguration of Moses AS

for dıvine incomprehensıtbility and ASs mark of asSsOoclation wıth (30d
Moses’ experlence teaches both the inaccess1bilıty and access1bilıty Oof (30d

Fınally, TexT combınes IHalYy of these elements for the wisdom-
seeker’s complete dependence Chrıst for ACCCSssS the eavenly LTCASUTY.
Eucharistic allusıons SCCIM resurface., but 10  S wıth much Stronger of the
dıstiıncetion between (J0d and INa  a

If turn consıder the question of rhetorical> then throughout the
m of the Nisıbene per10d, Ephrem tends VIEW Moses’ transfiguration In
AaSsSOCIalıve WdYy ıt espeaks Moses’ ascent the eavenly realm and wisdom.
TOM the INOTEC asSsoc1latıve eX (MIe athers that, In OUT poet’'s mınd, key aSpecCt
of the ascetical ıfe 1S the pursuılt Oof WwISsdom, for 16 ecarthly things AL rejected.
Moses’ transfiguration ADDCAaIS AS the motivatıng princıple of Danıel’s pursuit of
wısdom hrough DIayCI and Tastıng, the paradigm of eavenly aScentT, and the bıb-
16a basıs for descr1ptions of feeding and reverently investigatiıng the eschato-
ogıcal VISION of the dıviıne glory Ephrem’s abıtua imagery that the
place where the Chrıstian eNCOUNTteETrS the S”a’'INne kınd of transformatiıve theophany
that Moses experiıenced 1S, pr10r the eschatologica Paradıse ıtself, the a_
mental lıturgy of the Church Ephrem CXpECIS that the ascet1Ic pursuılt of wısdom
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takes place In eccles1al and sacramental WAaY, NOT separated irom the Church
Thus, the spiırıt and g0oal of the ascet1ic ıfe COIMMC ntO clearer fOocus. What the
ascet1ICc seeks IS the VISION of the dıivine glOry, wıth confıdence In hıs PTIayCI and
fastıng, but AWalECNCSS OT hıs complete dependence dıvıne inıtlatıve.

Yet Moses’ transfiguration, partıcularly the need veıl it from the Israelıtes
al the tfoot of the mountaın, also served dıissocialtıive PUTDOSC IOr Ephrem.
remiınded hıs flock of the dıstance that remaıns between and the
('reator. Thus, In the SECEIMONES de Fide, the vmnı de Fide, and other kındred
LEXTS: Ephrem tends fOCus LHNOTC the problem of hOow it 1S possıble SCC

glory anguage otf VISION and adornment replaces h1ıs PrevIOuUS TOCuUS
nourıshment and Nniment imagery He uUSCcCSs detaıls Iirom the SLOTY of Moses’
transfiguration: the veıl (as In HdF8.1-—6, and SdDN29), 1ts teMpOrary
per10dic character (as In HdE 36), and Its derıvatıve nature H5:2210),
emphasıze the diıstance between Christ, the Firstborn of the Father, and created
beings. Moses’ transfiguration thus permıits hım distingu1s between approprI1-
afe and inappropriate search for wıisdom. TIhe former rehles that nsıght IC
1S o1ven revealed In PTIayCI and sacramental intimacy. The latter eschews
ıvinely o1ven ıllumınatıon In iımpossıble unveıl CSCNCC, before
the audacı0us and immodest CVYC of the inquirer. Such 1S the focus of Ephrem’s
later WOrKs, but 1t 1S clear that he understood, BVn early In hIs CarCcerT, the balance
between the aSSOCIatıve and dissoclative aSpEeCIS of the MYSterYy of CHnst prefg-
ured In Moses’ transfıguration. For he employs the SLOTY In dissoclative WaY In
ONC of hıs first works agaınst immoderate theologica discourse: the first Sermo de
ıde

The mM Abraham ıdunaya unıte the poles, the aSSOCI1atıve and d1S-
soclatıve. In them, Ephrem praises CONLteEMPOTFAaTY who succeeded In the pursult
of wısdom and In the teachiıng and pastoral CaTiTec of the Church 1S accıdent,
therefore, that al the end, Ephrem ecalls the example OT Moses that had been the
Dasıs of both lovıng aSSOCI1atıon wıth (30d and humble understandıng that the
ascetIic’s robe of glory 1S merely borrowed, NOT pOossessed outrıght.

In all of these instances, the transfiguration of Moses play ImMpoOT-
Lant mediating role that balances Out Ephrem’s 1Ca polarıty between TE VGTERHNCGE

and audacity”®. In the mınd of Ephrem, Moses’ experienCce both guarantees the
possıbılıty of man’s approachıing (30d and remımınds hım of the ımpossıbılıty of
transcendıing creaturely Iımıtatıon. Ihus, the transfiguration of Moses
Ephrem AS balancıng poımint between XITEMES Upon reflection, therefore, ıt 1S
NOT LOO surprisıng that Ephrem should implıcıtly CONNECT the paradıgm of Moses’
transfiguration the Eucharist. For the Eucharıst ıtself 1S Sacrament that

S6 HdP 11 typıfıes thıs polarıty DA E A For complete rTeCeNT Study, SCC Den
Biesen, Sımple and Bold, 73592146
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PTICSSCS above all the mediatıon between (GG0d and INan achiıeved In the Incarna-
t10N, inıtlatıve.

STITAC Ihıs artıcle examınes the hırteen In the wrıtings of Ephrem the Syrıan hat
the epısode of Moses’ transfıguration, described In Ex 4,2/-35 nalysıs of Ephrem’s vocabulary
and imagery reveals hat he SCS the PASSagc in several inter-related WaYsS throughout the COUTSC of h1ıs
lıterary CArLGOT. Despite eIr dıfferences, hıs interpretat1ions end follow consıstent pattern, namely,
hat Moses APPCAaLS the paradıgm of the ascet1ic wiısdom-seeker, and hat the lıght hat he rece1ved
Was eıther mark of hIis eavenly wısdom the food’ of wısdom ıtself. In hıs earher wrıtings,
Ephrem focuses the detaıl of Moses’ fastıng and en! SC Moses’ transfıiguration evıdence of
hıs asSsOcC1atıon ıth the dıvıne realm In the pursult of W1IsSsdom. He takes the glory-hght d the food of
dıvıine W1SdOm, often presented in seemiıing]ly Eucharıstic language. Hıs ater wrıtings, ıle NOTL deny-
ıng Moses’ quası-dıvine Status, end focus er aSpEeCIS of the STOTY the fear f the Israelıtes and
the e1] Moses’ face. In h1ıs connection, Moses’ experience AaDDCAaLs NOL only d paradıgm for the
ascetic pursult of wısdom. but Iso for a  An approprıate epıstemological dıstance irom God Thus, ıle
Moses’ transfıguration remaıns paradıgm for the ascet1ic pursult of wısdom and eavenly contempla-
tıon, ıt Iso SCI VCS MO for approprıiate theologica INQUITY. the end of h1s lıfe, phrem unıtes
I: of ese themes In final treatmentTt of the ep1ısode.


